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i 

- - Canadian educat ional  governance a t  ,the school board ' levelr  haf been , 
- 3 

1 .L . c  , ! 
r .  

descpi bed, by d r i  t i  cs as being un rep res in ta t i  ve, and uhrespoqsi ve. ~ t !  has 
7, 

8 I . . / been sugges;ed by some w r i t e i s  i" educa t ioy  t h a t  the i n f u i i o n  o f '  
'I' ) ' F,- 

partykpol i t i c s  -%to school board i e l e c t i o k  would he lp  bqaYds. t o  per form 
n < 

b e t t e r  the  func t ions  t h a t  are bas ic  t o  responsi.de goverr?meni. i 

h 

Thls study addresses the f o l l o w i n g  major quest,ions ~ o n c e r n i n g  

-pa r t i san  s c h w l  boar-d e lec t ions :  DO t r u s t e e  candidates belonging t o  
? 

" '  d i f f e r e n t  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  d i f f e r  i m  t h e i r  educat ional  a t t i t u d e s  and 
6 

opinions;  and, dq e lec ted  t rus tees  belonging t o  d i f f e r e n k  ~i v i c  p a r t i e s  
16 

- - 
d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  rep resen ta t i ve  and c o n i u l t a t i  ve behaviJours? 

The study was d iv ided  i n t o  two parts-. <Pa r t  one cons is ted OF a 

quest ionnai re  d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  ,candidates running for e l e c t i o n  i n  two 

suburban. school boards i n  t he  Lower ~ a i n l a n $  o f  B.C. 'Th is  quest ionnai re  

' g3thered i n f  ormati  on on the educat i  onal op in i  ons ' and a t t i t u d e s  o f  t he  

candidates p3us demographic data on age, sex, l e v e l  o f  educqtion and 

occupation61 ranking.  Par t  Two consisted of  a s'econd quest ionnai re  
- I  

d i  s t r i  buted.. t o  those candidates who were e l ec ted  as. school board members. -~ 

e a i s  quest ionnai re  gathered in fo rmat ion  ,on. the  r e p r e s e n t h i  ve and 

consul t a t  i ve beh'av; ours. o f  the  trustees, 
I 

The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  study i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t he re  are on l y  moderate 

d i f f e rences  i n  the educat ional  a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions between the two 



p a r t i e s  i n  one of  the d i s t r i c t s .  These rnode~at'e d i f fe rences  are.also ,& - 
4 .  

apparent i n  t he  pos t -e l ec t i on  behaviours o f  -the e lec ted t rus tees .  Few 
i. . 

cons is ten t  d i f f e rences  were ev ident  i n  the second d i s t r i c t .  Where 
+ 

d i f fe rences  d i d  occur they were general l y  i n  accord w i t h  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  
' 

' 
i .deologies o f  the respec t i ve  p a r t i e s .  . This s tudy suggests t h a t  theek . .. , 

, < 

exi'stence of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  a t  the school board l e v e l  does-not 
( p a .  

guarantee c l e a r l y  def 5 ned d i f fe rences  between 

opera t ing  behav iours  o f  the  e lec ted  t r u s t e b  . 
the  cand ida tes 'o r  i n  t h e  
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Introduction - 
. - I ?  

Educational governance a t  the school board level has 'of t e n  been ' 
. / '4 . 

described by c r i t i c s  as 'be'irtg both unrepresentative and unresponsive.' 

Elect ions ofr school t rus t ees  are usual l y  issueless ,  apol i t ica l  a f f a i r s  
' I  

with moderate voter turnout (Levin, -1975, p.23; Foleman, 1975,' pp .  32-33; 

f c E A ~ a s k  Force, 19j9,  pp. 57, 59; Jennings, 19 5, p. 240). 0nCe5elected 
, . 

many t r u ~ t e e s  are  accused of. being co-opted by t h e i r  professional s t a f f s ,  
A* 

becoming rubber stamps for  the  l e g i t  imizat ion of administrative 

(Wi les ,  1972, p.33). 
< .b, 

I t  has been suggested by some wri t e n  i n  education t h k  the 
C ,  ' b 

' infusion of party p o l i t i c s  in to  educational 'governance will  strengthen 

the  posit ion of t rus tees  4n dealing with t h e i r  professional s taf-fs-and -1 '* 
wi 11 make school boatds more responsive t o  the needs YSheir = 

cons t i tuents  ( ~ e n n i  ngs, 1975; Zeigler and Jennings, 19-74). Part isan 

- e l ec t ions  in school d i s t r i c t s ,  i t  i s  argued, would r e s u l t  i n  greater  

competition for  of f ice ,  more c a l l s  f o r  policy change, more challenge of 
k- 

senior professional s t a f f ,  and more responsiveness t o  cmrnuni t y  demands. + 
I 

For part isan school boards to  be more representat ive and, responsive 

there must be genuine, percept ible  differences between the compet i  ng  , 

pa r t i e s  . This study wi 1 1  inves t iga te  whether the re  are ,  in f a c t ,  

percept ible  differences in the personal cha rac te r i s t i c s ,  educational 
B 

? 



a t t i t udes ,  and educat ionaj  opin ions o f  school board candidates belonging , 
C _  

I ' *  ' \  

t o  d i f f e r e n t  c i v i c  pa r t i es .  The study w i l l  a l so  i n v e s t i g a t e  whether a . - .  
the re  are pe rcep t i  ble,.d'iiferenc.es i n  the  consul ta t i - ve  and r e i r e s e n t a t i  ve 

Y 

behaviours o f  e lec ted  - t rus tees  belonging t o  - d i f  f e r e ? t b  c h i c  pa r t i es .  

If d i f f e i e n c e s  do e x i s t  between the  p a r t h n  the  above areas t h i s  ' - 

s b u l d  then r e s u l t  i n  a rc leare r  'set ,  o f  voter, not on ly  
4 C v 

through opinions expressed by t h e  ' ~ a n d i d a t e s  a t  e l e c t i o n  t im but * a l s  by x 
t h e  modes o f  rep resen t  a t  i o n  Jndicated by the p a r t y  members ' behaviours i n  

I, C 
t h e  previous term o f  o f f i c e .  9 

-1,1 

Thus,the p a r t y  i abe l  may. he lp  the voter  t o  support candidates be- 
/ .  . 

long ing  t o  the  p a r t y  t h a t  best r e f l e c t s  the v o t e r ' s  own opinions and 
\ 

a t t i t u d e s  on educat ion i n  general and who al 'so ' fo l  low a representat  i ve x 

mode o f  behaviour agreeable t o  the voter .  

A study of  ' t h i s  nature h6s several  inherent  l i m i t a t i o n s  and d i f  - - 
f i cu l  t i e s ,  the  understanding o f  which are essen t i  a1 before drawing any 

, conclusions f rom t h e  f indings'.  F i r s t l y ,  pa r t  Qne o f  t h i s  study i s  a 

r e p l i c a t i o n  o f  an e a r l i e r  study made by Nielsen pf t h e  1978 Vancouverr 

School Board e l e c t  i ons  ( N i e l  sen, 1980). This, i n  par t ,  has predetermined 

c e r t a i n  

te rm i  no 

aspects o f  the  s t  i n v o l v i n g  ins t rumentat ion,  methodology and 

logy. 

Secondly, t he  t o p i c  o f  pa r t i san  school-;,baar'd e l ec t i ons  i s  not a 
J: 4 

w e l l  developed f i e l d .  L i t e r a t u r e  on the r o l e  o f  e lec ted represen ta t i ves  

i n  Canadian munic ipal  p o l i t i c s  i s  sparse and the '  pub1 ished mate r ia l s  on 



\ 
-1 

V i 
a 

3 
" .I 

* . t h e  behaviour o f  and c h b r a c t e r i s t i c s  qf p a r t i s a n  school, boards i s -  almost .- 

, non-e'xistent . @ , %. 

\ 

The t h i r d  and most ser ious  l i m i t a t i o ?  of th i 's  s tudy  i s  t h e  ex- 
. i t  + 

t r e m e l y  s y a l l  sample t h a t  'was used.' The 5 u d i  was l i m i t e d  .to two cases :j! * ' ' .  
I I 

o n l y  and * t h i n  each case we a r e -  d e a l i n g  w? th  d two mmber and a  f o u r  f- - 
1 - 2 member party., 

. * ,  P ' . 
\ 

I '( 

'l 

As a  r e s u l t '  o f  these'  l im i ta t i ons , .  f t m  concl'usions are not. pos- 
= C 

s i  b l e .  Th is  work must t h e E e f o r e  be r e g a r d i d  as an expl&-&tory study, 
, . -r 

t h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  which must .remain sp&cuIat i?e and ten ta t9 i ve .  
. 

3 - 



I .  5 . Central  Problem =+ - e .- 
* . . .  

1 - . 1 * - rn 

- 1  < 
9 '  

Do..trustee who belong tb d i f f e r e h  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  . d i f f e r  ,-- 

* - 1 

i n  their educat i  dnal opin ions and a t t  i tudep&d ,  do e l ec ted  t r us tees  .who 
i . t  - ,  . - I ,  

. , . - 
belong t o  d i f f e r e n t  c i  v i c  p a r t i e s  d i f f  & dn t he i r '  .co 'nsul tdt i  ~6 

I b  

r .  I 

represent a t  i ve. . 
t ,  

Sub-Problems 
* 

Der i  vi-ng f rom t h e  cen t ra l  problem o f  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between ? ,  A 

f par t i sansh ip  and. school board members are t h e  more spec i f i c  -sub problems ' 
\' 

8 " .  
' of the, study. ' --, 1 -  

C + .  *. 

sub'-problem 1. To what ex tent  are th6;personal c h a r a t t e r i s t i t s  ' 

d 

/ 
% 

, ~ ( i e .  age, sex, oc~upatr.oaa1 ranking, and l eve l -  ?f(education) 'o'f' i choo l ,  . 

k F  
'% 

bo,ard candidates chara t e r i s t i  c o f  the ci-&c p a r t i e s  t o  which they ' . , . ' 
'% 

% - 4 

belong? That i s ,  t o  what ex tent  do school* board candidates belonging t o  
, . . 

d i f f e r e n t  c i  " i c  p a r t i e s  d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  personal F h ~ a c t e r i < G c s ? f  . . 
5 

sub-~rdb lem 2. To what ex tent  are. the  educ@ional o p i i i i c k  of , 

school board candidates c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  t o  which - they 

belong? That i s ,  t o  what ex tent  do school ,board candidates belonging t o  

* .  differPent c i v i c p a r t i e s d i f f e r a i n , t h e i r e d u c a t i o n - a 1  op in ions? 
', 

Sub-Problem 3. To what ex tent  are the  . ,. educat ionel  a t t i t u d e s  o f  

s c h o o l  board candidates cha rab te r i s t i c . . b f  the  c i v i c  &es t o  y h i c h  they 

belong? That i s ,  t o  what ex tent  do school board candidates belonging t o  
. P 

-- 

d i f f e r e n t  c i v i c  par t ie 's  d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  educat ional  a t t i t u d e s ?  
/ 

d 

i - 
I 



- ,,Sub-Problem 4. ,,Tom what e x t e n t  are t h e  c o n s u l t a t  i ve behavi ours (as 
43 

shown by  t h e  amount o f  c o n s u l t a t i b n  t h a t  would t a k e  p lace  pr io i .  t o  making , 

' 6 

f l c i s i o n s )  o f  t h e  e l e c t e d  t m s t e e s -  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c '  o f  t h e  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  t o  

h - b c h  t h e y  b$loncj? That i s ,  t o  wh'at  ex ten t  .do' elect%d t r u s t e e s  be long ing  
u ,  

c i v i c  p a r t i e s  d i f f e r  i n  i h e i r '  c t lnsu l ta t - i ve  behav iours?  
l 

r .. 
u b t P r o b ~ e m  5. Ts $I t ' e x t e n t  are t h e  representative behaviours -Y5 .' \ ' 8 .  

(as -shown by c o n s t i t u e n t  versus suder in tendent  i n f l uence  i\ t r u s t e e  . 3 - 
- - 

p o l  i c y  deci  sfons-) o f  e l e c t e d  t rustees>haracterCst  i c  o f  t f i e  c i  v i  c  par ty ' .  
3 ,  

t o ' w h i c h  t h e y  belong? That i s ,  t o  what e x t e n t  do g l e c t e d  t r u s t e e s  
J 

be long ing  t o  d i f f e r e n t  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  . 
a' 

. . behavi ours?  " - 
a .  

s o b - ~ r o b l  em.6. To what ex ten t  are t h e  ' r ep resen ta t  i ve,Jb&avi our% = 

4 
(as shown by const: t u e n t  i n f l u e n c e  'versus personal  judgement i n  t r u s t e e  1 

.dec is ion  making) o f  e l k t e d  t r u p t e e s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the. c i v i c  p a r t g  t o  
- - -  

which t h e y  belong? 
--> 

w 
Sub-Probl em 7. - T O  what e x t e n t  are t h e -  e1ec teb . t rus tees  I a ? ), 

- 
4 

percep t i ons  .of c o n s t i t u e n t  s a t j s f  a c t i  on c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  t h e  C i v i c  p a r t y  

. t o  which t h e y  belong?  h hat is', do e l e c t e d  t r u s t e e s  be long ing  t o  \ 

\ 
d i f f e r e n t  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  pe rcep t i ons  o f  c o n s t i t u e n t  

,+ * 
s a t i s f a c t i o n ?  Q 
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"0 
L i t e r a t u r e  Xev'iew 
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- - a -  * 
The, O r i g i n s '  o f  Nan- P.arti sanshi pp :  , . . & % .  , -f .. ' 

' 

o r i g i n s  of no?7$drt i idnship in. Canada can j ' n i t i a l  ly ;be *ra:ed 
I ,  

t o ' i n f l u e n c e s  f rom t h e  Uni-ted Sta tes  i n  the  . l a t e  1800's: An exce l  l e n t  

d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  pol  i t i  c a l  envi  ronment" o f  t h e  day i s  g iven by McCaff r e y  
I . \ 

i n  h i s  a r t i c ' l e ,  P o l i t i c s  i n  t h e  Schools: A Case f o r  P a r t i s a n  Board 
I )  

E l  e c t  i ons f 
L .  

The use of t h e  technocracy i n  ~ m e r i c a n  s o c i e t y  ' inc luded a  
grpwing emphasis on t h e  r o l e  o f  exper ts  i n  p roduc t ion  i' 

e f f i c i e n c y .  The a f f a i r s  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  here handled by . rl 

i n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h  s p e c i f i c  s k i l l s  i n  p a r t i c u l a t  areas. AS 
s o c i e t y  developed i t s  ,cu l t  o f  exper ts  i n  t h e  pr' i  vate, busi  ness 

b 
" sec tor ,  i t  became apparent t h a t  pub1 i c *  i n s t i t u t i o n s  cou ld  be 

improved by s im i  l a r  processes. Evidence o f ' . co . r rup t ion  and 
' patronage i n  government, revea led e x t e n s i v e l y  by t h e  
) muckrakers of thgkeearTy p a r t  o f  t h e  century,  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  . 

t h e  t y p e  of expert i ,se which c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h q  e f f  i c i  e n t  
ope ra t i on  o f  $ b l  i c  ~ ' F g a n i z a t i o n s  was not  possessed by 
p o l i t i c i a n s .  Many people j u d  ed t h e  wor th  o f  government by 
po l  i t i c a l  a c t i  v i t y .  The sea 8 h  f o r  excel  lence. i n  t h e  
a d m i n i s t r a t i  on of p u b l i c  i n s t i t u t i o n s  became a  seprch f o r  
a p o l i t i c a l  on t h e  assumptian t h a t  runn ing government on 

i n c i p l e s ' w ~ o u l d c l e a n  i t . u p .  

(McCaff rey, 1971, p.53) 

I The c o r r u p t i  on o f  party-domi nated [c i ty  p o l  i t i  cs a t  t h i s  t,i me was 

'%- added t o  by t h e  power o f  p o l i t i c a l  patronage,  t h e  needs o f  a  i a r g e  
, e. 

irnrni g ran t  popul a t i  on. and t h e  absence o f  s o c i a l  we1 f a r e  programs (Masson & +'" 

Anderson, 1972, p.3). The d i s i l l u s i o n m e n t  w i t h  t h e  p o l i t i c s  o f  t h e  day 



was f u r t h e r  a ided  by a  . g P  lowing d i s p  a r i t y  o f  wea l th  i n  t h e  c i t i e , s  w i t h  t h e  

"massive i nc reqse  i n  urban poor r e s u l t i n g  i n  a  sense o f  moral ou t rage"  

(Hawley , 1973," p.9). 

The outcome o f  th'e p u b i i c ' s  d i s t a s t e  for. t h e  e v i l s  o f  t h e  p a r t y  

mqchlnes was t h e  f o r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  ~ a t j o n a l  Mun ic ipa l  ~ e i g u e  i n  1884, 

' c ' I  \ 

r r r  

which inc lud$ed Q it; p i a t f b r m ;  - **.. 

, .  4 . ,  
( a )  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  t he  non-par i s a n  b a l l o t ;  
( b )  separa t i on  .of t h e  dates o f  l o c a l  4' and s t a t e  and ' na t i ona l  e j e c t i o n s ;  

and 
( c )  t h e  commissi on and c i t y  manager ' form- o f  government. . 

(Masson & Anderson, 1972, p.3) 

The American mun ic ipa l  re fo rmers  h e l d  t h e ,  be1 i e f s .  " t h a t  urban 
I r 

problems w e A  a p o i i t i c a l ,  r e q u i r i n g  lit$.& more than  the-application of 
C ' I .  

J 
honesty and good business p r a c t i c e s  . .. chat  c e r t a i n .  c  zens were more i- 

f i t  t o  govern than o t h e r s "  .(Hawley, 1973, p.9) and " t h a t  p a r t i e s  were 

i n h e r e n t l y  c o r r u p t "  (Masson & Anderson, 1972, p.3), 
I 

b 

Non-Part i  sanship i n  Canada 
/ 

Desp i te  t h e  st,rong c u l t u r a l .  s imi  l a r i  ty between Engl ish-speaking'  

Canada an t h e  U n i t e d  Sta tes  c o n s i s t e n t  p a t t e r n s ' o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t  jl 
between t h e  two count r i p s  ( L i p s e t ,  1968, p.31). L i p s e t  a t t r i b u t e s  some 

of these d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  i deo logy  t o  t h e  Amer.ican Revo lu t ion ,  a  r a d i c a l  

and egal i t a r i  an ac t ,  whi ch added t o  t h e  conse rva t i  ve and e l  i t i  s t  na tu re  

o f  Canadian s o c i e t y  due t o  t h e  inf1,ux o f  l a r g e  numbers o f .  L o y a l i s t s .  

' Th i s  more conse rva t i ve  p o l i t i c a l  and c u l t u r a l  ou t l ook  helped t o  reduce 

t h e  r i s e  o f  c i v i c  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  ( L i p s e t ,  1968, p .51) .  



The Canac clian p a t t e r n  o f  westward expansion and t h e  r u r a l  a g r a r i a n  , 

dominat ion of t h e  Canadian p o l i t i c a l  process are  f a c t o r s  c i t e d  by , - 
L i  gh tbody - tha t  f u r  e?p romoted  acceptance o f  l o c a l  non -pa r t i  sanshi p  

1 
P 

( L i  ghtbody,' 1 9 7 d  p.196). The emphasis o f  t h e  r u r a l  l i f e - s t y l e  i s  on : 

/ /, 

community c o - o M r a t i  on f o s t e r e d  by t h e  common enemy i n  nature.  L i  ghtbody 
4 

a1 so p o i n t s  t o  t h e  f e d e r a l  - p r o v i n c i a l  and p r o v i n c i a l  -munic ipal  power 
b 

re1 a t i o n s h i  ps as c o n t r i b u t o r y  f a c t o r s  o f  non-pa'rt isanship i n  Canada. The 

f e d e r a l  s t r u c t u r e  o f  Canadidn i n s t i t u t i o n s  p laces ,x.greater rewards on t h e  
I 

cap tu re  o f  p r o v i n c i a l  power - than munic ipa l  ( L i  ghtbody, 1972, p. 196). 

Fu r the r ,  due t o  p r o v i n c i a l  i n f l u e n c e  p v e r  'the$?$ties t h e r e  was less  

independ@mce,' " g i v i n g  1  i t t f e  i n c e n t i v e  f o r  o fgan i  zed. p a r t i s a n  t i  v i t y "  

( L j  ghtbody, 1972, p. 196). "1 c 
I 

To these Canadian f a c t o r s ,  Wicket t  adds @$at t h e r e  were bas ic  
$ A 

d i  f f e rences  between American and Canadian c i t i e s  which prevented t h e  
C 

growth o f  urban p a r t i e s  : 

. . . t h e  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h i s  ex&npt ion f r o m . p o l i t i c a 1  
i n t e r f e r e n c e  w i l l  be found main ly  i n  t h e  smallness o f  
many o f  t h e  c i t i e s ,  t h e  homogeneity o f  t h e  popu la t i on ,  
and t h e  predominance of 1  ocal i n t e r e s t s  and in f luences.  

(Wicket t ,  1972, p.24) 

Anderson adds t h a t  Canadian c i t i e s  lacked t h e  same degree @ 

immig ra t i on  i n f l u e n c e '  as t h e  U.S. c i t i e s  and t h a t  t h e  sma l le r  ~ a n a d i a n  

cen t res  had l e s s  need f o r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  p a r t i e s ,  having more face-  

t o - f a c e  contac t  w i t h  t h e  p o l i t i c i a n s  (Anderson, 1912, p.10). These 

i n d i  genous Canadian f a c t o r s  prevented t h e  entrenchment o f  p a r t i s a n s h i p  i n  

Canadian munic ipa l  e l e c t i o n s .  The r e s u l t i n g  non-par t i  sanship was f u r t h e r  
I 



strengthened by t h e  American ,reform movement "desp i te  t h e  f a c t  ' t h a t  t h e  

p a r t y  system had not been a f e a t u r e  of t h e  p o l i t i c s  o f  ~ a n a d i b n  govern- 

ment" (Masson & Anderson, 1972, p:4). _ L 

By. t h e  t i m e  c a n a d a n  c i t i e s  reached t h e  s i z e  and c o m p l e x i t y  
s u f f i c i e n t  t o  gake them a t t r a c t i v e  t o  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s ,  
t h e  re fo rm ideo logy  imported4from t h e  Un i ted  S t a t e s  
had become f i r m l y  and prov ided an e f f e c t i v e .  

C 

b a r r i e r  t o  t h e  

(Wicket, 1972, p .  12)  

Ql " 4  

Par t  i sansh ip  ~ x a m i n e d l  

Before  proceedinq * t o  an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of p a r t i s a n s  h i p  and i t s  * 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  educat iona l  governance it w i l l  be h i l p f u l  t o  f i r s t  have 

an understanding o f  t h e  f u n c t i o n  of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  and how i n d i v i d u a l s  

a f f i l i a t e  w i t h  them. 

- A p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  i s  "an organ ' iza t ion  e x i s t i n g  t o  o rgan ize  p u b l i c  

o p i n i o n  and communicate demands t o  t h e  center  o f  governmental wer and P 

1. Al though t h e  pr ime focus o f  t h i s  paper i s  Canadi an p a r t  i sansh ip  i t  
i s  necessary t o  r e f e r  t o  American as we1 1 as C h a d i a n  authors.  T h i s  
i s  due, i n  p a r t ,  t o  t h e  s t rong  American % . l ~ n c e  on 
board p o l  i t  i cs and t .  dominance o f  American s t u d i e s  
governance research.  Furthermore, t h e r e  i s  a genera 
Canadian m a t e r i a l  on t h e  t o p i c  o f  school board e l e c t  
p a r t i s a n s h i p .  

Canadi an school  
on seducat i o n  a1 

lack  o f  
ons and 

I t  i s  accepted t h a c  d i f f e r e n c e s  between h e r i c a n  and Canadi an educa- 
t i  onal governance e x i s t .  However, t h e  general f unct  i o n i  ng of t h e  
r e s p e c t i ~ e  school boards and t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  t r u s t e e  as discussed i n  
t h i s  paper are s i m i  1ar enough i n  both c o u n t r i e s  t o  a1 low t h e  use o f  
American re ferences i n  t h e  Canadi an con tex t .  



d e c i s i o n "  (Lapalombara, 1966, p.3). A p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  a l s o  k e l p s  

' c i t i  z&s i n t e r p r e t  p o h t i  c a l  i n f o r m a t i  on and t o  channel t h e i  r ' p o l i t i c a l  A 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  ( M i l b r a t h ,  1966, p.96). The ex i s tence  o f  more than one 

- p a r t y  i n d i c a t e s  a  . c e r t a i n  degree of d i v e r s i t y  w i t h i n  t h e  const i tuency .  

P a r t i s a n s h i p  i s  an express ion by some o f  \ the c o n s t i t u e n t s  t h a t  t h e i r  

i n t e r e s t s  are w i t h  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  

e 
o t h e r  groups. among f he 

- , { -  
c o n s t i t u e n t s  a f f i l i a f e  w i t h  the  

p a r t y  t h a t  i s  

assuming t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  aware o f  t h e  p a r t i e s '  i d e q l o g i e s ,  and i s  , B . 
mot i va ted  enough t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  t o  some degree. 

9 

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  can range f rom a  low !eve1 o f  v o t i n g  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  

p a r t y  t o  a c t u a l l y  runn ing  as a  p a r t y  ca i d a t e .  A person who would 

C IP$i 2 
cons ider  r n i  ng as a  p a r t y  c a n d i d a 6  abv ious ly  has a  h i g h  l e v e l  o f  

m o t i v a t i o n  and awareness o f  t h e  p a r t y .  I n d i v i d u a l s  may become a c t i v e  i n  

a  p a r t y  because they  a re  comni t ted  t o  s p e c i f i c  i d e a l s  and goals o r  

p because they  a re  mo t i va ted  by m a t e r i a l  incentiSve3 (Lawson, 1965, p.95). 

The a c t u a l  s e l e c t i o n  of i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  run as p a r t y ~ c a n d i d a t e s  i s  
k- 

ysua l  l y  performed by t h e  p a r t y  members and i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  as rec ru i tmen t .  
, * *. *& - 

To be r e c r u i t e d  by a  p a r t y  t o  run  as a  candidate t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  must 

f i r s t  be e l i g i b l e ,  bo th  l e g a l l y  and s o g i a l l y .  Soc ia l  e l i g i b i  1  i t y  means 

t h a t  you are  s o c i a l l y  acceptable t o  t h e  r e c r u i i ~ n ~  group, g e n e r a l l y  i n  

s o c i a l  and economic terms ( c i s t o n e ,  1975, p; 4 . 8igi b l e  i n d i v i d u a l s  4 3 

u s u a l l y  serve an appren t i cesh ip  i n  l e s s  formal community o rgan iza t i ons  ' o r  

i n  t h e  1  ower ranks o f  p a r t y  membership. This appren t i cesh ip  p e r i o d  g ives  



t h e  r e c r u i t i n g  body an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  assess t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  

i n d i v i d u a l .  Thus, p a r t y  rec ru i tmen t  as a  screen ing process ,  t o  b r i n g  
1 

1  i ke-minded people i n t o  t h e  p a r t y  (Cistone,  1975, p.56). P a r t y  

a f f i l i a t i o n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  i s  c l e a r l y  a  mutual process. The i n d i v i d u a l  most 

'i 
- d 

\ 

ma e  an i n f o r m e d + s e l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  p a r t y . h e  w i  es t o  a f f i l i a t e  w i t h  9' 
/' ( g e n e r a l l y  a long i d e o l o g i c a l  l i n e s )  and then,  he must beb accepted and 

IV 4 4 
L 

r e c r u i t e d  by, t h e  p a r t y  i t s e l f .  Th is  mutual s e l e c t i o n  and screen ing 
i / 

/ 4 

process s h o u r d b r i  ng about a  degree o f  p a r t y  d i s t i n c t n e s s  'and the re fo re ,  

p a r t i s a n s h i p .  
&:qp:? t 

-, Cons ider ing  C k  i n f l u e n c e  of t h e  American munic ipa l  r e f o r m  movement -5 
4 

and Can,adali ind igenous factors- '% would seem a t  f i r s t  g lance t h a t  t h e r e  

. . 
however, f rom a  ' rev iew o f  c u r r e n t  l i t e r a t u r e  t h e  converse may. be t r u e .  * 

b 

Par t i sansh ip ,  i t f s e e m s ,  may promise some a t t r a c t i v e  b e n e f i t s  f o r  both . 
'% 

e l e c t o r s  and e l e c t e d  a1 i ke .  

' 

Popular c r i t i c i s m  o f  present  school board e l e c t i o n s  are sumnarized 

by  Boyd i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

The non-par t isan board elect, ions u s u a l l y  were i ssue less  
and r e s u l t e d  i n  board members who had l i t t l e  sense o f  
connect isn  or  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  any d e f i n e d  p u b l i c  
const i tuency .  

Anderson f u r t h e r  c r i t i c i z e s  present  school boards f o r  t h e i r  methods 

of rec ru i tmen t  o f  new members: 

8 , .  many candidates are r e c r u i t e d  by organized community 
groups whose members are almost always i n d i v i d u a l s  o f  h i g h  
s t a t u s  . . . I n  add i t i on ,  s e l f - r e c r u i t e d ,  candidates, 
mot iva ted by a  p r i v a t e  sense o f  'noblesse o b l i g e ' ,  



f r e q u e n t l y *  run i n  non-par t isan e l e c t i  ons. Those e l e c t e d  
t o  o f f i c e  froin these two m i  n groups are, as one would 
expect, G i t e  un rep resen ta t i ve  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  and c l a s s  
c o n f i g u r a t i o n  o f  t h e  l o c a l  popu la t i on .  . , , 

E 

, Lu tz  and Iann-accone comment on t rus tees" '  a t t i t u d e s  regard ing  

r e p i e ~ e n t a U o n ,  based$ on the1 P recent  s tudy o f  schdol boards : 
e7 

r'- . . . ' t h e  vast  m a j o r i t y  of, school board members be1 i eve 
t h a t  they  a re  under no o b l i g a t f o n .  t o  behave as school 
board members, based on t h e  wishes o f  t h e  p u b l i c  . .. . 
87 percent  o f  members surveyed s a i d  they  voted as they  
f e l t  best  e W n  i f  t h a t  was opposed t o  what t h e  p u b l i c  a 

t .  wished. / 
/ 

/ 4 

(Lu tz  & Iannaccone, 1978, p.102) 
\ & 

T 

Boyd, i n  c i t i n g  Kerr,  makes t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p o i n t s  regard ing  s t a f f  - > 

re1  a t i  on,;h?bs w i t h  a  n ~ n - ~ a r t i  san board: 

d e r r  found t h a t  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  gn,array o f  i n f l uences  
assocta ted w i t 1  -non-part isan r e  and ideo logy  of 
school government . . .. conver t  boards f n t o  

, rabb,er stamps f o r  t h e  z a t i o n  o f  , 

= p o l i c i e s  d  veloped by t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s t a f f .  

(Boyd, 1975, p.117) 

Proponents o f  p a r t i s a n s h i p  suggest t h a t  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of p a r t i e s  
I 

i n t o  c i v i c  e l e c t  
- - 

ons-wi  11 improve t h e  rec ru i tmen t  o f  new board members by 
3' 

andi dates due t o  i ncreased compet i ti on (Jenni ngs , 1975, 
1( 

I p.243), and by a c t i n g  as a screen ing agency fo r  candidates (Cistone,  

1975, p.51) I 

One of . t he  major arguments i n  favour  o f  p a r t i s a n  e l e c t i o n s  is.. t h e  
1 

c l  a r i  t y  o f  cho i  ce a f f o r d e d  t h e  e l e c t o r s .  Fowler and Go1 d r i  ck suggest 
I 

t h a t  i n  urban.areas .*.. 



. . , a l a r g e  popu la t i on ,  he te rogene i t y ,  s p e c i a l  i t a t i  on, 
, comp lex i t y  of- i s s u e s  requ i  r e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  w a n s  t o  

aggregate i n t e r e s t s  and t o  p r o v i  de v o t e r s  and p o l  i t i  c i a n s  
-1 w i t h  a k i n d  -of p o l i t i c a l  shor thand w i t h  which 

> 

A/ i ssues  and a p p r o p r i a t e  responses. -, 
s 

(Fowler  & Go1 d r i  ck, 1972, +p. 51)- 

Hawley makes seve ra l  s t r o n g  p o i n t s  on t h e  advantages o f  a p a r t i  pn 
' 

3 -  ;Q 
. - 

/r - system i n  i n f o r m i n g  t h e  Voter. He b g l i e v e s . t h a t  t h e  p a r t y  l abe l s -  g i v e  
==J 

t h e  v o t e 8  an o r g a n i z i n g  r e f e r e n c e  .poj ,ntand "serve  t o  i nc rease  t h e  
' 

v o t e r ' s  .consci ousn'ess of t h e  r e l a t i  onship . . . between t h e  p a r t y ' s  
1 

p o s i t i o n  and h i s  own i n t e r e s t s "  (Hawley, 1973, p.146). He concludes t h a t  a 
L 

p a r t i e s  can and o f ten  do enhance v.oter r a t i  ona l ' i t y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  low 

. income- groups" (Hawley, 1973, p.149). Y 

1 

The ex i s tence  o f  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  serves t o  c o l l e c t  i n t o  

i d e n t i f i a b l e  groups t h e  cand ida tes  ' a t t i t u d e s  and o p i n i  o s which 2, 
k p ~ e s u m a b l y  r e f l e c t  t h e  spectrum of- a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions  found i n  t h e  

* - 
general  e l e c t o r a t e .  These grouped a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions  -would be 

expressed by t h e  cand ida tes  d u r i n g  pre-elec,t i  on debate, t hus  g i v i n g  

v o t e r s  a c l e a r e r  s e t  o f  choices among i d e o l o g i c a l  and p o l  i c y  a l t e r n a t i v e s  

/' 
(Robinson & Hansen, 1981, p.5). 

Jennings (1975), Hawley (197 ) KaplanC)(1972) and McCaff rey (19Z.l) -3 
a l l  suggest t h a t  a p a r t i s a n  board i s  a more Fesponsive'board, a b l e  t o  

p r o v i d e  s t r o n g  l e a d e r s h i p  and t o  r e s i s t  t h e  d i f f u s i o n  o f  power t h a t  i s  
r 

exper ienced by many boards. P a r t i s a n  boards a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be 

co-opted by t h e i r  d i s t r i c t  s t a f f  (Boyd, 1975, p.117), a re  more ab le  t o  

c h a l l  enge t h e  super intendency t o  fo rmu la te  and c a r r y  ou t  a program 

based o issues  r e l e v a n t  t 0 . t  l e c t o r a t e  (Jenni  ngs, 1975, p.243). 1 



It i s  a lso l i k e l y  t h a t  pa r t i san  boards may be more accountable than 

non-part isan boards. The basic f unc t i on  o f  a par ty ,  as 

, \ 

Jennings: 

... i s  $0 contest  f o r  and win o f f i c e s .  R a t i o n a l - a c t i v i s t  
voters  se lec t  t he  p a r t y  of  t h e i r  choi,ce. A f t e r  t he  
e l e c t i o n  t h e  p a r t y  seeks t o  pregs i t s  p l a t f o r m  through ' i t s  
members on t h e  school board . . . the r a t i o n a l - a c t i v i s t  
p u b l i c  assesses t he  p a r t y ' s  performance wh i l e  i n  o f f i c e  o r  
i n  opposition; and, corn t he  ensuing e lec t ions ,  vote 
according t o  whether t h e i r  preferences have been s -a t i s f i ed  
by - t he  p a r t y  incumbents or by new candidates. 

(Jennings, 1975, p.242) 

I n  non-part isan boards t he re  i s  no r e a d i l y  i d e n t i f i a b l e  group i n  

o f f i c e  t o  c a l l  t o  account i f  the  voters are unhappy w i t h  t he  board's 
' 

%? 

per%ormance.  on-Pa& san incumbents are able t o  she1 t e r  themle l  v& i n  
7.. 

t he  corporate- nature ~f the .  board, d i sc1  a i  m i  ng g r s o n a l  responsj  b i  )i t y  9 
I * "* 

;or unpopular decisions, whereas, 'a candidate o f  % p a r t y  7 - w i  1l"supdosedly 
W '*? 

put  forward and support a predetermined p l a t f  om based on a set  ideology. 

The voters not  on l y  know what they are g e t t i n g  -when they e l e c t  a . 
candidate but  have a re ference po in t  by which t o  evaluate the  

5 

i n d i v i d u a l ' s  performance f o r  the  next e l ec t i on .  -. 

A1 though pa r t i sansh ip  promises many advantages _over non-part i san  

systems it i s ' i m p o r t a n t  t o  p o i n t  out t h a t  the ex is tence o f  a p a r t y  l a b e l  

does not au tomat i ca l l y  guarantee. that  these advantages w i l l  be . 
1 

forthcoming. Th is  i s  more a f unc t i on  o f  t he  degree o f  pa r t i sansh fp  t h a t  

a c t u a l l y  e x i s t s  as measured by several  fac to rs  such as p a r t y  - 

orgpni z a t i  on, pos t -e l ec t i on  a c t i v i t y  and unanimity o f  member a t t i t u d e s  

and opi  n i  ons . C 



; '  

Any group of i n d i v i d u a l s  Cho a re  w i l l i n g  t o  seek e l e c t i o n  under'-a 

comon  p o l i t i c a l  l a b e l  may be considered t o  be a  party.. P a r t y  a c t i v i t y *  

however, can range f r o m  t h e  h i g h l y  organized ( i n c l u d i n g  such c t i v i t i e s  . . 
\ r 

as cand idate  s e l e c t i o n ,  hav ing a  p l a t f o r m ,  and b l o c  v o t i n g )  t o  t h e  very  
P 

l o o s e l y  .organized p a r t y  which has no r e a l  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  and comes 

t o g e t h e r  o n l y  a t  e l e c t i o n  tim&. 

Joyce d i v i d e s  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  i n t o  t h r e e  types depending on t h e i r  
6 

o r i g i n s  and l e v e l  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n  (Joyce, 1970). The- " n a t i o n a l  c i v i c  
.A, 

p a r t i e s "  are p a r t i e s  t h a t  have grown d i r e c t l y  out  o f  one o f  t h e  f k d e r a l  

p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s .  These c i v i c  p a r t i e s  tend t o  have a  s t r o n g e r  p a r t y  

i deo logy  than t h e  o the r  types s ince it i s  based on t h e  i d e o l o g y  o f  t h e  

n a t i o n a l  p a r t y  and a p p l i e d  t o  t h e  l o c a l  scene. Th is  ideo logy ,  i n  f a c t ,  

i s  o f t e n  t h e  reason f o r  t h e  p a r t y ' s  fo rma t ion  r a t h e r  than  some l o c a l  
B 

issue. Th is  c l e a r e r  i deo logy  o f t e n  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  p a r t y  members be ing  

more l ike-minded than those o f  o the r  p a r t y  types.  The n a t i o n a l  c i v i c  

p a r t i e s  a l s o  tend t o  be more h i g h l y  organized, bor rowing methods and 

resources from t h e  parent  p a r t y .  These can i n c l u d e  an a c t i v e  membership, 

cand idate  naminat i  ons, t h e  es tab l ishment  o f  a  p a r t y  p l a t f o r m  we1 1  

organ ized e l k t i o n  mechanism, p a r t y  caucuses on p o l i c y  issues, b loc  

vo t ing ,  and t h e  e x p e c t a t i o n  

vo te  w i t h i n  p a r t y  l i n e s .  

The second l e v e l  o f  c 

p a r t i e s  are  u s u a l l y  formed 

t h a t  e l e c t e d  p a r t y  members w i  11 opera te  and 

i v i c  p a r t y  i s  t h e  " l o c a l  c i v i c  p a r t y " .  These 

i n  response t o  some l o c a l  need o r  i ssue  r a t h e r  
< 

t han  on i d e o l o g i c a l  grounds. The l o c a l  c i v i c '  p a r t i e s  tend  t o  develop,& 



p u r e l y l o c a  i c a l  ph i losophy which may no t  be as s t r o n g  o r  as 
J. %, 

c o n s i s t e n t  as those o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  c i v i c  p a r t i e s .  . 

Th is  Jype o f  P a r t y  i s  u s u a l l y  no t  as h i g h l y  organized. It may have 
7 

a  p l a t f o r m  t h a t  i t  p u t s  fo rward  a t  e l e c t i o n  t i m e  m d  members would be - 
expected t o  opera te  w i t h i n - t h a t  p la t fo rm.  Thzy a re  normal ly ,  however, 

P 
* expected t o  $t as i"dependents on non-p la t fo rm matters.  @ 

1 - - 

The t h i r d  t y p e  o f  p a r t y  desc r ibed  by Joyce i s  t h e  "non-par t isan 
rQ 

c i v i c  pa r t y " .  Th is  i s  t h e  most l o o s e l y  organized kf t h e  t h r e e  types. 
II 

b ~embeks o f  th i -s  t y p e  w a r t y  u s u a l l y  on l y  come t o g e t h e r  d u r i n g  e l e c t i o n s  
\ 

t o  pooq t h e i r  resources f o r  more ecoaomic and e f f i c i e n t  campaigning. 

There i s  r a r e l y  a  c l e a r l y  -* defi,ned p l a t f o r m  and no expec ta t i ons  f o r  

members t o  f o l p w  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p a r t y  l i n e .  

I n  .his s tudyL-o f  Canadian c i v i c  p a r t i e s  Joyce found t h a t  t h e  . l o c a l  

c i v i c  p a r t i e <  a r e  by f a r  t h e  most numerous o f  t h e  t h r e e  types (Joyce, 

1970). Na t iona l  p a r t i e s ,  however, a re  now t a k i n g  a  g r e a t e r  i n t e r e s t  i n  

mun ic ipa l  e l e c t i o n s  awd a re  becoming more a c t i v e  i n  s t a r t i n g  and 
3 x r  
suppor t i ng  c i v i c  p a r t i e s .  Many c i v i c  p a r t i e s  see themselves as be ing  

non-pa r t i san  because they  are  no t  d i r e c t l y  supported by a  n a t i o n a l .  par ty .  

However, because o f  t h e i r  l e v e l  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n  they  a re  a c t u a l l y  c l o s e r  
. . 

t o  t h e  l o c a l  c i v i c  p a r t y  type. 

R e ~ r e s e n t a t i o n a l  Modes 6 f  School Board Members 

It has been suggested t h a t  pak t i san  school boards are  more 

r e p r e s e n t a t i  ve than  non pa rz i san  boards. To p r o p e r l y  examine t h i s  c l a i m  b 
/ .  

one must have a; unders tand ing o f  t h e  concept o f  rep rksen ta t i on ,  both i n  

t h e  genera l  sense and as i t r e l a t e s  t o  school boards. 



P i t k i n  has d e f i n e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  a s l a c t i n g  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  t h e  

J 
represented,  i n  a  manner respocs i  ve t o  ethem ( P i t k i n ,  1967, p.4). Th is  

i m p l i e s  ac t i ons  b e i 6  taken on b e h a l f  o f  someone else.  Th is  i s  ne<cessary 

s i n c e  - d i r e c t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  government i s  no t  p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h e  m a j o r i t y  

o f  c i  t i zens . Represent a t  i on then, becomes t h e  skandard method o f  s e l f  - 

government.. For r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  t o  be v a l i d  t h e r e  should be "a 

correspondence between what the '  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  do and w i a t  t h e  . 
,'I 

represented would have them do" (Mann, 1977, p. 79).  Representat ion,  

t h e r e f o r e ,  a l s o  con ta ins  the  concept o f  responsiveness. The 
,- 

r e s p r e s e n t a t i v e  ac ts  not  , just  i n  p lace  o f  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t  bu t  a l so  w i t h  

re fe rence  t o  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t  . Respoosi veness does not  p rec lude  the '  
\ * 

e l e c t e d  r e p w e n t a t i v e  f rom a c t i n g  c o n t r a r y  t o  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s '  wishes.  

as l ong  as he f e e l s  t h a t  he i s  s t i l l  a c t i n g  i n  t h e i r  bes t  i n t e r e s t  (Mann, 

1977, p.80). 

The p o t e n t i a l  f o r  c o n f l i c t  between t h e  wishes o f  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  

and t h e  judgement of t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  r a i s e s  t h e  issue o f  

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  s t y p s .  Representat ional ,  s t y l e s ,  or  modes, are 
/ 

* c l a s s i c a l l y  d i v i d e d  i n t o  'tyo ca tegor ies .  A t  one extreme t h e r e  are those -- 

who ma in ta in  t h a t  t h e  e l e c t e d  rep resen ta t  i ves must exe rc i se  t h e i r  

independent judgement a t  a l l  t imes when making dec is ions .  A t  t h e  o t h e r  

end of t h e  spectrum are those who ma in ta in  t h a t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  should 7 
F, - 

vote  as. i n s t r u c t e d  b y '  t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s  (Te i  chman, 1974). Thes , :  

o p m i  ng p o s i t  i o n s  "nave been g iven t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  l a b e l s  o f  " t r u s t e e "  and e 
-/ - 
"delegate" .  (The " t r u s t e e "  t y p e  i s  a l s o  r e f e r r e d  t o  as an "ind,ependentU. 

Th is  l a b e l  i s  more convenient i n  t h e  con tex t  o f  school boards t o  avo id  



' _  
confusion w i t h  t he  usual- t i t l e  o f  t r us tee  given t o  a l l  e lec ted  board 

df. members. ) B r i e f l y  def ine t he  "independent" type of represent a t  ives 

, t y p i c a l l y  be l ieve  t h a t  they should make the i r '  decis ions based on t h e i r  
i 

own judgement even i f ,  t h i s  i s  con t ra ry  t o  the expresed i ntqres ts .  of the  

3 
peopl% being represented. The "deleqates", on the  other hand, b e l i  eve 

* 
t h a t  thdy  have been choser- t o  accurate1 y r e f l e c t  t he  wishes b? t h e i r  

, cons t i tuen ts  even i f  t h e s e k i s h e s  are agai ns t  t h e i r  own b e t t e r  judgemnt  
t 

(Mann, 1977, p.80). 4 

Several t t i e b r i s t s  f e e l  t h a t  i h e  e n t i r e  dichotomy o f  

represent a t  i onal types i s  too r e s t r i c t i v e  t o  accurate ly  descr ibe t h e  
4 

behaviour o f  m s t  e lec ted represent a t  ives . i~ f h i r d  rode, f a1 li ng between ' 

,the "independent" and "delegate" types has .been i d e n t i f i e d  and 1 abeled 

i coM.  The p o l i t i c o .  "borrows from e i t h e r  the  t r u s t e e  

s t y l e s  as d i c t a t e d  by s i t u a t i o n s  but has some 

iona le  for  doing so" (Mann, 1977, p.80). 
r 

Kornberg, i n  h* of  t he  20th Canadian P a r l i a m n t  (Kornberg, 1967) 
' *  

and ~e ichman,  i n  her study of  Toronto school board meqrbers (Teichman, 

1 9 7 4 h  fohnd t h a t  few representat ives opera ted t in  k i t h e r  t h e  t r u e  

-'-Y.4 
delegate o r ,  independeqt modes. 

#- 

Another dimension o f  represent a t  i on  t h a t  must be considered i s  . t h e  

make-up of the community being .represented. One may t heo r i ze  t h a t  good 

/ represent at  i on  invo lves ac t i ng  on the  wishes ofi the  canmuni ty  but t h i s  

presumes t h a t  the members of  the community are both aware o f  t he  issues 

\ 
at  hand and are capable of  making informed, r a t i o n a l  suggestions t o  t he  



s 

rep resen t  a t  i ves. ~ e i  g/le; and r e p o r t  t h a t  " t h e  

, m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  mass grasp o f  t h e  cause- - 

e f f e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  respect  t o  school d i s t r i c t  problems and t h e i r  , 

* s o l u t i o n s "  (Ze i  g l  e r  a n k J e n n i  ngs, 1 
- 

Mann suggests t h a t  responsiveness can be enhanced by d d i v e r s e  and 
t 

' complex , c o m u n i  t y  s i n c e  d i ve rgen t  i n t e r e s t  groups w i  11 fo rm and at tempt 

t o  i n f l uence '  t h e  rep$esenta t ives  t o  act! on t h e i r  beha l f .  As 
. . 

"metropol  i t a n i  sm increases,  school board r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  s h i f t  t h e l r  a 

a t t e n t i o n  f rom coming f rom i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  those coming f rom groups" 4. 

(Mann, 1977, p.82). + 

Th i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between ' t h e  t y p e  o f  c o r n u n i t y  and 
f' f 
\ r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  has prompted some theor3s ts  t o  c l a s s i f y  co 

degree o f  accordance among t h e  comnuni t y  members. 
A 

B - Jennin s  descr ibes  va r ious  p o s s i b l e  " l i n k a g e  processes" t h a t  can a 
occur betweer r the  school  board and t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  as a  means o f  c o w  

muni c a t i n g  t h e  communi t y f s  pre ferences (Jenni  ngs, 1975). A community 
s 

c' w i t h  a  h i g h  degree o f  homogeneity may not  r e q u i r e  any formal  mechani s m y o  

communicate i t s  wishes because t h e  e l e c t e d  members share t h e  same values 

as t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s .  Jennings c a l l s -  t h i s  t h e '  "per ference-shar ing"  
. * 

mode 1. t 

. - 

The " r a t i o n a l  - a c t i v i s t M  model descr ibes a  community t h a t  i s  
la 

a c t i v e l y  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  process:-Constituents have c l e a r  
P 

i deas about what Yhey want i n  t h e  educat iona l  system strd ac t  t o  achieve -. cl 

these goa ls  i n  a  r a t i o n a l  manner, u s u a l l y  through t h e  e l e c t o r a l  process. 



Voters support  i ndependent candidates who wbest  r e f l e c t  t h e i r  i s s u e  

pre ferences.  E lec ted members who have not performed adequately  a re  
' . 

tu rned  ou t  o f  o f f i c e  a t  t h e  next  e l e c t i o n .  Th is  model r e l i e s  h e a v i l y  on 

t h e  e l e c t o r a l  process t o  guarantee responsive behaviour  by t h e  e l e c t e d  

board member. >/ 

f 
The i ssue  pre ferences b f  t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  can be c o l l e c t e d  i n t o  ' 

fo rmal  groups t o  form l o c a l  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s .  The p a r t y  seeks t o  w in  
4 d 

o f f i c e s  and press i t s  p l a t f o r m  on (the school board. $h i s  i s  t h e  

64 
\ 

"p i t i c a l  p a r t y "  model. As i n  t h e  r a t i o n a l - a c t i v i s t  model, t h e  vo ters  

A i  11 assess t h e  p a r t y ' s  performance and bote  a c c o r d i n g l y  i n  t h e  next  

e l e c t i o n .  The d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  the" p a r t y  i s \  be ing  assessed r a t h e r  than  

- 4 
an i n d i v i d u a l .  As discussed e a r l i e r ,  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  model ( i  .e. 

p a r t i s a n s h i p )  o f f e r s  some d i s t i n c t  advantages over t h e  o the r  models. 

Jennings '  f o u r t h  model i s  t h e  " i n t e r e s t  group" model: Th is  i s  

s i m i l a r . t o  t h e  po l -% ica l  p a r t y  model i n  t h a t  a recogn izab le  group ac ts  as 
.. 

an in termedi  a r y  ,between t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  and t h e  board. I n t e r e s t  groups 
J 

are no t  as f o r m a l i z e d  as p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  a l though t h e y  may s t i l l  be 

i n v o l v e d  i n  r e c r u i t i n g  nd sponsor ing candidates.  I n t e r e s t  qroups a t - '  3 
tempt t o  b r i n h p r e s s u r e  4 bear on board p o l i c y  dec is ions  which d i r e c t l y  

'\ + 
i n v o l v e  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  ' i n t e r e s t s .  The d i s t i n c t  i o n  between i n t e r e s t  

groups and p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  i s  no t  always a  c l e a r  one and appears t o  b e  
B \ 

determined by t h e  degree o f  s t r u c t u r e  w i t h i n  t h e  group p l u s  t h e  ex i s tence  
-. . 

o f  an ideology t h a t  a f f e c t s  t h e  

p rev ious  ty  d i  scussed Joyce t ypo  

between i n t e r e s t  groups and p o l  

'4" 

group's op in ions  i n  var ious  areas. The 

l o g y  may be h e l p f u l  i n  making d i s t i n c t i o n s  
, .  

i t  i c a l  p a r t  i es ('Joyce, 1970). Organized 



'9 vnterest  groups may be considered t o  be non-partisan 

even local c iv i c  pwt ies  depending on?he& degree of internal 

s t ruc ture .  

~ A l a n  describes urban communit ies as being "non-fact ional" i f  
0 

there  are no organized groups act ive a t  e lect ion time. "FactionalM com- 

munities have groups tha t  p u t  forward s l a t e s  of candidates durSn_gvthe- ' 

elect ion b u t  becow inact ive a f t e r  the elect ion.  In "part isan" cunmuq- . 

7 I ' t i e s  the organized groups remain a cohesive, policy forming unit  a f t e r  I 

the elect ion (Kaplan, 1972). 

McCarty and Ramsey expand upon the concept of fact ional  communities 

by suggesting four possible power s t ruc tures  and t h e i r  resu l t ing  school 

'I 2 board types. The "dominated" power s t ruc tu re  i s  a community influenced 

by a decision making group usually made up  of the economic e l i t e .  ' The 

'a "factional " power s t ruc ture  has durab fac t  ions tha t  compete f o r  control 

over important issues.  In a " p l u r a l i s t i c "  power s t ruc tu re  the power i s  

dispersed among several poles of power. The " i n e r t u  poker s t ruc tu re  
L 

. di~splays no act ive power groups (McCarty and Ramsey, 1971). 

Of pa r t i cu la r  i n t e r e s t  t o  t h i s  ~ ' tudy  are  the  school boards t h a t  

e x i s t  within fact ional  and p l u r a l i s t i c  power s t r u c t u r e s . '  Factional . 

boards are made u p  of members who represent the  viewpoint of one of the 
i 

community f a c t  ions. These divergent viewpoints often r e s u l t  i n  hotly h 

,"t-/ 

contested, part isan e l ec t  ions. The plural i  s t  ic power s t ruc tu re  r e s u l t s  4 in a "status-congrue board where board members are  not necessar i ly  

bound to  one ideology and are f r e e  t o  act as independents. 

\ /' 
/ 



I 
McCarty and Ramsey suggest t h a t  when p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  a c t i v e l y  

p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  e l e c t i o n s  a  f a c t i o n a l  board i s  guaranteed. They suggest 

t h a t  suburban communities o f t e n  r e s u l t .  i n  s tatus-congruent  'boards due t o  

t h e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  values and l i f e  s t y l e s  o f  t h e  i n h a b i t a n t s  
4 

(McCarty and Ramsey, 1971, p.92•‹). - 
These t ypo log ies ,  a long w i t h  Joyce's p r e v i o u s l y  d iscussed c l a s s i f  i - 

c a t i o n  o f .  c i v i c  p a r t i e s ,  p o j n t  ou t  t h a t  t h e  f o r m a l i z a t i o n  o f  c o m u n i t y  

f a c t i o n s  i s  not  an " a l l  o r  no th ingu  pr -opos i t ion .  They suggest t h a t  t h e r e  

are  degrees o f  f a c t  i onal  i sm t h e r e f  o re  groups can d i  s p l  ay v a r y i n g  degrees 

o f  p a r t i s a n s h i p .  The ques t ion  i s  no t  j u s t  whether p o l i t i c a l  groups e x i s t  

w i t h i n  a  community bu t  a l s o  t h e  degree o f  p a r t i s a n s h i p  they  dibsplay. 

It has been suggested t h a t  p a r t i s a n  school boards are more rep re -  

s e n t a t i  ve s ince  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  can b e t t e r  a r t i c u l a t e  t h e  d i v e r g e n t  

i n t e r e s t s  w i t h i n  t h e  c o m u n i t y .  Th is  presumes t h a t  t h e r e  are i n  f a c t  

d i v e r g e n t  i n t e r e s t s  r e q u i  p i n g  p a r t y  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  and t h a t  t h e  p o l  i t i c a l  
\ ,  

p a r t i e s  are organized e n o u h  t o  expres se i n t e r e s t s  i n  a  cons is ten t  

and meaningfu l  way. 

Cur rent  Trends , I 

f' 

1.4 
C, 

Although k i s t r $ - i c a l  t h e r e  was l i t t l e  d e s i r e  o r  need f o r  t h e  

i n v o l  vement o f  p o l i t i c a l  I p a r t i e s  i n  Canadian c i v i c  e l e c t i o n s ,  and 

, a1 though a  ' l a r g e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  school boards remain non-part  i s a n  * 

-€. - 
( 

(N ie lsen,  1979, p.13) t h e r e  seems t o  be a  growing s h i f t  towards 

p a r t i s a n s h i p ,  if not  y e t  i n  ac tua l  numbers then  .at 1,east i n  t h e  c a l l s  f o r  

it. 



Perhaps t h e  most obvious reason f o r  t h e  increased demands f o r  a 
u 

move away f rom non-pa r t i san  e l e c t i o n s  i s  t h a t  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  which once 

/"" de non-pai-t isanship d e s i r a b l e  no longer  e x i s t .  The days of t h e '  
\ / hbmogeneous comnuni ty, i ssue less  school board e l e c t i o n s  , and separated 

? 1 P 

school and general  are r a p i  d l y  d isappear ing.  Urban areas i n 

both t h e  Un i ted  S ta tes  and Canada are becoming i n c r e a s i n g l y  complex and 

d i  verse. Strong educat i onal  i ssues are becomi ng more promi nent -and 
0 

p o l i t i c a l  as are t h e  s p e c i a l  i p t e r e s t  groups t h a t  promote them. (Wi les ,  

1972, p.35; Coleman, 1975, p,33; Usden, 1975, p.266). 

The f o l  lowing4 commentary by Usden on issues a f f e c t i n g  American 

school boards i s  accura te  w i t h i n  t h e  recent  Canadian con tex t  as w e l l :  

W i t h i n  a b r i e f  p e r i o d  of t ime  ... major  i ssues such as race, 
teacher  m i  1 i tancy, community c o n t r o l  s tudent  a c i t i  vism, 
i n f  1 a t  i on and concomitant  concerns about e s c a l a t i n g  
schpol costs, and demands f o r  accountabi 1 i t y  have 
cascaded upon boards o f  educat ion.  The recen t  conf luence 
o f  educat ion  and such v q l a t i l e  i ssues has p o l i t i c i z e d  

i c t s  i n  unprecedented ways and 
them i n t o  the'fmai nstream o f  t h e  body 

l o c a l  schoo 
i r r e v o c a b l y  
p o l i t i c .  

1 d i s t r  
p u l  l e d  

/ 

(Usden, 1975, p.266) 

These inc reased  demands and t h e  i n a b i  1 i t y  o f  many t r u s t e e s  t o  cope 

w i t h  them-have r e s u l t e d  i n  an increased d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  educat ion  
'\" 

and c a l l s  f o r  g rea te r  responsiveness by t h e  p u b l i c  (McCaffrey, 1971, 

p. 193) 

,I I n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  t h i s  increased complex i ty  and t h e  r e s u l t i n g  

i nc rease  i n  t h e  demands p u t  on t h e  school board i t  i s  understandable t h a t  

t r u s t e e s  w i l l  r e l y  more on i n t e r e s t  groups f o r . d e c i s i o n  making guidance 



and i n  t u r n  become more respons ive  ( Z i e g l e r  & Jennings, 1974, p.80). % 

T rus tees are be ing  faced  bx  i n t e r e s t  groups which are becoming 

i n c r e a s i n g l y  p o l i t i c a l  i n  t h e i r  sk ra teg ies  t o  ga in  support  and -I , 
* - 

r e c o g n i t i o n .  It has been suggested t h a t  i f  t r u s t e e s  arc  t o  s u r v i v e  i 6  F 

t h e  i - n c r e a s i n g l y  p o l i t i c i z e d  educa t iona l  .environment i n  which they  e x i s t  

t h e y  must broaden and deepen t h e i r  base o f  l a y  support (Usden, 1975, 
5 t- - 

p.  175). 
- .  

An added dimension t o  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  these c u r r e n t  t r e n d s  on c i v i c  
I) ,, .. p o l i t i c s  i n  general i s  t h a t  ' n a t i o n a l  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i e s  are  t a k i n g  a  

a c 

g r e a t e r  i n t e r e s t  i n  mun ic ipa l  e l e c t i o n s  and t h e  power t h a t  th i 'urban vo te  ' 

represe'nts. The f e d e r a l  and p r o v i n c i a l  p a r t i e s  r e a l i z e  t h e  need f o r  a  

s t r o n g  urban base and are becoming a c t i v e l y  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  fo rma t ion  and 
S 6 

support  o f  c i v i c  p a r t i e s .  These n a t i o n a l  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  tend a l so  t o  p u t  
\ 

f o r t h  candidates i n  school board e l e c t i o n s ,  Joyce p r e d i c t s  a  r a p i d  
\ 

i nc rease  i n  t h e  number o f  n a t i o n a l  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  i n  t h e  near f u t u r e  

(Joyce, 1970, p.58). 

Proponents o f  p a r t i s a n s h i p  suggest t h a t  i f  school boards are ' t o  

remain v i a b l e  i n  t h e  p o i i t i c a l  arena i n  which t h e y  r e a l i s t i c a l l y  e x i s t  , %  

t hen  t h e y  must themselves become o f f i c i a l l y  p o l i t i c a l .  Furthermore, as . 

suggested e a r l i e r ,  t o  have a  meati ingful  degree o f  p a r t i s a n s h i p  t h e r e  must 

be d i s t i n c t  and obervab le  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  v a r i  QUS p a r t i e s  . 
I n  h e r  1978 s tudy  o f  t h e  Vancouver school board V a l e r i e  N ie l sen  

i n v e s t i g a t e d  whether t h e r e  were meaningfu l  d i f f e r e n c e s  among t h e  t h r e e  

Vpncouver c i v i c  p a r t i e s  (N ie lsen,  1980). Th is  was done by comparing t h e  

responses of, school board candidates on severa l  quest i o n s  concerning 
' 



educa t iona l  a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  s tudy  i n d i c a t e  

t h a t  t h e r e  were measurable d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  educat iona l  a t t i t u d e s  and 
J / 

op in ions  o f  t r u s t e e  candidates be long ing t o  d i f f e r e n t  c i v i c  p a r t i e s .  

' I n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h  s i m i l a r  educat iona l  a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions  tended t o  be A 

associ  ated w i t h  p a r t i c u l a r  p a r t i e s .  

Th is  i n i t i a l  s tudy  by N ie l sen  served as t h e  genesis f o r  t h i s  

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  as i td r a i s e d  f u r t h e r  quest ions rega' rd ing c i v i c  p a r t y  

- d i s t i c n t n e s s  w i t h i r i  school boards. F i r s t l y ;  do t r u s t e e  candidates who 

be long t o  d i f f e r e n t  suburban c i v i c  p a r t i e s  d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  educa t iona l  

op in ions-and a t t i t u d e s ;  and secondly, do e l e c t e d  t r u s t e e s  who belong t o  
, 

d i f f e r e n t  suburban c i v i c  p a r t i e s  d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  r e p r e s e n t a t i  ve and 

c o n s u l t a t i v e  behaviours? 

The wear ing of a  p a r t y  l a b e l  must have meaning beyond t h e  . 

p r e - e l e c t i o n  speeches. The vo te r  must be ab le  t o  i d e n t i f y  a  p a r t y  l a b e l  

w i t h  a  s t a t e d  p l a t f o r m  and a  r e c o r d  o f  performance. Genuine p a r t i s a n s h i p  

w i  11 mean more than c o l  lectf-ons of candidates w i t h  s im i  l a r  educa t iona l  

a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions .  It w i l l  a f f e c t  t h e  way i n  which those a t t i t u d e s  

are  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  t r u s t e e ' s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  and c o n s u l t a t i v e  s t y l e s .  

The ex ten t  t o  which t h e  po l  i t  i c a l  p a r t  i e s i d i s p l a y  d i f f e r i n g  a t t i t u d e s  and 

behaviours j s ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  a  measure o f  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  b e n e f i t  of school 

board p a r t i s a n s h i p  t o  t h e  p u b l i c .  It i s  t h e  degree o f  d i f f e r e n c e  between 

t h e  p a r t i e s  i n  these educat iona l  a t t i t u d e s ,  opin ions,  and o p e r a t i n g  

behaviours t h a t  t h i s  s tudy  i n v e s t i g a t e s .  



Ci-vi c Par t y :  

Delegate: 

Independent: 

Non-Part i  san 

C 

D e f i n i t i o n  o f  Terms 

Occupat ional  S ta tus :  a sca le  on which occupations are arranged h i e r -  

e 

a group which frames p o l i c y  on ly  on those issues t h a t  f a l l  

w i t h i n  t h e  responsi  b i  1 i t y  of muni c i  pa l  governments and 

pu ts  f o r t h  candidates f o r  e l e c t i o n  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  o f  

a c t  i v i  ty. 

l e c t e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i  ve whose d e c i s i  * \  o making i s  based 

on t h e  expressed wishes o f  those be ing represented even 

when these wishes are  j n  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h e  represent -  

a t i  ve ' s  b e t t e r  judgement. 

an e l e c t e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i  ve whose dec is ion  making i s  based 

on h i s / h e r  own judgement even when it i s  i n  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  

t h e  expressed wishes and i n t e r e s t s  o f  those b e i n g '  

represented. 

an i n d i v i d u a l  o r  a group who c la ims t o  have no i d e o l o g i c a l  

f-ramework w i t h i n  whi ch po l  i c y  i s  determined. 

a r c h i c a l l y  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  amount o f  educat ion  

needed, t h e  amount o f  responsi b l  i t y  t h a t  they  e n t a i  1 , and 
f i  

t h e  amount of t h e i r  ea rn ing  power. Th is  sca le  i s  then 

s a i d  t o  re f lec& t h e  s t a t u s  o f  each occupation, w i t h  those 

a t  t h e  t o p  o f  t h e  sca le  be ing h e l d  i n  h ighe r  regard  than  

those a t  t h e  bottom. 

Par t  i san r e f e r r i n g  t o  formal o rgan iza t i ons  which embrace p a r t i c u l a r  

systems o f  s o c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  values and which have as 

t h e i  r p r imary  purpose t h e  s e l e c t i o n  and support  o f  

candi dates f o r  o f f  i ce. 



/ 
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CHAPTER I11 " 

" .  

Met hod 

Data .Required 

In order to  address the central 

was necessary t o  gather the following 

i s t ics ,  i.e. age, sex, occupation and 

and sub-problems of this thesis it 

data:. (1) personal character- 

level of occupation; ( 2 )  opinions 

, on items dealing w i t h  current international, national and local educa- 

tioial issues; ( 3 )  attitudes towards traditional ism and progressivism in 

education; ( 4 )  d a t a  re1 a t  ing t o  the- consultative behaviours of school 

board trustees i n  various, typical, pol icy-making situations; ( 5 )  d a t a  

re1 ating t o  the representative behaviours of elected school board 

members; and ( 6 )  trustees '  perceptions of the degree of constituent 

sat i sf action. 

The Sam~le 

Since this study investigates differences between the parties both 

before and after the election i t  was necessary t o  work dith two groups, of 

subjects: (1) a l l  candidates who ran for electionbin the selected school 

boards; and ( 2 )  those candidates who were elected as school board 
t 

-- 

members. k 
As previously mentioned, the 1978 Ni el sen study described 

differences i n  the educational opinions and a t t  i-tudes of school board 



1 
cand idates  i n  t h e  c i t y  o f  Vancouver. P a r t  One o f  t h i s  s tudy a t tempts  t o  

r e p l i c a t e  t h e  N ie l sen  s tudy  u s i n g  a  sample taken f rom t h r e e  suburban 

Vancouver d i s t r i c t s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  whether t h e  p r e - e l e c t i o n  ' p a r t y  

d i a i e n c e s  c f t e d  by N ie l sen  a re  a l s o  ev ident  i n  these l e s s  ne t ropo l  i t a n  

areas., The d i s t r i c t s  chosen f o r  t h i s  study were t h e  Lower Main land I 

u n i  c i p a l  i t i e s  o f  Richmond, ~ u r n a b y  and Surrey. 
I 

P a r t  One. I n  t h e  1979 munic ipa l  e l e c t i o n s  i n  Richmond e leven 

cand idates  were runn ing  f o r  t h e  seven school board seats. These 

cand idates  were sponsored by one o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t h r e e  c i v i c  p a r t i e s :  

(1 )  The Independent New Democrats (IND) , sponsored fi ve candidates. The 

IND a r e  New Democrat ic  P a r t y  suppor ters  w i t h  e s s e n t i a l l y  a moderate ly  

l e f t i s t  p o l i t i c a l  ideo logy ;  ( 2 )  The Richmond E l e c t o r s '  A c t i o n  League 
c ,- 

- (REAL) sponsored o n l y  one cand idate  and are  descr ibed as be ing l e f t  o f  
/' 

', 
t h e  IND i n i d e o l  ogyd (3)  The R i  chmond Independent Voters  ' A s s o c i a t i  on 

/ 
I 

(RIVA) sponsored i i v e  candidates. RIVA has been descr ibed as a  loose 
a 

amalgamation o f  Conservat ive,  L i b e r a l  and S o c i a l  C r e d i t  suppor ters  , 

o s t e n s i b l y  organ ized t o  counter  the- IND. A l l  e leven o f  t h e  Richmond 
, 

candidates responded t o  t h e  q u e s t i  onnai re. 

I n  t h e  1979 c i v i c  e l e c t i o n  i n  ~ u r n a b y  t h e  seven school board seats 

were sought  by f i f t e e n  candidates, e leven o f  whom responded t o  t h e  

q u e s t i  onnai re. Seven o f  t h e  candidates were sponsored by t h e  Burnaby , 

Voters ' Associ a t i  on (BVA) whi ch has a  r i  ght  i s t  p o l  i ti c a l  i deol  ogy. F i  ve 

o f  t h e  seven BVA candi  dates responded. The Burnaby C i t i z e n s  ' Assoc ia t i on  

(BCA) a1 so sponsored seven candidates, s i x  o f  whom responded. The BCA 

- 



' has a 1 e f t  i s t  'pol i t i  c a l  ideo logy .  The e l  eventh candi da te  ran  -i 
i 

- i ndependent 1%' and d i  d not  ~ e s p o n d  t o  t h e  q g e s t i  onnai re. 

The !kr+ey sample was more compl ica ted s ince  t h e  d i s t r i c t ' s  seven 

- .  school  .bpard;*-seats a re  not  a l l  contested..at t h e  same t i m e  and one o f  

these seats  i s . v o t e d f o r o n l y  by f e s i d e n t s ' i n  t h e  Whi teRock a r e a - o f  . 

Surrey. (White ~ o c k f  has a separate munic ipa l  counci 1 'but shares a common 

'school bda rd  w i t h  Sur rey) .  The White .Rock seat  has cbn tes ted  i n  1979 a t  

which t tme 2hree independents ran. I n  t h e  same year  t h e r e  were two o t h e r  

-, Surrey s%ats up f o r  e l e c t i o n  w i t h  f i v e  candidates running. The Sur rey .  
. \ 

?P 

Mun ic ipa l  E l e c t o r s  (SME) supported two candidates,  on l y  one o f  whom 

responded. The SME i s  a l e f t i s t  p a r t y .  SLyprey Voters ' A s s o c i a t i o n  , 

(SVA), a r j g h t i s t  p a r t y ,  a h a -  s p o k o r e z ~ d i d a t e s  w i t h  o n l y  one 
ZI 

responding' , - t o  t h e  quest ionnaire,  T h e  f i f t h  cand idate  was sponsored by /' x '.. 
t h e  Su9rey ~ l t e r * n a t e  ~o"ement  (SA , a Camnunist supported pa r t y .  Th is  

I ' 

cdndi date. a1 so responded t o  t h e  i : e s t i  onnai re. 
t 

I n  ;I980 t h e  remain ing  foer S u r r e j  seats were up f o r  e l e c t i o n  w i t h  

t e n  candi'dates i n  t h e  runn ing:  f o u r  f rom SME 3 i t h  one responding; two 

f rom S-AMlwith one responding; t h r e d  f rom SVA a1 1 responding; and one 

independent, a l s o  responding., t h e r e f o r e ,  f o r  t h e  seven Surrey seats over  
- L 

t h e  tw~ ; , ,e lec t i ons ,  f ou r  SVA, two SME, and two SAM candidates responded. 
B 

P a r t  Two. Since p a r t  Two o t  t h i s  study looks  a t  p o s t - e l e c t i o n  
t 

p a r t y  fi f f e rences  t h e  sample cons is ted  * o f  those candidates who were 

e l e c t e d  i n  t h e  1979/1980 school board e l e c t i o n s  i n  t h e  t h r e e  p r e v i o u s l y  
B 

rnenti oned d i s t r i c t s .  I n  R i  chmond a1 1' seven t r u s t e e s  responded t o  t h e  

ques t ionna i re .  These inc luded :  f o u r  f rom R I V A ;  two f rom I N D ;  and one 
a 



f r om REAL. I n  Burnaby s i x  o f  t h e  seven t r u s t e e s  responded. ~ h e s e  were: 

f o u i  f rom BVA; and two out  o f  a  p o s s i b l e  t h r e e  f rom BCA. I n  sur rey  f i v e  

o f  t h e  seven t r u s t e e s  responded. These were: two out  of a  p o s s i b l e  f o u r  

f r o m  SME; two f rom SVA; and one independent. 3 

I n  both p a r t s  ques t ionna i res  re tu rned  by independent candidates and 

those  candidates who were t h e  s o l e  r e p r e s e n t a t i  ve o f  t h e i  r p a r t y  were not  

i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  s ince  any statement rega rd ing  d i f f e rences ,  among 

these would be meaningless. 

I n s t r u m e n t a t i  on 

P a r t  One. For  p a r t  One o f  t h e  study ( i n v e s t i g a t i n g  p r e - e l e c t i o n  

p a r t y  d i  f f e rences  o f  educa t i  onal a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions  o f  p a r t i s a n  

cand idates)  a  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  modeled a f t e r  t h a t  used b y  N ie l sen  i n  her  

Vancouver study was used (see Appendix A ) .  N i e l  sen devised her  

q u e s t i  onnai r e  to'measure t h e  opi  n i  ons o f  t h e  candidates on l o c a l ,  

n a t i  onal and i n t e r n a t i  onal educat iona l  i ssues. These issues were 
d 

determined i n  p a r t  by rev iew ing  Vancouver school board minutes and 

Ga l lup  Educat ion  P o l l  pub l i shed  through t h e  Phi  D e l t a  Kappan rnagaz 

Issues taken from these sources and used i n  t h e  N i e l s e n  quest ionna 

by t h e  

ine.  

i r e  

were: (1) t h e  b i g g e s t  problems schools face today;  ( 2 )  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

good p o i n t s  about schools today; ( 3 )  methods t o  improve schools today; 

( 4 )  schoo! c o n s u l t a t i v e  committees and t h e  amount o f  power/authorit.y t h e y  
'r 2 ,  

should have; 15) budget cuts;  ( 6 )  a t t i t u d e s  toward grants  t o  indepentent  

schoo ls ;  ( 7 )  a t t i t u d e s  toward t h e  i dea  of s m a l l e r  c lass  s i z e ;  ( 8 )  p u b l i c  

educat ion  today vs. p u b l i c  educat ion a t  the '  t i m e  t h e  candidates were i n  



schoo l ;  and ( 9 )  r a i s i n g  o f  l o c a l  taxes f o r  s p e c i f i c  educa t iona l  

programs. 

To d i scover  whether candidates be1 onqi nq t o  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t  i e s  have 

d i f . f e r e n t  educat iona l  a t t i t u d e s  t h e  N ie lsen q u e s t i o n n a i r e  used t h e  
, 

Educat iona l  Scale V I I  desc r ibed  be1 ow: 

The Educat iona l  Scale V I I  u t i l i z e d  i n  t h e  s tudy  was developed by  
' 

K e r l i n g e r  and Pedhazer (1967). Th is  sca le  i s  a  t h i r t y  item, seven 
p o i n t  summated rgt i n g  sca le  developed t o  measure educat iona l  
a t t i t u d e s  on two main f a c t o r s ,  Progress iv ism and T r a d i t i o n a l i s m .  
The E S V I I  was developed t o  extend and improve i tems f r a n  e a r l i e r  
sca les  t o  cover b e t t e r  t h e  educat iona l  a t t i t u d e  domain and i n c r e a s e  
t h e  sca le  r e l i a b i l i t y .  

The a n a l y s i s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  toward educat ion  were 
based on two r e 1  a t i  v e l y  unco r re la ted  f a c t o r s  ( t r a d i t i o n a l i s m  and 
p rog ress i v i sm) .  These f a c t o r s  were s t a b l e  over d i f f e r e n t  samples. 

These two dimensions o f  a t t i t u d e s  toward educat ion  are  perhaps 
. due t o  t h e  c u l t u r e  i n  which t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  learned h i s  a t t i t u d e s  

and t o  a  general c o g n i t i v e  process o f  dichotomous c a t e g o r i z i n g  
(Bruner, Goodnow, & Aust in ,  1956, Ch.1). 

Thus e m p i r i c a l l y  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  sca le  a r e  t h a t  t h e r e  
a re  two main educat iona l  a t t i t u d e s  measured by t h e  two general 
f a c t o r s  mentioned above. They account f o r  most o f  t h e  common 
v a r i  ance of educat iona l  a t t i t u d e  i tems. These f a c t o r s  emerged 

cond order  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  y i e l d i n g  two 
1  a ted (or thogonal  ) s e t s  o f  f a c t o r s .  Natura l  l y  
t h i n m  t h e  two se ts  were p o s i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d .  
11) when t e s t e d  ( K e r l i n g e r  and Pedhazur, 1967) 
l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  which 

alues of .80. 

I 

(N ik lsen,  1980 0.26) 

T r a d i t i o n a l i s m  i s  def ined by s t r o n g  p o s i t i v e  responses t o  i ssues  
I 

such as: 

- C h i l d r e n  need and should have more d i s c i p l i n e  t h a n  they  get. 
-) 

- Learn ing i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a  process of i n c r e a s i n g  one 's  s t o r e  o f  

i n f o r m a t i o n  about va r ious  f i e l d s  of knowledge. 

- Teachers should keep i n  mind t h a t  p u p i l s  have t o  be made t o  work. 



T r a d i t i o n a l  i sm i s  re1 a ted  t o  general conservat ism and moral ism. 
- .  

3, P rog ress i  v i  sm i s  def i ned by s t r o n g  posi  t i  ve responses t o  statements 

such as: I 

- [Learning i s  exper imenta l ;  t h e  c h i l d  should be taugh t  t o  t e s t  

a1 t e r n a t i  ves be fo re  accept ing  any o f  them. ,' 
- Educat ion and educat iona l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  must be- sources of new 

soc i  a1 i deas. 

- We should f i t  t h e  c u r r i c u l u m  t o  t h e  c h i l d  and no t  t h e  c h i l d  t o  t . e  

c u r r i  c u l  um. 

Progress iv ism i s  r e l a t e d  t o  s o c i a l  l e a r n i n g  theo ry  and personal i sm 

(concern f o r  i n d i  v i  dual growth and devel opme-nt r a t h e r  than conformi ty  t o  

soc i  a1 ro le *  performance). 

P a i t  Two. Since p a r t  Two o f  t h e  study i n v o l v e d  a d i f f e r e n t  sample, 

a separate q u e s t i  onnai r e  was requ i  red  (see appendi x B) .  The quest ion-  - 

n a i r e ,  devised by t h e  author  and LaRocque was designed t o  measure t h e  

amount o f  c o n s u l t a t i o n  t y p i c a l l y  engaged i n  by t r u s t e e s  p r i o r  t o  p o l i c y  

making dec is ions  on var ious  l o c a l  p o l i c y  i tems, as w e l l  as c o n s t i t u e n t  

vs. super in tendent  and c o n s t i t u e n t  vs. personal i n f l uence  i n  rea@ng ' 

p o l  i c $  dec is ions .  The above behaviours were measured i n  t h r e e  

h y p o t h e t i  c a l  , y e t  re1  evant  ,- p o l  i cy scenar i  0s: (1) f o r m a t i  on of a student  

r e p o r t i n g  pol  i c y  w i t h  changes t o  t h e  cu r ren t  r e p o r t  card  format; ( 2 )  

annual budget s e t t i n g  where t h e  p r o v i s i o n a l  budget appears t o  be 15% t o  

20% over  l a s t  y e a r ' s  budget; and (3) t h e  fo rma t ion  o f  a po l  i c y  concerning 

t h e  use of drugs and a1 coho1 d u r i n g  school -sponsored a c t i v i t i e s .  Sect jon  

Two o f  t h e  second ques t ionna i re  was designed t o  measure t h e  trustees? 



0 

percep t ions  o f  t h e  degree o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s  i n  

f o l l o w i n g  areas: (1) t h e  meeting o f  comnunity needs by t h e  school \board; 

( 2 )  t h e  degree o f  p u b l i c  i n p u t  i n t o  t h e  decis ion-making process;  (3\ th,e 

degree .of accordance between t h e  recommendations o f  t h e  ~ u p e r i n t ~ e n d e n t  L 
and t h e  needs o f  t h e  community and; (4 )  t h e  degree of accordance between 

t h e  reco endat ions o f  t h e  teachers '  a s s o c i a t i o n s  and comnu6ity needs. 7 
Sec t ion  Three o f  t h e  second ques t ionna i re  was designed t o  measure e 

t h e  amount o f  ac tua l  c o n s u l t a t i o n  engaged i n  by t h e  t r u s t e e s  d u r i n g  t h e  
* 

p rev ious  f o u r  month p e r i  od. 
d 

The background f o r  most o f  t h e  second ques t ionna i re  came from a  

3' 
1974 Toronto study o f  school board t r u s t e e s  do'ne by J. Teichman (Teichman . 
1974).  The Teichman study i n v e s t i g a t e d :  (1) t h e  degree t o  which school 

board t r u s t e e s  assumed e i t h e r  t h e  de legate  or  independent model o f  

rep resen ta t i on ;  ( 2 )  whether o r  no t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  e  r o l e  pe rcep t ion  

are  r e l a t e d  t o  a t t i t u d e s  on o t h e r  issues'; (3 )  t h e  ons h i  p  between 
b 

t r u s t e e  r o l e  p e r c e p t i  on and se l  ec ted  soc i  o-econombc and demographi c  

c h a r a c t e r i s t ' i  cs ; and ( 4 )  t h e  re1 a t i  onship between t r u s t e e  r o l e  pe rcep t ion  

and t h e i r  pe rcep t ion  - o f  i ssues a t  e l e c t i o n  t ime. Teichman found t h a t  
'r 

i 

fundamental d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  r o l e  pe rcep t ion  d i d  e x i s t  and t h a t  these d 

* 

d i f f e r e n c e s  -tended t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  t r u s t e e s '  a t t i t u d e s  on a  number ' 
c 

- f 

o f  educat iona l  issues.  Although p a r t  Two o f  t h i s  study d i d  no t  i n t e n d  t o  P 

1  ook speci f i  c a l  l y  a t  t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i  ve types continuum, t h e  Tei  chman 

study served as a  model o f  measurable t r u s t e e  behaviours. It was decided . 

t o  measure of t h e  c o n s u l t a t i v e  and r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  b e h a v i ~ u r s  of t h e  

t r u s t e e s  w i t h i n  t h r e e  separate scenar ios s ince  an i n d i v i d u a l  's behaviours 



i n  these areas may vary  depending on t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  The p o l  i c y  i ssues  
/ 

chosen come under f requen t  and heated debate suggest ing  u n d e r l y i n g  

normat i  ve d i f f e r e n c e s .  The behavi ours of c o n s u l t a t i o n  p r i o r  t o  reach ing  

p o l  i cy-making deci s i  ons, w i t h  respect  t o  whi ch groups are  consu l ted  and 
t 

which i n d i  v i  duals and groups have i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  t r u s t e e s ,  were chosen 

because it was f e l t  t h a t  pol icy-making i s  t h e  main f u n c t i o n  o f  t h e  " 

t r u s t e e s  (Coleman, l978), and t h a t  t h e  ways i n  whi ch they  reach t h e i  r 

po l icy -mak ing dec is ions  i s  o f  importance t o  c o n s t i t u e n t s ;  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  

, t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s  a r e  concerned w i t h  i n c r e a s i n g  t h e i r  amount of i n p u t  i n t o  

t h e  d e c i s i  on-making process. 

The q u e s g o n n a i r e  f o r  p a r t  Two was p i l o t e d  i n  t h e  Vancouver and 
/ 

- D e l t a  school d i s t r i c t s .  Trustees i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  p i l o t  s tudy i n d i c a t e d  

t h a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  and quest ions  i n  t h e  questionna'ire were r e a l i s t i c  and 
Q I 

r e f l e c t i  ve o f  t y p i c a l  t r u s t e e  d e c i s i  on-making behaviours. 
cdc 

Data Col 1  e c t i  on 

Par t  One. An i n t r o d u c t o r y  phone c a l l  was made t o  each candidate 

seek ing t h e i r  c o - o p e r a t i v  i n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  study. A q u e s t i o n a i r e  

package was then mai 14 t o  each candidate. Th is  package i n c l u d e d  a  
>2,, 

cover ing  1  e t t e r  $.out1 i n i  ng t h e  s tudy  (Appendi x C ) ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  f o r  

p a r t  One (Appendix A ) ,  a  stamped r e t u r n  envelope, and a  v e r i f i c a t i o n  o f  

r e t u r n  pos t  card. A f t e r  a  reasonable p e r i o d  of t i m e  each cand idate  was 
\ 

phoned t o  c o n f i  r m  r e c e i p t  and r e t u r n  o f  t h e  quest ionna i re .  I n  some cases 

add i  t i onal quest  i onnai res  were hand de l  i vered t o  rep1 ace those t h a t  had 

n o t  a r r i v e d  o r  had been discarded. Tbe number o f  responses may have been 

?i' 
- 

4 



decreased because t h e  q u e s t i  onnai res were not i n i  t i a l  l y  hand de l  i vered o r  

p i cked  up. Also, a t  t h i s  t ime, some of t h e  t r u s t e e s  were very i n v o l v e d  

w i t h  l abour  d i spu tes  w i t h i n  t h e i r  school d i s t r i c t s  and wished not  t o  
* 

p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  s tudy  desp i te  t h e  b r i e f  t ime  comnitment necessary. I 

P 

Del i v e r y , a n d  r e t u r n  by m a i l  was i n i t i a l l y  chosen due t o  t h e  l a r g e  number 

o f  candidates who were spread over t h e  t h r e e  muni c i  p a l  i t i  es. -. 
* 

P a r t  Two. An i n t r o d u c t o r y  l e t t e r  t o  p a r t  Two o f  t h e  study was sent  ? 
t o  those candidates e l e c t e d  i n  t h e i  r r e s p e c t i  ve d i s t r i c t s  (Appendix D) .  

Each t r u s t e e  was then  contac ted by phone t o  make arrangements f o r  t h e  

hand d e l i v e r y  and p ick-up o f  t h e  second ques t ionna i re  (Appendix 0 ) .  This  

method was chosen due t o  t h e  problems encountered i n  t h e  m a i l  d e l i v e r y  

and r e t u r n  u t i  1 i zed i n p a r t  One. Compl e t e d  q u e s t i  onnai res  were p i  cked up 

f rom a1 1  t r u s t e e s  ,consent ing  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  'study. 

Ana lys i s  , 

Due t o  t h e  smal l  number o f  candidates' and t r u s t e e s  i n v o l v e d  i n  each 
t 

d i s t r i c t ,  a n a l y s i s  o f  each p a r t  of t h e  study was r e s t r i c f e d  t o  

d e s c r i p t i v e  methods only.  Th is  i s  a  n a t u r a l  l i m i t a t i o n  o f  t h e  study due 
I 

t o  t h e  f i x e d  number o f  candidates and t r u s t e e s  compounded by t h e  few who 
4 

decided not  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  

Dug t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r l y  low response r a t e  gram t h e  Surrey sample and 
- r  -7 

t h e  added cornpl i c a t i  ons o f  s p l i t  board e l e c t i o n s ,  an ' independent White 

Rock seat  and s i n g u l a r l y  represented p a r t i e s  i n  some cases, i t  was 

decided t o  omit  t h e  Surrey r e s u l t s  f rom t h e  ana lys i s .  Al though o m i t t i n g  
$a 

t h e  Surrey sample reduces t h e  breadt*  o f  t h e  study i t  was f e l t  t h a t  i t 



would n o t  be p o s s i b l e  t o  approach any conc lus ions  w i t h  such l i m i t e d  

r e t u r n s  . f .  
P a r t  One. A l though t h e  number of candidates i n  bo th  Richmond and 

Burnaby was t o o  small. t o  a1 low s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  t h e  ques t ionna i res  4 

were coded and analysed by computer t o  g i v e  a comparison of means f o r  

. .c \ 
\ 

v a r i  ous quest ions.  . - 
d 

The d&a were coded by u s i n g  t h e  number c i  r c l e d  by t h e  respondent 
-. 

i n  ques t ions  1, 2 add 3 as t h e  code on t h e  key punch ca rd  (see 

q u e s t i  onnai re ,  ~Appendi  x  A ) .  I n  quest ions  where t h e r e  was an o p t i o n  t h a t  

was not  a pre-coded response these op t ions  were coded f rom 1 through t o  
- t 

t h e  f i n a l  op t ion .  I n  t h e  case o f  yes/no o r  favor/oppose responses, t h e  

codes 1 and 0 were used. The Educat ion Scale V I I  a l lowed t h e  respondents 

6 o p t i o n s :  (1 )  very s t r o n g l y  agree; ( 2 )  s t r o n g l y  agree; ( 3 )  agree; ( 6 )  
d isagree ; ( 5 )  s t r o n g l y  d isagree;  and (6)  very s t r o n g l y  d i ~ a g r e e ;  These 

I 

- responses had cor respond ing values of +3, +2, +1 -1, -2, ,3 and were 

coded f rom 6 ( f o r  +3) through 
\ . The demographic data were 

coded as fo l lows:  f o r  age t h e  s e c i f i c  ,age was used; sex was coded 0 f o r  P 
female and 1 f o r  male; l e v e l  o g e d u c a t i o n  was coded f rom 1 t o  7 w i t h  1 

L 

.. f o r  "elementary school " th rough t o  7 f o r  "post graduate degree"; c i v i c  

p a r t y  was coded 1 f o r  I N D ,  2 f o r  R I V A ,  3  f o r  REAL; (4, 5, 6, f o r  Surrey 

has been omi t ted  as p r e v i o u s l y  exp la ined )  7 f o r  BVA, and  8 f o r  BCA; 
p r o v i n c i a l  p a r t y  no rma l l y  supported was coded 1 f o r  NDP; 2 f o r  L i b e r a l ,  3 

I 

f o r  Progress ive  Conservat ive,  4 f o r  S o c i a l  C r e d i t ,  and 5 f o r  flOtherl!; f o r  

occupat iona l  s t a t u s  t h e  B l  i shen and McRoberts (1976) r e v i s e d '  

socioeconomic ihdex f o r  occupations- i n  Canada was used. Th is  sca le  i s  
- 
/- 



1 

based on income l e v e l ,  educat iona l  s ta tus ,  and p r e s t i g e  rankings.  

Occupations are ranked i n  t h e  f o l  l ow ing  c lass  i n t e r v a l s :  

The candidates ' occupat ions  were^ ranked accord ing t o  t h i s  sca le  and 

, then coded by c l a s s  i n t e r v a l ,  (e.g. 70+ was coded Ol., 60.00 - -  69.99 was 

coded 02, etc.  t o  a code o f  07 f o r  unemployed o r  those candida$es l i s t i n g  
3 

"hoiemaker" as, t h e i r  occupat ion) .  

~ h e i a b o v e .  codi  ng procedure resu 1 t e d  i n  t h e  use o f  two keypunched 

cards f o r  each candidate.  A cand idate  code, d i s t r i c t  code and card  

number'were p laced i n  co l  u rvs  77 t o  80 o f  each ca rd  t o  a c t  as 

i d e n t i f i e r s .  Card 1 conta ined a l l  coded v a r i a b l e s  (us ing  columns 1 

through 50 and i d e n t i f i e r  codes i n  columns 77 t o  80) except t h e  E S V I ~  

a 
s c a l e  which appeared i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y  on card two f o r  each cand idate  

4 

( u s i n g  columns 1 through 38 and i d e n t i f i e r  codes i n  columns 77 t o  80). 
i 

.J ,. 

. Since s t a t i s t i c a l  procedures were not '  used i n  p a r t  One (due t o  t h e  

n a t u r a l l y  small  numbers) a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  data was r e s t r i c t e d  t o  l o o k i n g  

f o r  t rends  i n  t h e  t a b l e s ,  as shown b j  c l u s t e g n g  o f  respqnses or. t h e  use 

of a s e l e c t e d  va lue as an apparent d i f f e rence"  between responses. 

i For sub-problem 1 cand ida tes '  responses were ar tanged i n  tab le '  fo rm 

and s t u d i e d  f 8 r  e v i  dence o f  c l u s t e r e d  responses. 



Data f o r  sub-problems 2 and 3  ( t a b l e s  5  t o  \ 5 )  made use of an 
A ~ 

7 

"apparent d i f f e rence"  va lue which va r ied  f rom - +.50 t o  - +1.00. Tables 

us ing  - + 1.00 as an appaient d i f f e r e n c e  r e f l e c t  quest ions  which had 

severa l  poss ib le  responses. A d i f f e rence  o f  - +1.00 ' i n  t h e  means o f  t h e  

responses of each p a r t y  rep resen ts  a  d i f f e r e n c e  of one whole response 

t a t e g o r y .  For example, aRmean o f  3.00 on t a b l e  5 i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  
i 

p a r t y  considers t h e  i ssue  i n  ques t ion  t o  be o n b m o d e r a t e l y  ser ious .  A 
P 

mean o f  4.00 however, i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  issue i s  a  major  problem. We 

must assume t h a t  respondents .who s e l e c t  a  "4" i n s t e a d  of a  "3" do so f o r  

a  reason and pe rce ive  a  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  response choices. The 

i n d i v i d u a l  responses were grouped by c i v i c  p a r t y  and averaged t o  f i n d  a  

mean response f o r  t h a t  p a r t y  f o r  each quest ion .  The presumpt ion made 

here i s  t h a t  a  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  +1.00 i n  t h e  mean score r e f l e c t s  t h e  same - 
perce ived d i f fe rences i n  response choikes f o r  t h e  p a r t y  as a  whole as i t  

- 
d i d  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  respondents. 

Tables us ing-  +.50 as an apparent d i f f e r e n c e  r e f l e c t  quest  ions'  
, 1 - 

having o n l y  two p o s s i b l e  responses; yes o r  no and t h e r e f o r e  i n d i c a t e s  a  

50 percent  d i f f e rence  between t h e  p a r t i e s  . 
P a r t  Two. Since p a r t  Two o f  t h e  s tudy  d e a l t  w i t h  o n l y  seven 

s u b j e c t s  i n  each d i s t r i c t ,  w i t h  o n l y  two o r  t h r e e  s u b j e c t s  p e r  c i v i c  

p a r t y  i n  some cases, computer ana lys i s  was n o t  f e a s i b l e .  

Therefore,  t h e  ques t ionna i re  f o r  p a r t  Two was analysed us ing raw 

scores o n l y  on a  per  ques t ion  bas is .  However, t h e  ques t ionna i res  were 

coded w i t h  values and d isp fayed on an 80 column e n t r y  sheet t o  f a c i  1  i t a t e  
\\ 



t h e  d e s c r i p t i v e  t n a l y s i s .  Responses t o  p a r t  "a1' o f  quest ions  1, 2  and 3  

were coded with a va lue of 1. 

Responses f o r  p a r t  "b" o f  these quest ions were a l s o  coded w i t h  'the 

value o f  1. 
..a'. 

L 

, Par ts  "c"  and "d" o f  quest ions  1, 2 and 3  were coded 1 o r  2 i n  

o rde r  o f  t h e  o p t i o n  chosen. Ques t ions  4 t o  7 a1 lowed respondents s i x  

o p t i o  s  r a n g i n g  f rom 1 f o r  s t r o n g l y  agree th rough t o  6 f o r  s t r o n g l y  9 
disagree.  The data  f o r  these responses were coded u s i n g  t h e  number 

c i  r c l e d  by t h e  respondent. Quest ions  8 and 9 were coded w i t h  t h e  a c t u a l  

number o f  meetings en te red  pe r  group by t h e  respondent. 

Analys'i s  of p a r t  Two was r e s t r i c t e d  t o  d e s d i  pti ve methods as we1 1. 
/ 

The m a j o r i t y  o f  t a b l e s  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  are  a r r a y s  o f  t h e  raw data and 

were analysed by l o o k i n g  f o r  c l u s t e r i n g  o f  t r u s t e e  responses. For 
r' 

example, on t a b l e  17 a l l  f o u r  o f  t h e  RIVA t r u s t e e s . > i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  

super in tendent  was t h e  mosk impor tan t  person t o  con 1 u l t  w i t h  on budget 

dec i s ions  compared t o  none o f  t h e  I N D  t r u s t e e s .  

~ r n ~ t ~  c e l l s  $pear on. severa l  o f  t h e  t a b l e s  i n  p a r t  Two i n d i c a t i n g  

response op t ions  n o t  chosen. These have purpose ly  been l e f t  i n  so t h a t  

t h e  t a b l e s  w i  l\show c o n s t i t u e n t  groups t r u s t e e s  would no t  consu l t  w i th .  

For t a b l e s  22 and 23 a  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  - +1.00 was chosen as be ing 

apparent  s ince  i n  a1 1  b u t  one case t h e  h ighes t  mean recorded was 3.00. 

Therefore, - +1.00 represents  over a  30% d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  number of 

meeti"gs attended. For t a b l e  30 a  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  - t1.00 represents  a  

d i f f e r e n c e  o f  one whole response r a t i n g .  
r 



The a n a l y s i s  o f  p a c t  Two assumes t h a t  t h e  responsess made by t h e  

t r u s t e e s  t o  t h e  t h r e e  h y p o t h e t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n s  r e f l e c t  f a i  r l y  a c c u r a t e l y  

t h e i r  p robab le  behaviours had t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  a c t u a l l y  occurred. There i s  

added conf idence i n  t h i s  assumption s ince  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  chosen i n  
--- 

ques t ions  1, 2 and 3 are' r e a l i s t i c  problems faced by most urban school 

5oards i n  recent  years. 

Summary 

I n  t h i s  chapter ,  t h e  research methodology has been out  l i n e d .  The 

r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h e  use o f  t h e  var ious  quest ions  was es tab l ished,  t h e  data ', 
r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  s tudy  was o u t l i n e d  and t h e  samples f o r  t h e  two p a r t s  - L 

wege described. The method o f  a n a l y s i s  was descr ibed and t h e  l i m i t a t i o n  

and assumptions o f  t h e  study were s ta ted.  



CHAPTER I V  

Resul ts and   is cuss ion 

Sub-problem 1 

To what ex tent  are the personal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  ( i .e.  age, sex, 

occupat ional  ranking, and l eve l  o f  educat ion) o f  school board 

candidates c h a r a c t e r i s i c  o f  t he  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  t o  which they  belong? 

Findings. There were no not \ceable t rends i n  the  personal 

c h a r a c t e r h t i c s  o f  candidates i n  e i t h e r  m u n i c i p a l i t y  f o r  t he  categor ies 

o f  age, sex and educat ional  l e v e l  (see Tables 1, 2, 4) .  I n  t he  category 

of occupational rank ing  (Table 3) t h e  candidates f o r  a l l  f o u r  p a r t i e s  

, tended t o  c l u s t e r  towards the.ends o f  the  B l ishen and McRoberts scale. 

The 

the 
1 

the  

I N D  and BCA p a r t i e s  had s l i g h t l y  more candidates a t  the  lower end o f  

sca le  w h i l e  R I V A  and the  BVA had more candidates a t  the  h i gh  end o f  

scale. 

, Discussion. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  age, sex, occupation and 

educat ion were inc luded i n  an'at tempt t o  de f ine  poss ib le  causes o f  t h e  

a n t i c i p a t e d  d i f ferences i n  educat ional  a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions among the  

members o f  the  d i f f e r e n t  c i v i c  p a r t i e s .  Studies o f  federa l  p o l i t i c s  i n  

Canada show t h a t  t he  t h ree  na t i ona l  p a r t i e s  a t t r a c t  d i f f e r e n t  k inds o f  

voters i n  terms o f  age, sex, and occupational rank ing.  (Meisel,  1975). 

One might expect a s i m i l a r  p a t t e r n  t o  be evident w i t h  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  

a t t r a c t i n g  a p a r t i c u l a r  k i n d  o f  voter  and candidate. 



Table  1 

Comparison o f  Candi dates ' Age 

and C i v i c  P a r t y  A f f i l i a t i o n  

+=-- 

C i v i c  P a r t y  Age Group 

To ta l  

R i  chmond 

I ND 

R I  VA 

u rna by 

BVA 



' Table 
, - 

' Comparison of.Sex 

and C i  v i  c- P a r t y  

Candi dates 

A f f i . 1  i a t i o n  

C i v i c  P a r t y  Sex 

Ma 1 e '; Fema 1 e Tot  a 1 
n - n - n - 

\ 

R i  chmond 

I ND 

RIVA " 3 

Bu rna by 

BCA, 



Table 3 

,- 

Comparison of Occupational Ranking 

o f  Candidates and C i v i c  P a r t y * A f f i l i , a t i o n  

C i v i c  P a r t y  Bl i 'shen and McRoberts Scale Scores 

Below 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70+ T o t a l  
30 

R i  chmond 

RIVA ' 

Burnaby 

BVA - 



Table 4 

~ o m ~ a r i s o h o f  Educat ional  Leve l  o f  

Candidates and C i v i  c .  Pa r t y  A f f i  1 i a t i  on 

C i  v i  c High School Techni ca1/ Some - -Uni v e r s i  ty Post Tot a 1 
Par t y  Graduate Busi ness Uni v e r s i  ty  Graduate Graduate 

R i  chmond 

I ND 

R I V A  

Bu rna by 

BC A 

B VA 



I n s p e c t i o n  o f  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of cand ida tes '  age, sex and l e v e l  o f  

educa t ion  revea ls  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  betweenc these demdgraphic 
, - 

v a r i a b l e s  and p a r t y  a f f i l i a t i o n  candidates i n  these 

m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  These r e s u l t s  a re  cons is ten t  w i t h  t h e  N i e l  sen -study 

(1980) o f  Vancouver candidates which showed a  s i m i l a r  l a c k  o f  

c o r r e l  a t i  on. 
4 

The c l u s t e r i n g  o f  t h e  occupat iona l  rank ings  may p o s s i b l y  be 

e x p l a i n e d  by c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  reasons t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  may have f o r  
a 

runn ing  f o r  school board membership. The candidates t h a t  appear a t  t h e  

1  ower end of t h e  occupat i  onal r a n k i  ngs f o r  t h e  most * p a r t  a re  housewi ves A 

o r  work ing  mothers, who have c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e T s c h o o l  system. It i s  7 i  k e l y  

t h a t  these i n d i v i ' d u a l s  ' i n t e r e s t  i n  running f o r  school board i s  r e l a t e d  

t o  t h e i  r hav ing c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  system. ,The candidates a t  t h e  upper end 

o f  t h e  sca le  f o r  t h e  most p a k  are  males w i t h  p r o f e s s i o n a l  occupat ions 

and/or  a re  w e l l  p laced on t h e  socio-economic sca le  as r e f l e c t e d  by t h e i r  

l e v e l  o f - e d u c a t i  on. These candidates may be runn ing f o r  o f f i c e  p a r t i a l l y  

o u t  o f  a  sense o f  "noblesse ob l i ge " .  However, t h i s  i s  on l y  c o n j e c t u r e  at& 

-9 , t h i s  p o i n t  and requ i  res  f u r t h e r  research on t h e  reasons g iven f o r  runn ing 

f o r  o f f i c e  by candidates, compared w i t h  demographic-var iables o f  sex and 

occupat iona l  ranking.  

The f a c t  t h a t  bo th  t h e  IND and BCA have s l i g h t l y  more candidates a t  , 

t h e  low end of t h e  occupational,  rank ing  sca le  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  

p o l i t i c a l  , i deo log ies  and NDP back ing o f  these two groups. The R I V A  and 

BVA p a r t i e s ,  on t h e  o t h e r  h6n a  g rea te r  number o f  candidates on 

t h e  h i g h  end o f  t h e  sca le  which again i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e i r  r i g h t i s t  

u 



ideology.  Data c o l l e c t e d  by Meisel (1975) i n  a study o f  t h e  1968 Federal 
, - 

, e l e c t  i on  showed t he  m a j o r i t y  o f  L i be ra l  and Conservative support came 

from higher rank ing  occupations such as pro fess iona ls  and sales people 

w h i l e  t he  m a j o r i t y  of the NDP voteA'came from the  lower rank ing 
' - 

occupations on t he  sca le  such as s k i l l e d  labour and farmers. Although 
d 

t h e  d i f ferences i n  the  Richmond, Burnaby study are r a t h e r  small  due t o  

the r e s t r i c t e d  s i z e  o f  the  sample the  data f o r  occupat ional  rank ing  tend 
h 
i - 

t o  support t he  Meisel f i nd i ngs .  B 

Since there  was no apparent c o r r e l a t i o n  o f  age, sex, and 

educat ional  l eve l  w i t h  p a r t y  a f f i  li a t i on  one must conclude t h a t  e i t h e r  ' 
, 

t h e  ~ e i s e l - f i n d i n q s  f o r  t h ~ s e  a t t r i b u t e s  do not ca r r y  over t o  c i v i c  

p a r t i e s  i n  a r e l i a b l e  way o r  t h a t  the  i deo log i ca l  d i f ferences between t h e  

p a r t i e s  are n i t  very d i s t i n c t .  

r 

Sub7Problem 2 

To what ex tent  are the educational opinions o f  school board 

candidates c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the  c i v i c  pa r t i es  t o  which they belong? 

Findings.  A comparison o f  means by c i v i c  p a r t y  on each o f  t h e  

50 items (see Tables 5-13) revealed t h a t  the re  were apparent d i f fe rences  

between the educat ional  a t t i t u d e s  o f  the pa r t i es  w i t h i n  t he  respec t i ve  

d i s t r i c t s .  

- The t o t a l  number of  apparent d i f fe rences between t he  p a r t i e s  on t h e  

50 items was as f o l l ows :  

Richmond Pa r t i es  

I N D / R I V A  _,; 

Number o f  A ~ ~ a r e n t  Differences 

Burnabv Pa r t i es  Nurher o f  Apparent D i f ferences 



Table 5 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  P a r t y  on t h e  

B igges t  Problems i n  Schools - Richmonda and Burnabyb 

Problems R i  chmond Apparentc Byrnaby Apparentc 

IND RIVA Di f fe rence BCA BVA D i f f e r e n c e  

1. P u p i l s '  l a c k  o f  i n t e r e s t  2.2 3.50 3.00 
I 

2. Crime/vandal ism 2.60 2.17 

3. Lack o f  d i s c i p l i n e  Yes 2.67 3.40 

4. Use o f  drugs 2.44 3.20 3.17 2.80 

5. Lack o f  p roper  
f i nanci  a1 suppor t  4.60. 2.20 Yes 4.17 3.00 Yes 

6. -Poor cu rri cu 1 um . 3.60 1.60 Yes 2.67 3.20 

7. Lack o f  proper 
f a c i l i t i e s  4.20 2.00 ! 2.50 2.20 

8. Rac ia l  problems 1.75 1.40 2.00 2.00 

9. Teacher l a c k  o f  i n t e r e s t  2.00 1.75 2.50 2.40 

10. Classes t o o  l a r g e  4.00 2.00 Yes 3.50 2.00 Yes 

11. Parent  l a c k  o f  i n t e r e s t  3.25 3.25 ' 4.33 2.80 Yes 

12. Management o f  P 

funds/programs 2.80 1.00 Ye$ 2.83 2.60 

13. D i f f i c u l t y  o f  g e t t i n g  
good teachers  , 2.00 1.20 

14. Poor a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  a t  
t h e  d i s t r i c t  l e v e l  3.50 1.20 Yes 1.83 2.40 

15. Low a c u e m i c  standards 2.75 1.80 2.17 2.80 

NOTE: R a t i n g  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  each problem are: l=not a s e r i o u s  problem; 
, . 2=mi no r  p r o b l  em; 3 q o d e r a t e l y  se r ious  problem; 4=m?jor problem; 

5% very se r ious  problem. 

- a. For Richmond t h e  cand idates '  n f o r  IND=5; f o r  RIVA=5. On some i tems t h e  
n ' s  a re  reduced because o f  o m i t t e d  responses. - - 

b. For Burnaby t h e  cand idates '  n f o r  BVA=5; f o r  B C A = ~ .  On some i tems t h e  
n ' s  a re  reduced because o f  o z i t t e d  responses. - 

c. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  m a n s  i s  de f ined as + 1.00 - 



Table 6 
--r 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  P a r t y  on 

Good Features o f  Schools 

f 

Good ~ e a t u r e s  R i  chmond Apparent a Burnaby Apparent a 

I N D  RIVA D i f f e r e n c e  BCA BVA D i f f e r e n c e  

1. The teachers 

2. The c u r r i c u l u m  2.40 3.80 Yes 3.33 * 3.20 

3. Ex t ra  c u r r i c u l a r  . 
a c t i v i t i e s  4.00 

4. School f a c i l i t i e s  2.00 
. > 

- 5. Student / teacher 
r e l a t i  onship 3.00 

6. Equal o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  
a l l  s tudents 2.20 

B 

7. Small c lasses 1.80 

8. Up-to-date teach ing  
met hods 3.25 

9. Academic performance 3.25 

10. Parenta l  i n t e r e s t /  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  1.75 

Yes 3.00 3.60 

Yes 3.33 3.20 

Yes 3.33 3.60 

(11. Race r e l a t i o n s  3.75 3.80 3.33 3.40 
1 

12. The school p r i n c i p a l  3.00 4.00 Yes . 3.00 3.40 

13. Student behavi our  3.60 3.40 ' 3.17 3.60 

NOTE: Ra t ing  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  each good f e a t u r e  are:  l = v e r y  poor; 
2 9 o o r ;  3=average.; 4=g00d; 5=very good. 

a. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  means i s  de f i ned  as + 1.00 - 



t 

Table 7 

Comparison of Means by e i v i c  Importance 

o f  P r a c t i  ces i n  Improvi  ng 

i 

P r a c t i  ces R i  chmond Apparenta Burnaby Apparenta 

I N D  R I V A  D i f f e r e n c e  BCA BVA D i f f e r e n c e  
* - - - - 

X X X X 
1 

I 

/ \ 
' 1. Devot ing  more t i m e  t o  + 

t e a c h i n g  bas ic  s k i l l s  3.60 3.80 3.17 4.40 Yes 

2. Emphasi z i n g  moral 
development i n  schools 2.50 3.40 3.33 3.40 

3. E n f o r c i n g  s t r i c t e r  
d i s c i p l i n e  1.60 3.80 Yes 2.33 3.80 Yes 

4. I n s t i t u t i n g  d i s t r i c t -  
w i  de exami n a t  i ons 1.80 3.80 Y e,s 2.00 3.20 Yes 

* 

5. I n c r e a s i n g  t h e  amount o f  \ 

homework 1.80 2.40 , 2.17 3.40 Yes 

6. R a i s i n g  teachers '  
s a l a r i e s  13.00 2.20 

NOTE: Ra t ing  poss i  b i  1  i t i e s  f o r  each p r a c t i c e  are :  l =ve ry  low importance; 
2=low importance; 3=moderate importance; 4=high importance; P 

5  =very h i  gh importance 

a. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e  betweeh means i s  d e f i n e d  as + 1.00 - 
\ .  



Y Z 

Table 8 
e. 

lCamparison o f  Means by C i v i c  P a r t y  on G r a n t i n g  

More A u t h o r i t y  t o  School C o n s u l t a t i v e  Cornmittsees . 

A u t h o r i t y  Areas R i  chmond Burnaby Apparenta 

* IND R I V A  BCA BVA D i f f e r e n c e  

1. Determi n i  ng school 
c u r r i c u l u m  o f f e r i n g s  .80 -20 Yes ?6 7 .40 ' 

2. S e l e c t i o n  o f  school 
p r i  n c i  p a l  Yes 

. I 

3. S e l e c t i o n  of school  ' s  - * 

t e a c h i n g  s t a f f  .20 .OO C .60 . .40 

-/4. Budget a l l o c a t i o n  w i t h i n  
school s  

/ . * 
.80 "00 Yes ' .83 6 .60 

5. E v a l u a t i o n  o f  teachers  .80 .20 Yes 

NOTE: , R a t i n g  f o r  a u t h o r i t y  areas was as f o l l o w s :  yes = 1;' no = 0. 
s 

a. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e  between p a r t i e s  i s  d e f i n e d  as + -50 - 
b 

< = 

\ ~ 



Table 9 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  P a r t y  
- 'a 

> '3 

on Forced Budget Cuts 
,' 

P rac t  i ces R i  chmond Apparent a Appa rents 

\ 
I N D  RIVA D i f f e r e n c e  BCA BVA D i f f e r e n c e  

1. Reduce t h e  number o f  - 
counsel 1  o r s  . .40 .40 

2. Reduce t h e  number o f  
educat iona l  a d m i n i s t r a -  
t i  on personnel 9 1.00 .60 , -60 .80 

3. E l  i m i  na te  subs id i zed  d! - 

educat iona l  leave f o r  
teachers  .40 .60 .OO -60 Yes 

4. Reduce school maintenance -00 .OO .33 .50 
r 

5. Reduce spec ia l  s e r v i c e s  - 
speech, hear ing ,  read ing , 
th6rapy  .OO .OO 

6. E l i m i n a t e  community 
educat i on programs * .20 

7. D iscbn t inue  summer 
school programs .OO .40 

NOTE: Ra t ing  f o r  these problems was-as f o l l o w s :  Favor = 1; Oppose = 0. 

a. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  means i s  d e f i n e d  as + ,50 - - 



Tab le  10 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  P a r t y  on Agreement 

l 2  o r  Oppos i t i on  t o  Grants t o  I n  pendent ( P r i v a t e  and 

Paroch ia l  9 School s  

Richmond Apparenta Bu rna by Appareata 

I ND R I V A  D i  f f e r e n c e  BCA BVA D i f f e r e n c e  

.75 Yes 

C 

NOTE: Ra t i ng  f o r  t h i s  problem was as fo l l ows :  Favor  = 1; 
Oppose = 0. . 

a. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e .  between t h e  means i s  d e f i n e d  as + ~.50 - 



- 
J' 

Table 11 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  P a r t y  on Smal le r  

Classes A f f e c t i n g  t h e  Learn ing  Outcome o f  t h e  Average Student 

1 

'i I k R i  chmond Apparenta ~ u h a b ~  Appa n t a  

I ND R I V A  D i f f e r e n c e  . BC A BVA D i  f f e r e n c e  

, 1.00, .40 Yes 1.00 .75 \ 
\ - 

NOTE: R t i n g  s c a l e  f o r  t h i s  problem was as f o l l o w s :  Yes = ' I ;  
N? = 0. t+ 

-& 

a. An apparent d i  f f e rence  i s  d e f i  ned as a d i  f fe 'rence between ' the 
means g r e a t e r  t h a n  + .50 d - 

. . 1 



Table 12 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  P a r t y  on Whether Elementary 

Secondary Educat ion i s  Better/Worse/No D i f f e r e n t  Today 

Richmond Apparenta Burnaby Apparenta 

'IND R I V A  D i  f f e r e n c e  BC A BVA D i  f f e r e n c e  
- - - - 
X X X X 

NOTE: R a t i n g  sca le  f o r  t h i s  problem was as f o l l o w s :  
B e t t e r  = 2; Worse = 0; No D i f f e r e n c e  = 1. 

td 
a. An a.pparent d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  means i s  d e f i n e d  

as + 1.00 - P-- 



Table 13 
t 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  Par ty  on Being i n  Favor o f  o r  

Opposing Ra is ing  Loca l  Taxes. i f  School Board O f f i c i  a l s  

Needed More Money f o r  Educational Programs. 
, 

Richmond Apparent a Burnaby Apparent a b 

I ND R I VA D i f fe rence  BC A B VA D i f f e rence  

.80 1.00 1 .OO .20 Yes 

NOTE: Rat ing f o r  t h i s  problem i s  as f o l l ows :  Favor = 1; 
Oppose = 0. 

a. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  meam i s  defined as 
+.50. - 



w Table 14 

Comparison of Means by C i v i c  P a r t y  on 

~ r a d i t i o n a l  Fac tor  on t h e  ESVII 

R i  chmond Apparent a Bu  rna by 

I ND R I VA D.i f fP rence  BCA B  VA D i  f f e r e n c e  

NOTE: R a t i n g  k a l e  f,or t h i s  i s s u e  i s  as f o l l o w s :  ' 7  = agree 
very s t r o n g l y ;  6 = agree s t r o n g l y ;  5 = agree; 
4 = n e i t h e r  agree nor  d isagree;  3 = d isagree;  
2 = d i sag ree  s t r o n g l y ;  1 = d isagree very s t r o n g l y .  

a,. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  means i s  d e f i n e d  as 
+ 1.00. - 

a - 



5 3  .,+ Table 15 

Comparison of Means b C i v i c  P a r t y  on P rog ress i  ve 
- Q Y\ 

Factor  on t h e  ESVII 

Richmond Apparenta Burnaby Apparenta 

f I ND RIVA Di,fference' 
?; 

BCA BVA D i f fe rence  
> 

X X x X 

4.67 3.17 Yes 5.26 5.03 
-2- 

NOTE: R a t i n g  sca le  f o r  t h i s  i ssue  i s  as f o l l o w s :  
7 = agree very s t r o n g l y ;  6 .= agree s t r o n g l y ;  
5 = agree; 4 = n e i t h e r  agree- no r  disagree; < 
3 = disagree;  2 = d isagree s t r o n g l y ;  
1 = d i sag ree  very s t rong ly .  F- 

a. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  means i s  d e f i n e d  as 
+ 1.00. - * 



, 

Discussion.The r e s u l t s  suggest t h a t  t h e  educat ional  op in ions o f  

the  t r u s t e e  candidates i n  the  Burnaby,School D i s t r i c t  do not d i f fe . r  t o  

any s i g n i f i c a n t  degree between the  two parties.. 

I n  Richmond a  Q i f f e rence  on 20 o f  t h e  50 items shows a  s l i g h t l y  

g rea te r  degree of d i f f e rence  etween t he  two pa r t i es .  Furthermore, an 9 r 
inspect  i on  o f  these i tems i nd i ca tes  t h a t  the  d i f fe rences  i n  op in ion  '. 

between t he  p a r t i e s  t h a t  were ev ident  f o l l o w  a  pa t t e rn  t h a t  i s  cons is tent  

w i t h  the  professed p o l i t i c a l  i deo log ies  of the  p a r t i e s .  For example, t he  

l e f t i s t  IND p a r t y  r a t e d  lack o f  proper f i n a n c i a l  support and c lass s i z e  
1 s 

.Q c- . 
as major problems whereas t h e  R I V A  p a r t y  d i d  not  see these areas as 

* 
c o n t r i b u t i n g  problems. 

It would appear f rom t h i s  sub-problem t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  p o l i t i c a l  

l abe l s  do not guarantee a  d i f f e rence  i n  educat ional  a t t i t u d e s  i n  t he  

Burnaby School D i s t r i c t .  The more apparent d i f fe rences  i n  Richmond may 

be a  r e s u l t  o f  fundamental d i f fe rences  i n  the  p o l i t i c a l  i deo log ies  o f  t h e  

w o f  t he  p a r t y  members. The I N D  members are a l l  NDP supporters and the 

R I V A  members are genera l l y  Socred supporters p r o v i n c i a l l y .  

Sub-problem 3 

To what ex tent  are the  educat ional  a t t i t u d e s  o f  school board 

candidates c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  t o  which they belong? 

Findings.  The r e s u l t s  f o r  Richmond (see Tables 14 and 15 )  show an 

apparent d i f f e rence  between t h e  I N D  and R I V A  p a r t i e s  on on ly  the  

Progressiv ism f a c t o r  o f  the  E S V I I .  There was l i t t l e  pronounced 

d i f fe rence  between the  two p a r t i e s  on t h e  T rad i t i ona l i sm  f a c t o r .  



f 

@ The r e s u l t s  f o r  Burnaby shown i n  i d l e s  14 and 15 a l s o  revea led 

l i t t l e  d i f f e r e r k e  between t h e  BCA and BVA i n  t h e i r  T r a d i t i o n a l i s m  and 
d 

Progress iv ism scores. 

Discussion.  The r e s u l t s  i n  t h i s  sub-problem &re - s i m i l i  a r  t o  those 

o f  sub-problem 2. The Burnaby p a r t i e s  once again show very l i t t l e  

d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e i r  educat iona l  a t t i t u d e s .  The l a c k  o f  c l e a r  d i f f e r e n c e s  
6 

f o r  Burnaby i n  t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  sub-problems may be a  r e s u l t  o f  a  general  

l a c k  o f  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  p a r t y  i deo log ies .  If t h i s  i s  t h e  case, then-one 

\ \ 
'would quest ion  t h e  purpose o f  t h e  p a r t y  labe7s and why t h e  p a r t i e s  

con t inue  t o  e x i s t .  
1 

The apparent l ack  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  may a l so  be a z e s u l t .  o f  o t h e r  

f a c t o r s  t h a t  are independent of' t h e  p a r t i e s '  i d i o l o g i e s ,  such as t h e  
- 

i n f l u e n c e  o f  a  s t r o n g  super in tendent .  Another cons i d e r a t i o n  i s  t h a t  t h e  

two Burnaby p a r t i e s  p r i m a r i l y  e x i s t  t o  e l e c t  members t o  t h e  mun ic ipa l  
-= 

counci 1  bu t  support school board candidates as we1 1. It i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  

whatever bas ic  d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t  between t h e  two p a r t i e s  a t  t h e  mun ic ipa l  

l e v e l  do not  over lap  i n t o  educat iona l  d i f f e r e n c e s .  

The ldack o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  educat iona l  a t t i t u d e s  between t h e  .%! 

< 

two ~ u r n a b ~  p a r t i e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  these p a r t i e s  are  p robab ly  c l o s e r  t o  ' 

t h e  non-part  i san - v a r i e t y  as descr ibed e a r l i e r  b y  Joyce (Joyce, 1970). 
% 

The p a r t y  ex i s tence  a t  t h e  c i t y  counc i l  l e v e l  i s  based on yeak 

i d i o l o g i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  which do no t  appear t o  a f f e c t  educa t iona l  
t' 

a t t i t u d e s  in any meaningfu l  way. 

Sub-problem 4 

To what ex ten t  are t h e  c o n s u l f a t i v e  behaviours o f  e l e c t e d  t r u s t e e s  4l5 

as shown b y a t h e  amount o f  c o n s u l t a t i o n  t h a t  would t a k e  p lace p r i o r  t o  



. making p o l i c y  ciecisions c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  the c i v i c  p a r t i e s  to. which they  
/ 

Findings.  Th is  problem was analyzed by look ing  a t  t he  r e s u l t s  o f  a" 
P 

c 

number o f  quest ions f rom p a r t  Two o f  the  study. Trustees were asked t o  

i n d i c a t e  on a l i s t  of g iven groups t he  s i ng le  most important  group p lus  

any o ther  groups they would consult. w i t h  on t he  spec i f i ed  issue. Th is  

was repeated f o r  %ree 'separate issues (student repor t ing ,  budget 

se t t i ng ,  and drug use p o l i c y ) .  
i 

I n  add i t ion,  t r us tees  were ,asked t o  l i s t  the number o f  meetings 

they a c t u a l l y  had i n  a given f o u r  month per iod  w i t h  var ious groups i n  

both a consu l t i ng  and non-consul t ing r o l e .  

G b l e s  16, 1 7  and 18 show the  s i ng le  most important  group t he  

p a r t i e s  would consu l t  w i t h  on the  t h ree  respec t i ve  issues. 6 On the issue o f  student r e p o r t i n g  (Table 16) 3 o f  t he  4 I V A  

t r us tees  i n  Richmond f e l t  t h a t  parents were the  mast important  group t o  

consu l t  whereas t h e  I N D  t r us tees  were s p l i t  between parents and students. 

I n  Burnaby there  was no apparent d i f fe rence between t he  two p a r t i e s  on 

* t h i s  issue. *\ 

/ C . o  

On the  issue o f  budget s e t t i n g  (Table 17)  again the  two p a r t i e s  i n  

Richmond d i f f e r e d  on who they considered the most important  group. The 

R I V A  t r us tees  unanimously chose t he  superintendent and h i s  s ta f f .  

S i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  n e i t h e r  o f  t h e  I N D  t rus tees  chose the superintendent but  

s p l i t  between consu l t i ng  w i t h  parents and taxpayers. I n  Burnaby, both 

p a r t i e s  were i n  t o t a l  agreement by choosing the  superintendent. 



Tab le  16 

S i n g l e  Most Impor tant  Group P a r t i e s  Would Consu l t  

' on I ssue  #1 (Student  Repor t ing)  

R i  chmond Bu rna by 
0 

I ND RIVA . BCA BVA 
n = 2  n = 4  n = 2  n = 4. 4 - - - - 

Pa r e n t  groups 1 3 1 2  

I n d i v i d u a l  parents 0 0 - 0 0 

The super in tendent  
and h i s  s t a f f  0 0 -' 1 1 

S p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  groups 0 0 0 0 

Loca l  p r i n c i p a l s  ' assoc. 0 0 0 1 

I n d i  v i  dual p r i n c i p a l s  0 

Local  teachers ' assoc. 0 

I n d i v i d u a l  t e a t h e r s  0 

Students 1 

Other 0 



Table 17 \ 

S i n g l e  Most Impor tant  Group P a r t i e s  Would Consu l t  

on I ssue  #2 (Budget S e t t i n g )  \ 
\ 

t .  

I 

R i  chmond Bu rnaby 

r IND \ R I V A  BC A BVA 

' 
- n = 2. - n = 4  il I*, n = 2  n = = 4  - 

Parent groups 
d 

I n d i  v i  dual parents 

The super in tendent  
and h l  s. s t a f f  

Speci f i c i n t e r e s t  groups 

Local  p r i n c i p a l s  ' assoc. 

I n d i  v i  dual p r i n c i p a l s  . 

Local  teachers ' assoc. 
, 

I n d i  v i  dual teachers  

s tudents  - 

Other - 



T 
Table 18 

S,i n g l  e Most Impor tant  Group P a r t i e s  Would Consu l t  

on I s s u e  #3 (Drug and Alcohol  Use P o l i c y )  

R i  chmond Bu rnaby 

% I ND R I V A  BC A BVA < 
n = 2  - - n = 4  - n = 2  - n = 4  

Parent groups 1 3 O i 0  
I n d i  v i  dual parents  0 0 

The super i  ntendenJ. 
and h i s  s t a f f  1 .  2 2 A , o , ,  S p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  grou 0 0 

L 

Local  p r i n c i p a l s  ' assoc. 0 0 0 1 

I n d i v i d u a l  \ . p r i nc ipa l s  . O  0 0 0 

Local  teachers ' assoc. 0 0 0 0 
t 

I n d i v i d u a l  teachf i rs  0 0 0 0 

Students 

Other 
- 



On issue  #3 (Table 18), drug and alcohol  use W l i c y , -  the m a j o r i t y  0 t 

i 

o f  RIVK t r us tees  f e l t  t h a t  farents were the most impo r tan t  grbbp t o  ,: 

consu l t  whereas t h e  IND were s p l i t  between consu l t i ng  w i t h  parents and 
1 

students. 

I n  Burnaby a l l  o f  t he  BEA t rus tees  and 2.of the  BVA t r us tees  

i nd i ca ted  the superintendent was the most important  person t o  consu l t  
, . 

w i t h  on t h i s  issue. It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note t he  s t rong  r e l i a n c e  ~f 

both Burnaby p a r t i e s  on t he  superintendent i n  a l l  t h ree  issues. 

The consu l t a t i ve  behaviour2 of the  t rus tees  was a lso  measured by 
: 

asking them t o  i n d i c a t e  which o ther  groups they would consu l t  w i t h  on t h e  

same th ree  issues o f  student repor t ing,  budget s e t t i n g  and drug and 

a lcohol  p o l i c y  s e t t i n g .  

Tables 19, 20 and 21 show few d i f fe rences  between the  respec t i ve  

p a r t i e s  on t h i s  question. , 
P 

7. 

5 i 
>, 5 

< -  

Table 22 shows a comparison o f  means o f  meetings a c t u a l l y  attended 
A 

9 
- L 1  

by the  t r u  tees. I n  Richmond there  were th ree  apparent d i f fe rences  i n  * .  - 

meetings attended w i t h  the l e f t i s t  I N D  meeting more w i t h  community/ ' 

/ 
neighbourhood counci 1s and the r i g h t i s t  RIVA p a r t y  meeting w i t h  mre 

3 , " " 

spec i f i c  ad hoc committees. 

A simi l a r  p a t t e r n  is. seen i n  Burnaby, a lso  showing thyee. apparent 
a, 

differences. Here as we1 1 the l e f t i s t  BCA met more f i t h .  ne i  ghbourhood ' - 
counci 1s and t he  r i g h t i s t  BVA had. t he  m a j o k y  bf ad hoc committee. 

5" 

meetings. 

Table 23 shows a comparison o f  means. of meetings a c t u a l l y  attended- , 

w i t h  t he  express purpose o f  f i n d i n g  out 'opin ions a f  t h a t  group. ~ich~m6n-d 
P 



Table  lb 

Other Groups P a r t i e s  Would Consu l t  on 

" .  
I ssue  #1 (Student  Repor t ing)  

I ND R I VA BCA B V A  
n = 2  - - n = 4  - n = 2 .  - n = 4 .  

- -  . - - , .  B V A  
n = 2  - - n = 4  - n = 2 .  - n = 4 .  

Parent  groups 1 1 1 1 

I n d i  v i  dual parents  
8 

~ - - a 
The super in tendent  

. m and h i s ,  s t a f f  
f 

* 

. Speci f j c , $ n t e r e s t  groups 
b 

, ~ o c a h $ r i  n c i p a l  s  ' assoc. 0 o 1 
T 2 

1ndi  v i  u a l .  p r i n c i p a f s  0 0 0 0 

Local  t e a c h e x  soc. 
f .  r * i 

' 1 h d i v i d u a l  tea?hers 

- Studerits ' 
1 

a. ~ o t a l  responses a r e  g r e a t e r  than n s ince m u l t i p l e  responses a re  al lowed. - 



Table  20 
! 

Other  Groups P a r t i e s  Would Consu l t  on 

I ssue  #2 (Budget Set t ing ' )  , 

I ND R I V A  - BCA BVA 
n = 2  - - n = 4  - n = 2  - n = 4  

Parent groups ' 1  ' 3 1 2 

I n d i  v i  dual parents 1 1 0 1 

The super intendent  
and h i s  s t a f f  1 0 

S p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  groups 0 0 1 2 

Local  p r i n c i p a l s  ' assoc. 

I n d i v i d u a l  p r i n c i p a l s  

Local  teachers ' assoc. 2 2 2 1 

I n d i  v i  dual teachers - < 1 1 - 0 0 
\ 

Students 2 

O / 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 1 1 

a. T o t a l  responses a re  g r e a t e r  than n s ince m u l t i p l e  responses are  al lowed. - 



Table 21 

Other  Groups P a r t i e s  Would Consu l t  on 

I s s u e  #3 (Drug and A lcoho l  Use P o l i c y )  

I ND R I V A  BCA BVA 
n = 2  - - n = 4  - n = 2  - n = 4  

Parent groups 

I n d i  v i  dual parents  

The super in tendent  
and h i s  s t a f f  

S p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  groups 0 

Local  p r i n c i p a l s  ' assoc. 0 

I n d i  v i  dual p r i  n c i  p a l  s 1 

Local  teachers ' assoc. 1 

I n d i  v i  dual teachers 1 

s tudents  1 

Other . O  1 ' : O  , .. 1 

a. T o t a l  responses a re  g r e a t e r  than n s ince  m u l t i p l e  responses a re  al lowed. - 



Table 22 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  P a r t y  of Meetings At tended w i t h  

TJ S p e c i f i c  Groups i n  a Four Month Per iod  
e 

4 

R i  chmond Apparenta Burnaby Apparenta 

I N D  I~RIVA D i f f e r e n c e  BCA BVA D i  f f e r e n c e  

Communi t y / n e i  ghbou rhood 
counci 1 s 

Parent consul t a t ' i  ve 
committees/home and 
school,  etc. 

Educat ional  commi t t e e  , 
o f  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  

Ratepayer associ  a t i  on 

Teacher associ  a t i  ons 

Local labour '  counci 1s 

Ad hoc c o m i  t t e e s  on 
s p e c i f i c  issues 

Others 

Yes . 1.50 -50 Yes 

-00 1.25 Yes 

Yes -50 11.75 ! Yes 

Yes ..OO . 00 

. 
a. An apparent d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  means i s  d e f i n e d  as + 1.00. - 



Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  Par ty  o f  Meetings Attended w i t h  Spec i f i c  

Groups w i t h  t h e  Express Purpose o f  F ind ing  Out t h e  Opinions o f  t h a t  Group 

Richmond , Apparent Burnaby Apparent 

I ND R I VA D i  f f erencea BCA BVA Di f fer'encea 
- - - 
X 

- 
. X X X 

Connnuni t y / ne i  ghbourhood 
counci 1 s 3.00 

Parent consu l t a t i  ve 
commi tteeslhome and 
school, etc. 2.00 

' Educational committee 
o f  p o l i t i c a l  pa r t y  .OO 

Ratepayer assoc ia t ion  -00 
* A  

Teacher aksoc ia t i  ons 1.50 

Ad hoc commi 
000 

Others I -50 

1.25 Yes 

1.75 

1.50 Yes 

'. 
,' 

1.50 -50 Yes 
r 

.50 -25 

4 a. An apparent d i f f e rence  between t he  means i s  def ined as + 1.00. - 



* 
p a r t i e s  had two apparent ' d i f fe rences,  again w i t h  nei ghbourhood and ad 1 

2 .  

hoc counc i ls ,  whi l e  ,~ ; rnab~ showed- on ly  one apparent d i  fference.. 

~ i s c & s i o n .  Although t he  d i f ferences i n  Richmond are f a r  from 

overwhelming i t  i s  apparent t h a t  the  two p a r t i e s  do d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  

consu l t i ng  behaviours. Furthermore, the  dif feren'ces f o l l o w  a  pa t t e rn  

t h q t  i s  cons is tent  w i t h  the  expressed p o l i t i c a l  i deo log ies  o f  the  two 

p a r t i e s  w i t h  the r i g h t i s t  R I V A  group p u t t i n g  more emphasis on the 

superintendent and t he  l e f t i s t  I N D  p u t t i n g  t h e i r  emphasis on parents, 

students and taxpayers. 

I n  Burnaby t he re  was less  o f  a  d i f f e rence  between t he  two par t ies .  

This may be p a r i i a l  l y  due t o  t he  s t r ong  i n f l uence  . that  the  super intendent 

appears t o  have w i t h  t he  Burnaby t rus tees .  

- The f ind ings  on which dther groups t h e  

t h e  comparison o f  srieeti ngs a c t u a l l y  attended 

s i m i l a r  pa t t e rn  i n  t he  consul t inc j  behaviours 

paPt ies would consu l t  and 

show, t o  a  lesser  degree, a  

o f '  t he  t rus tees,  That is; 

- whefe d i f fe rences  e x i s t  ' they are usua l l y  cons is tent  w i t h  t he  p o l i t i c a l  

' ideo log ies o f  t h e  p a r t i e s  involved. 

Sub-Probl em 5 

To what ex tent  are  the  represen ta t i ve  behaviours o f  e l ec ted  
9 

t r us tees  as shown by cons t i t uen t  versus superintendent i n f l uence  i n  

e % ? r T E e " p o l  i c y  dec is ions c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the c i v i c  p a r t i e s  t o  which 
- s: 

t h e y  belong? 

Findings.  Resul ts  f o r  t h i s  sub-probl em tended t o  vary depending on 

which p o l i c y  i t e m  w a s - i n  question. For t he  Richmond p a r t i e s  the  only 



h . 

d i f f e r e n c e  o f  any s i g n i f i c a n c e  was on the  issue o f  budget s e t t i n g  ( t a b l e  . , 

25); On t h i s  issue a l l  o f  the I N D  t r us tees  i & l d  f o l l o w  the  
.L 

super intendent Is  recommendations. On the  o ther  two 'issues both p a r t i e s  
li 

i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  they would be in f luenced  more by t h e i r  cons t i tuen ts .  

I n  Burnaby t h e  p a r t i e s  d i f f e r e d  on two o f T t h e  t h ree  i s i u e s  ( t ab les  

25 and 26) .  

It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note t h a t  both t he  I N D  and t he  BCA- 
u 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  i nd i ca ted  t h a t  they would be in f luenced  more by t h e i r  

cons t i tuen ts .  

Discussion. .For the- Richmond School D i s t r i c t  it i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  

say t h a t  p a r t i e s  d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  r ep resen ta t i  ve behaviours. Although 

t hey  d i f f e r e d  on o n l y  one o f  t he  t h ree  issues, budget s e t t i n g  decis ions 
4 

are probably t he  most 1 i  k e l y  t o  show up fundamental i deo log i ca l  -c 
I 

d i f fe rences .  Furthermore, the  f a c t  t h a t  the l e f t i s t  I N D  c o n s i s t e n t l y ' -  - 
chose cons t i tuen ts  over the  superintendent i s  p red ic tab le .  

I n  Burnaby t h i s  pa t t e rn  i s  repeated w i t h  t he  l e f t i s t  BCA 
I 

cons i s ten t l y  choosing t he  const i tuents. ,  

Re la t i ng  these f i n d i n g s  t o  t he  represen ta t iona l  types o f  delegate 

versus independent as defined by Mann (1977) and appl ied t o  school boards 

by Teichman (1,974) i n  her Toronto study, i t  would appear t h a t  both the  

I N D  and - t h e  BCA t r us tees  adopt a  "de legate '  form o f  represent  a t  i on  and 

t h a t  R I V A  and BVA t r us tees  operate more i n  t he  "independentM mode. I f  

t h e  school board members tend t o  operate wit hi^ p a r t i c u l a r  
.. 

represent a t  i onal types and if these r'epresent a t  i ve behaviours are 

d i f f e r e n t  f o r  t he  two p a r t i e s  then i t  would be t o  the vo te r s '  advantage 



Table 24 

In f luence  o f  Const i tuents versus Superintendent on Trustee 

Decision-making i n  Issue #I (Student Report ing) 

\ Richmond Bu rna by 

INDa - R I V A  
- n  - = 2 - n = 4  

BCA BVA 
n = 2  - - n = 4  

Woul d. f 01 1 ow recommendat i ons . < o f  cons t i tuen ts  1 4 

Would f o l l o w  recomendat ions 
o f  superintendent ; 0 0 O -  0 2 

h 

, 

a. Tota l  responses are less  than'" s in&  not a l l  t h s t e e s  responded t o  t h i s  - 
question. 



Table 25 

I n f l uence  o f  Const i tuents  versus Superintendent on' Trustee 

Deci s i  on-making i n  Issue #2 (Budget Setti.ng) 
7 

-x, 

0 

Richmond Bu rnaby - , 

R I V A  
n = 4  - 

BVA 
n = 4  - 

WouT d f o l  1 ow recommendati ons 
o f  cons t i tuen ts  

Woul d f 01 1 ow. recommendat i ons 
o f  superintendent 



, 2 + I n f  1  uence o f  Cons t i t uen ts  "ergus Super intendent  on Trus tee 

Deci s i  on -maki ng i n Issue  #3 (Drug and coho1 & Pol i c y  ) 
\ 

'\ 

\ 

'' 
& a  

R i  chmond B u ~ n a b y  

r a I ND RIVA . . a BC A B V A ~  
n  = 2  - -, n = 4  . - n = 2  - n = 4  

Would f o l  low recommendations '4 

o f  c o n s t i t u e n t s  - ' 2  , 3 2 + 
@ 

0 

Would f 01 1  ow recommendat i ons ... 0 1 o f  super in tendent  3 

a. To ta l  responses a r e  l e s s  than n  s ince  not  a l l  t r u s t e e s  responded t o  t h i s  - 
quest ion.  



t o  be able t o  i d e n t i f y  and support the  p a r t y  which best  r e f l e c t s  t h e i r  

rep resen ta t iona l  preference. The p a r t y  l abe l  i n  t h i s  case cou ld  act as 

an i n d i c a t o r  t o  t h e  voter  as t o  t he  t ype  o f  rep resen ta t ion  they can 

expect i f  they support t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  par ty .  

Sub-problem 6 

To what ex tent  are t h e  represen ta t i ve  behaviours o f  e lec ted  - 

t r us tees  as shown by cons t i t uen t  in f luence  versus personal judgement i n  

t r u s t e e  p o l i c y  dec is ions c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  the c i v i c  p a r t y  t o  which they 

belong? 

Findings.  The ~ i c h i o n d  r e s u l t s  on these quest ions i n d i c a t e  a  s p l i t  

i n  each o f  thi? p a r t i e s  as $0 whether o r  not t he  reco'mnendations o f  the  

cons t i t uen t s  would be f o l  lowed over personal judgement .. 
Table 27 shows t h a t  t he  m a j o r i t y  o f  t he  R I V A  t r us tees  would f o l l o w  

%; 

cons t i t uen t  recornendat ions i n  the  area o f  student repor t ing .  The I N D  

t r us tees  are s p l i t  on t h i s  issue. Both p a r t i e s  are s p l i t  i n  t h i s  regard 
L 

on t he  issue o f  budget s e t t i n g  (Table 28). On t h e  issue i f  s e t t i n g  a  

drug use p o l i c y  (Table 291, t he  R I V A  t rus tees  reversed t h e i r  r o l e s  and 
P 

i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  the  m a j o r i t y  of them would f o l l o w  t h e i r  personal 

judgements over t he  wishes o f  t h e i r  const. i tuents. The I N D  i s  d iv ided  on 

t h i ;  i ssue as wel l .  
. 

, % 

I n  Burnaby, a( simi Tar s i t u a t i o n  occurs w i t h  the  BCA t r us tees  being 

II s p l i t  on each o f  t e t h ree  issues. The BVA i s  a lso  s p l i t  oil t he  issue o f  
B 

student r e p o r t i n  27) but  i s  r e  cons is tent  i n  t he  areas o f  7)- 
budget s e t t i n g  and drug p o l i c y  s e t t i n g  ( t ab les  28 and 29) i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  



1 

1 

they would f o l  low t h e i r  own judgement aver the recommendati-ons o f  t h e i  r 
1 

cons t i tuen ts  on these two issues. 

Discussion. The Richmond r e s u l t s  are i n t e r e s t i n g  due t o  t he  

apparent lack  o f  consistency and a l so  the p o l i t i c a l l y  unpred ic tab le  

responses o f  the RIVA t rus tees.  Although t h e / r i g h t i s t  R I V A  t rus tees  d i d  

suggest t h a t  they would f o l l o w  t h e i r  own judgement w i t h  regards t o  the  

drug use po l i cy ,  a  p o l i t i c a l l y  cons is tent  response, they reversed t h e i r  

p o s i t i o n  on the  issue o f  student repor t ing.  

Although t h e  r e s u l t s  are more cons is tent  i n  Burnaby, the  cont inua l  

s p l i t  o f  t he  BCA par ty ,  l i k e  t h a t  o f  t h e  I N D  i n  Richmond, r a i ses  

quest ions as t o  t he  p red i  c t ab i  1  i t y  of the representat iona l  modes chosen : 

I .,., 

by these par t ies .  However, i t must be remembered t h a t  both o f '  these 

p a r t i e s  cons is t  o f  only. two members and t h a t  one o f  the two t r us tees  i n  
> '  J 

each p a r t y  responded t o  these quest ions i n  a  p o l i t i c a l l y  p red i c tab le  

manner. 

More research i s  needed t o  exp lore  why the  I N D  and BCA t r us tees  

appear po l  i t i  ca l  l y  cons is ten t  i n  t h e i r  choi ce of superintendent 

versus cons t i tuen ts  but  are less  sure o f  t h e i r  pos i t i ons  when i t  comes 

t o  t he  cons t i tuen ts  versus t h e i r  own \judgement. 
. . 

- > 

su b i ~ r o b l  em 7 
* 

To what ex tent  +re  the  t r us tees '  percept ions o f  the  degree o f  ,f 

cons t i tuen t  s a t i s f - a c t i  on c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of the c i v i c  p a r t i e s  t o  which 
Q -- 

they belong? \ 



Table  27 

Recomnendat i ons o f  cons t i tuen ts  versus Persona 1 Judgement i n  
,' ' . ,  

Trustee  Dec is i  onGak ing  in. ~ssueA,?'-(student . - ~ e ~ o r t i  ng) 

R i  chmond L . 

I N D  ' . R I V A  
n = 2  - - n = 4  

BCA . 
n = 2  * - 

BVA 
n ' =  4' 
P 1 - 

Woul d f 01 1 ow recommen,dati ons 
o f  con.s t i tuents ,  8 

I "  

- 3 
-1 r 

Would fo l low personal. a %  , 

judgement - I - ,  ' 1 = 1 -  2 
, 



Recomne.pdati ons o f  

- - - " 

' ~ h b l e 2 8  - ' 

' i  ? 

Const i tuents versus Personal ~udgernent i n  - 
. -  - 

Trustee Deci s i  onmaking i n  Issue #2 ( ~ u b $ e t  Se t t i ng )  

', - * I  

d 

1 -  

. * Richmond Burnaby . 
- 

I ND -RIVA BCA BVA 
1 n = 2  - n .= 4 - n = 2  
i 

n = 4  ' .  - 
I - 

Waul d  f o l  1  ow recammendati ons 
. o f  cons t i tuen ts  . ~ l  , . ~ 2  1 0 
..,. 

Would f o l  1  bw d 

judgement 1 2 1 4 



Recomnendations o f  Const i tuents versus Personal Judgement i n  

Trustee Decision-making i n  Issue #3 (Drug and Alcohol Use P o l i c y )  

R i  chmond Burnaby 

I ND R I V A  
n = 2  - - n = 4  

BCA B V A ~  
n = 2  - n = 4  - 

Would f 01 1 ow recommendati ons 
o f  cons t i tuen ts  

Would f 01 1 ow personal 
judgement 

a. Tota l  responses are less  than n s ince not a l l  t rus tees  responded t o  - 
t h i s  question. 



1 .I 
Findings.  I n  t h i s  sub-problem t rus tees  were. asked t o  i n d i c a t e  

t h e i r  percept ion o f  cons t i tuen t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  on whether community needs 

are be.ing met (Table 30), t he  degree of p u b l i c  i npu t  i n t o  the 
-c 

/.I 
deci  s i  on-making process (Table 3l), the degree o f  accordance between 

super i  ntendent recommendations and cornmuni t y  needs (Table, 32), and the  

degree o f  accordance between teacher associ a t i  on recommendat i ons and 
-a 

community needs (Table 33). . - 
1. 

As shown on Tables 30 t o  33 apparent d i f f e rences  occurred between 

t he  p a r t i e s  i n  R.ichmond on a l l  f o u r  questions and i n  t h ree  out o f  f o u r  

---,,-/questions f o r  t h e  Burnaby pa r t i es .  

Discussion. The r e s u l t s  on t h i s  sub-problem show f a i r l y  d i s t i n c t  

d i f fe rences  i n  t he  t r us tees  ' percept ions o f  t he  degree o f  cons t i tuen t  

s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Furthermore, the scores on each of the questions occur i n  

a  cons is tent  and p o l i t i c a l l y  p red i c tab le  pa t te rn .  I n  Richmond the  f l  
l e f t i s t  I N D  t r u s t e e s  i nd i ca ted  a  h igh l eve l  o f  disagreement w i t h  a1 1) f o u r  

statements about c o n s t i t u e n t  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The r i g h t i s t  R I V A  tr.ustees, 
-Y 

, on the  o ther  hand, c o n s i s t e n t l y  r a t e d  the degree 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  as being high. 
@ 

This p a t t e r n  i s  repeated i n  Burnqby except 

o f  cons t i t uen t  + 

tha t  the  degree o f  

disagreement w i t h  t h e  f o u r  statements i s .  not  as h i gh  f o r '  t h e  , l e f t i s t  BCA 

p a r t y  as it was f o r  the  l e f t i s t  I N D  p a r t y  i n  Richmond. However, as i n  

Richmond, t he  Burnaby r i g h t i s t  par ty ,  BVA, c o n s i s t e n t l y  i nd i ca ted  a  h i gh  

degree o f  cons t i t uen t  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  

I n  her 1974 study o f  Toronto t rus tees.  Te i  chman .used simi.1 a r  

quest ions'  about the  . t rustees ' p e r ~ e p t  i pns o f  the  degree o f  canJsti  tuen t  

. I .  



Table 30 . 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  Par ty  on Trustees'  Perceptions 

as t o  Whether t he  Community's Needs are Being - 

-\ 

Apparent Bu rnaby Apparent 

I ND R I V A  D i  f f erencea BCA BVA D i  f f erencea 

4.50 - 1.75 i Yes 3.00 1.50 Yes 

NOTE: Rat ing sca le  f o r  t h i s  quest ion i s  as fo l lows:  l = s t r o n g l y '  
agree; t o  6 = s t rong ly  disagree. 

\ 

a. An apparent d i f f e rence  b e 6 n  the means i s  def ined as + 1.00 - 



j=-\ 

I, Table 31 
? 1 

Comparison o f  Means by C i v i c  Par ty  on ~ r u k e e s '  Perceptions 

as t o  Whether t h e  Publ ic  has ~ d e ~ u a t e - ~ n ~ u t  i n t o  t he  

Decision-making Process. 

I 
s 

- Richmond Apparent ~ u r n a b ~    rent 
I ND R I V A  D i  f f erencea BCA BV A D i  f ferencea 
- - 
X 

- 
X 

- 
X X 

5.50 3.25 Yes 3.50 2.25 Yes 

4- 
NOTE: Rat ing sca le  f o r  t h i s  quest ion i s  as f o l l ows :  1 = st ' rongly 

agree; t o  6 = s t r ong l y  disagree. 
* "  

a. An apparent d i f f e rence  between the  means i s  def ined as + 1.00 - 



, - . :  - ,* 
3 .  I- 

- % 

e *  . ., , . . . i 

b *. n .' . s . . 
' . J  ,' 

- . -  
r .  

. . *  , 
.i .. " .~ . * 

* .  - - .  . . ' ..- . n .  > . $  ' , , ,  Table 32-.,. . . +, - , 
' I 

. ,  - I ' ' %  . ' <  . ,- * ,  

i ' : 
- .. 

.: . d  

, " 
. . .  

" .;>* . . 
- .  . -  * 

Comparison o f  Means by C i  v i  c  P a d y  6" ~ r u s t e e s ,  Fercepti ?ni,-.; ' " .  
i - 1  '*i'--- -- , -., = .. . . . 

,, 

3 as t o  Whether t h e  ~ec.0-&endations o f  - .  t h e  Superintendent-- .a - '  # ,  

are i n  Accordance w i t h  t he  Needs o f  t h g  ~ o l ~ u n i ' t ~ :  * 
" A 

7 .  

. . . . <  

R i  chmond 
,, . 

Apparenta .~urnab~,- ' Apparentd +: . ,  ., ;'., .; j 

7 _ .-_) 

I ND R I  VA ~ i f f e r e n c e '  BCA AYA:  iffe ere"^^ . : . I.; 

\ 

- 
5.00 2.50 Yes 3.00- 1.50 Yes 

9 
\ 

NOTE: Rat ing-sca le  f o r  t h i s4ques t i on  i s  as fo l lows :  
1 = s t rong l y  agree; t o  6 = s t rong ly  disagree. 

* 

4.  An apparent d i f f e rqnce  between the  means i s  def ined as. + 1.00 
a - 



Table 33 
qs - ,  

%L -. 
Comparison o f  Means by c i v i c  Pa r t y  on Trusteesi  P6rcept ions 

as t o  Whether t h e  Recommendations o f  t h e  Teachers' 

Assoc ia t ion are i n  Accordance wi th .  Corrmuni t y  Needs 

Richmond Apparent a Burnaby Apparent a 

I ND R I  VA D i f fe rence  ~ d .  . BVA D i f fe rence  

0 

4.00 2.25 Yes 

N ~ E :  Rat ing  sca le  f o r  t h i s  quest ion i s  as fo l l ows :  1 = s t r o n g l y  agree; 
t o  6 = s t r o n g l y  disagree. 

a. -An apparent d i f fe rence  between t he  means i s  def ined as + 1.00 - 



' 
s a t i  s f a c t i  on t o  measure representat iona l  modes. Tei chman found t h a t  

t 

t rus tees  operat ing i n  t he  independent mode tended t o  i n d i c a t e  a  h igh 

. degree of c o n s t i t u e n t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  Mereas- t ras tees  opera t ing  i n  the 

delegate mode of representat ion tended toi%ndicatt? a  low degree of 
B 1 

c o n s t i t  n t  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  * 7 
I .  

Even' wi thout  reference t o  representat iona l  modes and Tei chman ' s  

TO~OII~O study i t i s  ev iden t  t h a t  d i f f e rences  e x i s t  between t he  p a r t i e s  i n  

both d i s t r i  c t s  i n  t h e i  r percept ions of cons t i tuen t  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The 

r i g h t i s t  Pa r t i es  i n  both d i s t r i c t s  feel  t h a t  t h e i r  cons t i tuen ts  are q u i t e  

s a t i s f i e d -  The l e f t i s t  p a r t i e s  i n  both d i s t r i c t s  genera l l y  f e e l  t h a t  

cons t i  tuents are not sa t i s f i ed .  The o r i g i n s  o f  these d i f f e rences '  are no t  

! m e d i a t e l y  evident and more research i s  needed t o  determine whether they 
-& a . e- 

e x i s t  s o l e l y  due t o  d i f ferences i n  po l  i t i  ca l  ideologF, d i  f ferencesv i n  

r e ~ r e s e n t a t i q n a l  modes, or  perhaps even a  r e s u l t  o f  the f a c t  t h a t  the . c 

p a r t i e s  i n d i c a t i n g  cons t i t uen t  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  ho ld  m i n o r i t y  p o s i t i o n s  on 
1 

t h e i - r  boards. Regardless of the o r i g i ns ,  s ince the  d i f fe rences  e x i s t  and 

occur by P o l i f i c a l  Par ty ,  i t  may be t o  the vo te r s '  advantage t o  i d e n t i f y  

candi dates by pol i t 1  calhbel and thereby support those candidates whose 

percep t i  onS accura te ly  r e f l e c t  the cons t i tuen ts  ' degree o f  s a t i  s fac t jon .  



CHAPTER V 

Concl us i o n 9  
- -  . 

, 

The r e s b l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e r e  are moderate 

d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  educat iona l  a t t i t u d e s  and op in ions  o f  t h e  two Richmond 

p a r t i e s  and t h a t  . these d i f f e r e n c e s  are  a l s o  ev iden t  i n  t h e  p o s t - e l e c t i o n  
S 

o p e r a t i n g  behaviours o f  t h e  e l e c t e d  t rus tees .  L i t t l e  mean ing fu lL  

J d i f f e r e n c e  was ev iden t  between t b e  ~ u r n a b ~  ' p a r t i e s .  The f i n d i n g s  a l s o  

suggest t h a t  meaningful  p a r t i s a n s h i p  i s  no t  as w e l l  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  these 
/ 

suburban d i s t r i c t s  as i t i s  i n  t h e  c i t y  o f  Vancouver as shown i n  t h e  

N ie l sen  s t u a  (N ie lsen,  1980). 

T h e  l e s s e r  degree o f  p a r t i s a n s h i p  t h a t  occurs as one moves i n t o  t h e  
I 

suburbs, as ev idenced by t h i s  study, r a i s e s  i n t e r e s t i n g  quest ions  as 

t h e  causes o f . t h i s  phenomenon. One can c o n j e c t u r e  t h a t  it i s - p o s s i b l y  a  \ 
f a c t o r  t h a t  t h e  suburban issues are  l e s s  i n t e n s e  and hea ted  than those o f  

f -  

t h e  c i t y ,  o r  t h a t  t h e  p r o v i n c i a l  and even f e d e r a l  p a r t i e s  are  more 

i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  funding, s e l e c t i n g  and suppor t i ng  o f  candidates - i n  t h e  

c i t y ,  t he reby  i n c r e a s i n g t h e  d, i f ferences between t h e  c i v i c  par t , ies .  

Another p o s s i b l e  reason i s  t h a t  p a r t i s a n s h i p  has been a  r e a l i t y  f o r  a  
I " 

l onger  p e r i o d  o f  t ime  i n  t h e  c i t y  and t h e r e f o r e  i s  more entrenched and - . - 
e f f e c t i v e  than i n  t h e  suburbs. Other; f a c t o r s  t o  be cons idered are  

r xi i' 
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p o p u l a t i o n  dens i ty ,  t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  d i s t r i c t s ,  and t h e  

e f f e c t  t h a t  t hese  f a c t o r s  would have on t h e  c o n s t i t u e n t s '  sense o f  



- .  

c o n t r o l  .over t h e  p o l i t i c a l  -environment. ~ e s i d e n t i  o f  t h e  srnal l e r ,  & r e  1 

homogeneous suburbs may fee l  t h e y  have c i o s e r  con tac t  and c o n t r o l  ove r  ' 

t h e i r  c i v i c  p o l i t i c s  t h e r e f o r e  hav ing l e s s  need f o r  p a r t  i s a n  groups. 

More research i n  t h e  area-  o f  c i v i c  p i r t y  p a r t  i sansh ip  i s  needed t o  
< 
d i scove r  t h e  cause o f  t h e  v a r y i n g  degrees o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  as one moves . 

i 
/- 

away f rom t h e  ' c i t y .  S i m i l a r  s tud ies  should be conducted i n  o t h e r  
1 

suburban d i s t r i c t s  as w e l l  as r u r a l  areas t o  v e r i f y  i f  such a  p a t t e r n  

a c t u a l  l y  e x i s t s .  

. As s u g g e ~ t e d  i n  Chapter 11, t h e  ex i s tence  o f  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  i n  

school board e l e c t  ions does no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  guarantee t h a t  t h e  p a r t i e s  
. Z 

w i l l  r e f l e c t  d i s t i n c c  and dean ing fu l  d i f f e r e n c e s .  Using J o y c e ' s .  

t y p o l o g y  o f  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  (Joyce, 1970) i t  may be p o s s i b l e  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  
$ 

moderate t o  weak p a r t i s a n s h i p  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  Richmond and Burnaby 

r e s u l t s .  A 

The I N D  candidates and t r u s t e e s  general l y  were t h e  most  cons i s t e n t  

i n  g i v i n g  p o l  i t  i c a l  l y  p r e d i c t a b l e  responses. Th is  would $uggest t h a t  t h e  

I N D  d i s p l a y s  a h,igher degree o f  p a r t i s a n s  h i p  than  t h e  ,o ther  p a r t i e s  
I 

It 

quest ioned i n d i c a t i n g  a s t ronger  p a r t y  ideology.  Al though these p a r t y  
1 

members l a b e l  themsel ves as "Independent" New Democrats, t he reby  

d i s q u a l i f y i n g  themselves as a  n a t i o n a l  c i v i c  par ty ,  t h e y  are  c l e a r l y  NDP 

s u p p o r t e r s  q d  the reby  ha<e a  f a i r l y  w e l l  def ined,  homogenious ideo logy .  

The RIVA candidates and t r u s t e e s  p ro fess  no t  t o  be a  t r u e  c i v i c  

p a r t y  and are i n  f a c t  a  c o l  l e c t  i o n  o f  L i b e r a l  , Conservat ive, and Socred 

suppor ters  gathered t o  oppose t h e  IND. Despi te t h e i r  commen-ks t o  t h e  

con t ra ry ,  t h i s  anti-NDP a t t i t u d e  tends t o  r e s u l t  i n  a  degree of I i k e -  



mindedness ,in t h e  p a r t y  members. Thus t h e  R I V A  o r i e n t a t i o n  i s  
4 

essent i a1 l y  nega t i ve  i n  nature.. The t h rea t  posed by t he  NDP o r i e n t e d  I N D  

p a r t y  has r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  R I V A  members forming what is i n  e f fec t ;  an 
7 

oppos i t i on  par ty .  I 

The apparent lack o f  d i f f e rence  between t h e  two ~ u r n a b y  p a r t i e s  

i nd i ca tes  an absence o f  we l l  formed par ty ,  i deo log ies  i n  t h i s  d i s t - r i c t .  

I n  h i s  study o f  Canadian c i v i c  p a r t i e s  Joyce c l a s s i f i e d  the  Burnaby 

p a r t i e s  as being non-part isan i n  nature. Althol igh they have cont inued t o  
% 

e x i s t  f o r  another decade s ince t h a t  t ime  t h i s  study i nd i ca tes  

-1 a& ol%%cu~-in-  t he  p a r t y  o r i e n t  a t  i ons; - - 

a  cont inued 

The ~ o ~ c e  typo logy may a lso be h e l p f u l  i n  understanding 

Richmond p a r t i e s  showed stronger d i f ferences than the Burnaby 

why the  

pa r t i es .  

The Burnaby, are b a s i c a l l y  non-part isan c i v i c  p a r t i e s  w i t h  l i t t l e  

o rgan iza t ion  and no d i s t i n c t  i d i  ology. The Richmond p a r t i e s  probably f it . 

b e t t e r  i n t o  the l o c a l  c i v i c  p a r t y  category w i t h  t he  apparent d i f fe rences  

r e s u l t i n g  c h i e f l y  f rom t h e  NDP, anti-NDP ideo log ies  o f  i t s  respec t i ve  . 

&/ 

i,parfies. If it were not  f o r  i h e  presence o f  the  I N D  p a r t y  the  RIM- group 

would most 1  i k e l y  a lso  c o n s t i t u t e  a  non-part isan c i v i c  "ar ty.  

Apply ing t he  N,cCarty and Ramsey typo logy o f  comuni  t i es and boards 

t o  these d i s t r i c t s  it would seem t h a t  Burnaby, i n  essence, hams a  
I - 

s .  

p l u r a l i s t i c  power s t r uc tu re .  The power ' i s  not f a c t i o n a l i z e d  i n  any r e a l  

sense and t he  board members are b a s i c a l l y  f r e e  t o  act as i nd i v i dua l s .  

Richmond may be b e t t e r  described as having a  f a c t i o n a l  power s t r u c t u r e  

s ince t he re  are apparent d i f fe rences between the two main p a r t i e s .  As 

i nd i ca ted  by the study however, d i f fe rences t ha t  e x i s t  are not over- - 
whelming and the f a c t i o n a l i s m  t h a t  e x i s t s  i s  not b l a tan t .  Despi te 



*$fiey absence of c l a s s i c a l  f a c t i o n a l  ism t h e r e  was a t  l e a s t  a  cons is tency  i n .  
, c.7' 

%he d i  r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  IND responses which was e s s e n t i a l  ly d i f f e r e n t  f rom 

t h e  d j r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  R I V A  responses. It i s  t h i s  cons is tency  o f  d i r e c t i o n  
, *$< 

which i s  impor tan t  here  r a t h e r  than t h e  magnitude o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s .  7'- 

It j s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  no te  t h a t  t h i s  p a r t i s a n s h i p  i s  o f t e n  denied by 

t h e  t r u s t e e s  themselves. I n  severa l  te lephone and personal  i n t e r v i e w s  

w i t h  t h e  var ious  t r u s t e e s  i t  became ev iden t  t h a t  f o r  some, t h e  idea t h a t  

t r u s t e e s  o f  t h e  ~ - same p a r t y  tend  t o  be ' l ike-minded, a t  l e a s t  i n  t h e i r  

educat iona l  a t t i t u d e s  and r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  behavi ours, was onacceptable. 
- - - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - --- - - 

The R I V A  t r u s t e e s  of Richmond i n  p a r t i c u l a r  i n s i s t  t h a t  they  a r e  .not a  

p a r t y  and on ly  come t o g e t h e r  a t  e l e c t i o n  t i m e  s i n c e  campaigning as a  
1 

, group 1s more e f f e c t i v e  and economic than runn ing as a t r u e  independent. 

They i n s i s t  t h a t  they  have .no u n i t e d  p l a t f o r m  nor  do they  vo te  as a  b locY 

on p o l i c y  issues. However, d e s p i t e  t h e i r  i n t e n t i o n s  t o  t h e  cont rary ,  

members of t h i s  so c a l l e d  "non-party" p a r t y  do have s i m i l a r  educat ional ,  

a t t i t u d e s  and t h i s  i s  a l s o  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e i r  performance as t r u s t e e s .  

Many o f  t h e  R I V A  and BVA t r u s t e e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  it was impor tan t  t o  them 

t h a t  they  be cons idered as, and a l lowed t o  f u n c t i o n  as, independents 

r a t h e r  than members o f  an organized pa r t y .  However, it was a l s o  
5 

mentioned .by 'some t h a t  t h i s  i s  becoming more d i f f i c u l t  due t o  t h e  

i n c r e a s i n g l y  p o l i t i c a l  na tu re  o f  t h e  board. This may i n  p a r t  be due t o  - 
t h e  increased i n t e r e s t  i n  c i v i c  e l e c t i o n s  by both p r o i i n c i a l  and fede ra l  

p a r t i e s  which a t  one t i m e  had l i t t l e  t o  gain from c i v i c  p o l i t i c s .  Now, 
i 

however, t h e  c i t y  and suburban votes have become y e r y  impor tan t  i n  



federa l  and p r o v i n c i a l  e l ec t i ons  and t he  l a rge r  p a r t i e s  are o f f e r i n g  . 

support, both p h y s i c a l l y  and f i n a n c i a l l y t o  m a n y c i v i c  pa r t i es .  A f t e r  

h i s  defeat  i n  t h e  November, 1980 c i v i c  e l ec t i ons  i n  Vancouver, incumbent 

-Mayor Jack Vo l r i ch  blamed the  New Democratic Par ty  f o r  h i s  defeat,' 

a t t r i b u t i n g  the e l ec ted  Mike Harcourt 's v i c t o r y  " t o  the very e f f e c t i v e  

operat  ions o f  the b i  g - c i t y  NDP machineM (Province, November 16*, 1980, 

4 pL p . 1 ) .  - 
- It would appear from the r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy t h a t  desp i t e  t h e  

d 

professed advantages o f  pa r t i san  c i v i c  e l e c t  ions p a r t  isansh ip  does n o t  

y e t  seem t o  e x i s t '  i n  a n y  meani ngFul way i n  t he  school board e l e c t  ions of 

these two d i s t r i c t s .  Although p a r t y  labe ls  are i n  ex is tence t h e y  do not, 

f o r  !%;naby a t  l eas t ,  seem t o  i n d i c a t e  re1 i able* d i f fe rences  between t h e  

p a r t i e s .  Although voters may rece ive b e t t e r  cues from the  p a r t y  l abe l s  

i n  Richmond these d i f fe rences  do not seem t o  have resu l t ed  i n  t r u e  

p o l i t i c a l  c i v i c  p a r t i e s  w i t h  operat ing plat forms. However, some degree 

o f  d i f f e r i n g  ideo log ies  does e x i s t  between the  two p a r t i e s  and th?s has 
1 

caused 'some apparent d i f fe rences  between the two groups. I n  t h i s  redard 

t h e  p a r t y  labe ls  may be of  Come b e n e f i t  t o  the Richmond vpters i n  

i den t  i f y j n g  the p a r t y  ho ld ing  a  compatible i deblogy. ~u r t he rmore ,  t hey  

can take some assurance from these f i nd ings  t h a t  the  Richmond t rus tees  
=- , 

a lso  tend t o  operate under t h e i r  respect ive ideo log ies a f t e r  the  campaign 

s igns have been taken down. Part isanship,  however, s t i l l  has roan t o  a 

grow i n  these suburban areas. 

e 

I J 
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Appendix A 

Quest i onnai r e  Par t  One 



A SURVEY OF EDUCATIONAL OPINIONS OF 
CANDIDATES FOR SCHOOL BOARD '"t. d&,- +%, 

'% 2 

A. Your Opinions i 

1. 'Wtfat do you t h i n k  are t h e  b igges t  problems w i t h  wbich schools i n  
you r  d i s t r i c t ,  as a whole, must deal  ? Rate t h e  ser iousness o f  
each o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  problems by c i r c l i n g  one number i n  t h e  
sca le  which f o l  lows each prob le i?  statement. B 

\ 
C ' .  r 

* Not a  oder rat el^ A Very 
Ser ious _ ,Mi  nor  Ser ious  Major  Ser ious 

Problems Problem' Prob l  em Prob l  em Problem Problem 
A. 

% 

1. P u p i l s '  l a c k  o f  1 2 3 4 5 
i n t e r e s t  

\ 

4 - b 

2. Crime/Vandal i s m  1 2 3 4 5 

3. -Lack o f  D i  s c i p l  i ne . 1 2 3 4 -3 5 

% 

4. Vse of Drugs 1 2 .  
J 

5. Lack o f  Proper 1 2 4 .  3 
3 

a - 5 
F i  nanci  a1 Support ,- 

1 
6. Poor Cur r i cu lum ' 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Lack o f  Proper 1 2 3 4 5 ' 
% F a c i l i t i e s  



1 " 

- 

t 

D 

, - Not a ' Moderate ly  a A Very 
Ser ious  Minor  Ser ious Major  S e r l  ous 

w Problems Problem Problem , Problem Prob l  em Problem 

8. Rac ia l  Problems 1 2 3 * ' 4  5 

9. ~ e a c h e r s '  Lack o f  1 2 3 4 5 
I n t e r e s t  - 

1 1 0 ,  Classes t o o  l a r g e  
, * .  

2 3 .  4 5 

, 11. Pareats ' Lack of 1 " 2 3 - 4 5 
I n t e r e s t  

3 &- 

12. Management o f  Funds/ 1 ' 
,- 

2 ' 3 4 5 
Programs 

9 

, 13. D i f f i c u l t y  o f  G e t t i n g  1 2 
-'L 

3 4 5 
Good Teachers 

I J 

4 

Poqr A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  1 2 3 4 5 
a t  D i s t r i c t  Level  

LOW ~ c i d e m i  c 1 2 3 4 
Standards - 

w 
I n  what ways a re  th'e sc 01s i n  our  d i s t r i &  as a whole, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  good? R a a t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f e a t u i s  of you r  d i s t r i c t ' s  
schools by c i r c l i n g  ong number i n  t h e  sca le  
statement o f  t h e  fea tu re .  dr *. 

- 
Very 

' Poor - - P O Q ~  Average. . Good - Features 4 
b" 

1. The ~ e a c h e r s  

2 The Cur r icu lum 

3. E x t r a - c u r r i c u l a r  
C A c t i v i t i e s  -, 



Very .. Very - ~ e d t u r e s  900r - - Poor Average ' Good - Good - 
4. School f a c i ?  i t i e s  1 2 3 r& 5 

. Student - Teacher 1 .  2 3 :4 5 
Re la t ion ,s j ips  , 

, , 
= .  

I 

10. Parenta l  ' I n t e r e s t /  1 
Par t  i c i  p a t  i on 

> 

11. Race R e l a t i o n s  1 

12.  he School p r i n c i p a l s  1- - 
\ 

3 .  What i s  impor tant  i n  improv ing t h e  q u a l i t y  of p u b l i c  school educat ion , ' 

o v e r a l l ?  Eva luate  each 'of t h e  f o l  l ow ing  suggest ions i n  improv ing t h e  
q u a l i t y  o f  p u b l i c  educat ion  o v e r a l l .  ~ i k l e  one number i n  t h e  sca le  ' 

whi ch f o l  1 ows each statement. 

Very Low Low Moderate H i  gh Very High 
' suggest i.on e Impor tance Importance Importance m or tance  u--- Importance 

1. Devote More Time ( 
t o  Teaching 
Bas ic  S k i l l s  1 .  

, . 2 3 4 5 

2. Emphasize Moral - 
Devel opment i n  I 

1 2 3 4 1 5  Students 
~ 7 



_ Very Low . ,Low ~ o d e r a f e  ~ i G h '  Very High 
Suggest ion4 Importance Import ance Importance Importance Import ance 

A 

- .. 

, - 3. Enforce S t r i c t e r  
2 - 4 4 " -  5 Discipl isne - . *  

?J - 
4. I n s t i t u t e  D i s t r i c t -  P 

. wide Examinat ions 1 ' 2 3 4 5 - 
"0. - -- 

5. Increase Amount o f  
1 Homework . * 2 .  . - q a  . 3  4 5 

1 J <& . 
6. Raise Teachers' . .  . . 

1 Salar ies  2 F 3 4 5 
C 

4: School consu1,tative committees c u r r e n t l y  serve i n  an adv isory  capac i t y  t o  
l o c a l  school s ta f f s  and p r i n c i p a l s  i n  some d i s t r i c t s .  Do you t h i nk  school 
consu l t a t i ve  committees should have more a u t h o r i t y  i n  determining.  
curr iculum, s ta f f s  and budgeting fo r  l o c a l  schools? (check Yes o r  No) 

Yes - 
4 

Determi na t ion  of cu r r i cu lum 
o f fe r inqs  i n  the school - 
Selec t ion  of t h g  school Is 
p r i  n6 i  pa l  

Se lec t ion  of  the school 's  teach ing ' 

s t a f f  
'5 

Budget al1,ocations w i t h i n  the - fa- - 
schoo'l - 
Evaluat ion o f  teachers - 



5. i f  t h e  'school board  was " fo rced"  t o  cut' sew t h i n g s  f rom t h e  budget, which 
+ o f  t h e  c u t s  would you favpu? o r  oppose? (check one) 

Favour Oppose 
t 

1 Reduce number of school counsel l o r s  
C 

I 2. Reduce t h e  number' o f  educat iona l  
I 

admi n i  s t r a t i  ve personnel I 

3. E l i m i n a t e  subs id i zed  educat iona l  
% leave f o r  teachers  \ 

r. 

r 

4. Reduce school mi ntenance 

5. Reduce s p e c i a l  se rv i ces  such as 
speech, reading,  and hear ing  
t-herapy 

I 

6. E l i m i n a t e  community educat ion  , 

programs 
- 3- 

7. D iscon t inue  summer school 'programs 

6 .  C u r r e n t l y  t h e  p r o v i n c i a l  government makes grants  t o  independent schools. 
Are you i n  favour  o f  o r  opposedxto p r o v i n c i a l  g.rants t o  independent 
school s? 

r & 
I n  Favour ' 

Opposed 

7. I n  you r  opin ion,  a re  sma l le r  c lasses impor tan t  i n  a f f e c t i n g  l e a r n i n g  
..outcomes w i t h  t h e  average s tudent?  

Yes 



8. As you look  on y o u r  own elementary o r  secondary education, i s  i t  y o u r  
impression t h a t  c h i l d r e n  today get  a. b e t t e r  o r  worse educat i6n  than you 

B e t t e r  .. - 

No D i f f e r e n c e  

9. A t  t h e  present  t ime,  i f  school o f f i c i a l s  s a i d  they  needed more 
educat iona l  programs and no p r o v i  n c i  a1 ass is tance was f o r t  hcom 
you f a v o v  o r  oppose r a i s i n g  1 ocal  taxes $0 get  . the money? 

Favour 

Oppose 

- 
money f o r  , 

ing ,  would 

10. Educat ion Scale. G i  ven below a r e  30 statements on educat iona l  ideas and 
problems about which we a-11 have b e l i e f s ,  op in ions  and a t t i t u d e s .  We a l l  
t h i n k  d i f f e r e n t l y  about such matters,  and t h i s  sca le  i s  an at tempt t o  l e t  
you express you r  be1 i e f s  and op in ions .  Respond t o  each o f  t h e  i tems as 
f 01 1 ows : 

Agree very s t r o n g l y  +3 

Agree s t r o n g l y  + 2 

Agree +1 

Disagree very s t r o n g l y  -3 

Disagree s t r o n g l y -  -2 

Disagree -1 

For example, if, you agaee very  s t r o n g l y  w i t h  a statement, you would w r i t e  
+3 on t h e  s h o r t  l i n e  preced ing t h e  statement, bu t  i f  you happen t o  
d isagree w i t h  it, you would p u t  -1 i n  f r o n t  o f  it. Respond t o  each 
statement as bes t  you can. Go r a p i d l y  but  c a r e f u l l y .  Do not  spend t o o  
much t i m e  on, any one statement, t r y  t o  respond and then go on. 

J 

C'. - 1. - Learn ing  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a process o f  i n c r e a s i n g  one's s t o r e  o f  
i n f o r m a t i  on about t h e  var ious  f i e 1  ds o f  knowledge. 



2. The c u r r i c u l u m  c o n s i s t s  o f  sub jec t  ma t te r  t o  be lea rned  and % ; - .  

s k i  11s t o  be acquired. 

- 3.  The l e a r n i n g  o f  p roper  H v i t u d e s  i s  o f t e n  more impor tant  
than  t h e  l e a r n i n g  of subJect mat ter .  

- 4. It i s  more impor tan t  t h a t  t h e  ch i f< lea rn  how t o  approach 
and s o l v e  problems than  it i s  f o r  h ~ m  t o  master t h e  s u b j e c t  
m a t t e r  o f  t h e  c u r r i c u l u m  

5. The t r u e  vieQ o f  educat ion  i s  a r r ' a n g i ~ g  * lea rn ing  so t h a t  
t h e  c h i l d  g r a d u a l l y  b u i l d s  up a  storehvbuse o f  knowledge 
t h a t  he can use i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  

6. What i s  needed i n  t h e  modern classroom i s  a  r e v i v a l  o f  t h e  
a u t h o r i t y  o f  t h e  teacher. 

7. Teachers should keep [in mind t h a t  p u p i l s  have t o  be made t o  
work. . C 

8. Schools o f  today are  n e g l e c t i n g  t h e  t h r e e  R's. 

9. Standards o f  work should not  be t h e  same f o r  a l l  p u p i l s ;  
they  shouLd vary w i t h  t h e  p u p i l .  

. m w 

10. The goals o f  educat ion  should be d i c t a t e d  by c h i l d r e n ' s  
i n t e r e s t s  and needs, as we1 1  as by t h e  demands o f  soc ie ty .  

- 11. Each sub jec t  and a c t i v i t y  should be aimed a t  deve lop ing a  
p a r t i c u l a r  p a r t  o f  t h e  c h i l d ' s  makeup: p h y s i c a l ,  
i n t e l l e c t u a l  , s o c i a l ,  moral o r  s p i r i t u a l .  

,/ 
12. R igh t  f rom t h e  very f i r s t  grade, teachers must teach t h e  

c h i l d  a t  h i s  own l e v e l  and n o t  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  t h e  grade he 
+ i s  i n .  

13. Teachers need t o  be guided i n  what they  are  t o  teach. No 
i n d i v i d u a l  teacher  can be p e r m i t t e d  t o  do as he'wishes, 
e s p e c i a l l y  when i t comes t o  teach ing  c h i l d r e n .  

14. Learn ing exper iences organized around l i f e  exper iences 
r a t h e r  than  around sub jec ts  i s  d e s i r a b l e  i n  our  schools. 

15. We shou ld  f i t  t h e  c u r r i c y l u m  t o  t h e  c h i l d  and no t  t h e  c h i l d  
t o  t h e  cur r icu lum.  



16. Sub jec ts  t h a t  sharpen t h e  mind, l i k e  mathematics and 
. f o r e i g n  languages, need g r e a t e r  emphasis i n  t h e  p u b l i c  

school cu rri c u l  um. - 
17. Since l i f e  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  

emphasize compe t i t i on  and s p i r i t .  
\ 

, 18. The h e a l t h y  i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  p i rp i l s  one w i t h  ans ther  i s  j u s t  
as impor tan t  i n  school as t h e  l e a r n i n g  o f  s u b j e c t  mat ter .  

- 19. The o r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n  and l e a r n i n g  must be 
centered on u n i v e r s a l  ideas and t r u t h s  i f  educat ion  i s  t o  
be more than pass ing fads and fancies.  

20. The c u r r i c u l u m  should con ta in  an o r d e r l y  arrangement o f  
s u b j e c t s  t h a t  represent  t h e  best  of our c u l t u r a l  

' her i t age .  
* 
.$ 

21. True d i  s c i  p l  i ne s p r i  ngs f rom i n t e r e s t  , m o t i  v a t i  on, and 
involvement i n  l i v e  problems. 

22. Emoti onal development and s o c i a l  development a re  as % 

impor tan t  in t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  p u p i l  progress as academic - 
achievement . 

23. Educat ion  and educat iona l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  must be sources o f  
new s o c i a l  ideas. 

24. C h i l d r e n  should be taugh t  t h a t  a l l  problems should be 
sub jec tea  t o  c r i t i c a l  and o b j e c t i v e  sc ru t i ny :  i n c l u d i n g  
re1 i g i  ous , mora 1  , economic, and soc i  a1 p r o b l  ems. 

7- 
- 25. One o f  t h e  b i g  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i t h  modern schools i s  t h a t  

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

26. Teachers should encourage p u p i l s  t o  s tudy and c r i t i c i z e  
our  own and o the r  economic systems and p r a c t i c e s .  

-. 27. C h i l d r e n  need and should have more superv i s ion  and 
d i s c i p l i n e  than they  u s u a l l y  get. 

28. Schools should teach c h i l d r e n  dependence on h igher  moral 
values. 



29. The p u b l i c  school should take  an a c t i v e  p a r t  i n  
s t i m u l a t i n g  s o c i a l  change. D 

30. Lea rn ing  i s  exper imenta l ;  t h e  c h i l d  shou ld  be taught  t o  
a t e s t  a1 t e r n a t  i ves be fo re  accept i ng any o f  them. 

- 



B. ABOUT YOURSELF 

1. Your age 

2. Sex . i 
3. Educat ion (check which l e v e l  completed) 

E l  ementary school 

Some secondary school - 
Secondary school graduate 

Techn ica l ,  t r a d e  o r  a 

Business .school  

Some u n i v e r s i t y  I 
Uni v e r s i  t y  graduate . = 

,Post -graduate degree 

4. Your occupat ion  

5 ,  C i v i c  P a r t y  (Please l i s t ) :  

6. P r o v i n c i a l  P a r t y  you normal l y  suppor t :  

* L i b e r a l  

New Democrat ic 

~ r o g r e s s i  ve 
Conservat i  ve 

4 
S o c i a l  C r e d i t  

Other  
(Please 1 i s t )  

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME. 

STEPHEN HANSEN, 

Graduate Student 



Appendix B 

Q u e s t i  onnai r e  P a r t  Two 



SECTION I 

Three d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n s ,  t y p i c a l  o f  those which face school boards, 

are descr ibed below. Consider each s i t u a t i o n  c a r e f  u.1 l y  and t h e n  respond 

t o  t h e  f o u r  quest ions  which f o l l o w  i t .  Please t ry  t o  answer as you t h i n k  

you would behave i n  your  r o l e  as a  school board member. 

Your board has decided t o  rev iew. t h e  method o f  s tuden t  r e p o r t i n g  

c u r r e n t l y  used ' i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i t  in tends  t o  cons ider  

t h e  format o f  t h e  r e p o r t  card and t h e  k inds  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  i nc luded .  ' 

I n  o rde r  t o \  o b t a i h  t h e  necessary i n f o r m a t i o n  on which t o  base your 

dec is ion ,  you may wish t o  consu l t  w i t h  one o r  more groups. 

a )  Which of t h e  groups l i s t e d  below do you b e l i e v e  i s  t h e  s i n g l e  most 
4 , impor tant  group t o  c o n s u l t  on a  dec is ion  o f  t h i s  k i n d ?  Place a  

"1" on t h e  l i n e  be fo re  e  s i n g l e  most impor tan t  group. 

t " 

- 
7 

parent  groups (e.g., school c o n s u l t a t  i v e  committees ) 

. - i nd'i y i d u a l  parents  whom you know 

- t h e  super in tendent  and h i s  s t a f f  

- s p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  groups and o t h e r  - communi t y  o rgan iza t i ons  

- l o c a l  p r i n c i p a l s  ' associ a t  i o n  
i ndi  v ~ i d u a l  p r i  n c i  p a l  s  whom you know 

t -  

- l o c a l  teachers  a s s o c i a t i o n  
n 

\: - ,  
i n d i v i d u a l  teachers whom you know 

- students  

- o t h e r  (Please speci f i y )  



b )  Which of ' t he  

decision of 

other groups do you believe 

t h i s  kind? Place an " X "  on 

should be consulted on a 

the  l i n e  before each of 

the other groups you believe should be consulted. You may 

indica te  more than one. 

c )  'As a 

parent groups (e.g., school consult a t  ive commi t t e e s )  k 

iqdividual parents whom you know / 

t he  superintendent and his  s t a f f  + 

spec i f ic  in t e res t  groups and other community organizations 

local principal s ' associ a t  ion 

individual pr inc ipa ls .  whom you know 

local teachers ' associLat ion 

individual teachers whom you know 

students 

other  (please specify)  
I > 

school board member, you have been elected t o  represent a 

constituency, t o  make decisions on i t s  behalf. I f ,  on t h i s  issue,  

the recommendations of your const i tuents  Yf fe red  f ran  those of 

the superintendent and his  s t a f f ,  whose recanmendat ions would have 

more weight on your f ina l  decision? Place an " X "  on the  

appropri a te  l i  ne. f 

- the  recommendat ions of my const i tuents  
- the recommendations of . ,  my superintendent and h i s  s t a f f  

d )  I f ,  a f t e r  considering the available information, your personal - 

judqment differed from the recommendat ions made by your 

' cons t i tuents ,  how would you vote a t  the school board meeting? 

Place an " X u  on the appropriate l i n e r  

- accordi n q  t o  the recommendat ions of my const i tuents  

- according to  my personal j u d g m e n t .  



2. The provisional annual budget for the dis t r ic t  i s  being prepared. 

I t  appears t h a t  i t  will exceed last  year Is by 15% t o  20%, which will 

mean a considerable increase in school taxes. 

* 
In order t o  obtain the necessary information on which t o  base your 

decision, you may wish t o  consult with one or more groups. 

a )  Which of the groups listed below do you believe i s  the single most 

import'ant group t o  consult on a decision of th is  kind? Place a 
-l 

"1" on th'e line before the singl'e rmst important group. 

f 
- parent groups (e.g., who01 ,J consult a t  ive committees) 

- individual parents whom you know 

- the superintendent and his staff  

7 - specific interest groups and other community organizations ' 

- local principals associ a t  ion 
- individual principals whom you know 
6 - local teachers ' association 

i dividual teachers whom you know 

students Y 
- ather (please specify) 



b )  . W h i ~ h  o f  t he  o the r  groups do you b e l i e v e  should be copsu l ted  on a  
d e c i s i o n  o f  t h i s  k i n d ?  Place an ' X "  on t h e  l i n e  b e f o r e  each o f  

t h e  o the r  .groups you b e l i e v e  should be consu l ted .  You may 

- i n d i 3 e  more- than one. 
-+. 1. 

- paren t  groups ( e  .q., s ~ h o o l  consu l t  a t  i v e  conimi r ttwd 
- i n d i v i d u a l  parents  whom you knsw 

r - t h e  super in tendent  and h i s -  s t a f f  3 

- s p e c i p c  i n t e r e s t  groups and o ther  cmmuni  t y  o rgan iza t  i o n s  

- l o c a f  p r i  n c i  p a l s  ' associ  i a t  i o n  
- i n d i v i d u a l  p r i n c i p a l s  whom you know -2- 
- l o c a l  teachers ' associ  a t  i o n  

- i n d i v i d u a l  teachers  whom you know 
# - students  

- o t h e r  ' (p lease s p e c i f y )  

c )  As a  school board member, you have been e l e c t e d  t o  rep resen t  a  

~ ~ s i t u e n c y ,  t o  make ns on i t s  b e h a l f .  If, on t h i s  issue,  

t h e  recommendat ions  cons t i  t u e n t s  d i f f e r e d  f rom those o f  

t h e  super in tendent  and h i s  s t a f f ,  whose recommendat i ons  woul d  have 

more weight  on your f i 'na l  d e c i s i o n ?  Place an " X u  on t h e  

approp r ia te  1  i ne .  ' 

- t h e  recornmendat ions  o f  my c o n s t i t u e n t s  
- the recommendat ions  o f  my super intendent  and h i s  s t  af f 

If, a f t e r  cons ide r ing  t h e  a v a i l  ab le  i n fo rmat ion ,  your personal  
judgment d i f f e r e d  f r w n  t h e  recommendations made by your 

c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  how would you vo te  a t  t h e  school board meeting? 

Place an " X u  on t h e  approp r ia te  l i n e .  

- accord ing t o  t h e  &commendat ions o f  my c o n s t i t u e n t s  
- according t o  my personal judqment . . 



A t  a recent h igh school dance, several  students were i n t o x i c a t e d  and 
a l t o h o l  was f6unNon the  premises. The school board has deci ded t o  
formula te  a p o l i c y  on t he  use o f  drugs and a lcoko l  du r ing  
school -sponsored a c t i  v i  ti es . 
I n  order t o  ob ta in  'the necwsary  in fo rmat ion  - on which t o  base 'your 

dec%ion, yow'may wish t o  consu l t  w i t h  one or more groups. 7 
u' 

Which o f  the  groups l i s t e d  below do you be l i eve  i s  t he  s i n g l e  most 
t 

important .  group t o  consu l t  on. a dec is ion o f  t h i  B' k ind?  Place a " 

"1" on the l i n e  before the  s i n g l e  most- important  group. 

- parent groups (e.g., school c o n r l t a t i  ve comnittees) 

- i n d i v i d u a l  parents whom you know 

- t h e  superintendent and h i s  s t a f f  

- s p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  groups and other community organizat ions 
1 

- l o c a l  p r i n c i p a l s '  assoc ia t ion  B Y 

6- 

i n d i v i d u a l  p r i n c i p a l s  whom you knoy , 

- 1 ocal teachers ' assoc ia t ion  

- i n d i v i d u a l  teachers whom you know 

- students 

- other  (p lease speci f y  ) 
e 

Which o f  the  o ther  groups do you be l ieve  should be consul ted on a 
d 

. dec's ion o f  t h i s  k ind?  Place an " X u  on t he  l i n e  before each o f  1 
t h 4  o ther  groups you be l ieve  should be consulted. You maj 

i n d i c a t e  more than one. 

- parent groups (e.g., school consu l t a t i ve  committees) 

- i n d i v i d u a l  parents whom you know 

- the superintendent and h i s  s t a f f  

- speci f i c i n t e r e s t  groups and other  cornmuni ty organizat ions 

- l o c a l  p r j n c i p a l s '  assoc ia t ion  

- i n d i v i d u a l  p r i n c i p a l s  whom you know 
- 1 ocal  teachers ' assoc ia t ion  

- i ndi  v i  dual teachers 'whom you know 

- students 

-. o ther  (p lease spec i f y  ) 



I .  
110 
'. 

c)  As a school board member, yoti have been e-lected t o  pepresent a  

consituency, t o  make decis ions on i t s  &ha l f .  I f ,  o n T t h i s  issue, 

t he  recommendations o f  your cons t i tuen ts  d i f f e r e d  f rom t p - a P  

t h e  super i  ntendent and h i s  s t a f f  , whose reconmendati on$ would have 

more weiqh.t on your f i n a l  dec is ion?  , Place an " X "  on t he  * 

appropr ia te  1  i de. '3 5 \.> P 
f'k 

P 
/' % 

, + -" - t h e  recommendat i ons o f  my cons t i tuen ts  
't 

- the recommendations . . o f  my ;uperi1ntendent -$ - and h i s  s t a f f  - 

d d  - ~ f ,  a f t e r  cons ider ing 'the ava i l ab le  in fo rmat ion ,  your personal , 

- 
..judgment d i f f e r e d  from the rkomnendat ions made by your 4 

f cons t i tuen ts ,  how would you vote a t  the school boar m e t i n g ?  , % 

Place an "Xu,  on t he  appropr ia te  1  ine. b 
< 

7 . - v 

- according t o  the  recomriiendations o f  my c d t i t u e n t s  
, - according t o  my personal judgment 

SECTION I 1  ~ 

- 1 
For each o f  the  statenteats which fo l low,  please i n d i c a t e  how s t rong l y  you 

agree or disagree w i t h  i t  by c i  r c l  i ng the  appropr ia te  number. - 

4. I n  my school d i s t r i c t  t he  community's needs are being met. 

- % 1 2 3 4 . 5  6 
s t r o n g l y * a g r e e  , s t r ong l y  d i  sagr "% 



5. I n  qy school d i s t r i c t  t h e  p u b l i c  h i npu t  i n t o  t he  - 

decision-making process. 
9 

1 2 3 4 5  6 
s t r o n g l y  agree s t r ong l y  disagree 

6. I n  gy school+ d i s t r i c t  t he  r ions of the superintendent and 

h i s  s t a f f  are i n  accordance w i t h  community needs. 

1 2 3 4 5 6  
- s t r ong l y  agree .- s t r o n g l y  d i ~ a g r e e  

L 

7. I n  my school d i s t r i c t  t he  recommendations .of the teachers assoc ia t idns 

are i n  accordance w l  t h .  cormunity needs. & 4 

Irr 6 1 . 2  3 4 
i 

s t rong l y  agree s t r o n g l y  disagree 

SECTION I 1 1  

A 

8. As a school board member ,. you f r e q u e n t l y  a t tend  meetings o f  comnuni t y  . 
* 

and s p e c i f i c  i n t e r e s t  groups. On the  l i n e  before each group l i s t e d  

.below, .please w r i t e  the number of meetings of t h a t  group y& have 

attended s ince  January 1, 1981.' k> 

- comnuni t y / n e i  ghbourhood counci 1 s 

- parent consu l t a t i ve  committees, home and school groups, ' etc.  

- educat i  o i a l  committee o f  a po l  i t i  ca l  p a r t y  _ >- 

- ratepayer associ a t i  ons 

- teacher assoc ia t ions 

- 1 ocal labour  counci 1s 
1: - ad hoc c o r n i t t e e s  on s p e c i f i c  issues 

i others ( p l  ease speci f y  ) 



9. How many of t he  meetings spec i f f ed  i n  quest ion 8 d i d  you a t t end .w i t h  
0 

t h e  express purpose o f  f i n d i n g  out the opinions o f  t h a t  group p n  

speci f i c educat i onal i ssues? 

- comnuni t y / n e i  ghbourhood counci 1 s 
I 

- parent co r i su l t a t i  ve committees, home and school groups, etc.  

- educat iona l  committee o f  g pol  i t i  ca l  p a r t y  

- ratepayer associ  a t i  ons 
7 teache*r assoc ia t ions  - 
- 1 ocal 1 abour counci 1 s 

- ad hoc committees on s p e c i f i c  issues 

- others (p l  ease speci f y  ) 



Appendix C 
- 

I n t roduc tory  L e t t e r k P a r t  One 



d 
* 

Re: Research Study on Educat ional  Opinions 
o f  S-chool Board Candidates 

I am w r i t i n g  t o  ask f o r  your assistance i n  a  research study. 

A t  t he  present time, I am a graduate student i n  the  Facu l t y  o f  
Education a t  Simon Fraser Un i ve rs i t y .  The study, which seeks t o  gather 
i n f o rma t i on  on the educat ional  opin ions o f  past  and present school board 
candidates, i s  p a r t  df the  requirements f o r  my Master 's  degree. 

Your involvement i n  t h i s  study w i  11 r e q u i r e  approximately twenty 
minutes o f  t ime t o  complete a  quest ionnai re  t h a t  asks f o r  your opin ions on 
var ious  educat ional  matters p lus  c e r t a i n  background in fo rmat ion  on 
you rse l f .  

A1 1  in fo rmat ion  given dl 1 be anonymous and w i  11 comment on ly  on 
d i f f e rences  i n  op in ion t h a t  e x i s t  o r  do not e x i s t  between the  p a r t i e s  
invo lved  i n  present and past  school board e lec t ions:  No i n@ v idua l  
r e s u l t s  w i  11 be reported.  A sumrndry o f  the study w i  11 be sent t o  you when 
t h e  resu1t.s have been tabu1 ated. 

'r 

I would apprec ia te  i t  i f  you would complete the  attached 
quest ionnai re  a t  your e a r l  i e s t  convenience and r e t u r n  it i n  t he  stamped 
envelope provided. I have a lso  enclosed a stamped postcard which i s  t o  be 
mai led separately.  T h i s w i 1 1 i n f o r m m e t h a t y o u r q u e s t i o n n ~ ; l " r e h a s  been , 

retu rned  wh i l e  p reserv ing  i t s  anonymity. 

I f  you have any quest ions or  concerns about the  study, please contact  
me dur ing  the  day a t  594-7588 o r  i n  the  evening a t  271-7267. 

Thankyou f o r  your p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

Stephen Hansen 
. Graduate Student 



Appendix D 
P 

b 

I n t r oduc to r y  L e t t e r  Pa r t  Two 
0. 

. 



A p r i l  8, 1981 .. 

Dear Trustee, - 

You may have p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t he  study o f  t he  educat ional  opin ions o f  
Lower Mainland school board members which we conducted l a s t  December. 
~ l t h o u ~ h  the data ana lys is  has not  been completed, the p re l im ina ry  
f i nd ings  are i n t e r e s t i n g .  We wod d l i k e  t o  thank you again f o r  your 
coopesat i on. 

4 

We are 'now ready t o  begin the  second phase o f  the 
concerned w i t h  school board decision-making and s t y l e s  
two important  a@ects o f  educat ional  Gvernance. We the re fo re  are asking 
once again f o r  your cooperat ion i n  complet ing a b r i e f  quest ionnai re  on the  
above top ics .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  study should p rov ide  re l evan t  and 
i n fo rma t i ve  feedback t o  school t r us tees  and t o  others invo lved  i n  
educat iona l  governance. 

I n  order t o  f a c i l i t a t e  co l  o f  th'e completed quest ionnaires,  we 
have decided t o  d e l i v e r  and p i ck  up t he  quest ionnai res  i n  person. We w i l l  
be te lephoning you w i t h i n  the  next two weeks t o  arrange a t ime convenient 

*, 
f o r  you. 3 We w i  11 be ab le  t o  answer any questions you may have about t h e  
study at  t h a t  t ime. 5 

, Your c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  the  study i s  g r e a t l y  appreciated. We look 
forward t o  meeting w i t h  you l a t e r  t h i s  month- 

Stephen Hansen 
M.A. Candidate " 

Adm in i s t r a t i ve  Leadership Program 
: & 
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