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ABSTRACT

This study was decigned to fac' iate the constructicr and
application of a framework pertinent -: the descriptior . e ntre)
exerted by boards of educati~p. Based upon the relationship - o* ..o
control and decision making, the development of the framewo-k f
on three facets, namely, what is controlled, what type of cort: 1.
exerted, and what lgigl of control is exerted. A model was cons:ructed

to provide for the description cf each of these facets. This model in-

volved control dimensions consisting of Setting Standards and dbjectives,

Monitoring, and Taking Corrective Action; decision levels consisting

~f r'”1’cy-0r1ented,'~Rout1'ne Administrative, and Residual decisions;

anc .cerational areas consisting of Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel,

S:hdol—Comnunity Relations, Curriculum and Instruction, Finanre and
Business Management, School Plant, School Board Business and Genera)
Tasks. |

The application of the framework involved the analysis of de-
cisions made by school boards in British Columbia. Twenty-five boards
wére selected by means of a random sample stratified on the basis of
dchool District Size and Local Fiscal Effort. Of this sample, 2]boards
participated inbthe study. The minutes of the reqular meetings of
these boards‘for the.périod January to December 1975 were analyzed.

Two considerations were invo]v;d in *he application of the
framework. First, control was described in terms of the relative

decision emphasis placed by boards on each component of the control

framework. This pertained to a score calculated on the basis of

percentage of total school board decisicns. Second, re1ativefdecision
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emphases “hr these categories were examined in terms of efr relation-

ships to school board contextual variables.

From the major findings, it was concluded that School Finance
and Business Management and Staff Personﬁe? tended to be the most
heavily emphasv;ed.of the operational areas 1in school board decisions,
while boards tended to devote minimal attention to Curriculum and
[r~truction, board deci<ion emphases were predominantly oriented tcward
Routine-Level Monitoring activities; school boards did not tend to be
markedly involved ir. Residual or trivial decisions. 'From the inQes—
tigation of possible ;e1ationsh1ps bétween contextual variables and
control, i1t was concluded that the type and level of control and the
relationship of these to contextual variables varied according o
operational area; thc tenden of boards to make more decisions
appeared to be accompanied by greater relative decision emphasis c-
Residual-Level decisions and less on Policy-Level decisions; areater
Local Fiscal Effort of a district seemed to facilitate greater 2
involvement of boards in School-Community ﬁeiations decisicrs; greater
Local FiscaTl Effort and greater District Size seemed to be accompanied
by greater emphasis by boards on Curriculum and Instruction decisions.

Recommendations pertained to the productive utiliza%?on’of
time and efforf by boards in their decision-making, the need for
greater emphasis by boards on Curriculum and Instruction, the freedom
of boards to make decisions concerning commun%ty interests, and the
need for boards to avoid preoccupation with guanfitx rather than‘
quality in policy-level decisions. Finally, recommendations were
made concerning the replicability of the study, and implications for

further research utilizing and improving this framework were discussed.

vi
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

The idea of control as a major function jn the management
process has been givén consideration among the scfentific management
theorists. For example, some of the earliest writers to describe the
control -process and related principles were Robinson (1925), Urwick '
(1928), and Fayol (1949). These writers idgntifigd'contro1 as a
. fundamental of businessvmanagement, and emphasized the importance of
the concept to the organizatioﬁ as -a whole. Graicunas utilized
iaeas originated‘by'Sir Tan Hamilton in describing the principle of
"span of control," pertaining to the optimum number o% subordinates
that a superiqr Sh0u1d have directly reporting to him (Urwick,,1§é4)._

The subject of control in organizations has since been
investigated in a variety of organizationq1 contexts.and from é
vafiety of perspectives. d;e of the First empirical stUdieé of
control was that-which was cOnductéd_by Holden, Fish and Smith
in 1941, in which contro] practiées in thirty one 1ead1ng American
corporations were iﬁvestiéated. Since‘that time, studies have
concerned such points 6f emphasis as’ control practicgs\in organiza;
tions (VfTIErs, 1964; Deming, 1968); tﬁe effecf of strategies of
‘control upon organizational structﬁre (Chi1d, 1972) and upon

organizational behavior (Child, 1973);'thé effect of control dis--

tribution on organizational effectiveness (Bachman, Smith and



Slesinger, 1969) and the "synergistic" nature of control in organizazg
tions (Tannenbaum, 1968).

“In edutation, studies have investigated the relation of con-
trol ;tructure to dimensions of organiaatibna]‘climate (Otto and
Velman, 1967), and to ‘the wi]Tingness of teachers to adopt trusting
attitudes (Be1a§co, 1972). A recent study by Belasco, Milstein and
Zacearine (1976) has suggested a revision of Tannenbaum's “expanding
pie".hypothesis in the light of intervening.variab]es based upon a
subordinate participation cycle.

Several writers have indicated that the concept of contro1
remains problematic. Dauten, Gammill sand Robinson (]958 42), for
example, have observed that control has long been cons1dered to -,

. be "one of the least understood areas of management activity.'

Jerome (1961 42) stated that “the word control has the serious .
ahortcoming ofvhaving different'meanings in differentlcontexts.”

More recently, Reeves and WOodward (1970:38) have pointed'out how,

in the ]1terature related to organ1zat1ona1 behav1or, “there is
ambwgu1ty in the use of the word control. “ F1na1]y, Eilon (1971: 14)
found it surpr1s1ng how ]oose]y the term is emp]oyed in the management
'11terature ‘ _ |

" Prominent authorities on schoo] boards in the Canad1an con-
tek% have addressed the issue of control in terms of control distribu-
.t1pn among levels in the educat1ona1 system. They have emphasized
_the political ramifications which th1s enta1ls (Hodgson, 1968;.
Langlois,. 1974; Cistone, 1975; Bargen,v1976). Little attention has

been .given to defining the elements of control exercised at what.



I\ehlefr and _=nnings referred to as specific "policy levels" in the
organization (1974:12). There remains a need for a framework for
descriptions as to types of controls exercised, the indjvidua]s or
- Tevels which exercise them-and the levels of decision at which they
are exercised. Three control elements "setting standards and
objectives," "monitoring" and "taﬁing corrective action" are given
prominence in management theory. Lu;hans (1973:259) noted that
contrpl is sometimes mistakenly equated with oniy one of these
e]ementg. .One might therefore question the reliability of studies

which are based on the assumption that the concept of control has

similar connotations for different groups and individuals.

The above-mentioned elements, together with a categorization

of decisions according to level of importance, and an examination of
operational areas controlled,.provide a basis from which to define
and describe control in education in more precise terms than general

discussions of "who controls what" have to date provided.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

-~

The central purbose of this study was to develop and apply a
framework for the description of the control exerted by'boards of

education.

— "SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

: Significance for Theory

Anthony (1965:1) has suggested'that;'J"TO‘be useful, material

dealing with any broad subjects needs to be organized within a



framework of topics and subtopics.” This stbdy has re]evanéé to theory
in that.it approaches fhe concept of control from the perspective of
such a framework. It represencé an attempt to mave away from the
treatment of organizational comtrol in research as a gen@ra] "uni-
dimensiona]" phenomenon. It provides a means by which to determine
how certain facets of control might receive greater prominence
than others at specific levels in an organization and how certain
contextual variables might influence this. The major significance
of this study for the researcher is summarized in this comment by
Anthony (1965:3):
[f a proper framework exists, together with generally
agreed upon definitions and concepts for the main
topics, (the researcher) could present new ideas

“relating to specific subtopics without all this
repetition or likelihood of misinterpretation.

Significance for Practice

Grieder, Pierce and Jordan (1969:121) have noted fhat the o~
"quality ofeduéationa] service in any given commgnity is largely
dependent upon the quality of its board of education." The impc*‘=vce’
of the school board control function iﬁ this respect has been Gbserved"
by mbst authorities on this subject. This study has relevance for
practiée in that it provides a basis for the description of school

oard control and therefore helps to fulfill the need indicated by
‘Langlois (1974:29) for a clear definition of local control.

Description of . the tyée bf']evel bf contro1_exerted for_éach

‘ operétiona] area in education might be regarded as an ;ndicator of the

effectiveness of a local education system. Strong and Smith (1968:7)

pointed out that eachdimension of control is impoétant and if one is

/,»
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overlooked, control is apt to be 1ack1hg within the system. In-terms
of level of control, if emphasis on policy decisions can be regarded

as an indicator of school board effectivenéss (Iannacone, 1970;‘Bargen;
1976), then identification of operational areas and control dimensions

in thch school boards are potentially more effectiye may be made.
DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

1. Ziegler and Jennings (1974:12) noted:

Because there are so many policy levels, the
first task confronting anyone who plans to study
educational governments is the establishment of
limits to the investigation. It is obvious that
some levels of decision-making will Have to be
eliminated from the investigatior.

This study has focused upon decisions mace at the school
district level, "that level at which most of z1e decisions with
- immediate and practical effects on the‘dua1ity 2f thz educatiaonal
programs of public schools are made" (Ziegler anc Jenriﬁgs; T974:
12).

2. The investigation has been'limited to pudlic school
boards in the Province of Britiéﬁ Columbia.

3. The study‘has been based on the analysis of minutes~of
regular school board meétings for a period of one fiscal year
(1975). School district data pertaining to enrollment figures and

financial consideratibns have also been utilized as they appear-in

the Public Schools Annual Report for that year.

- R
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LIMITATIUNS OF THE STUDY

1. School board minutes might vary between‘boards in terms
of the accufacy with which they have been recorded. .

2. Despite the establishment of criteria for categdrization,
thé}e_remains an element of arbitrariness in the placing of certain
decisions'in categogies.

Four techniques were employed-in an effort to offset these
two limitations:
| a. categories were pretested on a sample of school

board minutes;
b. reports which accompany some decisions were
procured qnd analyzed;
c. "expert" opinion with regard to doubtful c;tegoriza-
“tion was solicited; |
d... further information was ‘sought from trustees and
chairmen where necessary. .

3.. This study has presented evidencé of inputs of cohmunity

groups, individqaﬁs and agehcies oﬁ]y aS it appears in school board *°

minutes.. Other evidence of such inputs has not been provided.
OVERVIEW OF THE DISSERTATION

This chapter has involved é description of the context" k
within which the study has been devé]oped.. It has contained
the area of investigation, the purpose of the,investjgation and the
parameters within which it has been conducted. The deve]dpment of a

framework for the description of control in school systems is odtTined, '

-



in some detail in Chapter II, together with the theoretica] and
operational definitions of major concepts, and a statement of specific
problems for investigation. Further theoretical and empirical-litera-
ture central to the major concepts of the study ic rev1ewed in

Chapter III:

Chapter IV contains a descr1pt1on of the research proceduyes
wh1ch have been employed in this study and 1nc1udes a definition of
the population, definitions of contextua] variables, a descr1pt1on
of the methodo]ogy emp]oyed in data tollection, and a descr1pt1on of
how the ‘data has been organ1zed |

Chapters v through VIII perta1n to the ana]ys1s of the content
data. Chapters V, VI and VII concern school beard decision emphasis
On operational areas, control d1mens1ons and decision ]eve]s respec—
tively, wh11e Chapter VIII comb1nes these in a description of the
"control profile" of school boards.

Chabter IX examine: reTationships between some contextual
var1ab]es of school boards and the re]at1ve decision emphasis placed
by. schoo] boards on contro1 categories. w _ _ ,O’

F1nd1ngs are summarized in Chapter X, and conc]us1ons and

recommendat1ons relevant to them are discussed.



Chapter II
DEVELOPMENT OF THE FRAMEWORK
OVERVIEW

This chapter is devoted to the construction of a framework
relevant to the investigation of control. Toward this end, seyera]
concepts are drawn together and integrated; First, a variety of
theoretical definitions of control are presented and common character-
istics identified, second, ideas pertaining to dimensions of contr01
are examined and three dimenSions frequently mentioned in the
1iterature specified and described; third, .the importance of
.decisions in the investigation of control is discussed, decision
levels investigated with respect to- their treatment in the iiterature,
and criteria for differentidting betWeen decision levels are
examined; fourth, control dimensionsrend decision levels are_combined
into a basic framework for control description; fifth, the considera-
tion of what is contro]]ed,'namely, operational areas, ‘are added to
the framework, specific operational areas of relevance to educational
'administration are described and a basis for preparation of a

"control profile" are outlined Finally, definitions nf terms and

statements of research prob]ems derived from the framework are

presented.



THEORETiCALuDEFINITIONS OF CONTROL
| A\
Many definitions of control have been provided Since the
initiation of serious thought on‘the subject of control by the
classical theorists. Individual definitions tend to stress numerous

different orientations. Together, however,’they provide a broad per-

Spective from which an operational definition of control can be.

1»deve10ped. *

Henri Fayol (1949:107) defined control as follows:
In an undertaking, control consists in verifying
whether everything occurs in conformity with the
plan adopted, the instructions issued and principles
.established. It has for object to point out weak-
nesses and errors in order to rectify them and
prevent recurrence. It . operates on everything,
things, people, actions. :

The definition of control provided by Barnard (1938:223) involves the
relationship between executives and their personnel. It rests
heavily upon the idea of executive responsibility:

Control relates directly . . . to the work of the
organization as a whole rather than to the work of
executives as such. But so heavily dependent is the
success of cooperation upon the functioning of the.
executive organization that practically the control
is over executives for the most part. If the work of
~the organization is not successful . . . the conclusion
is that the management is wrong. o

Dimock (1945:217) more generally defined control as:
The analysis of present performance in the Tight
- of fixed goals and standards, in order to determine
the extent to which accomplishment measures up to
executive orders and expectations.
In a more recent discussion of control, Strong-and Smith (1968:2) also

emphasized the central role of the executive:
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Control is a function through which the executive is
able to identify change, discover its causes, and
provide decisive action in order to maintain a state
of equilibrium within the system for which he has
managerial responsibility and authority.

Koontz and 0'Donnell's (1964:537) definition refers to the performance
of subordinates. It concerns the measﬁfement and correction of the
pefformance of subordinates "in order to make sure that enterprise
objectives and the p]éns devised to attain them are accomp]ished.f
Simi]af]y, Litterer (1965:233) défined control in terms of "hatching
performance with necessa?y or reguired cohditions to obtain a pdrpose
or objective," and Etzioni (1965:650)vdescribed organizational
"control structure" as:

a distribution of means used by an organization to
elicit performances it needs and to check whether the
quantities and qualities of such performances are in
accord with organizational specifications.

Katz and Kahn (1966:219)developeatheirdefinition of control purely
on a "common sense” basis and emphasized the interpersonal context.
They noted:

Control involves the distinction between successful
influence attempts and those which are unsuccessful _
If one person has control over another in some manner,
his influence is sufficiently strong that the cycle of
desired behavior wil] be completed and any resistance
or counterinfluences will be overcome in the process.
This seems very close to the colloquial meaning of -

- control, which is that we can get things (or people)
to do what we wish and request. '

' The definition provided by Bedford (1974:512).is even more

comprehensive:’
Py
Managerial control is the process of directing a set
of persons, equipment and materials according to an
established plan of action toward a specified objective.
Essentially managerial control functions by comparing

achieved outcomes with desired outcomes and adjustin
operations so that the gap between the two is reduced.




In a more succinct definition of control, Tannenbaum (1968:5) stated:
We shall use the term in this way to refer to any process
in which a person or group of persons or organization
of persons determines, that is intentionally affects, the
behavior of another person, group or organization.

Under a systems approach, control has been defined as
a means of gaining qnality performance, for errors are
inevitable. 'This makes imperative a control system that
can detect changes in operating characteristics by
measuring at critical points, by continuously interpreting

conditions, and by planning for corrective actions
(Johnson, Kast and Rosenzweig, 1967:125).

Newman's systems perspective views con;ro1 as a function of the
systéh "which provides direction and conformance to the plan or, in
other words, the maintenance of vania;ions from systems objectives
within allowable limits" (1951:72).

’Though the concepts of "plénning" and "control" have been
treated as separate éonsiderations’(Mi11s, 1970’;severa1$;£horit1es
stréss the interré]atednéss of theéeftno functions. Work by White .
(1926:113) anq,research by Holden, Fish and Smith (]941) have
indicaten the c]osenesg of the p1anning—control relationship. More
recently, Devefe]] (1967) has discussed the processes of planning and
control énd,has nointed to their interdependency. AKast ;nd Rosenzweig
,(1970:466) gtd%ed that "control is inextricab1y‘intertwined,with |
p]anning“ while Koontz and 0'Donnell (1964;649) and‘Lufhans‘(1973:259)
commented in similar.fashion on this relationship.

In summary, theorists have emphasized the following points in

s :

their definitions of‘contro1:
- it is directed at accomplishing plans, objectives and

specifications;

11



- it pertains to the examination and checking of performance;
- it pertains to the whqle organization and rests heavily upon

executive orders and responsibilities; 2

12

it involves action in the form of readjustment where necessary.

¢se point: are further clarified in the section which follows.
CONTROL DIMENSIONS

From definitions of the concept of control, certain character-

tics e rge which are either common to each def1n1t1on or are men-"~
tioned frequent]y in definitions. Numerous_wr1ters on the subject of
control have discussed these eharacteristics in terms of speeific
dimensions of control. In translating Fayo]'s use of the term
“control," Rose (1934:28) concluded that to control any form of activity
requ1res three definite steps: m A dec1s1on on some objective to be
,\obta1ned within a definite time period; (2) the sett1ng up of a frame-
work of 1nformat1on from which it can be seen whether satisfactory |
progress towards thatobjective is maintaiped throughout that t1me
period; (3) the tak1ng of management action when it is seen that the

progress toward the obJect1ve is unsat1sfactory As ear]y as 1928,

Cornell refarred to the importance of performance standards, performance

evaluation and corrective action in his discussion of control.
'Ho]den; Fish and Smith (194]), in one of the first empirical
stud1es of control in organ1zat1ons, conducted a research study of the

management policies of thirty-one leading 1ndustr1a1 corporat1ons in

the Un1ted States They supported the categorization described by Rose

and Cornell. In fact numerous other sources in management theory since

_ that time have c1ted these three dimensions 1n varying forms Newman



(1951:4), for example, described the control process as:

Seeing that operating results conform as nearly as
possible to the plans. This involves the establishment

of standards, motivation of people to achieve these
standards, comparison of actual results against the
standard, and necessary corrective action when performance
deviates from the plan.

Luthans (1973:259) approached the division as follows:

Inherent in the definition of control are three basic
elements. First, control sets the standards and
objectives which serve as the guide for performance.
Second, control measures and evaluates performance
according to the standards and objectives. Third, control
takes corrective action in the form of a decision.

"Dalton and Lawrence (1971:13) noted that although control has come
to have specific meanings when applied individually to engineering,

sociology etc., there are common elements:

~ Control implies that (a) there is some standard or set
of standards, (b) that performance is compared against
the standard(s) on a continuous or frequency basis, and
(c) that corrective action is taken when there is a
deviation from the limits defined by the standard.
Similar categofizations have seen provided by Kazmier (1964), Koontz
and 0'Donnell (1964), Litterer '1965), Stréng and Smith (1968), Willms
(1968), Kast and RoSetheig (1970), and Miner (1971). These,
togethef with the foregoing exampies, provide a basis for the three-
fold classification of control dimensions along the following lines:
1. Setting Standards and Objectives;
2. Monitoring;
3. Taking Corrective Action.
There follows a brief examination of what each of these control

dimensions involves.
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" Setting Standards and Objectives

A primary consideration in organizational contro] lies in
the objectives and standards which are deVeloped. These provide
direction and purpose within the organizatidn ObJect1ves and
standards do, however:, carry separate connotat10ns and the 11terature
o control has not been consistent in its treatment of this differ-
ence. M1ner_(1971), for example, referred tosetting standards withbut
any reference to objectives while Rose (]934) discussed ijectives"
without any consideration of standards. Strong and Smith (1968) -
treeted objectives and standards as separate dimensions. They noted
that objectives should be both general and specifie, applicable
both to the organization as a~who]e and to the individue]s within ‘ .
it. In terms of the development of realistic standafds of performance,
Strong and Smith advocated‘the use of a systems approach to standard
sefting, i.e. exahining the externa]_system‘and the'organization
itself in relation to its env1ronment to determ1ne the effects of
the standards upon the internal system. Luthans (1973: 259) cons1dered
objectives and standards as one dimension, referring to the "objec-
‘tives and’standards phase" in his discussion of the contro] process.
In describing the importance'of standards in this repect, Luthans has
noted: . . - : | ' | . - o ;
- Obviously all the: conceptual Tevels of control are . S ;
important to the survival (purpose) of the organiza- ' .
tion, but the practical mechanics of control are
focused primarily on standards. - ,
Aecording to Luthans (1973:260), g bjeétives are clear, fﬁere is a
 two steﬁ procedure in setting star arc the decisfon as ﬁd what

performance level is required to atc-in o ‘ectives and the selection
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- of appropriate performance criteria.

Monitoring
This dimension of control has been referred to in various
ways in discussions of‘the'control process. A variety of terms have -
emerged: “measurement and evaluation" (Luthans, 1973); "comparing
v»re§u1te to the'standards” (Kazmier, 1964); "measurement of performance"
(Strong and Smith, 1968); "comparison of performance to standards"
(Da]ton‘and Lawrence, 1971); "measuring at critical .points" (Johnson,
Kast and Rosénaweig, 1967). Mi]]s'(1970) term fmonitorino",is‘con-'
sidered an approoriate description which ineorporates’the activities
implied in all of the above phrases. - v , |
The contro1 suggested oy this term might take the form of one

or more of several Etrategies It might involve manager1a1 acc0unt1ng
procedures, management by except1on (giving attent1on only to_those
'areas in wh1ch the attent1on of the manager is needed), or appraisal
by resu]ts (concentratmng on .ends rather than means and evaluating
individuals or units according to the results wh1ch have been
obta1ned) (Luthans, ?973) The monitoring activity is not a]ways,
however, a s1mp]e-matter Koontz and 0' Donne]l (1964 539) noted that
there are many activities in wh1ch the development of sound standards
is extremely d1ff1cn]t, makina measurement a]so d1ff1cu1t. This is
the case Qith 1ess technical types of activities where "not oniy may!
,_standards be- d1ff1cu1t to develop but appra1sa1 may a]so be exceed-
ingly hard" (Koontz and 0'Donnell, 1964'539) This 1atter point.
applies swgn1f1cant1y to educational organ1zat1ons where considerable

reliance 1s‘p1aced upon subJective considerations,..
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Taking Corrective Action

,Corrective decisions'represéntvthe means by which organiza-
tional activities are hea]{éned with the standards and ijectiveslof
the organization when it has been'detekmfned that,performanée has
deviated from those_stapdards and objectives. CorrectiQe activity .

can take a variety.of forms, as the following comments by Koonti

<

and 0'Donnell (19A4:539) illustrate:

The m: .zer may correct by redrawing his plans or
modify n: his goal. Or he may correct deviation

by exerc-zing his organizing function, through .
reassignma-t or clarification of duties.: He may-
correct, < .so, by additional staffing,. by better
selection and training of subordinates, or by

that ultimate of restaffing—firing. Or, again,

he may correct through better direction—fuller
explanation of the job or.stronger leadership.

M

In systems‘terms, Strong andemith‘(1968r16?T7) suggested'tﬁqt‘ .
when an onganizétion Qr.oﬁe of its e]émehts is ndtlopgratinngithin
estabifshed(standards, thé'mapaéémehf should Have a contingency.plan
"which wi]1.1ead‘to;tﬁe elimination of the exceséive variance fromv
standard by direéting_rgspurcesitéw;rdvthbse areas where perFormance 
~is inadequate."

DECISION LEVELS

Decisions as Controls

Control, according to Kast-and Rosenzweig (1970:470)3 js
. maintained by means of decisions which are madé as part of an ongoing
process. The "controller" was identified by Eilon (1971:135) as a

decision-maker, "since ‘it is thfdugh his decisions transmitted to the

.system fhat he can adjust {ts performance and steer it a]ong a
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desirable course." Jerome (1961:10) clarified the decision-control
[

relationship further. He stated:

An extremely close relationship exists between
decision making and a well thought out concept of
control . . .'. Consequently it is difficult to under-
stand -how so much can be written about decision
making ‘theory and relatively.so little about theories
relating to management control. Most decisions made
by executives either are or should be triggered' by
the firm's system of control. Put another way,
executive dec1s1ons are pr1mar1]y control decisions.

The above -mentioned relat1onsh1p has also been emphasized in -
theory and research in the context of educat1ona1 organizations.
Knezevich (1969) alluded to this>in noting that "the importance
‘vattached to dec1s1on making lies in 1arge part ifl its influence over '
subsequent behav1or in an organ1zat1on " In research relating to the
control structure of public schools, Otto and.Velmah'(1967:1SQ)
defined con - structure as,fthe organization for decision making."_

FromAthe foregofng comhents, it follows that the level of
i importance of a decision .is 1muortaht in determining‘the extent of

control exerted.. A categorizatiqh indicating the level of,importdnce
’hof decisions is therefore re]evant to the-stud} of contro]‘fn that it

'places the d1mens1ons of contro1 exerted in perspect1ve w1th respect
" to the1r 1mpact on the organization. In an address to an Alberta
School Trustees Association seminar in 1976, Bargeh’referred to this

point: v o

I present this design solely to illustrate and make
clear that policy decisions are basic decisions at
the highest Tevel of control within an organization.
Unless school trustees get involved and become
effective at this highest level, they really have
11tt1e control of the system. : :
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-Categorizing Decision Levels

Several authorities have developed frameworks for the discus-
sion of a categorization of decisions according to the criterion of
level of impbrtance. A classification of types of control proposed

by Anthony (1965) made a division along the 1ines of decision level.

He referred to Strategjc planning:

~the process of deciding on objectives of the
organization, on changes in these objectives,

on’ the resources used to obtalin these objectives,
and on the policies that are to govern the
acquisition, use, and dispositiion of these
resources. ' : ‘\

management .control : ' \

the process by which managers assure that resources
are obtained and used effectively and efficiently
in the accomplishment of the organi?ation's
objectives. ‘

and operational control: “the process of assuri g that specific

tasks are carried out effectively and efficiently," Peterson (.9f2)
adapted Anthony's categorization in a discussion qf. the governance'of
higher education in the United States, and identiﬁied three types:

policy decisions, managerijal decisions, and gpéraiing, or control,

decisions.
Barnard‘(1938f has suggésted that types of-deéisions change

in character as.one descends frdm major executive to non-executive

positions in the organization. A]png these lines Barnard’s descrip-

tion can also be outlined in terms of a threefold categorization:

1. Decisions at the upper ]imit; primarily relating to ends
to be pursued, and secondarily relating to means concerneq

with the development and protection of the organization;

18
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2. Decisions at the intermediate levels, where specific

kS technicéﬁ‘and economic problems of action become

prominent;

3. Decisions at the low levels, where decisions character-

istically relate tp technologically correct action.
Alderson (1959) described a categorization of decisions which con-
stitutes the substance of planning.  He referred to (a) strategic
decisions, which set the basic pattern of a plan; (b) program 4 N

decisions, which follow directly from the choice of strategy;

(c) policy decisions, designed to implement stratéQY; and (d)

requiation and control decisions, designed to ensure that the system

operates atéording to plan. Alderson's categorization, however,
appears to be more a sequential categorization. It does not'clearly

delineate betweﬁn categories in terms of level of importance.

evels

Katz a;f Kahn (1966:260) disfinguished‘between decision
. the following Tines: ’

(1) policy-making as the formulation of substantive
goals and objectives, (2) policy-making as the formu-
lation of procedures and devices for achieving goals
and evaluating performance, (3) routine administration,
or the application of existing policies to ongoing
operations, and (4) residual, ad hoc decisions
affecting organizational space without temporal
implications beyond: the immediate event.

Finally, Cunningham (1958), from an intensive study of the policy-
making behavior of one school board concluded that decisions Ean be
divided into three types according td the criteria of level of

. importance: policy decisions, which guide future decisions and are

referred to in subsequent actions and deliberations; administrative

- decisions, which reflect compliance with the law or an existing
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policy; and housekeeping decisions, an example of which might be a

'dec1510n to approve minutes of a meeting or to accept a committee
report (Campbell, Cunningham and McPhee, 1965:177-178). S1mi1ar1y,
Keen (1963) has described'a division of decisions_made by school
boards into Policy, Ministerial, Adjuditative and Miscellaneous
-categories.

Froﬁ the foregoing discussion, a threefold categorization of
decisions according to Tevel of importance can be identified:

1. policyv-oriented decisions;

2. Youtine administrative decisions;

3. residual decisions.

N

Differentiating Between Decision Levels

The  categories which have emerged from the foregoing disous:
~sion ‘esent,difficulties of differentiating in certain instances one
from the other. From the treatment which this issue has received in
the’]iterature, it aopears'that the dist%nction between policy-
oriented decisions and ‘administrative decﬁsions'is the most difficult.
Simon (1961'53) has noted that in none of the innumerable d1scuss1ons
of the top1c "have any c]ear cut cr1ter1a or marks of identjfication
been suggested that wouTd enable one to recognize a ‘policy question'
on s%ght or to distinguish’it from an 'administrative quest1on X
Since S1mon made this po1nt the problem has cont1nued to be a
central one, despite Deverell's (1967) comment that there is 11tt1e
'd1ff1cu1ty in identifying the 1mportant dec1s1ons in an organ1zat1on
Coleman (1973:2])1noted that "the problem for the administrator is

knowing exaét]y.when a decision ceases to be administrative, and



becomes a policy decision.” Seve. .i writers have discussed criteria
upon which this distinction might be made, and a brief discussion
‘of their comments is appropriate at this point. |
One basis put forward by Simon (1961:45) for the distinction
between policy questions and due;tions of administration is the
distinction between the "factual" and the "value" e]emenps which are
1nyo1ved in every decisioh.- The criteria suggested by Katz andeahn
(1966:262) for this distinction is based on the significance of a
decision for the organization as a whole. They stated:
The real distinction between po]icy-makfﬁg,and
-administration is not to be found in the formal
. separation of functions nor in the official titles
of positions, but in the significance of decisions
for organizational structure and functioning.
For Katz and Kahn (1966:259), a ¢  ination of three‘créteria "
facilitates the distinction: (a).the leye{ of Qenera]ity or abstrac-
tion of the decision; (b) the amount of internal'ofganizatibﬁal
space affected by the decision; and (c) the Tength of timé‘for
“which the decision will hold. f
Peterson (1972:212)suggestedcriteria similar-to the above

distinctions. He noted that decisions can be distinguished along

Four dimensions: (a) the time rangécwer'which they apply; (b) the

~ range of individuals or organizational units directly affected;z

-(c) their content; and (d) their meané—ends relationships. |
Dfucker (1954) described'four factors which can assist in deter;
mining the Tevel at which decisions should be .taken:

1. How 1ong'int6nthe future does the decision commit the

enterprise?
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2. What impact has theAdecision on other functions, on other

0

areas of work or on the busines< as a whole?

3. How many qualitative factors ester into the qécision
and determine its chéracter?

4. Does this type of decision eccu; periodically or is it a
fare, even unique occasion?

Finally, within the context of educational organizations,_Co]eman

suggested three bases upon which the policy-administration distihction

can be made:
the area of reference of the decision, the )
intrinsic nature or characteristics of the - .
decision, and the relation of the decision
to organizationa]‘purposes (1973:21-22).

Iﬁ;summary,'fouf useful criteria which are important in
'categprizing decfsions acéording to Tevel of imporfance emerge from
the Titerature. These are:

1. The degree to which value elements and qualitative factors

apbear in a décision;

2. The level of generality or abstraction implied by é

decision; “

3. The length of time a decision holds fok; and the future

implications it has for the organization; |

4. The range of individuals and organizational units affected

by a decision.
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- A FRAMEWORK FOR CONTROL DESCRIPTION

The next step in the deve]opﬁéﬁt of A framework involves the

‘ combination:of the decision levels and control dimensions which have
been dutlined above. Such a combination provides a’framework in which
thé type and Tevel of control may be described. It provides a frame

of reférence with which to investigate control at or between pg]icy
levels in education and it facilitates the examination of the re]atibn-
4Sh1p of~d1fférent variab]es.to control. ”This basic framework is

illustrated in the matrix in Figure I.

CONTROL DIMENSION

Setting Taking

Standards & . N Corrective
Objectives - Monitoring - Action

Policy
Formulation

DECISION

Routine
Administration

LEVEL

-

Residuatl
Decision

_ -Figure I
CONTROL DIMENSIQONS AND DECISION 'LEVELS

23



24

OPERATIONAL "AREAS

The framework as it.has been developed to tnis‘stage provides
a basis for the description of the type and extent of control exerted.
-One further area remains to be included in this framework based on

the idea that an important cons1derat1on in the study of contro] in
organ1zat1ons pertains to the focus of that contro]

Many writers on the concept of control haye,giVen'considerable
‘emphasis to financia] considerations. Rose (1934) approached.control
‘from business, trading and f1nanc1a1 v1ewpo1nts, Dent (1935) d1scussed
contro] from the perspect1ve of budgeting. This emphasis appears to
be a character1st1c ‘one amongst the pre 1950 wr1ters -on control
(Trund]e, 1931; Goetz, 1949) although E110n.(1971) in a recent dis-
cussion of management contro], suggested that the emphasis on f1nance
'1s still a prevalent one. He conmented "Contro] is often assoc1ated
' w1th financial. matters, with product1on and inventory, but more |
rarely with other managerial functions” (1971:14).

| in their 1941 study of organjzational cdntro], however, Holden, -
t Fish and Smith did take a broader viewpqint. They referred‘to cbntro]
over policies, control over organtzation, contrb] over key personnel,
control over wages and saiaries, control over costs, control over
methods and manpower, control over capital expenditures? and
control over research and development. 'Miner (1971), from.a more
general perspe%t1ve descr1bed contro1 over monetary resources,
control. over material resources and control over human resources.
‘Similarly, Brown (1972 178)referred‘h3a "soc1o techn1ca] mix" in .the

-control Structure of any organization based on the pr1nc1p1e that

| S, it A Skl ot
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basica]]y,:any organization will have both e technice] system (per-
taining to the layout of capita]yequipment)'and a work organization
(relating the people who carry out the tasks to one another).

Numerous categorizations of operational areas in educational
systems have been’suggested (Morphet, Johns and Re!ler{ 1967; Grieder, l
Pierce and JOrdon, 1969; Knezevich, 1969; Gorton, 1976) One of the
more recent and comprehensive is that provided by Gorton That |
writer referred to seven"task areas" in the administration of edueation.
‘These\are (a) Staff Personnel; (b) Pupil Personnel; (c) Community-
school Leadersh1p, (d) Curr1cu1ﬁm and Instruction;v(e) School Finance
" and Business Managemeht;,(f) School Plant; and (g) Genera1 Tasks
(Gorton, }976-43-44) A descr1pt1on of activities associated with

each of these tasks, as provxded by Gorton, is outlined below:

I. Staff Personnel

~A. Help formulate staff personne1’bo1icies.
B. h§ecruﬁt staff personnel; attract able‘people to‘the.
“school staff. o
C. SeTect and assign staff personnel.
D. Schedule'teacheFET'assignments. ;

E. Communicate the objectives of the school program to the

faculty.
f: Observe teachers in their c]assrooms.
G. Diagnose the strengths end weaknesses of teachers.
H; Help resolve the c]assroom—prob1ems of teachers.

I. Evaluate the performance of teachers

J. Improve the performance of teachers

e J
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III.

M.
N.

B e TR IERE Sah i 4 ot O U

Coordinate the work of teachers.

Stimulate and“provide opportunities for professional
growth of staff persoﬁne].

Maximize the different skills found in a facu]ty.

Deve]op espr1t de corps among teachers

Pup11 Personnel

Al
B.

I.

Provide guidance services.

Institute procedures for theidrientatiOn of pupils.

Establish school attendance policy and procedures.

Establish policy ahd procedures for dealing with pupil

';on&uct prob]ems. ' -

Estab11sh policy and procedures in regard to pup11 safety

o~

_1n the bu1ld1ng and on the school gr0unds
Devélop and coordjnate the extracurricular program.

.‘,Hand1e_3ﬁsciplinary cases.

Arrange systematic procedures’ for the tontinua] assessment
and reporting of pupil performance.

Confer with Juvenile court, police agencies, etc.

Community-School Leadership«

A,

o o w

Develop and administer policies and procedures fbr parent

and tbmmunity participation in the schools.

Confer with parents.

Handle parental édmp]aints.

Assfst PTA and other parent groups.

Represent the. school in participatidn‘in cqmmunity organiza-.

tions.

bt Sepms et | gL T g S s s sy -
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VI.
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Cooperate with other community agencies.
Make possible the continual reexamination of'§cceptable

plans-and policies for community improvement with particﬁ]ar

- reference to. the services which the schools are rendering.

Instruction and Curriculum Development

A.
B.

E.
F.

'Help formulate curriculum objectives.

Help determine curriculum content and organization.

Relate the desired, curriculum to available time, physical
facilities and personnel.

Provide materials, resources, and equipment for the

~1nstruct1ona] program

- Provide for the superv1sion of instruction.

Provide for in-service education of instructional personnel.

School Finance and Business Management

A.
B.
€.

D
E.
F

Rfepafe school budget at local school Tevel.
Provide for a system of internal accoUntihg.ﬁ
Adminisfér §choo]-purchasing.

Account for school monies.

Accounf for school property.

Keep the school office running smoothly.

School Plant | | e

.A;

Determpine the physical plant needs of the communify and the

: resources'which can‘be marshalled to meet these needs.

Deve]op a comprehensive plan for the order]y growth and
1mprovement of school p]ant facilities. ' )

Implement plans for the orderly growth and improvemeht of .
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~ school plant facilities.

Develop an efficient program of operation and maintenance
of the physical plant.

Supervise the custodial staff.

VII. General Tasks

A.
B,

Organize and conduct meetings or conferences.
Handle delicate interpersonal situations.

Direct the-work of administrative assistants.

.Publicize the work of the school.

Diagndse the strengths qnd weaknesses of the school
program. ’

Attend school. funct1ons, such as assemb11es, plays,
ath]et1c contests

Respond to correspondence.

érepare repofts for the district administration.
Attend principals' meetings.

Keep school records.

Schedule school programé.

A CONTROL PROFILE FOR SCHOOL BOARDS

‘Operational areas such as those out11ned by Gorton (1976) pro-

vide a third d1mens1on for the description of contro] at a specific

"policy 1eve1"'1n the educational system. The framework which .

resu]ts from the cons1derat1on of control dimensions, dec1s1on

levels and operat1ona] ~areas fac111tates the preparat1on of a "control

profile” along the lines illustrated ]n.F1gure II.
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OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS OF TERMS
USED IN THE STUDY
Concepts central to this study are defined operationally
below. These definitions combine theoretical ideas, which have been

discusséd, with examples derived from a p%]ot analysis of -school

boar. decisions. . , J

" Control. The procéss by which an individual or grBup makes deCisions
which set standards and objectives for, monitor, or correct *he

behavior of another individual or group.

Setting Standérds and Objectives. The éstab]ishTent of criteria for
performance and for results against, which éctué] performance and
results can be measuréq. This iﬁcTudes dec#sionﬁ which pertain to
thé settiné down of criteria of,quantity;'cost, fime-use,'or quality
in a given task area. Related decisions inc]udé'the establishment of
;6ntract terms, the setting of dates for prograﬁs,'the_éstablishmént

of levels of performanée,gtc.

Monitofing. The appraisal of berformanqe againsi previously estab-
 11shed standards and objectiVes, These‘deéisions represén; that

~ aspect of control through which a schbb]rboacd checks the activities

of individua]s/nnd operations under its jurisdictioh. ThiSICatégory

.includes thé examination and approval of'purchases, the s?tting Up of

committees ppfiﬁVestigate present practice, etc.

Taking Corrective Action. Thé application of measures to adjust

A pérfonnance'when it falls short of estab]ishedhgxandards and

30
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objectiveés. - This involves the intenf of bringing about improvements

in an area where things are perceived not to meétygiven standards.
Included under this category would be deCiSions to-analyze a 51tuat1;n :
with the spec1f1ed intention of correcting a problem. It might

involve, toward this end, the rescindment of ex1st1ng p011c1es or

decisions. ' - B

Decision Level. # cctegorization of decisions basegd upon their-

importance in terms >f their effect upOn the organization.

Policy-Oriented Decisions. Decisions which affect more than one

specific case'or instance and Secome general rules. The terdk"poiicy—
oriented" has been used to incorporate decisions suoh as those which
involve majorifihanciai'undertakings (capital budgets, borrowing on‘
security, architectural contracts, purchase po]icy,etc.),'and

contracts with bodies of employees through collective negotiations..

Routine Administration. The making of specific decisions in order to

'impiement existing policies. Such decisions are concerned with the

handling of specific, rather than general, issues and are based for

- the most part on guide]ines and specifications set out as a resuit of
policy-type decisions Inc]uded under this c1a551f1cation are
decisions 1nvo]v1ng ind1v1dua15 rather than gréups of personne]

“the purchase of indiVidua] items rather than the conSideration of
broader capital and operationai ‘expenditures. Such schoo] board
actiVities as the approval of hirings and re51gnations, the adoption
of committee reports, and the confirmation of the decisions of

committees are aiso "routine administrative dec1sions "
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Residual Decisions. Decisions which have no acknowledged implication

for thevfuture of‘the organization. The major consjderatidn‘in

placing decisions in the "residual" tategory involves the determination
t at‘fhey have little implication for the major concer f the schoo1
system. Such dec1s1ons as the nam1ng of ai schoo] or the reimbursement
of a teacher for a phone call relate to’specific cases. Even for these

specific instances, the decisions are of a fairly trivial nature.

Relative Decision Emphasis. That proportion_of total decisions which

appears under a specific‘éategorization. For the’pufboses of this
‘study, relative decision emphasis has been expressed as a score based
upon that pércentage of total school board decisions which has been
categorized under an operat1ona1 area, contro] d1mens1on or deqision

level

STATEMENT OF RESEARCH PROBLEMS

The problem of this research study was‘to develop and apply a
framework for the,description,of control exerted by boards of educa-
tion. The foregoing framework provides a means by which individual
componenfS-Qf control..in education can be examined and a "contro] N
profile" fqr school boardé developed. The‘f011ow1hg'prob]em stateé
ments were derived from the framéwork: R

Operational Areas

1. What has been the reldtive emphasis placed by school
boards on: ’
(a) Staff Personnel?
(b) Pupil Personnel? N B : -
(c) School-Community Relations? |
(d) Curriculum and Instruction?

(e) Finance and Business Management?



(f) School Plant?
e(g) School Board Business?
(h) General Tasks?

Control Dimensions

<:T> 2. (a) For all decisions, and (b) for each operational area:

33

to what extent did school boards make decisions relating to .

‘(a) Setting Standards and Objectives?
(b) Monitoring?
(c) Taking Corrective Action?

Decision Levels

3. (a) For.all decisions, and (b) for each operational area:
to what extent were school board deeisions
(a) Policy-Oriented?
(b) Routine-Administrative?
~(c) Residual?

.
Control Profi]e

4.4'(a) For all dec1s1ons, and (b) for each operat1ona1 area:

to what extent were school board decisions represented in
-

. each of the control categories prvtented,in the Contro]

‘Dimension-Decision Level model? Spec1f1ca]1y
(é) To what extent were standard-and- -objective dec1s1ons
of,a policy-oriented nature? ‘ ‘ o
kb) To what extent were standardrand -objective decisions
’ of a rout1ne administrative nature?
”(c),To.what\extent were standard-and-objective decisions
of a residu ) nature7" ’ |
(d) To what extent were mon1toring dec1s1ons of a
p011cy or1ented nature7 4 '
(e) To what extent were monjtoring'deéisions of a

Al
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routine-administrative nature?

(f) To what extent were monitoring decisions of a
residual nature?

(g) To what extent were cofrecting dec%sions of a
policy-oriented nature?

(h) To what extent were correcting decisions of a

; routine-administrative nature?

(i) To what extent were correcting decisions of a

residual nature? -

Contextual Variables

5. Nefe there any sigqificant relationships between schoo1-
béard contextual variables and the re]atfve decision
emphasis-whichoboards p]aced'dpon each operafiona] area?

6; (a) For.a11 decisions, and (b) for each operatidha] area;

| ‘were there any significant ré]ationéhipvaetween school
board contextual Vafiab]es and the relative decision
emphasis which boards pfaced’ubon each of the three
controf dimensions? | '

7. (a) For all decisions, and (b) for each operational area:
-Were there any significant re]atiohships between school

. board contextual variables and tﬁe relative déciéion
emphdsis whicﬁ boardsvp1aced upon gach 6f'the,thrée’
decision levels? |

8, (é) For ai1.decisfons,'and (b) for each operational area:
Were. there any signiffcant re]ationshibs between school
board confextua] variables and the relative deciéion

émphasis whicp boardé p]acéd upon each control category?
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SUMMARY

This chapter has descr1bed the development of a framework upon
wh1ch control at a specific po11cy level in education can be based
The framework has been‘developed around three central concepts:

(a) Dimensions of control; (b) levels of decision; and (c) operational
areas. | o .

(a) Three dimensions of control are given,prbminence-in .
theoretical definitions of'éontr01 and in 'discussions of the control
process. These may be idenfified as Setting Standands and ObjectiVes;
Monitoring, and Taking Corrective Action;

(b)‘Based on the idea tnat the making of decisions represents
the exercise of control, the level of a particuTar decision has
implications for the level of control exerted; Three decision levels
have been identified: Po]icy—Oriented Decisions, Routine Administra-
tive Decisions, and %esfdual Decisions. The combination of control
. dimensions and decision levels provides a framework upon which a
description of control can be made.

(c) An additional.criterion in control description refates to
what is controlled. Numerous categorizations of operational aneas in
education ex1st wh1ch prov1de a basis for investigation of contro] in
‘ aneducat1ona]system Thatwh1ch has been developed by Gorton (1976)
’is one of the more recent and comprehensive. ,This'categorization
refers to seven openationai areas: Staff Personnel, Pupil Personne]
Community-School Leadership, Curriculum and Instruct1on, Schaol

F1nance and Business Management School P]ant, and General Tasks

R
dy



The above concepts may be describeq in a three-dimensional

framework, and this framework may be utilized in investigating

specific problems relating t6 control at any policy level in educa-

tion.
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Chapter III
'REVIEN OF RELATED LITERATURE

OVERVIEW

In this chapter a more tomp{ete discussioh of concepts
related to the study is presented. Emphasis is placed upon the
applicability of these concepts to the functions of school boards.
An examination of related theory and’research is provided in
five sections pertaining to: (a) the descriptiohlpf/contro] d%mensions
Ias they ar. incorporated in models of the control ﬂrocess; (b) the
description of the general and specific control functions of school
boards; (c) the reiative degree to which decision levels are emphasi zed
in school board operations; (d) the emphasis placed by.sthoo] boards on
different operational-areas; and (e) considerations relating to school

:district contextual variables.
"CONTROL DIMENSIONS IN MODELS OF THE CONTROL PROCESS

Severa1 illustrations’ appear in the ]1terature discuss1ng the
‘nature of the three control dimensions, Sett1ng Standards and ObJec-
tives, Mon1tor1ng, and Tak1ng Correctlve -Action, within the context
of the control process as a whole. Four conceptua]1zat1ons of the
control process, each with a different perspect1ve, are desch1bed
: brief]y below. These- shed ]ight in different ways, on the role of

each dimension in the overall control process.
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Mundel's Cycle of Control
| ,Mundel (1967:162) described the control proceés,as a sequence.
of elements in a cycle and represented thisdiagrammatica11y as illus-
trated in Figure III. Implicit in this mode] are a.number of ideas
pertinent to the actfvitieé of standard-setting,'monitoring and
correcting. The standard and abjectives stage is deecribed by refer-
ence to "p]anned‘performanee,"'“p‘anned program" and "wanted goals."
In terms of monitoring actirities, Mundel specified the exam1nat1on
of performance, and ach1evement of program and goa]s——1mpl1ed here is
the compar1son of that wh1ch was planned to that which has been
achieved. The taking of corrective action .in this model ostensibly
/f'lnvo]ves the making of changes when the ach1eved performance programs
and goals do not match those which have been planned. The feedback
‘arrows which appear on the mon] 1/}a/trate examples of the directions
such corrective actjons may take. A noteworthy aspect of Munde]’s
Lmode1 is its focus upon one specific oontrol "lTevel" in the organ1za-

tion w1th interfaces to higher and lower 1eve1 contro]s

Strong and Smith: A Management Control Modei

A model of the control cyc1e.as described by Strong and—Smith
(1968:6) provides a more exp]icjt‘descriptiOn'of the place .of each
control dimension in the process than does Mundel's model described
above. The model as portrayed by Strong and Sm1th is 111ustrated in
F1gure IvV. ' »

For Strong and Smith, the control cycle beg1ns L.ith the state-

ment of obJect1ves and ends with their atta1nment From this it can
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be seen that the "mbnitoring" activity involves measurement through

a comparison between standards and performance and that corrective
action follows when deviation is detected as a result of that measure-

ment.

Mills: The Control System

Mills' (1970) ﬂBdel of the control process involves the des-
_cription of‘the dimensi&hs of control from a éystemsiperspective. It
considers inbut, proéess, output and environment factors in the orgahi-
zation as i]]ustrated_in Figure V. The three. control dimensions
" represent the "decision 1eve1?_jn.ﬁi1ls' ﬁode] apd thesé.are related
© to the "physical levels" by feedback processes. In this model,
mpnitqring activity concerns the gleaning of 1nformationif}om inputs
and processes in the system. whén'corrective action is taken, it
feeds back "into input, process and output stages. As with other
control models, targets (objectives and standards) eﬁerge as a central
link in the overall system

" In 111ustrat1ng the 1mportance of each contro] dimension in .~

the system, Mills described the case of a consu1tant employed by an

engineering company to help solve some of its problems and to e;tab]ish'

an effective System of management control. The consultant, in helping
the chief executive to understand his problems, portrayed the compény '
as an open system'on two 1eve1s;_é physical level and a decision level.

He explained how the chief executive's lack of
control stemmed from his failure to ensure that

~ he had the information to determine the long-
range and short-range targets and to monitor
performance, to know when corrective act1on was
called for (Mills, 1970:367).
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The Koppers Company Control Model

Jerome (1967:242) described the implementation, by the Koppers
Company IncOrpqratéd; of a. control model directed at solving problems
faced by top management in that company in the -years immediéte]y
following World War II. In this partiéu]ar case, a “control section“
was cfeated as a cure or that company's ills. This "control section"

was given four jobs to do:

(1) to determine and to agree on major company
programs in conjunction with both the staff and

the operating divigions; (2) to guide and to -
coordinate performance through organizational
planning or through clarifying policies and
procedures; (3) to appraise results, especially

in the sense of seeing that reported results
corresponded with projected programs; and

(4) to correct any unsatisfactory ¢onditions -
that arose by going to the source of the difficulty
.if necessary and cooperatively working out the
particular situation with those involved (Jerome,
1967:243).

: . Y .
In other words, the "control settion" performed functions normally

reserved for the responsible line executive—i.e. those of setting

1
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standards ahd_objecfivesé appraisinggand correcting. In this instance, -

the contfo]nseétion was successful. It operated for about twelve
years, then wés phaséd out as a resuTt of.organizationgl changes.
What emérged as distinctive in thfs prroach'was the Qay in which
top management, having idéntiffed a need for more effective control
in the organizafion, separated ‘the facets of control and gave them
prominénce by way of directing the energies of a specific group at
their attainment. ' o

In conclusfon, the four exémples which havé been'présented

briefly here reveal three points of significance for. the task of
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control description. . First, control comprises a number of dimensions;
seeond, each dimension is an integra] Part of the overall control
* process; and third, empha<‘s on each of these is necessary for the

maintenance of an effective system of control,
THE SCHOOL BOARD CONTROL FUNCTION

A considerable body of Titerature, both theoretical and
emp1r1ca1 has accumu?ated on topics related to the funct1ons of
school boards. Desp1te this volume of 1nformat1on, a close search
of the llterature for discussion of the contro] function of school
boards provides little ev1dence that this specific topic has rece1ved
much concentrated attent1on The major thrust of 11terature on
school board control has concerned the role of the school board in
the controversy over who controls. the schools. This seems to be

based upon a general, rather than a definitive, notion of contrd].

General Status

A Concerning the genera1 status of school boards, Campbe]]
Cunningham and McPhee (1965: 158) in the U.S. context stated that
"school boards are contr0111ng bodies, acting in the interests of the

local districts they'represent, and within statytory and constitutional

SRR by boundaries existing in the states in which the boards reside. ™" An&

2 cuss1on perta1n1ng to the school board control funct1on must take
B 1ts perspect1ve from those “statutory and constitutional boundaries."
“j'In thqg?anad1an setting, Enns (1963:5) has descr1bed the general frame-
e work for the control funct1on of school boards together with t+ha 11m1ts

“which ex1st to their author1ty



Permissive sections of the acts and sometimes

vagueness in wording or meaning necessitate the

exercise of board discretion. Thus, within the

Timits of its authority, the board is a local

government body which not only legislates but

also administers both its own regulations and

those of the department and the Tegislature.

Its own rules and regulations have the full

force of the Taw and must be considered valid

until challenged in the courts. :

Based on this constitutional context, the school board has a
"dual responsibitity," fifst, as a 1oca1‘represen;ative of the people
and local officials, and second, as an agent of the provihce with
delegated powers (Bargen, .1976). Iannacone’(1970:1).cohcurred with
this point. He Suggesied that the function of.thebschool board is
essentially to make decisions for the public and to engage in .the
various activities related to that task. In terms of its functions
as a government body, lannacone pointed out:'
~ Because it represents more than the particular
- school system, handling some of the powers of
the province, a board of trustees is, in effect
a part of the machinery of the state, a governmental

body with de facto sovereignty, by law, over the
system. . e

/
Also in terms of q génera] perspective on the functions of school .
‘boards, Co]eman_tonc]uded, from an exémination of the Titerature
available, that therevis a measure of agreeﬁent on ihe'iﬁportance
of (and general dimensions df) the'roie of the trustee. This
indicates that he is primarily.a‘po]icy-maker, represents the pub]ig,
and has Eroad-powers. Griffiths (1556:326), hbWever, regarded sucH
statements as an oversimp]ification.v He quoted evidence in research
which indicates that‘the board is not only an "establisher" of
policy, but is also involved with the "édministratidn" o} policy:

f
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The board . . . is 1nterested in the administration
of the policy and checks on it by asking the super-
intendent to make periodic reports. In this manner,. . -
the board exercises control over the adm1n1strat1on
of the school (1956:327).
Likewise, Grieder, Pierce and Jordan (1969'126) suggested that, ak*though
the board's function is .not to “adm1n1ster,“ an 1mportant facet of 1ts

/
role is to see to it that the schoo] system is adm1n1stered

Efforts have also been made by researchers to describe school
board control at this generai 1eve1 F1sher (1972), in a study of
local contro] of educat1on in Ind1ana, exam1ned school board control
in term§ of the,extent of local control exerted by boards. Fisher
conducted an ana]yéis of school board minutes of tiftgen school

districts and olassified dectsions according to three types of control:

(a) absolute or 1oca1'control; (b) discretionary control: and

(c) mandatory control. Fisher's .study produced the finding that \

' abso]ute contrdl was exerted 1n 52.3 percent of the decisions; dis-

cret1onary control was exerted in 26.9 percent of the decisions; and

mandatory control was exerted in 21.5 percent of the decisions.

McCafferey (1974) has prov1ded some insight 1nto the contro1 function
of school boards in a study 1nvo1v1ng a part1c1pant observation of a
school board in terms of its relat1onsh1p to 1tse]f the Tocal commun-
ity and the local school McCafferey noted that the board defines
itself as a dec1s1on -making body seeking local schoo] control and

| popular Support. He_summarized the board's perspective in the phrase~
”manéging popular control,? i.e. seeking the eontro]vof the schools

o

and support of the townspeople through a variety of activities which
, _ c- ' : ).
"manage". its affairs within a complex situation. .
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Specific ﬁuties and Powers

Knezevich (1969:215) outlined functions for school boards

based on‘thdse'considered important for boards of directors of any.

private or public agency:

1.

‘The establishment of general objectives, guals or missions
of the corporati_n

Determining 1ts major operating policies.

Determining the organizational structure 2
Selection of maJor executives for the organization.

The appraisal of performance of executives to whom respon-

‘sibilities ifgve been de@egateg and tngievaluation of how

T
v

well stated goals have been achie ; ¥ yf :

Y

This 1ist can be readily translated 1nto spec1f1t functipns for. school

7

boards )brphet Johns and Reller (1967 292-293) SUQgested that the '

fo]10w1ng are of outstanding 1mportance

1.

f which- the schoo]s are administered

The selection of a chief,administrator,vthevsdperintendent

of schools. =~ Sy

[

The establishment of p011c1es and procedures in accord w1th

- }'.‘

. The adoption of the budget and the enactment of prov1510ns

for the financ1ng of schools.

The acquisition and deve]opment'pf necessary property and
the prov151on of supp]ies : '

The appointment of necessary personne] to staff the varied

"serv1ces

The appraisa] of the work of the schoo]s and the adoptian

“\‘\‘,
&
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of plans for improvement and expansion.
By way of a more recent examination of functions, McKay (1975) studied
perceptions about the functions of 1oca1 schoo] boards. He solicited
information from 454 board chairmen and super1ntendents, 58 presidents

of super1ntendents associations, and 106 presidents of state associa-

tions of school boards. McKay’fdund that considered to be the most

important activities of school boards by all participants were:
(a) maintaining open communications with citizens about education;

(b} promoting 1eg1s1at1on for a more equ1tab1e financing of -education;,
iJ.

(c) developing terms for negotiations wnthﬁfaachers representat1ves,

(d) representing citizen concerns before the legislature. The way N
%
in which this 11st d1ffers from those above indicates how functions

vary in perceived importance according to issues which prevail at a

g1ven time.

it

Another way in which'school board duties and powers'have been

discussed ! the Titerature is by class1f1cat1on of various aspects

of educat1on 1nto "externa” and "1nterna" categories (Kandel 1933:

214). The Report of the Ontario Royal Commission on ‘Education (1950

- 180- -183) classified "externa" aspects as including: compu]sory

af!éndance, length of school year, character of bu11d1ngs and play-

.<

grounds medical 1nspect1on and health; size of classes; qua11f1cat1095. 'f

I

training, salaries and pens1ons of. teachers, and f1nanc1ng of the ,d

schoo] program It included ‘under "interna" such aspects as: ;: yffs‘l ?;%
curr1cu1a, courses of studyo methods of 1nstruct10n, textbooks, éj}iégilquTEQ
standards; and eva]uation~of student progress Phillips (1957 239) ? ?f o
also. referred to "externa" and "1nterna" aspects, noting that , lhﬁgsfj«q’f

>



A1l provincial authorities by the present century
controlled these "interna" of education and left to
the local authorities the ‘gement of "externa,"
such as the provision of . . facilities -and the
employment of teachers.

'Fina11y, an important classification of schoo]ﬁboard functions

concerns their mandatory and discretionary powers as specified in the
1 .

school act for each province. The former refers ta school board

powers which must, by law, be exercised while the latter refers to

power; which may be exercised or not as the school board wishes (Enns,

1963:54). Regardless of theory and perceptions as to control functions,

this division sets down the broad parameters within which 'school

boards exercise control/ The major mandatory and discretionary powers

as they are described /in.the British Columbia Public Schools Act are
/. | : .

presented -below: ..

Mandatony Powers. ‘School boards shall:

meet in January of eacﬁ year and once in every three
monthg;

- elect a chairman; ' -

- rétord mfnutes of board"meetingsi

- forward minutes fo thg Departmenf Qf’E&ﬁ;ation§

- appoint a secretéry treasurér;‘ -

- prepare, and'submftvto fhe Department,’annua1 financial
stétements of the EChool district; ' |

. ~'appoint an ;uditor fo audit accounts and transactions

S ; of}g&e’bqar‘d; . B

- compile an annual budget and submit to the Department;

- prdvide for school heaith services;

49
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provide first aid equipment for schools;

enforce The School Act regarding pupil attendance;

provide sﬁffi;ient accommodation for pupils;

authorize the assigﬁment of pupils t6 schéols;ﬂﬂ‘

éppoint properly qualified teaching personnel aﬁd

assign 9uties;

permit'trainee teachers access to classrooms;

allow teachers leave of absence for illness;

report teacher dismissal to the Depaftment;

report teacher failure to honour agreement;

select school siteg&;

arrange for school bui]dings; grounds and furnishings;.

be resbonsib]e for custodyvof.property;

carry insurance on property;

authorize acquisition of texts anaisuppliesf

Discretionary Powers. School boards may:

-borrow money to meet capital and operational expenditures;

prepare and adopt salary schedules; -
give notice to negotiate emp]oyment agreements;
provide tu1tion to persons over ,school age;
provide for summer 1nstru¢t§g§§

prohibit pupils over Iggquichoo1 age from further

attendance at pub11c school;

'enter into agreement with othef boards‘nesa,inter¢hange

o e T L L
of pupils; ; o ‘qgi?kqg?ﬁ’“>v

approve courses of study, texts, supplémentd;igbw ers ®
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and other instrictional maﬁeriai;

- acquire, or dispose of, land and improvements for school
purposes; |

- enter into agreement for conveyancé of pupifs;

- provide for dental treatment of pupils; o

- require teachers:to.undqrgo heg]th examinations;

- appoint teachers as principals or as supervisory
personnel; |

- transfer a teacher from one assignment to énother;

- suspend a teacher from performance of duties;

- grant 1eave$ of absence.
DECISION LEVELS IN SCHOOL BOARD OPERATION

In discussion re]étéd to deciéion levels as they pértain to
school board operation, cohs;derable attentioh has been focused upon '
.the.po1icy-making relevance of school boards. ‘Theyméjor point emerging
from related literature emphasizes policy-making és the most vital
function for school boards.. This has already been alluded to by
reference to lannacone (1970), Co]gman (1973) and Bargen (1976). In
addition, Knezevich (1969:217)pointedout that "Policy-making fs the
‘most impoftantlfunctiOn assigned to a governing board." With réspect
to the éontro% functidn, he added: "Through policies the board expfesséé
and maintains control." 'Re§earch by Stan]ey (1976) has indicated that |
planning in'ﬁrban Schoo] systems 1is poﬁsibl}.adversely affectéd;by :
insufficient knowledge about po]i&y-making.,{FUrther, pickfnson (1975)-

has commented in a paper préséntéﬂ;tb anuAmgric;nFConvqnpion of School

IV



Boards:

Written policies are the chief means by which the

'school board governs the schools; administrative

rules are one of the means by which the 5uper1ntendent

implements the board's policies.
Dickinson suggested thaton]y thrdugh effective policy making can
school boards respond to accusations that they are irrelevant, unres-
ponsive, provincial and obsolete. There is evidence, however, that
~this provision has not been met by school boards. McInnis (1962), in
a study of collegiate institute boards in Saskatchewan, found that
policies guided only a minor portion'in the systemsfstudied, while
written policies were non-existent. Research by Hastings (1966)

pointed ina similar direction. Using responses from superintendents

concernino the operation of Alberta school boards, Hastings -reported

that only 19 percent of Alberta school boards were considered primarily

policy making bodies who Teft the execution of'poTicies to their

superintendent (1966:64). Toward imp}ovement in this area, Wiles and

Conley (1974) argued that a training program for school board members

would improye their political and administrative skiils and thereby
increase the’poiicy-makingvrelevance of school boards"

\Severai research studies have been conducted to determine the
empha51s placed by- sch001 boards on. policy and on other dec1Sion
levels. Cunningham.(1958), in an‘inten51ve study of a school board
for an eight month period, found that out of a total of 187 deciSions,

16 were policy decisions 110 were administrative and 61 were house-

Maertz (1966) studied the kinds of’ dec151ons made by Alberta school 3

boards:. He found that ‘only slightly over 3 percent of all board

4! “In the Canadian context, usﬁng Cunningham's categorization,'

- 52
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decisions were policy decisions while 57 were administrative and

43 were housekeeping decisions (1966:120). Maertz concluded that’

“the policy making prerogative of school boards has not been exercised

as a viable method of fu]fi]]fng their responsibﬁ]ities" (1966:100).
Studies by Keen (1963) and Knightv(1970) have utilized a

' slightly different categorization of decisions to that described

above. These researchérs investigated the relative emphasis placed

by.school boards on bo]icy, ministerial, adjudicative, and mfsce]]an—
eous decisions. Keen (1963), by means of a content analysis of,Schcol
board minutes, studied the composition of decisfons for thirty-foun
'school,boards'in six operationaT areas of school admfnistration. He
found that 3.1 pencent_of all dccisions were of a Egligy_nature; 62.1
percent were édjudicative; 7.5 percent were ministéria]; and 27.2

J. percent were miscellaneous. Knight (1970) also conducted a content

.analys1s of school board minutes from a samp]e of th1rty school
'boards in Texas. Knight conc]uded from his study,that school boards
tended to deal too much wjth administrative matters and too 1ittlé4"
- with their legislative and-evaiuating functions. ‘

| Finally, Fisner,(]972), in a study of local control of educa-
tion in Indiana, ingestigatéd a.categorization of decisions classified

as sdbsidiaryrénd substantive, depénding upon the’éffect of each

decision upon the instructional program of the school d1str1ct stud1ed
Fisher found, from an ana]ys1s of dec1s1ons for foteen school -
districts, that approx1mate1y two- th1rds of the decisions made by
’ Ind1ana boards of educat1on were ubs1d1arx, whi]e approx1mate1y one- .

third of the dec1s1ons were of a substant1ve nature.
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OPERATIONAL AREAS AND SCHOOL BOARD DECISIONS

‘ Another 1mportant cons1derat1on in research re]ated to schoo]
boards has been the degree of emphasis placed by school boards on
d1fferent operational areas. Table I providés a general overview of
how several studies in this area have detgrmined the degree of

- importance placed bj‘schoo1 boards upon each operational area.

TABLE 1

OPERATIONAL AREAS AND SCHOOL BOARD DECISIONS:
SOME RESEARCH FINDINGS
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Business/Accounting - 1 , 1 - 1
Board of Education 3 1 2 ‘ s
Staff Personnel 2 3P 1 - | 1 :
“Instructional: Program
Buildings and Property 2 1 2
Pupil Personnel . . , - '
Community ’
D - Documentary analysis. 1 - Area most emphas1zed by
.;fP - Perceptua1 study. boards
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} Keén s/(1963) study of the compos1t1on of school board dec1s1ons

~for I]]1no1s schoo] boards partly concerned the re]ative emphas1s .

-

placed upon operat1qna1 areas.. Keen found that the operational area
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which accounted for the greatest number of decisions was "business
management and accounting" (32.8 percent of tota{ decisions);'while
only 2.4 percent of the tOte] decisions were made in the area of
"instrdctionél program.' Other percentages were: ‘pupil personnel,"
5.3 pefcent, "buildings and property," 11.9 percent;,"boand of ‘
education,“ 23.3 percent; and "staff personnel," 24.3 percent,

Maertz (1966) also investigated these operational areas in his

study of Alberta school boards. He reached conc}usions whicn were
qu%te simi]arvto thdse reached by Keen,ithough the emphasis placed .
byﬁschoo] boards on the afeas\"bUsiness and accounting" and “bui]dfngs
and'property" varied considerably between the two studies. Maertz
(1966) found that the percentage of totﬁ? decisions for each opera-
tiona] anee-was as fo]iows4' scnool board " 26 percent; "buildings,
property and ma1ntenance," 21 percent, "staff "9 percent - "business/
account1ng," 14 percent; "pup11 personne] "8 percent' 1nstruct1ona1
program;"‘z.s percent. A conc]us1on common to Keen's and Maertz S

" studies concerns the few dec1s1ons made in the area of "instructiona1'
program. " A reasonable explanation might be that.thfs is an area
commonly placedbby school boards under the controi»of the-sUpeninten— )
dent. A study by Garnettv(1973) adds'credence ta this 1atter point.

' In"this study, "curriculum,” "personne1 administration” and "pupil .
services" were ranked in that order by‘schoo1-boérd members as areas
in which superintendents shou]d nave decision-mekfng powers.

| A study a]so conducted in Alberta by Ha$t1ngs (1966)- produced
the finding, based on superantendent percept1ons, that 79 percent of

)
- the schoo] boards studied devoted a maJor port1on of their meet1ng t1me
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to financial and business matters while (in keeping with the findings
of other studies) only 2 percent were perceived to devote more time
to educational maters. Zahn (1969) also recorded that school boards
placed Tittle emphasis on educational matters in his analysis of
decisions from 41 urban school districts in Minnesota. Zahn's study -
reyealed heavy school board involvement 1n'personne1 matters and in
their own operational activities. Similarly, Fisher (1972) found
that boards in Indiana made the greatest number of dec1s1ons in the
categor1es of “staff personnel" and "board operat1ons” while findings
by Overfield (1970) and Howerton (1971) pointed to a greater_emphasis'
placed by school boards on "bui]dinns.and construction" and "finance"
respectively,' Howerton (19%1) based his study on the ana]ys1s of
documents of schoo] board meetings for a per1od of one fiscal’ year

He utilized a categorization of Operationa1 areas according to

curriculum, f1nance plant, - student concerns,: and m1sce11aneous

cr1ter1a

e I‘;”;s'

SCHOOL DISTRICT CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES

0f._the characteristics of individua] schoo1,districts,‘two
have been given prominence in theory and research pertaining to schoo]l
- ~board operation. These are (a) school district size, and (b) the

degree of “1oca1 fisca] effort" which school districts attain.

School District Size
Concerning thevoptimum size of school districts, Grieder,
Pierce and Jordan (1969'18) have noted that research s1nce the 1920 s

has suggested certa1n m1n1mums a]though there is 11tt1e Hata
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on maximums. They add:

Which figures one adopts depends on many factors:
-one's conception of and attitudes toward "bigness,"
the effect of lengthening the lines of communication,
the possible increase of impersonality in human
relations as a school becomes larger and larger, the.
effect of size in respect to.citizens' feelings about
belonging to a "community," and others. Many of
these factors are subjective, but they cannot be
"discounted merely on that ground.

Grieder, Pierce and Jordan pointed out that'experiencé and
ihvestjgatidn show "total enrollment of the district" to be one of
‘the most importaﬁ£ criteria in relation to-satisfactory district
organization. - o |

The variable "school district size" has. been studied in

. . . LT
relation to a variety of facets of schoo] board operation. Emphasis
has been given, for example, to the relationship of school district
size to: school board éttention to operational areas (Zahn, T969);
decision levels repfesented in schoo] board decisions (Maertz, 1966);
span of control in school systems (Brown, 1976); board member
participation'in policy execution (Overfield, 1970); the quality
(Soko]ow,‘1974) and style (Leffel, 1973) of planning in school
éystems;'the morale of administritive staff (Streshly, 1972); and
the extent of local control exerted by a school board (Fisher, 1972).
In each of the above studies, with the exception of thatlby Streshly
'(1972), school district size was identified according to thé crﬁtgrion
of pupil enro]Tmeht for the district. Several relevant point: pérti-
nent to the'school bpard control function emerge from these studies.
' .Concerning indications of a relationship between size and ;spectsvof

board operation, Keen (1963) has pointed out the difficulty in.
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asserting that a given reTationship is due to tre .ize of a school

.' \to make j&
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d1str1ct due to the existence of other factors which might be re-
spons1b1efbr.that re]at10nsh1p. In his study, however, Keen (1963)
did find a difference in the decfsion_patterns of the districts he

studied. He concluded that the difference a appears to be re]ated to

\ rhooi district size. Similar findings were noted..in several other

studies. In these instances also, Keen;s provision concerning the
attribution of causality to a relationship would appear appronriate.
Further to Keen's finding relating to decision patterns, Maertz (1966)
found that as a school system. increased in size of enrollment, school

boards became more active in formu]at1ng policy, a]though they tended

fivd
stud1ed Iocal control of educat1on 1n Indiana and found

F1sher‘
/

that the largest schoo] districts exercised the Targest degree of

"local control, and that the degree of local control decreased as the -

size of the district deereased. Concerning span of control, Brown

(1976) has concluded that organizational size is the variable which

most affects vertical span of control, i.e. that the number-of pupils

enro]]ed in a diStrict helped determine directly the number of
adm1n1strators and the number of sites which in. turn, strong]y
1nf1uence the length of the adm1n1stratfve hierarchy. In relation to

p]ann1ng, Sokolow (1974) has found that the quality of planning 1n

~ Delaware districts whwch were larger than the mean d1str1ct size for

the state was a little more than 20 percent better than the quality

of plann1ng in districts wh1ch were sma]]er than the mean district

s1ze. S1m11ae]y, Leffel (1923)‘f3 - that actual.planning styles were

Jecisions with respect t0'pup11-personne1 “In addition,.“

58
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associated with size of school district.

There have been a number of studies in which either no
relationship, or an 1nversevre]atfonship‘have been found to exist
between school district size and a particular variab]e. Perry (1970), '
for examp]e has anaTyzed task perceptions of school boardﬂmemuexs in
Arkansas and has found that no major d1fferences exist between per-
ceptions of trustees in large school districts and perceptions of
_trustees in small school districts with regard to the tasks of public‘
educaﬁion. In cohtrast to Maertz's (1966) findings referred‘to above,
Knight (1970) stud1ed relationships concerning school district size
and emphasis placed by boards on different decision categories. He
found that, as the size of school districts increased, the number o?
act1ons also 1ncreased, but the pencentage of actjons in the various A
'categorfes remained constant. With respect td embhasis plated'by
schoo] boards on business and administrative activity, 4,h" (1969),
in a study of formal meet1ngs of Min: =sota school boards, described
the teqﬂency'of large school d1stricts to exhibit less, rather than
more, involvement in that area. Similarly, Overfield (1970) has con-
cluded that there is-an inverse re]ationshtp-between the degree of

schoo] board members' part1c1pation in policy execution funct1ons and

~The s1ze of a school d1str1ct

Local Fiscal Effort

__Another important crite: "0 in relation to satiSfactory:
district organlzat1or 1as been identified by Gr1eder, Pierce and

Jordan‘(1969.19) as ab111 'y of school d1str1cts to raise m0ney

Ao

by taxation. This jsf1n turn a s1gn1ficant aspect of what Firman



(1965:117), Campbell, Cunningham and McPhee (1965:91) and Morphet,

Johns and Reller (1967:275) refer to as "fiscal independence."

According'tolfirmon (1965) the‘fundamenta] issue in discussing

"fiscal independence" lieé in "whether or rot educational palicy

) formulation can be separated from financial policy formulation."

That author has enumerated eight pointers which can be used in deter-

mining degree of fiscal 1ndependence of a schoo] system:

1.

Budget. The school board has the right to establish the
budget. . v o ~ .
Taxing power. The school board has the power to levy

taxes to fipance, in'part the proposed budget.

‘Adequacy of tax base There 1%;§nﬂadequate §Sf/base

within the school d1str}ct to rea11se funds when 1oca1
taxing author1ty is exerc1sed -
Tax ‘and indebtedness limits. Maximum legal limits on

tax rate and indebtedness are sufficiently flexible to

4
~raise the amount required for ‘'school support.
. Tax and indebtodvess leeway . Enougﬁstaxihg and inceoced-

. ness author1 Ty rnma1ns after sat1sfy1ng mandatory educa~

tional p jrams to permit the school board to go beyond

and toward enriched experiences

Account1ng The board ean keep 1ts'oﬁﬁ system of financial K

»

© regords, including coh;ro1eof auditing and reporting pro- '
cedures. '

. -Responsibility. The citizen can turn'to one - local

goverﬁmenta1,Authority-the school éoard-fdk appeal and’
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for responsibility determination.

’

8. Response to educational needs. Fiscal resources and .

powers are acceptable and fﬂexib]e:enough to permit the

N

~ school board to adjust to emerg1ng demands
The 1ncrease, in rﬁﬁent years, of educational fund1ng by higher 1evels ﬁI’J ;fp
of government has brought the issue of-"f1sca] independence" into 4 S
prominence. Much discussion and speculation has‘concerned the impacts ©
of school board decrease in ab111ty to generate funds Cpnant (1972),
for examp]e has suggested strongly that fullﬁstggg fyng1ng need not .
have any bearing upon a schoo]»board S prerogat1ve in the.area of o
-educational po]1cy—mak1ng Morphet Johns and Re]ler (196% ZZS) on-‘ |
the other hand, po1nted out that itis common1y he]d that "schooJ
d1str1cts shou]d be free to determine the1r f1sca1 needs and wpth1n

11m1ts, to cert1fy and obta1n the 1oca1 funds needed for ﬂhe1r opera—i ,*FQVE'
tion. Campbel], Cunningham’and McPhee (1965:91-92) destr1bed‘angdhents ;e _@ﬁ”
~on both sides’of_the debate. On the one hand, they discussed the |
belief that school districts should.be "independeht” orv"autondmous,“ L
that they should control budgets, and have taxing authothy,'thatv e
schoo] affairs should not become po11t1ca1 affa1rs” that the spec1a1
nature of schoo]1ng sets 1t apart from other governmenta] serv1ces,
and that the fundanental 1mportance of schools demands a sfructure | B
which p]aces educat1on close to the c1£§2ég§y On the other hand

there is- the argu t that educat1on shoaﬂd be prov1ded for under the

g

same governme tal: structure as. othen\services that fisca] controi« ‘ tw”‘h
'-should remain with the mun1c1pa11ty and that the separat1on of schoof
fiscal pol1cy from fﬂ@é%] pq11cy inﬂothEr areas leads to 053'- and’4 : o v



“the forego1ng po1nt Burch11] (1970), in an analysis of the financial

found that actua] planning styles were assoc1ated w1th tﬁé wea]tg OF

7 terms of attitudes toward these policies. As a result of h1s study, ' .
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inefficiency. whatever form th1s debate takes, a central factor

remains, as Campbel] Cunn1ngham and McPhee {]965'93) suggested:
One of the most- fuhdamental points upon which
~decisions about ‘independence or dependence
should turn is whether or not one structure
permits deMenstrab]y better schools than the
;other ’

Research to date has prov1ded relat1ve1y Tittle insight on

1

‘capac1ty of North Dakota school d1str1cts, found that there was a

d‘fference in the quality (as measured by accreditation levels) of TR

- the schoo] districts when these were compared accord1ng to the.

'wea1th of the school d1str1cts, and the effort expended by schoo]

districts to obtain educat1on Simt]ar]y, DeRuzzo (1972) used the.

.

term "Tocal f1sca1 effort"‘and identified this as a var1ab]e 1n the
pred1ct1on of local school district product1v1ty Leffe] (1973) g
,a..f“ L
a school d1str1ct and the amount of budget devoted to p]ann1ng bf'a ’ h w‘~v§%
school board. Finally, Martin (1970) has 1nvestzgated the status of |
-

f1sca1 1ndependence among school districts in North Caro11na,1n termsof —

_the 1ega1 foundat1ons upon which related policies are based and in

£

Mart1n recommended the enactment of mandatory leqislat1on prov1d1ng

a minimum 1eve1 of local support, or. the grant@hg of "f1sca1 1ndepen-

.,.,.,-/

dence" to 1oca]]y e]ected schoo] boards

{, "’A. .

4
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-‘\to powers enumerated in "The Schoo

" of the

. . SUMMARY

Th1s chapter has provided a descr1ptlon of 11terature per-
ta1n1ng to the central concepts of the study, in the light of the task.

of describing school bgard control. The review is summarized below:

'3

First, a brief description of four models of the control
process was conducted. From this is was concluded that each dimension

ontrol process is an integral part of the control system and

that fo effective control, each has 1mportant 1mp]1cat1ons

Second, an exam1nat1on af literature on the control funct1on

ool boards was undertaken to provide a perspect1ve on the

nera1 status and specific powers and duties\of school boards;

Specific reference was made to tbg’ adian context and, with.respect
@i, to British Columbia school

boards | ’ . N ‘

‘Third, research @mdmgs of re]evance to dec1s1on levels in
school board operat1on were presented. These 1nd1cat strongly that:
- po]1cy -making is a v1ta] function for schoo] boards,

- po]1cy-mak1ng is. underemphasized in-school poard operat1on

Fourth, research f1nd1ngs as they relate to schoo] board

o

emphasis on different operational areas were examined. These 1nd3cated

s

.- schoo] boards devote cons1derab1e attention to bus1ness and

accountlng, bui]dings and property, board cons1derat1ogs and staff

i h

" 4'3‘7/-&",,

perSonnE] 7 5 P ) B ) v R e .\:_,.v' - l: i
9 . . L

AL school boards deyote m1n1ma1 attgntion to pupﬁl personne1




¢
)

T, l

Fifth, two contextual variables given prominence -in literature

¢

" relating to schdo] boards were examined. Concerning "school district
size," research studies have found that 1arger districts evidence
greater board act1v1ty in formu]at1ng\pol1cy, greater exercise of
local contro], and better quality p]anning 'On the 6ther hand, boards

of smal]er districts have been found to part1c1pate more in policy

-

execution funct1onsand‘ﬂamakemoredec1s1ons in the area of business

—————

and administrative activity.

The issue of "fiscal independence" in the 1light of recent

AY

increases in 90vernmentq£%pding'was discussed. Though some research

e

findings were desckibe&ﬁ%ﬁf was concluded that more research is

3
v

needed in this area before any substantial conclusions can be drawn.

. o
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Chapter IV ﬁ§?

A

METHODOLOGY

DE?INITION OF‘POPULATION AND SELECTION OF SAMPLE

In terms. of the local adm1n1strat1on of education, the province
of British Columbia 1s divided into 75 school d1str1cts These
include comb1nat1ons of cities, villay -, d1str1ct mun1c1§31itfes,
consoi1dated schoo] districts, rural school districts and previously
unorgan1zed school d1str1cts (Munr]b, 1974\]08) The number of
trustees on the boards of these Jur1sd1ct10ns var1es from three to
n1ne For examp]e the Department of Education Annua1 Report for
1975 76 reports that, in thatﬁ?ear, two boards had three trustees,
18 had f1ve 36 had seven and 17 had nine.

In sglection of the sample for th1ésstudy, a11 75 schoo]

districts were ranked from 1argesttb smallest accord1ng to the o

cr1ter1on of tota] pup11 enrol1ment These..were ‘then grouped into

three s1ze categor1es. ‘The 75 d1str1cts were similarly ca}egor1zed

according t

nhe variable boca] f1sca1 effort A sample of 25 school

\boardsiw :ected by means of a str§t1f1ed rlhdom sampling prbcedure,

_a techn1que emp]oyed to control for internal va11d1ty and to 1nsure
) ,

that the sample conta1ned the same proportional distr1but1on on the ..'44

two variables School DistrictSize and Loca] Fisca] Effort as the

' population. 'These two var1ables are def1ned below. . = .~

S




Def1n1t1on of Contextual Variables

Local Fiscal Effort. The amount of funding generated locally

- was calculated and expressed as a percentage of the total revenue -

<
Aode)

r~: “ for each British Columbia school district. The eum of local district

a 3 taxat1on, p]us tu1t1on fees and miscellaneous revenue, including

., def1c1ts and surp]uses from the previous year, const1tuted local

’ :evenue The percentage arr1ved at as a resu]t of Nis exercise was
used as an;1nd1catdrvof the degree of "local fiscal effort" for a

school district. ' .

.n'Schoo1 District Size .The size of a school d1str1ct was

expressed as the September 30th 1975 pupil enro]]ment for that schoo]

district.

. Breakdown of the Sample

The breakdown of the samp]e accordlng to the above cr1ter1a
is 111ustrated in Table 2. Random se]ect1on based upon these f1gures
produced the fo110w1ng samp]e' |

A. -45. West Vancouver
41. Bprnab¥
B. 1. Fernie
~ 48. Howe Sound
"'85. Vancouver Isjand Nerth‘
60. Peace River North
. 8. Fort ‘Nelson
w{ 84. Vancoqver-IslandiWest S -

| - -66. Lake Cowichan
4 ’ ’ S o R

66



N
TABLE 2
BREAKDOWN OF THE STUDY SAMPLE
Population
, (School % of Total -
Type of District Districts) Population Sample
A. High L.F;E.*- High Enroliment 5 7 2 |
B High L.F.E. - Medium Enrollment 12 16 4
C. High L.F.E.:- Low Enro]jment ' 8 - 1N 3
D. Medium LA - High Enroliment ‘13 17 4
E. Medium L.?.E. -AMedium Enro]iment 7" L% 2
F. Medium L.F.E. - Low Enrol]m;n; 5 7 2
. Low L.F.E. - High Enroliment 7 9 "2
H. Low L.F.E. - Medium Enrollment 10 13 3
. 'Low‘L.F;E.»- Low Enroliment 8. -1 | 3
_ “Total . - ,;g- ;66% ' Eg
' . — %
*Loca]-Fiscgl,Effort E ;%%; I

e
]

67
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D. 62. Sooke ..
43. Coquitlam
71. Courtenay
24. -Kamloops
E. 30. South Cariboo
14. Southern Okanagan
F. 50. Queen Charlotte
32. Hope
6. 27. Cariboo-Chilcotin o
88. Terrace o | . B o v e
H. 19. Revelstoke | R .
| -54. Smithers ’ _
56. Nechako
I. 18. Golden T

;21. Armstrong-Spa]]umcheen -

13. Kettle Va]]ey

,f-‘.r y ;‘

Letters were forwarded to the school board chan*man in Qg%

0 Lhece d1str1cts exp]a1n1ng the nature of the study and requeiﬁ1ng

~acords ¢ regu]ar meetings of the school board for the calendar

197, A te]ephone call was also made to each chawrman to reinforce }
. the in1t1a] request and to prov1de any additional 1nformat1on whwch
'ﬁhéﬁt‘ﬁé ?quiéed: Egom the summary in Table 3, it can be seen that

pev]

e 84 percenf offthe schtiol ‘boards which were contacted part1c1pated

'L** in the_study ., e 2 5 ¢ _ - ' -
The geograph1ca1 1 cation of each,of the sch001 d15tr1cts in
the 1n1t1a1 stud)d sample is preéentg,d in Figur‘)l e 4 e -

- 1 5 . ? ' el 3 L R

w mL Ty
P2 4 .



~ TABLE 3
PARTICIPATION LEVEL OF BOARDS IN THE STUDY SAMPLE

- . - - R
Sample ‘ .- Boards . ) Responi!?,:: ,
Category Gontacted - N %
A l 2 2 100
B4 . 4 © 100
C | 3 - 2 66.
D I S 4 © 100
E . L 2 : - 100
&, - $2 2 100
° | 2 50
Q ) . b F )
%’ "‘-.., H 3 2 66
| I 3 2 66
Total o 25 21 . - ss.




~ . YUKON

81. FORT NELSON
50. QUEEN CHARLQTTE
88. TERRACE
54. SMITHERS
. 60, PEACE RIVER NORTH
56. NECHAKO
27. CARIBQO-CHILCOTIN
85. VANCOUVER ISLAND NORTH
84. VANCOUVER ISLAND WEST-
71, COURTENAY

.‘.—-‘l

|
|
|
| “66. LAKE CONICHAN
62. SOOKE
| 30. SOUTH CARIBOO
I ' 24, KAMLOOPS
| 21, ARMSTRONG-SPALLUMCHEEN
19, REVELSTOKE
18. GOLDEN
| 48. - HOWE SOUND
. 45. WES. VANCOUVER
| 41.  BURNABY
! 43.  COQUITLAM
\ 32, HOPE

\ 14,  SOUTHERN OKANAGAN
“\ 13. KETTLE VALLEY

" 1. FERNIE
. \‘. . -
PACIFIC. .~ e
OCEAN l\" Y .
jl:? 19 18\
30 28 2y 9 \
{ Ve :
s i
- 2o \
u.s.A :
_— FIGURE VI, .

. ~ DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL DISTRIC'I‘S!:%E STUDY SAMPLE

1%
. >
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RESEARCH PROCEDURES

!

Data Collection

The collection of data perta1n1ng to the research prob]ems
was conducted by means of a content analysis of the m1nutes of regu1ar
school board meetings for a per1od of one calendar year Ho]st1

(1968: 603)commentedthab~content analysis may prove usefyl "when data
)

iaccess1b111ty is a proE#bm and the 1nvest1gator s data are limited to

the messagea ‘produced by individuals. Restr1ct1ons of time or space.

often’ do not permit the social sc1ent1st to gain direct access to his

subject.” The present study involved the securing of information g

dec1s1ons from school boards, and the most read1]y access1b1e sourf;,;-'

of data on dec1s1ons as actua]]y made by school boards was the minutes
formally adopted and approved by the boards This 1n fact constitutes
the only off1c1al record of the actions of schoo] boards (Dav1dson,
1970: 127). The-ﬁ%de sample of school boards and the 1arge number of
mlnutes to be Qﬁiiyzed ru]ed out direct 1nvest1gat1on of school board
meet1ngs. It was also fe]t .that content ana]ys1s would prov1de a w1de
source of information from wh1ch to 1nvest1gate the .numerous "cells",

in the overa11 control prof11e of the school board.
9 ‘ : .»’ . : ‘ ..‘

Definition of Content Analysis

Content. ana]ysws has been. defined in seveE§£ ways. Stone

(1964), for example, has referred to content analysis as “any pro-

cedure for assess1ng the relative extent to wh1ch specified references,

att1tudes or themes permeate a given message or document." From a

3 -~

rev1ew of the d1st1ngu1sh1ng characterﬂst1cs ‘of content ana]ys1s,

»

71
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Berelson (1954:489) provided the ‘following definition: V"Content
analysis is a research technique -for the objective, s}stematic and
quantitative description of‘theAmanifest content of communication.™
Such definitipns as this indicate that content analysis can be a
stientific and rigorous means Of researching a particular phenomenon,
-.and represgnt a move away from the notion of content anaTysis as
being a basica]]y non-scientific research method. Mou]y (1970:280)
has noted that the present usage of the term "content analysis" repre-
' sents a 1eve1 of 1nvest1gat1on more clear-cut and significant than
was-qr1gwna1]y implied by the term, that it differs from earlier
”frequency counts,” emphasizing the collection of data only after it
" has been fitted into a scientifib311y meaningfuT context. Spectfic

‘ways in which cpntent analysis is concerned with these sc1ent1f1c

vrequ1s1tes arke descr1bed below.

The Reqy1rements of Content Analysis -

>

In his def1n1t1on of content analysis, Berelson (1954:489)
-descr1bed four requ1s1tes for a proper definition of th1s research
techn1que | These are (1) the syntactic and semant1c requirement, based
upon the idea ‘that content ana]ys1s is Timited to the manifest

“content of communication and is not done d1rect1y in terms of the ”2'
latent intentions which the content may express or the latent responssa
which it may. e11c1t (2) the requ1rement of objectivity, wh1ch s ;ii;
,sttpulates that the categor1es of ana1y51s shou]d be def1ned so'\ Aﬁ?

,prec1se1y that d1fferent ana]ysts can app]y them to the Same body oF“

* content and secure‘ﬁhéé;ame resu]ts, (3) the requ1rement of systeﬂ»

TV

under wh1ch data i

"Ségyred rélevant to a sc1ent1f1c problem or

Mo e
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hypothesis, #nd under which all the relevant content ic n
terms of all the relevant categories for the problem at

requirement of quantification, which concerns the extent to which
categories appear in the content, that is, the relative emphases and -

omissions. "

; Meeting the Requirements

The Syntactic and Semantic Requirement. The present study

meets the syntact1c and ‘semantic requirement of content analysis 1n

-

that it has been deli 4

A O the actua] dec1s1ons as they appear in

responses which accompany the making of deci ibns were not the'source,:
of invéstigation in thi. 1 stance. Categofizations were based on the

, : . N / .
information as it was presented in eich recorded-decision.

The Requirement of Objectivity. ‘Further to Berelson's point

on objectivity, Holsti (1968:657) has suggested that if content
analysis is to meet the requirements of objectivity, results. must be -

re]1ab]e that is, the research must y1e1d results capab]e of verifica-

> R

tion by 1ndependent observers He noted "The conte 1ys1s is = &

I",

, concerned w1th the reliability of both coders and categor1es, gach of

wh1ch is 1mportant to the overa]] resu]ts of the research "

’_:J

In def1n1ng the categor1es in the present study,‘theoret1ca1
def1n1t1ons were emp]oyed in p110t ana]yses of the schoo] board - v

mvnutes of two Jur1id7ct1ons ¥n A]berta From th1s exerc1se the
. (, .
categor1es of analysis were further ref1ned and operat1ona1 def1n1t1ons ,
% . ca T L .



were developed. Sample categorizations resulting from the procedure are

illustrated in Figure VII.. The discussion of categories and related

examples are based upon definitions of categor1es as prov1ded on

pp. 30-32 and upon categor1zat1on procedures as descr1bed in Appendix A

Desp1te the estab11shment of cr1ter1a for categorization,
there has rema1ned wwth some types of dec1s1ons, an element of arbi-
tj%r1ness in the p]ac1ng of certain decisbons in categories. Th1s
d1ff1cu]ty°has been presehﬁ«more 1n gﬁé 'grey areas" between categor1es,
where the demarcat1on between one category and another is not read11y - .
d1st1ngu1shab1e " The problem has been referred to in the d1scu551on
 of the po11cy adm1n1strat1on d1fferent1at1on in Chapter 2. In order
to overcome this prob]em, reports which accompany decrs1ons have been
procured and analyzed, expert” op1n1on has been so]1c1ted and - . .
) fo]]ow -up quest1ons have been put to trustees of certain school ;
: d1str1cts where necessary.

Both 1nd1v1dua1 re11ab111ty, the level of agreement between

thé Jjudge and other raters, and categogy re11ab111ty, ref]ect1ng the

accuracy.. w1th wn1ch categor1es have been defined, are 1mportant facetig

of the _content analysis technique. These were tested as fo]]ogs . 5
X
using a sample of the material to be coded: - I
Steg one: The researcher recruited _two doctoral candidates -

“in educat1ona] adm1n1strat1on as “raters " An initial "tra1n1n
g
L

9!!s1on" was conducted in order to help the raters make the discrimina~

t1on necessary in the cod1ng process B ; ’«,t N > .

‘. §£§E_E!2 A Sample of 20 decisions was categor1zed by the |

K -rresearcher and by each rater . For each dec1s1dn, three sepa : -
, " ‘

categor1zat1ons had to be ﬁ%de pertalnlng to the control d1mens1on,

iy
<yl

~ .

the dec1s1on 1eve1, and the Qperat1ona1 area” into whﬂch the decision

. it

s
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ritted. A 70 percent agreement level ;etween the researcher and each
rater was set as a satisfactory indication of the reliability of each
categorization and of the individual researcher. A summary of agreement

1éve1s on these 20 decisions is contained in Table 4.
-~

TABLE 4

_VELS OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN RESEARCHER AND TWO
RATERS ON THREE SETS OF CATEGORIES
FOR N = 20 DECISIONS

Researcher-Rater A Researcher-Rater B
Decisions Percent Decisions “Percent
Category Tested Agreed Upon of Total Agreed Upon of Total
Control - o
Dimensions 14 70% 13 65%
Decision .
Levels 20 - 100% 18 90%
Operational o
Areas 15 75% 13 65%

Step three: ‘A second "training sessi;n" was conducted during
which major sources of disparity between raters were discussed, and
categories were further clarified and delineated.

Step four: A new sample of’30 decisions was categorjzed by
the researcher_and'by each rater. A summary of agreement levels on
these 30 decisions is contained in Table 5. As illustrated in Table 5’.
levels of agreement met the 70% requirement on each cétegofﬁzation'
between the researcher and rater A. A further "training.session” was
con&uctéd-with rater B. |

Step five: Following the ekaminatidn and discussion of
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¢
TABLE 5

LEVELS OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN RESEARCHER AND TWO
RATERS ON THREE SETS OF CATEGORIES
FOR N = 30 DECISIONS

Researcher-Rater A Researcher-Rater B
Decisions . Percent Decisions Percent -
Category Tested Agreed Upon of Tota] Agreed Upon  of Tota]
Control o ' o
Dimens ions 23 .. 77% 15 50%
Decision o o
Levels 25 83% 18 . 6Q%
< Operational o o
Areas 23 7lc 20 67%
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disparities between ‘atings with rater B, categorizations were more
specifically defined and another sample of 30 decisions categorized.
As a result of th.. exercise, levels of agreement between the researcher
and rater B on _ontrol dimensions, decision Tevels, and operational
areas were 70 percent, 80 percent, and 77 percent respectively.
This Tatter exercise, ber des providing an indication of
the reliability of each categorv, was also useful ih that it enabled
the resea?cher to identify specific categories which required further
definition and to recognize the particﬁ]ar problems in categorization
raised by certain types of decision. The following specific problem
areas were identified: -
1. There was a lack of informatibn evfdent in some decisions
which made accurate categorization sometimes difficult. In these
instances the raters hadbto resort to guesswork. One school board,
for examp]e; decided “to take no further action on the Elkford ' 3
'Petitioh“ and unfortunately did not orovide any further 1nfdrmation
relevant to it. This, however, was not a general problem applying

to all the boards in the stuay as several boards enclosed
attachments relating to decisione made, or made it a practice to
proviae a short "preamble" to certair decisions where required.
Further, the researcher had intended to elicit additional information
from certain boards to overcome this difficulty.

2. Di%Ficulties were expericnced in several instances in

accurately categorizing some decisinns according to operational area.

Pl el ae

As a result, the following changes were made:

a. school buses were included under the heading School

~ton,



Plant;

b. Schoo]-Conmunity Leadershir was changed to School-
Community Relations; -

C. 'An additional cqfegory was created under the area of
School Board Business.

3. When several distinct issues were dealt with under one
motion (for example, the decision to make amendments to three differ-
ent policies), it was decided to treat eéch issue as a separate
decision. However, first, second and third readings of single bylaws
and policies were considered as one decision.

4. ‘The taking of corrective action sometimes involfes the
setting of standards. This factor caused some confusion 1~ the rating
of certain decisions. An examp]e’is the adoption of a tax-rate bylaw
bv a board to provide for a mill rate increase of 7.5 mijls. It was
decided that, in these instances, the primary intent of the décision ’
should be determined in categorizing the.decision. In this case. the
intent was a corrective one, i.e. to help meet budget requirements by.
raising the mill rate.

In addition to the inter-rater reiiability tests described
above, the reliability of the researcher's own coding was further
tested by means of a test for consistency in coding over time. When
a period of two months had elapsed since the major categorizing
activity, a random sample of fifty decisions was selected from the
~25earch content. The researcher recorded these on each of the study
categories. A Summ;ry of the degree df consistency between the

initial coding and the second coding is contained in Table 6.
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f TABLE ¢
RELIABILITY OF RESEARGHER COL .G OVER TIME

FOR N = 50 DECISIONZ \

N — — -

Cateqgory Tested Decisions Agreed ner Poolent of Total
Control Dimensions 47 . a

Decision Levels 47

Operational Areas 44 - 88 N

i
Finally, researcher objectivity was further facilit _ed oy
having each set of board minutes examined and references to specific
boards obliterated prior to the categorization of decisions. 11 of
the actual decision categorization for the study itself was done by

the researcher.

The Kequirement of Syster~. In keeping with the requirement

tnat ail the relevant content is tgo be analyzed in terms of 271 the
re 2vant categories for the problem at hand, it was not possible to
secure all decisfons made by school boards in the study sample because
of the reluctance of most to release minutes of their 'in camera’
‘meetings. Al1 of the relevant content for this study, therefore,
comprised the total decis{ons made by boards in their regular meetings
over é period of one calendar year. A1l of the relevant categories
involved each of the categories in the "control profile" as described
)
in Chapter 2 — that is, 63 categoriés, nine for each of the operational
areas investigated. Also in keepiqg with this requiremert, find;ngs
were expected to havé'theoretica] relevance, that is, the content

analysis was designed to secure data relevant to the specific problems
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as stated near the zonclusion of Chapter 7.

The Requirement of Quantification. The requirement of

quantification is, according to Berelson (1954), perhaps the most ;
dist nctive feature of content analysis. It has been believed to be
the only feature of conten: analysis. A central activity 1n quanti-
fiéation invélves the coding of the content data, an activity which
encgmbasses ttree questions (Hols*i, 1959:644):
1. iHcw “s the research problem defined in terms of categor%es?
2. wWhat uni  of :cntent is to be classified? |
3. What sysi.~ of enumeration w:.1 be used?
In the present study the following points pertain to the
above questions: (1) The major theme of the research problems of
this study has related to the rciative emphasis placed bv school
boards on different control dimrnsions, :ifferent decision levels
and different control categories fcr each obe"ationa1 area; {2) the
unit of content to be coded was specified as the school board decision.
In tﬁis regard, each decision maude by school boards ir the study
during the}K\regular board meetings for the calendar year 1975 was
coded for/analysis. For each decision, three questions were answered:
1. What control dimension does th%s decision répresent?
Does it pertain to Setting Standards and Objectives, or
F%o Monitoring activities or to Taking Corrective Action?

What level of decision does this decision represent?

Is it a PoYicy-oriented Decision, a Routine. ~dministrative .

Decision or a Residual Decision?

3. What operational area does this decision cover? Does it

1



relate to Staft Personnel, Pupil Personnel, School-
Community Relations, Curriculum and In-*ruction, School
Finance and Business Management, Sch601 Plant, School
Board Business, or General Tasks?
Categorization ;u1es were developed as a quide for the researcher and
as a means of maintaining consistency. %hese are contained in Appendix
A; (3) In terms of enumerating each decision, nine-cell matrices were

utilized for each board for each operational area. These were used to

tally the number of school board decisions appearing in each category.

™

REPORTING THE CONTENT DATA

Five central areas of discussion were considered in organizing
content data for presentation. These areas were derivéd from the
déve]opment of the control frémework as it has been presented in
Chapter 2. They are: (a) emphasis on.operatibna1 areas; (b) emphasis
on control dimensions; (c) emphasis on decision levels; (d) the con-
trg? orcfile; and (e) contextual variables and schdo]'board control.
:'The body of data described under these headings has been designed to
provide an ovérvfewxof the type and level of control exercised by
school .boards. Reporting procedures relating to each of these areas
are discussed “below. They pertain to the data contained in Chapters

5, 6, 7, 8 and 9.

~

Emphasis on Operational Areas
Decisions were categorized according to each of the eight
operational areas described in the previous section. The degree to

which each area was emphasized in school board decisions was then
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~dewcribed for the total group ot boards and for individual boards in -

terms of the percentage of total decisions representing each'cateqory.

Emphasis on Control Dimensions

In order to determine the relative emphasis placed by boards
1

on the ¢ontrol dimersions Setting Standards, Monitoring and Taking
Corrective Action, the number of decisions appearing in each category
was expressed as a percentage of the total decisions for each board.
These were’summarized fer all boards in ggghsample. This procedure
was then repeatéd for decisions made in each operational area in
order to provide a genera) description of school board emphasis on

control dimensions and to illustrate ways in which emphasis on control

dimensions varied according to operational area. .

Emgﬁagis oﬁ Decision Levels

‘ A procedure simi]af to that described above was followed in
reporting the exteﬁt to which each of the seci--on 1eve1s:_Po1icy,
Routine and Residual, was represented in SLJUOJ board decisions.
First, thé distribution of decision levels was reported for the total
numBer.of decisions‘made by each board and by the total group of

boards. Second, this procedure was followed for each operational area.

-~

The Control Profile

The extent to whi;h-schoo1 board decisions appeared in the nine
control categories described in the éontrol matrix (as illustrated in
Figure VII) was described for ééch individual board and for the total
number of boards. Tﬁe>distributiop of control categoriés in school

board decisions was illustrated by determining what percentage of the
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t tal decisions were contained in each cell of the matrix. Relative
_emphasis on control categories was also examined in this way for each -
operational area, and date in each instance were presented by means of

the control matrix.

A

Contextual Variables and School Board Control

Possible relationships between the emphas{s placed in school
board decisions on each control category and the contextual variables
Scho-1 District Si;e and Local Fiscal Effort were examined by the
calcu ation of Péarson product-moment correlations between eaéh of
these .ariables and the percentage of decisions which appearedrin each
control category (a) for the total number of boards; and (b) for each
operational area.

TECHNIQUES UTILIZED’IN DATA ANALYSIS
AND PRESENTATION.
- The majof statistical techﬁiques employed in analyzing andf

preses.  :ng the data pertained‘to the analysis of}frequency distribu-

tions of decis "ns cdncerning control dihensions, decisibn levels,
control catecories and operational areas. Fo; each board, totals and
percentages for-each categorization were ca1§ulated and 111ustratgd
according to either (a, graphical, (b) tabuTar, or (c) diagrammatic
representazion,‘depending upor the nature of the‘prob1em g&gtement
being dealt with. A brief discussion of where these methods were
employed is provided below. £..mples afe based upon a prfor anaiysis

of the minutes of a large urban Alberta school .oard for_a six month

period.
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Pie araphs were constructed in order to i1i.strate the dis-
tribution of categories “p 5ummary form for total fecisions (as ‘
iTlustrated in Figure V1T "ot each categorizetion and for ¢ . ch

operational area.

S
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~ \
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FIGURL VIl

RELATIVE EMPHASES PLACED UPCN CONTROL DIMINSIGHE

EN
The degree to which eo h operational area was represented in

L,

the total number of dec1s1ons was illustrated .y the use of a histo—:
' 7 / ’

gram.

) 4
Data perta1n1nd\ﬁo\@he percentage of total decisions appearing

in each categogy for eac;\board wére presented in table: for each

stage 1Q the deveTopment of the controi description. In each instance

3

d1str1butwons for the total group .f boards were tested for homo-

‘geneity of variance. Correlations between contektua] var1ab1es and

decision emphasis on d1fferent control categories were also presented

2
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in table form for tt  total number of deciglons‘and for each opera-

tional area. For this purpose, Pearson r correlation nere employed.
Summaries o‘ data concerning the general cbntro] r-ofile of

the school boards, that s, d:ta related to control categories

represented in the contro] matrix, were illustrated by entering

relevant percentages and totals in each cell of the matrix. Data -

were presented in this way for all boards for the total number of

decisions (as Tllustrated in Figure IX) and for each operational area.

Setting Standards Taking
and Objectives Monitoring Corrective Action
Policy- | . . [ ’ ’ ’ ]
oriented ‘ 13.9 | 7.8 | 3.5 !
. | |
g — — ~
: i 1
Routine 13.8 | 35.7 15.5 |
| |
Residual L 2.6 | 6.1 . 9 !

FIGURE Ix

SCHOOL BOARD DECISION EMPHASIS ON CONTROL CATEGORIES

SUMMARY

°

From the total of”75 school districts «n British Columbia, a
random sample of 25 was selected for this gfhdy and was stratified on
the basis of the variables School District Size and Local Fiscal
Effort. Of this initial sample, a total number of 21 boards partici-
pated in the“spudy, constituﬁjng 84 percent of the study sample.

Data pertaining.to the research problems were co]]e;ted by
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means of a conten* ana.,; . o the “ecords of “he requlo meetings
of each board *or a period ot one calenda: vear. Pelijabili*, of
categories and of the researcher's own rating wére tested by means
" of inter- ter reliability procedure in which the - searcher
compared his ratings with those of two other raters ‘in one ‘nstance
©on 50 decisions, and in the sther on ‘80 decisions,. The reliabili*y
of the researcher's own coding over time was also tested by fécoding
fifty dec:sions & second time fo]}pw1ng an elapsed period of two ,
montns. In e:ch test, individual aﬁd loter-rater, levels of agreement
either mét or exceeded 70 percent level previously specified as
acceptahle. .
In repcrtine - atent data, five _entral areas of .discussion
were presented: (a) emphasis on operational areas; (b) empgasis an
control dimensions; (c) emphasis on decision levels, (d) the contrnl
orofile: and (e) contextual variables ana school boa+ control. )
Analysis focuse. upon the treatment of frequency distributiéﬁs, the
calculation of correlation coefficients and vesting for homogeneity

of variance. Data were presented in graphical, tabular or diagrammatic

fashion depanding upon the nature of the problem béﬁng discussed.
. [N ’



Chapter V

ANALYSTS OF CONTENT DATA: SCHOOL BOARD DECISION
EMPHASIS ON OPERATIONAL AREAS

A

This chapter COntaiﬁs a description of the relative emphasis
placed by school boards on each of eight operational areas in educa-
tional administration. This provides\important groundwork for the
analysis chapters which follow for, in these chapters, control is
Eiamined in the light of each opefétional area.

Discussion in this chapter therefore fe]ates to the fo11owing
problem:

What has been the re1§tive emphasi§‘p1aced by school

boards upon: ‘
(a) Staff Personnel? _ ¥
(b) Pupil Personnel? . |
(c) School-Community Relations?
1\\\ (d) Curriculum and }nstrucgion?

(e) School Finance and Business Management?
(f) School Plant?
v(g) School Board Business?

(h) General Tasks?
TOTAL DECISIONS

In order to investigate the above problem, the content was
analyzed in terms of.the extent to which each area was represented in

school boar " decisions. From the 6,623 decisions which were categorized
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a brief description of the types of decisions for each opefational
area was prepared. Several examples for each operational area are
i]]ustrated be]ow:'
Staff Personné{:
confirming assignments aﬁd resignations; -
approVing leaves of absence; '
establishing criteria for se]ection>and'appointment of
administrators;
establishing requlations for Supervision of teachers;
approving teacher exchanges;
approving "inservice" and ”profess%ona]“ days;
taking disciplinary action against teachers;
entering into general contract negotiations.
Pupil Personnetl: |
determining or changing attendance zones;
arranging for student health services;
épproving fie]d‘trips-for studeﬁts;
suspending students; v
“establishing stﬁdenf scho]arships;
deciding on pupil report format;
introducing student testing'progfam.
School-Community Relations:
making decisions pertaining to local community cp11ege;
establishing ]bca] committee to investigate Fami1y Life
Education;

communicating with the local municipal council concerning

-
&
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the condition of rodds, water supply, otc.:
developing recreational facilities on conjunciion with
the local district:
making decisions concerning press releases.
Curriculum and Instruction: |
establishing or suspending specific school programs;
specifying steps to improve literacy in the district;
making decisions relating to outdoor education;
deciding to maintain program despite declining enrolliment;
setting‘priorities concerning programs offered in district
schoo]s."
Finand and Bus{ness ‘:nagement:
| accepting tenders for school construction or improvements;
establishing annual capital and operational budgets;
setting rates of pay for substitute teachers;
dec1d1ng to borrow money for capital expend1tures,
levying fees for pupils; “
increasing the mill rate;
appointing auditors for the year.
School E]ént:
deciding to close a school building;
establishing a bylaw concerning 1oiteriné on school board
property; |
renting school facilities to groups;
approving the use of school buses for trips;

deciding on location for a site for a new -school.



School Board Business:

deciding on participation of trustees at a convention;

establishing criteria for the election of trustees:

establishing board meeting times;

esta51ishing board committees.
A description of'the relative emphasis placed upon operational areas
for the total number of decisions and for the total number of boards
is &ontained in Figure X.

The information contained in Figure X indicates that the
greatest area of emphasis concerned School Finance and Business Manage-
ment whi;h accounted for 28.4 percent of the total decisions made.
Staff Personnel reééived similar emphasis, accounting for 25.7 percent
of the decisions. Although the area of School Board Business was
responsible for 17.3 percent of the total decisions, these decisions
were to a large extent "procedural-tvno" decisions such as the
decision tovadopt previods minutes r *!.: de-ision to adjoufn into a
"committee of the whole." In fact, ~f the '7.3 percent of the
decisions which were made in the area of School Board Business, 12.7
percent'were categorized as procedural;

Pupil Personnel, Schdo] PTant and School-Community Relations
| accounted for 10.2 percent, 9.6 percent and 5.6 percent offthe/tota1
decisions respectively, while Curriculum and Instruction decfgybhs

.resented only 3.0 percent of the total decisions made. On]y/0.2
percent of the decisioné appeared in the'Geﬁera1 Tasks categofy.
Those which were considered too ”generaT" fbr a specific category

were placed under General Tasks. The following are examples of
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GENLRAL TASKS

CURRICULUM
3%

FINANCE AND
BUSINESS
MANAGEMENT

28.4°%

SCHOOL
PLANT

9.6%

PUPIL
PERSONNEL

10.2%

SCHOOL
BOARD BUSINESS

17.3%

STAFF
PERSONNEL

25.7%

FIGURE X

. DECISION EMPHASIS ON EIGHT OPERATIONAL AREAS
(ALL BOARDS COMBINED)
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decisions categorized under this heading:

the decision to amalgamate two school districts;

the approval of a schoé] phi1osophy for a specific school;

the statement of a general position on the research and

development function of'the Department ot Education;

the declaration of a "Fitness Focus Year" for all individuals,

o orgaﬁ;zétions and schools in the district;

the decision concerning disseminatién of information cohtained

in the school district calendar.

Table 7 contains data pertaining to the relative emphasis
on operational areas for .each of the 21 boards in the study sample.

As Table 7 illustrates, the degree of emphasis placed on
operational areas by individual school boards remained fairly con-
sistent with tﬁe distribution for the total group of boards. There
were féw marked deparfures from this general pattern, and boards
were particularly consistent in the-minimal attention devoted to
Curriculum and Instruction de¢i§ions and in the prominence given to
decisions iﬁ the area of Finance ‘and Business Managemgnt.

The degree of emphasis devoted to School Board Busineés
varied most considerab]xnand ranged between bqards from 8.1 percent

to 39.6 percent of the total board decision§.
RREAKDOWN OF FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

It was found that many of‘the decisions in the Finance and
Business Management category pertained to other'operationa1 areas.

For example, decisions cencerning teachers' salary bargaining,
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TABLE 7

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON EIGHT OPERATIONAL AREAS

FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Total Degisions
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decisions concerning the financing of student field trips, decisions
concernfng the awarding‘of tenders for school construction, decisions
concerning the payment of honoraria tovbogrd members are ail financial
decisions, yet each pertains to a aiffereﬁt operational area. The
Finanée and Business Management catego;y is treated in the following

' chapters as one category. At this stage, howéver, an examination of
how financial decisions relate to these other operationa] areas is
appropriate.

In order to determine the extent to which other operational
areas were represented in this category, Finance and Business Manage-
ment decisions were subcategorized accérding]y. Findings related to
this subcategorization are presented‘ih’Figure XI.

Apart from the 39.5 percent whjch were purely of a General
Business nature,'the major area of emphasis in Finance and Business
Management decisions was that of Scﬁoo] P15nt which accounted for ‘
29.8 percent of the decisions in the Finance category. These, to 2
large extent; involved decisfbns related to construction, renovation
and--related tenders, contraéts} leasing buildings, bofrowing for
bui]ding purposes, etc. Finance decisions re]ating‘to Staff Personne]
‘and Pupil Persdnﬁel accounted for 10.5 percent ana 9.5 percent ;es—
pectivély. As with the overall emphasis on operational areas reported
earlier, Curriculum and Instruction decisions received minimé]"
attention in Fiﬁance decisions.. These accounted for only 2.4'percent
-of the decisions in the Finance and Business Management category.

The degree to which-individual schooi boards conformed to these

relative emphases in the area of Finance and Business Management is

95
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SCHOOL
BOARD

5.4%
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PERSONNEL
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GENERAL FINANCE AND
BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
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10.5%

SCHOOL
PLANT

29.8%

FIGURE XT

BREAKDOWN OF FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT DECISIONS
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illustrated in‘Tab1e 8.

In this instance there was evidence of considerable variation
between boards in the degree to which they emphasized each category.
Emphasis on School Plant, for example, varied between boards from
7.4 percent to 6C.4 percent, while General Finance varied from 11.7

percent to 67.8 percent.
SUMMARY

This chapter described the extent to which operational areas
were represented in school board decisions. It was determined that
decisions re1a§1ng to Finance and Business Management’and decisions
relating to Staff Personnel wefe ﬁade mostffrequent1y, while School-
Community Re]ations and Cgrricu]hm and Instfuction decisions were

least emphasized. The latter area accounted for only 3.0 percentibf.;\4e

the total 6,623 decisions maae. The area of General Tasks was
represented by only 0.2 percent of the tota]fdecisions,

When total decisions were analyzed for individual boards, it
‘was found that the above pattern was generally consistent between ,
boerds, although thé degree of emphasis on School Board Business
varied mafked]y. ' \\

Finance and Business Management decisions were subcategoriied
according to the degree to which other areas were represented in them.
. Apart from General Finance and Business Managementvdecisicns, School
Plant was mqst heavily emphasized,'fo1lowed by Staff Personnel and
Pupil Pereonne] decisions. vAgain tHe emphasis upon Curriculum and

Instruction decisions was low.



98

TABLE 8

BREAKDOWN OF FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Finance Decisions

pJeog

juelg

UoL7INAISU]

R WN{Nd 144Ny

A3 Lunuwoy

s[idng

PEAAN

. 8dueulL 4
| ed3duay

No. of
Decisions

School
Board

0475283342902591‘]]444
94677743]944420]54079
]2]24]2322532422426 N

34050278]200675070977
620202257204]230460]4

80330360]790458559634

303]03737648957356632
— ~——~ —_- B L — R r—r— N

52358]89874085p523849

o Ny

o
[ea1Ne]




Chapter VI

ANALYSIS OF CONTENT DATA: SCHOOL BOARD DETISION
EMPHASIS ON CONTROL BHIMENSIONS
Content as it relates to the relative extent to which control
dimensions are represented in school board decisions is reported.in |
this chapter. Specifically, discussion is directed at the following
problem;- ’ . |
| For all decisions, and for each operational area, to
what extent did school boards make decisions relating to:
(a) Setting Standards and Objectives?
(b) Monitoring?

(c) Taking Corrective Action?
TOTAL DECISIONS

fn‘inQestigating the above problem, éach of'the decisions
analyzed was &ategorized into one of tﬁese contro]ldimensions. The
resujting distribution of these dimensions'for-a11'éecisions for the
total number of boards is illustrated in Figure XII.

As illustrated in Figure XII, Mbnitoring decisions accounted
for the largest proportion (56.6 percent) of the decisions'made\by
boards in the study sample. Over half of their efforts in‘decision-
making were focused 6n checking the activities and,performaﬁce of the
various édmponents of the school system. This to a 1arge extent
linvo]ved such activities as the seéking'of further inforhqtion‘on

issues, approving, ratifying, rejecting, endorsing requests, proposals,
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FIGURE XII

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS -



eté.,concerning a variety of functions of the jurisdiction. Setting
Standards and Objectives represent 29.7 percent of the decisions.
‘These were generally concerned with tie esfab]ishment, by school
boards, of criteria for performance in different courses of acgion
taken by the board or other individuals or groups_fn the system, the
statement of a Soard's position on a given issue, the establishment

[ ]
of conditions and statement of terms, etc. Corrective decisions, °

decisions made to alleviate particular problem situations, were m..c

least frequently of the contro] dimensions. These pgrtained to
amending previous policies: and decisions, discipling students and
statf personnel, borrowing money, complaining to the local district
and other organizations concerning poor services,etc. Of the total
decisions made, 13.7vpercent weré of a corrective nature.

The distribution of thesg three control dimensions for each
of the boards in the study. sample is illustrated in Table 9.

From the information contained in Tab]e'9, it is noteworthy
that, for each of the boards, the control dimensions aapeéred in the

same order according to the degree to which they were emphasized in

14

the total decisions of the boards. The degree of emphasis placec - -

each dimension was.a1so very consistent between boards.
Specific activities pertaining to'cohtro] dimensions as they
concern éach operational area are discussed below. 'In this chapter
in ensuing chapters, the area of General Tasks will not be dis-

cussed as-a separate operational area.

-
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TABLE 9

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS:

SUMMARY FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Total Decisions

School Decisions Setting Taking
Board Made Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
A 595 23.9 59.0 17.1
B 128 31.3 52.3 16.4
C 98 21.4 62.2 16.3
D 271 31.0 53.5 15.5
£ 293 19.5 64.8 15.7
F 166 34.C 55.4 10.2
G 214 33.2 42.5 24.3
M 238 31.5 52.5 16.0
I 217 19.8 73.7 6.5
J 498 39.0 47.4 13.7
K 619 33.4 51.7 14.9
L 145 36.6 50.3 13.1
M 197 39.1 ©51.3 9.6
N 244 22.1 619 16.0
0 398 25.9 61.6 12.6
P 161 . 30.4 58.4 11.2
Q 597 40.5 41.2 18.3
R 287 35.9 54 .4 9.8
S 283 31.4 59.0 9.5
T 557 13.3 78.3 8.4
U 417 - 29.3 57.6 13.2
F3 315 29.7 56.6 12.7
- S 168 7.4 - 8.9 4
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CONTROL DIMENSIONS AND OPERATIONA[ AREAS .

Staff Personnel Decisions .

The degree of emphas s r aced upon each control dimension in
decisions reIat1ng to Staff Personnel is 1IIustrated in Figure XIII
From this it can be seen that Monitoring decisions received far
greater emphasis than they did in the average emphasis far the total

number of decisions described above.

SETTING
STANDARDS

17.7%

MOMITORING .
76.7% .

FIGURE XIII

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS
STAFF PERSONNEL DECISIONS

3



104

Examples of specific decisions which were categorized under
the Monitering category for this operational area were decisions:
accepting reports on teachers; obtaining ihformation from teacfers
and administrators concerning tﬁeir views on The Teaching Professions
Act; obtaining information on the need for a deeartment head at a
particular school; investigating the advisability of entering "1to a
testing program for prospective employees; and approving teacher
exchanges to England and America.

Under the Setting Standards category vere decisions: requiring
bus drivers to undergo a medical examination and drivers' training
course; establishing conditions under which leaves of absence will be
}ecognized for incremental‘burposes; establishing a non-instructional
day for al] schools in the district; estab]1sh1ng that 1nstruct1ons
to emp]oyees be issuéd by way of board directives and not from
individual trustees. ‘

Taking Corrective Action decisions pertafnedvto activities
such as: ehanging leave of absence policy; terminating a contract
due to a .teacher leaving the service of the board withou% nptice;
‘deciding to advertise for a new position due to increased e5r011ment.
3etting Standards decisions and Corrective decisions~represented‘ !

- 17.7 percent and 5;6 percent of the totdl decisions in the Staff
Personnel eategory respectively.. Information'for each board'concerning
emphasis on control dimensions for the Staff Personnel operational -
area is contained in Table 10.

As with the distribution of decisions for the total number
of decisions made, all the. boards in the study samp]e gave prominence
to the three contro] d1mens1ons 1n the same order and were for the

‘most part cons1stent in terms of the d egree of emphas1s;which_each
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TABLE 10

STAFF PERSONNEL: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE
CONTROL. DIMENSIONS FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Staff Personnel Decisions

School Decisions ~ Setting Taking

Board Made Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
A 219 12.8 84.0 3.2
B 25 ' 24.0 68.0 8.0
C | 27.3 7207 0.0
D 80 15.0 82.6 2.5
E 44 13.6 86.4 0.0
F 49 26.5 69.4 4.1
G 36 19.4 69.4 11.1 .
H 15 22.2 75.6 2.2
I 3 5.3 92.1 2.6
J 157 23.6 70.1 6.4
K 217 13.4 79.3 7.4
L 36 22.2 69.4 8.3
M 58 17.2 77.6 5.2
N 84 6.0 91-:7/ ' . 2.4
0 123 14.6 76.4 8.9 -
P 45 15.6 711 13.3
Q 114 23.7 67.5 8.8
R 70 24.3 74.3 1.4
S 60 16.7 71.7 11.7
T 149 6.0 91.3 2.7
u 165 22.4 69.7 7.9
X 87 17.7 76.7 5.6
S- 6.7 8.2 3.9
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dimension received.

Pupi]‘Personne] Decisions

’

%he degree to which each of the three control dimen¥ions were

represented in Pupil Personnel decisions is illustrated in Figure XIV.

TAKING.
"CORRECTIVE
ACTION

10.3%

SETTING
STANDARDS

31.2%

MONITORING
58.5%

* FIGURE XIV

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS OM THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS:
PUPIL PERSONNEL DECISIONS

-

In the area of Pupil Personnel,- the distribution‘of decisfons according
to contro1vd§mension‘was similar to that for the total decisions made'.

In this area, Monitoring decisions'aCCOUnted for 58.5 percent-of all
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‘pupiI personne] decisions. A frequent decision in this category con-
cerned the approvaT of field trip requests, for example the decision
to send a school band on a tour of Saskatchewan. Another examp]e‘of
a decision under this category was the decision of a board to introj
duce a district-wide testing program to monitor the progress of all
Students. |

Under the categary Setting Standards, one board made a
decision concerning the establishment of conditions governing partici-
pation by students in.sports trips, noting "that sports participation
shou]d not allow academic performance to deteriorate as a result."
Another example of a Setting Standards decision was the decision that
students-resident outstde the schoo]idistrict be referred to the board
for a decision concerning their adm1Ssability Setting Standards
decisions accounted for 31.2 percent of the decisions in the Pup11
Personnel category.

Tak1ng Correct1ve Action decisions were respons1b]e for 10.3
~Percent of Pupil Personne] dec1s1ons and ‘involved such actions as the
suspens1on of students for a given time per1od and the decision that
the Superintendent write to the_]oca] Traffic Safety Committee
expressing views on traffic hazards near one of the elementary schools. -

The breakdown of Pupil Personne] decision emphasis on control
dimensions.for each -board in the stud}'sampTe is contained in Table 11.

- As Table 11 illustrates, there was a greater disparity between
boards in terms of the emphasis placed upon control dimensions for
Pupil Personne] dec1s1ons than was the case with Staff Personne]

~decisions. In fact, several boards placed greater emphasis on Setting
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TABLE 11

PUPIL PERSONNEL: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE
CONTROL DIMENSIONS FOR_21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Pupil Personnel Decisions

School Decisions Setting Taking
Board Made Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
A 71 16.9 64.8 18.3
B 10 70.0 30.0 0.0
C 16 31.3 56.3 12.5
D 28 50.0 42.9 7.1
E 28 46.4 42.9 10.7
F 18 33.3 44 .4 22.2
G 20 45.0 40.0 15.0
H 43 30.2 62.8 7.0.
[ 25 - 16.0 76.0 8.0
J 74 32.4 35.1 32.4
K 45 20.0 64.4 15.6
L 10 30.0 60.0 ' 10.0
M 12 50.0 50.0 0.0
N 14 14.3 78.6 7.1
0 46 -30.4 67.4 2.2
p 10 _20.0 50.0 30.0
Q 47 29.8 57.4 12.8
R 24 -20.8 79.2 0.0
S 33 18.2 78.8 3.0
T 55 16.4 83:.6 0.0
U 46 34.8 63.0 2.2
X - 32 N2 58.5 - 10.3
14.4 15.7 9.5
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Standards than they did on Monitoring decisions.

Schoo1fCommuni§y Relations Decisions

The relative-emphasis placed by school boards 6n the three
control dimensions varied markedly for the area of School-Community
Relation: vhen compared to the‘emphasis répresented in the total
d isions air when compared to the emphasis given to these dimensions

i, “her op- ational areas. The distribution of decisions for the area

N7 School-Com. unity Relations is illustrated in Figure XV.

TAKING
ORRECTIVE
ACTION

7.7% .

MONITORING
- 38.8% -

SETTING
STANDARDS

53.3%

FIGURE XV

[ ‘ £ CO S:
RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSION _
SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS DECISIONS
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W

An examination of Figure XV indicates that decisions in the
School-Community Relations area were prédominant]y of a Setting
Standards nature (53.3 percent)'wh11e.Mon1toring and Taking Corrective _
Action respectiveiy accounted f6r 38.8 percent and 7.7 pefcent of
decisions in this operational area.- Under Setting Standards in this
area were such decisibns as a school board's affirmation of the rights
of its trustees to be also members of community college boards ahd
the decision to recommend to the corporation of the town the appoiht-
ment of a trustee to the town recreation commission.

Examples of Monitoring decisions in this operational area were:
the decision to appﬁoye a request from;;he local R.C.M.P. to run a
~Police Commﬁnity'Re1ations Program in the schools; the épprova1 of the
request of a‘localbday-cafe cénter'to buy sUpp]ies from the school
district warehouse. | |

Correcti?e”Action decisions ﬁook suﬁh fdrm§ as the expression
of concern by a'board over tﬁe delay in the pkoductiqn of the Tocal-
community college cé]endar and the decision by a board to sign a
petition coﬁcerning the domest ¢ waterjsupply in the'afea}

Wheﬁ decision emphasis on -control dimensjons in the School-
Community Relations operational area was cdmparé&,between boards,
this emphasis Qaried‘quite cohsidérab]y. This is evident frdm the-_~
data contained irf Table d2.

| As évidence of the differeﬁcés between boards inltheir emphasis
on control dimensions in School-Community Re]atjons"decisjons, 14 of
the 21 board§ in the study sample made more Sefting Standards decisions

than‘they did Monitoring decisions, and five boards made more Corrective



TABLE 12

SCHOOL COMMUNITY RELATIONS: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON
THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Community Relations Decisions

School Decisions Sefting - Taking

Board "~ Made Standards . Monitoring  Corrective Action
A 45 31.1 .60.0 8.9
B 5 40.0 60.0 0.0
C 6 50.0 50.0 0.0
D 17 58.8 23.5 17.6
E 17 29.4 52.9 17.6
F 12 83.3 8.3 8.3
G 29 37.9 31.0 . 31.0
H , 8 50.0 37.5 -12.5
I 9 44 .4 55.6 0.0
J 23 69.6 . 261 4.3
K 24 , 70.8 . 12.5 16.7
L ' -5 , 60.0 : 40.0 0.0
M 12 75.0 16.7 8.3
N 6 83.3 0.0. 16.7
0 - 36 25.0 75.0 0.0
P 4 75.0 ©25.0 0.0
Q 4] 61.0 36.6 2.4
R 16 50.0 50.0 0.0
S 5 40.0 60.0 0.0
T 47 14.9 78.7 6.4
U 20 70.0 15.0 15.0
X 18 53.3 38.8 7.7
S 19.7 22.2 8.7




decisions than .they did Monitoring decisions. A1$o, within diﬁensions
there were considerable differences be tween school boards. 1In this
regard, emphasis on Corrective decisions varied from zero to 31.0
percent, emphasis oh‘Monitoring decisions varied from zerg to'78.7
percent and emphasks on Setting Standard decisions varied from 14.9

Ipercent to 83.3 percent between boards.

Curriculum and Instruction Decisions

The relative emphasis p]aqed upon control dimensions in

Curriculum and Instruction decisions is illustrated in Figure Xxvi.

TAKING
CORRECTIVE
ACTION

8.8%

SETTING
'STANDARDS

36.1%

- .MONITORING
52.3%

FIGURE XVI

 RELATIVE EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS:
-CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION DECISIONS -
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The degree to which control dimensions were emphasized in this opera-

tional area was similar to the relative emphasis represented for the

_ total decisions, though Corrective Action accounted for a smaller

(8.8 percent) share of the tota],and Setting Standards uas given
s1ightly greater emphasis.

" In terms of examp]es of categorizations which were made per-
taining to th1s operat1qna1 area, specific Setting Standard decisions
were: the setting down of conditions by a board for the deve]bpment_

and 1mp1ementat1on of a World Religions course at a particular school;

and the approval o Outdoor Education Program and of the specific

s amounts to be allottec o it. Setting Standards accounted for 36.1

percent of Curriculum = d Instruction decisions.
Under Monitoring decisions in this operational area, one
board dec1ded "to seek further 1nformat1on o#’the Family L1fe Program

from the Chief of the Department of Psychiatry at a B.C. Hosp1ta1

Aanother Mon1tor1ng decision was the review and approval by a board

of a "Forestry II" class at a secondary schoo]'in the dietrfct

Monitoring act1v1t1es represented 52.3 percent of Curr1cu1um and

Instruction dec1s1ons

Examp]es of Corrective.decisions were: the decision to dis-

. continue a program at a schoo]l because of 1ow enrollment, and the

dec151on to suspend a d1str1ct drama program and re-examine it at a

]ater date.

The breakdown of dec1s1ons in the Curr1cu1um and Instruct1on

.area for each board is presented in Tab]e 13. The number of dec1s1ons

made by boards 1n this area were few in comparison to those made. in

113
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TABLE 13

,CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE
CONTROL DIMENSIONS FOR 2] SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Curriculum Decisions

School Decisions Setting Taking
Board Made " Standards  Monitoring Corrective Action
A 18 38.9 50.0 11.1
. B 3 33.3 66.7 0.0
C 4 50.0 50.0 0.0
D 2 50.0 50.0 0.0
E 19 21.4 73.7 5.3
F 2 50.0 50.0 0.0
G 4 - 50.0 25.0 25.0
H 9 22.2 66.7 11.1
[ 9 1 77.8 11.1
J 13 46.2 53.8 0.0
K . 7 14.3 57.1 28.6
L 50.0 50.0 “0.0
M 5 -100.0 0.0 0.0
- N 0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0
0 10 40.0 50.0 -.10.0°
P 6 66..7 16.7 16.7
Q 16 25.0 68.8 6.3
R 13 23.1 76.9 0.0
S 11 18.2 81.8 0.0
T 33 18.2 78.8 3.0
u. 20 .- 30.0 '55.0 15.0
X 10 36.1 52.3 8.8
S 22.2 24.0 11.3
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other~opérationa1 areas. In fact, one board made no decisions in this
area. The indication of greater emphasis on Monitoring for the total
group of boards was not the case when boards were examined separately,
for 7 of the boards gave greater prominence to Setting Standards in
their decision-making in this operational area. With regard to
Corrective Action decisions, 10 of the boards in the study sample

made no decisions in this area. For all thrée4dimensions, the
variation between boards was high in comparison to that for other

operational areas.

L

School Finance and Business Mahagement Decfsions

The decision emphasis placed by school boéfds on the three .
control dimensions was fafrly evenly distributed. for the Finance and
Business Management operatioﬁal area. This distribution is illus-
trated ih Figure XVII.

Monitoring, Setting Staﬁdards'ang Corrective decisions
accounted for 37.6.pertént, 36.3 percent and 26.2 percent ‘of Finance
and Business Management deciéions resﬂective]y. The evénness of
the distr%bution was more marked than was the case with ahy'of the
other opefatjona] areas. Examples of Monitoring decisions categorized
for thigzarea were: the receipt of the auditor's report for the year;
and fﬁz decision to investigaté teacherage rental rates in a juris-
diction. Decisions pertaining to Setting Standards included a o
decision’ to accept tenders for construction of a building extension
for a school, a decision of a’board t5.go on record as being in favor
of Federal Goveknment wage guidelines, and a decision to appoint

auditors for the year.
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RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS:
FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT DECISIONS



Corrective decisions in this area were represented by such
decisions as the passing of a bylaw to provide an add1t1ona1 $889,000
for the educational brogram of a district for the year the making of
an amendment to a motion adopting the annual budget of a boarg, and
the decision to éxtend a borrowing period beyond the originally
~specified time "because of Circumstances,beyond control.

Table 14 illustrates the emphasis placed on the three. control
'd1men51ons in Finance and Business Management for each of the 21

boards in the,study sample.

This overall even d1str1but1on of control d1mens1ons in School
Finance and Business Management decisions was largely the case for the

individual schooT boards also, as Table 14 “indicates.

Most boards gave greater -emphasis in theijr decisions to
Correct1ve Action” 1n the area of finance than they did w1th any
other operat1ona1 area. The order in wh1ch boards emphasized the
" three contro] d1mens1ons also varied cons1derab1y between boards.
Though e differences in most instances were not great, 9 boards
gave pruminence to Monitoring decisions,‘lo gave prominence to Settihg

Standard deci3ions and 2- gave prominence to Corrective decisions.
C

- School Plant Decisions

The relative degree to wh1ch contro] d1men51ons were emphas1zed
in decisions re]at1ng to School Plant is presented .for the total group

of school boards in Figure XVIII.
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FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT :
ON CONTROL DIMENSIONS FOR

TABLE 14

RDS

RELAT™/E DECISION EMPHASIS.
21 SCHOOL BOA

Percent of Finance Decisions

School Decisions - Setting Taking
Board Made Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
A 79 30.4 .39.2 30.4
B 4] 43.9 24.4 . 31.7
C 30 13.3 46.7 40.0
0 80 26.3 37.6 36.3
£ 53 34.0 5.7 60.4
F 45 42.2 44 .4 13.3
G 74 36.5 31.1 1 32.4
" H 69 37.7 31.9 30.4
I 72 33.3 58.3 8.3
d 89 43.8 33.7 22.5
- K 164 54.3 31.1 14.6
L .50 50.0 30.0 20.0
M 62 41.9 37.1 21.0
N 73 38.4 21.9 39.7
0 115 26.1 50.4 23.5
P 57 42.1 47.4 10.5
Q 213 42.7 22.1 35.2
R 83 41.0 33.7 . 25.3
) 106 37.7 44.3 17.9
T 121 8.3 81.8 — 9.9
U 85 37.6 36.5 25.9
X 84 36.3 37.6 26.2
S - 10.8 156 12.5
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FIGURE XVIII

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS
SCHOOL PLANT DECISIONS -

'Monitdring acfivities accounted for 48.7 percent of-decisions

in the School Plant operational area and pertained to such decisions

as the decision to permit ‘the ‘installation of a recess bell at an
elementary school, and the decision to 1nvest1gate the need for
additional janitorial service at a school.

Under Setting Standards were decisions sueﬁA&s those per-

taining to the determination of a site for a new school, and the

©

_spec1f1cat1on of terms by a school board under which a group may use

" school fac1]1t1es Setting Standerds decisions were responsible for

119
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35.9 percent of School Plant decisions.
As examples of Corrective decisions taken in the area of School
Plant, one board decided to close a school building to all students,
declare it unfit for use and take steps to have it demolished; another
board made a decision to provide an alternate water supp]y'for its
schools; and another decided that the principal of a particular school
report a]] bomb threats to the police for adv1ce Corrective decisions
~accounted for 15.5 percent of decisions in the area of School Plant.
Data relating to the relative emphasis placed on control
dimensions for School Plant detisions is presented in Table 15 for
each board.  Again, the order in which dtmensions'were emphasized for
the total group of boards was not the case fbr eachlindividua1 board.
In.this inétance,-eight boards gave prominence to Settjng Standards
to the same extent as, or to a greater extent, than they did to
Monftdring activities. Also, several boards placed greater emphas1s
on Corrective dec1s1ons, in re]at1on to ‘the other two d1mens1ons,

than is indicated by the tota]s.

School Board Business Decisions

Relative emphasis on cdﬁtro] dimensions in regard to decisions
made in the area'of School Board Business are illustrated in Figure
XIX.

’In categorizing decisions-according to-tdntro] dimensions for
_ tﬁis operatignal area, Setting Standards took sdch forms as: . deciding
that "regular meetings during the months?of July and August‘sha]]vbe
held at the call of the chair"; appointing the Secretéry freasurer as

Returniﬁg Officer for trustee e]ectioné; and decidiﬁg that "the Board



. 121

TABLE 15

SCHOOL PLANT: RELATIVE DECISION .EMPHASIS ON THREE
- CONTROL DIMENSIONS FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of School Plant Decisfons

Schooi - Decisions Setting o Taking

" Board . Made Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
A 25 16.0 44.0 40.0
B 8 50.0 25.0 25.0
C 17 11.8 . 82.4 5.9
D 15 20.0 53.3 26.7
E 16 50.0 25.0 25.0
F 18 27.8 . 61.1 1.1
G 31 25.8 41.9 32.3
H 20 45.0 - 45.0 . 10.0
I 13 23.1 53.8 23.1
J 76 -44.7 47.4 o - 7.9
K 101 45.5 34.7 : - 19.8
L 19 57.9 31.6 - 10.5
M 32 -59.4"° -37.5 3.1
N 7 47.1 41.2 - 11.8
0 22 31.8 59.1 9.1
P 10 - 40.0 60.0 0.0
q 80 41.3 46.3 12.5
R 15 26.7 ' 46.7 26.7
S . 18 33.3 66.7 0.0
T 62 19.4 72.6 8.1
u. 30 36.7 .46.7 16.7
X
I3 31 35.9 48.7 15.5
S 13.8 14.8 10.9
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shall hold its annual wine and cheese party on October 3rd, 1975.” '
vSetting Standards ‘accounted for 26.3 percent of decisions made in this
area. -

Mon1tor1ng dec1s1ons were very frequent]y of a procedura]
nature, concerned w1th the approva] of minutes and agendas,etct Apart
from these procedural dec1s1ons, Mon1tor1ng act1v1t1es in this area
also related to such decisjons,as the'discuesion of various board-
/re1ated correspondence from the~Prov1ncia1 Trustees Assdciation In
at], Monitoring dec1s1ons were respons1b]e for 62.4 percent of the
decisions made in the area of School Board Business.

F1na]]y,'Correct1ve decisions, which‘made up 11.3 percent of
School Board Business decisions, pertained to such activities as the -
51nvest1gat1on of poss1b111t1es of finding a cand1date for the position
of a trustee to represent one of the zones in a district. dué to a ﬂ
resignation. | o |

| The general d1str1but1on of dec1s1ons according to control. -
d1mens1ons for the Schoo] Board Bus1ness operational area did not
dev1ate to any great extent from the d1str1but1on for the tota]
: dec1s1ons When examined in terms of individual boards, however,

th1s was not a]ways the case, ‘as data contained in Table 16 1]1ustrate.

'.Several boards emphas1zed Sett1ng Standards in their dec1s1ons'to a

greater extent than they emphas1zed Monitoring act1v1t1es Again
fthere appeared to be some cons1derab1e var1at1on in emphasis between
boards, particularly with regard to the Sett1ng Standards and
“Corrective Action dimensions.

S

3
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TABLE 16

SCHOOL BOARD BUSINESS: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE
CONTROL DIMENSIONS FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS :

Percent of Board Business Decisions
School ° Decisions Setting ' "~ Taking o -
Board - Made Standards  Monitoring - Corrective -Action : :

30.7 ‘ 30.

A 137 38.7. 7
B 35 2.9 85.7 11.4
C 14 14.3 78.6 7.1
D 49 . 46.9 49,0 4.1
£ 116 2.6 94.8 2.6
F 21 143 . 76.2 9.5
G - 20 ©35.0 60.0 5.0
H 44 25.0 - 54.5 20.5
1 51 - . 9.8 1 88.2 1.9
J 65 . 58.5 32.3 9.2
K 61 26.2 42.6 31.1
L 23 8.7 78.3 13.0 —
M4 16 . 12.5 81.3 6.3
N 49 12.2 79.6 8.2
0 45 44.4 37.8 17.8
P 29- 17.2 75.9 6.9
Q- 80 56.3 36.3 7.5
R 65 47.7 49.2 3.1
S 50 46.0 54.0 0.0
T 85 - 22.4 51.8 25.9
U 49 10.2 73.5 16.3
X 53 - 26.3 1 62.4 11.3
S o 9.

18.0 - 20.]

O
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© SUMMARY

Monitoring decisions accounted for 56. 6 percent of the 6, 623
dec1s1ons wh1ch were analyzed, wh11e Setting Standards and Tak1ng
Correct1ve Action accounted for 29.7 percent and 13.7 percent
respect1ve]y. For the total dec1s1ons, all 21 boards were in agree-
ment in the order in which these d1mens1ons were emphasized and were R
also cons1stent with each other in terms of the degree of emphasis
which was placed upon each d1mens1on '

When th1s relative emphas1s upon contro] dimensions was
inVest1gated for each operationa],area, however, several variations
from the‘above_pattern were observed.. In eeveral operationa] areas,
| individua] boards var.ed in the order in which they emphas1zed control
.'d1mens1ons and in the d _ggrgg to which they emphasized them 7In fact,
the overall emphasis on contro] d1men::ons for the area of School-
Community Relations was greater in respect to Sett1ng Standards than
it was for Monitoring decisions.

The greatest emphas1s on-Monitoring act1v1t1es was noted in
the areas of Staff Personnel and -School Board Bus1ness The more even
distribution of emphasis on contro] dimensions in the area of F1nance A

and Business Management was also noteworthy.

)
s



Chapter VII

'~‘ANALYSIS OF CONTENT DATA: SCHOOL BOARD - DECTSION
EMPHASIS ON DECISION LEVELS =

7 Content is described in this chapter as it relates to the

're]at1ve extent to which d1fferent dec1s1on Tevels are represented‘
in. schoo] board dec1s1ons Spec1f1ca11y, it is addressed to the
fo]]ow1ng probiem: 4 | | |

For all decisions and for each operat1ona1 area, to

what extent were school board dec1s1ons
(a) Pol1cy Oriented?
(b) Routine- Adm1n1strat1ve7

(c) Res1dua17

TOTAL DECIéIONS

Each dec1s1on ~was placed 1nto one of three categor1es accord1ng
to decision 1eve1 The degree to wh1ch each category was represented
in the total decisions 1s represented in Figure XX \ |

From this graph, the strong emphas1s on Rout1ne Adm1n1strat1ve
dec1s1ons in the overa]] p1cture is ev1dent Rout1ne Adm1nistrat1ve
dec1s1ons accounted for 81.5 percent of the total ‘decisions, wh11e'
Policy-Oriented decisions and Res1dua] dec1s1ons accounted for ]4;9 -
oercent and 3.6 percent respective]y.‘ Spec?fic eXamples pertaining to:
each dec1s1on ]eve] are d1scussed be1ow in the context of each ope‘a-‘

-

tional area.

The breakdown of the dec151on level categor1zat1on for. 1nd1v1d—

- ual boards in the study sample is provided in Tab]e 17
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RESIDUAL 3.6%
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* FIGURE XX
RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE DECISION LEVELS
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RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON

TABLE

17

SUMMARY FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

THREE DECISION LEVELS:

Percent of Tota] Decisions

School Decisions Policy- Routine R
Boards Made Oriented Administrative Residual
A 595 10.4 81.2 8.4

B 128 18.0 79.7 2.3
€ g8 20.4 74.5 5.1
D 271 10.7 86.0 3.3
E 293 22.5 76.1 1.4
F 166 - 127 "~ 84.3 3.0
G 214 23.° 72.0 4.2
H 238 19.7 76.1 4.2
I 217 16.1 82.9 0.9
J 498 8.4 .84.3 7.2
K 619 9.9 80.8 9.4
L 145 18.6 77.9 3.4
M 197 12.7 83.8 3.6
N 244 12.7 86.5 0.8
0 398 16.1 77.1 6.8
p s> 161 18.0 80.1 1.9
Q 597 . 22.1 -76.4 1.5
R 287 16.7 82.6 0.7
S 283 11.0 88.3 0.7
T 557 5.9 90.3 3.8
u 417 7.0 89.7 3.3
X 315 14.9 81.5 3.6
S 168 5.3 5.1 2.5
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1

Boards were very consistent in the degree to which they empha-
sized each decisjon level, and all 21 boards were in agreement in terms
of the order in which the three decision levels were given prominence
in their decisions.

DECISION LEVELS AND OPERATIONKL AREAS

b\
S

Staff Personnel Decisions

When decisions relating to Staff Personnel were examined, it
was found that theemphasis placed upon Routine Administrative decis-

ions was even more marked than was the case when the total decisions

were analyzed. The degree of emphasis placed upon each level for the

area of Staff Personnel is represented in Figure XXI.

POLICY-
ORIENTED

~ ROUTINE
86.5%

FIGURE XXI

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE DECISION LEVELS:
STAFF PERSONNEL DECISIONS
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Routine Administrative decisions accounted for 86.5 percent
of the total decisions in this operational area.g’ These were character-
ized by such decisions as: the decision to hold a reception for new
teachers in a district; the decision to increase téaching staff in a
district; and the decision to terminaﬁe the employment of a teacher
unable £§;§>tisfyfthe certification requirements of the Department
of Education. |

Decisions of a Policy-Oriented nature were characterized by
“such actions as‘the adoption of maternity leave regulations as board
policy; the establishménf of a "non-instructional day" plan for the
district (in order to cater for professional development). One
board decided that the following be adopted as board policy: ‘fIh
‘a11 cases, the Board shall hire the most suitable applicant for the
position." Policy-Oriented decisions were responsible for.7.3 percent
of Staff Personne] decisions.

Under the Residua]'categoky, some examples were: the decision
to pay the $10 entry fee for the participation of a district bus
driver in a.school bus drivers' rodeo; the authorization of a clerical

_assistant - to defer holidays one wéek; and the response to an app]i;ant
for the poSition Qf Adu1t Schoo] Crossing Guard.. Such de;isions as -
these accountéd'for 6L1 percent‘of‘the total deci ‘ons in the Staff
Personnel 6p§ra£i§na1'aréé{ It is ngteworthy‘that the emphasis on
Residual decisions in this afea Wa§vgreatér than it wés for fhe.tota1
decisions reported eariief, whi1e'P61icy decisions represented 1¢ss

vthan half ;he percentége of dECfSidns they represented’for the: total

decisions.. In fact, with the eXcgptionféf School Board Busineés, less

M
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emphasis was p]aced on Policy decisions in the area of Staff Personnet .
tharf was the case with other operatipna] areas. |

Information pertaining to the‘emphasis placed By each board oh
decision levels for the area of Staff Personnel is reported in Table 18.

Boards were notably consistent in the degree to whiéh they gave
prominence to Routine Administrative actions. There was more variation
within the Policy-Oriented and Residual categories and in both thése
instahces emphasis varied fFom‘zero to 17.8 percent. In addition, 9 of
the 21 boards placed greater emphas1s on Residual decisions than they

did on Po11cy dec1S1ons for this area.

Pupil Personnel Decisions

fhe relative degree to which decisibn levels were represented
in decisions pertaining to Pupil Personnel fs/il]ustrated in Figure
XXII. |
| Emphas1s in this area d1d not deviate very much from the
distribution of decisions for dec1s1on levels for the total dec1s1ons
made. - Routine Administrative decisions accounted'for 82.1 percent'of
Pupil Pe;sbnnél deciéions Sample categor1zat1ons in this. .area were:
the dec1s1on by a board to make 1nqu1r1es as to the progress of(two
students of the d1str1ct in their correspondence studies; the decision
to investigate‘a]ternate ways of transpdfting.a group of students due
to a particu1ar'drivér not wishing to continde; and ;he‘decision to
-close a school to reg1strants for the year. _ . \
Specific examp]es of dec1s1ons categorized as P011cy Oriented

actions were: the establishment of a po]icy ohr“wa1k‘limits" for the

district {(i.e. disténcea1im}ts from which pupils will be -bussed); the
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TABLE 18

STAFF PERSONNEL: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE
DECISION LEVELS FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Staff Personnel Decisions

School - Decisions Policy- Routine

Board Made Oriented Administrative Residual
A 219 4.6 77.6 -17.8
B 25 8.0 84.0 8.0
C 11 9.1 81.8 9.1
D 80 0.0 88.8 11.3
E 44 9.1 88.6 2.3
F 49 14.3 83.7 2.0
G 36 13.9 77.8 8.3
H 45 , 6.7 82.2 11.1
I 38 5.3 94.7 0.0
J 157 7.0 83.4 9.6
K 217 3.7 89.4 6.9
L ' 36 5.6 94.4 0.0
M 58 6.9 87.9 5.2
N 84 1.2 98.8 0.0
0 123 14.6 74.0 11.4
p 45 17.8 75.6 6.7
Q 114 7.9 91.2 0.9
R 70 8.6 88.6 2.8
S 60 6.7 91.7 1.7
T 149 2.0 89.3 . 8.7
U 165 1.2 93.9 4.8
X 87 7.3 86.5 6.1

4.7 6.8 4.8




“RESIDUAL 4.8%

POLICY-
ORIENTED

13.1%

ROUTINE®
- 82.1%,

FIGURE XXII

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE DECISION LEVELS:
PUPIL PERSONNEL DECISIONS 3
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estab]i;hment of a.policy that "no chi]dreh under the reqular school
entfy age (5 yearé old as of December 31st for Kindergarten, and 6
years o]d as of December 31st %orzGrade I) be admitted to district
schools." The following minute provides a more.detai1ed %xamp]e of
- @ Policy-Oriented issue in this area:

That the Board adopt the following procedure with

regard to suspension and dismissal 0f pupils:

Principal dismisses pupil (Regulations Section 37
Subsection 32). _

2. Principal writes letter to parents advising them-
of dismissal; a copy of this letter is sent to the
Board of School. Trustees and to the District
Superintendent (the matter is now in the hands of

* the Superintendent and Board).

3. The Superintendent attempts to interview the parents
and the pupil. An Education Committee member will
be requested to. attend the interview. '

4. The Superintendent prepares a recommendation for"
the Board (in camera). .

5. The parents are notified of the date, time and
plac: of the Board meeting where the recommendation
will be considered (Public Schools Act, Section 126
Subsection C). : ‘

6. The Board reviews the case (hears the recommendation
of- the Superintendent) and hears representation from
the parents of the pupil involved): ,

7. The Board makes a decision regarding suspension or

expulsion. This decision may be made at a time

after the parents have left the Board meeting.

8. Parents are advised of the action of the Board in

~ the matter. ' '

Policy-Oriented decisions’accounted for 13.1 percent of Pupil Personnel
. decisions. | | . ’ )

Residual decisions eﬁtai]éd such actions as the sending of a
1ettef of commendation to ‘a student; the congratulatidn of a group
of students "on their deportment at graduétion,exercfsés";'and the
approval of two students to take time off from school. Of the total

rumber of decisions in the Pupil Personnel area, 4.8 pércent'were of

a2 Residual nature.
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The breakdown of decisions accord1ngkzg dec1s1on level feﬁ
each’ individual board in the area of Pupil Personnel is provided 1n
Table 19. Again all boards gave similar prominence to Rout1ne
Administrative dec1s1ons, a]though they were more varied in the per-
centage of decisions devoted to this Tevel than was the case with
Staff Personnel decisions. Likeniée, there was greater variation in
the Po]icy—Orienfed and Residual categories. This was part1cu1ar1y
marked in the case of Po]1cy Or1ented decisions. These varied con-
s1derab1y in emphasis from zero to almost 50 percent

In this area, 6 boards devoted s1m11ar or more attention to

Residual dec1s1ons than they d1d to Po11cy Or1ented decisions.
_ '

Schoo]—Conmunity Relations Decisipns

Minutes pertaining to the area of School-Community Relations .

for the total number of boards-repreSented greater’emphasis on
Policy-Oriented decisions than did those pertaining to the two areas
previously discussed. Rontine Administrative decisions, whi]e'given
,greater'prominence,vwerevnot represented at such a high level.
Emphasis on the three dec1s1on ]eve]s for Schoo] -Community Relations

is illustrated in Figure XXIII.
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Of the dec1s1ons made in the area of School- Comnun1ty Re]at1ons,'

decisions of a Po]1cy Oriented nature accounted for 17. 0 percent of

the dec1s1ons made in this area, and pertained to such activities as

_ the passing of a "Conmunity'College Participation Bylaw."v.One board

‘made a decision concerning the preparation of press releases as
follows:

That'the_Board approve a vigorous program of community



PUPIL PERSONNELi RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE

TABLE 19

DECISION LEVELS FOR 2] SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Pupil Personnel Decisions

School Decisions Policy- Routine

Board Made Oriented Administrative Residual
A 71 15.5 80.3 4.2
B 10 30.0 . 70.0 - 0.0
C 16 . 12.5 .75.0 12.5
9] 28 14.3 85.7 0.0
£ . 28 42.9 57.1 - 0.0
F 18 5.6 83.3 11.1
G 20 15.0 75.0 - 10.0
H 43 18.6 S 791 2.3
1 25 8.0 92.0 - 0.0 -
J 74 4.1 -90.5 - 5.4
K 45 4.4 88.9 6.7
L 10 0.0 80.0 20.0
M 12 0.0 100.0 0.0
N 14. 0.0 100.0 0.0
0 46 . 21.7 63.0 15.2
P 10 20.0 80.0 0.0
Q 47 25.5 72.3 2.1
R 24 16.7 83.3 0.0
S 33 6.1 93.9 0.0 .
T 55 9.1 - 81.8 9.1
U 46 4.3 “93.5 2.2
X 32 13.1 82.1 4.8
S 11.0 11.2 . 6.0
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POLICY-
ORIENTED

17.0%

ROUTINE
- 76.9%

" FIGURE XXIII

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE DECISION LEVELS:
SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS '
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fnformat1on by assigning to the Superv1sor of

Instruction the responsibility for preparation

of press releases, and that all press releases

be approved by the District Superintendent and -

the Secretary Treasurer before being issued to .

the media. .

lResidua] actions relating to Schoo]—Community Re]ations
involved such dec1s1ons as the decision to send a Tetter of thanks
to a commun1ty membér for services rendered. One 'board in this
respect sent ; letter of thanks to an individual for serv1ng on a
comunity Adu]t Education and Recreation Committee. Residual
decisions were  made more frequently in this area than was the tase -
with most operational areas. . In this instance,’they represented
6.1 percent of the tota]. \
| Routine dec1s1ons were represented by such decisions as the

fo110w1ng the dec1s1on to glve perm1ss1on to the local district to
use schoo]s as po111ng stat1ons, declining to glve perm1sswon to the
.Elks to raise funds in schools; specifying a time to meet with a group
of parents of—pr1mary schoo] children. ﬁéout1ne dec1s1ons were respon-
M sible for 76.9 percent of the. dec1s1ons made 1in thls area. |

Data pertaining to dec1s1on levels for each board in the area
of School- Commun1ty Relations are contained in Table 20.

Wh11e Rout1ne Adm1n1strat1ve decisions were aga1n given greatest
prom1nence by each board there was greater var1at1on in degree of :
'emphas1s on th1s decision Tevel betWeen boards than was the case with
the’ prev1ous two operat1ona] areas Again there was cons1derab1e
var1at1on between boards in the degree of emphasis p]aced‘upon Po]1cy—
Oriented decisions and Residual dec1s1ons In this area, 6 boards

made more dec1s1ons of a Res1dua1 nature than they did decisions. of a .
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TABLE 20

SCHOOL-COMMUNITY PELATIONS: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON
. THREE DECISION LEVELS FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Community Relations Decisions

" School Decisions Policy- Routine
" Board . .Made Oriented - Administrative Residual

A 45 8.9 88.9 2.2
B 5 0.0 100.0 0.0
C 6 0.0 i 83.3 16.7
D 17 11.8 88.2 0.0
E 17 17.6 82.4 0.0
F 12 0.0 91.7 8.3
G 29 34.5 55.2 10.3
H 8 - 25.0 62.5 12.5
I 9 44 .4 44 .4 11
J 23 8.7 78.3 13.0
K 24 4.2 -70.8 25.0
L . 5 40.0 60.0 0.0
M 12 0.0 91.7 8.3
N 6 33.3 66.7 0.0
0 36 8.3 88.9 2.8
P "4 - 25.0 75.0 0.0
Q 41 17.1 82.9 0.0
R 16 43.8 56.3 0.0
S .5 20.0 80.0 0.0
T 47 4.3 93.6 2.1
U 20 10.0 75.0 .15.0
3 18 17.0 76.

—
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Policy-Oriented nature.

Curriculum and Instruction Decisions

~Figure XxIv contains data concerning the degree of emphasis
p]aced upon decision levels in the area of Curriculum and Instruction

for the total number of dec1s1ons

" —RESIDUAL 0.3%

POLICY-
ORIENTED
14.9%

ROUTINE
\’/
81.0%

FIGURE XXIV -

RELATIVE DECISION EMbHASIS ON THREE DECISION LEVELS:
~ CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION

As these data i]]hstrate, strong emphasis was placed by boards

on Routine Adm1n1strat1ve dec1s1ons These accounted for 81.0 percent

7 of decisions made, while Policy-Oriented decfsions represented 14.9°

140
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percent and Residual decisions only 0.3 percent of decisions made 1in
this area.

Routine Administrative decisions were concerned with such
decisions as: the decision to "notify the Department of Education
that the school district is offering the Mining Course II"; and the
decision that a Physical Fitnegs 12 COgrse be dffered at a secondary
school for the school year providing faci]ities are adequate and
enrollment justifies the offerﬁng. |

The following was categorized as a Po]icy—Orﬁented decision
in this area:

Whereas the Board of school trustees is concerned

with the present high standard of secondary

education, grades 8-12 in the District,

‘Therefore Be It Resolved That, for so Tong as

the Grande Operating Company remains in production,

even at its present reduced Tevel, the Board will

make every endeavour to offer a full Junior-

Senior Secondanx Curriculum."
- Policy decisions concerned 14.9 percent of Curriculum and Instruction
decisions. |

Emphasis on Residual decisions in this operational area was-
the Towest for any of the seven major areas studied. ‘Decisions such

vas the decision to receive and file a letter of thanks for an honor-
arium received by a string quartet for playing in the district were
represented in this category. '
The breakdown of this decision emphasis for individual
Rrds is contained in Table 21. Though one‘bdard made ro decisions
Bl in this 4rea, and though the overall emphasis on the operational

rgé?itself_was low, there wés a consistently high degree of emphasis -

on Routihe.decisions among boards. ‘Eight boards méde no decisions at

141
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TABLE 21

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON
THREE DECISION LEVELS.FOR 21- SCHOOL BOARDS ‘

Percent(JfCurricu1um and Instruction Decisions

School Decisions Policy- Routine.

Board Made Oriented Administrative Residual
A 18 22.2 1 72.2 5.6
B .3 0.0 100.0 0.0
C 4 25.0 75.0 . 0.0
D 2 0.0 100.0 0.0
E 19 10.5 89.5 0.0
F 2 0.0 100.0 0.0
G 4 25.0 75.0 0.0
H 9 22.2 77.8 0.0
I 9 33.3 66.7 0.0
J 13 0.0 100.0 0.0 °
K -7 14.3 85.7 0.0
L 2 100.0 0.0 0.0
M 5 0.0 100.0 0.0
N 0 0.0 N.0 0.0
0 10 10.0 90.0 0.0
p 6 0.0 100.0 0.0
Q 16 18.8 . 81.3 0.0
R 13 0.0 100.0 0.0
S 11 18.2 81.8 0.0
T .33 X 9.1 90.9 - 0.0
U 20 5.0 95.0 0.0
X 10 14.9 81.0 0.3
S 22.2 28.8 1.2




the Policy-Oriented level, and .: is noteworthy that only one board

made decisions at the Residual level in this area.

Finance and Business Management Decisions

.when examined in relation to the emphasis placed upon decisipn
levels in other operational areas, more emphasis was placed upon
Policy-Oriented decisions and less on Routine decisions in thébaréa of
Finance and Bus.ness Management than was the case with any other area.

In addition, emphasis on Residual decisions was low. The overall

emphases as they concern Finance and Business Management decisions are

reported in Figure XXV.

RESIDUAL 1.6% o
POLICY-
ORIENTED
29.2% )
ROUTINE
69.3%
- :
3
FIGURE Xxv

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE DECISION LEVELS:
FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT -DECISIONS

v
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Rout1ne Finance and Bus1ness Management decisions. concerned
such activities as: the acceptance of tenders for 1nsta11at1on of air
conditioning in a specific schoo], and the statement of conditions
under which a board will contr1bute to the operating costs of a local
swimming pool. MTh1s‘type of decision represented 69.3 percei. of
Finance'andiéosiness Management decisions.

’Poiicy—Oriented decisions in this area involved such activitieé
as: the establishment of policy stating terms of trustees' annual
indemnity and expenses incident to the discharge of- their duties; and
the estab]ishment of policy concernfng payment of salary to teachers
producing documentary evidence of their qualifications for T.Q.S.
(Teacher's Qua]ification Service). PoTicy;Oriented decfSions were
responsible for 29.2 percent of the dec1s1ons in this area.

Examples of Res1du&¥’§ec1swons were ‘the 1on to pay the
mov1ng expenses of the secretary treasurer, and the d:c1510n Eo change
fees for renta? of covera]]s to students enrolled in an automot1ve
course. - Of the decisions in the Finance and Business Mahagement area,
on]y 1.6 percent were Residual.

A description of the degreelof emphasis placed upon decision
levelsrin the area of Financetand BusinessiMana;ement for each board
in the study sample is contained in Table 22. ¢

One board made more Po]1cy Oriented dec1s1ons in this area than
it did R}pt1ne Adm1n1strat1ve decisions. .In terms of the other boards,
emphas1s on each dec1s1on level was cons1stent with the overa]1 trend

. for the total number of poards and did not vary cons1derab1y. In all

.cases, Residual decisions were given less prominence ‘than were Routine

Sy
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TABLE 22

c 'FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON
THREE DECISION LEVELS FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS v

Percent of Finance and Business Decisions

School Decisions Policy- -. Routine :
Board - Made . Oriented Administrative Residual
: \

A 79 _ 29.1 70.9 0.0
B 47 34.1 63.4 2.4
C 30 40.0 60.0 0.0
D 80 . 23.8 76.3 0.0
E 53 : 71.7 28.3 0.0
F 45 - 26.7. 73.3uy 0.0
G 74 - - 32.4 67.6 0.0
H 69 33.3 63.8 2.9

I 72 26.4 73.6° 0.0 -
J 89 20.2 . 75.3 4.5
K 164 19.5 7 68.3 12.2
L 50 34.0 64.0 2.0
M 62 21.0 - 79.0 0.0
N 73 - 32.9 66.4 2.7
0 115 23.5 73.0 3.5
P 57 26.3 73.7 0.0
Q 213 37.1 61.5 1.4
R 83 28.9 71 0.0
S 106 17.9 82.1 0.0
T 121 14.0 86.0 0.0
u 85 - 20.0 78.8 1.2
X 84 $29.2 69.3 - 1.6
11.9 11.7 2.8

-
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Administrative and Po]icy—Oriented'decisions. However, 12 boards made

no.Residual decisions with respect to Finance and Business Management.

School Plant Decisions

The degree of emphasis placed upe ach decisioh Tevel in the
area of School Plant for the total number  school boards is illus-

trated in Figure XXVI.

RESIDUAL 4.3%.

POLICY-
ORIENTED

120.5%

ROUTINE
- 75.2%

FIGURE XXVI

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE DECISION LEVELS:
SCHOOL PLANT DECISIONS

As examples of decisiorf ‘ategorized actording to decision

Jevel for this area, Rgut1ne Administrative decisions 1nc1uded the

L ]
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‘decision to enter into a)]ease with the Canadian National Railway for
the procurement of a portable teacherage site, the &ecision to construct
a proper fence between a school and private property, and the decision
to dispose of obsolete equipment. Rout1ne Adm1n1strat1ve decisions
accounted for 75.2 percent of actions taken in this area.

Policy-Oriented decisions included the decision teo c]ose o
"open areas" in the schools of a d1str1ct the establishment of the
responsibilities of custodians concerning the inspection of fire
extinguishers as part of their duties and the establishment of p011cy
concerning the use of school facilities. Policy-Oriented decisions
were involved in 20.5 percent of School Ptant decisions.

Residual decisions were characterized by‘such considerations
as sending a letter of appreciation to a janitor regarding tne con-

‘dition of schools in the fall, decidtgé to have an Industria1 Educa-
tion class make a‘sign for an elementary schoo],.changtng a portable
from propane to natural gas, and naming a school library, Of the v
: tota1 number of School Plant decisions,'4 3 percent were ResiduaT
A summary of the d1str1but1on of these decision levels for
each of the boards is provided in Table 23.

One board in this area also made_more Polﬁcy-Oriented'
dec1s1ons than 1t d1d Routine decisions and tWO boards made as many,
or more, Residual dec1s1ons than Po]1cy dec1s1ons ~ The emphas1s on

Pol* - Orieni:d.decisions varied cons1derab1x beﬁween boards from

3.2 percent to 53.6 percent. Eight boards mﬁdé 0 Residual dec1s1ons
in 2a of School Plant. - 53%&’ -

-
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TABLF 3

SCHOOL PLANT: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE
~ DECISION LEVELS FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of School Plant Decisians

School Decisions Policy- Routine

Board Made Oriented Administrative Residual
A 25 36.0 52.0 12.0
B 8 37.5 62.5 0.0
C 17 17.6 76.5 5.9
D 15 6.7 93.3 0.0
£ 16 53.6 37.5 8.8
F 18 5.6 94.4 0.0
G K] 22.6 74.2 3.2
H 20 35.0- 60.0 5.0
I 13 38.5 ~61.5 0.0
J . 76 7.9 84.2 7.9
K 101 10.9 76.2 12.9

"L 19 - 21.1 68.4 10.5
M 32 18.8 71.9 9.4
N 17 5.9 94 .1 - 0.0
0 22 9.1 86.4 4.5 -
p 10 30.0 70.0 0.0
Q 80 17.5 82.5 0.0
R 15 13.3 86.7 0.0
S 18 - 5.6 88.9 5.6
T 62 3.2 95.2 1.6
U 30 10.0 . 86.7 3.3
X 31 20.5 ~75.2 4.3
S. 14.0 15.4 4.4

148

e e A X T ks o




School Board Business Decisions

Data pertaining to the general distribution of decisions
according to the three decision levels in the area of School Board

Business are contained in Figure XXVII.

POLICY-ORIENTED 3.8%— RESIDUAL 1.1%

ROUTINE
95.1%

FIGURE XXVII

'RELATIVE DECISION. EMPHASIS ONfTHREE‘DECISION LEVELS:
' SCHOOL BOARD BUSINESS DECISIONS

In contrast to decisions made in other operational areas,:
deciéiohs made in the area of School Board Business placed greater

emphasis on Routine and lighter_emphasis on Policy than did decisions

in any other area.

Decisions were predominantly Routine, representing
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95.]'percent of the total. Related decisions included the decisio% to
destroy old books and vouchers be]ong1ng to the board . and the approval
of the attendance of trustees at a provincial Commun1cations workshop.”

’ Po]1cy dec1s1ons in this operational area concerned such
dec1s1ons as the decision to establish as general policy: v"that
matters go through spec1f1c committees—then to the board for approval."
‘Another dec1s1on in th1s category was "that any changes in policy be
referred to a spec1f1c committee for study and consideration before
any action is taken." Only 3.8 percent of School Board‘Business
decisions were of a Policy-Oriented nature.

Residual decis%ons represented enly 1.6 oercent of decisions
in this area. These 1nc1uded a dec1s1on to file a letter of thanks
directed to the board, and a decision to urge a. trustee to attend a . .
particular conference{ l -

' Table 24 contains information related to the above categor1es
for each individual schoo? board , //‘

As 111ustrated in Table 24 the venystrongemphas1s on R&q\ane
Administrative deq1s1ons was consistent amongst boards the Towest
representat1on be1n988.5percent Concerning‘the Tow emphasis'onv
Po11cy -Oriented dec1s1ons in this area, 6'boatds ‘made no Po]icy—
Oriented dec1s1ons, and 9. boards made as many or more Residual . -
decisions compared to Po]1cy dec1s1ons. Fourteen boards made no

Residual decisions at all in this area.
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TABLE 24

SCHOOL BOARD. BUSINESS: RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON
THREE DECISION LEVELS FOR 2] SCHOOL BOARDS

Percent of Board Business Dec’sions

Schoo] Decisions Policy- . .Routine

Board Made ] Oriented Administrative - Residual
A 137 0.7 97.1 2.2
B 35 0.0 100.0 0.0
C 14 7.1 92.9 . 0.0
D 49 6.1 93.9 0.0
E 116 0.0 100.0 0.0
F 21 0.0 95.2 4.8
G 20 5.0 95.0 0.0
H 44 4.5 '95.5 0.0
I 51 0.0 98.0 1.9
J 65 3.1 90.8 . . 6.2
K 61 . 9.8 88.5 1.6
L 23 0.0 100.0 0.0
M 16 12.5 87.5 0.0 -,
N 49 4.1 95.9 0.0
0 45 4.4 95.6 0.0
p 29 0.0 100.0 - 0.0
Q- 80 - 6.3 - 88.8 5.0
R €5 6.2 93.8 . 0.0
S 50 4.0 96.0 0.0
T -85 . 1.2 A 97.6 1.2
U 49 4.1 o 95.9 0.0
X 53 — 3.8 95.1 1.1
S 3.5 3.7 1.9
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SUMMARY

Data perta1n1ng to the relative emphas1s placed by schoo]
boards on decisjon Tevels were descr1bed 1n th1s chapter. It was
found that Rout1ne Adm1n1strat1ve decisions accounted for 8]. 5 per-
'cent Po]1cy -Oriented decisions accounted for 14.9 percent, and , _
Residual dec1s1ons accounted for 3.6 percent of the® tota] number of
dec1s1ons. Ind1v1dua] boards did not. vary cons1derab1y from this
general pattern. Howeyer, the fo]]ow1ng points emerged from an
examination of enphasis on decision levels for each operationé] area
and for each individua] board in the study samp]e'

—Residual decisions were most common]y made 1in the areas of
Staff Personnel and School- Commun1ty Relations.

—-There-was a frequent tendency among indfvidua] boards to
place greater emphas1s upon Res1dua1 decisions than upon Policy-
Or1ented decisions.

~—tmphasis on Restdual decisions in the area of" Curriculum
and Instruction was‘a]most‘non-exietent. Only one board made decieions
in this category. There was a]so a 1ow emphasis on Res1dua1 dec1s1ons
in the Finance category. | '

——Po]1cy Or1ented decisions _were most frequent]y made in the
area of Finance and Business Management and represented 29.2 percent
of the decisions in that category as opposed to the 14 9 percent for
the total dec1s1ons _ |

——Po]1cy 0r1ented decisions were also emphas1zed to a greater

extent in the area of School P]ant (20.5 percent) than they were for

total dec1s1ons



Chapter VIII
ANALYSIS OF CONTENT DATA: THE CONTROL PROFILE

’ In’Chapters V and VI, f1nd1ngs related. to two centra] con-

stituent variables in the deve]opmenﬂ of a control descr1pt1on were

- Separately discussed. These were contro] dimensions, illustrating
the nature of contro] exercised by schoo] ‘boards ~generally and by
operational area, and decision 1eve1s, representing the 1eve1 at which
schoo] boards exerc1sed their contro] function generally and by opera-
tional area. The present chapter is directed at comb1n1ng the findings

| of the previous two chapters into an overa]1 descr1pt1on of the control
exercised by schoo] boards Specifically, it has been des1gned to
present f1nd1ngs relating to the following problem statement:

To’what extent were schoo] board decwsions represented

//// in each of the control categor1es in the Control Dimension-

////{/ Dec1s1on Leve] mode]’

TOTAL DECISIONS
: fffé%’

In 1nvestlgat1ng this prob]em, each decision was categor1zed
accord1ng to the Control D1mens10n Dec1s1on Leve] matr1x for all
decisions and for the total numher of boards Th1s procedure was
fo]]owed for each operat1ona1 area. The-re]ative emphasis placed

_upon each contro] category for the total dec1s1ons is. 111ustrated

in F1gure XXVIII

"T53
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Taking

Setting Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
: % % %
Policy-
Oriented 6.9 2.2 5.8
Rootine A h
Administrative _ 21:2 , 52.5 7.8
‘Residual | 1.5 PR 0.2

FIGURE XXVIII
RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES

The control category which was represented most in the total
number of schoo] board dec1s1ons was that of Rouﬁ?ne Level Monitoring.
This category was responsible for over one-half of the»tota] decisions
made (52.5 percent). In fact Rout1ne Leve] decisions were most common_
in each of the three control dimensions.. Examp]es of dec1s1ons in
each control category are d1scussed 1ater in th1s chapter under each
operat1ona1 area. The least represented category was that wh1ch per-
tained to Re51dual -Level Correct1ve Action in which only 0. 2 percent -
of the total dec1s1ons appeared.. It is alsg noteworthy that Setting
Standards accounted for more P011cy -Oriented decisions that d1d either
of the other two control d1mens1ons

‘The emphasis’ p]aced by individual boards on each contro1
category is presented in Table 25 ' '

- As data conta1ned_1n Table 25 illustrate, individua]-boardé
adhered c]ose]y to the distribution described'above. The major areas

of emphasis in the analysis of total decisions were also given
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promihence by each.individua1 board. In fact, ne board deviated from
the order in which the total group gave prominence to Routine-LeQe]
Monitoring and Routine-Level Standard-Setting. With respect to the
former control .category in particu]af, boards were particularly con-
sistent in ferms of degree of emphasis even though the range varied
from 36.7 percent to 72.7 percent of total decisions for that category.
Individeal boards were also conSistept in the very low degree of
emphas%s given to Correcting at the Residual level. A

As data described below Wi]] indicate, this overall high

degree of consistency between board§ was not the case for each

'.operatiohai area.
CONTROL CATEGORIES AND OPERATIONAL AREAS

Staff Persohnel Decisions

¥

~ The relative decision emphasis placed upon the nine control,

categories for the total group of boards in the area of Staff Personnel

3

is illustrated in Figure XXIX.

. , Taking
Setting Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
o B % i %
Policy- :
Oriented 4.7 . 1.5 1.7
Routine : ' _ ' ' ,
Administrative 13.7 68.0 | ,4'3
— )
Residual | o3 5.1 | 0.1
- . ) |

FIGURE XXIX

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON NINE ZONTROL CATEGORIES:
* STAF' ERSONNEL DECIZ IONS
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Even greater emphgsis than that for the tbtal.decisions was
| placed on Roytine~Leve1 Monitoring in’this area, while Setting
Standards, Monitoring and Taking Corrective Action qt the Po]iﬁy-

. ,Oriented level each received less emphasis than was the case for the
total decisions.  The emphasis which was placed on ResiduaTFLeve1
Monitoring is also noteworthy. A brief discussion of each category.
as embhasized in Staff Personne] decisidns is provided below.

Policy-Level Standard -Setting. accounted for 4.7 percent of

the total decisions in this operat1ona1 area. Examp]es of decisions
in th1s _category incTluded. the dec1s1on that "in future, d1str1ct
staff not be involved in interviews 1nvo]v1ng the h1r1ng of their
inmediate supervisors" and the decision that:
upon appo1ntment to this d1str1ct téachers shall,
" following submission to the Board of pnbrt1ve
documentat1on, receive full credit foF previous
teaching in Canadian Governmegx supported and v
Government inspected schools. ™ A minimum of eight (8)
: months of continuous full-time teaching service during
( one school year is required to constitute one year
§ of experience.
. , .
As was the case for the total decisions, Setting Standards accounted
for more decisions at the Policy-Oriented level than did Moﬁitoring

or Corrective decisions.

Policy-Level Monitoring w- esponsible for onTy’ﬁ.SApercent
- of Staff Pefsonne] decisior znd concérned such deéisions és the
decision to review policy as it perta1ns to teaching exper1ence and
sa]ar1es, and the decision to review and consider p;11cy concern1ng
teacher transfers within the district and refer it to the Distritt'
Teachers' Association for comment prior to final consideration'by

!

the board.
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Policy-Level Correct1ng received similar emphasis to- the pre—

vious category and accounted for only 1.7 percent of dec1s1ons in

the Staff Personnel area. These involved such decisions as that which
was made to change an existing leave of absencewpolicy, and the
dec151on, due to objections from district staff, to change po]1cy
concern1ng tuberculosis. check-ups from an annual check up to a
biennial check-up.

Routine-Level Standard Setting pertained to such actions as

the declaration of a teacher's "day in ‘session" for a school and
the decision to hire a school crossing guard at a spec1f1c cost.

This category received second greatest emphasws among the n1ne v

,.l

control categories in Staff Personnel dec1s1ons and. was res
§ ‘3{ :1»,“\3
for 13.7 pertent of dec1s1ons made in that area.

Rout1ne Level Mon1tor1ng, the - most heav11y empha512ed of‘the

' nrne control. categories, accounted for 68 percent of dec1s1ons made

1n‘the operat1ona] area of Staff Personne] Related decisions
included the rat1f1cat1on of hirings and res1gnat1ons of profeS§1ona1
" staff, the approva] of 1eaves of absence and the approva] of spec1f{c
app11cat1ons for profess1ona1 development days,etc.

Routine-Level Correct1ng involved such act1v1t1es as the

term1nat1on of a teacher's contract and the "delegation of mail
d1str1but1ng respons1b111t1es to superv1sory and.-maintenance _personnel:
dur1ng the ma11 str1ke " Dec1s1ons in th1s category were responsible
for 4. 3 percent of the dec1s10ns made in the area of Staff Personne]

Res1dua1 Leve] Standard -Setting accountedeor re]at1ve1y very

\

-
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total). An example of a categorization in this area was the decision
of one board concerning conditions under which a.retiring gift/jhp11
‘be presented to a particular teacher. A o ;

Residual-Level Monitoring dec1s1ons concerned a greater pro-

portion (5.1 percent\ of dec1s1ons 1n this operational area than did
the other categories at the Resrdual level. Decisions 1nc1uded the
approval of the h1r1ng of one 1nd1v1dua1 with a sa]ary at a scale for
no 1onger than a one- month per1od and the approval of a leave of

¥ ”

absence for one teacher for a day

Reswdua]—Leve] Correct1ng decisions were least emohasized of

the nine control categories. They accounted for only 0.1 percent of
_Staff Personne] decisions, and concerned such dec1s1ons as .the
decisjon- that

the portion of the minutes regarding a letter of

thanks and a gift to an individual be amended to

read "presentation of a gift to be made ‘at the

+July Board meeting if possible.’ .

The degree of emphasis p]aced by individua] boards+on the

nine contro] categor1es for the area of Staff Personnel, is 111ustrated

Jr,,-,

in Table 26 Data contained in Table 26 indicate that a]] boards , .ng“”
gave prom1nence to the Routine- Leve] Mon1tor1ng category 1n th1s |
operat1ona1 area. The Towest degree of emphasis by a board for ‘this - n

- category was 42.8 percent. f4nd1v1dua1.boards varied morescons1derf’
ably in their emphasis on the Routiné-Leve] Standard- Setting‘ .

category, however, and emphas1s var1ed from 4.7 percent to- 30t9¥per-’b

. cent of Staff Personne1 decisions. Only three board; made dec1s1ons

in the Res1dua1 Level Correct1ng category and, even in these 1nstances,,-

emphas1s was low. There was moreqof a varfation in 1nd1v]dua1 board

! . J,.: . N
// L s
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emphasis oh the Residua]-Levei Mgnth{ing category in Staff Personnel
decisions than was the caze for the total decisions desgribed above,

and emphasis ranged from zero to 15.5 percent in this instante. In

terms of emphasis on Policy-Level control, the boards were. for the

most part in agreement in the greater emphasis they devoted to Policy-
Level Standard- Sett1ng Two boards, however, made no decisions in

this category and several emphasized Policy-Level Correct1ng to a

greater extent.

Pupil Personnel Decisions

Figure XXX illustrates the re]at1ve empha51s placed by the .

tota] number of schoo] boards on the ‘nine control categories for the

Pupil Personne] operat1ona1 22e& o
MR ’
o , Taking
Setting Standards Monitoring Correct1ve Action
% % - %W ,
Policy- : . ’ .
Oriented. | 7.7 : 3.0 . 2.3 _ !
» ) )
_Routine | o ,
Administrative 20.5 239 e 1T
. :
Residual 3.0 - 1.6 0.2 )

8 : : . FIGURE xxx

’: RELATIVE DECISION’ EMPHASIS ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES
- PUPIL PERSONNEL DEQ%?IONS

K)

The genera] d1str1but1on of dec1s1ons accord1ng to contro]

categogy far: th1s operat1ona] area was similar to the overa]] trend

R \25
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for the total number of decisions described at the outset of this
chapter In on]y one or two‘1nstances were there any variations in
emphasis which were worthy of mention. These are described ingthe
discussion of specific categories wh1ch follows.

Policy-Level Standard -Setting decisijons accounted for“g 7

percent of the total decisions which were made in the area of Pupil
Personne] This Sategpny was given greater emphasis in this area
than it was in decisions concerning Staff Personnel. Again Policy-
Leye] Standand-Setting was given greatervemphasfs‘than,were Po]icy‘
1eve1 decisions for the other two control dimensions. Related
decisions in this category for Pupt] Pers.ii 1 were the- estab1zshment
of cond1t1ons and spec1f1cat1ons concern1nJ ci2ld trips, the establish-
ment of a district- w1de pupil report fogﬁat, amd the estab11shment of
a policy to the effect that: \
The board will not requ1re a pr1nc1pa] to accept a
rupil under Section 158&8 ) of The Publi: Schools
uACt who has remained out of schoo] for a period

greater than two weeks

Po]ncy—Leve] Monitoring decisions were also emphasized to a

greater extent in Pup11 Personnel dec151gns thagéhn Staff Personnel
dec1s1dns Th1s category accounted for 3 0 percent of the tota]
decig{gns 1n_th1s operational area, and related to such decisions as:
"the exp]bration, with the Minister's representative, of possibt]itfes

for the proy' ;f“'fj 'opportunitiessfoggthe;péndicapped'in terms of -

employment."

Po]1cy Leve] Coprecting involved decisions pertaining to such

- act1v1t1es as the revision of po11cy concern1ng ambulance serv1ce to

students, and the amendment of po]1cy concern1ng the transportat1on



of students. Decisions in this category constituted 2.3 percent of
the total number‘of Pupil Personnel decisions, that is, Tess than half
the decisions devoted to this categdry in the emphasis for the total
decisions for all areas combined. <

Routine-Level Standard Sett1ng represented 20.5 percent of the

dec1s1ons made in the area of Pupil Personnel. Th1s again represented

. the second most heavily emphasized area and this category was empha-
sizedftp a greater extent than it was for Staff Personne] decisions.

Ré]!ted.decisions included the determination of where particular stu-

dents shall be enrolled and the setting up of a committee for the
awarding of a "District Government Scholarship."

Routine—Leve1 Monitoring decisions were responsib]e tor,53.9

percent; of the dec1s1ons made "in the Pup11 Personnel operat1ona1 area.

This represented a much Tower emphasis for this category than was

"1nd1catedﬂby decisions in the Staff Personnel area, a]though.this

figure was close to that for the total decisions. One board decided,

as an example of a decision in.this category, to gather information,'

by reports,'concerning a,particular student accident,

' Routine-Leve] Correcting activities concerned such decfsions'

as the action to the effect that parents of students involved in the
break 1n at a ]oca] e]ementary school ‘be requested to pay for the
damage and the dec1s1on to contact the C .N.I.B. for”advice concern1ng
the prob]em of two near -blind children and to obta1n a braille type-
writer for these‘students. 4.3 percent of Pup11 Personne] dec1s1ons’

appearsd in. this categdry.

Residual-Level Standard;Setting‘pertained to such.actions’as

K
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the decisfon to send a letter of commendation'to a student for /
successes in a track and ,field meet. Decisions in this category:
represented 3.0 percent Of the total decisions in th1s operational

mﬁh

area.

Residua1 Level Mon1tor1ng accounted for 1.6 percent of Pup11

Personne] decisions and related to such dec1s1ons as the approval of
a school' s request to have individual coTored p1ctures taken a1ong
w1th regu]ar class plctures Emphasis on. this category in th1s
operat1ona1 area was noticeably less than it was: for Staff Personne]
dec1s1ons |

Residual-Level Correcting decisions were again given least

emphasis of all the control categories., In fact these represented
only 0.2 percent of the total decisions in this area, and this emphasis
was genera]]y in ke@?*hg with the emphas1s g1ven to this category in v
the other operational areas ] S

Table 27 contains data re]at1ng to emphas1s on the nine contro]
categor1es for each individual schoo] board in the area of Pupil
Personnel. There appeared to be a greater variation between boards
in their emphas1s on-the major categor1es than was the case ‘with Staf’
Personnel dec1sqons.' In the Routine- Leve] Mon1tor1ng category v
individual board emphases varied from 30.0 percent to 78. 8 rcent .§§.‘

éﬁgct not a]] boards’ gave pr1mary emphas1s to this category * In':\

kth1s regard, one board emphasized Routine- Le#ﬁi Standard Sett1ng to
a greater extent wh11e another board p]aced greater emph#sis. on

Rout1ne Level Corcect1ng In two:bther instances the same %mphas1s

was’ p]aced by boards on Po]1cy Leve] Standard Sett1ngoas 0 Rout1ne-

“ .
o -
[ ]
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‘TABLE 27

*  RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES<FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

PUPTI PERSONNEL

Control Category*
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Level Monitoring. ‘
In regard to Policy- Leve] Standard -Setting, two boards placed

considerable emphasis on that category, devoting 30.0 percent and

- 32. 1 percent of their dec1s1ons to it. However five boards made no

Q&
.

category.

dec1s1ons at all in this category and emphasis as a whole var1ed to a
greater extent than it did in the Staff Personnel area. }

It is noteworthy that only one board made decisions in the
Residual-Level Correcting category in the area of Pupil Personnel and

only six boards made decisions in the Residual-Level Monitoring&"
. L] . L

»

With respect to.overall-emphasis in this operational area,
the d1str1but1on of decision emphasis across ‘control categor1es was
more even1y spread for Student Personnel-dec1s1ons than it was in the
Staff Personnej operational area. This was the case ajso for

individual boards. _
' “» . !

EY

School- Qammdn1ty Re]at1ons DgC1SLan

Dec1s1on emphasis accord1ng tQ contrql,categor1es for the

area of School- Commun1ty Relations was even more evenly d1str1buted

than was the case w1th Student Personne] decisions. Th1s_d1str1but1on
is illustrated in F1gure XXXI. A brief discussion of each of the

categor1es representeq§1n F1gure XXXI is prov1ded be]ow

y Po]1cy Leve] Standard Sett1ng_dec1s1ons accounted for 13. 1

percent of dec1s1ons in the Schoo] Commun1ty Re]at1ons area. It is
noteworthy that th1s category was emphas1zed more in- this operat1ona1

area than in any other. It was also emphasized to a much greater

-

extent than were. the other two contro] dimensions at the Po11cy Teve1.

>
. /—( | . g
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Q)

y - Taking
Setting Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
% % %

13.71 2.6 1.4
3.1 3.3 6.5
5.2 0.9 0.0 '

FIGURE XXXI
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Decisions pertaiﬁing to egreements with the regional district and
decisions peftaining to community colleges were frequeﬁt in this
category. One board, for example, decided "that the Board notify

2 _
the Ministry of Education that it endorses the recommemdstion that
1

dult education courses continue to be operated by collegges in the
Province." Ih another instance, a board established an agreement
Siaak‘ with the "reg1ona1 district" concerning the community use of schoo]

_’/ fac111t1es In this case tbe board and the ‘regional d1str1ct
agreed- to -share in the consﬁhuct1on; ma1ntenance and- operat1ng costs
of fac111t1es so that they could be put to community uses when school
was not in session.in order to provide "optimum benefjts foc the

entire community."

- Policy-Level Monitoring,reiated to 2.6 percent of School-

Community Relations decisions and this emphasis was generally in
keep1ng with that wh1ch was p]aced on th1s category for other

operat1ona] areas. 1&} example of a Po]1cy Level Mon1tor1ng dec1s1on
»."'y

in this operat1ona%§§ﬁ3a was that to advise the "Jocal district" that:

It is the Board's view that the district should .

make a comprehensive and detailed study to determine
-a long-range plan for public library service in the
municipality and, the Board favours the integration of
library services provided that the Provincial Government
provide enabling legislation and/or regulations to
/ A assure that Councjl-School Board jurisdiction over

' such a facility would be absolute w1th full, Provincial
library grants availaple.

- Policy-Level” Correct1ngﬁdec1s1ons concerned sEi2a actions as

the amendment of po11cy concerning p011ce and the schoo1, and the

expression of concern-overthe proposed use of property for high-rise
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development which would create a traffic problem for a school and
~destroy an area suited for community use. Po]icy-Leve] Correcting
~ decisions accounted for 1.4 percent of dec1s1ons in the area of

School-~Community Re]at1ons

Routine-Level Standard-Setting,invoived 35.1:percent of School-
Community relations decisions This category was also more heavily
emphas1zed in Schoo] -Community Relations than it was in .any of the
other operat1ona1 areas. Related det1s1ons 1nc1uded the dec1s1on to
des1gnate sen1or citizens as honorary students for their annual p1cn1c

" S0 that they could use the schoo? buses and the decision to have a
'fc0mm1ttee organ1zed and set up dates for meetings concern1ng the
301nt deve]opment of recreational fac111t1es by the school board and
hthe Jocal digygrict.

Rout1ne-Leve1 Monitoring was givenhmuch less decision.emphasis

in Schoo]—Community ﬁé]ations decisions'than Was the case with other
%

Operational areas, w1th the except1on of Schoo] Finance and Bus1ness

Management. Of the decisions in the School- Commun1ty Relations

operat1ona1 area, 35 5 percent were of a Policy- Level Mon1tor1ng nature.

These cgpcerned decisions such as the approva] of a committee set up

for the examination of Family Life Educat1on in the district and

thfydec1s1on to request a local co]]ege to provide the Board w1th a

11st of alt. its instructional staff together - with a resume indicating '{i'

their tra1n1ng and experience. '-v - : o

e

Routine-Level Correcting perta1ned to such dec1s1ons as the o =

decision, that "the Board write. to the council of the mun1c1pa11ty to - .
o 3

express concern at the number of bears near one of the schoo]s "

« -~ - .
I+ 4 4 . & - e

R s Tt

o

”
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Decisions in this cazﬁgory accounted for 6.5 percent‘of'Schoo1—
Community Relations decisions.

Residual-Level Standard-Setting decjsions were resp

for 5.2 percent of the total decisions*in tnis,operationa]‘area (are
than the emphasis which this category receiyed for any of the other
operational areas). Reiated decisions pertained to such decisions as
the decision to express ‘thanks to the F1nance Committee for part1c1pa—
t1on in the study of the annual budget

Residual- Leve1 Mon1tor1ng concerned such decisions as the

gse at a local college. These decisions

, approval of a beer mak1ng cy

1 represented 0.9 percent of# . ‘_Commundty'Relatﬁons decisions.

Residual-Level Co® g decisions we
: -
- .

this operational area.

F not represented in

TabTe 28 provides a snmmary of the relative decision emphasis- -

p]aced by 1nd1v1dua] boards 7n each of the n1ne control;categories for

.. —

the School-Community Relations operational area.

’ ‘As TabTe 28 i11ustrates, there was considerable variation
between boards in terms of the degree of emphas1s p]aced upon several
of these categories. . This was part1cu]ar1y the case for the Rout1ne—

Level Mon1tor1ng, Rout1ne Level Standard- Sett1ng and Policy-Level | ;
ws'“ e

Standard Sett1ng categor1es in wh1ch decision emphasis va om .\ e

“

zero to 76.6 percent, from zero to 75 0 percent and from zero to

- 140.0 percent respect1ve1y !

. In contrast,_nnd1v1dua1 boards‘were consistent in the Tow

emphas1s g1ven to Po11cy Leve] Mon1tor1ng and Correcting, and : R

Res1dua] Level Mon1tor1ng and Correct1ng _In fact, not one board
?(.v‘o . . <r: o : ’
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made a decision in the egory in this operational area. Only
three boards made deci S ach of the Policy-Level Correcting and
< ¢

Residual-Level Monitoring categories.

Curriculum and Instruction Decisions

Relative-decision emphasis placed on the nine control cate-

gories for the Curriculum and Instruction operational area is illus-

s

trated in Figure XXXII.

Taking
Setting Standards ' Monitoring Corrective Actdon

% "% %
Policy- ‘
Oriented : 7.5 v 5.9 \ 1.5
Routine ' ‘
Administrative 28.6 ) : 46.1 5.4
Residual 0.0 AJ 0.3 0.0

FIGURE XXXII
RELATIVE DECIéION.EMPHASIS ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES:
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION DECISIONS*
As a whole, this area was given least v z11 emphasisbof all
the operafiona] areas in this study. Referring back to data des-
cribed in Chapter V, i} accounted for.on1y 3 percent of all the

decisions which were .categorized. Thus in edch of the contro]

* = :zhool board made no decisions in this operational area.
However .t. ~ soard was counted in calculation of me.n decision
emphasis. :
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-categories, there are several examples of instances where no decisions
have been made. However, Routine-Level Monitoring decisions and
Routine-Level Standard-Setting were again responsible for &he greater
share of those decisions that were made in the area of Curriculum and
Instruction '*4ividual categories are described below in terms of

the emphas = -d to them by the total number of school boards.

t7on operational area was related to decisions such as the statement
of a board's position on Curriculum DeVe]opmént projects 1nvo]ving‘
the University, the Department of Education and school boards. The
following decision constitutes another example of a Po]icy—Leve]
Standard-Setting categorization in this area:

Whereas the Board has requested an examination of
“the teaching of language and .computional skills
and the Tevels of student competence in the same"
- (December 10, 1974),
And Whereas the Board has increased its support of
learning assistance programs aver the past two
years, _ ‘
And Whereas the Professional Development and
Curriculum Centre staffing reflects a response to
the needs in language arts,
Be It Resolved that the Board of School Trustees
consider the teaching of basic skills, particularly
the teaching of language as a matter of high
priority in the 1975-76 school term. -

Relative emphasis for this. category constitutéd 7.5 percent of
Curriculum and Instruction décisions (sTightly more than-the overall
decision emphasis for this category).

Policy-Level Monitoring actions included, for example, the

examination an” block approval of 15 locally developed courses for
‘the school system for the year. These decisions accounted for 5.9

percent of decisions in this area, and represented a greater degree
r R



"of emphasis upon this particular category than was the case with any
of the other operational areas.

Policy-Level Correcting decisions were responsible for 1.5

percent of Curriculum and Instruction decisions and received less
emphasi than did Policy level decisions for the other two cont-cl
dimensions. It received a similar degree of emphasis to that given
in the operational areas described above. As an example of a Policy-
Level Correcting -categorization, the board decided to examine steps

for the "improvement of literacy and numeracy in the District.”

‘Routine-Level Standard-Setting involved such decisions as
fhe decision made by one board to make_specific efforts to try to -
continue a French program in a particular school. Routine-Level
Standard-Setting involved 28.6 percent of decisions in fhis operational
area, and consti-uted the second most emphasized control category (as
was the case with each of the other operational areas).

Routine-Level Monitoring was again the most highly emphasized

of the nine control categories, though the émphasis was‘1ess than it
was for this category for the total number of decﬁsions. In this
1nstance, 46.1 percent of Curriculum and Instruct1on actions were of

‘a Rout1ne-Leve1 Monitoring nature. Frequent decisions in this category
Were,such decisions as the approval of a locally developed (integrated)
curriculum for a particuTar school and the decision, after examina-
t1on, tOVFEJECt an- "Urban Education” program. |

Routine- Level Correcting decisions constituted 5.4 percent

of Curriculum and Instruction decisions. This was quite similar to

the degree of emphasis . thic <. .2gory in the areas previously
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described. Related decisior. pertained to actions such as the decision

to neqotiate with the Department on proposals which have been turned

down concerning "special cducation approvals.”

With respect to Residual-Level Standard-Setting, Monitoring
and Correcting, all three were given very little, if any, emphasis
by school boards in their decision-makin- in this operational area.

The degree to which the nine cantrol categories were empha-
sized 1n échoo] board decisions in the Curriculum and Instruction
areé is illustrated in Table 29.

Though boaras were, for the greater part, in agreement in
terms of the two catégories which rece ed greatest decision emphasis
(i.e. Routine-Level Standard-Setting and Routine-Level Monitoring)
there was again some considerable variation between boards in the
degree of emphasis placed on these categories.

N

~~> A noteworthy point with regard to decision emphasis on ‘the
thﬁée Residual level control categories concerns the minimal attention
given to these categories bv school boards when making decisions 1in
the Curriculum and Irnstruction operational area. None of the 21
boards in the study sample made a décision in either the Residual-
level Standard-Setting or the Residual-Level Cor%ecting tategories,
while only one board~made'decisions in the Residual-Level Monitoring
category.

In addition, the Policy-Level Cori=zcting category was also

given little emphasis amongst the total ~roup of boards, for only

three boards made decisions of that nature in this operational area.

& Though Policy-Level Standard-Setting received 7.5 percent Q{f the
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decision emphasi:, this emphasis varied au:te - riiyderably and 11 of
ti- boards made no dec'sions at all in th.s ~1te.orv. Similarl.,

14 boards made no Policy-Level Mcnitoring decis ons.

Finance and Business Ma:agerment Decisions

Decisions made in the areva of Finance v Business M. .agemen:

s

were more equitably distributed according t- o..nt o1 categury ! vid
the case with any of the other operational areas. However, deci .»
concerning Residual level control were still given only slight

emphasis. The distribution of emphasis according to control categorv

for this operational area is illustrated in Fiqure YXXITT.

Taking
Setting Stardards Monitoring Corrective Action
, M ' I Y
Poiicy- : 10.2 0 | 15.3
. ~‘entad | : -9 ’ 3
Routine e ‘ ; ? '1
: ‘ g0 ;
Administrat:v=2 255 3. w 7o /
!
7

Residual | 0.8 } 0.8 ! 0.2

FIGURE XXXITI

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON NINZ CONTROL CATEGORIES:
FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGCMENT DECISIONS

Policy-Leve] Standard-Setting in the area of Finance and

Business Management concerned such decisions as the setting down of
criteria regarding rates of pay for substitute teachers, the authoriza-

tion of the accreditation of the B.C.S.T.A. as sa.ary bargairir;



representative tor the 1strict, and the establishmen® 0 the busines

procedures of the board in relation to staning and deliverina stocks

\
and honds. bankina orocedures, etc.. Decisions - *his nature accounted
£0-10.2 percent + 7 iinance and Cfusiness Management decision<.

Policy-Level Menitoring decisions involved 2.6 percent of
decisions made in this area, and this is aenerally n keepind with
the emphasis placed upon this cafeqory in other operational areas.
RPerhaps the most commcr incision made uncder this category pertained
to the e<am1nafic" ard approvel of budiets and annual financial
statement-

ful1cy-Leve) Corr-ctir involved such actions as the passina

of a bylaw changing the =~ :3d nf barrowing om baﬁk borrowing to
debenture debt. the passina of a bylaw providina for an increase in
the mill rate for a district, anc the améndment of an e?isting policy
concerning financial assistance to siudents. 'It is noteworthy that
the high degree of emphasis nlaced on Pol- /—Qeve1 Correcting in
this operational area was considerably greater then the emphasis
‘placed on this categéry in the other operational areas. In this
instance, 15.8 percent of the total rinance and Businesé Management
decisions were of a Policy-Level Correcting nature. This was alsc
greater than the emphasis given to the other two ca':gories of Policy-
Ltevel control in this area. _ N .

Routine-Level Standard-Setting was again the second most highly

erphasized of the control categories, and in this instance concerned
25.5 sercent of the total decisions in this operational areé.

Decisions relating to this category included the decision tc present



179

3 school board scholarship for $280: the decision tc levy an additional
text-bock fee for students; and the decision *a Support an elemintary

<-hool . -1 program.
S

“nutine-Levei Monitoring was emphasized less in this opera-
“ional area than in any of the other areas. HoweQer, 1t stil’ was,
emphasized more than the other control categories in Finance and
Jutiness Management decisions. 0f the to‘al decisions made in this
area, 35.0 pefcent were of a Routine-Level Monitoring nature.
Decisions in this‘categnry invoived, very frequentlv, the approval
-of menthly expenditures, the approval of pa ment of B.C.S T.A. dues,
etc. . .

Routine-Level Correctina pertained to 9.2 percent of Finance

and Business Management decisions. Examples ¢ decisions categorized
in this way were: the decision to raise trusteeainsurance Tiability;
the decision to dispose of an old bus by tender: and the decision to

borrow money to restore part of a school destroyed by fire.

Residual-Level Standard-Setting involved such decisions as
the decision té pay a‘ffustee fhe honorarium for a meeting he missed.
Of the total decisions in the Finance and Business area, only 0.8
percent were represented by Residué]-Leve] Standard-Setting‘considera-
tions. F

- Residualtlevel Monitoring decisions also accounted for 0.8

percent of Finance and Business Management dec1s1ons and pertained to
dec1s1ons such as the approval of.the application of a student for
board1ng allowance.

Residual-Level Correcting decisions, as with all of the other




opers :onal areas, were minimally emphasized in the Finance and
Business Management area. I[n tﬁjs iﬂﬁtaﬂCe.QeF‘JUGT-LPUQ7 Correntinn
decisions represented 0.. percent of tﬁé tota]l “hese concerned, ‘or
example, chanaqing the wordina of a borrowing authorization and .
approving a "contract chanae" in order to have a nadlock latc
instalied on a door in a junior-secondary school. )

| The degree to whizh control categories were representec in
Finance‘and Business Management decisions is illustrated in Table 30
as it pertains to individual boards in the study sample.

The heavier emphasis Jn Routine-Level Standard-Setting and
Routine-Level Monitoring which recurred upon examination of dgstriba—
tion df decisions éccording to control category for each operational
area was once again evident in Finance and Business Management
'decisions. Most of the boards, when investigated iﬁdjvidua]]y,
tended to agree wjth the.promiﬁence accorded to the above two
.cétegories in this area. Howéyér, as indicated earlier, there was a
Tower emphasié on Routine-Level Monitoring dec’ ' '~ than was the
case with other operationé? areas. Indiyidua’ hoa s for the MOst
part.ref1ected this trénd. |

With regard to the relatively strong emphasis pfaced on .
Po1icy—Leve] Correcting decisions for the Finance and Business
Management area, emphasis in this category by individual boards
varied quite éonsiderab]y'and ranged from 1.8 percent to 56.6 per;enf
cf decisions in-this area. Individual boards did, however, seem to
direct ﬁhe greater percentage of their decisions to this category

-despite the inconsistencies in emphasis. Sixteen of the boards placed
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greater emphasis on thi- “Pan upon *ng S 1her *wo Poilcy-Level control
categories. |

The Ytack of emphasis on eac' nf the Resiyal-Layn' crrtprg
categor-es ‘or the finance and Businesé Manageme«* ¢ 03 s noteworthy
While the overall 2mphasis was low in trese cateqgories, nni - f bhoards
made Prcidual-tevel Stand¢rd—5etting de&iﬁ‘wns, 7 boa ds made Residual-
“Level Monitoring decis:oné and un'y two mad> decisions in.the Rec Adua’-

Level Correcting category.

School Plant Decisions

Data concerning schor? bt ard relative Hdecision emphasis on the
nine control categories relating to School Plant decisions are de -

cribed in Figure XXXIV. ~

%

Administrative

Taking
Setting Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
Policy-
. 1
Oriented 0.4
Routine . 22.8 42.7 r 10.9
_ | A

[@a]

Residual = -2:8 . 1:5 0.

R o

o

>
_— _J

FIGURE XXXIV

RELATIVE DECISION EMpaAszs«bN NINE CONTROL CATEGIRIES:
SCHOQL\RLANT DECISIONS

S

As data in c1gure\XXXIV 111ustrate, decision emphasis was
re) at1ve1y weJ?‘d1str1buted,accord1ng to control category in the

_area of Schoo] Plant (in compar1son, that is, to the distribution
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Sliy-mle sl Stardac s ottinT wa, empra o ARt
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this cateqory wan ~eoport T2 far 1T L seecers Lchool ¢ ooane
leci, 100, ;'mér‘ tht yTeqer, Lere decioon, S5tal oaonan BRI

concerning the aonatior o ecyipment to T m00is  an. ostaplishio
aelicy that "princicals mus® “9rsL  wWith tha mairtanunce | neryioar

A

bSefgre maring any alteri’ ins G L iayarounds, esceciaiiy, durin:

Policy-Leve® Monitoring decisions a’ 5 rece'.ed jreater

2Mprasis 1n the A4rea of Scnheol 20t than thev 47¢ "n an, gtner
operational area with the exception 2% Turricilum and Instr.uction.

7% the total n.mber of decisions made in the area 0f School Plan+,

(&Y

4.5 oercen® were of a Policy-Leve! Monitoring nature. These involve
“or e ample, the niring of zhe services of an architectural firm ¢o

the decision tc review the condition of educational facilities in the
district, anc the establishment of a Professional Task Fforce 0 study

and repcrt on ways and means of maximizing tne educational use of

"core-area” facilities.

bo]icy-LeveT Correcting was again 3iven greater emphasis
in comparison to u:iner ooeratioﬁa] éreas, witg the exception
of thé strong emphasis it received in Finance and Business Management
decisicns. Policy-Level Correcting decisioné accounted for 4.1 percent

of the decisions made in the area of School Plant. As an example of

a decision included in this category, one board decided on the



LATTIrrment Jtoa Dyaaw DrooaLating T o ceress oo bounds rabie o vrotor
~outine-tevel Liangard-setting rertained to such eC1sinn, as
Tne dererTingtiac 0¢ what o ~une cnall ouse o oschool viplitorTum and

S0t me s My, S Tt oang the approval of 3 e est to house a boos

oA c.ronl Gvtor a specitic everning. suhtect to <oy cal o condition
“nesa - erons are 3s follows:

1. acdequate superv <ion of band mer*ers whil.. 1n *he
building must De ava-lable at all time-;

. assuming tnat ot s a mixed band, beys and girls
must 0CCuDy separiate sleeping areas,
the board accepts no responsibility for liability
for acotents et
the hand committce mys~ accept responsibility for
accidents e-~ |

5. a2 buricing must be left in a clean and tidy
concition followirg conclusion of occupancy,
F. use of the ding is restricted to the areas as

requested, ard appropriate tciiet facilities.
"¢ the *0ta. number o f .ecisions made in the area of School “lant,
22.7 percert dertaireg t. outine-Level Standard-Setting. This again
“rstituted *he s¢ nd most highly emphasize: control category.

Joutine-leve]l “oni*oring decisions ' ere once more responsitle

for the greatest “ecision emphasis. Such acticn” as appeared in th's

category were tne decision to allov .he regional librarv to store

Socxs tn a school library, the decision <0 investigate th: possibility
of building a bus shelter, and the decision to look into the nutri-
tional value of ‘ood sold in schoo: vendinc machines in the district.

in the area of School Plant, Routine-Level Monitoring iecisions were
responsible for 42.7 percent of the total decisions made. &

Routine-Level Correcting pertained to such decisions 3s the

decision to meet with the town" concerning the problem of poor

.

\.}' .ﬁ‘



drainage at a school site, the decision to approach the bepartment
regarding increasing the size of a school aﬁd adding more facilities,
and the degisionrgo investfgate a heating problem at a school. Of

the total decisions in the School Plant operational area, 10.9 percent
pertained to Routine-Level Correcting. This represented a greater
degree of emphasis on this category than was the case with any of the

other operational areas.

Residual-Level Standard-Setting decisionsvinvolved 2.8 percent
of decisions 1ﬁ the School Plant operational area. The fo11ow1ngv
three decisions are examples 6f actions\p1aced in this categdry:
the naming of a new school; the decision that a sod-turning ceremony

be held relative to the addition to a school; and the donation of an

\
!

~obsolete gestetner to the Home and School Association.

T

Residual-Level Monitoring pertained to such decisions as 'the

< . ]
granting of permission for a local music society to store a grand’
piano at a school. Residual-Level Monitoring decisions accounted for’
1.5 percent of those made in the area of School Plant.

Residual-Level Correcting was -again given least emphasis of

the niﬁe control categories.. Although this category wasmgiven slightly
more emphaéis in School Plant decisions than in ény other operational
area, it still represented only-OhS percent of the toté] School Plant
decisions. Related decisions were the decision to have maintenancé
men remove obscenities from é school wall and the decision to change
the name of a school. |

The relative decision emphaéis placed by individual boards on

the nine cuntrol categories for the area of School Plant is illustrated
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in Table 31.

Irdividual boards were largely in ac dance with the overall
indication that Routine-Level Monitoring decisions were given less
prominénce than they were in other operational areas, while there was
a more even distribution of emphasis on other categories than was the
case with other operational areas. In fact, 7 boards gave greater

decision emphasis to another control category in their decisions in

this area.

186

With regard to the relatively high emphasis placed on Routine-

Level Correcting in this area, there wasiquite a considerabie degree
of variation between boards, and emphasis ranged from zero to 25.8
percent of total decisions.

Sixteen of the 21 boards gave greater emphasis to Policy-
Level Standard¥Setting than they did to the other two Po]icy—LeVe]
control catégories. Emphasis'a1so varied quite considerab]y between
boards in this category and the range vafied from zero (four boards)
to 30 percent. .

‘ ~ The category.which recéived feast decision atténtion in
School Plant decisions, Residua]—LeQe] Correcting, also received
consistently minimal attentionm amohg individual -boards. Only -
three boards made decisions appropriate to that category in School
Plant decision;. Six boards made dec{sioﬁs in the Residua]—[eve]
Monitoring category, whi]é 10 boards made decisions in the Residual-

Levet Standard-Setting category.



TABLE 31

RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

SCHOOL PLANT
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School Board Business Decisions

Decision emphasis on control cateqories in the School Board
Business operational area focused quite strongly on the three Routine-
Level control categories. This relative emphasis is depicted in

Figure XXXV.

Taking
Setting Standards Monitoring Corrective Action
Policy- . | . ' /\ ]
 Oriented '2.0 0.7 1.
w i
Routine i .
Administrative 23.3 61.6 10.2
Residual 0.9 0.1 ' 0.1

FIGURE XXXV

RELATIvE DECISION EMPHASIS ON NI*. C.MTke . CATEGORIES:
SCHOOL BOARD_BUSINES‘ bz .05,

Policy-Level Standard-Sefting decisions in this area repre-
sehted 2.0 percent of School Board‘BUsiness decisions. This category
. Was giVen less emphasis in this operational area that it had been given
in any of the others. Related decisions placed in this category
included the establishment of criteria by a board governing the elec-
tion ° trustees (the establishment of times, places, polling stations,
personnel, etc.). ‘

Policy-Level Monitoring was also less emphasized in this area

than in any other,land accounted for only 0.7 perﬁent of Schoo] Board

Business decisions. In terms of an example of a decision categorized
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in this way, one board decided to unu.-tdake a "study of its role and
function™:

with particular reference to jts participation in

the development of educational philosophies and
priorities for the district; and to the adequacy

and efficiency of its committee structure: and
further, that a board committee, to be composed of
the Chairman, Trustees, the Superintendent and the
Secretary Treasurer file an interim report suggesting
in general terms areas that might be explored further:
and that this be a topic for an educational meeting.

Policy-Level Correcting decisions were also relatively poOrly
emphasized in this»dperational area, involving only 1.1 percent of
School Board Business decisions. Such decisions concérnéd, for
example, the revision of policy concerning board meeting times. the
deletion of an existing policy and the formulation of another policy
relating to the election of trustees.

Routine-Level Standard-Setting concerned decisions such as

the setting up of places and dates for a trustees' workshop. These
accounted for 23.3 percent of Séhooj Board Buéiness_decisions, and
once again éonstituted the second most. heavily emphasized of the
nine control categories.

Routine-Level Monitoring. represented the category which received

the highest level of decision emphasis in School Board Business
decisions. fhis category accoﬁnted for 61.6 percent of the total in
thié area and involved actions such as the receipt and filing of a
letter of resignation from a board member and the adoption of the
report of a local branch meeting of the B.C.S.T.A..

Routine-Level Correcting pertained to such decisions as the

: N
decision to move a board meeting to another date, the making of
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changes 1n minutes, and the decision *hat "the board resubmi- its
previous suagestions to the local branch f the Trustees' Association.
reporting changes to the Association's By Laws to provide more
continuity of officers." Of the tofa] decfsions in the School Board
Business operational area, 10.2 percent were of a “outine-Leve]
Correcting nature.

Re. dual-Level Standard-Setting decisions involved 0.9 percent

of those made in this area. These related, for example, to the
dec.sion of a board to barticipate in a hospita]ity suite at an
annual convention at a rate of $10 per member, the decision to
invite a former trustee to a retirement dinner, and the decision to
invite an individual to attend a board meeting.

Residual-Level Monitoring decisions in the area of School

Board Business involved only 0.1 percent of the decisions in this
area. They pertained to such deciéions as the decision, in response
to an fnvitation, to ask the Board Chairman to represent the board at
a local school's "open hogse.” |

Residual-lLevel Correcting decisions likewise accounted for

only 0.1 pércent of School Board Business decﬁsions. Under this
category, one board decided to advise the Local Branch of the
B.C.S.7.A. og;tﬁé board's disappointment with priées and servi~cas
at av1odge vthere a seminar was hg]d. o

“he re]atjve emphasis placed upon the nine‘contr61 categaries
in the area of School Board Business is illustrated for each board in
Table 32. | |

As the data contained in Table 32 indicate, individual boards
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were for the most part in agreement in terms of the emphésis centered
upon control categories at the Routine level. However, the degree
of emphasis upon these most heavily emphasized dimensiong varied
between boards. This variation in emphaéfs was markedly apparent in
the decision emphasis on the Routine-Level étandard—Setting category
in which emphasis ranged ffom 2.6 percenf to 53.8 percent of School
Board Business decisions. ‘

In the Policy level contro1.categories, 11 of the 21 boards
made decisions pertaining to the Policy-Level $tandard-5etting
category, and only 6 of the 21 boards méde decisions in each of the
Policy-Level Mopitoring and Policy-Level Correcting categories.

Thus the underemphasis on thése categories was a genera1‘trend amongst
individual boards.

Likewise, individual boards were in agreement in the little
| emphasis placed on the Residual level control categoriés. In this
regard, 6 boa}ds médevdécisibns 1nvthe Residdé]-Leve] Standard-Setting
category while two boards made decisions in the Residual-Level
Monitoring catégofy and only one board made decis{ons_pertaihing tQ

‘ Residual-Level Correcting in this operational area.
SUMMARY

This chapter has presehted a descriptjon of control based
upon an'examination of decisions made according .to nine control
catégoriés in thg"]iqnt of the total deéisions made, and of 1ndividué]
operational areas in educat{onal administration.

For the .total decisions, the major decision emphasis was on
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the Roupine-Leve] Monitoring control category while Routine-level
Standard-Setting cohstituted the second largest category of emphas:s.
These accounted for 52.5'percent and 21.2 percent of the total number
of decisions respective]y.. Individual boards were'genera11y in
agreement}inthis respect. .The category which Qés 1ea§t emphasized
"was that of Residual—Level_Cor;ectjng which accounted for only 0.2
percent of the.tota1 decisions. | |
When distributions were examined for different operational
' aféas, it was found that in gggﬁ_area Routine-Level Monitoring and
| .
Routine-leve] Standard-Setting received prominence in terms of first
and second heaviest decision emphasis. The emphasis on Residual-
Level Correcting was consistently lower than that given to any of the
other contro]vﬁategories.

There were, howeQer,:sévera] noteworthy variations in degreeé
of emphasis between oberatipna] areas. It was in the Staff Personnel
operational aréa that the greatest emphasis on Rdutine—LeveT Mbnjtoring
was placed (68.0 pefcéht‘of decisions in that aréa). Séhoo] Boqrd
Business also evidenced strong emphasis in Routine-Level Ménitoring
decisions (61.6 percent).' 0f all the operatfona]_areas,investigated,
in fact,'Sthoo1 Board Business decisions focused most heavi1y on.tﬁe
"three Routine level control éaﬁeéorigs as a whole. |

In contrast; in the areaé of S;hoo]-Community Re]atiqns and
Finanée and Buéineés Management,'schop1 boards devoted‘35.3‘percent
énd 3§.O percent respectively to Routine-Level Monitoring decisions.

Routine-Level- Standard-Setting was emphasized in School-Community

‘Relations decisions to a gfeater extent than it was in any of the
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. other operational areas, and, in this instance, 35.1 percent of
‘decisions were devoted to it.

Routine-Level Corrective Action was generally not so exten-
sively emphasized as were the other two control categoriés at the
Routine level. This category was least emphasized in the Staff
Personnel operational area where 4.3 percent of that area's decisions
pertained to»it. A . .

. [n regard to fhe Policy level control categories, Policy-
‘Levé1 Standard—Setting.in most instahces received greatest decision
emphasis. This category was émphasized to the greatest extent in
the Scho;1-Community Relations ,area, where it accounted for 13.1
percent of the decisions. The noteworﬁhy exception to this
was the re1at1ve1y'strong emphasis placed on.Po]icy-Leve1 Correcting
deéisiohs in the area of Finance and Business Management. In this
area, 15.8vpercent of the total decisions were categorized as Policy-
"Level Correcting decisions.

In thé Resiaual level control categories, there were several
operational areas in which EOSt of the boards made gg!decisions in
one or more of these categories. Mostiboards, 1n~th: area of Staff
Personﬁe1, did make some decisions .in the Residual-Level Monitoring
cqtégory, however, and that catégory rebresented.5.1 percent of Staff
Personnel decisions. In the School-Community Relations area, the |
degree of emphasis‘in the Residua1—Leve1 Standard4Setting category

A _kepresented 5 percent of decisions in that area, although only 10

‘boards made decisions in that category.



Chapter IX
CONTEXTUAL VARfABLES AND SCHOOL BOARD CONTROL

Having developed a framework for describing control at a
specific policy level, and having exam1ned school board control in the
light of that framework, some re]at1onsh1ps concern1ng control and
school district var1ab1es are examined in this chapter using the
f1nd1ngs determ1ned in. the forego1ng analysis chapters The con-
textual varijables exam]ned are School D1str1ct Size, Local Fiscal
'Effort Number of Meetings per Year, Number of Decisions Made per
Year and Number of Trustees. Problems relating to these are stated
again as follows: |

Were there any sjgnfficant.re]ationships between school
board contextual variables and the relative deeisiOn

ehphasis whieh boards.p1aced upon each.operationa1 area7

(a) For all decisions, and (b) for each operational area:

Were there any s1gn1f1cant relationships between school

‘board contextua1'var1ah1es and the relative decision

emphasisAwhich boards placed upon each of the three cantrol

dimensions?
(a) For all deeisions, and'(b) for each operational area:
~Were there any significant relationships between schoo]bboard
contextual veriab1es énd the relative decision emphasis which
boards placed upon each of the three decision 1evels7

(a) For all dec1s1ons, and (b) for-each operat1ona1 area:

195



196

Were there any significant fe]ationships between school
board contextual variables and the relative decision
‘emphasis which boards placed upon each of the nine control

categories?

With respect to those "significant relationships" which are

discussed in this chapter, there is no intent te imply causality

between variables. In view of the numerous factors which might

influence emphasis upon types of decisions, the relationships studied

here are discussed as "possible relationships" or tendencies.

RELATIONSHIPS CONCERNING CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES

Characteristics of the school districts in the study sémp]e
afe described in Table 33 in terms of‘enro1ment, finance, the number
of meetings held, the number of decisions made and the number of
trustees per board.

The sample originally selected for this gtudy had been
stratified in terms of the first two columns in this table, namely,
School District Size and Local Fiscal Effort. Sizevrapged quite
considerably froﬁ an enrolment of 788 to an enrolment of 25,171,
There was less disparity among boardé in‘terms of the degree of
Local Fiscal Effort they'represehted. In this regard, the 1pwést per;
cent for Loéa] Fiscal Effort was 31.6 while thehigﬁest was 88.5. The
-average number of meetings for the boards in the study samp]e was 18
for the calendar year 1975 and this ranged from 10 to 38 meet1ngs for
the year. There was a wide range in the total number of decisions

.made by boards for that ‘year, and that number varied considerably
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TABLE 33

COMNTEXTUAL VAP TABLES CONCERNING BOARDS
IN THE STUDY SAMPLE

(1975)
Local
District Fiscal Regular No. of
School Size Effort Meetings - Decisions No. of
Board (Enrolment) (Percent) Held Made Trustees
A 7,586 46.9 20 595 7
B 788 40.3 12 128 5
C 2,570 48.9 12 - 98 7
D 1,720 : 1.6 22 . ' 271 7
E 18,747 - 53.7 38 293 9
F 1,880 47.0 18 _ 166 7
G 2,790 82.6 12 - 214 7
H 2,202 56.7 22 238 9
1 7,892 68.5 17 217 5
J 3,656 - 59.9 12 v 498 9
K 8,052 47.9 21 . 619 7
L 6,310 45.5 - 15 145 7
M 2,843 38.4 12 197 7
N 3,423 : 40.0 23 . 244 7
0 1,536 81.2 11 398 7
p 1,353 50.8 10 161 7
Q 24,662 48.3 21 . - 597 9
R 1,113 88.5 24 287 5
S 5,550 59.9 22 283 7
T 25,171 68.0 21 557 5
U 3,160 73.1 18 ‘ 417 7
X 6,314 56.1 18 . 315 7
S 7,348 15.7 6.5 168 1.2

b3
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aporg coarcs from 98 decisions to 619 decisions. Finally, the number
of trustees per board constituted either 5, 7 or 9. Four boards had
5 trustees, thirteen had 7, and four had 9.v

in investigating for possible relationships between the va-i-
atles described in Table 33, gearson Correlation Coefficients were
calculated for each pair of variables. These correlations are pre-
sented in Table 34. ”

TABLE 34

CORRELATIONS CONCERNING FIVE CONTEXTUAL VARTABLES
FOR 21 SCHOOL BOARDS

Local Regular No. of ‘
District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of

Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Cistrict
Size 1.0 -.004 .49* .h6* .16
Local
Fiscal ,
Effort - 1.0 -.05 .15 -.24
Regular
Meetings :
Held - 1.0 .25 .23
No. of
Decisions :
Hade 3t 1.0 ' .21
No. of
Trustees , _ 1.0

*p o¢.0]

As data contained in Table 34 111ustrate there appa@rs to be
very 11t Te relationship between the size of a district and the Local
cal Effort it generates., In addition, contrary to what one might_

éxpect, there was little relationship between the size of the districts
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studied and the number of trustees serving on their boards. However,
the data do indicate relationships, significant at the .01 1;381;
between District Size and the number of regular meetings held by a
board; aﬁd between District Size and -the number of decisions made
during thé ca1end§r year.
It appeared that 1ittle relationship existed between™ Local 1

Fiscal Effort and tHe number of meetings held, the number of décjsions
made and the number of trustees on the school boards in the study,
although there was a slight negative correlation between Local Fista]
Effort and the number of trustees on school boards.

| There was no evidence LT 4 significant relationship between
the number of regular meetings held and the number of decisiohs made
by boards in this study. Simijarly, theré existed no'éignificant

relationship between the number of trustees anc th= number of meetings

held, or the number of decisions made.
. /__r-/_‘“\

CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND EMPHASIS "N

OPERATIONAL AREAS

Data pertaining to'poSsib1e relationships betweer the variables
described above and decision emphasis on operational a-eas zre pre-
sented in Table 35.

There emerged a correlation of .43 between School District
Size -and the re]aﬁive emphasis placed on Curriculum and Instruction
decisions. This points to the possibility that the boards of .larger
districts might p]ace:greater relative emphasis 6n Curriculum and

Instruction decisions.
\»



- CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND
" RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON OPERATIONAL AREAS

TABLE 35

"Contextual Variable

. ] Local Regular No. of
Operational District Fiscal Meetings Decisions of

Area Size Effort  Held Made Trustees
Staff - :
Personnel -.19 -.10 -.10 LA47* .04
Pupil v
Personne] -.13 21 -.02 .03 .31
School
Community
Relations .17 .40* o -.16 .19 .05
Curriculum
and .
Instruction .43* .46* .34 S .05
Finance and
Business .
Management -.20 -.06 -.35 -.53** .18
School _ : _
Plant 2 . -.15 -.37* .06 ©.25
School Board | )
Business .20 -. 1 .63* -.17 .04

‘*p <.05
** p .01

200



Qoncerning Local Fiscal Effort, a noteworth;x%iﬁding%eencerned
the correlation of .40 between that contextual variable and the\\\
relative decision emphasis placed upon Schoo]—Comenity Relations
decisions. In addition, there was a correlation of .46 between Local
Fiscal Effort and the relative emphasis devoted to Curriculum and
Instruction decisions.

In regard to the‘other contextua1'var'Jb1es, there emerged
a correlation of .63 between the number of r ylar me=tings held
and the relative degree to which School Board Pi=ir.ss récejved

emphasis. The number of regular meetings correlated negatively

(-.37) with the degree to which School Plant decisions were emphasized.

This pointed to the possibi]ﬁty thaf the greater the numbef of
meetings a bgerd held during the year, the less Qecisions pertaining
to School P1ént were emphasized in relation to other Qperationa]
areas. From a correlation of .47 fhersuggestion emerged’that the
greater the number ?f decisionsvmade, the more decisions relating

to Sﬂaff Personnel received emphas%s. Further, a correlation of
-.53 between Finance and Busfnesvaanagement and number_oﬁpdecisions
made indicated that the.more Jecisjohs boards made in the year, the
| less they emphasized Finance and Business Management in proportionﬂto
the total numﬁer of decisions. There were no statistically siénifi-
cant correlations between the number of trustees and the relative

extent to which operational areas were emphasized.
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CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND EMPHASIS ON
'CONTROL DIMENSIONS
Correlations between contextual variables of schoo] boards in
the study sample and’ the degree to whieh boards emphasized the three
control dimensions in their decision-making are illustrated in

[

Table' 36.

TABLE 36

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND
RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS

Contextual Variable

: Local Regular No. of
Control District  Fiscal Meetings  Decisions No. of
Dimension _ Size  Effort . Held Made Trustees
Sefting : . '
Standards -.30 -.12 -.30 . -.03 .32
Monitoring .25 16 .24 -.01 -.47%
Taking
Corrective ' -
Action -.01 -.12 .00 .08 .44*

*p <.05

vConcerning the two ‘major contextual variables examined in this
study, there were no significant correlations found between these
contextua] variables (School District Size and Local Fiscal Effort)
and the relative emphasis placed by boards on the three control
dimensions. Table 36 illustrates these levels of cort ation. There
was a negative corre]ation of -.30, however, between Schoo] District

/

S1ze and the degree to which Setting Standards were emphasized, and



a positive corre]atibn of .25 between District Size and emphasis on
Monitoring.decisiOns. Though not statistically significant, these
indicated a tendency for boards of smaller districts to be inclined
- to place greater emphasis upon Setting Standards and to be less
inclined to emphasize Monitoring decisions.

When three additional contextua]'vériables were correlated
with degree of emphasis placed by boards on control dimensions, two
significant corre]ations emerged in regard to the number of trustees
per board. It was found that Number 6f Trustees corre1afed signifi-
cantly negatively with the relative emphasis placed by boérds on
MonTtorihg decisions, while that confextual variable correlated
significantly and positively with the degree to which boards emphasized
Corrective Action. These Corre1étions were —.4? and .44 respeétive]y.
The indication from these latter corre]atioﬁs is that the more
trustees a b&ard had, the Jess it emphasizéd Monitoring decisions an&
‘thé more' it gave prominence to Corrective:Action, and,’to a lesser

. extent, Standard Setting (qs a correlation of .32 indicates).

Staff Personnel Decisions

Table 37 presents data pertaining to possibﬁe re]afionships
between school board confextua] variables and the degree to which
‘ control dimensions were emphasized in decisions concérning Staff’
Personnel. -

From the data contained in Tab]e‘37, the statistica]]y
significant correlations pertain to a positive relationship between
the number of regular meetings boards had and the degree to thch

Monitoring activities were emphasized in relation to the other



TABLE 37

STAFF PERSQNNEL: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL
VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS
ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS

Contextual Vériable

v,

Local Regular No. of

Control District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Dimension Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Setting ' . '

Standards -.32 .01 -.27 -.26 ' .28
Monitoring .33 -.07 L47* .20 -.25
Taking ?
Corrective , ,
Action -.14 A3 - k] .04 .05




control dimgnsions, and a negative relationship between the number of
meetfngs and the relative degree to which Correctfve decisions were
made. This indicates that jin Spaff Personnel decisions, boards which
held more meetings in the year tended to place greater emphasis upon
Monitoring decisions, while placing less emphasis upon Corrective and
vStandard—Setting decisions. Though not statistically significant,
there was a similar finding in regard to School District Size, in
which the'tendency appeared to be that the boards of 1afger districts
tended. to place greater emphasis on Monitoring decisions in Staff

Personnel in relation to other dimensions.

Pupi] Personnel Decisions

Correlations concerning relationships between contextual
variables and the degree to which school boards have emphasized the

three control dimensions in Pupil Personnel decisions are contained

in Tapble 38.
TABLE 38

PUPIL PERSONNEL: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL
VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS
ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS -=

Contextual Variables

: Local Regular No. of

Control District Fiscal - Meetings Decisions No. of
Dimension Size - Effort Held Made Trustees
Setting :
Standards -.21 =27 -.14 -§37*" .09
Monitoring .24 .36 .26 - .27 - 36%
Taking :
Corrective ‘ e :
Action -.08 -.18 -.22 . .46*

*p .05
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In regard to decisions made in -the area of Pupil Personnel,
several significant correlations emerged between contextual varijables
and control dimensions as data presented in Table 38 illustrate.
Negative correlations for Setting Standards and Correcting, and a
significant corre]at1on of .36 for Monitoring when related to Local
Fiscal Effort suggest that the boards of greater Local Fiscal Effort
dis’ icts p ace greater relative emphasis upon Monitoring decisions

2 Pupil Personnel area, while they placed less embhasis on
«Uac ve ar tandard Setting decisions.

A negative corre1ation of -.37 between Setting Standarde and
neoo=roof o ~isiuns made point to the possibility that boards which
made more decisions n the year were”]eséinc11ned toemphasiZe Standard-
Setting secisions in relation to other control dimensions when making.
Pupil Personnel decisions. o

F1na11y, -@ negative corre]at1on of -.36 between Mon1tor1ng
emphas1s and number of trustees and a pos1t1ve correlation of .46
between Corrective Action and nymber of trustees indicated that
bdards with more trustees had a tendency to place greater emphasis on

Correcting decisions and less on Monitoring decisions.

School - Commun1ty Relations Dec1sTUhs

Poss1b1e re]at1onsh1ps between schoo] board contextual vari-
ables and the degree to which control dimensions have been emphas1zed
in SchooT Commun1ty Relations decisions are represented in the
correlations conta1ned in Tab]e 39. ‘

From the data conta1ned in Table 39, two noteworthy f1nd1ngs

emerged. First, a negat1ve and significant correlation of -.38
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TABLE 39°

SCHOOL—COMMUNiTY RELATIONS: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL
BOARD CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION
EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS

_ Contextual Variable

. g . Local , Regular rNo. of

Control District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Dimension Size . Effort. ° Held Made - Trustees
Setting ‘ ' . ,
Standards ~.38* -.43* -.20 -.19 , .24
Monitoring 033 - . 39> .05 o .12 -.33
Taking

- Corrective

ActionA -.04 -.02 .30 - .08 .31




between District Size and emphasis on Sefting Standards decisions, and

a positive (though non-significant) correlation of .33 between
District Size and decision emphasié'on MQnitoring, indicating that

larger boards had a tendency to make more Monitoring decisions and

_less Standard-Setting decisions in the area of Schoo1ﬂCdmmunity

"Relations.

Perhaps more noteworthy was the significantly negative corre-

"lation of -.43 between Local Fiscal Effort and Standard-Setting

decisions and the significantly positive cqrrelatjon of .39 between
Monitoring emphasis and Local Fiscal Effort, 1ndicating tHat the
boards of greater Local_Fisca] Effort districts were more inclined to
emphasize Monitoring activities and were less inclined to make

Standard-Setting decisions with fespect to School-Community Re]ationsf

Curriculum and Instruction Decisions

Contextual Variatleecontro] dimension emphasis»relatfonsﬁiﬁs
are outlined in the data contained in Table 40 as they pertain to
decisions madevby eehoo1-b0ards in the, area of Cerriculum and Instruc-
tion. IR ‘ { ;

Severa1 sﬁetistica11y sigpificaﬁt correlations were found
between‘conteetual variables and control dimensions in the areavof

Curricalum and Instruction. A correlation of .41 between District.

'Size and Monitoring indicated that the larger districts tended to

place greater emphasis on Monitoring in proportion to 'the other
control dimensions. From a correlation of .62 between Corrective

Action and Locé] Fiscal Effort the finding emerged that the greater

o
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TABLE 40

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD
CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION
EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS

Contextual Variable

_Local Regular No. of

- Control » District Fiscal Meetings  Decisions No. of
Dimension Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Setting ‘ , . -
Standards -.35 o -.25 - 57** -.34 .10
Monitoring - AT .33 . 42* .29 -.12
Taking
Corrective

Action =13 B2 .08 22 -.23
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the Local Fiéca] Effort of a district, the more the board was inclined

~fo Take‘Correétive Act%on in its Curriculum and Instruction decisions.
With respect tb number of Teétings held in the year; there was a

negat%ve correfation of —.57_between that variable and Setting

Standards and a positive correlation of .42 with Monitoring. This.
pointed to the possibility that boards which held more meetings

in the year made mofe anjtbring decisions and less Standard-

Setting decisions in the area of Curriculum and Instruction.

Finance and Business Management Decisions

Correlations ~~erning relationships between school board
contextual variab]es anc ~elative emphasis on control dimensions ére
presented in Table 41 :s 2y pertain to decisions in the area of
Finance and Business Management. ' |

TABLE 41

FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL
BOARD CONTEXTUAL VARTABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION
- EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS

Contextual Variable

Local  Regular . No. of -

Control . District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Dimension Size " Effort Held Made Trustees
Setting ' ' ‘
Standards -.24 -.25 ~.07 -.03 .28
Monitoring ) Jo0 0 23 -.39% 0 -.49*
Taking '
“Corrective : - ' , _ '
Action ' 12 -.19 .50 -.09 .46*

*p .05
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From correlations contained in Table 41, a negative correlation

of -.39 between Monitoring emphasis and the number o? meetings held by’
boards and a correlation of ;50 between Corrective Act on and number
of meetings indicated that boards which held more meetings in the |
year placed greater relative dec’ ion emphasis on Corrective Action,
- while according less emphasis to Monitoring decisions in theﬁFinance
and Business Management area.

A negative correlationvof -.49 between Monitoring emphasis
and number of trustees, and a correlation of .46 between Corrective
Action and numberlofvtrustees indicated that the more trustees that
boar@s had, the -less they emphasized Monitoring Activities and the

more they emphasized Corrective Actfon when making decisions iq the

,area of Finance and Business Management.

Schbo1 Plant Decisions

Corre]atfons between school board contextual. variables and
relative emphasis placed upon three control dimensions 1n‘Schoo1
"Plant decisi  re presented in Table 42. ﬁ

As data contained in Table 42 illustrate, there were no
statistically significant re]ationéhips between contextual variables
and emphasis on control dimensions in decisions pertaining to the

'Schdol Plant operational area. : ‘ ,

School Board Business Decisions

With respect to decisions made in the area of School Board
Business, correlations concerning the emphasis on control dimensions

and school board contextual vafiab]es are contained in Tqb1e 43.

o



TABLE 42

SCHOOL PLANT: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES
AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS

Contextual Variable

_ Local Regular ~ No. of
Control District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of.

Dimension Size Effort Held ~ Made Trustees
Setting
Standards -.07 - 17 .10 -.13 .24
Monitoring .01 21 -.26 -.03 .18
Taking
Corrective -

.0l .12 .30 .19 -.20

Action




TABLE 43

SCHOOL BOARD BUSINESS: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD
LCONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON
THREE CONTROL DIMENSIONS

- Contextual Variables

: . Local Regular No. of
Control District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Dimension Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Setting '
Standards .07 .27 -.04 LY .26
‘Monitoring , =14 =.23 .05 - 75 ** -.22
Taking
Corrective
Action .18 -.03 -.04 .61 ** -.02
** p < .01
*** p < .001

As dé%a sthn in Table 43 indicate, tﬁere was a significant
negative correlation of -.75 between the number of decisions made in
he year and the degree of emphasis placed by boards on Monitoring

‘isions, while there were signifjcant posifive corrélations‘pf .52

and .61 between the number of decisions made and the degree fo which

213

boards emphasized Standard-Setting and Corrective Action respectively.

‘The indication in this instance was that the more decisions which
boards made in the year, éhe less they were likely to'emphasize
Monitoring decisions and the more they were Tikely to Set Standards
and Take Corrective Action with regard to School Board Business.
Though statistically non-significant, there was also evidence

of atendency for boards ofdistricts with higher Loca]vFiécal Effort to

place less emphasis on Monitoring decisions and more on Settinga
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Standards when making decisions pertaining to Board Business.

Summary

Several possible tendencies were indicated following the examina-
tion of correlations between school board contextual variables and the
degree to which cbntro1 dimensions were emphasized. X

Conéerning overall decisions, there.was indicated a tendency
For ]argér districts to place greater emphasis on Monitoring decisions
and less on Standard-Setting decisions. This was also apparent
in decisions made in individual operational areas and it was particu-
larly significant with respect to School-Community Relations decisions
and with respect to Cﬁrricu]um and Instrﬁction decisions.

Also in regard to the total decisions made, there emerged an
indication that the more trustees a board ‘had; the lggg it tended
to emphasize Monitoring activities and the more it gave prominencé
to Cor-ective Action. . v' | ¢

In decisions relating to Staff Personnel, it was found that VP
boards which held more meetings in the year tended-to place greater
retative emphasis upon V;ﬁitoring decigion whilst placing less
emphésis ubon.Standard-Setting and Taking Corrective Action. .

Sevéral significant relationships were determined with
respect to Pupil Personnel decisions. Boards of districté with
“reater lLocal Fiécai Effort appeared to‘plage greéter emphasis on
Monitoring decisfons whilst giving Tess prominence to Standard-

Setting éhd Correcting. In this area also, it.was founé}th;t the
more decisions a board made in the year, the less it tended to

¢

emphgsize Standard-Setting decisions., Finally, in Pupil Personnel
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deéisions, boards with more trustees'appeared to place greater
emphasis upon Correcting decisions whi]e p1acjng‘1ess emphasis upon
Monitoring %Etivities,

Intgéhool—Conmunity Relations decisions, there was a
tendency for boards of districts with ar. ter Local Fiscal
Effort to p]éce greater emphasis on Monitoring decisions and less on :
Standard-Settingndecis{ons.

Several findings became apparent from an examination of
correlations for the Curriculum and Instruction area. Boards repre-
senting higher Local Fiscal EfFBrt districts evidenced a strong
inc]ination‘to place greater emphasis upon Corrective Action decisions
pertaining to Curriculum and Instruction. The f1nd1ng also emerged
‘that the more meetings which boards held during the year, the less
they were 1nc11ned to make Standard- Sett1ng decisions, and the more
they tended to‘emphasze Monitorinc cisions.

In the Finance and Business uanagemen ‘area, it was found
that boards wh1ch he]d more meetings in the year were more 1nc11ned
to emphasize Correct1ve Action and less. 1nc11ned to emphasize
Mon1tor1ng decisions 1n their decis‘ui.-making. Boards with more
trustees were also found to place gfqater emphasis’on Corrective
Action and less on Monitoriné decisiqﬁs in Finance and Business
Management.

No significant reiationships were found to exist when con-
textual variables and control dimensions Qere“corre]ated in the area

of School Plant. In the area of School Board Bus1ness, boards

; wh1ch made more dec1s1ons dur1ng the year tended to p]ace Iess
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emphasis on Monitoring decisions and more on Standard-Setting.
Correlations in this instance pointed to the above retationship
quite strongly. ©
CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND EMPHASTS
ON DECISION LEVELS
Table 44 contains correlations bet@eén school board contextual

variables and the degree of emphasis placed upon the three decision

Tevels by school boards in their total decisions.

TABLE 44

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND
RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS ON THREE DECISION LEVELS

Contextua] Gkriab1e

. , : | Local . - Regular No. of
Decision District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. *
. Level Size - Effort Held Made Trustees
"Policy-Oriented .02 .06 01 -.46* .25
Routine : _ , . ‘
Administrative .03 - -.06 .13 23 -.35
Residual . -0 -.03 -.29 T
*p <.05
¥ ¥ p < .O]

No significant correlations were found to exist betwéen decision
levels and either of the contextual variables School District Size and
Local Fiscal Effort. B
When corre]ation§ wére examined between emph§sjsjon/aecision

166;7\hnd the number of deciéions made by boards in the year, however,



a significant negative corre]ation was found between emphasisbon
Policy-Oriented decisions and number of decisions per year, while a
significant posifive correlation emerged between emphasis on Residual
decisions and that contextual variable. This seems to indicate that
boards which méde more deciéions in the year tended to place greater
emghasis upon Residual decisions and less emphasis on Policy-

Oriented decisions in proportidn to other decision levels.

Staff Personnel Decisions

Correlations concerning re]ationships between school board

contextual variables and school board decision emphasis on the three

decision levels are presented in Table 45 as they relate to decisions.

. F 4 . :
made in the area of Staff Personnel.

TABLE 45 |
STAFF PERSONNEL:  CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL

VARIABLES AND RELATIVE 'DECISION EMPHASIS
ON THREE DECISION LEVELS

- Contextual Variable

o Loca1 Regular - No. -of
Decision ’ District Fiscal ~Meetings Decisions No. of
Level Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Policy-Oriented - -.23 .28 -.37* -.35 LT
.Routine ‘
Administrative .30 -.19 ©.45%* .03 -.13
Residual -.19 -.01 -.26 .30 .07

*p <.05

_-A significant negative corre]ationv(-.37) between the number
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of regular meetings held in the year and emphasis on Policy-Oriented
decisions, together with the significant correlation of .45 between
Ehe number of regular meetings held and emphasis on Routine decisions

seem to indicate that the more regular meetings which boards held,

~ the Tess they emphasized Policy-Oriented decisions and the more

they emphasized Routine decisions in the area of Staff Personnel.
Correlations also seemed to indicate the tendency in this
area, for boards making the greater number of decisions to emphasize.

policy less and Residual decisions more.

Pupil Personnel Decisions

Table 46 contains correlations. pertinent to relationships '

. between school boérd contextual variables and the relative emphasis

placed upon the three decision levels in the Pupil Personnel opera-

tiona] area.

TABLE 46

PUPIL PERSONNEL: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOLZBOARD CONTEXTUAL
VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS
ON THREE DECISION LEVELS

4

Contextual Variable .

_ Local Regular No. of

Decision " District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Level ~ Size Effort  -Held Made - Trustees

Policy-Oriented .28 .08 .36 -.01 .20
Routine _

Administrative -.28 -.16 -.15 -.02 - -.20

Residual -.0 16 -.37% .03 .01

*p .05
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In contrast to relationships in the area of Staff Personnel,
correlations .concerning the’humber of fegu]ar meetfngs held appeared
to be the reverse for Pupil Personqe] decisions.' That is, the
emphasis on Policy-Oriented decisions increased and the emphasis
on Residua1 decisions decreased as‘the number of.regular meetings

for the year became greater.

N

. School-Community -Relations Decisions
/

Information’ds presented in Table 47 as it pertains to

relationships betweerf school board contextual variables and 'the degree
to which school boards have emphasized the three decision levels in

" their School-Community Relations decisions.

TABLE 47

. SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD
CONTEXTUAL . VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS
ON THREE DECISION LEVELS

Contektua] Variable

, Local Regular No. of
Decision. District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Level Size . Effort Held Made Trustees
Policy-Oriented  -.07 . 38* 7 -.25 -3
Routine . ‘ ' : : '
Administrative 7 -.44* -.06 .18 .06
Residual . -.18 1N $-.23 .16 .13

*p <.05

Again in the area of School-Community Re]ations,‘significant

correlations emerged with Eespect to Local Fiscal Effort. In this
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1nstance there was ‘a significant correlation of .38 between Local F1sca1
Effort and re]at1ve decision emphasis on Policy- Or1ented decisions,
while there was a significant negative correlation between Local Fiscal
Effort and Routine Administrative decisions. The indication from this
seems to be. that boards of districts with gréatér Local Fiscal Effoft
placed greater emphasis upon Pé]icy—Oriented decis{ons and p]aéed |

less emphasis on Routine Administrative decisions in the area of

School-Community Relations.

Curriculum and Instruction Decisions

Data pertaining to relationships between contextual variables
and emphasis placed by school boards on three decisioh levels are
presénted in Table 48as these concern Curriculum and Ihstruttion

decisions.:

TABLE 48

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD
.CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION ENPHASIS
Y ON THREE DECISION LEVELS

Contextual Variable

: - Local Regular No. of
Decision District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Level Size . Effort Held Made - Trustees
Policy-Oriented .12 -.18 08 -5 .03
Routine , o ,
Administrative -.04 .18 -.10 .13 -.02
Residual .04 -3 .06 .38* .00

*p <.05



The only statistica]]y significant. correlation w-ich appeared
between contextual variables and decision levels in the area of
Curriculum and Instruction concerned a positive correlation of .38
between the number of decisions made by boards in the year and the
extent tp whjch they emphasized Residua]-}eve] decisions. Thig
indicated that the more decisions boards nade during the year, the

more they were inclined to make decisions of a Residual nature in

their decisions pertaining to Curriculum and Instruction.

Finance and Business Management Decisions

Correlations pertaining to the relationships between contextual
variables and schoo1 board dec1s1on empha51s on three control dimen-
sions are presented in Tab]e 49 for the F1nance and Business Management

operational area.

TABLE 49 -

FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL
" BOARD .CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION
EMPHASIS ON THREE DECISIQN LEVELS

Contextual Variable

. , , Local Regular =~ No. of

Decision - District Fiscal Meetings . Decisions No. of
Level Size ' Effort . Held Made - Trustees

Policy-Oriented  .24-  -.15 = _5p%x  _ 27 .39%

Routine ‘ | S A ‘

Administrative -.24 7 -.52%* A7 6 -.44*

Residual .08 - -.10 -.04 43* .18
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A significant cdrre]ation between number of meetings held
1nAthe year and the degree of emphasis placed upon Policy-Oriented
decfsfbns, and a significant negative corre]ation between number of
meetings held and emphasis upon Routine dec1s1ons indicated that the '
more meet1ngs which boards held in the year the more they were
inclined to emphasize Policy-Oriented decisions and the less they
were inclined to emphasize Routine decfsiohs‘in the area of Finance,

“ and Business Management - A correlation of .43 between emphasis on
Residual dec151ons and number of dec1s1ons made in the year indicated
that, in the area of Finance and Business Management, boards which
*made'more decision§ in the year tended to place relatively greéter y
emphasis -upon Residual decisions. Significant correlations also
:indicated-that boards with more trustees were more inclined to

make proportionally more Po]fcy decfsions and less Routine decisions

in the area of Finance and ®usiness Management.

School Plant Decisions

Table 50 presentS'data concerning re]atfonships‘bétween school
board contextual var1ab1es and decision emphasis on three dec1s1on
levels for the area of School Plant.

There were no significant corre]ﬁtions between contextual
variables and decision'emphasis on decision levels in the area of
School Plant. There did appear to be a tendéncy, however, for boards
making the Qreater number of decisipns per year to place greater
emphasis on Residual decisiqns and lg§§_ehphasis oﬁ Policy decisions'

~in the School Plant operational area.



SCHOOL PLANT:

e
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TABLE 50

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL

VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS

ON THREE DECISION LEVELS

Contextual Variable

Local Regular No. of
Decision District. Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Level Size Effort Held Made - Trustees
Policy-Oriented .10 209 .22 -2 a2
Routine ‘ , ' - , .
Administrative -1 13 ~-.23 .13 - =21
Residual .05 ~.16 .07 .30 .36

223



224

-School Bgard Busihess Decisions

In redard to decisions made in the area pf School Board
J
Business, correlations between school board contextual variables and

decision emphasis on the three decision levels are contained .in Table 51.

TABLE 51

SCHOOL BOARD BUSINESS: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD
_CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION
EMPHASIS ON THREE DECISION LEVELS

Contextual Variable

Local Regular No. of

Decision _ District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Level . Size Effort - Held Made Trustees
Po11cy Or1ented -.13 --.06 -.10 .16 .15
Rout1ne | : o
Administrative -.03 .10 L . -.38* -.30

Residual .30 S.09 - -.07 a9x L .33

*p < .05

A negat1ve corre]at1on of -.38 between number of dec1s1ons
made and emphasis upon Routine Adm1n1strat1ve decisions, and a
correlation of .49 between number of dec1s1ons made ¥nd ‘emphasis upon
Residual decisions po1nted to the tendency for E%ards making more
dec1$1ons in the year-to place greater emphasis.upon Resjdual’decisions

and less emphasis upon Routine decisions in the area of School Board

Business.
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Summary

Far the total number of decisions, there were no statistically -
significant correlations between the contextual variables District
Size and local Fiscal Effort and the relative gmphasis placed by
boards on the three decision 1e9e]s. There was an indication, how-
‘ever, that boards whiéh made more decisions in thé year tended to
~place less emphasis upon Policy-Level decisions and greater éﬁphasis
upon Residual decisions.

In regarq'fo Staff Personnel, no significant cQEre}ations
emerged concerning District Size or Loca1'Fisca1 Ef?ort. Correla-
tions between the r .. er of meetings held and decision ]éve]s did _
1ndi¢ate that boards which held more meetings in the year.emphésized
Policy-Oriented deciéions to a lesser extent while they placed greater
emphasis upon RoUtine_Administ"ative decisioﬁs in the Staff Personnel
area. | |

Again, in the area of Pupil Personnel, no significant correla-
tions existed between emphasis on decision levels and the variables o
School District Size and-Local Fiscal Effort. In this area, there
was am indication that boards which held more meetings in the year
- tended to place less emphasis upon Residual decisfons, while they
.placed greater emphasis upon Po]icy—Oriepted decisions.-

In decisions related to School-Community Re]ations, a note-
worthy findfng concernéd the significant relationship befween Local
Fiscal Effort and thg degree to which boards emphasized‘Po]icy—Oriented
' _decisjons. This finding seems to indicate that‘boards of greatgr

Local Fiscal Effort districts tended to place greater emphasis upon
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Policy decisions, while they placed relatively less enphasis upon
‘Routine decisions concerning Schoo]—Conmunity Relations.

. The onty significant correlation which was found in the area
of Curriculum and Instruction indicated that boards which made more
decisions in the year were more inclined to emphasize Residual
deejsions in propontion to other decision Tevels. ,

With respect to decisions made in the area of wce and Busi-
ne s Management, no Statistica11y'significant correlations emerged con-
cerning District Size or Local F1sca1 Effort However, there wene‘sig~'
nificant f1nd1ngs retating to the other contextua] variables. Two of
these pointed strongly to the tendency for boards ho1d1ng more meet1ngs
 to place greater relative emphasis upon Policy- Oriented dec1s1ons,
while placing less emphasis upon Routine Administrative decisions.

There was a]so’the indication that boands making more decisions tended
to place oreater relative emphasis upon Residual decisions in Finance
and Business Management decisions. F1na11y there was the f1nd1ng

that boards with more trustees tended to place greater emphasis upon
Policy-Oriented decisions and less emphasis upon Routine Administrative
~decisions in the area of Finance and Business Management.

- There were no significant correlations between contextual
: variables and decision 1evels in decisions/re]ating to Schqo] Plant.

In the School Board Business operational area, it was found .
that there was a tendency for boards making more overall decisions in

the year to make 'significantly more Residual decisions and less

Routine Administrative decisions pertaining to School Board Business.



CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND EMPHASIS
 ON CONTROL CATEGORIES

Table 52 contains data concerning relationships between
control categories and school board contextual variables.

For the total decisions, there were no significant correla-
tions betweén‘any of the control categories and the variables District
Size and Local Fiscal Effort. The same was true'for correlations con-
cerning the number of regular meetings held per year.

éignificant correlations between three of the control cate-
gories and the number of decisions made by boards indicated that |
boards which made more decisions in the year piacegbl§§§.reiative
decision emphasis upQn the Policy—Standards control category;
boards which made more decisions per year placed greater relative
decision emphasis upon Routine-Level Correcting and also tended to
place greater'reiative decision emphasis upon Residual-Level
Monitoring. | ’

In regard to total decisions, there were a]se significant
corre]aﬁions concerﬁing control categories and the number of trustees
which boards had.. A corre]ation of .43, for exampie, between number
of trustees and relative dec1Sion emphasis o Doiicy -Level CorrectingA
1nd1cated that boards with more trustees were inc]ined to make |
more Corrective decisions of a Po]icy-Oriented nature. Further,
it also ebbeared, from e negative correlation of -{46, that boards
 With more trustees teﬁded‘to make lg§§_decisions of'a Routine-Levei

Monitoring nature.
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TABLE 52

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES

AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS
ON NINE” CONTROL CATEGORIES

f/’/ :
Contextual Variable
Local Regu]ér . of
Control . District ~Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Category - Size Effort Held M%de Trustees
Policy—Standards -.32 .10 18 .55+ .01
Policy—Monitoring .32 .29 .02 a2 -.17
Policy—Correcting 14 -.08 17 25 .43
Routine—Standards . -.20 -.17 .21 .15 J29
Routine—Monitoring .23 11 .29 -10 . -.46*
Routine—Correcting .19 -.08 19 .40* 18
Résidua]——Standards -'05. - -.04 .24 .18 .26
Residual—Monitoring  -.10 .01 17 51* .07
Residual—Correcting  -.05 -.08 .28 ERY. -.03

*p <.05
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Staff Personnel Decisions‘

Table 53 presents correlations between school board contextual
variables and the relative decision emphasis for nine control cate-
gories in regard to the area of Staff Personnel.

In th1s instance there was a s1gn1f1cant corre]at1on of .39
between District Size and Routine-Level Monitoring, pointing to the
finding that boards of larger districts tended to place greater rela-
tive decision emphasis upon Routine—Level Monitoring in decisions
concerning Staff Personnel. '

There were no significant correlations between Local F1sca1
Effort and the emphasis placed upon control categories in Staff
Personnel decisions.

- Two stetistica11y sighificent corre]ations‘concerhing the
number of regular meetings' held indicated that boards which held more
meetings.ih the year tended to p]ace‘]ese relative dectsion emphasfs
on Policy-Level Correcting while according greater emphasis upon
decisions‘of a Routine Monitoring nature infdecjsions pertaining to
Staff Personnel.

There was a negative correlation of -.47 between Number of
Decisions aed the Policy—Standards category, pointing to the finding
that boards which made more decisions per year devoted 1es$ relative
decision emphasis to Policy-Level Standard-Setting. There was a]so
a fa1r1y strong indication that boards which made more dec1s1ons in
the year- seemed to place greater relative decision. emphasis upon
~ Residual-Level Standard-Setting and lees relative emphasis upon

Residual-Level Correctihgein the area of Staff Personnel.
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TABLE 53

STAFF PERSONNEL: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL
~ VARTABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS
ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES

Contextual Varijable

Local Regular No. of

Control District. Fiscal\\ﬂg;}ings Decisions  No. of
Category Size Effort- eld Made Trustees
Policy—Standards -.19 16 -.07 -.47* .19
Policy—Monitoring -.04 .34 -.27 -.19 -.54%
Policy—Correcting -7 28 -.52%% .07 .07
Routine—Standards -.28 .02 -.34 -.10 .19,
v
Routine—Monitoring .39% -.19 S Y b .08 -.14
Routine—Correcting -.08 .01 -.37 15 .09
Residual—Standards .10 0 .18 -.23 LEEX** .12
Residual—Monitoring  -.21 -.06 -.19 .09 - -.02
Residual—Correcting -.08 .13 03 L41% 100

*p <.05

** p < .01

*x% p <001
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Finally, a negative correlation of -.54 between number of
trustees and relative decision emphasis updn Policy-Level Monitoring
~indicated that boards with more trustees tended to place less emphasis
upon Policy-Level Monitoring decisions in the Staff Personne] .opera-

- tional area.

Pupil Personnel Decisions

o
Data pertaining to the reldtionships between school board

contextual variables and school board emphasis upon the nine control
categor1es is conta1ned in Table 54 as it relates to decisions made
in the area of Pupil Personne]
A correlation of .55 between District Size and“the Policy—
Monitoring control category pointed to the tendency for larger
boards to place greater re]ati?e deeisioh emphasis upon Policy-Level
Monitori: in'respeet to. their Pupil Personnel decisions.
) Concerning Loca] ?iscalAEffort, a correlation of .39 was
found between that var1ab]e and school’ board decision emphas1s upon
the Res1dua] Level Correct1ng control category, indicating that boards
of greater Local Fiscal ‘Effort districts tended to place greater
relative decision emphasis upon Residual-Leve]" Correct1ng in the area
-of Pupil Personne]. '
There were indications of significant relationships between
'the number of regular meetings held and the contro] categories Policy-.
Level Standard- Sett1ng and Po11cy-Leve1 Monitoring. These seemed to
indicate that boards hb]ding more regular meetings in the year placed
greater relative decision emphasis upon Po]icy—Leve] Stahdard—Setting

- and upon Policy-Level Monitdring in the Pubi] Personnel dperationa]
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TABLE 54

PUPIL PERSONNEL: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL
VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASTS
ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES

Contextual Variable

Local Regular No. of

Control District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Category . Size Effort Held Made " Trustees
Policy—Standards .09 -.03 .37+ -.07 12
Policy—Monitoring .55%x .23 L39* .22 .06
Policy—Correcting 02 .05 -3 -.09 .25
Routine—Standards -.25 -.27 -.31 -.23 -.02
Routine—Monitoring .04 .25 19 .10 Lo=.37
Routine—Correcting -.08 -.26 -.08 .16 .39*%
Residual —Standards -.15 -.08 -.30 -.36 .09
Residua]——Monitoring ;30 .34 -.12 .66 *** ~-.14
Residual—Correcting - 11 .39% -.22 -.14 .00
*p <.05
**p <.0]
*** p < .001
N _
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area. However, with respect to the number of decisions a board made
during the year, a correlation of .66 indicated that boards making more
decisions in the year placed greater re]at1ve dec1s1on emphasis upon
~ Residual-Leve) Monitoring in Pupil Personnel decisions. -

Finally, a correlation of .39 indicated that the more trustees
a board had, the more it tended to emphasize Routine-Level Correcting

in this operational .area.

'Schoo1~Community Relations Decisions

Table 55 contains correlations between schoo]'board contextua1
variables and relative decision emphasis upon the nine contro] cate-
gories 1n dec1s1ons concerning School- Commun1ty Relations.

[t appears, from a significant correlation of .39 that the
farger d1str1cts in the study sample p1aced greater re]at1ve decision
emphasis upon Policy-Level ‘Monitoring dec1s1ons in the Schoo] Commun1ty‘
Relations area.

Stat1st1ca1]y significant correlations were aga1n found to
exist between Loca] Fiscal Effort and emphas1s on -a category concern1ng
School-Community Re]at1ons In this 1nstance, s1gn1f1cant correlations
pointed to the findings that boards of higher Local Fiscal Effort
districts p]aced‘greater relative decision emohasis upon decisjons,in
the Policy-Level Monitoring category and upon decisions in the Policy-
Level Correcting category, while ohey p1aced less emphasis opon thé
Routine-Level Correctlng category 1n decisions perta1n1ng to th1s
operat1ona] area ’

A correlation of .54 seemed to indicate that boards which he]d

more meet1ngs during the year p]aced greater relative dec1s1on
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TABLE 55

SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS: CORRELATIONS. BETWEEN SCHOOL
BOARD CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION
' EMPHASIS ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES

Contextual Variable

Local Regular No. of

Control : District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Category Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Policy—Standards -.19 .10 17 -.27 -.14
Policy—Monitoring ~  .39* 52*x 33 .07 -.01
Po]icy——Correcting ~ .00 .39 -.20 -.07 .00
‘Routine—Standards -.20 . -.56% .22 -.05 .37
Routine—Monitoring .30 oL 31 -.02 I B -.41*
Routine—Correcting .01 -.3] 5axx o0 .34

" Residual—Standards  -.14 .11 -.26 14 -.05
Residual—Monitoring  -.14 .00 .07 .05 47*
Residual—Correcting .00 .00 .00 - .00 .00

*p <.05

'**p < .01



emphasis upan decisions in the Routine-Level Correcting category in
School-Commuphity Relations decisions.

Finally, correlations indicated that the boards with more
trustees placed less emphasis on Routine-Level Monitoring decisiors
and more relative decision emphasis ubon Residual-Level Monitoring

pertaining to School-Community Relations:

Curriculum and Instruction Decisions

Correlations between school board contextual variables and

- the relative decision‘émphasis placed by boards upon each of the nine
control categories for the area of Curriculum and Instruction afe
presented in Tab1e156.

No significant correlations were founq\to exist between
 District Size and emphasis on each of. the nineﬁcontro1 categories in
this area. Héwever, significant correlations between two of the
"'categories’and Local Fiscal Effort seeméd to indicate that the boards

. of districts with greater Local Fiscal Effort placed greater relative
decision ehphasis upon/EgE;jne—Leve] Monitoring and upon RoutjherLeve]
Correcting in the area of Curriculum and Instruction. |

In terms of the number of meetings he]d, 1t appeared that
boards holding more meetings during the year placed less emphas1s
~upon Routine-Level Standard-Setting while they placed greater relative
decision emphasis upon Routine—Léve] Monitoring in this operational
areé; | | |

In contrast to findinés repofted earlier cgﬁcerning relation-
ships between the number of decisioﬁs made-and empHasis upon Policy-

" Oriented decisions, a correlation of .55 indicates here tha% boards

which made mbre decisions during the year placed greater emphasfs upon

235 -
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TABLE 56

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD
CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION
EMPHASIS ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES

Contextual Variable

Local  Regular No. of '
Control District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of

Category Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Policy—Standards .01 1 -.29 -.28 -.02
Policy—Monitoring 15 - -.09 .04 -.18 .04
Policy—Correcting 187 - -.19 .32 L55%* 1N
Routine—Standards -.33 =29 -38% -7 10
Routine-—Monithing .33, .38* .39% .36 -.14
Routine—Correcting -.09 47 -.28 .08 .03
Residual—Standards .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Residual—Monitoring .04  -.13 .06 38 .00
Residual—Correcting .00 ' .00 .00 .00 - .00

*p <.05

** p < .01



Policy-Level Correcting decisions in the Curricu]um and Instruction
area. From a correlation of .38, however, it would also seem that
they also tended to place greater emphasis upon Residual-lLevel

Monitoring decisions.

Finance and Business Management Decisions

‘Correlations between school board contextual variables and
the relative decision emphasis p1acea ny boards on the nine contrc”
categories in Finance and Business Management decisions are contained
in Table 57. | |

With respect to School District Size, it was found that the
larger jurisdietions tended Fo place less emphasis on the Routine—
Correcting control category in making Finance and Business Management
decisions. A correlation of -.39 was found for this relationship.

No significant correlations emerged from an examination of
relationships between Local Fiscal Efforf and emphasis on control
categories in this area.

The number of regular meetings held in the year corre]ated
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significantly (:54) with the re]at%ve decision emphasis‘p]aced by boards

ubon/decisidns in the Po]icy—Leye1 Correcting categdry, 1ndicaeing.
that boardsvholding more regu]ar meetings'during the year p]aced
greater emphasis upon Po11cy Leve] Correct1ng dec1s1ons in respect
to F1nance and Business Management

Findings concerning~the number of decisions made during the
yéar indicated that boards mak1ng more decisions, in the year ptaced
1ess relative dec1s1on emphas1s upon decisions in the Policy-Level

. Standard-Sett1ng category and more relative decision emphasis upon



TABLE 57
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FINANCE AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT: - CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL
BOARD CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION
EMPHASIS ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES

Contextual Variable

** p o< .01

Local Regular No. of
Control ' District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Category . Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Policy—Standards -.22 .07° -.09 -.44* -.09
Policy—Monitoring .21 14 -.09 -.03 -3
Policy—Correcting .33 =11 .54** -.10 .48*
Routine—Standards -.26 -.28 -.01 .07 .31
Routine—Monitoring .04 .20 -.33: .06 -.52**
Routine—Correcting -.39* .13 -7 .07 . .06
Residual—Standards - .03 -.18 07 .40* 16
Residual—Monitoring  -.26 - -.03  -.04 .33 .23
Residual—Correcting .04 -.26 -.17 -.11 -.22
*p <.05



ResiduaI—Level Standard-Setting.

Finally, correlations of .48 and -.52 .between number of
trustég; and .Policy-Level Correcting and Routine-Level Monitoring
.respectively vindicated that boards with more trustees emphasized
Po]icy—Leve]’Corrécting decisions in Finance and Business Management
to a greater extent while they emphasized Routﬁne-Leve] Monitor{ng inv

that operational area to a lesser extent.

School Plant Decisions

Correlations between school board cbntextua].variables and
the‘re1afive gecision emphasis placed by boards on control categorﬁes
are presented in Table 58 as they pertain to decisfons made in the
area of School Plant.

As illustrated in Téb]e 58, no signi;icant correlations
existed betweeﬁ emphasis upoh control categories and the variables
School District Size and Local Fiscal Effort.

Correlations between number of régu]ar~meét1ngs held and

decision emphasis upon Policy-Level Correcting and between regular

meetings held and decision emphasis upon Residual-Level Standard-

Setting were .57 to .49 respectively. These significant correlations

seemed to indicate that boards holding more regular meetings were
more iné]ined togemphasize Policy-Level Correcting in their decisions,
while at thevéame time placing more.emphasis upon Residual-Level
- Standard-Setting.

In terms of- the numbef of decisions which boards made, a
_correlation of .48 indicated that boards making more decisions in

the year placed greater relative decision emphasis upon Residual-Level
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{ABLE 58

SCHOOL PLANT: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD CONTEXTUAL
VARIABLES AND RELATIVE DECISION EMPHASIS

ON NINE CONTROL CATEGORIES

Contextual Varijable

**p <.01

. iLocal Regd]ar No. of
Control District Fiscal Meetings Decisions  No. of
Category Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Policy—Standards -.10 ~-.21 -.21 -.33 .06
Policy—Monitoring . .01 -.08 .03 -.23 .02
Policy—Correcting .23 .18 L57x* .15 .06
Routine—Standards -.05 -.18 .01 212 .20
Routine—Monitoring 02° 22 -.23 -.03 -.19
Routine—Correcting -.16 - .07 - .02 .14 -.33
Residual—Standards ° .28 -.09 49%* -.07 .45*
Residual—Monitoring -.06 -.04 -.07 .48* .10
Residual —Correcting .02 -.18 -.08 B .07
*p <.05
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Monitoring decisions concerning Schoo} Plant.
A significant correlation of .45 bwtween the number of
trustees and relative emphasis upon'Resida;P—Levef Standard?Setting
seemed to indicate that boards with more trustees tended to place Ve
greater relative decision emphasis upon decisions in fhe Residual-

Level Sténdafd—Setting>control category when making decisions per-

taining to School Plant.

School Board BusinéSS'QeciviQﬂé

Data concerning the relationships between school board
contextual variables and the relative décfsion emphasis placed by
boards on each of the nine control categories are contained in Table
59 as they pertain to School Board Businesé decisions.

A significant'corre1ation of .54 between District Size and
relative dec1s1on emphaS1s upon Res1duaﬁ Lev%?-i%n1tor1ng decisions
pointed to the f1nd1ng that boards of larger Jur1sa1ﬁt1;ns tended to
place re}ét1ve¢y greater decision emphas1s upon_Reswdgg]-Leve]
Mdnitorqng decisions when making decisions concétﬁfhg'Schoo1‘Board
Business. |

No significant correlations w;re found between Local Fiscal

. Y I3
Effort and emphasis on control categories, or between the number of

regu]ar"meetjngs held andvemphasi§/gn control cétegories in tae School
Board Business area.

Several significant corré]ations céncerning .the number of
decisions made were found. It is noteworthy that alT three of the;

Routine level control categories corre]ated significantly (one nega-

tively) with the number Qf decisions made. The indication from these



242
TABLE 59
SCHOOL BOARD BUSINESS: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCHOOL BOARD
CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES.AND RELATIYE DECTSION
EMPHASIS ON NINE CONTROL CATEGOR. .
Context'ua1 Varijable
: Local -Regular No. of
Control District Fiscal Meetings Decisions No. of
Category Size Effort Held Made Trustees
Policy—Standards -.18 .06 .04 6 .00
Policy—Monitoring 01 - -.01 -.27 05 .01
Policy—Correcting _.02 -2 (08 03 .2
Routine—Standards .07 30 -.06 .51%x .25
Routine—Monitoring  -.15  -.23 07 -.75%Rk 22
Routine—Correcting .19 .01 -.02 60%*  ~.09
Residual—Standards .28 -2 .05 .43% 37*
Residual— " 1itoring .  .54*%* .08 120 49 -.32
Residual—Correcting  -.08 = .06 -.22 .25 .36 -
*p <.05
S *x p < 0]
*** p < .001
-
‘ e
i v ;}41 * L ks
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was that the boards which made more decisions in the year placed
greater relative decision emphasis upon Routine-Level Standard-Setting
vand Routine—Leve] Correcting while placing less emphasis upon
Routine-Leve]_Monftoring in the area of School Board Business. It
.was e]so found that relative empha 'pon Residual-Level Standard-
Setting and Monitoring fncreased significantly according to the
number of decisions made in_ the year.

Fina]]},a cofre]ation of .37 "indicated that boards with more
trustees pIaced greater_ relative decisionvemphasié upon Residual-

Level Monitoring in decisions concerning School Board Business.

Summar

| From' the co}re1ations which have been discussed in this
section several points concerning the relationships between con-
textual variables and re]at%ve decision.emphasis on each of fhe'
nine control categor¥es have emerged. *These are Semmarized in
Figure XXXVI. \

For total decisions, siénificant hegative correlations wefe

found between the number of decisicns boards made in the year:-and the °
decision emphasis placed on Policy A;ve],StaneardeSetting, indicating
that boards which made mere decisions in the'year tended to place -

-

less relative decision emphasis upon decisions in the Policy-Level .

Standard-Setting cetegory. Similar significant findings Were found
when this relationship was studied for Staff Personnel decisions-

and Finance and Business Management decisions.

Further signi<icar. findings'coneerning the number of decisions
made in the year indicated that boards which made more decisions in the
BN "3, o N

.
» oy
- z
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year placed greater relative decision emphasis on Residual-Level

Monitoring decisions. As correlations indicate, this was true for

total decisions and . o ~ decisions in the areas of Pupil Personnel,
curriculum and Inst-ucti n. 5School Plant and School Board Business.
In addition, there wer: ..gnificant positive correlations between

the number of decisions made in the year and school board relative
decision emphasis upon Residual-Level Standard-Setting in the areas

of Staff Personnel, Finance and Business Management and School Board

Business. The number of decisions made in the year was also correlated

significant1y positively with emphasis on Residua1—LeQe1 Correcting
in ‘the area of Staff Personnel.

In terms. of the variable District Size,‘theré were no signifi-
cant cdrre]atidns between fhié variable and emphasis upon cbntro]
categories for total decisions. HoweVer;'severa1 significaﬁ%
corre]étions emerged in this regard for specific operational areas.
These indicated that boardé of larger districts: |

- placed Qreater fe]ative decision emphasis upon Policy—LeveJ

Monitoring decisions in the area of Pubi1 Personrel and
School-Community Relations; |

- piaced greater relative decision emphasis upon Routine-
Level Monitoring decisions in the area of Staff
Personhe];r

‘ - placed greater re]étive decision emﬁhasis upon Residual-

~ Level Monitoring decisions in the area of School Board

Business;: | |

- placed less relative decision emphasis upon Routine-Level
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Correcting in the area of Finance and Business Management.
, fhough no significant correlations concerning Local Fiscal

Effort and decision emphasis on control catégories emerged for total
decisions, there were several significant correlations in this respect
for'specific operational areas. This was particu]ar]y’noteworthy in
decisions concefning Schoo1’Conmunity Relations. Significant f1nd1ngs
1nd1cated that the boards with greater Local Fiscal Effort tended to
place greater relative decision emphasis upon Po]icy—Leve1.Mon1toring
and Po11cy-Leve1vCorrec§ipg while placing less relative decision
'emphasis upon RoutinefLevel‘Standard-Setting.

Iﬁ the Curriéu]um and Instruction area. corre]atidns pointed
t~ the finding that boards of districts with greater Local Fiscal
Effort placed greater emphas1s upon Routine-Level Mon1tor1ng and
Routine-Leve] Correcting.

Correlations between the number of meetings he]d in the year
.and emphas1s on control categories, indicated that, in the area of
Staff Personne], boards holding more meetings in the year placed less
emphasis upon Policy-Level Correctihg decisions and mofe relative
decision emphasis upon_Routine-Leve]‘Monitoring decisions. In con-
trast, in the areas of'Finénce and Business Management -and School.
Plant, boards holding more meetings placed greater relative qécision
emphasis upon Policy-Level Correcting. In SChoo]—Community Ré]ations
the indication was that boards ho]ding more meetings in the year
emphasized Routine-Leve] Correcting dec1s1ons to a greater extent.

In the area of Curr1cu1um and Instryction, significant correlations

indicated that boards ho1d1ng more meetings in the year placed less




relative decision emphasis upon Routine-Leve] Standard-Setting.

Finally, with respect to the number of trustees, f1nd1ngs for

total decisions po1nted to the tendency for boards w1th more trustees

to place greater relative decision emphasis upon Policy- Leve]

Correcting decisions, while they placed less emphasis upon the

‘Routine—Leve1 Monitoring category. Both these relationships also

pertained to decisions in the Finance-and Business Management area.

On the other hand, it was found that in the areas of School Plant

and School Board Business, boards with more tfustees placed greater
emphasis upbn Residual-Level Standard43etting decisions. In the

School-Community Relations area, the 1ndfcat70n was that boards w1th
more trustees placed greater emphasas upon Residual-Level Monitoring

and less emphasis upon Rout1ne-Leve] Monitoring.
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Chapter X
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study was des1gned to facilitate the deve]opment and
app11cat1on of a framework for the description of the control exerted
by boards of education. The framework which was deve]oped requ1red
the 1nvest1gat1on of operat1ona1 areas,: contro] dimensions, decision
levels and contro] categories. The application of the framework con-
sisted of, first, describing decision emphases related to eéch facet‘
of the control framework and, secégd, ihvgstigating relationships
‘betweén these emphases and severaL:contextual Variab]és of school
boards. This application was facilitated by the examination of
eight specific problems.

Eindings‘are summarized in this.chapte? as they apﬁ]y to
each of the eight probiems which have been investigated. Severa]
broad conclusions which have been drawn from this discussfon‘are then
stated and, finally, recommendations'pertaining to the use of the
\framework,_the results of the'study,-and further research in this

area are suggested. — _
. ‘{J

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

Problem #1

’

What has been the fe]ativefémphasis placed by school boards on:

s

(a) Staff Personnel?

(b) Pupil Personnel?

248
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(c)“School-Community Relations?

(d) Curriculum and Instruction?

(e) School Finance and Business Management?
(f) Schbo] P1aqt?

(g) School Board Business?

(h) General Tasks?

"~ The analysis of the 6,623 deéjsions revea]ed that School
-Finance and Business Management was given greatest emphasis in school
board decisions. Thié area accounted for 28.4 percentvof the total
decisiong_wh11e the area of Staff Personnel accounted for 25.7 per—‘
cent. The areas Teast embhasized were. those of Curriculum and Instrﬁc4
tion and General Tasks. These weré responsible for 3.0 pércent and
0.2 percent of the totaf decisionsArespectiveTy. |

School Board. Business decisions accounted for 17.3 percent
of the decisions, a]thdugh Ehese were fg&a considerable extent of a
brocedura] nature. Individual boards varied considerably'in the
’ dégree of emphasis which they placed upon School Board Busfness
decisiéhs; However, boards were consistent in the prominence given
to decisions in the areé of Finance and Business Management and in
the low emphasis devoted to Curriculum and Instruction.
: An investigation;df the types of_decisiohs made in the area
of Fiﬁance and Business Management revealed that, apart from general
Finance and Business.-Management decisions, School Plant accounted for
the greatest proportion of decisions in this category (29.8 percent)‘
wﬁi]e Staff Personnel and Pupil Personne] accounted for 10.5 and

9.5 percent respectively. 'Curriculum and Instruction decisions
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accounted for only 2.4 percent of Finance ‘and Business Manegement
decisions. |

Findings indicate that the boards in this stUdywereconcerned
predominantly with decisions pertaining to tjnance, ;taff, and the
gehera] considerations which relate to their own operation. In fact
these threelareasvhave accounted for‘over 70 percent of the total
decisions made. Two reasons might explain this emphasis. First,
these areas might require greater emphas1s in school district opera-
tion than do other areas and, second boards might cons1der these as’

~areas in which they have greater legitimate jurisdiction as opposed

to other areas. The latter suggest1on might explain the minimal
.emphasis devoted by boards to dec1s1ons in the area of Curr1cu1um and
Instruct1on. This area has been referred tc in Chapter III as an
“interna“ a§pect.of educétion‘which has become recognized as a

-provincial rather than ‘a Tocal responsibi]ity.

Problem #2 |
(a) For all decisions, and (b) for each operational area:
‘dTo whatAextent did school boards made decisions reIating‘to:‘
(a) Setting Standards and Objecttves?
- (b) Monitoring? » '
(c) Taking Corre’ctive Action? ,' *:h
Analysis for'the total numbeh_of decisions revealed that school
board decisions were predominantly of a Monitorihg hature.. This
dimension accounted for 56.6 percent ot the decisions while Setting |

Standards'and,Iaking Corrective Action accounted for 29.7 pefcent and

13.7 percent respectively. This was also the orderQof emphasis for
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each individual board. : k&Q\m

The degree to which the three control dimensions were emphasized
varied according to operational area. Monitoring decisions received
more emphas1s in Staff Personne] and School Board Bus1ness than they
did- in any other operational area. Setting Standards were more heavw]y
emphas1zed than were Monitoring decisions in the area of Schoo]- |
Commun1ty Relations. It isg noteworthy that there was a more even
" distribution of decisionshaccording to controI dimension in the Finance
and Business Management operational area. “ %

In terms of overall dec1s1ons, results seem to indicate that
the boards in this study were concerned for the greater part with
decisions which involved checking on activities under their juris-
diction garticu1ar1x with regard to Staff Personnel and aspects of
their omn functions‘as boards. 'There is a.strong indication, however,
that this does not hold for decisions in everyﬁcoerationa1 area. The
greater emphas1s placed by boards on Setting Standards in the Schoo1—
Commun1ty ReTat1ons area suggests that these boards adopt a different
role in mak1ng commun1ty related dec1s1ons than they do in making
dec1s1ons cor “erning Staff Personne] L1kew1se, decisions in the
’area of F1nance and Business Management 1nd1cate that each contro]
djmens1on is of similar importance and that boards find it as necessary
to set standards and take correct1ve action in this area as they do to
‘mon1tor performance ‘

A po1nt which derives from these f1nd1ngs s that it is not
sufficient to describe control purely on the basis of total dec1s1ons

of school boards. The analysis of decision emphases in the light of
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each operational area is necessary in order to obtain a more detailed

and more accurate description.

Problem #3
(a) For all decisions, and (b) for each :pe at:.cnal area:
To what extent were school board decisions:

(a) Policy-Oriented?

(b) - Routine Administrative?

(c) Residual?
Findings 1ndicated that Routine Administrative decisions h
reteived the gfeatest relative decisioﬁ emphasis in the total decisions.
This decision level ?ccounted for 81.5 percent of the decisions made,
while Policy-Oriented decisions and Residua1‘deciéions accounted for
14.9 percent"aﬁd 3.6 percent respectively. Each of the boards fn the
study'agreed;jn;terms 6f the order in which these decision levels
4 This ordef was also consistent for the decisions

fiv]

VTR
were empD{S1
operational area.

Vi
el made int7g
) : S

A g In addition, it was found that ReSidua] decisions were made

\mosf 1ﬁ.the areas of Staff Personnel and School-Cammunity Relations;

* -boards frequenf]y made more Residual decisions than‘Po1icy-Oriented
decision5§ Residual decisions‘were given very little emphasis in the
areas of Curriculum ana Instruction and Finance and Business Ménage- -
ment; Policy-Oriented decisions wer~ most frequently made in the areas
of Finaﬁée and Business Managehent and School Plant.

Though the strong emphasis‘oﬁiRoutinevAd%inistratiVe decisions,
was féir1y consistent according to operational area, it i§'noteworthy

that boards seemmore-inclined to make Policy-Orjented decisions when.
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making decisions concerning financial matters or school p]gnt matters.
It appears that issues in these areas are more conducive to higher-
level ‘decisions. On the other hand, the 1nélination of boards to deal
with residua1-£ype decﬁsipns in the areas of Staff Personnel and
"School-Community Re]ations seems to indicate that they tend to handle h
matters in these.areaé which could perhaps be easily HandTed at a

lower ]evel in the school system, or at least outside the board room.

Problem #4 . "

o (a) For all decisions, and (b) for each operational area:

To what exfent were school Board decisions represented ‘in

each of the control categories in the control d1mens1on—

dec1s1on 1eve1 model? |

From the analysis of board minutes it was found. that the

major decision emphasis was placed by boards on Routine-Level

Monitoring activities while Routine- Level Standard Sett1ng consb1%uted

the second largest category of emphas1s When decys1on emphases

for individual boards were investigated, this was a]éo found to be

. the case for each individual board The control category Qh1ch

received least relative dec1s1on emphas1s was that of Residual- Leve]

Correct1ng, and dec1s1ons of most individual boards also tended to

be consistent w1th this pattern. ’ |
Whén‘the’majoF emphases were investigated for eaéh Opera- -

tional area, it was found that Routine-Level Monitofing decisions and

Routiné-Leve] Standard-Setting also received p;ominence in'each area

" with respect to being the two most heavily emphasized categories.

Operational areas varied, however, in terms of the relative degree to



which centrol categories were given prominence.

When emphases were compared in terms of operational areas,///"
it ‘was found that Routine-Level Monitoring received gteatest re]aéive
decision emphasis in respect to Staff Personnel decisions and School
Board Business decisions. In contrast, decisions in the areas of
School-Community Relations and Fin;hce and Business Management were

much less oriented to Routine»Leve] Monitoring detisions.

Routine- Leve1 Standard- Sett1nq decisions were made in-the

‘School~Community Re]atxons area to a greater extent than they were

in any other area.

At the. policy 1eve1,.Policy—Leve1 Standard-Setting in most
instances received greatest relative decfsion emphasis and was
emphasized to the greatest extent in the Schoo]-Community,Re1a€ions
area. In the Finance and Business Manageﬁent area, however, more
gmphasis was devoted to.Po1icy~Leve1 Corretting décis{ons. ‘

In regard to Residual-lLevel ce§:swons, it is noteworthy that
most boards made decisions in the Res1%ﬁa1 Level Monitoring category
when making Staff Personnel degisions. ,Simi]ar emphasis was. placed
on the Residual-Llevel Sfandard*Setting Category in Schoo]—Comenity

Relations decisions.

The indication from the analysis of the total decisions for

each board and of “the (~~isions made in each operational ~ was that
boards were.predom: &=~ inclined toward Routine-Level Monitoring
act1v1t1es in i “r decisions. That is, they most frequent]y made

decisions directed at routine check1nc of progress, performance,,

activities, etc., of the mu]tifarious components of their jurisdiction.



It appears as though Staff Personnel and School Board Business lend
themselves most heavily to this type of decision, perhaps because
these areas require constant reassessment and routine chegkjﬁg and

that such act +ities in these areas are more the prerogative of the:

school board.
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Finance and Business Management and School-Community Re]ations,‘fﬁﬁ

on the-other hand, appear to require less “organization”'and constant °° “

assessment and checking. By their nature, many'of the decisions in

S

these areas lend themselves to considerations which pertain to "higher

level" control. The greater emphasis placed upon Policy-Level

Correcting in Finance and/Business_Management décisions;'re1ative to

other Policy tevel control categor1es, may 1nd1cﬂ£e that board dec1s1ons .

of a f1nanc1a1 nature are often a 1arge 5ca1e attempt tox change or- -

make improvements upon an ex1st1ng 51tuat1on.

bt

Problem %5

Were there any significant re]atign§hips betweenbséﬁoeH

board contextual variables and,the‘relative‘decréion!i

emphasis which boards p]aced'upon each operatﬁona] area?

An examination of corre]at1ons between contextua] var1ab1es and
the dec1s1on emphasis on each operat1ona1 area indicated the fo11ow1ng
relationships (which, however, are not intended to imply causality):

B} boards of 1arger districts ﬁended'to place greater relative

decision emphasis on Cﬁrriculum and Instruction; |

-'boards of d1str1cts w1th greater Loca] F1sca1 Effort tended

to place greater re]at1ve dec1s1on emphas1s on Schoo]-

o : Commun1ty Relations;

3
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-~ boards of districts with greater Local Fiscal Effort tendéd
to p]ape greater relative decision emphasis on Curric:ltum
and Instruction; |
- boards holding more meetings in the y. ar tended to place
greater re]ative:dépision emphasis on School Board Business;
- boards ho]ding'mdre meetings in the year tended to place
less re]atf§é decision emphasis on School Plant;
- bOards,making more dgcisions in thé year tended to place
greafer relative de;iéion emphasis on Staff Pefsonne1;
- boardé making more decisions in the year tended to place
less relative decision emphasis on Finance and "usiness
Maaagement. ‘
In regard to Curriculum and Instruction, it appears tHa£ (although
this constitutes the least emphasized of the operational areasﬁ rela-
.tively greater attention is given to this_area.by the boafds of thei]arger
districts and by board§ of the more“fisca]]y independeht ’d{gtr1cts
Perhaps greater size and greater local fiscal effort prov1de boards -+ .,
wmth a greater sense of freedom to be more 1nvo1ved in an area;'ff
is poss1b]y recognized as the decision prerogatlve of "the adman-

istration" or of the Provwnc1a1 Government. If respons1b111ay for

W

such decisions is dé]egated, then perhaps the more ”f1sca11y
ihdepeﬁdent”- districts and the 1argef jarisdittions fée] it more
incumbent upon them to have ﬁore of an ac@}ygisay'in §erica]uh and
Instruction-re]ated deciSions. An examp]e'of gﬁig hiaﬁf cqnaern
“1oca11y developed" courses of 1nstruct1on \‘Districts with greater

enrollments probably have. greater need for, and more room for

qil l, | o N | ,
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‘problem areas.
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experimentation with "locally-developed" courses. There were .numerous
decisions Qf this nature made during the period which was analyzed.

The indication of a possible re]ationship between Local Fisca1
Effort and emphasis on School-Community Relations is noteworthy. It -
conterns the argument 1nvo]ving the effect of financial censiderations

upon the maintenance of local 1nterests and 1n1t1at1ve in educat1on

' Th1s finding, if. substant1ated further, m1ght add credence. to the

B
1dea that less Loca1 Fiscal Effort and greater re11ance upon Prov1nc1a1

' Government grants m1ght be a move away from Tocal community comm1tment

The greater emphas1s placed upon School Board Business as the

v

number of meetings in the year increases inditates that, as boards
ho]d more meet1ngs in the year, the more re]at1ve decision emphasis-
they tend to p]ace upon aspects of their own organ1Latlon and the more
they tend to deal with procedural-type issues.

Operat1ona1 areas tend tonvary considerably in their relation- “

sh1p to contextua] var1ab1es n1ng the number of dec1s1ons

€

‘ ‘boards made, it dppears as -though F1nance and, Bus1ness Management

received less emphasis f-relation to other aveas as boards made more

-~

decisions in the year. In-the area of Staff PerSonnel,ﬂhowemer, the

. e

opposite was the case, that is, boards whichtmade more-decisions in

the year placed greater emphasis in this area in relation to'dther

-

areas. Further differences were indicated .upon examination of other

.
Problem #6

(a) For all deciéions, and (b) for each operational area:

Were there any-s¥gnificant relationships between school

ey
RRE-

B
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"

e

distrie? contextual variables and the relative decision
emphasis which boards.pléced upon each of the three

contro] dimezgfons?

Several tendencies (not'ﬁmplying causality) were indicated in the

examination of correlations between school board contextual variables and

thedegreeix)wh1chboards emphasized eachof’thethree control dimensions.

With respect to overall decisions:

- boards of Targer districts tended Lo place greater re]a%ive
decision emphasis on Monitoring decisions and less on
Standard-Setting decisions; ‘

- boards with more trustees tended to place greater relati.e

' »
decision emphasis on Corrective Action and less on Monitoring

decisions. . .. b

In the area of Staff Personnel:

- boards which held more meetings in the year tended to place
greater re]at1ve decision emphas1s on;Mon1tor1ng a@i1v1t1es .:

and less on Standard-Setting and Correctlve Act1on

In the area of Pupil. Personnel:

]

bddrds of districts with greater Local Fiscal Effdrt-tended |
. to place greater relative decision emphasis on Monitoring
and Correct]ng and Tess on Standard- Sett1ng, , va-,' »:Y% o
;- boards wh1ch made more decisions 1in the year tended to
place Tess emphasis on Standard-Setting;
-_boards with more’ trustees tended to make more Correct1ve

&
dec1s1ons and 1ess Mon1tor1ng decisions.

3 g
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In the area of School-Community Relations:

- boards of larger districts tended to place greater relative
decision emphasis on Monitoring activities and, less on
Standard-Setting; _ “ /

- boards of districts with greater Local FiscaTQ%ffort tended
‘to place greater re]ative decision empnasis upon Monitoring

- and Tess upon Standard-Setting. |

In the area of Currtcu]um:and Instruction:

- boards of 1arger.districts tended to p]ace‘greater relative
decision emphasis on Monitoring and less on Standard-
Sett1ng, | -

- boards of districts w1th yoonter Local Fiscal Effort tended

to p]ace greater re]at&ﬂe decfs1on emphas1s on Correct1ve

dec15Jons;_ . : Ty

- boards ho1d1ng more meetings in the year tended to place
greater re]at1ve~dec1s1on emphas1s on Mon1tor1ng dec1s1ons
and 1ess on Standard-Setting.

In- the area of Finanee and Busingﬁs Management:

- boardé ho1ding more megtings in the. year tended to place
greater‘re]ativevdecision emphasis on Corrective decisions

and less on Monitoring decisions;v

¢7sards with more trustees tended to place greater relative

%y\) ’

‘\ec1s1on emphas1s on Correct1ve dec1s1ons and 1ess on
Mon1tor1ng decisions.
L@

In the ‘area of School Plant:

- no significant correlations were found.
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-
In the area of School Board Business:'
- boards making more decisions in the year tended to place
greater relative decision emphasis on Standard-Sefting and
l€ss on Monitoring deeisions.

£

The tendency for larger districts to place Tess emphasis upon

Standard-Setting decisions and to place greater emphasis upon checking
activities addresses a need among larger districts. Having larger

enroliments, and consequently more staff, larger physical plant, etc.,

‘ the 1arger jurisdictions would probably need to emphasize the check1ng

~a 1'aspects of their responsibility to a greater extent than is possibly

the case with Ju§1sd1ct1ons of sma}]er size and complexity. This

was not only the case in regard to tota] decisions,v1t'a150'applied

to decisions in the areas of School- -Community Relations and Curriculum
and Instruct1on | .

: That boards wifh more trustees placed §reater emphasis on.
Corrective.decisions‘suggests that the boards with more . trustees
showed greater inc]inatien to make decisions of a eorrectiye nature,
which might not be undertaken by a sma]] group. Further, boards with
more trustees also tended to take more Corrective Act1on in the area
of Pupil Personne] and in. the area of r1nance and Bus1ness Manage-
ment. |

Aga1n it seems that the nature of relationships 1nvo]v1ng

dec1s1on emphases and contextual var1ab1es varidd markedly according

 to operational area. The more decisjons boards made in the year, the

#

more they emphasized Mon1tor1ng act1v1t1es in the Staff Personnel and

Curriculum and Instruction areas. However, the reverse was the case -

e
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with Finance and Business Management in which an increase in decisions
meant a decrease in the relative decision emphasis devoted to Monitoring
activities. . ,

The increased emphasis on Mon1tor1ng dec1i1ons in the areas
of Pup11 Personnel and Schoo] Commun1ty Re]at1onsw:s Loca] Fiscal
Effort increased could pertain to the felt need to check more fre- .
quently and diligently facets of pupil- serv1ces and commun1ty school
1nteract1on due to the h1gher f1nanc1a1 commitment between the

’commun1ty and the school in higher hocal Fiscal Effort districts.
Further, the tendency for Correcting in Curriculum and Instruction
to be emphas1zed more as Local Fiscal Effort 1ncreased might reflect

a freedom wh1ch boards feel- in terms of mak1ng changes concerning

curriculum in the d1str1ct s schools.
The more decisions boards made, the less they tended to

" Monitor 1ﬂ}Fg;§;d to School Board'BJ;iness and the more -they tended
to Set Standards. The strong Jindication which phoduted this ffnding

might be indicative of the need felt by boards to set add1t1ona1

procedural standards, govern1ng their own act1v1t1es as the vo]ume

of dec;slons increased. . @ | ,

. Problem #7

(a) Fehyail decisions, and (b) for each operafiona] avgh

Were there any s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1ps befazen schoo1 : (ﬁ
d1str1ct contextua] variables add the re?at1ve»dec1s1on | -
emphasis which school boards placed upon each of the three

-, A ;
o dec1s1on 1eve1s7 Lo ) L '
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Significant correlations with respect to the above problemhave

o

. pointed toward the following relationships without implying causality:

In the area of Schoo] Commun1ty Relat1ons

greater re]at1ve decision emphas1s on Po11cy Or1ented

For the total decisions:

- boards making moreqdecfsiohs in the year tended tq'p]ace
Tess relative decision emphasis on Policy-Oriented decisions
and more on Residua1‘decisiohst |

In the area of Staff‘Personne1:

- boards holding more meetings in the year tended to place-

- greater relative decision emphasis on Routine Administration

and Tess on Policy-Oriented decisijons.

In the area of Pupil Personnel:

- boards holding more meet1ngs in the year tended to place

greater relative decision emphasis on Po11cy Orlented

~ .

decisions and less on Res1dua1 decisions.’

S b

In the area of Curr1cu1um and Instruct1on ,_' ) ?;«;:Q;

-~ boards which made more dec1s1ons in the year tendedgtojﬁﬂace
greater relative decision emphas1s on Res1dua1 dec1s§ons

‘n the area of Finance and Business Management: o o \\%T\\\\\\

- boards ho1d1ng more meetings 1n the year tended to place

/

dec151ons~and less ‘on Routine Adm1n1strat1ve dec1s1ons,
.-t

- boards whicﬁfmade more decisions in the year tended to

a - o
7 : '
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e

place greater relative decision emphasis on Residual

decisions; AV

- boards with more trustees tended to place greater relatijve
decision emphasis on Poticy—Oriented decis:pns and less an
Routine Administratton. | o

In the area of School Plant:

- no significant correlations were found.

In the area of SchooJ’Board Business:

- Boards which made more decisions in the year tended to place

greater relative dec1s1on emphas1s on Residual decisions and

¥

less on Policy-Oriented dec1swons
One of the more noteworthy of the above tendencies concerns -
the relationship between the nUmberlof decisions which boards made in
the year and the relative dectsion emphasis.whfch they placed upon

Policy level and Residual level decisions. The indication was that

bthe more - decisions boardé made in the year, the less they emphasized

Po]1cy ]eve] dec1s1ons and the more they gave re]at1ve prom1nence to

.
¢@41dua; level dec1s1ons Thus there appeared to be a po1nt for the

school boards in the1r dec1stpn mak1ng at which - product1v1ty in terms

of Policy 1eve1-dec1s1ons decreased and the tendency to deal with

. concerns of a Residua] nature. inCreased This was. étrongiy indicated,

not on]y in regard to the overall: dec1s1ons, but also when each
individual ope?§t1ona1 area was 1nvest1gated
. W1th respect to the number of me et1ngs which boards held in

the vear there was again ev1dence of . contrast1ng tendenc1es between

i operatwona] areas. In the area of Staff Personne], for example, more
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méetings in the year tended to indicate less emphasis on Policy- "
Oriented decisions, while in the areas of Finance and Business Manage-
ment and Pupil Personnel, boards ho1ding_more meetings in the year
placed greater relative decision emphasis on Po]icy—Orientéd
decisions. | ' |

The finding that boards of distriéts with greater Local
Fiscal Effort tended to place greater relative decisibn emphasis on
Pb]ity—Oriented decisions in thé area of School-Community Relations
adds credence to the earlier discussioh;concerning the exercise of
'greater commitment’by higher-level Local Fiscal Effort districts to
community-related issues. (

Thatvboards with mofe trustees tended to emphasize Policy-
Oriented decisijons to a greater extent in the area of Finance and
Business Management also provides add1t1ona] support to the suggestion

concern1ng the tendency for boards with more trustees to make more

"important" decisions.
4 -

Problem #8
(a) For all decisions, and (b) for each operational area:
Were there any significant reTationshipé between school board .

-contextuaf variables and the re]étive,decision~emphasi§,which

boards p]aced upon each of the nine contro] t-w!?ﬂfies?'

For the total dec1swons

“ Kl

- boards which made more decrsgﬁﬁ% in the year tended to p1ace

- less re]atjve decision Emphasis on Policy-Level Standard-



265

Setting decisions;

- boards with more trustees tended to place greater relative .
decision emphasis on Policy-Level Correcting dec1s1ons and’
less on Routine-lLevel Monitoring dec1s1ons

In the area of Staff Personnel:

- boards which made-more decisions in the year tended to
p]ace less relative decision emphasis on Policy-Level
Standard Sett1ng decisions and more on Res1dua1 Level
Standard Setting and Residual-Level Correcting;

-~ boards of ]d?ger d1str1cts tended to placé greater re]at1ve '
decision e%x%as1s on Routine-Level Mon1tor1ng decisions;

.~ boards holding more meet1ngs in the year -tended to place

less relative dec1s1on ‘emphasis on Policy-Level Cont\\t1|-

“and more on Rout1ne Level Monitoring.

In the area of Pupil Personnel:

- bodrds which made more decisions in the year fended to place -
greater‘re}ative decisidn emphasds on Residua1fLeve1

' ,Moni&aring; ‘ v- o

- boarﬂ? of larger districts tended to place greater re]at1ve
degigf%n emphasis on Pol1cy Level Mon1tor1ng

In the area of School- Community Re]ations

- boards of 1arger d1str1cts tended to place greater re]at1ve
dec1s1on emphas1s on P011cy Level Monitoring decisions; |

- boards of d1str1cts w1th,greater Local Fiscal Effort tended
to place greater re]at1ve decision emphasis on Po]1cy Level

-

Mon1tor1ng and Policy-Level Correcting dec1s1ons and 1ess on ¢
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Routine-Level Standard-Setting;

oo boards holding more meetings in the year tended to place
greater relative decision-emphasis on Routine-Leve]
Correcting;

- boards with more trustees tendéd to place greater relative

~ decision emphasis. on Residual-Level Monitoring.

In the area of Curriculum and Instruction:

- boardé making more decisions in the year tended to p]ace

\"greater relative decision emphasis on Residual-Level
ﬁonitoring; | ,

'— boards of districts with greater Local .Fiscal Effort tended
to p1a§e greatgr relative decision emphasis on Routine-
Level Correcting and Routine-Leve] Monitoring;

- boérds hdeihg more meetings in the year tended to place
Jess relative decision emphasié on Routine-Level Standard-
Setting.

In® the area of Finance and Business Management:
L .

boards ﬁaking mofe decfSions in #he year tended to place;
.1e55‘re1ative decision emphasis on Policy-Oriented Standard-
Setting decisions and more on Residual-Level Standard-Setting.

boards of ]arger districts tended to p]ace less relative

decision emphas1s on Rout1ne Leve] Correct1ng dec1s1ons,

boards holding more meetings in the year tended to place ES

]

greater relative decision emphas1s on Policy- Leve] Correc11ng
decisions; .ﬁf{

anrds with more trustees‘tended‘£0'p1ace grééter-re]aﬁ??é

)

s

NS
-4



decision emphasis on Policy-Level Correcting and less on
Routine-Level Monitoring.

In the area of School Plant:

—_pbards making more decisions in the year t ace
greater relative decision emphasis on Resi
Monitoring decisions;

- boards holding more meetings in the year tended to place

greater relative decision emphasis on Policy-Level Correcting

decisions;
- boards with more trustees tended to place greater relative
decision emphasis on .Residual-Level Standard-Setting.

chool Board Business:

In‘the area g
- boards g . ”Jx e dec1s1ons in the year tended to place
B decision emp ”s1s on Res1dua1~Leve1
‘ dard-Setting decisions;
—rboards of 1erger districts ten ed‘to place greater re1ati§e
decision e phasis on Res1duay-Leve] Mon1tor1ng dec1s1ons,

- boards w1th more trustees tended to place greater relat1ve

1]
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decqs1on emphasis on Residual-Level Standard-Setting decisions.

Numerous possible re]ationShips between the number of decisions

vmade and different dec1s1on emphases were further e]aborated upon in

'f1nd1ngs perta1n1ng to control categor1es There was, con51derabde

f . LY

ev1dence, not on]y in total dec1s1ons but a]so in A the operae“

r’, d

.

*t10na1 areas, support1ng the genera] tendency for more dec1s1ons in
' the year to. represent proport1onate]y Jess P011cy 1eve1 contro] ‘and

more Res1dua1 1eve1 control. ;,, _ o

Y

L.



Differences between operational areas were once again apparent
in the relationship between District Size and emphasis on control
categories. While it appeared that the»]arger districts p]aced greater
emphasis on‘Policy—Leve] Monitoring uecisions in' the areas of School-
Community Re]atipns and Pdpi1 Personnel, this was in contrast to
School Board Business, in ;rich the larger the diétrict,'the greater
tended to be the emphasis on Residual-'eve] Monitbring decistons.

There were also contrasts when relationships between control
a@tegorfes and Number of Meetings were tnvestigated. In this
instance,,the more meeti@ég which were he1d, the less were Policy-
Level Correeting decisiongnembhasizeﬂkin the Staff Personnel area,

'but the more they tended to be emphas1zed in Finance and Bue1ness
Management and School Plant decisions. It seems as though,thoae

boards in the study which required Tore meetings in the year, required
them mainly for the purpose of making Policy level decisions in the
areas of Stheo1 Plant and Finance and Business Management.

v The fnrther,evidence concerning the re]ationship between

Local Fiscal Effort and School- -Community Relations indicated that
'1greater decisdpn emphas1s was p]aced upon Po]1cy Level Mon1tor1ng .
‘and Policy-Level Correcting in the area‘pf School ~Community Re]atmn%
by h1gher Local F1sca1 Effort d1str1cts In Curriculum and Instrud-
t1on, greater Local Fiscal Effort 1nd1cated greater relative dec1s1on
emphasis on Rout1neeLeve] Monitoring and Correcting

The greater emphasws on Po11cy Leveﬂ Correct1ng for totalh

kX 3

o dkC1s1ons and for dec1s1ons in tzf Finance and: Bus1ness Management .

area by boards with more trustees aga1n ‘points” toward a tendency for *

L N ; .
R i N : d - - .
W s ! : T : : =
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boards with greater trustee representation to approach more decisions
of(;kﬁgher—leve1 and corrective nature. However, thisvwas not tha
'case for all operational areas. In fact, greater empﬁasis_was placed
on ﬁesidua]—Leve1 Mohitoring in échoo]—Cﬂmmunity Relations and on
Residual-Level Standard-Setting in School P]anf and School Boé%d

Business by boards’with'more trustees.
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

From the foregoing summary of findings and the discussion
which accompanied it, several recurring 1déa§ and tendencies emerged.
These constitute the major conclusions of th%; i 2search and; together
with a general conc]usidn‘concerning the framework which, was.used,
they are stated below.

| 1. In regard to the framework developed for this study, the
ovgra11 model has pfdvided a means by which the description of
control at a specific pé]icy—]evel,in education can be achieved. In
.this regard, it has faéi]itated an examination of the type and degree
of cqntrolhexerted by,boafds in terms of the diffar =< facets of 7
fofganizfng for‘eduéation at the school district level. Several
comﬁents concerning aspects of the‘uti1ity and basic structure of
the framework as .employed in this study are made under the recommenda-
‘tions which follow these conclusions.

2. 2> ype and level of contro] exertéd,vand the -elation-
ship ofvthéée to contextual variables, vary according to operational
area. -

3. Although it was considered a possibility in Chapter 11,



no attempt is made here to suggest that findings point to school board

effectiveness or the lack of it. What has been accomplished has been

a description of ! ision emphases and an examination of the various
factors which . ‘luence them. Upon reflection, emphasis on
various decisi.n leve '~ or.control categories can not be taken as a

viabl- indicafor of effectiveness without consideration of & ruizi-
plicity of factors and relationships at the school system level. Fdr
research to come up with a figure concerning emphasis upon Policy-
v]eve] decisions and then to state that "policy-making has not béen
emphasiZQQ enough” or that "boards are therefofe less effective" might
be érrgpeous. It seems that more research'is néeded and more questions
. réquire afi answer before such conclusions as these can be drawn.
4. A tendency which was common in decision emphases in all
of the bperationa1uareas concerned the relationship between the total
number & f decisi?ns mgde by boards and the relative emphasis which
was plated upon the levels of decision. The strong indication in this
regard points to the conclusion that greater ”prqductivity” in terms
of decisions (be;bnd a certain point) leads to a decrease in the
réﬁatfve emphasis placed on Policy-level decisions and éh increase in

/ﬁﬂemphasis on Residuq}}]eve] decisions. The corollary to this statement

I

\\his that schooi boa?ds preoccupied with making decisions "for decisidns‘

sake" tend to be more preoccup{ed with "ad hoc"-type decisions of
Tittle 1mp]}£§tior “or the purposes of the school system.

5. Emphases p1aced by boards upon operational areas in this
study wefe genera]]y in agreement with the findings of other research.

. . . e
- In this regard, findings were.in agreement with those of earlier 3



research in the nro%inence which was given to Finance and-Business
Management, “chool Board Business, Staftf Personnel and 5School Plant
and in t« ms of the cohsistent]y Jow emphasis which boards placeca
upon Curriculum and Instruction decisions.

6. The tendency for -"greater Local Fiscal Effort" boards
not gnk% to place greater relative emphasis on School-Community
Relations decisions, but also to make those decisions with particular
respecf to Policv-level Monitoring and Correcting ir that area seems
to br{ng those boards more. in keeping with the suggestion by Campbell,

Cunningham and McPhee {1965:158) that "school boards are controlling -

odies acting in the interests of the local community they represent."

7. That greater District Size and greater Local Fiscal cffort
might be related to greater emphasis upon Curriculum and Instruction
decisions seems to indicate that these two contextual variables might
give boards additional "freedom" to become more involved in that
"interna" aspect of education, generally recognized as being pre-
dominantly a provincial government prerbgative.

8. School board decision emphases are p%gdominant1y oriented
toward Routine-Level Monitoring activities.

9. Comparison with other research concerning school board
emphasis on decision levels does not appear to be viable, as criteria
are notAconsistent from one study to another, and categorization
procedures are not adequately specified. If Residual decisions can
be equated with "trivia," zn s-i. ' board preoccupation with "trivia"
was not on the whole ex:

10. .There might . ~ =--- _.y for boards with more trustees



to make higher-level and mor- cor Sive-tyvpe deco1ens particularly

in the area of Finance ano lusiness Management.
RECUMMEMDATIONS

Recommendation: for School 8card:

1. In regard to~product1vity in orms 0f the total number of
decisions made by school boards, a major recommendation concerns
school board utilization of time and effort. It appears that mcre
decisions tend only to foster increasing emphasis or residual matters.

Mere volume of decisions does not appear .. be conducive to produc-

tivity in terms of the utility of decis °ns. Perhaps greater attention

could be devoted to structurinag agendas in such a way as to eliminate
the inconsequential type of issue. Perhaps, also, matters of minimal
importance to the system need not be tackTed by the board as these
céﬁjﬂ be delegated to specific committeeg éh to merbers of the
adéﬁhistration. The effort to make more decisions does not. in short,
appear to be a fruitful cne.

2. Another recomw:ndaﬁion of fmpﬂ”tance t0o school boards
concerns the minimal control which has been exercised gver Curriculum
and Instructior in school board decisiorns. It appears‘that greater
attention to this area by schooifbaards is appropriate. Such attention
need not be directed primarily at Policy-Level Standard-Setting or
Correcting. Greater Monitoring activity wo. d have utility, particu-
larly at a time when Curriculum and I-struc-ion continues to be an
issue of some considerable public interest and public scrutinv. Per-

haps it is time that schooT boards adopted a more active role in this

respect.



Thouan the relationshin between Local Ficr:y Effort and
the errhasis placed by hoards on ?Fhool~knwvunity Felotions reauires
furcher research in order that it may be substantiat.. Lor retected).,
the issue of "local initiative” ard the considerat-on of loca’
interests in educational matters remains a concern of ‘Tuortangg.
Even with areater government funding ot education at the local level.
channels should be kept open for school boards to have that element

. .

ot freedom to make decisions of local imrortance, such as those
¢ rected at the review, approval and impiementation of locally
developed curricula. :

4. Policy-level contrcl is vitally important to school
systems, but generalizations pertaining to the extent to which Policy-
Tevél cecisions should be emphasized can fhot be made to all school
boercs. 3}t is recommended here, therefore, *hat boards should not be
prec..udpied with the extent %o which'they make Policy-Tevel decisions
in re’az-on to other boards. Of greater importance 1s the degree to
wh>cn boards examine the quality of their own Po1icy-ie ¢ decisibns
in e g of thei~ value to their own school systems. [t is noteworthy
tnat vzry few of the decisions which were analyzed in this research

D

nerte ~»d to "metapolicy" {policy ccocerning policy) or to the
assessmerz-of existinrg policy. Consideration of this would appear
to be an important suggestion for boards in their decision-making

activities.

Recommendat:~ns tor ltuly

1. In‘terms of the replicability of this study, several
ascects cf the utility of ¢ : structure of the framewerk require

comment. Holsti (1968:646) has noted that:



Ny

to ensure resulte which are repli-acle, o

investigator muyst ~pecits explicitiv o nota o

that determine which units fall inio -y coec s
In order to better facilitate this s*tudy's rep’i o 1tv, a dey. “n-
tian of coding procedures, specitic rules, cod i exaaplas and
re]iaﬁi]i;y—testing procedures 15 con:iined in “ppent X AL

However, a.more specific cateqorization accordina to decisior
ievel appears to be warranted. The broad rature of some of the
cateqories left room for further subdivision. Care 15 aiso needed 1n
*he definition or control categoriec and decision levels and n the
zdhefence to these definitions. [+ this respect, the establi- hment
L* criteria. definitively and accord™ 1 to de »<ion examnle, is of
Cocuto. S0 ta2oce I this study, deli eating the parameters
0¢ each cate. i, ~as a major task. 1t re gire- furiher work in
térws of tosting asainst more decisicn examples.

2. Concerrint the ‘urtﬁer utility of the control dimension-
decision Tevel frdmewak, the distribution of caontro’ mignt be
investigated Ltilizina the cells in the matrix, an instrument might
be developed from dec sions which have aprearec in each cell. Per-
ceptions may then be obtained frrm indivicuals at di-ferent hier-
archical levels, and trese compared anc discussed in terms of the
frameworki Thus a more definitive approzch to the investigation of
control distribution may be achieved. 7‘\\f}\ )

3. Several additional possibilities for fur‘ﬁe:\}tudy emarge
from this:ithstigétion. These pértain to:

- the further investigation of relationships between Local
I //_\

-~

Fiscal Effort and aspects of control at the school

district level;



the “ave tiation of pos ibTo explanat - ons “or <ohond .
board =mphanis oy lack of emphasis on Spestiig apera-

tional area.; . Vo
“further evploration of relationships between conthytual

variab < ard aspects of ontrel. and fucther examination

of fac'. rs which miaht explair these relationships; .

the d-.elcpment 07 2 profile for an "effect:ve” schoo}

\

Joarc tized uooi “uation, specific operatiody] areas,

and contextua irtables
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SPECIFIC CODING AND CATEGORIZING PROCEDURES

CODING SCHOOL BOARDS AND SETS OF MINUTES

For each of the boards in the sgfdy, an identification letter
r

wa- dllotted, and references to the board and the district were
erased from each set of minutes by an.individua® other than the
researcher. On each set of minutes appeared the toard 1e§;er and the

Es

number of that barticu]ar set.
GENERAL CATEGOR]ZING PROCEDURES

For each decision, three separate questions were asked:

(a) What control d1hension does this deéision represent?

(b) What deciéion level does this decision represent?

(¢) To what operational area does this decision apply?
On éacﬁ set of minutes, answers to these three questions were placed
in code next to each decision. These were then transferred to sheets
for each operational area and for each board. The frequency of’
decisioﬁs in each-of the categories in the contéo] frameﬁork'was
tallied in this manner. A sample tally sheet is illustrated in

=

Figure XXXVII.

PROCEDURES FOR "DOUBTFUL" OR "INSUFFICIENT ' L AW
INFORMATION" CATEGORIZATIONS Vi
During the categorization process, several instances arose
in which categorization was made impossible through the Tlack of
1nformat1on on certain decisions or through amb1guous]y recorded

decisions. On these occaéfgns, the details perta1n1ng to the number
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of the decision. the date o% the meeting and what information was
available on the decision were recorded on a separate sheet. Upon
completion of the major categorization exercise, the boards responsible
for these decisions were idehtified and eheir respective secretary
treasurers were contacted in order to secure the necessary add1twona1
1nformat1on In several instances, contacting the boards was made
unnecessary through the clarification of certain doubtful decisions

in subsequent minutes.
GENERAL RULES AND COMMON EXAMPLES OF CATEGORIZATIONS

In this research, several general rules were adhered to.
These are outlined below under each of the three general category
headings utilized in the research framework. (In categorizing a

decision, the primary 1ntent of the dec151on was used, except in

instances where two or more dec1s1ons were made under one mot1on )

Control Diméensions

- Where a board decided to "table" a motion this was

categorized as a Monitoring decision.
| - Approval of staffvappointments-and resignations were

categorized as Monitoring decisions. In fact a general rule was that
when anything was rat1f1ed, approved, endorsed, adopted, . rece1ved as
1nformat1on,wetc., it was categorized under Monitoring. Th1s
included the adoption of committee reports etc..

- The specfficatibn of a time, a quantity; a number of
'individuals, aims or purposes were often associated with Setting

Standards or Objectives, unless these were specified to correct a



given situation.

- The'naming of signing authgrities Was categorized as Setting
Standards.

- The establishment of iﬁsurance policy terms was categorized
as Setting Standards, as weré the acceptance of tenders and the
establishment of new school programs. |

- The statement of a board's position oﬁ a given issue was
categorized as a Setting Sfandards decision.v

- The\borrowing of money toimeet operating and debt services
expenditures was categorized as a Corrective Action:

- The amendmenf, reméva], rescindment, etc. of an existing
policy, decision or agenda, was categorized as a Corrective Action.

- The extension of meetings beyond a.specified time 1%m1t
was categorized as a Corrective Action. |

- Decisions to increase the mill rate were categorized as

Corrective Action decisions.

Decision Levels

- The statement of a board's position on a general or
province-wide issue was categorized as a Policy-Oriented decision.

- The appro§a1 and submission of annual budgets were
categorized as Po]icy—Oriented‘decisions.

- Budget bylaws were generally considered under the Policy-
Oriented category. | |

- The approval of monthly budgets, report§, etc. were
categOrized‘as'Routine Adminisfrative decisions.

-- The approval of hirings, resignations, leaves of absence,'
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etc. were cateqorized as Routine Administrative de isions.
- The approval of specific field trips, days in session,
uses of school facilities, etc. were categorized as Routine

Administrative decisions.
. - In regard to decisions concerning expenditures for construc-
tion and additions to schools etc. a "cut-off" point of $100,000 was
géneraT]y adhered to in differentiating between Policy-level and
Routine-level categorization. l
- Similar specific cut-of? points were established in differ-
entiating between Routfhe—]evg1 éndrResidué1—1eve1 categoriiations.
' The §ranting of Teaves of absence for more than one day for staff
was regarded as‘R0utine, whereas less than that.was categorized as‘a
Residual decision. '
- }he decisid;\to send an 1ndividua1 to a session of a

conference was categorized as a Residual decision. |

- The approvaf of a "professional improvement bonus" for

one course taken by one teacher was categorized as a Residual decision.

Operational Areas

"~ In this research, references to local colleges were‘cateé
gorized under School-Community Relations. |
- The establishment of, andldealings with,ldistrict p]ahning
committees were categori;ed under Schod]-Conmunity Re1ationsf
- Decisions pertainingﬂto field trips were pléced in the Pupf1
Personnel category.b -

-’ Decisions concerning the "Summer Employment, Program” were

categorized under Pupil.Personnel.



- Jecisions concerning buys routes and attendance zones, etc.
were cateaqorized under Pupil Personnel .

- Decisions concerning school buses were categorized under
School Plant.

- The granting of permission for groups to use school
facilities. was categdrized as a School P]ant'decfsion.

. - The adoption of monthly and annual budget reports was
categorized under Finance and Businese Management .

- Decisions perta1n1ng to tenders were’ cons1dered under
Finance and Bu51ness Management. ’

- Decisions concerning the mill rate were categorized under
Finance and Business Management. ) . : .,

ﬂ - Naming auditors for the year was eonéidered a Finance and

Business Management activity.

- Decisions pertaining to insurance terms, etc. were categor-
ized under Finance and Business Management.

Decisions pertaining to teachers' salaries, bonuses,
transportation assistance for pupiis, etc. were categorized under
anance and Business Management.

:\; Decisions pertaining to extension of meetings, changes in
. agendq, adoption of minutes and trustee considerations (other than
financial) were categorized under School Board Business.
- The acceptance of general correspondence concerning the
board was categor1zed under School Board Bus1ness

- Approval of "inservice" and "professional™ days was categor-

ized under Staff Personne]

[N ]
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- Time-tabling decisions for schools were cateqorized under
Carriculum and Instriuction.
- Ordering of library and instructional materials was

categorized under Curriculum and Instruction.
RELIABILITY-TESTING PROCEDURES

a) Inter-rater Reliability

1. Identifyﬁiﬁ? or more ratgrs othgﬁfgpan the researcher.

2. Conduct a priefing session: define categories and major
properties applying to them¥ discuss examples of decisions in each
‘cate;oryvusing the control diménsion—decision level diagram; discuss
specific brob]em areas e.g. what to‘do with ”procedura1—type”
decisions; clarify thefparticu]ar idiosyncracﬁeé bf the regions
under study which might influence categorizations. ‘

3. Conduct a test using 20 decisions. With no interaction

have each rater (and the researcher) record on éeparate sheets:
1-3 for the control dimension répresented<by each'décision;
1-3 for the déti;ion level represented by each decision; |
1-8 for the operationaT area represented by each decﬁsion.
Calculate agreement levels between raters, and_betweeh raters and the
feseércher on each categorization for the 20 decisions.

4. Discuss each.decision as a group in terms of individual
categorizations, and discuss differences and reasons for them. Refer
these to definitions, and record specific criterialpverlooked or
underemphasized in the initial briefing. |

!

5. Condutt a second test using 30 decisions. (Try not to



allow too much time to.elapse between sessions. )

6. Conduct further discussion/testing sessions if necessary.

9

(b) Reliability over Time

. @
1. Take care to record categorizations in code next to each

decision on each set of minutes.
2. After the major categorization has been completed, allow

two months and then randomly selett 50 decisions fror the research.

content.

3. Have the original coding for the selected decisions

recorded by another individual and then obliterated from the sets of

1 3
minutes.

4. Recode each of the selected decisions. .

5. Calculate agreement levels between first and second

\
0

categorizations for.each of the three sets of categories.

—
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