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;‘and school system. Each type of evaluatlon becomes 1ncreas-h,

ﬁfschool governance evaluation.:-'

.. . , . b 4
,'!’ B R SR -
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The Governmen@ 'of Alberta, in its Management and Fln-fivf‘
uﬁaDCe Plan.vof 1984, 1n1t1ated a requirement for evaluatlonewﬁ"
ﬂfn' f1ve major éreas ' student,‘teacher ‘pfﬁgram, school ;{;-»

':1ngly complex w1th school system evaluatlon belng the most;_ g
-complex. : Wﬁile there has been ample study of ebch of the

iother four areas of evaluatron, there has been a- pauc1ty of

; .

} study on_ the 'subject of school system evaluatlon.. School

s

"system evaluation has. two components' ' -central offlce.tnniy
'adminlstratlon evaluation and school. board evaluatlon. Thls 4f?u

aparticular study focused on the 1atter._;school‘board-orw"’

*Evaluatlon,. at the school governance 1evel is complex,f“:c

*.‘Therefore,ﬁ 1t" is 1mp°rtant that a process for conductlnghr

‘d_iar study . H’l,v

nthe evaluatlon be Jdeveloped 'and followed A prOCessfvr”

Cr 4

-g'usually requlres ‘a 'framework to gulde 1ts development andif

_conduct.'v The systems framework was used for thls partlcu-“

)

Very llttle has been done ‘in the area ‘of school board-»v'”£

evaluation.u -As'fa' result few crlterla are avallable by B

-whlch to determlne the effectlveness of a school board.

..)
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: 1’tCharacterist1cs. of effective school boards were identified w[_‘j
vfrom the data collected throughtseveral means-? interviews,'
'questionnaires,' document sea_ghes,i and observations.~ The
'}concept of triangulation was utilized 1n order to describej

. the 51tuation as fully and as accurately as possible.

Effective boards of education. can be identified as

. being: : responsive to the special needs of the many con-,__f

stithents,h mutually suppor;ive- of other goVerning bodies,

cognizant of the needs of the _community, supportive of
central .office administration. coghizant of its function as

ga corporation,:‘efficient in its use of time at board meet-

;,1ngs,‘ 1ssue-oriented rather than. personayity-oriented in’
litj dec151on-making, responSLble and accountable to its
_:electorate, _reliant .on ,itsi personnel for their technical'
1expertise,f cognizant of its role in. planning, policy-making-
_and ‘evaluation 35 opposed to administration: committed toinff‘
ﬁfthé collective welfare of all the students in the jurisdic-il“

7ftion, and’ straightforward in dealing with controversy
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION,.'

Kl

. . . e s
_The  Alberta Department of Educatign requlres.‘that,

) “school systems .'; be evaluated to assist school author—

Tltles ,1n the management ana operation of their phy51cal,
) . w -

'human and economlc resources for the optlmal beneflt of stu—

*dents W}thln thelr Surlsdlctlons. ‘ (Alberta Educatlon
'Alberta Educatlon sx (1985;. System hEvaluation '?olicy )
iaddresses “the processvln terms of encouraging partic1pants
;ih the school system to draw on the expertlse of pe. nnel
‘from Alberta‘ Education, .other school systems, the school
.system 1tse1f 'the' unlver51t1es,-?andf other educational}
fggroups Thls means that the government ekpectsﬂthe‘process'
to 1nvolve those who possess evaluatlon eXbertise;and:thoSe'
f‘mho‘vhaye a worklng knowledge _of_theusChooi;system-being
Nevaluated; o s o . ‘ “
dwith regard to the.component of crlterla, ‘the Depart-~
ment of Educatlon's pollcy states:
™ school system evaluations ngilz,her'USeddto o

" make decisions w1th respect to'

1. the maintenance modlflcatlon, or dlscontlnua-

'vtion of present flscal management ‘and program
.objectlves of the system, ‘and .

\



N
’

L2 ways ‘in which the fiscal management, and pro-
N .gram components- can be attained in a more effl—
' \c1ent manner. t . : o

Priorlties for evaluatlons should be estab—'_
lished which focus on major issues, the resolution
of “which. is 1likely +to . contribute to specific
1mprovements in the management and operation of
‘the school system. (Alberta Educatlon, 1984)

'~The Department of Educatlon's framework then, concen-v
trates on two components whlch are° (1) the formulatlon_of'
~‘objectives,. thelr ;achlevement "and recommendatlons for
, improVementtb and (2) the adentlflcatlon of 1ssues whlch are
in Jneedvof resolutlon; However, there need to be some cri-
fteria on 'whlch to base judgments about . recommendatlons for

1mprovement. These cr1ter1a have not been. prov1ded in the’
school system evaluatlon pollcy. ‘ o ‘

Evaluation may be based on adherence to. a role desCrlp—.;
tion.’} The Schoo 1 Act has prescrlbed some of the functlons;
of- school boards, but as Kogan (1984 144) p01nts out

U § cannot determlne how they work
‘Governlng bodies -have to shape ‘their own role Qr
have it shaped’ for them, through thein interac-

. tions with surrounding i tltutlons and interests.
.Much,. then, depends  on: ‘what is seen as 1mportant
at ' any one time, :who sees it as 1mportant and the

s strengths - of - part;cular, 1nterests' w1th1n the

- governing ‘body. ' . ‘ _ : N

.Zeigler, (1974;148)~ stated this same ~idea in\another;
way: - ’ ' i
. The - board's - entire borle . . . is 51mply an
accretion of customs, -attitudes, and legal prece-
~dents -without much specificity. Many school board .
members move in ‘a sea of confu51on about thelr
. powers. “g ‘ : '

Very 11tt1e information' is"-available"on the role off‘

_school boards' or thelr effectlve performance of that role.A

L Aa
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As cOleman (1973 408) p01nted out-'

B  One of the consequences of the relative lack
" of . attention - whic? has been. paid by social
scientists. -to the ole of the school trustee and
‘the school  board in - the administration ' of
education is' that very-little information exists,
even of the 51mplest census-type data.,

-

Engel ‘and Achola (1983 55) reviewed the 'literature

regarding '"Boards 'of Trustees and Academic Decisionmaking"

and came to a 51milar cg%bluSLOn".

The paucity of empi ical and - analytical
studies ‘of board dec1810n—making is noted._.~

Many 'check .lists and questionnaires are available for

vevaluating school boards. However, many of - these have been
' prdduced in- the' United States and they provide a limitedf

‘source of information.'_ They do provide ‘'some of theccri-ﬁ

teria on which to judge the effectiveness of governance
fiBut,, as' Gall (1983: 750) points out tradltional methods do’

: T
' not address the politics of evaluation. The_approachvof

-the Management 'and Finance Plan, '1ntroduced in January,. v‘[

1984 - y the Alberta government ‘was modified to address the.;

politica domain. More authority and responsibility were
~ placed loser to the f cus of delivery'(Alberta Education,'
‘1984) . ‘ | | o
- e . . : . 0 T
.-A ‘ey area of thls strategy 1ncluded, "Enhanced partner-

“ship Fmong school organizations and Alberta Education iny'
the /planning 'and» evaluation of _educational results"j
K(Alberta Educatlon, 1984)& ‘

T-he ‘QQVernment's policy created a need for a framework\

. and . a setv»of criteria which _school boards could use tOuL

ev luaté'ithe effectiveness of.their_governance_function_and

cvmt
. .om



by which they could . identify areas in need of 1mprovement.
Such a framework would have two major components. (1) a
'proceBS' which would engender commitment to 1mp1ementing the"
' findings on the part of those who were evaluated, and (2) a
eta of criteria by which to judge performance and 1dent1fy f

areas in need of 1mprovement.

Th&g purpose of this study was to begin the process of

jdeveloping- a framework and _a, set of criteria to guide‘j

ischool " systems in the evaluation of their effectiveness by-lif'

T

identifying the- characteristics vof ‘effective governance‘
that emerged from an evaluation of the governance function'

in a particular school jurisdiction. <

DEFINITIONS

: Three major terms’ are'key to.this study:.f(I)IgQVern:v

ance, (2) evaluation,-and (3) effectiveness.,w

fv The definition of governance p01nts to ‘the absence‘of'a

clearly defined role for boards of trustees. Governance'is L

 the process through which dec151ons are made in an 1nstitu-
. .

tion, but ‘the process differswfrom 1nstrtution to institu—fh

- tion and from deClSlon to deClSlon mainly in terms of whorjfiw

ﬂ?makes _' Whlch:“ deciSLOns. ~and-' under f what : conditions;,d
(Gollattscheck* bl985‘83l-“ Cresswell (1980 466) prov1des a‘
zmore‘ specific definition which 1s "the set of processes by

which rules and structures are established and maintained:x



vs. 3 ': L T O a'";i: s
'fori'the'.operation of schools‘"l Websteri(1965‘561)'def1nes

"government“.‘asi "the _complex of politlcal instltutions,‘

1aws, and customs through whlch the function of government'

is_ carrled out 1n‘ a“ speciflc‘ political unit " For the

' purposes of thls -stuin Creswell s and Webster 8 deflni-

. tlons were comblned resultlng in the definitien of "govern-

ance" belng "the complex set of customs and processes

through whlch‘ a school board establishes rules and"‘

_structures for the operatlon of its schools.“

Evaluation = «

‘Alkin' (1985-12). defines evaluatlon as "the activity of
.systematlcally collectlng, analy21ng, and reportlng 1nforma-'
+.tion that can then be used to change attltudes or improve

‘;th operatlon of a project or a program." -Thls deflnltlonﬂ

is con51stent lWLth ne 'of the objectlves of the govern-'

1"ment's System _Evaiuatlon Pollcy, and was, therefore; the -~

_ deflﬁltion used for this paj}}cular study.'

. Effectivemess ' o

Effectiveness, accordlnggito‘:Ratsoy'(1983)‘is a multi-

f:dimensional' conCept- and‘ he corroborates this assertionrby

,,referrlng to the work of. Steers who comblnes three concepts

iln ‘bulldlng a._model_,of effectlveness-i(l) the notlon of’

goai« optimiZation: (2) systems perspectlve which takes"]

'1nto account factors 1n the organlzatlon and in 1ts environ-

P

ment_ and thelr relatlonshlp to, one another, and.(3)xan:



s

t’emphaesis on thman -behavior, whichﬁhighlightﬁ'the:needffor,iV

',examining how the behav1or of 1nd1viduals and groupshin the
v [ :
'organization _impact ‘on the organization. Forvthe purposes

"of this' study, the definition of effectiveness w111 be

ﬁlimited to the second and third dimensions aboye.
. OACH TO THE STUDY

P
)

Immediately follow1ng the introduction’of:the‘Manageé

ment 'and Finance Plan in 1984 school boards across Alberta

fWer"*’involved n; formulating evaluation polic1es in five

,areas,':’ (1) student, (2) teacher, (3) program, (4)]schoolf_'

and‘i(S) school ' system. By the fall of 1985 a particulartgﬂ

school board in Alberta had developed and implemented

polioiesv for the evaluation of students, teachers, schools,u

‘and programs.,e':But,f 1t had - not developed an evalua&uon_'

® .

vpolicy for itSf governance functlon nor 1ts senior admlni—

l,strative cdmponent.r

| The ,board of this particular »school jurisdiction"
decided to'gcontract an external team to’ conduct the first
fevaluation. ‘g"The person 'selected to lead the'evaluatlon

team;~WasT7Dr. E. Ingram of the Univer51ty of Alberta. fThe

”bgard"<asked that Mr..r?red Reinholt Dlrector, Grande'““

B Prairie Regional Office 'of Alberta Education, be a member:.u

of the team as well.u Dr. Ingram selected three additionalv

ffpersons to be members of the. evaluation team. (1),Dr."

"Frank Peters of the Univer51ty of Alberta, ,(2) Janice
o o ‘f .



'-Ja_c':ksonl, ",_gradu\a\te"\student;i- and"‘(3) _the - author of this
~ study. L ) \ ot | ”
o  The superlntendent of the school system being evaluatedib
' requested the team leader, Dr. Ingram - (1986:90, 91) to‘f
;"audlt the system s governance, and -central office leyel,
.management.ﬁ,3_dMore Specifically,' the ,eyaluation: was to.
focus on: “. R . g L R ks ‘,?* ]
1. Lthe‘fmanner ln-which the Board’of(Trustees perfarmS'
‘its 'goyernance role (1 e. organizatlon for task accomplish-ef’
ment : [commlttees], quallty of dec1sion-making process,
executlon ef bu51ness, pol;cy, development process,_kwan€'.u
Kning[ {-3j;), o S
X .2.; the' manner in whlch the central offlce admlnlstra--
tlon performs 1ts management and executive role (i e. hler-.
-archy, d1v151on of labour, operatlonal procedures, leader-f
;shlp, malntenance of dlrectlon, . .A.). e _
3. the degree to whlch .the actlons of the Board off.‘
"Trustees eand “central. offlce adélnlstratlon complement eacht
':other-ein 'accompllshlng the system S busxness. Quallty of“
| communlcatlons 'and functlonallty ;pf worklng relationshipsff
fshould }be addressed durlng the evaluation of thls 1nter-
a_face:ghl |
| :Although.thesefwere the.components of’the»larger eyaluae'H
e,tiont'study,, the author of thls partlcular study chose to'l
'address' only 1tems (1) and to a lesser extent, (3) above.:f\
'With regard to 1tem (3), the_ author chose to study thef
*;effect of the governance‘ functlon on the admlnistrat;ve e

3functlon.,f



‘ . y 8
- In 1§rder_to.acconplish'the purPosesbestahiished"forcthe"
_larger ;evaluation "study, the"Project‘ birector,lfbr. E.
"Ingram, - establlshed -vthe» foilouing .objectiVes';(Ingéam:

H1986 :2) for the project team-" | " | | " e
-1.(” the development of specificfdesigﬁs,for'the pro-
fject with. respect to ;g_'.7pe/”\e o | ”f
' Ca. 1nd1cators' andfstandardS-to be.used in assess-

ing the two - components belng rev1ewed,

. Cod :
b. data-gatherlng instruments and procedures,

3

fcfp data ana1y51s procedures,
'd..'procedures‘ufor interpreting dataiandlidentify-d
1ng issues,v' | g | | B N - i
~fe;» procedures ‘fof.makihgfeuéluati§e3judgmehts'aﬁ@.r

"-; conc1u51ons,' ‘ | | | e
: ”,.f., prooedures X for'?”deveioping' suggestionsv'and
- recommendations, and . | o
.g;‘vformats and procedures for’ progresstreportsv'
t'and for the f1na1 report,.' : ‘

'gz.f wthe’ rev1ew of approprlate 11terature w1th respectgvf

»to the governance and admlnlstratlve functlons of organlza-‘v

"jtlons,_espec1ally educational organlzatlons,xi

3. ipthe 1dent1f1catlon and rev1ew of documents from or

L e

< .

,affectlng the school jurlsdlctlon respectlng the governance_:

"functlons.- LT

L

'_4;f, the gatherlng of 1nformatlon and IOpinions from¥
h;appropriate people and groups relatlve to the governance'p

-?'and admlnlstratlon of the school jurlsdlctlon,;'

el
e



| , e
;5, -'thei analysis of the data collected with,respect to;-
objectlves (2) to (4) above,f:'o" , , .
'”@’ 6. the . synthe51s and 1nterpretation of the analyzed'
’Zdata and the identification of any 1ssue facing the [school-
;jurisdiction] w1th respect to the governance and administra—‘
tion components of the system,v f
7. the development of suggestions and recommendationsfj’
-respecting. the - operatipn of the governance and administra-fﬁ
}ftlon cgpponents of the [school jurlsdiction], |
gL the preparation of a report on: the project, and
9. the presentation of the report to the Board of*
.Trustees of the [school jurisdlction]
:Data were 'collected by the following means (Ingram,L
1986:4): X R R |
llf'_,lgocnﬁent'dReviews.;‘a_Releyant.gdocuﬁents{fromhthe"
:{school B jdrisdiction].‘ and:.fromp:EXternal.rsouﬁkes"Qerel_'
g{examined, - The documents from_'theg‘school: juriSdiction
yincluded (Ingram, 1986 111) | | | | | |
. ha. Demographics of administrators
;b. Policy Handbo:;
”icl Role descriptlons l;
' d.fMinutes of six consecutlve board meetings
e. Map of the school jurisdiction'
f“ft'Transportation records ij;f;v b 3
g. Organizatlonal chart

'h,'Superlntendent's correspondence

i;;Board correspondence o 4\
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j. Studles, reports,' Sﬁbmiééiohs;ftcv and]by~the

board or admlnlstratlon

\-sil,k; Collectlve Agreenent
| 1. Program documents Qt;
. Reports from schools o
n. System “learnlng" results.i ,
Documents from other sources 1nc1uded';":$#§ ’ ) |

. ag gh ol Act, regulatlons,"and manualsa'
Lb. ‘Newspaper cllpplngs ' |
T'c. "Hlstorles
- ‘Reports and_' statlstlcs from the"Regional'

Offlce—of Alberta Educatlon

‘“2-_, Li;éxa&uzg gev;e . Literatur@-’relevant”to.the

governande' function and adminlstratlve functlon of a school
e,

:.J)".

.sYstem was reV1ewed. ) ‘tv,"v-';',i_ ,t'r' - '.. _:.
3. ngst;onna;re;‘ A questlonnalre des1gned to obtaln'l
the opxnlons of stakeholders w1th respect to the governancei*
‘?and adminlstratlonh’of the school jurlsdlctlon was dlstrl-h
fbuted to board members,f'members of central offlce staff ‘
pr1nc1pals, teachers,'?and a sample of parents from each"
f:school : Stakeholders were asked about the actual prlorlty

‘_that -was belng glven to varlous governance and admlnlstra-‘

ftlve functlons and the prlorlty which they would prefer tofx{j

N i

be given to the foreg01ng functlons. o ;-» ' S _v';_"‘
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e . we e L e
~ i

:4,. x;g;g;yigy§; , Intérv;ews were conducted with most
'board members, most members of central offlce staff prlnci-Vﬁ

w

»,pals, and a sample of teachers and representaﬁlves'of var-.
»>ious groups that 1nteracted with the school jurisdiction.ﬁ ':

| 5. tfdbg ;gations and §;te V;s;tsg. FlVe members of tﬁa\K,
- study team attended the May, 1986 board" meeting. All mem-‘%s
;bersf of the team v151ted central office .and at least twoh

vmembers of the team v151ted each school.f

3

6% «-§gmmg;y;’h The document questionnaire,.1nterview;"
“and | observatlon data “were analyzed and 1nterpreted by the e
study team as - a group to prov1de the most useful informada‘

~

tlon to the evaluators.“

: nvolvement of the Authgr in the Lagggg § gy
The author of this report was lnvolved in all stages of:m‘

the larger evaluatlon study w1th the exceptlon of the prep-
@aratlon of the PrOJect Proposal whlch was. undertaken by the"
':PrOJect Dlrector, :Dr. "E. - Ingram. More spec1fica11y, the_
Zauthor worked w1th the team 1n the follow1ng areas-.

”11'. Docgment Sea;oh The author formulated a checkllst
’jof the requlrements for pollcy of Alberta Educatlon 8 g;_-‘
gram Pollcy Manual 1985,.and the 1mpllcatlons for pollcy:

"°from the School Act (see Appendlx A) 1 The author then used

thls .checkllst to 1dent1fy;gaps in the.pollcy handbook of



;ythé? scnool jurlsdlctlon under rev1ew. Thefauthor also‘ana-"h

lyzed the 51x sets of consecutlve mlnutes in order to ldent--

1fy the substance of board meetlng dec151ons.f

'2.4 N Li;grétgre;_ﬁgyigy.: The author undertook the task'

" of 4revieving- the Lliterature relevant “to the "governance" |

Jgfunctlon portlon of the larger study

-,3;1~ Qg t; n ires. - The author attended meetlngs of
' the »studyl team at'whlch the questionnalres were dlscussedw.

and developed A The author dld not part1c1pate in the

~fdlstr1butlon, collectlon, nor analy51s of the questlonnalre“r

) *4;f1“*1nterviews; . Many of the interv1ew questlons w1th'
SRR S -
"respect " to, the governance functlon ég*th;\school jurlsdlc- S
Aftlon were formulated by the study team arlslng out of the:

°

dauthor S rev1ew of the llterature.

| The author was a member of a two-personﬁlnterV1ew team o
_ The4_Project Dlrector, Dr. Ingram, conducted the major por~“
_tion " of the 1nterv1ews of thlS partlcular team. The author
'recorded the ~responses and subsequently developed para{\.
graphs . descrlblng the general nature Of the responses arls—
Vlng outlof the 1nterv1ews.ch second,lntervlew team cons1st-
ﬂing.‘ofn‘aﬂ unlver51ty professor 'andf a hgraduate student
:engaged‘yin La 51m11ar process.' The Pro;ect Dlrector com—
:pined }the 1nterv1ew data from’ .the author and the other ;
-gradu‘te"student 1nto ?comprehenslvé~paragraphs descrlblngi

i'the complete plcture.'—“””

5}“ ) Obse- atlons and Site VlSltS. ~The”author attended

the“ihay, 1986 board meetlng and wrote paragraphs descrlblng.

B >
. . : d h g -
. o ] . ..,



the board-ymeetlng based ‘on a board meeting observationv
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.“gulde prepared subsequent to é\é llterature review. ‘
6. _ Summary '>1'The"author partlcipated in the group
"analeis and- 1nterpretatlon of the document questlonnalre,
'jinterwiew'vand:.observatloni data. The author also attended.
the‘ boar(' meetin.. at wh1ch the Progect Director presented
the f1nal report to the Board of Trustees.
. a o | “.’7

-Data Sources for thrs Partlcular Study
| The foreg01ng data ~sources were drawn from the larger

‘study for two reasons. “ . A

}

.*1, - the author of tthis{studyfhad extensiveﬁknowlb’ée,
'and understandlng of these particular data sources, and
‘“2. d these . data sources prov1ded lnformatlon that

'achleved the purpose of the author s own study i '~

R

DELIMIT TIONS AND MITATIONS

Delimitations =~ = L o : . -
‘Delimitations were as follows:

1. Thef evaluatlon was conducted w1th1n a three—month

tlme frame." ThlS short tlme frame restrlcted the research-
erfs ablﬂlty to determlne whether the current 51tuation was
typlcal of the 1onger térm governance of the jurlsdlctlon
2. Thel evaluatlon was conducted 'w1th1n a spec1f1c
ifsocial;' geodraphlc,e economlc, and cultural context;')The
’crlterla whlch emerged may. have llttle appllcatlon to other

school boards in other places or in other tlmes.

ke



wview data w

3, The researcher was ,a; member, of thetevaluation
team,;' The rééearch therefore,' wasibrestrictedf to the |

framework used by the project evaluator.

t ’ ) e -

Y

| leitatlons on the study were..‘ | | , %
'1,' *The>-researcher was one member of a team contractedr
to evaluate the admlnlstratlon as well as the governance of$;
.a 'school jurlsdlctlon._' ThlS llmlted the amount of 1nter—'
v1ew‘t1me that could be devoted strlctly to governance.
2;5‘ A certaln degree of subject1v1ty entered 1nto the

interpretat;on of the 1nterv1ews. In order to mlnlmlze thed

subjectivity, 'an effort was made to corroborate the 1nter-

ev1dence from the questlonnalre data and the
document anafysls. | | -

3;._ Members of the board and central offlce admlnlstra-
tion had an- opportunlty to rev1ew the questlonnalres and~
1nterv1ew questlons prlor sto thelr admlnzstratlon. Thlsb;
vmay have limited thelr ablllty to be completely candld 1n
' thelr i'res‘ponses. Dascu551ons among 1nterv1ewees about the
‘ "1deal" ‘may have preceded the actual 1nterv1ew1ng process. .
'43 The .flndlngs mayvbe:overSmellfled or exaggerated.‘
~in, theV researcher;s‘attempt to achieve a Wfit":between;the,

‘evidence and the literature reviewedy'v |

- . " - . - ’ -
. .
. . N M Cu _“ i -
. : o N



. e

)
557 .
i
: .

" o CEAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

.” As mentioned .in Chapter I, there ‘are twé components of -

th%s study gwhich»,are the_ characterlstlcs of ' effective

\\school"boards and the process of evaluatlon ‘This‘chapter

addresses these two components separately

‘ , CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL, BOARDS

Role of the Board'u
vThe prov1s1on of education is a prov1nc1a1 responsibil- =

ity, but the Mlnlster of Educatlon may delegate any or all

ofulhls ‘powers or dutles as described under Sectlon 11 to a

" board, with or w1thout restrlctlons (S chool A f Sectlon,“
'12(1)); N School boards are agenc1es of the prov1nce but,

at the ‘same tlme,- they must respond_to,the communlty's

eXpectations' for an educatiohal program. Kogan (1984:11).

says. vthat much unCertaihty is generated from the strgcturai

positlon that governlng afdles occupy: 3 . ' , R

Governlng bodleSv U form part of complex‘5001al-'
and- political . systems . . . They are, at one and
the same time, legally part of a school yet organ-. -
izationally .at its boundary. They are part of the’
system of educatlonal government, . and a zone of -

15
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;‘politlcal ct1v1ty and movement. '~ ‘They may be

‘\partof the wider govern;ng managerial structure.
- and . ‘yet be  a means through which there can be

partic1patlon and . representatlon of the commuriity
and cTient . groups and action taken by educational
‘professionals. Within government and politics.
there are no -absolute " autonomies; - any group or
institution 'which exercises its influence,. power:
‘or authorlty has llnkages w1th at least one other
'1nst1tutlon or group con A

-As K result, Kogan (1984 11) asserts that the work of
governlng bodles is unpredlctable, it is outslde thelr con—‘

trol;. and t follows a pattern of reaction to the concerns -

"
K3

of others. Governlng bodles are placed at the 1ntersectlon

and under the shadow of two strong, hlghly visible 1nst1tu-

‘ tions, fthe‘ school and the prov1nc1al government (Kogan, -

3

1984: 143) - In thls p051tlon, the governlng body can serve_

as an 1ntermed1ary between the school and the Department of

, Educatlon. It fac111tates communlcatlon between department_-

1984:143).

N,
b

i ‘ 51derable portlon of thelr the, for example, is

iofficials " and 1nd1v1dual schools. Schools are made aware'

of the government's pollcy and the governlng body can make
\ -

the educatlon department aware of the needs of the schools
(Kogan, 1984:29)‘ _ sChool boards also stand at a p01nt in

“the system where dlfferent forms . of authorlty--profes—'

. R . '§ .
Sional, admlnlstratlve, and polltlcal-—meet. Thus, govern-—

-

‘ing- bodles are surrounded by a constellatlon of values and

purposes from whlch they selaFt a role of thelr own (Kogan,
. . X, i

Kogan (1984 143) also p01nts out that'»

. . .« the 1nst1tutlons and fbrms of authorlty that

surround governing bodies are themselves structur-

ally interrelated - and seek. to influence one
,vy another.  Some of these influences are'transmltted ‘

* through, and mediated by, governing bodies.. A con~

' .o ) . E



spent ' in making. approaches ' to the [province] on
# behalf of ~ their schools. By their nature such
relationships contain a  large element of uncer-
tainty and their quality cannot be determined in
advance. . Rather,~ they -develop from. pracétice.:
.Governing bodies fgige their own patterns of rela- .
tionship and the result is likely to'be quite dis- -
_tinctive; -a product of past experience, the issues -
that have to be handled and the skills of indivi-‘~
‘dual governors . . .- in the reliance of governing’
bodies on relationships with other bodies, lies. a
furthér“cause of uncertainty.. : R

in addition, . -

.« . . various . . . interests in the local educa-
'tional ~ system . develop their own relationships and
"do not  have ‘to relate through the governing. body;
or - R ' IR o g

parents .. méy ,‘;~.'enjoy'é¢élose relationship
with the school, . both collectively and‘individu-
. _ally through . ... the PTA, which remain[s} - com-
.pletely -divorced from. the governing body (Kogan,
©1984:161) . o S T o
As well, community)ihterestsAmay,be able to make their
views knbwn to ,ﬁhe-gbVéthmeht thrdugh’the politicalﬂpérty
system’ witﬁouﬁ:'evér sééking'”td"use'goierhing bodieé for
transmitting their'démands (Kogan, 1984:161) .
Kogah (1984:147-157), in addressing;the interaction of
school - boards with the.other;institutions\in'its‘envirqnjjg‘

jmént; has4deVeloped.fdur models of governing bodies; : |
| These queis can serve asbthe baSis‘for descriptioﬁs_of
the orientations bf:'gcvéfn;ng.'bodies. These fourahddéis
‘are: | | . - | |
1. Accduptable-GéQernihg”Body}
 2. ,Adyisofy'GoverﬁinQ'Bode-;
i3. -Suﬁgortive‘GoVerniné Body;.and
4. 'Mediating Goyefniﬁngddy. -

1o
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-1;- an: Gov. n" Body. The accountable govern- .

ing body functlons as a. subcommlttee of the department of

eeducatlon.‘ It 1s glven mlnlmal authorlty Its prlmary_

-8

. role is ensurlng that the p011c1es and prescrlptlons of thee
' department of .educatlon are belng carrled out and alertlng

‘the department too any dev1atlons or spec1al needs that

require attentlon. The governlng body expects the provrnce..

-to prov1de the school w1th adequate rﬁsources to carry out

'its expectatlons, and to prov1de the. governlng body w1thhf
" the policy ,and Quldellnes necessary for monltorlng thef
'schoof' 'activitieslv ”fhe} governlng body, thus, becomes
accountable for the school's performance.f In order for the
hgovernlng body to‘ reassure the_government that the school
‘is" meetlng prescrlbed expectatlons, there is a need for a'
reportlng systemp - usually an'annual report; The'annuaI
‘report also 'seryes to advise the local communlty that the
{{school is serving ucommunlty .needsv as ¢we11 " ThlS adds
another dimension. to the rolehof the accountable governlng
body\\and that is 1ts relatlonshlp to the communlty' _The
goyernihg’ body iis; accountable to the local communlty and,
thereforeﬁﬁ'must',express' communlty needs.' The governlngh

- body could'7 then,~ expect the prov1nce to consult w1th it

-

-

'regardlng the substance of th rovince s pollc1es.‘
Pressures from the env1ronment tend to requlre school

boards to assume a certafn ro;e. Durlnq the.past decade, .

school boardsj1n<the.ﬁnited Kingdom,.the'United‘States,’and

here in "Alberta LhaVe experiencéd‘increasing pressures to -
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?become accountable. ' The world economy has experienced

"hard tlmes" whlch 1s characterized by a downward splral of

_ the economy and consequently of the resources available to

.ueducatlon (Kogan,, 1984 7) - | Out of th1§ has arlsen twout'

T

,consequences." . _ 'me

> 2 AR

a. there 1s a greater demand for efficiency whlchm

reduires-.more publlc *accountablllty and ]ustlflcatlon
for the waylin which resources are expended in the- form

of standardized reports, and

g b. there are decreased employment opportunities‘

i ;for-fthose.‘who pass through'the education.system which

v.results 1n~\bub11c demand for meetlng »standardlzed

.requlrements _‘and’j passing standardlzed examlnatlonsv

(Kogan, 1984: 7)

The descrlptors aof the accountable"governind"body’

_",,Qb

appear to descrlbekthe sitqatlon ‘in Alberta today in that'

va._ school boards are requlred to evaluate stu-

dents, teachers,; programe‘Lschools and school_systems.

. (Alberta Education; 1984:47);

b.  school yvboards are required .to' make their -

Annual Reports publlc and prov1de two coples to Alberta

-

Educatlon (Alberta Educatlon, 1984 53), and

S o there has been a returw to student examlna-

tionshadministered7by the department’of,educatlon.

2. The Advisorv Governindeodv. . This type of govern-

rringg body's purpose is- to prov1de a forum in which school
: ; . A e

activities ' are, reported_ to the 1a1ty and tested agalnst

-5

' thelr_«ideas of what the school Should,be doing. Th;s_modgl B
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is"based :upon 'the necessityﬁof tfu

wﬂToday governments must q;leqate

freedom ~to professionals, but @héy ' ,"ﬁg ,ﬁ?n_and'ﬂf

: respond to the. puplla rnterest.f Lay adv1 @ 1'_ s’ con- -

"'ﬁv’{
cerned w1th schook management* such as

theh estateaa has génerally been acceptea'
. ,:

;4

educational . practlce,°such as w;th the c 7;_» ' .;juih@,a‘

methods or class~ control,_ hawe long been con31dere

'domaln of the profe5516na1. '1-b‘ ’i';H; - |
PRRFT %

At the same tlme as theﬁeaﬁﬁ%ﬁhd&ea51ng pressur

'pthe government for school boa; Bt
: “'1’ ."A «
' accountable, ‘there are new v01ces”5ﬁ the local c0mmun1ty .

-vdemanding a say in schooi government.~ These‘are exemplr—l
, e -

fled by the terms,"partnershlp"'and "parent power" (Kogan,
- 1984: 7) f Many such v01ces _argue that each school is a
unique" institution' and school ‘QOVernment'must respond.to
‘;the unlque needs of each local communlty (Kogan, 1984:70).
3. The. §uppoxt;ve Govern;ng Body . As the title sug-
gests;_vthis governlng body s purpose is to prov1de support

1

for the -school in 1ts relatlonshlp with other: 1nst1tutlons

.

and - 1nterests in the local. educatlonal system.- Although

/

Y

‘:.:_._this type of governlng body also centrea ltS act1v1t1es on

the school, 1t is looklng outwards to 1nf1uence the act1v1-?

- . ) A
" ties of - other bod;es rather than 1nwards onvthe act;v1t1es

of the school. The governing body sees its role as'helping

the"'school, Whose professionals are'to‘be trusteo and sup—

- ported.
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The extent to whlch the governlng bo@y is supportlve of

the teachers. can become a source of potential conflict.

L3

Teachers v1ew. themselves as uprofessionals. "In‘the true‘

o,
sense of . the word, the "professional" acts autonomously in

1nteractlons with a cllent and ls subject only to the moralr

"and. ethical consideratlons ‘determlned by the professional

-1.‘

c‘group}_'ordinarlly, profe551ona1 dec151ons are not appeal-p

‘_able to an "outside authorlty" (Coleman @i973 410)

Zelgler s (1974 176) ‘view of professionally oriented‘
boards, 1s 51m11ar to Kogan s (1984 29) v1ew oﬁ the board, ash_
. .a system of suppoft' ."the governlng body s main. functlonf
isv as a system prov1d1ng moral support to the schoJT andd:
'_[it];r~i ;_. w;ll‘dlsplay»a strong attachment and loyalty tor

the . . . schooi “ Kogan (1984 93) descrlbes two types of}'

4

governlng bodles at the .opposite ends of a contlnuum..those"

‘ w1th._a_ profe551onal orlentatlon and those with a flduc1aryt

'ﬁ

L orlentatlon.' Thosev w1th a f1duc1ary orlentatlon w1ll be

_ o
'discussed"vin another context later. Characterlstlcs of the

_profe551onally oriented’ boards 1nclude'

- a concentratlon on. runnlng the system,'

b. agreement that the profe551onals dec1de on’ hon

R

the schools are run,

N

',c.' profess10nal deflnltlon and explanatlon of the.
issues;
e d. board members' reliance on,pfb%%ssional exper-

. w
tise; and

-

P j Ze._, profe551onal determination of action ‘as’ a

e

result of lay (or board member) reactlons

W
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| Cistone; (1975 57) 01tes the 1964 work of Kerr who found
that. certarn features of school systems cause board members
"to accept "and : legltlmlze the superlntendent's recommenda-
‘tions instead} of representing the community to tﬂg school.
:The; absence of clearly deflned constltuent demands comblned
' with ‘new 4SChogl 'board ~members' unfam111ar1ty_w1th school~
‘ﬂboard"activities“land the educational program caused new
board .members to.conformfto the'established.norms.and'praclfﬂ
tlces‘_of_}the incumbentvbdg&dtmembers“and the superintend—
et . |

‘Zelgler (1974 167) ~found' that 'boards with a "profes-
‘sional“ orlentatlon or who see themselves as representing

the admlnlstratlon-s program dﬁll support the superlntend-

ent's choice of educational program even when it is 1n con-

fllct with the expectatlons of the communlty it ¥5 ld
talso ‘be noted however,’that Amerlcan school boards tendedf
to percelve no confllct between thelr respon51b111ty ta the':
publlc ”_and"ﬁthelr alleglance to school admlnlstratorsl
f‘zeigxer, 1974:166) . | | .“' | .
| Lutz -(1986}459) ﬁbints out . thatfthe vast.majorlty.of
.boards'_"respect-—even :revere—-the- superintendent ~as ,the
.professlonal expert ' looklng to the superlntendent almost
.eXClu51vely for recommendatlons and informatlon and for thei_
>'1mplementatlon of the pollCles they exact upon hls or heri
'1recommendat10n " _
i Brown et al (1985 207) found Eﬁat although superlntend-
ents', oplnlons ‘are 1mportant contextual varlablesﬁruch aS*

theﬁ nature of the 1ssue belng con51dered may. also affect

LA
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©.1985:218).

d‘specific decisions may ‘be more indirect than directf,

" they are~rea1, nevertheless."

the schOol_boardls reactions. Trustee reaction patterns of

23

'decision;making varied inf terms of the tlme requlred the

: need for add1t10na1 1nformatlon, rellance on thelr own know-

ledge, or ‘the need for adv1ce dependlng upon the situation
The 51tuatlons 1ncluded the 1mportance of the decision, thefA
presenceu or absence of superlntendent support and. the.set-‘s
ting . of the~» rogram “ These factors interact with eachj

i’l L. ~N- .
other whlch means /that patterns of dec151on-mak1ng in'

'SCh°°1S must be ~examined with partlcular contexts‘in mind,f"

rather than across all decision. types (Brown et al;

However, _as Wirt and Kirst'(1§72:85) pointrout ",
SRR

it is llkely that the superlntendent would act in accord-

ance. w1th the school board's w1shes on’ many issues. ', . The
board hlred the superlntendent and it is. natural to assume
that board members would hlre a [person] whose values were

51m11ar to thelr own.. In_effect, ‘the board s impact on

‘but

4, . The 'Mediatin .éo Brning Body. This type of govern;df
ing' body provides aﬁ forum:in‘which_the;various‘interests
‘can be expressed dand negotiated. ' Edncational policy '
emerges »%rom vab'process ’of negotiation between organlzed
interests.' Several different 1nterests hawe3asstake‘1n_
education and they have a ~v01ce Ain “how it isiprowided

through the medlatlng governlng body--the prov1nc1a1 depart-

vment of educatlon, the profe551onals in the schools, par-

é ents and communlty 1nterests

Ly Pl El . . . K
ro _ . i , e o
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The work. of Marchlandﬁxiklos (1983}2)Wcorrohorates théf-
‘notion that ?"there seem.to be ever morexactors Qho wish to‘
;become involved in dec1szon making or to exercise some
influence .over the process " Superlntendents ln the four'
' western prov1nces reported that" o

a. The maln control over. the majorlty of 32 educa-
'tibnéi; dec151ons was dlstrlbuted among ‘the: school
‘.board ‘.the,'supefintendent's Ooffice(- and the 'school
prlncipals, T | ‘l  .\< 'dbgﬁﬁj | | |
b. Teachers held the. hlghest degree of control

for only on; item whlch was awardlng final marks,. |

c. Th ‘-department of educatlon held the hlghest<

degree of control. over selectlng textbooks and determln-

e i

vlng the broad currlculum,

d. The.\§chool board wasl‘perceiYed;‘to havehthe,-
- lowest deoree '5f control over curricnlum;ltextbooks;l

andrfinal,gradesr- | |

e;u\:The‘ major areas in which»decreased'controlyby*
.school boards was - perceived “to 'be or projected to:“
";‘ becomﬁ%%related to the man ement of phy51cal fac1llt1esd
‘ and flgsnce at the school level, sp301f1c decisions
involved ”‘allocatlngv funds to schools, dlstrlbutlng'
those funds within schools andlseleCtlnc eaulpment and
furnlshlngs.‘/Some> decrease in‘_control was<glso 1nd1- -
'cated in the personnel aregg partlcularly 1n relaé&on
to “selecting . teachers ~and prlnclpals. School boards
wered perceid%d’ to be »increasing ]their control overi

decisions relating to the eyaluation function (both
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'_;;students "and 1nstruct10n), seiecting tex ;hboks,‘devele
.‘;oplnq spec1a1 educatlonal “prQQfams,-w establishinq

"“;fschool communlty relations,' determining. .school size,
'.’.- e

iiand other operatlonal matters,.and | |
£. " Although Vthem department of eddoatioh ‘ar‘;d"’
:‘school boards may have reduced control ‘over some decr-
,s1on areas, there was - an 1ncrease in "quallty control"
decisions partlcularly .relatlng to the assessment of
wstudents and educatlonal proqrams ,

In vthls d150ussxon of the medlatlng governlng body,
school governing‘ bodies have been v1ewed as being vulner-
able to the demands of the many constltuents for whom or to.
whom them are_responslble. Zéy%mé}>(1974 175) asserts that
'ad'board' " view of itself in re ion to its respon51 111—_'

| &

'ties will determlne‘ what eiﬂ; 'ds. Boards elther

fiduolary or a profess1onal role orlentatlon. Thevprofes—’
51ona1 rOieh;orlentatlon was dlscussed in terms of the sup- .
“portlve governlng body. ThoSe w1th a flduc1ary role orlent;x
atlonv‘see themselves as a mechanlsm through whlch varlous
segments -ofl the communlty Acan part1c1pate in educatlonal
‘policy (Zelgler,. 1974: 175)3 - Th;s v1ew would correspondt-
with kogan s’ (1984 29) notlon of the board as a forum for
local 'aCCountablllty "The governlng body aggregates and
-_trahsmits‘ (the views of the local\communlty] to the school.
and prov1des 'for "a dlalogue between the profe551onalq and :
" the laity on. the governlng body." | |

,Kogan (1984.71)_'argues that "the originsfof go?erningl
bodies ‘reflected. atybelief that the,bubiie Sh001d have.a »

*
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voice 'in the way in whlch 1nd1v1dual educatlondl 1nst1tu—

ions .were conducted ".i He quotes a study by Baron and-

' Howell whlch demonstrated the fallure of governlng bodles

g prov1de the laity .with much 1nfluence.4 Recent moves to,

_‘lnclude parents in local commlttees has lead to a resurrec- -

tion of the 1nfluence of the lalty (Kogan, 1984 71) .

boardsv‘w1th a f1duc1ary orlentatlon would be character-v

ized‘by:- _ | .

'a.fu a broad concern Wlth the educatlon system,

b. profe551onal and 1ay conceptlons :of how the

.school shotld be run,.“_ L . ' =

c, : professionaly and Iay-definitions and explana-
ﬂ tlons of the 1ssues,: !

,d;nﬁfboard members deflnlng and reactlng to lssues

as representatlves of 1nterest groups, and

| e. actlon determlned by debate betweéh profes—tf{

'51onals and board memb;rs. ' .

b'ﬁogan (1984 94)--cautlons that thebprofeSSionai grouﬁsd'
stili'.have the_:advantage In thls second type because they
.provide_“the' board .with the téchnical 1nfprma§;on_on which
it makes 1ts dec1s1ons. . - | . |

B Thus far, there have been descrlptrons‘of the varlous
'roles that boards can undertake and some of the underlylng
reasons for their assumlng these varlous roles.‘ There‘was
"also a dlscu551on ~of the board's behayLor 1n terms of its

xorlentation as'.ab supportlve' or %@ro§e551onally orlented"'

board or a medlatlng board w1th a !ﬂﬁduclary“ orlentatlon.v

-
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There are a couple of additional behaviors which charao—'
terize boards. The flrst of these is the behav1or that the

hoard exhibits in the_'boardroom, . Lutz (1980 460) calls .

these two types of behavior ‘elite and arena council
behavior. These two behaviors can be described as follows: ..
. T g . ‘ :

4

Elite gounc1ls thlnk of themséQVes as trustees for
~and separate from_the people. ~They reach consen-
'sus in. private meetings and enact those decisions
in public meetings by unanimous vote. The super-
'1ntendent - who 'usually has actively- part1c1pated
. formulation of  the decision, carries out that
e dec151on. As a result, some groups feel disenfran-
chised, unrepresented, or governed by others, and
that de0151ons favour the interest of others. B

L . ' :
-Gl azer f(1985:45); contends that "this 'orlentatibn is

ltessentiégyto'efﬁectiveness; He says, "A trustee‘s respon51—
hilityw is' to - the% éénerai good 'dff the institutionr no.
'\trustéev should represent a spec1f1c constltuency or spec1alﬁ
1nterest ". |

»"Lutz (1980: 460) goes on to ‘say: ° | ':frplqﬂ ,J‘”

" Arena counc11 members belleve thev are delegatgs

. of spec1f1c qroups that have elected them and that
‘ values and

' C . The .
council - makes vdec151ons in publlc through debate
and cgunter‘ debate. 'Pplicy is enacted in publlc, .
~usually by’ a majorlty "as opposed to a unanimous -
- 'decision. = Decisions are carried out by an admini-
strative office separate from council. :The antag-
. onistic framework ‘generates hostility ‘and mis-=
‘trust. .. Board members are often unhappy and choose
either to retire before their term is flnlshed or
‘not to run . agaln,

-lﬁhrglstone (1975 70) would add that ellte councxls tend to

¢act”.in'limited_de0151on-mak1ng areas_whereas arena‘counc1ls
‘tend to act in broad areas.  Elite councils also tend to be

. administrative ,as'.wéll as legislative - and judicial - in
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e

- nature whereas arena'councils leaye the adminfstrativeAfuan_
tions_'to .anlvlndependent school system (Clstone, 1975:70).
Cistone (1975:70) adds that school board effectlveness can.
be 013581fled along thlst contlnuum w1th elite behav1our

‘Tbelng classified as a more tradltlonal mode. 1. o -

,Q*Lutz and Iannoccone (1978 119) found that ellte council
-behaviour tended to_ occur more~often in boards which were'
l0cated in dlstrlcts where the soc1o-econom1cnstatUS of theu

{c1tlzens was’ homogeneous_yhereas arena- llke counc1l behav-

" iour. was.more promlnent 1n dlstrlcts of heterogeneous c1t1—‘
zénry; . However,-the General publlc in all dlStrlCtS stud;f“
ied” deslred somewhat more arena—llke behavlour than their
boards typlcally exhlblted (Lutz and Iannoccone, 1978: 119)

_The Instltute for Educatlonal Leadershlp extends these
board behav1ors one. step further to a. board's comprehen51ve
VleW”Of 1ts role and the relatlonshlps that‘res lt w1th the
board‘s chief executlve“ offlcer The terms 1ven to two

'ideological vorientatio s are: trusteeshlp and representa-
‘tLvenessr , Those .yho' see themselves as trustees are con—

cerned with_'the' genéral ‘publlc 1nterest.- They v1ew the

SChool’\system- as a 7s;ngle.-unit; . In other words,sthey '

~a

embrace and practlce the concept of the board as a corpora—
tlonf They see themselves- as monltors or overseers who
relyy on the superlntendent to operate thevsystem. TheyA
:plaCel a’ great deal of respon51b111ty on the superlntendentk
and they: hold that person accountable.~ The superlntendent
develops the board's agenda, reports on the school system s:

;progress-and recommends policy for board adoptlon;~"



on the -other hand, those who'hold the"representatire
view are’ concerned about the details of operatihg a school
sfstem: they respond to an upset parent a careless bus
driver, an- unkempt 'janitor,_ an unfair teacher, a'shaﬁby
schooi, .and ileaky‘roofs; These people continue to run the
schools .like their forefathers before profeSSional admlni-
.strators_'werev hired.' They-tend to represent a particular
school or a particular interest éroup. This behauior con-
flicts;jwith trustee-oriented board nembers}and many school
administrators who expect board members to,reSpectvthe corp-

orate notion of boardsmanship. -Divisiveness is common in a

'board_ in ’which several push for disparate interests.or
demands (Institute fo'Mbducational Leadership, 1986:6) .

| Greenleaf (1979 6) asserts that "the most important
:“qualification for trustees%&hould be that they care for the-‘
*ﬁinstitution7 vwhich means ~ that ,they care for_all of the
hgeople» the institution.-touches,'fand that they are deter-
nined to - nake _their‘caringhcountt“_ He:denounces trustees
seiected'_to represent constituencies in‘theﬁinstitution as
'being hlghly politiCized and'Athus idilutﬁnﬁl_the."trustf

placed in them. '_~g{v - SRR S

.,.« e
$L -

_anctions‘of‘the Board _:Ap~ . e

, nThe'~foregoingu‘is-’a description of the.many influehces
_on the board, scme' of. the ways in which the board may
rdefine'iits own"_role, and the behav1oral 1nd1cators of howzt
.;the” board defines its role.» But the board is elected to
) &

'do‘ something or to fulfil certain functions. iThe~follow1ng .

N . L oo - » AT
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T are some oOf them%ﬁunctions of_'a board indicated'byithe

1iterature.’>These-are: \ ~vl " I A E

IJlf plaﬁning;g_” | | :
2. policy-makihé; PRI ' e

r_3, eyaluation; and e |
4. implementation..

?ﬁ 1. E;gnningQ’/,uAn 1mporta%% fhnctlon of the board is

‘ plannlng ‘Trustees ask the questlons that lead to 1nst1tu—

ftional goals be;ng‘ set and strategic plans' being made

_ (Greenleaf 1979 7) : Trustees”are the lohg-range thinkers

‘,whose ideas culmlnate in the plans for the school system.'

v'ate‘strategy

Kenneth R. Andrews' (1980:30) talks about the formula- .
tion of corporate strategy whlch he. deflnes as. |
the - pattern of cdmpany purposes and goals--and the -
ﬂmajor poilc1es, for achieving  those goals--that
defines.the . , . kind of company 1t is to be.
Corporatef strategy reconcxles,what a company might'
do - in terms’ of opportunity, what it can do in
terms of its.strengths, what its management wants
it to . do, and what it thinks is ethical, legal, -
and moral. S o : . ' ‘

‘.AhdreWS (1980 32) CLtes four reasons for hav1ng‘corpor-\
o y
La. The board needs' speoifioifeiidenoe tﬁaﬁ‘its
, manageﬁent has a process for . 1.' . chooslpo:amoog
 tstrateg1c alternatlves .'.'.;_.‘ | | L
'Vb‘,‘ Knowledge ‘aof l'strateqy d makes ‘intelligent‘
1ioverview nfeaslble [for dlrédtorsvwhovhave*noﬁprevious

‘personal experiencel];
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’c._”'Knowing, the. company's strategy oan.giye'the'

board a reference point for separate'decisions.that;

come before it and insight intoiwhat matters should be

presented to lt. and

d.,. The best crlterlon fog appraising the quality

of management performance~ . .-, 1s management success

| -1n exégutlng a demandlng and apprOVed strategy

Gleazer (1985.50) conflrms the idea that plannlngpis an

important function of ‘a'board, in‘this‘case}_of a coldege.

.board' ﬁr %@'» Co SR ! ; =
. ) o , . -
Clarlfﬁcatlon ~of institutional mlsszon, approval,.
- of long-term plans, ' and approval of the educa-
'tional program are high on the list of board obli- -

gations, but trustees show® more interest in physi- e

cal plant, finance, communlty relations and collec- N
tive bargalnlngg than- in the larger issues.of mis-~ Y
sion, polld1es, objectlves, and strategy; trustees
dlrect more attentlon to means than to ends.

L Sy

R

authorityf to -make pollcy for the school jurlsdlction,_and*yf

‘has the formal power to employ the superlntendent but it

.does not always emerge as the domlnant dec1sxon-maker
(Zeigler}ﬁ'1974:148); - One reason that has been frequently

" cited for this ~isi the '1nab111ty of the school board to

>

3*2.» Polioy—Making f,. mhe board is assigned the legalf’

Uskllfully employ its rank authorlty to domlnate the technl-'

cal authorlty of the superlntendent (Zelgler, 1974»148)

| Coleman (1983 426) belleves that the dlsparlty in traln—i‘

. ing 1evels between admlnlstrators and.trustees is respons-_

—lblev for‘ some oﬁ the dlfflcultlesvexperlencedvby trustees



in performing‘ their roles. In part thls 1s because trust-f
ees do not understand the dlfference between pollcy—maklng

- and admxnlstratlon or because some refuse to accept the{jf
}responslbillty for pollcymaklng (Coleman, 1983 426) |
Gleazer (1985,45)‘ identifles several characterlstlcs
'that make trustees more‘ effectlveq ' One of these 1s an
) understandlng of vthev_role of the‘ trustee;' As Gleazer*
(1985:45) says: ﬂ . |

-

Effective trustees, regardless of the success they '
- may have achieved in other fields, must be willing
"to., be educated in their roles and responsibilities
. " as trustees. -+ A New Jersey study by Grlfflths,‘
.. 1979, identified problems that have surfaced in a
number of states: The boundary line between the

board's respon51b111ties and those assigned  to .
administrators . .« o is not always. easlly estab- "
lished . . . this problem .may be because many

- trustees have not been sufflclently 1nstructed on
how to functlon as a trustee.

Board members are. elected to govern, not to encroach on -

‘the day-to—day management of the . system.\'

3., Ev al gatic;g'"- The work. of Kogan po;Lnts out that the
board is accountable, to Varylng degrees, to other 1nst1tu—r
‘ttlons - the prov1nce the local communlty and the school.
“ﬁln - order to fulfll thls role 1t must evaluate the effec-
witlveness_ of -the school system -=1tself ltS personnel .1ts

’brograms,.eand 'itsb students.;: Greenleaf (1979 23) extends:“‘
»thev‘notlon of evaluatlon to determlnlng the’ extent to whlch
the 1nst1tut;on (1n thls case, the school system) meets the
_goals 4or_ plans.lt has established at a reasonable level of
;dexcellence“with. the'students it has ‘and w1th}the,resourcesl

1‘at‘its disposal.

I
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L 4. Imglemgntatign; | A parallel can be drawn betweeh

-goverhind hoards' of public 1nstitutions and those of pri_

| vate corooratiohs.. Thls is'a validwcomparison in that Sec—‘

tioh 29 of: ‘the Scho gl Act ‘says -that members of a school

1

board‘}g_gwa,corporation. Boards of directors have specific‘
respohsihilities for managing the&r corporations. Whether
theyﬁ.are public or"private corporatiehs, they engage thex
: services 'ofi.a chief executive officer who acts only upon
| those"oowers; they delegate;‘ According to”Louis W. Cabot
(1980£41), Chairman of:the-Federal Reserye.Bank of Bostoh,

boards must be 'diverse, objective,.ihdependent; andcfreer
:dfrom. the vday—to4day ‘breSsures -of bUsiness.“ Infother>
words, they leave the day- to—day operations, or implemehta;,
ition of policy, to the chlef executive officer."Implementar
tlon ©can. be‘.definedfas7the.day-to?day execution of,plahs,
'hihcludihg.1administratiye initiativehand response to situa-
tionst (Greenleaf, 1979:9),eiiImplementatioh is thefconCern;

*.of administration.

' The work of March' and Miklos fqzedfearlier ihditates

the fareas._of*_respon51b111ty that are*w1th1n the realm of

i

“the 'board or the schools or the prov1nce - To reiterate,

these 1nclude"

1. Evaluatlon of Students, : *fl,§g

e

2. Textbook Selectldnjr
3. . Ccurriculum;
4. Physical Facilities;

[
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5. finahce; |
6. ‘Persohnel; and ;‘ . T -
j-, School Communlty Relatlons. r» i
Thé Alberta §gb‘gl Act and the Program Policy Manual
vare .also instructivex in_ thls regard, Appendgx‘"A“ liete%
“allh vof .the areas of"responsibility 'of schooll_boards
flindicated by the SCQool Act. The.followihg cen be a ded to
:the foregoihg_liSt: | L '
| 1. Board Operatiohs;, lw;'“;f1~¢ .
2. Transportatlon,
3. . Pupil Services; and:
4. Evaluation of School Systems,‘Personhei} frograms,

and Schools.

‘Standaxds by Which Boards Operate

. To this point there -has been an examination of the
| varioos roles of thafﬁﬁard the functlons of the board and
;'the. respon51b111t1es of the board.; : But, - what are the
”Sﬁandards by whlch to determlne the ﬁeffeotivehees of a
board?' Zelgler (1974,5"'te1is ue that,aﬁIn;a’democracy,
.ghe degree to‘ whioh the”fgovernorstarehresponsive to'thef
"governed‘visgather sine‘qua‘hoh of'ﬁhether deﬁocraoy'ihvfaot'-
existsf"vA S ) B - , o

zéigler '(1974-4) points out that the, degree to whlch a
: repreeehtative board is respon51ble to- the public for dec1-

-_sionS' is "an 1ndlcatlon of the degree to whlch that body 1s

'operatlng w1th1n the parameters of demodﬁ%tlc theory,_Three
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theories dominate the fiéld of sc oI.governance' the con-

tlnuous *competltlon theory, the de¢’81on output theory, %Pd-

the dxssatlsfactlon theory (Rada, 1984 234) Continuous
competltlon theorlsts hold that the essence of democracy is
continuous. and universal. partlcipatlon in political deci-
sions (Lutz, 1980:453) . ',' However, Lutz (1980:454) argues

that thev‘essence of democracy is freedom to choose to par—‘

v

ticipate. :, Few peoplev vote in schopl board electionsif$r
-‘evenb'fever are 1nvolved vin ,the dec151on-mak1ng process
because every effort is made to nake less public those‘
issues that do surface (Lutz, 1930:453)Q_,In addition,,cam§
paigning in school board elections is.very.limitedf candi4
date v151b111ty very low; the contest rarely based on speci—y
fic pollc1es,.,and .electlons seldom provide board membersd
with;_aimahdateA to pursued a partlcular poZlcy (ert and
_Kirst, ;972563). . School boards flnd themselves struggllnd
"with:.theA notion of universal and contlnuous partlcipatlon'
of“’the pubiic only when they are asked ‘to respond to spe—
Qcialwv ihterest groupsﬁ. becausef ‘these requlrefuspec1f1c
responses_; %s .opposed . totrgeneralized responses"(Lutz,
1980£453). -Boards aiso‘findrthemselves having‘to.rebresent-
'ativelyf‘reflect competlng values, and to develop p011c1es
that are respon51Ve to these dlfferent v1ews and demands
(Lutz, 1980:453). o

. Dec151on output theorlsts use a.systems approach to mea-
vdsure the nature of udemands on school :boards (lnputs)v
“agalnst board dec151ons (outputs) (Lutz, 1980 454) Citl-,j
zens¢ have the _opportunlty to make inputs at: school boardff

oy

.'V.: -
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.electiéﬁv time, but few'tig;‘advantage of this‘opportghitf”
(wirf andeirst, 19725‘66). Even when it wishes to'respond
. to a’ demahd from an inaividual or group, the poard must
, geﬁeralize,,the. fesponse SO that‘itiservés the-needs'of é;l
the pﬁpils “withv the result thaf rthé'outpuﬁ often falls

éhdft ofifherinput demand (Lutz,.1980§ 45%);4 o ;
Rada ‘(1984523451 ;egted the_thiqﬁ?theory,itﬁevdissatié-

faction  theony of géve?nanbe, .which.prédicfé that when a

;¢dmmunityfs» *dissatisfaction with %Fé'-schools' is ‘great -

enb@gh)ltheﬂfolloﬁing occur: | '

.iz' i. inpﬁf from the‘ public demandinggdifferent or new'

'”'poiicies.of proc¢durés reaches a high'level}‘

.2.: the“'numbé; of spliﬁoivotgs by ‘the ichéol.board'

oy

reaches a high‘leveLf
3. the rate“of'séhool.board‘meﬁbér_ﬁurnqver increases;

aﬁd" : | .

4. involuntary supefinﬁéndént'%urhovér occurs; '

Events prédi§te§ by  this chéofy _mi§ht takévseVerq1f7'
yeé;é to o¢duf sbldéta Were.colggéggd fér.four'yéarsépgior
tq}fqand'>four  years .afﬁer ajcomﬁuﬁity‘aisgétisfaction wa5‘§
ﬁahifested;ﬁiﬁv,a 1aboﬁ: dispﬁte; Daté.were éoilected from
'(l)" miﬁﬁtés“ of school board meetings;‘;(Zjalnéwspgper
“tépqus,_ ;efters to»lthé 'éaifor, ’and'éditorials; and. (3)
m ihte?views ‘Qith_ school officials (Rada, 1984:235) . Any

i

statement directed to the ‘school board that expresééd a

A . '~ ,‘ __;f . - B . N . ‘o ‘ A »
person's: beliefs or . desires .about a school related issue-. .

.was considered - a demand input.
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The magnituded%of: inout from the public was measuredi"
USiﬁg‘pani index which allotted ‘points for (1’ number of
" people tmaking a demand; (2) 1nd1v1dua1 or. group representa-

tion; and (3) presentatlon of "a petltlon.,:School’boardf

_minutes - revealed the number -of .decisions that were not

reached by a unanimous vote.

When these three measures (number of 1nputs,'magnitude
of inputs, and ,number of non-@nanlmous dec151ons) were

high, board ~behayior bed;me a;eﬁaFiike. If~these‘three:r
measures were low, 'bdardS-tended to exhibit elite councii
Abehavior; | - A ”
A hlgh level of~non-unan1mous votlng most often occur-
red the same year 1n whlch an 1ncumbent school ‘board " member.
' wasv defeated.o»-lThe‘ neophyte board member replac1ng the

inCumbent'“was'*responsibie for'dissent-at least 50 percent

L

of the time (qua, 1984'2431

oMr.v LOUlS W Cabot (1980 41), Chalrman of the Board of

Cabot Corporatlon and. Chalrman of the Federal Reserve Bank

of Boston, suggests that a board would be more effectlve if

the, unwrltten. rule ‘that board agreements should be unanl-

ﬁmdus. were abolished.r He contends that the expectatlon that
Jeveryone shouid' agree - isgfa ‘practiCevthat'can Stifledthe
board!s effectiveness.v lli

-Howemer, .Zeigler ~(;§]4§197) “believes that when sohool
board confliotvbeoomeshtoo poiarized characterized by-shlit
?otes} 1t may markedly decrease the ablllty of the board to
utili;e its resources  in the formatlon of educatlonal pol-

M

Jley.
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1Thee measurements foy demand 1nputs, rate'and magnitude,;
were fviewed as beln; a‘reflectlon of community dlssatlsfac-
tion with schools rather than as 1Bd1cators’of de0151on-
maklng style of schooL boards (Rada, 1984:240).

The dlssatlsfactlo theory postulates that as dlssatls-v
faction - .and conflict! 1ncrease, voters become more actlve
and’ one':ort more lncumbents fail to be re-elected, w1th1n7“
three ‘years a new superlntendent (usually an out51der)‘1s
Chosen;_land‘ then 'school pollcy changes becomevmore 1n llne
With the' démands that creatednthe dissatisfaction (Lutz,
1980:456) . | | | d

Lutz and Iannoccone (1978 78) say that "the most 1mport—
ant hypotheSLS advanced by . the dlssat;sfactlon theory of
democratic control is that school pollcy change tends to be_°]
,episodic (that 1s, abrupt and 1nfrequent) rather than grad-.f

ual or contlnuous.; The researcher pursulng thls hypothe51s?

encounters problems.‘ Flrst there are varlables other than

: c1tlzen dlssatlsfactlon that result 1n su frlntendent turn-

over; and- pol;cy changes are
incumbent defeatg. Studles have demonstrated that‘new super- 3
'intendents’ espec1a11y those from outs1de the jurlsdlctlon,
mahe.'more pollcy, personnel -and programmatlc changesdln -
_their :first two years_ than‘ﬁat any other time (bnta and -
Ianhaccoae, 1978:80). | |

Secondly, there has been no research to 1nvest1gate the}
total " duration of elther the eplsodes of 1nstab111ty or the
. perlods of qu1escence and pol;cy >stab11€Fy '(Lutz and

_ggbnochhg,- 1978.80), : Ang, a studv.by Garberina revealed

-

'always attrlbutable to
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hthat there was ‘!bher dlssatlsfactlon “in dlstrlcts w1th

declining 5001o—economlc status characterlstlcs _than -in‘
ethose where soc;oeconomlc Status levels were increasing
’ﬁutZ' and Iannoccone .(1978 81) concluded that it is neces-
Tsary to »con51der, the direction and magnitude,of'change in
:soc1o-econom1c status 4in:anyfstudy that'examines thetrelaég'
tlonshlps of board decisions to c1tlzen interests.

: Zelgler further (1974:125)' postulates that the degree
to, whlch - the governors and 'the governedvhave a similar.
'agenda is an 1nd1cator of substantive representatlon . The

-‘agenda reflects prlorltles .and " potential vcommltment“_of
resources, therefore, Sit is important to'hdeterminthhe
'degree of congruency between the:board menbers' agenda and
'thatbof their constituents (Zeigler, 1974:125).- v'f .

ufhe ouestion of.how'board members would solve-the prob4:
lems they cited compared w1th their constltuents' solutlons

to the_problems 1s also an 1mportant 1nd1cator of- represent-

atlon ,(Zelgler, 1974 131) "-..One of the major crlterla in

‘ evaluatlng representat1venes$> is whether “board members'
anreflect the majority sentiment of their-constituents'on'~

‘zigaplf?'_lssues (Zelgler, 1974:136); v

School 'boards F%perate ,as"a corporatlon Therefore;
their work oCcurs' when they meet as a corporate body in a
board meetlng : The'board meetlng 1s_a 2;51b;e'1nd1cator of
the board's effectiﬁeness_'and efficiency. . In terms of

effectlveness; Engel _and‘iAchola e(l983:58);-contend; that'f
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"lists“‘of' trustees}rfunctions shouldibe judged in relation-
HShip. to the. educational mission. They say that; "in“some»
nayﬁ’and ﬂto. some extent'boardldecisions should,complement
the teaching and learning that take place. It is- necessary
'.to' find out Vhat boards do that has or is likely to have
direct bearing academic matters"/ (Engel and Achola,
1983: 59) ‘ Thsy Cite the work of Paltridge which ClaSSlfled
" board . deCiSions into ten types and’ three levels. Decisions
|
found in board minutes were grouped in the following types:

(1) business and':finante;' (2) physical plant; (3) -educa-

tional programs;h (4) personnel; (5).ekternalvaffairs;.(s)
v‘internal n.affairs; S (7) ceremonial actions}’ (8) .student

affairs; (9) administrative organization}'and (10)>miscel-

la'neous .(Eng,el ; and , ‘Achola, 1983:67) .. o E.n.gel',.and Achola

1

(1983 68) criticize these categories as'being disturbingly
vague and suggested that the characterization of dEClSlonSv
by leVell-were' more expliCit: policy or legislative deCi—_-
'Sions ~which focus on broad'questions of‘valufs, morality
andb.ethics* administrative or management deCiSions dealing
~with interpretations,' procedural‘rules; and directives for
ffthe eventual implementation of policy; and-operational deci-
‘sions outlining specific”hsteps for the implementation of
_given policy objectaves.“‘ The findings of Paltridge and

others “who . replicated his study were that educational pro-

grams constituted a very small share of the deClSlonS made’

by boards ‘and that thes& were more Often left to. _the admini— .

‘stration and faculty (Engel and Achola, 1980 68)
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Kogan (1984:110) also” categorized the items.on a govern-
1ng body s agenda as: - | o “

il.‘ procedural concerns such as the accuracy of the mih-

' utes,'and arrangements for spec1a1 and regular meetings,_

2. educatlon pollcy :of a local  and national naturey
such ‘as blllnguallsm “and parental access to stndents'
records} | o - |
| 3. ‘schooi objectives such- asva community schooiypro-
»poSal;-' : o | . | |

4.‘.priuaryj mabagement concerns suchtaSithe appbintment‘

of teachers, creation of a special class, ‘and special needs .

‘of the student population; and
| 5? secopdary 'ﬁauagement- concerns about the daysto-day
administration of the ‘schooil.such, as school medicals,
school luhches, visitofséto_theyschools,ddogslin the'blay-

7,ground and renovatlons.

A careful examlnatlon of the work of Kogan, Paltridge,
- g .

‘and - Engel and Acholah reveals that the de0151ons of the
boafd 4meeting- are 51m11ar to tWo concepts previously exam—vy
ined: the functlons of the board.(plannlng, pol;cy, and
_operations or 1mplementation); ahé' the ‘afeas' of board

responsibility (Ehsiness or finance, facilities, programs,

‘ ' e :
- personnel, student services, community relatiens, and
administrative . organization). = The elements missing from

_their descriptions were the 'evaluationféfunction of the
board . the board's attentlon to 1ts own affalrs, and the

. N kﬂr
board's respon51b111ty for transportatlon. '

o
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“The way in which boards utilize their time is an 1nd1—

'VCator"of: thelr' eff1c1ency and tHblr attentlon to thelr
respon51b111t1es.,' ‘ |

| Kogan s (1984 107) research revealed two maln types of5l

governlng body modes of work--contlnuous and spasmodlc
&H%*contlnuous governlng 'body is characterlzed by'

1. regular,meetlngs andrspec1a1, 1nterven1ng full meet—

{ngs to-deal‘with:particularvmattersg or to discuss'partlcu—,

" lar 1ssues more fully,

,

'2.‘vsub—00mmittees to tackle partlcular tasks, an&
.‘gaé regular v1s1ts to the school for the- purpose of -
.-keeplng well informed.r ;. |
o A spasmodlc governlng body concéntrates all of its corp—
'yorate work -1nto the regular meetlng and dply the chalrman',
has a sense of a contlnulng role..‘ |

Th board meetlng ‘itself - 1s a v151b1e 1nd1cator of the
.boardﬁs;_efflclency Grlmshaw (1981 21) has developed an
‘;attention ourve for‘\@eetlngs. , As shown' in Figure 1, the
. makimum attentlon perlod for nost meetlngs is about 1.5
hours, .seen $1n_the "crown“qqf the curve. _After 1.5 hours,'

.‘. I"

part1c1pants' concentratlonf@%ops drastically.
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Routlne items 'are best handled early followed by }tems

£ : AR

requlrlng ‘the hlghest level of. concentratlon and con31dera-

_tlon. Grlmshaw (1981 20) also’ recommends strategi&-posi-y

tioningl of agenda itenms so that members' attentlon is first

focused "on a long~range perspectlve, one embrac1ng thei

3 4 i

total educatlonal program. Thls causes members to pursue

goals and to‘ have a pollcy perspectlve in which to make
‘ <«
subordinate dec151onsv at the same meetlng or at subsequent

meetings.

9

EVALUATION RESEARCH

V.

o Evaluatlnq the Effectlveness and Eff1c1encv of the Boarg
- .

School systems are highly complex, It follows that the

“evaluation of therr‘effipiencY and-effectlveness.would ‘also’

e



| be’  a complex task. e ‘should also be. noted that each.
k sChool system is unlque. 1t has a unlque hlstory, demo—"
'graphy, and economy Thus, s Patton (1981: 23) polnts out
"Every evaluatlon sltuatlon is unique." f‘

Patton (;981.23) p01nts out,that methods decisions dom-
inatedf'”the.htprocesst'inv the early  days of evaluation
wresearch. This' research4was cdnducted within the natural'
"sc1ence methodology of testlng hypotheses. In"other words,v

4accord1ng to Patton (1981 24),.evaluatlon research methodol— :
:ogy 1nvolved'quant1tat1ve measurement, experlmental de51gn,
and a multivariate'statistical‘anaiysis;-

| , Currently,.vevaluation research,* according to Patton,'
(1981?25), stresses : flex1b111ty ‘and multiple methods
approaohes. Evaluations emerge from the spec1al character-
"'1st1cs and conditions of a particular 51tuatlon Wthh encom-
passes the ‘people, hlstory, pOllthS, 6a1ues, needs, 1nter—_
' ests and resources of that 51tuatlon.’

However, in order to conduct an evaluatlon, there'needs
to» be °a; framework ‘for guldlng the collectlon of data and
for reportlng the results.

,An effective framework for conductlng an evaluatlon/is
,\the social systems model. Thls general framework ha;;the‘
advantage, accordlng to W1rt and Klrst (1932 38), of allow-
ings,the: researcher to examdne a varlety of research sub-
'1jects' Withoutj=stopp1ng_ to specify - each condept, Owens-:
:(l982:25)_ points 'out that school boards»operate asfsystems
ffdﬁhamic ’systems 1n"wh1ch all of the parts are so 1nter—:

‘related that"one part: 1nev1tab1y 1nfluences the other



‘parts} |

| Scrlbner (1964:205) classifies schooi~boards-as politi-xw
cal systems., He ascribes the followxng four generlc proper-v
ties of systems to school boards. )

o ;1:f School board members comprlse an 'interdependent
‘unit. Ammen a change takes place 'in one part of the system,l_
- such ﬂbs« anf electlon or appolntment of a new or addltionalm
member,-ﬁthe as}atlonshlp between all other members,wil;.be
‘affected.‘ . o | | | | . |

é.' when conflict arises because of internal or exter-

nal pressures,‘ the ‘board exhibits ‘a tendency to resolve
such conflict and to malntaln equ111br1um.

3. The Aschool board ls characterlzed by a systematlc
'COmprehensiweness ‘.':,.. Its authority and functlons ulti-
°mately extend toi.the‘ ewecntive, judicialpand 1egislatiyef
”branches’_of.state government, the state educational bureau-

cracy . .. . politicai parties, and special’interest groups

4, 'The 'boundarys of the‘system,.determined by its mem-
bership;’ dlfferentlates it .from all other systems That:

: is, the sﬁhgol board conSISts of : . . members who meet the
‘statdtory&@ﬁequlrements for schooi board membershlp and 1t

is only at a legally constltuted meetlng that a board mem-~

ber acts as part of the SChOOl board system.

Wirt = and Klrst (1972 39) 1dent1fy the components of the/

systems framework as: Rt

. Inputs (Defiands ~and Supports). -Demands are pres-.

sures upon t e government, the ' requests for'justice or

.
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‘ﬁgip, for rgWard orr*recogﬁltlon. Those maklng demands

T
moblllze ‘resources. 1n ordd@ to affect other prlvate groups

.) ’

‘and iso 1nf1uence- the dlSpOSltlon of the polltlcal system.
fSupports _; .I. take the form of a- w1111ngnessW§? accept the
ydeclsions of the- system or%%heosystem 1tself %%

52; Ergngggt;gng;n The Rgﬂiglcal system processes ..
inputs,_‘sgmetimesvmcomblnlng or reduc1ng them, sometimes
‘absorb;ng them w1thout any reactlon, but sometlmes convert-
“ing them into publlc pollc1es--or outputs. ;‘{

. ,“. .not" a11 demands are converted Ainto pollcy . e
~what ‘gets through depends upon whlch values the conver51on
process relnforces and Whlch it frustrates, and'upon the
values of the polltlcal authorltles as they operate in thls.f
flow of 1nputs.'_ o o B

3. Outputs.‘» Outputs,'in influencing the society,'can‘

_ R ‘ . . :

generate another set ' of inputs to the polltlcal system
-through a feedback loop B

This framework deflned the broad parameters for collect-l

ing'and analy21ng data.

FRAMEWORK

ﬁ, .

.fhe- framework used forb thls partlcular study relied
heavily‘ on- Kogan 8 descrlptlon in whlch school boards were -
t,described as flndlng themselves at the centre of three dlf—f
fferent,’vyet 1nterre1ated 1nst1tut10ns ,' the school, the
'proyince,' and the local communlty Each of these 1nst1tu-

LI
‘tions’ may :1nteract w1th another, 1ndependent of the board

,5£§g



or, ‘the 'bdard"maYg become the entity througﬁiwhich theyf'
interact. This is depicted graphically in Figure 2.

<y

Local
Community

+

» 5choo!

_ R L o, .
Figure 2. ‘Interaction of Institutions

L.

Functions,quthe Board , » _ .
The boérd ”ﬁnAértékes; seyaral functions, some of which
aré pfescribed - either éxpl?gsily or‘7implicit1y by the
provincel | | | -
| Scriﬁner{ (19645506)__Sugqestéd -ﬁhat the functioﬁ;,wefe
~legisiative}')ekécutive,v-and judicial. fé? fﬁe purboses of
‘this .sthy, the' legislative func£i§n$ will be called the
',poliéf making function; the executive‘fﬁnctioﬁVWill be the
impleméntationv fuhction; apd the judicial functioh,will be ‘
vtrdﬁslatéd_'into an evaluafion functién.*HOne othef functionv
'willr bé  added which  is . the planning'functién.  Scribnef
, (1964;207): indicatéS’“that ‘a system _tries  td maihtain a.
‘seﬁse 'bf} equilibrium.'bThe ”pianning funcEﬁon enhénces_the

sYstem's;ability_to maintain»its’équilibrium over time.
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Those. functions which Have been explicitly stated by

the @movince are the functions of policy-making, planning

) and(;valuatlon. T o . : D .
1. icy-Making.  Section , School Act states, "A

@

use the word, dpollgx"; 1t¢a§yﬁgr B

.is " the mtﬁnt of the Act.

t,and operation o

hoard‘ shall mak;ﬂ;ules for the admlnlstra 1on, management

,asc;‘hools&’ Whlle thl% tement does not} .

: erstood thatgéhls
i . .\ o’ﬁeq‘ 1 u, . as |

S & ' ~.IV_':' Doy v . )
reinforced',w1th Sthe gntroductlon dg.'qh nagement and

3

Finance JRIan in 1984 and the accompanylng document the

Program ”Pélicy _Manual. The board then, is the 1ocally

M i 3

elected dec151on-maker for the jurlsdlctlon.‘ The bodrd is

rthe body through wh1ch the expectatlgns of the prov1nce ‘are

} expressed for the jurlsdlctlon. - . The prQV1nce s expect-

" ations -are stated in terms that are broad enough.for the

‘board to  interpret in,‘light of the expectations_of the

local communlty and the schools (personnel and’ students)
2. Evgluat;on.‘ The; Management and Flnance Plan of

1984 explicitly required.boards to evaluate mOSt componentS’

'of-ﬂthe ~system but more spec1f1cally, teachers, students,

-programs, schools, and,the}school system.‘ The boafd became

the vehicle 'by which the province's,expectatlons would be

- fulfilled. ‘Thesboard‘became accountable for evaluating its

own- performance, its Systems'of_delivery, and its outputs{

3. Planning. The government explicitly requires plann-

'ing for:

a. . the length of the school year and school day,

b. . f1nanc1ng (establlshlng a- budget),
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c. '4capitalboohstructionto: rehovatioh;.and o
d. enrolmehts. |
The work of - Kogan points out the need foriboafds-t
»aetegmine' the dlrectlon for their school, systems out of" the' fF
, many expectatlons» belng placed upon them by those who gov-
ern them (the prov1nce); those who elect them (the public),vvv
those they employ (staff): and those they .serve (students)

4. plementat;og 'The one area in which the board iS»
not :expected to engage is the day—to—day operation of the
fgch°°$; or the implementatlon ‘of’ policyf Responsibilltyv
’for' carrylng rout ,policy— lies ,Qith the‘ administration.
Nevertheless,'-it is' the ,board!s:reshonsibility,to ensure -

~that aits  policies arevimplemented as they intended. This,

ever, is an evaluatlve functlon

Adding» these wf@pr- functlons to the original madel
O : CL
tes the dlagram whlch appears in Figure 3.

Province.

Local
Community

Figure_3. Interaction of Inst{tutions,with Functions |

N t
v . ®
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TheA §gng;l_ggt'outlines the areas of responsibilityfﬁorh,:
.”school boards. ykThe 1ist ’developed for this particular
study (Appendlx "A") outllnes the follow1ng | o
._1. 'Egzsgnngl. Boards require admlnlstratlve personneli
(superintendent} secretary-treasurer, andt pr1nc1pals)

teachlng personnel and support personnel. | -
2. I:agspo;tat;on. Boards are . respon51ble for prov1d-

\
1ng transportatlon for students.

‘3. Board Operatlogs.

joards are requlred to conduct
. their own _business‘ in an open, honéest manner accordlng to
‘spec1f1ed procedures. _ _ _
ﬁ4.-,2;gpg;§x. _ Boards are expected ‘to keep all of their
real and personal property in good order. | -
5. Inst;ugtiongl Programs.v Boards are required‘to pro-d
. vide ,varlodg programs outllned by the department of educa-
“tion. | | . o |
:6; student TServices. ,Boardszmust proyide certain'ser-
vlces that ‘ensure the health and safety of”stﬁdents. ’ ‘
/,j; Eingncial Managemen; vBoards,are required to sub-
‘mit financial statements and, forms to the department of
education. | | ‘ : , L:‘
.An elghth ‘area, not eXpiicitly. stated'in.the:schoolh
Agt, is the area of. communlcatlng w1th the iocai community.f
-The Program Policy Manual addresses thls ‘area in‘that
fboards ‘are expected to report to the publlc and to make

wrltten ,reports. ..~The clients of the school jurlsdlctlon

ate 1ntegra1 part of the local communlty Thls aspect_“

4 5
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"6f the b@atd's operations has been explicitly stated in the

llterature rev1ewed _ 4 )
'\ . ,

‘These elght areas of respon51b111ty can be added to the_:

vfdiagram as shownglnvFlgure 4.
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. " Areas of Responsabi ities
) LM - .“s" - ) ) e -
.4 '.qv .
et Flgure 4. Interactlon of Instltutlons w1th Functlons
’ - yg-‘ and Areas of Respon51b111ty

. fﬁ

. xg ctaﬁlogs of the Board

o

m,t:Flnally, there mgﬁgfﬁé some - standards by whichvtd judge

f;”}the effectlvenesgé af the way a board carries out its func-
8 . W

k- tiohs. The pxbv1nce has establlshed standards in 1ts legls—

latich' {School Act), policies (P rogz E l; Y Mgnual), and« -
regulations,'_d Thef courts have also set standards in terms

- of their deciSionsdon cases brought before them.

»
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”’Tﬁé local community has certain expectations of the

These'exﬁectations deveiop out of.their,own exper-, . -

schools.
jences. Some'expectations develop'out of the.history'of‘a
jurisdiction. | Others" are based on their understanding of

twhat is happening in other jurisdictions or. what they would

like to happen. This added dlmen51on completes the diagram

-which'appearswin Fig%§e'53
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gy gagure 5. Interaction of Institutions w1th Functions,_
lﬁi- : “% my Areas of Respon51bi11ty and Expectations:

'JQ : The"componeﬁtsk;of the Systems,framework are: (1) the

-,

AP
”'context:_ (2) 1nputs..(3) transactions, and (4) outputs. The

context is the env1ronﬂent of the school system._ Kogan's

“ “

work p01nted Out that the env1ronment was the prov1nce, the

local-; communlty\ and the, school ‘1tse1f.  These three
s -QA‘D. . . . -
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dimensions are deplcted in the dlagram of the framework for
this study, ‘shown in ‘Flgure.fs, as the three p01nts on a
triangle. L RN .

Inputs are the demandsk;pl%ced upon thellggal govern-
ment. " Pemands are ‘placed upon the school board by the
government “and the local communitf. These demands are in
the form of expectatlons der1v1ng fnom leglslatlon, provxn—
. cial pollcy, ‘lltlgatlon,( and the v1ews expresSed by local
people. The 1eft component'of the framework,.expectatlonsL
sserves to depict 1nputs |

The‘ polltlcal‘ system processes 'the demands or,inpnts
elther by ignoring them; deferrlng» them, or acting upon‘
them in the form of pollc1es or .programs or actual - activi—
ties.'h,_Th transactlon' takes uplace at the board, whlch
' appears W1th1n the centre of the trlangle on the dlagram
'1W1th1n thls overall framework the transactlons portlon can
bé broken down..lnto the .area; " over whlch a board hasv
,decision—making nrespon51b111ty (board operatlons, communlty
relations, student serv1ces, 1nstruct10nal programs, person--
nel, finances, fac111t1es and transportatldn) |

Those demands"wh;ch the = board chooses to act upon

_béCome the board'sv outputs: = plans, policies, and opera-
‘tions | (or . implementation), uThe board .alsc processes
demdnds for accountability.) -These become - the ontputs

referred to as evaluations;
The . political system processes the demands or  inputs
either by ignoring them, deferring them, or acting'upon_"

.'0
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them in the form of policies or programs or actual activi-
ties. : The transactlon takes place at the board w1th1n the
centre of the trlangle.' Wlthln thls overall framework the .
traqsactiohs portion can be ngoken down. 1nto the areas ‘over
‘which a board has deCLSLon—maklng respon51bllity (board
operations, communlty relatlons, student serv1ces, 1nstruc—
tionaivbprograms, personnel,,flnances, fac111t1esmand trans—
'portation);. ' ’ | i .d‘ol . x
imposimg the 'sfstems~ uapproach‘ om_ thé_ framework

completes the diagr shown in Figure 6.7
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 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The research questlons growing out of" the % g
: 55 : -
this study can be grouped accordlng to the four broad cate— S

MR Q XTI
K

' gories of the social systems model; context,.igputs, trans-.«;-
. actions, and outputs.

r . o TN

,Context _ .
AN P WhatSICharacteristiCSt df the Sommunity effectfthe ol
way’in thch‘thefboard carries out 1ts respon51b111t1es? -

AZ%KVWhet iSt the :board‘t relatlonshlp w1th the prov1n;
cialvgovernment?' AR T Co s ﬁ?.

- 3.  What is’ the’ beard's re;ationshin with;thedcommun—v

ity? | | B o e _ |
. 4. What is the board' | relatlonshlp w1th the educa—

tional system (superlntendent and other peggtnnel)°

:Input

{. wWhat are, the expectations of.the provinciél govern=

2;‘ What are the expectatlons of the local communlty7v

3. What  are the expectatlons of the educatlonal system

RS

p‘
(superlntendent adm;nlstratlon, personnel and students)?

&4;7 In whats

[

w%ys .and to what extent .are the demands

expressed to the board’



’,

1.' How does the board" organlze 1tself°
2. What structuresv does . a- board construct to fac111?
'tate the effective organlzatlon of the school system’

V

3. How does a board spend its tjg

e?

4. What . is thebinature of

5. How do board members 1nteract with one another’c
6. Who‘ has 'the ‘most 1nf1uence on a bOard's decision-
.making? |
7. ‘dn ‘whom‘does*the board»rely for ‘information for its-

" decision-making? v - f\\,*

Qutput’
,11; .On . what tYpe of iSsues'does'the board spend most of

“its tlme’-'

2. vHow dols the board deflne 1ts own role?.
B.d Whose 1nterests do board dec151ons serve’
'4."How respons1ble is the board to the expectatlons of

.. the Iocal community?

i



Ry

e ' CHAPTER III
| 4 yytETHODOLOGY
R ‘
»\

‘Each evaluatlon 51tuatlon 1s unlque._ Also, each evalua-‘ :
tion 151tuatlon ;s hlghly complex, espec1ally when it is the
evaluatlon of a hlghly conmplex lnstltutlon such as a schoolf

system. The work of Kogan p01nted out that the schoold

:System"is affected not only’ by‘the local schools, but by

"the entire community' ‘and the province. JFurther, an

evaluation is. limited to a partlcular p01nt 1n t1me “In

order[ to 'obtain as.'accurate a plcture as- p0551b1e w1thin‘
' the- constralnts -of 'tlme, 1t is adv1sab1e to use multlple'
_methods, not only to reach a? many of thefactors as’ poss-.

i‘lble, but also to valldate the flndlngs. The\usg oﬁ multl-

o

’vple methods, accordlng to chk (1979*602) has been glven

@

many names whlch 1nclude con@erggnt methodology, multl-
— N) . .: i
method/multltra}t conVerQent valldation, multlple operatlon—

( .

,allsm,z and. the more necent te;m "triangulatlon "  The term .

is borrowed from nav1gatlpn whlch uses multlple,reference-.

.points ’to locate an object The notlon of collectlng dlf—

0 ' ,'- - ' B
ferent klnds of data“ to” 1dent1fy a common phenomenon has

been borrowed by soc1a1 sc1entlsts.. The use of trlangula—

| tlon -can be traced to: 1959 when Campbell and Flske used

0
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more than one hethod in. the'validation process‘to ensure
that’ the 'varlance reflected that of the tralt and not of
‘the method (chk, 1979:602) . For the purposes of this
study,'SDenzin!s deflnltlon of trlangulatlon was used whlch»f
is, '"the combinatlon of methodologles in the study of the
same phenomenon" (chk 1979 602) '

“ The methodolzgles that were used 1nc1uded°_,
1. the questionnaire;
2. the lnterview;

3.

'“fiytgsearch, and
PR SR S :
4 ‘%bsewva%hon and 51te v151ts.
The uSeﬁ of these many methodologles would have: been a‘
‘ tremendous task for one person., The researcher was/a mem-*v
7ber of a team of researchers a551gned the taskdsf evaluat-
_1ng the governance and admlnlstratlon of a school system;
Hv:The‘ researcher partlclpated in the larger study but . chose
_pnly.-those 'elements pertlnent to governance for th1s part—

icular ,study» g There were four d1men51ons to the framework

o whlch guided the *collectlon fand ana1151s of the data and

.«the : assessmght?ﬂf ystem' governance and _admlnlstratlon

(Ingram, 1986#3 i‘fThese components were:

-.,’ .

rat'ona* Com onents.  The governance and admlnl-

1. '.Q
stration'vof a school system 1nc1ude respon51b111t1es for:
(a)f communitv relatlons; ;(b);jstudent personnel services,
'(c); staff perSonnel relatlons, (d) program development and »

.fdellvery, (e) sflnanc1a1 management, (f)‘ﬁ?CllltleS manage-f--

ment ; '(g). transportatlon management, ‘and (h) the co- .

TE
.

'Toédlnatlon of all of these’ respon51b111t1es.
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“ v . .“” W ’ - . . ) .. )
‘2. Asbdcts to be Examined. Any component of an organ-

d‘f

~ iZdtion can be described by examining its:" (a) inputs; (b)

| . . . §
‘ context: (c) transactions; (d). outputs; and (e) the inter-.

relationships among these aspects.-

: LB : o
3. . Functio al te ies. he functional categories

., of governance and administration include - (a) goal and»pol—,

' 1CYV development, (b) planning, (c) implementing and operat-r

ing' plins cand programs;‘and\isp monitoring and evaluatingw

system operations.

4. criteria 'and Standards. The criteria for judging.

an’ operation must be determined as.must thedstandards for

-making judgments.. These should be based on. 2(a) the goals
;i&nd"objectives‘ of the organization, (b) the knowledge base

AN the field"and (c) the context of the operation

The researcher relied extenSively on the framework of_

s

“the. larger study for the purposes of this particular study

The’ foregOing operational components were aspects to be'

'examined. - Functions, criteria and standards developed by

- Ingram» (1986) were used but a somewhat different configura-7

tion as. outlined in Chapter II was adopted.
-_The foregOing model guided the collection and analySis

of data for the larger study ‘ This particular study uti—i

'lized those aspects of the larger study that were pertinent

v

[

to the governance function. e Tl R 4

g



DATA COLLECTION"

For the larger study, data were coliected’by“the“follow-‘
ing'means (Ingram, 1986:4)}11":~1- . | o
Document Reviews ' _ '

Relevant documients = from the- schooL system from the,,f

f

. ‘local neWSpapers;' and' from vother' COmmunrty publicatmqns

‘were examined. -

2u stionnair
| : A questlonnalre de51gned to obtaln the )opinlons‘df ’
'stakeholders with respect to the governance and admlnlstra—~ﬂ
tionv of. the school system was dlstrlbuted to bgard members,;f

.

centr : offlce staff pr1nc1pals, teachers, and a: sample of

pareni r§from each school. In the-questionnalre také&old—j'
ers _were. ashed about the actual prlorlty’glve to varlousff,
,goyernance‘vand admlnlstratlve functlons'/as well as: about_fi
Athe preferred prlorlty.for-each of these_functlons (Apgen&i

dix "BM).

”Interuiews« Were conducted w1th board’ members : most:
. members of central offlce staff pr1nc1pals, and a. sample,m-
‘ofv‘teachers' and representatlves fromv interest groups,ln
orde;"to obtaln 1nformatlon and oplnlons about the admlnl—;
,stration vand governancev operat;ons of the school systemf:

T(Appendlx “C")
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bservatlons and Site VL§1§§'7 | |
Five members .of the team attended aﬁagard meetlng A
| form was prepared by whlch to evaluate the board meetlng
}(Appendix‘ "D"). All members of the rev1ew team v1slted

central' office- and at least two members of~the team v1sxted 3

. 7, P
each_school.

 DATA_SOURC

'e{Theh-researcher organized '~ the data coliected in the
. larger study écr the purposes 'of ‘this particular study‘
”iaround "the broad aspects of the social systems model- (a)f
",*context (b) 1nputs, (c) transactloé;\ ‘and (d) outputs.
'{Contexth.

R o T : _ . R | : |

The 1nterv1ews were the primary- means -by which the

_ _research team determlned Wthh characterlstlcs of the com-'
.munlty affected the way 1n whlch the board carrled out 1ts
:functions; In fact thls ‘was | ‘one 'of the questlons asked in
‘_th) 1nterv1ew.' Slmllarly& vthe board's relatlonshlp w1thv
ﬁthet communlgy 'andfhthe educatlonal system were determlned
*Afrom;theklnterv1euiresponses.i‘ |

'

.;'Input -
Inputs were“-determined largely‘frOm'dOCument’searches"
S .%gfja'

'ivtas follows. :ﬂ% ” C
:‘u“‘:% the exoeetatlons of the prov1nc1al government were

'Adetermlned from a rev1ew of the chool Ac and the Er_g;gm
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zg_liszy._nanml and o oy . -
2.  the expectatlons' of the }ooal community andvthe
eduCational system were detérminééhlton some ‘extent by a. .
.rev1ew of the board meeting mlnutes.:"ihe'naturevot issues#z
. " J o ¢

fbrought to the board -and the persons brlnglng those 1ssués{?

L

- to thg;board were identlfled in the’ mlnutes..

Inputs were also determlhed ‘from the,questlonnaire data

P
‘.7

in that all stakeholders . were asked what prlorlty they.
would“prefer» the 'board4to g1ve to 1ts functlons and aréas;
_of . respon51b111ty E f:“ p"_h ifdfk&._ql"“ .y
| To a lesser: extent, the. 1ntérv1ew served td’prov1de,

some . informatlon in teﬁms of the expectatlons the stakehold—;
. P . .37.‘:‘ _ i
_ers had for the way in. whlch the board carrled out 1ts func-

’ 2 ~_'}

. tiOnS-,' ’ ” ‘ ‘ B . ‘ n,/\

e _ : .
Transactions were determlned malnry from the 1nterv1ews
./ ': . ,_\.
but alsoz~from a rev1ew of the board minutes and from the

| observatlon of board meetlng . The 1nterv1ews»were a
7 ' )A B
.source of 1nformatlon about how the board organlzed itself;

it

the structures that the‘ bOard had 1n place to fac111tate -

. ! /
~ the effectlve organlzatlon of the schoolqpystem, the 1nter£

Tx

‘actlon between boardI members, and the 1dent1ty of groups

,:who -had the most 1nfluence on the board's de0151on-mak1ng,lu

x

and. on whom the board re;”ed for_ its‘.lnformatlon for,”
: . % =

:‘dec151on-mak1ng.

: ’ /:' . < . . '
8. il P
The board mlnutes . were useful in ‘ascertalnlng the _

' :nature of the dec151ons made and the way 1n whlch the ‘board
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members°4;went their time durlng qeetlngs. The observation
of th@.“;¥ard meetlng prov1ded s1m11ar 1nformatlon to that

”f‘the review of the mlnutes but it also added the

]
Informatloﬁvlon output was gained:from‘the mindtes.int
hthat‘ they.lndlcated those functions that the board afforded -
its attentlon. |
The questlonnalre was.also useful in that it 1dentlf1ed
the prlorlty that varlous stakeholders belleved the board

a551gned to the functlons ofiplannlng, pollcy—maklng, eValu-

ation and 1mplementatlon ‘with reference to its areas of res- -

pon51b111ty. - Th questlonnalre also asked respondents to_
1dent1fy the strengths and weaknesses of the system Thls
was another 1nd1cator of output. | h
The interv;ew " revealed the ;board's dresponse to the
‘demands 'of‘interest groups and to chgnging needs and condi-
{tions. - - ," | o | ’

¢

| . ' !
SELECTING THE SA_MELE_
gInterv1ew

All board members, central offlce staff and all pr1nc1-u
'fpals were 1nterv1ewed. A teacher, selected at random from‘M
- each school, ' was ,interviewed:, in the larger schools, tw04

teachers were interviewed. .In.many,cases,:the parents who
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k ‘had. been selectéd to compiété the:queétignnaires_;équeSted
interviews ,and> théir 3vieWs_formed part of the study daﬁé.
There. were :aiso‘ indiv{dualsf selected from the cbmmuﬁity
.suéh' a§ those repreéeﬁtihé other gdverning_bodies gnd the
'ﬁews media.fof_the iﬁterviews. B |

-

Questionnaires

__Queétionnairggtyyere_ distributed to al
and central officevwétaff} ﬁo‘all'principals ndnteéchers,
and thavraﬁdom.éample of the parents with children in each
sdhoo;; .l.Approximate1y 345 questionnaires Weré distributed
~and ;24: COmpleted 'su:véysﬁ wéfe returned. A breakdoWn of
the qUeétioﬁhairé» respondents by‘group is shoWn_ih'Tablg.l
(ingram, 1986:12); | o o
o o
" TABLE 1

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONDENTS BY GROUP

‘NUMBER =~ NUMBER

DISTRIBUTED RETURNED
~ *Trustees : R ; 7 o g '3
" Central Office’ I L 14 _ - 11
Parents . =~ e ‘ : 100 o - 81
.Teachers o L 211 e - 126
Principals ' o - - A3 - 13

" Totals  ;'j -  ',-.--' ..' - 345 - : : 234.

Doéumeht Search .

y_Théi»minutesv Qf six consecutive board:meetings, inciud-
ihg:‘the 'méeﬁihg 1a£ “which the budget' was adopted, wéfe'
requested vfrom the schoél'éyétem{ The agenda paégégé"fof

. the board megting that Was’obSérVedjwas alsd reviewed.

"

ard members -
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Observation ..‘
One board meetlng was observed This'board meeting

occurred during the time that the rev1ew team was v151t1nq

the school system for 1nterv1ew1ng purposes
PROCEDURES

Interview"
An  interview guide was designed wherehy allAihtervie&-
Vees mere',asked the same ba51c questlons in the same order
ﬁhenever an 1nterv1ewee expressed 1nterest or concern about
the answer to a partlcular questlon, the” 1nterv1ewers would'
ask’follow-up questlons. i ' e
o Questlons from the 1nterv1ew questlonnaire,were 1dent1*
fled as belng appllcable to governance. The responses to
”those' qnestlons were rev1ewed and were grouped according to
themes which arose out of the 1nd1v1dual responses j AlsO,
interviewees were asked to 1dent1fy three-strengths and
three_ weaknesses in the _school-jurisdiction.. These werer
listed :according‘ to'categories of intervrewees: :trustees;
central office( principaisvand teachers.
é?\.;,,To increasedbreliability;v.perception checking:occurred'
between the ktwo people 'on the 1nterv1ew team 1mmed1ately :
after :a‘ serles of three or four 1nterv1ews . .The two teamsl
met' each‘ evenlng to dlscuss the themes that were emerglng

out of the ,1nterv1ews. iThe‘ flndlngs that emerged were

rev1ewed by the superlntendent and board chalrman for accur-

»

iacy; o ‘dlﬂf' }_ - g »M(M
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3 ‘ d; ire

;QnestionnaireS' Were,.developed which compared "what is"
withvf"what should be." The questionnaire was d1v1ded 1ntov,
.tWO' parts K Stakeholder expectatlons were determlned from

vth part which addressed ‘the prlorlty whlch they would llke
dthe‘ board» to a551gn £o 1t5'four functlons (pollcy mak;ng,
clmplementlng, evaluatlng and plannlng) ‘and elght dec151on—'7
maklng areas of respon51blllty (communlty relatlons, flnan-
cial management personnel facilitles‘management, trans- '
'portation, lnstructlonal programs, ‘student ‘services, and

~board 'operatlons). Stakeholder perceptions ¢£ what was

actually happenlng were determlned from: the part.which

'-addressed the prlorlty that = they’ belleved the board was

e P

actually a551gn1ng to .1ts functlons and@areas of. respons—
-ibilityr' o C,I" T f; o f 'uff »
The mean score for each 1tem on the questlonna;re whlchp
. was prov1ded by’ each of the groups surveyed (parents, teach—l'
. ers, central offlce personnel and pr1nc1pals) was calcu;
lated. - The means 1nd1cated the actual prlorlty that these
gronps, .on _average, belleved the bbard placed on. varlousr
- . aspects .of thelr role and the degree to whlch these groups
preferred the trustees_ to pay attentlon to these areas of,.
'respon51blllty and functlons. |

’ S ‘. » . . "‘“"
roument Séaggh S ' A v.‘.“ ;._f., :I~ ftT”Q"
| The reV1ew of the mlnutes prov1ded most of the 1nfdrma-v%

‘tion w1th regard to transactlons. Transactlons were class-

ified . accordlng_.to thej four-_functlons (pollcy_,maklng,
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evaluation, operations‘ and »planning) and the elght areas
affected by dec1510ns ‘(board operatlons, communlty rela-?
ctlons, f;nanc1al management transportatlon, personnel
instructionai' programs, fac111t1es and student services)
The unlt of ana1y51s was the board motion."

| The pollcy handbook was a major indicator of outﬁhts in
that it ndlcated the board's compllance with Alberta
“Education's expectatlons. A check list was. formulated to
compare ‘Alberta,;Education‘s policy expectatlons'as 1mp11ed
by the Schooi Act and as stated mo;e spec1f1ca11y in the'
fProgram Pollcy Manual and this check llst was. d%ed to ldent—

1fy gaps in the current pollcy handbook._

"The board

5] so 1nd1cated the demands for actlon;
or . inputs in
item ' or perso L 'ght thexr concerns to_the board as f

.‘deleqations. o LE N

,'The contents of; the poiicy handbook‘were anal&zed in
terms of: | | - |

.‘1; ‘complianCe with the legal requirements'as laidhout
in' legislation fsUch as the School Act, 1980 thé”ggmgmf
_brance »Daz. Act, ’theﬁ-Charter of R;ghts and Freedoms and a
policies of thevprovinciai government; and -,

zf'_,the Slmllarlty between the contents of‘the juris-

diction:s. policy handbook and the contents of other schoola

: syétemS"pollcY'handbooks.w1th’wh1ch_the researcher was fam-

“iliar.

he person who 1n1t1ated the agenda\"u
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The' eight: reSponsiblllty vareas in the research frame—

i

wbrk were used as the broad pategorles for the policy anal-

'y51s: ' oard operatlons, communlty relatlons, student ser-

vices; 1nstructlonal programs, personnel, f1nanc1al manage—

1

’ment, 'fac111tles;. and transportation. One addltlonal area
was con51dered' philosophical commitmenti N L

‘.{q‘

Obser -jon

-

. Flve members‘”of the research team attended the May,

'51986 Board meetlng and observed the proceedlngs. There 1sg“

5

a descriptlon ‘aich constltutes a synthe51s of those obser-
yatlons.,‘~ p L ' .'- e

.‘ : 5 L] .

‘”The observation- of the board meetlng corroborated the
;data gathered frOm the ‘board mlnutes and also allowed the

‘researcher %o descrlbe the climate: in the board room;. the

L o
' efflclency of board operatlons, anahthe responsmveness of

.

-2

’t board to 1nput demands.. A checkllst was developed for‘“

;‘the rev;ew of theaﬁzard meetlng (Append;x‘"D“);

"&t] ‘.:;;/%;

‘;3‘



' CHAPTER IV

DESCRIPTION OF FINDINGS

The ifindings will be described under the four headings

‘of: . (1) context, (2) - inputs, (3) transactions, and. (4)

outputs. o

o B 3

CONTEXT e

- The school system under rev1ew ‘is 51tuated in- northern -

'.4

Alberta. - The school system 1s long and narrow. Wlthln ltS

,boundaries jthere " are four distlnct attendance areas with

T

?“théir qwn* sets of unlque vdemographlc *characteristlcs

i
o

'jﬁfvfﬁéSe,include'(Ingram, 1986: 8 10) :
.1.s The western‘ attendanceu.area The fourlschoois in
vthis area' serve? apprOXimately ‘650> students, malnly of‘;
N Frencn‘illgln who live on relatlvely.prosperous farns. |

'The west- central attendance area._ Approx1mat31;f\;
‘vk N .

'1;050- students . attend»'the.-four_ schooisi in;ftnis area.

Employment .ism derived from government ,education} human
serv1ce sectors,:and farmlng | .A-»~u‘
;73}\”Thé? east—central attendance areaﬂ_ The two schoéls

ln thls area serveﬁppprQX1mately 330 students.'d
T :!* s aTL

R PN % IS . ‘e -
69 ' ' ' ' PR
: . , B
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4. The eastern attendance area. The three schbols in

thls area have a' total enrolment of approx1mately ‘1, 300

/ students.' There_ is a large natlve populatlon and’ many of

‘ the‘ other 're51dents in thlS rapldly expandlng area rely on
the 011 ‘and gas serv1ce industry for thelr 11ve11hood.

"Employment sectors in the region 1n addltlon to those

already mentloned 1nclude lumberlng and flshlng
£ Iny 1981, . the board,} Whlch had served one year of its

three—year term, was dissolved by the Mlnlster of, Educatlon

and replaced by a publlc trustee (Ingram, 1986 10)

The,.context or hlstory of thls school jurlsdlctlon had‘

Idetermined' the current board's actlons to a con51derable

extent.ﬁj It was reported that the board constantly made
comparisons wfth the past. it had made a consc1ous effort
to 1dent1fy problems “of the past and to rise above them

,.;None-'of »the former board members were 1eft and there were.

' ‘no vestlges of the: former power struggles whlch had occur—,

red}},ln part because of the demographlcs and geography of -

-l

the -jurlsdlctlon. : There had been separatlst tendenc1es

over thp years. . The populat;on of french at the west end

had 'expressu

[

2

-

a desire to separate to_ form va French- :

speaklnq j rlsdlctlon. However, some members of the ccmmun—

-1ty \s aw, he advantages of remalnlng 1n the ex1st1ng school
; system. ‘ ﬁ_.‘ - R .,w"'a-- j\ Lo 'fm
w' o T 5 AR L"" SRS T ol
' ;;T\ board ‘offlcesv\are the town 51tuated 1n the';‘

R

o N ) \'_«,‘:' RN, N
e vcentre“ of 'the jurlsdlctiOnp »w’%h town s popul&tlon 1s"

: diversef as in- many rurad Alberta tOWns. Near thé other end

-;fjoff.the_ jurlsdlctlon 15 a large settlement of natlve people

\

2 -
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‘ who .are urrgunded by' indﬁstrial and oil service people.

-’preoccupied ~with

L -

. thez.r_~ concern for treatlng everyone equally, however, ‘boa

’members prevented themselves from thoroughly‘examlnlng ald_

" This town. has been growing rapldly.c Because of its boomian
_economy, it has been taxed highly. Re51dents have expres-

. sed concern that an inordinate amount of thexr taxes was

supportinq the rest of the system. Interv1ewees 1ndicated
that most people were 'cognlzant thatnthe demographlc and

geographic dlversxty created the potentlal for separatlon

However, ~since the current board had been in operatlon, ‘or

- for three years, the separatlst 1ssue had not arlsen Thls

&

‘was attrlbuted to the "trusteeshlp" stance of the new

board. Respondents from w1th1n the school jurlsdictlon and

thOSe"who 1nteracted with the school system 1nd1cated that

<'current board members consc1ously av01ded the parochlal

v

: tendencles of the former board. They trled to look at the

‘ ag v - T c : o ~

- . Rl » '
Some respondenzszelleved that the board had become too

formlty Board members, themselves,

- ‘one 1ntervr$wee“sa1d,‘:"1t used,to be a

- used the term, equallty Others commended the board for-~

belng 'more equltablecang}ts deallngs w1th tpe schools In

L

"of the detalls 1n certaln 51tuatlons.f Intervieﬂses polnted

out that the school jurlsdlctlon was nelther soc1ally nor .

T

-was counterproductlve. s *, '1, B .';; 'FP@“

eCOnomlcalIy unlform and -therefore, unlformlty of thlnklng
-

-

v‘jThe bpard extended the notlon of qnlformlty to its own

<

,operatlons.’{v‘?he former board“ was constantly blckerlng. .
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The new board had made a consc1ous effort tO reach a consen-

: sus.r Board members were qu1ck to poxnt out however, that

thls did. not mean that they were always 1n agreement ini-
tially but, following their dellberatlons,_they dld try to
reach a ‘consensus - "When. thls board was first. elected it

trled to' avoid any dlsagreement but there had been more,;

N open ,dlssen51on lmmedlately prlor to the rev1ew. %iustees.,

reported that once dec151ons  had- been made, good rapport

- continued among board members. One trustee sald that the

board"_ phllosophy was "to functlon as-a unlt " nother
respondent out51de of the board sa1d that unlty seemed to
be a . prlorlty not: only w1th the board but w1th the board‘-
and the central’ .offlcef ) Here agaln, past practldes had

made board members highly consc10us 'qﬁ av01d1ng pulllng

ctrlcks on. the superlntendent the board was hlghly suppor—f}

- tive of the‘,superlntendent and central offlce admlnlstra~

',;gthrs;s

2 A o

The former 'board was also sp11t 1nto votlng cllques o

The, new board vehemently stated that they had no such

: cllques. There may be some dlscus51on among trustees prlor

'-to attendlng the board meetlng but they av1dly stated that-

they avolded maklng deals. Norudld they ever meet in prl—

' -vate prlor ’td a board eetlng so that they could glve thed‘

\ 1mpre581on that they operated harmonlously all of the tim

T M
-

| ' N
They openlg dlscussed every 1ssue at the board meetlngs.'lff

an 1ssue dld arlserbetween board‘meetlngs, ail members partbb

Lt

1c1pated 'a conference call. : The observatlon -of the,:

board meetlng conflrmeda_thls.,;‘flnf‘fact,,.the‘wchalrman;‘

B
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1n51sted that - the board room doors to the foyer stand open‘
at all times except when the board was engaged in properlyv

' constituted 1n-camera se551ons.v" .

- In order to achieve 1ts ijectives of uniformity, stab-‘

,Hility;"equality and fairness, the board had established a

_policyémaking structure that had "slowed down" 1nconsistent.u
| decision—mahing. ‘ The former board was. always fighting
brush fires whereas the current board had long term p0114
‘ . to prevent brush fires from: starting Interv1eweesi
_cated that there was' an enormous 1mprovement in thisu

»

Polic1es were seen as being very clear, prov1d1ng

adfrectionf_'and making‘ it easy to find the answers "This

:T“part that precedent plays
1n ensuring conSistent dec1s11 faking ;

The board's commitment to careful financ1al control was

o

Vjalso attributed to past experience. The jurisdiction had_v

‘goneﬂ-from a def;Lc;Lﬁ'E o a surplus finanCial p051tion and had

jNBeen ~able to maintain the supplementary requisition at the

o

: There..were 'those- who fe;t that flnances were overriding[-?

same rate for three consecutive years There was also less

‘borrowmng.' "Th 1985 audited‘financ1al statement revealed-
' r&w{i,' - '“ !
aﬁw 11 6% cor ributzon _of' the budget to debt serv1c1ng

ki

,veverything in- dec151on—mak1ng The school staffs were con-

cerned that the ~central qffice administrators were unable
ST

" to fulfill their Curriculum assistance and evaluation roiesw

4

'k

”5%because of the board‘s eXpectatlons for them to be devotingvs

‘{;'-

a lot of time to the budgeting process~“

:
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g . .The previous board used to meet with the publlc only atjw'

) '.the annual _ratepayers' eetlng _ They were descrlbed as
being '"very }hot" meetings. f'At the- time of the rev1ew no
,ratepayers” attendedu But the new board encouraged delega—.:f
| tions' to attendwlboard meetlngs whereas the former board
.dlscouraged publlc delegatlons. The-mlnutes conflrmed.thls
attendance as dld the board meetlng that was observed
Trustees ‘lndlcated that delegatlons were not the result ofsf
issue‘ confllct but of 1nd1vidual and oﬁten prlvate matters
such Aas\ home schoollng requests, appeals of staf{\or stu-
dentA suspenSLons, -~ and spec1al educatlon requests. = The

‘ by
issue of. school closure was also dealt w1th accordlng to

4

the prov1nc1al pOllCY which allowed del%gatlons to present
thelr ‘concerns to the board

Another area of 1mprovement that the board members ‘were
‘aware, of~ was the conduct of their meetlngs._ ‘'They sald,:
_thelr meet?;gs - were now streamllned because ‘they recelved
1;_the1r agendas, in advance of the meetlng and they all read5
'the\ materials very carefully and were well prepared Thelr
preparat;on ,for the meetlng that was observed wis ev1dent.
'Questions ‘raased were for 1nformatlon that" d1d not appearii
in the agenda package. However, thelr_meetrngs were long -
at least six hours.c{' L f‘*\\_'vv°ryf |
| Other' 1mproVements mentionedﬁwerelbetter‘relationships

o Wlth mun1c1pa11t1es, fewer bu51ng _pralems, and .cohsider-.

ably better maantenance.‘.. ”V;f .wl.;
There ijas” one ’area ‘that . had 'remainedy'relatiVely
:unchanged and that mwas the‘worganxgatiOn of;theabentrai

*
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”Qofflce.. Assxstant superlntendents' roles and responsibili-'

‘,v~_ 5‘.}.,

7Ft1es were retalned frqm ‘the prevlousustructure even though |

'Afthe board' expectations for carefui f1nanc1al management'

T ) ) ,.' ). ’ -

fandn for 1nformat10n on whichn to*,baseprtsudecislons had
. e S v R S O

s

,1ncreased 1mmen§e1y C 'LA L : S

S X PR
B M

one othen contextual factor of whlch respondents were,’i

..

-awarei was he prov1nc1al empha51s on accountablllty. 'The‘
;eboard was commended for hav1ng 1ts own operatlons evaluatedf
;“consxstent w1th expectations. that those w1th1n the systemf

tbe evaluated as well. _
| The comments of one 1nterv1ewee summarlzed the p051tlon7

5

';f?taken _by the] board in relatlon to 1ts hlstorlcal contextxy

jgiand .that . was, "People are very proud of thls board they'

———

'Vsee great 1mprovements.

Trustees- expressed their bellef that they were respons-f
‘11ble to the people. In ﬁhls regard they talked to as manyﬁ_
',,people' as p0551b1e %éfopi maklng thelr decisxons They’j
attended public meetlngs: at the request of the1r communi—:i

: t1es “to obtaln input. One trustee p01nted out that peoplenn

‘e

'sometlmes expressed dlfferent oplnlons in a grbup than they“”

..dld qi'Prlvate conversatlons L Thls particular trustee

=

 talked to 1nd1v1duals after a meetlng to obtaln ‘a more com-f
‘plete plcture.f‘ L Lo ;5~~ . t ﬁh' 9f';'

7 Board members saw their role as bednq 51mrlar to that.
!

'4 of A )ury | They must welgh a11 the facts and all the op1n~'7

"i ;xons and- then try to-makeaa dec1sxon that would be 1n the )

»kjurisdictlon s,' and ult;mately;. he chxldren's best Lnter-.ﬁ

est.
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The board was reported to have a good relatlonshlp With
the” A T A. " 1ocal. ?he A. % A. local took the board. at 1ts

wprd.xand the. board's expectatlons were communlcated very

'clearly. ,\\If questlons arose over the 1nterpretatlon of a
' . Y .

1,certain 1ssue, . the board would 1nd1cate its pos1tlon and

o J3
try to reach an’understandlng before E%grlevance was ne@o-

ptiated.; Wlth régard to collectlve bargaining, the'board‘s

‘ﬁ,pétancef was’ descrlbed as belng very open. It was. qulck to

S8

JreleaSelkfalr ~and ° complete

Hrformatlon for the teachers to

R,
The boarﬁ’

1ereferred not to have a bar-

use ‘in bargaini

gaining agent.--' The| board ﬂ%s descrlbed as being co=

 operative 'in 'the ‘neg tlatlon process and, as a result,

negotiations.occurredlwithin an atmOSphe:; of trust.
~ INPUTS

»The 'results'fof the questlonnalre'Were 1nstruct1ve w1th

fregard to both 1nputs and outputs.f The questlonnalre asked

what prlorxty’ﬂme varlous stakeholders would llke the,board

B

to assign to vprious functlons w1th respect to its areas of

\ o
_ resgons1b111ty.\“‘ These_ expectatlons fare synonymous w1th ‘

inpu ':'. stakehplders were also asked to 1dent1fy the

'-"'actual priorlty that the board was percelve? to be g1v1ng

.,to]fi funct;ons.‘wlth reference to 1ts area

of respOnsi--’

v‘(_

_ ' o . L
blllty ’ The acﬁual prlquty was. an,ylndlcatlon of" the

g<{"responslveness of the board to'the expectatlons of stake-i
~§’[h°1der$'_; This respons1veness could be 1nterpreted ‘as out-

~ y

puts.
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- Questionnaires = . . o : -,_ E u'f,
The ; results of the questionnaire follow. 'I:hese sqme :
‘ o Jul
_results are deplcted graphlcally in Appendix "E" , -
3
TABLE 2 R . &
) .
QUESTIONNAIRE ;«m RESPONSES ST
o
~ACTUAL PRIORITY COM?ARED WITH .
- THE PREFERRED PRIORITY TRUSTEES PLACE ON EACH
¢ acTuaLPRIORITY! " 'PREFERREDPRIORITY?
- Parents Teachers Cen.Off.  Prin. . “Parents Teachers Cen.Off. Prin.
1. Developing policies dealing with . * 5 | ¢ o | |
 Community Relldons,i : .35 42 48 . 47 56 51 52 S0
2, Pl:nningmddcvebplnspmiculu B L o
Community Relations programs; - 32 3.6( 42 33 .54 . S0 49 47,
3, CmymsoutCommunityReluion: . ‘ o . . S
aclivities; 31 36 45 38 55 S0 . 49 48
4. Momuxingmdumxingthe : ' . o
. Community Relations programs . n : - S
' ,omleSchoolevilion, 7330 35 Al 38 S5 48 48 48
.8 .Developmgyouciudedingwim v B ‘ . - o B
mwtom;denu' Lo o 40 .46 58 7 - -~ 58 58 . 55 60
- 6.Hummguﬂdﬂnhphgpuumhr i". ‘»>. . : o S S
- ‘mdentsemcq Sl 38 Al . 48 . S1 87 57 46 - 63
7. Actulllypmndingdheetmvbu L R .
lolbesmdcnu o _ 34 37 51 0 44 5.7 55 . 50 58
. . . ) . ‘y - . . . L Y ° .
8. Modummguﬂauauhguu , o ,
" services which the School ) — R ‘ - v -
Divisio'dpxdvideuosmdenu; ' 38 42 51 - 55 5.8 5.5 48 6

, 'l'he Actual Priority deals with t:he emphasis which the Truscees vere, seen
§ to place on: the item. in the. question.

. o T T
s o ;
- The_&efetred Priority deals wtth the emphasis the ‘rrustees o ght to
place oq that,particular 1tem. R o, . : g :
,-7=jA Yelx_’y‘-kh,igh prigrity , T 1=A very low -priority - S <
Co . '_‘.,;‘ Ty R - . . e s . : - . . ¥ : "r



9 . . |
INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS _  Parects Teachers Cen.Off. Prin. gy,
. 9. Developing policks deallng with e Con O e et

the lostructional prograsm; 40 44 s3 i s&
10, mmmwmpu‘ B _‘ o R
Instructional Pmm 42 i3 | 49 . 39 ' §2 51 s as
1. Condum.nueduanow 4 S o
prograny; 38 39 48 42 49 48 43 45
12. Mmmmmm;‘ ‘ . . -
themcu.luqum.l program, » 490 43 50 50 5s - 43 45 5.5
13 Developing pol!dene;udlng S . o o
- personnel; - : 42 - 48 56 58 56 . 53 - 82 -58
14.Developing programs _ _ : :
dea!lngwlzl;penonncl; : 40 4.1 40 42 5 5.1 37 . s
lSQCitilngoutpmm for RS B S ,
of concerning personnel; 39 39 40 /s 55 50 38 43
16. Monitoring and assessing .
" the perfermance of personnel :
Mhopembnofpmonnel : . _ . L
* progracms; .39 44 50 48 S8 50. 45 ss
17. Developing policies for the S ;
financial managementofthe - - . ) : - ' W .
School Division; * S0 59 - .56 65 58 55 s 62
18. Planning and developing
programs and procedures; 43 - 36 4.7 64 : 53 54 43 53
19. Mansging the fusnces of - S ) S L , '
the School Divislon; : 9 53, 47 SR ¥ I 6.1 55 47  S7
L .20, Monitoring and assessing. ) o T R, : -
o . the manmer in which the ' : S _ S .
from s (inancial standpoint; - ' -4.8 -5 SA 65 * 6.1 55 . sa 62
21 Develophgpuﬂeladdlluwuh o o - A _ ~
thchoolDlvi:iou (umuﬂ 43 &9 SA- 59 . 56 54 56 59
nnmhuumaumu - - ' R A -
. motmecudnm; A1, 43 Sy . 81 . 87 54 52 s9
. ﬁMuuhc-depmnnknn ' o L S
Sore Itﬂlﬁao!te&hoalbi@w S -42. 4B AL - 83 - 54 52~ .39 sS4
omauus:wmﬁnm . : R R S
M@_Mphoﬂxﬂiﬁ_w AL AT 44 %3 . 56 7 33 44 56
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25. Developing policics dealing with
transportation;

26, Planning the transportation
. amangemeants and services
forthe Dilem,

- 21.Implementing lhc mmpomdon
_ amangements wilhln the School
Dwinon,

LA

G 28, Moaitoring tad dseuin; the
) ! transporlation ammangemeats in .
 the School Division.

'y

44

42

42

32

50

49

4.7

- 82
31
X

45

.59

55
- 53

. A7

sy »5;
56 ‘sa
_;5 : 52 .

‘;33 33

sy

s

37

44

6.1

59

56

33

Twéz types of comparlsons were made using the questlon-

i

naire data.

how close was  the - preferred prlorlty to

Ve

actual prlorlty?

rresponses from the dlfferent groups - parents,

central offlce and pr1nc1pals.

The responses 1nd1cated the followlng

1;, In nearly all

every function w1th1n

higher than the percelved actual prlorlty

\ .
or 'where actual.~pr10r1ty“ was.

.-

;prlorlty, were in the following areas'
af- Central offlce

attentlon to developlng pollc1es, plannlng and de’elop—

cédses, .

every

the

area

°

Comparlsons were made: withln groups, that 1s,
%

the percelved
vl.Compar&s%ns3-were also made between the

teachers,

'preferred priority for

of responsibility was

-The’exoeptions,

admlnlstrators preferred*

_ing serv1ces, prov1d1ng

serv1cesr

hlgherm tnanfthe perceived
leSSu.'

and monitorlng and



v,

emerg_ed_.:'g ' o o B E ST

: assessing services, for the responsibility area .of

student servxces. ,

z-. ) ' : i

b. "Central offlce admlnlstrators preferred g%me-'

. S

what -1ess attentlon to. the follow1ng funcéﬁons "of -

Y

lnstructlonal programs. planning/ deve10p1ng‘programs;

‘conductlng the programs, and‘monitoring and assessing

the programs.

c. Central offlce admlnlstrators preferred slight- |

. 'ly 1less: attentlon to the follow1ng personnel functlons

JI

'developlng‘ pollc1es, developlng programs, 1mp1ement1ng,

. ,programsé and evaluatlng or, asse551ng the programs

‘Prlnc1pals shared | the feellng of preferrlng less

wrg e

"their roperatlon.v Pr1nc1pals shared the preference for -

| less ,attentlon ‘to 1mp1ementatlon og transportatlonf'

"arrangementslg

»i ’

attentlon to the development of personnel pollc1es

: d, Teachers and princ1pals preferred sllghtly less

fk’

fattent;on to  the follow1ng functlons of flnanc1a1 man-

. \ ' .G P (
_agement; developlng po11c1es; eveloplng.programs,aman—‘
. .. . o D - N .

B

~aging;- and asse551ng

‘f. Central offlce admlnlstrators preferred sllght—:

ly less attentlon to manag1ng fa0111t1es and monltorlng

Iessiattention'to:the_monxtor;ng of facr}atles.'

g. ‘Central office administrators preferred slight-

ly 1less attention to'developing transportationvpolicies

: &
and monltorlng transportatlon._ Prlnc1pals preferred

s

“2."Fromf the,'guestionnaire data_some:generalhpictures

-

' .80..:

.
wr
2
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. a. Cehtrai> office admihistrators"actual'priority .

compared »with -theirv.pregerred priority showed l;ttle‘
‘differenCe.w ‘. | B

b. Principals followed in terms of there being—'

_ little dlscrepancy between the actual ‘and the preferred

E prlorlty

c. Teachers followed closely behind principals.

d. The largest . discrepahCYHbetween,the aotual'ahd
»the preferred prlorlty was ev1dent among the parents

3. Those areas: 1n whlch the’ groups preferred a hlgher

prlorlty to be a551gned ?ncluded.,

a,g The areas of responslblllty whlch the central

‘offioec admlnlstrators preferred that the board a551gn a'

higher prlorlty 1nc1uded communlty relatlons (all
) U : _ _ . . N
‘. ;.. functions). _ ) ,

"+ . b. The areas of respohsibility'which the princi-
“_pals preferred that the board a551qn a hlgher prlorlty

were' (1) communlty*relatlons (alL functlons), (2) stu-

v?.@dent 'serv1ces (all functlons), 'ahd (3)' personnel
(developlng and. plannlng, lmplementlng and monltorlng)
c;.bThe' areas‘ of respon51b111ty whlch the teachers
'preferredf'ithe‘. board _to a551gn a hlgher prlorlty
.inoiuded? (1) communlty relathns (all funétlons), (2)
'Stﬁdeﬁt serv1ces (all 'funq;lone3“ : nd. (3)' .personnel -
(developlng programs ‘and 1mp1ement1ng.programs)
‘l‘ld; The_ areas of responsxblllty whlch the communlty

preferred{” the - boardv tov a551gn .a hlgher pr;orlty



' vtions_f(all.,functiqns),v(Z) studentdgervices (all func-f

_ tional programs: (all functions), (5)\\transportatioh SRR

: v(ally functions), (6) personnel (all functions), and (7)

4 T

- finances (management and monitoring), el

Y

‘~Intgrv1eWS S i S ;"?-

a

Interv1ewees had certain exgﬁctationS' of the board

First, the board must adhere to the requirements mandatedvb'

)

by the prov1nce and its own: p011c1es. The superintendenti‘

"expected the board to solic1t-public input prior to making‘

: p011c1es or dec151ons and\to make dec151ons which were fair

©.and 'free of political bias. _.'The superintendent also‘

: expected the, ‘board to be‘fully info

.mthe‘ superintendent diverged fr.

be consulted and asked to a 'ove the divergence.v

It was reported that the board was fleXible, cared a

\

lot about students, was very sensi ive to’ what people were

saying, well informed, very understanding, and very fair in

. o n
i dec151on*makrng. g\—Mere spec1f1cally, lt was said that

.I,.. . ) :‘ ) . “-;.‘. . ', . G "\ 3 .. ‘ v - \ X N ,Ab‘ 82 L
| - A - Lol R Loy . ! ’

" included . (in descending order) (1) community rela-'-l-"-"-’f'-.:f‘

,tionS);f (3) facilities (all functions),.(4) instruc-_

‘the' board= was 'very fair in’ terms of granting educationalt*h

-,vleaves, personal 1eaves, family med1ca1 leaves and student'

“hearings. One interv1ewie said that "there is a ngm_n kind ‘

of relatlonship Eetween the board and _the staff " The,

'-phrasexg "they understand education," was mentioned in sev-

. eral_ intervxews." Teachers as,a group were very happy that‘

-

'ed of his actions.,Ifw‘-*'

policy,,the board ‘was to_’“



ke

1 c1es.’= They belleved that they had an’ avenue oﬁ expre551on'

to the board 1f they w1shed to make a presentatlon.-
[ g

teacher and schdbl ,evaluatlons were open and falr.f They'

N had 1nput into the school evaluatlons and were pleased wlth_

~ . . 1
. - : . . . .-

-

N tne outcomes. t .

Although it was sald that the board had,an "open door“-"'

‘and that. 1nd1v1dual board members Were very open to«dléCus—,ﬁj

[

sion ‘and ideas, the tlmlng and location of the board meet—.k

,/ings were 1SUCh£ that teachers could not be 1n attendance.

‘\

Nor d1d the““board make it a practlce to VlSlt ‘the. sch00154

W - A \

.other than to attend awards ceremonles and graiuatrons. mAs;

la:'reSult, teachers had very Lattle contact with board mem—

bers. 2 They knew what ‘was happenlng by readlng the mlnutes

Q«Central offlce adminlstrators and prlnc1pals were of two

—-the board con51dered their feellngs before settlnq poll-a

Teachers indicated that the procedures establlshed for‘:

'mlnds ; on this issue... Although all 1nterv1eWees 'wth

¥
expregsed concern over thls 1ssue agreed that board members

- should be in the schools sO they‘could ‘see. where the needs. '

 were and so that they could get to know people better, such'

practlce would have , ts drawbacks.: There was the fear

"that trustees 1n the schools woulﬁ be seen as 1nterference '

'This board -was; commended forx not meddllng at the schoolff*i”

1eve1.' “As well, lt was sald that the board by. not belngA__;

’

' .1nvolved t"a3 personal leVel, could make dec151ons on the'

ba31s of 1ssues rather than on the bas1s of personalltles

A ‘rev1ew of the mlnutes revegled that names of 1nd1v1duals-

d1d not .appear_'on 1nformat10n presented to the board for

Ve
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- e wk‘ t.'}f,if_f ,s"d';ﬁ" iidig'p.éa‘t ‘,
fdec1siohs.v Students and staff.fwerﬁ:jidentified'onlYmbigs_f;

'number and the name of the'schooL.‘ ; g' o {1. Ui
. ) o , a .

Many interViewees 'indicated that the board actively
:Sollclted input from the electors. Various structures hadij':‘
'been established tb solicit input in addition to personalv
contact such as’ parent committees and Local Advisoryi

';Boards;' . However, the board had discontinued its practice_

~

fof meeting in each community. This had set the board apart

'rfrom 1ocalized concerns.- HoWever, parents who camgﬁto one o

%

vschool to' quplete the questionnaires said that they were.

'not_ interested in what was happening in the "upper eche—

1 . r

-lons" )as long as their children were given the opportunity*
to. rebeive‘if good education. The board did meet with thec
' parents of Ithe schools that were. recommended foxr closure v'f'l
ﬂiparents, 'in‘ this instance, believed that they had an open' fx

'gand fair hearing w1th9the board., f“'v} T‘T‘V:'f3'*” ~

BN

'« ‘Some - interVieweés indicated ~that most people did not
" know ,anything- about - the board or the individual trustees

'But onei group of parents expressed strong feelings about

"what the/ board‘Wgs doing They said that the jurisdiction”

i

did not have clear-cut poliCies on. programs The statement

we

-was made that the board was more concerned Wlth good money
g management than w1th’ the welfare of children. They Cited
' 7severa1 examples:in support of their position. The speCialu
k education. teachers aid not seem to be selegﬁﬁd for their
;:expertise gi»' speCial education. “ Many programs ‘had. been

'dropped while the board had purchased computers which were

‘underutilized,<;n The parents were aware that prov1ncial'

R
~‘.°-.;,\ .
. |
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'grants hadlbeeh available for computer purchases. They saw‘
ad“real eed @owoffer vocational education by establishing
working relationSHips' with v°cationa1 centres or expanding:’
heﬁjurisdiction's own programs. dfb | R l'fy"/,

Another expectation was that the board would ensure

”that the jurisdiction Was run smoothly and amicably i Those.

:‘Who had contact with the board (the munic1palities and they

: separaten school system) got aldng With the board very well.ll
bThere .was a general perception that there was a very pOSl-

Vrtive' attitude among board members.u The people Within the

school jurisdiction and. those who had dealings with it held '

‘,the board in high %egard. _’ InterViewees indicated that o

1:their own thoughts' Were »shared midely,_one said "it is a
';good board with 1ots of profeSSional people who make sound
:decisions after they listen very carefully |
Adjectives ) frequently ‘used’ ‘to describe the board’
yinciuded, "responsive senSitive, responsible, reasonabie,,'

open, andgco-operative.",f

Cie, T o e.‘////

the corporate unity of the board. As a. result they tried
jto‘ find out the publlc will before making a deciSion. They
.dld represent their own local area’ s needs to the board but
;lt was the good of the entire jurisdiction which determined
the board's final pQSition. Trustees tried to look at the

‘_-global perspective rather than at their own constituents'»‘

[

The board members in their dec151on—making, recognized,p'“‘



jneeds-cli This philosoth was . reported ,to ~varY somewhatf<WL
depending on- the trustee, bdt one trustee expressed itgﬁrom
' the perspective that "if you are unwise in recognizing andv
' helping';others7',th others'.are V&Enqoing to be concerned/’
Vabout the needs of.‘your area.ﬁ TThetermv"representativew
: government" was also used A trustee'must”looREatﬂthe“sY%ﬂ
'tem'fas. a whole and do what the voters want especially‘if
lithat trustee wants to be re—elected If there was a’ choice'
to. be made in making deCisions, it was reported that ther'.
parents had more influence than the teachers. Trustees”
reported that they usually had a- unanimous vote and seldom
f‘did,'anyone- request a recorded vote. This was confirmed in; .
, the 'reView of the- minutes. Again, this points to the éarl-“
‘pier'istatement that upity was a priority --the board workedﬂn
'.well as a- group toward the welfare of the entire Divfsion
'The board was also reported to be "issue orientéd " ‘Inv
‘other vwords, it did not allow personal feelings to inter-
.fere With deCiSions that would resolve issues. At the samet
Jdtime, it was‘,reported to be oriented towards the ‘needs ofs
;}people. ‘ »_ ql
- When asked who had the most influence dver deciSion-_'
ﬁmaking,v the pOSitions of*chairman and superinten%ent‘weref
mentioned the ‘most frequently ' The{ chairman was very"
strong and influential.v similarly, the superintendent had
a clear View of ‘the direction he wanted the jurisdiction»tol“

take. h .In_ fact, others’ said’ that the superintendent'

vision . was to make the jurisdiction the best in northern
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a7

Alberta. He had an overall perspective of the system..AHow—f

ever,’ the power of the chairman and - the superintendent Werethh&

not . reported to constrain the'actions of the trustees. They“

f
'said they felt fred’ to speak up and were not directed }n
5 —
. : -« .
-‘any wvay by these 1nd\V1duals.-p- _ e
: whenp 'asked whose' interests }were uppermost in :thé'
. N ,

'dec151on-mak1ng, the most frequent response was the educa—_‘

.'tional needs of, the children\ A few parents, however, ald

,fthat the emphaiis ”on, finance outweighed the welfare of';"

"children...f | !
-f:h, Interviewees were also asked about’the process for con-}
flict resolution. . The board surveyed the public beforeir'

‘]attending meetingsu' and the public wvere welcome to brlngbil

d*their concerns before the board in the form of deleqations.ﬂa}i

tThere were also procedures and chahnels 1n place for deal—

,1ng wrthv individual problems.fo‘ Teachers knew that they".

E 2 o
could discuss their concerhs w1th the follow1ng 1nd1v1duals‘

in’ the follow1ng order. pr1nc1pa1 'a851stant super1ntend—?}if5

'ent,, superintendent and ’the board. Parental complaints

“"directed to the centraf office were referred to the schoolau
o where the problem originated r""... . : “::'." |
N Prior to making any dec1sions, the board actively solic-
iited input from various groups.' The board also expected a-
'great .deal of ,1nformation to be prepared for.them by cen-v
stral' office administrators SO’ that they had exten51ve data;.‘

ifon whichg/Sov base their dec151ons. Formal structures and»

B processes had been created by which to ensure maximum 1nput\

"\_
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'from all those affected by a polioy or a decision. lnter—
/——*/—/\ .

.viewees-,were able' to describe processes that corresponded

with those _outlined in the procedures of the policy hand-_ﬁ

.
” —_

bdok for input into. | 'i _;‘[*

f.’l. rLong Range Planning S ,‘.’f

+ 2. Pupil ExpulSioﬂ Appeals yjf e .l » ' "y o

3<7pPolicy Development. 8 - .*g'L
4. Budget Procedures

‘n

V

‘A°Diagrams of these procedures ‘appear in Appendix "F' as .

+
they were described by interviewees.

. o

" The . board's- policy-making 'structure rechVed praise

Staff and parent groups were given an opportunity to have:

t,input “into thl

structures.

: cies,- and proposed poliCies or poliCies to be reaffirmedo

-'appeared on the agendas‘ of staff meetings. This process

. was . described as being valuable in that it made people-

aware of the board's expectations. ~Lines of communicatﬂbn »

were defined very clearly in policy " As we‘l" it was

reported that the Superintendent would entertain proposals,~~

:for policy changes prov1ded that these proposals were sup-

<
4

3porEEEfby\good reasons.y

3

The interViewees were conSistent in their descrip ns
of the steps involved in these processes. For example,»
most | interViewees -believed that the board would give‘

"serious‘ con51derationv to their suggestions following Circ- wai

ulation of the pOllCleS to the schools. Most people were

fﬁ.also ;aware_ of the three‘ policy readings.. ‘Trustees felt‘”

; T

f policies through both formal and informalv

Th ,Administrators' Assoc1ation discussed poli—'if

s
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Vthat there should be more feedback on the policy proposals.f‘
Some of them expr sed stration over the fact that they
advertised the polic1es but received 11tt1e feedback '

Central office administratori expressed satisfaction
with the ‘reporting structures’ that were in place. The,-
board also"expressed satisfaction w1th the- reporting pro-
cesses;ud for example: they said that the report which they"
received on the budget was timely and subsequently proved
to be’ consistent with the auditor s report.‘ e

’ with regard to. the Budget Procedure, the central off1¢e
.imaintained‘ a . Budget - Book which was open to the Executive
.Councii, ;the"board and central. office support'staff -Iti
‘contained_ details'fof. revenues hgenerated,and the costs in
: termsd of'descriptipn:and.the reasons for‘expenditures}. Thég
- Ty . : o ; :

v:boardnrevieued;it in August,foctobertand'November;_

'v/// The board. 'meeting minutes indicated:the nature7of“theuﬁ“‘
~decisions made by the board and how 1t utilize its=time.fA

-iThe six setS- ‘of minutes‘ 1nd1cated that each meeting

\

.

B lasted an average of just QVer seven hours,lranging from}‘i'

~ the longest of nine and -a half hours to a comparat1ve1y71'7’

‘.short meeting of five and a‘half hours.j It Was noted also/ffi3

that \there was‘ at least one in-camera se551on at each of'f;"

-

‘ the 51x meetings and‘no more than three in-camera seSSLons.;fE

e A

The minutes‘ were 'analyzed according to the four func-

tions. These were deflned as follows.?
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¢ 1. Planning. - Adoption of plans, ‘pgoposals, goals{

Jincluding adoption of the budget “plan,. and ﬂeferral of

’

vissues and programs for study and recommendation.

ﬁq{ .Eolic1e§.' Adoption of poli¢1es anddbyJIaws._

R . '
‘3. Operations  Im me ng. Approval of items for
: - Y o I o SRR
'immediate 'action\,suChw~as 'approVEl “of agendas, minutes,

{ .

expenditures, 'leaves,' supplies,/ instructionai ,materials;

changes of bus - routes, changes of individual student ro-

" grams, etc. _ EAR . Lo
".4;'Vﬂdﬁitoring(Assess;gg .;“_;[Rédéiﬁt i;ofﬁ.keualuation.
freports, audits, and survest -ifkgl. @} - ‘ |
gTable-, , 1ndicates the number of dec1sions made accord-
'ing tovArunctions and areas ‘of responsibility and the per-
centages of dec151ons devoted to each.
B | 'TAB'Lé'si :
' Types‘ of. 4Bo'ard M'eet.:ing ‘D'ecisions '
' September. 1985 to. February, 1986

_D_ev.e]oping _ 0perat1ng/ Monjit’prjng‘/»” B ‘,‘
Plandtna’ Policies - Implementing Assessing ~ Iotals “ﬂummggn_H&;

Community Relations =~ ez b

0 0 ) | 01 |
‘Student Services o . g 0 20120
» I'nstf.uctig‘;n:a-l'Progkrams:'i.‘ 3 7 3 - 2' 15 S 90
'\?éfsonnei, | 0 R L 0 S TR U .
'.Fin'anci.a] Mahég_e’ment S0 2 ' a » 21 . 'l" 24 L }:4 '
,-?ac11111es .'ij*‘ 2 EEE S L 0 s 10.7
‘:Transportation o R DR o 5 3.0
Board_Operations 2 1§f,_ 39 4 ;9- . 35.4
TOTALS e RTINS ,'107‘ R 167 [':,1oo;§‘.
" percentages - N e < A
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Table .3 1llustrates that a great deal of the board'
‘ ¢

tlme twas spent 1n the operatlonal ‘or 1mp1ementatlon func-iﬂa:

b

tion. The board was constantly developlng pollc1es as 1nd1-

cated by the -27 7 percent that was a551gned to developlng‘

pollc1es. - Very llttle attentlon was devoted to monltorlng

and evaluatlon and even less to plannlng EEE ;i,i

w ‘a. v

. In terms

-t
Com ’ -
N Lo SN2 ,‘,. LRI
é : RN

5 aoa;d Opg;atlons."

time on 1mp1ementatlon 1n thls area but that 1s~understand-?
.‘able since - board must make operatlonal dec151ons such as -
japproval _of -s' agenda :and mlnutes. The‘board was - also;rr.ﬁi

f;actively' 1nvolved 1n developlng p011C1es for 1ts own opera—_."”

PGS

. .

2.x'Ein§ngigl Managgment The board spent a cons1der-‘.}"

~

1-able amount of tlme on operatlng and 1mp1ement1ng flnanc1a1

decis;ons.‘uu S '5'.-”. : T

T e

" 3. sj S0 el. In; the area of personnel the board'

':diyided 1ts attentlon between pollcy maklng and 1mp1ementa—dﬁ~

“tion. R

v4;%, ' de Serv ce L Numerous pollc1es were made in

thls area and there were many operatlonal deClSlons..'

5‘1 “c' i ’es.lp Th board was - also maklng numerous‘

-

-_dec151ons ln the operatlonal functlon w1th regard to fac111—'

tles.~ B

Cer o

6. Instructional 'Pro rams. - The ‘board ~made several

policies inwtgis-area;; '
) -+ in-tas areas

of 1ts attentlon ko 1ts areas of responsibll-:3

The board spent a. great deal of:

.
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Very few dec151ons were»hadedwithiregard to community

~
relatlons and- transportatlon._‘

N R
It was noted that e meeting that ‘was . obServed was

B . éet' "Obs“ jon ‘ o =

:.called to¢<order on. time and ghat the agenda for the meet—'i
'1ng, along w1th the relevant ~attachménts,'1nclud1ng the

' motlons for all action 1tems, had been circulated tol
vtrgstees, prror . to the meeting There was ‘no predetermined.
adjourhment tlme, however, nor was the order of the agenda.

_slav1shly followed._ Trustees gave clear ev1dence of h@ing.f-

. well prepared on all of the orlglnal agenda items,'and when

lthese were - being dealt w1th, the meeting proceeded 1n azf’:‘

.business;like; eff1c1ent manner. Parliamentary procedurefxf

was folfowed, and ample opportunity for dlscu551on was
. \pfOVLdedf Board members Lnteracted Wlth others through th%f\-
Resource- people,"ln the« persons of' central _officéft

staff were avallable at the meetlng and were called on,bat

ﬁltimes, for' 1nformation. It was noted that there was a copyp
ROTI

e : L

»> / ! }

4cha1re Discu551on flowed freely{;- Ca T e

of .the Polrcy Handbook and a copy of the. collective agree—ififf

: 'ment at the meeting The presence of a recording secretary
allowed the sgcretary-treasurer to attend the meeting in a

"resource" capa01ty SRR ‘. -

)

-,The cllmate‘ at\\the meetlng was pleasant amiable,‘and

% . .."‘.w..

':even jov1al at tlmes, although ;t was clear to. all present
fﬁthat 4thev chalrman was": in 'complete control Delegations wf;f
Lo \ e =, -
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iwere madé~ to feel\welcome; courteous greetlngs and intro- ..
ductions were eXtended ta them, and they were prov1ded w1th
.ample’ time for”lthelr presentatlons. Trustees questloned"
delegationsd in a non—threatening, 1nfozmatlon-seek1ng man-
ner. . ?,. —— ‘ . , , . B , S )
Although the ,board did entertaln questlons from repre-
sentatlves of the medla, there were no . spec1a1 arrangements

for them.' They were not seated 1n a- convenlent locatlon to

hear or observe the meetlng, nor was a table prov1ded lor N

them to: fac1ritate thelr wrltlng or note—taklng o ‘_ h
Whlle the vast majorlty of dec151ons were unanlmous,,'
'ideas ‘and oplnlons were _expressed freely At tlmes,,the

»fSuperlntendent part1c1pated ‘in thls wexchange. Hlsrv;ews_'"

s
=
”

were not always endorsed by the board. ' B

: Most dec151ons at thls meetlng centred on pollcy orv’.
vfadherence~ to policy E t was’ noted that an 1nord1nate'

':amount of tlme was spent deallng thh those 1tems whlchf

- - f

.were added to ‘the agenda and for whlch 1nformatlon packages
.had not been made avallable. ét In -some cases, trustees

'appeared to. move from thelr bus1nessllke role to a 1ess'
careful more personal approach when deallng w1th these;
'»items.ﬂbﬁf R S

"QUTPUTS -

Outputs were determlned ‘as already ment@oned from the

questlonnalres, the 1nterV1ews and the pollcy handbook.

~

j\/\ L
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The - board set aside thevfirst'section of’igs handbook
for its foundations and philosophical commitments. However,

'thfs entire section was blank In establiéhing the’ sec-,;

tions of the pollcy handbodi there Was recognition of thex f, .

,need for al phllosophy ' Formation of the\philosophy,:orf
missioh, fis‘ the}_first step in developing~ policy The

philogophy artidulates the underlying assumptions thatvthe7

board, in’ expresSingn'the will of the qonstituents,_holds;
 for its decisions regardlng the jurisdiction. The phllof

Y,

sophy prov1des a focus fdr the format&on of policies jBut{

wan_ thiS’ jurisdiction, this underlying philosophy had not

S——

been artlculated.
There was llttle ev1dence of an orientation to planning

an the policy handbook. The ?pard had not formally '"defined

. - .
its m1551on nor had it artlculated 1ts philosophy or“goals.

In othet words, the school system had not defined the direc-

tion it wanted to take. The board' focus on policy,‘how-
ever,‘ was ‘a first ~step One 1nterv1ewee 1nd1cated that
. N B N \

’policies expressed the long-term plans of the board Indi-

viduals werelireported to have expressed their own mission‘

”

for the school system and one of these was that the Super~,‘]?¥5

intendent openly"stated that he Wanted'it "togbe the@best‘

school system in northern Alberta." Although-notvwritten;‘fh':

there were Several 1nd1cators“ of the board's philosophy pﬂ*”

'fimp11c1t in 1ts actions observed by the constituents.- o ‘
| Although board polic1es and the policy-making structuref:"
were -1dent1f1ed as being an excellent feature of . the school:

»system( g here -Was one- other area of the policy handbookvv:

Y
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that .had not been completed. The first area‘was financial;

-

management. B The finan01al management sectlon of the pollcy
handbook was very ‘thin con51st1ng of onerpollcy on textbook-
rentals.‘ 'one' princ1pal reported that this lack of pOllCY

had caused problems when there were new secretarles. They

often guessed at the proper procedures to féllow, espe—,r‘,';

c1a11y w1th regard to purchasing.' However, the board 1nd1—
cated that .the flnanc1al sectlon of the handbook was belng
f devploped and ‘that the flnan01al sectlon,vlncludlng a ﬁbl-
iCy on purcha51ng, from the. former board's handbook was
'-being used ase‘a: reference—untll the new sectlon was com-
"pleted.' Desplte the fact that this sectlon of the handbook‘»
was very thln, everyone who ‘was 1nterv’/wed 1ndlcated that
there was 'very good f1nanc1al management.& Comments were
bmade to the effect that the board's flnanc1al management'
'{;made‘ the .taxpayers happy, and the mun1c1pa11t1es. were 7
‘iglnformed of the- 'supplementary requ151t}dn well in advance'
vlof the tlme at whlch they calculated the mlll rate. ;Thei-
,school. system, under the dlrectlon of this board hadbgonem:
‘from a deflclt pos1t10n to a surplus p051tlon. The boardis
had' done very well 1ate1y in. cleanlng up f1nanc1ally andh
malntainlng its bulldlngs.'. Although the boardAwas des-i
crlbed as being overly consc1ous Of“lts money management
:‘it;%éatf applauded for trylng to’"get every grant avallable
for us.“ Pr1nc1pals expressed a de51re to know the amounts-
of .money that were available for various expendltures suchj
'as fort qaprtal and spec1f1c programs. However, the boardf
fwas. descrihed ;as, be;ng- approachable for fundlng requests{h:”

LN
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and g1v1ng good reasons whenever it denied requests.

The board had addressed the follow1ng areas of-responsi-

bility in this polic1es: board operations. student ser-

,v1ces, 1nstructional programs. personnel, facilities,'and

transportation. _
3 '
The policy handbook contained ‘no community‘relations
pdlicies. . Also, ‘home schooling was a recurring issue at'

boafd meetings. ”_No policy had been developed to provide

'guidance to the adminlstration ‘in dealing w1th home scheel—

e
1ng applicatlons.

i P051t10n descriptions for the senior administrators did.
not appear' 1n' the handbook. HoweVer, these were on. file

and made avallable to ‘the review team..

The board had clearly defined roles and respon51b111—

 ties of 1nd1v1duals in the central office either in’ policy.j

or in job descrlptions. Job descriptions had ‘been approved'
p

’ by ‘the board. The incumbents described their job. descrip-

1!:,
tions as’ belng'flex1ble, yet clear enough so that everyone.

,understoOd the lines of authority There wer@ comments to

the 'effect_that even though the policy handbook was thick

. it had to be that way so that everyone knew exactly what

»

‘was. expeCted. It‘ was described as serv1ng as a form of

v

,insurance. Most - f the '1nterv1ewees 1nd1cated that the"

- policies provided a broad framework wlthin which people'

3
o

’

;could work. The pollc1es clearly gave d::jction,_it ‘was

"easy to find the answers," ‘and . people knew o to contact

A few_‘interVLewees.‘felt that there was a prollferation of;

O



‘policy which tended to dehumanize the system._lone individ? '
ual said that the - policy structure should faCilitate thef
foperation _of ythe system rather than prescribe deCiSion-

making. | “ | | Lo N

| Another area which ‘dld not appear in the handbook was

..terms. of reference regarding board committees such as pur—

-poses, budget, membership, and frequency of meetings.» 1t

,should be noted that the board meeting attended by the eval-”
uation 4team was cbnducted in a buSinesslixe manner untilf
'the last item which was the scheduling of board committee

.meetings. A great deal of chag@s surrounded the setting of
_dates_for,these‘meetings.v . '

| It was ECIear, however,: from the interViews that the

_board had defined. its own role in relation to the role of .
the Superintendent and the central office. The board made

a conscious effort to stay out of administration, board mem-,

bers constantly -articulated their role as a policy—making"

s.'

body . N It was the board that if&tigated the formation of a j‘"
fpalicy committee.i Personnel throughout the school jurisdic-
4:.tion were‘ aware - of the board's e§pressed role for itseLf.
.They: were also' very coégcious of the board's support ofv
centralv office ‘andt especially of the Superintendent. ~The‘
,board left administration ‘to the Superintendent If board .
,_actions diverged from this- philosophy,‘the Superintendent}"
'was qu1ck to pOlnt out the error of their ways and they lis- =
"-tened to him. - R : |
. R A L e
";Personnel__ssw the, board and central office as. working~4*'

" well togetherw v;One. prinCipal said that the board was‘

."_
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conscious of - the ‘need to be supportive of central office

staffi He went on to say that "unity was a priority with

- o8 . v. .

- this - board -as well as stability " Most said that the board -

" had - established a good balance in the central office as far\y

»

as the Superintendent ‘and Secretary-Treasurer were con-

cerned: The Superintendent was ‘the educatidhal 1eader The .
,Secretary—Treasurer = expertise and judgment in finaQCial
matters was soliCitgd and appreCiated by board members and
_»school jurisdiction personnel alike.

A

g cOncern was expressed by several respondents about the

_role of-‘the aSSistant superintendents or,. more specific—ls‘

“,ally,' their adherence to their role description.” Teachers
and prinCipals believed the role of ‘these persons had been
defined 'as being evaluation and curriculum support “These

L 1
‘employees expected more curriculum aSSistance\ and more

evaluations. : Many said that the assistant superintendents,"m

‘should be’ vi;iting the schools more often.. The written job :
vdescriptionsy'confirmed 4thlS ‘view held by teachers-'and'
i.princ1pals.b | | | |

At one time, central office personnelvwere more<inter—
ested in offering curriculum aSSistance. ‘However, the per-.
,vsons making these 'observations did concede that the pro-
,grams had become much more diverse, making it difficult for»”
the aSSistant superintendents to spend adequate time in giv-u.

. ing curriculum' assistance.’ . Although some teachers

‘expressed ‘a- deSire to have more. advance 1nformation about o

’curriculum 'change, there were - others who indicated that the«;



inser%ice‘ that wasrprovideafﬁas'very good and‘very‘supportf.
ive. - | . | : o |
The _board' was hlghly committed to equallty Although
the”.majority' of 1nterv1ewees commended the board for 1ts
lfalrness, they were concerned that equallty -deflned as
equal treatment _of unequals could cause problems '"The
vschool jurlsdlctlon . is “too dlverse for unlformlty" was a
.'comment offered by éne 1nterv1ewee.. It seeméd ‘that pOll-
cies werev made whlch were acceptable in the schools 1n the
-fjurisdlctlon s geographlcal -and polltlcal centre.’ However,j
vthe needsv;of the students 1n this urban agrarlan-based -
centre were ’dlfferent -from the needs of students 1n an .
‘findustrial communlty in another areacof the jurlsdlctﬂon-
'_and *they also‘ dlffered from the small rural schools Wthh'r
educated natlvev chlldren and those whlch educated French
children.- Forﬁexample, the board trled to’ 1mplement French
‘ langua§e7 1nstruct10n' unlformly across the jurlsdlctlon.j‘

}»This created backlash1 There were 1nd1catlons that the,

'aboard needed to provide: spec1allzed programs for : ach

.group : French Ukralnlans, natlves,.and the Engllsh " The B :

' board was 'v1ewed as belng unrespon51ve to the needs of theﬂ-

“*cultural mlnorltles. y At the elme of the study‘ the French '

in one communlty had been asklng for spec1allzed programs._ fi'

N

'tThe‘}board had ~adopted a "walt -and see" attltude. They
lasked the prov;nc1a1 government to. make a dec151on for the_
:entlre geographlcal reglon whch\surrounded them.‘ At thei'

‘ 'same tlme, some of the French people in the jurlsdlctlon‘
lnere taklng thelr ‘own survey.’ But the board's “walt and

AN
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‘Seeﬂ. attitude may have been a reflection 5€ the public
iwill. People ~in the ggmmunity that was affected had twoi
major concerns. They believed that they had sufferedj
because .they wege not fluent in English As a result. theyy
.mantedkctheir‘ children_ to have Opportunities that were. not'

available to them.. ,Secondly, they did not want their‘

community to become diSintegrated.w‘ The English minority«n€

e N

::were fairly vocal in the community and the French although

. they, formed aﬂ large majority, daid not waht to antagonize."

the vEnglishl . The’ board did not want to antagonize the
English' minority either. "Some community members supported
the board's “wait and see" attitude. However, other inter—

\

vieweeS‘ believed that the board would be making a mistake.,

giif' it continued to deal with the French issue at arm s

'length.’f' A Local Authorities Board had been established in

‘the\ French ‘communityn'to ensure that,there was a balance,

|
ajor role of this body.

: between' the, French Aandi the EngliSh; This appeared to'be’_i_

he board's _4g°mmléwent to equalrty had manifested"

' its 1f in a centralization of control »In an effort to
_ , N :
ensnure uniformity across the jurisdiction, the board had

Ai7g' staff selection,, course offerings,‘ programs, time-

ceble ; 'exam schedules iand capital purchases. There}had"

f»alr’ldy been some minor conflicts over the board's predilec-._f
‘tion to centralized dec1Sion-making Those who had exper—'r

ienced conflict ‘said that there would be even more problems_
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:unless the board made a commitment to changing the author-
}ity' structure. ‘ Authority had to be given to the schopls"‘
which .w@re fac1ng therr -own ,unique sets of problems and
eeds; i If there were decentralized dec1510n~mak1ng, 1nter—-
_v1ewees believed that there would be less chance of the
diverse groups from the three geographical cultural areas
wanting to separate from the jurisdlction However, ‘one
interv1ewee said that decentralization would have to be
vgpreceded by careful study of the 1mpact that 1t would have.vd
-Expectations - were that the board would give proad direction
‘but would not meddle in the schools- ‘So far any dec151on-‘f
'making that nad been delegated to the schools had not been
-tampered‘with either by the board or central office.
Respondents to, the questionnaire and 1nterv1ewees ‘were

’asked.vto_,identify vthe strengths and weaknesses of,the-

system,

:§tt§ng§b§
. The’ strengths of the system were 1dent1f1ed as follows'h

-

1. so 'd"“n' cial Manageme t Respondents from each
!

igroup quickly 1dent1f1ed sound flnanc1a1 management good

‘accounting practices and the budgetinq process as strengths

"of the system. - Prin01pals expressed apprec1ation for the S

,:’equitable funding of : the schools and they shared w1th the zf

teacher respondents the” perception . that there was "ample

i)

%

&

3
o



funding", for teachers, support staff, equipment insttuc—,
tional materials and maintenance of the facilities. Inter—J
VieweeS' were happy to have money to accomplish their objec-t_
tives. _ ~ The representatives ~of the municipalities were
impressed w1th the fiscal management because the supplement—i
‘ary requiSition had not changed in three years.
2;‘ Govergange.ly Respondents from each group indicated
:‘that the governance ‘of. the jurisdiction had improved great-‘
S ly.. Trustees mentioned a sense: of collegiality among theméc
selves.‘ Central office personnel said that “they. had a very’
knowledgeable board that was highly\supportive of central,

loffice, 'a prinCipal ’used the adjective, "progressive," int'

”'describing the board, teachers said it ‘was a’ good board

'supportive of teachers;*and community members said that the:”g'

board treated people fairly, that, it 1istened to. ‘the par—' ’

yents and Cited the board's treatment of delegations as evi-
. . . ¢

ydence of its openness. The trustees, themselves, believed"

.that they had the confidence o the community
_3; Legdersn;p._”‘ The - board members said that ‘the cen-j
-¢ﬂtra1 office"administration was: one of the jurisdidtion 5
-‘-strengths."_ Central office adminis tors referred to the '
7;s;f¢ﬁg" sense of teamwork in central office.' Those outSide.
*bf' central office - prinCipals, teachers and community

groups-'— spoke of leadership and a sense of direction being

: prov1ded by the board _and sometimes, more speCifically by-_.

uﬁthe superintendent and Chairmanf 3
4, o;ganigat;onal ;gctu;e._npeople yithin_the'organé
:ization'vwere- pleased W1th the structures chatjhad been"
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.establlshed to encourage their 1nvolvement in the dec1§10n-‘
AP

making process. ‘ Dlscussions between teachers‘ admlnrstra-‘;"

: tors ‘and the board could be conducted in a- trustlng and;
respectful atmosphere. People belleved that deéleons were
vpfair and hon’st. As a result, they identlfled co-operatlon'

- and sharlng among staff as strengths. They also 1nd1cated

-that there was good communlcatlon w1th1n central offrée as{l
;well as between central office and the 5qhools. School per-
'sonnel were . pleased w1th the courtesy extended to them and_f
the efflciency exhlblted by personnel 1n central offlce

5. ﬂigh_ﬂ_:g_Lg ' The board was very happy w1th the

{teachers and. belleved that they had a good group of teach—‘
ers," The, morale in the jurlsdlctlon was reported to have
_1mproved 100 percent because dlrectlon was~be1ng g\:r\ren.:‘:“T
’People knew what was. expected and what to expect.‘ Satlsfac-
=tlon of the staff of the entlre jurlsdlctlon was h1gh | Ev1—r
'dence _of thls was that there was very llttle turnover of'
fgeaching staff and no strikes. Schools were reported to be_
administered smoothly.' The cllmate of the school‘system.
was repeated in the schools 1n a p051t1ve cllmate for learn—
_lng. . The students recelved academlc, athletlc, band and:'
drama'acclamatlons.’ : ﬂ ;

-
)

@ 6. _Polic 0 'enta io V~$ Respondents from every group S

belleved that the board' S strong focus on pollcyﬁand 1ts ,
policy-mak;ng structure 'were: commendable,‘ A detailed and

comprehensiVe polrcy'manual was‘in'place; LT
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Representatives of various groups . hadf a tendency'to

._cite “similar examples of strengths." However, they did not“_'”‘

> -

'have‘.such a,-strong tendency to have similar perceptions
5withi'regard to improvements for the jurisdiction. However,

they -were in agreement on, one 1tem, and some groups identi- L

" fied. additional 1tems.. | “ﬁ
'1. Expan51on of the .Sc nggl Eggg;gm Central‘office,

administrators sa;d the finanCial c1rcumstances constrained,_tv"

the extent to which they could offer specialized programs
fbr the disadvantaged and special French and native pro—-;
y.grams; PrinCipals and teachers ‘said that there was need
ifor Frenéh Cree, non-academic and handicapped programs. ‘A
”Tcommunity member suggested 11aison ‘with 'the vocational cen-'
ltres’ to address- the jurlsdiction s .vocational education
needs.'. ‘ .. _
2. More.‘Visibilitg;.'~ Parents and'teaCherslwouldfhave:.e
:1iked to “have seen more of the trustees.‘.This‘could.havei
been{ accomplished by haVing evening board meetings in the

various 'communlties so that teachers and working parents

ould attend.

:3.' Dece tralized Qec;s;on-Mgk;ng . Interviewees indi-
o cated that budgeting could be decentrallzed to the schools_":

'so that pr1nc1pals, together w1th their staffs, could allo—

cate resources_ to those areas which they believed to be in-'f

needr'of__improvement.. Budgetlng was just one area 1dent1-'

'fied°.as';inﬁfneedfyof .decentralization, _ According to the»-f
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respondents,i decision-making, in general, should be decen—

,tralized which would,' in 'effect expand the role of the'

‘principal. _ vPrlncipals saw themselves as 1eaders of thelr

schools; as a re5u1t, they saw the need to be given the

"authority to lead o

Rggitiyg_fAction -for Small Schools. Many respond-u-

ents were commltted to retalnlng the small -school as thelr.
N

centre'Lof communlty llfe. ‘At the tlme, concern w1th ‘econ-

omic--effic1ency was taking priorlty over the preservatlon

‘of the‘ communlty Respondents would have llked to have.

seen; the board promote small schools 1nstead of 1gnor1ng.

them until they could not fnnctlon at all. ‘;

5. Eyglgﬁ;ign._ At the tlme of the study, evaluatlon"

of teachers was . being conducted by central offlce admlnl—

w'strators and pr1nc1pals. Representatlves of these two'

groups, as well as the teachers themselves,‘were concerned

=

’withv-the 1ack of con51stency in evaluatlon procedures and .

theq&varlety of expectatlons that admlnlstrators had of the

‘>

- teachers. . The Su99estlon was made that the teacher evalua-ﬁaVﬁ»

tlon procedures must be clarlfled in order to ensure con-t'

¢

’51stent procedures,and expectatlons for teacher evaluatlon..‘”

The' board dld not monltor the 1mplementatlon of the

j’tain of the degree :to whlch policles were belng;impleé B

"mented thlS form of output requlred more monltorlng.

_.6. 'Lgngzggngg_;glgng;gg;‘_ Some' trustees commented on

fthe. board's' shortcomlngs w1th regard to 1ong-range plan—“

v inlng., They were uncertaln about the procedures they should '

Zﬂn

e

-teacher evaluatlon pollc1es.: In fact trusteesjwere uncer-*"



follow that would lead to effectlve plannlng ‘ﬂf ‘.'h;

gf% 7. Botat;gnQ‘ Interv1ewees among ‘central office dmlnl-
,‘stgators,_ prlnc1pals- and teachers identified job rotation
asl'a“.way of 1nject1ng enthu51asm 1nto employees' approach‘.

to their"work ' Because of the economlc c1rcumstances

affectlng teachers' ‘and princ1pals"-chances of‘ finding .

106 O

| employment_ elsewhere, the teaching staff had become rela-aff7“

._tlvely static hand subsequently,'vin the oplnlon of some,
zstagnant. : However, many .expressed a _w1111ngness to

exchange po51t10ns :w1th another »empIOYee - teacher or -

[

admlnlstrator - w1th1n the school jurlsdlctlon.;’

,. = . o - ” .

SYNTHESIS OF FINDINGS -

P ] ‘c. . L
" Data. were c011ected‘bl a varlety of methods - questlon—

. naire, interview, document search and observatlon.-

Each of. these methods prov1ded data relatlve to one or

more com ‘nts of the systems model. The document search
'and' .the "interV1e prov1ded 1nformatlon about the context

The" questlonnalre ' as useful ‘1n terms of 1nputs and out—

.puts..‘ The‘1nterv1ew wa

<

also useful 1n determlnlng 1nputs

i'_transactlons,: and’ outputs. | The one component of the sys—b
Vtems _framework'-where all methods were used to prov1de anA
Taccurateh picture' was the component of transactlons ~'All
four methods were used to 1dent1fy the board ; functions

b(plannlng, pollcy-maklng, 1mp1ementatlon and evalhatlon) in

‘relétlon to .1ts areas of responSLblllty (communlty rela-

"Jitlons,‘ student serv1ces, 1nstructlonal programs, personnel

2 .
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financial management fac1lit1es,'and board operatlons)

| The findlngs can be grouped relatlve to these areas ofi

1responsib111ty and the methods used

The interviewsi‘condﬁcted‘ with trustees.-and central_-

. “

office admlnlstrators 1nd1cated that the publlc ‘was'.sur- -

"veyed whenever there were 1mportant dec151ons pendlng

The board' . respon51veness to the publlc was 1llus—

jtrated in the board meetlng that was observed.v_ernc1pals

:andfiteaChers, however, “in e thelr 1nterv1ews, stated that
Pl . .

' they would llke the board to be much more v151ble.jjThe'

"questlonnalre ,data conflrmed th1s oplnlbn._ The analy51s of
the board Q;neetlng mlnutes and the pollcy handbook revealed

that there was ‘no . v151ble 1nd1catlon of the board's commlt-

fment to communlty relatlons,‘

Stu e' 1= vices o - :- ; : oy

. Although the _mlnutes and- the pollcy handbook 1nd1cated"

‘ that"adequate. attentlon had been glven‘ to thlS area of

‘responsibility, the questlonnalre‘ revealed that,_from the

barentS',grprlncipals' and - teachers'v.perspectives, it had

not been addressed adequately..

AY .

uctiona f' ograns

B Thé pollcy handbook and mlnutes revealed some attentlon"

4

"rto- thls area of respon51b111ty Central offlce admlnlstra-"'

-

tors‘ preferred.-less 'attentlon:begasslgned but, aga1m~from’

&
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_the parents' perspective, it Had. not been addressed ade-
quately. . The 1nterv1ews shed additional light ‘on the needl'*;
‘for' 1ncreased attentlon to 1nstructlonal programs.g Dlverf:
Slty of programs to meet the dlverse needs of the many con;'

\

f‘st;tuents wasta_realwconcernr,.v _— ' fiﬂﬁn I ‘¥\\\ ‘
,Personnel ‘

A great deaf{’of the board's tlme was speqt developing
pollc1es_ and deallng w1th personnel issues. Again, centralgg
.officé .admlnlstrators iand' princ1pals ;_preferred less . ”dd

attention Abe» glven, to personnel' matters whereaslparents*d‘

preferred more attentlon.; S e

' Thehione area» of respon51b1i1tyd‘where the boarddhad
1?v1rtually no 'pollc1es was flnanc1a1 management “This vasw
'Mcgmpensated for, in part by ‘the attention glven to finan—-;'
"c1a1 matters 'at the board table. Nearly one quarter (24fh
.percent) of its tlme wasﬂ devoted to flnancial 1ssues at
. board meetlngs.:" The_ guestlonnalre and the interviews

1nd1cated exemplary attentlon to f1nanc1al management

'"faciiities | | |
- Interv1ewees indioatedrthevhwere'proud of;theirdfacilie
tles 'and‘ apprec1ated the 1mprovements that had been made

'There were p011c1es 1n place and the board d1d spend time ;"

at .board meetlngs maklng dec151ons about facillties.” There
7

: _ , 1

~was no »great, concern . expressed ’ however, w1th regard to



. 109/
‘facilities'in the‘questiOnnaires, S T e AL

IIQﬁSpoztation S -

vf:There~ were' pollcles 1n place but the ‘board spent Veryﬁ

flittle tlme ‘on thls area of. respon51b111ty 1n board meet—

flngs. ='No; .concerns were expressed relative.to transporta-_
. . . . r

' tlon 1n e1ther the questlonnalre or the 1nterv1ews._‘.

_ a;d OQeratlons )

v

Jf' Data relatlve to‘ functions, of the board Were not as‘

conclu51ve ﬂas those relatlve to<§tgrareas of respon51b11—

ity. ' The questlonnalre data dld not reveal any major dls-

-

"icrepancies' between actual and preferred prlorlty relatlve

T\to plagnlng, pollcy—maklng, 1mplementatlon, ‘or evaluatlon.

- The 1nterv1ew was somewhat more- useful 1n that 1nterv1ewees

. identlf;ed oollcy—maklng as' a strength _and plannlng and

'~ evaluation as functlons requlrlng more attentlon. 'Howe er,

these.views were not expressed by all 1nterv1ewees.

. . . .
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" INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS
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The. major finding of this research was that descriptors. -

or characteristics‘ of " an effective’school board could be

a spec1flc tlme.

articulated .for ;j specxflc board ﬂh a spe01f1c locaﬁﬁon at

-utlon of - each follow. - They are grouped accordlng to tﬁe

'research questlons whlch were asked in Chapter II That

e

hese characterlstlcs and a short deSCrlp-'

is, they are grouped accordlng to the broad concepts of the

: frahework' context,, transactlons,- and outputs~w1th the-

exceptlon of the questlons_ asked regardlng 1nputs 'The

-1nputs guided the study to determlne the standards by which -

- to evaluate the effect;veness and eff1c1ency of the board

_ CONTEXT

_What characteristicsrof the community affect the way in .

whlch a board ‘carries out 1ts respon51b111t1es°
An effectlve board recognlzes dlver51uy w1th1n a commun-

ity _and responds‘to the specral*needs of its many constltu-

'ents.' This should not be confused'with respondinq.tofspe-
cial interest,tgroﬁps, -+ Instead, it'means-Offeriné_those
&~

110
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tproqrams\.and serVices thatfthevlooal_cOmmuhity_requires in *

order to. achleve a ba51c level of educatlon. In *the jhris—
dlctlon. belng rev1ewed there were four dlStlnCt and separ_

ate communltles ‘-‘7a. rural French-speaklng communlty,, I

urban Engllsh speaklng commun;ty, a communlty dependent on.
the oil . service - ndustry,. and a natlve communlty The .

"children from each of these communltles had dlfferent back—f

. 'R

Agrounds,. dlfferent knowledge bases from whlch to begln, ahdf
: differeht expectatlons of what the_educatlon system could'
do for them. ' They could not be treated equally ‘ Each
"fgroup 1nd1cated that they requlred a substantlally dlffer-

~ent program f_ m all of the others in order to make effect-.

'vlve use of the{r'educatlonal experlences

Relatlonshlp w1th the Prov1ncma1 Government

What is an effectlve board' relatlonshlp w1th the‘”

_ prov1nc1al government’

Th%L members = of - the hegislative'ASSembiy repreSenting'

the sohool) jurlsdlctlon were not part of the 1nterv1ew or

'qﬁestionnairq sample _nor were Alberta Educatlon off1c1als.

Therefore, the relationship of the board to sehior levels .

of government was not ascertained.

 bodies?

What is board's relationship 'to;fptherb,goverhing'

£
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The mun1c1pa1 governlng bodles '\hat interqcted with
‘thls partlcular board belleve‘that an effectlve board has a
mutually ‘supportlve relatlonshlp w1th ﬂﬁthlpal governlng
-bodles. A board relles on the munlclpallty to collect its
'1ocal supplementa¥y~ requlslt10n.' It 1s important for dla-
logue_sto occur so that the board is aware of the flhancxal.
constralnts of the. c1tlzens }1n the mun1c1pa11ty in order
for it to be reasonable and. practlcal 1n setting the supple-
\\mentary requlsltlon v |

Plannlng ‘is also an act1v1ty whlch requlres 1nteractlon7

between _the New' housf%g"

deVelopgents‘ create 'increased demands ’for schools ~Both

governing bodles need to be aware of the other's 1ntentlons"

- for expan51on or reductlon of servxces.'

Relatlonshié with the Communlty
What is the board's relatlonshlp w1th the communlty’
An effectlve board actlvely sollc1ts 1nput and adv1ce,r
fron :the community. r In thlS partlcular 51tuatlon, there
.'were ample opportunitiesv'for‘ the publlc to- part1c1pate.
hThey' were free to part1c1pate if they ‘chose to do so. _Most
_part1c1patlon was a reactlon to spec1f1c 1ssues such as
_home schoollng and school closdre »d_Neverthelesé, ‘the

-

communlty percelved thé' area of communlty relatlons to be

¢

in ~need of the . most attentlon ‘ Effectlve.communlty rela-‘
tions requires carefully planned programs,:clearly artlcu-
lated pollc1es, actlvely lmplemented programs, and thought-

-A’&

ful ‘evaiuatlon of its 1mplementatlon. Communlty relatlons’
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spec1f1c concerns but it was somewhat pa551ve in this role.

113

requires commitment on"'the"part of board'members.and an

vexhibition) ‘of that commitment in the form of actively seek-

ing public 1nput as opposed to merely opening the doors for

’

1nput._

In} this particular »case, the board literally had an:hp

-'"open" door in that the- boardroom doors were swung Wide_

‘open during';;he public board meeting The board solic1ted7'

input 1n its dec151on—making process._ That ls, people were_—

made aware of ,policy changes and budgeting timelines and

‘were formally ‘asked for their .1nput. Constituents were
'also‘ visited = or telephoned by ‘board members in_ order for

the board members to - obtaln an in-depth und ;standing ‘of

the - constituents' concerns.' Board memberg\believed that

“indiv1dua1 contact was asv important as attendingvpubllc

_ meetings in ascertaining the public s attitudes. Thefboard

£ . i
did create. opporbunities and define processes by which

constituents 'could come to 1the‘board as delegations with

.:'!
L

'.Relationship»w1th the Superlntendent

What is the board's relationship with the superintend-

gi’&

ent?

e L

An effective board is supportive of the central office

' adminlstration.’p This view was expressed by both the super—

-1ntendent ‘and the board in this particular -case. "8upport-.

ih lve“" however, should not be 1nterpreted asomeaning "always

-

wan agreement ‘" . Nevertheless, lt does ‘mean that the board

supports the actions: of the central offlce administration.
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%) R _
if, those aCtions are. w1th1n the- parameters deflned in the

admlnlstrator 's po51tlon descrlptlon _ For example, the;'
Vboard would not questlon the purcha51ng of. supplles whlch
’clearly falls under the purvxew of the secretary—treasurer‘
VThe board ?nd central offlce admlnlstrators do have anh'
| understandlng Wlth regard to the appeal process They have

¢clearly deflned afeguards 1n place to alléw those persons

affected by a dec151on to have an appeal to a hlgher level‘

of authority -The teachers, pr1nc1pals, parents, students.-

‘and superlntendents accept thls appeal structure and accept"
the decisions made by the appellate bodies.

-

.

Relationshig’with Pe;sonnell
- What 'is \the” board's relationship with other personneh
.1n the school system’ - | | | | |

: An -effectlve board glves teachers and others an oppor—'A
tunity to 'be heard. An effectlve board lS open and candldv.
vwith the local of the Alberta Ipachers' ASSoc1at10n Thlsu
fView -was 'expressed by the teachers who were 1nterv1ewed
tThis partlcular board prov1ded the Alberta Teac ers' Assoc-

é@ve o

iation local negotlators w1th facts and figure

its ‘financ1al position and the'.stance tha ('t took‘in
negétiations.
LA - TRANSACTIONS

Organization of the éogrd

Howfdoesdthe‘board organize itself?.
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An effective board deflnes the roles of lts own member-{

" ship. - The, §gh_gl_Ag; deflnes a board in a school lelSlon

A ]

‘as a""corporgt%on",'(§EDQQL__%g£,v section . 29). However,

persons new to the board ‘may not be fully aware of the
ximplicatlons_,of belng a corporatlon. Board members in thlS
particular case were very cognlzant of thelr role as mem-‘
bersh of' a ICOrporate body [ They hﬁp deflned the legal

authority' of the 1nd1v1dual board members within: thls con-:~~

ftext; A deflnltlon is: necessary for the board chalrman. ?A g .

'role descrlptlon— outllnlng roles and respon51b111t1es -for -
the'fchairman, ensuresw that board members, as well as the
Chairman,l'learn ‘how thlss'role 1s somewhat different from\
- their own. . _If the board has commlttees, 1t determlnes_.
their purpose and extent of authorlty and respon51b111ty

o Although 1t has been mentloned that the board functlonsi
-:as -a unit and that lt must operate as a s1ngle corporatlon,.
.the operatlon“ of the schools under its authorlty is some—
what dlfferent. Although bound together by a shared’pur-
pose. a} m1551on, the schools often need to be given a great
;’deal of a@tonomy Thls seems to be somewhat of ahparadox.
'eBoard members functlon as a unlt and yét. their schools'funCF
, tion independently.. In a jurisdiction that is diverse In

its economic' base, geograpiyjand demography, thlsl is
'espec1a11y true._ As prev1o&sly mentloned _each school must»
have the freedom to respond to the needs of - 1ts own student
populatlon, Thls nece551tate5» some decentrallzatlon of'
decision-making. 'partlcularly hinh:fthe atea . of program
fofferings ,and‘_distribution of_hthe'icorrespéndingbfunding

&
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needed for those programs.v'“ An effectlve board then,
allows for decentralized dec151on-making but holds thev

jurisd;ct;on 'together, by a sharlng in the ‘mission of the

. :.).

jurisdiction. T ST e

Structures for Effectlve ODeratlon-

‘What structures can .a. board construct to fac111tate the.
effectlve operatlon of a school system’

An-. effectlve board has clearly deflned decision—maklng

7

processes that are “known by all Employees in the jurlsdlc—
tlon can c1te the steps 1n the dec151on—mak1ng processes
and 1dent1fy the p01nts at whlch they have an opportunity
‘for rlnput. ’ These dec151on—mak1ng processes 1nclude.

planning;_ pollcy-maklng, and budgetlﬁg ~In thls particular

jurlsdlctlon the despraptlons of the processes matched the

[y

processes outllned 1n pollcy4

-Board Tlme
How does a board spend its time?.
' Effectlve board members recelye thelr agendas well in
'advance ,of the‘ meetlng The agenda is accompanled by an
‘appropriate amount .of data and a ratlonale ‘for recommenda—u
tionsrb'. Board members thoregghly ‘famillarlze themselvesf
wlth' the _agenda prlor to. attendlng meetlngs so that theiri
.questions . are :prlmarlly for clarlflcatlon instead of for
‘additional \information. - They use their time te seek thef_
oplnlons vof' other board members around. the table and have

: spent tlme gatherlng oplnlons from their constltuents prld?



?“,to attending board meetlngs. V‘;‘
- o N ~§2
~'An ”* effectlve: board spends 1@% tlme n} CR

lthat will enhance the. :educatEonaA wal—b

.o &“ Yo .

dents withln the ‘school syétemrz‘It,devbt"

. ».

T

‘ning :f;'both lonq term bnd short term

members in 4t(:he jurlsdlctlon'nbelieved t

| gw o
-theTr weaknesses.- ‘1;'g oo s
B Boards, formulate pollcy ba&ed onflts plans,, ; 3 é‘A;r;
tion; - litigation, ' p@&'

sound pollcy,_ an

all relevant 1nformatlon°ana that;iﬁ' &elves reactlon from

A " N L9

. those affected by the lelCleS. Thls type of dec1s1on-‘

~mak1ng is- llkely to w1thstahd cr1t1c1sm because it- has been,

‘made on the basxs of two prerequlslteS' quallty and accept--

’ance. . The quallty of the dec151on is ensured through a-

areful study of the facts, acceptance is garnered by seek-

1ng 1nput from those affected by the de0151ons. And flnal— u

i

'1y, an effectlve board spends tlme evaluatlng the effectlve-
‘nesg of ,jts own pollc1es and the effectlveness of all of

the . components of._the school system: board operatlons“

. community .relations; student services; 1nstructlonal pro—‘

grams;. personnel; flnanc1al management® fa0111t1es, and"

transportation.

" Tipe in Meetlngs

~ How does a board ‘spend - 1ts tlme in meet1ngs° f'mz

Durlng board meetlngs, an effectlve board concentrateS'“

€ -7 .
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”nontthose issues that:wili haﬁebthe"most imp3ct on the educa-
tion‘ibffhits‘ chlldren. | There is a prioritiaing of agenda’
’items':so that those whlch are the mostnlmportant w111 be
‘ addressed at the beglnnln%’of the meetlng where they Wt}l‘
be given the most attentlon 1n terms of tlme spent on thm{.
In TOther 'words, there isa ratlonal relatlonshlp betwe&h’

' howbhiong‘tﬂe board spends on an agenda ltem and the 1mportf7

ance of the item. . LT ' N @

" This 'particular board devoted a great deal of dlscus-

rsion'ftof"facilities rather than to 1tems that would affect

e

Nature of Board Decisions =~ ; S I

the education of the chlldren 1n4the ‘schools. _
. ' ' o e,

1

- - What is thetnature of the deciSidns-made by}the'board?'

~ An effeétive . board is. issueéoriented rather than

‘personallty—orlented. ' Instéad of dea11ng with personall-
tles, the board examlnes the 01rcumstances of egch partlcu-_

rlar case and makes a dec151on based upon the ev1dence f.In

I

this ‘partlcular case, the, board d1d not see the names of

any student or - employee cases whlch came - before 1t A num—'

l/.i

. ber, known only to the superlntendent and the confldentlal .

' sécretary, was used to identify each case.

An effectiVe'board sees_itself as a jury. It must make

‘the final decision.based,on allfof.thelevidnge'onvthe‘par—d'
tiouiar ‘case, - free from piases built up over the past.
fThisb-was -the view expressed by every trustee who was -

interviewed..

w

e
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nwmmgmm_m_emb@ﬁ |
; How do board members 1nteract w1th one another°
An effectlve board recognlzes the corporate :;1ty of
~the. board. - Board members may disagree. Often dlsagree—
_ments/ result in clarlflcatlon of the p01nts of view of all
"'partlcipants.j’ Thls dlsagreement should occur in, the open -
51n the board meetlngs. ' ThlS open and honest exchange of -
‘opinions_ creates "a SOlld foundatlon of trust among board
members. | They learn to work together, to understand the‘
concernsi of. others, to respect one another, and to reach a
common understandlng of the crltlcal 1ssues fa01ng the
.board. A common understandlng is essent1a1 to an effectlve
board. _ outside of board. meetiggs,‘Bbard members speak as
',one' voice.." Board membéés were‘q‘ one mind on thls igsue.
5They' acknowledged that the board is a corporatlon. :§§§ée

_fore, its members are' bound by the corporate will of the

’board. , They cease to express thelr own oplnlons on board':n"

“‘de0151ons ' They express the .corporate op;nlon even 1f -

~ their own oplnlons should dlffer
. . .

‘influence on'DecisioniMaking -
’j:Who"has ‘the most ‘influence on‘.a':boardfs_deciSion-'

'vmaklng? | | v . - o

An _effectlve board isv.responsible'and aCCountableito

'those, who "elect .1t4 Therefore, an effectlve board makes

L its decfsions based upon* the wﬁ&l of the majorlty of 1ts

publlcs or constltuents. - @&j‘
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An.‘effective board looks after the system as a whole.

Board members are ; representatives_("for" the jurisdictioh‘:
rather than representatlves ."of"'“ohe particuiar'oapsehor
school or lgroup They must v1ew the organlzatlon as a
whole aﬁd ~do what ls best for thJ jurlsdlctlon as a whole. fﬂ'

This, 'agaln,~'was. the view expressed by several of the~“'

‘trustees who wer@;1nterv1ewed. The potentlal for overt cone

~ .
fllct among board members is greater 1f 1t appears that - vqt—"

'1ng factlons or cllques are’ determlnlng the dec151on-mak1ng’

in the jurlsdlctlon.

#

Informatlon for Dec1s1on-Mak1ng

on the " expertise ‘of the chlef _executlve offlcer.

4
AOn' Whom does the board rely for 1nformatlon for its

' ‘ : a
decision-making?

An effectlve board relies on those who possess teohni-

cal . expert;se for information for its deo;sion-making.

.'Therefore; it must employ persons ‘ﬁhoaoandbevtrusted to

Aproﬁide the information.. An effective board relles bea 1ly,

t .

requests. thorough reportihé@so that it .has as much informaev-'.

' tion as possible on which to make decisions. The board

must rely on the superintendent for information because in-

vthe' superintendeht and the adminiStration:iiesrthectechniF'

cal expertlse. Trustees are free ‘to seek opinionsffrom.

others but thelr source of 1nformatlon 1s the profe551onal

staff. o This wview was prlmarlly that, expressed by the

superintendent and the board chairman.
. . 7 ) : !
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Oon what types of .issues.does the bOard’spendlmost.of
‘its time? | o ' o | '
:An. effective. board clearly defines its own role as
being' primarily‘ planning, policy—making, and evaluation.y
‘ln pec1fically defining 4its own role, the board makes af'

conSCious deCiSion to stay out of adﬁﬁpistration.lehe

board members expressed this vrew as a result of their know-

- ledge of previous unfortunate occurrences in the jurisdic—

tion.

Anv effective‘ board engages< in"a - strategic planning

.'~,{_

_process. That is, it determines the direction that the

n;4ﬁurisdiction should take ‘through a comprehenSive study and

‘ﬁ?-hanalysis of the current ,and future needs-of the studenté

" within the jurisdiction. This ense of directiOn will

':,carry‘ the jurisdiction through changes in personnel. ,It:_

“involves a sharing' in the proﬁ%se of the school system by

'_all persaﬁﬁ Board membersﬁ\for whatever reasons,_change

jand so do{@fministrators. Any one or all of these players-

vin 1eadership. L P

can 'carry tie vision for the school system. But if they
.change, so  does the vision. It becomes tied to personali-

ties rather thaﬁ’being responSive ﬁo the needs of the stu-

dents within the school syste%% It needs to be é’shased

vision in order to sustain changes brought about by changes
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_An effective ‘board spends much. of its ~Nge developinQ'
policies. Policies are the ba51s on_which’ those in the(‘

,school system make dec151ons._ They cannot make decisions'

N 1ndependent1y h The needs and wishes of- the local communlty,'

<

,must be conSLdered. Board pollcy is an expre531on of c0m—ff;

Vmunlty needs and w1shes. In addltlon, in order to be fair,
'dec151ons must be con51stant with past practlce Board pol—
icies 1nform the dec151on-makers of the precedents that,
’.have 1mp11catlons for dec1s1on-mak1ng

Ani effectlve board as51gns admlnlstratlon of the school
system to 1ts chief executlve offlcer - In so d01ng, lt is

incumbent on the board to recrult and appralse the perform—_

ance of the chlef executive offiCer in two cruc1al areas
Qv .

Qleducatlonal leadershlp and flnanc1al(management;/\The board -

: clearly deflnes the roles and resilbllltles of: its ? ef

jfexecutlve 'offlcer' and ensures that,job”descriptxons ar® in

place for all personnel.‘-‘The job descriptions areﬁclear‘
"b?t?herad‘ enoughﬁ'tOlbpfOVide“arframevork'within which;the.
' administrators ‘can,:act. ‘ There ,1s a clear separation ofﬁ
'dutles rb that .everyone w1th1n the jurlsdlctlon knows who

'1s respon51bleland accountable for a partlcular functlonq
. An effectlve board has mechanlsms 1n place for apprals-
ing its own effectiveness as well as the effectlveness of
‘those ,‘areas» whlch it a551gns ‘to [its”:chlef executlve,°
.offlcer,,the admlnlstratlon of the school jurlsdictlon
‘An effectlve board devotes 1ts tlme ‘and ‘energy. to securf'

ing and dlstrlbutlng resources., SChool systems ‘are dependf

-ent upon the prov1n01a1 government for fundlng They mustl
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make every effort to secure all of the grants to which they

are entltled.l They so rely upon local taxpayers.' Commun-

'lty understandlng and support comes from 1nvolv1ngiparents,

and others - in the 'schools. lt is the'board's role to
gafher that support. Board members are' the. locally elected
‘stewards of education. They, therefore, become the primary

‘advocates for educatlon 1n thelr communltles.;

’

N o . S

"-‘Interests served by Board Dec1s ons

Whose 1nterests QO“board dec151ons serve’ , o DN

An‘ effectlve board is. commltted to the collectlve wel—

‘fare of all. the students w1th1n the jurlsdlctlon. All'

#

nhlnterv1ewees gave thls response to this partlcularvques?-

”ftlon. An.'effectlve board 1s an advocate for the needs of

uchlldren.- The board 1s commltted to equltabléatreatment of

.

gtudents. Thls partlcular board was commltted to the con-.

cept of horlzontal equlty whlch means that every student is .

" to be treated exactly the" same. That 1s, French language

flnstructlon must be offered to every stident or the same. .

amount of .money for- textual materials must be allocated to
~each - student. Slmllarly, all students must have access to

'an’ academlc program. . he board dld not . con51der the con- .

~

‘cept of vert1ca1 equlty ‘which treats ;plelduals dlfferent—*a’

g ly so’ . that they all have the qppértunlty to begln from the
. B b
‘- same. startlng, p01nt. ‘ For g}ample, some communltles are

predomlnantly natlve.» Instead df offerlng them French ‘the

”board ‘should con51der enrlchment in their own. language and

‘culture supplemented by %;medlal 1nstruct;on ;n,Engllsh..
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students in 1larger affluent oentres may;very well benefit
from a. program limited to the academic sdbﬁectsf Homever)
istudents ,ln a remote rural settlng or an ;ndustrmal settlng
may beneflt more from an occupatlonally oriented program.
_Equltable treatment is 1mportant but it should not be nar-.
_rowly 1nterpreted as - belng unlfgrmlty |
"An 'effectlve board " ensures. that there 1s a comprehen—
'sive offerlng of programs to meet the. needs of various stu—”
"dent groups." Not all students are academlcally orlented:_
ei’herj;beoause' of parental 1nterests, ability or aspird@- p
.ti ns{ _%:.hereforef, it :is important to prov1de a broad

¥

enodﬁh program to meet the needs of most students. The

P

special educatlon needs in terms of both the glfted and the-
ﬂtdhandlcapped are' one example of the dlver51ty of programs
requlred - Then there are spec1al 1anguage needs, programs

- for the dlsadvantaged and programs for those w1thvvoca-
'-f tional 1nterests. ' Whlle 1t may not be pract1ca1 for a
_'board to prov1deva11 of these programs w1th1n ‘each schOolb

1t 1sf§mpg£tant that the board recognlze this diversity and

.-make some efforts towards meetlng it.

Respon51veness to Constltuents

How responsave is the board to the expectations Of lts
iifoonstituents?
| An effectiVe board deals openly ;ith controversy The
hoard. makes sureu that‘ all _sides; are heard and that the
~ board's actions.’arey oonsidered and respon51ve."The boardn

‘-llstens toltthe‘ oonstituents=bht is oareful not to appease )
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the narrow 1nterests ot spec1al(groups. Boerd members care
o fore ll of the school system, or more. sﬁecxflcally, for all._
of the people in the system.' In other words, an effective
board has a very real "human" or carlng attltude. Inter-w

viewees other than the board members themselves expressed

this sentiment about their board,
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

. ThlS chapterm is organized zaround htheTfollowing con-
cepts' 1'7(1) the process, (zf‘the framework; (3) the char—"
acteristiCs; -(4) the dellca;e balances that ex1st, and (5) -

implications'for further study.
‘ s

' THE PROCESS

This Mparticuiar study was a descriptive . study.. It

inyolved--several' research methoddlogles. questionnaire,”
interyiew,d-document search, and 51te observatlon The'usev
of _several methodoIogies -serves to conflrm data co]lected‘.
from: other fmethodologies_ but onlyifor specific purposes.
Ihis'lstudy, for example, relled upon the soc1al systems

‘framework . with 1ts components of context 1nﬁ*:*,mtransac-

t%pns, and outputs. “All \four methods were utlllzed to
determine - the tinputs, transactlons,‘and the outputs One

} b
df the methods, 1nterv1ews, was used- to determlne the con-

,text UtlllZlng multlple methods, or trlangulatlon,vserves
-to prov1de' a ‘much broader, and more accurate, plcture of

the evaluation srtuatlbn. ‘The use of a 51ngle methodology,

126
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the ' document search for example, would have resulted in an
inaccurate picture3v The board had no financ1al polic1es,

for- example,, but attention to financ1al 'management was

identlfied as its greatest strength. This was ascertained

A-grom . the ’interV1ews but was‘conflrmed from thelquestion—

i
“aF,

nglres. %% S

“%@is study.lﬁas' part‘:of a “%uch larger study ?athe‘
evaluation :of a'school system. . It.was complex and becauSe
of its complex1ty,«1t required six participants and several-
weeks 'of .work. ~SeVeral meetings were held to develop the
framework’b'and to. develop .questionnaires and interview-‘
schedules con51stent with that framework. -The.project also.
required several meetings w1th the superintendent and the

board chairman to establish the terms of reference, to,

discuss _methods‘ and procedures, and finally to confirm the

data “that had been collected. There was also one full week
of . interviews ~invelving thee'projeCt leader, ptogect
vagsistant, and‘two university students. The prOJect leader

‘assumed - primary responsibility for all ‘ot the foreg01ng:

developments and’procedures.,.> = A
The role -of the . writer was to rev1ew the literature‘
relevant to the “project; to conduct the searches of the

School Act Proqram Policy Manual board minutes, and board

policy'.handbook; ahd to record the responses to the inter—

v1ews._

‘The. sequence of events was roughly as follows-'

fi.' The terms of reference were developed and approved,

2. The literature rev1ew was undert.'
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3. The progect design was developed and approved.

4. The board mlnutes' and pollcy handbook were
reviewed; =

5. ‘Theh}'questionnaire . distribution and interviews
occurred‘concurrently,

. 61_ The‘board meetlng was observed, .

7. The report was wrltten,-

v

8. " ?he report was rev1ewed and edlted by the evalua—

tion’ team

9. The-_report was reviewedhby the superintendentrahdi
" board chairmanfhand- - ‘ Ce | .

10. The flnaldrepqrt was presented to the board. Co
This sequenc1ng of ,acthltles was very effectlve with‘a

the followang exceptlon.~ It would have been useful to have

"had"the questionnairef«data prior to the 1nterv1ews »'This"“ff-

would have allowed the evaiuatlon team to determlne why cer4‘}r"

'taln ‘areas of respon51b111ty were 1n need of greater atten—.
>tion. ' Another group that could have been added to the llSt
of linterv1ewees who recelved 1nd1v1dual structured 1nter—“
views wouid_ have been the parents. Parents,'when they had
vstrong opinions, were:interviewed in groups ratherfthan in
individuaiU'sessions." 'ihe parents exhlblted the greatest
dlscrepanc1es between "what 1s" and "what ought to be" of
T}any group respondlng to the questlonnalre. The structured

h interviews may have glven the evaluatlon team a better pic—

' tures of the reasons for thls dlscrepancy Thxs,would have
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been the 1dea1 but 1t must be remembered that the evalua—

 tion team s resources were llmlted 1n terms of t1me and - -~

money. As it was, the questlonnalres were dlstrlbuted and
collected at the' same time as the_lnterv1ew teams v1s1ted

" the schools. A few parents at some of the schools request-

ed interviews. Thls proved to be a substantial saving lnif-

1 time, 'No postage was requlred for the questlonnarres.

This study deflnltely requlred a team approach not only
1n"terms of the amount of work anOlVed but also in terms
;N f whe expertlse and v1ewp01nts that were shared._ Team mem—‘
bers 1nc1uded unlver51ty professors,_an offlclal from the
department of education, and three graduate students, one‘-'

'of whom was the author and also an employee.of the Alberta

- School Trustees' Association. -
THE_FRAMEWORK
The author s purpose 1n being 1nvolved ln the study was |

to begin the process of developlng a framework and 1dent1fy-

. ing the characterlstlcs that emerge from an evaluatlon of

';1the. governance function in* a partlcular school jurlsdlc—

tion.> Thev framework that evolved was largely developed
from *the framework created bv the pro;ect leader, Dr E.J.
Ingramx The framework relled heav1ly on the components of
the systems approach: . context,_1nputs,.transact10ns, and
_.outputs "'Thep'framework Served-as a useful“base of refer-.
ence for developlng the 1nterv1ew gulde, the questlonnalre,

and~§the rev1ew; of the mlnutes. It served as a referent

. }’1:
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p01nt for deflnlng the methodology, ouéllnlng the findings,

and determlnlng the implications of the findings. It was a

most'uSeful base from which to develop the entire study.

1

anhACTERISTICS OF EFFEcﬁivE GovéRNANQa'
‘ . - )

The_ second purpose of the study, whlch was to 1dent1fy‘»

-the characterlstlcs of effective éovernance in a partlcular
'locatlon at a partlcular tlme was achieved. It was inter-
esting to note the many authors who 1nd;cated the pauc1ty
of information relatife ‘to school boards.  In Splte of the

expressed limited amount of 'information' available,; the

”literature review for this study was exten51ve

ACHIEVING A BALANCE

The llterature revealed that there are several dellcate

'”5'balance$ Whlch boards must address.' Thls study conflrmed'

that those ‘lances do ex1st but ‘that there may be times

and situations that requlre the board to tend more to one“ .

"partlcular perspectlve than the other. The balances 1dent1-
fled and thls board's response to them are as follows

f'l.‘ "Representatlves for" or "Trustees" versus "Repre-

sentatives- of" __or "Representatlveness. . The board members
’ deflned themselves as’ trustees.vv They. made dec151ons for

the good of all part1c1pants 1n the school system- They
‘dld not make decisions on the ba515 of their- own partlcular

-school or geographlc area.
. . .
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2. Bxgjggsfpnal" versus "Fiduciarv Orientation." The

board :mustvhrely on 1ts prcfe551onal staff for 1nformatlon
on..nhiohvtto base its de0151ons. Nevertheless, its deci-
sionsflmust,. once agaln, be based on what is best for the
school systen, nd ‘ultimately, .the communlty.' In other”
_ Qords, the fiduciary orlentatlon is the predomlnanﬁgforce
in decisionémaking Dec151ons may very well be made for
‘pollticaf rather than practical reasons“ The board, then,

,relles on the profe551onals for the facts, “but llstens to

| the communlty when the 1ssue is political.

3. -Plannlnq. Pollcv-Maklnq. and Evaluation' versus
' imglementation. A board's role has long been deflned as
’;belng pollcy-maklng Implementatlon or admlnlstratlon has

" been the domaln of the profess1onals.. Thls.study revealed
that the board dld have a strong pollcy—maklng orlentatlon
but that it was alsafg%ten51vely 1nvolved 1n maklng admlnl—
'_stratlved dec151ons The board pald con51derably llttle
at§gntion to ;tho- other 1mportant functlons.‘ plannlng_and

evaluation.

4. Equalltv versus Eqﬁltm. ThiS‘partienlar board was
'partlcularly _concerned w1th treatlng every school equally‘
.The, jurlsdlctlon 's populatlon was hlghly dlverse.. In ordér
- to - be glven the same opportqnltles, students requlred pro-
grams that were responsive to their unlque needs. Nat;ve
'students,- for_ example,. would experlence much more success

‘with »spec1a1 natlve language programs than they would with

French . language programs. Slmllarly, students from an area
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- with ~an industrial economic base\ required technical pro-

o - e ’ ! "
grams whereas ‘those who came frpm familles employed in
education or. government Wwere more respon51ve to academlc

programs.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

-

Chapter v utllnes the characterlstlcs of an effectlve

board in a partlcular locatlon at a partlcular t1me

These, characterlstlcs have not been tested for other
rllocations.and times. An empirical study could now be under-
taken to determlne the extent to whlch selected groups
agree' or dlsagree that the characterlstlcs are’ lndlcators’
of ueffectlveness. . The groups who'.could be - contacted
dincludei trustees,’suberintendents, secretaryftreasurers,'
,other central office administrators and. school principals.
The’ llst of groups 1s restrlcted to the foregOLng because
‘of thelr knowledge of the role of a board : The results of
dthe.Aquestlonnalres “in thls partlcular study 1nd1cated that'
'neither-'teachers‘ nor parents had partlcularly strong»opln—
ions 'about what thé board was actually, doing. Their'scores;
-tended' to centre 'arouﬁdn the:mid;point of the Seuen-point
5caleg : . | “
. Another study théﬁ' could ‘be ‘conducted could centre
'“around parents;‘and teachers' "zone of 1nd1fference" as far-

s

as board operations are concerned. What is 1t that parents

and teachers _want to know about the board of trustees and::

to what extent do .they want to be 1nvolved°

E wa
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one additional phenomenon that was interesting was dis-
covered from the questionnaire data. This can be explained‘
- as follows.v ‘The central office administrators expressed
the least discrepancy between’ "what is" and "what ought to
beﬁ relative to board functions and areas of respon51b11-'
ity.A The second lowest discrepancy was expressed by pr1nc1—
: pals, the third lowest dlscrepancy was expressed‘by teach-

ers; and the greatest discrepancy was expressed by parents.
" This phenomenon could‘be 1nterpre§ed,'"those closest to
‘the. locus of decision-making have the most accurate plcture
- of  what is actually occurrlng; Dlagrammatically this canb

.

be depicted as shown in Figure 7.

b

O

- Parents
Teachers

Principals»

‘Figure 7. Discrepancy Phenomenon,~

A
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The average scores resultlng from questlonnalres admini—
‘stered‘.to_.the parents tend to lend some credence to thlsA
hypothesis. On a scale of 7, thelr average scores ranged
from 3.1 to 5;0 6r»;n the'midpoint-of the scale which could
be interpreted as -their not reallyilﬁnoWing what.is‘the.
actual prlorlty being a551gned o

_In order to test these hypotheses,vlt ‘would be neces-

sary to administer the questlonnaare to 51m11ar groups of

respondents in several jurlsdlctlons.

The major 1mp11cat1ons of thls study are that.l Xl) the'
characterlstlcs of effectlve governance need tg‘be tested
in other school jurlsdlctlons, (2) the questlonnalre should
be admlnlstered _1n other jurlsdlctlons, and (3) the frame—u

:work developed is useful for further studles of school sys-~'

_tems.

3
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APPENDIX A

LEGAL REQUIREMENTSHOUTLINED IN- THE §CHOOL AC I
AND PROGRAM POLICY MANUAL

Persg?nel
| A hoard;shall:

 h1.':appolnt"a Superintendent,, a secretarQ-treasurer,
and " ‘other employees as required (School fAct,l Section .

‘72(1))f.

2. pay salarles of teachers (School Act Section 101),

PR

" 3. designate .one  teacher to be the pr1nc1pal of each

School (School Act, Sectlon 93):,,

4.» employ only teachers who hold a certiflcate under

the Department of Educatloﬁ'Act ( chool Act Sectlon 80) 7

. 5. evaluate 1nd1v1dual teacher performance (Program;
Policy'Manual, page 50),u . |
6..-pernit students enrolled in the.faculty.of'educa—
}ltionuor tﬁeir'instructors to attend any classaoom'for obser-~
. vation or studentﬁteaching (School‘Act, Section 75)5v
| A’board’may: Jz | |

,1."requ1re yenployees to undergo medicai ekamination
‘(School Act, Section‘72(3));‘ | o . .
eﬂe

. ' Fii v
2. transfer a teacher from one room or one school to

_another room or another school ( gnool Ac Sectlop 83)7

© 138
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3.' employ a teacher part-time ‘or for only one year:

(Schoo l Ac; Sectlons 85 and 87),_

; ]4; termlnate» a teacher's contract or de51gnatlon afterx
g1v1ng the teacher 30 vdays' notice (School Act, Sectlon
£y : . _ ‘ .
89) 7o . . L

5. FSusbend a teacher believed to be“guilty of gross -

misoonduct neglect of duty, neglect to obey a 1awfu1 order

of the board or who has a mental 1nf1rm1ty (School Act
Sect}on 90), ‘.,ffif' '

.fé; de51gnate ahy teacher to an administrative,-super—'

V1sory or consultatlve pos1tlon ( gnool Act Section 93) ;

&

‘w~appeal to the Mlnlster if a: dlsagreement arlses

betWeen the board and a teacher (School Act} Section 96):

8. apply for grants to offer teacher 1nserv1ce proV1d—

o

,ing they i’establlsh, pollc1es;'con51stent w1th those of the

iprov1nce (Program Pollcy Manual page 35);

9. part1c1pate \h the Inltlatlon to Teachlng Progect'

2 ’

V(Program pollcy Manual page 41)

- .',
. *.- .
-

PIRER . 1
.

Transportation e | o,

. Boards are reopoﬁﬁibie for tranSporting resident stu- -

) 'dehts"or--for malngalnlng them away from home (School Act,

and

_(Program Pollcy Manual page 7).

'w

Sectlon 165(1))

/ - "'?74?'.
Boards w1ll:£’;

1. establrfh andf_implement transportation poIicies;.
;“~

‘ %; P ' “,-

;malntain transportatlon records, maps and permits

Lol
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lBoa'rds may &
l...provrde transportation' for "non-resident“stddents

(Program Pollcy Manual page 7).

2 2. 'contrhct wlth a parenté to prov1de transportatlon

. . - . w . 'A ) ' B X Y o
(School Act,ﬁSection,lso). - -};m~t_ . e , e

§ . ’ . . ’ v : Co o ‘:, R T ' 9 : e .
Board Operatlons %,

The board shalL . '

‘ cl;, hold meetings (8 ggool Act, Section 72);
. o LR _ o . :
2. keep a reqprd” of ally proceedings of ‘the board,
] i : . ‘ '- . , - . . ] : L. L ' %:
(School Act, Sectlon 72), , . - -

E 3. 'hold -open Aeetlngs (School‘Act Sectlon 48),

o 4;‘ Hbldd an annual meetlng of the electors ( cnool Ac

2
2

' section 41);- . .. o o - ;

-

. 5. tcall a, publlc meetlng when 1t récelves a p%tltloni

signed, by 25% of the parents of the chlldren in the schoolv

b

or the- lesser',of» 2000 or 255 of the. electors 1n the dlSﬂ
trlct (School Act, "Section 4(1)); - .f o :".°_

4

6. hold .elections,( by electlons, ,polls,.pleb£SCites,
votes on by-lawS-Aor money, y-laws or votes in aCCOrdance

&ith :the Local Authorltles Electlon Act ( chool Agt Sec- -

. 1‘

tion 9); .4 ’

7. hold-'three diStinct separate readlngs.of a»by%laW’
before 1t is passed (School Act Sectlon 47),; |

183 provide - for the adjudlcatlon of dlsputes ( choo;

Act, Section 72); .

‘9. ensure a board folcer prepares an annual flnanc1a1

statement (School Act Sectlon 74),
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10._submit'-an‘ auditor's report to the Minister each
-Yea? (School Act, section 77); |
© All resolutions shall be submitted to a board by the
: o ’ * . ‘ . -
chairman or a trustee and no ‘seconder 1S requlred. The

chairman and every trustee shall ‘vote. on a questlon unless

.excused by the chool Act or a board resolutlon (School ‘

Ag; Section 45)

The,board may.

1, make . rules ‘ governing procedures and meetings

_(§cbool Act Sectlon 72).

3. -pay grants to another board, association of'
trhstees; ‘orv'educatlonal~organization (School.Act, Section
72): - , > .

o 4. enter into an agreement‘with a municipality for the
promotion and"development_ of 3conmunity services,(School
;ﬁgt SectiOn 72) ; | | o

-~

‘_5. - delegate power to the superlntendent or a commlttee
(School Act Sectlon 72).
6 delegates 'its' powers to bargaln (School Act Secﬁgon
72), . |
S <. L - T ' ‘ . ¢ .
7. enter into an. agreement-with another board to estab-

'llsh a reglonal dlstrlct (School Act Sectlon 22);

8. call a spe01a1 meetlng of the board (School Act

-

 Section 42).
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Propegty
A board shall.‘

1; keep 1n good order all its real and personal prop—

‘verty ( School Agt Sectlon 72),

2 sﬁose of real or personal property by bid or .
i

, tender~gh$@ w1th the approval of the Minister (School A

@ .
Act, Section 102);

Sectlon~104) hhﬁ
A board may.

. 1; purchase instructiohal supplies - and “materials

(SChOOl Act, Sectlon 72),

!

§‘2.‘ sell, rent “and dlstrlbute supplies (So (o]o] ¢

‘Section~72):

3. yacquire by gift, lease or purchase and hold any

.Yeal or perSonal property or . any interest ih;it.(5cnoo1.‘

4

4. 'sell, lease, rent or otherw1se dlspose of its per-.

sonal property, and, w1th the approval of the Mlnmster in

, writing,‘;dispOSe' of any of 1ts real property (s choo; Act

‘ Sectioh'104)

[

' Boards may' excuse resident pupils from attendance at

school if they are under efficient instruction elsewhere,
but not in private schoolé'(Program»Policy Manual, page 9).

v : . . v
Schooi.Opération

A board shall:
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1. make rules foru EPQ admlnlstratlon, management and

operatlon of schools (Sc

el .o ’,\

2. specify. school openlng date, 1ength of school year,

length of the sc¢hool day, mlnutes of

recess and vacation perlod%f(school Act, Sectlon 148),_ ’
3.' dlsglay the Canad&aﬁgcﬁlag at each school (School
Act, Section 162); f' S o | '
4.3'arrange for a remembrance ceremony or‘the-obser—
vance ‘of two mlnutes‘ ‘silence on Remembrance Day or on the
»school -day 1mmed1ately precedlng Remembrance Day (Remem-'

brance Day Act),

o
5. keep in force an 1nsurance pollcy for death or per-

sona17_injnry and bulldlngs and equlpment (§ghggl_Agt Sec-'
tion 72). | ‘ |
The board may: e R ‘ e
‘1. declare one day a month to be a school holiday .
(§ghool Act, Sectlon-148); I | ‘
| 2,. close - sChools if rpupils' healthf or . safety is(
endangered (§chool Act, Sectlon 150) ; |

3. close a schogl w1th ‘the approval of the Mlnlster

(School Act, Section 149).

ugg51g Instructlon

4Grade 1 12 1nstructlonal brogram w111 ‘be as Outllned 1n5
the JunlorSenlor High School Handbook and the Elementary,
~Junior and _Senior Highlschool-E;ograms of Studles (Program

'Pollcy MannaL, page 1).
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BoardSa)may offer a’ locally developed course with the |

prior ’ approval of the Minister (Program Policy Manual, page

-Special Programs

: '
Thegschool‘board.willz : ',///
1. establlsh a Special Education Placement Appeal

.

Commlttee (Program Pollcy Manual, page 15), >

2 es-tabllsh - Educatlonal Opportunltles @mdﬁ policies
(Program Pollcy Manual pages 17}and 48); ' K

3. ‘make prov1510n for French language instruction for ‘.
students who meet the‘teSt,of-Charter Section 23 (Program
Policy. Manual - page 20), | . |
‘ 4.' 1nst1tute 1nstructlon in the French language and/or
religious instructlon' when iﬁiocal adv1sory board passes a
resolntion requesting the board to do so ( nggl Act, Sec-
tion 27), | |

S.' establish pollc1es, for the prov1510n of programs
for'vexceptlonal students and w1ll spend two to flve percent
of the Spe01al Educatlon Grant on programs for the glfted
(Program Policy Manual page 29); o |

6. establlsh Academlc Occupatlonal policies. (Program
Poiicp Manual, page 36); |

7. 'establish tVocational EdnCation policies (Program‘
Pollcy Manual page 38) - - , o N .

" The school board may L o ‘Q

i, pass a resolutlon that a. school 1s a Declared Com=~

.munlty School (Program Polrcy Manual page 13):
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provide earlfﬁ childhood services programs (Program
Manual page 15 and §chool Act Sectlon 72),

offer an 1nstructlona1 program in a 1anguage other

than Engllsh or French (Program Policy Manu l, ‘page 22);

,,f 4.{

offer priliams to dlsabled ‘persons who are over age

<18 y?ars (Program Polihy Madﬁgx-hﬂV

5.

"8.

offex off c pus vocATAH

-offer after—hours “courses
' o o R e
approve work eXperiquéu(Sghool Act, Section 170); ,

; ponsor ”eduCationai trips inside} or outside the

jurlsdlctlon (School Act, Se?tlon 147?@

9.
mManual,
“10.
manual,

11.

offer Engllsh as a Second Language (Program Pbllcy
page 23}7 ' |
offer adult extension programs. (Program Policy

'pages 26 and 27):

;prescribe or permit . religious instruction (School

Act Sectlon 160):

-12

._prescrlbe patriotic = exercises or instruction

A

(School Act, Section 161). " -

" Pupils

< 3
-

A}

A school board shall:

1.

accept every pupll whose parents re51de in its

jurisdiction' or( direct the  pupil to a school in anotherr

jurisdictioh and - pay allAfees consequent to ‘the educatlon'

of that pupil (School Act Sectlon 145),

[
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2. provide health'services for pupils (School Act®, Sec-
tion 156). s
The school board may ' . ' _ g L
| .
1. v1deo—tape classrooms (g_nggl_ﬁgg Sectlon 72).
20 suspend or expel puplls (§cnool %t Section 155);

3. excuse from attendance any pupll whose .special

‘educational needS‘are of such a nature that regular attend-

ance is not productlve ( ghool Act, Section 1433-

4&5 lower the school entrance age Qgchool A t Section
147) .
Flnance

Sch/pl boards w1sh1ng' to access the School Foundatlon
-Program oOr Specxal Programs grants must | 1nd1cate thlsg
'annually on- ’the aﬁproprlate forms submltted to Alberta
Education 'and the Regional Office (Program Pollcy Manual,
‘pages iv and l), | " | ,

' Boards‘ will sibmit to ASChool BusinessnAdmlnistration»
the -Supplementary Requisition Form following:board approval
‘of the budget (Program Pollcy Manual, page 11). |

A board shall adv1se the mun1c1pallty of its estimates
~for dthe supplementary requisition »(School Act, Sectlon1
128) . W

A board may: 7
.1. ,ralse revenue through local supplementary requisl;_

tions‘(Program'Policy Manual,'page_1)7

2. make banklng arrangements (s ghgol A' SeCtion'72);

3. 1nvest (School Act, Section 72):
ot _ o
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4. borrow to meet current expendltures, capltal expend—

"1tures, or buy debentures (School Act, Section 110, 111),

B, D exércise yﬁ&e powers of a munlclpallty under the

ngéigjpgi nge:nﬁéﬁgl Act With respect to the.collectlon of .
taxes- if. empoweredj'by the Minister (Sohoo} Act, Sectionuﬂ
1140)7'. | ‘ “

6. charge tuition feesvto»ngneresidentyﬁupils (School‘
Act, Section 152) 7 : | |

7. enforce a ‘judgment or ordef for the payment of

ecution (School Act, Sectlon

money by means of a writ o
178 ; »

8. epter into an agreement with the]‘Government of
Albefta; Government of Canada, government of any province,
a"mpnicipality,.abboard, or a corporatlon to .provide educa—
tional serioes‘(Scnool Act ; SectLon 169).
. School ConstructiOn4Modefhization'

A school-board will: | v o

1.. submit to. £he School'Buildings.Braﬂ&h by March-31
of each Year three year cap1ta1 plans w1th flve—year -enrol-
ment pr03£ctlons (Program Policy Manual, page 3),

2. submlt to Alberta Educatlon.

a- modernlzatlon progect plans and spec1f1catlons,.

N ' -b-_ tenders or' schemes of constructlon for modern-'.

| 1zat10n pr03ects eXCeedlng $100, 000 and for all new con-
'structlon after securlng local sources ‘of fundlng,

".:«

G construgtlon contract,-
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- - 148
d.@va” Statement of Final Costs hpon project'comple-
" ‘ . . 4.:}‘,.Y .

L4

tion:uand o . y'_ ; iw}

e. confirmation of ‘the Uti1izatién Factor tnree
'years.¢after‘ the scheme approval date (Program Pollcy
Manual, page 4) &

3..-submit’zannual groject plans to Alberta Educatlon
'for.v,the Suilding Quélity Restoration ' Program (Program
Pollcy’Manual page 5): .

4. give publlc notice of its-ﬁintention‘to erectfor.
,purchase a“vschool building, and-shall submit the guestion'
to a vote of the electoﬁs‘if it receiﬁes a peéition for a
vote within 15 days of the public‘notice in a newspaper,

i

(School Act Sectlon 107),

. 5. recelve‘ ald for the constructlon or alteratlon of a
school bulldlng only with the approval of the School ‘Build--

1ngs Board (School Act, Section 105) ;

6ﬂv pass a by- law if it dec1des to borrow by debenture

»for a. school building (School Act, Sectlon 111).
' The School Act places some spec;f1c1restr1ctlons ‘on

ﬁ}"@school boards but, generally, anythlng which is not out-

0

a)
llned yﬁﬁ "%he -~ school Act is not permltted ~ Specifically,

the School Act prohlblts school boards from:

. . o wm‘ § S . .
1. purcha51ng,h,conStructlng, altering, addlng to,'or

L ' : 9 -

¢# "  renovating sbhool ‘building without the approval of the

School Quildlngs Board vunder the School Bulldlnqs Act
£ S

(School Act Sectlon 108), and

zfv'charglng tultlon fees to a pupll whose parents are

re51dents of the jurlsdlctlon (8chool Act, Sectlon 152)




~ APPENDIX "B"

% QUESTIONNAIRE. L 5

Tlu jollowlnx quutlo(;naln is designed ‘to obtain lnformatlou Jor a study of the Governance
and Administration of the - High Prairie School Division. This study. has been requested by the Board.
of Trustees of the School Divisign and is being conducted by. staff members of the Deparrment of
Educational Administration at the Universify of Alberta. Information will be obtained [rom many
different sources to iry to determine how the stafy and the public views the .manner in’ which the
- 7School Division Is governed and administered. .

The confidentiality of all responses .is a.uurcd and the researchers would Iike to. ?hank you in
adyarece for your invaluable a.ul:tancc ‘ ‘ : b :

Zar each of the ltems on the following questionnaire would you pleue circle the number which most closely indicates ybur own views
tglmding the pmlcullr item. Please circle a mponse in both areas - the Actual Priority and the Preferred Priority. g

4 R

Lo The Agﬂlﬂmnﬂn deals with the cmphuis whxch you see cach particular group or mdmdual (1 e. Trustccs, Supcnntcndent,
F’rincunl:. Central Office 3taff) placing o8 the item in the question. .

. ; N . :
2 - new deals with the emphasis which you bcbcve or feel eachvpamculu group or mdmdual (i.e. Trustees,
Sup&mwn&mﬁpcnpu Centnal Ofﬁoe saff) ought ") placc on that pn.mculnr item. v

Eor Office
Use Only
’ 1
A. The priority which the stmcs_of the ngh Prame School Dmsnon place v
On each of the followmg
Felop ‘poucie-de-hngmm ) . _ - o ‘
Cmumtykchdons. R 765 43 21 76 54 321 3,4
REELeTAIN L : _
2 Pun ihg and developlng pamculu: , , " '
comumtykclmompmmms ‘-Q;:_ 7.6 5 4 3 21 76 543 21 .. 5,6
3 ’Cm'ymz out Communily Relations 5 » : Lo
Zactlvives; 76,5 4 3 21 765 43 21 7.8
) '4 Monubrin'amd asscssing the 8,
‘" Community Relations progrum o - L ,
ollheSwalDwmon. . 765 43 21 76 5 4 3.2 1 . 9,10
N — LR - ‘ ' WEEPN.

, } < ‘A( ‘9 N X v - '

. L . P



STUDENT SERVICES
5. Devcloping policies dealing with
services 1o students;

6. Planning and developing particular
student setvices;
7. Actually providing direct services
¥ 1o the students.

8. Monitoring and assessing the
scrvices which the School
Division provides to students;

150

9. Developing policies dealing with

the instructional program,; -

10, Pianning and developing
instructional programs;

' 11, Conducting the educational
program;

.12. Monitoring-and assessing
the the educational program; - .

P

13. Developing policies regarding
personpel; S

14, Dq»’/clopihg programs
-+~ dealing with personoel;

15. Carryiog out programs for
or concering personnel;

16. Moniloring and assessing
the performance of personnel
and the operation of personnel
programs; " ‘

5,

EINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
:17. Developing policies for the
“financial management of the
School Division;

__ 18. Planning and developing
financial management
programs and procedures;

19. Mamging the finances of
- the School Division; .

Use Ondy
1 76 5 4 3 2 1,1
?.6 5 4 2 13,14

1 3 3 1 .
1 26 5 43 2 15,16
1, 7 6 5 4 3 21 17,18

\/\v—v\/f\/\_,x_,_y, _____

1 7?6 5 4 3 2 19,20
1. - YS 5 4 3 2 21,21
1 , 1T 6 574 03 21 23,24
1 S8 5 4 3 2 1 2536

. \/\/“\,K\/’\a-'—\——;f —————

1 N8 5 4 32 1 . 27,18
1 Y& 5 4 3 2 1 29,30
T Y& S5 43 21 wm

p
1 Y8 S 4 3 2 g, 33,34
ﬂ/’\v_"’\/’\'/’\"\“’i-“

1 Y8 S 4 3 2 1 38536
1 y§ S 4 3 2 1 - 23738

1, Yy S 4 Y21 39,40

[#}



-

20. Monitoring and assessing
the manner in which the
School Division is operated:
from a financial standpoint; ©

"21. Developisg policies dealing with 4

the School Division facilities;

. 22. Planning facilitics and/or the '

" use of these facilities;

" 23. Managing and operating the

facilities of the School Division: .

- 24. Monitoring and assessing the
. operation of the School Division
from the standpoint of facilitics;’

151

" 27.Implementing the transportation

u .

25. Developing policies dealing with
transportation; : :

26. Planing the transportation.
ammangements and services
for the Division;

‘arrangements within the School

Division; ~ ,
B

28. Monitoring and assessing the -

_ - transportation-arrangements in

the School Division. -

41,42

43,44

45,46

47,48

49,50

51,52

53,54

55;56'

57,58

-



APPENDIX “C"
| , INTERVIEW SCHEDULE:
I Inputs into Governance and Administration

1. Name and Position

| S | N p

2,§§xpenencc . : v . - : : e

" “a) in present posmon Tt o " - '
bjin ‘hgh Pramc S D LT

3. What types of policies, guldclmcs, terms of rcfcrcnce, tc has thc Board cstabhshcd to govcm
the way in which the Supt and othcr central office staff carry out their funcuons" '

4. What cxpcctahons do you have for thc way in whlch % | . '
(a) The Board carries out 1'ts o ' . ('b) The C.O. staff mcmbcrs carry

functions . - 4 . . outtheirfunctions?
5. Do your cxpecfaﬁons vary from your perception of the expectations held by other groups?.

[I.Context,' _ ) o e ‘ . o N

6. What Commumty, School §ystem and hlstoncal charactcnsues affect thc way in which'the
Board and C. 0. Admmlsﬁ'auon carry out thcxr responsnblhtncs?

. ;,'5‘2 /w\ . :
7. What profcss1onal and aCadcrmc expectations affcct, or should affoct the way in : ,_
which C. O. adrmnistrators carry out their functIons (e g codes of ethics,. cxpcctanons of.
fellow mcmbcrs of the profwsxon)” - R '

<

- * Similar questxons wcre asked of each of thc othcr scts of mtcmcwccs ( ccmml ofﬁcc staff,
pnnc1pals, tcachcrs, and rcprcsentanvcs of mtcrcst groups) ’ B

152°
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9. In respect to the operation of the Board: © % .

Lo

- IL Transactions ~ = . R

8. In gcncral terms could yOu ( dcscnbc the Govcrnancc and Pohcy-mahng structurcs and ¢
procedurcs used by the Board?

a) which people, or groups, have the
most mﬂucnce over Board dec1slon
makmg? ’

‘ b) whose finterests do decisions serve?
- ¢) how are conflicting intcr;sts resolved?

- d)-does the decision-making process “\
allow for staff, students and othcrs to
to- mmatc agcnda items? E

10. Should a trus@ do what the public wants even if he/she considers it to be '.thc'

. wrong action, or should the trustee use his/her judgment regardless of what others want?

11. Do members of the Board mect pnvatcly pnor to a Board meeting to discuss items on the -

agcnda?

_ 12 Is there tcns10n, or conﬂlct among peoplc in the D1v1510n on qucsuons havmg to do with

cducanonal policies?

El

13. Does the Board g:vcr ta_kc a stand that the majority of the public:séems to disagree with?

15 In general terms could you d&scnbc

a) administrative structurcs and procedurcs at the Dmslon level

\ . L. { ‘-v.y,‘
Y ~. . ) . . = ' ‘

14, How dt_'tcn do delegations appear before the Board? How are their concerns dealt with? .~
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b) udmi'njstfaﬁvc roles and responsibilities at the Division level

¢) the roles and responsibilities of principals
e @ ' . DA , |

' d) how admihiétrativc dccisidns @e rriadc at thé Divisim level .-

16. In gcncral tcrms compar\c& and contrast the roles of Board and the Supcrmtcndcnt, and xhc wa)
the rolcs are carncd out. : ~

17. How would you. dcscnbc the phﬂosophy and/or oncntanon of (a) the Board, (b) the =
Supenntendent and (c) Ccntxal Office staﬁ' in respect to education and thcu roles in the S ystun

18. Do you ever feel any colflict betwecn your msponsnblhty to thc pubhc and to thc school
administration? - _ o . o e

1V, (')_u_tp‘uts o

e

20. Do you bchcve the opcrauonal pohclcs, struc;mcs and guxdehncs estabhshcd by thc Dlvmon

arcadequath N 1 3'_ ‘ " _~_\.I.‘- “.A"."fl‘
‘ S o 3 A |
ZI.HOW,responsive-is/arc e T e T
- . : . . ) i) L " - . »_ ’ >
~ a) the Board to the wams and/or dcmapds of mtcmst groups? '
: . : S . v "" . ‘. . i \ \
b)C.0. adnﬁnis,tratoré fo the wants and/or &cmantd_s Qﬂ‘ihtc_r;:st groups‘"?
- 22. How rcsponsxvc is/are: _ s o SRR -
- a) the Board to changmg needs and condmons’? K
1. . : . . ’5 . * o

, b) C. 0. adnﬁnistmtors to changing necds aﬁd con'di‘tiops? .
23. How would you Judgc the comnutmem of (a) Board membcrs and (b) C 0. admlmstrators to
education and to the pohcu:s of the Division? ” ‘

[}
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. _
24, Could you commcnt on your lcvcl of satisfactiion with the pcrformancc of the Board in respecp

' to functions such as commumcatxon policy-making, decxsxon-makmg, momtonng, workmg with "’

othcrs clc

-

25. Could you commcnt on your lcvcl of satisfaction with the pcrfonnancc of C. O. admihistrators

in respect to functions such as ‘communication, plannmg, decxsxon-makmg, program development '} .

" monitoring, working with others, etc.

26. How would you assess thc ovcrall "chmatc" of the System (moralc, fcclmg of good w1ll
x cnthusmsm)? S

t'

27. How wguld,a 'j' assc 4 e ovctall lcammg outputs of the Systcm?
LT -"if’%’ ’ ~ ‘

o :
CLer 0 R

_ 28 Please 1dcnt1fy

Py

a) thc three bcst fcaturcs in rcspect to how the Dwxsxon is govemcd and adrmmstered
@v

b) the three most xmportant issues facmg the division and how these should be dealt with.

c) thc ways in whxch the roles of thc Board C.0. adrmmstrators and Prmcxpa]s should bc
cxpandcd and/or reduced

[N

29. Other comments? ... "+

i
N
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APPENDIX "D"

CHECKLIST FOR BOARD MEETING OBSERVATION

-+ Mechanics o \tb

1. Adhérence to Times

a. ‘Opening Time
b. Adjoufnment Timev
2. Adherenée to Procedures
a.  Parliamentary‘Procedure
' b.  Agenda' |
3.: Availability.of Sdurceé of Iﬁfdrmation
Ca. stage |
‘b.v Poli¢y Handeok

C. SchooliAbt

d. Program Policy Manual

Particigation
1.. Attendance | i
a. Public :

b. Staff.
c. News'Média
2. .Proyisibn'fé% Input into Deciéion—Making

156 : Sr/.

‘a. Staff
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‘b, ~ Public

c. Superintendent

cad

3. Climate :
a. Open and free exchange of ideas
b. Conflict or unanimous
4. Discussion . Ly S e e
. . P :." : " ,0: :‘ " ot X - S S . ,.. .
a. Who 1n1t1ates agenda 1tems? v et ,
v % A I T R N S
b. Who part1c1pates'1n the dlscussxon°i/f‘z:.é‘¢’wﬂ ukif,%
B o e T

c. .Who makes proposals for actlon° §““"

.

Prepa at'o

¢

1. Agenda

a. 1Is suff1c1ent background 1nformat10n prov1ded°

b. Is the agenda structured 1n ‘a wayg’ that fac111—'

S action? ,_' "r A ’;_dv.'.,;..;
ho v . . . B .
2. oard Members '»: : -ﬁ1‘.., .,,-,»_/-_z R

a. Do board members seem fam111ar w1th ‘the . agenda’
"b. Do board members- openly express opposrtlon to

some actlon or support for some actlon‘> } ‘-.g._‘l_{

] ] ‘ S

. .

Substance of Dlscu551on

1. ‘Currlculum
2. Student,services.
3. ﬁersonnel" o -"' _f\ T
d4..gFinance; ) |
. E. Board Operations'
_FF{-,Transportation*

' G. Community Relationsl
H. Facilities



APPENDIX "E"
COMMUNITY RELATIONS

'l Actual o Preferred

- .PoTicy Development

: LS T RS P Y v
- Parents - ' -Teachers - Central - = Principals_
e g Office

AN

:  }"

. ‘w"v . " ) 'n
-f/{)_ .
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Planning/Developing Programé

Parents

o [l Actual

.

s
- Teachers

‘Carrying OutjActivities.
A biAct]

Parentsh

. .
7 Y
v

- Teachers:

s

office

o

CentraTﬂ.'v

Office

ficentraTﬁfl‘

7

Preferred

PR

)

P
s

‘Pﬁnc

~ Principals

o

s

¥
e
:
il
S

r1 f

o T

R

gpa1s
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, Bl Actual
ing Programs
10

Monitoning/Agsé
_. K “L‘)‘y"

L
S
5

“Parents Teachers

Prefer}ed

Central
Office

Developing Policies

Parents  TeacherS

" STUDENT SERVICES -

" Central

"Office

Principals

Printipa]s

160
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B Actual Preferred

P]anhing/nge]opihg Services

Parents . Teaéhers : Central . . Principals
S Office :

~ Providing Direct Services

,Parent& Teachers . Central o Prihtipa]s .
: ' R ~Office
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. I Actual . | preferred

Monitoring/Assessing Services

Parents Teachers , Central Principals
‘ - . Office - - '

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Developing Policies - | - n

Pafents - Teachers Central - PrinéipéTé'
L : . ' - Office . _

o .
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s I Actual | | preferred

Planning/Developing Progréms_

o SO o D & ‘ o
Parents ’ " “Teachers Central - Principals
» o Office oo

LN

Conducting Educatidné1 Prbgram

S

~ Parents . Teachers  Central - Principals
R S office o



Parents

LN

‘\

- Actual

'Monitoring/Assessing'Pfogram

Developing Po11ciés

JIParents

\ :

Teachers

Preferred -

‘Central
.« Office

Prjncipa1s

4
 Central - Princip;1s_ E

Office

o

4
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[

Developing

o

'.Parenfs’r

Carrying Out Prdgrems

) a
4
.

?arent$

‘Programs.

.:qd'

Bl Actual

-4

af

# . Teachers

>

Teachers -

M . *

de

Preferred |

TS
Sl

Lt
2

[}
Tt
e
B
i
R
[t
i

1

PRISERAE R U

"Central

g3

- Office ‘

o

¥

v

" Principals

Principals -
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Il Actual’

‘Prefefred

Monitoring/Asseésing Performance/Operation

~f%Parents

" Parents

T

Teachers

Central
Office

-

., Teachers

o

 FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

-
.

 Central .
7 office

Principals

-

Principals.



.

Parents -

PR

Bl Actual

3

Teachers =

. " Managing Finances

.- " Parents

‘Preférred

Planning/Development Pfograms/PrOngures K

L2l

9

“Central .
Office -

«

N

Principals

Principals

167

e



Monitoring/Assessing Financial Standpoint

. K o4

B v
“
' s 3
B
.
’
.
- ]
R
.y

- Parents .

4_."

v’

Bl Actual

‘Developing Policies - /\/Cf

Teachers®

‘e
4 A
. *
- Yl e
5
,
.

Pl 2 )
~ Céntral
v _.Officg

ACILITIES

" L ‘
.
N
o,
.
N
&
.
. -
”
R
»
6
e >
DF
L
.

Central
.Office

Y

Preferred

F

»,‘Prihcipalé,
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S -.Actua‘l‘

'?1aﬁhing/Using Facilities

parents ~ Teachers

s

3 ﬁ.L;ﬁéqaging/Operéting Facilities

ty

_ ‘Parents .. : fTeacﬁ9rSt.

R PR

:

%entra1

o

.

. Office

' Principals

¢
|

. C-
&

.Pfihcipéls
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Il Actual |

Monitoring/Assessing Qperation

Central

Office .

‘ -
&
- )
* L ]
X '51 N
&
.E PR . . v ) N
, Parents " Teachers .
.4 a‘. )
: Degé]oping Policies
" o
?A ~
\
:
vy

Ta

N . N ‘ ‘.. .‘ - ’ : - '
4 . . . .

54 TRANSPORTATION

" Central

= Office

Preferred

»

K

Principals’
o

. Principals ¢
& e

e
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»

Y “ . .
I Actual

Planning Arrangements/Services

Parents

Teachers

Imp]emeﬁtingfArfﬂngeméntS'

._ [P$kents

%

4

a

- “Teachers * "7

Centfa]

Office

-

Rreferred

~ Central
B SOffngf ,

s

‘Principals -

.

,'.1-71" .4



.Monﬁtdking/AsseSéind;Arra

Eafenté

L

s

>

P
s }‘ c.
. . X
- . .
4 R
*
3 .
o
—_—

Teachers

S Actual

>

ngeﬁéﬁﬁ

v ?
»

5.

. e .
P < .
v
- . .
N
. il L= e
" : =7
f . 4
. -
:
: 4
v A
»
5 -
I
¥ 3
-

Central
“Office

’PrincipaTs :
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nsEiecutive Council
. P;incipals

L _Staff .

- o
Principals’ Association_
Executive Council

‘\ Board

................................................

' L ‘ 4
. ”  »
S ' ’ | \ N / K .
; s APPENDIX “F" |
Jr DECISIQN MAKING PROCESSES OF THE BOARD S .

[

‘L&ﬁgiaANCE PLANNING PROCESS

fornulation of'goels

Xfgate goals and add othersvby

~‘,q%ons ensus

’

reactions

reactions -

priorit
. medium-

or short-term,
, Long-term

Bt ek ek sk ok ek ek

PUPIL PERSONNEL COMMITTEE PROCESS

Ty

)/),Assistent Superintendent“-

-

" Trustee
- Principal
o 7,'39ard-f;_ o
. Board. - -
;Q? ' ST |

‘ Ass nt Superintendent
; ' arent _ -
. . S®udent . . :

'

}
)
)
)
)
)
}
)
) B
)
)
}
)
)
)
)

13

r‘,full board‘EEts as an.appeal

'

recommends expulsion usually

.at Junlor high

contacts those affected for a
a hearlng

glves the student the
opportunlty to respond
commlttee makes a declslon

»

‘ 'acts upon recommendatlon S

. body . \‘ .

.’

Y



"}. .
' " POLICY PROCESS | | . RE
‘ . . . : e
" Initiated by Alberta Education ! o
Principals’ Association ) 4E
Board : " )
Parents ' : )
Teachers )y !
. ‘ );\f- e A
Trustee Yo e : 4 - o
Assistant Superintendent Yo cqﬁ?dle policy i
Initiator I .
4 , |
Executive Council and .S;T.Ah | determine néeq;‘figorous
Legal Services {° "¢ ) review = &
- . A ‘ y , e
Board o ) first readiﬁg and sugges-
) ) tiods for policy directions
: v ' ' ) : = :
Stakeholders Affected ) ot
Principals’ Association Ly _?
' Home and School ' } P _
R.C.M.P. ) comments and reactions
Social Services ) &
éTeachers'j )
Bus Drivers }
Support Staff - )
L I ) : :
'Executive Council/Policy Committee 1} rework the policy
’ ' ' s o Y ' .
Board ] second reading and comments
Board"- Ty ‘third reading ang adoption
B ) E T N .
 M.LA's ) ) information
- Regional Office ) ) o
, ' S ) :
" .Board ) after one year for review
o | o o
. Board - } - -every three years S _ '
' ., . - - _:‘ - Ve ‘ . * ".‘&,ﬁ' .
’-é,&f ,, . . - :..<i L
g | e v ° - » v g



Board

Superintendent

. Secretary-Treasurer

School Priﬁcipals

Executive Council

.

Budget Committee

Board

¥

. BUDGET

P D R R R e daadirdi e il et it

3 trustees,
‘gecretary-treasurer

General Parameters:
Progxams and taxes

¢

Leadership/Co ordinatlon:

Tours.buildings to. collect
information -

Make Capital ReqﬁesqS‘

Each Assistant Superintend-
ent develops' a budget within
designated areas of respon51-

bllity

supgrintEndent

7



