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ABSTRACT L

L J

The.purpose of this study was to analyze and describe
the nature of various aspects of policy maklng in three
selected Newfoundland school boards. Particular attention
was paid to the political components of poliéy and pblicy
"development, educational governance and communication ‘
patterns. Superinteﬁdents, board chairmen, board members,

L 4

senior'adminisprators and program éoordihators participated

in the study. A questionnaire, adapted from one used ﬁy .
‘Coleman (1579L was administered to all pérticipants.‘.fh
addition, a structured inte;viéw was copdupted‘with each
superintendent and chairman. An overall response rate of
81% was obtained. - ' an

S Data collected from the questionnaire were analyzed
in two partp. Part A was coded and means wére calculated
'for each area of dlfflculty in policy maklng*~*Means—for"_—“‘w
Part B 1nd1cated the response of each group toward the
appropriate level of involvement for school board members,

administrators and denominational qepreseqtatives jn seven
major péiicy areas. Thé-structuredflnterview datﬁ?were .
recordéé, coded and divided into areas of distinct response.
A cOmppsite profile pf each interviewee was then constructed.
-araund the m&jor aspects of polipy making. Finally,questions
posed in ﬁhe statement of the problem were answered.

. Findings and conclusions from the study indicate
that policy making in the three selected school boards tends

-
w
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' to follow the'' rqtlonal mode. Hence, one is 1eft t233 .
speculate on'a poss:hle closed system approach to: policy

making. Administrators, play a domlnant role in pOllCY o

development with the superlntendent be1ng the prlmary

lnltlator and present&r of policy issues.-

’

from all groups give sapport to this practice. AlthOugh

.
¢

per&eptions of a definition of policy are similar to those

”

found in literature, descrlptlons of the nature of pollcy

lead cone to infer that exlstlng pollcy more closely

-resembles administrative rules for day-to—dayidlstrlct

operation,

Communication patterns are iatgelyrformal with

the superintendent acting as mediator in policy issues.

o

Recommendations for action included inservice for

~

policy makers, the development of guidelines for policy

* making, written policy handbooks, graduate codfses in policy

4studies and an examination of school board/interest group

Response patterns

»

»

T

3

-

interactions. Recommendations for furtﬁer-study included

. s

an examination of the sepefintendent's position as well as-
existing relationships betweem various educational agencies,
the nature of policy in school bba;@s, the impact of
ineerest group activiéy on educational policy making and

» .. ’
political communication patterns.
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. '-"3» Wltth the conceptual framework of the polltlcal

M L .

-process' eduqatronal pollcy maklng has bec0me w1de1y
. recognlzed‘aé a dynam:cp changlng arena.

. ~
students of“polltlcs have concentrated thelr efforts on .
{ e

.;'the mof% bbv10us polltlcal 1nst1tutlons of soc1ety, and have

L o

L3

:;largely 1g30red the 51m11ar dlmenSLOns of educatlonal systems S

In’ recent: years, amldst economic restralnts and confllct over.'
BT :

cpnstltutloqél rights, educatlonal 1nst1tutlons have been the
. ',’ » .

,.object of‘close publlc-scrutlny

The ratlonal and polltlcal -
features of pollcy GEVelopment thereln ‘hawe accordlngly
|

‘become a 'focal 901nt of study (Coleman, 1979)

. To understand pollcy development as .a component of the'.

‘overall<process of political decision maklng, it 1s‘useful to
s ’ ' . &

o. . L] ’. - . L N
conceive of the latter asMa series of related events epacted -~- .-

over a perlod of time {Agger,‘1964) School boards} as major

iy

: A
actors in that pﬁocess and caretakers of public 1nterest ln
\Leducatlon, respond to polltlcal 1nfluences and choose between
. o ) «

'confllctlng alternatives. It is within thls-structure‘of .

e ' ) - .
political decision making that the development of policy )
. [ R . ) ra -
exists,. ’ »
A study of the naturd of schooi boards as politicalv. ;

5 .
systems glves rise to questlons Whlch .require further
-

Centrar’to thls v

exploratlon within a theoretical framework.
. \ . ' R :

Tradltﬁbnally,,  ﬂ. v

S :'
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K | © concept, and encompéssing all otherS, is the question "How
P , *. l - i . *
does the deve ﬁ§:nt of school board policy relate to the
. * -’. ‘ X ‘ »- P ! s
: \ s . Social and pdlitical environment of Newfoundland society?"
o AS ! ' |

,This-study attempted to contribute to this important ‘concern.

. i1 --"'"“—'-’ . . » .
“ ! o . -
:i,“.f} . . .
. ® i -

. ' ' ®
. The major focus of this study has been an analysis of

Y
%

f the_poiicy making process in Néwfoundland school boards. An

ﬂi' ' ' thémpt was made to analyze the po};tical:natﬁte ofipolicy
;.' .. " " development, particuiarly as it‘ielates to v;f;bqs groups
.i. | . anéwin31v§dpals.involvéa ;n the process. More specifically,

? - ¢ '«thig stﬁdy attempted to answer the following questions:

. A How do Newfoundland administrators, board memﬁe{f;

‘ r . qhd program coordinators perceive their school boérd[s

) . éolicy maring process? t" o /

;. 5 ~ 2. What is the perception of‘ﬁéwfoundland admiﬁistrators,
! A s " ) - school'board members and program codrdihatoré'towardsﬁ
{ '!P .f‘\ the~apprkpriate level of involvgmént in policy *
RN . "' dgpisioﬁs for board members, adminis raéors‘and )

denominational xepresentatives? ' . ‘

\\\ ' 3. How do schooclf boards define policy? ] '

4. WQ}éh indiVviPuals, groups, bodies or agencies ihﬁlu nce

a 1Y

) .. .policy development witlin Newfoundland school boards .

.
~ o
-

-

-

-

.and to what extent?

C
S R e .
i\ - 3. *What forms of communication channdls exist betweaén
r A ’ ~ : I LT L) ’ . .
1 ~ /? o e;‘- . stHool boards and their various publics’ to provide
.- g . . .- - . 1 . .‘
‘_E information and feedback on policy issues? . AN
;“} ' l,qn’ w
| ; ‘ .
§ .
P - . -
¢ ‘ ‘ .
) . ’ w )
l - »

L . ' Statement of the Problem® - ‘ -

wher
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" 6. 'Whét'role does 'each of the following -play in the g
B . - ‘ B detelopment of school board pol:.cy? R : ' L § '
‘ . . i), superlntendent ) ", - ‘ :l' . ; :
| Co(id) school board cha:.rman N h ‘ ;
’ fiii) - schooi bpard members C 3 R ‘ ‘
;, . o ., - dw) ' administrativ:e personnel o ; o
ﬁ : _ o 7 'Eo what extent does cur:;:ent pOllC_Y making concur w_xth/ -;'
. Agger g Model of. pOllcy makm‘g? B ( o
T "_Thebretital«f'ramework R T
' ;T Fundamental to 'an understandmg of the dynamiés of' f TR
T socn‘l orcanl;ations is the concept that such~ient1t1es are .;iij: -‘ . v
L v more- than mere\ oroups of 1nd1v1daals, :Lnteractl\ng for ' ' :;;‘ | ;
J ‘ o partlcular purposes. All organlzatmns, 1ncluding school ;t .
) ' . boards, J.nvoJ:ve a network of reiatlonshlps J.n constant i ‘. 1‘;' ‘
“: ' exchange, not only ‘'with each other, but w1th the econonic, ' o
L ' pol:.tlcal and social forces nithln the . env:.ronm‘ent. . | ’
:' A ' As social organizations, sc,hool boards have been y
< ‘ , de'scr.;ibe'd as‘-one of the -mqsta.ﬁtdnomous -poi‘icf'm?aking systems ’ |
' - k -in 'our society (Downey, 1977). An !underlying assumption is ' B
‘ J that J.ssues and agencies which- are and w111 be, exert.mg the. , ',
most oressure on the educatlonal system rare rooted in a ;vlde . ‘ .
spectrum of- society s soc:.al, economic and} policical | y . E \" K
. .. structures. As-an illustration, educational bodies ire bexng r
{ ' moved by social and technological forces into a future Co o ,‘»'_\":;-\2
dhar;cterized by unprecedented change. ,In .thie.for“u{n., qioalvs ERR : ‘
; ' N . .
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- of the' strategy needed to cope with this problem:is a{%i,_

L

w——n - - . . - " e

®

“?-. pgnstltutes po;xey is prov1ded by Hoy and Migkel (1982) who‘

:'nguide a substanttai portion of the‘total enﬁironment” (p. 215).

*

and polrcxes of organizational systems are belng requlred toh
meet new and unexpected challenges; Downe; (1977) stated T
'that the leadershlp component of educatlonai\organlzatlons

is thereby faced with the dilemma of reconc11\ng competxng

demands "for the exerc18e “of 1nte111gence and’ the free play

A

og polltlcs in the poliey making.process" (p. 135). Part‘

L. . i

”treassessﬁent of policy development itself. v :. o e

L S

Prlor to analy21ng the policy making process,'a\elearer :#._
,understandlng of the concept of pollcy is requlred. 5Tq=some,.

2

pollcy is a formula fqr problem solv1ng, ellmrnatlng dis- " .

*

app01ntment for those 0ccupy1ng leadership roles, and providing

some degree of: organ1zat10nal perpetulty (Castettef, 1962) .

Tb others, policy is a means of exer0151ng control dver the d s

functlons‘and act1v1t1es of an organization (Coleman, 1978) "

\

Mann (1975),‘eomment1ng on policy, contended that pollcy can

be~macro-soc1etal, encompa331ng the whole of education, or it

B

;may be spe01allzed, affectlng only a. single, dlstlnct issue.

One descriptiOn which gives a ‘clear picture of what - oo -
Y -

’-effirmed‘that policy is "a statement of  those objectiyes that

\\
e

PPN

' Whatever. the 1nterpretation, it is generally accepted :

"

that pollcies, though influenced by 51gn1f1cant 1ndividuale, o i

% are not the declsion of any one person, "ordained by the

etroke(of angddm;nistrative pen"~(Friedrich and Mason, -1940), o

N .
u Ty . ]
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"~ task becomes frustrating and difficult.

*Rather, they .are the result of a series of related gvents

.enacted over time and involving the interaction of

s

individuals and groups. o
A further distinction is also necessary to fully
compreﬁ'end the dichotomous nature of poli_cy'.‘ Coleman (1973) .~

differentiated between policy making and decision making and ' '

described the latter as a "selection from among alternatives”

."'and the former as "a special case of decision ms}'cing" (p. 16). \

i

™

. In making such a distinction, policy making is primarily

concerned with, non-routine ma.tters of\ major value, affecting

large numbers of people and 1nvolv1ng subjective decision ~ = , \

.
o

mak:.ng over time. T . o

“:\A_ Coleman {1979). further described policy development at

T
~

both a rational and political 1evel and examined these - {
" dimensions based on the expectation of pluralista.q community
power structures. He further contended that pol:l.cy develop-

2N -
ment and’ 1mple’nentation can be facilitated or ha.mpered by

LY

senior administrators .

1 L

This raises another'implication for policy development: )

* the existence of policy within school boards is crucial to
‘the successful administratiOn of the organization. " In order
‘. to improve the quality and efficiency of .the educational

process, the administrator must be able to utilizelpoliey

N

. \ - ' "
guidelines. Without clearly defihed policy objectives,-the = L

~. 3

Another import_ant component of policy ‘deuelopment is

afl awareness of demands and supports pl&ced on school boards
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" by special interest groups.\‘Such concerfis and the resultihg'

R 13

interactions in yelation to polxcy ;\.s#ues, constltutes
educational politics. Furthermore, the organlzatlonal
hetwo;ks through which/bolxcies pass can be designated
politfeal commusication strsctures. ‘Se described, policy
develoﬁTent is concerned with a unique feature of political

- A
interaction: the authoritativé'hllocation of values for a

- .
. *

social system.

»

. . : o~ . ‘_'
In times of uncertainty, organizations continuously . ..

lnteract with their envxronments in an. attempt ‘to gain

1nformat10n about alternatives. East 3 'Framewoxrk for

’

LY

:Polltical Systems diagrams the cyclical functlonlng of\an'

open political"system or oréanizatienal structure. . '
According to—Eastoh (1965),‘shat heppens in the
enviro;ment affects a political system through theJkip&s of
influences flowing into the prganization. These ;nfluences
take_the_form of demands and supports which the organization

processes, sometimes combining or reducing them and sometimes

?Tebsorbing them without reaction. , The organization's. i

deciSLOnal outcome then feeds values back into the soclety

from whence the process began. An examinatlon of pollcy

maklng withln the educatlonal system is,. in essence, qn

exeminatlon of a parapolitxcal structure.
\

e Bgatot(e v Y T
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" number of theorists have devised models which may be yised

1 , . 7
v ' . ‘ ' 1 i
A simplified Model of a Political System - o
ENVIRONMENT - - < ' ,ENVIRONMENT
I : 0
u
N ~ T
S DEMANDS ) THE DECISIONS ¢ P
T SUPPORTS { FOLTTICRL & ACTIONS g 3
) * SYSTEM. R
i
. !
. {
. ENVIRONMENT . ENVIRONMENT :

]
v

¢ : b2

Soﬁrce: David Easton, A Systems Analysis of Political ' [
Life (New York: Wiley, 1965), p. 32. : S

®

Whilg Easton's frameﬁork is usegul for understanding

-policy ﬂebei&pment ﬁithiﬂ.a politi?alAsystem? Agge;'é,model

of policy making focuses oﬁ that p;rtion of.the-éﬁvironmént

"that refers to the pressurés, forces and currents affecting
the scope.of goverpment" (Agger; 1964, p. 41). While|a

>

in policy development,'fgr'the purpose of this study,/ Agger's

model was utilized. Based on an extensive inquiry into the
process of policy making in four American communities, it

provides a rich description of each stage in the prgcess.

As a model, it is primarily concerned with_the process of

(,

chbdaing between a}ﬁernatives. Each act, ‘in a serfes. Qf

acts, constitutes a choicé or decision, So described, the
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process consists of the following six stages and one event:
’ ‘\ . , P - . . ..
1. \policy fermulation

o

e
,\q

| .
2, policy deliberation
\ ) .

3. irganization of political support

4. authoritative consideration : ' / »
] “ .
‘event: dec1310na1 outcome .
. k “
5. promulgation of the decisiOnal outdome

i

6. _policy effectuation : v . C

It is within this framework of political decision'making that

pollcy development‘should be analyzed (Agger, 1964)

In light of the obv1ously political nature of the
pclicy development, the question of who governs education anc
consequently influences policy making is crucial Kimbrougn

(1964) suggested that the superintendent holds a key pOSltlon
¢t .

in this polltical process, while Tucker and zZiegler (1980)

commented on this_administrative role as “a'powerful
gatekeeping position' (p,~l0)} " Housego (1971) went even
further ‘and suggested that "the politics of education is a-

politics of informal'agreement"'(cited in sawchuck and

k!

‘\q,

McIntosh, 1971, p. 51). "" \
" Within the content of the Newfoundland educationa14
system, policy develop ent presents a particular challenge
because of a unique historacal, political and religious
.prov1ncial background. The 1iterature, though limited in }
Canadian content, offered varying opinicns on the forces

operative in the politica of- education. Based on Agger's

e

.
[N
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model, thls 1nvest1gatlon attempted to galn a more prec13e

understandlng of the. nature of educatlonal pOllcy maklng in

‘Newfoundland school boards. r

’\ .

Delimitations

= R -

-Thie study is-delimited to the examination of policy

-development w1th1n three school boards in Newfoundland.

/
. Moreover, the pracess of POllCY development was examlned and

not the spec1f1c content,of pollcy 1ssues.' The study was

also dellmlted to a distinctlon between dec1sion making as a

'rOutlne adm1nistrat1ve functlon and pollcy dec151on making

'}as that which gu1des a suhstantlal portlon of the educatlonal

enVlronmentu . . ) .
. L ‘
N L/

_ Limitations

The recommendatlons arising from the results of thlS
study must be con51dered in light of the follow1ng 1im1tatlons.
| 1. Because the stddy is restricted to three schoql boards,

" on the‘lslandnportion of the province of Newfoundland,
results.may not be generalieable to Lgbrad&r or to
schovl boards outside this proyintee

2. The structured interview format as an instrument imposed
restrictiens,qn.the gsize of the eample.t- P
The non-aveilability of Canadian litetatdre on educa=
tional policy development festricted the researcher to

using primarily American sources of information. s .
i -' , M L]
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Significance of the Study

R . . B . 3
. ) ' ¢

This study should hold significance for the followigg

reasons:

1

l. No extensive research ﬁas-been completed on educational -

J
/

policy development in Newfoundland.

2. This sfudy may form the basis of. more extensive research

®
A\l

— 1nto educatlonal pollcy making. S

I P A greater understandlng of the polltlcal nature of the

pollcy‘maklng process.should prove useful to - -'/

L} h

Newfouhdiand school boards; teachers; administratorsl

-and other educatlonal interest groups such ae the
'j“School Trustees Assoclatlon and the Newfoundland
Teachers' Assoc1atlon.

i

' L » (] L3 ' ) ’
Definition of Texms ~-|\’_,

—

e e e e g ot s e s e

General Context Definitions’

P
i

Policy - A statement of those objectives of an
organization whxch guide a substantlal portion of the total
env1ronment (Hoy and Mrskel) 1982).

. . - : .
Administrative-Decision Making J-A process that

~1ncludes the recOgnltion and definitlon of a/problem

concerning relatlvely routine matters of minor value, based

on technical criteria, affecting small numbers of an .
organizatioh and made by experts. . ‘ -
" / . =

( ‘ . . . . 'lo.
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_ Policy Decision'Making =; A process -that includes a
[N . o
seri%s of related events” gon erning non-routine matters of
. major value, based on subjective criteria affecting many.

. kY . -t s
members and brought aboat\2§~L?e interaction of individuals

' and groups within and outside| the organization over time.

: /
‘Model Definitions '
[N ' ‘J'\ A _J .
Policy Formulatron - A stage’ ln the decxsron making

process when someone believes h problem can’}e solved,

v

alleVLated or prevented by a shift in the scope of govermment.

Policy Dellberatlon - A stage Ih the decrsion making

process wheh an 1nd§v1dual or roup reveals a poklcy

i
{
i
i

preference through relatively i formal communicatlon.i..
I

Organlzatlon of" Polltléa% Support - Actlons to ! plan

: polltlcal strategy, produce and dlstrlbute 1nformatlon and

moblllze support for or agalnst a partlcular issue. P

‘

Authorltatlve Consideratﬂon - The process of consider~

ing the policy demand by off1c1a1 decrsron makers ln the'

1
i

organlzatlon. T : l T

Declslonal Outeome - The result of a. ch01ce between
‘ -

alternatlves by partlclpants in the decision making process.,

T Prnmulgatlon of the Decxsional Outcdme - The off1c1a1

“ » -

‘ (ennouncement of a new or changed!policy.

-

‘Policy Effectuatlon - A stage when-a policy is placed

with administrators for 1mplementatlon at the organlzatlonal.

* . o

level. ‘ e h o
' : PR R t
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"Open System - An orgamzatlon which contmuously

'

exchanges information with its environment. , _ ) ]

———

. . Closed System - An organization whose contact with :

R T

its environment is significantly restricted or nori~existent.

: polltlcal System - A soc:Lal subsystem whose dec151ons,

. about how ob]ect:.ves and values are allocated 6 1ts members,

are generally accepted as author:.tatlve.

Eny;‘ronment;/ The total p, swal and soc:.al factérs,

/ ' external to an organization's bolundary that areée considered

N Ly
. " by the s.ystem'sdecision makers/.

Demands - Inputs nto the e’rfvironment that indicate
i . thé way in th.ch envirojmental influences and conditions
: | S

- ! modlfy and shape the operations of the polltlcal system.

.
. »

/ | . Supports - Inputs into the env1ronment that .mdicate

/- . a w1111ngness to accept the deCJ.BlOnB of the system or the’

\ .
system 1tself. .

1

e : : Interest Articulation - The process of expressing

opinion® on policy J.’ssuesby groupsh'or. individuals with a
. - - ’ .
Y

particular interest in the decisional 'outcome.

Relational Definitions

‘- . ‘ ) K
Interest Groups - Those groups intermediate between
citizens and educational political _authorities, who ‘aref o ' y

involved in the full spactrum of demands upon the school ' /
. , e » .
'boa:;d as a pclltica“},'systerh. ' | . C/\_\ . - - y

»

. . N N
o e A e 5 1N eop iy e+
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Reference Groups -«Those Lndlvlduals or - groups W1th

‘whom deca./s.lon make:rs w:Lll refer J.deas in order to ofataln
’ N . \ O

feedback/f' from various segments-of ,the environment. .

. .

[N

|
|

»i

. e

: /o : ) .
- ‘ Network - Regularized, informal groupings or N

- individuals .within a formal organization.
[ /AP ,'.o-i:

S / Boundafy, Sganners - Those 1nd1v1duals within an” * :

P
ot ‘ S
oranizatlon W] ave w:.de contacts with other orqanlzatlons‘\

oZ individuals and who gather 1nformat1qn ‘o1 changes in the
environment w1thout know:.ng prec1se deta:.ls. o

Gatekeeper ~ An J.nd:.v:l.dual in an organlzatlon who is '

-

able to control the flow. of 1nformat:.on through a given

__communicat:.on channel. Lo A
A ) ) ’ = ’;‘/ ‘t ' L} ‘ [] i - - ‘ * Y ‘

Access, Channel - An individual or group who provides . -
a direct communication link between decision makers and those

~ .

interested in the policy issue.

-

Senior Adxninistrators‘_-" Paid,  appointed officials who
-routinely attend board meetings, and re'p‘ort on various o .

activities at the meeting (e.g. Superintendent, Business

+Manager, Assistant Super:.ntendent) “a
/

) / Program Coordinator - ‘An ind:.v:.dual re?spons:.ble ‘for

‘the implementation, coordination 'and supervis.’ton of .subject

programming in the distrioct.’

: -

4
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REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

* Introdictién . - S P
: . The-'major_'ob'jective of this ehepter is to present‘a
o LA . : . v ! T ' T .

review of literature pertinent to an hiir_idereta.nding of policy -

-development w:.thm .school dlstrlcts; . The cheptlér hae been ' .

3

. . divided 1nto f:we sections ' each explorlng a component of the

L topic and SuTortlng the theoretlcal framework of the study. o

The first section examlnes systems ana]!ys:.s as a n'teans of

conceptuallzlng the” school dlstr:a.ct as’.an organlzational o

s

.system in complex,1nteract1,ons_w1th its env:.ronmént. Sectlon o

- \ . - . . "t v » ) . ;; - .,
two rev{ews l:.terature related to the concept of pollcy.. In.

b

_the thlrd section, rthe polltlcal dlmens.lon of pol:.cy maklng

4

" as a focal po:.nt for understandlng adm:LnJ.stratJ.on of sahool )
. , systems' has been reviewed. Sectlon four peruses l.;.terature o

' relate'd +to the involvement of -key:actors- 1n the 'pollcy: maki‘ng'
. process. Literature related to vanous aspects of :
, © i

/
communication within school sYStems is exam:.ned in sectlon

~ BN

. Eiwve,
’

S'ystem‘s An‘alysis". o

-’ . . ‘ ' ‘ ) & '
, o 'l‘he systems concept has 1ts roots in both, the phys:mal/

. and socml sc:.ences ‘and is grounded in a theoretical,‘ P
’ o~ » . L, .
' perspective known as general systema theory o Acco.rdj.ng to *°

e N M
® - 1 A A}
, . .
: C q
v I
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_,‘form of values to soc1ety Simply put,'an organrhatipn and ’

t . .
‘lt follows that schools as social. organizations have’ _ . i I

P
; relationships and ltS own unique culture” (p. 51) .

Essentially, accordrng to Wirt and Kirst (ld?Z) 1t can bé—\\\§,ug~'\".
'Vieweo'gs a Jhit, distinguished by a clearly defined boundary
. . 3. o L e )
_and exhibiting relatively predictable patterns of behaVior.// o ..‘)f5

What‘happens in the envrropment affects the organizatrou ‘:.” «
its env1ronment co-determine each other.- . . : B B
important effects on: the cultural and normative values. of (mp /).“ .
- - "Q ‘

. ferentiation from its environment, a complex network of social"

Rogers and Rogers (1976) , this analytical VleWPOlnt con~ ~
stitufES the 31ngle most 1nf1uentia1 theory -in contemporary f' . |
*social. sciénce thoughtf. It is baged qn the premise that an o
organization is’cosf:ised of more'than atsinmle'aggrégateifd éf'- (/

4 . e
of people 1n societw interacting for sPeqific reaﬁons ot

Py,

¢ N - . s

3ugh the kind of influences that .flow through. . These the AN

orﬁanizaticn processes an? subsequently feeds back in the

e

a STk
©If one accepts that schools, as organizations, are’ o

A !

microcosms of,society ‘and thus reflectyits ideologiofl base,f

' srtuatioﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁfccording to Hoy and Miskeil (1982), _ 5 ilij‘ilft
¥s as social 'systems are "characterized by an’inter- -~ . .0
dependence of parts, a clearly defined - population, ‘aif-

. |

» - . <L iy

2SR
In an effort to apply“systems ana1y81s to*school SRR g

j boaxrds as organizational extensions of schools as social

a -

‘ systems, the following suggestion from 'Easton. (1965) is cited

-

';"any aggregate of interactions that we might choose to‘ R fff .‘;'? A

igintify may be said to form a system (p. 27). He. further o P
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contendéd'that "khe interactions under scrutiny seem to
\y—ﬁ

share a _common fate, that the elements move together ....

={(whlch) compels us.to acknowledge -that they form a system"

(p. 28).
¥et{ for*a more gomplete understanding of the nature
of school boards as social organizations, a closer

examination of their political underpinnihgs is necessary.
ﬁhe distinction between a 'social’ system and a 'political’

system'lies in 'interaction' asg the ba51c unit of analysls.

16

In this regard,Easton stated "Furthermore, what dlstlngulshes o

polltlcal 1nteract10ns from all other kinds of 1nteractlons 1s

that they are predomlnantly oriented toward the authorltatlve

allocatioh of values for a society" (p. 50). 'Wirt and Kirst

A}

conflrmed this and suggested that allocative mechanlsms exlst

in all social systems although thelr exact form, values and -

public 90110188 dlffer§accorUTJ; to place- and tlme l

. In order to fully appreciate the polltical nature of

school boards, a more detailed explanation of systems analysis

Y - - . P
is appropriate. For the purpose of this study Easton's

simplified model of a pclitical'system has‘been ﬁeed.

Accordlng to Easton,the organlzatlon, referred to as 'The -

Political System, 1s in constant exchange w1th ltS env1ronment,~

both from within and outsxde the system' S‘boundarles. The

enV1ronment represents potent1a1 sources.of 1nput whlch may

be generated’ bY'dlsturbances or stress. 1In hlghly simplifled

terms, these inputs take the “form of demands and/or suppor‘i—

13
; .

-
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“

;1n ‘the form of allocated values to soc1ety e ‘;- ’;'

" be isolated from the influences of iks external environment.

and, enter the political system throudh varidus'forms"&f

political interaction. The political system processes these

concerns, sometimes c0mBin1nq or reduc1ng Ehem and SOmetimes

H S ‘

absorbing them w1thout Faction. 'I‘he reaction often hinges

]

on the strength of the; 1np t, 1ts source and its relationship

H
.

to current happenlngs.‘ The system converts thefanputs into

€

public dec151ons or outputs which return to the env1ronment

»

-
v

R v
5

As political systems,,schdpl anrds determine the o

RS L -
) .

scope and character of education, allocate costs and - benefits

v ] m“

and define the hppropriate forms of representation that link

1

. the public w1thfeducat10n oﬂfiCials. ‘In’its- 1nteractions,_"," ,

v ! ), ' o
Cistone (1972) contended that "the political system is

H
' H

susce@tible to stlmuli from 1ts 5001al and political env1ronment

'in the form of cross-pressures, contradictory demands, and

e
intehse criticism" (p. l) "j“ o _ N

¢ »

The degree to which school boards ‘as polltlcal systems

K

'are responSive to demands and supports 1ndicates their closed ;f

A

" or open nature. Katz and Kahn (1966) stated that although o

J 5

all systems share certain properties; it 1s useful ‘to create , )

categories of 0pen systems in an attempt to delineate
A -

distinctive properties of system openness. "Easton went even

further in describ1ng a political system and . indicated that
+ » . . o

' 3

~an analysis of a closed system is- anaaccount of only the . N\;f

"
internal activities of an organization. Such an entity would '
L4 . . !

T

v
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School boards, hlstorlcally, have been described ag

autonomous structures, resrstlnq ‘what was considered political

'1nterference in pollcy maklng functlons. Iannaccone‘(lQG?);

'1n dlscusslng the characterlstlcs of educatlon as a social.

A
K

system, descrlbed its "closed system" nature,as an attempt.

‘S
v

to preserve and strengthen 1ts internal boundarles. This,

he proposed, 1ncreased the domlnance of administrators in

pOllcy development and 11m1ts the process to technical lnput.

)

Yet, ‘to describe schoo boards as totally closed

autonomous‘structures rs t0°deny the reallty of the soc1a1,

t

polrtlcal and economlc forces operatlng outside the system’s
X

‘boundaries. A variety of forces, such as socral and

EA 2 - .

ftechnologlcal change, decdlnlng enrollments and energy

'.\;.-

.shortages ‘means’ that educational . agenc1es face unpredlctable

i

env1ronments and’ the pos51b111tonf escalatlng internal.and

-_external conflict. HdWevef,‘such’conflicts relate more

E

speclflcally to broader, controverslal issues and tend not

to 1nterfere with the rational d1mens1ons requlrlng technical
expertise (Blacklock, 1982) I-»essence, educational
1nst1tutlons, reSponding to stress in the envrronment, become
1ncreaslngly less 1nsular and less autonomous in their p011£’/—n

maklng act1v1t1es.7 Further, educational governance is

} *

:contlngent upon resolving the competlng impllcatlons of publlc.

partlcipation and professional autonomy (Cistone, 1972).:

Hence', ths struggle between " ‘the rational and political

'dlmensions of policy dévelopment within school boards as

. ,politieal systems is created. o

. -
.

I

4
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» The Significance of Policy

One of the most p%pular terms in administiatine
vocabulary in recent yeans is policy. Most (of us) are
coneumers‘of policy decisions, some implement policy and a
gtill smaller number‘make it (Mann, 19]5). wifh the term
having such far reaching implications for so many, one might

assume a precise definition is unnecessary and 50mewhat

. redundant. Yet, to fully comp;ehend the practical problems

associated Wlth this concept, one must closely examine its

theoretical framework:. = E s

In any discussion of policy, an assumption exists as <--
. H - . . . A Y

to its meaning, intent and prese:iptive‘nature;x Policy
evolves from organizatibnal objectives which in turn reflect
the philosophy of the system. Mann (1975) supported this

contention with his view that policy issues are "middle

v, N

stratum" evolving from macro-societal problems and from which .

i 4

Pezmanenge, values, scope of refenence and,generaiity
are distinguishing factors;of nolief and clearly delineate it
from: other 'forms oﬁ\decision making within 'an organization
(Katz and Kahn, 1966):u Consequently, 1t‘¥ollowa that it is
primarily cdndeined“wi;h human elements, manifesting itself
in st}tements of pnrpose and value.

In other yeys,.policy nan be described as a control
meehanism.' Coleman<i1978) referred to policy as "a way ef

~

exercising control over certain functions or activities of

v
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guldance but broad enough to enable an administrator to use

" ~ ' .20
an organization, by speoifying purpose or direction, and/or
by r;q iring certain activities” (p. 2). He furth?r )
suggested that policy statements aré."the only form of
legitimate legel controi the trustees have over thoir
organizations? (é— 2). :

- To others, such as Davies (1969), "a policy is a guide

¥
for dlscretlonary action" (p. 6), narrow enough to prov1de

N,
discretion in 1nd1v1dua1 cases, Castetter (1962) affirmed
this viewpoint and stated that pollcy expresses organlzatlonal

1ntent10ns whlch establlsh»bases for admlnlstratlve action in
practical 31tuat10ns. A
'To ensure its effectlve and consistent appllcation, it

is necessary\that policy be clearly understood. The obvious

‘method .to ensure policy intentions is the practice of

" ~developing written poIicy. Castetter stated advaptqges to

s e T B o n e r— ey ——

this method as minimizing "sudden and unreasoning variations

in board decisions"” and limiting "the nécessity for

explanation and.justification® (p. 38). He indicated further
N N\

that "one of the hallﬁarkﬁ\of sound policy is that is seldom

\ -

fluc?uateé" (p. 38) %

A distinction made hy theorists betwoeo policy and
administrative decision mhking is yét another sigpificant
component in the policy'making process. 'The'fécf*remains
that ﬁolicy decisions are formulated aa‘guides to'preforred
courses of actionf As Castetter pointed out, policy is "not
jntended to provide (f:z:fs to every problem which arises®

' J

i " . o L]
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i
.

and,. as such, cannot be,highly specific (%. 37) .+ The
translation of policy into specific courses of action is thé

function of the administrative 'decision. 1In acthdl fact, it

I 4

should be noted that the practices and procedures of

administrative decision making exist regardless of -the

presence or absence of pelicies (Castetter)

Coleman (1978) substantlated the dlstlnctlon between’

_polxcy and administrative dec1sxons when he stated "the = \
',crltlcal determiner of whether an issue is in fact a pollcy‘

issue or'an administrative issue. tends to be the connectlon o

the issue has w1th overall goals and purposes“ {p. 8)..

Ancother cruclal variable is the distinction made by

Davies who indicated policy is the responsibility of,the =~

'school board while ‘administrative decisions are the task of °

the administrator. An example cited to differentiate between
the two is noted:

Board Policy: . Teachers”shall be available to
assist individual children outside of
the:regular'school day (p. 16).

o Administrative Rule: All classroom teachers
« should be in their room 15 glnutes before
classes begin each morring and 15 minutes
‘after.classes end each afternoon to help

Y

All special teachers who work directly
with children should follow §fle same pyag
in the buildings in which they are
scheduled for the day.

students who need indlvidual attention. ’)7,:.

S ot L4 g A ooy S 7T
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'Student group activities should not
be scheduled during these times since
teachers will.not be available to supervise -
them. Teachers should inform students and
principals should inform parents of the
hours during which teachers will be on duty
to help individual students (pp. 17, 18).
The board policy indigétes an intention of the board

but leaves considerable discretion as to its exact imple- °

mentation. The latter tells exactly what is to be done,'who

\ o ] }

is to do it and when. T

There is further evidence to suggest that many school . (

boards tend'pot,to concentrate théir efforts on policy

decisions but rather on concerns of a rou;ihe administrétive ‘
natqre (Coleman,'1978). ‘Ingram {1978) gave ‘further suppo;ﬂ; .
to this argument when he stafed tﬁat‘many policies are not .
guidel}nes‘for discretionary power but "rather directions for .
spegific types of action™ (p. lb): ‘This beingﬁthevcase; the -
‘tendehcy to use the terms 'policy® and 'admih%strative rule’
‘inte;changeébly increases. -

' Although’both forms of decision making involve a choice, -

a policy decision establishes the framework by w@ichwall lower
lével decisions-a;e to be limitég. ‘"It is primarily a .function
of schﬁol boards which respond tc societal values of méjpr
. importénce which is often meaéuted'by the numbers of

individuals i£ wii;‘affect (ﬁann{ 1975} . As stated by Daviesf,

a policy is not'a?brdject "fo ﬁe finished within a year of

two.... {the policy making process) is a whole way of life :

L] > -
N\
. v

for a school board" (p. 22).
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The Policy Making Process-

K

In any discussion of policy, a point is reached where

the development of organizational philosophy into general

policy statements of purpose and intent becomes the focal
point of erate. With society's escaiating expectations of
schools as influencers of cultural norms, the need to under-
stand . the érocees which affects the ohjectives} scoﬁe_and

performance of the school system becomes increasingly.

'significant (Campbell and Layten, 1969).

Difficulties whlch emerge in examlnation of such a

process relate in large part to’ 1deologica1 patterns of .change
¥

in society itself (Ingram, 1978).f Greenwald (1977) describes

the American.poligy making‘scene.as "fluid, incremental (and)

open-ended" yet, following a process off"coordinatea

-
activities related by the need to achleve certain specific

purposes" {p. 10}).

In discussing the historical development of policy

maqug, Ingram descrlbed the 1950's and 1960 s as perlods

' whel( "top-down" and "manlpulative"‘ approachesdominated the
»

educat10na1 forum, He further maintained that unt11 the

accountablllty and evaluatlon movements of the late 1960's

and early 1970's, few pollcy ideas or1g1 ated*from the

ggass "roots (p. 19).« The intellectual d technical ,
expertise of the professional educator : policy issues was
shdk(n by the demands of . a protestigg,public. As Byrne (1978)
oQ’erved, the profesaional hoid of administratora was "being

A
o
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dulled by an emphas:.s generated through the polltlcal

process (p. 34).

+

Altlé:g;h\educational policy studies appear to be in
the forefront at the mo/n 7 it is evident that policy-

makn.ng itself/ not new. However, the re:.nterpretat:.on

«
of pellcy issues by policy experts in light of_ trends and
societal influences continues to unearth new.and interesting

- o

dimensions to the process (Byrne).' R o

-In a_ summary analys:.s of‘prevalllng cond:l.tJ.ons .1n .

Canadian policy making' Downey (1977) outllned two major

trends facing pollcy makers.. He descnbed them as:,

a sh:.ft in emphas:t.s from thi more . .
mcrementa],,, rational and i formatlon- ) . Lo
based modes of policy making. to the . Y -
more political and influence-based _ . : .
-modes: and second, a shift in power
from official leadership (electe
representatives and adrhimstrators).‘

to teachers and community qroups. ' S )

(p. 135) : o a »

Downey -furt.her suggested that to prpvide a more comprehensive

A2

view of the policy making process, both rational and Qolitical X

. _ - _ ..
aspects need to be accepted, with the politieal view "super-

»

imposed” upon the rat:.onal view (p. 141). A

: Desplte the 1og.1.c of Downey's argument, Wr:l.ght (19777
examined his approach and at:tempted to take J.t one step
further to the level of the "real world" and its partlcular

.1mp11catlons for policy makers. she proposed that " the

?

pollt:l.cal and rational elements. are -separate concepts and it
N '
is diffic 1t "to denote the exact point at® which an - . !
§ . :
educatio al lobby ceases to be a professa.onal 1nput“ (p. 30).‘ A

N PR
s, ‘
l . -
' “
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'r e calculated to yleld more lastlng results" (p 47).

‘ 25 °
W - . )
An obvious conclusion ie that both”dimensions overlap during
the process and botn are critical to a balanced ‘view of what
pollcy ‘making actually 13.
Another component which may often be overlooked is
the presence of guldellnes for pollcy development at the 7

school board level. While it cannot necessarlly be stated

<:;that pollcy cutput is a key 1nd1cator in the effectlveness

‘for mal 1ng pollcy de01slons, methods of 1dent1fy1ng policy

of a Tchool board, ’board w1th carefully deszgned strategles

1ssues as well as pollcy statements and - rev1ew procedures
. approaches a degree 0 excellence (Coleman, 1973)

- . Sucﬁ’orﬁanlzatlon is. generally not the case.' Castetter
.1nd1cates that most types of school admlnlstratlon “seek easy“é

; . and qulck solutlons to problems" (whlch) "fit the time or the

) event lnstead of adherlng to'a body of value Judgments

ro-

R In the development of pollcy dec1310ns much dep_g \
upon ‘the Judgmg;:ﬁgf\declsign_maker;. Therefore, the | ;

' significance of an ‘approach to thlnklng about decisionS'as
/ch.ootsn:g ‘getwéen alternatlves is not to be understated.

! . Indeed, it is "of vital lmportance that we be as clear as

| ' 90531ble about the pollcy makxng framework w1thln nhlcp the
dec191on making process is to operate' (Tymko, 1978, P 9)

. Without a knowledge of how pollcy decisions evolve, school
,noards.reduce thelr‘effectiveness in the educational arena.

i
1
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that decision makers_ggnsciously make decisions with regard -

.

‘who may, or may not, belong to. the political system. -Howéverj

T - /
-
£

{ T

M /
Although there appears to be no fdeal structure or

\ i

- i
framework which guarantees success in policy making, & model
- . . ’ . /

which may appropriately be used for analfzing the evolﬂtion

‘of poliéy decisions is.helpful to. the policy science

researcher. While theorists such as Coleman (1978). aﬁd

Tymko (1978) have devised Eoﬁh simp}e and effective @Qdels,
for the purpose of this study Aggers (1964) model of}policg.
décision making will be util

ized. This model concerns itself.
“ : . . c B

with the conditions under which political decision_#aking can

be analyzed as well as how variations in'structuréfand
functioning of the political system affect the Ou;gomes of
/ . . ' ! Co

I

. the process. . L E Ca

! : C o\
According to Agger (1964), “"political decigion-makinq

concerns the actions of ‘men in the process of making choices"”

o ‘ A . . . " .
{p. {?). The=probess which*he descr;ped.xnvolves a series of

|

related events enacted over time.' Each event or act also

" . involves a choice or a decision made by various actors in-the

process. The process itself is political only in the sense

to the scope of government. It consists of the following six: :°

stages and one event: o TN

P =

" Stage One. Policy Formulation occurs when someone

believes a problem can be alleviated, solved or prevented by

a shift in the scope of government. At this stage, the - g

problem may only be an "unsatisfied need" by an individual \‘

i

.
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action. However, these are noE'always necessary actions.
..’ - X . 4 . )

officials may ‘be 4pst’as effective. This stage may becom

27

whether this is or is not the case, policy formulation must
at some point become part of the system's decision making

process. This'policy preference is a necessary stage but
o

will not be sufficlent to sustain the process if 1t does not

progress beyond this p01nt.

Stage Two. Policy Deliberation is the next stage and

‘may involve a number of political moves such ‘as writing,

talking, reading or listening. It is at this point, when

the policy preference is transmitted from one actor to
anothef, that'e political demand-within the system occurs. .

These actions may be open or secret and may generate counter

demands by others. lee stage one, policy deliberatlon may
. be arrested if for any reason the actor(s) does_not advance

. the proposal'to the organizatioh—of-poli!ical-support’gtage.

Stage Three. Organization of Poiitical Support'refere

to the actions of those holding the policy preference which
mobilize support fqr or'against demandg.for shifts in .the
scope of government. ?his stage mayg}nvolve such things as.
holding meetings; producing and distributing information,

lobbying decision makers and other such forms of political.

since other informaf’contaots with an organization's

!

i
|
|
|
°

intensely emotiahal and poli!ical depending upon the

individuals involved, the degree of

"and the extent to which participants view the policy as

4
!

[ ’ ' L - ' ‘ . !
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involving basic ideological principles. The organization of.

"

political .support may_also\be'characterizéd by consensus

1

instead of conflict.

* Stage Four. Authoritative Considerationlinvoiﬁes the

next stage in the process. Several techniques may be used

L
v

to choose between alternat1Ves and may" include a formal-or

“

. informal balloting by the political system. 'dn the othef

hand, it is p0581ble that, despite political support for or AN

‘.1'4

against a policy issue, the policy itselfl) may never be

formally conSidered.‘ If thlS ‘happens, a choice has still o .

been made.. Conv1nc1ng officials of an organization to act*

: 1nformally in appropriate ways may be a wiser éourse of. actJ.on :

2

than a formalized dec151on, espeCially if, for some reason

there is a chance the issue wxll'be;lost-in debate. yhether,“"
. . . y

.or not the poEﬁcy,is ﬁritten or unwritten, the decision hy

those part1c1pants who hold authority POSltlonS-Wlll be the:
policy which therein defines the scope of government. -
Event: Dec151onal Outcome is the result of the f‘“
f 1 ) '

PR

authoritative conSideration of a policy issue. It is the

difference between what previously existed and what now
. . . )
\‘ﬁ determines the drrection of the political system. -

o ‘.',-( .'- ' . } i

d :
issue, may or may not occur.‘ If participants think that an
existing policy is preferable to one that ia proposed, there

. may be no occasion forﬁa formal public announcement,\,ln

. . ' . R
. . \ N
-
. . - -

' Sté&B’FlVE. Promulgation of the'Decisional~0utcome '
o .- ,
is a stage W ich like the. formal consideration of a policy =

R .
. N :
. ) . . .
. R . . . ' - vom . . e
'
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poll.:.cyr making resides in who governs. education: While the - | g
. and leitical dimensions -of the policy making process (Tucker

and educators alike are more inclined to favour a balance ‘

£ s ~‘\
' 4 “ / a ’

. -y b e T . ‘

' !
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this case, Stage Five may not be present‘ in the proe\ess., ‘On . !

Y ‘ ’ + . : N N y : - 4 ' ¢ k
the other hand ,it may manifest itself in affirmation of an y
existing policy or in a qﬁiet, oovert .éha_nge of policy.

ﬁge Six. Policy¢Effectuation is: the final stage in- Do

this model and usually concerns itself with’ tl'{,e 1mplementation

d .o ' T

of policy decisions by administrative officiaIs. It- can, TR |
1nvblVe th{e evaluation and comparison of existing polic1e§ . “ '

. With those that have taken theix place.~ However, the - L .
: evaluation component ma’y be present at any or a1l stagés .": S . N
o during 'Ehe process. Adm:.nistrators may become involved J.,n . ‘,“" o

" the speci‘fic 1nterpretation and applicatiOn of the po]%cy,,:_ B

thereby initiating another cycle in the proqéss. . 5,-'&.; .

b Lo '_a:“." R -(Agger-, 1964, pp. 40-51) ° E
' * v,; R
School' Board Govérnance RS ¥

“? , ‘, H r_... *. e . LR . ‘&. s a .- Q‘_‘

One -of the most c0ntroversn.al questions in educational L

‘“ N 3
reasons for sucg attention a;e embedded in- a soc:.al,., pdlitical .o \i

ey -

and historical background, debate revolves aro tﬂ!~rational

. . . Q .
and Ziegler,ll980) ) In rece’ﬂt history, the‘.‘gndulum has © L

“ A

swung closer to the po}‘itical realm, ‘but aolic‘y Sclentlsts e -' R

between - the two. Wright, e.n ,ffering t-his vz.ew, stated '
"policy rvnakers. are. the.- Ige,ege_rs o‘f.,the _'de,mocra‘tlic prpcesemg.
- - B n ' Y ) .
, _ ‘ 2 . £, ' Lo .
' ' ) /I}' 'r} ~- " . ) ‘_ f R “.. .
‘ D LY , “ . 0

v \ [ (;E}
' ¢ t u-.' Lo I
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Although a move towarde'pluralistic,governance relates

‘more to basic ide010gical:policy issues, the prevailing

belief that "educationris a complex and technical endeavor
and is therefore best left to the experts" is fostered by
the system SJprofe551onals (Cistone, 1972, p. 4). indeed,
the atted%t to maintain profeSSLOnai autonomy over
educational 1ssues has been an- on901ng battle in education.

One of the key fac fqrs in this struggle fot lnf%uence " e
in‘policy~d:Eision makingxis agenda—sEtting.-'In defining the
issues for dlscu5510n purﬁoses, the'agenda-setter activates
a powerful control mecﬁanlsm. In a study by Tucker and

Ziegler, it was found that' in about two—thlrds of: school

dlstﬂlcts, the superlntendent (and,«to a lesser éxtent, his/

-

heﬂ*staff) was solely responsible for setting the foxrmal . 1,

agénda for board meetings (Tucker and\ziegier, 1976) . To
sd;;ort*tnra argument, Wright:etated that as the presenter
of a policy issue to sdhool,boa?d membereflthe superintendent

becomes the poiicy maker and the board membet assumes the

[=])
. role of p011t1c1an. Tucker and Ziegler (1976) carried this

one step forward, calling the administrative role' "a powerful

gatekeeping position" (p. 4)'. In this position, corntroversy
N . . - ' . :

is minimized and routine decision making becomes the important

element in the process. In such a eituation, the input of

a

' -board members is limited when issues have alre;ﬁy been defined.

This has the ,tendency to place board mémbers in a reactionary

role and fgé are able to escape the dominance. of the super- -

L

intendent in policy issues (Tucker and Ziegler, 1976). Yet,

3 &

. | ‘ | - ?
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vrepresentativedof‘the pub}icﬁ'(p‘ jf? This would’gggﬁ“;z*N

1n Coleman s (1977) View, this does not adequately represent
the "locus of power! in Canadian education at the present
time and he proposed finfluence" as a more inclusiwve and
useful. term (p. 80)s. ",

Although the major role of the school board member
tends to be that of pOilglClan with new mem!Lrs feeling a

sense of respon51bility ‘towards tis electorate, ‘Lutz (1977)

i
. contended that the culture of school boards progects a

. belief’ 1n'board'members as "trustees for the public end not

‘ A

imply ‘an elitibm‘surronnding those involved at the school
B Lo ‘

board level. - He indicated further that members are

ld . : . .
"acculturated upon their election, through a planned process

T

»

5chool boaxds and transforms them into 'true believers'“

(p. 3). If;ﬁﬁch activxty is part of the educational system,

then the challenge for qoard members will be to maintain a
balance between the rational and political dimensions. The
response to‘this challenge may determine whether board
members willxbecome 1ncreasingly functiohless or become
educational leEQers~1nlsociety (Coleman, 1976). |
AnotHer element‘in educational gonernance rests in the

emergence Of interexst groups as a political force in policy

) making Y] dﬁﬁool boards become more politicized, or members

/

acculturated,‘indiviguals and groups within the board 8

environment see an inareased need for focusing on policy

‘ y . . , :
issugs which might otherwise be. ignored (Lupini, 1982).

that ihducts the new school board member into the culture of

-

.t

3

-
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Their denands may be articulated in a variety of ways,

keeping policy makers aware of publlc coricerns in education.

h Wlth increased bubllc partlclpatxon representlng a '
.shift 1n’society's perspective in general, more control in.
educational pol}cy development is exercised by government
(Ingram, 1978) . 1If environmentéﬂhfactors impact upon the

. governance of educatlon,,then it is entirely possible to
argue that all government agencies drlft towards bureaucratrc

N

" dominance given complex politieal issues an an age of

economic scarcity (Tucker and Ziegler, 1960). v
Downey stated that as a result ofirhe conflict between

the“raEionaf and politibal dimensions of policy haking, the

{ role of official leaders in educatlon is in doubt and a
L] N

redefinition of that role is necessary, "AS an alternatlve

.he proposes that ;in future, educational leaders become the
’fpollcy researchers, and the orchestrators'of the pollcy

making process“ (p. 135). Coleman (1977) argued further that

the role of administrators is less easily defined. In his

"
i

view, the differentiating factor between senior administrators

'anq other educational administrators is the policy research
function. - . .
& . 1
&egardless of the particular orientation of the
i »
governing structure, the politics of educat;on forces the
. »
educational leader in‘to an arena of abnflict and negotiatlon
(Sergiovanni 198b) 1f ‘this is the caae, the most
. appropriate role wiN1l vary from situation to situation. As

io aptly stated by Jcleman (1977), the future role of the
R, Y g '
»
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. school board as 'meta-mediator', a system which processes

competing demands, organizing, modifyiﬁg and reshaping them
into an operational decision involving the distribution of
resources, Seems aalikely solution to the problem oﬁﬂpolicy
development (p. 84).

\ . ' ‘

Patterns of Communication

One of tge‘more ngticeable charadteristice of current
A - . - , . . N

ﬂestern'society is the deep-rooted commitmept.po involvement,

in organizational institutions. Although.thié is demonstrated
‘ln a variety- of ways, each system utlllzes communicatlon _‘
technlques to facllltate its partlcular tasks.' Accordlng to
Hoy and Mlskel (1982), fundamental to any study of organlz—
atlonal behav1or is the understanding that "goals become known
and useful -- that 1sc—f dyna;;c - only when they are
communicated" (p. 290). Katz and Kahn (1966) also recognized
the importance of a communication systeh as "the very esseﬁce‘
of a social dystem o:lgn organization" (p. 223).

As a process, commueication permeates the'adtivities

of an organizationdy creatlng the thread that Bomehow holds

s
. together the structure of the system.s Simply put, if it were

at all possible to remove the process of communication from a

'.an—organizatiqn, there would be no organization. " The key to .

effective communication lies in maxinizing the SErformancé .

of -interaction between the organization as & social system
o A ..

and its epyironment (Rogers and Rogers, 1976). It is




2 R T Wity ek g o N L

-«

r

34
L] . ‘ ’
- . w' "
therefore logical to assume that the main purpose of

communication is to control, ,goordinate and provide essential
E ]

information to decision makers while being responsive to

s ¢
i

changés in society.

In times of uncertainty, organizat¥ons constantly

. . 0, s, ",
-, interact with their environments in an attempt‘to gain

N

. ipformatioh about alternatives. For example, political

‘parties employ strategists te measure the electorate's
- -

gers (1976) asserted that

voting petterns. Rogers and
thlB boundary spanning hec nism allows an organization the,
lnformatloq necessary to make;deflsions. Such individuals
-, are often concentrated at both the top and: bottom of.the
organizational.structure.
Within the structure of any organizétion, both formal

R

.and informal channels of communication exist. According to
- “ . , L] ! .

Barnard (1938), cited in Hoy and Miskel (1982), the chaqhels
'of“Eormel co;munication must be known to every member of the
organization, be as direct and short—as'pessible and '
authenticated,as emanatiné from the person in aﬁthority to
iésue the meseage. Even with expllcltly recognlzed thought
transmission, howev:;Z:;he formal ‘and informal channels often

_ overlap and are inté#changeable, Such networks involviﬂy

friendship ties,'official position, social status, wealth,

SR P
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and family ties are often an important variable in political
interaction. Rue and Byars (1980) suggest that if the

formal networks remain undefined, the -informal netwotks will
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heavily influence the functioning'of_the organization.

All poiitica; sxsteme have leaders who wield varying
degrees of power within the organlzatlon. In the case'of |
school dlstrlcts, most such individuals are native born.
Appompted off1c1als, key bu51nes§;eqple and professmonals
may  wield more power in some communltles than those who are’

14

elected. Elltlst power structures tend not to invite publzc

participation, whereas it is high and functlonal in a system

of democratic pluralism (Lutz, 1977). The more closed the
& . . L .

-system, the greater the tendency for those occupying

leaderehlp p051t£gns to use reference groups in difflcult

policy decisions {(Rogers and Rogers).. Conversely then, those

interest groups wishing to influence the_procese would consider

those occupying key positions as apéess channels to policy.

-

makers. The method of communication, it is logical to assume, -

will depend, to a large extent, upon situational factoxs
within the organizational unit.’

Such descriptors of communication within organizations
. - ! 4

point to internal mechanisme-of control. This, Ouchi (1982f'

1ndlcated, is a functlon of the practlces and pollcles of”th
system ‘s leadership componest. Linked to, thlS is the timing
of the message. If important pointe are om1tted~br groups

by-passed, major problems could develop. Another'important

¥ . . Aaspeéc E Gf fﬁé admlnLEE ative r01e 11es in the clarity 5 e

written or spoken cbmmunication. As Mayer and Wilson (1972)

maintained, "it cannot be assumed that because the composer

i ot By et A N F o i e
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.
‘understands, the reader will" (p. 1315. This is of

particular significance when policies are communicated to

those affected by their implementation. R

k]

At a time in Camadian history when educaticnal
SN .

leadership is meeting the part{cular challenges”gf the ty
' ‘ )

eighties, a realiqpﬁion of the' significance of establishing-

°

innovative communication networks with the public is'crucial,
Put another way, Lam-(1982) indicated:

It has dawned on a growing number of
educators that what underlies hostility ‘
of the public to the board is the lack o e
of meaningful communication between the
two. Where there is no channel for
( input, segments of the community feel.
. that their interests have been ignored .
= ~and their causes betrayed. ({(p.+5) .
* However, before concluding that'commqpication'%ﬁ a
. .

.panacea for all the ills of o}ganizationalnashavior, one

would do well to objectiveljjassess its potential and

-

restrictions. As stated by Ho Miskel (1982), while open

“information flow is a-heal£ cond$tion .it cannot Le
considered a universal solufion 'o'ail proﬁlems. In fact, it
—cannot cbmpenéate for.inadggyate planning and closed
_ organizational climates. As gith most proﬁiem situafions, hd
effective communication doesn't simply héppén, it is made to

'bappen. Simon (l§56),.cipea in.Rogers and Rogers (1976),

quite possiblf captured the trﬁe siqnificance'of‘communication:

The question to be.asked of any
o administrative process 1s: How does
) it influence the decisions of the
individual? Without communication,
the answer must always be: It does
not influence them at all. (p. 109)

]
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CHAPTER III .

. METHODOLOGY

- i} (Population Sample

The population sample of this stndy consisted of
three boards Felected from the thirty-three Sschool boards on
the island portion of the prOVince of Newfoundland.‘ Super-
intendents, ohairmen, school board members, senior
administrators and preram coordinators from the selected

school boards 4ere asked to participate in an analysis of

educational policy development within their districts. JThis

population sample consisted of three superintendents, three

-chairmen and all school board members, senior administrators

and program coordinators in_ each of the three school boards.
One Integrated .school board, one Roman Catholic school board

Al

and the Pentecostal school board participated in the study. .

v

‘Instrument

Coleman. (1979) studied the po‘litical and rational
dimensions of educational polioy development as perce}ved by
trustees and senior administrators in Manitoba and British

Columbia achool boards using a questionnaire. Given the

B v — Ty . ——

primary purpose of this study to describe the process of .

policy development as it exists in eelected Newfoundland o

#
echool boards, the researcher eleqted to utilize this

. ’
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instrument with only slight varia&ﬁgns from its original

3

format to accommodate the denominational educational system

of this provﬁpaezzaérggries of structured interviews was also
*

‘used to complement the ingorhat{on received by this question-

naire. The latter method of 6btainin§ indepth qualitative
data was considered useful in £he interpretation of the

brocesg'of policy developmant. a A :

. r

' _+The questionnaire was. divided ‘into two major secti&:z:

. . . fn W
Section One .attempted to assess tﬂg'b?ceptions of various
L]

wereg asked to indicate on a five boint scale the extent to

"v
¥

groups and :individuals regarding "éotential areas of diffichlty

‘ir+_ sghobl board pdlicy.making. More specifically, résﬁondents

which _é\hey agreed with statements regardipng policy development .

in their school districts. This portion of the questionnaire

-

was administered to superintendents, chairmen'of schocl boards,
i - ' - .

_'school board members, senior administrators. and program

cépfdinators,'to coﬁpare how each pefceived the process
within their respective school districts.”
Tﬁe second part of tile ‘que‘stionnaire prese:nteci
sele'c,tqd are‘as of 'decision gmaking-and includgd: p‘lann‘ing
ahd facili’gies, administration of insfruction (progra}ns)',
buéineés'administration, community rel;tions, administration

of instruction ‘(teachers), pupil services and denominational

.t

B

issues, ;‘he Tast part of- this section was an addition to the

original questionnaire. Respondents were asked to indicate

on a four point scale the appropriate level of involvement

-
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AL for school board members, administrators and denominational 4!"

| representatives. This sectlon was admlnlstered to chaprmen,

superlntendents, school board members, seniot admlnlstrators

and program coordinators, g : {:?\,
b

©

\
R AT T L TP e

; The structured interview was divided into three major

éections. All three sections attempted to &eiermine the
9' i , natureJof pollcy development asyperceived by the respondent.
{'E‘~ - » More spe01flca11y, the flrst seltion dealt with the definition
. ’(jkof policy and the emphasls pladéd on pollcy-at the school .
i board level, The'secqnd part of the interview attempted to
r ‘determine Ehe'grouﬁe and. individuals involved in the policy
making process and tgeif;impact.on'the poelicy decision. ,The. —~—
third part of the interview eddressed the.communication ' |
ehannels‘that exist within the schbol.beard. .If'focgsed /’*’-
primariLy upon‘iefofmaliand formal means of disseminating‘.. |
Lo 1nformat10n and generating feedback on policy 1ssues.

L]

Intervzewees 1ncluded superlntendents and board chairmen.

: ‘ o . . - ?
) " Instrument ‘Validation and Pilot Study

\\? To ensure face and contept.validity of the instrument,

appropriate precautions were taken. First, it was assumed

thet face and content velidity'mmg present in the original

A

format of the instrument as used by Coleman in his 1979 study.

e o S~ o Yyt § ik W7 SN

-
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[ Second, the instrument was submitted to graduate students and
! - —_— : . ) A . f .
{ profebsore in the Faculty of Education-whelwere‘asked to
f .

i

comment on the necessity of additlons or deletions. ' Third, a

oy
1
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thorough lperusal of literature related to policy development

was undertaken. Upon completion, the instrument was further

examined for possible corrections. Finally, a pilot study

.was administered to two school boards in the province whose

respon!!e,nt-s were asked to comment.on the clarity, preciseness

Q@ L3
. ' . . -
knd appropriateness of the instrument.

L] . R . ’ (

-

Administration of the Questionnaire and Interview

Prior t’-actual data collection, a letter was sent to

selected supera.ntendents request:.ng permlssz.on to, condBct the

study w:Lt.h the:.r school boqrds‘. This was followed by telephone

to confirm thé request and to set the date and time of the
R . o . -

interviet;r. . n : ' -

Interviews were conducted during a one month period
in eerly fall and quest:.onnalres were c:.rculated s:.multaneously
to .those mvolwgd’ in the survey. After three weeks had elapsed,
l'a t lephone call was made to superiﬁtendentsnwho had’agreed to
contact respe;ndents regarding completion of the questionng‘iré'._
After. six weeks, tﬁ,irty-nihe (Gi%) questionnaires had been

returned. - At this®point, a second questionnaire was sent to

those who had not responded with a letter requesting their -

»

cooperation,’ Superintendents coordinated the 'distribution of

!

“this'second questionnaire.:t Each subsequent questionnaire was | -

[P VSO VYRR T S R

T

PRp———

coded so as to avoid d\_iplication of response and confﬁsion
with those mailed earlief.' Following t.his, a ‘total of fifty-

six queationnai‘res out of the or1gina1 seventy were. areturned
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, the results of this sEudy.

A - e pamen 2 T e temmme s amns

within two weeks. Of thd%e seventy, siy vacancies existed

in the three ichobl boards wﬁich meaht oply sixty-four people
received questionnairés. An additional two respondents were
out of the province and could not be reached during the

survey time period. Four;of the fifty-six resgpndents “}ﬁ

jindicaﬁed that they could not fill out the Questiohhaires

B

‘because they were new school board members and had only

!¢tended one or two scheol board meetings. This left a total
actual response of fifty-two (out of 51xty-four) or 81%. It

is assumed th&t the exclusion of such a small number of- ‘non-,

xespondents did not~bxas this study to any great extent.

All correspondence in this matter is contained in
i *

Appendix B.

5

Reliability Measures

, Survey research 18 by ‘nature theacollectLOn and 1nter—

“‘pretation of qualltatlve data. Because of thls, many of the -

" normal controls ang’ safeguards in the. collectxon5and analysis

of data become dlfflcult to attaln. Desplte:thls, a number

of measures were undertaken to increase the reliability of

¢ *

First, the researcher designed- a pumberof apecific

W
LI

objectives for the study from“hich_the 1nterv1ew -questions +

were developed, The questxonnaire, as deBigned by Coleman

(1979), fell within the ohjectives of this- atudy.

Y [y

wmrmm e vem .

’
1 )
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Second, systematic recording and coding prgcedures
v { .
were followed to ensure the appropriate categorization of

the 1nterv1ewee 5 response. Third, in the role of inier-
viewer, the researcher strived to maintain ob;ect1v1tﬂ and
\

a

minimize bias in interpreting the data.
/ ‘ |

. . ‘ . g : .
/ . .DPata Analysis - . -

\

Data collected from the questionnaire were analyzed

using the Statistical Packqge.for Soc1a1 Sciences 1975).

4
Section one of the questionnadre was coded, each r sponsf

given a wgight from one to five and{mean calculate for

. ) . A
each area of difficulty in school poard-policy making.
Section two of the questionnaire yas'also coded and*
: each response given a weighc.from one to four. - Mean ‘were

calculated'for each response regarding the perception| of

apéropriate levels of involvement in decision making. v

E 3 ©
. ey

The third portion of the instrument, the; structured

interview, was recorded, coded and divided'into aréas Ff.
’ : . :
distinct response. In such social science research, e

primary'purpose revolved around the explanatii\ 5¥‘suc data
as it related . to the. objeckiqes of the study. \;ﬁvﬂddi 1on,
a composite profile showing these categoriea was const ucted

for both superintendents and chairmnﬂ'ﬂ? school boards

*

Data collected‘from the questionnaires, together with jthe

strdctured interviews, served as a baeis for describijgathe

lards.

A

nature of policy development in Neﬁrfoun}:lland"'achool\b

¢

ey ettt ettt
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-'gathered from use of the instrument. Ihformation is, . - ' .

()

2

‘organized as follows;

: questlonnalre. Questlon 2 is then presented dhd srmllarly °(‘:

“followed with pertlnent data related to Part B of the - - v

J1Thls sectlon is then followed by a* dlscusslon of Questxons f

- : . ‘ . .
n"!/ )
v 3 ¢ )
: i . & i
» * "
} ‘ CHAPTER IV '
. 4 . : L4 ! L . "
; ANALY¥SIS OF DATA o . Lo
. . . ) . e

O

- '

This.chapter presents an analysis of-the'data ’ RS

- 0

Questlon 1l is presented and followed

-
by a dlSCUSSth of resulte collected in Part A'of the,

’

C e, ¢
*’ 1

a 4 - .8

I LN

»queetlonnalre.ﬂ The thirdopart of the’ chapter contalns a

'‘Q

summarx of information collected durlng structured interv1ews

with superlntendents and chalrmen of the three school boards ;ﬁ* . =

3-7. _ - . _ e "
School Board Policy Making,Practices"i'. ,c:f ' -

PR

’ . ' < ' R . V " . :’.._ LK "'\

Questiohﬁl: ‘How do Newfoundland admrhlstratorsk'board .
' members,. and program coordindtors perceive . . .
the;r school board s pollcy maklng process? 4‘ -‘.,’

0. . . .
LI . . .

. . Table. l'presents'statistics on resbonses to, statemente
;'.zregardlng policy making practiceg in school boarde.f.Ad, ¢
analysis of'the table reveals that two statements had a‘mean '
‘of less than three.‘ Of those- eurveyed,*45 (86 5%) séid
--"Your district has a clear statement of functions for .' ‘
-

fadministrators" was éompletely or often accurate. Only two

respondents reported that this.statement wasnnot accurate.

- - ' . .
- . A o
‘ - , o Sl K ]
- L ) 10 ,Y'
1 . v



. - s
r
. ; 7
. . , . e . x' oL
U . : :
. . . .
’ . ’ - 44
’ i R E 3
H . - 8 & . )
- Ld N ]
. a #
- & .
A'; . [ . 1’
- . | . Table 1 g . e
E ’ ’ ‘. Distribution of Statements Made by all Respondents on School § .
X : Roard Palicy Making Practices -
-~ . - -
A . . . .
. -~ . I
: Statasent " W | Cospletely Often '~ Goocasionally Mot .
. . - Fesponpe  Accurate Accuratm . Accurate . Mocurate
D o - X T £.00)  vean
PE el 8 ' . ‘
M 1. Your district has a clear statesant ) o . ;
i .g,' 2" of functions for dltnhtntnn._ . 1 (l.!{ 18 (34.6}, 2? (31.9). . 4 (7.7) .2 (1.8 l.}J
i . 2. Your board recelves trom b g o
H. , sanlor aduinistrators allow — )
1 E’ ~ you to evaluats.the progress of the - . . ¢ .
i ’ ‘. district. 2(3.8) 23 (44,21 20 {)0.5) S (9.6) 2 D.0) 420
t! . -~ 3. .Yor board astlhses the conesquences :
3 of naw policies before thyy are . - R il
¢ i approved. . - 1019 22 ¢42.)) @ (13.4) 2 (3.8) 1 (1.9 4.2
; F ? 4. The principals of the distri ] R
L a an opportnity to influsnoe ~. W AT - .
¢k < olicies, 4 (1.7 11 (21.D) 22 {42.3) 18 (26.9) 1 11.9)_.)6)
Pl 5. The RBLLC 18 coneulead abous Safor , , , :
H i issms facing the district. » 20.8 -0{0 18 {H.6) 17 (.7 15 (20.8) 2.98°
: H . . ¢ . "
i, 6. mm:dmmm,tﬁ . .- .
k ‘ ive proonss by which s . ] - . )
Lo nev jolicies are developed. 3.0 80541 22 (4.1 11 (2.1 T 15.4) 349
P . . s .
§ * 7. méxumm-&xmm: * N
2 principals. RIS R E A/ l![ 136.3) ._(IS.‘) 4 (7. 3.7 .
! N ‘ ' * : )
4 N 8. mtnudq:uﬁuhntn&of ’ . -;u : .
: :::l‘ board meeting on Inm!{g-nhud -fl
g vities - recelving mmation . - . )
! on policy isghes, meking policy . ,ﬁ\\' .
¢ decisions, or reviewing existing - . : : .
i ‘gmu  policies. - TAXS (W 17 132.0° 1) (29 11 (21.2) 2.96
P L )
. 9. DBoard members know what the public ’
P S thinks about ssjor issuss before R R ' :
': g they m palicy dacisions. . S 196) 2 (3.0 .21 {40.9) }@ (M.&) 6 (11.9) 1.22
| H » 10. Senior Administraeors provide useful .- . L
- _ s . information for policy developmemt. - 1(.9) 20 (46.2) 10 (3460 7 (1LSH 2 (3.8). 41§
CoL { : — — - .
! ’ Key: S = Qompletely Accurate; 4 -enm Accurnte) } = Ocosslonally Accuratg) 2 = Mot Aocurate:
. k= No Responee - - ‘ ’
, .
L 1 . ' e
; A -
" om r *
- ' & -
. . ' . 2
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oy ' ) ' . ‘ T " °
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_Slmllarly, 82.7%- {43) and 78.8% (41) respectlvely stated

thdt "Your board :eceives reports from tﬂ% senjior adminis-
h .

trators which allow you to evaluate the progrese of the
A

J

dlstrlct" ade "Your board assesses the consequences of new
\

policies before they are approved" were completely or often
- ‘ ‘ \\

Howeve;f—statement four indicated less agreement.

abcu:ate.

While 63.5% (33) said that ?rincipa}e have opportunity to -
inflﬁencq;district policies, 26.9% (14) stated that this
statement is only occasionally accurate.

The mean response to stétement five was. 2.98.
Thirt&-five }espondents (é\(3%) ﬂelievea that the statement
regarding pugiic consultation on major'issues in the district
was only .somewhat or often accurate. However, 15 respondents
{28.8%) eaid ehat the public is not consulted abou% major
issues. ! | ' '
Opinion was wide1§ divided eh'stagehent_six. This
statement refers to the board's use of an ;greed-upon, |

compreheﬁsive process by which new policies are“developed.
‘ - R

. There was the same percentage (15.4%) of respondents who

. S o
stated that this was-completely accurate as there were those -

who believed it was inaccurate. Interestingly, 42.3%
believed it was often accurate. . There was fair consensus

on statement seven indicating that over two-thirds of those
. . " "~ .
surveyed sald that the statement regarding principals' *

1]

knowledge of board pélicies was often or completely accurate.

o | . . /;>

~
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‘ Statement eight, regardin® the amount of time spent
at board meetings on policy-related attivities, had the

lowest overall mean of 2.96. While 57.7% (30) said that ‘

thlS statement was occaalonally or often accurate, 21 2% (11)

belleved that the hoard does not spend over half its time on
pollcy 1ssues. .Thirteen p01nt five percent had no oplnlon.

‘* Most respondents (85%) stated that board members know

" what the'pg&}rc thlnks about major issues before making policy

decisions in Statement nine. fEleven point five percent (6)

disagreed with this view.. )
There was considerable agreement on statement ‘ten
which had an overall mean of 4.2, Forty-two (80.3%) believed

that senlor administrators provide useful 1nfcrmat10n for .

L

policy development. Of this number, 46.2% (24) stated that

.tE}s is completely or always accurate. iny two respondents
N t 3 .

z
~ disagreed. ‘

Table 2 presents the mean response of each gr0up to
individual statements as compared to the overall mean response
to each statement. The .table yields the followrng analysis.

Program Coordinators as a group were consistently

loggr'than all other groups in their response pa;tern overall.

" Their higheat mean response (3.82)'63curred on'statements ofie.

»and three, which had overall mean responses of 4.13 and 4.14°

reapectively. Their lowest response (2.43) &u{\mindicated on v o=
quest{on five: regardingrpublic consultation ajor policy

iasuea. - ' L )

S
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Table 2 -
Peréeptioné of Selected Peréonnel in School District Policymaking

- o " " Assistant ‘School Board  Program
Statement _ intendent  Superintendent Chairman Memrbers Ooordina

1 (3) (6) {3 ) (27 (13) . >
T 4.13 ‘4.32 432 l 4,32 4.24 3.82
. o2 4.20 . 4.32 : . 4.24 | 4.74 . a.52 3.75
3.0 4.14 7.y 478 . 5.00 " 4.52 3.82

. ' ) ’ ' ' .

4. 3.67 . 4.00 - 4,24 3.75 3.67 3.64
5. 2.98 3.75 3.34 3.3 . 3.23 2,43

6. 4x - 432 4.00 4:74 - .  3.41° 3.42 .
2 L7 432 : 4.24 R 4.00 3.61
. 8 - 296 3.00 281 3.71 3.42 2.52
9. - 322 . T o3n 2.1 3.7 3.63 ~ 2.81
* 10. . 4.19 © 5.00 4.24 4.71 4.61 3.23

Key: 5 = Completely Accurate; 4 = Often Accurate; 3 = Occasionally Accurate; 2 = Not Accurate;
- 1™ No Opinion . » A - .
L - : . -
[ 4 ¢ >
S |
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L I .' .
The superintendent and chairmen showed a relativelw .

’ b
- [

high degree of consistency in their response patternf‘ The

most obvious exception to this was statement three which

dealt with the board's assessment of the consequences of new

policies before approval. On this statement chairmen judged

this to be?completeﬂy accurate whereas superintendents
. N M . .
believed it to be only occasionally accurate. The overall

mean response was 4.14.

There was very little difference between the response

*
pattern of board chaquen.and,boerd’ﬂembers except on.

] 4 . ¢
statement six which addressed the ‘process by whlch.new

1 4

polieies are developed.’ ' “}\ ,
Similarly, Spperintehdents and‘assistant“sﬁper-
intendents showed agfeement except en'stetements three and
niﬁe.»ﬁOﬁastatement fqpr, which addressed the influenceﬂef
principais in poiicy making, superinten&ente and assistant

b - :
‘qgferintendents had a higher mean response than the ofher
t

ree éroups and believed that this stat®hent 1s often
¥ ,
accurate. The overall mean response was 3.67. (occasionally

gccurat&).

Appropriate Levels of Involvement in Policy Mak!&
- N - o
Question 2: What is the perception of Newfoundland

administrators, .school bhoard members and
program coordinators towards the appropriate .

A ‘level of involvement in policy decisions for
- board members, administratora and denominational
' representatives? .

+

A

i~ w1 T
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fahle 3 indicates the pergentége df overall régponses”
to twenty-seven statements in seven majo;ﬁpolicy areas. Each
of those surveyed was asked to indicate on a-four point scale
the appropriate'level of invblvement in thése'éreas for school

board members, administrators and denominational represen-

1

tatives. : . ,
- Y |
Table "3 T ,
. Distribution of Appropriate Levels of ?;
_wy;f”ﬁ . = Involvement for School Board Members, .,
ik W ‘ Administrators and Denominational . A
' Representatives o - .

»

Involvement School Board Administrators Denominational

Level Members (%) _ (%) Representatives o ;
: : ‘ (%) ' :
. . ;
0 3.6 2.% - T 29.2 . !
\ - ) - , >,
1 ' 16.6 1.9 . 13.5 |
2 o141 5.1 . . 15.9 :
3 . . 19,0 29.4 27.9
4 . 46.7 61.0 " 13.5
Key: 0 = No Responsg; 1 = Minimum Involvement;
: 4 = Maximum Ingé*fement ' o ,,”“/ ,
¥ * . ) v “
N | | >
An analysis\ of the table reveals that of those |
‘ S L

gurveyed 61% believed administrators should have the

maximum level of involgement in al; policy areas as compare

: . *
to 4643} for school board members and 13.5% for denpminational

' __representatives. When this percentage is combined'with that

' :

L
\ \
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of "moderate level" involvement, the percentégés increase to
90.4%, 65.7% and 41.4% respectivéiy.

Only.l.9%.of tpose responding‘indicated'éhat
administrators should have an overall-miniﬁum involvement
level. This comééfes with 16.6% ?or schobl board members
and 13.5% for denominational répresentatives.. Twénfy—niné'

poﬁnt'two percent of those surveyed did not respond ﬁhen

asked the appropriate level of involvement for denomlnatlonal

school board members and adminlstrators.

representatlves as compared to 3. 6% and 2.6% respectlvely fO?/f}

There seemed to be a falrly 31m11ar response pattern\\

i

"(30.7% and 29.4%) for those who 1nd1cated that school board

members and denom1nat10na1 reuresentatlves should have a

.minimum to low moderate level of 1nvolvement {response levels

1 and 2).iﬁ policy paking. 'However,'opinion was divié@d on
those same groups' involvement at the moderate (3) ievél.
Twent&—seveq point nine percent indicated that denominational
fepreﬁgntafives should have moderate involvement as compared
to'i9%'in the same category for board members. -

a

“Tables 4-10 indicate the mean response of major

*

groups surveyed,régardinglthe appropriate level of involQE—

- ment in seven major policy areas for school board members,
administrators and denominational representativés. Because.

~only,.one business manager and one denomlnational

epresentative responded in the survey, those categories are

depicted in the tables. It is assumed that statements

T e e e+ b, i e
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withiq‘each policy area maintain a level of internal .
consistenc' Therefore ,the seven major pplicyfaréas aré ~
depicted rather than individual policy statemént;.

Table 4 reveals that the lowest overall mean is 2.10.
This indicates thaj school ngrd members believe that the
level of involvement in planning and fac111t1es for
denomlnatlonal representatives should be low moderate, The
mean of.assistant suPerlntendents for school board mgmbersi
iny&lveménﬁ was the Highest.indicated at 3.90. Thefbighe
ovgrqll.mean‘for 511 groups was 3.30 for school'boaid éQ\\\\
members:.'t This<%ould seem to. suggest a hlgher level of | ‘
involvenent in plannlng and facllltles fbr board members than
for.admlnlstratprs~(2.96) and denomlnatlonal representatlves .
(2.40). The mean response for chairmen andlsuperintendents -
for all group;'was relatiyely cbn91stent.

Table 5 shows a consistently lower mean for school
board members in "admlnlstratlon of 1nstruction. program"
than for administrators by alll;equndents. Assistant -
superintendents maintainedbthe highest mean in levdls of
involvement for admipfbtraforsi School board megbers had
the lowest mean (1:75) for appropriatehievgls of involvement
for denominational representatives. Administrators held the ,
highest overall mean for all groups. - ‘_ a | i

| An analy31s ‘of Table 6 shows that overall, adminis—
trators have the Qighest mean (3.23)_;9: involvement in
policy making. As a.group,'§gper£ptendenﬁ§;held‘the lowest
: o o .

ST
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Table 4 -
e T Planning and Facilities :
ﬁespondeh%s School Board Administrators’ Denominational
. Members' Level Level C presentatives'
: . . : Lgye;
School Board Chairmen 3.66 - " 3.66 3.16
s e ) .
Superintendents 3.66 3.17 3.50 .. '
School Board Members 2.96 2.74 . 2.10 -
. Assigtant Superintendents '3.90 3.40 3.25 ‘
Program Coordinators 3.58 3.20 2.35 -
2.96 2.40

Overall Mean

3.30

"
.
-

.

A

«

Kéz; 4 = Maximum Involvement; 1 = Minimum Involvement

¥

s

. X - .
e e e e e e R b om . e



~ . - > _ - - .
-~ . - g . e R L RUR w A g N
P sntcnin, et et —oxm e e = - -
. - i
. - . S [P A
W v
. Table 5 ;
: Administration of Instructiop: Programs
Réspohdenté Ll School Board Adminiétrato:s' Denominational
' : Members' Level - Level Representatives'
t . Level .
: - - .
" School Board Chairmen 2.50 3.75 - 2.08
’ ' . - .
Superintendents. =~ . - 2.80 ©3.50 _2.60
School Board Members . 2.45 . 2.97 1.75
- Apéistang‘éuperineendents_ -2.60 " 3.87 ) 2.50
. . s e - . . . LI A
Program Coordinators : T . 2.15 - 3.23 1.90
. e . ) ) . .
Overall JMgan =~ - 2.38 3.18 ¢ 1.
. . . . ~ . . N -.‘ . - . . -
Key: 4 = Maximum Involvement; 1 = Minimum Involvement’
r;"" '
: \
\'v
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z 'Business Administration
i A -
Respondents ... . , School Board Administrators’ Denominational
T - - Members® Level - = Level . Representatives'
i e, T Level
School Board Chairmen 3.0 ‘ - 3.87 2.16
., . % L
Superintendents 2.32 : ' 2,67 " 2.04
School Board.Members 3.2 . 3.60 1.73 -
Assistant Superintendents 2.86 © 3.73 2.21
Program Coordinators 2,53 -+ - 3.45- 1.36
- Overall Mean 2.68 .. 3.23 1.60
= . LY . . . . -
Key: 4 = Maximum Involvement; 1 = Minimum Invo'lv'emgnt- -
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that in the area ?f.busiqess administration program
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An

mean (2.67) for appropriate levels for administrators in

business administration. Conversely,¥chairmen had the '
. -

‘highest individual mean for administrators. This was also
- the highest individual mean for all groups. The lowest

, individual mean (1.36) was held by program coordinators

.

towards the appropriate level of inxolvement for

denominational representatives. This would seem to indicate

coordinators believe  denominational representatives should

. have minimum involvement.

Table 7 reveals perceptLOns of the five major groups

towards appropriate 1nvolvement ‘levels in community relations. -

An analysis indicates that only assistant superintendents,

with a mean response of'3.67.'peiieve that school board~
members should have more'inVOIVement in community relations
thaniadpipistratprs; However, administrators held the .
highest overall mean (3.51). cOnverégly. school board
members maintained that as a group they ahéuld hévé lower
involvement in community réiatj%ﬁs~}han administrators.
Their mean in this insténce was 3.40. Tt was the perception
of all groups that denominational representatlvea have the .
lowest level of involvementq- This overall mean wa§-2.43,

Table 8 addresses the appropriate level of involvement

H

for board méhmb&Es, administrators and denocminational - ' W

a

"representhtivéa in “adminiatratioh of indtrdctiou: teaéhers".

An analysis reveals that in this area it was the perception

of all groups that administrators have a higher mean (3. 62)

-
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: < Community Relations -
. - - . . . i - :
. ", I ) -~ ) . » . P et { i
e eem————RE8pondents : . Sch Board Administratbrs' _ Denominational
- L _ el 1 Members' Level . Level . Representatives’
C ' Level - .
School Board Chairmen . F30 3.0 . 2.30 :
4 . . . : [ . ! i
) Superj'.ntendents * g 3.0 * 3.83 2.50 . ’;‘
: - T ] ’ . ~ . v ) . . N + ' N ‘. “ .
i .  .School Board Members 2.78 ¢ 3.40 . 2.61
- .- q _ ‘ . . E L ¥ .
. .~ " ‘Assistant Superintendents 3.67 ¢ 3.42 3.0
. r\ -Program Cobrd.i.na,tors . 5. 20 3.58 2.38 P
- : ’ . .. . § T :
"7, ‘Overall Mean -~ g " 2.98 3.31 2.48 . -
" Key: '4 = Maximum Involvement; 1 = Minimum Involvement > r/\_,\ :
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- . Administration of Instruction: Teachers .
: 'Rs_spoxid,ents'- ‘., %o 4 Schb‘ol Bo_ard Adxhinis!:x"atoré" ‘» ‘Denominational
< . o - " Members' Level Level - Representatives'
S oS L T _ * Level .
. . , - o b — -
'/ "Sschool Board Chairmen - 2.55 3.77- ) 1.55 o O

*'"" "N\, superintendents® - ; . 2.94 : - 3.38 2.77 i
2 . gchool Board Members ' . 2.40. 0 - . 3.93 l'.56_' ‘ _ 1 .
' VAssisgantléupérih'tendents o 2.61 © & 3.80 2.02 ' :
" ' -program Coordinators = - ... ' 2.6 T 3,81, o 12.03 , 3 Ib

_-‘_'.v .' o~ . . . N ) - Lo . . B . |
D o . _ - . » L ) ) . . =

s " overall Mean - S 2.67. . 3.62 : .84 s i.]
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° involvement than eithér scnool board members or denominational
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-
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xepresentetives. Similarly'denominational representatives

Showed the lowest overall mean response (1.84) for all

groups. School board chairmen indicatéh the lowest individual

) -

-

AN

N
N

mean towards the involvement of’denomlnatlonal representatlves

‘J

im "adminlstr&tlon of instruction:

* .

teachers“

An analy51s of mean responses to the area of pupil'

denominational reéresentativéé&
' ‘ ’ . ) . N .
response (4.0) came from-both board chairmen and super-

»  intendents towards adminlstratlvq\‘?volvement. Progran/

-

coordrnators with a mean response of 1.15 had the lowest

individual mear towards denom‘inatii‘l

,Teﬁle 10 reveals a reversal of previous trénds

towards involVement levels.’

7 ¢ e " 4

=

denominational issues than either hoard members or*

-* denominational representatives.

1
-

services again indicates adminiﬁgrators'should have morg

overall involvement than ‘efther school board members oxr

representatives. -

It was the perception of all

\Q 90) came from assistant superintendgkfs towards the

The; highest individual meag

14

‘groups- that administrators have a lower mean involvement - in

The highest 1nd1vidual mean

approprrate 1eve1 of 1nvolv§ment for school board mentbers.

a—
Hdwever, although-superlntendents indicated a sllghtly
higher mean response (3 80) towards denomlnational

. representatives than school board members (3. 70) all other

-

L

7

roups shdwed a higher rndlvidual mean response towards’ school .

denominationel representatives.

3

A R

At}

boarq ‘menmbex. inVolvement in‘henominational iseues than towards
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¥ ] -, ’ Pupil Services. ; a

A . ‘- - ’
) ) ~ - +’ v 4 \r\ .

A B : N ’J . ) ) . * : s ( 1 ‘
Respondents . School Board - Administrators' Menominaticonal .
= Members' Level Level Representatives' ,

. Level 3 ‘
b
. & . , ~
School Bbéard Chairmen \r ' 2.5 4.0 2.0
Superintendents 2.0 . 4.0 . 2.0
-» - 2 -

® School Boaxd Members 4 2.38 . 3.01 . 1.70,

e o~ o : o
Assistant Superintendents 2.33 %.0 1.50 .

Program Coordinators™™ - 2.04 : 3.35 p f— -1.15 . P \' {

- : ' : . " i . - i
+Overall Mean 2Xe3 3.13 1.53 . Y
Key: 4 = Maximum Involvement; 1 = Minimum Involvement ) ) I
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e ' Members' Level Level . Representdtives'
. = . Level’
s . : ' . \\ ‘ -
School Board Chairmen " 3.20 - 2.60 3.20
Superintendents . S 3.70 ' 2.70 ' 3.80 . ;
< > . s . R . Y ' ’ X .
* School Board Members : 3.09 ~ . 2.34. Lo 2.67 :
. Assistant-Superintendents 3.90 ) © . 2.83 2.90° - !
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School Board Policy and Policy Making Processes
~

*The followingi is a summary of the results of
structured interviews'with superintendents and school board
chairmen. This pprtion of data analysis has been further +

broken into three sections, each section relating to distinct

" topics drawn directly from.the theoretical fran_\éwork of the

L]

study. Section One deals specifically wi?Kfpolic;Fdevelop-
ment. Section Two concentrates primarily on various aspects
of educatiql'nal governance at the school becard level. ¢The
final seétiox} addresses patterns of'comunica@.ion among™ !
participants in the policy making process. After discussion-
of the anecdotal record, que;stions a,}f 4, 5,‘ 6 and 7 presented
in the statement of the problem are discussed in their
respective numerical order. = ~

Section One - Policy and Policy Making

Superinténdent A. In respond.jl.ng to the initiil

» .
question of whether or not the school board was involved in
developing policy for the district, Superintendent A indicated

that the board™i{g 1f did not normally get involved in the

-actual development‘: of policy. School board mem.b'ers became

invelved at two stages which were referred to as *The
«

. Initiation Stage' and 'The Drafting Stage'. At the

'Initiation Stage', a board member may suggest that policy

be developed. However, .in most'cases the necessity of pélicf .

N
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on a givén topic, had already been identified by the super-
intendent, the adlninistrative staff or on occasion‘
classxoom teachers. The next opportunity to discuss the
policy would be during ghe actual presentation of th.e‘ draft
policy to the school board. The draft policy itself would-
have l;een prepared by the admipistrative staff.

Superintendent A stéted that tahe school board had
no specific guidelines for policy development, written or
unwritten. No neéd had been identiffed to de.velcf: such |

b

guidelines‘ as most board members generally were satisfied

witl\l the present procedures. In addition, he stated,

"individual board members are probably not very sophisticated

L ‘
: i‘gx this particulax area". -

To the question "of the school board's definition of
policy, Superintex;dent A responded by saying that althoqghl
the .school board did not define policy, he himself did. He
b'elievfd policy to bs a "guideline for future action". He
further stated that“the school board: only distinguished
between policy and administrative decisions in that board
members recognized day—to-day administrative decisions asg

decisions were thought to have a broader scope of reference.
-9

Superintendent A stated that in the realization of such a-

. distinction ,the school board rarely involved itself with the

. - . L4
daily operatioﬁ of the school district.

oo
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Chairman A. Chairman A indicated a positive resnonse
to the question of the schdol board's 1nvolvement in the
development lf policy. He further stated that policies were

' generally, although not always, developed upon the
"recommendatison of the superintendent. No clearly defined
guidelines for %olicy development exieted. Rather, policies
we}e usually developed in'ﬂésponse to a problem which
occurred in the echool district. "l‘he school board ‘:ias
satisfied with ;he current pragtice and saw no immediate
need to institute guidellnes for future policies. |

1 Chaifman A stated that the school board.viewed policy

as "law, in a sense...as guldelines which employees (for
example) mustfabide by". He bel;eved that the board
recognized a difference between policy and admlnistrative

-

decisions. He elaborated by explaining that only maj®r
i

_decisions have been addressed by the board at poard meetings.,
The regular day-to-day administrative decisions were the

responsibility of thd8 administrative staff.
oy ! . : '
Superintendent B. Superintendent B's reaction to

+

the school board's involvement in policy development was

bositive. He believed that Policy-ned been developed by the
board in reSpOngs to perceived_neede‘in the school district.

This process of developing policy had been ongoing over

sevgral years. .

'No specific written guidelines for the development

of policy had been established. However, general procedures,

“Snay

[

e iag. e~ e =



ey s e iy

e

e AP

4

*

o

although not written down, were well known ‘to the

as an accepted response to an jdentified need.

*say that there is a need for policy guidelines".

 to the question of guidelines h

‘l

4

. . !
administration. Superintendent B described these procedures
., 3 - .

In responding

ihtated, "it would be fair to

Superintendent-B was unsure how to respond "
. . . -

specifically to how the school beoard defined policy. He did

s

state that he believed policy was a general statement which

guided the school board in its day-to-day operations.

administrative ,_deci;ions and stated that the school board made

board's involvement in developing policy, Chaimman B explained

1

¢

b

. no distinction between them.

el

He was

*not clear on the specific differé}mce betwe\en policy and

Chairman B. In response to the question of the school

I R - -
v - 4

that the board had been ﬁnvolved in policy development since -

0

L its inc'eption. Guidelines for such development had been

written down and flowed directly from the board's philosophy

as a Christian organization. These were developed -over an

. . ]
extended period of time in recognition of the aims and
i ;

objectives specified within the constitution.

These guidelines

.had been revised occasionally in response’ to chanées‘in

society.

Chairman B defined policy .as "the method by which we

carry Qut':/our mandate as a Christian organization...policy

reflects our philosophy...the word of éod. "

-+

Fie )

In responsge to




———

e A B 35 S4B S B B e 5010

policy handbook had been developed. ° .

65

-
’

the question of whether%&he school made a distinction

B;tween a policy and an administrative décision, Chairman B
responded positivelyl He stated that pglicy involved X
broader issues while administrative'decisions‘occurred déily

and involved the respgnse of the administrator to a. recognized

problem in the school district.

Superihtendent C. The initialr;esponse of

-

Superintendent C to the school board's involvement in poligy

. dévelopment was to state that pblicy development was one-of

the chief functions of the school board designated by the
Schools Act. The school-board developed policy because of

its legal responsibility to do so. However, as yet no written

+To the question of guidelines for Seveloping pglicy,#
Superlntendent C responded negatlvely. No real need had been
identified by the school board to develop guidelines. He
further explalned that although pollcy guidelines were not in

»
eﬁistence, general procedures for developing policy had been

established. These*procedures had developed in response to,

needs in the school district.

]

¥

policy,‘Superintendent C was unsure how to respond. His

' perception was that school poard members defined policy as a

t

)

guide for suggeééed action in a giﬁeh area. This policy

provided direction for the .superintendent or chéirman. °

-

-

Regarding the issue of how the school board defined- .

.
et s i 2
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It was suggested by Superintendent C that the board

did make a distinction between podacy and administrative’
decisions. In making thJ.S distinction the school board -

1asked if the statement had "uni,versal applicability" or if

it contained a "narrow finition" of an issue. T

) o

. Chairman C. It was the perception of Chairman C
- thas the school board had always been involved in developing
policy fon the school distrif:t. ‘He eicpleiin,ed that policy
_ wae usualiy developed on an ad hoc basis in response to’a..
.perceived need. Thesesﬁolicies'were’not written-down but a
plan had been f.olrmulat‘ed to dev’elop\ a w(,_ritten liandbook.

Ch;airman c beli‘eved .iinwi'itten' guidelinés for policy .

- development were in existence‘end were generallf weilfkno%n
by both administrative staff and school-board members‘. Ag‘h:;
had been déveloped over time and had evolved into‘esteblisned

' practice for committees. involved J.n pollcy making.

He described policy as "a mode of governing. ..making
éecisione on specific 1ssues...grQW1ng out of necessity...
generally not planned“ There had been no attempt to plan
and devfsz policy because of insufficient time to do so,

e he board made a distinct:.on between poli{cy and
edministrative decisions defining the latter as ‘matters
relating to the daily operation‘of the school'district?
(f[iwhich) were "handled by the adminiatthive st’aff" ‘ Policies

dealt with . larger iasues and were. addreised by the boaxd o K

itself[
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Section Two - Educational Governance
» .

k!

.

Superintendent A. Superintendent A viewed his role

in polidy development as "the kingpin" of the district,

./
1n1tiat1ng, developing, recommending and evaluating policy
L]
"so that it is workable, fair...and appropriate". Prior to

school board meetings, he sets up*the agenda with some input

‘

& - .
from the business manager, and, then discusses the agenda items
“ . . . ‘ . ~ .

JreT

e

e

~withthe board chairman, o ‘

Superintendent A‘believed he initiatéd most policy
.1sshes w1th the remainder generated among assistant super—
1ntendents, coordinators, principafe and classroom teachers.
Ad hoc committees, consisting of adminlstritors, coordinatora

and teachers, are asked to develop draft policies which are

then evised by senior administrators and resubmitted to the
school board with an appropriate recommendation. A351stant
‘superintendqug are responsible for the‘implementati;n of
policy, particularly if it.ia curriculum related. |
Superintendent A stated that he_pelieted it was important for"‘
teachers;to:be involved in develobing policy whféh directly_
affected the clagsroom situation. 1In conmenting onogroups
_outside the school.distfictzwhich~influenced policY decisions,
he ranked the follow1ng (in order of influence) 1. The
-;Department of Education, 2. The Collective Agreement {NTA} .

'\ . 3. Integrated Edncation Committee, 4. The Newfoundland

Teachers' Association Special Interest Counciis..

L

DT‘..
.
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It was Superintendent A's perception that there were
some individuals on the "school board who .influenced policy
deveiopment. ,These thembers were generally well educated,

. A

o L3 L3 N (3 . .
articulate. and respected citizens of the community.  He cited
4\ N l ' . P
. the ‘finance committee as being thé only influential grough

~ affecting policy decieidms. He bel_ieved that appointeq board

\\
members were moré effective in policy issues\than elected
A

members because the latter were generally "single issue"

.
s T W Y AN e 1y e e

people with no overall commitment to the ,boardfs total
mandate. . : . o | .
It was Sﬁperintendent A's belief that as iong.'as |

'school ‘board polic1es conformed with the Schools Act “£he :
school board was rﬁatively independent. He perceived that
there is less J.ndependence in relat:.on to ‘the- Integrated
Education Committee "because the policies and regulatlons of .,
“the Integrated Educat:.on comm:Ltte’e are more precxse than the.»
leq:.slation" He further stated that the "Department of
Educatlon plays a fahl&tat\xﬁ/g role"” whereas the "Integrateda

- Egiucatlon Committee regulates". With.regard to the iatter, \
l\oéal poligjes, e'g. religious edueation“ must be consieteht‘ .
with IEC reguf:\tions. ’Lo-c'al repr‘e's.en'tatives of reliéious

o

denomina.tions srarely became :mvolved in polic.y issues solely.

becausE o, thelr religious. affillation. Despite these U N

restrictiona Superintendent A viewed the school board as . ol

relatively autonomous in its policy making process. L ;

a
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- Chairman A. Chairman A viewed his. role as the
s tiienh A ;

parliamentarian of school board meetings, inforining'board

members of policy.is"sues ahd'ensuring that the school board

stayed within'prescribed guidelines. He*-st'at:ed that t
agenda for board meetings wes 'dfafted by the superintendent
,w:l.th some input from ‘the busmess manager, It‘ie -tlhlen .
discussed w:.th the cha:.rman prior to the board meeting\

It was the perceptlon of chalrman A that pOllCleS ’
can be uﬁ,tlated at any level of the organlzatlon but always
come to the school board as a recommendatmn "of the super—

| :Lntendent. He was unsure who was involved :Ln pol:Lcy

development and stated that "the super:.ntendent takes care

of that" He added to this statement by saying ‘that the

-

P a e supermtendent probably delegated th:.s respons:.b:.l:.ty to his

adminlstrative staff . He bel:.eved that admlnlstrators had

lﬁ:otal responslbllity for the 1mp1ementation of board pol.tcy.
ChaJ.rman A believed. that the followxng grOups outsn.de

the school dlstrlct :unpacted on policy dec151ona ( in order

of ;nfluence) : 1. The Department of Educat:.on, 2. The . .
Integrated Educatfd’n.Comittee, 3. PTA. In commentihg on .
individuals and/or groups on the school board ‘which

influe;r.:gd policy development, Chairman A stated that
N - ' ’ . ! '
ocdaBionally single issue people become elected and affect

a«pdlicy"decision.. Aside from this, he saw no’ part‘:.’gular" L

2w -

A difference in the effect of 'elected and appointed board

members on policy issues. - ' N s

\

'-’,A
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..-executlve offlcer of the school\board, responsmle for ’

-J-nforming the boa,rd on current(poln.mes and suggestlng

'worked coopeﬂat:.vely in- set\lng up the agenda ‘for board
| mee,tlngs. It was hlS perceptlon that most pol:.cy 1ssues LT

N were 1dent1fied by the adminlstrat:n.ve staff but teachers, :

-.-Icomm:.ttees were formed policies were drafted and brougﬁt to,

' "'the Admmlstratlve COunc11 for rev1sion. : The superlntendent o ﬁ

' was re%ons:.ble for bra.nqing the f:.nal draft to the school

,r.senlor admlniatrators ‘had "considerable- respons:.hillty for

pol icy 1mpa:ementation

¢

It was the percept\on of Chairman A that. the school
board was "fairly autonomous in its pOllCY mak:.ng" except '

for financial restrlctlons placed on it by the Department

-0of Education.: In other cases,* it depended on the pol:.cy ) N 'E

issue. He cited the coneumétion of alcoholic beveragés on
school Prope.rty as a moral issue which the churches would
disagree with. v o e

. - . ° «
o . ) . ) . Lo . f
' . ’ . 9 . .

R R Ve

-

l. Supermtendent B. , In dlscussmg the role, of the
super:.ntendent, Sﬁperlntendent B saw h:.mself as the ch:.ef L
0 R} '

1mprovements for change. He and the school board chalrman .

PTURINEEY

prlnclpals and board members also occas:.onally expressed a

concern over a‘partlcular tOpld. Once. a nqed was i&entifled

board 'outh a recommendation for approval. Pr:.ncipals and
:.'*y.' T R AN
Superintendent B ranked the following groups outs:.de |
the achooi district as. being 1nf1uentiay in ‘f)ol:.cy declsions
(1n order of influence) H l. The Church, 2, 'rhe Department
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;of"l;:ducat'j.oﬂ, 3.°The School Trusteds Assooiation, and

" 4. The bfew,foundl;nd Teachers' hésohiatlon.- When aske’_d_ i .
l' " there were. 'groups on the school board whic‘h'i'nfluenced"- o
‘polstcy development, Super:.ntend:ant ‘B respondéd by stat.mg f".
-that the school board was not "segregated into groups

hecause we have a common religious affllla)ion“ (which)

-~ - - .

"ten&'s to ’um.fy our polJ.cy maklng" It was hJ.s peroeptlon
\ «
that x\uo dlfference ‘existed between &ected and appo.mted .

board members, vuth respect to pollcy making. )

- [ .

Supermtendent B commented on the autonomy bf the g
£ \

‘

j7.iim1tat10ns on 1ts pollcy makrng, the school board s main’

¢ F

. . '
. .mandate was nto "serve 1ts constltuency". The school board, f . .

.t /
-.cons:.st:.ng primar:.ly of pastors, . analyzes pollcy in lJ.ght of

Pentecostal ph losophy and Was prlmarlly concerned w.rth- )

: .,(

curr:.culum that mlght bé- offensive to our dootr:.ne"
'!

other matters, sohool board memhers generally left the daJ.ly

Y w

- operatlon of the school dJ.strJ.ct to +the ade.nJ.st'ratJ.ve-'Staff.'-' .

-

r

IR ','éhazirn;an B.. Chalrman B described hJ.B role in pollcy. .

developméht ag "a 'shepherd,_sensltlve to Chne}:xan values.. .
-‘evangelical‘,"“orthodox valués.. .that they shohl?i 'refliwt in \
the behavior of the profess:.onal staff -and anyone who riaes

to leadahh-ip-\u#ethin—the school d.x.striot" He ;aw t'.hJ.s as

L i-difflcult to achleve when "thlrd parties" become involved in :“:

15-. . s
. ' T . . L ‘vl
tm board 8 operatmn. R R . D
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ischool boa*rd by suggestlng that although soc:.ety 1n1poseﬂ S,
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\' He stated that the superlntensent and chalrman
301nt1y arrange the agenda of school bb;rd_meetlngs. He
" belieVed.that policy issoes were iﬁitiated from geveral
’ \ sources and Sited Tha \Pentecostal Assemblles, parents and
o ; teachers as examples._ If 1t were initiated by teachers it
would be channelled . through the superlntendent to whe
school board. *Poliqy issues initiated bY.parents Yould bg
_brodght.to the attent}on of the pastor'who, on their behalf,
- béoughi it to the board. Chairman B stated that adminis-
"iga ors'ére gzno¥§lly responsible for policy,implemenfation.
'hel;Lalified Ehis by adding that this dependéﬂ &n the issue
, . e

. . . & ‘ . .
and on local circumstances. The development of policy was

priméﬁily the responsibility of the professional staff with *

: L NP ) .
," ’ Parent-Teacher Association, the local Assemblies and members
' . . {

&

of the school board. ‘ s -

| .x . ~Cha1rman B llSted “the following groups outside the
! : o
' school distrlct as having influence on pol;cy decisiOns {in

i o order of influence) ’} Pentecostal Education Council,

‘ r € -
‘ .

2. Departmeht of Education, 3. -Newfoundland ngchers'

' : Asgociation. i{e' stated that thers wer‘ no groups on the

*» . school poard-which influenced policy decisions. He further,

R elected bourd members on policy 133‘99.

“. . '\\ e
N Chairman B delcribed the aohool board as independent

in itt pol%cy mukinq. He also stated that Q}l board members

input ‘obtained from the Pentecostal Teachers' Fellowship, the’

" beliaved no difference exinsted in the effect of appointed and
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x

i

. ) l.n-
epresented the Pentecostal faith and therefore affected

a

policy decisions. They would be primarily concerned with

curriculum content in English Literature and Social Studies
nd "protested vulgarity displayed in these areas to the
Department Qf Education™. He ‘also cited,oﬁher examples as:

school social aésivigzes, the use of dtugs and alcohol and

- -

’

, ' scheool discipline. -

v
Superintendent C. Superlntendent C viewed hlmself

as chlef'pollcy advisor to the school board,glv1ng advice on
departmental requlations, the Schools Act, and thg_collectlve
agreement. ' He also considere& it.his responsibility to "keep
the board out of trouble by seeing that they (the égﬂ:ol

& '

board) obey:the law". ’The agenda for school board meetlngs

was set up jointly by the ﬂuperlntendent, the chalrman and '
4

.the business manager. Superintendent C stated that while he
-

initiated moét policy 1ssueg, occasionally parents or teachers
brought a concern to his attention. He citegiexamplesrof
several groups and inéividuals within the district who were
involved in policy development: teachers, principals, the

PTA, priests, the Bishop, individual parents, the student
council and the School Board - Teacher Liaison Committee.

Other qroups outside the district imgasfing on poiicy decisigns
included (in order of influen?é)z 1. bopqrtment of Education.

2. The Newfoundland Teachers' Association, 3. Catholic

; Education Committes, 4. The Courts und_hfbitra;ion Boards.

J : /
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“the school board which influenced policy development. He *

'strongly influerfce the board's decisiohs on policy issues”,

_Catholic Education Committee also imposed restraints which
-

offended the church. Nuns, Srothers aanthe Bishop were

x
»
s
e marm A
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It was Supefintendent C's pérception that the

»
- s

Sy R ] . ] ‘
executive, the flnpncé committee, the personnel committee

1

and the religious education committee were formal groups on

also believed that "the-clergy, indgﬁidually and collectively,

£ et | o e o

* He 'further stated that appointed, and elected officials have

the same effect on policy issues and "an impartial observer
at board meetings ‘could not differentiate between the two .\ .

l'
groups ' .

5uper1ntendent C belleved that in financial mattera,
- h
he school board is dependent on outside agencies for fundlng

which in turn affects policy. He further stated that the

¢ it —— e

lesgened the autonomy of the school boaég. In this -regard'it

acted as a "watchdog" in areas where curriculum content

7/
cited' as gqroups representative of religiou‘ denominations
which influenced policy. They were perceived to be primarily

concerned with issues "relating to self-preservation" which
\ ¥ ‘ }
affect their involvement in education,

ékairman C..". In responding to the question of his .

role in polioy development, Chairman C fel¥ that he occaé}onally

A
-

initiated policy issues and set up the process of policy
development. Thé agenda for school board meetings w&a‘joinxly

agreed upon by the chairman, superintendent and the business

‘manager. Chairman C stated that both the administrative staff \
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and board members genérally initiated policy issues with no
particulé:.zpdividual or group being‘dominant. Pfig ip&ls,
;school board committees, school c0mmuni£y relations committee,
teachers and the Parent-Teachers Association were cited as
examples o{‘?roups ingolved in actual policy, development.
Other groups ou%éidé/;he district which impact on policy
éeci.ions were ranked as follows: 1. Department of Education,
5; Catholic Education Committee, 3. S;hool Trustees' .
Association, and 4. The Newfoundland Teachers' Association.

It was the perception of Chairman C that board
members representing a part%cular,community'and "members q}th
professional.backgrounds" affect policy decisions at school
bdard meetings. He @aw no difference between appointed and
eélected members in their effect on policy issues.

Chairman C commented on the autonomous nature of the
school board in its policy making and stated:l "We have to
work within the parameters‘of the Schools Act and under thel
guidelines of the Catholic Education Committee”. He believed
that with these exceptions accounted for, the school board
has some independeﬁée. He fu¥ther stated that no groups or
individuals representative of the Church (6ther than thF ‘
catholic Education Committee and the Association of Roman

-

Catholic School Boards) had any real.cffect on policy issues.
"” » . 4 s .

* ’_’
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i Section Three — Communication Patterns

-

——

. Superintendent A. In response to the question of how

"a policy preference is communicated, Superintendent A stated
. that it depended upon the issue.itself and who raised it. .In
any case a policy issue. was always discussed with those who

wo N affected by 1t before belng brought to the board for

! .

C . ratification. All new or changed pollc1es affectlng teachers
in the district were c1rculated through‘the handbook. The.

school board also disseminated information throughout the
. .

district by issuing statements to the local media followiné

each board meeting.
¥

when describing the approaches an individual or group

. \ '

might take to gain support for or against a particular issue, -
Superintqndent Augtated that while some individuals or groups

spoke to administrators, most went directly to, the super-

+, .

intendent with their ooncerns. Outside this formal channel

»

" of communication, querintendent A believed that othér informal

*

attempts such as "outside social contacts” might be used te

influence policy development

T -~ To the issue .of how the Integrated Eduoi.lon Committee

/

fe§pressed its opinion on local policy, Superintendent {
respopded by saying that no formal veh%cle outside of
occaaiﬂnal letter writing existed. The qphool board monitored
public opinion on .olicy issues informal.ly through individual

,board member contact with the publié
L3

[ R
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~ Chairman A. Chairman A responded to the issue of

* " o

- how a policy preference is communicated by stating that most
{ !

“issues are brought verbally and in written form to the school
board by the superintendent. Policy decisions are
}
communicated to those affected in the district byafétter,

through the'policy handhook or, on occasion, through press

releases in the local paper.

.

Chairman A s®ated that individuals or groups wishing
. to gain support for or against an issue would generally speak

to the superintendent first. He further commented that
' -

petitions and/oxr letters might also be used in major issues
concerning the qommunity. He cited an example of school
closure’ to illustrate this point.

éommenting on informal chénqels of commﬁgication whiph

affected policy development, Chairman A indicated that "in
-

‘every walk of life someone can influence another". He éave

examples of board members who also are involved in such

community groups as the local Chamber of Commerce and the s

*

Lions Club.
; IE was the belief of Chairman A that the school board
moni‘tqred publi'c opinion on ﬁoli? issues infé;cmally through
the superintendent and adm}nistiative-staff. 'ﬁé further

stated that the Integrated ﬁducation éommittee éxpressed its
qpinion on pdlic{a}aaues by letter or iglephone directly to
‘the aupeéintenéﬁﬂt's office. |

&,

e —— e
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e ' | s
: Superintendent B. Superintendent B, in describing how
!

aléolicy preference was communicated, stated that once a

policy issue.had been identified, the administrative staff

! ' requested the help of individual Eeachers’through a committee
forum. He further stated that the school boafd does mnot
become 1nvolved .in disseminating policy information. Thls '
task is the responsibility of the admlnlstratlve staff New

'og changed policies are communicated verbflly or in writiné
to teachers by principals.

¢ When asked to describe the approaches an individual

[ ; . c
I ‘ - o g

Q'oi-group might take to gain support for or against a particular
1ssue, Superintendent B indicated that communication channels
between the board, teachers and staff have always been open.‘
The‘school board occasionally identified issues through
opinion polls but “éoes not operate on the basis of ;
political system". Hawever, he believed that "policy is often )
influenced informally" through church and outside social

- contacts. When questioned on how the Denominational Education

i - * commi ttee expressed its opinion on local policy, Superintendent:

‘ B indicated that such contact was always eommuniaated formallg
. N ' through the school board. . .
To the iaeue of how the board monitored public

opinion, he responded that most monitoring was done on an

informal basis. He elaborated by also indicating that most

board members are pastors whd in their.district travels on

church matters gathered opinich on educational issues,
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- case of a community or parent group, the superintendent made

" to those whom the policy would affect. Naw or'changed
. L d

o v et P b o o — -

Chairman B: Chairman B could not comment .specifically
- . EY ' . .
on,how a policy preference is communicated but did state thag
. s

all new or changed policiés’were circulated to.teachers,

-principals, board members via a monthly newsletter. In the

-

. \
contact directly through the groups' spokesperson or at a e

Pl

A ., + s
formal meeting if necessary.

Chairman B indicated that groups or individuals

,W“\\ wishing to gain support for or against a policy issue

« +
"expressed their opinion to the Local School Committee which

brought theif concerns to the s&hool 5oard. The Local School °
Committee, he éﬁffed, was chaired by the péétor in eaﬁh
community. ’infoémal means of communication “does.gof exist
within our school board structure'” Chairman B stated.

. To the issue of how the Pentecostal Education

Committee expressed its opinion on local policy. issues, he

v.stéted, "through the Director of ;he Pentecostal Education

«

Committee to the school board". Chairman B.indicated that
the school’ board monitoraa public op@nion on policy issues
in an "unstructured way" which had become part of the boards'

daily routine in the exercise of its Christian responsibilities.

Superintendent C. It was the perception of Super-
intendent C that most policy breferences welk verbally »

.~ . , ”
communicated by either board members or administrative staff

policies were usually communicated in writing or on occasigm

\ iy

e, 2 w3 i S e
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~verbally. Admjnistrators would be informed by information o

circulated iﬁ the administrators' handbook. Policies,

affecting groups or iﬁdividuals in the district other than

-

teachers were contacted through press releases, by letter and

-

the radio. Parents were contacted by lettér\at,achoo vel:
Superlntendent C described the approaches grot;:ejj\\\\\\\
.individuals took to gain support for or against a policy as
‘“usually informal®. He stoted:further that-most are unsure
how to influence the decision and often "stagted" at the
. lowest level of the organization and worked up”. :Occasionaliy'
petitions and letters were used but tpis form of communication
usually depended on the issue. '
In commenting on the method by which the Catholic '
Education Committee {CEC) used to express its opinion on local .
policy, Superintendent C s;afed that local board representatives

*

were informed at regular meetings of the CEC.-
~ »
Committee were also circulated at board meetings and letters

Reports of the .

were sent to the board dealing with specific issues.

4

/’ xFFQCUasionally representatives of the CEC and the Roman Catholic
. e .

Bishop addressed major issues at school board meetings.'

’ Superinéendént C believed that most public opinion on policy‘
issues were monitored by the board through ¥he PTA, the

" hchurch ‘bulletins and .through- individual school board membors'

¢

. - € *1 v
' B =" » . o
, . .

contacts with the public. ) : ' .o (
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Chairmanx C. It'was Chairman C's perception that most

polic} preferences were communicated verbally or in writihg
by either board_memberg or adminiéprative staff to thé '
superintendeﬂt or' the chairman. When old polipies were
changed or new ones dévelOpedqﬁthose affected.ﬁére coﬁtacted .
iﬂ writing and obcasionally by;telephone.

Cha¥Fman C believed 1nd1v1duals or groups would seek the
support of the chairperson of the commlttee respopsible for - .
develop1ng the polﬁgy or would go directly to the super-
1ntendent Outside the formal channels of communlcaﬁlon he

" believed most 1nd1v1duals would seek to influence the
superintendent or chalrman through informal soc1§1 contacts.
The_latter'methpd, he stated, wasvmdfe offen used in issues -
relating to the community. at large. ‘

" 'In responding to the question of how the catholic

' ~
Education Committee expressed its opinion on local policy
issues, Chairman C commented that most communication to the

achool board was in written form. However, there had been

-y .
occasion for representation to be made by both telephone (to

+*
-

the board) and in person at school board meetings. fhe’bqard"
‘monitors ﬁublic opinion on board issues.informally through

its admin“:ratiwe staff and board members.
\ o I '

LT

To gain support for or agalnst ? partlcular igsue v

“r
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Question 3: How does the school board define policy?

¥

This qgestlon encompassed tiiee aspects ielated to

- the concept of pOllCY' a deflnltlo of pollcy,qa.dlstinction

'l

betwegnkpollcy and admln;stratlve deczslons qu guidelines *

¢ ;i : : for policy development. . .
" To the question of how the.echool bbard‘defined

§T.<‘ ’ . ' pollcy, all three superlntendents lndlcated they were unsure
aE | of theﬁechool board's preclse deflnltlon. They elected to
g ‘ i ‘offer their own definition.. All three regponees were'eimilat ,
' and defined policy as a "guideline" for action in the daily‘
operation of the schgol district. As % group, chalrmen also
referred to policy -as a "guideline". All six respondente
believed_thetfbolicy-is developed in response to a pencelved
need and is usually not deliberately ?ianned..-There seemed’

b to.be‘generel concensus that policy is a guidelfhe which

B : : L ]
- school boards refer to in carrying out their responsibilities

; "for'governing the school district. fTwo of the three schoo;

f boards had developed policy handbooks: The third board had

i A.' | . . 'Plans to do g0 in the future. ) |

. ~ Five of the Bix interviewees stated that school boards
made a distinction between policy and edminietnative decisions.

o "%¥ " There appeared to be general concensus that policy decisions

* daily and were made by the adminietretive staff.
When queetioned on the existence of guidelines for

policy development. £ive of the six interviewed stated that

-~ L] %
T

«

df?ﬂﬁ S (‘ : i‘

were broader in scope while;administrattve decisions occurred .

-~
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o specific guidelines existed. Each,qﬁoweVer, qualisfied 2
? . ~ this by stating that there were general procedutes and : '5
§j~ practices for policy development which had evolved over time . f
2 . 1
{ and were known to both board members and administrative ’
. staff. ‘/ Iaa’f* | - J
. ‘ - - !
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Question 4. Which 1nd1v1duals, groups, bodies or agencies,
influence policy development within Newfoundland -
- - school boards and to - what extent? o

Question four addressed the concept of influence-
during various stages in the policy making process. of the
individuals named, all six of those interviewed indicated\
that the superintendent plays a very- significant role in
policy deVelopment as a frequent initiator, advisor and
evaluator‘of policy ‘isgges. In two' Of thevthree‘boards, the {
chairman occasionally :Eitiates a policy issue but for the .
most part plays a secondary role. Scﬁfol board members
rarely become involved in q’licy deveibpment until the final
draft has 6’en presented to the school board

In School Boards A and B, teachers, senior adminis- - ]

e, -
trators, coordinators and occasionally principals are '

involved in the drafting of most policy for ﬁresentation to

the school board. This stage in thé-policy'making processg S
is usually completed by a committee and edited by the v
superintendent. 3 | nost
All six respondenta indicated ‘that parenta occasid:;ily

influence policy in their collectiv reaction to a perceived ‘!.,‘

XY
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: problem. However, Such involvement is rare and dbes not

' necessarily emanate from the ParentrTeacher-Agsociation.

3

- It would.appear from the responee“patterns of
euperintendents and chairmen that representatives of
religious ?enominations have a varying effect on policw '

issues While the influence of clergy appea;ed heaviest.in”
HEN
] School Board B, the religious (nuns, priests, brothers, and

the Bishop) also influenced policy deCiSions in Board C.
Denominational represenhativés had little effect on policy .

' [
issues in School Board A unless the use of church property

1 e

was idvolved. In both School Boards B and C IEIIQLOUS'
3 "’
educption, the participation of clergy in education and b

curriculum content were cited as polié} issues of concern
\ L3
to these groups.
‘ In School Boards A and € both superintendents and

r

chairmen agreed that the Department of- Educ;~1on most

heavily influences policy decisions. 1In School Board B both
N Lo y.] L.

the superintendent and chairman believed that the churEE‘has )

the dominant influence followed by the Department of e

Education. Superintendents A and C believed' that the

c

‘Newfoundland Teachers Assocration was the second strongeet
influencer of policy issues with their respective
Denominational Education Committee occupying third position

L4

Chairmen A and C indicated that 'the Denominational Education

Committee was the second atxéngest influencer. In all three ,

tehool boards groups thou&ht to héve the strongest influence
'.- »

b}
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. ) on polxcy 1ssues were.The Department ofsEducatlon, the .;j“ o
) (’ .'t‘respectlve Denomlnational Educatlon Committee andq The R o
- Neyfoundla:h'Téachers Assoclatlon (ihfbrder of lnflpence)} - )
the cour£s > .‘ -

Other groups mentloned less frequently incl

uaed'

. and. arbltration boards,,Parent-teacher groups and the: Schopl T

Trustees‘Associatlon.-
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The following table indlcated‘the ;&ﬁfﬂ?ﬂ[
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Questlon 5.a\What forms of communxcation channels exlst -
between 'school boards and their various.:- ;e
\ publics to provideé’ 1nformat10n and feédbaCR
P ' on pollcy 1ssues? o : $
» ' oot E - : ., T : - S
' Thls questlon addressed the major forms’ of formal ‘L
- v \ :
and 1nformal communlcatlon used by partrcrpants in the policy ?{

..

. _ makln proqess. In all three boards,formal communlcatlontsuch

as verbal statements,-memos and repbrts from,the super_&.~
- - intendent and adhinistrative staff were' most ‘frequently - . .
. 4 ! " - - - . R ' ~

'mentioned by-sdnerintendents‘and chairmen. In School Boards‘

N
~

A and B,a pollcy handbook was used to communicate rnﬁ\fmatlon
on,formallylaccepted polrcy to teachers and admlnistrators.
When commun;cat;ng w1thlgroups and 1nd1v1duals outside' the
"xechooi districﬁzthe-superintendent ofteﬁ»acted as sbokeSperson
tor the school board.‘ This communlcatlon wds usually done .

On less frequent

.

verbally in persén or by telephone.

Wl

oécasrons,the 10ca1 medla (newspaper and radio) was used..

' -

' ) Little 1nformatlon was.qathered from any board on the v

issue‘of spec1f1c informal channels of communlcatlon. However,

=~ . . ,);

b

five out of six 1nterv1ewees belleved that lnformal contacts,

social tles, and communlty orqanlzatlons
e

through church,
\
to\influence policy makers in the process of

-

r existe
dé%eloping pollcy. T .“- ' i ’ T . "

N . " In all three’ school boards, it appeared that the

'\\\\ ‘ superintendent d@ted as a.maaor access channel to school

. ! .
e . board maembers., In addition, most information wase®filtered

'through—the superintendent before reaching a school board . *

member.

R X
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. Question 6: What role\;les each of the follow1ng play‘un L
- _ the develppment of school board policy?. s
g (1).superintendent, (ii) "school hoard chéiirman,.

T

\\\\eg (iii)" school board members, (1vQ-adm1nlstrat1ve
. - ipersonnel, (v}/Denominatronal Educatlon .
b Committee? ' ’
- ‘ : . n
" (i) Superintendent < B B Co i .-

- \

_— Each superxntendent lntervaeWed saw his role 1n

pollcy development as the chief polle\\adv1sor to the school
N

fboard.- As the chief inltlator of pal;cy 1ssues, he adv15ed

the board on polleles‘to be developed and oh"” changeS\tQ

»

exlstlng ones.; ' ' ' v S i

' h Both chalrmen and superlntendents agreed that the*

v

T

superlntendent played a key role in lnformlng board meibers .
~ .

, of factors to\be consrdered in pOllGY//;SDQS, in draftlng

t . —

the 'completed policy and 1n_recommeqding it to the school . -

boazd for. final approval.' In additidn.there was general

‘consensua that the superlntendent had the major . respons;blllty b
»

for settlng the agenda of schoo\\board meetlngs. All - . )
. . : '
Lnterviewees 1ndicated that the superlntendent was the/ﬁg;son o

\ \\

who most frequently met with teachers, adm;nlstrators,

parents and other interested groups to dlqcuss pollcy issues.
EN . , ;{‘ R ) 7 . . )
Superintendents A(and B organized the drafting of 'written = <

‘policy through”their”admihistrative'Staff. .j, ': . "\
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(i i) Schocl Board Chairman .
\‘:\ -

d ~
. *
.

'/hairmen that the role of .the chairman is legp clearly

defined than that of superintendent ' Regponses ranged from

A ]

O that of "shepherd" or "advrsoi" to that of.“occa31ona1,

policy initiator" and "parliamentarian of board meetings".

It was evident from the response patterns of both chairmen
) — . !' PR ] . o ."',"‘ 4 . .
. .,and sgperintendents~that chairmen relied heavily on the
: i)
advice of the superintendent in matters relating to pollcy B

h

of school board 1nvolvement in policy maklng. Although 1n
.all’three boards most policy was developed in response to a

. perceived need in® the school” distrlct. 1ndlv1dual board

L -

. It would appear Hrom statements made by school board~

issues. ~§ S
. . _.' - AT‘:’ . -
(iii) School Board Members A \ . ‘
U [ | -
' \\ All interv1ewees responded posmtlvely to.the question -

~

members had little or no involvement .in the‘actual development‘-

of policy. It wouid'appear from statements of both.chairmen

"'and superintendents, that school board members rarely o
1nitiated policy but were always involved in discussion cf
the final draft.

N w . ¥
\

(iv) Administrative Personnel

4

a.

~

QThe role of administrative personnel in policy maﬁing
is that of initiator, developer and 1mplementer. Of the
three, asgistant superintendents had the* major responsibility
for developina\end innlementing policg;alhll those interviewed

. o .

u .

s

ot e 1 bt M e Y

o T et b Rl e, e s



SR s

policy. Polic1es of an administrative nature were handled

» I,L -.
. . 89 L
g s s :
- ‘ . - v L ) . b
- ‘indicated that policies relating .to curriculum wefé organized ‘E
. . o by assistant superintendents w1th major anut from program ,‘i
- ) . - {
’ ceordinators and teachers at committee level. Prln01pa18 i
L .= were only occasionally involved in the actual drafting of . o i
i

almost entirely by assxstant’superintendents. In all three

school boards, administrative personnel, particularly -‘j K

o

aSSistant—superintendents, pbayed.a consultative role "to’ the

o superintendent in both curriculum and administrative policy o ’

T C‘ N

+ ——— b o - $ g o e o

areasn ' . . -“: - W

P

ev} _Denominational Education Committee \

.

From the response patterns of both chairmen and w

. i
;

superintendents, the,role‘of.the school board's respectiye:
Denoninational Education Cbmmittee.varied from board to board.
In School Board A, ‘the role appeared to 'be directly related
to the aIlocation of funds for district opera ion. The.

-involvement of the IEC in religious education oibcurriculum

\ : >areas was- minor.~ In direct contrast to this, the chairman-
| ' and superintendent of School Board B viewed’ the role of their
committee (PEC) to-be major in funding, religious education
a ; , wand curriculum content. The Committee vas v1ewed as having : -
¢ . the most influence in policy development of any group,,body |
or'agency in the prowvince. lt met frequently with both the
C superinteﬁﬂent and the school board to discuss policy issnes.

School Board C also believed that their Cbmhitteel(CEC).had a

'major role to play in policy making. It was the perception
l . S—— . , y \ . .. .
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.policy iormulatlon.

-

/.

S , AY

of both the chalrman and the- superlntendent that the CEC
1nfluenced pollcy in allocatlnq funds to. the school board

and played a moderate role in aetlng asv"watchdog" of

@

curricdium content.

Question 7: To what extent does current poiicy making
- concur with Agger's model of policy making?

"
+

‘lcy Formulatlon Iy

W

Accord;ng to Agger,thls is’ the flrst step in the

pollcy maklng process,when someone . thlnks that a problem

.can be alleviated, solved or prevented by a shift ln the

. scope of government. It would dppear from the responses Gf-.

those 1nterv1ewed that such a stage dld occur in all three

[ ¥
school boards., In most cases thlB stagepoccurred w1th1n the

“school district and was initiated by either the superintendent,

L4

"the administratlve staff or oacaslonally a school board member.

. 1 T A

on ‘rare occasions parents or community members inltlated

s

) * ,
(ii) Policy Deliberation
| This stage may take the form of talklng, riting,‘
listening or‘reading and»inyo}vee twq.or‘more individuals.
deliberating theuissue;_ fn all'three'sehool boardethis»

stage appeared.to be'present. In School Boards A and B it

-ueually involved the establishmént of a committee structure .

whose members consisted of assistant superintendents, program
. . . .

el P NAUVINY T HRUCI VPV L SUUV
B ;
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coordinators, tejghers and occasionally principals.; Talking, . 7

[P
[

AT g g o e i)
L}

. . ',writing, listening(§<d reading ‘were present in School Boards*
.

s

-

A and. B,  -School Board c had not yet developed organized ,

L
»
i

‘ - written policy. On the rare occasion when.parents or .
. . . 4 . A ‘ -
{ T community groups became involved in a pohicy 1ssue,_most . N

B IS
.

z I , N communication took the form of talking to the superintendent
v \
s - ) and eometimes the school board members. ) .

9, - . I LI

‘,; i. ' /. - . . o, . - M .
LA o (iii) Organization of Political Support

L

At this stage policy deliberators may hold meetinge,, .
R ‘jf : distribute 1nformation and mobilize support for or against a

. ' policy issuau From information. collected during-the' . h o

r

1nterviews it would appear that Superintendengg and Chairmen

' Sote in School Boards A and C were aware that such activities d0r ) ' .
~'\2 ‘exist. However, within the, diatrict such action was'usually
\: .‘ R . \
o . passive and 1nformally conducted among administratlve staff

- '-"n " and +earhers+~—When~delibefaters~were com:nm‘ri-*l:y~-ba1..=red——1:rrtﬂ':e——“":’r"’—_‘~

was much more 1ikelihood of active organrzatioﬁ—of—ﬁupport

FEEY

»-.—_.u.-..—.\.'_-m.

,\f . for or against the policy issue. Although both the

Superintendent and Chairman of School Board B denied any * ‘

-

involvement 1n political issues, it appeared apparent From

other stateméhte that’ deliberators do engage in this stage, ) e
particularly if the issue bore any relation to religious Q

%. . ' values. In the latter case, both interv1ewees indicated that

o o ) .the quperintendent met with localzpastors and conmunity >f

leaders at their request to discuss a palicy concern.

° ) . . . . . . u :

El . ' . . s . C .

N " M 1
. L. . ’ e .
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\‘ ‘ (iv) Authoritatlve Consideration o } R S ‘
' '. . 1 . ‘ . “ ‘ . . -

S RN , Thls stage of\dec151on maklng 1nvolves a ch01ce R Y e

. ) wherevdecislonl?ake}s‘votq‘glrectly on the proposed pollgy.

.

-
®

all those~inter€1ewédnstated that policy lB formally I

N o \presented'to a. echool board meeting and voted.upon by the .

e ,; - .mEmbershlp. However,'it wes also indicated that most policy” y

I -

. { o ) : 'had been thoroughly developed by the admlnlstratlve staff o : \-'

'before the actual voting procedure and came w1th an- :;

T

| t \
) appropriate recommendatlon from the Sup rlntendent. R |

- ’ ) /A
; . S Event.. dec1sronal outcome Ll

g P f‘. : This ‘event 1nvolves purposeful behaVLOr by '. f.-._ SR

. o ;i'.“ partic1pants but does not requlre forms oﬁ ch01ce-mak1nq

; ‘ ' ’3~ Thls may occur w1th Or w1thout the authorltatlve consider-

' .atlon of a pollcy igsue. - the case of all three school
boards it would appear th most policy had aLreadyEbeenl~

_————#m————-——~—~1i-deeided—epon—prtor*to—the actual votlng procedure %t school

—_— . board meetings, Thls occurs because the nature of most

. pollcies 1s curriculum or administration oriented and

carefully planned: by the admlnistrat1Ve staff prior- to xts’

:consideratlon.at a school board meetlng.

(v) Promulgation of theJDecieional gttoomea: |
| This stage may or‘mayfnot be ﬁresent in ;the pollcy
maiing prOcess. 'It'can be seen in the quiet:afflrmation'of'
-an exlstlng policy or cah involve‘extensive communication of'

y " new or. changed policy to those most affected by 1t. In the

case of School Boards'A and B most polzoy ¢hanges .are

0
( . »
a
N .

b g WY Wl Ty
—



' communicated to- those difectly concerned"in the school:

o . district by written, verbal and/or media commupication.

=y

S I " Although some of School Board C' 8 communication is written,
E\ M " T
b . © most is communicated verbally by the superintendent, the

. v 4
b C adm:.nistfat:.ve staff or occa51onaily the board, chairman.

i
£ - . -

- . i , . C ¥ . ¢ -
' : (vi) Policy E‘:ffectuation ' T e

: . + Thisg is the final stage 1n the model of political

La b

: A%
. ] dec:LBJ.OIl making. Usually administrators are involved in

L

'generate new demands. In all three séhool hoards both

, supermtendents and chairmen indicated that assistant %'—)
'l': \ » .
1‘-' superintendents had the major responsibility for policy

T e
.

implementation w;tha._n.the school district. e,

S . o _ the implementation of ﬁ&licy decis:.ons which may or may not\« .

S e e
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ilnformatlon related to the
f Newfoundlandoedhcatlonal s
" board chairmen,
: end echool;board:nembere in

"school dietrictsfresponded

\
l

Y ’ |

\

no ‘ ' CHAPTER V. .

]
[

,\ SUMMARY, CONCLUSION# AND RECOMMENDATIONS

" Purpose of the Study

3
A

\

the‘nature'of various aspects’of the polic§ méking"process

dooin’ three selected Newfound and school boards.

the pollt1can components of educatldhal governance,

B comun:.catim} and policy development were 1nvest1gated;

v

»

v

_:Inst¥ementation,and Methodelogy

’

of“a questionnaire\end‘Etructured 1nterv1ew.

-

Iﬁe purpose: of the study was to analyze and describe

In’ partlcular,

-

7

This study is'based on ‘information collected”by meang

The questlonna1re

. . \
is an adapted version of-cne used by Coleman in a 1979 study

¥

of the political and raticnal dlmen51ons of educatlonal pollcy -

N

development in Manltoqa and Brltlsh ColuEbla school boards.

11n Part B of the questlonnalre was rncluded to -gather

‘

development ‘and which lasted a

denominational n&ture7of the.

\y;

t

ystem. Superlntfndents, school

three selected Newfoundland

\

o‘the questionnaire..

A structured

ﬁ average of two hours, was

‘;The additlonal comp0nent eallng with denomlnational 1ssues

senior admin;strators, program coordlnators

1

 interview which/attempted fb determlne the ngture of policy

= i

am o e et
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also eonducted.with'superiﬂtendents;and school Poarﬁ
_chairmen. - o AT .,‘, } o
Prior to data coliection, theAinstrument was first
examined by all professors and graduate studenFs in the -
Department of Educatibnal Admlnlstratlon at Me%orxal
Unxver31ty of NewfoundlanE As a result of: th is .process,
/ minor edltorlal changes were made. A pllot study was then
! undertaken with two school boards on the eastlcqest of the
| prov1nce.- No addltloual suggestlons for chan es were
forthcomlng. - T »; : ';f _ .
Questxonnaxres anﬂ lntervaews were admlnlstered
91mu1taneously durlnq a. one month period in the fall of
l983._uslx weeks later, after rece1v1ng a 61% response rate,

a, second questxonnalre was coded and sent to non-respondents.

An overall response rate of 81% was obtalned.‘

. ' - Summary and Conclusions

N

A thle it cannot be assumed that the defxnltion of

‘% pollcy ‘as percelved by both superzntendents and chairmen is
.

rﬁ._;___.. e T —-.

-
-

\ the prec1se deflnltlon of school boards as porlcy making

" ﬁ structures, it does oﬁfer an Lnterestlng perspective. on how

L

! those in leadership poszt;ons within these structures perceive
o . .

the concept._"An“examination,of:its-distinguishing character-“““

! :

1st1cs notes +that the most frequently mentioned attribute is
that of "guldeline" Another feature of policy seemd to be

its relatlonship to the overall governance of district

*
-

ny
oLy
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; operation by the‘schooi board.-

) _ P L
: ' tY
Although these_treits have

their foundations in literatﬁre,.it is interesting to note

that other characteristics such as permanence, Galues, ;!!pe

A . -

'of referenoebend generality (Katz and Kahn, 1966) are not

mentioned. In addition, only one of the six individuals

;;} d interviewed referred to policy as evolving from educational

phliosephy

- ' ¢ .

oo It would appear from. the response patterns that most
- - ‘ .
pOllClES are not planned. ‘Rather, they are the result of a -
reactlon to a percelved problem or need.ln the dxetrict.

Most are of a‘curriculum or admlnlgtratlve nature and are

ey : o . . % '
generally initiated by "the superintendent. On other ‘less

»

frequent occasions policy issues are introduced by'senior )

A«

'adminfstrators. School bsard members, the chalrman, teayhers

and interest groups rarely initiate policy issues. In

' instances,where these groups and individuaIS“do'hecome

involved, the pollcy debate usually revelves around rellglous
matters orqmajor dec131ons affectlng large numbers in the
cpmmunity, eg. school closure. Five of the six.individuals
interviewed stated that no specific guidel}nes for policy
development existed;~ However,-all indicated‘fhat éeneral
procedures for developing polioies were'well known and.
followed by policy makers. A disbinction is made beﬁween

.

policy de01sions and adminlstratlve declslons.'-Pollcy

decisions are seen as the respohsiblllty of the school board

-whereas adminiatratlge decialons are recognized as the

responsibility of administrators in:the day-to-day operation

,.‘ : N N

S
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* . exists to use the’term 'policy’ and 'administrative rule'
: po ve

'interchangeahly

'information—based policy making to the political and influence-

-itself in practice. : ..'” R e T

\\;~ o f/f . : , . 97
- ) / N .

- }/ ‘ . , \
of the schools. Only two /of the three boards surveyed had
developed written policy. '

While the researcher is not able to Judge the precise

nature of existing policy w1thout having first exan}ned R

)

v . o

written documentation,’it can be inferred from statements’ L

_made by chairmen and superintehdents-that such policies may

possibly bear a stronger resemblance to admfhistrative-rules

than to actual policy statements which reflect the aims and
\

objectives of the organization.b In this case, the tendencw

\] .
3

In general, it would appear that the policy making ; =f

process,within all three boards is not fOllOWlng what Downey N

(1977) described as a shift in empha313 ‘from rational, )

based mode. In contrast totﬁﬂisydescription of a‘Canadian
educational policy making trend, 90 4@ of those su eyed o ;'n'

believed administrators should have moderate to maximum

levels of involvenbnt in polidy making as“compared to 6537%ﬁﬂ"’;'1

- for, school board members. This widely held: view of i ;Q ' L

. L

'admﬁhustratlve 1nvolvement 1n policy matters also manifests

[
l

1]

appears much stronger than the political dimension, two major o
O ,\_
ﬁolicy areas emerge as belng influenced by the political mode.

1. planning and facilities, and 2, denominational issues

o mebonn: Baoss e it 1 i s

Although the rational'dimension of policy makingv:\ - i':fﬁ

. . s
e .
. . o,
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1 . . . . .
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"/l' unt11 the draft pollcy is presented.

o o
ﬂ\ﬁ‘ place. Thls was somewhat substantiated by 28.8% of ‘< '
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It also seems that the stronger the rellgious backgrouna of

j-“. the school board, the 1ess tendency to defer to the super-

R ’

relatlonshlp to rellglous matters. The pplltlcaljmode :

appears mbst frequently emphaelzed 1n*hlgh1y controvetsxal
. e vf.r-h.. "t.
"A1 rssues Whlqh agaln often have a rellglous oonnectlon or X
. ( _7"'-"'1
'-.affect large numbers 1n’the communif?t
\.

;[. R Desprte the occa51onal appearance of the polltlcal

the domlnance of the ratlonal model ieade’*he to

r.'.

(the degree to whxch.pollcy declsxons based on

techm'ca .Erlterla and expert advrce reflﬁzt the closed

. k]

.8 1967)

T~

and brOught wrth an approprlate recommendataon to a board

meetlng. Although occ3510nally a bdard member 1n1t1ates a

g .pollcy 1ssuéﬁnmost bOard member involvement does not occur

- t*o

Input in the form of

sup#orts and demands from outside the system rarely takes

F -

o .
.reepondente who reported that the ppbllc is not consulted

fxabout major issues. _. Hence, the exchange of 1nformation
;between the school board as a politlcal system and its .
"external environment may appropr tely be descrihgd aq

sporadic. -« ' L ‘:r -

Lntendent 1n polxoy concerns, particularly those b%hrlng a ':

F

'..nature of the school board as a politlcal system (Iannacconeh.-j'
In all three*sohool boards,most pollcles aYe. prepared

. by a391stant superlntendents wrth some 1nput from teachers,?

.'l

]
.
’ L]

" o
Yoo matrres e
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If .the assumptlon is corrgct that most enieting

[}

idies closely resgemble administrative rules, then one_has

o examine the process of policy maklng bearing that

Al

assumption in mlnd. Agger s model of pollcy decxslon maklng

. is baged on decisions being made in a poliE;:al arena;

o » ) - .
Consequently, i is assumed that groups or iIm@ividual® outside
the :;;EEm interact with policy makers concerning potential,
. ) ‘ . . . PN . . . |
policy.iSSuesn_~However, results from .all three boards ‘'

'surveyed lead bne to belleve thit such interaction occurs

'lnfrequently and most pollc1es are formulated. dellberated,

o
seem’to be present.

» .

* movement's.

. debated and evaluated by the 1nternal structure of the

organization. Desplte this, all stages ln Aggen-s model '
.Stage’ three, the organlzatlon of\

polltlcal support, usually manlfests itself in a. qulet,\povert

way when p011c1es are dellberated‘by the admlnlstratlve staff.

]

‘However, on rare occasions- when' the public becomes 1nvolved,'
stage ‘three is often cheracterlzed by active political

All policies are formally considered by the

‘school bdard'End,few are rejected or modified substantially.

" Major adjustments'are thought unnecessary because senior

A ¢

f administrators have thoroughly researched the issye before .

1-~-

3

‘ on policy issues. In all three boards, promulgatlon of the
’ i ] ‘ . - ," i ‘ P . . . - o 3 , ¥
. ' : ) Ty A ' o~
Y . N
o

. . : : ,
its presentation. In fad¥, 80.8% reported that .senior

. v . ) . . 5\ .
administrators provide dseful information for policy develop-

ment.’ Interestingly, 85% of those surveyed felt that board

' members generally know what the public th1nks before voting

Wy

S e g v e
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decisional Gutcome generally takes the form of verH&l ofE:

‘ written c0mmunication'to'those'affected. Two of the three

®

boards have developed written policy handbooks for
C1rculat10n throughout the district. Policy effectuation

wasg reported as the major responSibality of ass1stant

. oL 5 “\ -‘
superintendents. R : T P

= oot

e The dominant role played by administrhtdrs in this

study lends further speculation to the issue of who governs

' edutation.. While policy scientists tend to favour a baiance

“y IR x

between administrators and school board members in policy

“dl:lt !- ” \ ’\' s ~‘A (:
“making, 1t appears evident‘that in most cases senior '

x
'x

lh

administrators 1nfluenoe.policy dec151ons more heav1ly. fid:f_

'.;,4 e

this studm-denominational representatives received the 1owest
level of support overall. This may suggest either a’ low —

opinion of denominational representatives as a group or that

respondents saw. no 51gn1ficant difference between them and

5
f +

schodf‘board members. Comments regarding the latter reason

were cited by four of »the fifty-two respondents in the survey.

~

.In addition, most of those: interv1ewed believed ngp real ‘,i;-

‘differencé exists betveen eleeted and . appointed members of,f

LA
L r
[ ~r

school boards.

Although policy making in the boards surveyed,

r
groups, three provincially based groups were oonsidered to
have' the most {nfluence’ in policy matters.; They were ranked

! i
in order of 1nf1uence as follows. 1. The Department of

infrequently involved the arjxculation of major interest S5

o : . o
Al ' L X . s ' . W ‘-‘ ¢

foe

- Edtcation, 2. The. Denominational Eduoation Committee, and SR
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Amaklng process. The formhl ehannels were most often

-

-3, The‘Newfoundland Teachers' Association. Local groups

and individuals thought to inffuence policy. included
teachers, parents and parent-teaéher groups.

Yet, the single most 1mportant 1nf1uencer of school
board pollcy is the superintendent As the most frequent

initiator, developer and presentor of policy issues, thls'

: ind1v1dual bec0mes the chlef'pollcy maker. “In all three

,:boards, the superintendent was seen to: be the key flqure in

ﬁ;’

:pollcy development. In definlng the 1ssues for dlscu851on ‘ )

’

purposes at board meetlngs, the superlntendent as agenda—

: setter enforces a powerful control mechanlsm (Tucker and .

i

':;Zlegler, 1976) Such was the case in al} three School boards.

.V:However, the role of the super1ntendent°extends further.

Each superlntendent surveyed saw himself’as the chief pollcy

TN
n jadV1sor to the school board and often acted as spokesperson

., ?'for 1t 1n pollcy iSSues. Pollcy dellberators frequently '

&

approached the superlntendent with their concerns and

] o

requested hlB assistance .in eéxpressing their viewpoint to

'the board.‘ Sl*plarly, the school board relled heavily on

¢

.hls expertise in communicatlng policy dec1sions £6 those
:affEcted by them:. 1In_ this regard he not only acted as an,

-’access ohannel but as, a gatekeeper of pertinent 1nformation

x

for both groups. SR Cr N

*1 Wlthin 'the communication forum, both formal and’

1nformal;channels are utilized by deliberators in the policy.

W

o ,\

N
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'acknoﬁledged by thoée inteftiewed and included reference

to face-to-face verbal.coctact between policy deliberators.
and policy makeregahd-written communication in the form of
handhooks, memos, etc. However,~informel'face-to;face
contact;was also employed through- traditional social-
structures. Invthisicas the informal ties are less easily
*defined but reference was made directly or indirectly by
all iqterviewees to church end community based groupc.

i

Within the internal structure of the school district,polltical

-, : . ' Lo ? ,!. @
output was most frequeqtly generated by senior administrators
and teachers via'a committee -system. On those rare occasions’

when speciel.interest-groupe engaged in politicalfinput iﬁvo

the school'board‘as~a political system, lobbyists usually

commﬁnicated thelr concerns directly to the superintehdent
Policy decisions'which affected such .groups were often, '
althouch not,always,‘communicated verbally to the groub
spokespersoc’/gd -to the cowmunity via the mass media.

To ronclude, perhaps the most strrking feature of -
thlS studyils the apparent strong reliance on adrlnlatratlve' |
'1nvolvement in school goard policy making. This is, in direct
.contrast to trends predicted by policy researchers elsewhere
in Canada and leads to speculatiou that a descriptlon of'the
internal act1V1ties of an organizatlon are synonymous with a
closed system approach to policy making." Although it is
difficult to offer reasons for such reliance, the researcher
suggests a closer examination of Newfoundland's social,
political and religious structures may’ provide an informative
: beglnning. .

C s - . . ) »

R

[PONRFIRN



D LT S

i)

P A o

the superintendent"has not been addressed here.
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<
The Second most interesting aspect of the study is .
the ambigUity surrounding Lhe definition of policy in school
boards. While ;uperintendents and chairmen alike offered |
definitions. which can Ee’gqund in literature on the topie;
additional comnents lead ene to contemplate the precise

nature of policy as it exists in written form. An examination

of documentation may supply ingight into the. concept.

A final component of the study wh;zh*ﬁeserveé-specialf

'mentien is the dominent role of the superintendent in school

board policy making. * The exact natuie of the{Newféundlend

superintendency as it relat s‘to such faetors as : "i,
“

~ denominational involvement, school board size, rural versusi

urban boards and the technical and political background of

Recommendations for Action

1. It is suggested that the Departmentvef Educetion,initiate
: extensive in-service activities for superintendents;
seniorx administratons; board chairpersons ;nd members to
provide a clearer understanding of ‘the nature of policy :
and policy making. ] : i -" L "

2. 1t is suggested thethcﬁepl boards deveiop written
guidelineg for poliey development which will sexrve as an
esFablished method for identifying policy issues, making

§ policy decisions and revxewing existing policy and

~

adkinistrdtive rules.

B et % iy me St oo
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" towards . pluralistic governance.

'Newﬁoundlaﬁd education.
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v

It is suggested that school boards be encouraged to t

develop wrltten pollcy handbooks Whlch clearly

distinguish between.pollcy and administrative rdles and

\\

 circulate these throughout their respective achool

districts. . :
;- _ .
It is suggested that the Department of Educational

Administration at Memorial University develop a course

in Pollcy Studies for graduate students in the

department.

. It is suggested that school boards‘examine their

. N 4 . N . .
interactions with special interests groups in light of

recent trends .in Canadian educetional policy making

-

. Recommendations for Further Study
- - 'S M

The followzng are suggested areas for further

‘ investigatlon-

" The relationshlp between policy making in Newfoundland

school boards and Newfoundland's social, political, and
religious background.‘

The nature of the superintendent's posjition in

An examination of tﬁe'neture-cf existing policies and
administrative rulea in school board .

An examination of the effect of inte‘est group activity

on educational policy making in schdol boards.
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The felationshib between the'DenOminational Education

Commlttee ‘and other educatlonal agencies such as the ~

Department of Bducatlon,school boards, and. the

Newfoundland Teachers' Assoclatlon.

a longltudlnal study examxnxng/the role of the church

./ s e

in Newfoundlend educational policy making. ‘ "
B . \ K i

An examination of informal @ommunication patterns and

their effect on educational poiicy ﬁaking.
g
A similar study undertaken with all school boards in

Newfoundland R
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f - *
. Areas of lefxculty in .
School D:.stnct Pohc kin T
‘ Scho Jmaking ,

L
. »

L 4

This survey is ,mtended to provide . mformatmn on policymaking in school

districts.

A} »

Senior adm:l.nlstratogs.
: * . board. meetings, and report on various act1v1t1es

-~

i

Policy decisions:’

4

Major issues:

r

-Some" terms are used which require deﬂ.u‘iltion.

pa1d, appomted offxclals who routmely attend .‘"'

at the meet\mg (e.g., Super1ntandent, Business
Manager, _Ass:l.stam: Supermtendent) «
deoxs:.ons vluch have broad impact on many people/ '
in the dlstnct, are distinct. from routine, day “
to day aquisttauve decigions and guide subae-
quent decisions by others.® . .

. ¢ - " r

issues of general concern and interest to the .
A decision on such issues # °

. is a policy decision. A - ‘ .

publu: (and the media).

Show how well the followlng statements descnb& your school dl't:r;ct, ~
using' the follow:.ng code. A . .. ) Lo

Ll -

If the statement

N /

is COMPLETELY or: ALWAYS ACCURA’I’E

N -
(] M . -]

circle A
circle B

"If the statement is OFTEN or LARGELY ACCURATE,
If the statement is _SOMEWHAT or OCCASIONALLY ACCURATE, B o circle G
If the gratement is NOT ACCURATE, . w . circle D,
Lf you have. no op:.m.on, or do not imou, / . circle E

- 13 '
: l,y i «
1. Your 1str1ct 'nas a clear statemant of 'functions’ for

adn;xm strators.

2. Your board receives repor:s from the senior admm:.sl:ta-
tors which allow you to evaluate the progress of. the . .

district.

5. The pub'llc i3 consulted about maJor iasues Ea&in‘g 4

+ the distrxct .

e S ————

r 4

ABCDE -
:AB.C’,DE :

" .
VI — T L P

3. Your board agssesses the consequences of new polu:xes "ABC DA-E
before they are approved.. . . '
"4, 'I‘he principals of the dxstnct have an opportunxty to ABCDE
. influence district poll.clea. . . T
- - @ R .
"ABCDE-

r

-»
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If the statement is COMPLETELY or ALWAYS ACCURATE, ’ circle A 7 |
If the statement is OFTEN or LARGELY ACCURATE, circle B ;
.If the statement is SOMEWHAT or OCCASIONALLY ACCUR.ATE, circle C 3
If' the statement is NOT ACCURATE, : circle D . :
If you have no opinion, or ‘do not know, circle E §
i LR . o . ?
6. Your board uses an agreed—upon. comprehens:.ve process - -ABGDE" }
by which new pollcms are developed i
. i
. : N . {
7. Board polm;.es are well~known amongst prmc:.pals. ‘ ABCDE L
8.. Your board spends at least half of each bOard meeting . ABCDE _
" on pohcy-related activities - receiving information ot
on ,pol:.cy issues, making policy decxsions, or review-
-ing existing pol1c1es. ) .
9, Board members know what the publlc thinks about major . ABCDE
© 1+ is8ues before chey make poh.cy decxsxons. - -
10. Sem.or admmxstrators provide useful 1nformat1on for ABCDE.
policy development. : '
. Additiohal Comments: . L ]
be - B 3
2 < .'
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S PART B .
1 ' S ©y
. InVoIvement Level of School. BS\td\Members,
' . Senxor Admxn;stratots and Denominational . Representatlves
Thls part examxnes 1nvolve 3114 in decision-making 1n a variety ‘of¥: dmlﬁ-v
Lstratlve areas. It 'allows for four degrees of involvement for school’
board members, adm1n15trators, and denominational representatives on .
" school boards. <. - - ‘ . B . -
- v B . s . .. + . rE M i
' et . . '.. ' o : ‘; K [ . .. N . . '
PN ¢ o, Lo . -
oA . N .
) INVOLVEMENT LEVEL '::'Z ; HBEHAVIOURAL CHARACTERISTICS AT THIS LEVEL_,
4 MAXIHUH fc L e Part1c1pa;es 1n all d1scussions, contr1bu~‘a
(Dec1slon-mak1ng role) .t1ng 1nfdrmat10n and opinion. Attempts to i
.. °, e " 'influence others involved. Casts a vote,
Lot ¢ }-k B -+,. formally or informally, or i5 party to a
LT qf“ T e T copsensays agreement. ;
- s RS {‘ »'.a_» L'?“' ': ‘. .
b 3. 'MODERATE . - 'Pa:t1c1pates in dLscuss1ons, and attempts'
R (Consultatlve role) . ‘to»1nf1uence dec151on-makers, but does not
‘ R ST . Y part1c1pate, formally or informally, in -
A the final decision:
. T2, LOW ‘ o b ‘. “5o“'Expected to give advice and 1nformat1on,
N o (Adv1sory role) . either via! ‘a formal or informal submxssxon,
' T . o o '“or a meeting with decision-makers, but does’
oL o B ‘not partxcxpate in discussions or attempt ,
' TR : -~ to influence decision-makers except by for-
Cn e o mal or informal ‘submission. .
H A . .." - ,‘» L ! " - - 3 : N
. l. NIL . -~ -, S "Has no opportunlty to provide information
et ' , or opinion, .and learns of decxslons only ~
L ,J :_; after the fact. , - . .
The following lxﬁt suggests some areas in which decisions must be made.'
You' are asked to g1ve your opinion; for each décision area, as to the
: ggrogrlate level of formal involvement for both stchool board members,
. sen1or adm1nlstrators and denqmlnatlonaL,representatxves on’ school boards.
“ ‘ " For example. if you belxeve that school board members should be involved
. ;. as decision-makers #n the flrst area, you would 1nnett #4 in the .left~ ‘
' hand column. If you also believe that stgjor administrators should be‘}f
1nvolved.as decision~makers, you would insert ¢4 in the centre column. Jf”
_+you believe that the denominational representntxvea should be ihvolved as
decxsxonhmakers, you would insert #4 in the rlght hand column. However,
. if you believé that administrative involvement should he consultative Yy

) '_JJ - only, you would insert £3. : . Coon

-
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Note that decisions made at a formal board meeting, by vote, necessarily -

exclude administrators from full involvement. Thus, if you believe that
a dec1slon in an area must be made at a board meeting, the maximum figure
you can assxgn to administrgtive involvement is 3.

Decisions which can he made outs1de a formal board meeting can prov1de

for any level of involvement by either school board membeérs, senior

administrators, or denominational representatives, so that you may then

use the full range of scores.

L

v

- NOTE: PLEASE ALLOCATE A SCORE TO EVERY LINE

- SOME, DECISION AREAS

a
¢
.

APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT .

sPlannugg and Fac111t1es

4 = Maxxmum i = Minimum

'SCHOOL BOARD ADMINISTRA- DENOMINATIONAL
MEMBERS - TORS REPRESENTATIVES

i. 'Educational planning: uhat are"

"*z 2. Bu11d1ng schools. what schools

' the needs, in ataff and facil- | .
- 1t1es, for the Euture? . L : .

should be ‘buile, vhere and
when? A

’

" *Administration of Instruction:

3. Developing new instructional’ |

Programs .

* programs: what are the needs
and. the desirable programs:

- 4. Changes in programs: what .

-5. Gse of facxlzties' how can

changes are needed

facilities ‘beat be used?

. \ : . . © ) .
L 6. Instructional Resources: ' . .

.what A/V, aids, books, and '
supplies’ are needed? ‘

e

/
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‘SOME DECISION AREAS APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT

" <4 = Maxioum 1 = Minimum
SCHOCL BCARD ADMINISTRA- DENOMINATIONAL
MEMBERS TORS REPRESENTATIVES
Business Administration . . '
7. Budget development: how much
. should be spent, and in-what
categories? T

8. Changes in budget: what - ’

changes during the year in .
. overall expenditures,are
needed? ) . . * r A

9. Changes in budget: what

+ shifts from category to
category are needed?

10. Purchaging: what guppiies are - < L : B S g
needed, and how are they pur- - . R ¥
chased? ' : -

11. Transportation: what are the
best routes?

° L ?

12. Transportation: who should be _

" trangported? ; e,

13. Plant operation and mainten- i
ance: can work best be done ) ‘
by contract or by division
employees?

14, Plant operation and mainten- , . ™~
ance: what are the best work ’ ' )
schedules?

N |
. ) . - o

Community Relatiens

15, Communications:- what public .
statements should be made?, i

16, Communications: whit surveys - (

% of public opinion, and sub- )
misaions by parents and
citizens are needed? ° o \

ey Docrbeb e a2 T

*
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SOME. DECISION AREAS

Administration of Imstructiom: ~

Teachers

17. tho should be hired: .

' 18. What staff transfers are
needed?

-

19. How should teachers be
evaluated?

20. What teachers should be . -

trained/releised?

21. How many paraprofessionals
are needed? , .

22, What salary schedules and
' -fringe benefits should be

" offered‘in negotiations?

AN ) T

N,
N

Pu}il Services
4
23. How many counsellors are
needed. in schools?

24.” What and how many special
classes are needed?

L4
N,

Denominational Issues

,25. Should teacher\s\ be ok the
same denomination as this
board?

\

APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT

4 = Maximum

1 = Minimum

SCHOOL BOARD ADMINISTRA< DENOMINATIONAL
MEMBERS ' TORS  REPRESENTATIVES

AT e e 1 e

- SHould teachers’ persoqﬁl

lifestyles be in accordance
with church belief?

Should religious program con-
tent be flexible enough to

" allqu teacher interpretation?

Total Scores

O L T UDC TRy WL
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o

Additional Comments:

¢

TR o
‘\;

*

:§‘ ] .
o R g
a,
3 e
- yd
P . /
TN -

* _ : .

H - . Are you: 1. Schooi‘board chairman . _ o

-~ M . \

2. Superintendent : ’ \
. . = - - . n

|

3. School b'o_a,r_d' member - AL o

¥ ' %, Denominational. Representative
S. Assistant Superintendent

v ' L 6. Program Coordinator ., ' o . ' SR

L4

7. Business Manager . ' .

1 ) 1
N &» oy |
i )
:
i 1
I.‘ N
I ) .
[N .
{ »
. i #» '
c3h . , .
oo ' - -
! ™
,
Al o .
«[(

. r.,'..‘,@"r.m'.,-umrw.'u' e R, g B 3 i tesbse . e ek

an

e e P 4 P i
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2. Does your school board have’ specxfxc guidelines for polxcy develop-

5.

-6

© 119

Structured. Interview Questions

1. Has your school board been involved in developmg policy for the
dlstnct? Comment ., «
\

ment? Comment .

If yes: . 3 g o
(s) Would you elaborate on these guidelines?
(b) Who developed the guidelines? - . ,
(c) When were they developed? - . po
(d) Has there beeri a need for revision of the guidelines?
Comment?
If no:

Has your board identified a need for the development of
guidelinea? . .

SO \

How does the school board define policy?

o

Does the board make a distinction between policy and administrative

decisions? If so, what is it?

-~

Who do you fégl initigtes policy issues? -

How and to whom' i.la_lt.he_ policy pr’eferei\ce.cpmunicate_d?'-
. ‘ . ~. <
) \
\ . . } ., .
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o

\ s.
9.
10.

-‘11.

; o 12.

-

i
' 14, Can- yoﬁ'ranit these in terms of influence? Comment.
!
§

.v4
—
.

N

Igs there formal acceptance of policy. at school board meetmgs?

Coment .

r

/

Can you descr:.be how a new or changed policy is comumcated to t,hose

affected? .

To what extent are admm:.strators responuhle for ‘the mplementauon

of »pol:.cy? Coment .

ra

W'hat groups or md:.v:.d_uals within the school dl.stn.ct: are . mvolved in

policy development?

-

s

o

e

%

a

./

!

.

Is there a periodic evaluation of existing poii:cy?

i 13. What other groups impact 'o_n the policy decisions?

120

7. What approaches would.an individual or group take to gain supporc
for or against a particular issue.

A
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16. Are there groups or individuals on:the school board which influence

policy rev"bo.pggnt? If so, who are they? y

fed
§ :
a3
Ly

)

.k, -
g' / \ ’
3 —177 Do elected and appointed board members have a different effect on
o ' policy development? If“go, how?
— 18. To what extent .is l:he. school board mdep,endent of other agenclen m
' . its-policy making? : / .
. ' . . ) ’
[ . 19. Are there groups or mdimduals represenr.ar.:.ve of re11gxous denomin—
5 ' _ ations which znfluence pohcy? '
., o l EEERY . : : ‘
P v '.\ s L .
' ' : Y S ’ ) . 3
. co * '\ ’ . - - . ' L] X
. 20, If s0, what policy issues mould they be primarily concerned with?
,i 21. How do you perceive your role in pol;i*cy development?
{ ‘v
y . ©o22.. Doea"t\ﬁe\board monitor public opinioh on educational isgueg? If so,
how? ' ' \ . R )
ERE
_ 23, How does the board dlssemmate mformatmn on school board ?lmy
| throughout the district? - - |
] : J
{ 5
| . | . S b
o . .24,"0Outside the formal channels of commum.catzon, i.e. letter writing,
. ’ ' handbooka. meetmgs, dtc., are there mfoml wmeans. by, which policy
' development is- influenced? If 80, whar. are L'hey?
|
§ SN 8
‘ H
i ' '
M ‘
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25. To what extent does the Denominational Education Committee (DEC)
affect local policy?

4 ‘ .

f; 26. How does the DEC express its opinion on local policy?
Lt . ! '
i . *
| ’ .
1) -
-.."4‘-‘ v
:=. ) ' A ‘i
7 . .

<
)
L
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Demographic Information

l, Interview Number- !

2. Time Started

[}

3. Length of Interview (minutes)

123

. '\\ A “ .
4. 5School Board Religious Affiliation (check one)

] iIntegrated o ‘ '

- [[] Roman catholic

' .
. r____] Pentecostal '
S. Date Y .
6. Position of Interviewee (::heck one)
{:] Superintendent
L w R .
[C] chairman - '
2,
-
¢ * . :
a t V.} .k

o a3
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v Checklist: Language and Content Review

_—

» The purpose of this review is to check the technical quality
of the survey instrument and elicit suggestions for improvement.
Please rate the material by circling the appropriate number in a five
point scale. - : ; :

i

Language and Content Review

1. Poorly organized , 123645 | Well organized .

2. Confusing 12345 ‘Clear
- 3., Poor directions 12345 " Good directions

4. Too formal 12345 Suitable style

5. Too informal . 12345 Suitable style

6.iWordy, r;mbling 123 A 5 Briéf, concise

7. Too long = . 12345 Optimdm length for the topic

8. Too short ’ ‘1234 5 Op;i=um_1ength for g;e topic

’ §. Technical terms unclear 1 23 4 é Techéicai terms well defi;eq

10. Inappropriate key 1234 5 Qapropri&te key

11: Unaégractiv; appearance 1 23 4 5 Attractive appearancé

. -

Additional Commeﬁhs{ T ‘ ' .

4

.
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MEMORIAL UNIVERSITY OF NEWFOUNDLAND "/_ ‘
St. Jnhns Ncwfoundland Canada AIB 3X8 .

Department of Curricilum and Instruction o B Telex: 0i16-4101
‘ ! . ‘ Tel.: (709) 737-7600
’ 5

° M - * .A » - o

Déar Sir, L '
We are writing to you to request your penﬁssion to allow Ms. Gwen
Tremblett, a graduate student in Educational Administration at, Henor:ial |
University, .access, to your gTstrict ‘sb thar. she might conduct reaearch for a
. study of policy developnent in: Newfoundland school diatricts. This’ study
- will examide various aspects of, educational policy-making as- petce:l.ved by
achool board menbers and selected: administrative‘ persounel. .
' ' Participants in this study willcinolud,e school board chaimen and -
members, diastrict superintendenta and aaaiatanr superintendents, business
managers, and program coordinators. Ald participants will be, asked to
‘complete a questionnaire. As well, school board chaitmen ‘and superintendenta
: will be involved in a striuctured 1nterv1ew. . %

i

W Two inportant facts mst be enphasized with ggard to t'nis
{1) The intent of this reskarch is to gpther information relating to
policy-making in this Ptovkce. No attempt will be’ made: to ev luate existin.g
practices. or pol:lci&s either within or betyeen school distri _ m Each’
questionnaire ‘bears a code number ensuring complete: anonymity As well, all
1nfomtion given in the 1nterv1ew wtll be held in’ stricteat confidence.
It 1is hoped that the 1nfomtiqn car be. collected ‘uring the. montha

of Sept:emher and October, 1983, We would appreciate your cooperation by
) participating in th:l.a study and responding to th:l.s rec’est ag soon as .

> » N . ) ' o g ‘_ ’ ...p.z ! N
f" . A . .

l.-
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. \'— 2~ + July 22, 1983
A ‘ ;
A possible. .If you should require any additional information, please contact
either or both of -us at the telephone nunbers listed below. - ,
\ . )
_Thank you for your help in this ntter.
1 F - ’ . Yours sincerely,
. - . - . . e
) , ; A
. : ~ L Gwen J. Tremblett
- o0 Researcher .
' - R Tel. 737-8615
. -’ .. X;‘- -: ’ .}4
. N --(-— .
o r A * ‘.\
- . o #
, ) " Denn.ls Trealan, Ph.D. y
; -k o Thesis Superviaor i
> \ Core R - Tel. 737-7651 : a
{ ’ ! ) N
- -.nrfr, ' ¢
.f . ( Mtungy, , s -
R
' 2 " :
i ."
:"‘.* <l !
;\' . . . \ \:
- . & . ‘ '
Bt ] - * ' ' ’\
v ’ ' .
K \:l - ) ' ‘ . ;
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Apt. 102,'Rut1edge Manor Apts.
° . . #2, The Boulevard
.. St. John's, Nfld.

August 3, 1983

N

. Dear. oo l‘
N e " [ )
- .. 1'd like to take this opportunlty to express my apprec1atxon for
your kind assistance and part1c1pat10n in the pxlot study towards my thesis

proposal.

i "g Much of the efforts of a graduate J;adent involve '\Eﬁ::::“;§ par-
-ation would not be possible without the cooperation of school boards and-

' this caséﬁ administrative personnel and board officials. The purpose of the

'L: pilot study is to note any particuldr problems of the instrument so that

ad;uatmenta can be made before the actual field gent. The comments which were
made by those involved were most helpful to me in the final draft. .

. . To you, in particular, I extend my sincere appreciation for your
comments and advice regarding the.development of school board policy. It
temxnded me of the practxcal reality of the real world which one might be
tempted -to ovexlook during the pursuit of academic endeavors. Please accept a

personal thanku;g,n{;thxs regard

3

. As well, please extend my gratxtude to those who took the time to
peruse the uestionnaire/interview. Their participatxon is greatly apprecxat-
" ed and remembered.,

\\ S o ‘ Yours very ‘truly,

= . a
N\ . .
\, . » .
\“ . \ . ‘ K
N )
N . . ,
. ' . - ;
o , o . Gwen Tremblett - -
GT:bf / - ’ R
- - , a .
: =1
v -~

R
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40 Junction Road N
Grand PFalls
Newfoundlangd
November 14, 1983

ot

v

Dear Friend:

.Barly, this past fall you received a questionnaire
regarding policy-developtent within your school board.
Since that time many of you completed it and returned your
.response to me. However, there are still geveral which
-have not arrived. This causeés some congcern because unless
the return .rase réaches a significant level, it does not
.give -an accurate picture of policy maklng within your school
board. - o , .

I reallze also that with the busy fall season you may.
not have had the opportunity to complete the questionnaire.
Or, as happens to all of us from tlme to time, it may have
been mislaid.

Whatever the case, I have taken the liberty of
sending.you another copy of the questionnaire and ask that
you take a few moments from your busy schedule to complete
and return"it to me. ' Should you have difficulty answering
the questions, please feel free to commen§ stating the

fgproblem. The important thing is to return the questlonnalre
to me. .-

[N

~ I would like to express my sincere appreclatlon for
your time and effort. Without your cooperatlon, this study,
which forms an important part of a master's program in
education (M.Ed. ), would not be possible.

Yours very truly,

-

. . Gwen Tremblett
9 : W,

[ : o \

- Attt .
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