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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of t h i s  s tudy was t o  examine p o l a r i t y  and 

d i spu ta t iousness  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia school boards and t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between board c o n f l i c t  l e v e l ,  s e l ec ted  t r u s t e e  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and contextual  f ac to r s .  P u s t e e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

considered were p o l i t i c a l  par ty  a f f i l i a t i o n  and governance s t y l e .  

Contextual f a c t o r s  considered were the  in f luence  of the  super in tendent  

on the  board and the  community type the  board serves.  

P o l a r i t y  of  boards was charac ter ized  as e i t h e r  b i p o l a r  (h ighly  

polar ized  vot ing  p a t t e r n s )  o r  unipolar  (no s p e c i f i c  vot ing  p a t t e r n ) .  

Disputat iousness was charac te r i zed  as f r a c t i o u s  (h igh ly  c o n f l i c t i v e )  

o r .  qu iescen t  (consensual)  . 
A ques t ionna i re  gathered informat ion  from a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  sample 

of boards. Completed ques t ionna i res  were re turned by 11 out  of 26 

boards and 91 ou t  of 1 84 , i nd iv idua l  t r u s t e e  respondents. 

The informat ion  was examined f o r  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  

p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness  of a board and: 1) t r u s t e e ' s  p o l i t i c a l  

pa r ty  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  2 )  t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e ,  3)-  community type and 

4)  t h e  in f luence  of the  superintendent .  The most important  f i n d i n g  

was t h a t  boards can be measured and l a b e l l e d  by both the  degree of 

iii 



p o l a r i t y  and disputat i lousness present .  When both dimensions of  board 

c o n f l i c t  a r e  examined, four  d i s t i n c t  types of boards emerge: 

1 ) quiescent  unipolar  (consensual with no-pattern voting,  2) f r a c t i o u s  

unipolar  ( c o n f l i c t i v e  wi th  no-pattern vot ing)  , 3) quiescent  b ipo la r  

(consensual  but  with polar ized  vo t ing)  and 4) f r a c t i o u s  b ipo la r  (both 

c o n f l i c t i v e  and polar ized  vot ing) .  

The examination of t h e  personal  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t r u s t e e s  and 

contextual  f a c t o r s  y ie lded the  fol lowing conclusions. F i r s t l y ,  

polar ized ,  h ighly  c o n f l i c t i v e  boards tend t o  be composed of t r u s t e e s  

wi th  widely varying p o l i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e s  and governance s t y l e s .  

Secondly, s p e c i f i c  pa r ty  p o l i t i c s  a r e  unre la ted  t o  governance s t y l e  o r  

c o n f l i c t  l e v e l  but  t r u s t e e s  genera l ly  commit t o  an organized party.  

Thirdly,  t h e  most c o n f l i c t i v e  governance s t y l e  is t o  be found i n  

g r e a t e r  numbers on t h e  more polar ized ,  c o n f l i c t i v e  boards. F ina l ly ,  a 

powerful inf luence  f o r  a l l  board types,  t r u s t e e  types and community 

types  is the  superintendent .  

I n  conclusion, t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h i s  p ro jec t  lies i n  t h e  

c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of the  four  board types. School boards i n  B r i t i s h  

Columbia can be cha rac te r i zed  as; qu iescen t  unipolar ,  f r a c t i o u s  

unipolar ,  quiescent  b ipo la r  o r  f r a c t i o u s  b ipo la r  according t o  t h e  

degree of p o l a r i t y  and d isputa t iousness .  

i v  
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CHAPTER I 

The Problem 

_Introduction 

School boards d i f f e r  widely from d i s t r i c t  t o  d i s t r i c t .  They 

d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  degree of p o l a r i t y ,  t h e i r  degree of d i spu ta t iousness  

and t h e i r  p a t t e r n  of decision-making. There are a number of 

in f luences  on a board t h a t  a f f e c t  t h e  na ture  of t h e  uni t .  Boards are 

composed of t r u s t e e s ,  d i v e r s e  i n  background. There may be any 

combination of age, sex ,  occupation, p o l i t i c a l  a f f i l i a t i o n  and 

governance s t y l e  w i t h i n  a s i n g l e  board. The poss ib le  personal  

d i f f e r e n c e s  on a board are many. 

Then t h e r e  are c e r t a i n  contextual  f a c t o r s  t h a t  in f luence  the 

nature  of a board. Contextual f a c t o r s  are e x t e r n a l  in f luences  t h a t  

impact on a board's operat ion.  Examples of contextual  f a c t o r s  may 

inc lude:  the  economic s t r u c t u r e  of a community, the  p o l i t i c s  of a 

community, o r  t h e  na ture  of t h e  labour-management r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  t h e  

d i s t r i c t .  Two t h a t  are considered i n  t h i s  s tudy are 1)  the  p o s i t i o n  

and power of t h e  d i s t r i c t  super in tendent  and 2) t h e  type of community 

in f luence  found i n  educat ional  a f f a i r s  of t h a t  d i s t r i c t .  

When the  var ious  sources  of in f luence  on a board 's  na tu re  are 

examined a 

background 

d e f i n i t i v e  

pa t t e rn .  

p a t t e r n  of decision-making becomes evident .  Given the  

o f  the t r u s t e e s  on t h e  board and t h e  contextual  f a c t o r s ,  a  

s t y l e  emerges t h a t  types the  board's decision-making 



c 
The purpose of the  s tudy was two-fold: 1 )  t o  determine whether 

school  boards i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  degree of p o l a r i t y  

and d i spu ta t iousness  2)  t o  examine t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between board 

p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness  and s e l e c t e d  t r u s t e e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

(governance s t y l e  and p o l i t i c a l  a f f i l i a t i o n ) ,  community type ( school  

d i s t r i c t  power s t r u c t u r e )  and degree of inf luence  of the  

superintendent .  

The sub-problems t h a t  were inves t iga ted  were as fol lows:  

b- 

To what ex ten t  are school  boards i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia polar ized  

t h e i r  decision-making? 

u t a t i c  

i3kw&hu 

I n  terms of d i s ~  what e x t e n t  can school  boards 

B r i t i s h  Columbia be termed f r a c t i o u s  o r  quiescent?  

Suboroblem 3 

How do t r u s t e e s  view t h e i r  own governance s t y l e  and what is t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  of t h i s  percept ion  t o  board p o l a r i t y ?  



blem 4 

Is t h e r e  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tween p rov inc ia l  p o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  suppor t  

and t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e  and board p o l a r i t y ?  

Is t h e r e  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t r u s t e e  percept ion  of community 

d i spu ta t iousness?  

type and t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e ,  board p o l a r i t y  and 

a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  perceived i n f l u  

- 
Is t h e r e  a  re1 .ence of t h e  

super in tendent  and board p o l a r i t y ,  d i spu ta t iousness  and t r u s t e e  

governance s t y l e ?  

Is t h e r e  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  superintendent  and t h e  type of 

community he o r  she  serves?  

blem 8 

To what e x t e n t  can school  boards be p o l i t i c a l l y  pa t terned by 

degree of p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness?  



c e  o f  t h e  Studv 

Extensive work studying the  p a t t e r n s  of decision-making wi th in  

pub l i c  school  boards has been done i n  t h e  pas t ,  most notably by 

Blanchard (1985) and later by Newman (1988) and Brown, Newman and 

Rivers (1985). Work on board p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness  f u r t h e r s  

understanding, not  only of ever-present board p o l i t i c s  but  a l s o  the  . 

i n d i v i d u a l  s t y l e  of t r u s t e e s  t h a t  make up those boards. 

Understanding the  c o n f l i c t s  wi th in  a board not  only provides 

va luable  i n s i g h t  i n t o  how d i s t r i c t  staff might bes t  work wi th  t h e i r  

e l ec ted  board bu t  a l s o  provides the  board members wi th  information and 

knowledge on t h e  power exchange between super in tendents  and 

themselves. How information and ,advice i s  received and u t i l i z e d  is 

coloured by t h e  p o l i t i c a l  power framework and c l imate  t h a t  its members 

work in .  That framework is a combination of f a c t o r s :  the  type of 

community a board serves ,  t h e  percept ion  a t r u s t e e  has of h i s  own 

governance s t y l e ,  the  p o l i t i c a l  background of t h e  ind iv idua l  t r u s t e e  

and t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  the  board has  with its superintendent .  

Polar=: The p o l a r i t y  of a board i s  a r e f l e c t i o n  of repeated vo t ing  

b locs  i ts members f a l l  i n t o  dur ing  decision-making. Bipolar  

boards see themselves as f requen t ly  experiencing c o n f l i c t  w i t h i n  

the  board but  possessing s tandard ,  c o n s i s t e n t  vo t ing  blocs. So, 



even though c o n f l i c t  is f requent ,  its sources  are predic table ,  

r e s u l t i n g  i n  a  similar and c o n s i s t e n t  vo t ing  p a t t e r n s  from i s s u e  

t o  i ssue .  Unipolar boards do not  perceive themselves i n  f requent  

c o n f l i c t  and do not  see c o n s i s t e n t  o r  r epea t ing  vo t ing  b locs  

amongst themselves. 

i s ~ u t a t i o u s n e s s :  Disputa t iousness  is t h e  degree t o  which a  board is 

f r a c t i o n a l i z e d  by d i spu te  i n  t h e i r  problem-solving process. 

P o l a r i t y  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  poss ib le  presence of d iv i s iveness  and 

d i spu ta t iousness  i n d i c a t e s  the  riature of . that  d iv is iveness .  In 

o r d e r t o  judge the degree of d i s p u t e  present  w i t h i n  a  board 

t r u s t e e  respondents  i n d i c a t e d  how f requen t ly  they perceived t h e i r  

board t o  be' unanimous i n  dec i s ion  on o the r  than r o u t i n e  business. 

They responded on a  f ive-point  s c a l e ,  from one i n d i c a t i n g  nAlmost 

Nevern t o  f i v e  i n d i c a t i n g  "Almost Alwaysn. The mean of t h e  

board 's  t o t a l  responses  was ca lcu la ted  and the  score  ind ica ted  t h e  

degree of d isputa t iousness .  The d i spu ta t iousness  of a  board was 

considered e i t h e r  f r a c t i o u s  o r  qu iescen t  according , to  its score.  

Frac t ious :  F rac t ious  is t h e  term appl ied  t o  a  board cha rac te r i zed  by 

d issens ion,  disagreement, argumentativeness and a  genera l  l a c k  of 

cohesiveness between members. Boards with a  score  of 3.0 o r  less 

on ques t ion  #1 of t h e  ques t ionna i re  were l a b e l l e d  a s  f r a c t i o u s  

boards. F rac t ious  boards were considered t o  be f r a c t i o n a l i z e d  by 



d i s p u t e  t o  t h e  point  it a f f e c t e d  t h e i r  o v e r a l l  functioning.  

e s c e :  Quiescent  is the  term appl ied  t o  a board charac ter ized  by 

co-operation, low c o n f l i c t ,  agreement be tween members and genera l  

cohesiveness. Boards wi th  a score  of g r e a t e r  than 3.0 on 

ques t ion  #1 of t h e  ques t ionna i re  were considered quiescent .  

e s c e n $ . a D o l 8 r :  A board cha rac te r i zed  by very l i m i t e d  c o n f l i c t  

and unanimity i n  decision-making. 

F r a c t i o u s  u w :  A board cha rac te r i zed  by c o n f l i c t  but  a b l e  t o  

come t o  agreement a t  decision-making time. 

escen t  b-: A board charac ter ized  by very l i m i t e d  c o n f l i c t  

bu t  d i s t i n c t  vot ing  b locs  do e x i s t .  

F r a c t i o u s  b i ~ o l a r :  A board charac ter ized  by a high degree of d i s p u t e  

and c o n f l i c t  with entrenched, d i s t i n c t  vot ing  blocs. 

Trus tee  Governance S t v h :  The school  board t r u s t e e ' s  own percept ion  

of his r o l e  as a publ ic ly  elected o f f i c i a l .  H i s  percept ion  of t h e  

parameters of  his mandate and parer  provide a framework from which 

he views h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  



The first chapter  d i scusses  the  s e t t i n g  and scope of t h e  problem. 

The e i g h t  sub-problems are ou t l ined  and t h e  terms t o  be used i n  t h e  

ensuing d i scuss ion  are defined. Chapter I1 i nc ludes  a review of t h e  

l i t e r a t u r e  i n  t h e  areas p e r t i n e n t  t o  t h e  sub-problems. Chapter I11 

o u t l i n e s  t h e  r e sea rch  methodology: t h e  ins t rument  t o  c o l l e c t  t h e  

d a t a ,  t h e  sample, d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  and d a t a  t reatment .  Chapter IV 

d i s c u s s e s  t h e  r e s u l t s  obtained by the  survey. Chapter V draws 

conclus ions  based on t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  survey and i n d i c a t e  poss ib le  

impl i ca t ions  f o r ' f u r t h e r  r e sea rch  .and p rac t i ce .  



CHAPTER I1 

Background t o  t h e  Study 

01 D i s t r i c t  P o u t i c s  and Governance 

The c o n f l i c t  generated w i t h i n  school  systems by school  d i s t r i c t  

p o l i t i c s  and educat ional  governance is t h e  r e s u l t  of i n t e r a c t i o n  of a 

number of f a c t o r s .  The in f luenc ing  f a c t o r s  come from both wi th in  and 

without  t h e  system. I n  t h e i r  book, Schools  i n  C o n f u ,  Wirt and 

Kirst (1982) r e p r e s e n t  the  educat ional  system as i n t e n s e l y  p o l i t i c a l .  

They use a diagram of Wirtls, Paradigm of Turbulent School P o l i t i c s .  

That diagram is adapted he re  as Figure 1. The t h r e e  immediate sources  

c o n f l i c t  o r  turbulence impacting on a l a c k  of  school board are 

cons t i tuenc ies ,  i s s u e s  and in te rven ing  var iables .  Core c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  

a r e  the  groups wi th  a vested i n t e r e s t  and a c t i v e  p a r t  i n  t h e  opera t ion  

of a  school  d i s t r i c t :  parents ,  taxpayers,  teachers ,  and s tudents .  

Each of those c o n s t i t u e n t  groups has t h e i r  i s s u e  demand t o  make. The 

pa ren t ' s  i s s u e  is shared c o n t r o l ,  t he  taxpayers1 i s s u e  i s  f i n a n c i a l  

reform and s o  on according t o  Figure 1. The cons t i tuenc ies  and t h e i r  

demands are f i l t e r e d  through two in te rven ing  var iables .  One is  t h e  

community s t r u c t u r e ,  comprised of  such th ings  as its economic s t a t u s ,  

r e l i g i o u s ,  s o c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  groups. The second in te rven ing  

v a r i a b l e  is the  i n t e r a c t i o n  of t h e  var ious  demands. This whole 

s t r u c t u r e  impacts d i r e c t l y  upon the  demand targets , which are t h e  

e l e c t e d  school  board and t h e  superintendent .  The a c t u a l  p o l i c i e s  and 
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procedures decided upon a t  t h e  board l e v e 1 , g o  out  t o  t h e  altered 

a u t h o r i t y  t o  be enacted. The altered a u t h o r i t y  is made up of lesser 

d i s t r i c t  l e v e l  admin i s t r a t ion ,  p r i n c i p a l s  and school- level  staff. 

While t h e  e n t i r e  process  i s  opera t ing  t h e r e  are e x t e r n a l  f o r c e s  t h a t  

are cons tan t ly  a c t i n g  as w e l l  and modifying t h e  outcome. 

Extracommunity s t i m u l i  i n  t h e  form of t h e  new concepts  and a t t i t u d e s  

i n  t h e  community and c r y s t a l l i z i n g  even t s  impact continuously upon t h e  

board and super in tendent ,  a d j u s t i n g  and colour ing  t h e i r  view bf 

constituents and demands. These s t i m u l i  i n t e r a c t  wi th  t h e  on-going 

legal systems of cour t s ,  t h e  Minis t ry  of  Education and p ro fess iona l  

norms. The diagram is a comprehensive one, o u t l i n i n g  a complex system 

and inc lud ing  a g r e a t  number of i n t e r n a l  e x t e r n a l  sources  of c o n f l i c t  

on a school  board. 

This s tudy has s e l e c t e d  f o u r  s p e c i f i c  i n f l u e n c e s  on school  boards 

and examines them i n  terms of t h e i r  impact on a board 's  p o l a r i t y  and 

d i spu ta t iousness .  The f u r  areas of in f luence  are: p a r t y  p o l i t i c s ,  

t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e ,  community type and t h e  super in tendent .  The 

f o u r  areas and t h e i r  impact on a board are diagrammed i n  Figure 2 and 

each is discussed  i n  d e t a i l  i n  t h i s  chapter .  
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P o l a r i t y  of a  school  board is defined a s  the  p a t t e r n  of decision- 

making a  board may c o n s i s t e n t l y  f a l l  i n t o  due t o  t h e  degree of 

c o n f l i c t  wi th in  its un i t .  I n  a  s tudy of  Kentucky school  boards 

Blanchard (1975) found t h r e e  d i s t i n c t  types  of p o l a r i z a t i o n  evident  i n  

pub l i c  school  boards. He e s t a b l i s h e d  the  p o l a r i t y  of boards by 

ques t ioning t h e  degree of frequency with which a  board was unanimous 

i n  its decision-making. Bipolar  boards are charac te r i zed  a s  

experiencing f requen t  c o n f l i c t  amongst themselves but a l s o  possessing 

c l e a r  and c o n s i s t e n t  vot ing  p a t t e r n s  when decision-making time 

a c t u a l l y  a r r i v e s .  Unipolar boards are always o r  near ly  always 

unanimous i n  t h e i r  dec i s ions  and on t h e  rare occasions when they are 

i n  c o n f l i c t ,  t h e r e  is no d i s c e r n i b l e  p a t t e r n  i n  t h e i r  vot ing  blocs. 

The t h i r d  type is the  nego t i a to r  board. On nego t i a to r  boards, 

c o n f l i c t  r e g u l a r l y  e x i s t s  but  with no p a t t e r n  and no c o n s i s t e n t  power 

blocs. Newman ( 1988) concurs wi th  Blanchard" s evidence of b ipo la r  and 

unipolar  boards but  d id  not  f i n d  nego t i a to r  boards i n  t h e  manner 

described by Blanchard. Newman desc r ibes  the  t h i r d  type of polar ized  

board a s  f r equen t ly  unanimous but  wi th  vot ing  b locs  when disagreement 

e x i s t s .  

DisDutatiousness 

Disputat iousness is concerned wi th  t h e  r o l e  of c o n f l i c t  i n  

educat ional  p o l i t i c s .  The r o l e  c o n f l i c t  p lays  may be examined by 



looking a t  the  mix of  ind iv idua l s  and what they br ing  t o  t h e i r  e l e c t e d  

r o l e ,  how t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  and background mix t o  provide t h e  

pe r sona l i ty  of a board and how they impact upon t h e i r  educat ional  

system. Richard Townsend (1988) i n  h i s  book, m v  P o l i t i c k  f o r  

Schools, provides a thorough study of educat ional  governance i n  

Canada. H e  interviewed i n d i v i d u a l s  r e spons ib le  f o r  educat ional  pol icy  

and examined t h e i r  percept ion  of t h e i r  r o l e  and t h e i r  percept ion  of 

t h e i r  impact upon the  system. He cons ide r s  t h r e e  aspects :  1) a 

p o l i t i c i a n ' s  s t ance  (what they t a l k  about) ,  a p o l i t i c i a n ' s  s t y l e  (how 

they t a l k ) ,  3)  and a p o l i t i c i a n q s  s tandards  (what p o l i t i c i a n s  t a l k  t o  

o r  be l i eve  i n ) .  I n  a l l  t h r e e  opera t ive  a s p e c t s  of  a p o l i t i c i a n l s  

behaviour, Townsend f i n d s  t r u s t e e s  and l e g i s l a t i o n  divided between 

those  who are c o n f l i c t i v e  i n  t h e i r  behaviour and those  who tend t o  be 

consensual. There are degrees of both along a continuum depending 

upon t h e  i ssue .  The more c o n f l i c t i v e  an ind iv idua l  i s s u e  is, t h e  

greater the  tendency f o r  an  ind iv idua l  t o  behave i n  an inc reas ing ly  

c o n f l i c t i v e  manner. The d i scordan t  traits of a board are 

charac ter ized  by c o n f l i c t ,  moralism, cynicism and cabal-finding. The 

traits of concord are charac te r i zed  by consensus, acceptance, t r u s t ,  

democracy-finding. Townsend's r e s u l t s  l e d  him t o  four  conclusions 

about publ ic  educat ion  and t h e  on-going d i s p u t a t i o u s  na tu re  of publ ic  

school  boards : 

1 )  Trus tees  a r e  more a c t i v e  i n  in f luenc ing  t h e  educat ional  

system they govern than was previously thought. 



2) Trustees know more about and l e a r n  more about spec i f i c  

educational i s sues  than was previously thought. 

3)  The more con f l i c t  involved i n  an issue,  the  grea te r  the  

con f l i c t  t h a t  w i l l  be detected i n  the po l i t i c ians .  

4 )  Conflict iveness and consensuality a re  not determined by 

partisanism but a r e  a r e f l e c t i o n  of the cu l tu re  t h e i r  

system represents. One region of Canada w i l l  be more 

l i k e l y  t o  have a s t y l e  of board or  degree of c o n f l i c t  

evident than another. Each region has a d i s t i n c t  stamp 

or s t y l e  on its educational governance. - 
Elected school t r u s t ee s  carry  out  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  t h e i r  

cons t i tuen ts  i n  a d i s t i n c t  recurr ing s t y l e  or pattern. Mann (1976) 

has defined three  c l ea r  s t y l e s  t o  be found i n  school o f f i c i a l s .  The 

first, and considered by Mann the  most common t o  be found i n  

educational administrat ion,  is tha t  of the t rus tee .  A t r u s t ee  member 

believes he is responsible t o  h i s  e l ec to ra t e  but t h a t  i n  e l ec t i ng  him, 

they t r u s t  him t o  use h i s  own best  judgement i n  decision-making. He 

sees  himself as deciding f o r  h i s  e l ec to ra t e  even i f  it is a t  odds with 

what may have been communicated t o  him. He believes he i s  expected t o  

decide what is best  f o r  h i s  consti tuents.  The second type of board 

member, a s l i g h t l y  smaller group proportionately, i s  the delegate. 

The delegate sees  h i s  public representat ion t o  be the enactment of his 



c o n s t i t u e n t s '  wishes. He does not be l i eve  i n  a c t i n g  cont rary  t o  what 

h i s  pub l i c  wants done o r  i n  decid ing f o r  them without consu l t a t ion ,  

even i f  h is  personal ,  p r iva te ,  experienced judgement may be d i f f e r e n t .  

Delegates are t o  r e f l e c t  the  e l e c t o r a t e ' s  wishes, not  i n t e r p r e t  them. 

The t h i r d ,  and propor t ionate ly  t h e  smal l e s t  group i n  Mannts work, is 

the  p o l i t i c o .  This member be l i eves  he bes t  se rves  t h e  represented  by 

handling each i s s u e  separa te ly ,  sometimes s i m i l a r l y  t o  a t r u s t e e .  

Their behaviour is determined by t h e  s i t u a t i o n  a t  hand and t h e  

weighing up of t h e  i s s u e s  and consequences. They u s u a l l y  want t o  know 

the  source of a problem and t o  d e f e r  judgement u n t i l  they can assess 

t h e  probable o v e r a l l  outcome. The stamp of t h i s  s t y l e  is compromise 

and c o n f l i c t  and he tends  t o  be very p o l i t i c a l .  A l l  t h r e e  p o l i t i c a l  

s t y l e s  are t o  be found i n  e l e c t e d  school  board members and how a board 

member perce ives  himself i n  h i s  r o l e  w i l l  have a d i r e c t  impact not  

only on how he handles h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  but a l s o  on t h e  c o n f l i c t  

w i t h i n  the  e n t i r e  group. d 

I n  School Boards 

Part isan-elected pub l i c  school  boards are found i n  only a very few 

communities i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia and indeed, is d e f i n i t e l y  i n  t h e  

minori ty as an e s t a b l i s h e d  system i n  a l l  o f  North America. Within 

t h i s  century school  p o l i t i c s  have c o n s i s t e n t l y  moved away from 

t r u s t e e s  a f f i l i a t e d  with a p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  i n  favour of  independent,  

w a p o l i t i c a l w  e l e c t i o n s .  Nielsen and Robinson (1980) make a case f o r  



16. 

t h e  p o s i t i v e  a spec t s  of  par t i sanism i n  l o c a l  school  boards. Their  

content ion  is t h a t  without  c l e a r l y  defined pa r ty  platforms on i s s u e s  

c i t i z e n s  vo te  f o r  t h e  "mann and f requen t ly  vote  i n  ignorance, unsure 

of  where t h e i r  candidate  s t ands  phi losophica l ly .  Without pa r ty  

platform, boards of conservat ive  na tu re  are invar i ab ly  e lec ted .  I n  

add i t ion ,  self-professed non-partisan candidates  and boards are not  

a c t u a l l y  non-par t i san  a t  all. Once e lec ted ,  they are c a l l e d  upon t o  

make a l l o c a t i v e  p a r t i s a n  dec i s ions ,  f r equen t ly  favouring one group 

over another. I n  non-partisan e l e c t i o n s  candidates  are chosen a t  

large but usua l ly  from conservat ive  th ink ing  ranks  with regard t o  

t h e i r  background, education and occupation and f requen t ly  t h e i r  

dec i s ions  f a l l  i n t o  t h e  l i n e s  of more conservat ive ,  c e n t r a l i z e d  

decision-making and c o n t r o l  of pol icy  by d i s t r i c t  s t a f f  (Nie lsen  & 

Robinson, 1 9 80 ) . 
The c o n f l i c t  i n  t h i s  i s s u e  c e n t r e s  on t h e  r e l a t i v e  merits of 

p a r t i s a n  school  boards. Opponents i n s i s t  t h a t  p o l i t i c s  do not  belong 

i n  publ ic  educat ion  and t h e r e  is no r i g h t  p o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  t h a t  should 

be guiding the  system s t r i c t l y  by its philosophy alone. Proponents 

i n s i s t  t h e  system is by n a t u r e  p o l i t i c a l  and t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  b e l i e f s  

cannot be avoided. Even non-partisan groups and candidates  hold firm 

b e l i e f s  on educat ional  philosophy and pol icy  and t h a t  a pa r ty  system 

would provide the  v o t e r  wi th  a r a t i o n a l  method of  what each candidate  

s t a n d s  fo r .  

Although os tens ib ly  t h e r e  is no p a r t i s a n s h i p  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia 



school  e l e c t i o n s  (except  f o r  Vancouver), when t h e  c o n f l i c t  w i t h i n  a 

board is considered,  p o l i t i c a l  f a c t o r s  may be a c o n t r i b u t i n g  f a c t o r  t o  

t h e  type of p o l a r i t y  o r  degree of d isputa t iousness .  

It seems apparent  t h a t  super in tendents  have a great d e a l  of power 

and in f luence  wi th  t h e i r  boards. A s  he o r  she  r e p r e s e n t s  the  most 

important h i r i n g  d e c i s i o n  they make, he is t h e  c l o s e s t  immediate 

a u t h o r i t y  on t h e i r  school  system s p e c i f i c a l l y  and on educa t ing  

c h i l d r e n  genera l ly .  Although i n  most s i t u a t i o n s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between super in tendent  and board is amicable and charac ter ized  by 

coopera t ion  i n  t h e i r  common goal ,  t h e r e  are p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  

c o n f l i c t .  Awender (1985) i n d i c a t e s  t h e r e  are d e f i n i t e  and s e p a r a t e  

sources  of power belonging t o  each t h e  superintendent  and t o  t h e  board 

t h a t  affect t h e i r  o v e r a l l  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  I n  add i t ion ,  who c o n t r o l s  t h e  

more ambiguous power t o o l s  w i l l  i n d i c a t e  who has t h e  d i s t i n c t  edge i n  

setting the  tone f o r  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  and the  parameters of parer.  

Awender notes  t h e  board has f i r s t l y  t h e  l e g a l  a u t h o r i t y  t o  govern, 

and secondly the  support  of the  e l e c t o r a t e  t h a t  put  them there.  This 

a u t h o r i t y  and suppor t  is rooted not  only i n  f a c t  but i n  t r a d i t i o n  i n  

Canada where the  pub l i c  be l i eves  an a p o l i t i c a l ,  f ree ly-e lec ted  board 

t o  be e s s e n t i a l  t o  school  board governance. Thirdly,  board members 

develop knowledge of the  system, a t  l e a s t  p o l i t i c a l l y ,  'if not  

mechanically, and f o u r t h l y ,  t h e r e  is t h e  personal  p r e s t i g e  and s t a t u s  



t h a t  comes not  only from publ ic  e l e c t i o n  but  as an enhancement t o  t h e  

type of candidate  usua l ly  chosen, t h a t  i s  one with' occupational  and 

community s t a t u s .  

The super in tendent ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, possesses far greater: 

1 )  p ro fess iona l  e x p e r t i s e  of t h e  system, 2) p o s i t i v e  pub l i c  opin ion  

and p r o f i l e  ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  smaller communities), 3 )  ties with 

i n f l u e n t i a l  l o c a l  i n d i v i d u a l s  and bodies,  4 )  access t o  parer  t o o l s ,  

t h a t  whi le  they may be considered ambiguous as t o  whose a rena  they 

s o l e l y  belong i n ,  are i n  r e a l i t y  t h e  possession of t h e  one who can 
. . 

c o n t r o l  them b e s t  and t h a t  is usua l ly  t h e  superintendent .  Boards no t  

only  do not  completely understand. t h e i r  .sources of money, they need 

p ro fess iona l  advice on how t o  spend i t  wisely. Although personnel 

s e l e c t i o n  is aga in  t h e  perogat ive  of t h e  board, i n  p r a c t i c e  much, if 

no t  a l l  of it, is delegated  t o  d i s t r i c t  p ro fess iona l  staff. Control 

of  informat ion  and communication systems is c e n t r a l  t o  informed 

decision-making and t h e  super in tendent  is t h e  s i n g l e  greatest purveyor 

of  informat ion  t o  t h e  board. The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between super in tenden t s  

and boards, whi le  cha rac te r i zed  by t h e  c o n t r o l  and use  of such t o o l s ,  

i s  a l s o  tempered g r e a t l y  wi th  a measure of t r u s t ,  coopera t ion  and 

responsiveness. The measure of openness and coopera t ion  are what 

provides most d i s t r i c t s  wi th  an  amicable and coopera t ive  working 

arrangement. 



The Board - C w t v  R v  

School boards methods of  opera t ion  may be viewed i n  connection 

with the  type of community they represent .  McCarty and Ramsey ( 1971), 

i n  t h e i r  work, _The School Mananers, examine community types and 

propose t h a t  t h e r e  is a "f i tw between t h e  p reva i l ing  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o r  

q u a l i t y  of a community and the  e l e c t e d  school  board t h a t  r e p r e s e n t s  

t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s  i n  publ ic  education. McCarty and Ramsey maintain 

s p e c i f i c  types  of  communities c o n s i s t e n t l y  maintain s p e c i f i c  types o f  

boards and those boards i n  t u r n  s e l e c t  (and a t t r a c t )  a s p e c i f i c  s t y l e  

of superintendent .  These au thors  propose four  main types of  

communities and r e s u l t a n t  boards e x i s t :  t h e  dominated community, t h e  

f a c t i o n a l  community, the  p l u r a l i s t i c  community and t h e  i n e r t  

community . 
I n  t h e  dominated community t h e  members c l e a r l y  perce ive  t h e i r  

community and consequently t h e i r  board t o  be dominated by one s p e c i f i c  

power group. That group may o r  may not  even be present  on t h e  board 

but  t h e  inf luence  is cons tan t  and pervasive and provides the  l e v e r s  

t h a t  con t ro l  board ac t ion .  This type of board tends  t o  have a 

super in tendent  t h a t  i s  a funct ionary  who implements pol icy  and wards 

off  p o t e n t i a l  t roub le  when and i f  it arises. 

The f a c t i o n a l  board r e p r e s e n t s  a f a c t i o n a l  community, wi th  a t  

least two opposing groups con t inua l ly  confront ing  each other .  Any 

i s s u e  may be cause f o r  disagreement and t h e  r e s u l t i n g  susp ic ion  and 

argumentativeness may obscure t h e  o r i g i n a l  reason f o r  t h e  



disagreement. Such groups get t h e i r  representat ive  on t he  board so  

t h a t  fac t iona l iza t ion  is manifested ' i n  board ac t ion  and the 

superintendent is the  posi t ion of master p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t e g i s t ,  

cooperating with the  majori ty power holders but not a l ly ing  himself 

wholeheartedly i n  case they a r e  replaced i n  the  next board e l ec t i on  

and he would then be faced with those whom he previously opposed. 

The p l u r a l i s t i c  community is one where there a r e  many well- 

informed power groups anxious t o  pa r t i c ipa t e  i n  public education but 

unable t o  control  a board p o l i t i c a l l y  on t h e i r  own. The groups 

continually a l i gn  and re-align t o  exact  g rea te r  parer but the 

alignments a r e  only temporary, frequently dissolving-and producing y e t  

another new alignment. They a r e  more commonly found i n  suburbs of 

middle t o  upper c l a s s  economic neighbourhoods and the  only 

superintendent who can s t ay  on top of such groups is a confident, wel l  

educated, informed, professional consultant  who provides guidance and 

advice. 

The i n e r t  community appears t o  be d i s in te res ted  and apathet ic  when 

it comes t o  community involvement. There is l i t t l e ,  if any, public 

i n t e r e s t  and no controversy or  organized confl ic t .  In  such a 

community the board follows the  advice and lead of the superintendent 

who is unencumbered by d i ssen t ing  ac t i on  groups or  a con f l i c t i ve  

board. 



- 
The l i t e r a t u r e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  school  boards are polar ized  i n  t h e i r  

decision-making. The r e c u r r i n g  p a t t e r n  of vo t ing  is f u r t h e r  

complicated by the  degree of d i spu ta t iousness  p resen t  wi th in  a board. 

The greater the  d i spu te  t h e  more t h e  board is l i k e l y  t o  be 

f r a c t i o n a l i z e d .  

A number of f a c t o r s  combine t o  produce the pe r sona l i ty  of each 

board. How each t r u s t e e  perce ives  h i s  governance s t y l e  w i l l  provide a 

framework from which t o  view h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  The t r u s t e e ' s  

p o l i t i c a l  b e l i e f s  may have an impact on the  s t y l e  and a t t i t u d e  he 

b r ings  t o  t h e  board t a b l e  as may h i s  view of t h e  community he serves.  

The f i n a l  f a c t o r  i n  board c o n f l i c t  t o  cons ider  is the  r o l e  of t h e  

superintendent .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  of the super in tendent  t o  t h e  board 

he se rves  is shaped by t h e  type of  community they both se rve  and the  

n a t u r e  and pe r sona l i ty  of t h e  board i tself .  



CHAPTER I11 

Research Me thodology - 
The s tudy looked a t  s e l e c t e d  B r i t i s h  Columbia school  boards t o  see 

if t h e r e  w a s  a d i f fe rence  from board t o  board i n  t h e  degree of 

p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness  w i t h i n  t h e  un i t .  The s tudy f u r t h e r  

looked f o r  a poss ib le  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between board p o l a r i t y  and 

d i spu ta t iousness  and 1 )  s p e c i f i c  t r u s t e e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  (governance 

s t y l e  and p o l i t i c a l  a f f i l i a t i o n ) ,  2 )  community type (school  d i s t r i c t  

power s t r u c t u r e ) ,  3 )  the  in f luence  of  the  superintendent .  

Q & L m u x A  

I n  order  t o  examine the  p o l a r i t y  and d i spu te  wi th in  a board, as 

w e l l  as a t tempt ing t o  d iscover  some underlying reasons  f o r  t h e  

c o n f l i c t ,  t r u s t e e s  were asked ques t ions  on a number of p o i n t s  

p e r t a i n i n g  t o  board p o l i t i c s .  Unanimity of school board vo t ing  and 

vo t ing  block p a t t e r n s  of c o n f l i c t i n g  boards were examined t o  provide a 

two-dimensional l a b e l  of  p o l a r i t y  and d isputa t iousness .  I n  order  t o  

develop information on suppor t ing  p o l i t i c a l  f a c t o r s  f o r  c o n f l i c t ,  

t r u s t e e s  were quest ioned about: 1)  t h e i r  governance s t y l e  using 

ques t ions  based on Mannls (1976) d e f i n i t i o n s ;  2 )  t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  

a f f i l i a t i o n  and p a r t y  suppor t  a t  t h e  p rov inc ia l  l e v e l ;  3) t h e  board 's  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  the  super in tendent  regarding asking and accept ing  



advice and sources of r egu la r  opposi t ion  t o  h i d h e r ;  4) t h e  t r u s t e e s v  

view of the  type of community they serve  us ing McCarty and Ramseyts 

(1971) des ignat ions  of community s t y l e .  

SamDle 

Quest ionnaire  forms were mailed t o  a t o t a l  of 26 d i s t r i c t s .  I n  

B r i t i s h  Columbia boards are composed of f i v e ,  seven o r  nine e l e c t e d  

mgmbers with seven being by far the  most common. A quest ionnaire  form 

was provided f o r  each ind iv idua l  t rus tee .  A t o t a l  of 184 forms were 

d i s t r i b u t e d  and 47% of ind iv idua l  t r u s t e e s  responded i n  t o t a l .  

There were two separa te  mailings. I n i t i a l l y  a group of t e n  boards 

were chosen t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  survey and t h e  writer planned t o  

gather  the  da ta  personal ly  from each board. Consequently, t h e  t e n  

boards were chosen with reasonable commuting d i s t ance  i n  mind. 

However, the  super in tendents  and t r u s t e e s  ind ica ted  a preference f o r  

completing t h e i r  forms a t  a convenient time and mai l ing  them in.  I n  

order t o  provide a broader provincia l  sample a random s e l e c t i o n  of an  

a d d i t i o n a l  s i x t e e n  boards were surveyed f o r  a second mailing. The 

sample is not then completely random but an acc iden ta l  one. It is, 

however, very represen ta t iona l  of B r i t i s h  Columbia boards. The group 

surveyed represen t s  urban, suburban and r u r a l  boards and boards of 

f i v e ,  seven and nine members. 

Using t h e  whole pool of ind iv idua l  t r u s t e e  forms was use fu l  f o r  

c e r t a i n  f ind ings  and impl ica t ions  is discussed i n  Chapter Four. For 



the  overa l l  i s sues  of pa t te rns  of board oon f l i c t  and sources of 

oon f l i c t ,  it was the oomplete board responses t h a t  were of first 

importance. For example, some boards returned three  or four forms out 

of a possible seven. While of use and i n t e r e s t  i n  such things a s  a 

comparison of t r u s t ee  s t y l e  and p o l i t i c a l  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  they were of no 

use i n  forming a complete pic ture  of a functioning board. Polar i ty  

and dispute were only completely ascertained by boards where everyone 

was able  t o  respond. Understandably, t h i s  was d i f f i c u l t  t o  achieve i n  

every case. Consequently, conclusions have been drawn from whole 

board responses, a somewhat more modest sample than the whole study 

undertook but valuable because of its completeness. I n  t o t a l ,  11 of 

26 boards were able  t o  present a oomplete picture.  

Instrumentation 

The da ta  instrument was i n  the  form of a wr i t t en  questionnaire 

consis t ing of t en  questions ( see  Appendices. A and B). 

On the questionnaire ( see  Appendices A and B) question one was 

designed t o  measure disputatiousness and question two t o  measure 

polari ty.  Question three  was f o r  the  respondents who answered 

posi t ively  t o  question two and was designed t o  t race  recurr ing voting 

pa t te rns  within a board. Question four asked t ru s t ee s  t o  s e l e c t  a 

governance s t y l e  matching t h e i r  own and questions f i v e  and s i x  asked 

about a t r u s t ee ' s  p o l i t i o a l  party a f f i l i a t i o n s .  Question seven was 



designed t o  e l i c i t  t r u s t e e s t  sources  of informat ion  and ques t ions  

e i g h t  and nine d e a l t  with t h e  in f luence  of t h e  super in tendent  on t h e  

board. Ques t ion  t e n  asked t r u s t e e s  t o  s e l e c t  a community type most 

c l o s e l y  matching t h e i r  own const i tuency.  

Trus tees  were asked t o  complete t h e  form anonymously. They first 

developed a method of  r e f e r r i n g  t o  each o t h e r  on the  form by number s o  

as t o  provide c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y .  It was suggested they number 

themselves a lphabet ica l ly- the  t r u s t e e  t h a t  was first a l p h a b e t i c a l l y  

became number one and t h e  second a l p h a b e t i c a l l y  became number two and 

so on. . A form w a s  provided f o r  t h i s  purpose and was t o  be disc'arded 

after completing t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  ( s e e  Appendix C ) .  The package of 

ques t ionna i re s  and numbering forms w a s  mailed t o  d i s t r i c t  

super in tend=nts  with a ietter of  i n t r o d u c t i o n  asking  f o r  t h e i r  suppor t  

and coopera t ion  i n  encouraging t h e i r  board t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  

Two s e p a r a t e  ba tches  of q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were mailed out.  

Appendix A i n d i c a t e s  t h e  ques t ionna i re  u s e d ' f o r  t h e  first t e n  boards 

where in-person c o l l e c t i o n  had been planned and Appendix B t h e  second. 

The only  d i f f e r e n c e s  are t h e  absence of p o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  a f f i l i a t i o n  

q u e s t i o n s  i n  t h e  second form and t h e  absence of t h e  q u e s t i o n  regarding  

sources  of  information.  It was f e l t  by t h e  writer t h a t  some 

s e n s i t i v i t y  e x i s t e d  over t h e  i s s u e  of ques t ioning  one s p o l i t i c s  f o r  

some t r u s t e e s  and s o  it was dropped. It should be noted, however, 

t h a t  i n  t h e  first batch most t r u s t e e s  d id  answer those  ques t ions .  

Impl ica t ions  drawn from p a r t y  a f f i l i a t i o n  are r e s t r i c t e d  t o  t h e  first 



set of d a t a  co l l ec ted .  - 
Two separa te  mailings of ques t ionna i re  forms were s e n t  out. 

Appendix A was used f o r  the  first mai l ing  and Appendix B f o r  t h e  

second mailing. The first set were s e n t  t o  the  t r u s t e e ' s  p r i v a t e  

address with an envelope provided f o r  t h e  t r u s t e e  t o  r e t u r n  t h e  

completed form once i t  was asce r t a ined  the  data would be c o l l e c t e d  by 

mail. The second mai l ing  was s e n t  t o  d i s t r i c t  super in tendents  t o  be 

d i s t r i b u t e d  a t  a board meeting where t r u s t e e s  would complete i t  

together .  A stamped envelope w a s  provided f o r  t h e  r e t u r n  of t h e  

completed forms. Although the  greatest response i n  forms back was 

from the  first p r i v a t e  mail ings (70% of t o t a l  forms), t h e  g r e a t e s t  

chance.of r ece iv ing  whole board responses came from the  second 

mailing. 

Data Treatment 

The re turned ques t ionna i res  were considered i n d i v i d u a l l y  and a s  

whole board responses (where t h e r e  w a s  a complete set). P o l a r i t y  is a 

measure poss ib le  only with a set of whole board responses. 

I n  order  t o  examine board p o l a r i t y ,  members were asked t o  i n d i c a t e  

whether o r  not  t h e r e  was usua l ly  the  same d i v i s i o n  on the  board when 

they disagreed on i s s u e s  and i f  t h e  same members s tuck together  from 

one i s s u e  t o  the  next  (see ques t ion  2 on Appendices A and B). They 



were t o  c i r c l e  e i t h e r  yes o r  no and, i f  the  respondent answered yes, 

he was t o  ind ica te  with whom he usually agreed. Board members were 

numbered and used the  numbers t o  r e f e r  t o  each other  r a the r  than t h e i r  

names, t o  provide anonymity. Whole board responses were examined a s  a 

group t o  f ind a common perception. I n  order f o r  a board t o  be c l ea r ly  

bipolar a majority on t ha t  board needed t o  have responded yes t o  the 

question and t o  have es tabl ished a pa t te rn  of voting partners. I n  

order t o  be considered unipolar, the  majority on t ha t  board needed t o  

have answered no. I n  answering no there  w a s  no answer t o  the  second 

par t  of the  question, "With whom do you usually agree?". ' I n  examining 

the  responses the  perceived po l a r i t y  by t r u s t e e s  w a s  a c tua l l y  very 

c l ea r  and remarkably consis tent  between members. 

I n  order t o  judge the  disputatiousness present within a board t he  

questionnaire asked t ru s t ee  respondents t o  ind ica te  how frequently 

they perceived t h e i r  board t o  be unanimous i n  decisions on other  than 

rout ine  business. They responded on a f ive-point  sca le ,  from one 

ind ica t ing  "Almost Neverw t o  f i v e  ind ica t ing  "Almost Alwaysw. The 

mean of the board's t o t a l  responses was calculated and the score  

indicated the degree of disputatiousness.  The disputatiousness of a 

board was considered e i t h e r  f r ac t i ous  o r  quiescent according t o  its 

score. Boards with a score of l e s s  than 3.0 on t h i s  question were 

labe l led  a s  f r ac t i ous  boards. Fractious boards were considered t o  be 

f ract ional ized by dispute  t o  the  'point  i t  affected t h e i r  overa l l  

functioning. 



Boards where t h e i r  overa l l  mean score w a s  3.0 o r  g rea te r  on t h i s  

question were considered t o  be quiescent i n  nature. They were 

frequently,  i f  not v i r t u a l l y  always, i n  agreement with each other. No 

board hovered around the  3.0 mark. They were c l ea r ly  quiescent or 

f ract ious .  The terms f r ac t i ous  and quiescent were used t o  l abe l  a 

board with regard t o  the degree of disputatiousness.  The measure of 

f ract iousness  o r  quiescence w a s  combined with the  measure of board 

po la r i ty  t o  provide a two-dimensional view of the pa t te rns  of 

decision-making evident on boards. Thus there  were po ten t ia l ly  four 

board types created: 1) quiescent unipolar,  2) f r ac t i ous  unipolar;  

3) quiescent bipolar,  4 )  f r ac t i ous  bipolar. One question on the  

questionnaire e l i c i t e d  board member's own view of t h e i r  s t y l e  of 

t rus teesh ip  u t i l i z i n g  Mann's (1976) de f in i t i ons  of delegate,  t r u s t ee  

and pol i t ico.  The da ta  obtained from members1 (1)  view of t h e i r  

community, (2)  professed provincial  p o l i t i c a l  party support and 

( 3 )  con f l i c t  within the board were considered i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e i r  own 

perception of t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  s ty le .  

The impact and influence of a superintendent on a board was 

measured using the  same Liker t -s tyle  5-point s ca l e  (see  Appendix A)  

and data  were examined i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the polar i ty  and 

disputatiousness of a board a s  wel l  a s  the  perceived community type 

using McCarty and Ramseyls (1971) designations of community character.  



aauwcl! 

This chapter outlined the data required and co l l ec ted  for the 

study. The composition o f  the survey instrument and how the sample 

was determined have been explained. Examples of the instrument used 

have been included a s  w e l l  a s  the method of  data c o l l e c t i o n  and 

treatment. 



CHAPTER IV 

Findings - 
This chapter  cons iders  the  sub-problems ou t l ined  i n  Chapter One, 

t h e  r e s u l t s  t h e  ques t ionna i re  obtained and t h e  impl ica t ions  of t h a t  

data.  

Did t h e  d a t a  obtained suppor t  previous research  t h a t  school  boards 

- are indeed polar ized  i n  t h e i r  decision-making process and i f  so,  do 

the  p o l a r i t y  f ind ings  p a r a l l e l  t h e  

Secondly, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  p o l a r i t y ,  

board be measured and l a b e l l e d  and 

a f f e c t  t h e  way a board opera tes  as 

work of previous r e sea rchers?  

can the  degree of  c o n f l i c t  w i t h i n  a 

if so,  does t h e  degree of c o n f l i c t  

a u n i t ?  Thirdly,  when s e l e c t e d  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of a board are examined, can those  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  be 

i d e n t i f i e d  as p o t e n t i a l  sources  of  c o n f l i c t  and do these  have an  

impact on t h e  p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness  of a school  board? 

blem 1 

Board P o l a r i t v  

To what e x t e n t  are school  boards i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia polar ized  i n  

t h e i r  decision-making? 

-. The p o l a r i t y  of a school  board i s  a measure of a 

repeated vot ing  bloc o r  p a t t e r n  i n  the  decision-making process. A 



un ipo la r  board, t h a t  is, one with l i t t l e  c o n f l i c t  and no r e c u r r e n t  

pa t t e rn ,  was indeed found t o  e x i s t  i n  t h e  school  boards o f  B r i t i s h  

Columbia. O f  t h e  11 whole board responses tabula ted ,  8 were 

considered unipolar  and only  3 b ipolar .  These boards had e i t h e r  a l l  

members o r  a l l  but  one responding t h a t  t h e r e  was l i t t l e  o r  no d i v i s i o n  

amongst them and members d id  not  group toge the r  from one i s s u e  t o  t h e  

next  (see Table 1 ) .  

Table 1 

To ta l  Number o f  U m l a r  and R i ~ w  Boar& 

No. of boards = 11 

PoPari t y  Number o f  Boards 

Bipolar  boards 3 

Unipolar boards 

TOTAL 11 



There were fewer b ipo la r  boards. Bipglar  boards perce ive  f requent  

c o n f l i c t  and very regu la r  and e s t a b l i s h e d  vo t ing  pa t t e rns . '  Responses 

from those members ind ica ted  not  only d i v i s i o n  but ,  i n  some cases,  

they named (by number) the  members they agreed with and those they 

disagreed with. When a l l  of t h e  forms from a s i n g l e  board were 

compared i t  was poss ib le  t o  see a c o n f l i c t  p a t t e r n  form and c o n s i s t e n t  

vo t ing  a l l i a n c e s .  

pisoussiog.  Unipolar and b ipo la r  boards were s u r p r i s i n g l y  easy t o  

l abe l .  Whole board responses were very congruent and c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  

each o t h e r  and i t  appeared t h a t  t h e  group of board members seemed t o  

know themselves as a uni t  well. There was l i t t l e  indecis ion .  

Blanchard (1975) i d e n t i f i e d  a t h i r d  s t y l e  of polar ized  board, t h a t  

of the  nego t i a to r  board. Negotiator  boards perceive c o n f l i c t  but  see 

no d i s c e r n i b l e  pa t tern .  They appear more c lose ly  r e l a t e d  t o  unipolar  

boards than t o  b i p o l a r  wi th  the  d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  they c l e a r l y  perce ive  

some degree of c o n f l i c t .  This s t y l e  of board showed up i n  t h e  d a t a  

obtained i n  t h i s  s tudy a s  a unipolar  board but wi th  an  extending and 

q u a l i f y i n g  l a b e l  of d i spu ta t iousness  at tached.  It was l a b e l l e d  

f r a c t i o u s  unipolar  and its explanat ion  provides t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  

t h e  d i scuss ion  of d i spu ta t iousness  and its r o l e  i n  de f in ing  board 

po la r i ty .  

There a r e  c l e a r l y  more un ipo la r  boards than b ipo la r  i n d i c a t i n g  

t r u s t e e s  see themselves more f r equen t ly  as a coopera t ive  and cohesive 

group. A 1  though p o l a r i z a t i o n  e x i s t s ,  t h e  minori ty of boards perceive 

themselves a s  possessing entrenched, polar ized  vot ing  pa t t e rns .  



IlisDutatiousness 

-. The d a t a  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  boards can indeed e i t h e r  be 

qu iescen t  o r  f r a c t i o u s  i n  na ture ,  dependent upon t h e i r  percept ion  of  

t h e  degree of c o n f l i c t  they experience i n  decision-making. Boards 

wi th  a  mean s c o r e  of  less than  3.0  were considered f r a c t i o u s  i n  

nature.  O f  t h e  11 whole board responses,  3 were f r a c t i o u s  ( s e e  

Table 2). Boards wi th  a  mean s c o r e  of above 3.0 on q u e s t i o n  81 on t h e  

survey were qu iescen t  and 8 boards i n  t o t a l  were quiescent .  

. Table 2 

er o f  Boards bv Dis~ut- 

No. of  boards = 11 

Disputa t iousness  Number o f  Boards 

F rac t ious  3 

Quiescen t  8 



PiscussiOn. The d a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  boards a r e  much more l i k e l y  t o  

see themselves as quiescent  than f r a c t i o u s .  Quiescent  boards are 

charac te r i zed  by cooperat ion and consensual i ty  and f r a c t i o u s  boards by 

d i s sens ion  and c o n f l i c t .  These two l a b e l s  are i n d i c a t o r s  of a board's 

d isputa t iousness .  The d i spu ta t iousness  of a board is t h e  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t h a t  stamps a board 's  s t y l e  and provides p a r t  of t h e  

l a b e l  of board c o n f l i c t .  It is a p r e d i c t o r  of how they w i l l  t a c k l e  an  

i s s u e  and come t o  a dec i s ion  based on t h e i r  c o n f l i c t  s t y l e .  Although 

d i spu ta t iousness  c l e a r l y  e x i s t s ,  t h e  major i ty  of boards be l i eve  

themselves consensual and quiescent .  

How do t r u s t e e s  view t h e i r  own governance s t y l e  and what is t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  of t h i s  percept ion  t o  board p o l a r i t y ?  

-. There are some i s s u e s  f o r  which a l l  respondentst  

answers can be considered and some i s s u e s  f o r  which only whole board 

responses are appropr ia te .  A t r u s t e e ' s  perception of h i s  governance 

s t y l e ,  professed p o l i t i c a l  suppor t  and view of the  community he 

r e p r e s e n t s  a r e  all responses t h a t  have merit on t h e i r  own and are not  

bound by the  need t o  be considered i n  t h e  l i g h t  of a whole board a s  a 

s i n g l e  uni t .  Consequently, a l l  responses,  even those  from boards 

where not  a l l  responses were re tu rned ,  were used. When considering 



the  re la t ionsh ip  between board po l a r i t y  q d  t he  impact of party 

p o l i t i c s  or community s t y l e  i t  was, ' i f  course, necessary t o  consider 

only whole boards. Table 3 is a measure of all respondents. 

Table 3 

Trustee Res~ondents bv Trustee G o v e r ~ c e  S t v l e  

No. of respondents = 91 

Trustee Governance S ty le  Number of Respondents 

Delegate 8 

Trustee 29 

Pol i  t i c 0  53 

No Response 1 

TOTAL 91 



The de lega te  s t y l e  of school board member is by far t h e  least 

common (see Table 3). Less than 10% of a l l  respondents consider 

themselves delegates.  P o l i t i c o s  are t h e  most prevalent  of al l  th ree  

s t y l e s  wi th  58% of respondents perceiving t h e i r  r o l e  t o  be t h a t  of a 

p o l i t i c o  and t r u s t e e s  were squarely i n  t h e  middle with 32%. 

I n  looking a t  Table 4 where board p o l a r i t y  is examined i n  r e l a t i o n  

t o  t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e ,  t h e  d a t a  i n d i c a t e  96% of t r u s t e e  s t y l e  

members are t o  be found on unipolar  boards. Of  p o l i t i c o s ,  62% are t o  

be found on unipolar  boards, and 37% t o  be found on b ipo la r  boards. 

Of  b ipo la r  board members, 70% are p o l i t i c o s  and 41% of unipolar  

members are t rus tees .  

~ i s c u s s i o ~ .  It seems poss ib le  t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f s  a member br ings  t o  

the  board t a b l e  about h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and h i s  r o l e  would 

inf luence  h i s  decision-making which, i n  turn,  should in f luence  whole 

board decision-making. The combination of a l l  members1 s t y l e s  may 

impact upon t h e  po la r i za t ion  and c o n f l i c t  pa t terns .  

When the  d a t a  on governance s t y l e  and board p o l a r i t y  are examined, 

a r e l a t i o n s h i p  becomes evident ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  t r u s t e e  and p o l i t i c o  

s t y l e  members. Trustee respondents are s i x  times more l i k e l y  t o  be 

s i t t i n g  on unipolar  boards a s  b ipo la r  boards. P o l i t i c o s  are 

propor t ionate ly  more evident  on b ipo la r  boards which seems c o n s i s t e n t  

with t h e  notion t h a t  p o l i t i c o s  govern i n  a s t y l e  j u s t  as l i k e l y  t o  

cause confronta t ion a s  d e a l  wi th  it. The delegate  members are small 



Table 4 

i o n s h i ~  Between Board P o p c e  Stvie 

No. of boards = 1 1  

No. of trustees = 66 

No. of bipolar boards = 8 

No. of bipolar boards = 3 

Trustee Governance Unipolar Bipolar Total 

Style Boards Boards 

Delegate 3 2 .  5 

Trustee 19  3 22 

Politico 

No Response 1 1 

TOTAL 4 6 20 66 



and very c l o s e l y  s p l i t .  Their  tendency t o  r ep resen t  c o n s t i t u e n t  

groups f a i t h f u l l y  may con t r ibu te  t o  the  p o l a r i z a t i o n  of a board when 

o t h e r  members are making choices  based on t h e i r  own judgement. 

Trustee respondents  not  only bel ieve  they are capable of  e x e r c i s i n g  

good judgement on behalf  of  t h e i r  community, they govern i n  a 

c o n s i s t e n t  and o rde r ly  s t y l e ,  c o n s i s t e n t  with the  low c o n f l i c t  and 

high cooperat ion t o  be found on unipolar  boards. The d a t a  appear t o  

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  board p o l a r i t y  and board c o n f l i c t  are inf luenced by the  

presence of members t h a t  are prone t o  behave very p o l i t i c a l l y  as 

opposed t o  those t h a t  be l ieve  t h e i r  a c t i o n s  are always a 

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of what t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s  would t r u s t  them t o  take. 

blem 4 

Is t h e r e  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between p rov inc ia l  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  suppor t  

and t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e  and board p o l a r i t y ?  

-. Tables 5 through 10 should be considered i n  t h i s  sub- 

problem. Table 5 r e p o r t s  the  d a t a  from t h e  first mai l ing  of t h e  

survey and asks  respondents  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  p rov inc ia l  p a r t y  they 

usua l ly  support.  There is no c l e a r l y  d i s c e r n i b l e  p a t t e r n  with d a t a  

s p l i t  f a i r l y  equal ly  between a l l  t h r e e  organized p rov inc ia l  p a r t i e s  

and a s u b s t a n t i a l  number of no response answers. Table 6 examines 

t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e  and p o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  suppor t  f o r  whole boards 



Table 5 

Dondents bv Polit ical  Partv S u ~ ~ o r t  

No. of respondents: 71 

Pol i t ical  Party Support Number 

Social Credit Party 21 

Liberal Party 9 

Other/No Response 19 

TOTAL 71 



Table 6 

Between Trustee Gov-e Stvle .and P o w  

(Whole Board Responses) 

No. of boards: 8 

No. of respondents: 47 

Appendix A used 

Trustee 
Cover nance 
Style 

Pol i t ical  Party Support 

New Social No 
Democratic Credit Liberal Other Response 

Delegate 2 2 4 

Trustee 5 4 4 4 17 

Polit ico 7 8 3 7 2 5 

No Response 1 1 

TOTAL 14 14 7 12 47 



and Table 7 f o r  a l l  respondents. Again, t h e  responses are s p l i t  

f a i r l y  equal ly  a c r o s s  the  p a r t i e s  and propor t ionate ly  between t h e  

t h r e e  governance s ty les .  Table 8 r e p o r t s  board p o l a r i t y  and a c t u a l  

card-carrying membership f o r  whole boards. O f  unipolar  members, 44% 

are members of an organized p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  (91% of those members are 

divided between the  two l a r g e s t  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia- 

- the  ones i n  o f f i c i a l  opposi t ion  t o  each o the r ) .  O f  b i p o l a r  board 

members, 65% hold membership i n  a p o l i t i c a l  party. The survey allowed 

members t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  no membership was held s o  a no response 

answer is not  n e c e s s a r i l y  no membership. 

Table 9 r e p o r t s  d a t a  on p o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  suppor t  and board 

po la r i ty .  It i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  S o c i a l  Credi t  and New Democratic p a r t i e s  

seem t o  have f a i r l y  equal  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  on both unipolar  and b i p o l a r  

boards wi th  t h e  L ibe ra l  pa r ty  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  less representa t ion .  Both 

Socred and t h e  NDP p a r t i e s  had 14 respondents  on boards and t h e  

respondents  no t  r ep ly ing  a t  a l l  had almost as many a t  12. Table 10 

records  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between board d i spu ta t iousness  and p o l i t i c a l  

pa r ty  support.  Again, t h e r e  is propor t ionate ly  an  equal  s p l i t  between 

t h e  two l a r g e s t  pa r t i e s .  



Table 7 

t i o n s h i ~  Between Trustee Gover-ce Stvle  a P o l i u  - 
No. of respondents: 71 

Appendix A used 

Trustee 
Governance 
Style  

Pol i t ica l  Party Support 

New Social No 
Democratic Credit Liberal Other Response 

Delegate 2 3 1 1 7 

Trustee 7 5 5 8 2 5 

Poli  t i c o  13 13 3 9 38 

No Response 1 1 

TOTAL 22 21 9 19 71 



Table 8 

The R e b t i o b i t v  and Po- - 
Whole Board Responses 

No. of unipolar  boards = 5 

No. of b i p o l a r  boards = 3 - - 

No. of t r u s t e e  respondents  on unipolar  boardss= 20 

No. of t r u s t e e  respondents  on b i p o l a r  boards = 27 

Appendix A'used 

Board 
P o l a r i t y  P o l i t i c a l  Party 

New Soc ia l  No No Membership 
Democratic Credi t  L ibe ra l  Response Held To ta l  

Unipolar 4 7 1 2 13 27 

- - - - - - 

Bipolar  8 4 1 2 5 20 

TOTAL 47 ' 



No. of unipolar boards = 5 

No. of bipolar boards = 3 

No. of  trustee respondents on unipolar boards = 20 

No. of trustee respondents on bipolar boards = 27 

Appendix A used 

Board 
P ~ l 2 r i  t y  P o l i t i c a l  Party 

New Social  No 
Democratic Credit Liberal Response Total 

Unipolar 6 8 5.  8 27 

TOTAL 47 



Table 10 

n s h i ~  Between Board W-wss - 
No. o f  quiescent boards = 6 

No. o f  f rac t ious  boards = 2 

No. o f  trustee  respondents on quiescent  boards: 5 

No. o f  t rus tee  respondents on f rac t ious  boards: 12 

Appendix A used 

Board 
Disputatiousness P o l i t i c a l  Party 

New Soc ia l  No Response/ 
Democratic Credit Liberal Other Total 

Quiescent 

Boards 12 1 1  4 8 3 5 

- --- 

Fractious 

Board 2 3 3 4 12 



Discussion. A p i v o t a l  i s s u e  i n  the study w a s  t h e  examination of 

the  t r u s t e e ' s  own perception of h i s  r o l e  and how he views h i s  

commitment t o  p o l i t i c a l  o f f i ce .  Trustees run f o r  l o c a l  school board 

f o r  a v a r i e t y  of reasons. They may represen t  a slate o r  s p e c i a l  

const i tuency o r  simply run on t h e i r  own platform. Whatever t h e i r  

motivating purpose, t h e i r  behaviour as a t r u s t e e  is guided o r  shaped 

by what they be l i eve  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  as a p o l i t i c a l  and 

pub l ic  f igure .  

A school board member executes h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  wi th in  t h e  

framework 'of what he bel ieves  h i s  r o l e  t o  be. If he bel ieves  he i s  a 

delegate  he w i l l  t r y  t o  enact  only h i s  cons t i tuen t s1  wishes. If he 

perceives himself t o  be a t r u s t e e  he w i l l  act on behalf of h i s  

const i tuents .  If he perceives himself a p o l i t i c o  he  w i l l  behave 

p o l i t i c a l l y ,  changing t a c t i c s  from one i s s u e  t o .  the  next. 

The responses ind ica ted  t h a t  f a r  and away t h e  fewest t r u s t e e s  

considered themselves t o  be delegates ,  t h e  g r e a t e s t  i n  number were 

p o l i t i c o s  and t r u s t e e s  i n  the  middle. There w a s  not a s i g n i f i c a n t  

i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  one s t y l e  of t r u s t e e  was more l i k e l y  t o  support  one 

provincia l  pa r ty  over another o r  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  s t y l e  was more l i k e l y  

t o  be found i n  the  ranks of one par ty  than another. There is, 

however, a c l e a r  i n d i c a t i o n  from t h e  number of professed p o l i t i c o s  

t h a t  school board members do see t h e i r  job p o l i t i c a l l y  and bel ieve  

themselves a b l e  and responsible  t o  behave i n  a p o l i t i c a l  fashion i n  

the  capaci ty  of t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  ro le .  The publ ic  education system i s  



no t  considered o f f i c i a l l y  p a r t i s a n  and a t r a d i t i o n a l l y  professed 
. . 

b e l i e f  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia is t h a t  p o l i t i c s  has  no place on school 

boards but  q u i t e  t h e  opposi te  is a c t u a l l y  t rue.  School board 

governance i s  very p o l i t i c a l .  I n  t h e  B.C. system l o c a l  school  board 

experience is f requen t ly  used as a t r a i n i n g  ground f o r  those a s p i r i n g  

t o  higher o f f i c e  (Robinson & Stacey,  1984). Very few o t h e r  avenues 

e x i s t  f o r  a p o l i t i c a l l y  ambitious ind iv idua l  t o  ga in  experience and 

pub l i c  exposure. Elec t ion  t o  school  board is considerably easier t o  

achieve than municipal,  p rov inc ia l  o r  f e d e r a l  r ep resen ta t ion  and 

provides a l o g i c a l  p lace  t o  start. 

I n  B.C. t h e  NDP and Socred p a r t i e s  are polar ized  i n  philosophy and 

are i n  o f f i c i a l  opposi t ion  t o  each o ther .  Although t h e  L ibe ra l  pa r ty  

holds t h i r d  place,  t h e  o f f i c i a l  fol lowing is s m a l l  and disorganized.  

The NDP and Socreds hold many d iamet r i ca l ly  opposed b e l i e f s .  Yet a l l  

t h r e e  governance s t y l e s ,  a l s o  c l e a r l y  d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  from each o the r ,  

are not t o  be found i n  t h e  ranks  of one par ty  more l i k e l y  than 

another. 

Despite  t h e  specu la t ion  t h a t  pa r ty  p o l i t i c s  cquld and perhaps 

should have shaped a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a s p e c i f i c  governance s t y l e  

and a s p e c i f i c  p o l i t i c a l  philosophy, it appears no c l e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

e x i s t s .  Yet t h e r e  i s  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between committed pa r ty  

membership and school board ho lde r s  i n  genera l  and between pa r ty  

membership and board po la r i ty .  The choice o f  which pa r ty  d id  n o t  

i n d i c a t e  a re la t ionsh ip .  The data, however, i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  more 



polar ized  a board is, t h e  greater t h e  number sf board members who are 

card-carrying members of  a party. - 
acteristics o f  t h e  C o w  

Is t h e r e  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t r u s t e e  percept ion  of  community 

type  and t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e ,  board p o l a r i t y  and 

d i spu ta t iousness?  

-. Table 11 records  t h e  t o t a l  number of respondents  by 

t h e i r  percept ion  of t h e i r  ro le .  Table 12 examines the  d a t a  on board 

p o l a r i t y  and t h e  t r u s t e e s t  view of t h e i r  community, us ing  McCarty and 

Ramseyt s ( 1 971 ) four  community types  : i n e r t ,  p l u r a l i s t i c ,  f a c t i o n a l  

and dominated . 
Unipolar boards be l i eve  they s e r v e  mainly i n e r t  communities with 

p l u r a l i s t i c  communities fol lowing second, and f a c t i o n a l  th i rd .  

Bipolar  boards a l s o  rate i n e r t  communities first, followed by 

p l u r a l i s t i c ,  but  ranked dominated communities th i rd .  Fu l ly  one-third 

of a l l  t r u s t e e  respondents  be l i eve  they s e r v e  i n e r t  communities 

r e g a r d l e s s  of t h e i r  po la r i ty .  Table 13 examines d i spu ta t iousness  and 

community c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Quiescent  boards be l i eve  they s e r v e  mainly 

i n e r t  communities and on f r a c t i o u s  boards p l u r a l i s t i c  communities are 

t h e  chosen mode. F rac t ious  board members are more l i k e l y  t o  perce ive  

a wider v a r i e t y  i n  community type  with i n e r t  and f a c t i o n a l  types  each 



Table 1 1  

Trustee Res~ondents bv Peroe~won of C-tv CharactQci&Qa 

No. of respondents = 91 

Inert 28 

Pluralistic 23 

~ a c  tional 1 1  

- 

Dominated 

No Response 16 

TOTAL 91 



Table 12 

Between Trustee's View of  m i r  C o w i t v  anQ - 
No. of bipolar boards = 3 

No. of unipolar boards = 8 

No. of trustee respondents on bipolar boards = 20 

No. of trustee respondents on unipolar boards = 46 

Trustees 
Sitt ing 
on Boards 

Community Characteristics 

1 2 3 4 No 
Inert Pluralistic ~ a c t i o n a i  Dominated Response TOTALS 

Bipolar 6 7 2 4 1 20 

Unipolar 1 6 9 7 4 10 46 

TOTALS 22 16 9 8 11 6 6 



Table 13 

Between Degree of Dis~utatio-s on a Board 

v Characterist&s 

No. of f r ac t i ous  boards = 2 

No. of quiescent boards = 8 

No. of t r u s t ee  respondents on f r ac t i ous  boards = 12 

No. of t r u s t ee  respondents on quiescent boards = 45 

Trus.tees 
S i t t i n g  
on ~ o a r d s  

Community Character is t ics  

1 2 3 4 No 
I n e r t  P l u r a l i s t i c  Factional Dominated Response TOTALS 

Fractious 4 7 4 2 4 2 1 

Quiescent 16 9 

TOTALS 20 16 8 12 10 66 

ranked second a f t e r  p l u r a l i s t i c .  Quiescent boards ranked dominated 

communities second and p l u r a l i s t i c  communities th i rd .  

Table 14 repor t s  the r e l a t i onsh ip  between t ru s t ee  governance s t y l e  

and t h e i r  view of t h e i r  community. A l l  respondentst da ta  could be 

used, whole and p a r t i a l  boards. Ful ly  50% of t ru s t ee  s t y l e  members 

believe they serve i n e r t  communities with dominated communities 



Table 14 

No. of  respondents = 91 

Trustees 
Governance 
Sty le  

Characteristic Communities 

1 2 3 4 No 
Inert P l u r a l i s t i c  Factional Dominated Response TOTALS 

Delegate 2 2 3 7 

Trustee 15 4 

Pol i  t i c o  13 11 9 9 10 52 

No Response/ 

Other 1 1 

TOTALS 3 1 18 11 14 17 91 



ranking second wi th  17%. There were s o  few respondents  l a b e l l i n g  

themselves de lega te  s t y l e  t r u s t e e s  t h a t  l i t t l e  is crea ted  but  what 

t h e r e  is shows they are equal ly  s p l i t  between be l i ev ing  t h e i r  

communities t o  be i n e r t  o r  p l u r a l i s t i c .  P o l i t i c o s  had t h e i r  responses 

spread over t h e  widest  range; 28% of p o l i t i c o s  view t h e i r  community as 

i n e r t ,  23% as p l u r a l i s t i c ,  19% as f a c t i o n a l  and 1% as dominated. 

Discussioq. Both ques t ions  of  governance s t y l e  and community type 

were ques t ions  o f  Judgement f o r  t h e  respondent based on h i s  b e l i e f s  

and perceptions. .It is poss ib le  then t h a t  t h e  percept ion  of h6w a 

board member should f u l f i l l  h i s  r o l e  t o  h i s  c o n s t i t u e n t s  and h i s  

percept ion  of t h e  na tu re  of t h a t  cons t i tuency he is se rv ing  are 

re la t ed .  A t r u s t e e  may have h i s  b e l i e f s  about h i s  r o l e  somewhat 

shaped by t h e  e l e c t i n g  community o r  may have h i s  a t t i t u d e  about t h e  

community shaped by t h e  eyes  he sees them through. 

Delegates tend t o  be l i eve  t h e i r  communities are i n e r t  o r  

p l u r a l i s t i c .  Neither  type of community is one powerful enough t o  

e x e r t  con t ro l  over a board, y e t  t h e  de lega te  s t y l e  member is t h e  one 

who be l i eves  he must answer t o  this const i tuency s t r i c t l y .  Trustee 

s t y l e  respondents  overwhelmingly see t h e i r  communities as i n e r t  and 

p o l i t i c o s  be l i eve  t h e i r  communities t o  be f i r s t l y  e i t h e r  i n e r t  o r  

p l u r a l i s t i c  wi th  an equal  second s p l i t  between domination and 

f a c t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Fu l ly  34% of a l l  respondents  be l i eve  they serve 

i n e r t  communities and 20% be l i eve  they serve p l u r a l i s t i c  communities. 

Neither type are f raugh t  with cons tant  c o n f l i c t  o r  negat ive  in f luence  
, , ,, 



i n  school  board a f f a i r s .  

It appears t h a t  d i s i n t e r e s t  is t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t h a t  shows up 

f o r  pub l i c ly  e l e c t e d  school o f f i c i a l s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when board 

e l e c t i o n s  are held without  p o l i t i c a l  platforms and phi losophies  f o r  

groups t o  r a l l y  behind. Both t r u s t e e  and p o l i t i c o  s t y l e s  (by far t h e  

greatest number of respondents)  b e l i e v e  they are a c t i n g  on behalf  of 

o t h e r s  and they b a s i c a l l y  choose t o  view t h e i r  communities as unable 

o r  unwil l ing  t o  marshal1 in f luence  on school  board a f f a i r s .  P o l i t i c o s  

may be l i eve  they "know bes t"  i n  t h e  absence of c l e a r  d i r e c t i o n .  

Dominated and f a c t i o n a l i z e d  communities comprise a t o t a l  of 38% of al l  

p o l i t i c o  responses. While t h e r e  i s  a d i f f e r e n c e  between the  two 

community types,  both rep resen t  c l e a r  power bases t h a t  make t h e i r  

presence fe l t  on a board. The group of dominated and f a c t i o n a l i z e d  

communities t h a t  t h e  p o l i t i c o s  designated may i n d i c a t e  t h e  power 

sources  and c o n f l i c t  some p o l i t i c o s  have come up a g a i n s t  i n  t h e i r  

method of administrat ion.  

The t a b l e s  do not  show t h e  d i s p a r i t y  of answers w i t h i n  a s i n g l e  

whole board. Some whole boards were a b l e  t o  be very c o n s i s t e n t  i n  

t h e i r  view of t h e  community they serve. However on many t h e r e  was a 

wide range of answers. I n  genera l ,  unipolar  boards answered more 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  and b ipo la r  somewhat less so,  which is i n  l i n e  with t h e  

not ion  t h a t  unipolar  boards are more cohesive as a group and b ipo la r  

more d i s p a r a t e  and c o n f l i c t  ridden. The o v e r a l l  r e s u l t s  wi th in  whole 

boards were i n c o n s i s t e n t  enough t o  raise doubt i n  t h e  s u r v e y o r f s  mind 

t o  how c l e a r l y  school  t r u s t e e s  as a whole perceive t h e i r  communities. 



blem 6 

luence o f  t h e  S ~ ~ e r i n t e n d e n f ;  

Is t h e r e  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  perceived in f luence  of  t h e  

super in tendent  and board p o l a r i t y ,  d i spu ta t iousness  and t r u s t e e  

governanoe s t y l e ?  

m. The r e s u l t s  obtained on t h e  super in tendent ' s  in f luence  

i n d i c a t e  him t o  be overwhelmingly a source of  great in f luence  and 

impact on t h e  board he serves ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of board p o l a r i t y  o r  t r u s t e e  

governance s t y l e .  Table 15 r ecords  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  

in f luence  of t h e  super in tendent  and board po la r i ty .  A l l  responses are 

on the  p o s i t i v e  s i d e  of  t h e  s c a l e ,  with b ipo la r  t r u s t e e  members 

i n d i c a t i n g  s l i g h t l y  g r e a t e r ' i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  

superintendent .  O f  b ipo la r  t r u s t e e s ,  70% rate t h e  super in tendent  as 

f requen t ly  o r  almost always l i k e l y  t o  in f luence  a crit ical d e c i s i o n  as 

opposed t o  64% of unipolar  board t r u s t e e s  using the  same r a t i n g .  

Table 16 cons ide r s  t h e  super in tenden t ' s  in f luence  with regard t o  

the  degree of d i spu ta t iousness  on a board. Again the  super in tendent  

overwhelmingly had t h e  confidence of both s t y l e  boards. However, 

quiescent  boards provided s t ronger  support.  O f  f r a c t i o u s  s t y l e  

t r u s t e e  members, 48% i nd ica ted  they be l i eve  t h e  super in tendent  

f r equen t ly  o r  almost always inr luenced c r i t i c a l  decis ions .  O f  

qu iescen t  s t y l e  t r u s t e e s ,  75% be l i eve  t h e  super in tendent  i n f l u e n t i a l  

i n  cr i t ical  decisions.  



Table 15 

D Between the  u u e n c e  of the  Su~er-ent 

No. of unipolar boards = 8 

No. of bipolar boards = 2 

Total no. of boards 11 

No. of t r u s t ee s  on unipolar boards = 46 

No. o f  t r u s t ee s  on bipolar boards =. 
. . .  

Total number of t r u s t ee s  6 6 

Board Degree t o  Which Superintendent Influences 
Pola r i ty  C r i t i c a l  Decisions 

1 2 3 4 5 
Almost Not Regularly Frequently Almost No Total 
Never Often Always Response 

Unipolar 15 23 6 2 46 ' 

Boards 

B i  pol ar 6 10 4 20 

TOTAL 6 6 



Table 16 

i0nShiD Between the  Influence of the  Su~erin-ent and 

ss on Boards 

No. of f r ac t i ous  boards = 3 

No. of quiescent boards = 8 

No. of t r u s t ee  respondents on f r ac t i ous  boards = 21 

No. of t r u s t ee  respondents on quiescent boards = 45 

Board Degree t o  Which Superintendent Influences 
Disputatiousness C r i t i c a l  Decisions 

1 2 3 4 5 
Almost Not Regularly Frequently Almost No Tot a1 
Never O f  t en  Always Response 

- - ppppp - 

Frac t ious  1 10 

Boards 

Quiescent 

Boards 

TOTAL 66 



Table 17 r e p o r t s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  in f luence  of the 

super in tendent  and t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e .  The d a t a  of a l l  

respondents  could be used here. Again, agreement on h i s  in f luence  was 

unreserved. O f  p o l i t i c o s ,  62% r a t e d  t h e  super in tendent ' s  in f luence  at 

4 o r  5  and 62% of t r u s t e e s  r a t e d  t h e  super in tendent ' s  in f luence  a t  4 

o r  5. However, 87% of de lega tes  r a t e d  t h e  super in tendents  a t  4 o r  5. 

J&m. There is l i t t l e  doubt t h a t  school  board members place 

a g r e a t  dea l  of dependence on t h e i r  super in tendent  f o r  guidance i n  

decision-making. The .superintendent  is t h e i r  c l o s e s t  a u t h o r i t y  and 

usua l ly  the  one s p e c i f i c a l l y  appointed o r  a t  l e a s t  approved by them t o  

run  t h e  d i s t r i c t .  This s tudy did  not  focus  on t h e  super in tendent  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  and the  survey information ga the r ing  t o  asking t r u s t e e s  

t o  r a t e  h i s  influence.  They were f u r t h e r  asked ( i n  t h e  first mail ing) 

t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e i r  p re fe r red  source of  information when educat ing  

themselves on an  i ssue .  F i f t y - f i v e  percent  of t h e  respondents  

ind ica ted  t h a t  t h e i r  p re fe r red  source of  informat ion  was the  

superintendent .  Regardless of t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e  o r  board 

p o l a r i t y  o r  d i spu ta t iousness  the  in f luence  of the  super in tendent  i s  

powerful. One p o l i t i c o  respondent ind ica ted  a  negative response and 

one f r a c t i o u s  board member ind ica ted  a negat ive  response out  of  a l l  

d a t a  col lec ted .  It is highly  l i k e l y  t h a t  even i n  s i t u a t i o n s  where t h e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  board and super in tendent  is not  cha rac te r i zed  

by t r u s t  and amicab i l i ty  t h e r e  is a t  least cooperat ion due q u i t e  



Table 17 

t i o g g h i ~  Between the Influence o f  the Su~erintegbent  anQ 

Trustee's Governance S t v l e  

No. of  respondents = 91 

Governance Degree t o  Which Superintendent Influences 
S ty le  Cr i t i ca l  Decisions 

1 2 3 4 5 
Almost Not Regularly Frequently Almost No Total 

Never O f  ten Always Response 

Delegate 1 4 3 8 

Trustee 6 17 4 2 29 

P o l i t i c o  

No Response 1 

TOTALS 1 26 4 5 16 3 9 1 



possibly t o  the  super intendent ls  control  of the  power tools:  

professional exper t ise ,  public opinion, t i e s  with i n f l u e n t i a l  t oo l s  

and information systems. 

blem 7 

S u ~ e r i n t e n d e n t s  and C o m t v  R e b t i o n s  

Is there  a re la t ionsh ip  between the superintendent and the  

community he serves? 

lU&Ug& A l l  of the  respondents1 answers can be used i n  

comparing the influence of the  superintendent and the t ru s t ee ' s  view 

of community charac te r i s t i cs .  The da t a  is recorded i n  Table 18. 

Overwhelmingly, the data  is s t rongly supportive of the  influence a 

superintendent has i n  any community type. Seventy-eight percent of 

t r u s t ee s  perceiving they served an i n e r t  community a l so  believed the  

superintendent t o  be frequently or  almost always i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  

c r i t i c a l  decisions,  60% of p l u r a l i s t i c  communities perceived him so, 

63% of fac t iona l  communities but f u l l y  85% of t ru s t ee s  believing they 

served dominated communities perceived the superintendent a s  very 

i n f luen t i a l .  

Pisoussioq. The da ta  i nd i ca t e s  c l ea r ly  t h a t  the  t rus tees1 

responses were v i r t u a l l y  a l l  on the posi t ive  s ide ,  giving the  

superintendent c r e d i t  f o r  subs t an t i a l  influence i n  every community 



Table 18 

No. o f  respondents = 91 

Community Degree t o  Which Superintendent Influences 
Characterist ics  C r i t i c a l  Decisions 

1 2 3 4 5 
Almost Not Regularly Frequently , Almost No ~ o t a l  

Never Often Always Response 

1 
( I n e r t )  

i? 

( P l u r a l i s t i c )  

3 
( Factional ) 

4 
( Dominated ) 

No 
Response 

TOTALS 1 22 4 5 19 4 91 



type. The greatest percentage was t h a t  of t h e  dominated community 

where the  super in tendent  is considered by McCarty and Ramsey (1971) t o  

be i n  t h e  r o l e  of a care taker .  However, they a l s o  state t h a t  i n  a 

dominated community with growing f l e d g l i n g  groups (such as t eachers1  

unions) ,  t h e  super in tendent  e x e r c i s e s  more c o n t r o l  than he normally 

would. A s  discussed i n  sub-problem 7, t h e r e  are l imi ted  concLusions 

t h a t  can be drawn from t h e  d a t a  as t h e  focus  of  t h e  study w a s  not  t h e  

superintendent .  Therefore, t h e  r e s u l t s  are merely suppor t ive  and an  

a d d i t i v e  t o  t h e  o v e r a l l  ques t ion  of  school board p a t t e r n s - o f  c o n f l i c t .  

Secondly, as a l s o  mentioned i n  the  d i scuss ion  i n  sub-problem 7,  t h e  

concern does arise as t o  t h e  t r u s t e e s '  r e l i a b i l i t y  i n  t h e i r  answers 

about t h e i r  community. mese are t h e i r  percept ions  and b e l i e f s  and 

t h e  range of percept ion  on t h e  same board was, i n  s e v e r a l  cases ,  wide. 

b l a  

cal Patter- o f  Roardg 

To what e x t e n t  oan school  boards be p o l i t i c a l l y  pa t t e rned  by 

degree of  p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness?  

-. The survey r e s u l t s  ind ica ted  t h a t  boards could be 

l a b e l l e d  two-dimensionally according t o  p o l a r i t y  and d isputa t iousness .  

Four d i s t i n c t  board types  emerged: 1) quiescent  unipolar ,  

2)  quiescent  b ipo la r ,  3) f r a c t i o u s  un ipo la r ,  4) f r a c t i o u s  b ipo la r  (see 

Table 19). The most prevalent  board type found w a s  qu iescen t  unipolar  



Table 19 

er o f  Roards bv P o u v  W i s ~ u t a t i o -  

Board Type Number of Boards 

Quiescent  Unipolar 6 

F rac t ious  Unipolar 

. Quiescent  Bipolar  . ' 2 

Frac t ious  Bipolar  

TOTAL 11 

boards cons ider ing  themselves t o  s e r v e  on a board of t h i s  nature. The 

l e a s t  common type was f r a c t i o u s  b ipo la r  wi th  only one board of  t h i s  

type found. Quiescent  b ipo la r  boards and f r a c t i o u s  unipolar  boards 

were equal ly  common, two of  each being l a b e l l e d  a s  such. 

Table 20 records  t h e  d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  on t h e  four  surveyed sources  

of  in f luence  on board types  : t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e ,  part isanism, 

community type and t h e  impact of t h e  superintendent .  Quiescent  

unipolar  boards had the  greatest number of  respondents, wi th  32 out  of  
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66 t o t a l  respondents.  They were e q u a l l y  s p l i t  between t r u s t e e  and 

p o l i t i c o  governance s t y l e s ,  with d e l e g a t e s  a very  d i s t a n t  th i rd .  From 

d i s c u s s i o n  earlier i n  the chap te r ,  it is ev iden t  no i n d i v i d u a l  

p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  was more c l e a r l y  i n  evidence i n  t h e i r  ranks  than  any 

o t h e r  pa r ty ,  al though over  25% of  respondents  chose no t  t o  answer 

t h a t  ques t ion .  Despi te  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  one p a r t y  does n o t  e x e r c i s e  

c o n t r o l ,  respondents  were more l i k e l y  t o  be a f f i l i a t e d  wi th  a p a r t y  of 

some type than  none a t  all. A r e l a t i o n s h i p  between par t i sanism and 

school  board t r u s t e e  o f f i c e  appears  t o  e x i s t ,  a l though no t  wi th  

specific p a r t y  p o l i t i c s .  Seventy-four percent  of t r u s t e e s  aff i l iate  

themselves wi th  an organized party.  When a c t u a l  card-carrying 

membership is considered,  62% of t r u s t e e  respondents  are members o f  a 

party.  Only 25% of b i p o l a r  board members i n d i c a t e d  they d id  n o t  hold 

membership, compared wi th  48% of un ipo la r  members. 

Quiescent  un ipo la r  boards tend t o  see t h e i r  communities as i n e r t  

( 46% of  respondents)  wi th  t h e  remainder of  community type  responses  

f a i r l y  equa l ly  s p l i t  between p l u r a l i s t i c ,  f a c t i o n a l ,  dominated and no 

response. The qu iescen t  un ipo la r  board perce ives  t h e  super in tendent  

t o  be i n f l u e n t i a l  with no negat ive  responses  whatsoever. 

F rac t ious  un ipo la r  boards had p o l i t i c o s  i n  greatest number (7  1%) 

o f  t h e  t h r e e  governance s t y l e s  and were equa l ly  s p l i t  i n  be l i ev ing  

t h e i r  communities p l u r a l i s t i c  (30%) and f a c t i o n a l  (30%). The r o l e  of 

t h e  super in tendent  was r a t e d  h igh ly  powerful wi th  93% of respondents  

be l i ev ing  him t o  be r e g u l a r l y  o r  f r e q u e n t l y  i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  c r i t i c a l  



decision-making. 

Quiescent  b ipo la r  boards a l s o  had p o l i t i c o s  i n  greatest number 

(68%) and were equal ly  s p l i t  a c r o s s  t h e  four  perceived community 

types. This  board perceived t h e  s t r o n g e s t  in f luence  of t h e  

super in tendent  wi th  84% be l i ev ing  he f r equen t ly  o r  almost always 

influenced c r i t i c a l  decis ions .  

F rac t ious  b ipo la r  boards had p o l i t i c o s  i n  greatest numbers as well 

(71%) and saw t h e i r  communities mainly as p l u r a l i s t i c .  They were one 

of only two groups where t h e  respondents  c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f i e d  a 

community type t h a t  . v i r t u a l l y  the  whole board agreed upon. This board 

was least suppor t ive  of the  super in tendent  of t h e  four  board types  

wi th  the  only negat ive  vote. 

J l i s c u s s i o ~ .  Although t h e  d a t a  obtained c l e a r l y  found board 

p o l a r i t y  t o  e x i s t ,  boards were no t  l a b e l l e d  s o l e l y  by t h e  perceived 

presence of c o n f l i c t  and p a t t e r n s  of vo t ing  blocs. The double l a b e l  

of p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness  provides a greater explanat ion  of t h e  

na tu re  of c o n f l i c t  wi th in  a board. The value of cons ider ing  t h e  

nature  of board decision-making from two dimensions is t h a t  measuring 

d i s p u t e  provides i n s i g h t  i n t o  whether a board is a b l e  t o  work and act 

coopera t ive ly  and e f f i c i e n t l y  d e s p i t e  dissension.  Boards may be 

polar ized  i n  t h e i r  vot ing  but  t h e  d i s p u t e  l a b e l  provides informat ion  

as t o  what degree t h e  p o l a r i z a t i o n  is c o n f l i c t  r idden and whether 

t h e i r  ope ra t ion  is f r a c t i o n a l i z e d  by d i s p u t e  o r  not. P o l a r i t y  l a b e l s  



voting pa t te rn  and presence of con f l i c t ,  disputatiousness l a b e l s  the  

type of board manifested by tha t  polar i ty .  

A quiescent unipolar board is  a board t h a t  perceived l imited 

con f l i c t  and is  indeed almost always unanimous i n  its decision-making. 

These boardst respondents were not ab l e  t o  answer t o  pa t te rns  because 

the i s sue  of recur r ing  voting pa t te rns  does not a r i se .  This board is  

characterized by its calm, quiescent nature and believes, i t  operates 

smoothly and cooperatively; 

The pa t te rn  s i m i l a r  t o  Blanchardts negotiator s t y l e  board is  the  

f r ac t i ous  unipolar board. The polar izat ion is not complete.enough.to 

be labe l led  a bipolar board, ye t  some con f l i c t  is apparent. The l a b e l  , 

f r ac t i ous  ind ica tes  a degree of dispute  high enough t o  cause con f l i c t  

i n  decision-making a c t i v i t i e s .  Such a board experiences con f l i c t  but 

can vote together when the time a r i s e s  and they do not have entrenched 

patterns.  

The bipolar board perceives frequent con f l i c t  and c l ea r ly  s ee s  

recurr ing pa t te rns  of who s ides  with who i n  decision-making. The 

f r ac t i ous  bipolar board is  a board t h a t  indicated they were never o r  

almost never i n  agreement with each other ,  and t h e i r  voting par tners  

were the same from i ssue  t o  issue.  Such a board remains locked i n  

con f l i c t  and indecis ion with the odd member breaking a t i e .  It would 

seem t h a t  a superintendent who is  a p o l i t i c a l  s t r a t e g i s t  would be most 

su i ted  t o  handle such a contentious and f rac t ious  board. 

Quiescent bipolar boards a r e  those who perceive c l ea r  support 



b locs  but  see l i t t l e  c o n f l i c t  amongst themselves i n  t h e  f inal  

ana lys i s .  They bel ieve  they have an a b i l i t y  t o  decide  ques t ions  co- 

opera t ive ly  and are a b l e  t o  vo te  unanimously a great dea l  of t h e  time. 

The f o u r  board types d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  composition when t h e  

governance s t y l e  of t h e  respondents  is considered. Quiescent  unipolar  

boards, cha rac te r i zed  by amicab i l i ty  and a wi l l ingness  t o  get along, 

have p o l i t i c o s  and t r u s t e e s  equa l ly  wi th in  t h e i r  boards. The balance 

between the  two s t y l e s  is f u r t h e r  r e f l e c t e d  i n  the  almost equal s p l i t  

p o l i t i c a l l y .  This  is not  a group t h a t  commits t o  a c t u a l  pa r ty  

membership when compared t o  the  o t h e r  board types. They tend t o  

be l i eve  that they s e r v e  d i s i n t e r e s t e d  o r  powerless communities and 

specu la t ion  would be t h a t  the  super in tenden t ' s  r o l e  wi th  t h i s  board 

would be q u i t e  i n f l u e n t i a l ,  c a p i t a l i z i n g  on t h e  absence of c l e a r  power 

b locs  and t h e  wi l l ingness  t o  work consensually. 

F rac t ious  unipolar  boards may be a b l e  t o  con t r ibu te  t h e i r  high 

l e v e l  of d i spu ta t iousness  t o  the  great number of p o l i t i c o s  on t h e i r  

boards, a governance s t y l e  noted f o r  i ts  wi l l ingness  t o  e n t e r  c o n f l i o t  

a s  w e l l  as t o  cause it. They are not  polar ized  due t o  s t r o n g  

commitment t o  p o l i t i c a l  pa r ty  membership but are suppor t ive  t o  

i n d i v i d u a l  p a r t i e s .  Their  view of t h e i r  community relates t o  t h e i r  

l e v e l  of d i spu ta t iousness ,  be l i ev ing  them t o  be e i t h e r  p l u r a l i s t i c  o r  

f a c t i o n a l ,  both community types where the  board is c l e a r l y  aware of  

competing ou t s ide  groups. The high l e v e l  of support  f o r  t h e  

super in tendent  i s  a r e f l e c t i o n  of the  un ipo la r i ty ,  i n d i c a t i n g  a  



super in tendent  who keeps t h e  d e c i s i o n - q n g  process going, d e s p i t e  

t h e  f r a c t i o n a l i z a t i o n  and t ens ion  w i t h i n  the  group. ' 

Quiescent  b ipo la r  boards have more than twice as many p o l i t i c o s  as 

t r u s t e e s  propor t ionate ly  s i t t i n g  on them, con t r ibu t ing  t o  t h e  

polar ized  voting. This board type is a l s o  polar ized  p o l i t i c a l l y ,  with 

respondents  almost equal ly  t o  be found i n  t h e  NDP and t h e  Socred 

suppor t  groups. This s t y l e  board has  t h e  h ighes t  propor t ionate  pa r ty  

membership (70%) of a l l  types and the  membership is s p l i t  between the  

NDP and t h e  Socred p a r t i e s ,  i n d i c a t i n g  h ighly  committed and 

p o l i t i c a l l y  charged i n d i v i d u a l s  wi th  d iamet r i ca l ly  opposed b e l i e f s ,  

y e t  they do perceive t h a t  they are a b l e  t o  work together .  They tend 

t o  view t h e i r  communities a s  i n e r t  o r  p l u r a l i s t i c  and, while 

p l u r a l i s t i c  communities are educat ional ly  aware, n e i t h e r  type is a 

t h r e a t  t o  the  board's a b i l i t y  t o  govern. This board has  

propor t ionate ly  t h e  greatest in f luence  f e l t  from t h e  o f f i c e  of t h e  

super in tendent  (84%) of any board type wi th  t h e i r  response choices  

f a l l i n g  i n t o  4 and 5, i n d i c a t i n g  he  f r equen t ly  o r  almost always 

in f luences  t h e i r  decision-making. Perhaps t h e i r  quiescence is a 

measure of the  super in tendent ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  keep them consensual,  

d e s p i t e  the  great d i f f e r e n c e s  wi th in  the  group. 

The f r a c t i o u s  b ipo la r  board, cha rac te r i zed  by t h e  greatest degree 

of p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness  of  a l l  f o u r  types has ,  as might be 

expected, a  high number of p o l i t i c o s  s i t t i n g  on i t  (71%). They are 

not  committed t o  membership p o l i t i c a l l y  but  have the  same spread of  



party support t h a t  other board types have. They tend t o  view t h e i r  

communities a s  made up of many groups, anxious f o r  influence and 

recognition. It is possible some of the  disputatiousness i n  t h i s  

group comes from the cross-community board representat ion of the 

p l u r a l i s t i c  community. This board, although still supportive, has t he  

lowest recognit ion proportionately of a l l  types f o r  the 

superintendent. It appears t o  be a board composed of very p o l i t i c a l  

individuals ,  unable t o  work together and unwilling t o  allow the  

superintendent t o  control  them ei ther .  

The degree of 'polar i ty  and disputatiousness do indeed ind i ca t e  

subs t an t i a l  d i f ferences  i n  the  p o l i t i c a l  pa t te rn  of a board. Boards 

t h a t  a r e  highly f rac t iona l ized  tend t o  be composed of p o l i t i c a l  

individuals  who view t h e i r  communities as possessing groups of 

influence wishing t o  have a say i n  educational governance. Boards 

t h a t  perceive themselves a s  consensual and quiescent (and t h a t  is most 

boards) tend t o  be tempered by mix of governance s t y l e s  and allow the 

superintendent g rea te r  control. 

i3ummcY 

This chapter has reported the  f indings  of the da ta  col lected and 

discussed the  da ta  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t he  e igh t  sub-problems. School 

boardst degree of polar izat ion and disputatiousness has been 

considered i n  sub-problems 1 and 2. The three  t ru s t ee  governance 

s t y l e s  have been reported and compared i n  sub-problem 3, and sub- 



problem 4 compared par t i sanism and governance s t y l e  and board 

c o n f l i c t .  Sub-problem 5 examined t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between community 

type and t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e  and board p o l a r i t y  and 

d isputa t iousness .  Sub-problem 6 looked a t  t h e  r o l e  of the  

super in tendent  i n  board type and t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e  and sub- 

problem 7 compared community type and t h e  in f luence  of t h e  

superintendent .  Sub-problem 8 examined t h e  four  types of board i n  

r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  four  p o t e n t i a l  sources  of in f luence  on t h e i r  

funct ioning:  t r u s t e e  governance s t y l e ,  part isanism, community type 

and. the  superintendent .  



CHAPTER V 

Summary, Conclusions and Impl ica t ions  

Summarv 

The make up of a school  board is complex, composed of i n d i v i d u a l s  

of unique background and usua l ly  of s t rong  personal  b e l i e f s  and 

commitment. The degree of c o n f l i c t  and p o l a r i z a t i o n  present  i s  t h e  

c l u e  t o  t h e  na tu re  of a board and manifests i tself  i n  how t h a t  board 

perce ives  i t se l f ,  the  community they se rve  and how the  board behaves 

as a uni t .  The v a r i e t y  provides t h e  f a b r i c  f o r  a r e c u r r i n g  p a t t e r n  of 

a c t i o n  wi th in  t h a t  s i n g l e  funct ioning uni t .  Once t h e  f a c t o r s  

providing t h e  d i v e r s e  and va r i ed  backgrounds are i d e n t i f i e d ,  t h e  

degree and nature of c o n f l i c t  can be i d e n t i f i e d  and l abe l l ed .  

The d a t a  obtained i n d i c a t e  t h a t  school  boards are indeed polar ized  

and t h a t  p o l a r i t y  has  a degree of c o n f l i c t  present  t h a t  is  

recognizable  and measureable. The degree of c o n f l i c t  is measureable 

as a degree of d i spu ta t iousness  and the  c o n f l i c t  p resen t  wi th in  a 

board has  an  impact on t h e  funct ioning of t h a t  board as a p o l i t i c a l  

u n i t  . 
Boards were charac te r i zed  us ing four  poss ib le  l a b e l s  and t h e  

l a b e l s  i n d i c a t e  the  p o l a r i t y  of the  board and its disputa t iousness .  

The four  types of board found are: 1) f r a c t i o u s  unipolar ,  

2) qu iescen t  un ipo la r ,  3) f r a c t i o u s  b ipo la r  and 4) qu iescen t  b ipolar .  

The value of l a b e l l i n g  a board wi th  a two-dimensional cha rac te r  l ies 



i n  extending t h e  understanding of  t h e  na tu re  of a board p a s t  

p o l a r i z a t i o n  t o  the  degree of c o n f l i c t  w i t h i n  the  uni t .  Boards may 

not  be polar ized  but still f r a c t i o n a l i z e d  by dispute.  A l l  boards are 

polar ized  t o  some degree, whether it be very l i t t l e  o r  very great, bu t  

t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  dimension of  t h e  degree of d i s p u t e  exp la ins  t h e  na tu re  

of that po la r i ty .  

Severa l  f a c t o r s  bel ieved respons ib le  f o r  c o n f l i c t  on a board were 

examined f o r  t h e i r  impact on the  o v e r a l l  board type, as well as f o r  

t h e i r  in f luence  on t h e  ind iv idua l  t r u s t e e ' s  percept ion  of  h i s  ro le .  

The r o l e  of p rov inc ia l  p o l i t i c s  i n  t r u s t e e s 1  percept ions  and board 

make-up was examined as was t h e  educat ional  governance s t y l e  of each 

member. The t r u s t e e s 1  percept ion  of the  community they r e p r e s e n t  

y ie lded  t h e  view t h a t .  t r u s t e e s  are not  as c l o s e l y  a t tuned t o  t h e i r  

cons t i tuency as may reasonably be assumed. F ina l ly ,  t h e  r o l e  of t h e  

super in tendent  i n  school board p o l i t i c s  was surveyed. The d a t a  were 

examined f o r  h i s  in f luence  with the  board and any poss ib le  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between board type and community type and suppor t  f o r  and 

r e l i a n c e  on the  superintendent .  

C_onclusions 

A v a r i e t y  of f a c t o r s  must be r e spons ib le  f o r  t h e  make-up of a 

board and its i n c l i n a t i o n  t o  behave i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  pa t tern .  Some 

personal  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  t r u s t e e s  and contextual  a c t o r s  were 

explored i n  the ques t ionna i re  behind t h i s  p ro jec t ,  but  they comprise 



by no means an exhaust ive  list. The f a c t o r s  considered were l o g i c a l  

sources  t o  t a p  regarding p o l i t i c a l  philosophy, p r a c t i c e  and b e l i e f  i n  

order  t o  extend t h e  knowledge of a board's nature.  The fol lowing are 

some i n d i c a t i o n s  of f o r c e s  shaping board p o l i t i c s  based on the  d a t a  

obtained and t h e  d i scuss ion  of  t h e  preceding f o u r  chapters .  

1 . B r i t i s h  Columbia school  boards are indeed polar ized;  

however, t h e  major i ty  of  boards perceive themselves as 

unipolar ,  with low c o n f l i c t  and no s p e c i f i c  vo t ing  

blocs. 

2. B r i t i s h  Columbia school  boards have a measureable l a b e l  

of  d i spu ta t iousness ,  al though t h e  major i ty  of  boards 

be l i eve  they are charac te r i zed  by a qu iescen t  nature.  

3. Boards may be l a b e l l e d  by a two-dimensional l a b e l  of 

p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  varying 

degrees of p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness  are poss ib le  

wi th in  one board. A board may be h ighly  polar ized  but 

quiescent  o r  may be un ipo la r  with a high degree of 

d isputa t iousness .  

4. Polarized boards with a high degree of  c o n f l i c t  ( f o r  

example, f r a c t i o u s  b i p o l a r )  tend t o  have a wide range 

of b e l i e f s  and va r i ed  backgrounds i n  t h e i r  i n d i v i d u a l  

members with regard  t o  t h e i r '  p o l i t i c a l  b e l i e f s ,  

governance s t y l e  and view of community. The more 

d i s p a r a t e  the  background the  greater the  chance of 



c o n f l i c t  . 
5. Board members appear t o  know each o t h e r  and t h e i r  board 

s t y l e  well. The r e s u l t s  were very c o n s i s t e n t  a c r o s s  a 

board. 

6. a )  It appeared boards d id  not  know t h e i r  communities as 

well as they knew themselves. There were widely 

varying views on t h e  type of community they served 

wi th in  a s i n g l e  board. This percept ion  is e i t h e r  very 

coloured by t h e i r  b e l i e f s  about t h e i r  own r o l e  and 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  o r  they simply do not  c l e a r l y  see a 

community tone o r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  

b)  Trus tee ' s  i n d i v i d u a l  p o l i t i c a l  b e l i e f s  do not  appear 

t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  governance s t y l e  o r  board c o n f l i c t .  

There is no c l e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  be drawn between 

professed p rov inc ia l  pa r ty  suppor t  and t h e  t r u s t e e ' s  

percept ion  of t h e i r  r o l e  o r  t h e i r  board's po la r i za t ion .  

However, genera l ly ,  school  board t r u s t e e s  tend t o  be 

card-carrying members of an organized pa r ty  of some 

type. This,  considered i n  connection with t h e  above 

conclusion about t h e i r  knowledge of t h e i r  immediate 

community, l e a d s  t o  t h e  specu la t ion  t h a t  t r u s t e e s 1  

p o l i t i c a l  ambitions are wider-ranging than t h e i r  own 

const i tuency and t h a t  they may see t h e  l o c a l  school  

board as a s t a r t i n g  place. 



7. Trustee governance s t y l e  may s h a r e  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  

percept ion  of community s t y l e .  It appears t h a t  both 

t r u s t e e  and p o l i t i c o  s t y l e  t r u s t e e s  be l i eve  t h e i r  

communities t o  be i n e r t  o r  a t  t h e i r  most p o l i t i c a l l y  

responsive,  p l u r a l i s t i c .  None of  t h e  t h r e e  governance 

s t y l e s  sees t h e i r  community group t o  be a c t i v e l y  

seeking power i n  t h e  way a f r a c t i o n a l i z e d  o r  dominated 

community m i g h t  evidence. It must be remembered these  

are percept ions  through t h e  eyes of t r u s t e e s .  

8. Trustee governance s t y l e  and board p o l a r i t y  sha re  a 

r e l a t i o n s h i p .  P o l i t i c o s  are more l i k e l y  t o  be found i n  

greater numbers i n  a b i p o l a r  board and t r u s t e e s  more 

l i k e l y  t o  be found i n  greater numbers on unipolar  

boards. P o l i t i c o s  have the  numerical edge i n  boards 

t h a t  are polar ized  o r  f r a c t i o n a l i z e d .  

9. When the  percept ion  of  a communityls c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

are examined i n  l i g h t  of board p o l a r i t y  it appears t h a t  

both b i p o l a r  and unipolar  boards see t h e i r  communities 

as i n e r t  o r  p l u r a l i s t i c - - n e i t h e r  type which is 

th rea ten ing  t o  a board's parer  and i n t e g r i t y  as a 

group. 

1 0. Regardless of  p o l a r i t y ,  governance s t y l e  o r  community 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a c e n t r a l  figure of in f luence  f o r  

v i r t u a l l y  any board type is t h e  superintendent .  The 



survey too l  use was l imited i n  its capacity t o  t ap  t h i s  

pa r t i cu l a r  a rea  i n  depth, but the overa l l  ind ica t ion  

was t h a t  t r u s t ee s  perceive the  superintendent as a 

first source of information and one whose opinion about 

what is best  f o r  the  system t o  be an opinion worth 

heeding. 

n s  f o r  Resear& 

F i r s t l y ,  the study makes a contr ibut ion f o r  a wide f i e l d  of 

research i n  school board governance. I n  order t o  consolidate the  

spec i f i c  f indings  of t h i s  study i t  would be valuable t o  have a l a r g e r  

study. Although the  sample was adequate, a study of g rea te r  scope 

would provide confirmation of the  resu l t s .  

Secondly, i n  examining the  disputat iousness  of a board and the  

underlying sources of con f l i c t ,  i t  may be valuable t o  consider other  

methods of gathering the  information. While mailing out w r i t  t en  

surveys is convenient f o r  the  researcher,  it is impersonal. Many of 

the  questions a r e  in t rospec t ive  and require  perhaps more thought and 

time than a busy board is prepared t o  a l l oca t e  during a meeting. I n  

par t i cu la r ,  the  quest ions  regarding t ru s t ee  s t y l e  and community s t y l e  

may have e l i c i t e d  more thoughtful responses i f  a personal interview 

technique had been used. I n  any case, u t i l i z i n g  such a method i n  

addi t ion t o  an anonymous form would provide feedback t o  the  researcher 

on any problems or concerns with the  nature of questions on the  

survey. 



Thirdly,  al though t h e  information gathered on t h e  in f luence  of the 

super in tendent  was valuable  and appeared very c o n s i s t e n t ,  t h i s  is an  

area t h a t  could b e n e f i t  from f u r t h e r  explora t ion ,  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  and 

d e t a i l e d  examination. The s t y l e  and method of the  super in tendent ' s  

handling of t h e  board would be va luab le  t o  examine i n  l i g h t  of t h e  

type of board and community he o r  she s e r v e s  and t h i s  area was n o t  

deeply considered i n  t h e  p resen t  study. 

There are s e v e r a l  impl ica t ions  f o r  p r a c t i t i o n e r s  t h a t  can be drawn 

from t h e  d a t a  obtained i n  t h i s  study. It appears t h a t  school  board 

p o l i t i c s  and t h e  r e s u l t a n t  d e c i s i o n s  of  that machine are complex and 

a f fec ted  by a v a r i e t y  of f ac to r s .  Those f a c t o r s  examined ind ica ted  

t h a t  some have a great d e a l  of in f luence  and o the r s ,  considerably 

less. The dual  na ture  of p o l a r i t y  and d i spu ta t iousness  of a board 

provides understanding of t h e  na tu re  and p r e d i c t a b l e  p a t t e r n  of  t h e  

u n i t  i n  t h e  decision-making process. It seems c l e a r  that making 

assumptions about a board without  observing t h e  na tu re  of t h e i r  

governance s t y l e ,  t h e  cons t i tuency they bel ieve  they serve and t h e  

degree and p a t t e r n  of c o n f l i c t  present  could prove c o s t l y  f o r  those 

working with t h a t  board, f o r  i t  is those very f a c t o r s  that are t h e  

framework of percept ion  and understanding t h e  t r u s t e e s  opera te  within.  

The c l a r i t y  and consistency of  whole board responses regarding 

p o l a r i t y ,  d i spu ta t iousness  and t h e  influence of t h e  super in tendent  on 

t h e i r  group i n d i c a t e s  school  board members know themselves well, and 



t h e r e  is a cons i s t en t ,  p red ic tab le  p a t t e r n  t o  t h e i r  purpose and 

operat ion.  Those more d i r e c t l y  and immediately a f fec ted  by t h e  na tu re  

of a l o c a l  school  board are the  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  staff. The framework 

of percept ion  t h a t  board members b r ing  t o  t h e i r  own r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  

as well as t o  t h e  group, exp la ins  why boards t ake  on a p a r t i c u l a r  

na ture  o r  pe r sona l i ty  and why it is poss ib le  t o  have such a wide 

var iance  i n  a t t i t u d e  from board t o  board and d i s t r i c t  t o  d i s t r i c t .  

The informed execut ive  o f f i c e r  u t i l i z e s  t h e  informat ion  and 

observat ions  a v a i l a b l e  t o  him, not  only t o  avoid unnecessary c o n f l i c t  

and confrontat ion but  t o  enhance communication and cooperat ion between 

va r ious  l e v e l s  of t h e  organizat ion.  

The par t i sanism of e l e c t e d  boards appears t o  be less of a concern 

f o r  t h e  super in tendent  of  a polar ized  board than the  combination of 

governance s t y l e s  and degree of d i s p u t e  p resen t  wi th in  t h a t  board. 

The b e l i e f s  about t h e i r  own r o l e  and the  cons t i tuency they se rve  are 

f a c t o r s  with an impact on t h e  way they w i l l  be a b l e  t o  work toge the r  

and the  degree of  amicab i l i ty  present .  

The information has impl ica t ions  f o r  t r u s t e e s  themselves. 

Townsend (1988) noted i n  .They Politick f o r  S c h o o b  t h a t  t r u s t e e s  

commonly commented on how d i f f e r e n t  a c t u a l  t r u s t e e s h i p  was from what 

they expected before  they were e lec ted .  Board members go i n t o  t h e i r  

commitment with a set of b e l i e f s  about what they can impact and what 

they can accomplish. It appears from Townsend's work t h a t  t h e i r  

experience is d i f f e r e n t  from t h e i r  perceived not ion  of  what they 

thought i t  would be. -Some of the  d i f fe rence  is due s u r e l y  t o  the  



p o l a r i t y  and d i s p u t e  they d iscover  t o  be the on-going na tu re  of a 

board, the  na tu re  of  the  community they represen t ,  and how they 

r e c o n c i l e  these  f a c t o r s  with t h e i r  b e l i e f s  about t h e i r  own governance 

and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  the  superintendent .  Knowing about 

poss ib le  sources  of  c o n f l i c t  does not  remove o r  reduce f r i c t i o n  but  

awareness of t h e i r  ex i s t ence  and in f luence  can provide i n s i g h t  and 

depth of understanding when a t r u s t e e  o r  board must work w i t h i n  a 

p o t e n t i a l l y  f r u s t r a t i n g  framework. The p a t t e r n s  of  boards, t r u s t e e s  

and t h e i r  communities a r e  not  s t a t i c .  Power and in f luence  change, 

l e a d e r s h i p  s t y l e s  and p e r s o n a l i t i e s  l eave  t h e i r  mark and p o l i t i c s ,  

while riot appearing d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d ,  ' a f f e c t  tone and a t t i t u d e  i n  

communities i n  an  o v e r a l l  f a sh ion  and in f luence  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  th ink ing  

about publ ic  bureaucracies.  

Communities are comprised of  a wide v a r i e t y  of people but tend t o  

have some b e l i e f s  and behaviours t h a t  mark t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward 

pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  such as schools. The data obtained on t h i s  survey 

ind ica ted  a tendency f o r  most t r u s t e e s  t o  be l i eve  they se rve  

d i s i n t e r e s t e d  o r ,  a t  bes t ,  disorganized i n t e r e s t  groups. The answers 

ac ross  boards that were c o n s i s t e n t  i n  everyth ing else, were very 

i n c o n s i s t e n t  i n  t h e i r  percept ion  of  t h e i r  cons t i tuencies .  It may be 

t h a t  t r u s t e e s  are not  as a t tuned t o  t h e i r  communities1 c h a r a c t e r s  as 

t h e  re sea rcher  bel ieved they would be. The impl ica t ion  here  f o r  

t r u s t e e s  may be t h a t  s i n c e  some confusion e x i s t s  over the  na ture  of  

t h e i r  const i tuency,  t r u s t e e s  cannot be c l e a r  as t o  how b e s t  s e r v e  t h a t  

const i tuency.  



APPENDIX A 

r e c t o :  Most of the ques t ions  can be answered by simply c i r c l i n g  
your choice. Ques t ions  3 and 9 ask  you t o  note a  f e l low board member. 
A s  a  group, a s s i g n  each member a number ( I  suggest  doing i t  
a lphabe t i ca l ly ) .  That number i s  t h e  way you w i l l  refer t o  a  f e l low 
t r u s t e e  on the  form. 

1. How o f t e n  would you say  t h i s  board i s  unanimous i n  its dec i s ions  
on o the r  than r o u t i n e  business? 

Almost Never Not Often Regularly Frequently Almost Always 

2. .When t h e  board d i sagrees  on i s s u e s  would you say t h e r e  is more o r  
less the  same d i v i s i o n  on ' the board? That is, do the  same members 
seem t o  s t i c k  together  from one i s s u e  t o  t h e  next? 

Yes No 

3. If you answered "yesn t o  82, with whom do you usua l ly  agree? 

With whom do you disagree?  (Please  use your numbering system) 

4. Which of the fol lowing most c lose ly  desc r ibes  you a s  a  t r u s t e e ?  

- I was e l e c t e d  t o  make dec i s ions  t h a t  c l e a r l y  r e f l e c t  the  
b e l i e f s  and wishes of  ~py cons t i tuen t s .  It is my 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  a c t  based on what my c o n s t i t u e n t s  feel i s  
necessary and appropr ia te .  

- I was e l e c t e d  t o  make d e c i s i o n s  us ing my own b e s t  judgement. 
My c o n s t i t u e n t s  t r u s t  me t o  decide what is b e s t  f o r  them 
based on my own values  and b e l i e f s .  

- I was e l e c t e d  t o  make dec i s ions  t h a t  sometimes are ~py own 
judgement and o t h e r  times t h e  wishes of ~py c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  
depending upon the  circumstances. 



5. I n  t h e  school  board e l e c t i o n s  were you represen t ing  a s p e c i f i c  
group o r  pa r ty  o r  s l a t e ?  

Yes No 

6. Which p rov inc ia l  pa r ty  do you usua l ly  support? 

Are you a member of a p rov inc ia l  p o l i t i c a l  par ty?  

Yes No 

If so,  which one? 

7. Board members make dec i s ions  on a wide v a r i e t y  of i s sues .  When 
you seek informat ion  t o  educate yourse l f  on an  i s s u e ,  i n d i c a t e  
your most favoured source. C i r c l e  one number. 

I .  Superintendent  
2. Ass i s t an t  Superintendent  
3. Secretary-  Treasurer  
4. P r i n c i p a l s  and t eachers  
5. Board members i n  o t h e r  d i s t r i c t s  
6. B. C. S. T. A. ( B r i t i s h  Columbia Scho 
7. Fellow board members 
8. Parents  
9. General publ ic  

01 Trustees  Associ 

10. A r t i c l e s ,  books 
11. Television,  r ad io ,  newspaper 

8. How o f t e n  does the  super in tendent  o f f e r  advice when the  board i s  
faced with c r i t i c a l  i s s u e s ?  

Almost Never Not Often Regularly Frequently Almost Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

How o f t e n  is t h e  board l i k e l y  t o  fol low t h a t  advice? 

Almost Never Not Often Regularly Frequently Almost Always 

1 2 3 4 5 



9. Which member o r  members ( i f  any) o f t e n  oppose t h e  Super in tendent ' s  
recommendations? (Please  use  your numbering system) 

10. Which of t h e  fo l lowing d e s c r i p t i o n s  b e s t  f i ts your school  
d i s t r i c t ?  

1. I n  t h i s  sohool d i s t r i c t  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  i n t e r e s t  i n  
eduoa t i o n a l  i s s u e s  o r  sohool board ao  t i v i  ties. 

2. I n  t h i s  sohool d i s t r i c t  t h e r e  is a l o t  of disagreement 
on what is important i n  educat ion  wi th  many groups 
p u t t i n g  f o r t h  opposing views. 

3. I n  t h i s  sohool d i s t r i o t  people usua l ly  s p l i t  i n t o  two 
opposing groups on eduoat ional  issues.  

4. I n  t h i s  sohool  d i s t r i o t  t h e r e  i s  one group whose 
- inf luence  is dominant i n  eduoat ional  i s s u e s  and sohool 
board a c t i v i t i e s .  



APPENDIX B , 

. . - 
P i r e c t i o ~ :  Most of the  questions can be answered by simply c i r c l i n g  
your choice. Questions 3 and 7 ask you t o  note a fel low board member. 
A s  a  group, ass ign each member a number ( I  suggest doing i t  
alphabet ical ly) .  That number is the way you w i l l  r e f e r  t o  a fel low 
t r u s t e e  on t he  form. 

1. How of ten would you say t h i s  board is unanimous i n  its decis ions  
on other than rout ine  business? 

Almost Never Not Often Regularly Frequently Almost Always 

2. When the  board disagrees on i s sues  would you say there  is more or  
l e s s  the same d iv i s ion  on the board? That is, do the same members 
seem t o  s t i c k  together from one i s sue  t o  the  next? 

Yes No 

3. If you answered "yesn t o  62, with whom do y ~ u  usually agree? 

With whom do you disagree? (Please use your numbering system) 

4 .  Which of the  following most c losely  describes you a s  a t r u s t ee?  

- I was e lected t o  make decis ions  tha t  c l ea r ly  r e f l e c t  the  
b e l i e f s  and wishes of my consti tuents.  It is my 
respons ib i l i ty  t o  a c t  based on what my const i tuents  f e e l  is  
necessary and appropriate. 

- I was e lected t o  make decis ions  using my own best  judgement. 
My cons t i tuen ts  t r u s t  me t o  decide what is best  f o r  them 
based on my own values and bel iefs .  

- I was e lected t o  make decis ions  t h a t  sometimes are my own 
judgement and other  times the  wishes of my const i tuents ,  
depending upon the  circumstances. 



5. Which of t h e  fol lowing d e s c r i p t i o n s  b e s t  fits your school 
d i s t r i c t ?  

1. I n  t h i s  school  d i s t r i c t  t h e r e  is l i t t l e  i n t e r e s t  i n  
educat ional  i s s u e s  o r  school  board a c t i v i t i e s .  

2. I n  t h i s  school  d i s t r i c t  t h e r e  is a l o t  of  disagreement 
on what is important  i n  educat ion  wi th  many groups 
p u t t i n g  f o r t h  opposing views. 

3. I n  t h i s  school  d i s t r i c t  people u s u a l l y  s p l i t  i n t o  two 
opposing groups on educat ional  i ssues .  

4. I n  t h i s  school  d i s t r i c t  t h e r e  is one group whose 
in f luence  is dominant i n  educat ional  i s s u e s  and school  
board a c t i v i t i e s .  

6. How o f t e n  does t h e  super in tendent  o f f e r  advice when t h e  board 
is faced wi th  c r i t i c a l  i s s u e s ?  

Almost Never Not Often Regularly Frequently Almost Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

How o f t e n  is t h e  board l i k e l y  t o  fol low t h a t  advice? 

Almost Never Not Often Regularly Frequently Almost Always 

7. Which member o r  members ( i f  any) o f t e n  oppose t h e  
Super in tendent ' s  recommendations? (Please  use t h e  numbering 
system) 



APPENDIX C 

Instructions 

Most questions a r e  very straightforward and only require  making a 
choice and c i r c l i n g  it. Questions 3 and 7 ask you t o  note a fel low 
board member. I n  the  i n t e r e s t s  of consistency and privacy, I suggest 
you number your whole board alphabe t i c a l l y  ( including yourself )  and 
use numbers t o  answer the questions. For example, the  member whose 
surname is first alphabet ical ly  is #1, the one whose surname is second 
is #2, etc.  Discard the  list when you a r e  through. 
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