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\providing educational and recreational serVices within

oyt ABSTRACT |
e o ‘ S

U*The purpose of this study”lis to prov1de a review of historical
S oy ' ' :

¢
4

14
»h .
ﬁdmonton and to analyze the’ prohlems aSSociated with

concepts from interorganizational theory

The investigation was guided by ‘a conceptual framework consisting of

w

T a metasystem‘and an external env1ronment The metasystem in this study

; v ', }‘
is comprised of the three focal organizations - theaqity of Edmonton the

Edmonton Public School District and the Edmonton Romah Catholic Separateﬁfd

‘%School District ‘+’ as - well as of groups and individuals within the City

{

‘ dedicated to the metasystemfgoal‘of enhancing the community use of public‘

W ¢

facilities The methodological framewark chosen is that of a qualitative

h

case study (Bogdan and Biklen 1982) which focuses on the : temt-year period

between 1920“and 1980. The period under study ‘was’ characterized by -

.changingl societal yalues which 'were reflected in‘ the ' desire‘g,to"

L decentralize decision-making and incorporate local needs in the prOV1sion

9of‘social and recreational services R

The case study investigation describes and explains three conflicts

'
. \'\‘

:‘within the metasystem that were associated with the Joint U@e Agreement B

Y

”f'(a) disagreement over the ‘consumption of alcohol on school board'”

‘ptoperty, (b) implementation of a c0mmun1ty school concept,‘ and;‘(c)‘:fii

¥ '~n‘

_5fdﬂﬂ”acquisition,‘ ownership and diSposition of land In all three instances,"”

}ffthe School BoardSpjealouslylprotected and defended the 1nterests they hadgf‘



¢

\

a0 " : . . . L L l
been elected to serve - the. education of children - as tvell as attempting
. o Co ‘/
to maintain control over the;r exlst ing :eZ?onsibilities

—_—
|

+ The ‘study revealgd that the metaSyste did not operate in 1sola§ion,

y

and both the’'general and the taskenyi;?éientq were important factors in

‘understanding‘the‘organizationhi behaviduflwithin‘the ﬁetaéyétém.‘rForces

v

. from the meﬁasystém and the externé} envlroﬂmenﬁ threatened to erode the

authority of the two school boards( However, they were able to w1thstand‘ '
this outside pressure. Thp PrOVAnc;al Governments reluctance to delegate.
legislative powers to' lbcal grOUps'“and mandate»the community school

N

'»‘.concepf aided the boards in {hié effort.’ | “: v

' The ‘analysis ‘indicat d"fhét. the metasysfem\ was q;eafly‘a joint

A

»

jventuregrathefvthén.é z7rtnership or collectivity, with  thé mé;aéjstem
o

goals being secondary the goals of each‘indiVidualerganization;;

" .

"
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CHAPTER 1

S INTRODUCTION I
%“.‘H ' o o Background of the Study '

-In- 1966 ‘an. agreement was signed between the City of Edmonton, the
Edmonton School District No 7‘and'the‘£dmonton‘Roman Catholic Separate
.'School District No | K ‘for ‘the  use of the City's ‘and the school . °

jurisdictibns facilities for:educationall.and recreational ‘activities;‘

1

':.Two main poihts ‘in the agreement were that (a) the City would design,
construct and maintain parks and 'recrea:ion‘ sites buildings and
facilities and 'mahe them‘available to schools free of charge ~and that ~
(b) the school jurisdictions would make school buildings and facilities ¥
l;available to-»the City .and 'its sponsored groups free of charge The“

agreement included elements of 1and achLSltlon and ownership as well . as

the establishment of a Joint Planning Committee " {This body, consistingh e

'

,of two administrators from each organization was supposed to implement
the terms of the qgreement, recommend polic1es and develop regulations:V

fl‘with regard to the use of the facilities - ".'l “* : ";4‘..“ thﬂu

Despite the existence ‘of a co-ordinating mechanism,, 31gnificant

i

. difficulties have been experienced w1th the implementation of thei
o o L : e ' s o
= agreement. Over the. years,‘ various parties have called for Teview, R

L N VS
_;renegotiqtion and amendment of the ‘Joznt Use Agreement -~A‘ sense~ of :}fi_

‘5hdissatisfaction and even distrust among the parties is 111ustrated in a hh'f*

3u'comment made by a public school trustee 1n a public meeting in 1972

0 .




o 'i."‘ " ‘u

The City is’ responsible for prOViding 1and for community league

facilities. /At the same .time, the community league ~is

responsible - for ' paying " the operational ‘costs. . of. thése

‘facilities. At present the School Board. is paying all costs for

_heat, . light, maintenance, etc., and yet certain’ City ‘Aldermen

»  are interfering in 'School . Board business. The'rParks. and ,

- Recreation. Department has "tried . for. years tq 'get' control of:

. school buildings through 'the back door' but school property is’

" held. in' ‘trust by the elected School Board. (Edmonton Public
School Board Minutes, September 26, 1972, P 10) ¥ . N

The tension among the’ parties continued Ain the 1970 s during a period |
) in - which the issues of community schools and the consumption of *alcohol
on schdol premises‘ were debated. (The latter was resolved, following a 3

plebisciteliq 1974,) Furthermore,jconcerns,regaraing _the operation of'
the .JointglUse ‘Agreement were‘ expressed ‘by. the Parks-and Recreation
‘“Department in a position-pape"submitted to xthe City‘hCommissionerl'oﬁ
‘”Public Affairs in 1972, Following this report; a'Joint Use‘Agreementﬁ

Review Committee consisting of two elecfed representatives from each' ofdr
“'the parties ‘involved was formed in‘order ‘to address the.concerns. ln

1980 after considerable‘negotiation over the issue of ' land‘ownership and .

| ai period during which the Joint Planning Commitbee was . inactive (1976~

‘1979), .2 new agreement was Signed

During the past six. years, efforts have been directed towards making
3 .

. the’ agreement work " The ‘Joint . Planning Committee has introduced“
obJectives which are aimed at-prOViding a framework for co-operation and,f'
interpretation of the Joint Use Agreement ' One of the objectives of therhl

',agreement is to increase the taxpayer support for the school systems and‘j_M

.

"QEdmonton Parks and Recreation as uaf'result of public awareness of',.y

'

rﬁfefficient,' non-duplicated operatiOns of facilities operated by the threeff;

»'parties (Joint Use Agreement and Regulations, Edmonton Parks and o

;?iRecreation, September, 1983)



‘vﬁespite the‘ efforts of the :Joint_ Planning Committee to‘resolve‘
‘ specific issues and advertise'lthet benefit of the agreement‘mtO‘jthe e
community at, large, calls for renegotiation of the agreement continue to‘;

‘be”voiced During the formulation of the City of Edmonton Parks ‘andd:‘
gnRecreation Department s Five Year Management Plan in 1983 briefs were

received and discussions} took place in workshops regarding issues

(T
S

‘presented in the ‘plan : The presentations ‘on the .'access’ td schoolf

‘facilities by user: groups under the Joint Use Agreement suggest that some.:

y

",members of the public believe that the Joint Use Agreement is not working

well‘ Some of . the statements made include. J01nt Use‘ Agreement needs

‘serious, revamping , ''recent 'reduction ‘1h ' the .availability of school‘.

[y

facilities", reactivate the spirit of the Joint Use’ Agreement for the
bettermenthof the'taapayer , and cooperation Ve appears to be at an,all
time‘low.".' ‘:\ ‘ o L

. g . : ' o SN

This “study rocusesh on ‘the period 1970 to 1980;} It attempts to
identify the.major problems assoc1ated with the *Joint Use, Agreementh
lduring this period, as well -as. analyzing the fectors related to these
.problems, explores strategies that might have been used to resolve these

. problems and extrapolates thesew strategies ‘to ’31milar 1nstances of

interorganizational relations in. the future

v 1e

.,‘_,

Problem Statement

L . . r

The purpose of this“study is to provide a rev1ew of historical

‘»fdevelopments assocxated wizh the Joint Use Agreement among organizations,

ugﬁvproviding educational and recreational services within the City\of'f \fh'“

‘.\

‘VvEdmonton and to analyze the problems associated with the agreement usingw

' L

fconcepts from interorganizational theory




The ‘majox sub-problems for investigation are;

o
.

‘ .l; Why" was ' a formai~}oint Use Agreeden; perceived ée be pecessary?
| f. . What' is 'the‘ qﬁfh;e hof;wthe’”exchange relatieeseip among tﬁe
Ipapties? .Is ie‘recipfoeel? ‘-e‘ ﬁf‘ . .. | p '":2 ’

; 3. What pfbbiems cpnt}ibuted:;oléhe‘reﬁegetiatibn of the JoiﬁtpUse

Agreement? :

" . ' ' i »> ! '
o ‘4., What -were some B of the pressures originatxng from within the

» ' »

‘metasysteh‘ which “Were associated :with. the . position ‘of the EOCal
! : ) .. s . A )
: ‘organizatxons on the Joint Use Agreedént? R ‘ : ‘

SQ ‘ What wereipsome~ of the‘pressures upen the'focal‘organizaeionsp

origihating frém‘tﬁe‘external enVironmentv‘whieh' were asseciatede with
j‘thelr posit;on on the Joxnt Use‘Aéreement? : I fv»ﬂ

6. What ehanges wefe incorporated in the new egreemene and did tﬁey

' i |

address the concerns of those that demanded ;he review? L~
27. " How ‘did he Joint 'Planning"Comﬁittee opefate'in_addressipg
'problem areas in the 1970’ s? ’ R ' 1
. ‘o f Ve

8. Is . ‘the;vwinterorganizatiohal collectivity - an appropriate

conceptual framework for the study of the Joint Use Agreement?

B K} ,.‘- : . . , : '

o 4y - e . ‘ X
9. What 'significant issues .and themes emerge from this,xesearch

' that 'are of  relevance to the analysis . and  understanding . of '

interorganizational relationships- generally?

Relevance of the Study ) o
‘}5T7f~ ‘-‘i‘fThis,VStudy“‘is Justlfied on theoretical grounds as. well as’ by its
T px‘féc‘ti‘icelfs,ig‘hvi"fi‘c.‘a\r_lce.‘ 5 -_;1 s - T e = -




Theoretical Justification L o S

-

.

Support for further study‘of interorganizational relations‘in‘order
to provide empirical data and facilitate;the formulation Iof theory ‘has’
been voiced by ‘many writers in the field (Perrow 1979 Van de Ven 1976;
Van de Ven‘ Emmett and koenig, 1974 Whetten, 1981) Scott (l981)"and

Aldrich (1979) suggest that despite recent'attention given to the study
;l of the interdependence of organizations and their environment from an

. . open systems perspective, the field is “still in its infancy.'
' Criticsl of “reéent trends in lthelwanalysis of interorganizational

\ relations state\that research should not be limited to the identification

.
of - general patterns but should prov1de further insxght (Zeitz, 1975

. ‘ - o . . . ; s .
Whetten, 1981). Zeitz. comments on the present state_of‘knowledge‘in the ' :

(
(I

. field of imterorganizational relations.7 fle states that:

: We really don't. know “w%ery much about the' actual relations
between these organizations, or about the community context.
We really. don't know very. much about the community determinants
of these relationships. .Further coordination would seem . to
_ have’ something to do with effieient and effective exchange of
e clients; yet we know nothing of the experience of these clients
in this system... legal and funding structures have been alluded
‘to,. but we don't know much about ™ how they affect . the
'xorganization. (Zeitz, 1975, P 43) L o e

The present study contributes to the body of empirical data in th1s

field and provides insight into the interorganizational relations among - l\51

three large human service organizations "*:1 /“7 ) f“” con ni T
;‘ hh Finally, he ’studies that have generated the present wbody of v

'

knowledge in the field of interorganizational relation5~ among human g

service organizations have focused on medical and social servxces ‘;Yery"'x
little is known about 1nteraction-;vamong ’ organizations , providing.fﬂlﬁ o
educational and recreational, serv1ces This case study therefore fff




‘Practjcal Significance o

o o L : ‘ .
provides an opportunittho explore‘ whether ‘the findings - reported in~
- ' ' '

studres of other services have. wxder appllcetion-»

1

" t

" The effectfvesrdnd efficient ,utilization 'of publiq ‘resources 15

v

impgrtant ‘to the: pub11c at large, whxch elects representetives to City

: Councﬁa&\and the school boards and fxnancially supports the services they

. provide, - Therefore, one could assume that these organizations would “be

intérested, in = cooperating :to . provide  improved . efficiency and

i . . .
. : '

effectiveness in the use. of the resources available to" each body,
Despite this public interest and the incentive for‘organizetions to work -

(
' k)

together, the City of Edmonton and ‘the  two ulocel‘ school jurisdictions‘”

have enperxenced dlffxeultxes. in implementing the Joint Use Agreement.

' h

[

-Thls study has as its purpose to xdentxfy ‘and clarify problem " areas- dnd

]
.

to,offernsolut1ons.,

The flndlngs ‘and recommendat jons ’derived from .this study‘are of

o . . . N . g . o

:1mportance at the level: ofaelected offxcxals .as ‘wsli‘ as; that of the

'administration ‘of the pert1c1pating organiiations.,‘ , Other parties’

affected“by the agreement and therefore standing .tol benefit ffrom the

studyrv (a) the J01nt Plannlng Commlttee, a body which serves as the

'”coordinatzng mechan1sm and is 1nterested 1n 1mproving the imege andﬁ

ilwhich 1s involved 1n commun1ty development activxties,*‘(e)p‘many groupsrj

Vrecreational facilltzes. 'fl“f,‘ X5 ‘f}ﬂf'}‘ . _f‘ ;fﬂ* jxﬁd;

r.‘v’ . ! e

Q.Joperatlon of the‘ agreement (b)- the Fnderatlon of Community Leagues

t

Lot il

N

S‘Stand‘ 1nd1v1duals that seek ‘access:'to schools,‘and (d) students usingﬁ o

'
v \
i

The assembly of h15tor1cal data won the tbqgitions leading to thej'.”}

T

Lrhagreement and the accompany1ng identlfxcation of its problem areas are of,ffffff

Y




‘ﬁgmaiv ‘ ‘ . o :
vy ,ﬁr;i , . . . . K
o o o 7

to ‘the three organizations in relation to the

\". ‘ |

‘; Joint Use Agreement. All three organizations experience

{ turnover,kand‘the availability of this study may provide new

with the’ opportunity to learn about the evolution of the

o

agreemf ﬁ, the difﬁiculties experienéed in {ts ‘implemention and the
alternetrve courses of action which might be taken to improve services to

»

~ the community.

Finally, school jurisdidtions in other urban and rural areas of the
country deal with similar .issues.. The insights gained as a 'result of

this study may have wider'relevance An providing information useful in’
designing or attempting to 1mprove the interorganizational relationships

v

in which they participate thereby leading toward effective and efficient

utilization of pubiic resourdes o . "

' . ' - .
. . L .
Y : L.

Delimitations

+

The scope of the study was delimited as follows:

1. The Bnﬁndaries - of the City “of Edmonton are coterminous with

—_ . ¢

those of l'taié" school jurisdictlons., The case study was lw, to this

“3eographical area although elements of the external en @é}ment of the
. ; A ’ B

metasystem under study operated beyond the c1ty boundary .Q‘

pe N . )
2. In general the sbudy was confined to- events related to the
Joint Use Agreement whxch took place during the period 1970 fo 1980 ‘Og

occassiou it was necessary to refer to phenomena And.activities which

occurred prior to or after this study period in order to”gain add;tional
insxght, clarity or continuity - ) o L ‘lﬂjj
- r‘"‘ “u‘ - *

. . -t o
' . B - o A
ol o : wie
- . . -
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3. The study focuses on the Joint Use Agreement and {ssues that '

[

were associated with its development dnd does not include  the on—going

implementation of the” Agreement.

v

Assumptions -
The main assumptions related to this study were:
1. Social environments contain multiple intangible realities rather

than a single all-embracing truth.
¢ » . ! "‘

2. Al qeéessary public and organizational documents were made

available for the study.

Kﬁ 3, Accurate and adequate analysis of the environmental factors

assocg?ted with the evolutjon of the 1980 Joint Use Agreement  can be.

.

undertaken with: the case-study method. .

Limitations
The l%mitations of +this study are .primarily associaéed with {ts
géneralizability and with tﬁe sources of data used. The' practical
applicability (of 'the case stud& ymay be limited consideriﬁg that

educational and recreational services in Edmonton, Alberta are provided

i

. under' two separate Provincial *Ministries and Acts. The Provincial

.
-

Departméﬁt'of Education delegates tﬁf authority for providing edchtional
service$« to school Aboh:ds “Qﬁilé the City,,wh{ch prqvidés recreaiionai
;érviges,'is subject ;ofthé pt;visions of 'the Municipal. Gévernment Act
administered by the"P;QQiﬂc;ql"Depégt@éht 'of Municipal Affaifi. In

provinces, . states and countries. where educational ahd recreational .

a

’e

services are governed in a different manner, adjustments would have to be

-

\

[



v
«

made ‘to refiecc the different governance structure prior to applying any

of the findings from this study,
. y '
<:§f sources of data and tﬁbir limitations are as follows:
' Minutes of meetings. Although these minutes were approved by

the elected officials foliow;ng each meetihg, they were usually a summary
. \

father than a presentatidn of verbatim discussion, The follow~up with

interviews helped to address some of the concerns which arose from ! the

»

minutes.

2, Interviews. Information . froﬁ intervigws was limited to those
individuals'who were available ;nd willing to divulge information to vthe
researéhe;. ‘Furthermore, the quality of information was affected byﬁfhe
intervie;ee's ability té accpratply recall -past evehtsk "In vordér» to

ensure the accuracy of data, a trianguiation methodology was used to
iy . \ , -
verify the information from the interviews through comparison with-

.

information drawn from other interviews' and documents:

Definitions ' :

~

1, . A . .
Many of the terms used in this study are defined at the time of their

initial usage. Selected terms which are widely used-:in this study are

géfined below:

Organization . ;| .. - Aldrich‘(i9]9) defines an organization as a géal-
" - . i‘.’ .' i , . '. . . ) o R
L'_ "« ..directed, boundary-maintaining, activity system.

N

" S Operationally, the three signatories to the agree-

‘ménﬁ};‘thé,hiﬁQ‘apdﬂegch of the two school boards

“ ‘;‘é;e éon§idé£;d fb bé'orgpnizatiohs; | |
Vs&stemé'ﬁﬁéo;§ o  A theory whitg sugg;sts that ﬁn organization must
- belgtudied 3§ 3 whélq;_taking 1n£6‘coﬁsidér§tion

°



the interrelationships amoﬁg its parts as well as

relatjonships with its environment.

System A unit which takes in resources; tranSforms them

and sends them out. Such a unit depends on its

external environment for survival,
! o

Metasystem ‘ A colkection’of subsystems which afe‘workiﬁg towards

: . ‘ R . A
the achievement of individual as well as common

goals. Operationally, the three parties ‘to the

agreement, interested groups (eg. Federation of

Community‘he;gues, Edmonton Area Home and School
i Association) and ;ndividuais affectea by the
" agreement, (eg. evenihg users 6f séhool facilities)
form the metasystem.
Coileétiv{tx__ 'A social system that is able to act as a unit.
Interorganizational Two or more orgénizé:ions that.join cogethe} to
Collectivity. ‘ o : .
~attain a specific objective by performing a set
§r series of goal-d};ected actions, |

.

Outline of Remaining Chapters A

'

The xfirst chapter provided an overview of the pfoposed:schdy. It
.briefly described the backgroun& evénts- central to the 's;uqy, ‘theih'

' purposes and significance! The _ delimitations, ' assumptions and
U, : S o ‘ - e

i .

limitations were stated and a number of terms to be used in. the study
were defined:

?'The second éhapterfprqvidés a review of the literature which:beginﬁ
. wifh‘é"btief over?iew‘of;dgvelopméﬁés“ ‘i‘n'_‘t.ha\1 study ‘of organizational

' -

' .theory. - It' then focuses on,‘s;udies»addressihg issues related to the . -



K

relationships between \organizations ‘and their ienvironments and to
interorganizational relations. Finally, literature ‘related to policy

decision making which is relevant to. this study is discussed

The vconceptual and methodological framework as. well as the research

strategies and procedures form Chapter Three of. this study. The framework
\

wd developed ,on the basis of findings from previdus studies rev1ewed

“It draws as well upon criticisms regarding the present state of knowledge -

—

about ‘interorganizational relationships and suggestions for-enhancxng‘

such knowledge. &

*‘The fourth chapter describes the setting of the Case.study including
. : /“' . ‘/

population trends within the City of Edmonton and the source ¢nd  nature
of ‘poﬁer delegated to. . the parties’ fo the agreement. Chapter Five'

describes the evolution’ . of, and ‘perceived rproblems‘ with, the 1970 '

: ‘ . !
agreement and analyzes dimensions of this interorganizational
relationship, including formalization, intensity and reciprocity of the

agreement.

W

Chapters Six and Seven focus on pressures-on focal organizations from-

within the metasysten‘and,its external environment respectively. Three

5cases/events are analyzed in each'of the’ two chapters in order to gain

insight into variables associated w1th conflicts over the Joint Use "~

"g,Agreement during the 1970 s.

,The _eighth and final chapter has three sections (1)‘an?overview-of-f

the reseatch findings from an 1nterorganizationa1 perspective, (2) the‘

practical 1mplications of- the Afindings; rand (3) recommendations for_f“')

- T
. * future research.

§ o



* CHAPTER 2
" THE LITERATURE ‘REVIEW -

1! T

lntroductionf

) The review . of the . literature is ~ designed to facilitate the
development ‘of. a conceptual framework for  the study of
"interorganizational' relations. It commences ‘with a brief overview of

’ developments in the field of organizational theory ‘The review ' focuseés
on. the open systems perspective as the fundamental theoretical basis for.

- the study ‘of. the relationship ‘between - organizaticns --and their

'

environments. It then— -examines the literature on interorganizatjonal

relations and the frameworks for interorganizational analysis
"In view of the fact that the case study involves "a policy

controversy, 1t was deemed 1mportant ‘to rev1ew relevant policy analysis,

literature. 'This section contrasts the public official s self interest

4

with the individualfs‘perception'of the public interest,” and further

"

reviews literature associated with value contexts.
&,’ T
The literature review addresses such questions as: - R

hrﬂ‘ ~How - does ~ organization vtheory; uview,‘the‘ environments .of -

' organizations?

’

w20 What does the literature tell us about the interactionubetweenvfﬁ
: . B R R

the organization and 1ts environment? T

.3, Why do organizations engage in interorganizational relatibns?

4: -tWh do we know about the properties ,of linkages 'among; o

'

organizations?
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5. What ’approaches] and frameworks 'have  been used to analyze

‘

‘interorganizational relations?

6. What is the basis upon which policy-makers,make their decisions?

.

Following“this chapter, the'conceptualVandldethodological framework

'for‘the'study”is‘developed,‘based‘on the findings'of this‘review“

)
]

“‘The Study of Organizations: A General Overview

Organizations have been analyzed ‘from a‘variety of perspectives.

'
\

Scott'(l98l) groups these ~perspectives.‘intol three categories in his

review of the 'literature on organizational analysis: the rational,

o

natural and open systems approaches. This classification will be used in

‘the brief'review of the‘literature‘on organizations-which follows.

“The rational system theorists have emphasized goal specxficity apd |

T

.formalization as major elements which explain organizational Action.
‘,Severag L approaches . were"Kidentified under this perspective ~The
' scienti;}c management school of thought attempted to analyze individual

B

‘ tasks in order to derive lthe most ‘efficient ‘method of operation

‘-e‘Although this approach- focused 'on»'workers and on “the - scientific‘i

\

determination of the work procedures, Taylor suggests that managers

activ1ties should also be rationalized on the basis of findings from '

.scientific experiments (Taylor, 1911) A second approach developed
‘fconcurrently with scientific management focuses on management functions
zzf'(Fayol, 1945) It attempted to. derive a set of princaples which would

”rationalize administrative activities The two administrative aotivities

"lwhich received the most attention were coordination and specialization

RO
‘v PR

:5}Princip1es were developed to address such issuesl 4$~ span of control

'1i‘reponsibilities of the administrator, line versus- staff functions, a

,“¢Jrationa1e for grouping in an organization, and reporting relations

'.‘,’ RS ;. RPN »H‘ . o RN .. o

i

ar L

\ .
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Several writers reviewed the work of the "administrative theorists"

‘and found the administrative principles to be 'simplistic\ statements‘ on

behaviour in an organization (Massie, 1965 Simon, 1957 and Scott 1981).

\
'

Scott (1981) sugges€§ that

. many of the proposed ‘administrative prinCipleSlare
primarily definitional in character outlining the
‘characteristics~ of 'a “hierarchically structured . formal
organization while others are sufficiently vague and imprecise
as Yto be of little~value to practitioners or researchers

_ (Scott, 1981, p.66):. '

Massie 1 (1965) questionslsome of the‘assumptions used in forming the.fl

\h:principles. He ‘disagrees‘ with the‘ assumptions that individuals are‘
\motivated primarily by ‘economic‘ factors and that strictly following‘a5
“defined task is‘ preferred to the ‘freedom“ofn diScretiOnary'vactivityb

-
.

(Massie, "1965)'. Simon (1957) reViews the principles and concludes that
.. they lack specification and consistency " In addition to its questionable

'assumptions this approach-failed to suggest conditions or‘circumstances
4 v ' :

- which limit the applicability ‘of the prinCiples, nor -did it identify the

b s . . ¢ .

specific Situations or characteristics of an organization to which thef

f‘prinCiple(s) couid be applied M .

Weber s theory of bureaucracy can also be placed among the approaches

s c*‘. sl

which perceive ‘organizations as rational : systems Weber (1947)" =

4

”contrasted and compared different cultures; and: historical periods to j{if

suggest that during the last few centuries, rational bureaucratic forms '

e

J'have been supplementing traditional administrative systems weber“l‘

gdiscusses characteristics of bureaucratic organizations which includeg%f

‘fdiVISlon ;mof;: labbr,j hierarc y of positions, and rules governing =

"flperformance and selection of personnel Weber s formulations have beeanpzl

—— . E

u&-‘r

. criticized for being conceptual sehemes and a set of hypotheses‘rather a:{;;

7jﬁthaniajtheoryf(Blauiandlscott, 1962) Udy (1959) suggests that the;’,(“f

ol



”_H::organization.v{‘f;jw;‘V

_‘structura1~hyariahles 1dentified by Weber should not be considered as a
.matter of definition but rather be tested empirically |
“Simon (1957) is critical of'the assumptions-used by early.theoristsh
and suggests that the ‘econémic‘mand motivated by'financial.yrewards and"
, seeking an optimal solution after examining all other options be replaced‘
with a‘more human‘ administrative‘man who 1S willingv tol settle “or a
‘Satisfying solution and 'is,‘auare ‘of only a fewlpossible alternative‘
courses“of'action in‘any Situationl ‘)Simon s . theory of administrative
"behaviour' focuses on ‘decisions made by an 1ndiyidual‘in his”role as' a
participant in the organizational contexti‘;EHe‘ differentiates 'betweenH
decisions 'made fby individuals at‘different”levels in‘the organirationfs
.hierarchy.‘ Indiyiduals‘atpthe lower leyel‘address questions on- how the
organiaation ~can best carry out.a‘specific‘task'whileidecisions byﬂthose:
at the higher level focus on ‘what the- organization is gorng to do (Simon,
1957) | | | |
The, two key elements eof the‘.rational‘ system‘perspective - goal
fpecificity and formalization ‘?‘yare incorporated xinto the "bounded;
. rationality concept proposed by March and Simon (19553 The concept
includes a set of 6rganizationa1 constraints within which an .1nd1v1duale
vis expectedsto make a" deci51on s | C
‘In summary, ﬁthe ‘rational system nperspective views ‘the structural :

;,:arrangements within organizations as tools deliberately designed for thef"

> :efficient achievement of goals The rational system theorists focus onj'

a

'7f3‘*the normative structure of organizations and ignore the effect of thengwf

.

’flarger social, cultural and technological context on the structure of the».';ﬁ

et

Ex

' 5”thea rational system perspective places emphasxs onf_thejf'f}

oy

fstructure of the organization,

little‘ attention is‘ giVen to + the' yff




%

‘

v characteristics‘ of the participants;i The "Human Relations" movement,

consxdered by Scott (l981)w3as an approach in the natural systems

perspective, fwas developed following\a study at the Hawthorne plant of:. .

Ta

(Mayo,' 19&5) ~The’ stndy ‘highlights “th discrepancy between how the.:

vattitudes could hava on output and productivity Following‘ this study;

the’ human -relations"schoOI has grown to encOmpass a. wider interest in

worganizationali participants;‘ 1nc1uu1ng the individual small groupg

hehaviour and intergroup 'behaviour. One of the- criticisms of this;

W

v

~

Parsonsf (1960) socialp‘system, model“‘do consider the environment as.a
'factor affecting the organization

’; Selznick (1968) developed a natural system model.whichjis known as ' .

the 1nst1tutional _approach. A He differentiates V‘Between ‘ 'those

‘J

;guides the process of administration and those in which the participants

b

o

o \ . N o e \‘

p'organization adapts‘ to reflect the 1nterests of internal groups and the

v

. values of the external environment Perrow (1979) 'suggests that the

33) icontribution fof the 1nstitutiona1 school “is in ‘the notion that (a)

T

'Jivarious types of organizations exist (b) organizations develop an inner

\m :
<_¢logic and direction of their own, and (c) external environments‘exfst

Lffwhich 1mpact,on the organization“

. organizational system was supposed “to’ work and how workers actuallyv '

. behaved_.’ lFurthermore it demonstrated the impact which informal group

‘approach‘is‘that it focuses primarily 'on the organization s internal'
‘rarrgngements. -This, cr1tic1sm does not apply to ali work related to the'.

‘natural,systems’perspective: ~Selznick s (1948) institutional'~mode1 fand ;

‘“organizations which are rational ‘means - oriented, and in which efficiency‘:

,the sttern Electric Company during the late 1920 s and the early 1930 slh“

R

niinstitutionalization is viewed as ‘one, of organic growth in which the ‘

"1dent1fy with and become part of the- organization The process of rﬁ




consideration';ofx‘thefﬁenvironment, but suggests ‘that the wview of the
.henvironment is highly selective,and that:“ '
it is primarily perceived as.an enemy, as’ a source of
Voo pressures and problems In most' of" the studies in this.
Ftﬂ? ‘ ' tradftion, (institutional approach) the organization is viewed
T ' .as capitulating to a tyrannical and’ hostile environment as the
Lo price of its survival (Scott 1981 p 99)

~

. :
‘ Parsons (1960) presents a framework for categorizing organizations on

l“

the basis7of the type of function or goal they serve with respect to .the-
\‘Qider society : h distinguishes four typesl of organizations (al
production or economic organizations whiCh"produceh goodsi‘orr services
consumed ‘by society, (b) political: organizations( (ergl,dgovernment,
military), (c) integrative organizations (e. g'; courts 'hospitalsl,“and’

‘(d) pattern maintenance ~organizations (e;gﬁy‘churches;}uniYereit#es):'

While this typology recognizes the ‘-Significance of‘ the"relationship

between organizations and their environments it provides little insight
into the organizations themselves or the nature of their env1ronments.

iln the‘l960ls and 1970'5; numerousfstudieS'nere“undertaken‘and‘models"

developed which challenged the assumption that organizations behave as;

: rational systems‘ and whigh suggested that the env1ronment does not play
an important role in determining the behavxour and “the survival

o organizations (Emery and Trist 1960 March and Olson, 1966 Meyer and

'

| ‘ﬂ Rowan, 1977 Pfeffer and Salancik 1978) Emery and Trist suggest that

ERTRRI ;(f' there has been something of a tendency to continue j
. .thinking in terms of 'closed':system, 'that . is -regard ' the '
L enterprise .as sufficiently independent to. allow most of "its.
”Llproblems to be analyzed ‘with . reference . to? its. 1nternal

- $tructure: and without reference to its external environment
:ja(Emery -'vand Trist 1960, p 84) L x : x

o (J s

, :fxatz and Kahn (1966) critic1ze th"

.l /g:

*closed system approach for

,“; > i .”




-

[

.- favour ‘of‘Scott's third perspeCtive, the‘open system They suggest that

external factors are. significant in the organization process

i

. failure to ‘recognize fully that the organization is continually'®

e " dependent. upon inputs’ from the environment and. that the inflow - .

- of materials and human energy As not a constant . . . the Very“
efforts of the organization to’ maintain a constant external

. environment produce changes in organizational structure . (Katz
and" Kahn, 1966, p.26) ‘ : ceo

The major misconception (of the closed system approach) &s the"h ' -

Fhrthermore;“Katz and Kahn‘ suggest that‘fochsing'on the internal
' structure of the organization prevents the - acquisition of valuable'

knowledge regarding the‘organizationa) environment. They state that:

“Traditlonal organizational 'theories . have tended to view:the‘
human organization as a closed system This tendency has led
‘to a disregard of différing organizational environments ‘and*the =~

" -atire of organizational dependency on environment. It has led

‘falso .to,‘ an overconcentration  on principles of internal
organizational functioning, 'with consequent ‘failire to develop ‘
., and understand the processes of feedback which are essential to S
. survival. (Katz andnKahn, 1966 ‘pt29) ' ‘ ' '

'

Von Bertalanffy (1956) 1ntroduces the~genera1 systems concept which

-~

'is based on the premlse that certain concepts are, relevant across a brb&§

.

spectrum ef ‘disciplines; and 1nc1ude entities such" as cells,;organs,‘t"“V
. organisms, groups, organ;eations -and societies, ‘ A ‘system ‘capab1e3 of
ﬂ‘self-maintehanCe based :héﬁih transtormation of:dresources‘vtrom its
“eanronment,'like[a,iiving‘cellklis considereddanygpen; system. ‘ Buckleyp
mhr"kl967) ynotés.jthatﬂ~transformation of' resourcesjyish essential for the
'syitemﬂSﬁyiability; From an open'system perspective‘ the conditious of*ﬂl/

. 'th s'enVironment and the characteristics of the systems within it are_

‘» LA

‘ *clo ely related Charactenistics which define open‘ systems include.b

. : : {.w.

O LU e

‘flmportation of energy and information from the external environment“ ;u'

R

&"Rtransformation of energy. exportation °f product t° the ;environment,_ﬁ.uﬁf
'fcyclrcalilene:sy 'exchange, negatiVe entropy,i differentiation (greater 2ﬁ,

':.\'. "" S ‘ A AT . ,.-"'.-' “‘0 !
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speCializatiOngof functions) and equifinality (more‘ than - one way ‘to . '
‘ produce a given outcome) ' f‘ﬂ. o : I e

Organizations ‘are- perceived as open systems ‘which’' have ' unique N

-
»

‘properties of their own but they share other properties in ‘commo" &ith‘
" \\‘;

" all open systems»(Meyer M. W ‘ 1978), Although 51gn1f1cant attention'has
“‘been given to ‘the’ development of approachesx‘to open systems and the
ﬂf-interdependence of organizations and their environments, Scott (1981) and

Aldrich (1979) suggest ‘that' the field is still in its infancy

I

ot

,Organizational4Environment‘
The significance of Lits, environmentf tov‘an organization has'been oo

expressed in numerous publications on organizaqion environment relations o
s ) \

Q(Aldrich 1979 ‘ Dill 1958 Emery .and Trist 1965 and Terreberry, L968),
.interorganizational 1nteraction (Leyine and White, 1961" Litwak and L

Hylton, 1962;} Guetzkow, 1966; Marrett, 1971 and Benson,/1975) and in
formulations of the -contingency‘ntheory inl the‘ 1960's (Lawrence ‘and

fi‘ ‘Lorsch 1967 Thompson 1967)f

One of ‘the- concerns in the study of organizational env1ronment is' its

) ' byt

.conceptualization (Perrow, 1979) Mhny studies attempt to delineate the SR
Lo 53 -
) Nlrole of organizational environment and to classify its elements (Hall

’ff;.1977 Aldrich 1979 and Hasenfeld 1983) _ It has bedome clear‘ that 'bi‘:fV*f

L

' organizations do not operate in isolation and that envxronment 1s a;“f”

) i

;15critical factor in understanding organizational behéviour

the following conditions affecting all,f

1egal political leconomic, demographic,ﬁ}fﬂh

:

1979) Hasenfeld suggests

‘ecologicar and cultural ( ee also Aldrich
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L

y

*h'enV1ronment in terms of the degree of turbulenqe.; Emerg and Trist (1965)'

- attrihutes. (1983 p 51) The ability to’ exploit the environment in 'ﬂhe

: organizational matters becauSeA‘"excepé in rare instances, no singlg
organization can significantly ; alterf theseh genesal'venvironmentai

. 1 ".\ , . . Lo
process of securing scarce .and valued resources is proposed by Seashére

. ' |
N

' and.YQChtman (1967)'&5 a measure of organiational‘effectiveness
The geheral enVironment ‘hot only affects an organization directly, it

"

also influences the characteristics of the task environment The ;1attep

[ o
was, defined by Thompson as ohose parts of the environment which are“

| \

relevant or potentially relevant to goal attainment (1967, p.27), Dill

Vot
'

‘ (1958) “had used the term task environment tb'referfto elements‘inlthe‘

. environment - which are 'relevant or ﬂgotentially ‘relevant for the !

.[task'environment variability, complexity and threat ‘ A more detailed

f& The nature ‘of the 1nteraction between the organization and its

Aldrich suggéSts that "in the case of specific environmental‘faotors,;the n

~ o
.

. . 1
o N

Organization.‘ ‘ Aidrich' - (1979) 5pecifies the nature: of the task“”‘

environment uSing the term. SpecificM;environment I includes bther
. ‘“\ '

organizations and 1ndiv1duals with. whom the fooal organization interacts

'
LA

°

!’ -

. interaction is=direct, whéreas‘the'general environment is not”a concrete‘

entity 'in interaction, but 'rather comprises. conditioas that must beh

- grappled “with" | éAldrich, 1979 pp 303 304) He also suggests thatﬂfhe

®,

env1fonment“is dynamic and that the sxgnificance of the different factors"

et >

genv1ronmenta1 conditions) v&ries with time (Aldrich 1979).‘

ter . vl P

y Chi}d (1972) proposeSAthree dimensions for empirically measuring the

)
. . § o [T .
N . t ! [N " A e "

\'«’\ RS

d15cu$sxon on dimen51ons used tq study organizational environments is

e Rk : . H .
AR F] . oo -
B L

presented 1n the sEction on interorganizational analysis

o \ PR

envxronment has been the focus of numeroua studies.- Emery and Trist

'~

”.,'-,. 4

(1965) and Terreberry (1968) describe the nature of organizational

LY
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B VcategoriZe organizatipnal environments * -{n terms of: ~(a) . .the

[4

. < R A
qhaedictability of the env*ronment' (b) the competition between the

. L : ~

. environment and the focal organization for resources .and (¢) the rate of

change in the general environment, They argue ‘that processds in the
environment aﬁfect Athe organization and its env;ronmental relations end
& Co h ‘ . '
. % propose a typology cdnsistink of four types Qfﬁ_causal textures.  Two
o ."

types are static: the plac}d~m{endomized and the "placid, clustered

environments, and two ‘are consideréd to  be dynamic the "disturbed

i

reactive" and the "turbulent field.
The. ‘"placid, randomized" ‘environment i#_dthe simplest type of

environmental texture in which elements are relatively unchanging in

-
\

thefdelves and are randomly distributed, Organizatxons wlthin ‘this type

of environment can exist .as relatively simple and usually small units,

" 7 adapting easily to the lxmxted envxronmental change they may encounter.
The, second type, 'placid clustered" is' a static but more complex"
&  environment. It ~ is. characterized by clustered or interconnecteg,; .

- .
ol
LA

"elements. Organizations within this type- of environment are ‘somewhetﬂ"
: f_ ) , X . , v

larger,than those within.the "placid, randomized" environment and tend B
qonsist*of a number of units centrally controlled and ‘¢co- ordlnate?? 5@

The two types of dynamic environments are, the ’dzsturbed reactive

and the 'turbulent Afield.f The' disturbed, reactive"  environment

contains . clustered ,elements in (which there‘is more'then one syetem of
'similar neture end function As a result. orgenizations are required to .

.

meet ﬁcomgftitive challenges and deve10p strategies in order to remaln in

v

operation;ﬁ"This type of environment necessitates som&. .form of

?xdecentralization to the level where the opeeation is taking place.. The
' 1

'dfourth type the : }urbulent‘.field" henvironment;_“> charipterized ‘by

dynam1c~ Aconditionsf generated "notvisimply ‘from the interaction of

.
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identifiable component systems but from the field itself (the ‘ground')"
.o ’ . , : | o ' .
(Emery ‘and Trist, 1965, p.31).. The turbulence resulting from the

mu1t1p1e character of the causal 1nterconnections increases the level of

uncertaintyn for the‘focal organization Organizat&ons find it difficult
’ s

to adapt'successfully thfougﬁ direct interaction and have to resort to

o: more complex interconnection mechanisms in order ts survive,
ITerreberry'(1968) views these states of the‘envifonment as psrt of an
«evolutionary continuum to which orgasizgtions, using various managerial

styles, must'adapt in order to survive.. She observes that:

* v . systems are increasingly ' finding themselves in
envxronments where the complexity and rapidity of -change in’
external interconnectedness . . . gives rise to increasingly

. unpredictable change in their transactiona' intefdependencies
.. ‘This seems to be good evidence for the emergence of
turbulence in the environments of many formal organizdations.
(Terreberry, 1968, p.598)

i

Terreberry advances the hypothesis that orghnizational change is
lérgely externally'induced and that system (organizational) adaptability

is a function of the ability to 1learn and to performvacco:ding'to

changing environmental contingencies.

Evan (1966) adapts the role-set concept of qn.individuél within an
brganization to the relationships between an organization and its

environment’. He ihtroduces};he term "orgénizaﬁjonal sets" referring to a
network of-organizationskwhiCh'interact'with a focal organization in . the .
‘xform of providing ‘résource~"input» such as sapits1'~and pérsosnelﬁor'
acquiring output in«thevform of gooss and services."'AIdrich (19795

discusses the concept of organlzatxonal set"

and suggests that
organizations .-use other “organizations' of the same ‘type both - for
comparison purposes and as a source of new ideas.

Tﬁompson (1967) uses the ‘term 'task enVikonmént" to refer to the set.

of external groups and organizations which control access ‘t_o_' posential

o



3

23

and actual resources for the’' focal organization. In a recent’
! ! R ' ' .

authority, clients, compiimentary services, consumers and recipients of

3

<0 of these varlables on’the domain consensus and the survival of the

publicstion,'ﬂasenfeld (1983) ~expanded the téSk, envirohment concept,

" extending it beyond the resources of the organization._ Referring to

human service organizations, he includes . the £ollowing organizational

needs as part of the task environment: fiscal resources, legitimation and

'
¢

[}

the organization's products ‘and ‘competing organizations. An§ specific
P ) Y ‘ ;

Iorganizatlon or group in the task environment may represent one or "more

of these organizational needs. Identificatjion of the task environment

helps in defining the domain of the. organizaéion. Thompson (1967)

.
~

suggests that:
. ﬁhe'organization's'domain»idéntifies the points at which
the organization is dependent on input from .the . environment.
The composition of that environment, the location within it of
capacities, in turn, determines§, upon whom the orgaﬂizéti?n is

dependent. (Thompson, 1967, pp.26-27)

Achieving domain concensus is dependent upon several dimensions

(Aldrich, 1972; Hasenfeld, 1983):

1. Stability or instability: . _The degree of turnover of
' ‘ elements in the environment N

2. ﬁomogeneity or heterogenéity: How different are the eiements
: ‘ in the task environment?-
3. Concentrgpidn or dispersion: How are the rgsoprces distributed
' : , among the elements?
- How many: resources in the ,
environment’ could be" available to
(the’ orgenization? :

4. Richness ortbaucity:

5. Turbulerice or placidﬁéss:‘ To what extent is the environment
: 'w7 | . ' ‘ changxng? : :

Hasenfeld.(1983) uses two hypothetical cases to illustrate the 1mpact

~~

organizacion:

S PR . o -
T o : . . - T



24

Environmental turbulence Qoupled with paucity of resources is
also 'a barrier to forming domain consensus because it is likely
to produce more turnover in the elements’ of the task
envxronment and fierce competition for the - linited  Tresources.
In contrast, 'when the environment is rich, resources are more
dispersed, and the environment is hgterogeneous, ‘it is then
.easier to achieve domain cohsensus because the environment will
support' and '~tolerate - different organizational forms.
(Hasenf’e%d, 1983, p.66) . K \ ' '

, . . N . . 0.. . N * '
A 'major envirOnmental factor which organizations must take into
) P :

; A ' v o~
cons ideration is other organizations, in particular those which are part

of their task e&yironments;
\

- i . : ) /
\\ Interorganizational Relations . :

‘Numerous studies emphasize the significance of interorganizationai

. relations in the study of orgAnizations and their environments... Some " of:

them focus on business “and financial oqganizatxons, many of which are

11nked by 1nterlock1ng directorates (Pfeffer, 1972 ‘Palmer, . 1983) while
others examine human \service‘organizations, %n which clients are often
referred to or passed on\ from one organizatfon to another (Levine and

Whlte, 1961 L1twak and HXlton, 1962 A1ken and Hage, 1968 Hasenfeld and
Englxsh, 1974). Hasenfeld\and Englxsh state that

It is useful to study intetorganxzational relationships in ‘,
order to understand théxcondxtions that lead to, . the emergence <
of relationships’ between organizations to become sensitive to
consequences of these \ relationships’ on interorganizational
structure, processes, and clientele, and to become aware of the

forms of linkages which effectively join organizations to each .

other. (Hasenfeld and En Lish 1974, p. SAO)

- Ratsoy (1980)» ,reyiews the findings h‘of several studies on -~

interorganizational Ifelationsi nd 'snggests that the nature of,'the
linkages between systems. relates to measureS‘fof. organizational-

'effectiveness or policy 1mp1ementa‘ion effectiveness Understanding the



, , . ‘ . C | ‘
interorganizational theory but:  .also in helping practitioners‘in the
design of,organizations and their environmentai interaction patterns.. ‘It
may  also help ,tof,'explain ‘the extent to ‘which organizationaI‘
Characteristics are‘intluenced or determined by vthe interorganizational
relationships in which “the Vorganizations in question ‘are involved or

conversely, the extent to which the nature_ of 1nterorganizationa1
' t . ' ! ‘ . NN

relationships are affected byfthe characteristics of the organizations
themselves. ' : f e ‘ |

Levine and White (1961) attempt to explain relationships among

¢

N community heglth and welfare agencxes using an exchange system as ‘a.
conceptuali,framework. Exchange theory has been the dominant theoretical
perspective in the investigation of ,interorganizational 'relationships

.(Hall, Clark, Giodano, Johnson and Van Roebel, 1977; Van De Ven, 1976;

’ oy
"5

Ratsoy, 1980). Exchange was defined by Levine and White - as v

voluntary activity between two organizations which has consequences,

: -' ) ‘ “. ! .
actual or anticipated; for the realization of‘their respective .goals  or

-objectives"' (Levine and'White ‘p.568) They suggest that organizations
‘have needs for clients, labour services and other resources, and that .
[under conditions'of scarcity, 1nterorganizationa1 exchanges are essential‘
‘to‘goalnattainmen;. These"fexchanges .include resources -and functions‘
“(iﬁhich are—ﬁrequired"tovdsustain ;thei-organization. :lHasenfeld\\(1983)"
proposes that interorganizational relatiOns : comprise: laf”eform’:lof
d~organizationa1 action adopted to secure resources, reduce uncertainty and.
gainvsome mastery over the environment (Hasenfeld 1983) - l |

' { Jackson and Morgan (1978) view the 51gn1ficance of the relationships

% _, o with the environment in terms of reduction in the level of uncertainty :

They suggest that° V‘f ‘t”(

RIS
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' 'fd:organizational interaction, the flow of resources and the organization sf;fﬂ
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A
. as organizational environments evolve, they become more
‘turbulent and therefore, less certain. Then' as organizations
‘begin to feel pressure both internally and externally, they
develop interorganizational relationships or ties 'with other
organizations in the environment to reduce. this uncertainty
(Jackson and Morgan, 1978 p- 25~)

Attainment ;bf ',goals that "are unachievable - by organizations

'.funCtioning independently‘is a major reason for the' developmentf of

"interorgenizational relationships (Ratsoy, 1980; Van De. Ven, 1976;  Levin

and WhiteQ 1961). Aiken and Hage (1968) elaborate on the‘ voluntary"

‘nature' of the . exchange. In their wiew; organizations are puShed into

interdependencies such" as developing joint ~cooperat1ve 'activities
because" they need resources such .as.money, specialiZed skills and access
o .u
to market. In general, organizations attempt to maintain‘ :heir autonomy,

which ‘mSans"that they are free to choose their course of action. By _
. . '] , : ‘

engaging in | some. form of relationship with organizations in their

-environment, organizations in many cases lose some of the freedom to act
. - ’ LA s :

.independentlyl Van de Ven (1976) suggests-that an organization prefers

. .
not to become 1nvolved in such relationships unless it is compelled to do;

so since the allocation of resources. to the development and - maintenance

of = such relationships»restricts the ability to expend those resources in

4

‘the pursuit of other Objectives, thus. restricting’. the organization's

autonomy I

While Levin and White (1961), Benson (1975) and other exchangevw'

‘_ theorists recognize only the voluntary nature,of the interaction Aldrich

‘(1976) fa' Turk (1970) examine. mandated -forms of organizational a3

o l

interdependence such as those required by legislation or governmentaliﬁ;".

regulations. , Mandated relations were found to detetmine the“attern off

dOmain ltself AldriCh 94976) Suggests that mandated relations tended tofifjf7';:




¢

\form an imbalanced interaction were more intense “andh,Were“associated '
with a perception of a lower level‘of cooperation Hall Clark, Gordanod
‘and Van Roekel (1977) stress the significance of careful determination of
. the basis‘iof the relationships and suggest that one cannot rely‘
\eacluSively on‘ erchange theory in?'theu study of interorganizational

' relationships since a large number of the 1nteractions are mandated or

are‘based on formal agreementS' They propose a third form of 1nteraction,
\ »

‘one which is voluntary but standardized through formal agreement

‘Rees (1983) reviews the literature on interorganizational theory and

generalizes that . interdependent .organizationS‘ are understood to be
‘some standardization, or voluntarily because of some mutual although not

" necessarily equal, - fieed. to .attain either self-interest or collective
" goals" (Rees, 1983, p.51). -

Interorganizational Analy51s

’

Studies Kon interorganizational relations can be d1v1ded 1nto two‘
‘.major approaches (Rees,db 1983) .- 'The 'first ; approach ! addressesQ

' organization environment relations using the interaction between a focalln_

either . similar or dissimilar organizations 1nteract1ng either by mandate |

'«»organization and other organizations in the task env1ronment as the focussg

1of study (Aiken and Hage, 1968 Evan, 1966 Levine and White, 1961 »and o

e

& relational properties of the interacting organizations (Marrett, 1971 :“*

:LgAIdrich 1979) ” 1f@ff@v;5,ﬂgl,n:

..“

An important element in the study of the focal organization and itsd

'
“ i R T

4

771.rDill 1958) ‘ef second approach investigates the comparative and‘;,~

'.fﬁitorganization-set is the boundary-spanning funetion T:ifa} ﬁ.., focalf];;



"vorganizations are boundary maintaining systems of human interaction e 4

'whichfset conditions for ‘entry and exit of individuals 'as' well . as -
determine conditions: under, which members enter roles associated withil
.organizational action | Dependencevon other organitations and existence‘
ofx free ‘choice’jof: entry " and “exit limits the autonomy of the formalf
Organization,‘ A: a result zauthorities attempt to preserve the integrity
of an organization's ‘boundaries and the stability of its structure by -
controlling entry and exit (Aldrich l979) In cases of conflicts‘ with"
the‘ organizatid%al environment the focal organization applies two main
strategies..strengthening thel requirements 'of participation (require

- conformity to"iorganizational "rules" and ideology) and eapanding
organizational boundaries (acQuire persons from competing | groups) -
btzioni (l96l) discusses the strategy of expanding the organizational
,boundary-and‘suggests that,'during‘a conflict, members of the challenging

groups may~‘ be', absorbed,ﬁ co-opted “or amalgamated into the focal

‘organization. "
Boundary-spanning ‘roles“link organizations to their. environments.and‘ '
' ' ' : P )‘ S ‘ =

fulfill two . functions: o 1nformation ‘ proce551ng and/or externali

‘representation (Aldrich 1979) The 1nformation channelled to, the,

organization by boundaryaspanners could be significant. There are‘ some

.1ndications. that innovations and structural change in an organization ';7'§Fﬂ
‘ ~ T » S W

W‘result from information brought 1n by boundary-spanning personnel (Hagen~

uand Aiken, 1970) External representation functions include resource'ff"'

”Tacquisition and disposal maintaining or. 1mproving polilical legitimacyhfffhl,
i‘iof an organization, and enhancing ltS‘ image and social legitimacy Theyiﬂﬁs

{'extent and type of involvement in boundary-spanning activities varies|;*‘”

+

"fffamong organizations., Some organizations establish specific positionsffor




[ .
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"f‘functions to be part of the res?onsibrlities of numerous indiv1duals
Boundary spanning roles. are expected to, proliferate when organizations‘.n
' are in concentrated heterogeneous, unstable and lean environments

Aldrich (1979) examineS' the issues ‘associated ‘with spanning

N
- o y ) )

‘organizational boundaries and suggests that there . limited knowledge'\

-

‘ about boundary-spanning vroles »because of paucity of research on how>‘
,’boundary spanners actually go about their duties  Starbuck (1973) argues
that establishing ‘an organizational boundary is a complex issue’ sznce

& organizations have different shapes and’ boundaries, depending upon whith.;

components ‘are observed._and ‘who is observ1ng. He concludes that the

T
‘boundarieS‘are created arbitrarilyldepending on the observer's frame ‘of

“reference. R , - R R “© . .
= The' approach ‘which deals - with 8. focal organization and its |

Pa

interaction w1th other organizations .in the task environment is ‘applied.

in »studies of strategic management (Schendal and Hofer, 1979 Paulson,

il

- 1977) E Paulson s (1977) analySis typifies this approach He discusses‘“
alternative strategies that may be available to focal organizations under‘
different conditions and suggests ‘a cyclical process which includes ithe

. development of relations with other organizations in ‘order to enhance thelkﬂr‘NM

T

achievement of organizational goals, internal adgustment to' fit the“ 1;

vchange in the environment and the development of other relationships tq'

)
\ .

‘7utv‘address difficulties with the former relations or changing circumstances7

i

In recent years, researchers have eXpressed the need to expand thefmff';fiﬁ

scope of study and inolude the examination of all intetactions Within thef?a?ﬁffnj

environment _(Aldrich_ 1979 Aldrich and Whetton, 1981) Aldrich : S

s“.
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\
k

R identifies' three levels of interorgenizationel analysis ‘which ere‘;'

) . S

distinguished by the boundaries placed on the scope of study~

lﬁo Organizational set.‘ It consists of the organiztions with which‘f

" a focal orgenization has direct links

2. Action‘ sets. ,‘The“concept includes‘ a group of orgenizetionS\

formed into a temporary alliance for a. limited purpose Co L L '
3. Network . An interorganizational network _consists offﬂelfw

: orgenizetions linked by a Spec1f1ed type ofv reletionship,,'end tis "
oonstructed ,by ‘finding ,the “ties .betWeen all -organizations ' in the

‘populationss' o IR IV‘l
In»‘support:of‘the‘networkAepproath, Aldrich-(1979)“suggests thet the
network - enalysis could he “applied inA“the study of diffusion of ,

1y

. ' . ' N ‘.
innovations, ‘may create - the conditions under which organizational and,”
‘action . sets arise, and could help clarify concepts.of interorgenizationel

'renvironments.’ AR . <l g . o :!,'

‘Studies whith eddress .thejcomperetive and reletionelfpropertiesfof .

forganizations “ env1ronments and ‘ 1nteracting mechanisms are ‘.of¢1uﬂ

4
4 )

”’51gnif1cance to the different levels of aggregation proposed by Aldrich

‘-\\ li\.

A rev1ew of the dimen51ons of the interaction yould prov1de en ‘insight{

'1nto the nature of the 1nterorganizational relations

‘ 1.‘1‘:‘ “ : . “ R S “ ", . : L Lo S S
v o S o e CLoS ey PRI Lt I T
; » . . e ; [ .

: . ““‘._‘\“ o ‘ . : R e .
- Vo el . e o T DI

‘3,Comparat1ve Pr;perties ~§‘ffp}"‘ l‘ ; ‘QE';",”fM"7“73 “"l"Vﬂ‘.

A

Researchers have fdeveloped a <number» of dimensions to compare thetf::p?

,“;(Aldrich 1979 Marrett 1971 :Van de
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TVorganizations,' individuals and any soclal~vforces‘Affecting'resources §

(Aldrich 1979) Thompson (1967) suggests that a hompgeneous environment"-

‘ may lead to’ standardization and undifferentlated products and services

‘Some of the variables used to . determine level of homogenelty are

Hcentralization, internal communlcation and organizational complexity

A L ' .
2. 'Domainn Consensus; The degree to whlch domaln ‘consensus. ex1stsV|

. Y2 | ! !
among he various organlzations-‘(Lev1ne;

icé," 1961),‘ the

“and %

,f@

vcompatibility of organizatxonal goals and phllosophles and the‘amountfof‘

:goal overlap (Evan, 1966)

N R " B . ,

S 3; Environmental Stabilxty The degree of turnover in the elements

\‘,

mvof the environment (Aldrxch . 1979) or 1n the‘ organizations. exist;ng'r

-~ .

: within the network (Thompson l967) A stable env1ronment may mean that-
C organizations wxll be able to develop a con51stent approach to deal withf

B
BN

.,,the‘environment.'
.o SR I ' N Vo

#7-"_.,,4; Awareness of ”other ”parties :f'The‘ degree of hnowledge of‘the L
sgoals, services and resources of. other partles 1n the network (L1twak and’

< Hylton, 1962 Van de Ven, Ememtt and Koenig, 1974)

N

s

"?S{‘ Environmental Turbulence.l The extent to which environments‘areﬂ
‘ﬂ being dxsturbed by 1nc5ea51ng env1ronmental 1nterconnection ‘(Emery;-andl
| TTTrist, 1965 Terreberry,~1968) “‘RJFTTJ;TT Qaigiﬁ lfpdjg o ”‘Uv
. hfuﬁ. Size of Network The number of‘organlzatrons lnteracting ‘in the;; ﬁnfv-ﬂ

- network (Evan, 1966,,Litwak and Hylton, Whetten and Aldrich 1979)

Wy

:ZResource Dependence.. The amount and typewof resources,held andd»‘;f

?fifgneeded by each party‘(Evan, 1966 Azken and Hage, 1968),,and“the” number“‘h';\"f

”T;of :alternative sources for:required resources (Levine and White, 1961“
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‘ .Relational Propertiesff“ . o oL ,“, ’

: . | ; S -
. The 1iterature on relational_properties of 1nteracting organizations
‘ can be diVided into’ two ‘main approaches . The" first focuses on vthe

"‘[dimensions‘ of interorganrzational linkages while the’ second approachl
[ h ‘J\ .
‘. b-
analyzes the mechanisms for coordination between organizations - e

Tl Dimensions of‘Lnterorganizational Linkages - ,-‘~

L

N Several dimenSions have been suggested for the study of the linkages 8

between and among organizations The dimen51ons of exchangq identified .
Iin Levin and White s (1961) study of health and welfare agencies include
‘V‘parties to the exchange kinds and quantities exchanged the agreement ;jl

A

underlying the exchange, and the direction of the exchange which includes S

unilateral, reciprocal or Jant ‘flow -of organizational elements. Hall
‘Zt; ) (l97l)‘ describeSd thel'nature{;ofhthe\interorganiaational linkages using
T ‘ ) - SN s ‘ ‘ A
:three_ variahles: Sfrequenéy T\"\of inter ction, - formalization  of
Co ‘ B IR B Co Sy . \
‘relationships'"* and the .céoperative o confliCtural nature"of”v'h

;relationshipv Marrett drew from studias‘by Evan (1966) Levine and White{VVf

B

_L(1961i, Warren (1967) Guetzkow (1966) and others to derive a. conceptual

framework which could a551st ‘1n the analysis of { linkages ‘ among;
' o ”» o " Lo < V"' . ‘ ‘ N . . ' “ ."' R
forganizations She‘f proposes .four dimensions “_the‘ degree, vofﬂ '

'”"formalization, 1ntensity, reciprocity and standardization Mutema (1981)
:”liapplies these dimen51ons‘ to describe the 1nterorganizational linkagesx}

, ‘Tbetween a medical training centre ‘and eight prov1ncial hospitals in Qiﬁh”

‘h[fKenya Andrews; (1978) studies the patterns of interorganizational

;J"‘11nkages in a 301nt cooperatlve program in the allied health area of

N

‘;y resplratory technology.ltﬂe applies the first three dimensions suggested :

- of the 1ndications of formallzation




SR S : o 1“ - . B

L "proposed by Harrett are reviewed below in terms of their meaning and some

PR - S . ‘

0 relevant research findings and observations ‘L o r '
(a). Formalization The‘bconceptA of. formali;ation‘.referslto the

‘?“‘ i‘;‘.. ertentoto,mhich,there;is a formallagreement‘or‘official:sanCtions adoptedf

vby‘”the 'orgahiaations ‘involved-‘in“the"interaction.“ Thenjdegree_'of

”'formalization may vary from a legal contract to 1nforma1 relationsurw;JJ;ur'
» ' “ ' ‘ i L . l’ ‘ " | :
‘seems ‘that  in social welfare settings and other: human service ‘ '

. organizations, informal, tacit arrangements occur quite frequently among

E organizations':whilenrformal agreements are less common (Marrett 1971)
o R L A ' | ’

Formal agreements usually require a greater committment on' thefvpart“ of S

o

tﬁe;‘partiesf‘involved: Guetzkow (1966) examines the formal and informal
' jirelationéhins 'among organizations and hypothe51zes that B successful“
‘ . R . o ey,
« informal interactions, are  likely to lead to 'a'more formal agreement‘
‘ ; ‘ \ ‘

' tHall Clark Giordano, Johnson and ‘Van ARoeke,' (1977) emphasize the

-2

N

importance ‘of identifying l:the:.basis ;for,kthe interorganizational

F‘.

' relationships and suggest that differences in the linkages may :reflect

fﬂthe nature of the interaction (formal or: informal) A formal agreement'
 may- also have an impact on the organization itself " Aiken and Hage -
-=(1968) found that formal agreements 'reduce organizational innovation‘;gt[‘1v

"V‘while Guetzkow {1966) suggests that they reduce organizational autonomy;*

LT , L

o On the other hand long-term contract or . a merger may ,reduce -

”‘nuncertainty in the organizational environment and increase the -level‘fofﬁ‘uﬁfgj-

"ffgstability in the organization (Pfeffer, 1972b) frf”i:x5‘ﬁ(afﬁifw'

[
v

'“"3:Coordination is a variable consxdered nnder the fOtmﬂliZﬂtfbﬂ?ﬁﬁ'-"lt

‘dimension Coordinating mechanisms have been developed in the privatef as‘;7"

b*A_coordinatlng agency is proposed bY LitWAk

'in ‘a .highly

iwell as‘ the public sector

{

and‘Hylton (1962) for the purposef of .reducing lconflicts

“formalized Such _an agency could achieVe“ﬂitshgoalsyhy



communlcatlng pert1nent fnformation, deudicating areas of dispute

\
"1
¢

'provxdlng standards of behav1our and promotingxareas of common interest.

! »« ’

Lrtwak and Hylton s (1962) study provzdes some support to the hypoﬁhesis

that - coordlnatrng agenc1es w1ll develop and continue to exist if formal

i
1A

organlzatrons are partly- 1nterdependent ‘1f ‘they ‘are aware' of this o

.“ ) _ o o Cen -

interdependence,‘ and 1f the coordinatlng agency can develop standardized
unitsv?of’fbehaviourm for the rorganizations whose activities e 'isd:'

.", ' W

) coordlnating The latter concept was used by Andr ws (1978) BS'Qhe third ]ﬁ'mu

1ndicator of 'formalrzatlon in pnis ‘wstudy‘ ; f];‘rnterorganieational
’“j'{relationsnfps |in‘ programs ‘ for“ h preparatioF of allied health"gt“
vProfessionals}t | K w": . SR S
o ‘ ' ‘ | " |

‘ggi‘(b),"Degree-'of fIntensitytn{;iﬁe\coneeﬁz of intensity<refers to‘the‘ﬁ»uw/
A‘ extent‘of 1nvolvement by‘:tneq agenéfes‘;engaéed uin 'interorgan;zetional.~ .
' reletions, “Marrett ‘(1971) drstingulshes between“tuo indfcators; of :i

- intéhSity“ (1) the amount of resource commrttment‘ and_(Zi the‘frequency‘

[

" of  ‘interaction. . It is teasier to ' $tudy and document the extent-of

resource involvement“in the\privpté‘sector‘since monetary'values> can be’
'used.das ‘an. 1ndicator GF . the provis1on of goods and services. ‘InfhumanM° <

N : : b . . L e : - ! \
u\\

- servxces organlzatxons,‘however other~measures have to be employed in

order. to prov1de a common 1ndicator for purposes of comparison such as

the number of referrals the range of serv1ces,lthe provision of stqgg to
v ;(" “/“ - N 'ql"
support related activities* and the. frequency of 1nteraction. ffﬁfgefﬁ

that formalizatign of relations between

) L ! ! ’ ' /

Aldrlch (1979) suggestsu;

“/'

agenczes, leads to more freduent interactxon, , and,npmbre frequent

.y- o e

L

e

N S AR : ‘ 'd,?f
o 1nteraction isrllikely to further efforts towards fdrmaiizing relations.‘ s

v : N PR s

The 1ntensity of 1nteraction~i§ related to the $eve1 of standardization ”

“"‘t‘

TN

B
,\,.'
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R o . ' .
standardized mode of interaction. ih or@e: to guard the committed
resources (Litwak and Hylton,1962). A
() Reciprocity. w;This dimension refers to the extent to which a

.symmetrical interaction between the studied organizations fis . taking

placé.g'Marrett (197i) ‘lists three characteristics of reciprocit} drawn
,f;om Lévine and Whité's obsefvatiéns. Shé sugge;ts thatv there is a
. ‘ . 3 0 o

mitual ‘flow of éleé;nts, the conditions of the excﬁange are mutually
I‘aé;ged upoﬁ, and ghe ofgahization; do hbt ﬁabe to interact on equal
"tqrﬁﬁ, Gueﬁzkow‘(1966) provides ;ome supp&rt,tb the third characteristic

¥ : . ,

noting that, in reality,‘érganizationg do not have - equal influence in

determining  the conditions ~ of their interaction. Ahere

interorganizatiopal interaction is characterized by a lack of

?reciprocity, the organization controlling the resources is in a position

‘ 4
of power over the‘organization depending on the same resources for

achieving its goal or objective (Benson, 1976; Pfeffer and Salanacik,

1978). Aldfi%h.(l979) views reciprocity in a similar way. He uses two
measures: (i)  the exten? to which reéources in the transaction flow to
both pér;ies'équally (o%’benefit one unilaterally, and (2) the extent to

which the ‘terms of the transaction are mutually agreed upon. He argues

‘e '

that-éééessmen; of reciprocity in the public sector is.more complex than

such determination in the private sector. Social servicgwgrganizatioﬁs,
. A . e .

i 4 .
for example, are not free to set terms and conditions ' for their

interaction K with other organizations pecausé they arg.required to fqllow
" i . o . . ) ‘ . . ! ' ‘ . . .6'
tegulatpry and legislative guidelines. Furthermore, as indicated above,.
- " . 3 R 'x ) ) ' ‘,“ ) . . . ‘
'+ it is easier to measure the exchange, and therefore the reciprocity, when -

Ty
«

_the indicator used is limited to the monetary value.

o

o ! _(dj"‘ St&hdar@ization. ,\Standardizétipn- is the fourth ‘dimegsion“
. ‘presented- by Marrett (1971). It refers to the detefmination of the unit

T nd’ Vool e . . . -~
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: ‘ . ‘
of exchange and the repetition of the exchange. High levels of
standardization dre more likely'to occur when the relations are formally

recognized ‘than when they are based on informal interaction (Marrett,

1971; Litwak and Hyltdn, 1961). Aldrich (1979) sﬁggests “that this

" dimension was extracted from models of bureaucratic structure of

»

drganizations and thatE

. standardization of external relations is sought by cost-
conscious administrators and rewarded by selection parameters
favouring low transaction costs per unit of work. (Aldrith,
1979, p.277) ‘ ‘

o “
Two indicators of standardi;ation hava been used: "the fixedness or

f

, 51milarity of the units of exchqnge and that of the procedures used in

D Nt

the transactjions -with. other organizations, ‘Andrews (1978) and Hall
(1982) apply the degree of fixedness of rules and procedures' as an

indicator of formalization, rather than using it as a separate dimension.

.The discussion so far has addressed each dimension of the linkages

separately. Examination of the felationships émong the d%fferent

variables suggests thatjpome dimensions may be more closely related than

1
!

others. \Mairett-(l9?l) pfoposes two possible models which describe

interorganizational linkages. The first model is characterized by a low.

.degree of formalization, intensity, reciprocity and standardization and .

“+

may be epplicasle to the interaction among sqciél welfa;é organié&tions.
The second model is characterized by ‘high‘ lévefs 6f' fotmaliiatiqh;
intengity, qgciﬁrscity"and standardization and descr;Ses interaction in
joiht programs. Marrett (1971) suggesfsmghat.while the‘first mbdel 13‘.8
éomm&n ~ one, ‘the second modgl doés :no; oéﬁUt fregueﬁtly since.
oréanizatiqn; are éeluctanf to invest and make the coqmitméht that_such‘q

model requires.
Fn \f\_/.l/' '\‘

[



The literature on relational properties of interacting organizations
addresses not only the dimensions of the interorganizational linkages but.
. 1. v
examines the mechanisms for coordination between organizations,

2. 'Coordinating Mechanisms .

Coordinating' mechanisms are wusually established to order behaviour
between two or. more organizations. ‘Some of their tasks include

»

) communicating pertinent information, adjudicating . areas of dispute,

3

offering standards. for behaviour and promoting areas of common interest.
Litwak and Hylton (1962) advance the ' hypothesis that 'coordinating
agencies rwill develop and  continue to be in existence if formal

organizations are partly . interdependent, ' agencies are aware of this
\-.:\\ ' : : ‘ , :
interdependence and it can be defined in standardized units of action

(Litwak and Hyltoh, 1962, p.398).

White. (1974) questions whether conditions, of interdependence and
. . r.\ 'Y

organizational awareness are sufficient ‘to cause organizatiohs to join or -
form coordinating mechanisms. In his discussion of»coordinating touncils
(community 1decision-making‘ norganizations),u White emphasizes the
lsignificance .ongthe reason for establishing the,intersagency relations.
He differentiates between concerns associated with the establishment -of )
inéerorganizational ~‘relations such as the formation of networks,

legitimacy -and. knowledge and’ the ' considerations which result in the

t

'introduction.of.the coordinating'mechanisms.‘
_The~;reaSOn for engaging -in inter-agency relations-may'affect the
' nature’GfAthe interaction. ‘Van‘de“Ven,5Wa1ker and Liston (1979) examine’

" and ‘compare. patterns of coordination among clusters of organizations

N a

which are all- members of a larger 'network of human service agencies

]
Y

.They grouped 17 agencies into three clusters the respurce transactions

-

fcluster, the planning and coordination cluster, and zhe direct ,service_f‘
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0

" cluster. The three were compared on a number .of dimensions of
interorganizational relations and different patterns - of relationshiosj

were found. ' The planning and coordination cluster wasfcharacterized by

a

‘relatiyely"low dependence,g high awareness ~and consensus,‘ and low
formalization of agreementsl and contacts, In contrast, thelresource‘
transactions cluster was reported’' to he characterized b; a relatively
high leVel of dependence, low awareness and consensus, and a high degree

'

of formalized agreements rand contracts.
‘ Relations” vary not only on the basis of the reason for the linkage
‘but:alSO in terms of the nature of the linkage (Harren? 1967). ‘The
linkages among: organizations ~vary from tight and formal to loose and
" informal ‘£Clark,ll96~5). Warren (1967l) anaiyzes the context in which
community decision drganiaations, (CDO) operate and suggests that the
variation‘in'the decision.process_is related to the behaviour of the CDO
in the interaction process.n His tyoology yconsists:offfonr types.of’

\

decision contexts:

N
{ .

1. The unitary. Units are organiied to achieve inclusive goals and
Athe decisions are made at the top of the hierarchical structure.

2.  The federative.‘l The ' units have. their individual goals and
decision-making power, h0wever,'theyjare in'sone4formal organi;ation for.
achievzng 1nc1usive goals | ‘

3. The coalitiona A group of organizations with their own seﬂ of W

' goals collabordte'informallyfand on‘an ad-h0c basis  to. attain desired'.:‘

. . N —_—

" 1
3

objectivest

| A-l‘ The social choice , Self-oriented' unitsj in oursuit of'their.ﬂ‘
‘fgoals come together of their own choice to accomplish some objectives.
These four types of dec1sion contexts form a progression from units d

¥;.which are integrated within an organization in which decision-making is”f:,
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centralized to units which are related to each other by choice without

* centralized 'authority.

In ,summarizing the review of the literature that views the -
environment as a collection of interacting organizations, Van .De' Ven, .
.Emmett and Koenig,suggest that, "Empirically, considerably more research

i ‘ ' . . v " '
is required before one can -discuss the relationships Dbetween the

4

‘comparatiJer and relational properties_ in greater detail” (Van de Ven,
| Emmett and Koenig, 1974, p. 118) )

The review "of the literature clearly suggests that the analysis of
interorggnizationa1~ relationships E requires \ examination Tof" 'the
organizations involved the network: and the external environment ‘The
focal organization "is embedded within the 1nterorganizationa1 network and -
the latter is locatedrwithin a'larger environment. Using‘this concept,
several studies havehvieqed‘the envi;onment as a social system‘ and have

3 focuSed‘»on activities within the ‘environment rather;than on specific
organiaations (Rees, 1983; Van de Ven, Emmett and»Koenig;' 1974; . Warren,
1§67) R Warren defines the‘interorganizational field as the "properties
of an aggregate of interacting Organizations as distinguished from. theg
‘properties of the 1ndividual organizations themselves (Warren, et al.,

h1971 p 54) The study of subsystems within the aggregate 'environmentai'
bsystem has the potential of providing further inSight into organizationsf

K ~

and their environments. .“"‘ o ‘;H A T



40

The Interorganiaational-Collectivity

o ‘
Another approach used to analyze interorganizational relations views |

the environment as a soc1a1 system ‘ Consistent with Parsons' work oni
‘social‘ action.systems, Van de Ven, Emmett and Koenig (1974) suggest that
interorganizational analysis ‘can | be defined ‘as‘..thet study - of
‘ inteforganizational collectivities.. The collectivity is a social action
system in which two or more organizations are joined together in order to
attain speCific objectives or‘identified goals The collectivity can ‘act
as a unit and each partiCipant can make deCiSions to attain the goals of:
the lsystem which are binding on the collectivity as a whole. jOther
characteristics of‘the" collectivity‘ are: (a) ' thes participants are
_interdependent in‘ terms‘ of .the"unit's decision; (b) it can act in a
jmanner simiiar to‘that of an individual participant and (c) it has ‘to‘

adaptfto its wider‘environment;‘ This means that the collectivity can act’

as -a unit and have a unique identity separate from its members '

Reasons for organizations .deSire .or’ need to join togethet as an

action system are identified by . Litwak and Hylton (1962), and -Levinetj:

White and Paul (1963) They 1nc1ude‘ ‘(a) to communicate pertinentv
"information by forming a soc1a1 service exchange, (b) to ,promote"areas
Jhofv common 1nterest;‘(c) to gain access to a larger amount.of resources,'

and (d)plto.protect‘areas_of commonljinterest' and adjudicate areas of.

,‘:dispute.w‘i?j ‘1 v ri“;ﬁ.‘-ih f;h‘ ‘ “(‘

k ‘ iAas ,.ocial ‘systems;‘ ail collectiVities must perform the follewinga;\'

‘vfunctions to survive (Parsons 19643 | attain their goal(s), integrate the-?

"-uactions of the system members, adapt to, the environment and ensure thath' -

P_*the task activities, norms and valqes of the pafticipants are consistent"?k”f

*f;with those of the system.‘» Van de Ven, Emmett and Koenig (1974) placeff;t

;;ﬁﬂthe different collectivities in a continuum from the‘intra*organizationalffF




E

‘3colleCtivity at the lower‘ level to the societal collectivity at the_c

highest level“‘ The interorganizatidnal collectivity and a system

consisting of ‘a number of interorganizational collectiv1ties are placed k

i

in between‘ They suggest that Warren s (1967) 'analysis~ of decision-

making between interorganizational collectivities 1s an’ example of the ‘

inter interorganizational collectivity

: Warren (l967) 5 outlines ‘a field theory of interorganizational‘

: behaviour with respect to community health welfare and social service -

‘ organizations i ‘His concept is based on the observation that the,

1‘ N

interaction between organizations is affected by the' nature of the

e

organizational pattern or the network within which they find themselves

In the specific study of community decisron organizations, Warren (1967)

-'found that decisions were being made in‘the mosthvaried organizational

contexts and 'that the differencefin cOntexts seemed'to;bé related to the

. behaviour iof the *Community “decision organizations in thewinteraction‘

: process '

Follow1ng Parsons (1957) suggestion that there are three levels of

hierarchial structure within the intra-organizational collectiv1ty -' the '

' 'f[dresearcher ftinfflthv investigation :lof‘; theff pr“nerties jﬁgfi:;#hé*bﬂ o

;hj’interorganizational collectivity' B

e e .
-a . * i

| jtechnical managerial and institutional levels - Van de Ven Emmett and

g ﬁKoenig (1974) propose that there are at least three functionallyt:

¢

- ;differentiated levels or subsystems wit n the‘ interorganizationalft: 1§

Rl

'\f:collectivity = The following levels are proposed for guiding the

ST : . N B . ‘1.

-:d%i; LeVel One. This subsystem consists of the primary instrumental ?;igl




a2

-2."lLevel Two. The function‘of this subsystem is tolintegrate‘the

d1fferentiated but interdependent members of the: interorganizationAl'
‘collect1v1ty (as listed in level one) | 2

o ;j‘y3;§r Level Three The.principal functions of this subsystem are‘the

| ‘governance oftoverald~goa1s and policies\and 'the‘ external legitimation

and support. of‘ the interorganizational collectivity domain with other
social act1v1t1es "‘ . y - . -"‘T. 'd o ,r I‘ L=

Van. de :Ven Emmett and Koenig (l974)‘suggest that the structureland

process w1th1n each 1nterorganizational collectrvrty may be different and

N, . -

; may be 1nf1uenced by Lts unique collective obJective They propose Ehat

in analyzing the interorganizational collectivity, both structure and
' process be studied.. In -a later study, Van,de'Ven; Walker andlhiston"

(1979) examine and compare patterns of relationshrpS‘ among clusters 'of‘*"

B agencies which are members of a Texas regional council for children andi’
youth They 1dent1fy three tightly connected clusters of agencies which‘fh

-have existed for three different reasons resource transactions, direct~
. . ST .
servrces, and planning and coordinat1on They found that there werew

significantly ﬁifferent patterns‘ of relations within these clusters ofie‘;i
' agencres and suggested that"research should be . directed towardsl.

explaining how the clusters of agenc1es -are connected to each other

"ﬁ: White i (1974) rev1ews 1gaﬁ"number i:Offi studies of 1ntra~ andpas

”i;’ 1nterorganizationa1 behav1or 1n the context of a single unified frameworkff?f”

ot

and concludes that ?xflj,jfbjin view of the employment of open system‘;pith

perspectives and w1th the 1ncreasing interest 1@’* otganizationalff”‘”'

(Starbuck 1973) seems_ reasonable :tohiemploy commonfg,gf

(Whit '

'dimensi‘ns”in studying intra- and intero:ganizational behavior



Despite the recognition that the structure»ﬁ&d the process dimensions -

'

1'are’important in the study of the interorganizational field little
j‘research has been undertaken using‘a process oriented approach Studies_‘
‘by Van de Ven Walker and Liston (1979) and Van de Ven and Ferry (1980)
";focus on the structure of the interorganizational network and suggest'
kthat analysis of the‘ process ‘can prov1de further in51ghts ?gto thew
interorganizational“relations and enable ruture development of a theory
";in'thisﬂfield..‘The“signifiCancea‘of studying the “structure and:'thesn
1process were highlighted ‘in Parsons (1957) writings -regarding'then
"general theory of social systems He warns - researchers against‘ limitingll
‘the investigation of the 1nterorganizational collectiv1ty to the generall

: pattern of interaction and suggests that the, analysis :should not be

‘undertaken w1thout adequately clarifying the Structural reference pOints

that describe the system in which the process ‘tales place and its ;“"‘

O
situation (Parsons, 1957 P- A) "

It was indicated in the introduction to this chapter, that this case‘
”\,study involves policy deC181ons at the munic1pa1 and school board level ’

"‘For this reason,' a review of relevant 11terature addre551ng the ba51s,,‘

.

sfﬁ\upon which policy-makers dec1de a. course of action ‘was’ conducted and is Co

“31~summarized below.A1;jl ‘

Basis for Policy Dec151on Making
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policy issue take place (e 8 » collective values, inflation, crime), (b)
i ‘ ' o ' . ' ' ' v §
“the policy stakeholders, including indiViduals, groups ,or organizations.ih”‘

i

,FL vwho‘ affect ‘or are being affected by a policy chOice, and (c) the public -

.

: policy; The',relevant body of policies consists ‘of past decisions

regarding government direction setting ; which include policies in

'

— , education,'soc1al serVices health and defence made by senior governments

A

3 » o \ "‘

as’ well " as policies on anstruction, curriculum business and school
\, \

‘administration made at the 1evel of the local school district
f One‘Xelement not‘ included in‘ this _policy system, bth which is
}?‘Significant to the understanding of - the policy making Iprocess, ffs‘ theyi
"’f‘ lindiVidual hpolicy-maker. Jheiss (1982)‘ somewhat oversimplifies-‘the
.political enVironment by stating that policies are Hformulated‘mon tmon "

. bases-‘vv OfflCl&lS ‘ perceptions and .pressure -from interest groups

‘However,,her description of the general process used by a decision-maker

'
i

in Making a policy dec1510n highlights the role of such an individual in
lpolicy deCiSion:making She suggests that decision making is an event in,
,? jwhich a group of authorized deCiSion-makers assemblevat particular timesv" ip
;u;fand places and go through the following stages (a) problem‘?EVIE%,,‘(L)‘fh%?
| “consideration of .alternative ,courses of a%tion,;x(cl review of the
“advantages and disadvantages of.each option which includes neighing the iﬂ

i

‘ngalternatives against 80815 and preferences,'.and (d) selection of one ‘”H

'l‘Edalternative which seems to achieve their purposes (Weiss, 1982 pp 292-3‘ -

N \

In her concluding remarks, Weiss suggests that in some '

stances

I}fchoice is not 'necessarily made rationally



“‘H_Th basis for decisions made by policy makers is the focus of a book”pd o

o
"

‘““question of whether public officials should be acting out of self serving

Cod LY

i‘ entitled Public Duties‘- The Moral Obligations of Government Officials '

"vfiedited by Fleishman, <Liebman and Moore (1981) In the book s first

"chhapter, entitled "Serving the Public 1Interest Moore raises theh;

or public-serving motives and highlights the obligations of the deci51on-:h

“f‘maker in pursuit of- the public interest These include (a) respect for

”‘thef' process;_ (b) ‘obligations‘dtoc friends and, colleagues,” and“(cl

'obligation to oneself Fleishman (1981) writes on Aselfsinterest

:";political integrity and states that ethical dilemmas 1n public life are

more complicated than the; 51ngle choicev between. serv1ng ‘oneself ‘and-‘ >

[

lgfserving others,'since there are frequently conflicting obligations w1th1n.

i the Taw,’ institutional relations and customers that currently structure o

’5and outside the political system, He defines integrity as . having ”“f

Vf'fa :genuine, who}ehearted disposztion to do the right and Just things inl

I

‘all circumstances, and to shape one s action accordingly,;‘ (Fleishman,

‘ l1981 '53) ‘and argues that to have integrity in public office one muste:ﬂ'

" f
S

ETEN

4‘:act ethically This requires that in each circumstance, the d96151on-f7d1‘1‘

A

7“9'conditions of conflict between self interest and the interests of others v

7oﬂ{?maker must know what is right“ which is exceedingly difficult underp%

.‘TT;Moore"(1981)rtdiscusses this conflict and suggests that while officid!’”} [57?3
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e placed in perspective with ‘the duty and the perception of- the’ public

K)' interest held by the decisron maker.i This concept [;sp termed by Moore
) v At -
(1981) as the obligation to oneself He states that s S
”,If obligations to, the public ,1nterest and to authorizing
processes are- ambiguous An- specific srtuations,‘and if friends .
and . colleagues must be held at arm's length by a confidently
held view ‘of the’ individual ‘official's conscience, Ultimately
' .that indiVidual ‘must . develop and remain loyal to a conception‘
of ‘the' duties of the particular office, in a particular form of .
-government at .a particular time," for a range of issues that
. occur. | (Moore, 1981, pp.27- 28)
To argue that offic1als have an obligation to the public interest

o

’ does not 1mp1y that they cannot develop their own conception of whet the

public interest (is.,‘ However '"it s expected thet they reflect upOn

P

societal values 51nce society estale>hes rights and duties by collective

- decisions‘ that should b1nd all (e g . mandatory schoot attendance,‘
‘-immunization car insurance); Warwick (1981) defines the value concept
' i

" as one that has some good to be promoted (e g , education) or an evil to

be av01ded (e g , 111ness, alcohol) Musgrave (1969) suggests that when
, discussing soc1al wants,_ 'a political process must be subsitutued for the\‘w

f:;,[ p market mechanism, and 1nd1v1duals must be made to Tadhere to"the group
. - ' R v I = "
dec151on (Musgrave 1969 pp 10 ll) Although it may be perceived as -

'

' ‘autocratic in nature 1t 1s COn51dered to be proper that the' elite
. , K i J ' ; o

(however defined) should 1mpose 1ts preferences (Musgrave and Musgrave,[ﬁ - o

Jrhe ability of c1tizens in democr@tic societies to replace

1973 »- 81)-“‘

B theffdecis} n-makers 1s an 1mportant factor in motivating politicians to
T‘ § 5 . . . 2 o - .
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l‘delegations; vlobbying; ' marchesuu and .letters. ‘ Attending meetings,‘
' listening"‘to ‘or”'participating 'in“discussions,v writlng letters .and
\ ‘ g . . B ,’ !

- attempting to persuade others means to many a maJor sacrifice ' Less time N

‘is devoted to the Job the family ‘and to. hobbies ‘ W11davsky (1981)
"u‘3suggests that the cost’ of partiqipation in public affairs seems greater

than the return and is the maJor factor in public apat y '.‘ :" ) ‘ﬁ‘%

‘w . [ . [ PR

Another method through whlch citizens may express a preference on an .-

Y "

“issue is the use of a plebesc1te (even though it has been(‘argued that'
: referendum‘ is ‘an expensive means of determinxng public preference which

“also Weahens government) (Wildavsky, 1981) s " S
Elected officials,,it’is argued should refiect‘upon societai values?
: i .y : .
“in the decision-making pr%cess‘. Moore (1981) challenges the v1ew'i§at'
- social Values‘ should cbn51st of- the sum of indiv1dua1 preferences | He =

argues that individual preferences should not be the basis for assign1ng |

-'social values Instead fjsociety as a whole shouid establish the value

. !
v . .

“‘without reference to. infividual preference" (Moore, 1981 p 17) _This
. {pposition is supported by Price (1981) who obJects to’ securing the prlvate
"‘fvalues to the detrimené of society and suggests that | ERERT

. p f )
v,”}A public 1nter4Lt normally requires a collectlve articulation;‘ L
;.\;and implementation, and the good pursued is often not divisible h

' ./into"'shares . L .. Human interdependence enters at the point ' -
,:jof pursing the gbod not as we conceive of -the . good ;or, for
hv‘that matter, enjoy it (Prlce, 1981,‘p 156) L R :
Dunn s context )of values prov1des a framework which may aSSISt 1n '

v._._.,.__._——,_.
v

J;examining the relationship between the indiv1dua1 s preference and the

‘lpublic interestw The typology suggests that values may be communicated ‘ffhyf'

" s

' in different forms which correspond to specific contexts as follows.»‘(a) ;g{f'.':
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~V51tuations ' and (c) the‘ ideal conte%f‘consisting of value judgementsf '
which are not dependent on’ ind1v1dua1 or group desires

-

. Dunn (1981) suggests that disagreement regarding value judgements
» . Cor ! o, - \ ' .

cannot be- debated rationally and,‘makes'“referénce- to  the ""value

< relativism concept which maintains that statements about such values ‘as,

equality, Justice, and freedom/cannot be‘ proved’ empirically,bhand ' for‘

o,
RN

this reason, .are best cons1dered as nonrational expressions of individual
'desires'or emotions"(Dunn 1981, p- 87) .
If” certain values cannot be debated and have to be taken for granted

-

by the policy analyst than the facts have to ‘be ‘separated from ‘the ’
S : } . '

values « in the rcourse ;of¢ analy21ng policy problems The method of

l;analysis, then,lis considered to be"a‘ﬂneutralﬁ.instrument (sc1entific

lnstrumentalism) and‘ the role of policy analysis is l1mited to the
}discovery of the best ‘means . to realize a given end gpunn, 1981 pp 87-
. ' o

‘89);“ Wildavsky, on. the other hand strongly obJects do confining policy

o o s
;analysis to, the realization of preferences vand/wargues that,,since
e ) o L T
knowledge ' can ,bringl about change in preferences;\the transformation of
! . B 4‘-..‘ N . ‘v‘v o -

'valueS'should belpart of . the policy ‘analysis field of??
Am. . . S . 4

suggests that it is not possib‘e to learn about preferences if they are
" ! .1-\ ' L " . . ’ '
values‘and one'can;know only about facts Wildavsky states that

inquiry He

[»
[ [

. we may speak of an obJective as fixed and discuss which

© of several alternagives will best achieve this objectiwe “In
. itself: this practice does ‘no - -harm, But if it leads to the, = ..
-tfbellef that objectives preferences are beyond argumentﬁ

3;fbecause they comprise values ,'whereas ‘one- can: quarrel about“
T resources or. constraints because they are made -up.of .'facts' Ij
‘ h.'must dissent. This would mean that the most important part of.f
' learning from.: experience - finding out’ what - ‘one;, under specific
‘“;circumstances,, ought: to prefer -\would be denied:. If wenfﬁ
. can ‘reason’ about means:but not’ ends,hif humanity is\ doomed to i
‘qiappiy reasonable means to nonrational (that ish uninspectable);-H;F :
" ends,’ there ‘can. be fo" policy analysis because the analysis'. . ..
. ihvolves® changing preferenCes asJ’well as- potential action )
, "f‘](W11davsky “1979‘“p.272)
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\Wildavsky s (1979) major point in his book §Qiaking Truth to Power is

that policy analysts should be able to recommend a combination of means

ar

and ends, since policy analysis is ' #8n effort to use thought to aid

e

-
{nteraction. = -~ . .y e R

" ‘
o %

Summary of the Chapter

' ' . s

N The early studies of organtzations focused -on the structural

e .

1

arrangement léading towards goal attaifment. One of the main cfiticisms

of these studies was that they percetved organizations as closed systems

and 1gnored the envfronmental forces that affect ozganizetlons;‘ A large

. . - [\ R . ~ - : . ".J‘
majority ‘of the studies published in the past two _decades have viewed
Y VL S e e o
organizations ' as Open-'systegs. " Hih i s ‘perspective  suggests that

-

i

~y

dbganizations depend on input such as resources and information from the

environment, transform that'input and export it back to the environment
at inp port ‘

o~ - o R

~ A

in the form of a product. Meyer (1978)Vsugge§ts th&t organizations have '

unique nroperties and\share other properties with all open syStems.

The literature review suggests that organizatxons do not operate in-

N e

-«

isolatioh-and'the environment..is a ‘critical - fdctor in. understand;ng

R I N ‘ . . L ' "

organizational behaviour. & major 'enviYompental factor that
. . . . B ~5 . > '

organizations must .take';into considerafion is the- impactv of other'

L LN .

organizations,-. in particplar those” which are part. of their task

.'environment.' The' concept of task environment refers to fgfonps _and
’h‘ organizations which are relevant ‘or potentially ‘relevant’ to '8051
attainment. ;Hasenfeld (1983) “"suggests that organizations in ,the task
_environment may provide a variety of the focai organization s needs

"These inqlude legitimation and authorxty, a@&scal” resources, ‘material

: resources, clients/consumers and compleméntary services., In the gengral

e

: environment on the other hand are factors over which o;ganizations have ~

. . . - o
o, : : : - o
IR ) ; <]
. o . . ‘ ‘ e

o
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little control. These include the political atmOSbhere, demography and

‘

the, economy . t ce

Support for the study of interdrgaﬁi;atiqnal rellgions is provided by.

l [y

Hasenfeld and English‘(19?§} p.540) who state.thaf "it is usefui_to study
incerorganizational relations 'in order to undéfstand the conditions that"
led to the emergence of relationships ‘between organizations."
Understanding ‘thej nature of inferorganiéational relations and the
conditions in which they are most effectQQe i; expected to hélp in theorj
development as well as to assist practitioners‘in orgénizacional design.
Exchange theoryi is oge of the main tﬁeore;ical perspectives for
describing and explaininé'interoigﬁnizatioﬁai rélations. ft is suég;sted
'that uﬁdér conditions’ of resource scarcity and ﬁyiorder"to dté;in goals
which are otheryise' unachievable, organizations enter. into ‘axchange
agreements. Another viéw suggests that interorgégizationai relations are
.a‘form of organizational action adobted to\'se;ure resources, - reduce
uncertainty or gain mastery éver the ‘environment. (ﬁasenf@ld,x1§83;
;3ackson and ﬁorgan, 1976): In the words of  Jackson and~;Moggani "As'
organizations begin to feel-pressurgtboth internally and externally, theyf
. dé&elop interorganizational relationships | or tiesr with*® other
organizat;ons in the énvirpnme&f t6 reduce tﬁis uncertainty" (Jacksdﬂ and
Morgan,J197é,-p;263).’ Van dé Ven Qbserves. that an ‘interqrganizational
relation isiﬁé' foém of‘ résource commifﬁen; fp;'organiiations and they
preferhnot td‘énter into~sﬁch éﬂ agreement unlessithey are compellgd to

~do so.

Studies of interprgahizational re}atious -are plassifiéd into two

'

. ‘ Voo . .
types. The fir%t dpproach focuses on the interaction between the

organization(s) ,and  their eﬁVitpnﬁentﬂ ‘It includes ‘studies of the

S A S L f B | : ) .

interaction between the ,focal organization and "the units in its
. ot P ‘ : ‘ .

R .

e
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‘interdependent members of the in\erorganizational collectiv1ty, and (c)

51

Y

organization set, activities within the task énvironment, and interaction

v:within.a network consisting of a-number of organizations interacting in

order to attain a specified.purpose. The analysis requires examination

of ‘the organizations involved, the network and the external environment.
\ . L ‘ ‘ - : .
. -The" second approach investigates the comparative and relational

purposes of the interacting organizations. The dimensions used to
compare the properties .of the interacting organizations include

i ' T : ' .
homogeneity, resource dependence, turbulence and siZe of network. The.

-study of relational properties  focuses on the dimensions of

interorganizational linkages 'including formalization, intensity,
reciprocity and standardization, and on interorganizational coordinating
mechanisms. t | . | ) T

In several. studies, the focal organization is imbedded within the

interorganizational network and the,latter'is located vithin a8 larger

environment. Another approach views the environment as a socidl system - .

v“ *

a collectivity whick is‘defined as a social action system in,which two or

‘more organizations are joined togethér in order to attain a specific

. 0 . ‘ \ .
objective or identified goals. Within the collectivity there ' are three

) ) \ e . . . . N t N
functionally differentiated levels or subsystems“(Van de Ven, ‘Emmett, and

"Koenig, 1974) »(af‘ the productive unit which focuses on. a member

,organizetion; (b)the subsystem which integrates ‘the differentiated but.

the subsystem~'which governs.:’he overall goals and policies, ensures‘
external legitimization and supports the domain of the collectivity

In ,summary, the issue of open versus closed system was resolved in

‘favour of the open system approach and the significance of the.

:{environment was widely recognized‘ in. the study of organizations

aNumerous references are made in. the literature .which advocate ‘furtherﬁh

St
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study of 1nterorganizatxonal reletions in order to' 1ncrease the available

empirical data and’ facilitate theory formulation (Van de Ven Emmett and -

2
"

Koenig, 1974; Van de Ven;. 1976 Perrow 1979; Whetten, 1981). - Several
epher studies Supporr this.position and Suggest‘that-little is presently
known about' the field“ of ‘interorganizational relatlens (Zeitz, 1975;
Wheﬁten,ll981). Zeitz cleims lhat we really don't know very muen about
the actual relaéiene between rhese organi;etions,‘er about the boﬁmnnity
‘content."

Finally, releVanr litereture related'to the basis npgn'which policy

makers make déﬁls@ons is briefly reviewed. It is argued that althoﬁgh

wl
¢

advice and ‘cﬂeims~e§"friende are important input, a public‘ofﬁlcial‘has

to place them in perspective with hxs/her .conceptlon of dnty and the

public interest. Itbsls also expected that -a public official should

reflecp societal values. Moore (1981) ar rues that society as  a whole‘
should - establish social values without reference ¢ individual

preference A& typology proposed by Dunn (1581) helps‘ to examine .tne

relatxonshlp between the individual's preference and the public Interest '
and includes. (@) the personal context; (b) thevgroup value statement,_end

kc) the idealﬂéontex; which invplves a value‘judgemeht. o

The litererure review waS‘ instrumental ‘ln the‘develppmen; erithe

conceptual and methddological frameworks'elaporated in Chapter Three.



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

r o SNRY
Introduction

. The literature review in Chapter Two documents that for many years

. organizational theoristsvfocused attention on the elements in ‘a"given

B

Organization“and on how these elements affected its structure, behaviour
. pattern and effectiveness. During the past. three decades,“social

scientists have given more attention to the study of the organization and

its environment,from an open systems perspective. Understanding what

)

consitutes the environment has been the subJect of many ‘studies. Dill

e f

(1958), Evan (1966), Warrenv-(1967), and Perrow (1979) suggest that
organizations - engaged . in .. transactions"ﬁith - a focal‘ organization

constitute the principal elements of that .organization's environment.

Y 4

S-.Interorganizational studies have been déveloped ‘using at‘least'three‘

- \

different approaches to view the environment ‘(Van de Ven,, Emmett and
‘.Koenig, 1974). They~inc1ude:
"3 - 1. Viewing the environment as. an external constraining phenomenon

'This approach examines the impact of external nenvironmental factors on

.‘the internal properties of an organization p o - Lo S IR

‘2. Approaching the _environment as ‘ay collection of 1nteracting
{organizations groups and individuals The focus of this appfoach is on

tha examination of the comparative and relational properties of an’

”.interactive network (Marrett 1971)




.

3. ' Viewing the environment as a social system. o~

'The 'conceptualisation_ of the third approach ‘conceivas all social’
units as part of the total social system and explores the relations among
‘different organizations in’ this light Van de Ven, Emmett ‘and Koenig‘
-(1974) propose that the analysxs of interorganizational relationships at
the social system level offers. a unique device to incorporate‘other

——

conceptualizations within this 'wider one; however, they warn ' that -

cons1derable work is needed to achieve this objective,
Zeitz (1975) and‘Whetten (1981) indicate that little {s known about

the relationships between organizations and the experience of clients “in

-

the system. Zeitz (1975) recognizes ‘the potential benefits of st:udying;“~

1nterorganizational 1nteraction processes at the societal level as well.
as the interorganizational field " and 'suggests_that.such an‘approach
would enrich theorptical‘development in the areas"of organizational,
community.and societal'theories.i |

The purpose ofmthis'study was to provide afreview of'the historical

‘developments associated with the Joint" Use Agreement among organizations

prov1ding educational and recreational services within ‘the City of

- ‘EdmOnton and to analyze problems assoc1ated with the agreement In this *

chapter, the conceptual framework is presented and the appropriateness of“

,the research strategies and procedure is explained

e

l - o R Conceptual Framework s - ‘“:7;7; vgf*t

Drawing from the critics dealing with the present state of knowledge‘

t

in the field of interorganizational relations, this fstudy focuses onﬁ::fhe

ivorganizations,' groups and individuals interacting in the process of?gj’5“

o

| achieving the metasystem goals., The term metasystem is borrowed*ffrom;“'wﬁ

"JiBeer (1979) Meta means over and beyond" and metasystemii'Aconceived in
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v

this study as a larger controlling or regulating system in which those ‘.5_

linterdependent organizations, individuals and groups are located and in o
‘fjwhich they attempt to attain individual and overlapping ‘goals Beer
(1979) also introduces 'the‘ concept of theorem of recursion ywhich is
based on the premise that all viable systems contain and Jare .contained L
’in,i other 'viable systems. He‘ describes -the model in‘the form of an
‘isomorphic map in which the lines ‘represent . a level of ‘recur51on‘
\Although Beer'S‘ metasystem is discussed in the context of an enterprise.‘
lﬁhich.contAins‘several recursion levels '; a corporation, divisions,
.*companies, and"plants - this Concept was also applied by Rees (1983) in
-.;the study of a manpower institutional training system in Manitoba

fSpecial attention is given to these three levels in. this case study of

the Joint Use Agreement between the City and the two school systems in §

N

.Edmonton. R .“"‘-‘ . ‘:“ - 'fi S T .
T The question _ of the applicability of a methodology used in ‘
’intraorganizational studies to the interorganizational field has been &

raised by several researchers K Litwak and Hylton (1962) differentiateui

o

"f ;between the two levels ‘,of;' analysis f suggesting ' that ‘in'Vuthef;"

"'Vinterorganizational field there is usually a partial conflict betWeen;_;‘M

ffirms, and if conflicting values were to exist within an’ organization, it

“huw°“1d 1085 t° 8 breakdown in the organizational structure and impair the;uf

V‘porganizational ability to function This position cannot be supported by}:V»”HJ**

fﬂﬂthis writer.; Litwak and Hylton (1962) do not take into consideration;:l?ff~ L

R

”‘7ﬂthat many agreements among organizations are derived voluntarily in the; f

' Furthermore,‘_withinu manyﬁ,unfii
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.applicability . of “intraorganizational' ‘htheory‘ ‘to'h that ‘;6:"

’ 1nterorganizational studies is provided by Crozier (1972) and White
(1974) ‘White (1974) rev1ews ‘a number of studies of intra- -and ‘
interorganizational behavxor in the context of . a single unified framework“"
land concludes that
- 'In view of the employment of open system' perspectives and
.. with the increasing interest in''the organizational environment
(Starbuck . 1973), ' it seems reasonable to employ dimensions in -

‘studying intra and . 1nterorganizational behavior (White 1974 '
P. 145) L : . - ‘

o Van de Ven, Emmett and Koenig s (1974) conceptualization of " the'
‘1nterorganizational collectiVity V1ews it as a system and as such the

,collectivity can ' be compared to an organization Both consist of ap

‘collection of units and 1nd1v1duals who interact in the process oflpf

ach1eV1ng p_a‘ common goal H;Asf systems ‘“theﬁ collectivity and thesn

'
;o

_;organization each have their 1nput throughput output and other systeh‘V"\'

R

h characteristics , ‘ ‘
Two assumptions made in applying the methodological framework to theh

;. [T f

.,case study are

1. ,Ther metasyStem - activities ;ar?fdmore inclusive7”than7“chose.'

~"7act1viti S enacted by organizatrons 1n direct interaction Therefore,‘__fﬂ’

'fthel space to be studied should not be lijlted to the pattern formed byfgﬁ:

‘ithe intersection of the,organizations as. in network analysis but should?Jv'“7

'v‘l-ﬁ'include the exploration of 1mp11cit and explicit Links.

The activit1es of the metasystem are performed by more than justl?fffﬁ}

.“fthe organizations.;jActivities of groups'j nd individuals whoe



) o
o

Figure 3 1 illustrates the conceptual framework which is applied in,
‘ this study, where the interorganizational collectivity is conceived as va_‘

o ‘metasystem 4 Figure 3. 1 illustrates ,a simplistic form of a metasystem .f

v [

‘comprised of two organizations interacting within and outside the

'boundary of’ the specific metasystem TheT external environment 'is“

! e Vo ' [ u

Cconsidered to be an important source of influence over organizations and’

'.‘:the metasystem as, a lwhole“ It includes the general environment which

‘con51sts of such variables as the economy, demography and the political

[

”fscene; Reference to this environment was made in the literature review

»_where it was assumed that in“general organizations and metasystems have4“

“little control‘ over‘ the general environment The'external environmentplu.f

‘also includes units or’ departments in the 'metasystem s ofganizations‘,jt‘-‘

L@

;‘vwhich operate in areas outside the metasystem. 'The.provincial government
‘fis perceived to be located in the external environment ‘although 'the\

HMinister of Education is con51dered to‘be part of the metasystem 51nce

s
)

. .in accordance with the School Act, the individual 1n this position has to

;

.'7vfapprove a Joint Use Agreement before it can come into effect

Figure 3 2 identifies the metasystem in the case study It 1nc1udes
'“fi(a)‘the three organizations that were signatories to the agreement . The

:fffCity’?of Edmonton,.the public and the separate school district5° (b) the

““f;Joint Planning Committee established to 1mplement the terms of the 3d}ji;
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' Figufé 3:1 -
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effective utilization dfgthé facilities.flrd’ L e e e
' ' ' — “ “H"“' “ . AT ’ i . )

: nethodologicellFrémework“ SR !‘

Considering thelunature"of"then'prohlem statement and tolloming a.'
vpreliminary rev1em of relat:d‘documents and two exploretory interviews‘

‘ \oonducted with indiViduals who were involved with the Joint Use Agreement S
}in the 1970 s, the researcher decided that a descriptive and 1nterpretivef
4‘case study employing qualitative research strategies would provide an

;”'»"fappropriate methodological framework for the study With 'reference to l‘,
\‘ dec151ons ‘regarding~ the ‘chOice of methodology, Rist (1979) states that‘

'the dec151on on the style‘of research one chooses to employ should be f
' ltmatter of informed Judgement, not of orthodoxy" (Rist 1979, prla)., Thisr

-section prov1des‘some insight»into the. nature ‘and characteriStics“ of

qualitative research and outlines the nature of case study research.

, Qualitative‘Research

. Interest 1n ’quelitative research“methodologies inl the ‘studyloflfll
';hdorganizations seems to have experienced a renewal in recent year§l~‘;pes;
s;:(1983) attributes ﬂ'the -increase in‘.the popularity of qualitative
Napproaches since the middlev of the"19?0Qs to a number of factors,.m
5l1nc1uding ‘ | Gl | '::hglt o ﬁ;,lifs

“]f[1 Distrust and scept1c1sm among organizational “ohservers;-oflﬁd o

B

‘ffflndings emerging from studies u51ng traditional tools,

ey

'7j“f2“ Preference for a more holistic view of organizational behaviour,::7ﬁ5”

‘Awareness '5that l‘organizational behaviourf”“' |




”3“9,,h Recognition that‘longitudinal, in-depth“and‘opendendedlresearchi.:

designSvare"neceSSary “tov capture‘.the complex and multi-dimensional

"‘behaviour patterns within organizations,’

‘5. Realization‘y that qualitative observations-"may 'generate

[

‘aunexpected phenomena which could form the basiS'Gf new hypotheses, and

\ .

'fpo Recognition that qualitative techniques are. the only valid meansp‘:j

to identify and delineate certain organizational phenomena

fet

The popufarity of qualitative research has also extended to the

. [educational field, Bogdan and Biklen, in the preface to their ‘book

Qualitative Research for Education: 'An. Introduction to ‘Theory and.

Methods state that' S fi‘ : L fy” R

I
Y

‘Educational research is  changing. A field ‘once dominated by
' measurement, operationalized definitions, . variables,‘ ‘and |
: empirical “fact has had to 'make room for. a- research ‘approach’ .
: 'gaining in popularity, one that emphasrzes~1nductive analys1s,r;,r
',‘description, .and the. study of people S perceptions
Qualitative’ research techniques such as’ participant observation
and:’ indepth interviewing are respected and regularly employed
'in  ‘the. social sciences, _particularly in sociology 'and
uhanthropology (Bodgan and Biklen,,1982 P: xiii) S

"Qualitative approach' is an umbrella term which refersvto several; ,

!

'*fresearch strategies that share qertain characteristics (a) the natural'

»

s ‘y v ﬂ. )
‘jsetting is the direct source of data, (b) the researcher is consndered as

ffthe key instrument' (c) the data collected and used are‘ descriptive_“

{d(emphasis on words rather than numbers), (d) the researcher is concernedf

,.\. Lo

w]with context and process rather than s1mp1y with outcome or; products, (e)l?],[?““

g:the research tends to analyze the data inductively rather than,attempting;v L

%dco prove or_disprove hypotheses, and (f) the meaning is of essentialfhi“hi“

choheern to“ the:.researcher (Bogdan and Bilken, 1982, p 27 29) Some ofiv\ih~* S
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o

. . . a source of well-grounded rlch Vdescriptlbn“andi

explanation of process occuring in the local context. ' With

qualitative .data ‘one dcan preserve chronological flow, _assess

“local . causality, ' . and drive «fruitful explanations) '
"Serendipitous,'findings‘ can appear (Mlles‘and Huberman, 1984,

. PP-21-22) L Coe R

-

' I , . . . K . i L ' o '
A’ number of research approacheS‘ each with its own emphasis, .are:

cons1dered to’ be qualxtative " The approach chosen for the study ~. the

‘J01nt Use ‘Agreement o is that. of a case jstudy, which includesfh
"characterxstlcs of the exploratory/heurxstic and responsive ‘naturalistic-’

_approaches. , Kaplan (196A) descrlbes an heuristic type of 1nquiry ‘as onel

‘wh1ch 15 desxgned to ''generate , 1deas,w_to. prov1de leads for fUrther

'”1nqu1ry, or to.open up . new lines of invesﬁigation (Kaplan,‘l96k p 149).,

Q‘The Tistinguishing features of . 'naturalistic ‘inquiry‘ are ‘the atural ‘

r

‘settlng in which the research is carried out, the use of case study

\ o

, format and the heavy rellance on qualitative’ rather ~than' ouantitative a

»
n

methods.v -Guba and Lincoln (1982) 'suggest thatv each approach has'”

-

'advantages over and above the fact that each will handle different ‘types\

- a

' ey

of data The quantxtatlve methods have a high degree of precision and‘

~
-

are mathematlcallyaman1pulable The qualltaCiVe methods, ‘on the ‘other

‘hand“"fh 3 .richer ad@%ean deal’ w1th pheno'

’1nto numbers The technlques suggested‘

e
.

inqulry include 1nterviews;' observatxons, fus“' of nonverbal cues andlv'fyﬁ

[
v

' unobtrusive measures and documentary nd record analysis yl'The‘jf“

'.finvestigator, lt,fiS"suggested iventers the field largely without an 8quﬁ

' ‘prlori theory or hypotheses to be . tested and 1sf unable to specify the'hf.h"

“p‘de51gn 1n advance Thxs study is not considered to be a naturalisticﬁﬂ‘*

bt
T K xu K

) study although the design emerged as : the inquiry proceeded It emergedfﬁj

‘::WIthin "bounds establlshed in advancewmased on the sub-problems raiséh-w‘”

2

not easily translatable"

o be appaoprlate to naturalisticuf“z'
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“in. this study as well as the conceptual f;amewprk addpted“fof‘ this
. : N N - .

v ", "

. .~
!

Changes in themdirection‘sa the study are indicated as beﬁng“a\common
(U 2 .

L B Y
.

occurrence in case studies.; Wilson (1977) suggests that inVestigators

invaetigation : o . . f\‘ WA .

using a casd study . method * are cqnstantly making decisions that are’ z:

A4
- . Al

strategic to both the direction of a study's psogression and to the'

.y i

(propositions thanxﬂafe -developed and modified throughouf the study"

.};J‘l:‘né N H . ' ' / ’ ) ) . \

(ﬁplson, 1977 p.255) :

Case Study- _ ?

N ' 9 N toa .
The case -studyfapproach'has een widely used.in:‘research. In 1953,

\4. 0. 'S .

Selznick used the case analysis method in studyxng the’ Tennessee Valley
’ : : o BN »} '

Authority Bnd reconstrﬁcted the c ditions and forces which appeared to
. ot .

l'have shaped the behavioJr of the participants. Two years later, Blau , |

a
o

”‘(1955), in a book entitled The Dyn mics of Bureaucracy, reported on~the

'study of ‘two government agencies and suggested that while this method is

not reliable for testing hypotheses, 1t has major advantages in yielding
k (_"
reliable systematic data and in- eXamining social\ processes directly. .
This methodology has since been widely used and has been supported by ,
P ; [

.vresearchers using qualitative methods of 1nquiry v(Denzin, .1978; Stake,

.

N

1978; Bogdan' “and Biklen, 1982; Guba and Lincoln, 1982) ey
\' Lo ' ‘. . \‘
‘The definﬁ;ion of a, case study does not, appear to _Be .very> '

- ‘.

restrictive A Stake (1978) refers to any bounded system as havxng the L

P

. x

‘.g tential to become a case‘study.‘ It can consist of an institution,_a -
4§:

ogram. a responsibility, a collection or -a population. Bogdan' and

3

2

: Biklen (1982) defineg a:;cqse study as d "detailed examination of ‘one ,;‘




is best represented as a funnel which moves from a broad
, | :
eginning to a more direct data collection and analysis.

a case study

~ exploratory

’. 1 i . i
Some of [the characteristics of a case study suggested by Stake (1978)

[

include:
1. Descriptions are complex, holistic and involve a myriad of

variables not isolated from one another;

’

* “'5 2. |Data are partially gathered by personalistic observations;
_f’:f ~ 3. ‘Writing stfle."is‘ informei, ﬁperheps narrative with verbatim |
" duetetions and illustrations;‘ : - n
L b Ipnderstending the case'is more important than the hypotheses on

. _— ~"!\
the themeé;

5. . It proliferates rather than narrows and one is left with more to
2 Lo e
pay attention to rather than less;

v ‘- N =
‘ 6. What is' happening within the boundaries of ‘the case study

determines:, what the " study ' is‘ about rather than the predetermined .

L —

"hypotheses or issues.- , o ' {3_ . ' o

Stake (1978) oﬁserves that case studies are‘usefui in %gding to
existing experience and humanistic understending He predicts that:

Caseé studiesﬁ.are likely to continue to be popular because of ' *
N their style and to be useful for exploration fer those 'who
. search for explanatory laws. And, moreover’, because Qf the .

.. universa lity and: importance of experimental understanding, and
becduse of their compatibility with such understanding, case
studies can be expected to continue to have an epistemological

o advantage over other - enquiry" methods ‘as a . basis for-
» - naturalistic generalization . . . This method has been itried | .

..~ and found to.'be ‘a- direct and satisfying way of adding to
I experience ‘and 1mproving understanding \ (Stake, 1978 p-7)

Bogdan and Biklen (19&2) identify different types ‘of qualitative case.
| studiee each with its considerations foradetermining the feasibility' for -

1

‘: study and the p cedures to employ The three main types are the\{@&%




]

} ' 1. » * ) 65

3 | | | H | ‘l | \

:

t

the life history. This study of interorganizational relations withdin the

‘ City of Edmonton focused on conflicts and pressure placed on focal

organizations and the metasystem over a period of ten years between 1970

and 1980. Therefore, the historical organizational case study research
Rl : [ .

design proposed by Bogdan and Biklen (1982) was deemed appropriate for

the study. .

The Historical Organizational Case Study
r ' .
The historical orgapizational case study “concentrates on a

Ny
N

particular organization over time, .tracing the organization's -

. development" (Bogdan and Biklen, 1982, p.59). The! writers .warn potential

-

researchers in this area that many ‘times this type-of a case study is not
t
feasible for lack of sufficient sources of ‘data. The ‘data gathering‘

. . . o
techniques most frequently used are interviews and document collection

-

Aand‘analysisu

,

Since the case study focuses-on interorganizational relations, it is

‘noteworthy,that the value of -insights .gained through the use of an

historical perspettive mas_mentioned by a fumber of writers in the field

of interorgani‘zational..analysis.' Child (1972) refers to: 'the role of

\ -

strategic choice in organizational theory and 1nd1cates that past

decisions have an impact on current 51tuationl'and circumstances -Rees

(1983), in _her - study of the manpower 1nstitutiona1 training Ssystem in"

N - M

Manitoba, presents a case for examining the establishment and developmentv‘

of that particular -metasystem using an historical perspective. In'the

context of this stndy, the researcher, prior to commencing the study,.

%

ensured "a'cess to minutes of Public School Board meetings, reports from -?;~<
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Furthermore, preliminary interv1ews with two individuals who were key
tu—

actors during the period under investigation led the researcher to

believe that sufficient infornation was evailable to justify undertaking

this study.

’(}_-i'r

"Resear-h. Strategies and Procedures

Focusing the study

Referénce was made earlier in this chapter ;6 a funnel being the best
descriptor.of the general design and research process of a case' study.

It has a broad exploratory ‘beginning and.e:nerrow end which reflects the

-

data collected and analyzed. Bogdan and Biklen's (1982) perception of a
typical process used by an investigator in a case‘study approach is :Y
quoted below. This is follewed by an outline of the experience of the

researcher in this case study.with a change in focus. Bogdan and Biklen

N

(1982) describe the funnel in ﬁhelfollow{ng way:

The start of the study is the wide end: the researchers scout
'for possible. places and people that.might be the subject ofi the
source ~of data, find the location® they think they want to )
'study,  and then cast a net wide}y trying to judge the - N
. feasibility of the site or deta source for their purpéses. - :
.They look for clbes on how they might proceed and what 'might be
- feasible to do. They ‘begin to collect data, reviewing and
exploring it, and mak;ng decisions about where to go with the
.- study. They decide "how to distribute their- time, who to. .
. interview and what' to explore in- depth. They may chrow aside
old - ideas and .plan’ and develop new. ones. "They " continually-’
modify the deslgn and choose ', procedures as . they 1learn: more
about . the topic of study ‘In: time, " they ‘make - specific
de¢isions on what aspect of . the setting, subjecc,f or data‘fj BT
source they will study. Tﬁeir work develops a focus. .The data ' ;_[
“collection and research activities narrdw to  sites, ‘subjects, .7
' materials, ~topics and . thémes From a broad exploratory - - .
- beginning they “nove to ‘more direct data collection'i and - .
”analysis (Bogdan and Biklen, 1982 p 59) ek [,H;;g e

»

' The initial intention in this study was to foll ow Van de Ven s (1976)fﬂjti

v; suggestion for studying an interorganizat;onal collectivity by focusing

on the '1depti£ication of‘th metasystem andvits process and structure”
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‘In order to provide the reader hith.SOme.indication of the broad -scope of

the . initial research design,.'elements'of the original'plan<are listed

‘belowl S
., : Identification of the metasystem including the reasons for its

formatldn, the environmental conditions sunfounding it,\dimensions of'the
‘yinterorganizational rlinkages including formalization, standardization,

N

| reciprocity and centralization (Marrett, 1971)
| 2. The metasystem process including (a) development of a flow chart
‘representing activities of the relevant population contributing to .goal
attainment; (b)- mapping the flow -of resources in order to better_
understand the input, throughout and‘output within the'?metasystem; (c) '

obtaining perceptions of individuals at various levels of the metasystem\
‘ O
about the agreement and its implementation (e - s school principals _and'

’wi r

staff Parks .and - Recreation staff school district vcentral office and
district\personnel booking personnel and representatives on the Joint

Planning Committee),. and S (d) . 1dentif1cation of clients perceptions 1

. \

regarding access to public facilities, e g , availability of recreational

S DR .

\ facilities such as swimming pools for school use and commum.ty Access ‘to '
. . - . BN .

.(\. ‘l
N | e

schobls - .;.:f‘ - '13 ('

o

é.i The metesystem structure w1th special focus on the respective N

rgles of the three ‘functional levels within the metasystem in ,the .

L n»."':,. v e ,,. R .,\ ke > . . P o

'velopment and implementation of the agreement.i \The three levels

2

'leaftr include the operational/technical managerial/administrative and the

K-
3

——— v

Yo ins*:tutional (‘ es, 1983)

‘~"to the complexity was the)time element involved The first

"4
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Al [

- relevant and ‘useful data would be found about the early years (e g R

perceptions regarding the implementation of the agreement in early years‘

or availability of “the 1nd1v1duals involved with the.development.and~

v -
'implementation,of the agreement) :

‘.

TheA initial data collection and analysis which took place during the “
;period between Juhe 1985 and June 1986 revealed several key events and
. ectivities, that were perceived to have played a significant role in the

: interaction of the 'focal : organizations within the metasystem
? L)
Considering 'the scope of. study, the researcher ‘had to decide whether to

(continue with the initial plan and cover. a wide .range- of topics ithin ﬁ

s
the métasystem but ;risk the pbssible shallow treatment of signifdc@nt

events and activities (e 8. cammunity schoolsw West 10 expérimental

prOJect and Commission on Educational Planning) or focus ‘on them along > nfﬁ
with the evolution and dimenSions of the metasystem The opportunity for .

“-Q an’ exploratory in depth study with the potential of idding to,the
understanding of interorganizational relations in gene;al and the case‘ @’

study ‘in’ particular was too attractive to be'missed It should be noted

..
£ 3

that the researcher has a planning background and holds the q!sition of
' .

Assistant Superintendent Planning with the Edmonton Public School Board

A .
¥ A . .

He has been involved w1th the use of traditional quantitative studies in~t

the past The experience of undertaking a .case. study in whfch a detailed

plan was not part of the deszgn and the tourse of the study could change ;(ff~~

fwith the information collected was new to him, and he decided to take on

the ch'allenge. ._ SRS g -

thp design of the ‘study.‘emerged

|1t was _ influenced by the

information‘gathered°i Tchexamples are‘mlﬂ'”:;



N

Agreementh

’and continuity 3:f1 ‘ EREE ,n’~" S

. out rthe‘ West-lb CeXperiment - “a 'project, supportedfby”the‘Mayor‘andv

sponsored by the City of Edmonton and more senior levels of .government,

“that had had the potential of restructuring education This new

e

‘information resulted in a more detailed examination of: the two phenomena

which were then found to be associated with and relevant to the Joint Use

- o Y

Consideration was‘ given to" narrowing the time frame of ‘the study

v

following advice to that effect received from a member of the Committee '

»

Uduring the Candidacy Examination,‘ but it was decided that some of the

1

data should be examined prior to. redu ing the scope of the study. When. 3

!

it became apparent that most of the events and act1v1ties associated w1th

iy
.

: h the Joint Use Agreement took place in the early .1970 s and that the

: agreement had been signed in 1980 following almost ‘a decade of

Y

'controversy, it was decided to limit the study to the 1970 s, and to

include information beyond‘shis period only for purposes of clarification

' Do o ' . : K - . "

B

‘Data Collection §trategy : fv' ) -u*ﬂl:, 'h "=*fg$-*5;;§*

The historical nature of the research problem and the researcher s, '

N t..A “.‘

4u p mpre than one source of data to examine ~each subrproblem, ‘1'”




reports, letters and memoranda and articles published in the masS"mediat

R

The process of data collection in the study was allowed to ‘evolve“or‘
unfold ;rather than being predetermined in rigid detail .As a result,l.‘

large number of the interviewees were 1dentified only after, the studyV

commenced. ‘ This was ‘true also of the search for -a number of relevant

'reports which were not known to the researcher at the beginning of thew

study., ‘In the following section, the two research strategies for data‘

"

‘collection are presented It ‘commenceS' with a. brief jreview of the

p.‘relevant literature and is followed by a description of the procedures
.,usedlin-this;study.:‘ | L | o ; ,
' The Interview’rn'” | o

"

v . N

te
\,

'Interviews are considered to be a major strategy employed by sociald“n

*
' -1

‘scientists. An 1nterview is a purposeful conversation between twO‘ and‘”

sometimes more-people that is directed by one of the participanéﬁ'fdr theﬁ y
‘ T : N
Wfpurpose of rece1v1ng 1nformation (Bogdan and Biklen, 1982) ﬂ Das (1983)f‘

t"defines.han 1nterviewa as a method designed to 1dentify a respondent s;]‘

‘attitudes, motives and behaviour by encouraging the person ‘to talk freely'

“fand to express his or her ideas on the subject matter under discussion

o

A

73f(Das, 1983 p 308) QaA similar definition was also advanced by Denzin'




ca
Y

ell questions is the same “and they are asked in the same order.‘ InfSuchf

a cese, veriation is theh not attributed to the ‘interviewer. or’ the

3

instrument but to the response alone. At the other extreme, the non-”

PO

‘ standardized unstructured interview contains no. specific set of questions

. ‘ N -

Tuand therefore follows no specific order. ‘ Between these tw0‘extreme f

[N

‘:cases, there are. semi structured questionnaires which require thet a11

! .
i »

| 'respondents address pre-determined questions or topics but prov1de the

',

e interviewer with the flexibility to phrese the questions "and order the-

g

‘u}“interview on an’ individual besis., Maccoby and Meccoby (1954) compare thejp

‘ B different types of interv1ews and suggest that theH'unstructured,f”non-

‘standardized. interview is best suited for exploratory studies while_the

ffstructured scheduled stendardized interview is superior for hypotheSiS'

'QtESting and vigorous quantification of results Guba (1981) argues from

"tfa neturalistic perspective thet the unstructured interview is the_'most'

n

",.fappropriate ow
L \ ’ o i . ' "
"utruth»gand perceptions (Guba,'1981 P 157) l._7‘§{-ip'}gﬁf3'

K

' . R «

'f(1970) to b an. felite interview.n In such an 1nterv1ew, the 1nterv1eweet

".-‘..

the interview methods 'to search for multiple realities,i_

‘tandardized unstructured 1nterview ;i‘ termed by Dexter.ﬁ

‘nly'allowed but is encouraged to present‘his/her own version off .

‘\ . O L . B l




(]

wl,'lv .

i‘planning .to‘.use this approach against placing excessive demands on the‘u
interViewee st time and patience. He also advises them to ,maintain thelff~fﬂ

confidentiality of all. conversations and to avoid excessive reliance uponf
‘these‘interviews ‘so’ that ‘"if 5the elite interviews prove‘ basically S
uninformative ‘some other‘ techniques can be substituted (Dexter, 1970

R a . PRI . . -

CRAD.

Denéin (1979 p 123) ‘summharize's‘ ‘his 'disclussvion'-‘of.\.'the‘l’"varioiis
”‘1nterv1ew methods by suggesting that the issye" resolves largely into the
personal ‘ preferences oj‘ th! investigator, ’Tthe ‘ intent of ’thew

1nvestigation, the available resources, and the investigator s decisionxqu. |
' concerning what type of interaction is desired RN _‘.df .a'l

:\ﬁff'”‘ TWO types of interv1ews‘ Were' employed in this study The elite“ S

i T

‘lv 1nterview format was used with the key informants in order to obtain in-v .

N

depth information as well as gain’ understanding of a wide range of

related issues The 1nterv1ews ranged between one and three hoursfcanddvﬂf.,“
varied th level of inten51ty The interViewees were encouraged to

talk freely and express their views on - the subJect matter under

[ "

‘»g B
.

AN

1

\discussion., This open ended approach resulted in -a significant number of

o

o

! 'r»,,“‘l g
researcher.;»ﬂ Informationm; frbm




‘ﬂelected official and onexa senior administrator All had served"‘during'
TR e : : S .
“the 1970 s. A number of other interviewees were selected as 4a. result of

. v .
S !

‘their past involvement with a particular ~issue'"or .event under[ study

‘_With only one exception, the researcher was able to gain access to all
the individuals selected for the study In total ‘2§,3individuals. were .

N i
ir

“'interviewed. '*P;‘: : f‘¢'v IR y‘ r5 o o ‘g.
| Theﬁﬂktype ~of»‘_interviewffadﬁinistered‘ to (the majoritx of . the

interviewees ' could be

ftermed‘, semi structured " 7: Although "the\‘
. L -
‘interviewees were allowed to pursue related topics and shape the

N

:content of each interview,'a general interv1ew schedule"was developed

\

5‘listing the issues .and the questions the intervxewer 1ntended ‘to .cover
Sl e ! t
'«and was used to ensure that they were. addressed On Mrare' occasions‘ it

le

5 A e \
‘;was necessary to gently nudge interv1ewees back on track It appeared as

P :

“uﬂif individuals no longer‘ in public office or‘ holding administrative

f}positions were"eager to share their past experiences and contributions

hy(relevant to. the study or not) S gRER

t + .

During the semi-structured interViews and towards the«end of each of

.

‘obed further into the

thatfﬁmaximum

to_uensure

;Ihngwasﬁdone:innorder%; 'relevant




to every ingprv1ew which meant reviewing the written documents and other‘f

interViews pertaining to the issues to be discussed On a number of
R ‘ ;ﬁw R0 o R B
o occa51ons, . the jresearcher brought : along documents and hed the

. )
'

interV1ewees réact to them towards the end of the interview This helped

| 4
' '

gﬂﬁe th{p to‘ sharpen .their memories and to,.relive historical events

A

r

.
v

?J»”'qﬁyl Thel arra ents sfor"thex.interviews‘ Were‘lmade'about one weeh~in:‘r

' L N a Co ‘ R R

j. . d?rance and ;i\ntervmwees wére 1nformed about the nature. of the' study

ﬂpl~ﬁ_‘andl‘som@ ‘of. the mopics to be covered This provided?the interviewees,w »
I Co ’ X v : . ' N S

‘;‘ i'w1th an’ Opportunit)"L to prepare for the:finterview. b‘In-fso¢§]‘¢asgs’ ' .

,organizational Jdocuments uand other ‘related‘ reports were.ibrought in“‘f‘
‘ . A o S Do S SRR

psupport of the 1nterv1ewee s p051t10n These were‘made available to ‘the ‘

‘ ‘ﬁ‘ ) ' * L, '
e w'researcher fat - the -end‘ of the interv1ew., It should be noted" that the "
‘,‘researcher-presented himself to 1nd1v1duals who did no@ know him as a
. . I‘;v‘ - . ‘- ' . | \,\‘,(

graduate ‘student undertaking a,.doctoral study and attempted to avoid - "}“

i
AN

hbeing 1dent1f1ed as a member of a specific organization This ‘was done

R L _‘ , r..,n o

'rﬁuin order that he be perceived as ‘dn unbiased objective investigator 7‘.’ S
The range of 1nformation shared with the investigator (both relevant df;f ' N
L : S . v ) , s "

‘ irrelevant to the study) onlﬁe ,number. of occasions. suggests that J;fw'f

e \‘1nterV1ewees felt at ease during the 1nterv1ew and that the researcher\.

S Ce "

was accepted as an 1ndependent observer.kfpi .




' Historical‘Documents

Coa M N c , ' k . AR . '
. , . .

A number of writers consider various types of written. documents as ‘

‘important data sources for social researoh (Bogdan and Taylor, 1975,

» ' "

Denzin, 1978 Lawler, et al 1980 Staw and SzwaJKOWSki 1976).‘ Denzin‘

\

(1978) objects to the exclusive use of interv1ews or questionnaires h\‘

}social SCience research and suggests that ‘they be combined with“ﬁ ;

‘w Co 0
.

'unobtrusiVe measures;' Thls source of data.' removes the researcher 'from‘

. |
) R S B

‘the set of dinect interaction or. 1nterv1ews whlch commonly form the basis

A

fof case studies ‘_(Denzin 1978 p,256). . Public' archlval documents'

',

“represent one majOr class of unobtru51ve data because their productlon
el . .

: ) N BRI b -
‘ Vas not" related to or 1nf1uenced by the reseafcher; "Lawler et,“al.;
4 { S

‘(19&0) obserVed that the documents, ecords and . other wrltten mater1a1 in
;the.possession of organizatxons form the rlchest source of unobtrus1ve

.\4":

a.

o

\n‘ ' ': ' ! ' ) “ .', th
search them out " because organlzatlonal records- are sensitlve and

'¢‘somet1mesV cOnfidentfalw;documents o According"to these wrlters, ;thé

.- sl ' '
. -" \

-'written records , should be V1ewed not as. objective data but rather, as

'*hexpressions of the people who write and@keep them ; (Bogdan and Taylor,v“w‘

Such documents are 1mportant~for a qualitative case study

. . M
. o \ v‘

:eseerqber to .potentlally

Howe ver,‘ Bogdan and Taylor (1975 p- 100) cautlon that the )

i

E2




“varjiables . or data. that is available may .not be -suitable for R
‘statistical analysis. Even . with these Iiabilities however, * -
research in the'’ organizanional area has only barely tOuched the ‘
potential | pool' of useful archival data on ‘the internaﬁj L
‘behaviour " of. formal organizueions .and d_the f~actions K of S ;o
organizations cin” .;heir.‘environments., (Staw and S;yagkowski

_1976 p352) G S o o AR . K-

Vo ' v

' . g L . L . C ’ B .
. ! ) ) v

\iIn this study,_the historical documents were’ Iocated in a variety of

[ " K
K \

‘-:sites.ﬂﬁThey included the Ci;y'and‘;the Public.'School ;BOard ‘archives,

. ! LR SRR . " v B . } LI .. A
electéa‘i' officials and ‘administratorS"‘ offices ! Iibrarieq 1 of

organizatioqs relevant to the case study (e g West 10 Edmonton ‘Social.:

Planning Coun@il)‘and docdment scorage,l The - archival documents’ consisted -

Y

of primary and secondary sources and 1nc1uded ‘ copies of past Joint Use‘\,“

Agreements, reports to City Counc11 Public and Separate School Boatds, ‘Fﬁ

. . g ‘.

minutes of Public School Board meetings,‘minutes of ,various‘ metasystem : o
T NS
<,

'.«qpmmittee meetings (e g Jointqiianning’%ommittee, Joint Use Agreqment NS
, -;v n v Lo R . ﬁj‘i

'ReView Commnttee), administrative and-‘consultants reports ‘positionﬂ‘j’ "

Jo | )

N,

fpapers, brxefs,,»letters memoranda and worklng documents. It should bev

‘noted ‘that che Public School Board minutes provided significant insxghc

v

" 'into’ ‘the ‘perspectives and ‘concerns of the Board and 1ndiv1dua1 trustees S

}cdnderning the specific issue being discussed ~ The' Separate School Boa
' . e L

&

i Minutes,-_on the other hand were found to be‘ extremely brief

. Iy ' N .
’ N ‘

| :chnilsted mainly of the motidh carried or defeaced and the qame ‘°f -t
R ‘ o ‘H% ,' S
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. \\'\undérstanding the various. perspectives associated with events undar
‘ \ . l‘ '

"N study,

A}
\

"

Y The use of historical documeqtﬁnproved to be extremely valuable in

4 "
1

[n;tnis study. Not only did it enable the researcher to follow developments
Y 4 y .

over . time, but {t enabled the triangulation and cross~validation of data

A
RO S 3

. derived from the interviews. ._ ' R
| e
Process of Data Analysis /

A '.. »DAta aAnalysis is referred to as a "process which entails an effort 'to

formally i?entify'themes and to construct hypotheges (1deas)'a$ they are
. \ . . !

suggested by data and ‘an attempt to demonstrate suppoft for those themes

and hypotheseS" (Bogdan and Taylor, 1975, p.79). The data ansalysis in

N

this . study commenced with the initial collection of.ddta and continued
after the collection was completed. The steps of collecting historical
documenks, ihterviewing, coding and analyzing the data weré done

concurrently, There was a constant shift from one type of activity teo

another,

Bogdan and Biklen (1982) outline a similar process by which data

'

analysis is more intensive at the léger stages of tﬁe.sgﬁdy, but st{ll'is
an on-going part ‘of the research, In a qualitative case stud},-it is
important that data collection, coding and analysis be an on-éoing
process throughout the study since thé,informatibﬁ obtained determines
the focus of the‘S;udy and éirects future 1ntet&2§qs and additional data
coilecgion (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Ip a stﬁhy tﬁat is "emerging" -and
.wheré analysis can alter daia“%&iiection, as opposed to one based. on a
pre-determined course ofg‘data collection and analysis, it is eségntiql

A

' that the analysis be part of the entire data collection proqéss.

a - e N
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The data énalysis in this study was gdided by procedures $uggested by

a'number of writers. Bogdan and Biklen (1982) emphasize the devglopment
i .

"

of categories based on the specific setting under study and ' the
identi{fication of subcategories based‘on.chronological ‘order, Turner's

(1981) comments on the main . activities leading to the development of

-

grounded theory proved to be very useful (see Table 3.1),.
! Three differena codes were used in this study. Letters were used to

identify the main sGurces of data (e.g., minutes of Public School Boardv

» .
meet ings, reports to City Council, articles from A ldcal newspaper,

interview reports). Numbers were used to identify each of the pagéﬁ of
<

the va}ious documents, which were also organized in a chrénological
order, and small éoloured stickers were placed anngsiae ‘the paragraphs
of the documents, Nine different colors jdentified the main issues under
study (e.g., lénd} communit& schools, controversy over alcthol). v {s
 ~———-potewerthy that 'a& number of issues emerged duriﬁgkthe study and new
ncategoriés had to be established. This form of coding enabled the ' easy
identification not,only of data sources and their chronoldgical order but
also of tﬁe topic beiﬁg discussed. It was also heléful fh the process of
: assembling c;; data tn‘detegmining additional information required and’ in
pe;forming the triangulation of the different sources of data.

’ Triangulation of data sources, which is outlined in the next section,

~ .

was a key research method used in analyzing the data. In addition,

Duqﬁis_ (1981) typology of contextual vglue§< was used to analyze the

policy arguments in the conflict over the consumption - of alcohol on
. . - . E R . B

school property. This analysis is presented in Chapter Six.

- : )



Page Number 79 Table 3.1 entitled Schematic List of Stages in the
‘ !

Development of Grounded Theory was removed because of copyright
\S

-

restrictions. The source of this table i‘: Turner, 1981, p.231,

0
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Trianguldtion

-
[N

-

The basic theme in Denzin's. (1978) book, entitled The Research Act -

\" \
<

A Theoretical Introduction to Socdolggical Methods is the repeated

suggestion that researchers examine a problem from as’ many different

1

methodological perspectives as.  possible: = He broadly defines
: ‘ : . .

, triangulation &s the combination of methodologi6s .in the study of the

same phenomena andlurges that: o ' Ay
.o multiple methods should be used, in every investrgation,
since no method is ever free of rival causal factors. (and thus
leads to* completely 'sound proposrtxons), can ever completely
satisfy the .demands of jnteractiongtheory,. or can ever
completely reveal all the, relevan fe&tures of empirical
reality necessary for testrng or deveIOprng a theory (Denzin;.
1978, p.28) . C
’ 'y “
Triangulation 4%- not limited*-to the use of data. According tq' Denzin

tn . “ . ., o

) (1978) it can involve ‘a variety of observers or investigators,' theories
‘ . R
or perspectives, and methodologies all in pygrsuit of addressing the same

5 [

' theoretical quescidn In eXplaxnlng the data triangulation which is

applicable to this study, he stated th researchers explicitly search

for as many different data sources as pos ible whlch bear upon the events

under analysis" (Denzin, 1978, p.295),
co P
In general it is assumed that multlple methods increase the accuracy

of the research findings (Bowchard, 1976; Den21n, 1978} Jick 1979) 1%9

" support of * the use of }triangulation, chk (1979) suggests that this
research strategy°' ~ : o }») X ji“

——

-
U\ 3

can be something other than scalxng, reliabilxty, and
covergent validation: It can also ‘capture a more complete,
holistic, and contextual portrayal of the unit(s) under study.
. That is, Beyond the analysis of overlappxng variance, the use '
,of ‘multiple measures may also ‘uncover ,some uniqne variance .
~which otherwise may:.have been neglected by. simple methods s It
- is . here ‘that qualitative méthods, in particular, can play an "
especially prominent role by eliciting. data and suggesting
~conclusions to which other methods would be blind. Elements of
. .the context ‘are illuminat In this sense, triengulation may -
K Mbe used- hot only to egéﬁine the _same phenomena from multiple‘,

. -
Fv. | . oy et N
»
.

it

B

gt



-
[

" R
' d

perspectives but also enrich our understanding by allowing for .
new deeper dimensuons to, emerge. (Jick 1979 p 603)

\’ '
Jick (1979) also advocates the use of triangulation on the basis of

the opportunities it prov1des the” researcher (a)k\/shieve higper
levels of . confidence in the Hresults; (b) stimulat \the creation of

. : o . - . N .
inventive methods of data collection and analysis- (c) uncover the

H
3

deviant dimension of a phenomenon, (d) enrich explanation of the nesearch
résults, and (e) serve as ‘2 critical test for ‘competing tHeories
. , V

Norwithstanding these advantages Jick '(1979) identified twh .main

\

N .
shortcomings of the method of which the researcher‘ hbuld be awarel (8)

Y i\\ ll

¢ v

t) N \

reapplication is difficult; (b) . the strategy may not be suitable to all

research 'purposes. Funding and time constraints may ,prevent \\its
. . - A : R ‘
effectiveness. o ‘ ‘ . , +, .
In this study," i was necessary to create an accurate'picture: to -

A .
1dentify the issues assoc1ated with the Joint Use Agreement and the .

different perspectives 'on. these ‘issuesﬁ'lTriangulation‘of the\various‘

data sources wasl employed in order to ensure that the ‘ditfetent;
4 li—perspectives‘ were 'represented accurately and that the researcher cohld
obtain a'gobd understanding of" the issues -under study

Trustworthiness in Qualitative Research

‘The_ ability of researchers to demonstrate the validity of their .

/;% - findings is an 1mportant aspect in. scientific research lThe issue of -

validity or- trustworthiness of qualitative research has received the‘

n',-“

-_— attention of a number of writers in recent years- (Bogdan and Biklen,

»1982 Cu51ck _l981-' Guba, '1981;. Guba and Lincoln, 1982 Lecompt and

Goetz, 1982;__0wen, v1982).‘ ‘Guba (1981) 1dentifies four aspects of»fﬁiy‘

. trustworthiness'Vfig " research -] ,.truthsfyvalue,',v applicabillty,

"»é

P
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|
-

"oonsistency,"vand;"neutrality." The‘ following questionsl raised with

regard'atO‘ Guba;s (1981) four. aspects provide some’ 1nsight iq;o their

gé’- the ' extent *to which studies can be repljiated I,t requires that a’

a priOs studx (Uecompt and Goetz 1982, p.35) .~ Tﬁay argue that‘unique‘

. 4:'

e

o 4 ) \

meaning: ;
. T At : L : [ ,
4

B Truth Value - How confident are we in the findings?

o 2. Applicability - Can the findings be generalized and are they

’ . ViR
transferable to Other conterts? . ;i o : j‘,;tf‘.wTa ,'v'qii ’ -
5.\‘ Consistencyai- How stable is the data? Would a. replicated study
reach similar findings? v,“i~9' . L e 'lﬁ_"‘ll Lo féx
: e . . :
e Neutrality - How obJective are the findings? B T ;ﬁ:f,

-“; . \

‘A number of theqp aspects which appear to be somewhat~re1ated are ‘d

discussed in the literature Lecompt and Goetz (1982) define relid%ility

L \ L

Aoa
V -

researcher uSing the same methodsrcan obtain the‘bame results as those of

PN & ‘.
situations cannot be replicated preCisely andc further ftﬂat humdn

I

behaviour i never static but changes. over time As a result, regardless

‘@“ hs : ' A\
of the methods used, exact replication is 1mp0551ble to achieve : Bogdan

2
2

,and Biklen (1982) also support this view, noting that the qualitative

RS . ’

' \

research approach ﬁoes not expect that two researchers ,1ndependent1y

"

. studying the same setting or objects'will arrive at. similar findings ﬁ‘ln
' i - & [

their opinion, reliability refers to the fit between what the researcher

records and what actually occurs in the satting under study This

position can be sup%rrted by the high probability‘ that researchers who

come from various backgrounds are likely to. use different types of data,

employ different theoretical perspectives and thereby derive different

v conclusions to the same ptoblem statement. Cusrck (1981) is not overly

P

[

concerned about the criticism that qualitative .case _studies are t00x5751'7-

v " L .?

subjective and theoretically vague He argues that the researcher s- role “,}

.“» \ S ,' . im s
. ‘&- A F i

Ll



- in such a'Studv.'s‘always unique,rpersonal and very-sensitive; and cites

~

‘ Becker“(1958) to uggest that the worthwhileness of this approach is not K

.‘theoreticaliy predete 1ned but rather lies wrth ‘the plausibility of . the.

" data presented to the critical reader
v ~ . . N
~ The concept of generalization is given attention by the naturalistic.p
»model of inquify which distounts its value in_human socjal systems.' It .

l"'
\

is argued.that ‘it is Virtually imp0551ble to imagine any human behavior

',that is not heavily mediated by the context in which it occurs (Guba~and

'

Lincoln,y 1981 p 62) 'The researcher s neutrality or obJectivity is
another aspect discussed 1n tb@ﬁliterature Owen (1982) perceiveg the

. role..of the .researcher ‘to vbe' significant jin the investigative and -
| interpretive“process- in quaiitative research However,_ thei‘concernﬂ
"regarding credibility, nuetrality' ‘and confirmability lies not with the

researcher but rather with the collection ,analySis and“interpretation ofh'
. l/\) ‘ .'\ . \
. the:data and the research f&ddingsu Owen (1982) states that
. : N . e . . \ . . ‘
In order to av01d unreliable biased or opinionated data the '
naturalistic’ inquirer seeks, 'not.'some t obJectivity broughtﬁ
" about through methodology  but, rather, 'strives for validity
‘through personalized .intimate understandings of - phenomena
;_r;stre551ng close in' observations to achieve factual, . reliable _
- and conf1rmab1e data (Owen, 1982, p 10) j /,' o B

6'.‘. Guba and meom (1982) and Lecompt and Goetz (1982) agree that itis
impossible to’ achieve the goal of guaranteed trustworthiness or the“v
N '."'

;battainment of absolute validity and reiiability However, in their view,»““

et

o several measures could be taken to persuade the reader and the ‘consumerff

' "
A~

"“of the meaningful | of a’ study " Guba and Lincoln (1982) and Owenvﬂfﬁ

f‘(1982) recodmend procedures to enhance credibility,' dependability andi

'*} _conformability of 4 .qualitative study;; They suggest the employment bﬁ

'1Qtriangu1ation, prolonéed data gathering o site, maintenance of an audit ‘L

v .

';trail : development of thick descriptions and engagements in peer'f




. . ) / ‘ ‘ ‘, ': X
consultation; These suggeftions guided 'the ‘researcher throughout‘ the g,r”
LR ' 1
'study:: Research strategies employed in order to enhance the validity of
‘the‘study were: :"‘:.\ PR "l-‘f o ‘~$ ) e ; Nd )
1. The triangulation\technique; used to proside cross - validation of

A .

,each set of . data collected from 1nterv1ews with that,collected from other Y
: Lo \\ o Lo . . A ‘ ' l

sources.- ; oL S o _ ‘ Mo

2. ﬁﬂhe audit‘trail procedure< involving the preservation oﬁ.all raw

‘ " \ " ' " 1
data of interview guidelines,'notes and summaries and of the record of

5
,

A procedures and guidelines used\for data collection, coding and analysis

SRR ¥ Undertaking consultatiops_ with 1nterested peers to discuss

L,strategies and to progress away frpm the Settlng

Finally,l it should be" noted that the researcher s knowledge and '

awareness of thh culture of 'the organfzations and their external

Y

o i
‘environmept made the understanding of the respective p051tions as well as

o
\

;the events, activities and issues pertaining to this study an easier and -
Hfaster process than otherwise would have been the case Furthermore,

- v . . : to . oy
'familiarity with the' sources and‘= location of data ‘enhanced its '

e ~
\

';collection,j‘ made it more 'comprehensive and thereby improved the ‘ X
",-‘ungerstanding of the case study e R T L ‘ g
| T . e ‘t' " N o

"\
‘k .

Summary of the Chapter .

provided an overvxew of the research methddology

T

Thip chapter has

“f‘that was followed throughout this study The chapter commences» with‘ av‘
__".‘ : f Lo
; description of the study s conceptual framework* which con51sts of a

:fmetasystem and an external environment The metasystem is comprised of ffwrl'”

el

the City fof Edmonton and the two school

e




' . . ' . +
\

'community use of publlc facilitles (the metasystem goal) The:‘external,

.envrronment con51sts'éf the general and the task envlronments

» The second‘ sect1on outlxnes the methodologlcal framework chosen fon

this stuS? - 'a’ qualltat1Ve case study.‘ This study was not desdgned to

LY
v

test\ or 2 ver1fy hypotheses but ‘rather . to, gain insight into .and

4 - . ' o \ :
understandlng of ‘issues assoc1ated thh the development and operation ‘of
*

"\
f
i oA

.8 metasystem durlng the ten year‘ perlod between 1970 and. 1980 Thef

n

discussion of qualxtat;ve research methodology and rthe historical

-

organizational‘ case study‘ reflects‘gupon their appropriateness tothe

study. C o ‘ CoY .
. . . ' ! o .\

B . . o o

- The final sectlon of this chapter addresses the research strategies‘

il ) 1

'and procedures employed in this study I describes the choice made to .

' - , : Lo te , .
. carry out .an intedsrve analysrs of a narrower scope rather than a more

. ¥ ) L N

superficial eXamination of a broader set of 'issues-which was part of ' the
original desxgn., The‘data collection‘strategyrfocusedAon intervieWS‘and
: 8y ' £

R \

h15tor1ca1 organlzat1onal documents - The datafwas analyzed during the.

T,

collectlon stage. 'and subsequent jto Finally, the' issue of
trustworthiness 1n qualitatlve research 1s presented and the measures.

undertaken 1n this study to enhance the validlty and reliability of the)j‘

r . o
) data and the flndings are outlrned

o ) Foo L o
. . N



- CHAPTER 4 o »
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”
THE SETTING FOR THE C SE STUDY ‘i , h L
) e v
- . //‘ . .
- o
Introduction: W\<." ‘; Ce e e

‘The' purpose of this chapter is to provide backgro nd information on

N, :
the setting in which the study took place The‘case study foéuses on an

agreement among three organizations prov1d1ng services to ‘the commun1ty~

REAR . v

‘in the City of Edmonton A’ revxew of the setting for the case study -was

.

deemed necessary for a ynumber“of reasons City population and school
enrollment trends during the 1970 s were considered 1mportantw backgr>und

informetion as influence of an organization within a metasystem is

assumed to {be related to growth or decline of the"organizationr'

'A(-

Secondly,‘ the provision ‘of social and recreational services to" c1(&

’

"‘
"3

‘residents was affected by the Joint"Use'<Agreement and therefore .the“‘

"change in emphasis in the delivery of these services was considered.'

LD SN
[ - ’

‘;important to this study and is reviewed below Finally, théa nature vand‘@'

Ysource of legal authority and power prov1de an important element of&g“

\

7f‘background 1nformation that explains courses of action undertaken by the

2.
v

.focal organizations in the metasystem Interaction between independent}

';lor interdependent organizations in a conflict situation was ,expected tof'

I
1 N ! ‘-\

be different from such relations when one organization is subservient to:
' 1 Lo v T T ; : '

. 'T

}

L the other..'gﬁ”f.f‘.),t ! '15f3“.‘

(\,

1ocation,

population growth and school

Cp f}affr,

information describes }»some f the i city s ‘17}”"




isn\placed .on the study period
N |
elected organizations involved fin

enrollment 'trends' ‘Special‘vemphas '
| \between 1970 and 1980. The role of
' : ;community development which too

‘iw1th the agreeméht is also prese ted : Finally, the nature and source ‘of

-

part‘in‘various~activities associated

‘power granted to the focal org nizations, City Council and the two. school

boards, is rev1ewed.

" .
4 ) ’
to

_ The City of Edmgnton - Growth Prior'to'the Study Period

'

e

Edmonton: is loca:ZP near.the‘eastern slopes of‘the‘Rocky Mountains on

. the banks of the North Saskatchewan River.. It became.a'city in '1904 and
P : A . .

a year‘ Iater the capital of the new prov1nce of Alberta The city's
population fluct ated during the ‘first half or the century until ‘the

discovery of 'oil‘ in- 1947 and the - subsequent discoveries of natural gas

yand addition 1 oil fields. ‘The'nsurge"in: economic . activity in the -

petroleum 'ndustry‘stimulated rapid'populationﬂgrowth,‘

=" . The 1ty of Edmonton plays a dominant‘rble in the region s economy

v

'

for"
fr

i .

":ure51des within the boundaries of e city proper During the study

‘f 'formed about 80% of, the region s population ' 57,?;""”

The city s population growth and enrollment trends for the years 1960

R

|—,-.

B

lpopulation growth .dUrink the period 1881 1967 with popuIation'F'

'

LA

L

uItaser es as a market centre as well as a sUpplier of goods and services

hef-entire region The Edmonton metropolitan area differs markedly :
metropolitan areas such as Toronto W1nn1peg or Vancouver in that aﬁ

elatively high proportion of the Edmonton metropolitan ,population :

: .'”periﬁa betﬁeen 1970 and ~1980 the residents of the City of Edmonton '

"to 1985 are summarized in Table 4 L Figure 4 1 illustrates the city s‘-”

"‘.Ptojections to the year 2001 Three PrOJe°t1°ns are made.‘ ';wa medium -



Table 41

;gpuldiion'ana Enrol lment: Trends Wiﬁﬁin'thé City of'Edmonton,J960-1985 -

—-- '

City % S % o % " and - %
.+ popula- Annual ‘Public ' Annual  Separate 'Annual Separate Annual
Aear tion - Change Schools Change ' Schools 'Change ‘Schools  Change

1960 . 269,316 43488 . 13,067 . Y 56,555 .

1961  276*018 +‘2.5 46,120 { 6.1 ° 14,257 . + 9.1 60;377 +e6.8
1962 ‘294 967 + 6 9 ,545,426‘ 472 .-116{165‘ +13.4 vi65j$91. -ff8:6f_f3'
1963 303,756 + 3.0 5i§353 + 3;9. 17,531 ’"+*8.$‘“%j:68,8§4' f%*$;q.;
1964 311 804 + 2.6, gé{oi9', +éo.a_f‘ 21,867 %24:7 ‘J;583{éé6-% ¢21{5]'v“
 ‘1;965 371,265 ° +;9.1 643561 ' +74.1 ‘. 23,572; 7.8 | sa,aig‘ ‘4 s;o~3‘"
1966 381,230 '+.2.7 67,036 + 3.9;12 25,702 +9.0, ° 92,738 '+ 5.2
,196iu‘;§3%563, £3.2 68,973  + 2.9" ‘27 706  \+I7{8‘ 96,679 +42
.1965 ‘X10,10531+f4,2; zi;az} ;;‘a.iiw, 29,299 +5.7 l1o§:i§6', + 4.6

1969 422,418+ 3.0 73,787 + 2.7 "qf 365 # 3.6 .0 104,152 +3.0

m3g197o 429‘756“f4 1;7 76,606+ 3.8 *31 160.*:+‘2L6f\[ 10§,766“ +35
1971 436, 26AT +;;Lsf, 75;146v7g3;i.9- 1‘31,3o2 f;f §;§V.'*1q6,kA2 J ;f1ﬁé
‘1922. 441 530j;;;i}?iifi£‘9§7f?;-!229 = f51'521_ 407 ‘*y104,518 *‘451yéfc
»H{i§73:.442‘365g54”Qﬁ2j 72 857;;Qfgo.z,'~;31 596 ;'f;blé?;,ﬁlog,%ssg%.f«b:rf-;'”
’233554} 445 691‘u§jo;8ff;72 9083[Z%‘df1i;, 31 asayf‘;jdgéfiffioa‘sfzf"f:fq;i,.ﬁfﬁf}

. 1975“451 63sf'fj1;3{f¥72;i4§_; _go;zf;'.30*9sajf\%”z;s’jjf103 706, ]‘efoﬁa L

,‘,,

L;ﬁ1976 461, 559gf;T J 571,08 *ffl‘z;é\f;§3o 322,;34.231j ,;1o1 3747 - 207

a

.5;1977 471 47agf+32;1, 258;814,13;13;1}‘.}29 494ﬁ_ 7g2{7”],F;9s 308 Lfsagowﬁf‘ ,

Q‘f &78 ossﬂf+;1géj}*f”ff 3 1*f128 876[?,5ﬁg:i'\5,f95 879  f;2.5fg3g,;ia

“]28 367ﬁ{ﬂ§f;Q8‘{;}f93 694 é;3j’ V5""

- ':i :

53;1979

'505 773

09 4 0.1 (28,018 - w2 93,427 ?i- 0.3
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W TABLE &.1'" .‘

. (continued) N

‘ o . Publi_c‘ ey

. C‘i‘t\y‘t X % 4 . , % and % h

~ popula- Annual Public ' Annual Separate ‘An‘n'uall Separate . Annual

Year tiom: - Change 'Schools Change' Schools = Change Schools Change
1981 521,205_/3.1- 65,784 "+ 0.6 27,864 . - 0.5 ' 93,648 . + 0.2
1982 551,314 + 5.8 68,836 4+ 4.6 - 27867 0 . 96,701 + 3.3
1983 560,085 -+ 1.6 69,062 +0.3 27,262 - 2.2 96,284 - 0.4
1984 No Census’ 68,905 - 02 26,929 -'1.1 95,834 .- 0.5
1985 No Census 69,750 " +.1,2 26,667 - 1.0 96,617 + 0.6
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and high rates of growth. Growth reflects not only the net

Y

interprovincial mobility, imm$gration and birth and death rates but 'also\.
changes in the city's boundarie§. Throughout~- the -yéars, the city
expanded and qnnexed adjaéent communities which .resulted 1n major
increases gn 'populatfon (e:g., 1964) . It is noteworthy that the 1967

‘populatIOn projections for the year 1986 were 635,000 and 720,000 péople
under the . low and high.growth rateg respectively, The‘civic census for
Apr?l 1, 1986 revealqd'a population of 571,506, |

The Study Period 1970-1980

—a—

At the cémmencement of the study period, the‘ciéy populat}én was
429,750 and comﬁ}ned enrollment in the two school jurisdictions reached a’
peak of 107,766 students. One out of every four*re;idents in thé City of
Edmonton attended school in thé public or the separate (Catholic) school
district, During the 1970's, the City further expénded ité area and its.
population continued to ‘grow. On Janu;ry 1,. 1970, city boundaries
enclosed 56,179‘ acres (87.75 square miles), and on January l,.1980,
84,666 acres or 127.8 square miles (a 50.7% ihcreése) were under the
city's jurisdictidh. , The éity of édmontéﬁ experienced a significant
u aﬁion increase during the 1970'53(1A.1%) and the total populaéipn
rose to.over half a million in 1980. ‘At the same time, the total school
—_— pdpulation declined by i6,333 students (13.3%) to 93,427 and the tg;io'of
’ sch;ol enrollment to total population dropped from one in four 1qv1970 to
Cone in 5.4 in 1980.
. The Federal census pfovides énothe; source of information ;e}atIVé to
: this?trend. Comparing 1971 dnq 1981 census informati&n reveals that “the

city population . grew by 21.5% from 438,150 to 532,246 at the same time

RS
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the number of indiwiduals under 15 years of age declined from 130,400 in
1971 to 108,385 in 1981 (16.9%). It is worth noting that Yigures used in
the Federal Census do not correspond with those derived by the City since

- they are taken in a different month of the year'hnd different methods are
0 ' ] . N .

used to collect the data.’

A report produced by'the city's .Corporate Policy Planning Department

entitled Edmonton Statistical Review 1973-1978 .relates the decline 1in

" school 'population to the utilization of school facilities; The report

states that:

Due to. continuously declining school enrollments, the
utilization rate of school buildings, as defined by the ' actual
number of students as a percentege of 'operational capacity,
remains relatively low.. For example, durins. the school year
1977-78, only 77.7% of the total capacity in the public school
system and 82.2% of the total capacity in the separate school
system was used. (Edmonton Statistical Review 1973-1978, 1979,

p.129)

y - »
\

As in many growing communities across North America, there has beeh a
major population shift tovthe suburbs of the city. Large scele suberben
groerh coemenced in the early 1970's and the common phenoménon of not
heeing enough school facilities where tee children reside and not -having

.

enough students where schools are located prevailed also in Edmonton

~—==— The Edmonton Statistical Review 1973-78 provides data which descr1be"

"

some characteristics associated with an economic boom such as that

experienced by Edmonton during the 1970's.ﬁ': ‘///”“ o a
1. :The, average yearly increase in total operatxng expen itures for !

municipal services was 20.1% for the.period 1973-1978.. f

2. The value of residential bu;lding permits intreased‘from about

77 million dollars in 1973 to 460 million dollars in 1978.
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3. The number of daycare placements almost doubled during the five

year period, from 2,656 in 1973 to 5,148 in 1978. This: occurred despite

N [

the overall decline in the number of children under 15 in the city.

4. The average number of personsf per household and the aVerage

family size declined.

Y

- Prior to 1970, new developments were largely a piecemeal additfion of

-

small areas to the edge of the developed part of, the city:~ The rapid

growtn in the late 1960's and the early 1970'5, required a new approach

to land development. The ‘concepts of'Outline and' Area Structure Plans

(involving large areas of land) were introduced in order to ensure

| orderly growth, sufficient serviced land and sufficient utilization of

~

major facilitres and services. An indication of the expeCted’growth is

i -

presented in the City of Edmonton General Plan prepared by the City's

,Plannlng Department in the late 1960 s. The plan estimated rhet, during
\the period 1969-1981, the c1tyvs populatidh ‘would increase by about
| 0 residents and rhat two-thirds of(the;growth would'be accommodéted

in new outlrne plan areas. It was ‘also expected thar the share of multi-

family wunits would be higher in tﬁese areas in comparison witn existing

neighbourhood composition and that, as a result, the population density

- . - .
would increase. ' The City -of Edmonton became heavily involved in land

development in the suburban areas. in addition to providing the basic

services to the land and co- ord1nating development\ agreements, it

marketed serviced lots to the publxc A. Its General Plan identified

Steging Plan (Flgure 4.2) whlih was designed to promote an ordetly and

compact expansion during the perlod 1969-1981.

-
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: . FIGURE 4.2
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' ’ ' Source. The City of Edmonton General Plan, Augusc 1967 p. 14 2

¥
'



‘ Council assumed a different role.

~planning and co*ordinating“ the functi

l thus affecting the Joint Use’ Agreement L 4';

S

‘ - ‘ . - 94
The Social Side of Growth _ff .

. B , ‘ . i
The city's rapid growth brought about social problems"that had to be

\\

addressed. The scope of activities of the Edmonton Social rPlanning
V! . “ ' . ’ . . ) . t“ ! f ‘ l" ,‘ ". .
Council, a citizens' organization. which acted gg‘a resource centre for
community groups requesting‘planning‘help ‘for social action projects‘

provides ‘some' insights into social’ problem§ Which were part of the

growing community, Soderstrom (1980), in his dissertation entitled
. . ' ' | ’

Edmonton Social Planning, Council: An Analysis 1928-75 indicated that

the Council was involved in setting up in the«core part of 'the city the

3 v /.'.

Boyle Street Information Centre and the Boyle Street Community Servioes

: Cooperative.- Ie: supported homeless and’ transient womenV in overnight

o Y

shelters, encouraged . the development of housing cooperatives,‘assisted

—

convicts released from Jail and helped unemployed transients 1n securing‘

' [ TR

employment. Another 1n1t1ative was in the development of proposals for

housing projects for handicapped people. ‘ ltv f

.

' W1th the app01ntment of a new Acting Executive Director 1n 1970 the

t

. e

‘agencies and became a community development ‘organization;'? In"its“ new

‘role»‘as f an agent for. soc1al change and development vt became involvedd

5

‘ ""'in a variety of. %ro_]ects related to community use” of school fBCilitieS. :

\

v

The Council s ‘new role,was;described.in'a document produted in l9lzinh

: which stated B ~”'f“.f'*5_fl‘7; B

.- voluntary. non-governmental ‘capacity informed 'deciSion‘ '
. making - and'} action ... The . .Council ‘provides: resources _to- P
~ initiate and also to- support efforts through ‘which ‘citizen
plans ~can b\e developed ‘and 1mplemented ‘(Edmvonto_n Socfal -

o SRS Y

abandoned itS' original roIe\hof"”v

uof»health‘and social service

An obJective of the organization is to evelop’and‘maintain a

A/



- Eyears later when the 1970 pre51dent of the Social Planning Council became‘j‘"'

(3

‘each ‘ The ward system was_ narrowly approved for a second time in a 1974»;

fff?ialdermen elected from each

95
Planning Council, Ohjectsﬁ EdmontonLSocial; Planning}‘Council,
1972, p.1) R o o ‘ : ‘

H

N

This grganization xwhich received'funds from the City of Edmonton as well '

as from the United Way (an organization coordinating the distribution of

fund raising within the community), identified in 1975 four‘areas of

focus .Participatory democracy (e.g., access to information), decént

! - . \ e

Standard' of living (e.g.} eliminate‘epoverty), humane‘social'cOntrols
Ce. g , treatment of criminal offenders drug addicts, alcoholics) and
humane ufban environment (e g , urban transportation; pollution)

The' Social Planning Council supported: improved representation of the
interests of residents on City Council and advocated a ward system.hfor
civic elections. Prior to »1971 ‘city aldermen were elected from the

population at large.. Foh}owing a plebeScite in 1968 in whichv61 64% of

thd‘ voters supported a ward system City Council passed a bylaw 1n 1970

. TSN

which divided the city into four wards with three aldermen elected from

plebescite (53. 3%) It‘is worth noting‘that in a referendum 'undertaken

Il

‘during’ the same election' year; the public Also narrowly rejected %he.:

_ ptoposal that would have allowed the consumption -and sale of alcohol in ‘

schools. g T

Y

'Thef 1ssﬁef of. ‘the'yward system was again brought to the fore a fewh‘p

Y lan .alderman.. She supported a larger number of wards and argued thet thewl_-‘

‘ ";existing ones were SO diverse that aldermen- could not represent the_

9.

f‘hparticular interests of their constituency In time for the 1980;;

l'fﬂleelection, City Ceuncil approved a system based on six: werds wrthlhtwo.,-i.?

N
3

~. L i S _ . o

K . ,'n- B 0&".‘A“I.A . o . '
O : B ‘ - " ﬁ““ L ' s “‘ .

;.‘.‘
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The VleWS‘ presented by the Social Planning Council and by others in

B

the, City s Parks and Recreation and 8001a1 Services Departments refhected‘

‘demands for _increased local participation in decision making f ?his -

:4’
Y

!

a3

its representatives in such places as school boards, which were more ..

)

"conservative" in their opinions. .

'

Recreational Services \

. P ’ 5 - : ' ' .
_b ‘ o _ The City of Edmonton Panks and Recreation Depar{ﬁ@hﬂvhas/ﬁaintained a.

goal of ensuring the citizens of Edmonton have opportunities for personal'"k‘

L
growth 1n their leisure time, thereby enriching the life of indiv1duals

4 \ . ~

* §§ ‘sand the community ; Towards this goal the Department has developéd parks

. powers to community councils over the use of schools after school hours

96

Napproach was reflected in such examples as the experimental project which“
_ attempted to co- ordinate and integrate the delivery of human services at“‘

'the local level and which advocated the provision of decision-making‘

' These views wereAat odds with those of some' sections of the,~public, and ',

and ’recreation facilities to 'serve the expressed needs of the communityﬁg?’

‘w\‘
‘

-
¢

"

D e

l

icommunity leagues and community groups with advisory and consultativefdfgf

(

/-
-

'b’program development t "a.“ fw'j j:r':.‘liﬁ,h":"f31~,:vfff

‘
[

.o Lo or
»‘\‘-.‘ .

,"v'-...

'lgh and has' encouraged the prOV1Sion of recreational opportunities byﬂf .
P community leagues, sports groups and other communﬁfy organizations The"iﬂ
Kl q 0

e *;;. City, through its Parks and Recreation Department has‘ been providingj;__uf

‘se&Vices, publicity, planning and research leadership development and:pf'

~t~Community 1eagues 85 voluntary Organizations have been providing}fﬁ_“:
r;recreation serV1ces to the community ‘Iheir contribution was futthen,;?hp
t:‘enhanced when in 1921 the individual community leagues in the City ofp o

";Bdmonton formed the Federation of Community Leagues in order to assist,lgjfif
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‘co-ordinate‘ and liaise between the leagues and the civic administration

With the development of new. suburbs in the 1970 s, _many " new community

3

%egugs were 'established while others, in the older parts of the city,.

‘1‘w became inactive An ongOing agreement eXists between the City and the .
‘community ‘leagues : whereby the community leagues lease public parkland”

from the,C{vy of Edmonton for their buildings and facilities, ‘and plan

-
¢

and develdp their recreational actiVities in' co- operation with the .
‘ . .
Federation of Community Leagues and the Parks and Recreation Department

In additi n to leasing the land and assisting in the planning and deSign

of faCilities the City provides grants for construction and operation of

L

| the facilities T - S ' ‘b.\

4 . ! , Y- -

»

: In the 1970 s, “an emphasis was placed on community involvement in the‘

" )

provision of recreational serVices ‘;The PreSident s Manual of the ‘

Federation of Community Leagues which was written "in the 1970 s (page

N

ClO 1) suggested that. .

LS e .
L Recognizing both the iimportance of community involvemeht and, .
', that - funds ™~ for public ' reécreational -services ' are. limited, e
;~f4municipa1ities ‘have - tarted to direct funds towards assisting.“
-j‘community groups rather than to direct programme .services. By . e
.“*mobilizing .and co-ordinating available community resources,‘the[‘;i,;p
jdelivery of recreational serv1ces can be expanded Co :

oo

e

The relations between the City, the Federation and the indiViduallﬂi
‘community leagues‘ has been very close The Parks and‘ Recreation{ ‘
‘ ‘ifiDepartment has represented the Federation s interests to other city‘b

‘.“frdepartments.~ In view of its relatively large membership, the Federationlgiiv"

o

‘“'fh' been considered to be very influential in ciVic elections, and cityge

A

fhfadministration pays special attention to the Federation needs Prior t0‘

the approval of the Joint Use Agreement the Federation urged the City to:? f]f

defer any decision on_the prOposed draft _and give the Federation ther?ﬂlv;ﬁM

: opportunity to feview the dqcz.ment and provzde input since the agreement



‘City to reflect the’ deSires of the Federation of Community Leagues

’fseparate powers apart from thoSe‘which are in the-hands of the centrel or

‘}denominational 5chools of the Protestant or Roman Catholic minority

; (Dawson, .1963) o

.rﬁtrustees in a public school district in the province of Alberta is

‘ was' significant tor Jhe provision of recreational services ko 'the-"

community:. Its wish was granted and some revisions were proposed by the

. . R , . .
v . . . : . —
, . . 7

The Authority and Power of the Metasystem s' Focal OEganizations

“The three parties to the J01nt Use Agreement are the City of Edmonton

~and the - 1 two school Jurisdictions. “the Public and Separate ‘school‘

ldiStfiCtS-v‘ In the fOllOWlﬂs S?ctlon, references will_be»made to the”f‘ ‘

»"

power delegated to these organizations ‘its limit&tions,‘and”.the source .

of each'organization s authority - , : P

{ LR y

‘A. federal system of government, as it operates in Canada, implies an

gaggregation of pr0v1ncial governing units, ;each ’exerCising‘ its: own

|

gfederal gOVernment The British North America Act of 1867 identifies the

“distribution of power between the federal and the provincial governments

_ Section .92(8) ,states that. in ‘each province the .legislafure‘ imev';“:

;exclusiVely make laws‘;in‘frelation to munic1pal 1nstitutions in the

proVincea The prov1nc1al powers over education, identified in Section 93 -

ofﬁf‘the British North Q,erica Act indicate that each provxncial

l:‘legislature may excluSively make laws in relation to education, provided

o

;it does .not preJudicially affect any right or. privilege with respect to’ xf‘

| Lo [

N

Since education is under provxncial Jurisdiction, the board of

R

"f;creation of the provzncial government The Minister of Education can ;

”create or dissolve a school district and thereby the .board of the

o .
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district ‘Section 13 of the School Act dealing With the establishment

. of a public schooFBdistrict, states that o -‘y@l'-‘ R Y
i \ ' Ly "‘
\13(1) The Minister ‘may. establish any portion of Alberta as a
o public school district ‘ N S

C(2) The order establishing a public school district shall
. ' describe the boundaries of the district and give .it;

'. name and —number- in the following form - "The
School -District No . ‘ s

R e "' (School Act, 1980) B

Section 24 of the School Act deals with dissolution of school districts

o [
) I . . L W,
RO, : . ) , ' L

It provides that

24 ‘The Minister may declar that any district or’ divisionv‘ ~

= . be dissolved and thereupon the board is dissolved and

. 'ceases to have‘_any of  the' rights," powers _and
A ',‘vrivileges vested in it by this or any other Act. . and
T ' - the district or. diVision ceases to exist ‘

(School Act 19807‘

. A Co . . s c Lo

TR

.

t

L

: The School Act mandates certain actions ( The Board shall V). A

‘ school district forlexample must accept in its schools every pupil whose

.‘.‘
!

0

. I 1

maintain adequate real and personal property for its administrative\‘andV C

]

civdistrict may provide for the holding of an annual meeting of the electors R

‘*f:for the discussion of board affairs There are other disc:etionarykf'm

'"giFor

xample, a board may enter into an agreement with other boards
AR

"“‘ifmunicipalities for theﬁ

r

'irequirements are’ in place when -the board acquires land for school

uildings or dec des to close a school

parents reside "in the district 5 It‘ also is required to prov1de and'

educational purposes, \ Qn the other hand the School Aet‘prouides

ﬁ'discretionary powers to boards ("The Board may ) A board of a 'city i

joint ownership, _control operation or use o£{j;“f

‘lffffpublic buildings subjec"to the prior approval of the Minister Similar :Ag

R

‘*c"actjins which require the prior approval of the Minister of Educatign.‘wf{fhi”ﬁf




. e v7111°°2v“
'"1: A

“;:- The \prov151on for ‘the establishment of a- separate school district is

/

detailed in section 52 of (the %pheol Act. It states that: =~~~ .
, : , ) " ' ‘v‘v{,\.l’ ' A
L. S2(1) .The minority of electogs in any district, ‘whether .
K o L Protestant or 'Roman Catholic, may establish ‘a separatev

' 'school .in that district, and in that case the electors.

' establishing a Protestant or Roman Catholic ' separate

school | are: liable only. to assessments of the rates -

they 1mpose “on themselves in respect ‘'of ~ that school,

-and  any persén who is legally assessed. or assessable'“

k“,f" _';f;vfor a public school in the district is not vliable to
‘ Co ‘assessment for any'separate sshool in it
e o o (School Act 1980) -

While the minority of electors in any district whether Protestant or
B l !
) Roman Catholic may establish a separate school they mudt follow detailed

,procedures '1n- the process of ‘establishing support' for a separate

. _ ’ A e A Co
district. Detailed;procedures'are also”mandated for diSSQIthon of a
" . R L \ . . R . ' . - " ' ' . .

sepdrate school districtf'”“

'VIf‘3 he’ electors ‘mentioned in Section 52(1) vote' favour of .

. \iestablishing a separate district the Minister 1S obligated to‘ respect

‘
4

‘their‘Wishes (School Act Section 53(1)) The authority and powers of a ]]

kV‘separate school are referred to 1n Section 57
‘5715‘A separate school distrzct and its board shall possess"'
+ and exercxse all the, rights, powers and privileges of, Py
-and-are subJect to the same duties and.* liabilities and ‘)“Z“FE
shall have the’ same method of government as, ‘a public R
',school district 8nd~1t5 board S = o '
o ~.'.”~:,;-‘ BRI SR T o
l'xé“ *;5‘¥“~i‘ f.'wﬁ\tfa‘-yj‘ L (School Act, 1930) o ,; £

"u~It

-‘g.effect 1n the 1970 s, although under diffetent section numbers.f

- Dl de AT L

The government of the prOV1nce of Alberta, having responsibility forgﬁhjf

"'municipal institutions IH the province stipulates municipal powers; and
, 3 ; R

l3giduties in the Municipal Government Act.l Although the Minister ofm'

i LA o i . Y . ' Yy MY oo T ' . . s " . A
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Municipal Affairs is responsible for the administration of this‘ Act cit

S [

As the Lieutenant Governor in Council who by order may form or dissolVe

-8 municipality (see Sections 13 and 17 respectively) “' . ‘5‘.,‘ p

'

As withlthe School Act the Municipal Government Act mandates certain:v

\ -

;requirements such as the existence of a council in every municipality
S ( Voo
(Section 26) -and provides municipalities wlth discretiOnary power54such“

. as Section 213 pertaining to recreat@on and community ‘services, “This‘_ S

section which is related to the JOint Use Agreement Statés thatE ‘
213(1) A council mayi assz by laws ‘respecting all matters" L
'pertaining  to, the acquisition, establishment R i
construction, control and operation of parks, trailer o e
. ' courts, mobile "home parks,‘ camp grounds, ‘athletic, L D
grounds -and exhibitior  grounds, including provision '
for the ' acquisition; " construction and control of
structures equipment, machinery and fittings that may-~‘

be necessarily required v ‘ ‘ "

2l3(2) “Without restricting the generality of subsection (1), . ‘
STy a counCil ‘may pass by laWS DY ‘.“ [ e L
(aj.,establishing and maintaining sw1mming pools and . . .
”""granting aid towards .the" establishment o .and -
maintenance of swimming pools ~:;pg~ “fdfl -
"‘(b)h‘establishing and maintaining or granting .money 'to
“ﬁaid in the construction of public bathing’houses,"“'~

L | (c) acquiring or" erecting and oPerating mun161p81_l
o Tskating rinks 5f- making grants .in ‘aid of :the AU
-~ erection; or ' of. the. maintenance and ‘operatiofi of P

'-skating rinks or bathS'~~“ ‘rglvnlizv,_<,ﬁ o ﬁw‘* o

Y .
ERRA

a

L e (dif@atquiring,: maintaining and operating municipal
ST golf courses"*‘“ I e : .

. ' P,
,|"‘ R

’h(fﬁf:making grants to community associations and
L f;feommunity leagu:t that are . prov1ding reoreation
" -and community s vices to esidents ‘ S

\

A counCil may;zdmpose special taxes for all purposes
set. out in  this ' section . and -may . provide . for -the
charging ‘of admiSSions o -the raiSing of funds as the
councilamay decide e AP W
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"Ihe‘;perusal‘\of the two acts leaves the 1mpression that cltles have

FRCRN N

-

- B signiﬁlgs“tly more d1scret10nary powers in comparisOn with the sChool

4 i

boards whxch are required to receive. mxnrsterial approvel prior to a much

!

wider range of desired actlvltres

—

. \‘ ' Flnally, the C1ty ‘of Edmonton is the loeal property taﬁgauthorlty o

whlch collects property taxes to support both municipal and educational

I 1 '

‘ serv1ces As’ the school‘ boards determlne the amount of the requrred

Y ' . ' . T

local‘taxes the city, whrch must collect the taxes, has no coutrol OVer‘
the amount reqursrtzoned for educational purposes This situation has

been a source of conflxct 1n the past. C1ty qldermen 'claimedr that the”;

., ) [
s,

cxty was blamed by residents, for tax 1ncreases oyer which it has no .

. . "
, o . L . v
L + . , [, '

. control;f‘Considering:that Separate tax collection 2efforts would be

JEN

'

minefficient‘ and would result 1n unnecessary expendxtures )t was decided

5, ‘,.;\“ 's.“ ' .

L to clearly 1dent1fy “in the tax notlce the tai level for education About

50% of the property taxes collected by the- c1ty are transferred to the

two school boards For a number of years now the locaI property tax has

v, . N ,,~ B .o . , ,! ‘. I

'.supplied" an 'increaSLng share of thef educatlon budget. ‘ This share

‘\
Y .

gradually increased frOm about zlf; of the school boards« ’ total

fh‘i expendltures 1n the early 1970 s to more than one*th;rd in 1985 , f‘hg

1""

X e

Summary of the Chapter.l .

,\‘fm \‘,w

,- T e

N

A number of generallzatlons aris1ng from thrs review of the settins .

Among them 'are the}:"c
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) ‘ﬁreased tha territory under its. jurisdiction by over 50%.

in servicing land,‘negqtiating with

develope:s aﬁquarketing lots
Al

3. The Eity s rapid‘grpwth brought about soeial problems that had

to be addreéssed. *
4. 'The changing commuﬁi;y hegds And‘expecta;ions were reflected in

! ' S ) : '
a revised role. for the Edmonton .Social Planning Council. This citizen's
organizagion abandoned {ts ‘rglé as a co-ordinétor of health and social
{ R A N ’

services agencies'and became a social animator stimulating and acting as

a catalyst in the development of the community

5. Cities and school‘.dxstf‘i’cts~ are the creauLon of préovincial

legislatlon Whe provxnce delegaCes some duthority to the local level

but maintéins the power to establxsh or dissolve locally elected school

»
L}

boards and city councxls
6. Tha desire \\f' decentralize: decision-making and improve local
~ ' ' ' ‘ 2

services,K to ré@uﬁe red. tupe and provide better representat’ | of
t N . : ‘

1ndi€idual ., and group interests was part of Edmonton' s socaﬁ}

recr.etional scenes in’ the late 1960 s and the early 1970's, K

’ .
!

-



© CHAPTER 5 Qr\ o o
JOINT USE AGREEMENT ~ EVAAUTION AND DIMENSIONS |
OF INTERORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONS

. . Introduction’

Cha;ter“ 5 commences the reporting of the findings of the éase study,

! t

Following the literature review and the methodology, discussion focuses

s

on two major themes: the evolution of the metasystem and the nrqblems

associated with At (Van de Ven, 1976) and the dimensions. of the
. S ‘ . . ) -\ ,
inwerorganizational linkages among the focal organizations in the

metasystem (Marrett,.1971).

. . . . - '- ' » v . : ’
The first part examines the evolution of the Joint Use Agreement from

-

the initial version of the 1959 agreement to the latest.egreement signed

Al

in 1980. Because the study focuses on the period 1970Jf§80, different

perspectives on the issues and problems pertaining ‘to this{'period are

~ highlighted. . The secon&, part focuses on key dimensione—‘of‘

s

interorganizational linkages.; Consistent with Marrett's (1971) study and
. ‘ =7 : :

the subsequent application of the dimensions she proposed in studies by

Andrews (1978) and Mutema ‘(19815;‘ this study concentrates on the

formalization of the agreement: and. the intensity and. reciprocity
A » , . '

associated with its implementaitonf
Within this oVerafl framework‘ f1ve of the study's sub problems are

addressed. There is a review of the problems which contributed to the

. renegotiatxon of the Jo1nt Use Agreement in the early 1970 s (sub problem

3) and of the changes incorporated into the new agreement to reflect the

- 104
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s concerns of those‘that demanded the review-(sub-prohlem 6). Dimensions
iizor 1nteroganizational relations discussed include the formalization of
relations (suh—problem 1) and an examinatlon of the nature, ihtensity and
reciprocity of the exchange (sub-problem 2). lhe operation of the Joint

:Planning‘ Committee during the 1970's is the fifth sub-problem addressed

in this chaptir (sub-problem 7).

\

Evolution of Joint Use Agreements in Edmonton

The first formal joint use agreement between the City of Edmonton and

the _Edmonton Public School Board was signed in 1959 and }nvolved the

development and operation of senior high school sites. The sites

included the Public School Board's own property and the adjacent athletlc

,

grounds In some cases, a fence divided the site along an ownership line
‘and separate maintenance'crews worked in their respective portion of the
property. - There was little co-ordination hetween the partles, and even
where fences,were not erecred there wes'a visible maintenance line since
.crews mowed the lawn on ddfferent days‘and left the grass .at different
‘heights. l : : ' | _ o " ]

‘ The agreement which focused on senior high sxtes stated that the

. parties agreed that land ‘for active recreat1onal purposes should be 'held

— -

A and developed jointly by the City and.the Public School Board. The

latter would purchase. and hold title to the portion of the‘ senior high;

K

site including the buildings and the land immediately adjacent to them,,
whlle'the Clty.and the Board‘would hold joint,title to the rest of the

~ $ite and both parties would share - the cost of development malntenance'

N Je
t

and acquisition of that portion of the site

i
LI
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to its possible termination. A thirty-day notice in writing was required

_one year, foliow1ng any previous notice.

106,

~ This agreementbestablished a Joint Planning Committee and identified
the representatives, which consisted of the Superintendents of Parks: and"f

. ‘.‘

Recreation . (separate depertnents ‘at that time), and the School Board 8

t

. Peputy Superintendent This Committee had the duties’ of: (a) assisting

in planning the sites, (b) deVeloping policies with regard to the sites

and (c) assisting in scheduling the use of‘the sites.g In rerms of thexh‘
operauion on ‘the site, the School Board had'eccess and‘wes responsible
for the activities durrng day time (6 00 A.M. to 6 OO P.M.) on each‘
school day and the City of Edmonton,pthrohgh Ené Parks and Recreation

Departments, had the jurisdicpion,‘control and use of the site during.che

evening and on the week-ends.

i
A

It is interesting to note that, while a clause referring to a fiuture

review of the agreement was included, there were no conditions pertaining
' ) /

to request a review by the other party and this could come into effect a

- minimum of _one year following the sxgning of the agreement and at least

AN

The ,second formal agreement between the City of Edmonton and the

EdmOnton Public School Board was sxgned in 1962, It extended the co-

Y

operation of the two perties beyond the senior high sites to include all

school sites ‘and, in eddition prov1ded a base for the incorporation- of

community needs 1nto school desxgn and the sharing of additional COSCS'l

l‘

resuICing from the recreational ‘use of schools by the community

Until fthe 1960's neighbourhood schools and park sites were planned

independently and, in many cases,' located on different sites in the

neighbourhood : The‘ Sites purchased by the Board and the neighbourhood‘

X parks were relatively small, and places where community team sports such

~



~entire1y owned by the Board ) Lo o "“v |

.i{areas all buildxngs, fences, goal’ posts and snow removal.lf

IV
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as . soccer or baseball could ‘be played were limited. Both parties

recognized the advantages of. a joint site and,‘declaréd that, wherever‘
. ) '

possible, elementary and junior high school groundslshould be acquired

n

. and located immediately adjacent to parkland and that these school sites

should be developed for both schodl and public recreational use. They

further agreed that the cost of developrng apnd maintaining these sites

- should be shared. " There Awas'_a general,belief that such co‘operative_

effort yoqld .encourage"(a) better provision of school and public

--recreational faclllties, (b) “ adequate use of school grdunds'by the

general ‘public, and (c) a more effective use of land, planning of ‘theh

grounds and maintenance of the sites. ‘

. The highlights of the 1962 agreement were:
l\ ‘.The City of Edmonton through Parks and Recreation, was
: b

responsible for total site planning and design where the site included

both City and Board properties (Arrangements could also be made for the

i

dCity to undertake responsibility for the planning and de51gn of jsites

".

2. Costse‘of site‘ development were to 'be shared on a‘prosrated_
acreage basis. . The School Board was responsible for ther costs’ of ‘site
. e ’ . P

deVelopment on" land adjacent to the‘ﬁyildings (e g, ornamental frontﬁ

parking lots) as well as for maintenance of such items as’ hard surfacel

N

| 3. The City would pay for additional costs for provrsion of g

.‘facilities of different standard than those maintained by the Board

o h;4 All future school design must meet the ‘needs of community"‘

(, . . &'

',_recreation centres neighbourhood leagues and community and city-wide R o

;.
-,



“ /S “ io‘a“

recreation programs} and must'provide for‘a more“extensive and economical
use of schools by the general public i
| 5. The extra' costs associated w1th the new school design and the
additional.‘expenditures ,on maintenance ‘resulting from community
recreational‘\use made.of school buildings were to be shared by the City‘
and  the neighbourhood leagues on a pbasis agreed upon by“ City
'Commissioners and the‘Board. | L
vThe 1959y,and the 1962 agreements ‘were between the dity of Edmonton
and the Edmonton Public School Board The spirit‘ of .co-operation was

- extended with the signing of. a new agreement in 19660 include a‘third

ﬂparty - the Edmonton _Roman - Catholic Separate ‘School District This

Uagreement‘ established a J01nt Planning Committee which was not mentioned -

in the 1962 document - The Committee consisted of two officials appo;nted

\

by the 'respectiVe Superintendents of ‘the City Parks and Recreation

, Department'and the-Edmonton- Public and the Edmonton Separate School dll.

Boards." The identified respon51bilit1es of the Committee were two fold'i"
(a) an operational duty .of implementing ‘the terms of" the agreement and.;
’ co- ordinating ‘ matters related to i, and (b )‘/policy related work
- recommending policies and developing regulations with regard to the useu~
:-of facxlities buildings and smtes |

"The 1966 agreement introduced an exchange in which the school boards'g”

,;would construct dperate and maintain school buildings and facilities and" '

'»,make them available free of charge for public recreation programs whichf?‘f

.’.

‘-._fwere city-operated ‘or city sponsored and for approved volunteer, non-v9,j;~

\'.

. profit associations,-'clubs or groups Ih return, the City of Edmontoni:_“,'

?‘thrpugh Parks and Recreation would construct operate and maintain parks :

BT

. . . e . . Vo ] ; | .
E PR . o . . . . I . i f



109

. and recreation areas, ,buildings and fac111tles and make them available

R

, for the school boafds' programs free of charge
Th issUe of enhanc1ng community use of schools which first appeared

in the 1962 agreement ‘was emphasized in the 1966 agreement as. well The

N dagreement stated ‘that, - o o :" ) ' B -

" . . . B . ' : ‘14
S . ;f. in planning school buildings the Board shall provide for '
maximum community use and the City shall pay the’ cost of  these-
portiofis on new buildings and additions.to existing buildings
which provide for . specific City recreational purposes  as

approved by the 'parties hereto. (JOint Use Agreement, ' 1966
P“) ‘ ) . B ', H

- This point was a source 'of controversy in the early 1970 s when the

e

.

e

Public Board decxded to pay for a community wing attached to a schoor in

order to uhold title"and enforce board .policy" which prohib‘ted the
"ué-
consumption of a%coholic beverages and playing of games of chance (bingo)

‘on board property Y ‘._;‘

‘Issues related to the ownership of land 1n general followed the'

. provisions of the 1959 agreement regardiag senior high school sites and:

‘iextended the 1962 agreement that addressed the 1ssue of locating parkland g

adjacent to elementary and Junior high sites The..reference to Yland
i , ‘ S N
'_ownership in the 1966 agreement specified that :

i
.

'ﬁlr _ The Boards purchase and hold title to senior high school grounds'fj

i_supon which school buildings are located together with he;f arealj.v o

immediately adjacent to the buildings The grounds required by athletics““w:

f'and public recreatiggal purposes will be held jointly by the City and the'i

‘_“Boards

\..

fj;buildings and for school sports and athletics in elementary and junior;H;

”."h_school sites.ﬁ

The Boards purchase and hold title to land required forﬂjrfig-




‘“Tthat the gross costvof prov1ding school and recreation -facilities anduig

. 1
! v
\

‘35' The City purchases and hold title to all land required for

1o -

public park and recreation purposes and wherever poss1ble such property‘

be located next to an elementary and junior high school site

'

“For 'th first time, reference was made ;to a follow up on the

reciproc1ty of ‘the agreement ‘The agreement ‘mandated that records of o

.

costs and programs were to be kept by each party to provide data for a
review of the agreement.

'iRelative ‘to the continuation and future reviews of the agreement it
. ) . . . : o L
was stated that: SR
This agreement shall be in effect for a period of one year from
~Januaf§ 1, 1966 provided that at the end of six (6).months, ahy
of the parties may .request a rev1ew and revision of the
Agreement Thereafter, -this Agreement shall continue in effect -
. from. year ‘to year ‘unless any of the parties gives thirty (30)
" days notice in writing to thé other parties requiring a review
of this Agreement ;‘ (Joint Use Agreement 1966 p.4) ‘g '

’ The Agreements signed in 1959 1962 and 1966 did not receive approval

{ \ o . -

'

.
ot

) ‘5‘

gthe School Act" (JOint Use Agreem?ht, 1970 p 2) - higff! S]-

The 1970 Agreement seems to reflect a protective stance of the school

D T

R

‘:.

!

,' i : [N . ,l

”from the Minister of Education 1n accordance w1th the requirements of the'
eSchool Act and‘ although,-the agreement ‘worked well,forfthe‘parties*
1nvolved it was necessary to sign a new agreement _lh t1970“\'ltiuwasl”
qsuggested that the 1966 Agreement ‘was defective for debenture borrowingll‘

purposes 51nce the said Agreement prior to execution, did not receive the‘{f“'

. prior assent of the Minister of Education as is required by Section 92 of‘ o

' boards in which their Vested 1nterests became the predominant factor It_fnﬁf*
T womitted the »recognition‘ that .(é) maximum use of land and facilitiesf T
;;should/result in the most economical provision of school and publicfufflfi
it ] ; Lo

”{recreation fac1lities and programs,, and (b) that the parties believedﬁ;“*“AV




' programs would remain Similar’ to, the present . costs undervexisting ;

L -

i

L
“*

‘ ' -

: prOgrams‘and conditions. On the other hand the Agreement clarified in-

b“some‘.inStances \th 'city S; respons1bility for groﬁnds maintenance It

Mstated that fences, goal posts and similar sports structures on school‘

4

grounds were the c1ty s responsibility ‘Thisf had been a. p01nt of

' contentdon between the‘ Boards .and the City' d’ Parks and Recreafion e

»

.
—_

- Department._‘ T ’ [ . "

Finally, the 1970 Agreement was more of a gentlemen 'S agreement

" with wide ranging flexibility and the parties not being bound by

h'terms for an extensive‘period of tame.‘ With‘reference tolthe‘termination

of'thengreement fit7wa$‘stated that-

This Agreement shall remain “in force (after approval by the
. . Minister of" Education) from the date of its’ executipn by the.
. parties, until ,is it  -amended or terminated If amendment or -
‘termination»is proposed, each party, to this Agreement shall be
© given at: least thirty (30) days prior notice of such 1ntention
(Joint Use Agreement,‘l970 p 5) RN : ; :

'

_JHSummary’gh Z:"’r
| : The first Joint Use Agreement was between the Edmonton Public School;"“
"dBoard and the City of Edmonton and was signed 1n 1959 \ t} involved the'
?{development and operation of senior high school grounds Subsequentib?flw

oA

"agreements were signed in 1962 1966 1370 and 1980 They expanded to ‘ij3:7

N

b'jinclude‘ the separate school district and broadened 1n scope to include .

‘»:and parkland The agreements have been referred to as gentlemen s:;@%;éf

,‘1 ¥ the acquisition, development, maintenance and utilization of all schools_ s

N

f
‘ s

.

. NS

w'iagreements They ‘are” not prescriptive and tend _to’ reflect

. - .

fprotectiveness of the organizations vested 1nterests Each organization‘““':f”

‘,:ahas its own regulations with regard to access to its facxlities and there;"'af




' “Zﬁf51nce it did not include a clear and detailed definition of theqr

ﬂ'h7}5to the school facilities pf

has. been' a clause ,which. enables termination of the agreement with
. relatively short notice.

v‘\H] '“" . s » “ oo ) ‘ r‘
Coe . "

Perceived Problems w1th the Joint Use Agreement in the 1970 st

. l

The ‘early 1970 S were uurbulent years for ‘co operative efforts
“\between the City s Parks and Recreation Department ‘and the Public School ‘.

District '~ The Separate School District‘played a limited role‘in'the

conflictc. At the  level - of elected 3officiaIS' there 'were serious~

disagreements- regarding vthe role the‘ Board should play in enhancing
o ] o 5 ' ,“Q- b ) \
~community use of?schools* ‘The Board was reluctant to ~spend educational_

‘ dollars on ,community related activrties and',insisted on control'of, -

' tactiv1ties held ‘on school property The Separate Board - supported this o

£

'.stand on‘ cost increases ‘but was perce1Ved as being more‘flex1ble in
. \ . ' :

making schools available for community use (e g ' allowed consumption of '

€

ialcohol . at’ community functions) “The City, on the other hand perceived_““

\ '
'

L max1mization of community use of schools, 1ncluding Summer use,';as’ part
of the. Board cOmmitment lunderv:the_ agreement and supported local

B communit1es 1n their attempts to gain control over the use of schools

"‘after school hours and during week eﬂds and holidays These policyhu:'f“

-lSSUéS (Which are further elaborated upon 1n the next chapter), tOgetherﬁlfTVJ

,‘:‘

t;;)w1th a va*iety of operational difficulties, contributed to the desire o

3>among the elected offic1als to rev1ew the 1970 Jo;nt Use Agreement

It appears that an agreement as flexzble as the one signed in 1970f3fff

',ibdld not serve the parties well during a periqd_characterized by conflictf'."."e,r'-'v'l

:*respective respon51b111ties nor guarantee maximum _ccess of the community '

~O‘

There had. been 'cont Huing calls for theﬂ,.
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SR L , . g .
:‘"establishment of a more. prescriptive agreement that would guarantee the .

: ﬂ‘desiied results ‘and include‘ detailed regulations designed to &VOld‘

‘v'misinterpretations and - guide the implementation of the agreement “It' is

[

| interesting to note that only ‘a few years earlier the - Superintendent of

‘Parks and Recreation had praised the agreement in a. letter to a Director'
K . - \'m. . .

'of Community Services in Washington, D.C. ; stating that L

‘ ; the very fact ‘that the Agreement is not too rigid and all"
parties concerned - are sincerely convinced that this is a good
_arrangement permits, flexiBility when needed and- prov1des for
‘ready adjustments in our. working arrangements as -required.
" Any agreement only works as-well as the parties thereto makeg‘

‘it work. ' (Letter 'from- .the Superintendent Parks ‘and
L ‘ Recreation, City. of.- Edmonton, ‘to the Director of Community ‘
,° .. Services, .National Recreation and Parks Association,

Washington, D. C October 13, 1967) ) SR
The‘ broad terms and exten31ve flexibility were ultimately perceivedf
as a major problem with the Joint Use Agreement The following section‘

- ontlines some of the perceived problems assoc1ated w1th the 1970 Jointl,rl
“‘ "’\{ . Lo R . .
Use Agreement\and its 1mp1ementation

\ . |
' . . ‘ .
e T, .

The Nature of th Ag;gement ‘T “, yf“ k;i‘h' "i'~, ”:‘; f:f

"t

At the time of signing the 1966 J01nt Use Agreement broad statements}“]'

“ . .

were perceived to be sufficient and preferable 'since they enabled thegf‘ 57;§ﬁ

Joint Planning Committee to deal w1th matters that needed 1nterpretation';gf

\flexibility and it worked well in the context of a Joint spirit of co-_\fq?

.‘\' »

' "or definition The Agreement was designed to provide a large measure 'ofll“jdﬁ“t‘

ioperationaat a time when the magnitude of problems facing theisignatoriesﬂ;i‘;f”‘f




'

among ‘the three;org;hliations. An lmportant factor which\

T
[ . ) B
v

'
" A

change n’ personnel The representatlves of Bark5¢and Recreatlon‘and the

'tﬂ“j“ Publlc School Board On the Joint Plannlng Committee who had advocatedfp
‘ ‘l ility inh the‘\late 1960 s, and‘ had worked out problems among‘
themselves, were noxlonger in these positions follow1ng 1971 -

Another ‘ COncern ‘wlth\ regard-- to ‘the‘ agreement was: ltSnﬂscope.h‘

Confllcts arose in areas. that were not covered by the agreement . The .

1nterorganlzat10nal co- operatlon was. llmxted to the planning, development
DR ' . [
and malntenance of phys1cal fac111t1es and ne reference was’ made ‘to other v
f \ t, | - ! . y 0'(!“?2.:
areasr such as the plannxng and ‘operatlon ‘of‘programsk.‘Dackﬁof*co-;
operatlon resulted 'in the school boards , offerlng continuing \education
- . . , Lo .\‘ i
programs in confllct thh Parks and, Recr@ét1on programs : \

L . S ' ' “ ’

TN v Coe ) i R
B Lo
. . ' P

' i
@ " ) : o .
s S

Cot Y e .

' ”Joint'Planning Committée‘}
L A Jornt Plannlng Comm1ttee was a product of the first Jolnt Usef‘,‘

Agreement signed 1n 1959 Thls agreement identlfled the Super1ntendents‘
of t e Parks ‘and* Recreat1on=Departments and the Pubiic School Board s V.7““

’

f1v3~ Deputy Superlntendent of Schools as 1ts members The Committee § duty -ﬁﬂr
.fn plannlng and developing policy thh regard to school '

‘ Co ST : . S
51tes and to asszst in schedullng thelr use.‘ The structure of the Joint

"w_ to 8851St_

Planning Commlttee was changed with the 1nc1uszdn‘of the Separate School

Distrxct as a party to the agreement in 1966 Section 3 of the '1966

. P

agreement dealt w1thfthe establxshment of the Joint Planning Committee,-,jff}

shall consist of two offic1als from each of..‘”
oo “The' City Parks and. Recreation Departmen ;, AT
"”("‘3> The Edmonton Separate School Board and RO AT




The' Edmonton Public School Board R L
.’ to be appointed by “the respective Supenintendents ‘urd‘filf‘ S ol
B 3(2)That theh Joint Planning Committee shall be responsxble to :.‘ ‘7n9
' ‘the City and the Boards in .carrying out ‘the " folloying ,';'j. e
T ,duties . . ‘ : C “531 N )
R . " ) [ R w‘ (R J!" ‘:"“I‘,l,»“f: :1"
‘J;‘(a),‘implementing the ‘terms of thils agreement! " and ¢9tﬁhu7fﬁﬂlﬁfg.
‘ ‘ ‘ordinating all matters related thereto ‘ftptﬁvw{ AR
(b) recommending policies and developing regulatiops w1th tllj’ﬁhu
. o ‘regard to ‘thé use of facilities, both buildings' and ' . R
. .. 'sites. : : s
3 ‘ ‘ | (J01nt Use Qgreement 1966 pp 2-@){ ‘ Tl,iﬁ” .

o ' The operation of the Committee and its membership were described in a ¢1 -

b 'gletter dated October 13, 1967 from :the Superintendent .~Parks and

et

¥ Tt

Recreation to the Assistant to the Superintendenx Parks and Recregpion,:t»jfl
"City Of‘Calgarv He indicated that ‘the‘ membership,;on the.éconmitteeiii :
‘consisted of the’ Acting Superintendent and the Deputy Secretary Treasurerl v ’
~of the Edmonton‘ Public“School District;t the Superintendent: and the: A‘_;”?

‘;,.
N oy

gSecretary Treasurer of the Separate School District, and theiA551stant

L)

4

,,‘Superintendent of Parks and Recreation and the DLrector’ of Maintenanceﬂi‘.,f

!,.

':{“;Division of the City The significance of this letter does not lie dne

lﬁits description of what happened following the 1966 agreement( since such“ o

r \" ) . e

J‘“ﬁdrepresentation did not last very long, but rather 1n its illustration of

"‘ﬂ-

"jtﬂthe hierarchical variation in the p051tions held by the ,respective~
! ' . l‘-.‘ éu ‘

“-Trepresentatives While the chief executive officers were listed as the v

751Jrepresentatives of the school boards, the c1ty sent individuals who were :




R S A : 116
. . : \" o | ‘,
X (5 \ 5 Tame s. 1 PR : |
o L “”' \ J01nt Plannlng,Committee quresentatlonv f " g
S dn, Relation to Organization&l Helrarchy 1980
" LITY OF ' ‘ ,  EDMONTON EDMONTON o
;t,txﬁc‘ﬁ , BDMONTON~ v . PUBLIC §CHOOLS, ' SEPARATE, SCHOOLS
. 7?; 1:?--." Cﬁief . ' Superlntendent ,Superintépdént
o Comm1551oner_\ N of Schools of Schools
- & ’ —

Comm135Aoner of R
Puplxc Affalrs

'Associate -
Supqrxntendent

Assoclate
Superlntendent

| Superintendent

Facilities¥

B K.\ I, " i I‘
I., (‘\‘ Y ‘., \I:./ H o ‘ '
bt '1" "" “{ z'a‘f ‘.H i o

‘,Gbne#hl ﬁanager'; R
”5'Pa¢ks and ’

\,
1 ok
L. Recreatxon.“ ¥
ol “‘

ﬂanager

Operatlons"f

\ \
f
!
)
- !
LI
[ .
I

) \

: !
. !
a0t
=

'
L
f
& vy
s ' '
5
.
. d 1
‘
, i
L -
T,
' 1
’

,.ﬁ} . " ‘Plannlng and School’ Support o

R R -Development®- Services® . ,
T s * fan - : ~— —
\ , v o' \ o

vFabilitieé and
Leas§ng Officer™

.
,
‘ .
¥
\
', \
.
. .
.. o
|l
. ‘
i t ' i
' 1 ”




‘ ,
schools and

interviewee who

CAe e : / - N OY

. o f
! S , ’

“

'in the topics and the nature of the‘discussions. A review of the

1}

minutes revealed that many of the items -discussed were operational in

nature  rather than policy decisjons. Parks and Recreation

o \ _ N

. representatives were involved at‘the operational level and for them {t

Q4 . N
was only natural to discuss concerns related to community access to

*schools including cancellations of community bookings, summer - use of

-

one-caretaker ‘schools. " The Public  School Board

representatives, expecting the committee to deal with policy decisions*_

at a high enough level so that they ould commit their

-
\

organizationiéhd not need to return to their superiors " for direction.

A

‘were represented

The committee's. activities were described as "a- battleground trying to

JSOlVe prOblems in areas in which . the members had 'expertise.' An

N
tor

represented his organihatdon on the Committee in the
1960 'si%when a spirit of co-operation existed and the three individuals

who represented their organizations were poﬁerful.jand respected,
Gﬁ‘ ! ! - . ! ’
A : R : ,

~suggested that in the early l970's the Joint Planning Committee, 'fell

. i

e

8

.“into ‘disuse and it was not held in high regard There is other eviderce

a0 .?
{to suggest that there was a growxng dissatisfaction‘with the rble of

the

Joint. qunning Gomm&ttee

The Committee was not successful in- réduCing nhe tenSion among the

NG -
“

. : \;
parties and a review of the minutes of its meetings suggest that it was

e

o
4. N

.extenSively involvgf in technieal details rather than +in providing

direction for co°opefation. An atmosphere of mistrust among its memh%fs

. can - be illustrated through the following quote from the minutes of the

-

) Joint Planning Committee meeting of July 27 1971 at:which the issue Wf

1
R

community use of schools during the summer months .was discussed

L2

f"

Attention was ¥ rawn to a. letter from the Social Planning
: Council which wés distributed to various sectors of the public, a

wh
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% LA ' ' . S '
representative on the Joint Planning Committee wrote a° letter - to
Y- 3 ' t

to 'w1thdraw from the

the

and members of 'the Committee ; generally expressed
dissatisfaction with this letter. and its .contents. The feeling
was expressed that the letter. constitutes an at§§mpt to
accomplish something by applying duress and that this

proper manner in which to attempt to accomplish.our goals. The
letter contained informatfon which was from meetings which were
not public meetings and this raises the question as to whether
or not frank discussion could be held during Joint Planning
Committee meetings . if the possibility exists that such
discussfon will later be. made public. (Joint ~Planning

' Committee, Meeting Minutes, Qugust 25, 1971)

s not a
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On, the same issue of summer use of séhools, Parks and Recreation's

18

. 3 X
Public School Board's Deputy Secretary-Treasurer stating that:

This department wishes to establish its strongest objection to
unilateral decisions'being made which affect other members of a
tri-party ' agreement . The Edmonton Public School Board
Administration. has consistently jeopardized the intent of the

Agreement in respect to the use of schools durlng 'the summer

holiday period and has consistently jeopardized the continuity
of programs: operated by this department and sponsored

organizations by continual and. extensive cancellation of

programs during the fall and winter seasons,

At the same time, your Administration is making extensive
.demands for deVvelopment, redevelopment and maintenance ‘on

* school grounds and joint use areds and facilities

It is our view, the Edmonton :Public Board Administration is not.

prepared to co-operate within the terms of the Joint Planning

Agreement. If this is the case, it should so advise the Board

s¢ that 30 days notice in writing may be given tog¢ the other
parties to this agreement, requiring a review of the agreement.

(Letter from Assistant Superintendent, Parks | and Recreation,
City of Edmonton to Deputy Secretary-Treasuter Edmonton Public'

‘School Board July 14, 1971)

Superlntendent level when the Agreement was between the two Boards

L

-the -

This letter was discussed .during a Public ‘School Board meeting on .
September 1&"1971 There was a, cern that the Bodrd was being invited_
agreement by an administrator at the Assistant

,and‘

City of Edmonton. .The issue of "protecting‘the money available to

education" was rdised, and in conclusion one trustee stated that:

*



. "

\

1970's following a’number of years in .which it was inactive. and after the .

It appears that the structure of the Joint Use Agreement is not
facilitating anything and there appears to be room for
*. misinterpretation .

It is time to develop a.new-kind of
structure in respect to the Agreement as well as the Joint
Planning Committee. (Edmonton Public School Board, Minutes,

September 14, 1971)
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tension had eased, a similar committee was structured again. However,

this time it was not responsible to the city and the Boardsv but ‘rather

acted in an advisory capacity to the superintendents.

Centralized versus.Decenfralized,Approach

‘
»

The various Jletters reviewed and ‘paragrapts quoted in this chapter

suggest that there were interpersonal donflicts among  individuals

representing -the respective parties on issues associated with the Joint

Use Agreement.

during  .the data collection stage. The perception among individuals in

Parks and Recreation was that

\ S,

"ex-military men" who'strongly believed

~ This observation was confirmed by individuals interviewed

in

centralized control and would do théir utmost\to protect and defend their

territory were in control .at the Public School Board These "military

men"

insisted on tight superv1Sion of school property and would rather

seée a gymnasium preserved for school use than have the floor‘“and'

——— e gk

equipment damaged by members of the local community

[

“"the

‘ On the other hand,

were perceived as being’ anti-bureaucracy and having "left-wing leanings

Some of them were involved with the activities of the

‘school \operation and community control of school facilities after school

Planning Council which strongly supported a decentralized and locally- a

integtated approach to human services, stressing local decision-making in :

!" — -

N
AT .

'Despite the call .for a restructuring of the Committee, in the late -

' some members of the administration of ‘the Parks and Recreation Departmenf

Edmonton Social



-

\ S R : . ' .. . \
‘ ' - . : .

hours. Such individuals claimed thaz}the,community had the right to use

the schools and perceived educatjon as heing only one service within‘ the

\ ‘
human services delivery system.
. ‘v\
Vo . : -
It was' the opinion of some observers that the strong commitment of

~the Superintendent of Parks and Recreation to make the _agreement 4

success had prevented the: conflict from erupting earlier .and with his

death in November of ﬂ971 and a change in personnel at the Publiq School~L

!

District, it became increasingly difficult to maintain the spirit of co-

operation that had been'evident in earlier years.

!
v

Use of Schools and Parks and Reereation‘Fadiiities

. . . \ . a . ) .
Parks and Recreation's concerns regarding community access to schools
‘ ‘
. ‘

" ) . . .
were expressed in a position\paper submitted by the Department to the

Commissioner -of Public WOrks\in May of 1972. ' The key issues raised were
A \ B . . '

‘ excessive‘cancellations of schdol bookings, relativeiy law priority given
L ' A ‘ - -

sto Parks and Recreation programi summer use of schools, access to schoolu

facilitxes ‘and equipment and schhol use of the Department s facxlities

Parks and Recreation perce ved the regu}ations under the Joint Use -

Agreement’to be heavily‘weighted in favour of the-.Boards " 'The’ example
' " i

L. ‘;‘

used, in  the document was that their programs were in third place on: a-ft

)

[}

in the use of, Parks and Recreation

The de51re among Parks and Recreation staff to see a. change in this
' priority structure_.was reflected in

arenas'and aQuatics‘responding to ‘the 1rector of Revenue Programl

:enquiry about desired changes to the Joint Use Agreement (January 11 and’

14, 1971). ‘Both' communications suggested t at’ school board control over.h"

L o | \ 120

priority,list‘fOr use of schools wh reas the 'schools had first priority -

Cll}tles such .as pools and arenas -

emoranda from the supervisors ofn'
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\

parks‘and recreation facilities between'8'30 ALM. and 3:30 P.M. on school
,days should be reduced to enable the operation of programs that could not -

be effectively run during the remaining portion of the week (e.g.,

B

mothers ' and;pre;schoolers"programs,:ladieS"learn -to swim): ] Another -
. suggestionr was that a clause be introduced to reserve;the rightvof;the
Parks and Recreation Department to‘temporarily cancel a scheduled school
board program in the event that an activity of higher priority would
require the allocated time. The issue of cancellation of school bookings
may have precipitated this suggestion, since it was of . maJor concern for .HY

. Parks and Recreation at the time. (The schools themselves _would often

cancel ,lfacility bookings that had'. been' made 4through 'Parksl and’

Recreation[) -The-Superintendent of Parks and Recreation . sent ‘a very

strong letter, drafted by the Assistant Superintendent who was; the City s

. e ‘ .
representative on the Joint Planning Committee to the Director of "the

School Board s Maintenance and Operations Branch omplaining about the

s

, massive booking cancellations, some of which resulted from 'a-ystaggered -
education week over a three~week period in March ' He suggested'that:

This ‘type . of wholesale disregard and lack of appreciation of .
.the Community . Use of Schools Agreement put the whole agreement -
in jeopardy. - Indiidual ' and block.cancellations of programs .
during this past ‘season’ has reached a point where we find it .
_-extremely difficult ‘to justify continuation of ‘our’ effort to
,_‘co-operate in joint use. of - facilities. ‘ (Letter from::
'.Superintendent Parks and Recreation, City of Edmonton to
. Director of Maintenance and Operations Branch, - February 12 T
1971) L S | _;.“ S "."‘ o,

~ The Public School Board interpretation that the Agreement was only in

leffect during'the school year also drew sharp criticism from Parks and jj

w )

:Recreation.u This interpretation reflected a concern among Public School f‘l

LR KIS

;jBoard trustees and administrators-that the expected sxgnificant increase

"‘i“in summer use would result in a major increase 1n district s costSt The
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J'total community use of schools was recognized by the Parks and Recreationt .

‘ Department as a practice which could create problems for the school

boards 51nce the. only way of accommodating community use needs in a one- -

o caretaker school was to have a. caretaker work oVertime The Boards askedf:

’.

the question, What would happen if a school were booked every evening of}

the'’ week and all day Saturday and Sunday? Considering the cost

‘1 implications and lack of additional £unding,»an alernative approachlwhich

could control expenditures had to be. found

\

”"'V Tre availability of limited school faCilities other than the gymnasia‘

was another issue.of contention. The need to use ill- equipped community

'halls for programs such’ as crafts at a time when quality facilities were .
“available at local schools was of . concern to Parks‘ and Recreation, vwhOv

undertookv‘to provxde ‘these programs.u' It ‘was also argued that‘thep

equipment available for community use in the gymnasium was limited and

~

‘ often only the old equipment was given to the Department s classes At
the same time,',schools expected .to use all the 'equipmenti'in” the
Department S fac111ties S Yoo : e

LN | . \ - '

" The details of many other problems associated with the implementation'q‘_';

of the agreement were listed in Parks and Recreation s submission to the'@

Comm1551oner 'of Public WOrks in its May 1972 report., There was ‘a strong R

= emphaSis on the need for clarification,‘ interpretation and definition f;ffl-
. o~

o U Several definitions‘ were sought in the area of planning and development ;h;;tﬁ

of school and park sites For example how should school building site

3

be defined for the, purposes of identifying the party responsible for

/

development and maintenance of the grounds?
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Purchase and Disposition of School Sites

The disagreements between the City and the School Boards on issues
| associated with the acquisition and disposal of school property, delayed:
the signing of a new. Joint Use' Agreement (subsequent to the.1970

Agreement) by several years The City wanted to' ensure -that"sites " no
~ longer - required by the Boards would revert back to the city and it
objected to the provision of dedicated land to the boards beyond the land

required for school construction The position advanced by the City was

.that “the .Boards should lease playing fields from the City ; The;

o controversy over control of land is discussed in. the next chapter

1
[
‘

N The Joint Use Agreement Review Committee f‘g‘ ,
wTh position paper prepared in May of 1972 by the Parks andt'*
VfRecreation Department stating its concerns with the J01nt Use Agreement

.bas well problems with e‘ 1mp1ementation of the community schooln
\,'concept,‘strong disagreements between thel two parties regarding landf.
-”:ownership and control and regulations governing the operation of .

fcommunity wings (a pilot progect introduced in two new schools) werelih“

HW””;major factors that led to City Council s demand that a committee Ofih.df.fi@

"s:elected officials be formed to reView the J01nt*Use Agreement On August

ey

B '14 1972 City Council approved the following recommendations-'*"

":31,?*That Council notify the Edmonton Public School Board and,; R
. " the Edmonton’ Separate School ‘Boaxd' that the City wishes -to’ 7 .

" review. ‘and ' -amend . the ' Joint'-Planning Agreement in;fﬁ.'
ﬂ‘;accordance with 'he terms of the Agreement.,\" e

; : S 'tuJAET negotiating 'committee withrf:'
representativeSfof the two School Boards.. vf'»‘s SR

123




mffmjthe Jornt Use Agreement Revrew Committee.z A review of his criticisms o

'7‘3provides some: insight 1nto his perceptions as well as

‘“tharried

'fif; d',Edmonton ‘Separate School Board, subJect to"resolution of Clause -

'
1

City had, in. effect, by passed the established structure of the Joint

N ﬁlanning Committee,‘ taking the matter out of he‘ hands n‘of the“

v'“administrationg <and 1nvolvxng ;Trustees and Aldermen " Subsequently,

Trusteesﬁunanimously approved the follow1ng motions

-'1. That. the Board agree to meet with representatives of City ‘ v
‘ ‘Cfuncil with a view to reviewing and amending the terms of - ‘
; the Joxnt Planning Agreement ‘ o

2. That the Chairman appoint Trustees to represent the Board :
" on the committee set up to negotiate changes to the Joint
Planning Agreement and that recommended changes be subject
to. ratification by the Board o N 4 R
; . T X Tty
“The. first meeting of the Jornt Use Agreement Review Committee took

place ‘on November 16 1972, at whlch time it was agreed to focus on“the‘

.

policy aspects of the J01nt Use Agreement and to refer technical matters

‘to the J01nt Planning Committee About fifteen members of the respective,“"

+

.Aadministrations, attended the meetings which took place over a period of L

babout‘one year A working committee app01nted by the three parties’

"worked with the ‘two Superintendents' and the City CommisSioner in

developing numerous drafts of a new. J01nt Use Agreement Atj’the fourth

b‘-meeting of the J01nt Use Agreement Revxew Committee held on June 29

”'h:‘1973 a. proposed agreement was’ discussed and the following~'motion; wasp‘f”“

r To accept the Parks and School Joint Agreement made between the;
“LCity of Edmonton, the Edmonton . Public _School © Board :and ‘ the

3 Ownership of: Land whrch will be® resolved and included at .a ?f‘?:ii4,
) later. ‘date. (Joint Use Agreement Revxew Committee, Minutes,;"' L
1:”June 29 1973, p 3) ' S 2 : S ’

“j.}Th agreement was not approved unanimously One °f the two Aldermen

.\_

'7;;strong1y obJected to 1t and expressed his concerns during the me-”' g5 of




individuals 'in the Parksiand Recreation“Department of.what'was'\‘expected1

'1‘of the review and whether the new agreement might be expected‘ to meet“,h
these expectations ‘ This indiv1dua1 in two written statements regarding

‘ the Joint use of schools (one just before the ‘vote on the ‘proposed

J ‘
agreement'on ‘June 27 1973 and the other on September 13 1973;,following .

'the Public School Board decision to maintain control over the 'community..

wings) made the following claims: 5," o ‘_." R o L D
The proposed agreement is‘ a motherhood document, couched in
‘nice-sounding, platitudinous phrases which. fails completely t6 ~

 grapple '~ with ~.the fundamental" ‘1ssuesf‘surround1ng maximum

community use- of schools in this city :

N ~

’It,.is- recognized that an _agreement is an important mechanism for
resolving the fundamental differences between the City and the Boards‘ or :

‘defining a realistic policy for the future community use of schoo}f but:

. oy The agreement doeS‘ not guarantee a greater role by the local
‘ ‘7]community in determining utilization of schools . nor 'dOes it‘~guarantee‘

‘ greater community use’ of schools

ﬁ;rff.fuTh Planning, : construction, 'OWﬂerShlp and “tl}izat1°n ‘°f

IR

-5lgf}fcommunity wings attached to school buildings were one of the main reasons if‘ :
' thhe City requested the rev1ew of the agreement.i The failure of the-}"7i
ﬁhhf agreement to solve the issues that brought the COmmittee 1nto being is L

”‘”'fthei basis for arguing that the efforts failed and that the agreement is ;}h?,;ch

review

,on'all parties ould be the outputi“f _the

its

‘indicates that each party sets qéﬁi”ﬁbiiéyfénAy;ﬁﬂ“



‘fmfamiable solution to the land 1ssue, 1t waéﬂ\2c1ded to proceed with the

126

L‘representatives from'v‘the three parties‘ .was rejected by the

L
LH

"representatives of the Boards who formed the majority on the committee
‘, This would have‘ provided some indication of progress towards achieving
the' obJectives of the agreement IR L -

) "5. .The ‘Boards,' position does  not 'reflect. the desires of the :
. Vo ‘ ’ ) ' 0 ‘ . \‘ ' . " I B | ( ot . ‘ ‘
community they represented'

, The, Boards, particularly the Edmonton Public School Board by — :
‘_.refu51ng to adopt a more' flexible and. co- operative stance, T
display an appalling lack of understanding of the mood of
,IEdmonton citizens. Edmontonians ‘are no longer ‘going  to.
tolerate; inefficient use of . expensive school 'facilities - .
prov1ded by the" tax.‘yer -‘on the questionable premlse that the :
. boards.' sovereignty ‘must "be " preéserved. . ‘(Statement of an.
Alderman, June 27, 1973) - - " L .

Towards Approval of the 1980 Agreement

.

Following the approval of the proposed agreement by the Joint Use ';.”

Agreement ReView Committee on’ June 29 1973, attempts were made to reach "f- .
‘an agreement on'*the remaining clause pertaining to ownership of land

'fthrough the exchange of respective p051t10ns andu‘meetings between the."':vt

”'~}part1es and their sollcitors Although they fa11ed to arrive at an ’jﬁﬂ

lh n “{ ; ' A

q‘

“}’agreement and recommend its' approval to the elected bodies of the Y

RS -' sy

o respective parties E’"Ef’oﬂganization perceived that it was \under f*

)v“ . '\

fppressure from its publld\ to -continue with the agreement and eath d': ‘

A [P

'”wsought way5nto agree and, 1f necessary, live w1th “those problems -that
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v . . ' P

t
TR - : !
d R . .

‘ljaccepted by the School Boards, reflected (a) the stronglVbelief ‘in andhL
t . !

{'emong Aldermen ,and Parks and Recreation officials that the City had to
- A o
' gprotect theinterests of community agenCies and the commgnity leagues "in

K particular, and (b) the desire to ensure that the agreement would be .

§

_ reciprocal. The\requested amendments were:
' ! . A

El; ‘The‘ identification of the Community Leagues by name, as part of

O}

.. the :total community to: benefit‘ from the agreement and that ‘ thel“i‘f

"encouragement of co-ordination and co operafion not be limited to related

“"social agencies but include all community agencies g Draft number 8 of -

. - the original agreement approved by the Review Committee, stated that

", . ' Iw‘) “ V! .
SRR the three (3) parties support to the extent possible, .

- khe exténsion rf their services . to the total . community and-
-ﬂ':encourage‘ co- operation< and co-ordination among, related social '~ - .
‘_Aagencies to better" meet: the educational and-:ecre&tienal——needs i T

( of the community }J R oL RN TR L

. ; : - S L

:2.:wahe inclus1on ‘of Schedule B which,wcontained a satisfactory

A

soa

general definition of costs 1ncurred by each of the parties in respect to S .

-
K

the i\int use of facilities of the City and the School Boards

. ' B .|‘
»_ 5 D

The _approval was also subJect to final agreement on Schedule "A"“

.‘bfi which pertained to the»purchase and dlSpOS&l of land In November 1975 »f?

‘5 ——whén Draft number :8 was approved Schedule "A" ‘reached a stage of

.ffagreement in principle by the administrative representatives of each of }fﬁ?

gthe jurisdictions; It then required preparation in legal form by the



! . . \ . .
I B . ‘ T ‘
“ i t [

. subject ' to ‘resolution of ‘the land issue WheﬂACity Council approved

. o : B o ‘ b
‘draft number 8Tof.thejagreement 1t also supported ‘its adminfstrhtion s
- e v ‘ " T ,Q,’ ) ' o
: recomnendation ‘that "ther School Boards .and | the City proceed
‘1mmed1ately plan or 1mp1ement the 1ntention of the proposed agreement

4. “ ‘ L. '
, v

- far ‘as is poss1ble prior to f1nal execution " Reference to. co operation o

among,the admin1strat10ns of tne respectlve partieg was' Qﬁde Ln a{ report Lo

.

A‘

presented by th Pub11c School Bbard adhznlstration]to the’Board of

Trustees in 1978. The report stated that "f fﬁv q;‘ L

et
K

s e ’
desplte the fact that there has been ho sxgned agreement 5
- both ‘the School’ %oards and the City have . opera ed ' updars <he. | .0
7 temms «‘and spirit of - tlfe proposed " Joint - Ube Agreement and . L
" Schedule A and B. Theré has been ;little or no difficulty Yand"
‘ Do ‘excellent co-operation‘ has béen .received from Sthe Qity‘ﬂlp-ui*ﬂgg
" Despite ' the ‘fact"that ' here is” no signe'x-agreement the o § &
fadminiStrations' ;all three ‘bodies have’ ‘worked together infv
'-carrylng out the directlon of. their }espectiverprincipals in. 8"t i
' co- operatlve manner. (Edmonton Public %chools,ﬂl Joint Use" 'w;y ﬁ'ﬁl
‘lAgreemgnt Report Submitted to Board December 7, MV RS

)

-,

oo As
\, o
m ..

the Publlc Sch001 Board and h

'stome of the;

-

N S ige R x ot
M?if:nr@”the 1970 agree ent'



1g"Preamb1e N T‘»f.;"u e L o 'Q“‘,

The\ paragraphs in this' section“start with the word' "whereas" and' |

- .
, 1 o N \ ' Do !
P ) i

describe some of the background to the agreement}' The 1970 ,agreement.'

[ E m .‘.' i
i

identified the reason for requiring a new agreement.w_lt stated that.the k

1966 document had not been forwarded for approval toj‘the ”Hinister'.of

Education in accordance thh the School Act and therefore was invalid“and
. ' ' 1,,\‘ - '

defective for debenture borrow1ng by the City The "reasons ‘that ‘the

A
¥ * [ ;

respective parties Were 1nterested in the agreement were also identified

w’:;-.‘ ‘

/ . RIS

in this section :The‘City‘s_interesti.resulted yfrom its purpose \ .tq‘,

developfvand maintain'jland‘ and ‘facilities for parks and recreational

" ‘v“v

purposes and to organize and administer public recreation programs- The "

Boards, although not responsible for recreation services were interésted
; 7 . ‘

in the agreement because they were prepared to’ make their buildings 'and

K3 N

\grounds available for the ‘community provxded that to do so 1t d1d not

o, " N

'\1

) |,
S .

N

“is suggested ; subscribed to this agreement because they wished to use

i

these facilities for the maxxmum benefit of the community

‘,\, [

\and clearly

oo

conflict w1th the operation of school activities, All three parties, ,it‘,,ﬂpﬁ“

Loy
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. v ) . 'V.L . ‘g" v ! ! ‘ ' : ' . I .

.‘l‘. ‘

‘facilitieS]‘while'-still' complylng with the agreement For example,,one
@ ' g x ,
" could argue that 1n a one- caretaker school lt may, not be possible to

L f‘”'ﬁ fullyA utilize .the facilities Withoutm 1ncurring»vadditional coSts or” i

v B .‘."' ' L K

'?i” _':P'Jeopardizingﬂ the securityr of the fschool. Furthefmore t additionhlbf

-

. Il I
. RN i
e, W . 0

< equnditnre of funds ‘on communlty activrties is not possible since’ it
" _,.:q “ . [ : -v“ Lok . KN ' "ﬁ . X '
means.shifting‘ resourceS‘ away from education, the‘quards area of; :

[ 3
5. . . . \ [

responsibllity ﬂ"“,,.‘ K ‘."'YJ N o 'ihu“ e hy
.' : ‘ r‘l" ' Lo ‘ .“ﬁ ' I o '
- ‘]Yf‘ A further’.example ‘of the use “of nonCOMmittal words in the agreeﬁint

I‘,I . .‘ | \

T is the Verb encourage 'used 1n‘ relation to ,co-operatibn and co~.h

- . .,

S _drdination in'fthe process’ of meeting the educational and recreational

ERE . o 4
. « B '

S ﬂneeds of‘the‘community. Another reference to the tendency to "protect"

o educatlon and the Board from the wider community interests supported by
b . Il } ) \ ) “ i

. . \ o
K f‘ the City 1s in the emphasrs that the resources and facilities of ,the"

’ . LA
.y R o

parties are theirs ‘,as opposed to: the position taken by some City and,

. . ,' DR . ‘r
« ) k) = ,
)

‘-Parks and Recreation offrcrals who had suggeSted that “he‘ facilitiesi

b

belonged to§vthe community 'An addition jin; h 1980 preamble is af"

»f} statement related to the need of each of the parties to keep recoras ofiy‘f
K "11‘ [N P . S

t‘} thev costs aSSOCIatedﬂ‘WitQ the J01nt Use Agreement and have these costsf;‘

.‘,”

i

reviewed annually by the Joint Planning Committee As indicated in _thef"p

\ "‘i' ‘

t%fi:ni, section on the reciprocity of the 'agreement ; this has proved to be'

w,.'< uH

to date {cOmplied.‘withh

f}fl . difficult to implement and the partres have not
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4

a

than it. was in - the 1970 agreement. For example, the development of a

relatively large number of ncighbourhoods at vthe_ same Vime and City

Council's heavy involvement in' ‘the land development industry made the
o t s oA

~ City extremeiy sensitive to the issue of the Boards' ownership of" 1land,
. ! . ) ' a . '

. v
by
'

. . J . ' A .
In addition] the deg}ine in enrollment and the shift-of population to the
L . ' D P ‘

-

outlying pdrts of the City resulted in school .being surplug) to the

Sy o ‘ s
Boari;;/’réquirements. The City wanted to ensure that such land would
contique to serve the public, AT ‘ .f"n"

The | City requested. on November‘ 26, 1975 that thelagreement place

,greaubn emphasis on mdfiitoring the expenditures of the parties in respect‘

Ay

to tﬂe agreement and that the data be reviewed annually by the Joint

A

Planning Co@mittee. This came’ after the ' Joint Use Agreement Review

Committee 'rejected in 1973 a motion calring for the Superintendents to

v"

prepare an annual joint report on the operation ©of the agreement for

g
.

_ presentation to a. Joint Eiected Representative Cémmittee. The Boards

-
.

agreed with Ehe‘f975‘proposed ohange\and its representatives worked with

. . L5

the City's Parks and Recreation administrators to develop Schedule "B"

Ay

AN ]
which defined the costs incurred by the respective parties Reference to

v

this schedule was wade in the preamble bht it was perceived ‘by the

parties to be & requirement of the’ agreepent o ‘L" '\

In addition to mention being ma; of the twobsehedules, there were

references - to three sets of regulations. Regulations Governing Use of

- - v - RS —

,Schobls, Regulations Governing Use ~ of Edmonton Parks and Recreational
' Facilities and Parks/School Site Standards.. Tﬁe. reguiations were in

"_ existence prior ~to’ 1970 but were not part of the 1970 agreement o

Although they were referred to in the agreement, the\regulations were not'”

eestablished as a joint endeavour nor approved by’ alT Each set of”

- . .
. Lo i

<

Y

&

-
. ve
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.
i ! . »
\ . '

" reguiations was developed by the jurisdiction responsible for providing .

the service and haVing oontroL over the land and the facility. ‘The

school boards, for enample,‘deveXoned their own‘regulatdons governing the
us'e éf~ s¢hools and' approved. the school’ ;It; standards While it may
‘appeer on the surfece that the 1980 agreement ‘was more prescriptive
rather then ‘a broad term "gentlemen's agreement,"'in're911t§'the Boards
werebable to\meinteinvfull'control over "their"hschools}/'the é%tivities
tafing plecevin{them and the'propeﬁtylunder'Boerd jurrsdietion. There is

evidence to suggest that in areas of concerh to the Boards they acquired

' more‘iflexibility ‘and .autonomy. Section 7 of the 1970 hgreementnled to
. o ) ¢ ’ K ' .
the pilo® projects of constructing \community‘.wingsf‘attached‘ to. new

schools-_ The Public \School‘,ﬁoard decided tormdintain obnership and

control over these community w1ngs by paylng the cost. of construction in

,

order to . efisure that alcohol consumptlon would not take place on Board
‘ )
property. The relevan@ section in the 1970 agreement stated'thet: -

. : - .

.

. «- . in planning schoo} buildings, the Boards shall provide
for maximum  community use or the City shall pay the. cost of
those  portions of new buildings. and ‘additions to existxng
buildings which prov1de for specific- City recreational purposes
as approved by the partles hereto. (Joint Use Agreement 1970,
Section 7, p A) e s

o

The section that addressed the process of planning schools in the
© 1980 Agreement stated that "the Boards in planning —school Eites and -

facilities shall liaise with the City to provide for'City and comnunity

use. Furthermore, it was clearly stated in the 1970 Agreement that the -

. -

22

,uBoerds construct,'operate'and maintain schod! buidings And facilitf@éiat',
. A

 their expense and provxde Aaccess to schools and facilities~ after schooll

hours, on’' weekends and on holidays "to City sponsored pgfxrams/"8\~u,/’

approved volunteer, non-pfofzt assoc1ations, 'clubs or. gn6ﬁ;se free of -
. N ,

charge. In.-thg new agreement there. was no reference to free use of.

-]

- . ¢ : ]
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facilities. It‘nas inditated that the availability of school 'buildings

to the- City 'was specified in the Regulations Governing Use of Schools

v

Although changes in the'regulations would have to . be presented to the
\ e
Joint Planning Committee for their conSideration and recommendations, the{L

Boards were the fine& authority in establishing the regulations
LA

The reference‘ to free use of Parks and Recreation facilities by the
. ; \ ‘

schools was{Jalso eliminated in ' the 1980 agreement.  The required ,
‘flexibility to be able to charge for school visits to the zoo or use of a
L 8
football stadium' was' important " especially at a time of financial
, ‘ 6 : _ . ‘

_restraint in this department.

3., Duration ‘and termination oo - ' o \

Both ithe 1970 ‘ands the 1980 .agreehents required appréval from the

Minister of Education pribr to coming into- force. The 1970 agreement
. e‘ 0 ! i

required thirty (30) days advance notice for the purpose of proposing an
.o ¢’ t

amendment_onpterminationg The 1980 agreement extended the minimum prior
notice period to ninety (90) - days and included a separate agreement for
the continuation of the section regarding the purdhase of land even after

the termination ‘or expiration of the agreement Section 4.4.1 of |

Schedule MA" states that each * Board shall, sell and the City "Shall

\

\\\f‘purchase all ‘non-reserve land This arrangement is as much as . pOSSible

in perpetuity Section 4. 4 3 clarified this p01nt indicating that

4. 4 3 Notwithstanding anything in this schedule or of the
Agreement of which it forms - a part contained to the contrary,
the agreement to purchase and sell each parcel of Non-Reserve
Land referred to in sub- paragraph 4.4.1 hereof- shall' continue
in - full force and effect for the maximum' time permitted by law .-

- notwithstanding that the Agreement, this Schedulé, .er any part

- thereof 'is void ‘or yoidable; and such agreement to’ purchase and
sefl’ .shall be: severable from the Agreement and a11 non-

-

.. .

e applicable, portions of this Schedule S e e

=
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Summarz
‘ = ‘ ,

Thish section focused on a number of conflicts between the parties to ‘
the agreement. The flexibility that ~was percefved to -be major

advantage of the agreement prior to 1970 was no longer seen as desirable

,

by some City‘representatives and elements in the ,Parks and ‘Recreation

"

Department.' There Qas an expressed desire to have a more prescriptive :

agreement that would guarantee the right of the community to use schools.

fFurthermore, such an agreement, it was argued, would avoid

-

‘h151nterpretation of the rights .and responsiblities_,of the .respective

" parties., The spirit of co-operation“which had characterized the Joint,

P

‘

,Planning Committee in the 1960's gave way to distrust and long arguments

over - detailed operational matters. " The Committee, which consisted of .
unbalanced repregentation (the City's middle management and School

Board's senior management) did not meet for a number of years until it

was revived in the: late 1970 s. There.is .some evidence that personal‘

'conflicts stemming from different philq;o/hiCal beliefs contributed to‘Y

,the 1mpasse. The numerous operational concerns of Parks and Recreation

L.
.

together with'~ dlfficulties ‘associated»wwith the -implementation\ of

Tcommunity schools and the community W1ngs attached to ‘schools, resulted

1

in' the * demand by the City' to estahlish,a‘Joint'Use Agréement Review'

: Committee. The school boards' protective.sxanceiand ‘their 'majority"On

a

'Vthe committee resulted in the approval ‘of -a proposed draft which. did not

0 . -~

A
address the expectations of those who desxred a prescriptive agre ent

‘that would guarantee‘ community access “to schools after hours ,andfgf

‘decentralization to the community of dec1sron-making on the ‘use" of the"‘

schools after school hours : o S f‘ - o .: L

."', L S C
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‘ The ‘draft agreement which was approved in principle in June 1973 was

-granted final approval in 1980 following a long debate over' thef

acquisition and disposal of: land The 1980 agreement remained a flexible

s
1

one with each organization respon51b1e for the development of regulations

N —

kpertaining to its own facilities

Formalization = = Why Was a Formal Agreement Perceived to be Necessary?

v

Several studies . have 1dentified formalization as one of the‘

“dimensions of interorganizational relatiOns (Guetzkow,. 1966; ‘Marrett,

toa

1971; Andrews, 1978). “The' interaction'ranges'from1a formal agreement‘

signed by the parties involved,to informal relations.‘ . Marrett (1971)

suggested that in social welfare settings and other human service

'organizatibns,.'formal agreements ~are not as frequent . as '.infOrmal

interaction among individuals and . sub- units of ‘the organizations In"

this section, an attempt is made to. 1dent1fy the reason for having a

'formal Joint Use Agreement. and to’ identify 'some  of the‘potentiall

‘implications of not having such an agreement

Although the first agreement was 51gned in 1959 it was ‘not until

\

1970 that a written rationele for signing a formal agreement was offered

te

_in the documents reviewed The preamble tO\the 1970 agreement offers a fi

~' '.b

:rationale for the existence of a formal agreement It states that., ‘-"'

’,WHEREAS an Agreement for the Joint Use of facilities -was
,"entered into amoﬁ*&ﬁhe‘parties and was ‘dated * 3l1st - January,_ L
_1966 and this ‘agreement - has worked satisfactorily from the.
o ,standpoint of ‘the ' parties,. it is. -defective for = debenture
. borrowing: purposes ‘since the said Agreement prior to ‘execution
- ‘did ‘not receive the prior assent “of the Minister - of Edueation7
,as.is’ required by Section 92 of the School Act. (Joint Use“‘
;greement 1970, p 2) S SRRV , .

This suggests that a formal Agreement was required by the City in lﬂ_”}

order to secure debenture borrowing for the purpose of capital investment ‘,"~

coo T Ty
_". o, Lo ) - -

135
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3 on grounds development and improvements The need for s specific bylaw

t —

‘and. an agreement to justify maJor expenditures in the City budget was
proposed as the City s rationale for wishing to have a formal agreement
It is interesting to note that thisﬂrationale was not . confirmed during

© the . interViews with individuals who were familiar with the financial'.'

operation of'the Parks and Recreation Department It 'was. suggested by

1

interViewees‘ that the agreement has not in fact“been‘used for this
purpose | The securing of debenture borroming could not have been the

, Justification for the earlien agreements in 1959. and 1962 because it was
only commenCing in 1970 that - large scale capital investment was required -

Aﬁfor grounds development on new Sites  Prior- to, 1970, the City paid for

: such improvements from its operating budget The reason_ suggested -for

haVing the earlier ‘agreements was the rdesire to. havp an existing

‘-atmosphere of . positive co-operation"continue‘.b,yond‘ the ° exiSting
adminEStrations It - was ;ecognized that the c -operation regarding ‘

ownership of combined school and park Sites benefitted the community and

that . arrangements ‘v‘should continue [ under similar guidelinesg_

B

?f notWithstanding any changes in the organizations perSonnel

Ly

The second written document that prov1des some insight into the T

Lvup reasons for having a formal agreement is the Planning Act . hFoll’;ingT_f‘i{

provincial ‘committment to; extending community use of schools and the

3

o Signing of numerous joint use agreements across Alberta, the new Planning

Act of 1970 prOvided direction regarding the use of reserve land

o

dedicated for public use by developers This Planning Act stated that.:fip *lw

26 1(1) A reserve shall be used by a: municipality only for the SN
S fOllOWlng purposes'“ ' Mo b o R / t

LYY

(a) a public park :iglh;}psi#}}{wfuﬂi'il:i;%l:;i;tfiifL;l*v&

(b) a public recreation area,» i'f‘ ‘l;;l{fﬁ-f‘T




o _':'.'Planning Act 1977 Section 101(1)(b)) Another suggestion made by the.

‘“.allocation of school reserve by the subd1v131on approving authority in

e

ﬁaccordance with local needs even in the- absence of an _agreement :kThé~¥slf:C_f

e

" (¢) a school site. or part thereof where the  school

~authority has entered- into an agreement with ‘the . municipal
duthority - whereby the  school is to be used for community'
purposes outside school hours, ‘ :

o

‘ (d) ‘a planted buffer strip separating an 1ndustrial area
from a residential area. ‘ .

v

26 1(2) Where .a reserve parcel ‘has been allocated for the use
of a school as prescribed in subsection (1) and that use is
discontinued .the ownership to the reserve parcel reverts
to ‘the municipaIity o o

S | o (The Planning Act, 1970 Section 26 1)

 This section of the Planning Act maintains that eligibility for

reserve land for school Sites is - limited to those school authorities

‘,. .
,

’_ which have 51gned an agreement enabling the community to use the facility

. School Boards ‘shortly after its - release, and in 1972 the Minister.of

w
‘o

'after school hlurs‘ The requirements under this Act ‘were .opposed= by

137 -

IS

Municipal Affairs requested representations concerning proposed changes

'to the Act The Edmonton Public School Board s position which was later

'ddi e. JOint nse agreements The Planningw Act 1977 provzdes for the

7

] Board that local school authorities have the right to dispose of reserve

between the school

v

\"giadopted in the revised Act :(1977), suggested that the' school be w\

ﬂ_specifically identified.Aas a sharing authority w1thout qualifications, o
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o T G o
If  a schoolf\authority no longer ‘needs school reserve or . L
" 'municipal ‘and school ' reserve, the school authority shall ’

transfer the land or its interest in the land, as the case ‘may: .

be, to the munic1pal corporation of the municipality . An which - !

the school reserve or ‘municipal and 'school reserve, as the case
_ may. be, is located, for such consideration as is agreed betweenv
]vthem ‘ (The Planning Act 1977 Section 109(1))

[

The City of Edmonton s desire to control land declared surplus by the .

‘\-'“

-School Boards‘ was - perceived by a l Parks and Recreationu :senior
) administrator to - be the, reason - for requiring a formal agreement
Experience in the early 1970 s in which the ‘Public Board "had . sold or

exchanged non- reserve land without giving the City the option of first

T
LEE T -
? -
- T .

k ”refusal was of maJor concern to City officials This -was especially true

. o v ' 1 :
. at'ca time when additional sites were expected to be declared surplus by‘

\

‘the Boards, and open areas in many of the older parts of the city were;

limited

. The turbulent peﬁiod in the 1nterorganizational relations experiencedi”

‘\'

L during the early 1970 s led to a variety of. explanations of why a, formal

'ragreement was. necessary It appears that the rationale changed with the ,3"

\l Hg"c1rcumstances and reflected both the organizhtions and the individuals

h?involved as we11 as those ind1v1duals areas of 1nvolvement in relationh;.f}w
e _;to the Joint Use Agreement ‘_Q‘ff ;}_.'” /:~‘;,*'ng,;ﬁuﬁff‘w‘g-,_W‘ﬂ‘:;g,;ig

At the elected level it was perceived that the formal Agreement was’ii-_Q

"Fbiﬁ needed in order to establish an &greed upon boundary of responsibility;‘;}lsh

R

’tf'kA Public School Trustee suggested that°l '

.,pg“It was neceSsary to establish the authority of . the school board*e o
. since.. it" ‘was = in’. question ‘by: the: City s "/ administration, " -

L V,U;%despeCially Ain'. Parks ‘and’’ Recreation, “and by local communityi

oo -activists:'; It was important to: establish that'th i

' ”“*fsubserVient to City Council Sy
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o

Boundaries of respective responsibility He suggested that ‘an” agreement ,{f
- ‘ w i

was necessitated by the City s wish to" maintain land ;title gand ‘controip[‘
fthe land and the building after’ schooli hours because of'itsjheavy“h

investment in improving the 51te This position was’ strongly opposed by

the Boards apd they Joined forces to maintain their control In hisv

view, if the City had not adopted this p051tion, a formal agreement‘would

" not have been necessary

\ L 1

The maintenance of the exchange was significant for . a11 three partiesh

:land therefore, there was an underlying desire to keep the J01nt Use““"

1,‘

e Agréement intact The Parks and Recreation Department is responsible for‘

f

: : O e

;the provision and administration of recreation faCilities and programs to -
City residents W1thout access to the Boards buildings and sites, theh,‘ih

'-role of the Department would have been in Jeopardy Furthermore, 'thep

fumassive .improvements undertaken by the City to s;tes owned bykthe Boards L

fand the construction af. most playgrounds on board property would have‘~f

“";w:meant that the 'Boards‘ could walk faway with_improved 51tes w1thout;3”
jf;providing the city 'with guaranteed *acqess to the fac111t1es ‘bThe.'jfjl

’1perception in thev Department was that the public wanted Parks and{f[tfy

'.ijecreation to serve as a mediator to have the< schoo.s opened up forf&f‘L

’“;ycommunityv use.., The”threats of terminatinghtheaagreement_‘herefore wereyff”

”ﬂ?fbased on, the assumption‘that the Boards would not exclude the communityffgf@f
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51mi1ar facilities in a 13 to 13 5 acre site These savings ‘would" have‘l” ;”

been lost w1th a return to the pre 1960 site design."u“
On the other hand he\ agreement and the relﬁtédﬁ regulations‘ﬁA TR
establighed the terms and the formula for the Boards access‘ tollreserve o

Lot

land ' W1thout it the City would have had control over the school board‘

needs for reserve land through the subdiv151on apprOVing authority, whlch

in. Edmonton is. the City s Municipal Planning Commission\ It should belu

" noted that the Boards, as in prev1ous years, had the option of purchasingf‘
; non reserve land and were ‘not totally dependent 'on reserve‘ land "‘593:1\7

“However,r this option would have lmeant \the“ division' of valuableT‘
"fresources from \education to’ the purchase of land As a matter of fact ,ﬂ“‘l“ o

i

h'“ school 51tes 1n the 1950 s and before were purchased by the Boards whol
= received free title for the land It was also perceived that the BoardsJ

' . . e AT
i . :

guarded the agreement because they got more out of 1t in terms ‘of free“vm‘zf

. "‘c ' (RN S

grounds design, development and maintenance.‘ Furthermore, the Boardf‘j(ft‘gry

' h would have had to spend additional resources on the acquisition of land‘ﬁfﬂﬂf':”

(e g., administration of'the land transfer process;‘the cost of land andfiﬁf':

;;r maintenance of its grounds,_.‘fj_ﬁf f}ﬁ ﬁ-”‘

Boards did, not experience a majofff;

It« should be 'notedj that the

because 1ndiv1duals. at, the operational

‘operatively in ;the; process of‘ acquisition

Aif‘maintenance ofiwthe‘grounds.v At the operational level it was recognized«
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B Municipal Government Act The Planning Act and the School Act

: agreement. It'ﬁfaféslthaté ‘-fl
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f’;““It‘ appears that although a formal agreement was not mandatory, there

o

\ were sufficient incentives to lead to the signing of one There . was in-

existence enabling legislation which allowed the parties to reach and ‘

”T»sign an agreement which would bind them In the case of the two sch0014‘““

. boards, it was necessary for them to receive the approval of the M ter -

\..,

‘1“of Education prior to making a commitment The enabling legislation thatﬂ

‘ru-v-.

‘ was: in effect in the 1970 s is presented in three prov1ncial acts ‘The "

Ay
I

| Seotion Wll8 hgoff“,the 1977 Municipal Government Act :enables

'municipalities;‘and‘7school hauthorities to"reach,-and 51gn a ' joint. '

£

"o
s
\

'1‘118 (1) Subject to the other prov151ons of this Act, a council o
: may. pass ‘a’ by=law’ authorizing the making of " an agreement -
'with “the 'council ofthny other municipality, ‘the board of - "
‘ttustees of. a school district or diVision or " 'the - Ministeru‘
R vfon behalf of any improvement district or special area o
. , N L
. ‘i(a) For the Joint ‘construction, ownershipf/maintenance, L
”-fvguloperation.or use. of a public work or, building, or .- S RERE
o Ve . 1 ‘».‘\Hﬁﬂ:‘ o
' .yﬂ'}(b) for the performance of any other"matter or thing_!"‘ff’”
*]"ﬁ'oonsidered by ‘all the! councils or boards or .the ‘Minister ' . .
[‘hconcerned to” fjbe&a.aW: benefit" to | their ],respective SR
,fimunicipalities, "school districts, . school ~divisiens; . _ ..
‘*:improvement districts;o” special areas, and may -enter. into_' v

_anything that - concerns. ithei: jkrespective munic1palities,jwijfgh,,,:
:{school districts, school divisions, 1mprovement districtsuﬁ“‘” v

: ‘ 'ﬂschoo_ division or by‘the ‘
33 other‘ unicipalitxe_ or.th appointee of the? |

an! agreement as. to the 'J”int ;control and - management off.;pg;fffi




o ‘ d1v1sion or theuMinxstEr for the proportionate share: of the
o - . 'cost rof . opreating the undertaking and expend any sums “so’. R
R requ1§;tioned for the control, -management, upkeep and 7
, ST operational expenses of the undertaklng a";‘: }‘”:_”;”‘\‘}Q N
A e : : RN SRS S
LA Co _ (%) A comm1ttee ‘established pursuant to subsection (2) T
R .+ shadl in: ‘each year - ‘farnish ' the - v'council of 1 each x\‘)
. ‘vf“munic1pality,~ board of trusteeSf'of a. sehool district Jar -

schoél division concerned or the’ Minister with an audited
‘ e 1statement of/ its recelpts and ‘payments . for}the preceding i E
s | pyear; and; shail also- supply each cauncil;" bodrd of i trustees; ™ .
DAY R ;of a school dlstrict ‘or school dlvision or ‘the- Minister ,“ .
oot with. ;uch('lﬂformat1on regarding its “management 3nd o
e openatxon as is cénsidered necessary. - Lo
B A A s (ﬂunlcxpaf Government Act 1977 Section,ilB) " B

A

¥

s . Simﬁiér provisdons whlcn :
&pnlnxster df Education have been avaxlable in:}he SchooI.Act since —1970 L
/'” iy ! ! A ' .

[ B4 ' 0,

Section 103 of the 1980 School Act provade‘}t'

vzn,. ~,

> a § ‘ ‘ o ‘»“ ‘
e 1o§§k1) Subgeotfto the prlop apptoval of fbe Minister, ., board .
"may/enter,znto an agrbement / . SR T ‘

/} (a) Wlth .'one ,ror more
constrhctlom e ot SRR
‘o o oﬁeratxo" or ZuSe of a. school building or a,buildlng to be{“ﬁ'l‘
! X é : o

,v,)

prlmar11yhu§ed by . pu 115"
' “1‘

(2 ,LIf an agreement 1s entered';nf
”I)AO?_59$$4onx169(‘). i

ose “on. i th e,;Joint committee any;
nd’r sponsib itiq;*thetzit ha




g\,iy-'yillicontrol . management,

s t“?keé !
‘:fVV‘Q*Vﬁhdertaking ffjkw‘\wu-“ﬂf‘?ﬁ¢'
5 v "((n) A committee established Pur$uant to subsectiQn (2) 4i{ﬁ,
Se shall 4n. each. -year furnish the - ,,board persoh , or" ”f&nf'
A ‘municipality with an’ audited sta;ement,of its re Elpts and“ L iq“

i : . payménts for. ‘the’ preCeding year and, shall aiso s ply the.b kh,‘.x
L - board, = person.  or municipality with‘ any infOrmamionf”‘h'V L
regarding its managemént and operation consideredinecessary""h RO
by the board person or @unicipality SR ! L

, (5) Notwithstandingr anything in:this=Act' for the purp sefﬂ;‘ ‘gﬂu

"of this Act and the réﬁulations g b ard may. appoint dnother ',;;. ;
board to  act . on its 'béhalf: or Vo ‘behalf of a joinua =

L committee established pursuant to. this section~ s v‘“,‘,, :‘jag;

‘ R (School Act 1980~ Section 103) R j‘jupiut

N . = w

~

BT > N

v Reference to a possible agrequnt between a municipal council and a, ;

lschool authority regarding the allocationf‘f mUnicipal andmschool‘reserve -‘

[

?,-is‘ made in the Planning Act. Section 101(1) cf the 1977 Planning Act

stipulates that ;ij SR b", [. DU 1.. 'f‘ o ‘{ :;j

: 101 (1) Where .reserve land{ ish required to be provided the
subdivision approving authority shall L
(a) specify the amount type and location of reserve land‘
that is to be provided and ‘ 2 WAL

,r',lb) allocate the municipal reserve,"school reserve and‘h
’ ‘fmunicipal and school ‘reserve ‘between . the municipalff
f,corporation and each school authority concerned .as’ joint: o
,;owners or: ‘as’ separate owners ;“:‘: ",..;-am *""V“?.f AR
(i) in accbrdance Wlth an agreement made between therf"f
'3“council and school authorities; or: IR cn
ftﬂ(ii) in the absence of an agreement in accordancefgﬁf
S T -1',~gph;w1th the.needs. of each of :'them " as’ those ‘néeds. . _re“]
“k.”c“y,;ﬁ.“ﬁvi‘}idetermined by the subdivision approving authority
S Rt ) _ 10‘ G




Under ”an agreement with the public and - separate boards
"munlcipalitfes over 15, 000 populatxon may apply for additional
;.

fundlng «~The~ a1m is to encourage optimum use of -schools: in\the L iy

L.' 0 larger centres Qﬁ the proance QGovernment of Alberta Press
Release; Decemben 29 1973) : . : o

. ! . i ! ) v
4.\‘ “‘ -

SRR Reference "to the extent of the Progect Co operation Grant was made in

L} v

R " e " «' Y n AR » . ‘
'F‘Parks and Recreation repon; of .June$\l6, ‘1975,: whicﬁ ‘identified the
. L s.‘ Y o L . . ] )

. ‘financial implications of\ cancePLing the ' Joint HUSe Agreement. “The
L ‘ S o .

S document suggested that $290 000 was -available..from the Province"of

' Alberta for community use of schools " The, available fund is | described in

% f o . ' s, "

1
,.k

the Pre51dent s Manual Edmonton Federation of\abmmunity Leagues,; which

Al 1
. A

L hsuggests that the Project Co- operation~Commun1ty Schools Incentive Grant 1ﬂ‘“\;

. \’ . T
' RS

is available to schools for prOJects which serve to increase the ‘use ‘of L

.

" “" ' '
schools by the community. 'Apglicatrons for these funds are’ submitted

¢ e

vjointly by the school prlncipal aﬁd the District Recreq@}on Co- ordinator’

\ ! . \ s nf‘- +

and' requrre "an; 1ndication of communrty support.ii

,'h u*ﬁ’\*’ R

The” grant is PRI

adm1n;stered by Edmonton Parks.and Recreat1on Department in co~9peration r:f,

1w1th the Edmontonu Publlc School Board and the Edmonton Separate School i‘:l\

o S FARRUT S Jiq.yﬂ
'Béatd The grant prov1des funds for bu11d1ng modlfféation ,such as,fthe‘ o
A . . 0 . o 'e’g Lo

,®f~_fconstructlon of a k1tchen, purchase and Installation of equ1pment
O nd,

ot ', : . .
- N " o

lflncludlng basketball hoops and 1n some cases,%payment of staff salaries
b 6 ; - . ; s K 2y A Ve Vv N . ,"l‘. a ‘»‘.""

' .
. | . - [ A (- [N - . I oo e B
.4‘ ‘,‘ .‘, ) e . . FCEER . . T ... . . <o REN T e

K

A

LR S . NRRT I e : Ry
‘{ﬂThis‘ section dealt with two questrons = why was it necessary to have

oo

a formal agreement and what would have been “the implications/}df

;\termlnating the agreement.a It wes revealed that the early agreements

: o

“'(e g.,, 1962) were formal agreements in order to ensure that future

'fifrepresentatives followed in the footsteps of those'that had established

llthe

"fgthe agreement:

rationale for having a formal
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14

"

egreement beceme very "dynamic. The. perceived reasons appear to reflect

‘

g the respondents’ area’ of operation; with chenging circumstances also the

retionale chenged. For example, in. Lhe early 1990 s, elected officials.

perceiyed the agreement as a mechenism to gain recognition by the parties

involved of their respective responsioilities of'toresteblish agreed-upon

* . N ) i ‘
boundary of authority. Administrators intepviewed saw ‘additional reasons
for having a formal agreementvincluding guaranteeing City access, by the

egreement to- surplus school boerd s}tes, establishing the division of

dedicated reserve lend betweeﬂ parke and schools; enabling the City to

access debenture - borrowing guaranteein vailability of grounds and

RN

® facilities for public and school use and permitting ma jor savings in
combined site design. : ‘ S e "

" .. Although provincial legislation’ (The Planning Act) required at one

[ ! ' . ) :
" timp an agreement between municipal and schoor authorities for the

K

provision of community access to schouls after school hours as a pre-

o, B ) . ) ! St ! . Ly f B
requisite’ to becoming ' eligible for reserve land, the Provincial

ra

o : ’s . " . ‘
Gévernment did not mandate Joint Usp Agreements. A number of items of

.

N enabling legislation existed in support of such endeavoprs, . and
N - N v ' ' A .. - . e ' ll
-~ furthermore special funds were available to enhance community access to
schools. A - , - B S e
o : we, e _ Co S e e

-~ *

N .
¢

‘Intensity and“Reciprocity of the EXchang_

. . . ! R ‘
Intensitynnand reciprocity are two dimensions of interorganizationel.g

o

relations examined by Merrett (1971) The concept of intensity réfers to

&? ythe amount of resources commitnﬁd Aldrich states that "the level of

\r"*' s

v ;, i~

intensity indicates the amount of investment an erganization ‘has -in its

]

relations with_;:other ‘organizetions (hldrich, _ 1979 p 275)
[N R " B e ' .. : ’ ,v'v:‘:'n.. ,’." ~ . '.\ " : -
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- &
N .

Rec1procity,‘oh‘the other hand, describes the‘dégrqg of symmetry in the
exchange between. the - ofganizations. It has been 'suggested that

N . . 1
reciprocity between public sectortorganizations is difffcult to assess

because th? value of a service to the public can not .be determined using
\ ' .

a 'liquid' resource such as méney as the . measure of the exchange
: R

(Aldrich, 1979). o .

> S | .

The intensity and reciprocity associated with the Joint Use Agreement

-

were examined ;n terms of tﬁe financial contribution of the three
parties. ‘Basically, the 1970‘agreement‘stated that the two schqol boaids
weré to make- school bu%ldings ~available  for .recreatidnal pﬁrbosés,
without .chérge, in the evéninés and bﬂ weekends  and holid&ys. The

Edmonton Parks and Recreation Department'in return, was to plan, develdp

\

and maintain the school grounds. In addition, the school boards could

; . : C !
use the Départment's facilities frée of charge during school hours.

Relevant = documents including ‘" statistical reports and reports -

addressing the methods of palculatiqn and their impliéations, as well as
minutes. from meetings and acgigles ih the local newspapers were used as

‘ . T _ » _
the’ key sources of data. Interviews with individuals from each of the

three ' parties were used to verify the findings and in order to shed

additional;fight on the tesource e#change. In the following, the

dontroversy ‘over the contribution of the parties ‘to the exchange is

highlighteavand two methods of calculating the exchange‘have been used to.

. : . ¢ i )
emphasize the signifigance of the calculation method in-determining.the
oL IR e : * - .

organizatfdﬁs' contribution: i.e., the reciprocity and intensity of the

exchange. I - -

RN

: Ihe' rgquifgmén; ' “to ' .maintain imformation on the respective

'expenditurQS'VQS_an?igfegfél»part ‘of the 1966. and the _updated 1970 .

.

‘
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version of the Joint Use Agreement. The agreement required'that."reoords
of costs and program operation shall be kept by each "party to provide

data for rthe‘freview of the agreement." Despite the existence of this
- ) \ .

section, little was done in terms of a systematic annual review of the

expenditures of each' party as part of the commitment to the agreement.
' . ‘ Q . .
Furthermore, there was no agreement in place: regdrding what should be

included in calculating the costs and how the cost elements should be
calculated. oo . ‘

‘When the confrontation‘between the City and.the*Public School Board
arose in ‘the _early ‘1970'8 regarding community 'aceess to’ school

facilities, the issue of the reciprocity of the agreement was brought to

" the fore mainly'as it related to the commitment of each party to the goal

of extending community use of school‘facilities. The issue was raised by
an alderman in the December 13,‘ 1971, Coapeil meeting The: City
administration ‘'was asked to provide 1nformation on what is the cost of

this program (the Joznt Use Agreement) to the. City and to the school

boards?" ' Follow1ng this 1nqu1ry, on February 9, 1972, the Commissioner

>

of Public Works requested the Parks and Recreation Department to prepare

. a position paper 'regarding its ooncerns with‘the Joint Use'Agreement

\\

which should include 'a minimum of one year of revenues and eXpénditures;

for the City of Edmonton

The Public School Board and its administration were also sensitive to

the issue of a- 'balanced agreement The April 25, 1972“Pub11c Board:
minutes describe a report which highlights the free community use of_
school facilities and suggests ‘that this service cost:the Board $15 000

during the month of February, 1972 Valone Another‘reference.to the

Board s awareness of the,issue was made in. the May 10 1972 issue of ‘the ,
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Edmonton Journal, in which a Public School trustee allegedly stated that

the J01nt Use Agreement saved the board: money in the' long run. ' This
statement . could be interpreted in hat least two ways -~ (a) ‘the
efficiencies in the Agreement is credited with saving the Board funds and
(b) the 1mplementation of ‘the Agreement resulted in an 1mbalance in which
expenditures were shifted from the Board to the City. The latter - was -
'berceived by some Aldermen to bé the case. {
| During the he%ght»of the controyersy over'control of activities and
ownership of the cdmmuni{y wings at Evansdale and Thorncliffe Schools (a
- detailed discussion is presented ‘in Chapter 6 in the section entitled
'Alcohol and Education ‘on School Property'),‘ two aldermen accused  the
-Public Board of ‘'not ‘living up to the spirit of the Agreemeng} They
claimed that a study demonstrated an. imbalance in the Agreement, and as a
result the two Boards were saving about a million dollars annually dhe
of the two Alderman was quoted in an article pubiished in ‘the Edmonton
Journal on. October s, 1972 as having said that getting out of the Joint
Use Agreement means the board will have to raise school taxes by ‘at )
"least one million .to provxde for what they get under. the agreement now.
"The administration of the’ school board did not’ have the report and could .
dnot provide 'an aopropriate reaction in‘.response to Trustee inquiry
regarding.the imbalance. They were;concernedhabout.any assumptions- used

and suggested that' the available City annual financial statements for-

‘.:1969 and 1970~ 1ndicated that the actual expenditures for k ground
mairtenance were less than $200 000 per year for ‘the combined public and
separate school sxtes ST . - L f 'i‘lv

An examination' of relevant ,documents reveals the basis fon the

“statement of the aldermen.v Table 5 2 suggests that the 1971 estimated ‘fjﬂg

oy



Table 5 2

Summary of Expgnditures Incurred b} Edmonton Parks and Recreatlon
- Under the J01nt Use Agreement 1971

149"

'DEPARTMENT FACILITY - . ' 1971 ESTINATED NET COST

'Athletic Grounds I o .. § 1,000
Arenas - Artificidl Ice S ‘ * 59,500
Clarke Stadium ° - .. ' .+ 40O
Pools : o ‘ . ' . 89,265 -
Renfrew Ball Park ‘ ’ , . © 500

ski Hills ' | 61 .
‘Fort Edmonton Park o R ' © 150
- John Walter House S ‘ _ , +5,000
Nature Walks ' . ‘ B : : 2,000.
" Storyland Valley 200 = .. ,i " 45
$ 157,921
Golf Courses “;'Net Revenue § . 395 -
Driving Range - Net Revenue .. 400
Planetarium - Net Revenue 1,940
$2,735
N Estimated Net Cost to Department for f C _
operation of facilities S © - .§ 155,186 -
'}COSt to Department for maintenance ”'e ; L o ;
- of school grounds L e oy 223,832 ‘
. | } ) | "' :,. ) . | ﬂ'».vv - . ] l . | N - ‘ ,_”_y. e
3 TOTAL OPERATING‘EXPENDITURES TO DEPARTMENT. . - § 379,009
. Capital Expenditures for development s S
*'.;}of schooI grounds SR oo . 568,740 R

l,rfroTAL-6§EBAT:NGiAND*cAPITAL_sxPENﬁITURas.J.'[,,§*947;74§4f'
B R i st S S G Ca

Y

'a}‘;}Source.‘ The City of Edmonton Parks and Recreation, vj'a[.#:'f;fﬂnft

The Joint Use Agreement May 1972, p 45




- net cost incurred by Edmonton Parks and Recreation under the Joint, Use‘

150

Agreement was $947, 749 The report describes the basis for ;theﬁ-

calculation “and « the Board's‘ administration 'would have questioned the .

4

aVerage salary used (they have’ continuously maintained that Parks and

Recreation is employing .students and are using a much higher average

' salary) and the fact that the report ignored expenses that the Department‘

0

would have continued to incur if the agreement had been cancelled A

subsequent report (June 16, 1975) suggested that the Department would -
L . ‘ ‘ ,

continue to carry -about one third of the-expensesg(3526%)'even if thee

~

- Recreation would have saved in 1971 about $638 000 and the Boards ‘would(”_ff

"not answered are whether the schoo] boards would have demanded the fees?\
| 'or would have continued to provide the space free of charge and whetherjf

':lfParks and Recreation would have ueglected their responsibility fo

'the exchange was reciprocal especially when conSidering the amount in.

agreement were'novlongeruin'effect‘ ‘A summary‘wof use of schools is
presented in Vlableﬂ S 3 which indicates that the total number of hours

.during which school facilities were used by the Department and by other'?

: approved recreational groups was 67, 932 hours Using the average rates T

charged by the: boards to commerCial groups (based on. $10 per booking and'

$7 per hours of use) would result in Board annual revenue of $562 476

Applying the factors presented above would suggest that in general

N

relation to these organizations annual expenditures Edmonton Parks and h,f

'-Lhave ,gained about $562 000 from rental charges to help offset the,ﬂ.{h
<additiona1 expenses if the agreement were no longer in effect.:‘:ﬁhis}“lﬂt

T hypothetical " case <is 'uSing average costs and doeS\ not take 1nt0‘i<f?

EconSideration that community use of schools would likely have declined asleVi

va result of the charges.‘ Other related hypothetical questions that werefﬂy

_,-

.




"-f}}‘Total no. of hours | used in. 811 schools S enyeszl

3 *\_Source City of Edmonton Parks and Recreation,‘iif"‘ o h'l}ﬁﬂi

s

' ?f‘ Toble‘S;S

School Use by 'the City's Parks-and Recreation Department i‘ ,
and Other Approved Recreational Groups, 1971 . S

PUBLIC © . SEPARATE

; No. of' schoois available - ;."‘” o o 145' y o f 77
iNof‘of 8ymnasia available ‘- .\” R ~‘}‘ 161 ° . ‘ 73
Nbf of:schools~used "‘ s R .  1§2 L - f.70v¢
oﬁo: of.sessions:(bsot,’sponsofed) K ‘fv' 1A - ‘5,719 | C 1,594 .
ﬂ;No of sessions (Other groups) ;*:‘,' Ce h‘:l‘;}3,957;1'£‘ ?, 1\'6,a3§ h
"-ivTotal no. of sessions held in schools:'f4, .:h i9;69£l L .{v§,024:
/hNo of hours used by Depar;ment .:T‘. 3fff ,h.T’13;027."5 : " 3;640lh
ifNo 'of houts used by other groups o _f; h. 36'596 -‘f::‘. : 153275.3
::Total nd. of hours used v;. o hJ“4i e V'hh46 617% o f‘h‘18;315313
”uAverage no‘ of hours per‘session .“v ;' 1 ?' h~; 2 52" ‘" : -ﬁ'. 2.28od

thotal no of sessions held in all schools J-';Jf:i;; ‘hhs28,7i8:ﬁﬂ,.f' fx‘

S

The Joint Use Agreement May 1972, P 117

W



offering recreataon programs to City residents or would‘have leased‘spacev<
:‘from the boards o o

Another attempt by the City of Edmonton to examine.the'reciprocity.of
‘ the costs associated 'with the agreement is presented in a report prepared

_by Parks and Recreation and dated June 16 1975 It is attached as"

152 e

enclosure 6, CitY Analy51s of Costs Associated with Parks/School Joint S

-,
5

Use,"

" of the ‘administration s report recommending that City Council!ﬁ””fii&

‘,approve an ammended J01nt Use Agreement (November 25 1975) The report‘ s

‘ 1ndicated that ’j' o

{

( ) A total . of 77 395 hours were booked for using school board _

[

‘”ffaCilities to provzde Parks and Recreation programs to the community as“

f;Pwell as for programS' endorsed by the’ Parks and Recreation Department -
u‘(e 8. ; community 1eagues, sports groups, Y. M C A ) during the 1973 74j

o

.. school. year

(b) Non- department programs outnumbered department programs by threea R

LY

“'mﬁmto one. As a result if the Joxnt Use Agreemqg} \yere to have been“‘

'(Tcancelled f it is' assumed that those who suffer the greatest loss wouldf‘Lv’

Hum;fhave been department.endorsed groups such as community 1eagues,1,boy;ff_ffva

‘.”pscouts and cubs and brownies.f_,_ﬁ:

v,,_., . . ; . i K

(c) Total expected costs 1f charges were to be applied amounted tof:;iﬂp

LI

' ﬁﬁ(d) The annual saVings to the City s Parks and Recreation Department1) T




.‘the‘City“s‘budget;‘and the'programs offered by‘Barhs and{Recreation were .
“‘theavily mdependenti on‘ SChoolf facilities 'Such ras gymnasia ZElt. was .
perceived that cancellation of the agreement would enable the boards toh
Lbenefit from past investment by the City in sites to which the boards B
. maintained title Furthermore, cancellation would have been politically

unacceptable ‘ “The ~trend of increased community use of space would have f:
PR th'beenlreversed and’ the opportunity to serve the public vin .an efficient
"rimanng-,lost.f It was also recognized that all three parties wouldbhave to

;iparticipate in the establishment of the data on respective costs if it
ffwere to have any credibility This; thought is. reflected in‘ the

k;amendments to the agreement which were requested by the city | .

Following approval of Draft 8 of the Joint Use Agreement by the
ld'Reviewncommittee (one of the two city Aldermen on’ the committee' opposed
igit),i‘the city administrationqrecommended on November 25 1975 that City
yCouncil approve the draft agreement subJect to a few amendments which
‘R”i?fwould 1nt1ude the following prov151on for the establishment of a base for‘ :

N

‘fdetermining the intensity and rec1procity of the agreement

That the boards and the City agree that each will keep record of

. /

““ﬂucosts which would be reviewed annually by the Joint Planning Committee

| JQ{The\specific statement which refers to this point maintains that

"WHEREAS the Gity and the two (2) Boards agree that the costs- St
‘;(adeefined in Schedule Mgy incurted in'respec 'to'{jOint use**'iu
of - facilities will beykept by each party ‘and . reviewed annually ' =~
ﬁby 'hetJoin, Planning Committee with any ‘recommendations “fo




. -,‘\,

relative flﬂ&ﬂClal outlay of“each of the parties,can-'be' identified and

e

» can be” analyzed to determine whether or not they are in proportion to

| Use Agreement November 25 1975, p 52) This Schedule was expected to

benefits received (City Council Minutes, Item D.2. g\ Parks/School Joint

include the costs of (a) maintenance of school lands, (b) site work on

" new school grounds, (c) design of school grounds, (d) use costs for city .

“\ﬂp together 1n order to develop Scheduleu" ".h The report presented to ",,

facilities and programs and (e) use ' costs ;for, school ftacilitie3< and -

programs ;

o

) City administration 1ntended to have Schedule "B" completed prior to

the third reading of the Bylaw authorizing the Joint Use Agreement pﬂA:f

1

working groxp with representation from Edﬁaﬁton—?arks and Recreation, the “[‘j:fjf

Edmonton Public School Board and the Edmonton Separate School Board waa

B . e L el

R :"‘ oo

the two Superintendents and the Comm1551oner of Public WOrks qn June /}?’T'-iu‘

'»wf

5fx..used vthﬁhinCremental an ;the full costing methods.'?“ff;fl

1973 (delays “in’ negotiations over land meant that the need fds\gsy/dule

"B" was not urgent) Con51der1ng that the parties could not agree on

.

what should be included 1n the calculation, two methods,of costing were P

T .
& i

;f;l.. Incremental Method This method focused on all the costs which

"',y would-not have been 1ncur1fd if the J01nt' U'.‘iAgreement were vnot in
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ﬂc;‘ debt retirement and p{anning and design costs of school grqund

construction costs on- the part a{ the Parks Department,

w\Q\‘}ﬂ:ed.‘ custodial overtime for commun ty school use* LU
N ‘ o P

N é;: schooi maintenance,l,especialﬁy ‘gymnasium‘;floors» and shower

‘ooms;\‘i -f“‘_ : '7“'1:: ) ‘"", ‘\

-
'

physical education supplies for c&mmunity school use

4 .

‘\fi ~?h11 Costing Method This methhd 1ncorporates indirect costsﬁx

f ( v ‘-\‘ \,

Y n .
associated u}th the Joint Use Agreement in addition to the incremental‘
‘,;v“costs The indirect costs include line supervision administration and-

o ' t... "

x‘debt retirement | It should be noted that the portion of costs attributed "_I?

;to 8 particular participant of the Joint Use Agreement was based*on the;‘Z

o percentage of use '

: f{-t The 1976 operating data were analyzed u51ng these two methods (Tables .
'pfjs 4 and S 5) The analysis suggested that the definition of the resource;’

o’

hvihiflow was a key element in establishing whether the exchange wash]'hf]}v'

t :

f:reciprocal ' The Incremental Cost Method showed that the Parks a d'f*““

'fRecreation Department spent s1 388 ooo in 1976 szo1 ooo more than the§

'combined expenditures of the two‘school ‘boards ($l 187 000) However,;-fiu*i

;when prOportional costs of,such expenses as debt service, utilities and_v““‘?



)

Eenﬁity.and Retigrocity of the Joint Use Agreement. ”1§76‘ .
ThIBO—Péfﬁtes—US$pg Intremeqtal Costing Method

1

520,000
203,000,
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. Table S S
T o Intensity and Rec1g;oc1ty of the Joint Use Agreement 1976 | “‘i‘ ‘n‘
- L - Expenditures of the Three .Parties Using Full Costing Method . ..

~ ' . A o .
) . ' . . . \

. T _SEPARATE . . ' PUBLIC __ TOTAL .°
G o« = 7 " BOARD'- " BOARD TR
“ I . ) o v “‘ ) " ' Lo v "“’\ ”" - . ’ . o Y \I,“
"Kéainistration‘k S ' ‘ T ‘V'i L
School " - . - R s 266,000 ' $ 238,000 , §$ 504,000 ..
General ", - .Lw--; i : 37 ooo*' '~ 51,0000 88,0000 ' "

~

:‘Physical Education Suppifts SR s,ooo“f‘ 20,0000 . 28,000
'Debt Interest | > 183,000 210,000 . 393,000 °

‘ ‘Maintenance L : ‘ ‘ o PR
General Administration B 26,000 ° .° 40,000 . 66,000
Maintenance T . 65,000 . 75,000 .. " 140,000 .

| ;UtilitieS“‘ . 274,000 ¢ 622,000 896,000
Custodial Services o“‘ o 1 P "“‘; o - S oy
_Regular -° ' . . - - 237,000 . 520,000 757,000, . -
~ Overtime - .. . T TS9L000 203,000 2627000

P
Ao

T . . . o

../ TOTAL ‘EXPENDITURES : 'SCHOOL BOARDS  §1,155,000 ° §1,979,000 - §3,134,000

Lf}ffj-V,‘.ff;ZTQ'irj,lrij‘;?r'ﬂw,ifna"xf,; G ’_;ngxs‘AND;ﬁﬁcRsArIONf'”‘

" .School Board Use of 1 e L uw~;‘e T
ST 1) Poolse ,g~.‘l S $ 686 000 .
Sofersi4) U Arenas fsf%:,‘ B L T, 'ﬁ;}“ 391,000 7 ¢
SRR iii)‘ Debt Retirement - pools & arenas " R 3¢ L 000; AR
) e \? ! . Gt o Lo e
S Maintenanc f School Grounds Wf"" ff':‘i;‘ ‘.H.g_jg,\f‘“_: i
L i) Sports F8C111ti,es ‘:. R S \471{,9“‘00 L
g-:ii) Turf Maintenance ‘ ‘";f.Q"fﬂ. "ff"ffn ;ﬁ60§°90’;}1“,

T ’waebti_etirement - school grounds we‘f'ffni‘ 270 OOOTﬁ}jfr‘ifT‘ﬁw;Hfgf
.;jii) Planning and Design Costs Qf»uvl EEQ.“;H;_g ;{ 55 000/»;3'“‘ e

. TOTAL'EXPENDITURES:
" PARKS' AND RECREATION -

Cose, :sv"ssi,'opo.-’ S

RN

1 - ;es y;the three Parties ‘f‘7ﬁ"“
ing: ull COSting;Method" ‘ :




St ‘ - L R “ . ‘ -

.“;L. '2. When' one considers the combined operating budgets of the‘
‘ "'”Vﬁwﬁrespective School Boards and¢ the City of 'Edmonton’ ‘dnd S
”greflects upon the . benefits derived by the taxpayer, the. .. -

costs :as determined by Schedule "B" show that neither’ party ..
to - the Joint Use Agreemeng is incurring an undue financial, o
burden SRR '

A ry kS "J.‘: § : ! ' ' i . oy "."
R B L . . Voo . . P

S l3,1'Each group' is reluctant to establish .an. accounting group to
N f ' .more. accurately define and accumulate the financial costs ‘

' n“f{;\ ;:i “the. benefits from such refined: data would not materially . -

o oy ter. the outcome ‘yet'add substantially to the bureaucracyl o

JRTR ‘”'whioh the taxpayer of Edmonton would have to support. This

Ao s additional costs would be . threefold: becauseé. - each party

. .‘”‘.would have £ establish a 51m11ar group R _ B

e .

v

. A

" TN 1No ingl hmethod of calculating costs will be acceptable to

oo .7 .. all parties because the . City . will incur. high. operating .

'”]ﬁﬁu ‘ 'f\.costs relative to the. School Boards: while the School Boards - o

BRI NI *2 % 5 iricur heavy capital Costs relative to the Ciey.
e (Memorandum' . from  -the Ad Hoc' Committee for. the Development .

'Qfﬁy[jfg~ﬂ*-of Schedule , "B". {of "the Joint’ .Use Agreement <o -the *

\‘;ﬂ":;-‘\‘ySuperintendents of - Schools and Commissioner of . Public/ -

> HAffairs June 19, 1'578 p~2) o ! ceon

These poiﬁns were agrqgg upon by the three parties at the '

! ‘ '~ , e ! “ o “'
administratiVe\devel It was also of concern that an annual release of .
NN “*J : SN
the, respectxve findings would lead to constant bickering by politicians

: which would not be helpfulsat the operational level Furthermore,.chef f??::

. . g

eﬁq school board representatives stressed that it was’ very unlikely that the
'” 1tion\statement presented 1n the 1966 agreement regarding future

R . . : e N
. s . T
. . ! . Co [N

irialize Tt was. stated that H' ;‘.]Tﬁ{f

it is’ the opinion of ghe City and the School Boards that"hiﬁf”,&ﬁfﬂf
x‘the gross cost of providing school and recreation facilities, - S

”‘ffahd programs’ will ‘remain ‘51mi1ar to'.the ‘present’ costs under. i;fwhféff}
4 ,QafeXLSting programs and conditﬁpns (Joxnt Use Agreement l966-f{l‘1?‘.lAh;
\ ! ,_'." e p 2) . ,___,/"‘" PR o . . .,” L P ‘ 4 L . " N

\\/échool board representatives felt thet the extent of the contribution 'f;ﬁ~%

A
[ v

of the respective parties would change because the city s pdqu!tion and
,‘,‘ AT

community use of school facilities was continuing to increase and with it

;fervices from the school boards.ﬂ- On the 'other

can

h&fhand' schooljupopulation during the 1970 s declined and éxper.enced a




‘ (was recbgnized that even if-a worsab1e~formula were to be found which

would provide assurance‘ thqt the - eéreement, was balanced at the

R . . . : ‘ » ‘ o 159,
ST ) ) ‘ . i ) . A . .
v . : N + .
L]

) Ty ' “ 4 ' \ ' . ‘ S
major shife to 'newly-devéloped nngabourhoodsﬁ -This: was -expected to

result in continued pressute on sghool construction and decline in school:
uSe of Parks and Recreation facilities. ‘ Coe

N
V

The political support for Schedule "B granted a few years earlier
, .

controversy) pnd the requirement for each organization to'gj

maintain | record of its cqsts that were’ recognized ag 1mpract1ca1 .JItf’
/ ‘ . v

-

“ o .

v ‘ , . , . -

4administretive level, it .was still extremely unlikely thao parity of ™

‘-~costs among the three focalg.#;ganizationsj would result. This ‘would

-

‘.-v‘"\‘

e productive to the spirit of co operation

. and 1980 agreements _required that the parties

'Ef‘incurrfd higher *operating costs re

B A

~N

undoubtedly lead to anotherj area of c0nf11tt which would be counter-
N

4

Considering the expenditure 1nvolved iQ collecting the data and their\

BN ' \

limited usefulness, the requiraments for an ennual review of the - costs

ingurred by éach party have been 1§hored by the parties to\the agreement

.- ‘ L e "\ I L , o
.Sl"‘“[“ar ! . ' ) ] ’ s - ' ,: j A “’,: ) ' B . v..v ‘.‘“ o - - ' ‘
In order to 'enSure a balance in the COSts incurred by the’ three

; ‘e
parties 1n respect to dhe joint uses of public fgctif_ies, the 1966 1970
aintain information on

\ . Tyt

;‘ their reSpective expenditures for the purpose .of\‘a review of the‘"L

4agreement. While~;there was ‘a political commitment to this concept 1t

N

to whic the implementation of the agreement was reciprocal The ,City

~‘, ey .»i

datfyﬁ’%o the School Boards hile the

Bed L Y ‘ g
' - i . e i~ . R o e K i
: . . . JERRE . 5 ‘_r . o . u . Lo ‘,‘

W
A\

s

,’_A, :
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School Boards incurred heavy capital expenditures relative to the City.

As 'a  result, applying the incremental costing method suggested that the

City spent more than the School Boards on the Joint Use Agreement while

using/j he, full costing method which adds indirect costs to the
1ncremental cost, revealed a larger flnancial commitment by the Boards

‘ 4
"

than by the City. In view of the lack of agreement on the method to be
used for calculation, the additional cost of developing and- maintaining'

each type of data, the potential for - conflicts ‘resulting from an

i
v

"unbalanced" expenditure,,the relatively limited costs in comparison to.
\oald

the total expend1tures of the organizations and the benefits derived by

i

the taxpayer 1t was decided at the adminxstrative level to ignore »this

O .
L} h
.

requirement of the agreement.

' Summary of the Chapter
. .

‘This chapter was div1ded into two main parta 'The first describt®d -

I3 .
the evolution of the Joxnt Use Agreement with special emphasis on the
period 1970-1989; while the second addressed selected dimensions of
-interorganizationaf‘&gﬁations. ‘The first part illustrated a conflict

-

between . focal organiaations during a turbuleht ‘period in the early

.

1970's.  There was pressure.»from the City's Parks and Recreation -

Department with support. from Aldermen to develap a more prescripti&e

s
«

agreement which would maximize community use of schools in the city,

vt
XA

guarantee a greater community role in detexmfhing the utilization of

' schools and resolve the issue of control OVer community wings attached to

N 2-.. . ’»‘k_
, schools., The school boards, teal1zing that open access to schools meant

1

’

‘ 1ncreased expenditures, wete reluctant‘to shift educational dollars to

suppo;t other activities and with the growing demands, in the words of 8

L ) , Ag‘\ T B

B3y
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school board administrator, "the protective stance became stronger and

. ‘ NI ' . > !
vested interests became the predominant»factor" (Interview with a senior
administrator;‘Separate School Board).

Following the turbulent period of the early 1970's, the parties

\

perceived pressure from their constituencies to‘reach an agreement, and
they were prepared’ to implement it even prxor to fiﬁgl approval which was
delayed until 1980 "when the controversy over land acquxsition and‘

disposal was resolved. .
The second part of,this chapter'focused on three major.dimensions of

interorganizational = relations: ‘ formalization,; ‘intensity§ and

reciorocity. -The -examination of the- first dimension, tormalization,

deait with the regsons for having a formal agreement rather than with the

i '

_rules, policies and'regulations pertaining to the impiementation of the
N e '

, N ‘ o - . . .

agreement. It revealed that while there was an understanding. of the

henefits that"couid ibe deriYed from' the agreement dthe perceptions.
v~::egarding the redsonsf for having‘ a formal agreemeﬁt varied . The
‘_rationale appeared’to change oner time to,reflect changing circumstances
‘ - The reciprocity and intensity of . the exchanQ among the focal :
R organizations were the other two dimensions ,studied in. 'thisr chapter o

These dimensions appeared ‘to be dependent~upon the focal organizations .

t
i arriving at an agreement regarding the general method to .be- used and the

specific items to be included in calculating the costs The ‘two met-hods ,
: v,
which were . applied were > increme,nthl costing ‘ and full costing
A g :
Examination of the results of applying these methods suggested different :

imbalances in expenditures. _ Tﬁe ) 'incremental costing ,' which,_

i concentrates bnf _" at: . = ‘f : héf’EiFenditure by the
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. / A T N2
administrative overhead suggested that theQBoards were beering a larger

financial burden. - The extent of reciprocity and 1ntensity reflected the

‘definition and interpretation of the terms and therefore, it is not"‘

-

surprising that the parties could not agree on the method to be used for

calculating the respective costs. ance the‘expehditures on. the Joint

.

Use Agreement inveIVed a very small proportion of the total budget' of

: eech org n (about 1% v anq-the difference in the respective‘

expenditu ormed an ‘even smaller share, the issue of reciprocity was

ultimately nored by the three perties despite the fact that its

L

calculation formed a part of the requirements of the Joint Use'Agreement;"
ﬁublicieing the difference betwéen the ekpenditures of the school boards
and those of?the city on an ahnpa} basis was not‘perceived‘ as condusive

-to a spirit of go-operation but rather an excuse for creating tension
’ ’ : ,’. \ o ' . ' '

among the parties to the agreement.

N - i . .
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" CHAPTER 6 o

L]

THE' JOINT USE AGREEMENT: CONFLICTS WITHIN THE METASYSTEM

Introduction
In the -late 1960's and the early 1970's,, there was increased public
concern - for civil rights,_ environmental protection, peace women's -

" liberation. and other social problems (Nagal and Neif 1986) W1thin the
field of education there was recognition of a widening gap . between the
. \
- school and the community, both of which are part of the: metasysnem under
. . -

J
study, and attempts were made ‘o bridge the gap. Schools were

-traditionally Considered a "littIe island set apartg\from the rest of the

P
ot

community and it was hOped shat through a transformation of the‘ school

\

into a community centre it would be . *ossible to concentrate on the needs

of. ‘ individual without limiting the ser\rices provided to those,

'directly relat%d to - ducation._ Community schools were introduced in a
L] . ] . . B

large ‘number of jurisdictiops and vsome decision-making powers were -

“

decentrn?ized to local communities . 1 i i-f:i' R
.)‘\ ' ‘ v " ; ‘\' St

TJE - Thi trend did not by-pass Edmonton The briefs submitted by the ’
T A
City of Edmonton and the Public School District to the Commission ‘on o

s \: el {

Educational Planning (described in more detail in Chapter Seven) reflect
e T ;

\

y ?

-




.

a

t, over the community use of schools and the community school concept,. (b),

@:‘1980 due largely to the continued conflict “over land-re ‘ed issues.f13*5

community Wings and address the. numerous concerns ‘of the Parks and.-

-

,;‘ O

Chapter Five highlighted the expectation among aldermen and the Parks-‘

prescriptive. ’They demanded that the agreement provide guarantees of -

increased community decision making power over‘the\use of sehools after

regular school-hours resolve the controversy related to locah&control of

At ; .

¢ ‘ ‘ :
Recreation Department (e,g , summer use of” schools, cancellations of

" )-

: community bookings, access to specialized Space within the school)

o o z"'*

Tensions within the metasystem during the early 1976 s’ that brought abo 3

A "

\ and Recreation Depa tment that the Joint Use Agreement should be more: a

: the establishment of the Joint Use Agreement Review Committee were 5“‘

directly related to~ the boundary of control and,the maintena' e‘off,‘

4

N .

-authority fhe controversies and their resolutfon are presented and

'analyzed through the 'use’ of three major conflicts (a) the dfsagreements

( . v\, " . 0

the policy argument over the consumption of alcoholic beverages during ﬂi*b

v adult functions at a school, and (c). the conflict over land issues

Whilen the first,two conflicts were addressed (although not to everyone s?;?f'

satisfaction) prior to the approval in principl@ of the agreement by thef,i~f

." B Q

»

H'three parties in November' 1975 the final apProval was delayed untili“‘”
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board policy regarding the consumption of alcoholic beverages during

adult functions after school hours, it was deemed necessary to rev1ew

\

5 ;Y‘ relevant policy analysis literature ) This review is presehted at the end

o .of Chapter TWo ’and provides further in51ght into the positions taken by
g

the two signatories to the Joint Use Agreement who were directly involved

.?: in the controversy The literature review ‘contrastS‘ ‘the public -

B offio’hl s self interest w1th the individJ;l s perception of the public

"

interest and reviews the value context and the policy arguments proposed
by Dunn (1981) to clarify different types of values Dunn s’ typology of

P policy argument is ‘used to analyze the case in support of a policy to

-

JRZ allow the consumption of alcohol on public school property ; :':'-'i: SR
?ﬁ‘ . :(w‘ e T Ty _fj @””-‘| g..v;\-f' O

- -

Community Use of. Schools and the Community School Concept in’ Edmonton -

\

- i co . . o ; - . \ o . . ‘ ) ‘,"1 ) o
Introduction L A B e T R VR
——————;——- oy . B N L : . ' L S

i . ¢ :
. ) [ ",‘

'l‘his section focuses ort the early development of the community school '

VY

concept in Edmonton It commences w1th a description of the- initial

. N g !‘ - v'
{ L ‘et e ! . L g8

expressions‘ in favour of maximizing the community use of schopls and 1s f'f
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,summer use of schools is applied to illustrate the conflicts betwaen the

two perspectives in more. detail o

Initial Demands for Improving Community Access to Schools

Interest in community ‘use of school facilities existed in Edmonton

. t

prior to the beginning of the study period in 1970 On April 10, 1962

';for example, the Edmonton Public School Board heard a presentation from a
‘private c1tizen who held. the p051ti:n of Executive Director, Boy Scoutsi
and - who hisb presently the hanager‘ of‘the Housing and.Social Services
b7Department City of Edmonton. Prior to,his appearance before the Boardnw

-he wrote to ‘150 organizations, community leagues, home“ and scho§?
: "nF

1associations“ recreatiou clubs and other 1nterested parties in the City

.

- of Edmonton and'shared the content of his presentation.‘ The presentation -
(’\

[

"l 'contained several observations regarding the ‘use of school facxlities ?

;”htlafter school hours. He argued that the school boards policies regarding

' 5-7.',_‘ : ot ' T

! *:fcommunity use brought about,; 1ndeed forced ‘the ereotion of almostwﬁ
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P - . ‘ . .
an

issue of community use of school fac111ties (e g ’ which facilities would

be used, rental rates) and further suggested that a. policy be: instituted
by the board requiring incorporation of multi-purpose fac1lities in every
ﬁﬁiﬂllnew school plant erected 'The Board approved the formation of the

committee and supported the desire to better utilize school facilities
.The- need to enhance 1community use of school facilities was also‘

'supported by another committee established two years later by the .Mayor :

, '

o to ﬂdeal with recreation issues This city sponsored committee had the ‘

. v,

Pl
'

following to say about the community use of schools
N ' LT :
S Consideration should be given 1mmediately to a: closer liaison
S with ' the-. School ‘Boards™ in the‘ City ' of Edmonton. Many
ﬂ“potentially useful 'facilities owned by the School. Boards ‘are
1L wdying: idle for much of thé.time " These facilities could be: put . ,
. .to 'good ‘use by. community leagues and the (City .s) Parks-and © . '
;ﬂRecreetion Department.. _This' may. require some legal work —.and'
B ‘fsome diplomacy but the Matter should be.. pursued otherwise
+', there may, well be" more unnecessary ‘and’ expensive duplication of g }“aLA1
7f;facilities (City of Edmonton Committee on the Community Use P
‘*of Schools April 27 1964) : e L o




' most effective and benefic1al use for school children

1 Lt

. ‘The 'brief contended that the above policy statement did not reflect‘
‘4\‘ ‘,"‘ RN L »—‘““:.

e the desxre of the citizens of Edmonton and stated that" 1:|,‘J" e

It 1S our feeling that a néw approach a new policy, should be .
developed in ‘this city wherein the.school facility is viewed as - SR
. a total community resource " As such, 'school builddngs would be ' ]
‘['utilized not ' only for" formal ‘educational . .purposes but as % i
' centres of . community .activity embracing the community. léague:. =~
V_movement adult education “youth’ programs, active -and passivz;j
e frecreation “and group activities. It 'is our feeling that such .
.,an approach would more. ‘accurately reflect current public‘1
: opinion on . the 'community use of schools (Edmonton Welfare . .
Counc1l Brief on Community usef of School Facilities, l96§, ‘;‘~ :

)

It is 51gnif1cant to note that there is evidence to suggest that Cityi'

‘| ; A [ . x . AT

administrators from the Parks and Recreation Department were involved in'fgt

[ . -t

‘th preparation of thlS brief A search in the City Archives revealed aﬁr

memorandum attached to the second draft ,of the brief which clearly‘hff

7r1nd1cated that a senior official in the department had provided commentsf:fT

.-

-f\during the preparaiion of the document
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R ‘The 'Extensién ,Serv1Ces provided members of the public w1th an

| opportunity to continue ‘their- education by offering academic and general
" ‘ : e

-

" N
'

interest courses in eight schools
: |

3,_~ The programs for gifted children initiated in September 1970

involved extensive use of community resources
Vo . C e B
"4, The extent of the schools use of community resources increased

"v

. rapidly during the early '197P s through ’ field ‘ trips, community'7

Tt
“, 4 v

]

improvement gpjects and the use of volunteer teachers aides.vy‘

\WS.A'.A. number of parent adv;sory groups were organized during that
. 2 % N

“period7fas 'an alternative t0‘ the que and School Assocxation to

'collaborate with principals and staff in examining local needs.

- .'\!

Arnumber of teen drop in centres operated in schools,,sjf

\'y

The community use - of schools grew rapidly during the 1970 s( 7\

\.' . . B
P K

because groups ‘could make bookings through the City s ?&rks w“and C




chan es " in ,classroom design‘ may' be nécessary'“
: es could be planned in. conjunction\wlth the:

MU 'ﬂw uildmgsn a& ‘the, ."Area" Tevel. ' (Edmdntoﬂ ‘,}‘
po “‘: arks and Recreation Master Plan l970 1980 January l ‘1972, ;7Lj
T 23) Cre G s e e i ; 1

. ﬁThe' Department recogﬁlzed'-th%"
‘~acoess1billty for community use. and"
,._n.;" -

‘ “'Master Plan '1 . ;.”A'- -
‘ . o

, - An ~oBg%%t1ve that has not yet been implemented; oian ;
.. was that\all»new schools would pe planned for maximum commuhi
R use. - Thereu\ls increas1ng demand from the community<to use
school fac1lit1es In the future,‘schools Wéhohldu,b
‘and- des1gned ‘as. communlty ‘education, recreatlon'and sobial
service centres. (Edmonton Parks and Recreatlon, 4Master Plan o
'1970 198‘0 January T, 1972, p, 23) [T
Other Cxty departments

[ l
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;fﬁ?“ commyhity"leagues and through f1nancial aSSLStance for constructlon aﬂﬁ .

\\-.

a ‘

;iK?novatioﬁ maintenance"and thlxties. ‘ The Federat1on of Communlty;ﬂ

't'. 1 . '- LI

was‘ thé“ representat1ve and co ord1naﬁ1ng body for commun1ty
r

B ' ‘. K . ., k .

!
At ‘

x . i

hev primary philosophy and vehlcle for commun1ty act1on in

R

bf‘the Federatxon included

t
-

:..*.r supportingyany community league or Area‘Council maklng .
;‘direct representation concernzng ‘matters ' of . .:Tecreational. e
fneighbourhood\ : cial’; cencern . to any council legislat;ve”j
'*[body,' y comm1551on 'or commxttee ; &t ' the

' (Edmonton
1979 Bz-'i‘]

o
W,

lyxlaccess to

S, . concerq?d about commun1
2 { \ ;

«
' . IR - Lo !

4
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Such assistance ,came through the provxsion 'of dlsx;ict'*~

recreatﬁpnal staff to~ furnish on- going serv1ces to the 1ndiv1dual“‘
!

It promoted the‘ community league'

schoollf,
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use qf schoofg by the community and suggested that community councils\ be
: ) Lo \ [ R "
'\made up of’ ré??esentatives of the City's Parks and Recreation Department, B

co! ' N \‘,\

- the community served by each school and the school principal The

K

a

o counoil would handle the bookings and set out the regulations geverning

“the use of the facilities ‘ b ‘

\;‘ According to -the document The CommuniAy School aIA*Focusvon“Living ‘w

¢

developed by the Edmonton Public SchQOLS Extension‘ Seryices“ Branch ‘.ﬁ'fh

Tjccnmrmn;ity assogiations such as the\Y M. d A Y.w:C.A. Boy Scouts Cubs

< N - . ‘ . \\ .
: and Brewnies reacted,p051t1vely to’ the community sch001‘ concept * ‘The . R

S . [
¢

'Q L

Edmonton Social Planning Counc1l which” was mentioned in describing the M

setting of the case study 1n Chapter ‘Foun, supported the concept n“: U

- L es - K LA

fpr1nc1ple,'ﬁ It believed that schools and ocher soc1al agencies needed t0'ﬁ

f ' <o + N

~;act as animators in the social protess and . that peqple have to be

o
e i

A equipped with appropriate skills fto' bring about desited change. The

N s I \Y"‘ v
‘\13

Council s adm1nistration had the, follow1ng reserVations regardin,gs the
proposedhiconcept:V: (a ) the community might become subsetv1ent to the

\’, ‘ﬁx.\i

v schools, (b) school petsonnel by and largex.have 11m1tediﬂknow1edge‘ of’

ky“\communlty dev;I;%ment:”and 1ts poteaifal and‘(c) ;ithin schoo}s, laymen
o N A A S 4 NUERRIOY TR S
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1Y .

‘"fx'community schools in the 1971 school board election. The Council formed

v L4
.a committee which studied the feasibility of community schcols for some

)

‘tim§‘before the election and decided to highiight the desire to have a

\
i

.closer ,liaison between each school and its community during the election °

éambaign. The advertising of a slate of public, and separéte board ~
o )

\ vy
‘AX candeQtes supported by the,Council drew strong criticism from incumbent

e

trustees, some of whom claimed that since the Edmonton Social ;Plénning
- Council was a member Agency of the United Community *und, money donated

by the general public for charity was being used for politicdi purpdses.

1 \

- , . . : ) .
These trustees used the media to urge the Unfited Community Fund to stop

sponéoring the Council (Edmonton Journal; June Zi, 1572,‘ p.43). The
Acting Director . of EhéxEdmo;ton Social Planning édﬁnﬁil, Qhé later became
an alderman and now serves as ;W member of the provinciall‘legislétive
assembly, reéponded through the meéia suggesting thafnmany of tge Social
Planning Council's involvements were political. She was quoted as saying
that '"'social action and séciai change -are-political, alt;ough in a non-

partisan sense, Many of the things we are involved in could be described

as being pdlitical" (Edmonton Journal, June 21, 1972, p.43). =~ _

The Council's defence was that ft was supporting aﬁ idea and was

’

attempting to increase public understandihg of the concept of community .
“schools and awareness of which candidates supported -the fdea. Two

letters to the editor on this issue swere published by the Edmonton
. 4

Journal on July 5, 1972. One argued that the expenditure Of monies

-

received from the United Community Fund for political purposes was highl& L

v

improper, if not actually-illegal, and urged the United Community Fund
executive to reconsider tbe‘&llocaéion‘of donations received and -perhaps

exclude the Edmonton Sé¢ial Planning Council entirely. Another letter

-
-

e ) - P
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supported the Council's action. The wrgfer suggested that {f political

action was necessary in order to bring about éhucational change a than the
, N ‘ ,

Edmonton Social Planning Council was justified in endorsing school board

candidates who, they believed, would work for beneficial change -in
education.

Community Use of Schools During the Early 1970's

The Parks and Recreation Department provided support to community

. » group$ which developed a drop-in centre and a teen centre in schools

e

where youngsters could get together after school hours., At Haraisty
School, where one of tﬁe two centres was located in the. late 1960's,

problems occurred with respect to its operation, It .was established as a
. rs <, T

" meeting and socializing place where young people could go rather than

meet in shopping centres and become involved with élcohol and drugs. The .

yoon

concerns expressed in interviews as well as in Public School Board

meetings were that "wild" parties took place at Hardisty School, It was
claimed that some youngstérs had driven a motorcycle in-the building and
that physical 'education equipment had been damaged. " \A trustee who

opposed théﬁconcinued'operabion of the centre suggested in a Board

a

meet{ing that the overtime costs for the operation were high, that

vandalism resulted in considerable damage to the school and interfered

~

with the instructional ' program, and that residents were trying to sell

their homes but could only do so at a loss. A number of individuals

.
EN 4+

interviewed during the study verified ‘that there were ‘behaviour

diffi;ultips in the‘after-scﬂbol.activikiés‘qt Hardisdty ‘and that they

’

N

suffered from lack of appropriate supervision.

»
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v

Residents appeared before the Board and complained about young people
¢ i -

. littering Lhe streets and properties 1ntthe area and about liqoqr "being

L)

consumed ' around the school, A varlety of‘suggeStions were proposed
: ) . ~
including: .
1. The improvement_bf supervisioq through the involvement ofﬂsehool

~ ., ' ' [
staff instead of leaving the program admjinistration to Parks and

Recreatioh\and the local community committee;
\ ' ‘ -
2. The transfer of the program to a high school located in the

[

general area where there was more room and surrounding open area, and
: ! LN

"

houses were-not as cldse to, the schooi, and - s
. | "

63. Limiting the parcicipation‘tg residents from the 1ocai are;;

It was argued that the'provision‘o drop-in centres for tﬁe‘entife‘oity
, ' ]
was not the Board's mandate but rather the city's responsibllity. « Twa
. , . 4

. trustees suggested that in order tb solve the main problem of community

use of schools, aocountabilipyn con rol and the possibility of‘ofinging a
.Parge‘ segment . of the Recreation'Department under School Board control

should 'be eXplored. Thxs would enable. better - co-ordination of
educational and recreational servxces
The Board " position regarding community use of schools at that time'

was expressed in a recommendation thch was unanimously approved in the

1

April 28, " 1970 Board‘meetlng following a-discussion on the problems and

poss1b1e solutions associated w1th the Hardxsty program. ,The: approvedv

Ve

W

recommendat ion was thet:,. )
The Board accept in principle the oommunity school cohcept
whereby schools would be used for community purposes, with
programs being ‘cd-drdinated or directed by ‘a school
admlnxstrator, service groups such’ as‘ the Y.M.C.A./Y.W,C. A.

community centre - groups,. and community ‘leagues would be
involved and would participate in- programming. as would the
* Parks and Recreation Department of the City. The Board (will)
enter into negotxations with the City to determine how ‘the.

4



N

"

B

p
L

community . school concept could best be put into eﬁfect (and)
such negotiations (will)' include the Edmonton Separate "

.School Board. (Edmonton Public School Board, Minutes, April
28, 1970) ‘ : - "

"

Trustees of':the public scnool system were suspicious of tne.city

\ <

Parks and Recreation Department's desire to have the drop-in «concept

expanded fn  the City. The Board rejected 4its administration's

'recommendation that the two community programs be permitted "‘to continue
o . AN , . "

¢

during “the summer of 1970 and that the progréms be:extended to include

i \

AN

six additxonal schools, with guxdel;nes being establxshed by the "Parks"

and Recreation Department and a;lOCal committee providing direction and

supervision, Trustees, in rejecting the récom@én‘?tion, emphasized that
. - N N J t

the request td ~expand the programs did not co>me from the respective

L , c e . X =
communities bu§ from Parks and Recreation and argued that guideldnes for

0

operating summer - programs should not" be set by the Parks ana Rgcreatxon
Department if the Board wxshed to maintain %Pntrol
Two . weeks ‘later, the:. Board approved the continuation of the

Y

previously approved two centres pr

sided that' they would operate

oo

according to policies and regulations‘e tablished by the Edmonton Public

School Board'and'that therevwould be adequate §npervision of the school

buildings and grounds. The Board further directed the Extension Services

s

g - o Sy Lo
Branch of its administration to examine the feasibility of implementing a

K community use of schools concept within the inner city.

“

Support at. the docal school level was perceived a& a key vafxable in.

the success -of any effort to. brxdge the gap between the school and the

community. At Hardisty, there“was ‘scrong support for'the.COmmJnitym
.School concept A Jetter‘from the‘ schooI principalk to the Associate'

Superintendent Educational Adm1nistration ‘dated April 1 11971 revealed; o

SN

that., in addition to the advocacy of{ﬂu:concept by the prlncipal "there‘f"

. '
[ -

B\
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were active Home and School ASSOCiations, Community teagues,‘churches and
. . N . y‘. I;‘ I W * . \A /
.-Community Co- ordinating Committee‘l whibh "+ brought togetﬁer'
o . . B :
representatives of various groups The letter tontained a?Pumber‘of B
- ' [ . o

: requests.whichﬁincluded (a) establishing a. team from the Bureau of
R C. N
Child~ Study ad the school (b) appbinting a CommunityQQo ordinator, ()

A

relocating ong of the portable classrooms closer to the sehool building, ) -

o " ) nv

" and (d) ‘facilitating the establxshment of ‘a local human serVices site b

With regard to’ the last reguest a 51m11ar but more extensive at}emptiyto~:‘:
integrate 'human' serv1cesfat the 1oca1 level is reviewed and’ analyaed in-'

. oo
vChapter Seven in a section: entitled West 10: Ah FXperiment iniwthefIQo-
‘ordination and Integration of 'Human Services at¢the(Local Level'h' InAnis

Ietter, the princlpal requested that: " . A

\

ARG

in conjunction with the Department of Social Servicps, B "

(City of. Edmonton) Parks and Recreation Division (City of S W

Edmonton) and the Department of Social Development (Provrncxale .
Government) /'the establishment at this school of at leagt desks - Y

for representatives of these organiZations. . Offices ‘would be ' . ' v

. more valuable. This would place many of the Serv1ces which are C

" now available to the ‘school and the community in close T

) proximity rather. than being ‘scattered at. various’" points

.. throughout the city. It would make conference arrangeménts : .

"y ~much simpler and would expediate case handling. (Letter from ev o 5

" . Hardisty Principal to Assoc1ate, Superintendent Educational - o

' Adminstration april. 1, 1971 p2) e

.

.

v“ !
-‘Evidende that Hardisty had an active local community group was found o

a few years later when the Hardisty Community School Steering Committee

'requested Specxal provincial and dlSttht financial support for field .
: trips ' Parks and Recreation was under f1nan¢1a1 constraints and did not
o g B ' DRI

offer 'support “The PrOV1ncial Department of Advanced Bducation was .

| reiuctant to. provxde extra funds and the School Board had to consider the

L

request id ‘reiation _ to the‘ﬂ needs - in’ all .its ,schools;_. Tﬁe‘ .

Superintendent s reply to’ the Committee stated ‘that: - L I ST

K .

ste
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« The inc1dence'of lodal field trips and extended travel programs
, .~ has been increasing dramatically over the .past  few years in
?f’“f ' schoadls. throughout the system, We have . investigated the
‘ ' problem of funding and, at - this time, question ‘whether . the
solution: lies enuirely in the provision of addigional fdnda
. To provide the amouht that you havep suggested ($130.00 er
. class) would be’ impos!ible on a system basis.within our presSht
R . budgetary framework ‘and practices. Since field experiences
R ‘have become an integral part of the program in most Edmonton
. Public Schools," it would be difficult to defend the provision :
boof additional funds\ at Hardisty alone. (ggtter grom the
4_perintendentﬂ Edmonton Public Schools, ' te# the Chairpersonl
" Hardisty Community School Steer1ngﬁComm1tteg, August 14 197A)

] : !

v

Byxthat time, some of'the contr&versy regarding community schools and

v : A v 4
the summer uSe of sch001$ had been settled dﬂoard maintained itg
' ,‘\ LN , " i K
authority which included controlling 'alL activities“ within schoolﬁ
: N » _ ;
buildings, ensuring tﬁ%t such activitiés‘ did not interfere with the

operation of the regular day tlme education of children and minrmizing
. ) ‘

‘the shift of educational dollars ‘to the provxs’pn "of services perceived

\ v

‘v \ . o |

to be outside its mandate L -

” . ' ‘v . \
— &
*ge 1970 71 Community Schools Pilot Prolect ‘ ‘ﬁ
CA et ® N .
“ On June 9 1970 the Extension Services Branch of the Edmonton Public
[ N > . ‘,‘ N } . A\ ) Ta .
Schoql Dlstrict was d1rected to coordinate the ‘commUnity school pilot"

- W . )

. Y
?§ project, formulate Aar community school concept for the Edmonton Public
School Diﬁtrict and reéommend for Bbard con51deration the degree to which
. ﬁari : N

the concept might ‘be implemehted in the Edmonton Public Schpols 3m~

[y

consultant with expertise*in the field of community schools, ‘who - hadl"
previously been employed by the City s Parks and Recreation Department

. N s
i .

was appointed for gﬁone year term to. BSSISt 1n the development of h' o

district~position‘.»“ | __ffd S f Lol

!

information and experience with community schqpls under field conditfons

'; The pilot project was"eStablished 71n ‘order to'obtain“iirst-handt"f' o



A

B e | 179

4

established co

unity school pro?edures and practices and an older, well-

establlshed' elementary- junior ‘high. school located “in ‘the inner city

Prior to the impleme ation of the project, the idea was discussed with

-Two "schools were 'sslected:‘ a new composite high school which had few

the' school prinéipalsﬁ and witha'their staff. In . addition, it was

'

communicaded to the Superintendents of the City s, Departments of Social

w

Services, Parks and RecreatxOn, Health  and Public Libraries Steering -

; committées were established. . They were chaired by a school person, and

e

b suggested that an open, receptive climate was necessary to encourage thef.’

'Parks -.and - Recreationﬂs. Area, Recreation Directors servad as the

2 e

secretafies on the committees " The committeeés were responsible  for

v . C

N oy

initiating -programs, optimizing ninteraction' ‘among various  parties,’

N

identifying community . heeds: and desires, «ahalyzing problem areas,h

’ ' < ' . *
‘evaluating the“project and ,suggestxng‘polid&es and procedures for the

future extension of the concept in the Edmonton Public School District

‘)

Emphasis, was‘ also- placed on: (a) provision of infbrmation On program

opportunities and the communit)’ school concept to both the: school ‘staff

'

' vné‘ !

and the community, (b) stimulation of 1nteraction between the school and

the commgnity, (c) accommodation of comﬁhnity' requests.:to "uSe~ schbol

‘b

faCilities, ‘and (d) encouragement of school staff to utilize cghmunity“u

"
I Sy
resources in the 1nstrUctional programs <‘ ‘,"‘ .

. , .

The 1ntroduction of the proJect in the two designated schools broughtﬁ;

,/,.<

(]

about the decentralization of the f&Q}llty booking procedures 'toﬂ'the7 \ o

local glevel and increased ;nvolvement of both school personnel and!

T -‘.\

community groups. As a result a wide range of programs was accommodated' .

V'
o

in thel two schools.ﬂ. Observations, following one year' of operation‘?

N / "‘

~

-e' ,.“v

L ~"n_

e ‘exchange of ideas and opxnions between community members and school;

-,

!




e

personnel, and that a structured relationship'between the schools.and the

‘fParks and JRecreation Debartment .at the f1eld level was a signifrcant

“fdctqr in achieving the recreat1onal objectlves of the 5commun1ty school

M 1 \

" (Edmonton Public Schools 'The Community School A Focus on Liv1ng, 197l

— '

p- 65) W1th regard to kmplementation of the. concept across the City,,
\ I [

was suggested that\ an\ 1nd1v1dual approach would be regulred‘based on
local conditidns,‘needs and resdurces‘and that the:concept Qould-have to

"be adogted as a system phllosophy and accepted by the school personnel if

" the project were to extend bbyond the pilot sxtes

\

i ‘ ; ‘
N . Co ' ;
' u \ . . .

A Framewqu for the Comprehensxve Implementataon of the Communlty School

Concept in® Edmonton ~ . \
~ . ' '

On 'the basis‘ of the pilot projectlexpérience'and other sources of

_I
. , ,u .

information, the Extension Servchs Branch prepared a proposed frameuork

for the implementetion of the

present!d in é document entxtled The Community School A Focus on Living

prepared in May of 1971 o : ‘ S d Tf. .

;'.

i Y

reflection of the social, economic, cultural and sc1ent1f1c m111eu of the

time It stated that
ﬁﬁf, ﬁ.: . The sﬁher magnitude and velocity of soc1a1 change charadterlzed :
“‘}4.by the : WOodstock phenomena, transxent youth ~.anti-war. -
L f,demonstrations, 'Women' s Liberat1on groups,‘ organlzations of |
-, minority . groups ' indicate - that "the concern = for. societal
B \?msqitutions is. ‘diffused throughout all. segments of society and
.. is not solely’ directed at schools. (Edmonton Public - Schools, »
' ‘»The Community School A Focus on Living, 1971, p. 3) o

On this basis, the document suggested that the strategies employed to

i

x’.v-,

that collaboration in the prov1sion of service was therefore vital The

v

report questioned the approach of focusxng on curriculum,' organization 7'“?5ff

'The document suggested that individual and societal needs were a-

v R 1 R

-

concept in Edmonton The frdmework_was o

overcome educat1onal problems could be applicable to other problems,'ganddix,‘-‘
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and methods alone if the failure to meet the needs of\the child stemmed
from environmental factors external to the school It called for " co%

f M
i

operative effort othhe part ef all social agencies to look beyond their‘.

‘e .
© . "

"organizational structures for ‘solutions ‘ and , argued that . the school

‘\, [l Ap PR re

.should ‘tahe‘the;lead and‘not be . an 1solated academic village that is in’
a community“hut'not part of itrf S ‘ s S

. in
fo S s R -

'Examples of experiences elsewhere were used to support the proposed
L ) LT : ‘m ¢ P » '
framework.. It was - suggested that‘. in .New York * districts  were .
' . , : | e ! !
responsible for addressxng the educational needs of their resldents and' o
‘ " : . ' UL L

for promoting coordination in the planning~oﬁ health recreatlon, 50cial,

-

welfare, "and other human resource programs in the City " In Florida, the '

-
. f D

. Community,SChool Act which came 1nto eﬂiect;on July 1, 1970 emphasized“,

"

‘the extensxon of traditiOnal school ser 1ces-and included matching grants,

. Lo A -
to boards initiatink community school programs

4

The repdrt clearly differentiated between community ‘use’ af school:“

space and tpe community school_concept.. The.former was limited to making‘
q ' T - “

some schooif'facilities1‘available for community use, prov1ded that this

-
4 ‘:F

Qd not 1nterfere w1th regular school activitles The..community school'

\
'

concept* on the other hand was. perceived as a ferm-of integration of the .
’ : %, ‘ , .

§ \

. ‘ " .
school w1th the life of the community ~The‘community use of 5chools was
A oy %J o o . R

perceived as only—one aspect of the more comprehensxVe community school“

v

concept which would uSe the community as a laboratory for learning; and.r o

involye laymen 1n school policy and program planning Furthermore, the[t

’Vcommunity school would consxder as its responsibility the ‘proyision of

leducational programs for the ‘school and the community as well as the‘y

4‘ ' Ve bt . .r' B

proviSion of the leadership necessary for the mobilizatien of resourcesfw“f"

//1n fostering programsJEo meet the emerging needs of the total community 7@‘1”

-




The\ proposed approach emphasized a curmiculum centred on  life .

N " . L
“experience, an extenSive ‘use of communi;y .physical and personnel

[ S Q ’ v
‘resources Loa meaningful parental involvement and_an eduoational system o

/ , '

. based on, need rather’ than age The llfe long educa ion concept was -also
‘supported by the Commission on Educational Planni 8 which is discussed
- ,‘,. ] ! ' ’

in Chapter Seven. The caSe‘for life-long education was‘,made ,in' the -

following way: '

- o

. Education must be concejved as a cont inuing process rather than
sopething with a beginning and an end, something which is a
continuing - part of life rather than something which ‘is _
'preparatory for life. If . education - is accepted‘ as a life" C e
process, then' “all ° life ‘experiences must 'be considered :
educative. ‘Learning, then, takes place in myriad forms, places,l‘I .
and ’times ‘and’  the relevance of school experience must be | ' .
measured in terms of individual growth rathe: than in grades, S

. certificates and d1plomas t (Edmonton Public Schools,’ The ., =~ . ..
. Community School: A Focus on Living, 1971; . P.16) < oot

Ty -

~

‘The"recommendations‘ presented by‘the Extension-Services Branch‘forﬁ
the future development of community schools in the Edmonton Public School

District may be div1ded into three major areas: curriculum design,

soc181 improvement and first- hand learning
'Ins' order that . he curriculum wouldf be’ life relevant it ‘was

‘recommended that (a) curriculum dec1srons be made at the 4local school
‘leve1~' (b) . ‘lay advisory committees to - schools be established on.a:

) o
\

vcontinuing basis‘ (c) curriculum development offer a . measure ”,ogif*' g

flexibility, and (d) chrrlculum design be based'on the 1earn1ng growth of
) ‘M,

“:*,'the individual . 7r‘ﬂni,f;A hffﬁv‘ ‘
Recommendations' axmed at social 1mprovement were that._ (a) lay

o 4 ‘

T_;advisory committees to schools be established (b) schools be used by the

‘5[ community year round (c) instructional materxal be'avallable to the S

i“f:community, (d) school design be flexlble 1n order enhance community ff:‘;




fise ' of the facility, and (e) the budg t process be decentralized 'to the
level most competent to make budgetary decisions, . - o | R

Recommendat fons which ‘addregsed . ‘the acquisition ‘of “ first-hand .

1earning experiences reflected sua‘ aspects as: (a) movement of students

. through differing ‘environment ; }(b)ﬂ differentiated ‘staffing, (c) the ‘
entire community was regerdedtas potential instructional personnel (d)‘

’_flexibility iin: scheduling' (e) personalized 1nstruction; and (f) pupils i

11nV01Ved in the selection/of resource materiais |

‘ / .
A brief revxew of/ the context in which these recommendations were C

»

)

made puts the proposz7/approach in perspective in relation to ~other

activities within th school district and the City‘as a‘whoIe::

) ) o v . . - .
[ N v B '
. . \ o !

Obstacles to’ the/édqption of the Communxty School Concept

This sectbpn focuses on obstacles that hampered the 1mp1ementation of

-

the proposed community school concept - in the early 1970 s. .Firstly, T

elements’

‘the . system that stood in " the way of. such change. are
identified -and secondly the position of trustees with .regard ' to - the’
S N :

change is, presented . An example of the conflict between supporters of

the ° ommunity school concept and ‘the Board of Trustees* of the Edmonton v

Pu 11c School District is used to illustrate the respective positions

The example used 1s that of the summer use of school facilitiesp by*uthe-
fcommunity;p

Several characteristics of the education syStemrcreated obstacles to o

Vo the implementation of the community school concept ‘:.ff'
, :"iﬁi There were no. speoial funds to cover the added expenditures.
i a . "4 ) . \ ‘:»\ .‘ AENEN

School boards received funds primarily for the—— conventional' daytime j

)

“;'educatlon‘ of persons under the age of 21, a fact which prevented school




-
. boards ' from significantly “extending their services ‘and, enhancing -
. . . . - . . . ‘

‘community" use of r schodls. >Furthermore, the regulations governing

provihcial‘capitalefuﬁdihg were restrictive with respect to the design of -

“schools for community purposes. .
2. . Regulstions under the Jbiﬁt Use Agreement which reercted SchOoi

iBoard policy, restricted the community use of schoolsaby prohibiting the
- " ' ]

. consumption of"&lcohol and ‘involvement ‘in - games of chence,on board

‘ property. Furthermore spe regulations limited the hours . dnd months

| during which schools could be used e - .
. - : r,
3. 'The 'education. system was‘ (and - is)’ generally based on the
S : . . ‘ N o y ‘ o : v
"teaching of core’ subjects .and .approved optiOns through “conventional.

B
—

methods, meinly withih“the school bu11d1ng., The opportun1ty for

developing the curriculum locally and prov1d1ng students w1th 1earningf~f

experiences ‘outside the classroom - both sxgnificant elements in the

’\community school concept - were restricted ‘ ! T -

L N il

‘ L _ N A
4, There* wefe‘ no shared orvagreed-ppon.definitions of the roles,
objectives\and concepts among the organizations and 'agencies delivering . R

' . . . . '
; " N , Lo . . '

humah , services. ' As "a resﬁlt ' each'\perceiVed"itseif ~as  having

1hrespon51bility for only one part of the total community needs W1th llttle S

~ . . .
. . i
v '

_regard to other services Vested interests and fear of redpced autonomy\‘ K

. > w

serVed to inhibit coordlnatlon and 1ntegration of resources and servxces'

s s
1

,§tt. The fact that resional boundar1es for the prov1sxon of differenti
. L

-iservices in the Clty were not coterminous mﬁde the coordination of“

‘"services more diffxcult to. achieve..;i .nf'%*lfﬁ;n‘}:j \;g‘ R ."f e

f“ The decision as to whether to support the recOmmendation that the‘, LT
. % RO " ) ' S S ‘
» district accept the concept of the community school as an integral part*f",T?f<f;

4

T

“gpoflﬁfth' edu‘itional philosophy _ the System and support itsf”3;3Q




et

implementationihad to be made by ‘the elected' officials;?'WThey never'

'actually‘ approved theS proposal as ““jwhole ‘although elements of the

' ) * . !

concept have indeed been implemehted throughout the years ..’ n\

Trustees ‘were concerned about extending the provision of ser;ices .\ :

“ beyond‘their mandate‘and wbrried that lack of, sufficient funds. would

V" ' w ' ’ e ‘ ' . ‘
jeOpardiae-‘their :mainnreSponsiHility "~ the eduoation‘ot children. :The
community 5chool concept reouired schoolshto ‘become more 1responsiue' to

Vo

the needs ofd the total community and to extend services to all people

‘throughout the day and the year Furthermore, "the social improvement

. X . [

purpose the 1ife-centred chrriculum the emphasis on first -hand'
learning experiences and- the coordination of community forces ‘suggested

ma jor ‘changes hin. many facets of schoo] administration Most trustees .
. \ . ) ' [

. were not prepared to accept such sweeping changes for‘ fear of loss of

v
v

control and autonomy and of Jeopardizing their primary responsibility to

the education of children. Trustees did not want to go back .to the

r

~‘public which had elected them and declare that children were not being

. prov1ded with the best education pOSSible . Therefore they protected'the
. . B b

_funds available for education and ensured that they were spent for thég

purpose @ , . o T ‘ o A R
f~.c,‘DUringF the . discu551on of <the ‘administ?ation s recommendations R
V. ' S A . “ A

S Ve ,\ W

presented to the?Board of Trustees on: May 9, 1972 - the Superintendent

: B Y
_‘u,x, A

'empha51zed that "The biggestuproblem'that Wlll be encountered will be ﬁ ;fﬂ;p

)
"

{‘money, i. e who should pay the additional costs associated with commun}ty

f B
‘

h:: ?1“use of schools ’A trustee who was perceived to be a strong supporter of  :-
: community schools stressed during the discu551on that the use of schools.

'fxby out51de groups does result in extra costs to the Board and we must

! N
f o

'fensure that the educational program‘i‘ not adversly affected by these
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expenditures.”" A newspaper article claimed that she had stated that the
School Board could not afford the extra costs associated with community
4

use and that more money would have to be provided from provincial sources
Al .

or othar agencies (Edmonton Journal, May 10, 1972, p.69). A trustee who

,opposed the implementation of the concept in the Edmonton Publia School

District shared the concern bver cost stating that: '

Most of"the problems presently being encountered arise from the
lack of money on the part of both Parks and Recreatijon
Department and the School Board , . . ..We might get "tied
{nto" a project such as this (Community Schools) at great cost
to the Board and, at the same time, lose control over
education. (Edmonton Publice Schooll Board, Minutes, May 9,

1972, p.11) - L

This trustee was 'quoted a day later in the Edmonton Journal as saying

that he was worried because:

. ;hny individuals and groups feel that because the schools
are tax-~supported, they should be available any time. They
don't realize schools exist to educate children . .. . . The
Board could 1dse fits identity if it joins otter social agencies
to provide centralized facilities. . (Edmonton Journal, May 10,
1972, p.69) ‘ B

On June 20, 1972 the Board took a positidn on é‘n;mber of elements of

.

the community schoql‘cdncept. During the discussion that preceded the’

3

approva@,‘ it was argued that ihtegkating’cémmunity school services cquld

} - » - :
short~cﬁange education and that ,the many dfa:?ds placed on school boards

could result in the diversion of money from eaucatioh'to other services,.

The following board posxtxon was - subsequently approved

\

A. Community Use of Fac;licxes

I'. That the‘ Board encourages the community use of designated
school facilities.to the .extent that funds are available,
‘either - directly or 1ndirect1y, in edditxon to those: funds
alloca;ed to the regular ddy program.’

" II. That  Elib: Boar& supports the.-dintent of the Joint Planning

' Agreemﬁht w1th the provision that immediate negotiatioms be

" undertaken' with the other ‘parties to the Agreement to'
v ensure %hat revisions are 1nCOrporated bthh would resolve

. . - )y & . Oy v
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concerns which have emarged subsequent to the drafting of
the original agreement,

B. Use of Community Resources
I. That the Board recognizes and supports the use of physical
' and human community resources as an integral paxt of the

educati{ve process,

C. Community Councils

"I. That the Board encourages the establishment of communtty
councils where parental interest is evidenced,

I1. That the Board encourages the decentralization of decisjon
making responsibility consistent with Board policies,

D."Coordinated Delivery of Social Services

1. That . the Board, encourages increased cooperatjon with the
coordination among related social services to beCter meet
the educational needs of the community.

I1.. That the Board explore the possibility of establishing
agreements with related 'social agencies (provxncxal/civic)
to develop a more coordinated delivery of social services,

(Edmonton Public Schools, Minutes, June 20, 1972, pP.A-S)'
~This position formed the generai framework for iﬁplementation of the
concept in Edmontsn Public Schools - a concept which was significantly
more ' limjted than th; proposal made by the Extension"Services B;anch in

-

its document The Community School: A Focus on Living. The introductory

paragraph to-the bogrd position clearly identified the priority given to

e N

educa;ional services and the céndition for implementing the concept,
which was the ‘enhancement of the over-all effectiveness of the day
program. “ S

The boafd' suppdrt for lthe esgablishment of community councils was
limited to locations whefé' éarents had demonstrated an intetesg.
Trusﬁées rejected the brovision df’decisjon-m?king power td‘ény parent or
cohmﬁnity‘ council and insisted that schopl principals control the

activities within the school in ‘accordance with board policy. The board

-
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I L}
minutes make reference to a trustee comment on this matter, He expressed
e y

the view that; ' : - -

Schools should be run by the principal without interference.

His role should be defined, The principal can work with .,
parents to build up a good relationship but he should not
permit the school to be run by parent committees,. ~ (Edmonton

Public Schools, Minutes, June 20, 1972)
Guarding ‘against the 'transfer of decisidn~méking power beyond the
Boérd's»realm of control was a concérhvassociated with the ‘establishment‘
- of community council§ as indicated in Chdpcar Seven which discusses ‘the

School Board reaction to the recommendations of the Commission on

»
P

Educational Planning.

0

With regard to coordinating the delivery of social servicéé, the

“

Board offered limited commitment. It agreed to encourage activities that
might better meet the educatjonal needs .of the community and to explore

possible agreements witﬂ social agencies to develop S a more " coordinated

B .

delivery of social se;Qiceé. Trustees approved the proposed framework on
June 20, }9?2 by a five to two majority. In opposition to the'
recommend;tion it was stated that educational dollars must ndg be used
for activities beyond the Band's respdnsibility} A trustee who' voted
against the recqmmendatién indicated that, Lhile he-could suﬁpprt paré of
the fraﬁework, he étronglx objected to involQing'social agenciés in fhe
schools. In suppért of the recommendaiions it wa; stated that they would
lead to closer cooperation between the community and the school and avdid
duplicatioﬁ of facilities. ' The' debaté™ over ‘the recommendations was
concluded by a trustee who stéted that, in spite oﬁ_‘lack of"policy.‘on'

community schools, several aspects were being implemented and thp;efore,‘

~"it is best to adopt a policy to control these cha@ges rather than let

them grow uncontrolled."
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. .l

The positions of the Public School Board and the interest groups“that

supported the community school concept are illustrated below using the

r »

. ‘ , ' ] o
controversy over the community use of schools during the summer months.

D .
i

Summér Use of Schools

a

?he ‘following example of the summer use of schbol spacé ijustfates
the‘natureibf_the commuﬁity aémand for 'the use of scﬁool facilities and
the School Board's ;eactibn iA maintaining it;'boundafy o% control. The
example also permits the egaminaﬁion of - variables éonsidered ‘1n the

process,

. f
2

A icommunity.schopl described by the Extens;on Services Branch‘of the
" Edmonton Public School District as a fotal opporéuhity centre for young
and old, opetatiﬁg virtuaily éroﬁnd-tﬁe-clock; around;the-yeér; was not
implementgd in the Edmonton Public School sygtem. Moreovef. the demand
, - i

to extend the community use of school facilities over the summer‘ months

ultimately rejected by the Board. .

.iowing the special approval of summer use of schools granted_by

the Board in 1970 to the drop-in centres at Hardisty and Rosslyn~ Schools

X

'

and the introduction of the two communimy~$chooi pilot .projects, demand
for community use §f~schools for the 5ummef.9fll97f éncreased. On June
15, ‘1971,v representatives of th s;hbols“'locatgd iﬁ the‘idne} city

'appgar;d‘before thé'ﬁoar¢ on'behalf of the‘parents,tesgdénsé““éﬂd‘.pgher
groups ‘;onnected with a'proposed éémmunity‘projéét;, Their rlquestﬂdas

~for' the Q$e1ofytwo\échooxsldﬁring;the égﬁme;\ﬁonfhs. dne df thé %chéol;

' wa; ;he diggrictfs pilbt .copmunity school project'whiie;;he pthengas
considé?ea an exiéngidn_of. thé pilét ~pfbjgét. The_ detai1ed1 tggﬁest'
deécribgd in the minutes of the board meeting stated that: *

- N E : 7 o «

o
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.The specific requests included use of .audio-visual equipment
tabples, physical education equipment as well as industrial arts
and home economics equipment. Also requested were spaces,
including a room for a coordinator, use of industrial arts and
home economics rooms; storage space in’ classrooms and 'a
separate storage area with a sink, cupboards and furnishings
for general community property; additional locker space and
storage space in the gymnasium; an additional room for the 'usé
of agencies connected with the project- and a further space to,
‘accommodate social requirements of the community ‘during ‘ and
after regular school hours.” Other recommendations were that .»
custodial services be provxded»when required; school bookings
be delegated to the schools and an approach. be made to the C1ty
of Edmonton to provide a community school coodinator, who would
than -require a separate office in the school. Particular
emphasis was* placed on the recommendations for use ‘during the
slmmer vacation and holiday period, provision of necessary
custodial services, inclusion of Norwood Schodl in the Spruce
Avenue’ Community School project, and provision of aspecific
room 'and telephone for a community school '’ Coordinator.
(Edmonton Public -School ;Board, Minutes, -June 15, 1971)

- ot

During \ahestioning "of the— representatiyesw it was revealed that

trustees had a number of concerns regarding the request: o

. )
b . s f g

1. The Steering - Committee had only a few residents on it. The

majority of the committee consisted of school personnel and groups and

agencies in the city.

2. The. fact that the Committee was working closely with the Parks

“

and Recreation~Department'waS'of concern .sincé trustees believed that

qthis department was interested\in,extending the‘community:school COnert

’

' across the system widening the community 1nvolveméht in school operétion

nd increasinglthe Board's contributxon underqthe Joint Use Agreement

"‘;3; The costs associated with the request and its possible extension"

A

to all 160 schools in the system were of concern. o

| N . A A

Je

4. The “services t9 which'the Board WaS’expected.to‘contribute went
beyond the realm of education - their main’ responsibility
5. Loss of control over activities 1n the school was' a major worry

One trustee sensed ‘that - the group wished to~ run the school "
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The response to the dplegatxon came a week 1ater in. the form of a.

unanimously approved motxbn 'which consisted of" the folﬂowing three ‘ o
‘ R ' ' . ' o ’ C-— ' ) '
points: B t '

. ) A
v ! , . N v .
'

' ﬁ. The Board redefined that, free  use ;-f sohoog buildings

' during the summer vacation periods was not pdrt of  the Joint
Planning Agreements with the Clity of Edmonton,ﬂ?%rks and
Recreation Department. o o » A

2, With the ‘exception of certain expermmental and pilot o
. programs specifically authorized by the - Board, .a . rental fee:
would . be charged to all groups using school buildings duringf
the summer vacation period. ‘ o , S
C . o ?

3.. Unless spec1fically authorized by the Board, the .use of e
school supplies or equipment other than chairs, tables and . Lo
gymnasium equipment ‘would be restricted to the educational: i )
programs operated by the Board through its regular programs and 0
extensxon services. : ‘ , Ty ‘

(Edmonton,PubliCVSchool Board; Minutes, June 22, 1971y
The 'boerd interpretatjon that their commitment under the Jofnt Use

‘”Agreement wasplimited to a teanonth period~.brought *about, a strong
responSe from 'the“fParks‘ and Recreation jbepartment, thch rtoohlthe
‘positién_ that_sthe Joint Use Agreement , applied‘ 'year-roundf - The ’
Depertment's'fAssistant. Superihtendent in'a Ietter‘to the Boerd's-Deputy ,

: . . Lo ‘ :L

‘Secretary,Treasurer strongly objected to the Board's charging foriisummer

use and accused the board s\adm1nzstration of consxstently Jeopardizing—"“

I‘ e

L the lntent of the agreement whlle at the same txme, making extensivev
demands for the! development and maintenance_of school grounds ‘ When the

letter was brou ght - to trustees attentlon,‘ most of them voiced the.f
— : . g .

' oplnlon that 'the pol1cy of co- operatlng on the community school concept
S was subJect to avaxlable funds and since there had been ka sxgnificant}

1nc&ease "in, the use of schools, the Board needed to concern 1tse1f with -

e the protection ‘of funds available to educatxon
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. The ‘third point. reflected a controversy over the fise of school
4 . ! . . '

gymnasia and equipment.i A number of‘schools 'requested extra and ‘more .

: . | | o
’ frequent replacement of selected equipment and supplies such. as balls

RS
-

and many teachers were reluctant to offer teaching stations such as’ home
N .

economics, science, art and 1ndustrial ,arts spaceskfor community use
o A ‘ Y :
during the year. An interview with a former senior administrator with

the Edmonton §eparate School District:reVealed that a similarhphenomenon‘

was also evident in that system.' The teaching staff was extremely' upset
: R o oo i . . ‘ ‘ '
- about sharingespecialized instructional areas, and therefore spaces such

as home economics and science rooms were not made available':ou;side the

regular education programs. ‘The’ feeling that the City's'Parks‘and

’
L

.Recreation Department was attempting to create a demand for school space

N

and‘ was requesting Boards to accommodate any size of‘group brought about

. %
some‘;esentment by the Separate School administrators (e. g s the need to:

open and pay custodians overtime in order to accommodate five 1ndiv1dualsiV

who wanted to practice-basketball). Additional complaints;were received

t Vo

e

régarding ’damage to , the gymnasxum floors and the demand for custodial’

x '

vertime resultingufrom community use of schools. e

Q

use of schools was the: Edmonton High Schools Athletlc' Council
P ;

governed the interschool athletic program in the City ‘This 'powerful

group wanted to ensure the availability of the gymna51a and the required

‘equipment for all its activities The location of some of the act1v1t1es

-

An interest group that was involved 1n the controversy over community C

_(E H S. A C ) which cons1sted of administrators and department heads-nho.'

T3

'could not be determined in advance and on occasion they conflicted w1th5'7*.

"fvpre'f'us community bookings. This uas .a. strong,*lobbying~-group'-thatggb,f{,'

el e

como T

vom
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' communicated to senior administration and the trustees their ressrvations

Al 1

regarding the extent of‘community accessibility to\School‘facilities; B
The issue-of summer use of schools did not~disappear and a year‘later
the board'was again under’ pressure"t05 extend‘ the number of séhools
‘ s e ’ ‘

. . o .
[ . -

: ' , L ‘
.available for summer use. Trustees in general supported the maXimization
'of‘the'uSeiof school buildings provxded that the additioxferOsts did not

detract from the educational program Another point that was made(by a’

)
o

'trustee who supported the condept of community schools and who later 'was

jelected to City Counc11 was that a policy had to be established to guide'

“Lffbranch suggested that since strategies employed to overcome educationaljj:pﬁ,

'3 School Board administration. A report presented by

1 [y

the‘Board and the administration,od this‘matter insteadlof dealing with
the issues: on -an ad hoc basis. The board minutesj&ummarized her

statement‘in’the»following)day:

It is 1ncomprehensrble ‘that the Board should be - dealing with
administrative detail before developing an overall policy. We
have “'pilot' projects that will. .go on forever unless a policy A
is adopted "The Board: of" Trustees is.a policy making group and
-if it is unw1lling to face the problem it will be 'hiding its

head in the sand.' We should not continue to operate on 'stop- flv‘
gap' measures. (Edmonton Public School Board Minutes )May 23, -
1972, p.20) : ‘ . C ‘ ¢ R
. B -
vsuﬁméiz !

. . . . |, ’ - ‘,
This section demonstrated that there was significant support for
‘ ¥

.

1mpraying community access to schools‘ and vforf the community school

3

concept which was’ perceived as a: form of 1ntegrating the school with the;‘h;lg

.r, 1

_‘life of the community The support did “not come only from ’communityf;”

\

[,groups and City departments but included also_segignts of ‘the Publich

1

S

hvﬁnproblems could be appropriate tov»the resolution of othert problems,f}h;7

‘collaboration ~in- the provxsxon of human serv1ces was vital The\reportln‘;,ﬂf
.,;eollabor on . .

n administrativell'fV-



called upon organizations and agencies to "look beyond the organizational

0 —

" R - structure ‘Or.‘solutions and advocated that schools should become part of

!
!

_the. community o o T L ‘h

Despite _the reports;and‘presentations in support of implementing.the
community school concept in Edmonton, the Public. Sohool Board Iresisted

. -

the requested changes in favour of protecting its vested interest - the

ld“,é S ‘heducation of‘children; As illuétrated,,'trustees were concerned about

“

extending the provision of services and were reluctant to spread the

' . ' . . ‘ . ‘ ' " to '.“ 'r
'educationaf—dollarslto'include services beyond what. they perceived as

~

their vma ate. They a vo reJected the proposal to establish community

P councils with decision aking powers over any aspects . of ' . school’
- ’ . - e - . B _ . ‘

.operation, including the . use of schools after yschool hours, ‘Theyh

inSisted on maintaining control through the local school principal

'

... Consumption of Alcohol on School Property: Conflict Within the 'Metasystem

‘Introduction .
The; policy.‘controyersy 'regarding“'the‘ sale and/or consumpiion of
aICOholic1beverages on public school board property, which was a"major‘

$
<

factor ;‘n the City s desire ,tp‘ reView the‘ Joint Use Agreement is

."
\

analyzed in this section in order “to gain more inSight into ‘factors -

-~ re

.affecting the evolution °f the‘ 88reement. In addition the ana1y51s'ﬂ"’

! ' s

f sheds some light on' the applicability of the conceptual framework‘h"d::

proposed for this Study The analysis of this conflict also illustratesti

‘317{ elements‘associated withfiboundary maintenance activities and reports‘“

Y . «

:iﬁgf}'3fﬂ, findings' related to interorganizational relations and the interaction,"

. f
RN

within a metasystem. zogf’l‘frxf]'
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The spec1fic case deals w1th the attempt by a community league,fwith

the support of powerful groups and indrvxduals such Ias‘ City Aldermen,

City‘ administratbrs and the City s Federation of Community leagues, to /.

1
1 0

alter a school board policy which prohibited the sale and/or consumption

v

of alcoholic‘ beverages and the engagement in games of chance on school

[

board property .This attempt occurred in the City of Edmonton betweenr

-

1971. and 1974‘ and was resolved following a plebescite on, October 16
1974 . It should be noted that throughout the debate, reference was made

to. the existence of a board policy on . this issue In reality, there .

. was no such policy and the practice of prohibiting alcohol consumption on
board property‘ stemmed from a regulation on this matter -Furthermore,
the main controversy was over the consumption of alcohol rather than with

the wuse of the. f60111ty for bingo games Following‘the results of the
plebescite,. on Novemberllz, 1974, ‘the Board approved a policy which’

stated that:

The Board - prohibits ‘the sale ‘or consumption of alcoholic‘
beverages on allischool premises. Further, the: purchasing of’ Lo
liquor .permits in the name of a; school or any s¢hool authorized
... . ,.group.is prohibited (Edmonton Public School District, Board . . Lo
" . .-Policies Manual JGB) R B o “huﬁ, S

o Background o
— ‘ s

The Edmonton Public School District tried a new concept in school

o

,f’construction in the early 1970 s ”Lt con51sted of buxlding\ community :‘:”“
" w1ngs attached to the school facility Two new schools, Evansdale and

oo . R ,*“‘

”'iThorncliffe were constructed at that time 'and the j community wing .‘”ﬁ |
C which 1nc1uded a meeting room, dressxng rooms and equipment storage room,. s

'H.was part of each pro;ect The gymnasium and the outdoor hockey rink were

.ﬁ\located in close proximity to the dressing rooms in order to make it
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" convenient. for the community to use the school ”facilities ‘after school”

Y

o

hoursf “While it lwas ‘eXpected that thew City would pay for ghe

‘ construction of the wings, there was no formal agreement thatﬂ stipulated

B 196

that ‘the title for the property would be transferred to the“City nor

I

whether the school boards policies and regulations would apply ‘tO'hthe‘

. community wings. When ‘the School Board deCided.that its regulations

\

'regulation ‘which prohibited h ‘conSUmption “and sale _of alcoholic .

gbeverages on school property and the engagement in games of chance in its,

[

";“gtwo community wings attached to Evansdale and Thorncliffe Schools

o~ . a
L1

facilities S E

]

‘For lack of alternative options *(there . were no other public

.

‘gfacilitles in the neighbourhoods), the communities dec1ded to voice their-

”

dissatisfaction. This action supports Aldrich s' (1979) suggestion that a

client or a customer dissatisfied with organizational performance is more

. likely to leave if other alternatives exist However, a lack‘of‘feasible
alternatives increases ' the likelihood that 'yoice" (expreSSion - of .

V_dis$atisfaction)' will be chosen by disoontented customers This case

N

. ,could prowide further inSight by suggesting that the higher : he socio-'

1 .

‘3

:economic classes -are ‘likely to know the political process and express'

‘l.(

' cheir Views in a more eloquent way This observation is based on the'

b

\

oy

n"‘fifTh‘ Evansdale _jld Thorncliffe "communities ;Vhadfh contrasting
‘fhneighbourhood profiles The Evansdale neighbourhood located in the

%7:FNorthmount Community._ consisted of a large proportion of Single family

[N

.would apply to these fac111ties wthe communities strongly objected to the"‘

) economic status f"gthe' customer(s), ‘ he, more likely that the

".‘dissatisfaction will be expressed ‘ Community members from higher soc10-"’

[

[T

:;fschoolv closure experience in Edmonton and is eVident in the case of the i |
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‘dwelllngs, while Thorncliffe had a relatively large number of multiple—
famil) units (e g , town homes, apartments), a fact which resulted in

‘that nexghbourhood s having Iab much more ‘transient'tpopulation.‘ This
}factor( is Iof: interest’ since it_ was the resxdents oﬁ Evansdale - the, ‘
‘ P o 4 . 8
o heighbourhbod‘with the higher"socio-ecgnomlc‘ level | - who laUnched av\ C
hstrong campalgn to have the polic9\ regardlng the consumption of alcoholj
in schools changed ‘ C . . o | . ’

.
'

0 ’ !

The Case for a Change in Board Polxcy ' lj"l s ‘\f “'a‘, (U ;|
,'On‘ March 23 1971, a delegatlon from the Northmount Community League‘[
and Northmount Parent Adv1sory Commlttee appeared before the Board of

Trustees. requestlng a rev1s1onrof the\board s pollcy in order to allow“

'
. ' )

‘the sale and consumptlon of alcohol at Evansdale School. The Submission‘

' N '

was spec¢ific about the condltlons under whlch this would be allowed 1t
'would.only be permltted for "adult functlons sponsored by an incorporated'
society, charitable or' soc1al group for whxch a llquor permit had been

lhlssued by the Alberta quuor Control Board (Edmonton Publlc Sthool Board(

“,l Mrnutes,ﬁ March ‘23 1971) In support of thls case the delegates‘made*““—

..v, . :,"

‘atheu follow1ng p01nts o h(a)»‘there- was‘ no other community leaguepf e

",ﬂ”'bulldlng Jlnf the commun1ty, (b) the re51dents would llke to make maximum[

u-use of the _facillt1es~y (c);‘l1quor 'would attract more. resxdents,,tof;ﬁf: B
‘}c0mmun1ty functlons;‘ and' (d)"the;‘matter had begn dlscussed with theh" S

sy

LA school pr1ncipal and the proposal to the Board had been developed Jointlydf‘Hﬁhjf

':l!with hzmthff;ﬂ}f7gfth;';fhd““]f]\p"" -

. . . . ‘,_ . ; - S . ,.: T

The Board of Trustees unanlmously rejected the delegation s request\*f%V"”

fﬁ(April 13 1971), but the pressure to rev1se the, pol1cy . was mountxng,;ﬂ"l"ff

'

A few months later, several communxty leagues, including Eelvedere and\ .

(RS
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’r'g"problem involving community wings at Evansdale and Thorncliffe was one ofﬂ

‘Tste Agreement (Statement made on June 27 1973) 'f'tﬂ;

,';Q*referred to\as Evansdale Community League) prepared another assault

Jﬂ_community hall (the sdhool wing) that ,couldi not be fully utilized

x
R
. r‘ '
. .

:Londonderry, requested that the Board reconSider its policy concerning“

o

lthe ‘sale and .consumpﬂion of alcohol 4t adult functions held in publio

'sthools A similar request was presented in a 1etter from ‘the HChairman .

L
)

“‘of the Parks and Recreation'AdVisory Board (consisting of‘elected and

"appointed officials and including representatives of the City and ‘both'

.

School Boards) advising of a' motion passed ‘at a recent meeting wherein; .

K

the School Board had been asked to reconsider its positron with respect

: to- alcoholic beverages in schools In addéfion, the Edmonton Federation

13

of Community Leagues, the coordinating body between the ‘member,uLeagues:

a ' .

‘“~and the Civ1c Admihistration sxded with those'opposing the"poliqy'.

(This organizatiOn had beenv}extremely"influential in the " local’

cOmmunities and was perceived ‘to have an impact on Civic elections )

[ -

C A ‘Joint Use Agreement ’Review ‘Committee consisting of two elected‘

ct
4

representatives from each of the three parties‘- City of Edmonton,‘Public

[

.School Board and Separate School Board - had been established at Cityu

'
e

i‘Councilas.request that ‘same year (its first -meeting‘ took .place'» on'

— , ' . . ! S
. » . LI B it

‘Novemberﬁ 16, 1972) ‘ addness, concerns' expressed<'by the Parks and"

Recreation Department Less than a year later an alderman whof was, one;

o . " N

e
a,,

o p[hthe prinCipal reasons the City requested a re examination of the JOint:‘

. L

o
i‘i ' " -‘

L
\

-

: : e

”ﬂ;t e uly 12 1972 issue of the Edmonton Journal as saying that they had a

iy

e
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i

iof the" two City representatives ‘on- this _committee stated that thel';"f

\During the summer of 1972 , the Northmount Community League (also;ff‘:ﬁ

‘“ithef Board policy The president of the Community League was q“°ted 1“*‘l"f



"

«

' league organized‘ what the 'Edmonton Journal‘called a "pop‘nicheesefparty“

‘functions_where liquor was.served,

whereas other cbmmuniuy halls across the city could 'be. used for adult,

"

" , . .r . '

lhe summer“ activities' included -the' collection of.signatutes‘on a

pet;tiyﬁg whlch provix d background lnformation ‘la d ‘listed eight '

% , : )

recommendations related to communlty aceess to’ the facillty The results
5, . . ' . .

of the survey, whlch were presented to ‘the School Board at a meeting on

N, . . <

‘August' 29, ﬂ972 suggested that over n;netyasix percent (96 ) of the 900

homes that had/been approached supported the brlef 1n its entirety ,hTheh

brief also proposed a one year trlal uSe of alcohol at Evansdale School

In accordance w1th the polxcy that the board decxsion on a petitlon would

o

‘be made two weeks follow1ng the delegatlon s presentation, the decision

Py

g in'booze‘gan-War" (September'7“l972); An . early afternoon meetlng was

"

arranged for the convenience of school trustees, board adm1nistrators and

.- . ,l‘. \
'

‘was scheduled for September l3 1972 Hln .the meantime, ‘thet‘communityp‘

‘”{.city offxclals During the party 5 ’the pre51dent ‘of the community'

, qgmmunlty purposes

ot

‘ league‘ was vquoted as’ sayxng that they had: been told that the gymnasxum

[ - ~

WOuld be the1r communlty hall and'that they were" presently unable to use '&

n
o

as' such. The looal cause received support durxng this panty fromjg‘

(/
e ~

Cxty Aldermen Parks and Recreat1on adm1nxstrators and a ‘representative N

ah . B . ~oy
) ! ’

of the Edmonton Federat1on of Communlty Leagues.‘ A ,"g‘f o 'ﬂ"“y'

A N
‘_»‘ N b , . , X ,,‘. /‘,.

One alderman was quoted ~as saying Nthat the wxng was built for

T " N bl . . '

. FENIN
ll °

the communlty (Edmonton Journal September '8, ‘“1972), whlle another

suggested that thlS unique‘ case deserved special xregulations.;} lhef‘»'

RS

I’z s . g

i . q

‘-Dxrector of Communlty Programs, Parks and Recreatlon proposed that the

Cxty pay the cost ‘of constructxng. the communxty qwing ($62 000’
) o : Sy

' f W
. Vo
v TR

Cr

and determ1nation as t0u1ts use should be up gtoﬂf*“ﬂ

’

Y

oy
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a ' to’ the property.‘ This would, mean Lhatuliquor could be

At would"no "longer be school board property. The

rept@?entative of the Federacion of Community lL.eagues suggested that the

Leagué“hgd previously considered joint use developments such as Fvnnsdale
‘ It
but ha “alvays feared that this type of problem would emerge,

Support for the community <ame also from one of .the publ{c school

board trustees who repeated-poinfs made earlier by the president of the

\ \

\

Community“ League. He had'descnibed the board stand on liquor and games

Nru
T

of chance as antiquated. and had said’ than the policy was unfair to »theﬂ

g &
: 5

EvansdaTe people who utilized the Wlng and the school gymnas1um as their

community hall The facilxty.had been desxgned to bring the community
COgether but this could not be’ acComplished under the existing policy.
..' y ‘" : . .

Anothef point that was made by supporters of a revised regul&tion was

that' the Separate School ‘Board (Catholic) allowed the consumption of

alcoholic beverages at .community functions held in schools afcer school

hours, Althoﬁgq ,some .ti‘usteesl from that school board objected to the
b ‘ A ) '2.

pgacticeﬁéip'had cqntinued with little or no difficulty. n g
When the. Evansdale Communi‘ty League representativgzlxzed tha't

thex?’attempts to persuade the Publ;c School Board to change its pollcy”

. \

had failed, they approached City Counci;‘for assistance. Theéy wrote a

)

letter to Council and met with its Public Affairs Committee which was

)

chaired by ‘the  Alderman -who was also the City's representative”on_;ne_

Joint Use Agieement,Review Committee, 'A quote from thec“Public Affairs

Committee Treport to‘City‘Qouncil describes the feelings of the c0mmuni£y

Ve
[

1i’3ue's representatives as related to the ‘issue at hand. It stated

— . . ' e
. b

thet- C .N,u' o .

L

They expﬂa&ned ' that Evansdale School has been deveIOped as a
coumujgty school with the commun;cy W1ng pa;d for by the City.

kS

S P -—

’
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It was understodd that the community league would have the same
* Jurisdiction in the wing as it would have in a separate
community league hall. However following construction the
Edmonton Public School Board insisted that the community wing
must operate under restricted regulations set by the Board,
thus denying the community league of , the expected autonomy .
The Evansdale representatives felt that the Bogrd's failure to
acknowledge the previous understanding amounted to a4 lack of
confidence in the abjlity, prudence, maturity and
requnsibility'of the league.. The league had hoped that the
City. would ' be suecessful in {ts bid to obtain title to the
‘ wing, However, the Board's recent decision-to assume all costs
-of constructing the wing, thus placing the facflity fully ‘undar
Schoo]l Board control, has the community league deepf’ alarmed

and worried about {ts. future in the building, (City of
” Edmonton, ‘Public Affajrs Committee Report No.16, October 9,
1973) ‘ '

. The. Public Affairs 'Committee was -extremely sympathetic to  the
community league's cause. It pointed out that the Joint Use Agreement,
. ' N . 1 r i

' then  being negotiated, did not contain separate regulations relating to

” " . '

ot . »
. ¢

community wings, althéugh_the;problems aﬂd uses fdiffered cons iderably

1 SN

from those of regular seheols, and recommended ' that a schedule be
attached to the Joint Use Agreehent setting out: (a) regulations for the
6peration of community wings, and (b) regulations guaranteeing expanded

community use of all school faeilities, with greater ' priority given to

community leagues for after-hoyr use of these facilities,

.

. Analysis of the.Community League's Policy Argument

-

‘Dunn's six elements of polic argument are .used here in the
P Y 8
» :

presentation and analysis of the commun1ty case in support of their

_proposed revision' of the ‘séhool board 'policy'. Dunn (1981) suggests
that every policy argument has the following elements
- 1. quicy-Relevant Informat}on:-_ Constitutes -the evidence-at the

analyst's d15posal
A

2. Pollcy Clalm The conelusion of a,poliey argument.
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\

‘ ‘4. Warrdnt: Assumptions .which permit the analyst to move from
pol :

-releyvant information to policy claim. According to Dunn, a
warrant ‘'may contain assumptions of several kinds: authoritative,
- ' ’ ! ‘
intuitive, analycentric, causal, pragmatic and value-critical. (Dunn,

| 1981, pp.67-68)

b, Backing: Arguments that may be‘useq to support warrants which

are not accepted at face value.

5. Rebuttal: Is a second conclusion, assumption, or argument that
states the conditions under which the origiﬁal claim is unacceptable, or

may be accepted subject to specific conditioens.

6. Qualifier: The degree to which the analyst is‘certain about a

.

policy claim.
Table 6.1 applies Duna's typology of elements of a policy argument to

ion described in the case under study.'
| ‘ .

L

uy

the informat

“'TﬁéﬁCasé fér Retaining the School Board 'Policy'

- A;’ indicatedv in the .previous section, the Board of Trustees of the
Edmonton School Distric£ faceﬁ significant pressure not ‘;nly from. the
specific’ cgmmunity whAChv‘rgquested\ a 'policy' «change, but, more

importantly,.fgbm_elected officials in the City-of Edmonton, a trustee
that supported ‘the community position, Parks and Recreation officials,

.

the Edmonton.?ederatioﬁ'qf "Community Leagues and a number of other.

‘community ' leagues. What were the Board's policy arguments for retaining

the ;eguiatiﬁn.ﬁhich‘bfahibitéq?the'sale énd/or consﬁmpfion of alcohol in
schools; and why were trustees prepared to withstand the pressure against.
\their;p6§ition?a

RN R
- 1
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' Table 6.1

The Case for a Policy Allowing Conéumpnion of Alcohol in:Schools

’
Al

Elements of
Policy Argument

Cése‘Study

Pdlicy~Re1evant
Information

7
N

There was a strong local community support for the

use of alcohol at, adult functions in schools

Policy Claim

The sale and or consumption of alcohol on school
property should be permitted during adult .
functions after school hours ' .

Warrant:
Authorjitative mode

Intuitive mode

- Explanatory mode’

Pragmatic mode

Value-critical
mode

The maximization of community use of public’
facilities was desirables

Liquor would attract more residents to the
facility. . '

Increased resident participation would bring the
community together. The school principal's
support would ensure a controlled situation.

The separate school board allowed the consumption
of alcohol during adult functions.

There should be equality among community leagues.
Other communities had community halls and :
generated revenues‘dur1ng functions where alcohol
was served. £

n

Backing

Community participation in school operation and
bridging the-gap between the community and the
school was supported by the school board.
(Reflects the Board submission to the Commission
. on Educational Planning)

Rgbuital ’ The general publxé would not support the local
community's- desire and granting the ;equest would
estab11sh a dangerous precedent . oo

Qualifier . Because of the high level of local support

(96.4%), there was a high probability-that the
community at large also supported this position.
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" Dunn's (12@1)' context . of values, “presented in the review of the
literature, provides‘a framework for examining the relationship 'between

individual or group interest and the public interest, ' The typology
. | ‘

. - ‘ C A ‘ ‘

‘includes the following contexts: (a) the-personal context consisting of

expressions of 'individual desires; (b) the standard context inQolvipg

group value statements about particular situations, and (c) the -ideal
context consistimg of value judgeménts which are not dependent on

individual or group des1res ‘ o ' ‘ Y,

While the position taken.by the Eransdale Community League reflected
the stamdard context‘which }nvolves a’ group value 'statement about a
particmlar Situation, it appeare'tmat.many of the argumehts'of two key‘
trestees in the'debate could be ‘categorizedv under the ideal comtekt:
vafue judgements which are not dependent on‘indiyidual or group desires.
These trusteee were able to gain thet eupport of the majority of fthe
trﬁstees_ towards their. stand on the rssoe ueing a nufi@er of arguments-
_ whdch are‘deeCribed below. 'The‘fol;owing quotee fromytrustees' reacpiodv'
* to the ‘Evansdaie:Cdmmpnityyteaghe deleghtron Suggest a strong oelietifn
the rigﬁtness;of theoposition taken and .in the - value judgement that

alcohol and edutation do not mix. Trustees Seemed to be Jealous of their

N
.

jurisdict1on and prepared to defend it at eny cost:

The school is 'a centre for. learnQng and therefore can not be
looked at in the same 'light as.a community hall. Liquor and .
' games of chance could not fit into the’ ph1losophy of a learnlng R
centre. (Edmonton Public School Board, Minutes,’ September 12,
. 1972) . D L T .
~If the 'schools' are not kept as 'holy’ground' where children are
' protected completely dhd education is their primary purpose, we
. are . opening -the "door’ "to- complete loss of control of these
~ schools. . The preservation of ; schools and  any facilxt1es'u_ .
. attached to -them . must be paramount (Edmonton Publxc School ot
L'Board Minubes, September 12 1972) ‘ '
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Alcohol and educatlon are incompatible. 'Schools, rather than
~being mere buildings, should represent the ideals and goals of
education: The act1v1tles that take place in a school reflect
+ ~on that school and the serving of liquor will undermine - these
goals. (Edmonton Publ1c School Board, Minutes, January 22,
1974) : ‘ ‘ '

" The goal of education is to, st1mulate the mind and to clarify
the vision, but alcohol does the opposite, it dulls -the mind -

" and dlstorts the .vision ... . . What-people do in their own . .
homes is their business, but what is done in the tax supported
publlc building is -a‘ ‘different matter . . . . This matter is
going to split the school system as well as the community
leagues.  (Edmonton _Public School Board, Minutes, January 22,
1974) - '

.

. o o o
There was a recognition of changes in society. Chlldren were engaged

in actlvitres ‘and expressing desxres that had not prev1ously been part of

¢

the Chlld s envxronment. A former senior public .school board

admrnxstrator who served the district in the 1960's and the early 1970's

Ly

descrlbed the change in thlS way:

Former standards ‘and controls were let down. In the late
1960's, there had been changes in the. concept - of 'society -
growing laxity insofar as youth control is concerned and how
.adults conducted themselves in front of youth A bar had to be
in each nelghbourhood . B

Notw1thstand1ng these ‘changes, ‘thére was ‘a belief and a strong

!

" committment that educat1on should re51st the trend

" Not only was‘~there a concern'with the.relationship‘between‘alcohol

, .
and educatxon but some trustees 1nterpreted the Crty s involvementt on -

the" sxde of those who supported a change 1n the pollcy as a stage in a

’Hmuch larger plan of 1ntrusion 1nto school board activit1es and authority- R

o

' ”'Theu need to protect and defend educatlon. the Board 's perceived mandate,. L

and to ma1ntaln 1ts.authority.was ev1dent in 'the following .trustees
' L S S

. StateMents:

3‘The City Of Edmonton has establxshed a trend of trying to. move~;‘.""”‘

.fffln ‘'on school - property and, " in “fact, an Alderman at' the.'- .
/' Evansdale - School Jldst ‘week was urging. that alcoholic beverages-IV
- .be permitted in’ the school : These statements ‘were, made despite,'

¢
\

Sy ' :‘1'- T T e e e
. L - . - TR P : .
. ’ ST SN . A o B N



the fact that the Alderman must have known her statement was at
variance with school board’ policies . . . " The City s ‘request
for ‘'a review of the Joint Planning Agreement (actual title is
Joint Use’ Agreement)‘was an'attempt to. get ‘control of more
. .school property . (Edmoriton Public School Board, Minutes,

September 12, 1972)

'The 'City,' by seeking to renegotiatefthe Joint Use Agreement,
might be attempting to achieve an urban county through 'the

' back door'. (Edmonton Public School Board, Minutes, September
26, 1972) ) \ :
Un . City Aldermen should pay attention to City business, and keep .
. their noses out of school board bus:ness says Edmonton Public: 1
<« ' - School -Board Cha1rman Se .. The board won't be pressured by
,Evansdale by City" Aldermen, or by any group. It will, simply -’
'do the best 'job it can . . . the reason it was elected in the ‘

1A

. first place. (Edmonton Journal 0ctober 6 1972) C '

s

' One vof the key warrants used by trustees in support of ‘the. position ,

taken Was the continuous support they had received from a variety of '
. [ .

s

; dgroups and the belief ‘that they were serv1ng the 1nterest of the majority -

'
-

- as welfﬁas acting in the good of education - as indicated, in the

preceding quote References to ‘the extent of”support forlthe.Boardis;

position were made by & trustee who, according to the, board - minutes of

November 16, 1971,‘stated that: - oo

‘He. had received many,telephone calls all opposing’ any change in

the Board regulations.. In . addition, a -radio 'talk back"
‘~program had: recently conducted a survey to determine the number', o
 of people’ 'for and against .‘use ' of alcoholie beverages in . .

‘ schdols ~0f " 100 ‘telephoge- calls received, 86 pedple:objected
to any change in the regulations and only 14 favoured the sale..
;\\and ‘use. of ‘alcoholic beverages' in- 'schools. On. this basis (the
Trustee) felt that the request to change our regulations should
‘be , turned ‘down. " . (Bdmonton Public School Board Minutes,

November 16 1971) ‘]\:w

" The . Edmonton ’Area Councxl of *Hamé and School Assoc1ations:
_continuously supported the Board pOSition on the alcohol '1ssue ‘!It';'v,

' fﬂfshould be noted that this Council represented the interests of children‘g

'*:and parents in the community while the Edmonton Federation ,of Community

KLeagues, which supported the Evansdale Community cause, represented the

AL S



interest of the general population in'the community. (With the decllne

in‘school enrollment-and contlnued popul@tion increase in the city during
"tﬁe‘l970's, the‘reletlve 1nfluence of the respective groups may have
undergone:hsome ch&nges;) An example or the:Council of‘Home‘and‘School
,<Associationsl continulng support ot;thefboard,posltion uesla'presentetion
by‘the Council's representetiue on"Septemher 26 1972 which reported that
" the executxve of‘the organlzatlon had passed a motion that thny were . not
in fevour of allowlng‘the‘opening up of theirlschools for the‘conSumption
:of llquor in' any waf,-shepe or form, and that it‘modld be unfair .to the.
‘majority of:the‘Edmonton taxpayers’if any pert'or‘a'school bullding‘were‘

trensferred to the City of Edmonton in order to.'circumVentW'the present

Al . B I
o

’hfregulatxon concernxng games of chance and. the consumptlon of 1iquor

,Reference to addltional support was made 1n the September 26, 1972

——

board meeting whenga‘trustee stated that Capilano, Gold Ber, Mount

- Pleasant and"Terreée 'ﬁeights;,have voted'egainst the'use,of alcohol in

these facilities." -The minutes from the meeting ~do  not ‘elaborate on

‘whether .ltd was the lqcal commun1ty league that adminlstered the vote orw‘
;uhether At was an’ act1v1ty organxzed by other local groups
oFurther strong evrdence of support for the - Board was. demonstrated on;‘
‘:,Januety‘é 1974'when a: Comm1tteel.of 'Citizens opposed to liquor and‘

.gambllng in schools' submltted a 'petltion w1th some 3 000 names of‘

e

vind1v1duals supportlng thls pos1tfon The br1ef was presented from the:lfhfm

~,V1ewpolnt.of the bu51ne55'execut1ve,-the professional the church and the‘

. medlcal profession, and expressed concern WIth the potential increase in’

"1}-the number of outlets in the C1ty for consumptlon of alcohol and the costf{v‘

”*'7!of alcohol to SOC1ety

. "‘
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{

Additional pOints made by trustees in support of retaining the policy

on consumption of alcohol throughout the conflict period (1971 1974)

,were;
1. “Ultimate‘ concern "as ‘to whether or notgall schools in the clty‘

were to be opened for the use of liquor at adult functions regardless of -

‘indiuidual‘1comhunity kdesires‘_(appro;al cin one location..would set a
precedent).‘ o :" l ‘ ¢ l | \
;é.; Thet‘same,dregulations should.apply.to'all individuals'hsing‘the :
.community‘facility..-If‘students over 18 were to be. allowed ltod,conSume
lalcohol ,in:‘the evening, 1t might be difficultdto-preyent themvfrom
drinking during the daytime : : |

3. . ‘There 'would ' be little control of admittance to functions where

Xelcohol is served
féll Significant cost increases were likely:‘ higherhfire insurance

rates, and&ngw expenditures.on policing, maintenance and caretaking

lﬁ.u"school principals ;were concerned about an increaseé in the wear,
and tear on' the facxlity and equipment

6;11 The Board should not compete.,with fe;isting‘outletsIservingm
‘alcoholic:beverages‘ | | y .

Three trustees critized the community petition They suggested that‘

",the 1nc1usion of eight other requests that had already been agreed to bygt‘

"the Board tended to cloud the only issue the Board disagreed w1th ‘r hd

"jservices.v Furthermore, it was argued that the background informationf';

dr\provided to the *residents - was deceiv1ng the community The communityj_

,'wiﬁg had ndt been built from the community s tax dollars but from generalh?f

'ffprovincial funding As a result, the extent of the support in thef,l >

———

t*"in) was questioned
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Resoluq;on of the Controversy over Consumption of Alcohol in Schools

\

 The’ mounting pressure on the School Board resulted in a gradual shift"

1n trustee votes as well as in a search for an alternative which would‘ ‘

A o

: satisfy the. community league and its two main influential supporters ‘the .
City of Edmonton and *the. Federation of ‘Community ‘wLeagues.‘ " The -

- circumstances were described by a trusteeluho dasKQuoted in'the”minutea o

,'as saying: Ce we are being pressured by the City of Edmonton through
'.the Parks and Recreation Department and if they are in favour of liquor,

‘ they should be forced to take the responSibility (Edmonton Public Schooll

.

‘Boardgt Minutes ' September"lZ 1972). Durxng the same meeting, trustees»

< .
n\Jected Evansdale Community League s request for 'booze and bingo after o
: school hours by-a 6,l‘margin. (The first vote- in April 1971 unanimously

.reJected the. delegation s request ) The motion to transfer the wing to
, EN . - ,

the City for one doilar and to allow the Parks and Recreation Department

'Jto administer the act1v1t1es was defeated by a 4:3 margin This occurred’

"despite the proposed prov151on that 1f it did not’ work the Board would

—

'\retain the right to buy the w1ng back for a- dollar

Almost a month later ,an Edmonton Journal article entitled 'Stop )

,‘Meddling, Aldermen Told" made reference 'tof a statementv by the‘ Board: ;

“Chairman that we can resolve the sxtuation ;t,'if left alone" (Edmonton"

LI ER

Journal”:October 6. 1972) A gradual shift in the trustees vlew‘on‘.thefjg\‘”

i'matter from one of absolute reJection to one of approv1ng procedureS' o

X ,'

‘ll,which would allow the consumption of alcohol in schools took place over arxl

;‘three year\ perlod On December ,1 1973 a _trustee moved that theh"vrﬁ

following procedures regardxng the extended use" of community schools bef‘"

»

The procedures are applicable to all adult community groups

Y T
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.\wa \'2. ~ The . activity is .to be. discussed wlth the school pr1nc1pal and a
T o ' ‘, ‘
‘permit for the use of liquor to be obtalned from the Alberta 'Liquor ) "
':Con&rol Board. ' N "w‘- : S ‘ :“ - BTN

N ‘3\m’ The group must be 4 non- profnt, non- polrtxcal organ;zat1on (not

-individuals)
‘A;' Following the principalfs  endorsement,i the forms should ‘be
‘ forwarded to the DireCtor of. School | Operations’ for approval.-‘f(The‘l

Director could hear appeals 1n cases where the pr1nc1pal was reluctant to

endorse the activity ) B X

5. Begular day students;‘regardless of age shall not be;allowed‘in

such functions."_ B »'1 .
By " 6. Rental charges shall be limited to cover caretaking . and L

maintenance costs. (not a flat rate).
7. Priorities of use 'shall be as specified in _the’Jointste‘

Agreement.

The notion was' approved by a sllm margln of 4: 3 Following this

»

decision, supporters of the ban on alcohol in’ schools ‘started‘ a‘ major“'

' campargn t0' have the dec151ont overturned and called for a referendum
‘during the upcoming 'c1v1c ‘elect10n~‘ Support for‘ a plebesc1te wasl
expressed by the Edmonqon Area Counc11 of Home | and School Assoc1atlonsl‘v‘
while'a'grOUp called the Edmonton Pre51dents Intercrty: Counc11 opposedl_'

5'1 the plebescite on the ground athat 1t would generate llttle publlch L

interest The majorzty of trustees supported the motion. Ohe trustee.'”

thought that there was little 1nterest on the part of the general public,ﬁlfhffhi
i : Vo

'fftft and tha ‘only principals and teachers were still concerned He suggested\;5

that too“much t1me had been spent on this non-issue and that al{ Lfk”‘

plebescite was the only way to settle the 1ssue On the other hand

RN
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objectedv tonpthe consumption of alcohol inh‘:‘

1

trustee Uwho’4hed .rongljt
vsehoois all a  g‘argued‘that thenwhole issue bo11ed down to one thxng -
the preé rvatiou‘ of the 'whole ;publxc sehool system (Edmontou_Publio
.:School‘ oard Minutes August 26 197£) - " ‘; \j‘ ! .

\

N

‘ Do you ;favour allow1ng public school buxldxngs to’ be used forl
'.feduit,sotial‘functions involylng sale and/or consumption .of alcoholic‘

‘beverages7 provided ‘that these ‘funct;ons _are held outside ‘of regular
- | y : Lo IR cou e

LS.
school hours?

"2, “Do‘”YOu.‘févour allowxng publ;c schoql buxldings to be used for

[ o

, adult 'social ‘fuuctionsg 1nvolv1ng bxngo and’ other, games_‘of chance,

' provided that they are held‘out51devof reguiar,school'hours? I AT
B \‘ . . c‘ : \'1' '4‘“’\ N . ~ ) ) , ol i o ’ ‘ L ','I\-rh
'Thé‘fresuits’“on"the “first - question -‘were surprising, even for the
co "“ A . N v, a4 o . ' . , .\ r T,
o

o winners who expeoted”a mu&h larger rejedtion of 61cohol coﬁsumption‘ theu.n

) 51 69% ktﬁéi counted votes (exclud1ng spolled ballots) A2 732 N
3 P ‘ . g

agalnst Versus 39 931 1n fevour On the other hand there was \a' clear

b

,"\ . LN
W “

'.preference ifOr‘ allow1ng b1ngo and other games of chance"at adultﬂ

v Vfunétions Over seventy four percent (7& 7 ‘ answared "y (60 A84'
"’veiéus 20 485) j FOIIOW1ng the vote ‘the .Board approved a policy‘ :

'

stat ment whlch prohlbxted the ‘sale and/or (consumpt1on of aicoholic‘"

I

beverages durdng adult funct1ons .on school board property

Vo
o

0y

ol Conclqdzng Comments :
B b . . ' : ll"‘\ : ! ' C . ' s
T}Thisj'case demonstrates that Welss general framework of policy} S

.

formulatlon based on pressure from 1nterested groups as well
e off101als perception of the public 1nterest was a key element during theﬂd.

st

debate on the consumption of alcoholic beverages« in schools It dwgsf”gﬂf?
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A o g ‘ ‘ e
evident " that selectednptrustees viewed the issue as being within Dunn's |

‘ideallvalue context: prohiblting the consumption of alcohol in schools‘”

was a value Judgement dependent not on 1nd1vidua1 or group desire but
: rather on.a clear perception of what is good for society Zand~ education.<
For them, the vduties‘ of * the xoffice involved the‘protection of”the\

"

interests of eduoation%for-children and the ,diSagreement could 'not be

F;.dehated‘frationally"althoughluthey‘used some rational factors to‘support
their"position,‘ Other trustees,initially Suppdrted'the position‘,against ‘T

alcohol.‘ ‘,schools,‘ p0551b1y as a result of peer pressure or a lack, of

appreciation of the extent of the problem ‘and ‘the public preference,‘
¢t

Those who shlfted their vote apparently did not see. the dec151on as - a
"value Judgement but as - a value statement about a particular situation e
The loyalty t04the duties of the office,of trustee was reflected in

‘the protection and defense of the 1nterests of education against what was,

v
'

perceived as .an 1ntru51on and, for two trustees, against an attempt tof‘

I

control functions that were within the authority prov1ded to the Board in

the»School Act. .+ . -
 Sumnary. x-'"gd~3'3‘ SRR N A
\SQ;),d k fhis section described ‘A] controversy over 'a Pubbec School Boerd o

CE . . : t "
hji”-regulation prohibiting the consumption and sale of alcoholic beVerages on PR

W

;“1Public School Board property and the engagement in games of chance in 1ts

o . :
A )

ﬂ“facillties.. The analysis of the conflict revealed two extreme p051tions

ATAN . .._0

‘ 'NTOne position was in favour of the existing regulation held by the Board

SR of Trustees and supported by the Home and School Associations churches
' s ! . ‘ V\‘-'. ": <
On the other hand a local community

share of the general public




L&

5

"d{sllm marg1n although the publlc ‘supported games of chance at\ adult» h‘QoJE

, analyzrng the’respective positions.
'condltlons (December 11 1973) The community camp victory was short- .
livedi Less than a- year later, a plebescrte’ was conducted during the ' “31,3
"functaons~1n schools:o: o s R

'U;Introductlon_

took place to- &\large extent durlng the early part of the~ 1970 5

, schOol“'as'»a"commun1ty hall where it would have * autonomy with regard to

L

» B . |

the use of the fac;lity The communxty 1eague requested the' Board“to{
| A . % S ‘
amend the regulatlon and permxt " the consumption of alcohol on board

" . n-' !

property and the use of the facxllty for bingo When this effort f&iled
a different requesth was made~ that the txtle to the community wing be o
transferred to the Crty, thereby cxrcumventing the requrrements of ‘the 'bfr‘
regulation Support for th;s posrtron came * ffom Clty!Aldérmen, the Parks o

l'and Recreatlon Department ‘the Federatxon of Communrty Leagues the‘Parksd.l

' 1
B .

and . Recreation 'Advisory Board,‘"a number of community leagues and the -

n . . : A Co . ) ' ) n
majority of;the'localbreSidents. The, situation evolved into. a 'war'
between the education and the ‘community-'camps.”.Dunn’s (1981) valuey
L n L oo : .

context and polrcy arguments typolxgies were ‘used as a’ fraﬂ%work”ifor

i 4 N .o ,

[ "t !

‘The ‘controvérsy lasted for about three years durlng which time ‘the

'

v
i

"Board gradually shlfted its posxtion from an absolute 'rejection of %he

communlty‘;proposal (April 13 1971) to the approval of procedures which
. ™ :
enabhled the consumptxon of alcohol in publxc schools under certain oy

s Sy
e

1

electlon of Octobe? 1971 and the consumptlon of aléohol was rejected by a

3
-

~ ) .
. o« e , et g M . ,
b 0 , ., o s , " . _®, ., ‘ ) st

B ’ . . Sy O : . I . . . . s
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'F”V;‘ "‘; u*‘ The CcntrOVersy Over Land Control
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e " && | \ ‘
‘ cohcfoversy over land lasted during .the entire study perjiod and its

]

resolution in 1980 enabled the parties to finally sign the Jpint Use

4

Tt

‘,Agreement‘Revieb Commitbée énd in November 1974 by the two Boards and

[
' City Council mentioned that 4 final approval was subject to resolution of

‘ N
—_——

the land issues. }h{s section reviews the positions of the three focal
organizations id"the\,metasystem with respect to thé racquisfition,

ownership and disposition of land and presents the arguments in support

[

of these positions. The relationship of the assumed positions to
bound@ry maintenance and‘preservatiéh of control over the organizations'

)

respective domains are highlighted,

,;' ) .
Background B J

a

B Prior to the 1960's, the school districts in Edmonton purchased 1end,;;

for the purpose of constructing school facilities ‘and held free title to

i

929

the land. The Subdivision and Transfer Regulations (June 15, 1967)

:

&

pursuaﬁt.po the Planning Act stated that when a parcel of 15"%& %ESf
1

dedication. Although the municxpalxty was not oblxgated to transfer ‘any

. portion ‘6f‘_t land from such reserve dedication to school boards, the

oy M

pract{ce in Edmonton was that the City d1str1buted the reserve land on

Al

vthe basis of 52.5% to‘ the Public. School Board, }7 5 to the Separate

. Board and 3 ;o‘the Edmonton'Parks Department. - (This ratio @Qes"later
" changed to reflect - the ,fbéredsing share of'enroliment’in:the Separate
| Smystet'n ‘and became 50%, 20%~+and 30% to the Pubhc System ‘ th’ Separate‘

System and Pétks ‘and Recreatlon respectlvely ) Commenc1ng in the late

1960 s, whenshigher density development became common reserve dedication

" Agreement, Two draft ‘agreements approved in June 1973 by the' Joint Use "

& . . ) b n ) K #

r - "subdivided, 10%"of the gross acreage was to be provided as reserve -
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allotments of 10% * were found to  be ‘ihgufficxenf tg saéisfy the

-

requirements for schools and pgrks‘ In addition to ;&he 10% dedication
under the ‘Subdivision and Transfer Regulations the municipality could
obtain up te 30% of the. total land area for circulation purposes.:
Efficiency 4in the wuse'of this land enablgd the municipality to utilizé‘
the balance of non-reserve dedicatjon (30% minus circulatgon) fdr parks

and §chool purposes. This halance is called non-reserve dedication,

Land needed over and above the reserve and non-reserve dedications was

R4
o

S -
pprehased for tha Boards by the City, acting as the Boards' land agent, .
In 1970, about three-quarters of the land owned by the Publ}% ‘School

Board was comprised of non-reserve .land.

~Early Concefns about Specific Land Issues

. Owgérship of land appeared to be aﬂform of control over activities on
the land: the playing fields and the school buildings were cénsidgred,by
tﬁe#Boards as improvements on the site, and any inte;ferente with respect
o to Fhem was consiaered as an invasion of th; anrd#' sovereignty. The
Boards' concerns about land issues had bégﬁ registered even p;ior to the‘
reviéw of the Joint'Use Agfeement in 1972. In 19%9, for exaﬁple, in
response to a letter  from ‘the ‘president of a local community league
requesting to lease ? portion of the scgool,,éite forf co@muﬁicy leagué
puréoses, thch is normally pfqvided by the:Cify through L;s Paiks;and
» Recreation Department, trustees of tﬁe Public Séh061  System rais;df'fhe

following points: . . 1
;/,j} 1-“ The Parks Department of the Cit& 6f.Edmonfon'{s trying to remove

.parts of the .school site from the control of the~Séhool Board.
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ZL Leasing part of éhé site might mean that the site was orig;nallf
too 1ange dr.else the operation of the school would be impaired.
3, ‘ The ramifications of: allowing the 'constnuction of community
league facilities on school board property could be severe.
The Public Schooi Board's sensitivity over the land control issue was
also evident in the response to the introduction of a new Planning Act {in

1971  which essentially mandated the existence of a joint use -agreement

permittink,éommunicy access to schools if land was to be dedicated. for ‘

educat;on purpdses. .

The Edmonton Pubiic Scnool‘Board was instrumental in tne preparation
of a brief from the four Bdards,in Edmonton and Calgary to the Minister
of EdUeation. Inbehis letter, the Bdafds‘cook‘issue Qith the provision
in the Planning Act that made it possiblénfor ‘municipalities ‘to refuae

land to school boards unless an agreement on joint use of schools was in

effect. The Boards objected to section 26.1 of the Planning Act S (1971)

on the basis of its potential flnancial 1mp11cat1ons to Boards and thek

Boards' need to control sites where - educational programs were
accommodated. ' The section quoted below was also used as an argument to

support the Edmonton Public School Board s position that -the City need

not put a caveat on resetve parcels.

26 1(1) A reserve shall be .used by a municipalxty only for the«
following purposes:

(a) a public park;
(b) a public recreation area;
(e) a school site or part thereof where the school
 authority has entered into an agreement . with the
municipal Aauthority ‘whereby ‘the school. is to be used-
for community purposes ‘outside school hours; :
(d) a planted buffer strip separating an 1ndustria1,
'area from a residential area.. :
(2) Where a resetve,parcel has been ailocated for the use
©of a school as prescribed in subsection (1) and ' that
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use  is discontinued, the ownership to the reserve
\parcel reverts to the municjpality.

2 ) \

\

i

(The Planning Act, 1971, Section 26.1)

: v ‘ .
The Boards' success in ‘changing this sectjon is briefly described in

y

Chapter 7. \

\

\ ‘ :
Another incidént that generated a confrontation between the City and

the Public Board abntred on the payment for non-reserve land on the

Evansdale School Q@te in the Dickensfield subdivision. ' (Ironically, the

major confrontation\bver thg donsumption and sale of alcohol on"school
property described  above also took place in' the samelneighbourhood;)
Consistent with the Public School‘Board's usual practice of purchasing

laﬁd when needs excéedéh tHe1émount oflland”alloted through déd;cétion by
the‘developer?'on Januer& 12, 1971 the ézard, acquired Evansdale site
.1 acres) for $93,857.\ A few months later,‘the Board's admiqistrﬁtion
di;covered that the Site wgs part of the non-reserve’ de@ication which

meant that the City had not \paid for it but had sold it to the Board. On

o ) \ N .
~.May 5, 1971, the Board made Rﬁpresentation to the City's Public Affairs

Committee and on July 26,\1971, the Public Affairs Committee approved

that:

o

1. . No charge will épply for dedicated land required'fo::schools and

parks which comes from the 30% déiicatibn for streets and lanes.

2. 1f thigv noquesérve' la d‘ is not ,néedéd for sghboi-and parky
purpbsés/in the originating subdivi ion, if mayibé:sqld‘&s'the City seés
fit. | .

‘3., At caveat i; to;‘be regis e;qd 'againét this.hon?:éégfve'iand.‘.
tfansferréd tq‘;ﬁé Boa;ds,st;ting tﬁat‘it\will‘befﬁraﬁsfé#fedlBACk,toAthe  ;~‘
City” at "no";ost .Oncél ﬁhef.City‘déc:ares‘it iS‘ho longefﬁféquiiéd fbr:

+ school purposes. . T S e SR P
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[

While '1t"was possible to persuade the Clty adminlstration that the’
School Boards should be the authority to declare -the land surplus to
their needs, the City ins1sted that a caueat‘guaranteeingpthe return of .~
vnonfreserve land to the City he in' place. Durtng a subsequent City
Council meeting at which time a report on Standard Terns of Reference for
'Developmentlagreements for ail neuly-developed ;residentiai land  within
theh‘Citf‘ of .Edmonton was‘discussed and‘unandmously:approved{ reference.
was Madekto the demand that'the land return to the City at the purchase‘
price plus accrued 1nterest (July 17, 1972).

v

The Standard Terms of Reference for Development Agreements formal1zed

non-reserve dedicated land to boards and reduced the ‘cost of purchas1ng .

.‘,,;

land. - It stated that the owners within an Outline Plan Area would
‘dedicate, without compenSation, 40% of their gross‘developable land (the

automatic 40% Awas later challenged successfully in ;court\ by ' the
".deuelopment‘industry);:and would offer an additxonal 5% of. the gross
developable land * if required by the School Boards or C1ty at a prlcej‘

reflectlng the average cost of raw. ‘land at the time of approval' of ‘the

outline plan Furthermore,.the owner‘had to‘agree to sell'land in excess

s
RN

: Hof 45% of the 8ross. developable area if- such land was requxred for Ihigh.
school sites. :5 L h A I:' o o .

These 'provisions were ‘vxewed by the administratxon of the Publxc
School System as havxng the potential to_ save the Boards s¢gn1f1cant
amounts of money; The princlple supported by the adm1n1st}at1on was that

-if the Board could acquire the necessary 51tes to serve the district s’

:.needs at no cost < then the dxstrict ‘must accept the position that it o

,would neither profit nor lose fxnancially on ‘the land in the newly- e

.-developed areas and would accept a caveat requ1ring 1t to return the land‘f

.,,(,,
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i
b

"to the“City ‘at  the’ purchase price..plus the\ accrued dinterest - and

improvements. - At this stage‘(October 1972), the Board was not~prepared

" to accept'this position Trustees questioned why the City should be able |
to 'place a caveat on land it received for free and why the district
" . should be deprived of the opportunity to profit from the future sale of

»

. the land " On hthe other ‘hand was argued in suppqrth of the’
admihistration's position that, if possxble, educational dollars should'
"be. used to pay for land and that cxty taxpayers would benefit from ’

‘any future profit in any eventt‘

. " The .&ssue of benefitting ffrom 'the escalation. of land prices, the‘
opposition to Caveats on board property and}the city's!attempts to "move
in”{ on school properties were raised during a board meeting on September

.12, 1972, in which the Board eventually approved the transfer of 1.05°
acres ‘of _land to. the City for $l 00 for the purpose of constructing a
swimming pbol. The benefit ”to‘ the ‘program' from: locating ”the ,pool

' ‘adJacent to a public school and ‘the local community support persuaded the
Board to support thevtransfer of land. ‘
The ‘Public Board s opposition in 1972‘to the procedure whereby land |
the City had obtained for free from developers and passed “on to ‘school:.
=

boards should be caveated was perceived in a negative way by the City

C1ty administrators suspected that this posrtion was motivated by the

'“;"“fb .

- Board s desire ‘to. speculate with land that was non reserve dedication and Lo

‘ which the City had obtained for public use through economical design oﬁ:» :

' ”fthe“ traffic circulation system The City s desire to hava access to all,i;ﬂfﬁ

t

. sites declared surplus by the School Boards, including those purchased atdjf*3‘

Yy

market price in prevxous years was expressed by the Parks and Recreation:~5””'

";fDepartment.l It stemmed from the desire to maintain open areas within R
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older neighbourhoods. In the early 1970 E the Public Board had prov1ded ‘
Iy hshrplus‘schoold‘sites to? post secondary educational 1nstitut1ons .for
campus development anid the Parks and Recreation Departmentiexpected that
additionallsites would be declared surplus 1n the coming years
Subsequent to the Public Board s opposition toithe City s 1ntent10n
,h'to place caveats‘on newly acquired nqn reserve school property, the City
_took an extreme ‘position in the J01nt Use Agreement Rev1ew Committee,
“‘ demanding that all school land be owned by the City with the . exception of ‘
land on which school buildings were located ' During thevfourth meeting'
of the Joint USe Agreement Review Committee.on June 29- 1973 the'elected'

representatives accepted the draft agreement subject to resolution of the‘

.lownership of land and agreed that the three' parties to the Agreement

-yev1ew their 'p051tions,'~have 'them zpproved by their respect;ve

ounsel and exanange tﬁem by saptember 14, l973n

-review of the respective positions ~aken by the parties 'on- land~‘
1acquisition ownership and disposal, as well as the arguments presented

\‘in support of their posxtions are outlined below and prov1de lﬂSlght into
v\dthe gap between the parties and the‘extent to which each perceived ‘its'"‘
'autonomy, f sovereignty . and boundary of control to be threatened |
Additionally, the review makes it p0551b1e to 1dent1fy and understand the;j
gissues and concerns surrounding the conflict and how it was resolved

: The City of Edmonton Position on Land Ownership

tfhg‘ﬁﬂf In the preamble of the City of Edmonton s subm1551on to the Joint Use'5‘7

‘:Agreement Review COmmittee, the City stated that its position with'

. ﬁr_spect to the ;ownership of school and park lands stemmed from thejf

3{?conoern for ensuring that these lands which are acquired for open spacele”y””




\‘nse‘ by the residents‘of‘the city are utilized for thejmaximum benefit'ofv
ldthose‘residents' (City of Edmonton, Position on Land Ownership for Jointt
.‘planﬂing“hgfeement 1972 p.l).{ The main pornts of‘the City s position
wererp | | | |

1. 'fhe éity' wouldftransfer‘toithe'School Boards'land required for','
school buildingﬁgcoverage and“relatedlybuilding siteluf5cilities} ;‘The'f
transfer ,uas ‘to occur uhen éacilities were construCted by the‘Boardsdon
'the sites. ‘ | : 3 _ jn. o ; . o
| 2."‘Thef Boards uould‘ be‘orfered a long-term lease for the playing‘
field&portion of the sites. The‘terms and‘conditions' of»yuse‘ wou15d be
.identified ‘as“required by the schools and‘thereby the Boards' intereStsv
would be secured The Citylproposed that the‘cost oflany lease‘ to"the .
Boards would ‘be nominal except uhen the City had paid for the lands out
: of genenalfrevenue. - '.-f”“ﬁ‘ | | |

3. k The' agreement )would not be retroactive, it would apply to all
Anew lands required for public recreation' and _Joint schooll.campus/park:
.’v’usef:« The parties _would maintain .direct ‘ounership.yandpicontrol‘_asi

\Testablished prior to the 51gning of. the agreement. f“;”;,l . hﬁfil
‘dsdl ,Disposal of surplus freserve land would follow Section 26.1 of
the Planning Act of Alberta (see above),,and the option to purchase Eor

‘p.have first rxght of refusal on pther land declared suiplus by a board

”would be caveated to the City The C1ty would thereby be able to acquire o

_all surplus sites when the ‘school function was discontinued The 57”

fprepurchaSe prlce would be equivalent to the original sale price to the

. LA
Ry

La

g ASchool Boards plus carryxng charges

Sihe Ry
R

The arguments presented 1n support of thlS position 1nclude.2fﬁ“"

IS
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‘ll It is ,essentia1 that schoolleands- remain available‘ for
. recreatjonal use whether schools are built or not. The provincial'freeze -
on’ new. construction"and ‘the"enrollment“decline‘in cityﬁschools were

2

percexved by clty administrators as major factors in creatlng a degree of
‘ ' '
‘uncertainty regarding the ' future conStructxon of schools. »At the same

4

time,.ltlwas argued demand‘for‘recreation space' such as the play1ng;?
field 'portion of nhat would nornally be school 51tes, had not decllned
On thelcontrary,‘there were.xndicatxons of-grow1ng demandv for a‘ wider
rangel ‘o{-‘recreation .facllities;. Cit; ‘ownersh;p would: ensure ‘the
"‘auallabildty ~of the,ﬁland 'for‘ recreational. use even when ‘school
' cdnstruction wasfdelayed.' bd | L ,‘l

| 2. TheVJchulsition and‘retention of all lands for school:and park -
purposes;byrthe Qity‘would:ensure'thet‘thefstandardslof open'soace"in new
:Subdivislonsdnould not be‘fédﬁeed. | |

3. Problens assOclated withrthe transfer oﬁ land from the C1ty to

!
)

‘: the Boards and back would be el1m1nated 1f the Clty retalned ownersh1p to.
i all the recreational portlon of the sxtes transferrzng only the bu11d1ng

‘site to the School Boards (i.e. b arranglng land transfers, ;subd1v1s1ons,

ERR}

) “

' surveys,‘registratlons) R .r,‘

'{;4? ’ The benefits_ of park/school lands should contlnue to accrue to,i"V

the local population who have paxd for their provxslon Land acqulred»f*‘;'

through reserve dedication, excess land from traffzc c1rculat1on needs or e

he’ developer under special arrangements come to. the C1ty withoutﬂf.gﬁf{

charge. ‘The costs are borne by the resident 1n the prlce of thef:fl,ﬂf

individua,?lot and therefore, accordlng to the City, E:héf econom1c gminﬁw:}eﬁl

l'from any park/schoolfllands whxch are no longer required and are soldfniiﬂfn
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v

‘should benefit the residents of thefarea*who‘paid for t land through
, the‘purchase price’of\their lots. On this ba51s the City argued that~

all such lands should remain in the ownership of the City L
or where provided for school use should be transferred back to' ' *
the City to benefit the general public where school’ ,usage 1s no
.longer required They should not be sold to provide 'general -
'school board revenue dr to purchase additional school land in
other areas. o :
5. By  reraining ‘title to - the playing field portion of ‘the }_f
park/school site, the City would no Ionger 1nvest capital funds on‘ land
under,‘control‘of another body In the words of the City Administration
. if the Boards. maintain full title to the land, the City
w1ll continue to be in a position of planning major capital . .
improvements -on land ovgr which it has no' direct jurisdiction. *
These capital improvement would then become the property Jof
the School Boards. ' C
The City was aware‘of“possible revisions to the Planning‘Act being‘
considered by‘theu-Provincial' Planning“Board and suggested that‘ the.
“proposed“'agreement should be re- negotiated if any legislation or other-
factorsf consrderably 1ncreased the City s’ financial obligations“in:
,,acquiring necessary funds One of the changes that was contemplated at '

:the t1me and which 1ater came 1nto effect was to preclude the use of land

,rfrom excessvcirculation toxmeet»park/school'Site.requ1rements.
R R

Ednonton Public School Board P051t10n on Land Ownership - frfﬁfﬂ‘
The Edmonton Public §chool Board and /slvadministration had to ....
,:examine three key questions in formlng the district s position y i(a) prefff.*

gilwhat land should they receive t1t1e, (b) should a caveat be placed which

17f“ensures that the land returns to the C1ty or the Clty maintains the right

gﬁpof first refusal over land declared surplus to the Board s needs,<{nd (c)f"

5¥fthe pr1ce the Board has to pay for reserve or non-reserve landl; A review

L of board minutes and reports and inte‘v1ews ;with individuals who “J:
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Vwould give the Board control over sites where educational programs.'were
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\represented the Board on this issue'revealed that five 'basicb positipns

nwerelconSidered;by the Board as‘de§éribed iniTable 6. 2“‘ o
. " J‘ “ N ,
The first optidn reflects the City s extreme position in which the

‘~

“Board holds title to the building site and leases playing fields from the-
City A ‘caveat; is “placed on ‘th buxlding site to ensure that land s

providedufree‘of charge under the 10% reserve dedication returns to the‘

I
-

1 1.‘City following the Board s declaration that it is no longer required for B

educationpl purposes The‘loss‘of control‘over the playing fields ;and

‘:"the' inability to benefit’ from the escalation of land prices are the twol‘

‘ main concerns expressed by trustees regarding this option _’The -second

»

position considered 'by- “'the Board which members of the administration.

beliewed(wouldebe accepted byvthe,City,'reflected a compromise in which :

-

the Board would own both the building Site and the playing field which

i
1 . . (. .

‘ u‘delivered‘ On the other hand the land wouldlbe provided,free of charge

'..,

dnd ‘be caveated The third option:wds:an"ideals one ‘irom.”the 'Board's‘

3p01nt of View and was put forward to COunter the City s extreme pOSition

”ﬂIt provided the Board with clear title to the entire Site at ,nO‘ cost )

3iiyland The fifth option ignores reserve land

’ ;f*disposal to the Board as was the case in thejl950 s and before It wasf

RNUREN

iUnder the fourth 'and fifth options the Board maintains clear title at_””

l::;some cost to itself In the fourth option, the Board maintains controlf”

B

ltdof tha disposition of non reserve land at the cost of purchasing suchvb

"

,‘. .

'wathe price'yforj’non-reserve land would be approximately}ll

i'd prov1des full freedom of“fﬁ?b"
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Lo T Table 62

‘Thg Public School Board's Altérhatiye Positions on Land OWneréhipl

Lok

S | - 0pt£on$§thsidéqu
_Alternative positions - " . . . 1 2 3. 4. .5 :
S N f ' ' ' v !

. Vo ' - ’ o ' ' .
; . : . . !
| : . : .

-1.‘Maintainihg‘lqnd title over:
(a) building site ~  ‘ yes . yeslv‘yes‘ yés ‘yes

‘:(bb(playihg‘field AN . “no yés _‘yeﬁ j yes es 1

0 . .‘.
2. Agreeing to caveat on . o ‘ ‘ : ‘
' land title" L - . - yes yes - 'no no  no’

. . Y
' .

. . ' { ’
3. Costs to Board ‘for: o :
. R ) | K
" (a) reserve land . "~ . 'm0 mo no no . yes
‘(b) nbnireserve land . N X - no ' *~no no yes"“yes
N 4 ’ N
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‘ dollars (assuming a’ price of $16,000 per acre) . The Boardls: negotiating‘

- posltion with the City reflected option number four, "It suggested;that‘

the Board acquire clear title to all 51tes' 1nclud1ng playing fLeIds
. . 4 ‘ I
from' reserve . and non reserve lands and that the Board pay the full cost’

for non- reserve lands As indicated above, th$5. position\ offered " the

i B : f

‘Board‘gcontrol' of‘ the disposition of 'non~reserve landeat the cost'of;‘

il e
o, Al

havihg to’purchaSe‘such,land. K

“ - . IR g ) T ’ i

Edmonton Separate School Board P051tion on Land Ownership o k“il (g;ﬁ

! o . ten

. The brief prepared by. the Catholic Separate School DlStrlCt on land

"ownership emphasized ‘that their posxtion stemmed from the r1ghts of h

Roman Catholic minority guaranteed Under Section 93 of the Brltish North;

America Act whlch were also provxded in the; Act‘ which established the

_ Province of‘Alberta;, The-brief’statéd that:. oy
jIn . order. to exercise the rrght and respon51b111ty of - prov1d1ng
'school services, the school district must have .the right 'to |
determine where ~ school faciliviés should be placed within the . -

- district; to operate schools,  and ‘to. own_ land. ' If  these ' .
‘decisions, 'especially the ownership of land and buildings are’
in the hands of some other body ‘and 'not’ the school board, then'
the right to operate sch ols which is- guaranteed in’ legislation

‘is beingﬂdenied to .the m] norrty Those of " the ~Catholic fa1th..w

.in" the  City of Edmonton are then no.. longer able. to: have the ffy(i

'\Itype of educatjon which they wish, where ‘and' when ‘they Wish,T_
' (Edmonton Separate School Distr1ct P051tion Re Land Ownership,';fv
‘1973 P 1) o B ‘ .

Although the brief stated that thls school dlstrict could not sign

tew
ra',,,.

w[}any agreement which would in any way 51gn away or permlt the ending f |

v,\i [
.

' f‘

'L‘lthe rights of the Catholic minority 1n the Clty of Edmonton there*is~no'[,tw

B -

”Q"glear 1ndicatxon that this system 1nsrsted on’ ownlng the playing fields‘””'

‘xi -

':and on recexving clear title ' The 1ssue of the pr1ce the dlstrlct would

'v,"

o

’reluctance to 'share facilitles, and members of the Clty Adminlstratron

1'
o

"ihave to pay for land was also not ‘razsed The' emphasis was on‘ a\ﬂ;Vi



v i . . .

.who were prepared to oﬁfer ownershlp of thé bu1lding site to the. BoardsJ

v _felt that this Board would eventually support the Clty s positxon The‘

,rh“ Edmonton Catholxc School Dlstrict insisted that "the facalities in which

| thev Catholie‘ educatxonal program 1s offered must be under the direction
‘,dfathe‘catholic SchoolvBoard,' and this.’was ‘gua;gnteed Mby‘.the City's:
‘. position. | I " M e .
o ge§§1dcidh“bf the Land.éontronersx p " : .
ﬁ: - Follonxng’ the’ f1fth meeting of ‘the Joint ‘Usew‘egreement Review
Commxttee, at’ wh1ch the respect1ve posxtxons on .}he::ownershipg.of land
‘f;were dlscussed,‘xt was agreedwthatrajgommxttee of :he‘Superrnbendentsnand

. their solicitors would dattemptl to work out a draft agreement. Byv‘
Febrnary of 1974 the three‘solicitors had proddced‘a’docuﬁent indicéting"

e that they had agreed on all but :on“ukissuev‘j‘hthe“ownershfo of the

B p}ayground (playlng f1e1d) portlon of school s ces. _They agreed‘on~thel‘}
following eight points and made it‘clear that thexr’ clients would also-
:f”support the”posjtion; e T o S ffﬂJh” "

, . .o ‘ A T A

'3

L.‘l Ihed proposed agreement\ would ‘eome 'into‘effect.on'Januar§ 1 ’

'
)

e "1974 It would not be retroact1ve except that the Boards would grant the' .

.

C1ty a right of flrst refusal on all’ propert1es f‘_ - R 7’3,

o

i _‘23:@;Thef Boards would own a11 lands upon wh1ch school buxldings Were
viereetedqh BRI r“51j f‘} - I;,f“ , ; ,
ERREEA r37ﬂ Future land acdu1red by the Boards from the Clty at a nominal

o cost would revert to the Crty after i was declared surplus to the needs

"f,of the respective Boards . wai '.g ,‘d i ‘V%”i' 4d;~r”
'”'e,ghj The City would\ compensate the, Boards' . for the fair value of .
‘ wr'improvements on land declared surplus ;Q.‘fVﬁbﬁrlﬁHfi»T'f;,, ‘

' g o i s o . " . . PN o e
ot B ! T oo e ' i . T . [ v b ' \
cw . P BRI S I B e aoep ] AT
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5. The Boards would be able to dispose of land owned by them which

had been purchased'at fair market value, provided that .they grant._ the

.City the right of firsi refusal. ’ ‘ )

. ‘ \ ,
6, . Land purchased by the Boards at a price higher than a nominal
rate but lower than mark#t value ¢ could be sold subject to a right of

first refusal to the City; with the Board receiving acqufﬁition cost of

~

the Land’plus interest and fair value for improvements. Any ‘surplns’“

, . v . 1

would be divided using the ratio between 'the purchase price éﬁdjthe'fair

market value at the date of acquisition.

7. The Boards would compensate the City for out-of-pocket expenses
jnéurred‘ahi%é‘serVing as .the Boards' agent in acquiring non?reserye—
.o v d
land.
8. The Boards' compénSation to the City for out-of-pocket expenses,

incurred‘wnileiﬁéquiring land for the Boards at a rate higher than $1.00

but lower than market value, would be considered as part of the.

P

acquisition costs.
The résp%ctive “'solicitors could not agree on the question of

A ] ’
ownership of the playground portion of the .school sites since the

cliénts'. positions were far apart. In a Summary of their:mggotiations,
i WF Bt R
prepared by the Public School 'Board solicitor, . they presented the

respective arguments on this isSue, providing additional insight into the

rationale of the City and-the Boards as follows: ‘
- Thpﬂ.posltioﬁ ;E;—:advancéd on behalf of the Board that it is
essential that . the Board have control over the use and
development of playground areas so that it is not restricted in
_.the physical education portion of its curriculum. In addition,
' future expansion of * school buildings makes ‘it necesrary that
the Board own the playground areas: It was mentioned that
where the City intends .to construct .a »swimming pool or
community hall or incur substantxal capital expenditures in the
‘erection of some :other facilities, the Board will, as in the
"~ past, transfer .ownership . to a requisite portion  of;, the

' N - B : ) L
S . ‘ 13,

LY
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playground area provided Fhat‘portion is not required for the
purposes of the school curriculum. It was suggested that the
City's position of ensuring that open spaces are retained
within the City boundaries is not in jeopardy, bearing in mind
the right of first refusalthat would exist on all non-reserve"
land and the statutory requirement that all reserve lands, the
use of whith has been discontinued by the school, revert to the
Citysm '

Although the City of Edmonton pays the costs of developing the
playground areas and some of these are used for school
purposes, this factor 1is off-set by tHe use of “chool
facilities erected at the expense of the Board, by the City.

The posItion advanced by the City was that the School Board
could‘Hﬁve control over the .use and development of . those
portions-.of the playground area required for the physical
education portion of the currjculum without the necessity of
having absolute ownership of the site. For example, long-term
renewable leases could be utilized. ' '

(Summary of Negotiations Between the ‘City and the
School Boards, '1974, 'pp.3-5) '

The City's solicitor sent a memorandum to the Superintendent of Parks

v

and Recreation . oh March 1, 1974 and attached the summary of the

negotiated position. He Jﬁggested that weak arguments had been advanced

»

-~

by the‘parﬁie§ with respect to whylthey should be entitled to ownership.
‘and that in his view i; was not‘necessary that the City retain ownershiéh
of the land in order to ensure that open ‘'space remain open space
\aVailable for ‘recreatiénal pdrposes. The solicitor stated that, "Ié is

my opinion thé;~this issue has become substantially a~poiicical issue and

neither the position of the School Board nor the position of the City is

totally defensible.' Another point made iﬁ‘this‘memorandum‘was fhat, in-
the event that the Cityiﬁid not trénsfer the land to the Boards:(pption
number 5), the Boards’@ould haVe:to purchase their.?wn laﬁd, a movelwhich‘
could poténcially be‘poiitically aﬁd ecbnomifglf§'uﬁkise.“

'The"school ‘Boards' recognized that Qndef:the‘e;isting 1e§1513tion in

1974 the Boards had no légal enfitlemgpg #o any reserve land. Under the °
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terms of ithe Planning  Act, the City was given the land and provided a
portfon of it to the two School Boards. The  School ° Boards'
representatives félt that the‘lCity was using the fact that under the
existing legislation it did not have to convey land to the Boards as a

‘club to hold control of land. The admlnistration of the Public’Board

felt that not building.sehools in the newly-developed suburbs because the
Board did not receive' the "necessary" land from the City would bring

urgency to the issue and strengthen the Board's position. . Despite the

view expressed by one trustee that the Board would be better\off buying

schoollsites-and holding clear title than obtaining them for ‘& nominal"
fee and having to accept a caveat which eliminated the Board's-right to

sell nroperty, the Public Board approved a position based on the points’

“a

agreed',upon‘ by the soliciters (June 4;‘1974). The Board maintained its
posrtiop that playing fields should be owned by the Boards and conceded
that it wedld prpvide qhe‘City with the option of first refusal with the
priee being determined on the basis of _the Board's -pdrchasing "price,
interest and improvenents. ‘ , .. €
The two key parties to the dispute continued to explere ways of
resolving the disagreement but with lrttle.suceess A The.GeneraI Manager

of the Clty ] Real Estate and Housxng Department served .as cha: Eman of

‘the City s Adminlstration Committee which discussed an administrative.

respdnse to ‘a submission_ by thef Public Board on the land ownership

question In'a memorandum to the Commissioner of Public 'Affairs dated

May 2, 1975 he stated that-

ihe City -and the School Boards 'are plalnly w1de1y separated on -
heir respective views, and I doubt whether the fecommended -
response will be acceptable to the School Boards . . . . I
would recommend that, if the Administrations of the two, Schaol
Boards do not -agree to the proposal developed by  your
Committee, a]solicitor,be appointed who will viewﬁthe‘posgtions
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of both  jurisdictions and make. a ruling on the matter.
(Memorandum from the General Manager, Real Estate and Hous ing
Department to Commissioner of Public Affairs, May 2, 1975)

The submission of the Public Board maintaihed“thaf the Board should
hold title to all lands required.for elemen{agy aqd junib?‘ high "séhobl
programs ihcluéin& the grounds'required fo; scﬂool'sports and ;thlegigs,
The Board was érgpared.to,comp:omise qn. the ' ownership of genior hiéh‘
school gEéunds. ‘It argued‘that the grounds required‘for‘schdol'sports‘

and pthleiics and public'redreationa}-purposesl would be purchased and

helﬁ\ jointly by the City and the Boards but insisted that zoning by the

"City not negatively affect the value of -school property.

-

Following this impasse, the ﬁayor _‘met ' with the eleéted
rep;esen;atives of the three parﬁieé to discuss the brocegdings - and
progress, to that point;‘ <Thé. Naybr,l wh6 became .invoiGed in the
controversy, separated the issue of land from that of joiﬁt ~use. ~He
requested :tha; a task ‘forgé from the Parks and Recreation Departmeq£
ﬁreﬁare a study relative to the .Ci£y'§ posiﬁion‘ in the ‘Joinf Use
Agreemenf. The Bo@rd'GQministrators interpreted the.Méxor's interven:ion,
as a shift from the City's pdsfﬁion of 6aihtainihgl the joint vuséA

. \ R ‘ .

drrangement but not “transferring land 'to Boards for playgrounds to a

~position that land would be provided but the Joint Use. Agreement. would

i

not. ‘.Thi§ .reflected the‘viewvexpressed‘ééclier by_the-City's sblicito;

in his;ﬁémorandum of‘Maréﬁ 1&. 1974 to 'the Superinténdent,V'Patks'féﬁd ‘

Recreation ' Department who aspggésted that, "the City could survive much _’

v

‘bettervwithodt having access to the schools than the 'schools could

' .

withdut, having~ access to the p}aygrdﬁnd.argas."_ The City assumed that

.‘the'Bga:d would not IQCk:the community out of the - schools, .and ét: the

" same. fimé_lit; wasT believed that "the .City would be able to reduce

- +
) i
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significantly its‘contribution tohthe design;‘development and maintenance
of grounds. | ‘

In  response to ‘a‘ City proposalb(which constituted a compromise on
land ownershipi that the grounds required for school sports and athletics'
and public recreational‘-purposes be purchased and held joxntly by the
City and the Boards, the'Board'heid its ground by insisting on ‘control
through ownership of playing fields but agreeing to enable the City to:
access more “funding for site development. The two points in this regard
supported by the Board.were: (a) that the div151on of responsibility for

' grounds development should serve as the basxs for distribution of funds
‘acquired from the developer.under the.development and serviéing‘agreement
‘for the development of parks and'schools, and.'(b) . that the CityV levy
.1oc51' improvement charges on behalf of the School Boards to‘cover the
costs of site deveIOpment in the event‘thatvfunds' from the development o
and servicingbagreement proved to be insufficient. o

braft Number 8 of the J01nt Use Agreement.which was approved by the '

-Boards and Cicy Council in November, 1975 was formed on the basis of ‘the
"Joint Use of Facilities agreement of 1923 the Board s’p051tion on the’

JESEE

,ownership of the playing fields and‘ the option 'of first. refusal to

purchase non-reserve school sites declared surplus by the Board. Cityﬂ"“

Council approved it on- November 26 1975 subJect to: (a) Schedule A ‘
dealing‘ with the purchase and disposal of land being reviewed and edited
“by the respective sofidihgrs,‘ and (b) Schedule | B containing ;av
satisfactory general definition of" costs incurred by the parties as a
“result of the agreement. The Mayor passed away earlier that month and

‘fseveral administrators perceived that Council was tired of the longf

'fimpasse and was eager to have the agreement approved

bd

-
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: Although thet‘parties ‘agreed‘ in pr1n01ple on the land schedule in
Noneﬁber 1975, the signing‘of‘ the official _agreement was delayed by
seVeral years;. The delays resulted:from the‘document-being changed into
legal terms; changesdin the Planning Act,and‘ amendments ‘sought 'byl}the'
.Boards .thetfwould protectlthe‘velne of the Boardsfoschool sites fron the"

‘effects of a new land use bylaw. The Planning Act .introduced in 1977
' " . " ! t oy n ' o
‘contained several changes. ' It no longer required that an agreement .

4y
. '

enabling the muncipality to use.schools after school hours' be - in place es

A,

. a condition for receiving reserve lands. However, it lert the decision
regarding the needs for'school‘sites in the hands of the municipality .in
casés wheére an 'agreement was not in effect. The concerns of the two

' (School’ Boards in Edmonton regarding the Plenning Act 1977 were expressedA

[N

‘in.a joint, brief Which'stated that:

.
A princ1pal concern of School Boards was the. requirement that
reserve land, to be used for school and municipal purposes, was Coo
to be apportioned in accordance with .an agreement betwéen the BRI
parties) ‘or in the absence of an agreement, in accordance  with
their ' respective needs as determined ‘by municipel authority oo
(Edmonton Public School District‘,and .the - Edmonton. Catholic ' .
Separate School " 'District, Brief .on the Planning Act, 1977,
»March 1980) ' Co S a T

N

The ‘municipal c0ntrol over dec1sxons affecting school sites, granted
to 1t by the 1977 Planning Act ‘was of maJor_ concern "to the Alberta
‘School Trustees, Association In a brief on the Planning Act, 1977, the';

Association‘ suggested; thae ) the‘?’act ‘ established ‘ decxsion making

Lt

‘ authorities which 'effectively‘vcontrolled the direction of the planning

. proceSs Furthermore,‘it proposed legTslative changgs in an effort to

. obtain mandated representation for school authorities on theSe decision-’

' Tmaking authorities.. ~ .';; N “."’i‘.]glnﬁ L;ggin.‘,T
: EY . Ny c 4’?“. ‘v‘.‘ ‘ : o . :

J:Theif Act also' protected developers from excessive demands for

'dedicated land The mun1c1pa11ty was given the righ’ to reqnire"

o T

.oF
B
-4
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‘Uprovisionvyof :reservevlland nfor school‘ and parki éites‘up A
.jerceeding l0%. fOnly in. eXceptional< cases tof"highh denSity' was ;it
,____possible——to—*apply for a higher dedication ) Furthermore, the‘provision
which enabled the transfer of excess c1rculat10n ‘land (circulation being
roadways hwalkways ut‘lity corridors, ‘etc ) to schools and parks was
eliminated and resulted in a reduction in the{ total 1amount "of land’
”,dedicated. by developers.‘ lhe’ emphasis’ was on ‘dedicating land‘for
specific demonstratéd needs rather ‘than a fixed percentage which had beenv
‘the basis for land acquisition by the City in the prev1ous Planning Act
| A ‘second ‘reason for a'delay 1n‘f1nalizing an agreement'on‘the land
issue was related to the City s attempt to 1ntroduce a new | land use bylaw
J‘(Bylaw 5910) which would have had a negative impact on the value of‘
school property' In the Joint Use Agreement theh Boards~ attempted .to;‘
2Aprotect lschool‘ sites from the effect of zoning changes | However the‘
h*eristance of a ninety day termination‘clause through which any one party :
,couldup unilaterally terminate Jthei‘agreement-‘brought uabout concerns‘
‘regarding future uncertainty. In.addition, the provi51on granting lthel‘
c1€9"thé first option to purchase sites declared surplus by the Boards'
‘-did not bind the City and did not guarantee that it would exerc1se‘hitsf
‘option The Boards felt that they should be able to dispose of 51tes 1nciil
lii“the open market if the City declined to exerc1se 1ts option ‘tOn“purchaseh

g l

the agreement was terminated , The propo<~d rezoning, which would

L fidentify the school sxtes as such rathe"‘ han 1dent1fying them as theiri'

'~eliminate the notion of market and render s”

ool sites worthless These@'lr‘

:aig;sites were mainly zoned» for re51dential development The proposedf .;?

jf_fjrezoning was perceived as a form of expropriation of school land andpflf
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therefore . the Board‘ Opposed the land use bylaw which in general was

Hintended to protect public amenities and to be in the, best interest of

the‘ citizens of Edmonton ‘ The proposed zoniné bylaw established a

'category called Urban Services and 1ntended to place all school ‘sitesH

‘w1th1n ,it. ‘ The comments of the. Separate School District regarding the

.

proposed bylaw are quoted in a reply from the Planning Department

The draft land use bylaw is, in its school lands provisions ‘an
attempt by  ‘one  form of elected municipal government to
interfere unacceptably in- the function and responsibility of‘
‘another form of elected munic1pal government.

.The draft bylaw would have the effect of confiscating millions
of dollars of asset value by downgrading zoning . .. .If the
City Council's advisors in this" regard are saying that thef-
. discretionary decisions- of a zoning officer may protect elected.
. boards from this confiscation,  that is unacceptable, 'such a
massive confiscation and writing down of asset value & . . is
actually an interference with ‘education’ itself (Planning
. Department, City of Edmonton Response to the: Comments of .the
‘Edmonton Separate School Board.on the Land Use Bylaw, March 5,
3 1980) R Lo oo R

o

Follow1ng tnf strong negative reaction from .the Boards, a Joint

.

meeting of aldermen and ‘trustees was © arranged in order to explore

y.possiblej approaéhes' to‘ resolvxng the ~disposxtion of. land issue The‘

L

meeting produced a suggestion that would overcome the Boards‘ obJectionf

fto”‘the proposed zoning bylaw This was’ in the form of an agreement that‘f

vthe City would be obligated to purchase all the land declared surplus by

Ttheu Boards and ‘that this part of the agreement would ‘be’ in perpetuity

‘”rather than with a termination clause The determination' of the price.'

Fa

t
oy

'

ed on 75, ;of the market value of the

" was left to the administratizhs of the respective parties.v They in turn'l

vproposed that the price be ba

fsurrounding property ObJection to this recommendation was expressed by

;Public School Board trustees who defeated a motion to supportlidaby a tie

9vote (3 3) They approved a motion supporting theﬁagreement inclusive of
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Schedule A as amended ‘and Schedule B With‘regard to‘the price of land3”hd

'Iwhich was ' to be disposed of it ‘was ‘approved that City Counc1l be

approached in_order,that ,questions ;with 'respect to the reasongT for“

establiShing'.theV compensation level"at 75% of the market value of~
¢

‘.surrounding property rather than 100% could be raised and explained N

”The‘ position ;of he; Separate School Board was _expressed’ if a, -

vosd

'memorandum from their Superintendent to the Ninister .of Education, the d
Mayor and the Chairman of the Edmonton*?nblic School Board dated May 30
l980 He stated that in Calgary the School Boards were entitled to 100%

.fpf; the_market‘value and<argued_that such conditions‘should also‘apply in
f’Edmonton” o | | |

| ‘ City Counc11 sUpported lits;administration's‘reg%mmendation'to kéeé‘ :

v'the rate at 75%. Initheiriviem, it was more.thanz fair to pay 75% of

commercialplproperty"valuehdforw land that would be developed as. a/pjik

Even - among. aldermen there Was‘ not ° unanimous ‘ support “fo ‘

he . -

. recommendation.  In’ support of the administration s recommendatlon, the"“ T

-

v‘{yAssociate Superintendent Planning and Development,<of the Public ‘School

'ﬂ;fBoard indicated to Trustees that some Aldermen were wxlling to. provide,

-:the School Boards with 100 of market value for their lands while ‘others;w\‘

"lfdhdid not - feel School Boards should be paid anything for surplus lands ;

\ [”ig(Edmonton Public School Board f Minutes, & March 1'11g 1980) The ,l;fl

,ﬂ‘administration s ‘rationala for recommending the 75% was that the schoolj}f'.

'[ihdistricts had to provxde the City ian' 1ncent1ve toh buy the 51tes,‘?;“ -

Tfespecially if the City were to pay commerc1al or. reszdential rates for“}c""

"land to_be'used as an open space.'_;, [fa5“l;f','

'{jhe Edmonton Public:School Board approved the Agreement 1nc1usxve offiﬁ ph*

: chedulliA dealin"with the acqu151t10n, maintenance and disposal of land[ifjﬁf



, ‘.“ N ‘
onlJune 20 1980 and the other two parties approved it in. the same month
As a rinal comment in this section, it is 1nteresting to ‘note ‘that ftheu‘
. : ‘ \
trustee who opposed the signing of the Agreement indicated that
| | ‘hthe. Minister,l‘in, speaking with'Trustees,hcautioned‘h
'signing’ of the Joint Use Agreement prior '~ to careful-

pcon51deration. . She noted one of 'the: Ninister s comments. that. .’
‘indicated the School Board is' not subserVient to the City of
‘ Edmonton (Edmonton Public ,School, Board, ﬂinutes, June 20, £
. Summary .

"This 'section illustrated,,the high level of sensitivity over land-

'

related issues within the.metasystem throughout the study period ‘ It .
highlighted ”'thel Public School Board sv'persistence in 'maintainingh‘h
ownershrp of land. on’ which its programs were delivered and“guaranteeing“
.maximum return Lfbr education dollars. The respectivelpositionsLon’the;

land 1ssues and the rationale for the p051tions taken were presented in’

vthis section The City, which was heavrly 1nvolved in the land 1ndustry L

(i e. land dedication development agreement ‘sale of lots), wanted ‘toh‘

P . o

KR T
. . . o

' ensure that land declared surplus to school boards-‘needs would revert
back to the city so that 1t could be used for recreational purposes 'ifToiff‘
guarantee eventual control. over. such land the City maintained that it

should lease the playing fields to the Boards and argued that the Boards T:ihi

\

could maintain 'control over -the portion of the 51te required for the

physical education portion of the curriculum without havrng ‘absolute fﬂsy

ownership of the 51te The City was also opposed to the 1dea that the

[y

School Boards should profit frOm the sale of land they had received for
less than market value L mIn short the City’perceived land to be its '
. RIS L
M domain and expected the Boards to concentrate on education N,_»”“
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‘(Th Public School Board,.on; the 'other lhand,‘claimed that ithwase‘dj

‘ essential that the Board have control over the ‘use and development of 7

v
[

layground' areas so that it could malntain flexibility in ‘the physicali‘ A
‘education portion of - the currxculum and would be able to expand and build"
additiOns to the core schoolui The case advanced by the Separate Board

_ was based On‘the guaranteed‘riéhts of the Catholic minority ‘under Tthej )

"law, - It submitted that the Separate Board must have the r1ght to operate

“'schools, to own land and to determine where school facilities should ,be

pey -

placed,; f

This section descrxbed strategies used to overcome the disagreements‘
- and reviewed the stages leading towards the resolution‘.of the‘vland

controversy. ‘ S o -

)
. > :
f .
[N “l :

hZSummary\of the Chapter’

This chapter focused on three maJor conflicts that took place w1th1nf
‘[the metasystem durxng the study period between 1970 and 1980. The common“

"denominator appeared to be pressure placed on the two school distrlcts by

¢
|

"h.the City and local groups to give up authorlty ‘and control over their‘v‘uu”
”\wfacilities and provide communlty groups with autonomy and decmsxon-maklng

{e;powers In the case of the commun1ty school concept the Boards feared v

‘ﬂthat educational dollars would have to be spent on serv1ces beyond theirl',f‘:d

,*‘3mandate There was no’ ev1dence of financ1a1 support that would extend“xff'

" . .

, 'hffthe concept ‘to. all schools, 1nclude a wlde range of human %erv1ces5rand,”xflj,,

2 \

. "f}padopt a 1ife~long education philosophy. The control over ‘act1v1t1es——on‘fﬁ77ﬁ”‘

:school property and' he value Judgeient that education and alcohol do notﬁpﬂ,pﬁl\

fmix*were the‘key points 1n"he controversy over the pollcy lprohlbitingltei;]

sumption _of alcoholic beverages on school property. Again, 'er{
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. : .
|

‘conflict rerlected the local de51re to control the aetiuitiestin isehoolsp .
‘J;:after reguiar Ischool hours“ The third conflict’eentred on\the Boards'
'need‘to.maintain,the title formschool site‘land in“order to adeliver  the‘qu
; physicai edueation‘\programs., The City‘wanted to maintain‘ounership And. |

" .lease this land‘to‘the Boards. :

"On'vall‘theSe‘issues;jthe‘School Boards;_and in particular the Publfc
Board, jealously protéected and defended ' the = interests they ‘had - been
elected Hto“serve‘,- ‘the"education'of children.‘ Other'activities'were

supported to the extent‘;that they did not detraCt ‘from the prime' v

responsibrlity nor draw on the resources available for educatxon ‘(There‘ﬁ

were a number?of exceptions in the form of community schools pilot
projects . and drop-infeentres.) Any proposal that had the 1mp11cation of

sharing control ' or _transferring power ,to‘ pommunity groups' (e.g,,
Community Councils)  or Parks ‘and Recreation (community use of schools

after ‘regular ‘school Hhours) vuas‘ vigorously*,rejected.‘ Support for

decentralization appeared Hto pbeu‘limitedlfto; cases: where the school':

prinelpal maintained »control oé7,;h§'jfuﬁé:xén 80" that tthe agtiQitQ.f”
21rema1ned under*School Board eontrolland had to ioilow 1ts policy ;’Juhuf‘ﬁﬁ

t ot + E
. . ' ¥

'These circumstances affected the nature of the Joint Use Agreement

. . )“ v w:p‘ 3
which dﬁg qgﬁ%tiated by the Joint Use Agreement Review Gommittee during
1972 73 schqol year The f1na1 product was not prescriptive and did

not guarantee a shift 1n dec151on making power to the community,u but"“

o V . . BN ! . ,‘.

:‘remained i-p gentlemen s agreement ; hrch included three setS' of

“ N . s
S8 \.'. Y -

‘“; regulations developed by the respective‘f'rganlzations to control

\‘.

regulate access to their facilities. .f;i;j ;55¥_j’£nf§; “f fp‘QvQ‘VVfQJRLT




. CHAPTER 7.
BOUNDARY. MAINTENANCE: ~ PRESSURE FROM THE EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT- .

.
C ~
[
-

Introduction
The - general‘ienvironment ‘affecting all organizations includes the

bpolitical, economic,‘social and ‘cultural conditions surrounding them
4 " ) S ' LN . .

(Hall 19771: These.conditions formed pert of the'external environment‘l
of the metasystem under study Besides these”,environmental ‘conditions,
‘there were organizations groups ‘and‘individualskﬁho @ere involved in

“activitieS‘ associated with' ‘various . issues dealt fwith  during . the
discussion on the Joint Use*Agreement in Edmonton, The identification of
uthe boundaries of systems or metasystems and the determination 'of ‘what

-remains within these boundaries and what actually belongs to the external

Xenvironment is not always easy (Aldrich 1971 White 197&) The context

' suggested by Laumann, Galaskiewicz and Mardsen (1978) which 1s based on

‘glthe delineation of two criteria ~ the ~functiona1 *and the geographical

jdomains ;; was applied in‘the 1dentif1cation.of the external envxronment:.l
fin this study :f'ﬁﬁ-bf;"it C..)#?‘{}fd‘?dVﬁu‘L'w_h.,h'k;'”h L
:~h§ot‘ the purpose of this‘studv;ﬁotganieations, gtoups ;nd ind1v1duals
"who‘nere involved in activities pertalning to the content of the‘ Joint‘

b

‘::nuse Agreement "and 'who opetated w1thin the City of Edmonton, were

.
/ . '

‘ fl'considered as part of the metasytem The external env1ronment of the w.~1‘

,7'ﬁmetasystem was considered to 1nclude either organizations, groups and

V?individualsewho ﬂealt with issues relevant to’ the Joint Use Agreement b“t p

' 4

o At W : . . e . : - Lo ‘ N LR
B . : \ . L . K I v LT

'whose sphete of ;nfluence' extended to Lthe entire province' (egg‘,ﬁ"n"f“

o
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Provincial' Goverhment departments) or organizations‘and groups operating

within the Crty and 1nVO1ved in actxvitxes Whlch could be seen to have a.

: _morer indiréct .impact on"the Joint Use ‘Agreement (e.g., the' City

"Department‘of Social Services). The 1nf1uence exerted on the metasys;em .

by mthe‘.externaiﬂ env;ronment was. 1dentif1ed \as sub- problem S 1n this

o L”\

study;‘ The‘spéQific questlonhposed‘was ’What were some of the pressures

' upon ‘the‘qfocal ~organizations orxglnatrng from,the external env;ronment
which wéfe associated with their position onfthe‘Joint Use‘Agreement?" o

, . ' ‘'

Jaal

Rn, descr;blng h' settlng of the case study, it ‘was 1nd1cated that
during the late 1960 s’ and the early 1970 5,. pressure“ was exerted to

[
. “
~ ‘

‘decentralize decisrbn-makrng, ,reducé\ared” tape and/flnvolve people in

decisions‘that affected them.  In the educat1onal m111eu " the demend was
r

l expressed in terms of (a) enhaaclng\the avarlabrlxty of school facilities
for use by the cbmmunrty, (b) 1nvolVIng the publ;c in ,the teaching-

learn;ng process and curr1cu1um development"(c) v1ewing E@ucation as a

: . : ‘
lifeglong-processvconcerned w1th‘the total person andravailable to both

" children - and ‘adults;i'and (d) 'accommodating ‘a variety of humanlserV1ces
.. and considering the school as a community céntre. e
T B T R L o -
'Iheu‘two' Edmonton' school ' boards ‘were‘faware ofzsuch dEmands~which

A - .\ - Co Pt o

origxnated from thhxn ‘thef'metasystem‘f(e}g;;: the‘ Czty s “Parks :and

'

. N "l‘,.“‘. o S . ; . .
Recreatlon Department .community‘ leagues) as well as from the external L

L envzronment (e g ‘y Prov1nc1a1 Government departments, the City 5. Social‘ '

Serv1ces Department) and\ took ‘measures to maintain their boundary of
Ut s /' g C S e .

~
B control- w1thstand the pressure and protect the area they felt was their
maJor responsibrlrty iand for whlch they were elected‘~ the education of

3

a;chxldrenﬂm‘ 3 g:ff"_ S ‘33 BRI ‘jﬁgfvf R ':T';Ng;




R

A

City of'Edmonton.‘ _* . . “
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In this ;chapter, activities“external to the deliberations‘oyer-the

Joint Use Agreement ‘but whi‘h involved elements negotiated were,,selected

for this investigation. The analysis provides further insight into the

organizational and societal attitudes of this period and identifies the
bl . [

\ . ‘

opposing positions of orgﬁnizations which attempted‘to‘mainz&1n their

traditional area of control and thos& interested in bringing éhont

[

change. J - Lo - ‘ "
The three elements studied in this chapter are:» . '
. "\ ' ° et L ' co
1. The report of the Commission on Educational Planning: . a

wx}_the needs of'}ndivﬂdueis'in the

T R
- . .

Provincial Government in;tiatiVe to-§

a.

"'::c‘_.v*'»‘" Y A L L
Alberta socxety, analyze their total _ educatronal Tequxrements and
(“ i [ad A» : l

‘recommend a mechanism for the delivery of a comprehensive educational

~0

program. . o

. ' “ ". ._r‘
2. The provincial perspective on the use of community facilities

and the'community-school concept, The Prowinciel Govefnment,“.being the

body. which' delegated power to the parties to the Joint Use Agreement, was

a sfgnificant force in the external environment and its views were

) .
. . *

seriohsly‘ considered by the parties involved. It.was assumed,that the

Government, heving been elected by the c1tizens of Albertp; was aware 'of,

+

chenging community expectations and any changes in proy;pcial posit;ons .

and init;étives. Therefore, .a review of , the provincial perspective,'

régarding the community use of schools and the community school concept

is vital to the. @mderstandmg of tbe mteractmn on these issues in ‘he

’ » »

. 3. ’ Qest*lo"'; an expetiment in(qhe co-ordinatlon end “integration of

‘-

human services at the local level \The development and declihe‘ of  an

,...'

experimental‘ 'ptoject that» has _the potentzgr 'of fresult;ng“hiﬁ, the .

v »
. . A - - hg L4
S o . » IS . .
. * - -
. T

»

&
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restructuring the local governance of education and other human services
: - . n
in the city is examined in, this section. . It provides an opportunity to

* gain insight into activities within the external environment which. were
of concern to organizations such as the school boards which wanted to

preserve their power and span of control.

1, -

The Commission on Educational Planning

Introduction , ,
One of the three elements associated with the Joint Use Agreement was

: o8
the Report of the Commission on Educational Planning. The réport was

analyzed in order 'to gain insight into how the external environment
perceived and influenced issues associated with the Joint Use Agreement
is the work of the Commission on Educational Planning in Alberta. The

Commission was directed to collect ' information from Albertans :in the

process of developing a comprehensive educational program for' the
province and therefore, it is assumed: that the views expressed-" in the

report. are those of the externai environment. Two of the parties to the
2 T .
Joint Use' Agreement - the Edmonton Public School Board and the City of

Edmonton - accepted the Prov1nce s invitation to make a submission to the
Commission. Thls fact provides the opportunxty to 1dentify and compare
the respective positlons of these two components of the metasystem

regarding the future of’education as well as permitting the verification
of earlier findings. Additionally, it makes possible an examination of
» S ' . ' '

the extent to whléh the different stands ~taken by the parties were

endorsed and recommended by~the Comm1ssxon to the Government of Alberta

-

It is not thhin the Scope 'of this study to establish whether the
. - r :

op%nxons advanced by the two parties, the City of Edmonton and the.

N ., . . . o
Sy . R - o 2
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W)

Edmonton Public School Distfict, directly influenced the commission and

it {s assumed that any position taken was based on input from more than
; - ‘

+

one organization. P

s

Background

A CommissionAon Educatioﬂal Planning, heafled by Dr. Walter Worth, was
eitablished by Order inlCouhCil‘in Jun;f;f 1969 under the Alberta }ublicy
Inquirieé Act. The Commission's task was to invéstigateysociai; economic
and technological trends for the future, to examine thﬁ. needs . of éll

indiv1duals in society, to analyze che total educational requxrements and

to recommend the future changes, structyre and p;iorities necessary for a

— ——

comprehensive educational program (Report  of the Commission on

) i

Educational Planning, 1972, p.307). A ﬁublic involvement pr6§ram was one

of the activities initiated by the 'commission p:iof to the release of its

’\’

final report oﬁ June 16, 1972. Subﬁiésions were received. ﬁ;om 330
'indiQiduals groups and organ1zatzons, among them brxefs from the City of
wEdmonton and the Edmonton School D1str;ct No.7, two of the ' three
gignatqries to the Joint Use' Agreemeﬁt. ' Compariéon of the t:o
submissions highlights the concerns of t£e respectiy§ partiés qith rega;d
to education and identifies tﬁe gaps in their percebtion ofinec;§saty
changes iﬁ education. For example, .the City ‘expressed the desire ‘to
shift:éu\\source of revenues for educgtion away from the property tax and
towards funding ftOm genetal revenues which dre based on income and sales‘
taxes. The. School Boatd which would be expected to lose some of its
autonomy if such a proposal were to be 1mp1emented, strongly opposed the

'City s view on ‘the source of’ fundxng for education. A case in suppqrt of

-~
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a change was presented in the Commission Report and 'is presented later.in

this

Another issue

traditionally been

Py
chapter.

+of the community. The City's position"emphdsized‘the desire for

local community to

to

N

the school's financial ~plan  (buydget), and called for

. N ! :
of - major concern to . the City was that schools had

considered a "little ‘island set apart" from the rest’

the

have some degree of decisjon-making power with respect

the

transformation of all educational facilities into.community centres tq be

. developed by. and - for the people served by the community. The School

Board, on the other hand, while recognizing the .need to involve the

community in school affairs, was not prepared to offer the community an

independent decision-making role. "Involvement" was interpreted by the

. ‘ @) g
school district as having an advisory capacity. An overview of the

submissions made by the Edmonton School District No.7 “and the City of .

-

A -

Edmonton to the Educational Planning Commission’ is presented below.

The Edmonton School District No.7 Brief

. The introduction. section of the district's submission presented to

the Commission on Educational Planning shed some light on its -preception

of what was going wrong-in the society of the late 1960's. {t(suggésted

that:

Daily vwe' are becbming‘morelaware.of the ills‘of‘our‘sdciety;g

'Faith in our ability to cure those ills through education is

still very high, .although confidence in .our schools is
presently ' rather low. We can, therefore, be  optimistic
concerning man's. future if the schools become the living,
dynamic force for the kind - of problem-solving and decision-

making which the ' public believe possible through education.

Such optimism, however, is conditional j.upon our ability to--
transform ' our educational ® institutions into change-oriented

~agencies for human and social‘dévélopmeﬁt. .

'
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Militancy among parent student, and teacher groups is steadily
increasing. By '"militant” we mean any pressure group that
‘persists in forcing its . particular thinking on 'the rest of
saciety with little or no regard for other views and, potential
solutions o o

Some . students, frustrated by the "system", are militant in
their effort to bring about reform. .They want' institutions to
become more sensitive to. student ‘needs and.to become more
actively concerned about social issues . . . . We could well
consider the militancy problems in our society as a desirable '
condition. ' They are telling us that schools in the ‘past  have .
failed to respond adequately to the changes-which have taken

"place in our society. (Edmonton Public. Schools, A Brief
‘Submitted to the Commission on Educational Planning, May 1970,
pp.2-3) -

The Deputy Superintendent,‘in presenting the brief to the commission,

. ‘ ~ . . N . . . ‘
noted theé emphasis placed upon co-operation among individual' - groups and

organizations' involved in th= educational:process‘ He used the joint

development agreement as an example of co-operation at the local level.
The agreement had been in placef 51ncea41957 and had become a formal

agreement between the City of Edmonton and the Edmonton Public School -

Board 'in 1959 It remained in - effect wuntil 1966 when the Edmonton
Separate‘School‘Board-also became a party to the agreement. The Deputy

‘ Superintendent made reference to the district's‘five'recommendations,to

the’ Commission which are listed below and StreSSed that'

Lip service "has been paid to autonomy of school boards and  to
freedom of action ‘at the local ‘level.  Recent restrictive‘
action 'on the part of the Department (provincial Department of
Education) would’ indicate an er051on of these prinCiples rather
than their ﬁul?illment -

- The five recomdéndations presented by the Board were'

Recommendation 1: That the Department of Education and local

* school board. policies encourage community participation +in
fchanging ‘the educational’ programs of their schools to meet the .
developing needs of each particular community and. the ‘larger
sOciety of which it 1S a part . ‘ :

e

This, it was argued’ rcould be achieved through '(a) enhancing |

community involvement in curriculum building, (b) 1nvolving the community

\
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learning

sohoolt
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téachin&~1earning brocess; (c) considering the community‘as a.

place;uand_ﬁd)”;egucing prescriptions and outside control of the

[
' \

b

3

Recommendat ion 2:‘.That the Provincial Department of Education

, be
.prog
inst

- Int e

charged with' the responsibility for co- ordinating the
rams offered and the long-range planning of all educational
itutions and school systems in the prov1nce : : -

his context," it was e;pressed that the Edmonton3Publichschool

District was prépared to assume its ‘rightful responsibility for post-’

secondary

| regarding

and life-long education, however, a decision was required

the’ division of‘responsibility and the financial support for

such an undertaking.

Recomr yndatior .,3: ' That Human Relations and Public¢ Information

progéams—{or—the Edmonton area be &tagllshed__hy__a_ -joint:

planning board for the express purpose of (i) informing the,

publ
(ii)

part

ic (on a continuous basis) on all educational matters, and
'developing ."an attitude of commitment to education on' the
of all citizens, 1nc1ud1ng persons engaged in education
/ ‘

In udiscus51ng the rationale {/; this recommendation it was stated

that educ
parents
supoort
increasin
- as,the'fa
“decision-

.The'

ators had not succeeded in communicating with the public, ‘
and students * and therefore were\unable to obtain the required
Furthermore progress in education was hindered because ‘of an -

g 1nformat10n gap between the school and the community, as welI
N .

ct thatnnon-educators were,typically excluded"from, educational

makingh

fourth and ‘the - fifth recommendationsA reflectedasthe need to

.

llintegrate research findings into. practice with particular emphasis on"d

'evaluation and the preparation of teachers and administrators for their

Uvdchanging

Recommendation 47 That all educational research activities in

roles, as’ follows s u" L _>,';f.u~

' any

planned and integrated to meet future needs.

given region,’ such as' the Edmonton- area, be co-operatively-;*

.
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_Recommendation 5: That programs for the preparation of
' teachers and administrators ' be , carefully studied and
 restructured ' to meet -future educational needs in a changing

' society : o - . o

While the School District strongly supported the decentralization of

'decisions to the local level it was apparent that there was no intention'
. ' ! . TR ' ' ' .

to transfer ‘control outside - of "the educational ‘system. ' A“school

. administrator was perceived to be the leader who would bring about - the

v
i

_change.‘ In. the words of . the ' brief, "

.‘hé (she) now hecomes‘the
.jchange agent'who will‘determine in large part qhathchanges”teke place; in
thellinstructional practices in his (her) school."'.The:role of a‘school
"administrator as the‘community school leader‘was also expressed by the

,Deputy Superintendent of ‘the Edmonton Public School District during the

f

‘vsubmission of the brief He indicated that a school administrator in’ the'

‘community school team would have . a variety ‘of indiv1duals respon51b1e to

him;‘including teaching‘personnel, a recreation -supervisor, communityk

 relations workers and various volunteers. :

_ ivThe City of Edmonton Brief

In- contrast to the position taken by the Edmonton Public School~

: Board tHe City of Edmonton supported the prov151on of d much stronger S

s

'\'deci51on-making role for the ‘local community in school operation flt_”'

‘viewed the school as a. community facility which should accommodate alle“

a

;,community activities and be under community control after school hours

irTThe City of Edmonton submission, summarized below, ialsc‘ put forth aj;‘ L

A e

"\lposition on the educational property tax, "a position w1th which thefhi”

,\'.4‘¢

:jﬂ;school board strongly disagreed

'o\.‘ .

‘}“The City made the following eleven points in their submission."‘
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l;‘ The.‘educational dprocess should hecomela total process~aimed at
dtheudeVelopment of‘theftotal person..‘ | |

“2. 'The curriculum should be both.utilitarian‘and'humanitarianr“It;
should (a), prov1de for social,bcultural, economic and political grouth‘.‘*
~ (b) allow 'total 1nvolvement of the student from childhood to’ adulthood
‘(c) prov1de‘for‘all cultures,‘(d) prov1de for‘articulation;“and (e) ‘be
planned, dresearched, :‘tested,"‘applied,“evaluated land‘ ever remain
unfinished: | | | B

:3;f‘ A, continuous~teaching:dnd learning process;ahd method shouldjbem'c

~ developed which would focus on the indiyidual with a View» to providing~

LI
[}

for his/her full deVelopment.
4. The ‘communityls‘fhuman resources should be .utilized in its
'education process. . Community‘school'directors should ‘be appointed to"‘

‘,_-

. work 1n pilot prOJects to develop the community centre concept

5. ,Authorities. developing. and. 1mplement1ng policies 1n educationi
,would have to become more respon51ve to the community they serve " The

.Federal Provinc1a1 and Municipal Educationa1<§overning structures should'
be reV1sed to ensure -local autonomy in the decisron making process

: Methods should be found or developed to 1nvolve more 1ndiViduals from thef'l

"bf-community in. the decision making process,l to ensure that community”;

FRRN

’ demands ‘and requirements are known and to guarantee that these needs are:';

e

The property tax 'should be used primarily to finance thosef‘

e

.lxnfserV1ces and facilities directly related to property Services related{fbf

Iev)

31'to the welfare of people, i e , education, welfare and health should be;f‘ji

:“ -

' 7-7.borne by senior levels of government In the City of Edmonton s opinion,ﬂf”

g




“ only._a;'limited,iamount 'should“be‘ reguisitioned, onlthe‘tax‘base‘of a .

- municipality:for educational_pUrposes.‘b - - | o
7: anlhereivshould‘be“a'realignment”of'structurewin‘the operatingfand’

financing of the recreational‘process This‘was‘expected 'to‘ﬁresult‘ in‘ g

- municipal endeavors in the recreational educational fleld being meldedi

v

}

with the overall educational process

8. - The school budget should be the finanCial plan for translatingt‘
dnto reality the educational program which the school board staff

members, »students and other citizens would agree upon as deszrable for
.,l L o ""I ) 1 ) . .o . \ "‘Q ‘
‘the community. e L ‘ o "r

9."'All educational facilities, existing and planned, should be

modified to become community centres, developed by and for the people in

. the: community served Material resources should be acquired to meet the

'needs of the community centre concept

6 All phy51ca1 facilities for education should be made available'

‘for educational or other community uses. on a full day, year round ba51s
.3

, 311. Major ‘rev1ews of the educational system at regular intervals L
should become mandatory and meaningful criteria:and should be used to‘ ;
,uf.determine the effectiveness of the education program

‘ Th Parks and Recreation Department played a significant role in i:'

}jdeveloping the City S brief and following the ,subm1551on it adOpted*‘a f}ilj‘

l»;pnumber of the positions 'aSj;their philosophy for serv1ce delivery ?ifziﬁ'

"ﬁf:?These positions; also servedﬁi'sﬁ the ba51s 3”fo£?ﬁf¢he‘ Department Sffhv;ﬁf

”.;“°8°tiat1°ns and intetaction,;with the school boards on such 1ssﬂes as ﬁ‘;ff'v

Lcommunity use of school space, community schools and summer use

i-'

The comparison of th' two submisS1ons reveals different expectationsf;f{:/'

'for the future of education between two of the three parties to the,joint,n_y«df
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use ’‘agreement. The - segcond part of thiis 'section examines of relevant S

MEEN

4partsmof'the Report.oflthe“Commission on’ Educational Planning and

'_reaction:‘to it. The Comm1551on which assessed the views of Albertans on

the future of education prOVides. an,.insight on how"the‘ external o

"environment' to the metasystem Viewed issues associated w1th the Joint

Use Agreement.

* The Commission Repgrt ' ‘_Ir.‘ﬁ ‘ Zf“

e

\

The- release of the report of the CommisSion on Educational Planning

Ve

on June 16 1972‘was‘a significant event for'education in the Province oﬁ-

”-Alberta:which'drew‘media‘attention for months following its release. The

Al

. repOrt'raised issues regarding the sovereignty and‘power,of'schbol boards‘

o :
which _weré 51gn1f1cant to the focal organizations in the metasystem and

A}

became relevant during a subsequent discu551ons of .a. committeev,of 1two

"o o ‘ oo T ?
elected representatiVes:‘from“.each [ovathej parties ‘to the Joint Use
Agreement which was established several months later in order to' review

pthe agreement;‘ -:;fV T S \"f‘-flt,-]”'f“ B k o fﬁ'fli

L The report received Wide coverage across the prov1nce ' An,article‘inii,

R SR, K

Lot

the Calgary Herald 1ndicated that this' report Jwas . perhaps thef'mostf"‘“

1mportant educational document ever\produced in Alberta (Calgary Herald

September S 1972 p S) ; On the day of release, the Edmonton

| Journal ' largest daily 'newspaper 1n the City, had a front page
A ‘, O.A RIS
R article entitled “ Sweeping School Reform Urged in WOrth Report
(Edmonton Journal June 16 1972 p 1) Two ofathe'recommendatipnsh;;;C

highlighted for public ‘consumption were .(ajfv



; education ‘on the property tax was to be scaled down Adding fuel to the{
'fire as far as. the school boards were concerned Were two political‘

“statements ‘inf‘the article. " One quoted the Minister of Education as .

.haVingfstated‘that,»some ‘recommendations of he Commission might be " |
v o L

;implemented before“the fall legislative sitting The second political
statement was attributedlto Dr.: Worth who allegedly remarked -upon the h
{ acceptability of the recommendations, stating that he was confident.thatﬂ
'the ‘new Conservative‘government would adopt the report more readily thanc

the former Social Credit administration might have.

The ‘report' suggested'that Albertans.would have to‘Chose between two

‘;‘extreme societies, the Second Phase Ind1v1dual Society and the Person-‘
: \ o

. r\ .

. Centred Society In the first one, the most dominant feature would be

its institutions;f which would be Seen as a method for organizing

’resources”min the'most efficient'manner This was likely to give rise to’

',Vthe growth ‘of concentration of power in .a bureaucratic and knowledge-

y
" B

; based eliteu On the other hand the goals of the Person Centred Society~h‘;

“fincluded "making economic growth meet human needs, achiev1ng advances in . -
; | e

bh‘3knowledge‘ and aesthetics and controlling social problems so individualsj .

“iifmay progress towards their own goals of self fulfillment (Report of thei”‘f"

.SCommission on Educational Planning, 1972, p 231) : The report Suggestedf’l‘
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‘1 “ ' “ “ ‘ ‘ - o SN . ' s . .
decisionrmaking” throigh school courcils, the community‘school concept, . &
( . \ . PR v V'“ - . e

use of school facilities ~and the ‘extent of -school boards mandate" '

Another issue; raised in the report which was of significance to the three‘

l‘signatories to the agreement was the question of the’ source of revenues\
o ror eduoation ‘ The\different 1ssues are discussed below as they related N
.to the recommen\ations)in the report and as they reflect ‘theb-positionsh
tahen‘by the parties to' the agreement | S |
‘lt' School‘councils, o p | :
.‘ih CommlsSlOﬂ Report proposed. school‘ councils pwhich ‘would; be

"substantially different 'from the  local advisory boards - existing in
numerous‘schools across the province; o ‘ S - ////

The essential . difference . in composituon would be the = .
~ involvement of students' and staff on . school: councils. In T
‘ _jfunction, the_ councils would have -important responsibilities o
. particularly with' respect to the process of education ol e
" The respon51b111t1es assumed by counc1ls might include
‘determining school budget priorities, planning ‘and organizing'
further . education  activities, developing ' -most . .school »
'*regulations,,;‘1nc1ud1ng - those. dealing ' with' Tattendance,
discipline, and-dress; formulating program policies within the ' -
broad framework established at. the provincial and, school system
. ‘levels, auditing the extent to which agreed upon objectives are .
‘w\being achieved, and communicating community school needs and_.‘_:'
.concerns ‘to. school .boards. - The details conditions of
"servxce for school personnel within the general guidelines ‘set
by the. _school boards “- ,excluding 'salaries’ - might also be -
- determined by the councils In- addition, councils ought ‘to
" . have | ‘powers. of delegation that would, facilitate the use off"
h 'committees for specific . tasks,u such .as the supervision ofa;f
' .recreational - and facilities. use. (Report of the»Gemméssion onj;
' Educational Planning, 1972 p 281) ”U;;‘,

Whlle this proposal reflected the de51re among many Albertans to give

‘\, —>———————:_",

‘d'_;“people more say in the affairs of schools,i the position was *strongly

s i ,“,H

Wﬁ‘.opposed by trustees The Associate Executive Director of the Alberta

A c:'

X JﬁSchool Trustees Association wrote; an article, published in\the June 20

sue of the Edmonton Jourd/l, reacting to selected topics presented

R
.’.‘. . !

He made referenee to the proposal to

-;Lxﬂii{f‘ﬁ‘\‘
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establish school cOuncils composed of parents and other\laymen,'as well
.+ as school staff and students and stated that the ‘transfer’ of‘{functions

now carried out by school. boards to school councils has "tremendous

implications for trusteeship A.former Supefintendent »of Schools of
the Calgary Board of Education questioned the rationale for proposing a"‘

NN

by parent advisory council considering that 1t had failed miserably 1n ‘the

pgst (CalgarY'Herald, October 4, 1972). h S - AR c }r‘

" The Board of the Edmonton Public School District discussed the report

t
'

o? the Commission on Educational Planning on numerous occasions follow1ng

‘its;‘release. ‘ On June 20 1972 during discuSSion prior .to the approval

f -

of the community school concept, a trustee referredl‘to' the Comm1551on'

“'Report and ‘statedj that the ' Board needed to take .some steps towards

”feStablishingﬂbetterireIationShips between the community;andf-the school ‘;:
fThe.'iSSue“of'»school‘ councils rwas [discussed at the‘October‘lp' 1972

meeting of the Board and the following motion was .passedi unanimous1y:.‘.

'
<

]"That h Board agree ‘with- ‘the Comm1551on s endorsement of extending

Cs vt ' .

community participation in education providing that school counciIS"are

advisory in nature.‘ Trustees of the Edmonton School District strongly :

o (RN
'

fd: objected to the concept presented in the CommiSSion Report which prov1ded ,:3“

. v

’community councils‘ with ‘autonomy with respect to programs During a. o

meeting at which a discussron took place of a letter from“ the Edmonton

e R
Area Council of Home and Sch001 ASSOCl&thﬂS requesting representation onl3,.
an ad hoc committee to determine the terms‘ of reference of community

e

councils,f a trustee emphasized that the council sho_ld be an advxsoryyﬂ

S

QPR

RN
Bl o

"also warn d that 1t could start as an advisory counci

Y N I R



It should be noted. that this trustee was ' considered to'heﬁthe

'

community SChooL advocate. on the Board 'and\that the other trustees WGre

'many occa51ons trustees referred ‘to them as ' community councils;"‘ In-

educat jonal process;ﬂa "we" versus they concept n"
! ‘ ~ ' v “

\communlty development activxtles” Or was«lt meant to be an excellent' Er

“

‘even -more ' concerned about malntaxnlng the Board s powef‘as\a guarantee

for quality educat1on Another point that should be made .is khat while‘

the Commisssion‘Report referred to theucouncils as school(cd/gcils, on

' '

'

reading the minutes, onerreceives the'diStinct impression.thatithe Board

" saw an OppOSltlon between out31ders and "insiders" with respect to 'the

N . [
“

o Voo
2. 'Community schools ' .
The report differentiates’ between the community-school concept and

[ ' . . ' . .
. . " B A . ot Cor

: é ‘ . L ) - ‘
- the community use of schools. [t suggested that = community - schools can

[

ﬁ‘serve society‘as:- (a) ahplace for schoOling; (b) a neighbourhobd‘céntre;

' "and (d) a focus for communﬁﬁf 11fe \The<report argued\that the incfeased

‘fcost would be covered by funds then avallable tp support :thel!additionai

o

services (e.g. .soc1al. serv;ces, recreatlon) and that, compared to .the ',

-
. " 1]
! '

'
¢ .

"~expenditufesfnfor‘1upkeep mwouldh he,-minimal‘ The statement ,Theyl(the‘u

- >

additionall expendltures) might “better be viewedbias ,¥anfddeXCellent

‘investmEnt (Report of the Comm1551on on Educational Planning, 1972

0
o /

‘s,
5

was to heneflt ‘ then why wasn 't educat1on already receiving the addedf

u(c) a vehicle for the delivery bi\h:alth'and social‘development Services,

“benefdts tofhe'deriyed 'from the.‘expandedu use‘ of ;schools, ,increased ‘,j

a P- 146) ralsed the questlon fdg'whom7"“lf it was socxety as.a whole that"jh

funds requlred for the accommodatlon of social recreational and othet”'

P N i

,
-J

1nvestment for education whlch would brlng about positive results as far




‘as pupil achieveneht was conga!nedf And in that; case, what would be the
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"

future role of the sohool pﬁincipal? o ) ’. "‘:* .

A

The report was vague on these 1ssues and d;d not directly address any

-

of the questions . Another example of ambiguity was ' found in*.comparing

\

»b,m

?

“ ”chQASQAtements made in_ the report regafding the

:'k‘\” ! F

of‘ﬂduoation with those addressing the community s;hool concept from an’*

|
\ \

'T*educatdonal perspective ! It stated that ' \experimentatlon with the tOtal

L

issue of-locdl‘gouernenCe

services approach to meedxng human needs Wlll call for redistribution of:

'

'power and personnel (p lAA) . At the same time, the ?eport suggested

that the dbmmunity school must not.be introduced to- the QFtriment of the

{

fundamental purpose fo# which schools éxist.‘ Therefore, school‘use

. ' A
and social services(nrecreation and other community services being given

o
- . . -

_consideration after all educational requirements had been addressed.

¢ . )
. . . .
. N . (I

It/ gppears that the report \attempted o Satisfy the two‘extreme

@,

positions presented by, the City of Edmonton and the QPblic School Bpard‘
{

The report‘ did not provade clear direction on the issue of community

- \ ,'.t ". . [

"‘schools and raised more questions that it ‘answered. , A discussion” on

o 3;‘ School facilities

‘ end the Edmonton gPublic Schoo,l District s, experience are disohs'sedv in

Yy ' T‘M‘

AN 4

) other parts of this document S R )

-
v

Consistent- with the Citx of Edmonton submission, the Commission

ﬁ“appropriate that design decisions be made »the local; level. . ‘The

oy

"?tegrated community lffe support system and argued that it was only

e

~-iPt bll'c.l‘;.

Commission *encouraged the integratlon process so that schools would

W v‘
» dal i S T
L PR U JXTUE, : ' !
PR TR T W A e ) . o
i B . m . . v . . . EEN X s

should be prioritized wlth basic education receiving prime consideration .

-

'provincial initiatives in this area follow1ng the release of the .report:

AW

4
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become a community resource and the ed@cational heart of the. community.

" Local school design, it was ,argued, "will help to -ensure that the

' 4

facilities serve the needslof,tﬁe community" (p.251). In the same vein,

12 was recommended that a moratorium be declared on the construction of

- ' '

all buildings designed to be located.in {solation in the community (eg.
K4

‘community hall, local health clinic, fibgpry). \
. . : . L |
+ The report also suggested the extension of the community school

building to community-oriented bﬁsinesses such ‘as banks and restaurants.
, ‘ ‘ :

It was argued that such an initiative would draw adults into the’facility

1

,and'thereby,improver community .attitude towards the school, generate
. . : 4

revenues, thus reducing capital and operating costs, and serve as a life
~ oo : . N ! ‘ .

experience for learners. B
‘ ) » ‘
¢
4. Future revenue sources \ : '
. /
Iy /

As with the use of schoél(}acilities, the Commission suppogged the
city's position on sources of revenues for education. The report

4

suggested that a large number of. Albertans were convinced that the
. R , R Y

provincial gove(nment should assume fiscal responsibfiity fcr; ehr1§ and

TIPS

basic edecation.and that some cpportunity for financial enrichment‘shou}d.“

be proviqed at‘the, local level. In suppcrt~ of this ~posit}on, the

éoﬁ&ission argued that'there were three major deficiencies ipjrelying On

. . [
3

baprope:ty taxes to support early and basic education (a) " real property.

« \]

‘1s not a good indicator of’ the 1nd1vidua1 s income or current wealth (b)

0
s

it has a strong negat1ve effect on. 1nd1viduals w1th fixed’ or. low income,

\‘-‘"'

‘:iand {c) locel tax,ﬂis unsurted for services that have provincial and;i'*ﬂ]

r.r . :

f’,natlonal beneflts., The Crty of Edmonton argued in support of the'

positlon that property taxes spould ‘be used primarily to finance servic o\;fﬁ“
]( Cans i o CL ey B . . e A Lt a”

Lo . P . . A
e E . ‘e At ”



‘-education would be just one of several services offered

not receive the School B
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directly related to property, and that additional provincial revenues

from sources such as ingcome tax and sales tax would be rgquired to effect

‘the tax shift. A possible outcome of such a funding mechanism is the

equalization of Districts' purchasing power across the province.

The counter argument to this position is that it would reduce the
school district's'augonomy to determine the level of‘educational services
to be provided to the public which elected them; Communities which would

desire to spend more on education, beyond the level provided by ‘the/

province, would not be able to do so. ' . N

‘Summary .o

A review of the submissions to the Commission on Educational Planning
R . . .

presented by 'the City’ of Edmonton. and the Edmonton Public School

: ' N L \'_ ’ . - .
District, revealed a' gap in these organizations respective views on the

role of the~1gcal conmunity_and the Board in determining the  use of

.

Il - M .' ’ N ’ ) . N
school facilities and providing- educaitonal, rdcreational ‘and other human

services to the community:.- The City desired a shift -in decfsion-making
, . ' | . ) - X . ‘

‘A - R .

kY N , X ! . "“, .
powers from the Boards to the local community on matters such as the use

‘of school facilities after school hours J’ the‘ teachihg-learning

\'\.
®

process. The Board, which wanted to maintaln its. authority and control

.

;over the educatiqn of children .as its prime respon51bility, was. naturally

~

reluctant to support a revision in the governlng structure of education

0
end the proposed conve:sion of schools ‘into communlty centres where

7

The »Commission,. considered in this study as part of the external

environment, endorsed several posxtlons presenred by the City, which d1d

d s support; rIt'recommended the establishment.
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of community councils with important responsibility with respect to the’
process - of education (e.g., schoéﬁ budget, - school regulations,
communicating community school needs). The School Board was not prepared

. to transfer authority .to ‘community’ councils and was only prepared to
accept 'such a body in an advxsory capacity. . The Commission also adopted

the ‘City s position that schools’ should become community centres and

‘envisaged the facility as part of an integrated community life-support

systenr. Th Bogdrd, which saw its prime responsibility as the education

\

of children, was |reluctant to accept a position in which the requirements

of 'regular' 3chooling would receive other than the top priority. An

education system within a wider system was not acceptable.to‘.the School
\ o '

Board. There was also a concern that added responsibilities would not be

accompanied by the necessary funds and thet’these services would draw on

the educational dollars. ,- This was perceived as a key reason for not
) \ ' .

s("pursuing the City's suggestion to consider a ' realignment of
o A .

responsibility for educational and recreational services. A third area
endorsed by the Commission and supported by the City was the reduced _‘

reliance on local taxes to‘support early and basic education The Schqol.

4 »

Board conSidered such a shift as one which would reduce the Districts

autonomy and flex1bility to spend its resources an quality education at

-
‘ . . P . Y

‘ the level desired by the total community Lo ‘ ,’ .

~

: of community schools although there is sufficient evidence to suggast ’

,that. it supported a number of aspects of this concept Finally,‘if:ias‘

The Commission Report did not provide a clear direction on the issue Lo

‘ciélméd “the Commission s- recommendations reflected the wishes of of;

Albertans, then the School Bo ‘d‘s position was at odds with a large'

component of its community

.o;"_, . N
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Findings - Influencing'the External Environment

In the opening remarks of the report, it was indicated that the work

of the Commission "has been viewed as an instfument for mobilizing the

-

'time, talents and energies of ”Albertans in‘ designing a system of"

schooling that will be a bridge for tomorrow (Report of the COmmission

n Educational Planning,‘ 1972 Introductxon) The search for input on

what Albertans believed should be the future of education in the prov1nce

-

was used by the City of Edmonton, a focal organization in the.metasyStem,
. 8s an opportunity to voice an opinion about a vision  for the education .

system. The City's submission identified its perception of what was

wrong in the performance .gof parts of the metasystem. S e N

: Attempts to introduce changes folloning 'pressure from within the
.metasystem had typically been resisted by the Buards when such fattempts
were associated with .control ‘over act1v1ties taking‘place in school‘
facilities or with the use of educational dollars ,forl funding services

j‘ther 1,t‘han the education of children. i It was . re'cogniied by ‘cit,v".i

K "administraﬁprs that changes in the performance ‘of the education system .

‘ could be achieved through alterations in the Boards ,mandate and that

s thj,s\ could only be dqne by, the body that had delegated power to the_

B R v . coy e
' : v

. schbol boards in the first place - the provincial government

e o

The City s submission, together with other presentations and briefs,

seeme;':o influence the Cbmmission to support posxtions which could have ;ﬁh"

W

in reduced control and power for school boards (although as. v

d above, some of the positions are open to 1nterpretation) Some h.{“

‘ﬁff(a) community control of the use of school

- . B . s '-'., .

community decision-maﬁing powers over/

(b)

;e
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tag‘for educationel;servlcesvand thereby possj;ue reduction Iln boardsl N
autonomy.“ | | | |

Implementatr64, of" the recommendatrons, as | far as the Board wasi
concerned, could have lead to a further erosion QfASChOOI‘bOBIdS' rreedom
and authority. With ' the: help of the Albe:ta\>§chool ‘Trusteesf

Association, boards were successful ' in maintaining their “ole as the

: . : ‘ ) )
lgcal 'government' of ‘education and several -of 'the Commission's '
. .xecommendat ions were not acéepted. by the provineel - There ‘s spme } '
A o - e
evidence that thoughts expressed 1n the Commission Report had an impact ‘
‘ LTINS u.‘y . i

on the views of some members of the legislatrve assembly (M L. A ).“ﬁbAn

"M.L.A. who several _years 1ater,7was' appointed Minister of Educat fon

presented his vieus)'regerding local governance of educatlon (to “the .

X .

Greater Edmonton Teachers Convention. An.-‘rticle" in the Edmonton

'Journal (February 23 1976) stated that thls M.L. A had proposed a ‘new, ‘
. level of government - a ne1ghbourhood government - which would be

funded by the three levels of government and have %pecific powers in such

‘areas‘ as recreation, ,zoning and educatxon “He suggested that trends
towards .pxs government already exlsted and that the exrsting levels of
' * \ e
N » f 4
Vgovernment would have to give up some powers and funds to the locally-k '

.

‘:elected nerghbourhood government The article suggested that this M L A

N e

;ijenv1saged a schodi board with‘ some 'central authqrity over s?veral

nelghbourhood governments Opposrtron to the idea came from several

s

R

itrustees and their provxncial assocration.‘ Addxtl;"ally, a university ﬁ‘

.'

:toncern about 1the‘

b'professor in Educational Admrnlstration expressed

E (Bdmonton

. Journal, "_ré,bi-iijagy_ -'23"_,,__;,;19‘7_'4')‘ AR




PR 262

. i
%)

" Introduction

‘ The"provincial government is an important component of the external‘
environment ‘of the. metqsystem. As‘ indicat d in Chapter 4 ‘ which
- ‘dehcribes the setting of the case study, it d legates the authority to

the three local jurisdictions which are the focal organizations in' the

'metasystem, - the two school boards and the'City of ‘Edmonton. It can

B dﬁ%date-Certain activities or encourage (;cal governments to: follow a-

‘desired course‘of action.

. This section of the chapter examines the provincial position on the

k

;community use of school space and the community school concept during the

~

1970 s. Because Alberta s ‘community school programs developed only 1n-f
. e \ . e - ‘, w
the later part of the 1970 s,_some of the documents examined' originated = . -
;o

.after 1980 the end of the study period Spec1al attention will be givenv“

-

u'to the method chosen.to implement the Province s de51red directions, “the .

.

status ‘ of community &se Iofgschools and the utilization of Joint Use :
'jAgreementS'across the‘province}'v d;‘kn. e e

[P

schools,; which are almed .at .

‘the

fé‘ ‘availability of: S°h°°1'5{
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provrncral government had been. involved in the endorsation and support of‘

\ ~

the Jolnt use of communlty facilltles ‘Inb‘the‘ following section, the
prov1nc1al -positions “on the.‘Jornt‘use of communlty facilities and the

community school concept.adopted‘in Alberta-are,briéflylreuiewed and the

experiences 'in other jurisdictions in Alberta during the 1970's outlined.

T
'
‘
Ve

Provrncral Posxtlon on Use of Communxty Facxlltxes

'

“In. 1973, the Alberta Department"of’ Education and the Alberta

Department of Culture Youth and Recreation jolntly published an

. v

1nformatron bulletrn entltled Share It whlch conta1ned ‘a policy statement

of the Government of . Alberta‘ reganding the Joint. use of;vcommunity'

.4 J . [ oy

facilities.‘\'The"policy statement endorsed by the Alberta §“hool

\

‘Trustees Assoc;atron, the Alberta Urban Mun1c1palit1es Assoclation, the" ‘

Alberta Assoc1at1on of Nuniclpal Dlstrzcts and Countxes and the Alberta
: ~,&,',\‘1 . . .

Recreation and’ Parks Assoc1atron - all part of the external environment‘

- ( | S |
C of the metasystem under study - 1nd1cated that., C o B LR

VL Sy :
Y o - (.

The hlgh cost , of . provldlng : adequate educational ‘df"x
recreatronal fac111t1es in each comm:n%ty,‘and ‘the . mountlng tax L v
-~ ' burden assoclated with those facilit es, is a matter af concern ‘-',r;>ju

ﬂrjf o fﬁi to all ST e e y-..«, ‘ .‘5,.u e 4(:L'H‘ R ‘.‘?
. e f:‘ S AR T R : TR h-»-~" IR S
VoL f"'One" ay of mznimlzlng theseﬁ costs for eduédtion - ‘and

‘rec: atlon to - share - facilitres., Exrsting educational and .
”ti al f86111tles can be jorntly used and new facilities

We commend thosef'looal authprltres who have successfully
completed agreements whzch 1mp1ement -the:’ joint use -of - such“
,ffacllrties,_- we_ encourage those municrpal and educational




Recreation, 1973 p 3)
The document suggested that " 'the " concept ‘of joint occupancy of.f
community facilities would be widely supported and - would not be limited

to_ community use of ' schools butvvwould‘,include the schools use of‘
g% - community recreationalifacilitiesf‘ Furthermore; it indicated that the’;

j educational and recreational facilities need not be consrdered separately /

and that they should be planned for JOlnt occupancy ‘at - the construction

. . ‘
stage. . The: community use should not. be limited to the gymna51um, Since

|

;ommunity groups can'henefit from ‘the use of ordinary classrooms as well

as. thev‘more ”specialized spaces such .as home economics, musxc, and

industrial.arts”rooms;; It is 1nterest1ng to note that a si\ilar position K
'fu'} ‘ in support of community schools was taken earlier by the Edmonton Soc1a1‘
ld'ﬂ Planning Council which was'led by the 1ndiv1dual who co sponsored the
policy statement presented i; the document entitled Share 1t, and who in

1971 was appointed to the p051tion of Minister of Education lh'f..' ‘

v

":_h'g Concerns for safeguarding school‘ equipment and supplies are not

addressed in detaiu It was suggested that &dequate planning can lessen ".w

. v

'-Id‘this' possibility ‘(that equipment and supplies might be damaged)

e w

W1th the accommddation of public libraries in schools With regard to

the 4unding considerations related to new construction,,‘the. report n;_ﬁl

Vo s




o J

. ‘statementlpn'uSe of public fac1l1ties, the Ministers ‘of.'Culture, 'You1h

o,

'in order to:] lwgh‘.’“h‘ ,fﬂ’":= oy .'«,“’ el

Department of " Education’ and Alberta Department of Culture,'
Youth and Recreation, 1973, p. 10) " o ‘ ot

‘UThe, experience’-of the* Edmonton Public School District with the
construction of a community‘Wing' attached to a 'school suggests that
maintaining control over acti%xties on the, school site was considered

‘more 51gnif1cant than securing fugding ta finance the construction of the

Wing. : To the City S dismay,‘the Public School Board decided to pay th;

construction costs, maintain the tltle and control the activities within

thef‘community wing.\ﬁ'The_ City was. 'prepared to:pay<for.thelwinglbut"

required title and control over activities in it.

. . Lo , . “ e
. ) L "
f e s

... 'In January‘-of‘ 1975 following the release qf the prov1ncial policy

f . ¥

andt Recreation,‘: Advanced “Education ‘and Education,‘\directed that“
1nterdepartmental co- operation take place in the development of community
school policy ‘for the provrnce of Alberta A tri depertmental committee

[
L '

known as the Interdepartmental Community School Committee was established fl'f_z”
‘ii““r~, . . N h . f A Vo

Y P ' : I e L R
D W Delineate the community school concept.j R ‘

. TR ' Fo T

~

2. Prepare recommendations regarding-intra- and 1nter~departmenta1
nTe v : .

policy related to the concept.

L

iSepLember

o‘ 1975



A
' u

N

focused on the extent of community use of schools across the province and

the kind of Joint use agreements in existence in 1975 76 'Aj telephdne

o
[y

8urvey“ was conducted‘ of\fall';educational Jurisdictions 1n Albertaf

"operating‘ one"or,‘more‘:schools (Inter Departmental Community §School'{ﬂ;:‘
‘ o | . L ] ‘.". . ‘ oA o ' .
o ‘ R :\ . . . . ,
o The" study of the’ use of public facilities showed that

Committee, 1976)

‘{ flt' Community use of schools‘ was at approximately >6%:‘of ‘its'

\

- ey

.

potential (based on fourteen hours per day, five days a week :excluding
Saturdays and Sundays and adJusting for school use) ‘;\"* v

e

27 Weekend and holiday use of public fac11ities was yery low

. w

R T The‘ schools were not utilizing community facrlities to a high

B
.

.?degree.w‘ Cu -" ‘jl Aj T byh. o C L
- - . S ‘ ST e : ) ‘

“ - 4¢ The‘ schoor space used by community groups was predominantly the"
B . N , y N
gymnasium and regular classrooms Little use was made of other spaces.

. B

Examination of the extend of endorsation of community use of schools S

.'”’and the number and kind of agreements for ‘use. of community fac1lities"“f’ »

€
’ R h

that were in existence in Alberta during the 1975 76 schooi year revealed*f;“ﬂ)gw

T,




A 'v*"“A:‘ About ‘half of the Jurisdlctions did not allow the use of school 5

%quxpment by communlty groups R ‘Q ; v,y

[

K]

”TN. .'The s g of jo1nt #usei‘agreements appeared to be a recenti

PN

T 'g'&pl nomenon in 1975 w1th the majorlty . of the agreements ‘having ‘been

“.“ v .o, !
““ (Y N " -

S signed after 1970. ‘.“\ o R
: R ‘u” . N v EERI . ) . o
[ .A\document developed by Alberta Recreatlon and Parks in 1979 in order.

, to help 1n the development of JOlnt use ‘agreements indicated that the

one- roog’ school houses whlch had been an integral part of provincial
educat1dﬁhl hlstory had accommodated a wide range .of ;communlty,

.*l\ ' ' ! ' ) "’.,‘- L
actlvitlesu ) The ' report urged. an,-lmproved utilizaﬂion of public

.
N f '

facxllties stating that ‘ . S i '
) v : ' Y 2N ‘ B

fjf' : _ .. ratepayers are demandlng more and moxe accountability 1n

"+ ., the expenditire of publlc tax dollars., Elected officials and

ST eiVie administrdtors: w111 need to increase the use of existlng
..~ and planned facilities to- “allow  for .greater community ' use.
'f;‘.-"(Alberta Recreation and Parks, 1979 P- 4) )

. .
. ' . [
Yoo . Ve

A
.

' expectat1ons were~expressed 1n the follpw1ng way Che "y v;"\;‘,.‘ .
o ’ k o~ ', ol et

The concept : of plannlng and constructlngyfnew oommunityu
oo, ofacilities for:. both school “and ‘recre#tion. use- is strongly"

SR f:“nﬂ"supported by Alberta Recreation and: Parkss ‘Alberta RecreAtion.>”t\”ﬁ'
R grks‘jalso encourages the Joint use. of - existin&* -‘conununity___ NS

The department s 'posltlon\;in, response to’ citizens _demands and ' ',



. A . P o \

L ' "‘ ) . “' ‘ L e - ‘ ro et \\.‘
) procedures were developed in 1977 and recommendations on community school N
R A
A policy were. made du&ing the years 1978 and 1979 - The program ‘which was 2

Co '
o eventually approved by "the Alberta goyernment 4n 1980 was implemented

[ ' = - ' J

o that same year and revised in subsequent years. “A communityg school'.was.'
defined as R e “f“f"' ot

v

a. school where with the endorsation of the School Board in co-
operation with other local authorities and:, on behdlf - of . thes:
‘ 3 -+ ~community, . there is, formal ,commitment to the“uge of the.
SR . ducation process for the individual and community betterment. « . |
s AT ere s also a. formal commitment to consciously orient 'the B
L ,ﬁschpol to the “community ' it‘ - serves. (Interdepartmental” !
A Community School Committee l98?)‘j. i N o Y

'"araCteristics ‘of“ }‘community school as envisaged by the

oA

interdepartmentgl committee and later approved by the Departments Deputy_
Ministers, the Ministers and the Prov1ncial Government include . ‘

.
b

'i«vaf'L»i-v »lhj' Real life situation in the community is studied u51ng community ‘
[ ‘-,"_"‘ T N “ . " - . .I,y . | S
faeilities and ,resources The school,l by npolicy, " encourages - ‘a .

o , T oo T,
constructive study of problems“and‘}issues fof ‘significéncé to, the

-v{_[_“ community h‘,'j““ ‘ flgvﬂtfﬁ S ,J',}-'t;-p S

ﬁ\ interested people are involved in prov1d1ng

w1th



. . ‘ . .“ \.‘ . ‘_ ‘r“"..l .”'\,‘.‘ . “ }‘.“‘I‘ . Vo
ot o " .‘.  AL I 3 “‘t‘,\_,," -‘"‘.‘~“2.69"

: l"‘ "y P B A -‘
v organizdtions and agencles to ‘assist 1n the delivery of comprehensive.

A N . ! - o
. f , ,

educétiondi recreetional cultu:al and—socxal services to people in/ Cﬁe'

. : o .. '

. '

.o ‘ - an extended nime baslS daxly and yearly _ : ‘ ' L

6 Ideally,l the“school buildlng is'”designed or. modified to

- f ’
T
l

i
-

“school aﬁiﬁgdance area and the facilxty is available for communxty use.on . '
hs .

,y\‘\

‘fébllitate commun;ty use as well as to eccommodate' community educaciqn.‘

v

: act1v1t1es. b ' i ceen ‘ i VT

A " The position adopted by the province with regard to the community ;ﬁ"
o school prag:am'in Alberta‘stated'cha%§ ¥ “g, o
f£¢~;=‘ o ’ : ; ¥
T The Government of Alberta endprses the community school concept . - .

C .Awf.;and will'+ be. of assxstance, ‘on. 4 staged basis, in. local '~ .
' , fgﬂmwlmpiementatlon and co- operation  of such schools in receptive . . :
*., .., . Alberta .communities. (InCerdepvrtmental Community ; School ‘JW g

Coe Commlttee, 1983, *5 2) S S C ., ‘ AR

i

[IRE ) a . . [ \

[ . ' '
vy, ! : . o

“prov1nc1al program stating thatf' '? ST “‘;i;d‘"

T Albe:ta Communlty Schools are more’ broadly and deeply defined
e :* : “than 5chools in general. The - concept emphasxzes extensiven use
o of communlty resources in the curr1cu1nm, it 1nvolves manyumore

y‘yf people than’ schbols: in, general its audlencex is children and
o youth plis the: balance of the communlty i As we' seldom get

: somethlng for nothlng in. thzs llfe, it . is assumed that more

:,|}13; monzes. are needed to operate the.schoel as a pebﬁle place for,

;‘Itf‘isg assumed that commu?ity,schools,
;[ the’ 1nvolvement of teachers,fstudents, parénts,u community at
large and oﬂher Agency:people. ‘This" is 51mp1y .
o3 '?ommunlty school H
sfwords.ﬂ

In ‘an 1nterv1ew ’,the Execut;ve Dlrector of * the Interdepartmental .

Community School Committee descrlbed bhe - assumptions ilbehina the .

'
foaay

by definition,Vrequ;re‘ﬂfm-m‘
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:‘\ v ' \
' teachers and civic government, or' designated by the local board
\ v only, - ' . \
‘\ 1 “ , .
N The Inter-Départmental Community School Committee has placed controls
\ . 7 ) ) )
h bn the rate of designation of community schools according to funding
A [ \ — f
‘Q\ ’ . ' ' -~
chimitations, It has .recognized that added direct costs would be
\ \ , ! -

“%ssgcydsed with more comprehensive *se "of schooi and commun ity
fgcilit{es, and the operatfon of commﬁnity_schools. Therefore, grants to
amaximum of $73;A80 per designated community Schooi (1983 rﬂte)‘ were
?stabll§hed to support such schools and the number of schools to be
‘désign?ted h% coamunity ;chools was limited, The Cq@mitteq,‘ which s
still ‘opér%tional; is striving to.develop at Jeast 10%‘of;the schools in
Alberta as Comhugity S:hools by the year 1990. In Eamongon;ﬁe;ght (8) outfﬁ
of the one hundféd and eighty-five (185) schools have been designated‘
community‘ schoois and receive approximately $000,000 .annually f rom
provincial sources, ‘

There is a recogn?tion that local community conditio?s vary and the

methods of achieving the ob)ectlves'of community schools were left in the

hands, of the local level and in the control of the school boards. One of

the princibles identified by the Government in the {mplementation of the

.

program states that:

It is recognized that the schools are property administered by’
school boards as a trust for the community, and the Government
is committed to working with respective school boards in
facilitating public use of community school facilities for life
long educational, recreational, <cultural, health, social and
.other uses. (Interdepartmental. Community School Committee,
1983, p.3) : ) -

Members ‘of the Edmonton Public School Board administration héve_

recommended, and the Board has approved, accessing additional provincial
. . ‘ - ‘." . ) T ' . .
funds for selected community schools established in the district.

However, there has . been _continuing dissatisfaction with ‘the

|
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bl .o

{dentification of specific schools for "sgecial treatment”. [t has been
. ‘ | .
the District belief that all schools should invoive their communities {n
\ \ .

the school operation and a preferance was expressed by trustees regarding

the allocation of resources to all schools.

2
Summary
The Provincial Government position in support of community and schéol

' N
use of public facidities provided the local jurisdictions in " Edmonton

WMth a provincial perspective and influenced the school boards ip the
direction of making school space ava{lable for coméunity use, A_The
Pfovincial Govefnment did not manaate the existence of a joint use
agreement, but rather took a more passive role in the form of commending

: ‘
and encouraging the signing of joint use agreements, [t saw its role as
working with the séhool boards to facjlitate pubkic use, of commdnity

. ' \ .

school faciliti;s. Additjonally, it provided some finanqial support for
: hodifiéafion and desjign of facilities to enhance cémmunity'and‘school use
of, public facilities and enabled space used by the community du;ing the
day to be'exeﬁpted from dgstricts' inventory which resulted ainl higher

provincial support  for capital projects. - Althdugh‘“there was a
significant increase in community use of schools during the 1970's, the
limited provincial financial support and the school boards' reluctance’ to

shift educational resources to accommodate the need for other services

resulted in an actual utilization of facilities which was significantly

- s

lower than the potential use.

" The introduction of the Interdepartmental Community‘School‘Committee
in the second half of the 1970's and the introduction in 1978 of a

program which included . fjﬂancial assistance in support of implementing

]
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N
e -.' . . ) i ' .
the' community . School «concept had little impact en' the, Joint Use

[

‘ o |

Agreement, although the availability of special funds resulted in

improved utilization of school facilities | in the desiénated community
- . A '

schools, The Joint Use Agreement waJ approved in prineiple in 1973,

subject to resolution of‘lﬂnd issues which were ultimately solved in

1980 . . ’ " ' )

-

West-10: An Experiment®in the Co-ordinatjon and

Integration of Human Services at the Local Level
, i I .

. . . . L 3

Introduct jon C
— o o ‘
Reference was made earlier in this chapter to pressure from,the

a

"y

P | f
external environent on school boards iﬂ terms of sharing some of thelir

deciSioﬁ-making powers with local 'chmunities (e.g., school councils

4

recommended by the Worth Commissio# on Education Planning, the
'neighbourhood government' of educat fon proposed by an M.L.A. 4o the

Greater Edmonton Teachers Convention)./ The case of activities within the
‘ . t

external environment, examined below, provides insight into a development

in other human services that had the potential of Isigﬁifiééntly
.rikf?hcturing the governanée of education. This section describes the
development of the experimental project, its evalu;tion and decline.
Furthermore, it gxamines thé  role of the pa;tiés to the Joint Use
Agreement in the experiment and highlights thei position ";akeq anq ‘Che
"reaction of ghe“school boards to ;ﬁe proj?pt aﬁd the requ;st for fdnding
. ‘ L , .
by its -represéntativés. The sourge;a of information ugéd in this
examihation .are. thé Lconsulﬁaqt“ fépotf“ rgcopmending the p;oject; EH;,

official and other evaluations of the experiment, reportsvin the media,

»

Public School Board "and 'City Council minutes and interviews with

individuals who were associated with the projéct.
, . . . < ' ‘
. : - “ . ]

"
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West 10: The Development of an Experimental Project

In> 1967, the Mayor of Edmonton formed a Human Resouroeelbevelopment
Committee‘wnich, a‘;ear\later, presented a report entitled "Develoging
Edmonton's Human Resources."5 The report stated that, "our future concern
should be with making life worthwhile; with‘humenizing the environment we

have created;  with ensuring‘that there are opportunities for individual

A

. . ‘ ' 8
development.J Following the report's recommendations, two organjization .

were established: (a) a Human Resource Advisory Committee chaired by
the Mavor and including a provincial cabinet minister, a federal

representative, the chairmen of the two school‘gpards and the presidents

of the United Communfty Fund and the §ocial"Planning Council and (b) a

' Human Resource Planning Group chpired by the Chief Comm{ssioner and

o
B

including staff representatives from séme of the areas repreeented.bn.&he

\ . .9 “

Advisory Committee as well. as City Departments -representing Social
‘ ' PR

Services, Parks, and Reereation,‘Planning and the Board of Health. The

|

provincial Human Resource Development Authority was -also represented in -

A

. ). . - s vt a }
Eeriy in 1970, the Planning Group callgl for proposals fér the design

" of a three- year pilot project to operatronallze the aims and objectives

of the Mayor s Committee repontt‘ {Leisure“ Consultants received the
contract to design the pilot project for human development in the City of

Edmonton The consultants report ‘ submxtted o’ September 1, 1970,

N t’v

- describes their perception of the constreints on- the delivery of human

k]
1 ,_ll

services, stating that: . 4
The present. nature of public serv1ces, the methods of delivery
and indeed the very V&lldlty of some . services .are - being
challenged:' - The rights of narrobly elected board$ and power
group appointees to make decisions affecting large numbers of
unrepresented people is being . .vigorously questioned. The right’
of’ individuals ‘to ‘have a direct voice in decisions that



274

"

directly. affecﬁ them is no longér riously challenged,
(Leisure Consultants, The Design of a Pilo . Project for Human
Development in the City of Edmonton, 1970};p.2) ‘ D

The conéultants were critical\ of the polﬂtxcal str@cture éﬁd - the

.
[

bureacracy, whxch in their view stood in the way of the, provisibhv‘of
. S
qualxty ,sepvicgs .to the 1nd1viduallresident. In the firAt paragraéh of
their executiye summary they stated that: s : \ '\ o
_ . v“‘,

. The goals of human developmenc emb:ace a vast array of separate
programs designed at meeting specific needs and presentr
prov;ded in ‘a manner reflecting Jurisdxct10n31 frgmentation an§
political pressures. Decisions mMade are usually partial rathqr\
than comprehensive; too long in being. formulated, and dxluted in -
efficacy by thé time they have traversed thﬁ bureaucratic °
channels to the point of 1mp1ementetxon (Leiaute Consultantsu:‘e
The Desxgn of a Pilot PrOJect for Human Developmqnt‘in the City‘
of Edmonton, 1970, p. 1) ,

. ‘ ‘ , . l,l ‘
The consultants argued that society was experiéncing.a significant
LY \ \ . . N " ‘
shift in values, and to address the human development needs uis was

, N
\ J

necessary to ensdfe’(a)'dignified and useful emplpymgp;ﬂ (b} an eduggtion"

N

for future needs; (c) meaningful opportunities for participation in

commynity program§, and (d) access to a system of health walfare and

. - . X ; %
: . Iy ' k)

social services. (Table 7.1 descrlbes';he perceived shlftsn in valugs)
. - r"l ' .

The consultants supported a pilot ptoject for streamlining programs aimed

" at human development but stated that the, intention was to extend the
‘ e ‘ e, b

approach to the entire City. . ' : - a

.

. .

. , : -~ | . '
" The ' area recommended for - the pilot, project consisted of ten

ngighbourhoods in North West‘EdmontOn.with a 1970 population of about
40,@00:< The four obJectives recommended for the pilot project were:

‘1. Tb tést. the feas1b111ty of a unified approach to health
education, recreation, soc1al and employment services on a
:decentralized area basis. ‘ , st

2. To determxhe the most effect1ve geographic distribution of \

. services. ' - O , oo ‘

-‘ . ~‘ ' N
- , . £

Rt
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Table 7.1 e Lo
; - '
C REEER a, ) Cam
T AR . Shifts in Values .
L - ‘\“ ‘ g
- L ' - é’f
. . N .
. FROM o TO
The Individual endurance of distress’’ capacxtymfor Joy
puritanism sendhalism
. conformity v individualism
- ) - materialism humgnxsm o
{ ‘ self-control self-expression
. achievement - self-actualization
' competition ' co-ope€tation . S

. narrow interest

\>

wide range of 1nterest

) .
A

Source:

‘authoritarianism participation - involvement
fﬁdepéndencé inter-dependence -
B tradition oriented future oriented -
‘ < © experimentation !
) ©  education to earn a “education for living
T ‘living ) T
' ) work orientation gi‘sure orientation
Ce parochialisnp glaobal village concept
Oré;ﬁizations mechanistic forms - ~arganic forms
, competitive relations -d®11aborative relatxons
- o "h separate objectives linked objectives ¢ :
"+ own resources regarded own. resources ~regarded also
. ' " as owned exclusively as society's
¢ : : A . . :
Strategies responsive to crisis  antibipative of crisis
N specific measures comprehensive measures
' . .requiring consent requiring participation
k R short planning horizon long planning horizon .
. £ - standardized S innovative .
o o " administreation administration
- ' separate services =, co-ordinated 'services
Leisure Consultants, The Design of a Pilot Project for

September 1§70 p S5 G

P
\

Human ' Development in the City of . Edmonton, Volume },

o
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3. To_ eyolve and experiment with ways of obtaining community
partic1pation in the decision- -making process

4.  To innovate. and experrmént with new apprQAChes towards
providing portunity for human development and evolving a
‘more comple e and satisfying,community life.
v ' 4
: \\\\ (Leisure Consultants,‘ The Design of a .
B 'Pilot Project for Human Development in
' ‘ ~ the City of Edm?nton, 1970 p.21)

The operation of the pilot project commenced with the formation of an

Interim Area ,COuncil consisting af 29 -pepresentatives appointed - by
" ! ) . e . ' s '
' various groups and organizations who had been invited tokparticipate
. \ :

[

(e.g., public and separate_school-boards, community leagues, local action
committeed, churches) .

The . Mayor's desire to appear before the Board of Trustees of tha

f
1

Edmonton Public School District together with the Superintendent of

Social Services and the Chairmah of the Human Resources Advisory Council

.

in order to prov1de information on the development of the pilot * project .
' - '%' o

emphasized the significance he placed on the prOJect The Publio SchooL

Board*mihu&es‘indicate that the Mayor introduced the report ~covering-
¢ )

project that was geared towards integrating all facets of sociad services

0

dealing with. people, and involvxng c1tizens not only in participation but -

to be in’ control of these services" (Edmonton Public School Board
~o : . .
Minutes, June 15, 1971) The Superintendent of Social ,Services added“

. the concept was to co-ordinate all agencres serving the public,
whether these be federal,. -provincial;, civic, ‘school ‘board ~ or

“ private-’ agencies _Education wouid .~ not. be part of ‘these '
services ‘but on ‘the other hand ‘SEhool boards would be closely
- involved. ' U ‘ - : : f«}

The iSSue'~of who ‘controls, and directs’-employees - the parenf”
organlzation or the d1rector of the pilot project - was raised. Iﬂ’?;5

response to a Trustee question on‘the process of acquiring conselling

; ' . . . s
- . [ ¢ . . . .

Y I st . N P
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: S ‘ N !
o serv1Ces, the Chairman of the Human Resources Advisornyouncil‘ responded
‘ a - - L S o
that people in need of counselling would go to the area counsellor who,-
‘ ‘ . . R

‘ . . . |
in turq, would ask a school counsellor to, take. on ' ‘the case. Another
~ issue that was raised and which reflected the Board position on a number“ S

of other issues was the concern that schools-would be moving into broader

o S R & , . o . B 3

areas despite - tighter ' financial restrictions. = This concern that
h \ ' v n ' '

s ‘ 1 R . ; , n
education .dollars would bé ‘expended' to support other 'services ‘was also
raised during the debate on ¢ommunity sc¢hools. ' ‘ g "

Q T o ) : e ‘ . . ‘
Al . ; , . oo o ‘ ' .
B v (Over‘a\two-year period following the. commencement of the project, the
 number of services offered in the centre—increased. The City's Parks and
. . \ ‘ ;

B . . i

Recreation Department was the first unit to move into West—lo in October

of 1971, and it was followed by éhe' Social Services Department wh1ch
N ‘ 4 \
. RS \ L

N established publxc assistance, Juvenlle probatlon,and prevent1ve serv1ces

in December of the same year (School of Soc1al ‘Welfare, University of. .7

o , \

Calgary, 1973, p.II.3). In. January 1972, West-10 People's Paper
o ¢ Coa , . . : ‘

published its first issue and distributed it to area residents. During
* . ' . . ’ N . ..

the year, programs such as Youth Involvement, and Mother's Day-Out‘
f ' 4y . ) ‘.‘ .
“commenced. .Several organizatiOns and government 'departments including
L ~ the Bureau of” Child Study of the EdmontonPublic School Board Student

s S Legﬁl Services Canada Manpower and Alberta Department of Agrlculture,
‘ ‘ b ‘o
'-‘sent their employees to prov1de servxces to the area covered by the

o

‘project

I

An?overview of the cost of operatzon suggests that, in the 1973~ 74

‘

fiscal year, the centre had a $116 248 core budget with an additional

» . "

g‘amount of $117 604 (23 staff members were hzred to undertake a communlty |

._’,profile snrvey) provided through a federal Local Initiative Program The

j‘fsalaries and benefits of the 1ndiv1duals seconded to the prOJect amounted

S

S . v e \ . . ' . Yo
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[

to §$344 841 The revenue that formed the core budget came Largely from a

H ro

provincial grant ($70 000) and muniolpel grants ($20 750) with relatively'

small contributions frgm the Un;ted Community Fund - and :the: twof schoolm
,\. Lo . | . - » .v..‘_ R .

‘{Q“' ‘October 16, 1972, 'the"West Edmonton Social.Task Force (commonly

known and referred to in ‘this document-es West-IO) held its;first,'annual.

1

' ) s . ‘ ) - * X ! L ‘
meeting and electjon to the' Area Council. The services continued to

S ‘ : ‘ :
expand and included Household Handyman;‘Cdnfidence‘CIinic and 'prxeschool
programs. Additionel organiZattdhs:Ieiso‘vestebidshed seruices in the
West~ld centre:d the Cpnsumer Associatien‘bfananada"end ‘the' Communitu
Relations Dibision of the'City Poiice‘Departmentﬂ‘ . ) d‘;

‘.
N

A chronologicel review of the cehtre's ,(activities and services .
' \ ' . ; ' R ) " !

offered reveals that, in 1973, the centre. eXperienced some changes.’
Sevetal‘ prOgrams ‘weqe ‘terminated (e.g., éase Aid Pre schoor Y.M.C.A.

Youth Employment) and certain individuals res1gned (e g. ,- Executivew

-

.Dlrector ,Dxnector of’ Soc1a1 Servxces, Senlor CLt1zen s WOrker)- This

.

dissertation does not attempt to establish whethe: the reslgnations. and

terminetion pf services resulted: from . a change 1n direction for the

RN

CLF

centre. = , < ‘ : N ,H‘

A ‘feview' of West-10 minutes’lfof the'peried‘ffom’Octobef\197§“tb;

September 1973 suggested that the Council took a numbet vof proactive‘

7

pos1t10ns on .1ssues re}ated to local servxces as well as services that‘

! '

"vhad c1ty wlde imp11cations Thls was egrt of the general leadership role

that had been env1saged for the pro;ect For example, the followingf'

ax3

. 'motions were passed or actlons, taken

o . v A Co .
o | :

December 1972 Motlons were passed nthat West 10 would ogéerffthe' '
A services of its: newspaper to bring pressure on City Hall

in supé’rt of K;wanxs Place senior citizens bus sheltert’
. ; ‘




iMarch 1973

v

‘Haytl973?ﬂ

.

June 1973 -

July 1973

{

| August 1973

May .1973

S

anSner,

‘During

<-<

' oinforma?ion..

* September 1973

the

~

: muniCipal tax structure.

' Natjonal Housing Act.

1 ‘ RS

and that West- lO would. ‘snpport \Child Battering Lobby

f‘through presenting issues "in the(pewspaper.

- N ' :
A‘ committee was set up ‘to look into changes in the

o — .

A letter was sent to the Minis er of Municipal,Affairs

with regard to West-10's comment on amendments 6 the
A joint ' committee 'of West-10 and Edmonton Transit.was
formed. o ’ -]

)

A letter was sent - to the Mayor and Council 1nd1cat1ng\
‘ 'displeasure with the time allowed "to respond to Bylaw ~

#6087 . o N oo Vo ‘

Yy

A_ letter was sent to  the Mayor and . City Council
}supporting 149 Street Citizens Group in  their ‘request

regarding transportation

The Area Coundil /endorSEd‘ the Westmount Committee
~ subnmissior on the Minimum Property Standard by-law.

[l Y

West-10 ' budget. deliberations ‘conducted.-by ‘the'Humand

'Resource Development. Advisory Committee in January:1973, the ureasiness

- of the representative’of‘the Edmonton PubliC'School Board with the entire

\ \ ]

l‘for an- increased contribution from the two school boards (ff%m $l 500 to

/

$2 250 e ch), the Separate School Board trustee indicated tham she would

‘recommeﬁé to her board an approval of the request ‘while the. Public

R

f Schoof’Board s vice chairman suggested that the Board would need more

Hex allegedly stated that before the Board could give an

\ /

h“of West 10 and explain the heed for f1nanc1al and other snpport

Jhl(Edmonton Journal January 25 1973) He'indicated to the Committee that e

'f:the

ﬁeelings of his ‘Board Were that the money the Board aid provrde R

toaae, L
‘
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The report,of the housingvCommitteé.was‘sent to. the City ,
of Edmonton, Members of Parliamentf and Opposition
members. ) oo S PSR

,proiéct became apparent ' In response to a- request by ‘the Area CounCil

2

they (West 10) have to explaxn the activ1t1es and phllosophies'

-



» ke

'
o,

‘ o g ' ) : ' » ‘ '
- hand out to various organizations." The v10e chalrman conveyed aLso that -

¢

the Board wanted to know. :what the_,long—term implications df 3‘6 '

_“. I '
‘ Py i IS
Less _than f month later, the Chalrman of the West 10 Area Councll
- ) '

pexperiment would be.

appeared before _thev BoardA to resent».a report- which outlined the

\

‘services, _assessed the devel ent to that point and\requested approval
b " .

.“fof'Linancial support. The p; esentdtion highlighted the provision of .

.types of “services: social/servxces and communlty programs (e, g \Parks- a
st

and Recreation programsa/énow shovelllng servfces, household handyman \\
. o . . : A
student legal services /book store,‘craft'centre‘ mother s day out youth
\ . /

devélopment all city’ development of self-confidencer and publxcation of -

s

[

e‘wPeople s'Papef . It was suggested ‘that rest-lo,was dellvering high-
quallty service aé a lower cost . Despite this plea‘ the Board decided to
/ |
. await a request from the Mayor s' Comm1ttee on Human Resource Development
- sponsor,of/the project‘ - before' making a decision ‘on ‘the budget
. I//. o 3 . ‘ .‘
request. /. e o ‘ , S ,
\.“ ' // ! ) . A .
o |
The Prgﬁect Evaluation

'Aél‘eValuation of .the ”pilot' project was,perceived to be' necessary

g be fore the completion of the thxrd year 1f the prOJect wds to cOntinue.‘

"he Human Resource Plannxng Groug_accepted a proposal from the School of.

Social,work to. undertake ‘the’ evaluatxon of the project A report
PR o Dl
7subm1tted on November 30 1973 entltled "West-10: An Incomplete Journgy

?/5'f h"attempted to relate the flndings of the - study to the experlment s goals

0

: and to dec1de whether the experlment should be continued and {f so 1n

' vwhat form In addxtion, numerous observatlons were, made with regard to )

' vy B - “ ‘-A . Pl e
ot o " - 'r' l e ' R Beo T
R . . R R o N

AN



oo ‘.,the centre s operation and data was shared on various,grpupsf,perceptions

\ ot T | L) by FE ' S . .
' , HN ' . . Yee s n

‘ . of the service ofﬁered A ST R

o ' . : ) ' Ty ' .r-"-. . ) ' o

R The project s first obJective of testing the feaSibility of a’ unified

L |
P il )

S ‘approach‘to health, educatiOn, ecreation,-sooiaL‘ d employment‘services
' "l v “’.a

‘“ﬁ ;on "a decéntralized area basis was difficult to achieve West-lo)wit was

Ps . \‘
o

W B
" f
" N i .
N A

-4’ sqggested could_more readily“be categorized as’ an example of a "co-

o oo goperatdve‘ co-existence" ratherf’than an integrated co -existence', The
A .

" . i ! T P f B
CA \ existence of a parent orga&ization which sec0nded individuala to provxde
’ C o '\a o . o . . .

% f“ hservices 'within specifiéd requiremenos made the 1oca1 1ntegration and

-
[ A -

o local control of the serviceAyxrtually 1m§5551b1e \tThe evalnationxreport :»

Voo | o e
R . n T A ‘
-_stated ehatrv‘q ‘ '4‘;‘( f“~ t o “‘.. o] ‘
. o 3 N " o ' ™ o I‘a“ ¢ :
S T .. The. connective lines 'frpm West 10 service to. parent agency |
Lo N .are quite strorng, with service policy, personnel tpollcy +and o
o prpcedures for work reporting emanating from the latter West- "
, 10 has in fact been in considerable degree an assoo{ation of ‘o
. - serv1ces .brought into physical Proximity, ‘all shar né in thé . ¢
. v general goals of social service to people,,but each performing ’ a
.. . within {its own boundaries and in' its own term$. (Schodl of ", - -
S Social Welfare, University. of_§algary, West- 10: An. ‘Fncemplete
’ Journeyx, 1973, Vol. 2, p-8) . S
PR > Integration would ' have fequired the vafious parent organizations to ]
St \ “u‘\ . . ' . ‘ ' - . K “ . T A ' !
' transfer some  of" their legislative authority to the Area’ Coﬁnoil,
,Voluntary transfer of power would not have been a course ‘'of action wh;ch
i B ‘the Public School Board would have taken con51der1ng the Board commltment
. to the education of children and its belief that maintaining all offits f
’n_power was essential to fulfilling that commitment Furthermore, thet ‘
' ) “,_, . , 5 ,..."“\ ‘d
:provincial government was not prepared to delegate power to community R
; e e
L v . \: B ».~ ) ,"“ .‘,(\‘ S
O i

)\‘ .

.igroups nor to establish another layer of local government

l

S The second objective of the West 10 experiment was . ‘to determine the

f"“rggw'“

: most effective geographic discribution of services., The report suggested

' RS that the',a-ea was too smarl for agencies that needed to draw on.a lﬁrge
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s s | ., .o N ‘ | ‘ w
N e Ty NS I \ o |
N ;fe populatlon base such as the entire city and was\too large f0r groups likef““
RN e - '

the,' Communlty K Leagues that‘ werk ‘orgahized‘ tof‘servea only a few

" A %) " . - i
"

nexghbourhoods " The report was critxeal of planning that  was based on

1 ., .’! ' ‘\’
. ' ”the incorrect aSsumption ,that central physical location was, the key \

A

' factor (a one sﬁop\service) in efﬁeptive service delivery .
. ,‘N ‘ . ) o l‘ fl,“‘" .~

- To expernment with waYS of obtaining commun;ty partxcipation in the";

decision~making process ‘'was’ the projeét s thrrd objective The existence .

-

T of¢‘the' corporate entity and’the establishment of the-area council were
. . ‘ . o o \ i . ) Ao . A ) v
' perceived as the major innovative accomplishments, but overall 'West~10 P
S g R i ' '
has not‘ been as experiméntal or innovative in the area of citizen o
. . ) RN ‘ ‘ T .
: partlclpatxon as its founders mdy have hoped .~ The introduction' of
i ! ) ﬁ -

muLtzprﬁ sérvtces lnto one corporate entrty was an xnnovation wmthin\the
provxnce of Aﬂberta,“although the appfoach had been tried in other places

~ "
- . e

Ln “the 1960_3. ?he~'exteht‘ of service provrded was perceived by the -
e A L 4 Lo P ‘ o ‘ . R "
-EVaLuators to becah”evidence'of client'satisfattion and an indicator_that

. . R , - o -
B ! X e i by

] ,‘-the p;o;ect ~contr1buted td  the life‘ of thp community (thelfbdrthi‘
' | - e J"‘"‘ o . : ”~

obJective) although they"observed Thatl primary clrent 1dentificat10n o ,hf;

P . R .
;o . - IR O

U might not be w;th uﬂest 10 Ltself but rather thh the specific ser ice R
.4 Ml RAREA . .1\

ol accessed @out 12% of the area s resxdents accessed at least -one of the

t et ’ S

[ ! r

J,‘! -

. centre S“'serv1ces duringoa calendaf'year. 'T?e_volunteers.also“Observedf°§:“ﬂﬁ;&
T L \v_“ I . B J N

that wh11e West 16 was a centre for semv1ce\ it was hardly a community

,gd ,— S '»“ Tty ..'-‘, "a

centre whose location 1nv1ted 1nforma1 drop-mn o f‘~, '(l'/fﬁ"l'””m

- ‘
. e - . -/
) et et M t oA PR

ST The evaluat1on report s conclus1on w1th regard to the future of West-‘”'

o ) . K ,--r ; " T
,. . . N T - . . [ a ‘w ) ) P il o b}
‘ § . . ha {

R \10 was, that. ,‘1“‘ f’u o

S o - ' L

‘ J R . N
- L . ' . .y . . |

. s ) ' )" ' : .
o 'gmﬂ'?\ West 10 1s do1ng a credxtable Job of delivering public services ~
. ','.j‘ .at a reasonable cost.’ There (is no strong indication . that
e xanyone is( ‘ankious .to see the WestAl0 corporatiogﬁterﬁinated
DR ‘ There 'is' some: 1nddcat10n that/residentﬁ\hi the area are - bette
C T served 'because.. West-10-—exists.’ We cammot argue ‘that West- 10
R ﬁshoula gpt conttnue.‘ However, we are <conv1nced that west 10
: é‘; el ’\. ' J._’__“ ‘_;_",-'\'_‘:“_‘_t o ." "C I' ]

s s T e e L
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represents aspirations that are ‘as yet largely unfulfilled,
(School of Social Welfare, Univaersity of Calgary, West-10: An
Incomplete Journey, 1973, Vol. 1, p.4) ‘ ~ o

The evaluators' proposal was to let West-~10 continue to operate but

to {mplement changes to improve 1{its chances of effectiveness, In-

!

addition, it was suggested that another project commence with similar
goals but a different design to reflektlwhat had been learned from West-

10 and that a research unit be established to compare these experiments

Py
and other Edmonton service centres,

Examination of some of the areas that were percejved to require
L

change highlight3 a number of the potential implicationS to the Public
School Board 'if the‘project had been allowed to proceed along the course

suggested in the original design, or if the evaluators' proposals had

\

been ado;:ed.

The evéluators ident {ified the Area Councii';‘dilemma of serving two
functions: p;oviding improved services,té aréa pesidents as well as
undertaking a social advocacy role. They expres;ed the belief that it
was very unlikely .that control of ~statgéor;‘ services would be

' under open permissivie

'

-Jecentralized ‘to  urban "sub-communities'
legislation and thereforg, the Cohncil's'éower;woula not only be limited,
but the ’expeétationsw would.‘befthét 1#‘%9u1d aécept'some "handed-~down"
policies if it were ;o confinue to e;iét. ;The suggestion adyénced was
that if the role of ﬁroviéing\éeﬂeral community leééership was to be

A

maingaihed,'thenﬁthe‘cpnncil,shouiq:‘ (a) undertake to be fully informed

R a

on the policies, procedures and practice of every West-10 service; (b)

receive input.‘from agenc{éé, consthanté‘and'staff which would enable it

-

to analyze ' those 'services provided; (c) operate as a service critic,

L L o . :
organizing.: data  from . éxperience and then developing service

oo . Y v

Bt -
s

. &
:
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\

accommodations to be communicaced to the public and to policy decision-
makers with the intent to .influenqe. improvements in policy and
pr;cedures; and (d) be gprepared to have the agency and {tself act as
advocate for the agency's‘clienteie ana the community's residents (School
of Social Welfgre, Universfty of Calgary, 1973, Vol. 2, p.24).

The evaluation team was also critical of (a) the lack of a built-in
research facilf{ty, (b) the planning approach‘which was. reactive rather
than proactive in nature, (c) the adminisgration control which resulted
ig West~10's having insufficient knowledge about its own affairs, (d) £ha‘
reljance on temporary sources of funding for 10 of the 17 services

. .
provided and (e) the inadequate public relatfons efforts thcﬁ resulted
in a 'total lack of understanding as to the West-~10 concept', among the
ten‘coﬁmuniny league presidents in the area, ~ S

'

' The Public School Board's Attjtude Towards West-10

The notion that a body elected by the residents at large would have a
permanent "watch dog" function and would lobby in support of specific

policies that might reflect local needs or stem ‘from values and

"

idealogies not pegceived to be those of cﬁe community as a whole was not

i

supported by the Edmontqp Public School Board. Furthermore, aIlowiﬁg
i . ‘

secondment of staff under local personﬁei policies which would have meant
,extefnal intervention in the affairs of the organization and loss of
I control on the part of the Board, would undoubtedly have been rejected

out-of-hand . -~ especially since such a "sacrifice" would have been for a

- concept in which the Board did not believé.' The value cdnpexts typology .
. 8 s “ ‘~ J 4 . . ".‘ . . .
(Dunn, 1981) used in a previous secticn to analyze the policy related to

alcohol in schools is relevant'in this icase as well. The valuevjudgehenﬁ;_

-
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related to the rolefgf an elected body fépresent;ng the interest of the
general community is contrasted with a value statement répresgénting ‘the
interest of a group of individuals in the community.

Support for the statement about the School Board's commitment gé the
West-10 éoncept and praject. was evident in the interaéiton between
trustees and thg administration during a dis;ussion of a"request‘frbm
West~10 for‘extension of the Boafd's financiéi‘supporﬁ for another' six
months (from March }9%4 t§ September 1974). The adminiSQFation suggeéted
that there was no partiqularladvantage to the locatjon of Fhe Edmonton
Clinic {in West-10 And that the area served by the unit Eovered A
geographical are; whigh was wider than the | West-~10 | bouridaries.
Furthermore, i£ was indicated that; after September 1974, West-10 would
charge rent for the space that would be used.

Trustees' commen;s‘reveal their position regarding the project; One
trustee referred to th; évaluation mentiongd above and indicated tkat .he
was . hoF impressed by the research reéért(an.WestFIO and was reluctant’ to
continug to finance the project, Another trustee expressjh concern that
the original concept was for funding fog‘a thrée-year"ﬁe;iod and after
that the community was supposed to make it ;elf-sﬁpportingl There was no
comment from trustees in recoghiiion of the services provided by West-10
and the decision Qag ;6 defer the matter until info:métion regardigg’ thﬁ

positon of other organizations on extending‘the funding was available.

This position was tafen'désbite the fact that the Board was in téceipy of
» ' s

P———

a letter from the Mayor asking the Board to continue its support_of West~-

10.

~
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The Decline of West-10 .

‘Following the evaluatfon, West-10, which had about sixty employees
and an even, larger numbgr of volunteers, began to reduce ' the ' number of

both services and .employees. ., A review of related acticles in the

Edmonton Jourpnal following the re}eaée of '~ the report suggests a

\ N B
.continuous struggle to secure funding and overcome reduced support to the

'
[

' project, ro

*An article in the December 20, 1973 issue of tﬁe newspaper entitled

~

"West~10 Experiment Less Than Perfect, Admit Evaluators” suggested that -

some members of the Human Resources Development Group had strong

reservations about.the project's :goals and doubts as to whether citizen

involvement 1in .running the social service centre resulted in better and

'

more services, or only in more confusion. The article quotes from the

report to suggest that one of the problems faced by the area Citizen's

. Council  at West-10 was that .'Citizen control of policy has been

Ll

rained within the boundaries of policy‘established by statutory

Son
a 8 .

. <L “ .
A recent interview undertaken by the writer 4in the process of

validation of data revealed that individuals who were extremely committed

to the idea of service integration and local ‘decision:-making suspeéted

that, while the Mayor's intentions were genuine, the experiment was ‘a

"token" &nd had little chance to  succeed from the outset. The main
. o \ :
reason for this was the unwillingness to transfer power to sub-community

gtéups through‘legislative changes;b
The decline. in publfc interest in the West-10 project was evident in o
the October 2, 1974 electibn:tb the ‘Area Council. Only 45 individuals

turned out to . elect the . 15-membér/_cdﬁncil "and only 8 individuqlé
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v

. e ‘
interested in standing for election could be. found (Edmonton ' Journal,
‘October 30, 1974). A few days later, an article was published in the

.

o~ —

Edmonton. Journal which suggested. that, the City's Director of Social
' ' . ¢ . A \ .

Services had stated that the City and the province could not suppoft all

the services operated by West-10 since some of them were based on past
funding from the federal Local Initiatives Program grants, He apparently
S L vy ' : '
expressed concern that funding such projects would set a precedent and’
t:n 1 ! “ [ .

asked, "Are we prepargd to do in every area what we're doing for one?"
.ot o

(Edmontoft Journal,_September 4, 1974).

An article ‘published a few - 'years Jlager described. a new city
initiative for deeenéfa%iziug. community services iucluding Parks and
Recreation, .Soeiel‘se:vices, health‘clinics and library branches into 12
separate_eiees (April 11, 1977). 1The article suggested uhat Auhe units
would‘ share spece but not be igtegrated; Integretion,ﬂit was suggésted,
had been tried in Wess-lb but "{t did not work.” It was ambiguousd‘in
that "employees' loyalties were torn between head offices and the‘
superv1sors in the West 10 offlces " In describing the decllne of West-
10, it indicated that the core budget had dropped from a peak of $116 000‘

(

(excluding salaries of seconded employees) to $59 000 in 1976 A large

majority of the budget funds in 1976 came from the cxty ($54 000) and the

belance Yg§,cggfributed by the United Way The reference to the’ School.

A,N-

N N
Boasd’(Zi;hdrawal suggested that the Board could not rationalize spending

\\\;\’//udgeyvon officé rental when‘it owned property - i.e., Schpbls *,alxﬁ over
‘ . o T - S e

" the city.

‘e,

- "The reduced revenues whichl-fu;ther declined to $43,é00‘in’197é,
. necessitated the sale of surplus offiee,equipmeﬂs and the termination 'of

‘the _newsletter. ' At - the same time, Jocal ‘as well as external interest

<+
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o
.

continued to decline. ‘The difficulties.in finding members to: serve on
the Council ' necessitated a shift from elected ' to . appointed
. ’ ) : ' R - 5 .

' v ' Lo . . " \ ' R ' . e
representatives, The decline in interest reached a new low when only two

representatives - of \the‘ public attended' the December' 1977 rmeeting
. , ;

(Edmonton Journal, December 19, 1977) When West 10 organized a strategy
meeting to' -save its operation about six’ months later, ‘only four of thes

-

ten community leagues were represented._ The répresentagive oﬁt Grdvehorh“

Communie;T‘League may have reflected the local underseanding'of what had
' L I A

happeted to West-10 by saying'that: 7
. - I

Although.» West-10 has been successful, similar agencies haven't
beest set up. The mayor says he wants more communicatior ~with.
the communities and West-10 is'a vehicle for that and ‘yet it

. seems to'be going off tiack and into areas wher@ the city
doesn't' want it to be so funding is decreased. (Edmonton
. *

Journal, Juné 26, 1978)
‘ S

'
12

The support for West-10 among; the presidents of "the ten local.

‘ ¢ 5 : o
community leagues was limited, - %ven in the early .1970'5.1“ The 1973

”

evaluation report suggested that there were as many presidents that

somewhal'opposed the continuation of the project (4) as those that' were
. N L
somewhat positive towards such a proposition (4). (One was neutral and

one did not respbnd. o : L ) LW

E }

4

A hypotheSis that’ can be advanced in an attempt to explain the "rise
e 1 .

and fall" of West -10 ‘and possibly che entire pressure placed on the Joint'u

-

;UseiAgreement i\\the early 1970 s 1s that a change in social values which

' N # . R . .
", réflected public expectations‘was the—main factor associated \with the

‘phenomerion.  What were once perceived as  acceptable demands for

"',decentralization of decisionemaking, . integratiop_ in order-'to 'aChieve‘

[

* improved local services and for a focus on the individual s desires were

(“

@

. no. longer issues to fight for ‘ Marches on c1ty hall individuals.u

h A

de51gning cheir own neighbourhood plans, forums in opposition to policies

¢

-

*iﬁ: |
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are no longer an almost weekly occurence in the 1980's as they were 'a

Co
[ [

decade earlier.. lndividuals interviewed wholmrepresented‘ different‘

"
-

)
erganizations both: within ahd outside the metasystem were .able to verify

}.

Athat " in their view, public expectations and the values of the 1950 s
. ' "

N\

vwere much closer to those of the latell970 s. and the l980's, tthan those”

exhibited during part of the 1960 s and the early 1970 s. The Leisure

’

Consultants' ‘report,, which introduced .the initial desxgn - aof the'

. \

experimental project, made reference‘to'a'value change and indicated that

!
le

their proposa] was attempting to reflect the new values (see Table 7.1)

It 1is possible that the second half of the.1970's brought back.some of

" the "old" values. The experiements of the early 1970's may not have .

A

:gotten oft the ground in any other period. of time.

'
’ -

]

Summary . - ‘ . ' -

The introduction of an experimental project in West Edmonton aimed at

- the co-ordination and ‘integration of human services in the local ‘area was

a response to community ;ressure during the late 1960's and the early .~

1970 s to decentralize decision making, reduce red tape and ' involve

people in decisions that  affect them ' The City of Edmonton played a"

¥ ' ’
]

major role in the introduction of the prOJect with support coming‘ also '

-1

.from- the ‘Federal and Prov1nc1al level of government The two School

o4

Boards were invited to participate in the: 1mplementation of the multi-

1

service centre by prov1ding some financial contribution and the Public
'School Board was asked to place a unit of the Bureau of Chlld Study in ‘
' the Centre :‘ The 1nvitation to partiCipate in the experimental progect,‘

.resulted in- trustees 1nquiries. Where is such a project headed and what“'

fcould be the long term 1mp1ications? Trustees were never given a directf

s
e
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resulted (in the Board's cautious examinatjon of the development of this

:-school boards to maintain their control | Significant public pressure for-&rif_

' were . aware .of the potential implications The new politica) paréy in

answer about the poten{ial ‘implications of such“a project to the’

educational system, . but their ‘reactibn, comments and the .position

ultimately taken with regard to the progect leave little doubt that they

l
\

power, the appointment of a - former Chairman of the Socials Flanning

Cotncil as the Minister of Education, and the involvement of this Council

indthe'experimental project. may have been additional elements which

\

.y

b
[

project.' It was, 6 ready to protect {its domain: the&,provision of

\ .

educational seérvices to children within the City of Edmonton, and was not

f

prepared to shift resources from education to ensure the continuity of

the prOJect
"t

‘Some -would argue s that the project dld not have a. chance ‘to succeed

from the outset because ’the,‘Province was not prepared‘ to delegate

1egislative power to community groups nor was it prepared to Bstablish

another layer of government. ' : ' , o .

-

§ |

Summary of the Chapter ST b

ay
Al

-

in t e school hoards‘[‘freedom and authority andf'thereby would have

. ’ !
Ve

’ changed he‘ nature of the J01nt Use Agreement . New power.bases such.as-

A
ﬂ

“the Area Coun ils referred to in the West 10 experimental project ‘or _the

l '

Community Co‘ cils proposed by the Commissxon on Educational Planning had

e v

" a potential impact on the content of the agreement and « the parties who
' N\

\e pro

The . phenomena examined 1n this chapter could have led to an erosion

negotiated it ‘However,' the Ptovrncial Government was not prepared to

delegate legislative powers to community sub gtoups, a fact which enabled

‘.f

")
S e . '

o

i

e

&
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change resulted from several factors: (athhe‘desire for ‘institutions to

become ‘more responsive to public needs~ (b) the wish of communities to

‘have some power over decisions affecting them and the education of their

o

mchildren 'and (c) the hdesire to see_expensive.public‘facilities more

;fully utilized for numerous community activities ‘This' was illustreted

’

in the ‘attempt of the West 10 project’ to 1mprove human services to the

‘ .
L

'individual resident by the’ integration and co-ordinqtion‘of‘the services .

-

fat; the yocal level. It was, also reflected in the Cityrs brief to'the

Alberta Commission on Educetional Planning ‘and in the ,fatter's final

report. e Commission undertook an extensive information collection

'process and toured the.province’in order  to gauge ' the wishes of the

citizens of Alberta The generai mood ,in favour df change‘which was

evident 1n the late 1960 s and the early 1970's may.have been a result of

.a change in societal vaiues. The Edmonton Public Board was aware of ‘

these changes: in societal outlook and attempted to maintain its. control

by refusing to extend its domain beyond what trustees oerceived,tofbe the

duty for which theymhad‘been elected - the-provision of‘quality education

‘&..

to children} It refused to be drawn into providing edditional serv1ces

to’ the community and took action to guarantee ' that its expenditure ‘of

\ “ - . “' N ‘ K “.‘
funds would be directed towards.‘the education of children.,=Th1s was
evident in the Board s -reaction' to the' request to extend financial .

suPport for West 10 and wasf alsd-reflectedeodth in. tne nature oflits

‘brief to the Commiwsion of Educational Planning and in its reaction to

Lo

The position taken by the provxnC1a1 government was not one of

>,

'dmandating changes. It encouraged and recommended ‘the signing of jornt

‘Q'use agreements across the province as a means to effect an 1mprovement in -

Y
'
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community access to public facilities However, the dec1sxon was to work“

with boards iq‘ order ’to ‘bring about ‘change.l The timing of lthe

ntroductron of the" Community School Conceptnmay‘have been related to the
Wapproach‘chosen to implement the program During the late 1970's and the.
'eariyil98075» the atmosphere in the Crty changed and ‘the vocar’ demands.,
‘for community ’contrOI‘ of ‘schools after schooi hohre~ and for locall

deCiSion-makinglpower‘over'school affairs diminished eignifieantly.' .The

non-coercive- approach adopted ' by  'the Government to implement the

—

M'_including the ver&_nature of the concept,‘whichimay not be suited to all
schools, tqe reduced pressure by the broader"community, and . the

recognition that such deciaions shou1d<remain‘with school jdrisdictions;

Concluding Remarks )

‘The reason for focusing on certain events’ originating within the
external environment of the metasystem was ' to gain .insxght N into

perceptions preferences and actrvxties operating outside the metasystem '

t . A

but dealing with relevant 1ssues and to subsequently examine "how this

: activ1ty was related to behavxour w1th1ﬂ the metasystem

’

 The ‘isshe of the metasystem s boundary proved to’ be a complex one.

: For example,‘ examination of he Submlssrons-_to ”the Commission ‘or
L Educational-‘ Planning ‘revealed‘ that h focal ‘organizations wéré.,‘*

s

attempting to influence a powerful external environment to perceive the

[N

'.future of education in their preferred way In so doing, each hoped to‘g

community school concept may be a reflection of several .variables =

create for itself an advantageous p051tion in reIation to elements gOf“‘ :

,“jcontroversy associated w;th the J01nt Use Agreement ‘ Another example7 .f7' S

"which illustrates theﬂdifficulty 'in the 'setting of clear metasystemf
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‘boundaries was related to'the Provincial Government, which was considered

to be part of the external environment by virtue of .the fact “that i%

‘operates beyond theL}geographical area of‘Edmonton.‘.On the other handy

-

the Government was involved directly with the ‘Joint‘ Use Agreément in

‘Edmonton sinde Ministerial approval‘was required before‘such an agreement

came into effect. Thus, in this: case, a clear distinction does not exist .

~ between what is internal to the‘metasystem and whatwis external to it. . o

| Another 'lssue ‘is‘ the‘timing of the pressure for change ‘One‘could
l‘vhypothesize that the pressure placed on the Joint Use Agreement both frod;l
within the -metasyste; and “from the external‘env1ronment in the‘earlyh
1970 s’ reflected: a chanée in soc1al values l What‘were'once perceived ‘BS‘-.l
acceptable .denands for decentralization ['ot ‘décision-making, fo;
integration in order‘to'achieve lmproved local sernices and‘Eor ,5 ‘focu;f'l

’

on accommodating .indiuidual desires were no longer issues to fight for.
Marches on city hall individuals‘ designing, their own neighbourhood

plans, forums held for the purpose of expre551ng Opp051t10n to ex1st1ng

and proposed policies were no longer an almost weekly occurrence in the

i

ﬂ980 s as ‘they‘ had been‘a decade earlier.‘ Indiv1duals 1nterv1ewed who
o I '
represented different organizationsv”both,‘within "and™ out51de the '

& R

metasystem were - able to verify that '1n their V1ew public expectations » u‘eﬂ‘”‘@

and the values of the: 1950 s pere much closer to’ those of . the late 1970 sfg

.and the 1980 s, than those exhibited during part‘of ‘the. 1960 s and the“"
L early‘1970 s The Leisure Consultants " report- whxch introduced the»l
( initial design of the West 10 enperimental prolect made referencexto a ;‘

value change and indicated that their proposal was . attempting to: reflectp»

the new values It is possxble that the second half of the 1970 s°"f;('

S

N brought back some of the "old" values The 'experiments.;ofw the early-jj‘;d

AN ! SRR
L . T

A e
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A ' ¢

19’70'5‘ r‘ﬁay not have gotten off the: éround iﬁ ar;y o‘th;r pe't‘.iod of .time.‘
’I'he;_ Same cou‘.ld be‘s‘aid.‘aboutv't‘he 'repvort of the Commi%sion Ion 1E<‘iuéat‘io¥1.al‘
Pla‘n.ni.ngn A ‘dec‘a‘c_ie 1é£er, its‘c;)nté.rxt and. fééommenddfions would ‘14‘ikely
‘have ‘t;ee‘n c.omplet;aly‘ divlffe‘rent:,i refle'ctin“é' the ‘;:On;empt)},;:fx:? ’sqcietal
. values ‘and public ‘e‘xpec‘:t:at:'iclms-‘.“” K |



' | CHAPTER 8 L | /
SUMMARY FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS = = . .
.\.\ ' ) . ." g ¢ ‘ . ’
\. ' ' et ' ;\ '
‘”1‘-Inttoductionl‘ : . ‘ ‘. e
ThiSVLChapter commences'with‘a-brief‘overview of theVstudy, It then“' L

~
. .\

‘;iiews the findlngs by addresslng the sub problems and relat;ng them 3 to

.concepts from_ interorganxzat1onall theosy,, . 1dent1fying ‘the - practical

implgeations”6f>these findingé and suggesting}areaé for furtnpt research.“ ‘:!
Overview k \t b v . e K
 .Thi§ sectiOn ontiine;‘ the'pfobiem statement and the‘Iimitatione of
‘:the‘study: iists qbegtion§.ade:essed‘in.tne‘tev;ew‘bﬁIthaﬁliteratufeﬁ enq R
eummarizes'the'conceptual'and methodologicél frdmewotke: - i
4 : . e , .
- '
Problem Statement . . \ l
The ‘purpose “of . this stud& was to ptovidewaurevien'of histot cal ~‘w
[ldevelopnents assocxated w1th the Jo1nt Use Agreement among organlzetton;\ | ,
‘providing educat1ona1 and recreatlonai serveces‘ w1th1n the Clty ofrmthzjfl
‘:Edmonten and to anaiyze the\preblems aseecxated w1th the agneement u51ng'. »
, . o : B .
;‘7concepts from interorganizational theory ; ,‘;‘“TV L R '
oL T ; \ o . ‘ & L / i }}
Delimitations ,ﬂ'\-hii ]nfi"f;‘l{'*_<i.j,  ‘_.i;;,. af‘iei]- “,:ttfjgi" :
-H:"Tﬁerfvstudy was confined to! | hef geographxcal area of the C1ty efk

SN .
‘¢ . s

Edmonton although elements of the external env1ronment extended beyond
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‘/”“ﬁ) the city boundary It was also llmited to those events associa:ed w;th

)

the Joint Use Agreement which took place during the peniod 1970 to 1980.
: ! N

. . /< ' ~
’ ) ‘ i o I
"‘Literaﬁgés Reyiew “ \x¢<;—/] ‘ . - ) IR
Tﬁe review offthemliteééture addressed‘the‘followinquueStidﬁex. “":

1, . How - does  oxganizational "theory view the environments of
, § . o . ) ‘e ‘ ‘ \ l o - : f‘ ' ‘ - » o '
organizations?t : b ' ’ !
L [ a : N ) , ) - ‘ ‘ ‘
2, \'What does = the literature tell us about' the interaction between

the organization and its'envirbnmedt? ‘ ‘ -

p ’ 3. Why do organizations engage in interorganizational relatiohs?
: 4. what ' dos we know about the. properties of linkages aﬁong
. ! ' \ ) ' - '

*

organizations? i =

' -~

5. _What approaches and,”fra&eworka - have" been.'used‘ to analyée

Y

A B Vs
. . LR

iﬁperorganizecional“relations%
6. 'What is the basis upon‘whiéﬂ policy-makers mage'théir decisions?

.
" ' ‘. ! o . .
. i \ , : i ' 24
[ " ‘ ) o . ,
K v LN o :
.

Conceptual - Framework
.+ The _cdneeptual‘frahéworKcused‘in this study was that of a metasystem
and - an external.onvirohment. fThe meﬁasystem*was éomﬁrised of three focal‘

\ i . B , \
e

organlzatlonS'ﬁ the C1ty of Edmonton the Edmonton Public School Disurictm

and the Edmonton Separate School sttrict Groups and 1ndiv1duels within

R

> ." it

the C1ty who were 1nvolved. in ‘max1m121ng community. use 'of public”
iy ‘

[T

fac111t1es (the metasystem goal) WEre also con51dered to. be part of the

t N .4

‘*-metasystem.  The. external enV1ronment cons1sted of the general and taskrig
| L ] - - R v “'. ‘\..‘

-

e environments;
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agd dpterpretive case study employing qualitative

waé“deemed to. be‘ an appropriate meﬁhodological
51 - '

framewoék for this study An historical case study approach was used to

l

study the‘ernt Use Agregment. The main sources of data for this study

A

came from interviews and ~document searches. Documents used 1ncluded

historfcal organizational documents, related reports, newspaper articles

Vo
v

and letters. Triangulat ion was a‘key method‘ﬁsed-in anal&zing the data,
?q;l ‘

. The Sub-Problems

This 5seétipn briefly' addresses the fifst seven sub-problems
identified‘fof ih?esiigation in this study, Sub-problems numbers eight
N . ' oy

and nipegqre discussed in the sedtion which presents the findings from an
. L ° . ' N

'

interorganizational perspective, )

Sub-problem 1: Wh&"was a formal Joiat Use'Ag;gement perceived to be

necessary? . ‘\\\
< :

The stgux'revealed that the early formal agreements stemped  from the’

desire to ensure that future administrators would understa follow

_ ‘ ,r"
i X
th®. terms of the ‘agreement, The perceptions regarding the rationale for

having a formal agreemént,varied considerably among individual§ who were

.

involved with the agreement during the 1970's. The variations seemed to
reflect the level of the individual's position in. the organizgtion as

well as hiis/het area of ;nvplvemept.‘ The reasons seen by individuals for

-

having. a formal agreement 1ncluded .to recgknize the, organizations'.

res“ccive reSponsibilxtles to,guarantee City access to surplus ' school

space, to ensure availab111ty of school grounds and fac111t1es for pub11c
3 : &7
. r* -
- and school use.~ta establish the basas for d1vid1ng reserve land between-
L . :

ff . 'f a!,
.
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‘ parks‘and schools, to enable the City to access debenture borrowing and

' ' [

to allow significant savings through combined site design,

*  Sub-problem 2: What i3 the nature of the exthange relatiohship among the

1

.

4

parties? Is it reciprocal?

The exchange under the Joint Use Agreemegf made school builaings
avai}able for recreational Pu;poses ‘includgng ‘act;vities sponsored vér‘
operatéa by the Qity's Parks and Recreation Départment, ‘In return, this
‘department planned, developed and maintained school‘grounds and.méde its
.facilities avajilable to school boards dufing schooi,hours. }n addition
.to this ‘exchange, the City would écquire‘land for school use and transfer

«the land ﬁitle; to the app;opriate board priof’téﬁzhe commencement of
construction, f(n return, reserQéiland no longer‘required~by the boards
would revert~ back to the Ciﬂ§. Thé agre;meht also snipulat;d that non-
reserve'land';cquired by‘a board at market vgﬁge would be purékased by
the City at a cost of 75% of tﬁe markgt value of the adjacent land.

The intensity and the reéiprocity of the exchange were examined in
terms of the f}nanéial contriSution of each of the  three parties:  Thé
study ,inéicated?$hpt ig was not possible to establish Qhether or t6 what
ldegree the eéchange was reciprocal since the parties cpuld not agree' on

: .

the' method to be used. in .calculating.the extéht'of their réespective

“ . L - : ! N 1‘/ J .
contributionsT Applicatioh of two possible methods.of <calculation, the

'hinéremental and the fuil-costing‘Methods, ‘each suggested an .imbalance in

' .
. -

expenditures favouring a different party.. ' S ,
) ‘ o , .

-

fSub—prpbleh '3: - What ﬁrdblems contffbugéd to the renegotiation of the

 Joint'Use Agfeemént? B |
.Ihe agreements p?iof -to>‘1§70 'Qéfe ,dé;c;ibed as""gentleﬁen's ;
. ST . ‘ : _ | _ .

,agreementS"'hnd.functiéned io«a,largg extent rhrough the good will of the
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i
\

: i:gpective “pérties“‘ The perception among selected .city officials that

schools belonged to the community brought about " the demand for, a
o )

prescriptive agreement that would guarantee the right of the community to
: ‘ {
use schools, City administrators also had difficulty with an agreement

which they saw as too flexible in nature and. lacking specificity. They
felt it resulted in misinterpretatfon of the rights and responsibil{ties

of the respective parties, in particular at the operational level, and
/

led to ténsjion among them.’ i ,

The reluctance of the School Boards to widely implement the community

school'coﬁcept and the Publijc ﬁoard'sl objection fo..providing local
communities with total control over activitiés in communfty.wi;gs after
school hours ;ere major facgors‘leading to the éstablishment of the Joint
Use Agreement Review ‘Committee. This Commi;tee served as é.férum for
discussing and,debating desired cﬁkngeg to the ggreemenf;

Sub-probiem d: What were some:of the.pfessurés originating from within

—

the méfasystem whicﬁ were associated with the positisn of the focal
oo ¢ v :
organizatiqns on the JointJUsé Agreement?’
The study focusedion three conflicts within the metasystem.. In two
cases - the ;omménity school issue and lche consumption of 'alcohol on
public school, propérty - pres§uré was placed onlthe scgool‘districts by
_the City and local .groups to give up autﬁority and .control over their
éacilitiég after scﬁoolkfhéur;: aﬁd"to érovidé comhunity éroups with
autonomy Ahd,deﬁigié;*making power. The third conflict centred on’ ;ﬁe
‘Cityfs kgésit;onv‘on'-land ﬁowpersﬁiﬁiwhi;h guestiéned’the‘School Boatdg"
*-'Bélief:tﬁat they ;ﬁould oﬁn’th;‘gr¢ﬁnds adjacent to a school. The Boards
, ;fe1tv'they"had‘ to guardj:againSt infringement. info thei; ddmain and
'ljea%ausly‘p§6£§cmed and‘défénded the intgr;sps they had #een ,éiected‘ to
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Tt

serve -~ the education of chiidren. Any proposal that had the potential

"
[

for redirectiﬁg educational dollars to activities beyond? the School

’

Boards' mandate 'was viewed .suspiciou§ly and ‘usuélly rejected., The

demands made by city aidermen'in the process of reviewing the Joint Use
. , b

Agreement  were seen in a' similar 1ight 'and‘ rejected by the

representatives of the School Boards.
k / '

Sub-problem S: What were' some of the pressures wupon . the focal
organizations originating from the external environment which were

associated with their position on the Joint Use Agreeqént?

¢ "

Pressure from ﬁﬁe eKCeréal environment was illustrated in the form of
. ‘

potential loss of authority through a shift of legislative ‘power. The
implications of eftablishing cify-wide Afga Councils, referred to in 'the
West-10 experimental project, or the Communi;y’Co;ncils proposed by the
Commiss;on on Educational Planning could have eroded the School Bo;rd;‘
freédém and authority, thefeby cbanging the natu;e .of the innt :Usé
Aéreement, The desire evidenced in the external envirphment - for
decéntralized deéision—making power reflected the generAI pubiic»p;essure
for institutions to become mare resp;nsive to publié needs, Thére was a
stroné wish for communities ts hayg‘ some ' power gver' decision; that
affeqted them and' for public;facilities to be more fully utiiized.by the

!

community. .

The provin&ial reluctance to delegate legislative power to'community

. sub-groups and the non-céercive appfoach adopted* with 'regard to the

!

4

implementation of the‘ community school concepﬁ made the School Boards'

S . - ! o .
task of maintaining control over activities in schapls an easier one.

[ )
Iay

Sub-problem 6: What cﬁanges were ‘incorporated in the new agreement and

did tﬁgy address the concerns of those that aemanded the review?

i
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The 1980 Joint Use' Aéreement included Schedules "A" and "B" which

dealt resoectively with monitorihg‘the parties' expenditures related to

the agreement and with the acquisition and disposition of iand.f In

I

addition, reference was made to regulations governxng\the use of schools
use  of  parks and recreatxonal facilities, and parks/school site

standards. Schedule "A'" proved to be ’impractical and has not been

adhered to by the parties. Schedule "ﬁﬁ represented a resolution of the

,land controversy and gave the Boards the rlght to own the sphool grounds

and receive reserve land but required the return of that land to the C1ty

v

‘when it was declared surplus.to a d1str1ct ] needs. The City, for its

part, was required to purchase non- reserve 1and from the Boards'at. 75%

f
the market value of adjaqent land. : ?
Sub-problem 7; How did ‘the Joint Planning Committee operate in

addressing problem areas in the:1970's?

The Joint Planning Committee, established in 1959 to serve as a

‘coordinating mechanism, was responsible for the implementation of the

terms of the agreements.. During the early 1970's, a period of tension
among the ‘focal organizations,. the oommittee was uneble'to bridge the gap
im ‘the positfons 'of-”the; respective parties. The members vigorously

presented their organizations' views_and'there was'little appreciation of.

.the ‘other barties' position The atmgsghere in the meetlngs was one of

mistrust and suspicion among commlttee members, a fact whxch led to‘ the

.?N

odisSolution qf the JoLnt'Planning Commintee.

"The committee was »uneble,‘to "resOIVe the problems within‘;the"

metasystem, and for a number of years durxng the 1970 s it was"inaetiVe»

'-‘Following approval in prlncxple of a draft agreement 1n 1979 the

committee was revzved Howeyer, :its structure lent itself more to

e
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v
.

-dealing with operational difficulties rqthergthéd with disagreements and
controversy at the imstitutional level.

v

'Sub—pfoblems 8 and 9, listed beloQ are‘addressed in the following

.

sect1on which discusses the study's findings from an interorganizational

ﬁerspective,‘
Sub—problem 8: Is the 1nterorganxzatxonal collectiviny an appropriate

conceptual framework for "the study of the Joxnt Use Agreement?

\

Sub- problem 9: What signEfLCAnt issues , and phemes emerge from thisw

o ) K ﬁv‘ o )
regard thatlare “of relevance to the andlysis and understanding of

interofganizational,relations generally? -

"

K ) ' L . ’;- [N
Discussion of Findings from an Interorganizational Perspective

NEEN

o\ .
»
»

Introduction

This section. examines “the apﬂfopriateness, of the metasystem as a
conceptual framework for the case study and reviews the findings as’ they
. A , ) L3 : ‘ o )

relate to the metasystem's boundaries, structure and external

environment. Another concept from "the field of interorganizational

L 302

A
W\ .

e

relations discussed in this séotion, is.the;sﬁift from equilibrium to |

dlsequxllbrium and vice versa 'Thom findings shed 'soﬁe- light " on (the

P —

ratlonale for enterlng into the Jo1nt endeavour and the d1mensions of the’

" !

g

1nterorgan1zationa1 reLations s

N ! . ’ R

bob R
KR st

"The Conceptual Framework'

‘

L

_ The conceptual framework of this study was based on the concept of aﬂ_

gmetasystem Wthh was defined as ' ‘a ‘collettion of subsystems work;ng.

.

towards -the achlevement of 1nd1v1dual as well as common goals. 'The;twdf“'

’ .
A Y

VR

O p
e s . -
E B . . L -

L [ C . . . R
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basic assumptions that were made in applying this "methodologioal

.

framework to the case study'were_thatf
1. ., . The metasystem .activities are more' inclpsive than those

activities undertaken by the organizations in direct interaction. o

2.. The activities of the metasystem are performed by more than  just.
the organization. A
"The study confirmed these two assumptions.- " In a number of events and "

\
f

aotivities, groups such as' the Edmonton Social Planning Council, the

?ederation of Community Leagues and the 1ndividual community leagues had

an 1mpact on the interactxon 'Not_ only were there -groups ~but also

\ . . LY

individuals‘ involved whether in a vote or a plebescite or a presentation

to Boards in support of a causeprelated.to the Joint Use Agrecment. This’

;coﬁcept is somewhat similar to the interorganizational collectivitv which

was perceived as a social action system in which two ©or more
organizations join together in' order to attain specific objectives or

identified goals (Van de Veni .Emmett and Koenig;'-l974). : While” the

.

_concept: of a metasystem 1nclud1ng organizations, groups and 1nd1v1duals

)

interacting in the process of goal'attainment proved to be useful 'in'
emphasxzing the significance of parties beyond the focal organizat1ons

the. collectxvity concept and its underlying assumptions proved "to  have

little utility in this caSe study The operation of the joint Use

i

_;Agreement could be better described in' terms’ of a venture of independent

parties than of a collect1on of partners. e f;;‘g . T

‘?jVanl :d vgn’ _ Emmett gnd_ Koenig . (1974) 7kergued that  an

interorganizational collectlvity, as. a soc1al system, -must”‘solve, fourg

'functional problems in order to survive: goal attainment,v1ntegrat10n,w

-

' ‘adaptation and instrumental pattern malntenance (ensuring that the value L
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~and ‘norms of the participants ‘are consistent). Further, they suggested :
" that the collectivity ‘can act as a unit and each participant can makel“

~decisions to attain the goals of the system which are pbinding on the
' collectivity as a whole. These conditions did 'not characterize.:the
metasystem, under ~study.  The achool boards' primary goal was that of

~delivering educational programs, . but because they recognized 'AtNe‘

community desire to have access to schools, ‘they were prepared to enter
this "joint venture." Although the . agreement served as a basis 'for

ddividing reserve land among the parties and'included services‘provided‘by
the ¢itylit‘waa all conaideredﬂ sécondary by the boards"to‘ the main
purpose .. of providing reducation to children. | Engagement }in‘ such
. endeavourslias conditional on‘their hot mterfering ‘or detracting \' from

. the main goal. Addxtxonally, the dec151on of one'party (the City) with
.regard to’ goalh.attainment did not »bind the ‘other parties in the

" collectivity. a

v

- Other conditions reouired ror the.aurvivalvof a collectivity did not
. » ' [ ' . s i .
fcprre§pond‘to the metasystem under study.‘ There mas no integration.'nor'
wereﬂ the values and the norms of ‘the‘participants conaistent. jThe
R ! . ‘ .,‘c . C ) : T ) ,‘ .{"
‘.analykis of the conflict ouer the'consumption of alcoholic beverages in

schoola revealed a wide gap between.the two camps There was also a,,f'
perceived difference in political 1deology between the two sides in the

disputeud A number of 1nf1uent1al{1nd1v1duals in the City s camp in the p'

early 1970 s held _political views which lay to the left of centre on the_.
’ political, spectrum l(Liberals, New Democrat) ' The Public School Board X

camp, ‘on’ the other hand ‘included 1nf1uential individuals that could be -
;"consxdered.‘as being right of centre in their political ideology (i e. -

Socialrdredit, Conservative),u ‘The valuesbeand .norms' reflected in the'{'
N ervarivel. . > n | ) | |
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briefs submitted by the Public Board and the Citv of Edmonton to the
, Commission on Educational planning were not conSistent with each -other.

Not‘ only ‘was ~the gap . in the dbntent significant but the indepéndent

‘submissions, made without consultation could be 1nterpreted as'la call .

upon .the external" environment to influence’ activities withan the

e L . \
R

metasystem

f i

.The independent positions of the parties reflect, the distribution of

power delegated to them by the provxncxal government The fact that the

B
2]

school boards are formed and empowered under the School“Act and have

- rights and responsibilities pertainingl'to. the‘.education-'of children,
while the ’ﬂunicipalf,Government Act mandateslcertain other requirements
and\provides‘discretiOnary powers‘to thehCitv pertaining‘ to“‘recreation

‘and ,other . community iservices, by “its  nature does ' not. encouragel

integration of services An important factor in the failure of .the'.

"attempt- to‘ 1ntegrate human services at the local 1eve1 (the West=~10

\

‘experimental project) was the reluctance of the'prov1ncial government to
“grant"athe‘ area council legislative power. It dld not want to create
enother level'otMgovernmentkby giving'power totsuh-grbups and»takiné‘away
" from boards “hAs va: result '\the‘ﬂservices werel controlled by -those . *
‘responsible for the particular serv1ce sector rather than bv’ythose ‘who"
ftried. 1ntegrate them and probably reflect upon the focal needs
“hIntegration would likely have occurred only underv conditions Whlch:f“
"_threatened survival or which were forced by legislation‘ C

These findings are in line w1th Zeitz (1975) claim that in studiesp

e e e e

viewing interorganizational relations‘ as soc1al action systems* the;:;wl

“ffunctional autonomy of the parts of the 1nterorganizational collect1v1tyj’°

/

‘"ﬂ}ﬂis underplayed and the degree of integration 1s merely assumed
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’In Sea gh of Equillbrlum ‘ - ' RN

Another concept which characterizes a soclal or, bxologxcal system is
the shlfts from equilxbrlum to dlsequllibrlum and vice versa. Hoy and

Miskel - (1982) suggest ‘thatg equillbrium exists when the parts of the f,
. . '“ ) ! " . . ) . ot
system maintain a constant relationship with other parts. Disruptive

stresSes upset 'thls“‘equilibrium and create- temporary‘ periods. of

‘disequilibrium. ' In response’ to the new stdte, the system ejtheér adopts

~and changes 'or neutralizes the dlsruptive forces. in order to“achieve a

new. equllibrxum ‘This- process was ev1dent in the case study ‘ After

)

relati&ely calm perlods in the 1960's following the sxgning of the 1966
_agreement, new waves created stress among ?he partles to the agreement in

the form of “eXtending‘ community use of schoolfspace and local‘control
T ' . 5 ’ ' ' ’ . : ‘ ' .““’" '

, over the use of schools after school hours. The pressure was placed also
- ) - » . . . ‘ o

on the City to support local causes advocated by influential groups '

-

(e.g.,/ FederaeiOn of Community Leagues, Edmonton Social Planning
‘Council). The response- reflected adaptatlon in the form of establlshlng
community school prlot‘and drop-in centres. On the ‘other ;hand, the ,

_Publich School Board also demonstrated re51stance to change through the

- . '

use of a plebescite w1th regard to ' the use of alcohol in schools

)

Followxng ' a tense perlod betweEh 1971 and 1974, there was a. per1od of

, . . b

equlllbrlum unt1l the relationva1th1n the metasystem were strained as’ a

result of the conflict over the ownersh1p of land and later the proposed C

[

1zon1ng by law wh1ch had major negatlve impllcatlon on the .value‘ of ’thedjlf_a

'[school boards propert1es ‘ The ‘partles were eager to solve the landp

a

l'tcontroversy and restore the equllibrlum ThiS:_wes, achlevedv,with thé* flj%

"signlng of the J01nt Use Agreement in 1980



hi,Metasystem and Organizational Boundaries o

\

{

- .

LT

" The ‘findings "in this‘ study ~pertain to two aspects of boundaries,
Firsthy;ithe boundaries‘established for'the,metasyStem<in the . design' of

the case’ study are considered and secondly, :boundary maintenance

[

activities of ‘a focal organization in ‘the study 'are ' related to"theh

'literature dealing with interorganizational relationST

»

A number'of references are presentéd in the[literatureluith regard‘to
boundaries of organizations‘ and systems. Katz and Kahn f{1966)‘ﬁand'

Thompson (1967) ‘indicate that‘in an open system model:of organizations,‘
boundaries are more problematic than in Weber s. model ‘of bureauCracy

.
' v

Aldrich (1971) and White (197%% highlight the difficulties in delineating‘

‘a system s boundaries.' In the same context Laumann,v GalaskieWicz -and

Marsdenfm(1978) suggest two criteria for the delineation of the relevant
) \ " ’
population - the functional and geographical domains. “,The‘ functional

. l

interdependence of the population ‘'or the sharing of common collective

éoals were ‘also suggested as major criteria for the identification of a.

~—

collectivity This study followed the suggestion of Lauman Galaskiewicz

‘and Marsden (1978) and applied geographical and functional criteria 3for‘
determining the metasystem s boundaries The boundaries included the "
City of Edmonton and the organizations, groups and ndividuals ‘directly

A

involved in activities pertaining ‘to the content of the JOint Usei

Agreement Althoﬂgh the use og these criteria was helpful, a ‘number ,of o

difficult elements-‘ still remained "For example, the prov1ncial ;‘t

government including the departments of Education and Municipal Affairs~"

.«‘ “\ . y

;5.which operate throughout the entire prQVince, was considered to. be partu_ﬂ‘”-"

of the extéfnal environmentn A review of the evolution of the agreementfgf}g'j .

in the context of the School Act suggested that the agreements Signedj

1

e Lo it




" Minister of Education in accordance with the requirements of the School

to the agreement, necessitate the inclusion of the Minister of gducation
f ¢ . ‘P‘ . . ‘ - ' ' o

,schoolv prOJects; These measurés for controlling entry were put in place

"t
’

. prior to 1970 were not valid becéuse they"were not approved by the

Al
'

~

C ‘ O

Act. . Such a direct‘ 1nvolvement, ‘which included a meeting ‘ with
. o - . . ! ' . " 4 ' \

representatives of the respective parties prior to granting-an’APProval

[}
l

. as part of the‘lmetasystem while'\keeping the'Departmenthof Educetion

within the external. environment. co 3 . B ‘, ' o

“Organizations, defined = as'a boundary-spannirg systems’ of . human

‘intergction are suggested .to ‘have many boundary control problems

Aldrich - (1979) states that authorities attempt to- preserve the 1ntegrity

' S

of anforganization S‘boundaries and the stability .of -its structure by -

o " \ . . . . o
C

_ ¢ hoe L '
controlling entry and exit in terms of personnel products and services R

Pt 1Y

! L ’%

. A 3
tA

In this case:’ study, , facilitiesﬂ of the respective‘ parties\‘aredt
o ﬁ’ B ) R N B
considered to. be “a‘.major résource. | >Controlling 'access to theée
' e o ) B

facilities and determining the activxties within them -were considered as

a

means of controlling entrance This control was applied in the form of

limiting the approvals given for summer ‘use of. schools «and community

P .
4 , X foi] . i

,"

‘to a large: extent' by ‘the desxre;;to ‘avqid massive | expenditures gof

organizations susceptible to external 1nf1uence. The environment outside

\

i : ' . ' 1
[P - o . . a

‘-feducat onal dollars ‘on activities‘ beyond the mandatelOf the'Boards:ff_;;ee

. on
K

Another ‘means’ of entry control was to restrict the consumption and ZSale : hjfﬂ

of alcoholic beverages on‘ Public‘ School Board property This was

conszdered as preservation of the organization s" integrity by those who
. . T e— ' o . 'l"‘.;" )
strongly believed that alcohol and education did not mix LI ;_ ‘ "TQp

Boundary control . problems ' accbrding to Aldrich (1979) ,make

s )
«

"
. . -"'J, .
PR b

'an “organization,r which rncludes clients and customers, has a vaxiety of
,’ o r‘ “‘ “ ‘ " X . . ‘“'" ., \1“ R ‘» :vv "v’.,‘ . "' /* *

e
/':* . : L s ;
4 ol
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‘options when dissatisfied with organlzatxonal performance and seeks

'greater responsiveness from the authorrties ‘ The options 1nclude~ ‘ex;t,

‘'voice, offering inducement and doing nothing It is suggested that, exjt:

.
f

is & more llkely course of action when other alternatives are available ”

)
o

and a. 1ack of feasible alternatives ‘would " increase the. likelihood ‘that;

'voice will be chosen by d1scontented customers (Aldrlch, 1979) In terms '

of the use of school fac1lrt;esvand thexr grounds, Parks“‘and Reécreation

programs and other community activities had no options because in many

|

rneighbourhoods the’Edmontoanublic Schqol Board ,pwned ‘the only publ;c

building 'in the area. The option of constructlng a commun1ty hall was

considered‘to'be suboptimal 'since1%the' expeénse meant, that not'hevery'i

neighbourhood could build oneﬁ‘ In addition > space such as' the dressing;

room“ storage and other communxty facxlrtles were located farthér away

from the ‘school.‘gymnasxum, home economxcs room and other school ‘spaces -

‘which the community could use. An "the case of ‘the"community ‘wings‘

dlscussed in Chapter 6, the community had little choice and resorted,to

the option of voic1ng thelr dlssat1sfaction by request1ng a policy change

\r
[ ' : . .

' which ﬁwould'(enable"a. wider local autonomy related to- activ1t1es in’

[
-

schools after school hours When‘the dlrect approach to Board d1d ‘not

B}

'bring‘"about the expected vresult, ‘ he‘ commun1ty attempted to attract

Bl Lo e

‘ﬂfsupport from 'other community leagues _.Ehe Federat1on of Communxty,

ca '

vx‘Leagues, Parks “and~Recreation and eventually C1ty Council ‘ The vo1ce‘

.) A B N I

‘rserved not only as’ a. means of expressang drssatlsfact1on thh the~¥

¢

o B .
! ey

"7situation but also of ‘xdentify1ng thelr supporters of the cauSe among‘

e -‘

:%:similar groups across the cxty Thls 1s in 11ne w1th other f1nd1ngs,ﬂ'n "

l??uthe study of the organizational set wh1ch’suggest that organ1zat10ns useh )
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.other organlzanlons to develop coalltions 1n support of mutual causes

W

(Aldrxch 1979; Aldrlch and Whetten, 1981). ‘
e % : ' . . o g o H
Themf voiee’ resulted in a polszization‘of positions of. the Evansdale

Community League and other selected community leagues who wanted to use -

alcohol during‘ sociai functions and introduce bingo as partesof a fund-

rai#ing campajgn strategy. Supporﬂ for this 'camp' caﬁe from thp
edministration .of ~the Parks and Recpept;on Department and from City
CouAELl; On the 'other"side ‘wasybthe Edmonton‘ Public Schoo} Board i

(initially united) and a loyal group - the Edmonton Area Council of Home‘

“and School Associations - which-also represented the- cause of’ educat ion
AT ' " | L ) R B K

- and expressed support of the Board's position. 'Several community leagues
r . °, ‘ ) ' ‘ X ,‘ ' [ " ' ' ‘ ‘ : 1
and churches, as well 'as -numerous . teachers, principals gnd ' other

professionals were also part of this “camp,” Loyalty and availability of
alternatives may be seen as the key factors in determining the mode of
‘reattion to dissatisfaction' with service ~ .in, this case, acqess to

\ o ! o, o
v ' ' o

75chools, Another factof,which is noteworthy is the fact that while the
case of prohibiting 'téz consumption of alcoholic . beverages” in the

| commun1ty wlpgs app11ed to. two schools, the !voice" came from ‘the
Jne1ghbburhood which ‘wds ' CHaracterizeo'by single home dwellings and'was
vcons1dered to bea upper mlddle class in terms ‘foffh‘socioleconomic

‘characteristicsu The fact lends support to the- hypothesis that strongly‘

- v01ced oppositlon from nelghbourhoods character1zed as belonglng to the'
Ty ’ ' m ! ) ' ' B ' "
‘ mlddle and upper soc1o economlc classes *is{ more likely than from

 ne1ghbourhoods in the lower socio economxc category The hypothesis
also supported by the Publlc School Board S' experience with school

. ﬂ-' f

'”closure Th1s phenomenon may reflect the local res1dents knowledge of

u"‘ :‘1‘,0 , ',..'I:yv :
S ?ﬂ?.' :
PN e
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G%g ! ' ‘ A }
the political structure and their ability to 'express - themselves
Aeffectively. ‘ R P
. N . \ to r , Lt .
The,Metasystem Structure ‘l, .

v -~ . h . .
Analysis of the three conflfcts withipn the metasystem reported in

Chapter 6 lends support to the existence of at least . three’ funotionally
different iated levels or ‘systems‘ within the metasystem, “Beer (1979)

constructed a model for analyzing an enterprise and 1deni1fied five

functionally differentiated systems, Rees (1983) consolidated these five

-
'

. sistems <fhto three and §pggested that they were chéractgrizéd

’

' respectively by strategic, administrative and operational activities. . In

.the study of an - {nterorganizgtional collectivity, three levels were

'
'
1

‘proposed - to guide the researcher 'in(/}nvestigating the properties of

[ r

inberorganizational collectivities: (a) the institgtional '1evé1,

responsible for .governance of the overall goals;-(b) the managerialr‘
[ ! .

administrative level, which’ integrates the differentiated but.:

~

level, Consisting of the instrumental psoductxve units. ¢
Qespite. the fact that a number A of characteristics suggested to

describe a ‘coilectibity did not apply in ‘the case study (e.g.,

) s A N . -
significance of  goal, integration, consistent values) +the three

functionally separable levels.(Rees, 1983) were evident in the three

conflicts exémi;tie'd» in Chapter 6. " Trustees of the Edmonton Publiqi,ff}ﬁchool

i

Boqrd did take an.independent‘position.from.the administsacion._ They did

not support ‘the framework recommended for mcorporanon of the cox‘ept in

]

‘ the system nor did they suppo}t the recommendation to extend the number

. f

- of community st;hool _pilot projects and the summer use of schools The

.

fnterdependert operational level, and (¢) the cechnical operationgﬂ &W

&

N
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conflict over the‘consumption__gf alcohdliq beQerages appeared to be

"handled" solely ‘at the institutional level with the Board administration
operating "in a reactive mode{ This may reflect the significance
attributed "to. the issue by trustdes. While no record of expréséions of

’

views or reports from the administratjon on the alcohol issue was found,

the City 'hdminﬁstrationv took ffhe opportunity to ekpress their views

’
]

through the media and was instrumental in- advancing ‘their desired

posiiioa to the dnstitutional level. The third contfoversy which focused

[

on Jand ownership was technical in nature and required significant

inyolveﬁent of the administration in the analysis of options and their

implications, The same could be said “about the City ‘sihce the
. intgoductijon .of the land use'byﬂlaw originated with the City's Planning
Department, ,‘ ‘ - o

Notwithstanding the ‘tension and the disagreements dat the

N
'

institutjonal and administrative Jlevels, it appears rthat, 'at  the
’

technical level, the three focal organizations continued to operate co-

operatively. School sites were acquired, designed, developed and
maintained and it appears that the recognition of the benefit of co-

operation to the general public was so evident thet members of the

/

. T
metasystem continued to implement the agreement although it was under.

"Teview. Naturally, this must have begn' done with the knowlédge and

—_— ]
. v

‘consent of the management level. : _ : : ‘ \

2 Based on the findings on the metasystém structure, oné can

hypothesize that the involvement of the institu;ibnal level duriﬂgsfa
period of disequilibrium js more extensive than during a time.of
eqdilibrium. Furthermore, when the'conflict is complex"in nature and:

requires technical . understanding, the institutional level resorts to
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f"thjga party - the Edmonton Roman Catholic Separate SchooltDistriqt. It
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5upport from the administrative level, When elements in the metasystem

maintain constant relationships, the managerjial and the technical levels

dominate the interaction among§ the organizations,

Evolution of Interorganizétibnél Relations

. A number of‘ wr;ters in;%he field of interofganizationélnrelations
have attempted to rationalize the co-operation among organizatjions. Van
de Ven"(l976)"proboses two faétors associated with the,emergenée of
inter-agency activities: thelfirst one is' an intérnal need for resources
and a commitmeﬂt. to aA externél problem or opportunjity. Tﬂis need is

.described in the Resourcé Dependency Model (Homans , 1974{ Blau, ‘1964).‘

The model stresses that organizational bonding occurs ‘because

.organizations require access to critical resources in order to achieve

their goals. - The second reason reflects the Syétem Change Model which

emerges—out—of—an— awareness of changing need priorities, resource

a .
A~

distribution channels or power relationships in the environment. Van de
Ven (1976) compares the two'situations and states that:

the first ‘reason is generated internally within organizaiibns
to achieve their self interests, while the latter is externally
stimulated with information about problems, needs and
opportunities' in the " overlapping: domains of organizations.
(Van de Ven, 1976, p.307) - ‘

‘ e (7 . ,
The reasons for co-operation in this case study changed with time and

were reflected in the content of the several Joint Use Agreements. The

first one, signed in 1959 Sy the City and the Public Board was limited to

the ownership,'development‘and maintenance of senior. high - schools and

stemmed from the recognition that co-operation would result in increased

‘efficiency for both>parties; The agreement signed ' in v1966,‘in§1uded' a

/

,»"j,
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introduced an égchanée in thch 'thé schéol boards‘ wo&ld construct,’ .
openate\ and maintain school" build;A;s and faciiitie; ;ﬁd make tﬁém
availéble for thé Cfgy's programs free of charge. Exﬁmination of Ehe
reasons for-which each party gntered into suchvan ekch&nge suggests that
‘eaéﬁ party benefikt?d ‘in ‘s§me way from the agreément, ‘ ?arks  and
Recreation's ratioﬁgle réflecgs Van de Ven's (1976) ‘seCOné reason-
awareness ofk changiwg needs aqd lpriopi:iés. The Boards recggnized
increasing demand bﬁ‘ a 'numbe; of groups‘ih the community for improved
accessibility io schogl fgcilities. At_ the same tiﬁe, the' school
districts also reélizjx a financiai benefit.by‘sﬁifting‘exbenditures for
design, development and @ainteqancevof school grohn§s to the Cit;‘

4

R Al . »'. : q .
The literature suggests that Federal agencies in the United States

often use the threat of wiﬁhholding.funds in —order to force both the

establishment of co-opera%ﬁve networks and their participation in joint

programs. ‘Coercive measufes\yere~also in place in Alberta, . The hew
: o Y ’ , '

Planning Act, 1971, introduced a condition for eligibility for reserve

. \

land - an agreement with the m&nicipality to make schools available for

community activities after school - hours. By that time, a Joint Use.

[

. ' qQ , .
Agreement was in effect in Edmon&en and this was a factor in the Board's

desire §0' maintain  the agreeme ﬁu" In the Planning Act. of 1977, this
section was amended following pressyres from a numbgr of school boards
including the two éignatories to the'Joint Use Agreemeht in Edmonton.

»

Finally, in the late 1970's, -the agreemént‘gas used to solve a major

"\

controversy over land.’ A’ land use byf‘aw‘which -was _introduced by ;he"

City had thé effect :of,.zohing"afl schools’ uhder,the,Urban'SerVicef‘

<

~ category, which méant‘downgrading the value of‘thé propertieé»held“by the

boards ;aqd ‘limiting their ma;ketébililyu Tﬁg‘ agreement was used‘tb,*
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4
[

guarantee that’ the city would purchase property declared by the Board to

be surplus to its needs o S L -

Dimensions of Interorganizational Relations

*Several dimensions have been suggested for .the study of linkages‘

r ~

between and among organizations. Hall (1977) describes the( nature of

\

interorganizational relations usxng three var;ables: lfrequency of

-
o

‘interaction, formalization of relatxonships, and  the co~operative or”

‘conflictual nature of the | relationsuip . Marrett (1971) deriyes &

conceptual‘framework for analyzing‘ linkages among organizations. She

- proposes four dimensions: the ‘degree of -formaliZation,' intensity,,

vl

reciprocity and standardization.‘ Andrewsf(1978)‘applies‘theifirst three .
‘dimensions and - incorporates standardiiation as one of~thevindicator3’df
, formalieation. . The oresent study focused on the reason(s) for having a
formal agreement and on the’ 1ntensxty and recxproc1ty dimenslons

The question, Why was a formal agreement necessary? uas perceived
toﬁpe a straightﬁorward one and the researcner exoected to receiue a
. similar - 8answer. Therfindings‘were somewhat different. It appears‘thatv’

R "\.."‘v ‘ '
the rationale changed with the circumstances and' reflected the  time

: periodl during“‘yh;ch an,'individuai was involyed ‘uith :the Joint Use __
‘Agreement;.the'organizationyhe representedtand his area‘yof involyement.l

: Tne“perceptions .regardingb the reasons for entering5a formal‘agreement
included:"' | | | -

1. Malntaining the co- operation beyond the exxsting admlnlstratlons

'(perception related to the early agreements)

.2 Establlshing agreed-upon areas of respon51bility (v1ew expressed

\

'by trustees of both school boards)



3.. Complying with -the‘reduirements for‘debenture,horrowing by the
city (ment1oned 1n the preamble of the 1970 agreement) "y
! b, Following ‘the-,requxrements af- the 1970 Plannxng Act which

indicated that' an agreement between the school authority and the

-

Q‘municipalityu,for the uée‘of schools by the community was a condition for

Heligibility to' receive reserve land. ‘ ’ ' .

5. Guaranteeing the return to the city of land declared surplus by
the boards..
6. Overcomingq the difficultiec generated . by the Land Use By-law

P : , Co ‘ _
‘which,\downgraded' school sites '‘and rendered them less marketable.

While  Marrett- (1971) suggests_‘thet invsocial welfare.settings and

other human service organxzatxons informal, tacit, arrangements occur

quite frequently, in this case of an interaction between two' educational

organizations and one which provided recreational ' seryices,  a formal

agreement was ~chosen .as a 'preferred course for the reasons mentioned

"above. The extent of the commiEment of the, parties anolved ,may ‘have
, . .

been a sxgn1f1cant factor in - eStablishxng the level of formalization.

Intensity, . which j refers to ‘theh'extent of the Organizations’
S S T . s :
. y :

involvement 'wés the second dimension . eXamined; ‘Marrett (1971)

dlstlngulshes betweenhvtwof inditatdrs, of intenSity: (a) the amount of ..

'

resources committed and (b) the frequency of xnteraction

N

S

The - second and thlrd dlmensxons ‘?1.1ntensity and reciprocity -
appeared to be closely related in the case study Intensity refers to‘yﬂ

_ the extent of 1nvolvement by the organxzations in the metasystem while~,

1. o

tec1proc1ty descrlbes the extent:to uhlch - the interaction between the‘.

'rstudied_organizetions‘is symmetrical._ - O
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The“loint‘ Use Agreement‘enphasized the‘requirement thatpeadhfparty
maintain a‘record‘of expenditures associatedlwith‘the agreement so that’
, the vententH of financial‘reqiprocity could be‘reuieued. 'Notwithstandiné o
) thiS'requirement, the‘parties have’not:kept‘aldetailed record.lof‘ theirp
‘costs; Since,thekCity;s operational‘expenditures‘are'relativelyihigh;‘it"
preferred‘to‘use the Incremental Costing Hethod which focuses on‘all‘ the
"costs_ which uould not have been incurred 1f the Joint Use Agreement‘were>
d.not'in effect ~ The School Boards argued that the Full Costing Method‘
:should apply since they had significant capital expenses and this-method
' includes, in ‘addition_ to: the incremental .costing; the cost of
administration and ‘debt retirement;v Calculation of‘ costs revealedA
differing degrees of different asymmetry,- depending on the method of
-.calculation used. Therefore the-partieS'could not agree and decided to
. abandOn‘the idea of monitoring costs..‘The data for 1976 sugéested a -
'total 1commitnent ‘of about'l%‘of the organizations’ total budget'and the

4

‘extent of the asymmetry reflected about 10% of the combined commitment.

i
-

* The External,Environment g S - S

The significance to an organization of the env1ronment in which it
functions has been expressed in numerous publications on‘ organizational-
‘Eeenvironmental relations (D111 1958 Emery and Trist 1965 Terreberry;

M1968;hA1drich 1979), 1nterorganizational interaction (Lev1ne and White,'

1961,. Litwak and. Hylton, 1962 Guetzhow,,1966 Marrett 1971 Benson,’

f1975) and in formulations of the contingency theory in; thef 1960 sp,f”

¢

d.r_(Lawrence and Lorsch 1967 Thompson, 1967) One of the conCerns in the

"ufstudy of organizational envxronment is’ its conceptualization or. how to“i~ﬁ§7'

ce L,

K think about it (Perrow, 1979)
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. 'This study delineated the environment on the basis of two variables:'
- function and geographical';'1ocation;‘ ‘ 0rganizations,, ”groﬁps. 'aﬁdA
individuals operating “within the City‘of Edehton and whose écfiyit}es

pertained to the content of the Joint Use Agreement were considered to be.

.
‘
'

/within the boundary of the metesystem. 1Be¥ond these bduﬁdaries operated

‘che externaiipnvironmest; ‘It incisded tﬁe geﬁerel envirbﬁﬁehfel{ contextJ
such as technical, eeonomie’ and. political conditiens which Hazenfeld
(1983)‘sugges;s must be considered as a.given facter‘beeaqse ?ery ‘rareiQ'
can a single‘ organizatioﬁ‘elcer it, \Thé‘exrernal‘eﬂrrrOnﬁeﬁt rncludea
the provxnc1al éevernment and perts of - thé focai"organizations -whose

f

act1v1t1es d1d not relate to elements of the, agreement.
The examination in'Chapter 7 of the ;hree‘aspeets‘- The Commission on

Educationai Planning, the provincial community school program and the
West -10 experimental project -  revealed Lthat fhe metasyStem»did‘hot

operate in 1solat10n and that the external environment.was an important

faetor-1n unaerstandlng organizational and 1nterorganxzat1ondl‘behaviour.
Including the source of the metasystem's  powers: within the external.
‘environment ~as  was done ‘in the present study may not be applicable to
. ’ . S ‘ ‘ N o “’. . - | ' ‘ "\I . L‘
- systems where the "parent company" frequently. intervenes in the operation

of its subs1dlary ,”' e ;J‘

' The Clty s,and the Pub11c Board s brrefs submrtted to;the Commissionjh

-

on’ Educaclonal Plann1ng revealed the wrde varlance in, he‘ respective~

i
B L

o views 'regardlng the relatlonshxp Qetween,;he/s ools and the community
! ‘ Ve

Thls was an example of attempts from w1t‘1n the meta'

LY

’the, external envxronment There was an understandlng that this externalv‘*'

stem to influencev_

v KRN

'..thironment could 1n return 1nfluence 1ssues on which there ‘was. af‘,.

,_T diSagreemehr) within‘the'metesys;em. The Commxssron for example‘ calledjf'

.-\.v'
L
"

o
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S
4

L for'theoestablishment of communityjcounc{iS“with decision-makingw‘pomer

' over school operation. The community involvement in the school operation

te

“‘and the‘rmproved communitj" access. were the focus of the Provincial’
Interdepartmental Community School Committee. These!initiatiyes were.

familiar to the parties to the'agreement,.hohéVer the Commisslon did not
4 o ' R , ' A o

mandate ' changes. The ‘actual use of power by the external environment

came in‘the»form of a new‘Planning Act in’1971'which set a copdition for|:

school boards"eligibility tO‘receive”reServe‘land - the ex&stence ofsad‘
agreement‘between the school authority and the munzclpallty to. 'provide‘

the‘ community with access to the schools. Follow1ng strong opp051tion
from school Jurisdlctlons, this: requrrement was subsequently ~eliminated'
in the Planning Act of 1977. ‘ - ‘

- ; : . !
. . i
. !

.

' . ' The - introduction of an é&xperimental project 'in the integration of
human services was an initiative examined as part of the activities

‘ withln the external environment wh1ch had ‘a8 potent181 1mpact on .the Joint

,Use Agreement, The c1ty was -a maJor force behlhd the West 10 prOJect and

support was requested from senlor governmentsraS‘well as the two school
I‘l R B : v .

‘boards;‘ All the above activitles w1thin the external ‘environment had .

,

elements whzch had the potent1a1 of 11m1t1ng the School Boards' powerland

author1ty and therefore, the Boards took a very ‘cautlous p051tion‘lwith :

'regapd to- them.- They formed a 51gn1ficant part of the env1ronment when

Use Agreement was negot1ated 1n the earIy 1970 s, and while it i

L the Joint
.‘yasf ossxble to pinpoint the exact effect on the pos1tions taken by

the boards, it was suggested that they were 1n the back of the m1nds ofm

‘.,

those;‘ who were reluctant to enter a prescrlptive agreement that

LA

8uaranteed a shift of control from the Boards to the Communxty ﬂd"

[P .
: b S
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',, Practical Implications

" The effective’ and . efficienc utilization of public resources is..

\

_ ~important to the public*at large which‘elects representatives to City'

Council. and the School Boards and. financially supports the services they

»

R T a0

fprovide. The de51re for 1mproved efficiency and effectiveness“waslfa‘

major factor chat led to-co- operation ‘among the focal organizacions.clThe
’ ' K’l‘ -
following p01nts and suggestions are derived from the findings ~of " the

" b ! L
operation. o
X >

1: A forum is needed-for all members of the metasystem~4 including

case study ‘and_ have ‘practicai implications for enhancing .such co-

"groups and indiv1duals - 1§‘hh1ch percexved problems could be discussed

and vieys, ‘exchanged regarding the ‘1mp1ementat10n .of the Jo1nt Use

Agreement. (For example community league representatiyes and schoolf

princlpals : could be included.) - This does. not),necessarily mean

‘ partic1pat1on in the Joint Planning Committee meetings but could include .

'

1nteract10n on a regional basis. .

t

[ e
. . B

‘focal organizations, all of which Were under 51gn1f1cant pressure. Thef‘i

. 4“'

' J01nt Planning Committee as a co- ordinating mechanism was 1neffective in

‘

‘bproblem solving and dld 11tt1e to bridge the gaps among the patties Fiﬁ]fff

. B . ' " [

. conflxct Representatives‘_on‘ the cdmmittee remained' loyalgto-theiru'
respective drganizations and and large;\ ekpreSSed the dfficiallj=
mp051t10n _of the organizations.,f In such conflictual circumstances, anffjf

¥ Lo -4 '\,f./

ﬁ‘1ndependent 1mpart1a1 body (or 1ndividual) which is accepcable t0m‘all-_?j“

2.  The period of the early 1970 s was & very dynamic one for the"

'ipattles and which 1s skilled 1n conflict resolution may be more usefulfb\'

‘than a committee limited in 1ts representatxon to 1ndividuals fromi each; Lo

' : N

éof the f&ﬂal organizatlons




3. During a period of equilibrium, the Joint Planning Committee can

. [ ' |

operate quite well Attention has to be given to the ‘'issue of membership

bon ;the Committee ‘ It iis essential for the effective work of the
. s

' .

\Committee that appointment consider the position of thg individual in the

organization; ‘the }area of respongibiligy and.the individual s balanced

" view of the-interests of the three parties. It is Only'natural;that the

interests of " the "home'v'organiiatiOn -will  be . represented"howeVer!«
"“sensitivity -to the needs of the general public and understanding of the
\ " v

different perspeetives aare"important for maintaining a‘spirit of co-
. ) s | Lo o . ) Al

N

'operatidn. 'Committee*Vinvolvement' in : such \‘activities ..as policyi

‘.

development and problem solving would suggest that ‘senior administrators

ﬂ”should be represented‘51nce it is, more likely that '1nd1v1dua15”.in a

. ' . ! ‘ .

"‘higher‘ position could‘.make‘ a dec1Sion or take a stand that would bind

' their organizatioh without‘frequently‘having tovconsult with others’ prior
‘to making andecisioh: L : /_‘ e

~a i\

" 'The use of’subcommittees to address specific technical or operational
issues is useful and could prevent the constant complaint 1n‘,the 1970's
e L X "‘-,:I:>
that the Committeef was . 'bpgged~«down with‘ingignificant operational

;/ .
.

' concerns L et l»V"‘ : f‘, R

- There is a need to search ‘for' an, efficient means of “opening ‘the |

-(Qschools to the public. Centralized management tends to value consiStencvfz

oy

”above f effectiveness and“ eff1c1ency y e, would attempt to,'limitx

"7accessib11ity to schools on the grounds of security requzrements rather'_f.“

N '\< e N .
: [

*than search for creative 1deas, to enhance the community access to

; ”Ufschools.:fThe researCher believes that decentralizing the management of

. s . 3
o

J;fl community use of schools to pr1nc1pals would provide schools with first

iline.reSponsibility for the relatxonships w1th that ’segment- of;pthe;?]ﬂfﬁ

. Lol




A - ‘ o ' o )
[ . . . .

community. which pays éducgtion ' taxes but does' not receive services in -
[ ' o , . . . \
return. This approa'h of individualiZedv‘service provides ' for 'direct

accountabzlity and mon1tor1ng of user and community‘satisfacthn.‘ As

' '

“indxcated in the descrlptlon of the case study in Chapter 3 thls.segment

of the »population has experlenced rapid growth during the study period

N\

" and 1ts att1tude towards the schools‘ is uxmportant 5for the . continued

financial‘support of‘public education.

| Puhlic satlsfaction%wlth access to\schoolsvls also:lmportant for the
iahg-:ern ‘stabli'lit-y" or.‘relatio‘nships between the ‘.‘Iboards ‘And thve‘ | City
Aschool.board'personnel have‘to'recoénizerthat the\expenglture o;’funds to

. Al
facllltate and encourage communlty use is not a ' charitable contribution

ffand that, in .return,; the city provxdes for the‘schools‘to use city

1‘ “ s tn
ey

. .

facllxtxes, develops and ma1nta1ns all school ,sites. .and provides “the.
. . A ' L

"Board with the trtle tq aIl‘school,Sites - in most cases at no cost,’

'
”

Therefore; the cost of community use should be viewed as partliof the

]
o
~

Boards' commitment in the exchange under the J01nt Use Agreement ‘and’ a

v . " 4 n

worthwhile investment.as far,as the general public'is.‘concerned rather
. N 1 ' . .“A

: than as an expendlture of questionable value to the organizat1ons

oW

The Edmonton Publlc School Board dec1ded to. decentrallze the booking

of school“use by the community to school princzpals on. a voluntary basis

‘

commenc1ng in September 1986 Thls approach which was advocated by the

‘ . e L
researcher is also supported by Emery and Trlst (1965), who suggest that.

'
'

'v,:decentrallzatlon to the level where the operation is, taking place 1s
o . ' : ot . . -
tl

-_necessary 1n c1rcumstances uWhere” theo'environment ‘is dynamic.tand

descrzbed .as \\dxsturbed :reactive‘r“ This proposed solution requires

. ,mr

‘ careful ‘conslderatlon of a number of factors '”(él'k:hﬁl' possible j‘”

"fallenatlon of Parks and Recreatxon which may flnd little benefit from the

. [ )
i i ' ‘.-a,' . S ! SR : R . A
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.

‘agreement‘ithhe "control oVer7 bookxng is takenf away“from it"‘(b)

'princ1pals'x willingness to be responsrble for the facility 24 hours per‘h'

5

_ day, 365 days a year, "(c) confusion among the approximately 1, 500 current

. users and other potential users regardlng the schools that have chosen to

administer'the booking localLy (about 2/3) and thoseﬂ that ‘preferred a
centralized system (about 1/3).. thle'reducing or eliminating redundant

activities'may be‘perceived .85 - a positive ,course‘.of‘ daction it ‘may

s : ' v ' t o . ' PN . "
" highlight ‘an imbalance-in the exchange under the Joint Use.Aéreementnas '
indicated above and thereforedmay réauirexthe support of the Parks - and

'

LN

‘ Regreation Department,‘ - . R e ; ,f‘
“5,“ Emphasis should be placed on 'the goals, standards and results of

'
[ ' ' ¢

the joint endeavour. It is sxgnxfxcant for all levels of t.e 'metasystem

4

" to have \clear“ directions to know what is expected and to p\r1odlcally

- S

‘examine‘the'iresults achieved. A semi-annual’ meeting of theu chlef,

executive officers of the partxcxpat1ng gartxes could be an appropr‘ate
forum for the review. of such reports:.: The' results. should‘ alstwbe;«
'communicated widelein order that#the~generar public, its representativesf'

and the members of the metasystem recognlze the results and are aware  of

PR \

the . efforts made by the, partxes . to ‘utxllze ‘the;r resources invan:”
s . ‘ N i ) ; . . o X . . N

. \ . L o B : o
eff1c1ent and effect1ve manner and maxxmlze ‘the "utilization of 'public

e, . »

facilit1es

.
.o

'
'

Further Research f_ s ,‘_v‘.. hﬁg. S

Like other writers 1n the fleld of 1nterorganlzat1onal relatlonships,fl'

! N ; Ly

Zextz (1975) states that much work remalns to. be done rn order to develop

a %heory of interorganxzatzonal relatlonshxps which takes full account of'

N N .
R TR

LT =k
v .

;, their integral place in commun1ty and soczetal Hstructure Support for c

§

Y .

on interorganlzat1onal relatlons ‘whlch would prov;deff"

‘Evferther‘]sl“'

P



.

S

t attalnment could 1nc1ude

N . : )
~ .o C . ' . !

emp;rrcal data and facilitate formulatxon of theory has been‘ voiced by

many wrxters in the f1e1d (Van de Ven, Emmett and Koenxg; 1974; Van de

Ven, 1976 Perrow 1979 Whetten 1981) Cr1tics of the .trend5mv1n ‘the,,

analys;s' of 1nterorganizat;ona1 relations state that research should not

be limited to the 1dentif1cat10n of general\ patterns based‘ on read{ly
L ‘ .
/

Ay
C Y o ‘ :
expre551ve aspectslof optlons-Which provideﬂ 1n51ght‘ into ' the process

 (Launann “et. al., 1978; Hall and Clark, 1973)." Whetten, for example,

,suégests‘_that“ﬁwe ‘know,ﬂconsiderably- mare - about the fre%uency Cof

' interlocking directorates than about their substantive meaning” (Whetten,
« R oy ' : -

1981, p.&).. o e Y BRI |

The recommendations for further research are of two types. The first

? is associated with the specific case study of the Joint Use Agreeuent.

T

b

As‘indicated.in Chhpter 3 the researcher had.to(narrow down the'study‘and

leave some elements whxch had been part of the 1n1txal design for ,future‘

2 ' ' : "

'

‘ general research topacs in the' fxeld 1nterorganizational relations

noo . , v

which stem from the fxndlngs of thlS study

* fThe‘ 1mplementat1on of the‘Joxnt.Use‘Agreement 1nc1ud1ng the daily

operatlon of the metasystem could be the focus of another @ase study It,

could follow Van de Ven s' (1976) suggestxon that exploratxon ofi

a

LT , - e R
metasystem (b) the metasystém process and°(c) the metasystem structure

A

. s BERS Lok
oL
L

.
1
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researeh. The second group of research_recommendatlons is related to._
~

M

' ava;lable published data sources, but should ‘include qualitative or Lo

'”1 1nterorganlzat10na1 relations should 1nc1ude (a) Ldentification of tthe“'f

+

xWhlle the f1nd1ngs of thlS study could Serve;.as¢ethe vbasis _for"theg ‘;i.
H g‘:“ o E . | ‘ .. N

. metasystem . 1dent1ficat1on,.:‘studyxng the-fprocess “leading 'to -.goal ' ' ..
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1. Developing . a flow 'chart of activities.” Members .of the
metasystem’céuld be used as data‘sources fo;lrevealing the nature of the

aétivities, their sequence and those responsible for accomplishing them.

.

The flow Jhart would also enable the delineation of the hechansim' in

.

. blace forjuattaining the,@gtasystem.goa%s anq the identification of gaps
or {eAundangies in Fhe proéess. : . ‘ ' . ' Ve
2. Hapé%pg thel reSOurcé fléw. This is Another proc;dure thég may
prbéide som;'insight‘into the interaction process, Ffvan (1966) and Vaﬁ
De Ven (1976) suggest that fol}owing the}resources thag enter thé'sy;tem

as {nput, that are transformed within the metasystem, and that depart as

output éo the environment would enable the understanding of the précess

leading to goallachievemenﬁ; 4

. , ) ‘ ’ ; .
3. S;udying the perceptions of clients and those involved in the

provision of the sétvice regarding the  Rprocesses used in the

)

implementation of the Joint Use Agreement., Whetten (1981) supports this
emphasis, stating that researchers have typically approached studies of

interorganizatiohal relations from the perspective of the elite in the

)

system under investigatjion and very few studies have examined the co-

A

ordination from Qthe .pdint of view of the client, taxpayer, or
\ ’ ' ‘ R }
—organtzational staff members.

4. Analyzing the impact oi::Ehe distribution of 'power on the

effiafc& qg ghe system's’fpgrférmgpce (see Lauman, Gglaskie@icz‘ and

Maﬁéaén. 1978).u In‘ Séptembqr‘ éf 1986, the Edﬁonton Public School

District commenced a decentralizéd booking procedure by which.after hours
. cpmmunityl'hse_ of schoois is . éo-ordina;ed at the school level. This

provides an opportunity to ‘compare 'thecz.peffbrmapcé and “client

" satisfaction in ‘a centralized .system as adminfétered by the. Edménton

N

oy

- o PR
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\

\ : o~

Separate School District and a dehentralized'system in operation at the
Public School District,. | |

5.. Extending the study of fotmal}zation beyond questioning the
reason for having. a formal agreemeet to include the study of._the
policies, ghles and procedures govefning the activities within the
metasystem,

While the process focuses on activities eontribeting( to goal
attainment: strocture _refers "to ‘the administretive ‘e;rangewents
establiehed to define (the role relationeoip among the meobers of the
metasystem, The recommended studies that would provide further ios{ght

into the structure of the metasystem. The recommended studies that would

provide further insight into the structure of the metasystem are as

follows:
1. Aggregation of goal-oriented activities into subsystems in order
to delineate the structurq%.iconfigurations of the metesystem, The

present studz identified  three fﬁnctionally differentiated systems or
levels within the metasystem - thehiqstitutional, the administrative and
the technical level - ano suggested'that the nature of interaction within
them may vary from o;é level to aoother even dur}ng the same period of
time. A syetematic analysis of the activities within each level would be
expected to provide additional 'insight into the structural dimensions of
the metasystem (see Van dé»ven, Emmett and koenigL_197k; Rees, 1983)

2. The operation -of the co-otdinating mechaniem - the  Joint
Planning, Committee - in the 1980'5. The researéher 1dentified a number

of concerns relating to the structure of this body during the 1970 s.

The Committee has met more cons1stent1y in the 1980 s, and an analysis of

»

its operat1on could shed some light on its. role and performance as a co-
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ordinating mechanis& and.advisory body to the Superintendents of the

respective school boards and the General Manager of Parks and Recreation,
[ .

The minutes of the.month}y méetings, reports submitted to the Committee

and interviews with present and past members of the committee could be

important sources of data, '
! "R . ’ .
Additional recommendations for further research reflect the findings

of this case study. In general, it  is suggested that additional

) - '
qualitative studies be undertaken. in the field of interorganizational

relations in order to .enrich the empirical data . and enasle - further
theorizing in the field. Although such studies are time-consuming and

require maJorlefforts in the data collection stage, the insight gained is

siggifﬁqqng__ in, advancing ' the knowledge regarding relations among
. . A ' '

organizations. Proposed areas of further research include;

1. -Is the néture of = interorganizational relations among
organizafions.which are ‘inéerdépendent -and‘biqtegrafed different ,fhan
those which are ‘independent and where the relationsﬁips are cofisidered to
be of the joint venture variety ratherl than, a “pqrtnership or

collectivity?

2. " Does the level of interdependence affect the behaviour'of an
organization? . . , o C
: : R T C

3.  VWould the integration of educational and recreational services

s

be benefidiél to the ggneral publid?;-lf so, what are the obstacles to -

. employed in advancing the .integration of these services?

implementing -such an integrated ‘model  and what strategies could be

4

4. | Are findiﬁgsAfrom‘the study of intenlockiﬁg\diféctorateé‘in the .
TR , , i e Rl . :

private sector applicable’ to phenomena - in the public sectot?  The

researcher found that a number of individuals-have shifted positions. .

.
°
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within the metasystem during the study period. For example, individualg

who ' formerly held senior positions with the Edmonton Social Planning

u

Council became the provincial_Niﬁister of Education, a City Alderman, and

a'Director with the Parks and Recreation Depaffment. How do such changes

affect the operation of the metaSysteﬁ?

*a .- »
.

Summary of the Chapter

v
14

This chapter indicated that a number of 'the requirements which define

&

a follectivity‘did not apply to the case study, which was more of a jdint

.venture than a partnership. The conceptual framework of a metasystem was

-~

useful in understandiag the interaction, which was not limited to ' the

S
l

focal organizations but included a number of other groups and individuals
which together formed the metasystem. ;

 The metasystem's external environment was found to bewdynamic but. it

did not use coercive péowers to force a change within the metasystem.  The

" schocl boards which were aware of activities within the environment. were

very cautious with regard to a change -in balance of control. within the

mé;asystem. They‘ jealously prdtected their boundaries and defended the

sy

\

interest of the.education of .children - théik primary goal:.

1

’ Providing”"a forﬁm for‘exchénge of views and .ideas at the local level .
. . il 8¢ ¢ _ rdeas at the [ |

and emphasizing the articulation and communication  of the goals,
: : . . . N NP ' ' )
standards' and -results of .the joint venture-'were major suggestions “for

]

imprdving the implementation of the Joint Use Agreement:‘ Finally, the

recommended areas for further research included focusing on the process

*

+

and the actual implementation of the ‘agreement and, at a more general
level, ehgagement in studies  of interorganizational relations using

LI . .
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.

quaiitative fesearch methodology which would.énhance the empirical ‘data

’

necessary for theorizing in this field. .
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THIS AGREEMENT made in Sextuplicate this 17th day of December A.D. 1970.

BETWEEN :
THE CITY OF EDMONTON, a Municipal
Corporation (hereinafter called‘\
the "City") . S
. AN
OF ‘THE FIRST PART,
. | [ . . Vot
o and -
. 'THE EDMONTON SCHOOL DISTRICT NO..7, .
‘ (heréinafter called the "Public _— ' .
School Board") v , : . : o ‘I‘-(
\OF THE ‘SECOND PART;. - o,
”-‘and -

i

THE' EDMONTON R.C. SEPARATE SCHOOL - ‘ x
DISTRICT NO. 7 (hereipafter called P (
‘the "Separate School Board?) : .

OF THE THIRD PART. ~ ,°. . =~ .

P2
HHEREAS it is the purpose of the City of Edmonton through Ehe
L)
Parks and Recreation Department to develop,‘construct operate and maintain‘

Park and Recreation land and facilities for Park and Recreation purposes,l
'i and to organize and administer public recreation programs and ,/4,
NHEREAS the Public School Board and the Separate Schooi Bbard

' Xherein called the "Boards") have adopted a poiicy of making school

'T,'buildings and grounds available ror community recreation pruposes,.provided

~€there is no conflict with the operation’of school activities, and :,:ilﬁfljﬁ;57
) . . l
WHEREAS it is the wish of the City and the Boards to use these

o f‘acilities i‘or' the maximum abenef‘it of‘ the comunity, |

NHEREAS an'ngreement for the Joint_use;ofwfacilities was entered

.p”into amon@ the partieé and was dated 31st January, 1966 and this agreement
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to execution.did not receive the prior assent of the Minister of Education
as is required by Section 92 of The. School Act so the parties have no
'agreed upon the terms of a new Agreement that will be executed if and when
"E, it is approved by the Minister of Education*

NOW THEREFORE THIS AGREEMENT HITNESSETH that the parties hereto

. agree together as follows

‘”1'45 'That'the Boards shali purchase‘ou ight and hold;title to those ’
portions of senior high school grounds upon which school buildings are ,"
located together with the area necessary for lawns and landscaping
immediately adjacent to the school buildings and‘that the portion of the
Egrounds;required'for school sports and athletics and. pUblic recreational |
pruposes shall be purchased and hﬁld Jointly by the City and the Boards |

| 2. (1) That on Junior high and elementary school sites the Boards shall

purchase outright and hold title to the sites required fOr all school )

R purposes and the groun&s required for school sports and athietics

(2) That the City Shall purchase outright and hold title to all lands

. y o
' required for puplic park and recreational purposes to be acqurred whenever

-‘ ey . '
[ N

;onssible adjoining such Junior high and elementary school sites

'ir3 (1) That a@

int Planning Committee is hereby‘sstablished and shall

‘ ZLCOnsist of two officialszrrom each of‘ Vi:f[f,' o e

‘a?;f,‘yf,; he Citx Parks and Recreation Department

ThehEdmonton Separate School Board and ;..7
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matters related thereto

~

(b) recommending policies and developing regulations with regard to
the use of facilities both buildings and sites
y. . ii)‘ That the Boards shall construct, operate and maintain school

.buildings and facilities ‘at their expense and shall make availabie such
) .

. :bulldings and facilities or parts thereof to the City on weekends holidays
sand school days after 6 ‘p.m: until 11 30 p m. or such time as .may be

regulated‘by the Joint Planning Conmittee; provided, that arrangements may

be made for Cubs, Brownies and other y0ung ‘children's activities at certain
schools after u p m. on any school day or at such times on other days as’
.the Joint Planning Committee deems proper ',A ‘.'3

e
(2) That the City shall receive use of such buildings, facilities or

parts thereof free of charge in the operation of its public recreation
) programs whether operated directly or through the agency of City sponsored

‘.or approved volunteer non profit associations, ciubs or groups

-

f;. 5.7 (1) That the City shall construct operate and maintain Park and

Recreation areas buildings and faciiities at its expense and shall make v, s
. s /7 ] '.’ K
:.such areas, buildings and facilities or parts thereof availablé to the Sy

. .

Boards on sc‘,'l days from 8 a m. to 6 pﬁm. except in the ease'bf outdoor,v

L _ 7 '
g hockey rinkw,and arenas which shali be available from 8 a .m, to 4 p m

’jprov1ded that the periods avallable to the Bbards are scheduled to ensure'

“maaimw use by the Boards and the C1ty 1n a manner such as. the Joint ‘f”~'g
: , SELRUISE T R S RN Coroes ]




. ff‘ L | | | | . '
‘maintaining school. grounds, including fences goal posts,. and like sports ‘

‘structures in the grounds of the schools and will in general maintain
‘fboulevards but excepting any ornamental front areas,.sideyards and v‘ o ‘i. R
fboulevards that abut the school building which shall remain the ."
'j r ':‘ -responsibility of the particular school
“tjf : jf - T. _b That in planning school buildings the Boards shall provide for
| ’maximum conmunity use and the City shall pay the cost of those portions of :

t

" hew buildings and additions to existing buildings which. prov1de for
) S

specific City recreational purposes as approved by the parties hereto
i8uia \ That the ‘City and the Boards shall continue to carry public.‘
liability insurance under their various policies. .
, Q,p- 155 That the cost of property damage arising out of the. misuse of the .
. buildings and facilities by any party to this Agreement shall be assessed

3}&; 1‘ 1‘f to and paid by the party responsible for the activity from which damage

0 ' . . , .

T -j'results ' A“.' 'mf j” o
{10., . Records of costs and program operation shall be kept by each "
party to provide data for the review of the Agreement , ,‘-t'5-‘ ;‘

i "Tifi‘ This agreement shall remain in force (after approval by the

S . .

Minister of Education) from the date of 1ts executi' by the parties until }‘gg;,;

?7it is amended or terminated. If amendment or termf ation is proposed eahc

‘i

party to this Agreement shall be given at ieast thirty (30) days prior‘c o

‘V.notice of such intention.‘ﬁ



IN HITNESS HHEREOF the parties hereto have executed thls

Agreement on the day and year first above written B A.‘ ',',

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED

in the presence of:

1f_ 1 hereby approve the terms of

.4

" agh€ement ‘pursuant to

section 92-of The School Act.

APPROVED this 6 day of & .

) October, 1§76.

"T C. BYRNE"'

DEPUTY MINISTER OF EDUCATION

»

d

. SECRETARY-TREASURER

THE CITY OF EDMONTON

MAYOR. o S
r.r! .[ ' ) L

CITY. CLERK. e

. THE EDMONTON SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. T

CAAIRMAN. -~ o

SECRETARY TREASURER R

THE EDMONTON R C. SEPARATE SCHOOL' .

DISTRICT NO 7

wCHAIRMAN '

| B
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uw“‘: o .j A S .. Chief Commissioner
" “ 2, , “,.‘ P , ‘ ‘ | ,
' y o BYLAH NO. 621u o~ o SO
‘ o :“ . A Bylaw to amend the Parks/School
» “, < Joint Use Agreement SR
- [

1

. HHEREAS on 1979 04 26 City Council‘apprOVed'the‘Parks/SchOOI
t N , .“ 1 ! ' ' “‘ s " b § N "~l
J01nt Use Agreement L‘ R : ' ' a

\

AND NHEREAS on . 198 ou 23 Cxty Counc11 through Bylaw 5769
'w’«‘ o
authorlzed the approprlate o flCLalS of the City to execute the Jolnt Use

Agreement being Appendix "B" te Bylaw No 5769 ] ) Y ‘
AND HHEREAS after executlon of the Jolnt Use Agreement the

partxes have decided to "amend Clause 1. 15 of Schedule "A" of" the Joint Use
Agreement.. ' ‘ \.i; ( o ‘ -mn
o NOH THEREFORE the Mun1c1pal Council

"bing duly eesemhled, enacts
'as follows : ‘i = *;

) ,1:‘ The J01nt Use Agreement ‘being Appendix "B" to,BylaN;S76§-is | L
if'amended as follows "g*. | .”; oy - f; n Kt‘, : f_(‘ﬂc '5

. wﬁ?.‘Clause 1. 15 of. Schedule "A" 'ffthe Perks/SchooJ J01nt Use | ;

T "”-’-"f’_fonowi g words" e
\v:nf‘ﬁﬂ y[."or up to the end of twenty (20) years whichever is sooner“ R

A

,Counc?i\hereby authoriéee the appropriate orficials of The Clty




v, ' ¢ .
¢ . . ' \

\REAb.a ﬁ1ést timchhis 24, day of.Sepcember'A.D.”1980?

‘ . READ@ second time th&& 213 day ot‘ Septen{ber A.D, 1980 . \' v
READ a chird time and duly passed by Countcil this 2l Uay of Septegber ) v
1980 . ““v“‘ o f L. *?f '*1*}"l o
: | THE CITY OF EDMONTON .- ~
\/' 5  %' . Vayor A —¥
LI . K : . :' , 0

City,Clerk,
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“THIS AGREEMENT made fn Sextupllcate this 16 day of October A.D. "1980 ‘f N
Agreement todﬁmend Joint Use Agreement made the 2nd day of July, 1980

1 " “
..ﬁ.\ , " , [N . ) o ." . : ‘ ‘ P L Ca
‘ - Cn ‘ o ' ' ' T o

rd

' BETWEEN: , ' ¢ o o C
o THE CITY OF EDMONTON, A Municipal o . i ’ ;
‘ Corpdratxon (hereinafter called - o e T
called the’ "Cxty"), S AP ’ s
| OF THE FIRST PART,
, . . . "‘ 'p“.. . .
oo o : - and ~ o ' e
T | THE EDMONTON SCHOOL -DISTRICT NO. T, .. . . = = x4
Tl (hereinafter called the-"ﬂhpl]c; !f e ’ N
T School .Board"), R - . DR
' e . " JOF THE SECOND PART, o ' ' . o
e THE EDMONTON R.C.. SEPARATE- SCHOOL ’

et ¢+~ .DISTRICT NO. 7-(hereinafter called . . e T
: . the "Separate School Board") o ‘ :

. ‘.,.,

i }vifrﬁvff‘ | ;’GA . \: R :o,.«or THE THIRD PARTt,-; . K .
‘f‘.“ ‘ yi | “HEREAS on 1979 06 26 the Municxpal Council of. the City approved
. the Parks/School Jolnt Use Agreement “o‘ [t‘:f“}»"hfi‘ e;f‘n:'n‘?? ‘LJ :
a: | AND HHEREAS on 1980 OA 23 the Munlcipai Council of the £1ty, -
through Bylaw 5769 authorized the approprtate’officials oruthe City to e
\execute the Joint Use Agreement be Appendix "B" to Bylaw NQ 5769 ffi;wff ffff
‘ | AND WHEREAS all parties té’ﬁme Joint Uee Agreement hate ehe;uted.(;j:"‘

».a,,{
VoA

thewsaid Joint Use Agreement but the\Agreement has yet to receive the
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\pogether as follows:

N [ Clause: 1.15 of Schedule "A" to the Parks/School Jolnt Use
v ‘;&greement, dated the 2nd day of July, A.D. 1980, (s amended by deletiﬁg
%{fFOm\the\end of that Clause the followlng words:

aE \\‘ y \k\ "or up to the end of twenty (20) yeap?, whlchbvef 1snsoonep“,

1

THE CITY OF EDMONTON

Al

VR

MAYOR

CITY CLERK

”

. . THE EDMONTON SCHOOL ‘DISTRICT NO, 7
I hereby approve the terms ‘

of this Agreemept pursuant CHA 1RMAN

to Section 92 of The .
- SECRETARY ~TREASURER

Schoo L Act.

. THE EDMONTON R.C. SEPARATE SCHOOL
APPROVED thts 2nd day of ' DISTRICT NO. 7
February, 1981 °

CHATRMAN

MINISTER OF EDUCATION SECRETARY-TREASURER
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Chief CommisShbner

BYLAW NO. 5769

A Bylaw to authorize the execution of the
' . Parks/Schools Joint Use Agreement

WHEREAS Section 118 of the Municipal Government Act, being
Chapter 246 of the Revised Statutes of Alberta, provides that the Counell
‘may pass a bylaw adthorlzlng the making of an agreement'wlth the‘Board of
~Trustees of the School plstricta Fpr the Joint construction, ownership,
majintenance, operation or use of a public work or bullding; and o

WHEREAS' the Clty has negotlated a Joint Use Agreement with the
Edmonton School District o, 7, and the Edmonton Roman Catholic Separate
School District No. 7, Fdr the joint use of schoal and patrk facllities; and

WHEREAS the Council considers such agreemene'to be a benefit to
the City of Edmonton, |

A:';'NOH THEREFORE the C0unc;l duly assembled<enaCCS.as follows:

1. The Council nereby ratifies the agreement between thelcrtylog'
Edmonton, the Edmonton School District No, 7, and the Edmonton\Roman
Catholic Separate School District No. 7 providing for the joint use of
parks and‘schpols'site; which agreement and Schedule thereto 1is attached

hereto as Appendix "A"™ entitled "Parks/School Joint Use Agreement”, and‘

Appendix "B", entitled Schedule A to Parks/School Joint Use Agreement".

2. ‘The Council hereby approGes tnbse amendments to Schedule "A" of
‘the Jdint Use Agreement outlined in Appendrx "C" attached hereto and
forming part of this By‘awn | |

3. The Council hereby authorizes the appropriate officials of. the

CIEy of Eamonton to sign and seal the saxd agreement as amended
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READ 'a first time this 25 day of March,-A.D, 1980;
» | .
READ a second time this 25 day of March, A.B. 1980;
READ a third time and duly passed this 23 day of April, A.D., 1980,

A . \ ) *

THE CITY OF EDMONTON -

Mayor:,

. | . City Clerk,
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THIS AGREEMENT made in Sextuplicate ‘this day of

[

BETWEEN:
'+ THE CITY OF EDMONTON, A Municipal v
‘ Corporatlon (hereinafter called
the "Clty") ‘ L)

OF THE FIRST PART,
~ and -~

‘ THE EDMONTON SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 7.
° ‘ (herelnafter called the "Public
School Board"). _ :

OF THE SECOND PART,

. =~'and ~ . ‘ I
< , ’ ! @
THE EDMONTON R.C. SEPARATE SCHOOL

DISTRICT NO. 7 (hereinafter called
'}he "Separate School Board"). . ) .

Uy,

OF THE THIRD PART. .o .
WHEREAS it 1s the responsibility of the City of Edmonton,'through
o

Edmonton Parks and Recreation to plan; develop, conStrqnt, operate and
maintain park and recreational land anc facilities for recreational

ot

purposes, and to organize and administer ubllc recreatlonal programs,

HHEREAS it 15 the responsibility of . the Public School Board and

‘the Separate School‘Board (herein called the "Boards") to develop

e Cy - ‘ .
educational programs and prqxlde the necessary facilities and sfites for
these programs. B ' ) . d.,_
[ - FN

WHEREAS' tHe three (3) parties support to the extent possible

the extension of their services to the total communlty, including conmunity

leagues and others, and encourage cooperation and coordination among these"

.

agencies to better meet . the educatlonal and recreational needs .of the

comuni ty .

"
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WHEREAS 1t is thé desire of the three (3) parties to use their

resources and facilities in the most efficient manner for the maximum

benefit of the community; and .

1
\

N
i

a . . 1

. . \ U
WHEREAS the.City and the two (2) Boards agree that:the costs (as-
N v . . [ ]

—defined in Schedule "B") Ineurred in respect to joint use, QF facilities

will be kept by each party and reviewed annually by the Joint.Planning

Committee,

with any recommendations for assessment and control of costs and

i +

usage of facilitles to be made by that committee to.the respective Wﬁ

Superintendents for resolution by the parties to thisﬂagréement: ~

together to the following ! ' -

1.

(R)

(B)

'Board, and,Edmonton Parks and.Recreaeion.

i
NOW THEREFORE, THIS ACREEMENT WITNESSETH that the parties agree
3y col

-

(R

That a Joint Planning»Conmittee be established to implement the

-~

terms of the Agreement shall consist of two (2) representatives

from- the Edmonton.Public School Board, Edmonton Separate Schoolm;,

. P

A '

That the Joint Planning Committee serve in an advisory capacity,

.to the Superintendents in reconmending'policies and developing
regulations with'regard.to the coordination of.programs, and' the - ,

.development and use of facilities and sites

That each Superintendent appoint within his respective organization

the necessary personnel for the effective implementation of the

Agreement

1'That the terms of AcquLSition and Disposal of land between the parties

hereto shall conform with Schedule "A" attached hereto and made part

of this Agreement

(R)

That the Boards in planning school sites and facilities shall

lfaise with the City to provide for City and community use
— ) — ' : '

Y
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. - , ' |
(B) That the City in planning recreational sites and facilities shall

w

liaise with the Boards to provide for school and community use.

«~

5. (A) That the Boards shall construct, operate and maintain scgool
buildlngs at their expense and shall make avallable to thﬁ,City
such buildings or parts thereof as speclfied Ln the Regulatjons

Governing Use of Schools.

(B) That the Boards at their expense and 1n“cpnsuitatlon with the
City, shall be responslble for the development and maintenance of

the building sites including theé ornamental front and side yard%
: k “ | s RO
which abut the 'school buildings in the Parks/Schools Site

o ' @ ]
v ‘ . . A :

' Standards.
‘_”“"“ TRy o .
6. (A) - That the"City, at their expense shall construct, operate de

maintain park and recreational areas, buildings‘and'facilltles,
‘or parts thereof and shali make avail!tle to the Boards such
areas‘ buTldings and facllitles‘or‘parts thereof, as specified in
Begulations Governing Use of Edmonton¢®arks and Recreational

% ""’ T
ik Facilities. . ,

¢
s
»” ' ) .7
* (B) That the City at.their expepse and in consultation with the

’

'Boards shall be responsLble for the planning and design of ‘the

o Parks/School“sites aS'outlined in the Parks/Schools Standards.
‘g- ,\

| The deslgn of the school sites shall be subject to the approval

LY

of the respective Boards Ce o
(c) That in cases where special consultants are'required for planning

and design of Parks/School sites, the cost shall be subject to a

f: negotiatéu agreement between the Boards and the City ot ¢

(D) That the City, at theib- expense 1n consultation with the Boards

be responslble For planning, development and maintenance of

A
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. ‘*‘. ] ) § ‘I . . f\ | '7.
pe ‘ " school grognds; including boulevards as ohtlinedbln,the B

Parks/School Bite scandardé. : \ .

-

/
@

7. That property damage or loss érlsing out of the use of buildlngs and

A

facilities by, any party to this pgreement shall be assessed to and

paid by the party responsible for the actlvity, as’ specifled in:

(a) ‘RegulaCIOns Governlng Use pf Schools

.(b) Reguiatibns'covernidg Use ongdmonton Parks and Recreational

T Facllipies.

. 8. That anynproposed changes 1n‘the followidg regulatlons:

N ‘ \ : ‘ }- v N ‘ .
(a) Parks/School Site Standards o "\
(b){ Regulations Governing Use of Schools

(c)v\Regulatfons Governing Use of Edmonfpn Parks and Recreational

Facilities. " ' ’ L

o

will be presented to the Joint Planning Commfttee'fd} their
. ' ' .

consideration and recommendations.

)

9. This agreement shall remain in effect from the date of its executigm
‘by the parties involved un1' 1t is terminated by any party to this

agreement giving a minimum of ninety (90) days prior notice of 'such

- ‘ ) . N £

intention.
10. . On the date of execution of this Instrumeh; any previous Joint

Agreement executed by the parties will be”deemed recinded. - '

IN HITNESS HHEREOF the parties heréto have executed this Agreement on

’

' the day and year first above written

4
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THE CITY OF EDMONTON -

¢ #

SIGNED, SEALED and DELLVERED

in the presence of:

o | |/ MAYOR
S . . ‘ ' N ,
. ‘ . ' 1 , ) ‘
.1 hereby approve the terﬁs of : CITY CLERK - , o
" ‘ R L . ' - ’
" this agreemept pursuant to . - * T R
" Section 92 of The School |Act. ~ THE EDMONTON SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 7
. \\ | o v ) . "
oy  CHAIRMAN . N n.
APPROVED this 2nd day of = S o .
February, 1981 . . - SECRETARY-TREASURER ~ - . .
: " ' ' , 'Y ‘ / T” Yo
Y .\ .‘ ¢ A . ‘ . .
. . 4 - "THE EDMONTON R.C. SEPARATE SCHOOL
- MINISTER OF EDUCATION y DISTRICT NO. 7 e
. . \\ . ) . ¢
" | . CHAIRMAN
B \ { -~
N SR *
L S \ SECRETARY-TREASURER



