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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCT ION

The purpose of this research was to investigate the nature of
the role of the board of education as an agency for resolving
conflict between the school organization and the larger community.
The central thesis of thae study was that both the degree of consensus
in expectations for th: school bvard role and the degree »f resolution
of conflict by the boird bear systematic and meaningful relationships
to both change in thr: level of local financial support for the schools
and change in the n«iture of budgetary allocations for education. To
investigate these relationships, the research was conducted with
regard to a particular theoretical point of view. It was concerned
with four major variables, consensus in expectations, resolution of
conflict, level of financial support, and nature of budgetary
allocations. 7c¢ dealt tangentially with several intermediate
ancillary variables. 1In this chapter the salient literature related
to each of thke foregoing is summarized, the basic hypotheses are
presented, snd a brief overview of the report is given.

The Theoretical Basis

This research wis based on the theoretical framework of admin-
igcration as a social process and the theoretical placement of the
voard of education as an interstitial body between the organization
and the community.

Administration as a Social Process

Administration has been conceptualized from two approaches, one
representing the sociological or rational model point of view, the
other, the psychological or natural system model point of view. In
the rational model, the organization is viewed much like a machine
with manipulable parts which may be modified to increase the

efficieniy of the whole--virtual}y "organization against people."
Selznick!, Gouldner2?, and Merton® have developed various models of

lPhilip Selznick, Leadership in Administration (Evanston,
Il1linois: Row Peterson, 1947).

zAlvin W. Gouldner, '"Organizational Analysis', Sociclogy Today:

Problems and Prospects, edS, Robert R. Merton, Leonard Broom, and
Leorard S. Cottrell, Jr., (New York: Basic Books, 1959), pp. 400-428.

3Robert: Merton, Social Theor and Social Structure (rev. ed.;
Glencoe, XIllinois: Free Press, 1957
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the sociological approacii, based in part upon Weberian4 principles,
in order to describe and order organizational phenomena. But in
the natural system model, the individuals are the most significant
component of an organization and the achievement of individual
goals is given primacx--virtually "geople against organization."
Roethlisbergerd, Mayo®, and Argyris’/ have stressed the psychological
view. As many have recognized, somewhere between these divergeat
views there hopefully lies a more productive means for analyzing
administration. One of these, social systems theory, attempts to
synthesize these divergent views. It was in terms of this theory
that the research reported herein was conducted.

Parsons8 and his colleagues proposed a basic theory of human
action which delineates the primary components of social systems
theory. Getzels and others? adapted this theory into a functional
model of administration as a social process, in which a social
system was defined as two or more people interacting to achieve
common goals. This social system involves both normative and
personalistic dimensions which are conceptually independent but
phenomenonally interactive. One dimension, the normative, is
described by values within the culture and roles within the organ-
ization. The other dimension, the personal, is described by the
values held by the individual and the need-dispositiomswithin the
individual. The elements comprising the two dimensions ¢f a social
system interact within the framework of the system to produce
observed behavior.

4Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization

Translation by Talcott Parsons (Glencoe, Illinois: Free Press and
Falcon's Wing Press, 1947), pp. 330-332.

SFritz J. Roethlisberger and William J. Dickson, Management and ;
the Worker (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1939). ]

6Alton Mayo, The Social Problems of an_Industrial Civilization
(Boston: Harvard Business School, 104

Tehyis Argyris, Personality and Organization (New York:
Harper and Brothers, Publishers, 1957).

8Ta1cott Parsons, The Social System {(Glencoe, Illinois: Free
Press, 1951); and Talcott Parsons and E. A. Shils, Toward a General
Theory of Action (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, ]
1951). J

9Jacob W. Getzels and Egon G. Guba, ''Social Behavior and the 3
Administrative Process'!, School Review 55 (Winter, 1957), 423-44; i

Jacob W. Getzels and Herbert A. Thelen, 'The Classroom Group as a
Unique Social System,' Dynamics of Instructional Groups, N.S.S.E.
Yearbcok, Part II (Chicago: The Society, 1960j, 53=82; and Jacob W.

Getzels, James M. Lipham, and Roald F. Campbtell, Educational Admin- ]
istration as a Social Process (New York: Harper and Row, 1968). 3
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According to this theory, administrat_on may be examined from
three stances. Structurally, administration may be considered as
a hierarchy of superordinate-subordinate relationships within this
social system. Functionally, within this hierarchy of relationships
is the locus for allocating and integrating roles in order to
achieve the goals of the system. Operationally, administrative
processes take place in environments characterized by person=-to-
person relationshkips. Thus, any given relationship within the
administrative structure is enacted in twe dynamic and separate
personal situations, one embedded in the other. This relationship
is perceived and organized by each role ircumbent in terms of his
needs and goals, skills, and experiences. The two situations are
related to the extent that the individuals' perceptions are mutual.

Theoretically, the central question thus becomes, ''To what
extent do complementary role incumbents in a given social system
tend to agree or disagree in the expectations they hold for their
respective roles?" In terms of the present investigation, the
focal position of which is the school bcard role, the primary
antecedent variable thus becomes, 'To what extent does agreement
or disagreement exist in the expectations held for the school
board role?"”

The School Board as an Interstitial Body

In the application of social systems theory to the school
organization, ParsonslO developed a taxonomy of function, consisting
of the '"technical-system' level, the ''managerial-system' level, and
the "institutional-system'' (community) level. He stated that the
board of education is an interstitial body between the managerial=-
system level and the community-system level and he hypothesized
that the nature of this interstitial placement bears a crucial
relationship to the procurement of resources from outside the school
organization.

Parsons delineated the hierarchical aspect of the school
system in terms of function or responsibility. In his terms, the
technical system level in an educational organization performs the
actual processes of teaching. Higher order decisions must be made
concerning the following two elements: the resources necessary to
perform the technical functions and the relations of the technical
system to the population as a whole. The level at which these
decisions are made is termed the managerial system level.

1OTalcott Parsons, !'Some Ingredients of a General Theory of
Organization,” Administrative Theory in Education, ed. Andrew VW,
Halpin (Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, University of
Chicago, 1958), pp. 40-72.
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Just as the technical system is controlled ard serviced by
the managerial system, so is the managerial system controlled by
the institutional level. Parsons stated, 'In the educational
field . . . I would put school boards with their representative
functions in the local community in this category.'ll This is
the 'mediating structure between the particular managerial
organization--and hence the technical organization it controls=~
and the higher-order community interests which, on some level, it
is supposed to 'serve''.12

Parsons then discussed the points of articulation between
the systems levels as follows:

The essential focus of the qualitative break in lire
authority. . . is the managerial responsibility assumed
by the executive and the managerial organization which
he, in many cases, heads. This . . . is not a mere
"delegation’' where the executive is commissioned to carry
out the 'details' while his superiors decide all the
"policies’. This is because it is not possible to
perform the functions of focusing legitimation and
community support and at the same time act as the active
management of it. . . the "board", or whatever structural
form it takes, is a mediating structure between the
affairs of the organization at the managerial ievel and
its "public”.13

As a mediating structure, the school board may be seen as
neither whoily within nor wholly outside the organization. It
may be considered to be an interstitial body with the responsibility
for mediating between the public at large and the managerial and
technical systems of the organization. To the extent that board
members reflect the attitudes and values of the community in
securing financial support and in allocating expenditures, they can
be said to be functioning within an extra-organizational framework.
To the extent that they reflect the attitudes, values, and needs
of the organized profession, they can be said to be operating in an
intra-organizational sétting.

The school board, in its position as an interstitial body
between the managerial level and the larger society, plays a
crucial role in the procurement and disposal functions of the
school organization. 1In speaking of these functions of the schoonl

board, Parsons wrote:

U1pid., p. 4.

lzlbid., p. 45.

131hid., pp. 47~48.




The prominence of the financial aspect of the prucure-
ment responsibilities is in the first instance a vesult
of the fact that money is the generalized facility per
excellence. It is also particularly prominent in a
society so heavily oriented to economic values and func-
tions (prcperly understood) as the American is. But it
is by no means the only relevant input at the institu-
tional level. Perhaps second in importance in most cases
is the factor of power in a technical political sense
which cannot be fully explained here. The essential
point is the ‘'subsumption’ of organizational goals underxr
the more generalized goal=~structure of the still higher-
level social structure and therefore the explicit or
implicit "authorization‘ to embark on the organizational
activities in question and to "take them seriously" to
the degree to which that is done. A very important
aspect of what is sometimes celled the struggle for power
in a society consists in this competition for support and
authorization among the many different organized inter-
ests of society.lé

Summqu

Thus, the theory of administration as a social process pro-
vided & theoretical basis for the focus on role expectations.
Parsons' placement of the school board as an interstitial agency
which serves primarily as a mediating body provided a basis for
predicating that the role of the school board, among other tasks,
is to resolve to as great a degree as possible conflicts which
occur as a result of extra-organizational expectations and intra-
organizational expectations and, further, that the extent to which
the board is able to resolve such conflicts bears a relationship to
the procurement and allocation of resources for the organization
in a competitive society.

Related Research

Research studies providing the backgrouud for this investigation
may be broadly classified into those dealing with role consensus
and conflict, on the one hand, anc¢ with the procurement and alloca~
tion of resources, on the other.

14 1bid., pp. 67-68.
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Role Studies

Prior to an examination of related studies of the school
board role, it was essential to accept a definition of social
role which was compatible with the theoretical framework utilized.
In defining the meaning of role, Lintonl> stated that a social
system is made up of statuses, or positions, and that each prsi-
tion possesses certain rights and duties. These rights and
duties are defined in terms of expectations for bzhavior oa the
part of the individual who occupies the position. The ‘ndividual
performs a role when he puts these rights and duties into effect.
Newcombl6® stated that role behwvior is attached to a certain
position within the social system. Parsons and Shilsl? referred
to role as what a person does: that organized sector of an
actor's orientation which constitutes and defines his participa-
tion in an interactive process.

- - Accepting Linton's definition of role as the dynamic aspects
l. of positions, offices, and statuses within an institution,

o Getzelsl8 stressed the primacy of expectations for a role when

he stated, "A role has certain normative obligations and respon-
; sibilities, which may be termed 'role expectatioﬁs', and when the
. role incumbernt puts these obligations and responsibilities into

: effect, he is said to be performing his role.!" Thus, role
expectations are the specifications for behavior by one or more
persons in a social system for an individual occupying the

role.

8 Newcomblg showed that all of the approved ways of carrying
o out the necessary functions vequired of the occupant of a position
make up the prescribed role, and role behavior is the behavior

on tkz part of an individual as he perfcrms a role. The role
occupant is required tc perform the mandatory functions of the
role and avoid proscribed behavior. 0f course, the expectations
for a role are not always clearly perceived by the occupant of

15Ralph Linton, The Study of Man (New York: D. Appleton
Century Co., 1936}, p. ll4.
16Theodoree M. Newcomb, 'Role Behavior in the Study of Individ-
val Personality and of Groups,’ Journal of Perscnality XVIII
(January, 1950), 273-289.

1"Parsons and Shils, op. cit., p. 23.

18Jacob W. Getzels, 'Administration as a Social Process,' in
Administrative Theory in Education, ed. Andrew W. Halpin (Chicago:
Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1958), p. 153.

197heodore M. Newcomb, Social Psycheclogy (New York: The
Dryden Press, 1950), pp. 280-82.

6




the role, nor are the expectations for the role itself always
agreed upon by those who prescribe the role. Thus, it is
possible that a lack of consensus for a given role may derive
from (1) disagreement in expectations for a given role between
a role incumbent and the several reference groups having a
right to define the role; (2) disagreement among the several
reference groups; (3) disagreement within any one of the
reference groups; and (4) differences in perceptions regarding
any of these types of disagreement. The extent of such within-
and between-group agreement may Serve as a measure of role
consensus.

As Charters20 has pointed ocut, however, a useful, if not
necessary, distinction may be made between the concept of
consensus or ''dissensus’ on role expectations and the concept of
role conflict. Although role conflict may bear some relationship
to role consensus. for conflict to be present and measurable
there is the additional requirement of polarization with respect
to an issue or problem which typically requires the role incumbent
to select from among alternative courses of action, if only a

"yes" or 'mo" vote, in an effort to resolve the issue or problem.

Literally hundreds of studies of consensus in role expecta-
tions have been conducted, only a few of which utilized the school
board role as the focal position.21 Yet those studies typically
conciuded with highlighting the nature or the extent of consensus
in role expectations.22

ZQW. W. Charters, Jr., '"The Social Background of Teaching,'
Handbook of Research on Teaching, ed. N. L. Gage {Chicago:
Rand-McNally Company, 1963), pp. 718-813.

21

See, for example, Maurice Stapley, School Board Studies,
(Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago,
1957); Luvern L. Cummingham, "A Community Develops Educational
Policy: A Case Study” (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, University
of Oregon, 1958); Donald J. McCarty, ‘Motives for Seeking School
Board Membership! (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Chicago, 1959); and Keith Goldhammer, "The School Bcard and Admin-
istration in the American Perspective of Government,' American School

RBoard Journal, 129 (Nov., 1954), 29-31 and (Dec. 1954) 29-30.

22See, for example, John S. Shaw, '"A Study of the Changes in
Opinions of School Board Members in Oklahoma on Selected Principles
of Education,”" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, University of
Oklahoma, 1964); and Frank E. Williamson, 'A Study of the Causes
of Discordant School Boards,' (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
University of Southern California, 1961).

7

-
=
et




The studies of public education by Gr03323 were a notable
exception in that they did more than simply highlight the extent
of role consensus. He found not only that a variety of pressures
were placed upon school board members and school superintendents,
but also that different subpublics within a community tend to
exert differential pressures with regard to different issues.

But of even greater importance to the present study was Gross'
theory of role conflict resolution, that board members and
school superintendents would exhibit differential behavioral
orientations according to their perceptions of the legitimacy
of the expectations and the sanctions that might be invoked

for their failure to conforit to the role expectations. Thus, in
the prasent research not only was there assessed the withine~

and betweensgroup consensus in expectations for the school board
role but also there was analyzed the behavior of school boards
functioning in their official capacity in the resolution of
conflict.

Finance Studies

If the board is coinceived as an interstitial body between
the school and the larger community, the question may well be
raised, ""Does either consensus on expectations or conflict
resolution bear any relationship to either the extent or the

nature of the resources allocated the school organization?’
Certain studies in the area of educational finance have cither
methodological or substantive relevance to the present study.

The problems of the school hoard in gaining financial support
for the schools and in allocating expenditures according to public
expectaticns were highlighted by Johnson who wrote:

In many respects & city public school system is like any
business that operates in that city. It must use scarce
resources to produce a service. It has to organize its
activities, and it must pay for the goods and services
that it uses. It differs from the usual business, how-
ever, in that it is not allowed to charge rfor its service.
The 'demand’' for its educational services cannot be deter-
mined in the market place. Instead, the dewmand is
reflected by the funds that the relevant political agency,
presumably reflecting the wishes of voters, appropriates
for the use of the school system. Nonetheless, the school

23Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and Alexander W. McEachern,:
Expliorations in Role Analysis: Studies of the School Superintendency
Role (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958); and Neal Gross,
Who Runs Qur Schools? (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1958).
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is in competition with all other businesses for

the sale of its services. When a community votes
taxes to pay for schools, the citizens of that com~-
munity reduce the amount of money that they have to
spend for other things.24

Public support for education was investigated by James25
who identified three conditions essential to adequate public
school support: (1) the expectation for service from the school
musc be sufficiently persuasive to receive a majority of the
voters' support, (2) a system of voting that allows the voters
to express preference on the alternatives for allocatiug
resources among the competing institutional components of the
public sector, and (3) svailability of resources., James' study
generated several significant fiandings, including evidence that
public "shared aspivations'' are the underlying reasons for strong
local support.

In the same study James defined the position of the state in
the matter of allocation of resources. The duties of the state
included setting limitations on the authority of local communities
to make decisions about resource allocation to education which
would reduce services below a minimum level. Although James'
study was concerned with differences in financial suppori{ among
states, and the present study was concerned with differences among
school districts, certain of his findings are of interest. It was
concluded that states with high levels of financial support were
characterized by less variation in per pupil expenditure, by
lower tax rates on equalized property assessments, and by a lower
level of voluntary expenditures. A relationship existed, although
slight, between the wealth of a district and the distribution of
funds among line items of the budget. A subsequent study by
James2 , however, showed that after a certain level of state
support is reached, there is a tendency to substitute state
revenues for local taxes.

24D. Gale Johnson, '“Economics and the Educational System,' Per=
spectives on the Economics of Education: Readings in School
Finance and Business Management ed. Charles S. Benson (Boston:
Houghton-Mifflin Co., 1963), pp. 376-717.

ASH. Thomas James, $chool Revenue Systems in Five States
U.S. Department of Health, Educatiom, and Welfare, Office of
zducation, Cooperative Research Project No. 803 (Stanford,
¢sl1ifornia: School of Education, Stanford University, 1961).

26H. Thomas James, J. Alan Thomas, and Harold J. Dyck, Weaith,

Expenditures, and Decision-Making for Education, U.S. Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, Cooperative
Resegrch Project No. 1241, (Stanford, California: Stanford University
1963).
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Recognizing educators' and school boards'
ing increased financial support for public edu

attempted to develop a model to identify dete
education expenditures. Hirsch b

ditures were affected by at least
the local area: (a) population si
istics; (c) physical characteri

concern for ga‘9"
cation, Hirsch
rminants of public
elieved that per capita expen-
five main characteristics of
ze; {b) sociologicsl character-

8tics; (d) econecmic characteristics
including financial ability to afford 2ducation; and (e) govern~

mentai characteristics. Another deteraninant was the scope and
quality of education based on the following factors: class size,

grouping, quality of teaching staff, teaching load, qualitv of
school administration” and teaching program.

Miner28 examined the determinants of
tary and secondary public education wi
government administering the schools.
in two phases: first, there was examin
studies that attempted to specify the

political, and other factors that influence levels of spending
by individual governmental uniis; second, an empirical study was
conducted of the factors influencing school spending in a sample
of 1100 leccal school Systems in twenty-three states. Four
independent variables were used in tie analysis: per capita
total expenditure, per capita local expenditure, per pupil total
expenditure, and per pupil local expenditure. Miner's comments
on his selection of criterion measures are relevant. The author
pointed out the reasons for using per-pupil expenditures as the
dependen* variable, and he also explained the basis for including
Separate measures of current operating expenditures: total
current operating expenditures and current operating expenditures
derived from locally collected revenues. Miner stated:

expenditures for elemen-
th a focus on the local
The study was accomplished
ed the major empirical
legal, economic, social,

Studies of
expenditure

educational opportunities usually use

§ per pupil as the 'expenditure' variable,
The chief reason for :iis treatment is that the
number of pupils is s measure of need for educational
services, and expznditure per pupil is a rough measure
of the amount s# such services provided., . .

Local school systems obtain resources for financing

current expenditures from grants-in-aid out of revenues
collected by the state and federal governments and from
revenues collected directly by the local school systems., . .
The revenues from locally collected taxes for school
purposes are determined by forces different from those
shaping the amount of aid from state and federal

27Werner Z. Hirsch, 'Determinants of Public Education Expen-
ditures," National Tax Journal, XIII (March, 1960), 29-40.

28Jerry Miner, Social and Economic Fa

S ctors in Spending for
Public Education (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse UnIVersItﬁhFress,
1963).
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governments. For example, the same factor may influence
local tax ieceipts in one way and state aid in the
opposite diraection--as when low full property vaiuation
per pupil means low local tax receipts but high state
aid via an equalization formula. 2?

A recent study by Geiken30 is typical cf the studies which
utilized the criterion variables referred o by Miner. G.:iken
examined the influence of certain socioecouomic factors in relation
to two measures of expenditure for education: current operating
expenditure per pupil in average daily membership, and local
expenditure per pupil in average daily membership.

Data relative to selected socioezconomic characteristics of
local school districts were compiled for a recent project at
the University of Wisconsin.3l Among the conclusions pertinent
to the present study wecre that a unique set of characteristics
that precisely distinguished among the 104 school cistricts
could not be identified, and substantial variations in tax rates

for school purposes existed among school districts within the
state.

The studies cited above centered about financial support for
education. It is appropriate to make reference at this point
to the allocation of educational expenditures. Benson showed
the vulnerable position of the school board in carrying out
this function when he wrote:

There appears to be an "assumption of guilt’ attached to
public expenditures. The school official who makes an
error in judgment on when to buy new equipment is likely
to be pilloried. The attitude is not one of "this could
happen to anyone in a progressive industry’' but rather
"he showed poor judgment and we wonder if he is qualified
for his office” . . . Tue bold innovator would stand in a
highly exposed position. Thus, most districts would
proceed carefully and at about the same pace.32

29Ibi.d., pp. 72-73.

3oLloyd A. Geiken, 'An Analysis of Selected Socio~Ecenomic
Factors Which Influence Expenditures for Education in 100 Wisconsin
School Districts" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of
Educational Administration, University of Wisconsin, 1965).

31LeRoy J. Peterson, et al. Economic Impact of State Support

Models of Rducational Finance, Cooperative Research Project No. 1495
(MadIson, Wisconsin: Department of Educational Administration,
University of Wisconsin, 1963).

32Char1es S. Benson, The Economics of Public Education
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1961), pp. 470-71.
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A study by Thomas33 dealt with the effect of levels of
resource input, the manner in which the resources are allocated
within the school, and the way in which goods and services are
combined on differences in mean level of achievement among high
schools. Significant in this study was the finding that the
manner in which money was spent appeared to be more important
than the total level of expenditures. Thomas concluded that
there is a relationship between the level of resource inputs
and mean test scores. The relationship was due in pait to the
socioeconomic level of the community. However, when socio-
economic variables were controlled there still remained a
significant correlation between resource input and mean test
scores.

The study which appears to be most closely related to the
present study was an investigation by Bloomberg and Svnshine 4
which dealt with the relationship between securing necessary
tax support for the school system and the values and attitudes
of leaders in decision-making and of the general public. In
developing a model for their study, Bloomberg and Sunshine
theorized that (1) for any moment of time the local funds
potentially available for public expenditure may be thought of
as a relatively narrow range of alternative amounts within
limits set by law, tradition, and the taxable wealth of the
community; and (2) the amounts actually allocated to various
public expenditures for any particular year may be thought of
as the results of interaction among the range of funds
potentially available, the distribution of perceived needs
for each possible public expenditure among the inhabitants of
the community (the structure of interests and of values which
people try to implement), and the distribution among the
inhabitants of the community of capacities to affect the
allocation of public monies, that is, the power structure.

»

Seven hypotheses were set forth by Bloomberg and Sunshine
which related favorable community attitudes to high financial
support levels. Favorable or supportive attitudes were defined
as those which would predispose the individual to accept
higher school taxes and to act in ways helpful to their
achievement. The authors found that the .iore favorable the
attitudes of the general public toward increasing support, the
higher will be the actual level of support. The study confirmed

333. Alan Thomas, '"Efficiency in Education: An Empirical
Study,'" Administrator's Notebook XI (October, 1962), 1=4,

34Warner Bloomberg, Jr. and Morris Sunshine, Suburban Power
Structures and Public Education: A Study of Values, Influence,

and Tax Effort (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press,
1963).
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that there is no prevalent public opimion strongly in favor

of "all out" support for the schools, despite the well organized
efforts of some teachers' and administrators' groups. There
was evidence of a wide difference in attitudes and expectations
for the public schools held by educators as coatrasted with the
general public.

The problem of indexing local financial effort was con-
sidered by Bloomberg and Sunshine33 to be a special research
project in itself. They attempted to determine an index for
effort which would rank local financial contributions in relation
to the pressure of needs and the limitation of resources. The
indicators used were the New York State Department of Education's
estimate of each district's full value of property per attending
unit (schools in the sample were all in New York State), and
each district's school tax rate per thousand dollars of full
value of property. The former index was said to be a measure
of a district's total tax resources available for public
expenditure in relation to the need of the school system for
dollars, and the latter was taken as an index of the actual
cormitment of available financial resources to the public
school system. A weighted ranking system was used to obtain
scores for specific schools.

A somewhat more complex index of "educational effort'' was
developed by Jonassen and Peres.36 In their study of eighty-
eight counties in Ohio, they examined the effect of different
factors on financial effort for education. The factors which
the authors examined, paraphrased below, were found to be
correlated with the variable "effort": (1) expenditures met by
local taxes relative to worth of taxable resources, (2) expen-
diture per capita for education relative to per capita retail
sales, (This may be construed as an index of ''sacrifice” for
education), (3) the per capita local tax receipts spent on edu-
cation, (4) the per pupil expenditure for school district
operating expens¢s derived from taxes collected locailyv, and
(5) an index which combines total per pupil expenditure, the
first element listed above, the percent of total expenditure
contributed locally, a composite index for "education potential"
and the percent of 16 and 17 year olds enrclled in schools.

One can conclude, after an examination of the literature
covering financial support for education and allocation of
resources within the educational enterprise, that there is
room for considerable more research. The school board, as an
interstitial body, is expected to be semsitive to expectations

35Bloomberg and Sunshine, op. cit., pp. 44-55.

36Ghristen T. Jonassen and Sherwood H. Peres, Interrelation«

ships of Dimensions of Community Systems (Columbus, Ohioc: Ohio
State University Press, 1960), pp. 34=35, 39.
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of all groups as well as to fulfill its responsibility for
the educetion of the community's youth. The financial aspects
of the school board role are complex, but Benson set some
guidelines for this role as follows:

Ideally, the economic structure of education would serve
several ends: that the total level of educational spend=~
ing be ma2de adequate for our country's needs; that the
distribution of educational rescurces among individual
school units provide a reascnable approximation to
equality of opportunity; and that the efficiency of
school operations be increased.37

The Major Hypotheses i

This investigation was concerned with the role of the board
of education as an agency for regsolving conflict between the
school organization and the larger community. The central thesis
of this study was that both the degree of consensus in expecta-
tions for the school board role and the degree of resolution of
school board role conflict bear systematic and cogerit relation-
ships to (1) change in the level of 1local financial support for
the schools, and (2) change in the nature of budget allocations
for education. On the bagis of the preceding trheoretical and
empirical work cited, the following null hypotheses were sub-
Jected to empirical test:

1. There is no difference in change in financial support
in school systems of high and low consensus in expectations for
the school board role.

2. There is no difference in change in budget allocations
in school systems of high and low consensus in exXpectations for

the school board role, j

3. There is no difference in change in financial support
in school systems of high and low resolution of school board
role conflict.

4. There is no difference in change in budget allocations
in school systems of high and low resolution of school board g
role conflict. !

3-"Charles S. Benson (ed.), Perspectives on the Economics of
Education: Readings im School Finance and Business Management
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1963), p. 95.
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Although each of the terms in the major hypotheses will be
defined operationally in the chapter to follow, a brief
description of each major term is as follows:

l. Consensus in expectations: the extent to which there
existed agreement in expectations for the role of the school
board within and between the following groups: lay citizens,
elected officials, school board members,and school teachers.

2. Conflict resolution: the extent to which school
boards resolved conflict as measured by bcard member vote,
participation; and satisfaction and by observer ratings of
board performance.

3. Change in financial support: the extent to which
there was a change over a three~year period in total school

tax rate, the school tax rate for operation, and the local
tax effort per pupil.

4. Change in budget allocations: the extent to which
thera was a change over a three-year period in allocations

for selected line items in the school district budget.

Overview of the Report

In the chapter to follow the design of the study is
presented and discussed. Tests of the basic hypotheses are
presented in Chapter III. In Chapter 1V, the results of the
several studies tangential to the major project are summarized.
The final chapter consists of a summary, conclusions, and
implications for further study.



v e TR, TR
W R it Sy S -4 R L BN S e e oS e
T R x U T T R TR TR N T

CHAPTER I1

DESIGN AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY

The major purpose of this chapter is to provide information basic
to the interpretation of findings and, at the same time, to provide
sufficient detail concerning the design of the study so that persons who
might wish to replicate the study will be able to do so. The chapter is
organized to present information concerning: (1) selection of school
districts, (2) collection of expectations data, (3) measurement of
conflict resolution, (4) establishment of criterion measures, and
(5) procedures employed in handling of the data.

Selection of School Districts

The required population was, of course, directly related to the
hypotheses to be tested, the kinds of data required for such testing,
and the nature of the research design necessary to make available the
required data. The 12 achool districts which were included in the study
were selected from a population of 100 Wisconsin school districts which
| maintained kindergarten through twelfth grade educational programs.
= This population of school districts included all Wisconsin districts in
1 which at least 1,400 pupilis were in average daily membership during the
N 1963-64 school year. The 1,400 minimum membership criterion was based
upon the assumption that smaller districts might not fully represent the
broad range of variables to be included in the study.

e s A A

In addition to the number of pupils in average daily membership,
criteria employed far the selection of the sample of school districts for
inclusion in the study were (1) equalized valuation of real property per
pupil in average daily membership, (2) ratio of non-public school enroll-
ment to total district enrollment, (3) type of fiscal control (independent
of a city council or dependent upor it for funds), and (&) degree of
controversy in the school community. Data pertaining to the ratio of
non-public school enrollment to the total school encollment of each
district were obtained from GCeiken's study of factors influencing expen-
ditures in Wisconsin school districts.1 Two members of the Wisconsin
= State Department of Public Instruction, and one member of the University
l;i‘ of Wisconsin Cooperative Educational Research Service, each of whom had
wide acquaintanceship with many of the school districts, rated the
districts according to extent of controversy existing in them. Data

LA O A P O R
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1Lloyd A. Geiken, "An Analysis of Selected Socio-Eccnomic Factors
Wwhich Influence Expenditures for Current Operation in 100 Wisconsin School
Districts (unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Educational Admin-

istration, The University of Wisconsin, 1965).
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pertaining to the criteria of size of district, valuation per pupil in
average daily membership, and type of fiscal control were obtained from
the files of the Wisconsin State Department of Public Instruction.

The 100 Wisconsin school districts with at least 1,400 pupils in
average daily membership were rank-order:d from highest to lowest with
respect to the variables of size, wealth, and ratio of non-public
enrollment to total school enrollment. The districts were described as
high in a variable if they were in the top cuarter, medium if they
were in the middle two quarters, and low if they were in the low
quarter of the distributions. Districts that were mentioned by at
least two of the three judges who rated the extent of community
controversy were considered high on the degree of contrcversy variable,
those districts that were mentioned by only one judge were considersd
medium, and those districts that were not mentioned by any judge were
considered low. The fiscal structure of the district was classified
according to whether it was fiscally dependent or independent of the
municipal authorities.

Using the above classifications, a matrix of variables was designed
and the 100 school districte were placed in the matrix. Budget limita-
tions made it necessary tc select only a limited number of school dis-
tricts to be included in the study. 1Twelve of the 100 school districts
were selected as satisfying adequately the criteria for the selection
of the sample of school districts. An alternate district which also
satisfied the criteria was selected as a possible substitute for each
of the original 12 districts.

Contacts were made with the superintendents of the 1Z districts
originally selected. If the superintendent of schools responded favorably
with respect to participation in the project, formal approval was sought
from the board of education of the district. The superintendents of
10 of the original 12 districts accepted the invitation to participate
in the study and the boards of education of these districts likewise
agreed to participate. The superintendents and boards of education of
the two alternate districts accepted the invitation to participate in
those cases where the original districts had declined. The districts
finally selected represented a very large number of the combinations of
variables which were possible for any 12 of the 100 school districts.
Taking two variables at a time, 78 combinations of variables were
possible and the 12 districts selected included 71 of these combinations.
Table 2.1 shows the placement, in the matrix of variables, of the 12
school districts that participated in the study. Each district was
assigned a code letter which will be usad for the district throughout
this report. A summary of each of the 12 districts regarding their
high, medium, or low placement in the rank ordering of each of the
selection variables is preseated in Table 2.2.
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TABLE 2.2

CHARACTERISTICS OF 12 DISTRICTS ON THE CRITERIA USED IN
THE SELECTION OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS FOR THE STUDY

Size in Valuation/ Non=Publie/ Fiscal Community
District Total Pupils in Total School Structure Controversy

ADM ADM Enrollment

A H M L D L

B M M L I H

c L H L I L

D L L L I L

E L H H D M

F M L L I H

G L M M I H

H H M M I M

1 M H M I L

J H H H D M

K H L M D M

L M H H D H

Ranked in the upper quarter of the ranking of 100 districts
Ranked in the middle two quartérs : of the ranking of 100 districts.
- Ranked in the lower quarter of the ranking of 100 districts.
Fiscaily isdependent of a municipal body for budget approval.
Fiscally dependent on a municipal body for budget approval.
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The 12 scuool districts composing the sample ranged in size
from an enrollment of 1,440 to 22,750 pupils, from $17,339.0C to
$43,589.00 in equalized valuation of real property per pupil, and
from zero to .526 in ratio of non-public to total district enrollment.
Seven of the districts were fiscally independent and five were fiscally
dependent. Four of the districts were rated high, four medium, and
four low with respect to controversy in the school community,

Since the school districts were selected by the application of
a relatively small number of specific criteria, caution should be
exercised with regard to the extent to which the findings of the
study can be generalized. However, it was found, as reported in the
following section, that a random sample of citizens drawn from the
12 school districts was broadly representative of the adult popula-
tion of the State of Wisconsin. The fact that the random sample of
citizens was representative of the total population may be a basis
for assuminug that the school districts utilized in the study were
representative of the total population of school districts.

Collection of Expectations Data

Two of the major hypotheses investigated in this study were stated
in terms of consensus in expectations for the school board role. 1In
order to test thesec hypotheses, it was necessary to obtain data concern-
ing the expectations of various groups of respondents for the school
board role. Consensus in expectations was defined as the extent to
which there existed within or between groups significant agreement in
expectations for the school board role.

Selection of Respondents

In each of the 12 districts included in the study, random samples
of citizens and of teachers, and the entire populations of school
board members and of public officilals were intesviewed to obtain
data concerning their expectations for the school board role.

The Citizens' Sample. A probability sample of citizens 21 years
of age or over who iived in each of the schooi districts was drawn by
the Wisconsin Survey Research Laboratory. Because the districts
differed with respect to type of information available, different
sampling methods were used in different districts. City-directory
type sampies were drawn for districts A and I; part city-directory
and part rural-census type samples were drawn for districts D, E, and
F; and part city-directory end part rural-chunk type samples were drawn
for districts B, C, G, H, J, K, and L.
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Of the 2,282 addresses selected in the 12 districts,
2,086 or 91 percent proved c¢ligible to be included in the
sample. That is, there were occupied dwellings at these
addresses. One adult from each household unit was selected
for interviewing by use of the Kish? procedure. Interview
ratios varied from a low of 81 percent in district H to a
high of 91 percent in districts C 2nd F. One thousand seven
hundred ninety-four citizens in the 12 districts were inter-
viewed, representing 86 percent of the 2,086 eligible inter-
viewees. Table 2.3 shows the percentage distribution of
completed interviews in each school district and also of
veasons for non-response. Ten percent of the citizens con-
tacted declined to be interviewed; four percent were either
away from home or were unable to participate for other reasons.

TABLE 2.3

PERCENTAGE* DISTRIBUTION OF COMPLETED INTERVIEWS AND REASUNS
FOR NON-RESPONSES, BY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

- eed ey

fn District Completed Non-Responses Due to
i Interviews Refusal Not at Unable to
}lome Participate
- A 85 8 2 5
{l 3 88 8 3 1
” C 91 7 1 1
- D 83 13 2 2
| E 86 1C 3 1
F 91 9 *%k 0
- G 8% 7 3 1
; H 81 12 2 5
1 82 15 1 2
" J 86 7 4 3
[; K 86 7 4 3
L 85 11 2 2
li All Distyicts 86 10 2 2

) “Rounded to nearest percent
l; #*Less than .5 percent

2Wisconsin Survey Research Laboratory, Manual for Inter-
l" viewers (Madison: University Extension Division, The University
' of Wisconsir, 1962).
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In order to determine whether the sample of citizens drawn
from the 12 school districts was representative of the adult
population of Wisconsin, several comparicons were made., Table
2.4 compares the sample with the Wisconsin zuult population, as
reported by the 1960 census, on the characteristics of age,
years of school completed, family income, and occupational
status. The comparison reveals that the sample of citizens
closely resembled the adult populsation of Wisconsin. The
differences revealed by the data in Table 2.4 generally are
those which would be expected as a result of using 1960 census
data. For example, a somewhat higher percentage of persons in
the sample had completed 12 years of school and a slightly lower
percentage of persons in the sample had family incomes 2f less
than $5,000 per year. Streich3 compared the sample of citizeas
used in this study with respect to their political party iden-
tification with a random sample of Wisconsin adult citizens
drawn by Epstein4 in 1962. The results of this comparison are
shown in Table 2.5. The close similarities indicated by the
data presented in Tables 2.4 and 2.5 indicate rather strongly
that the sample of citizens drawn for this study can be con-
sidered representative of the adult population of Wisconsin.

The Sample of Professional Staff Members. The sample of
professional staff members in each of the districts was drawn
by a random procedure. The list of professional staff in each
of the districts was obtained from the Official School DirectoryS
and a number was assigned to each person on the professional
staff with exception of the superintendent of schools. Using a
table of random numbers,6 20 professional staff members in each
district were selected to be interviewed. In this report, the
term ''teachers’ is used when referring to this sample but it
should te recalled that the sample included some other profes-
sional personnel, such as principals and supervisors.

3William H. Streich, Political Party Identification and
Expectations for Local Schools (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Department of Educational Administration, The University of
Wisconsin, 1966).

hLeon D. Epstein, Votes and Taxes. (Madison: Institute of

Government Affairs, University Extension Division, The University
of Wisconsin, 1964).

5State Department of Public Instruction, Official School
Directory, 1964-65 (Madison: Wisconsin State Department of
Public Instruction, 1964).

6H.elen M. Walker and Joseph Lev, Elementary Statistical
Methods (Revised Edition; New York: Heary Holt and Company,
1958), pp. 280-281.
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TABLE 2.4

COMPARISON OF AGE, YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED, FAMILY INCOME, AND
OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF THE SAMPLE OF 1,794 CITIZENS WITH 1960
WISCONSIN CENSUS DATA

Age Sanmple of Wisconsin
1,794 Citizens 1960 Census
—(Percent) _ _(Percent)
21-24% 6.7 7.6
25-29 9.9 9.6
30-34 9.0 10.5
35-39 10.1 10.7
40~-44 11.0 10.3
L5=49 10.5 9.9
50=54 9.0 9.0
55-59 9.0 8.1
60-64 6.6 7.2
65 and over 17,9 17.1 1
Not Ascertained 0.3 0.0 |
100.0 100.0
[; Years of School
i Completed
[. 8 or fewer 27.5 40.4
9~11 14.9 16.0
- 12 34.8 28,2
[' 13-15 13.9 8.8
16 or more 8.7 6.9
. Not Ascertained 2 0.0
[ 100.0 100.0
Family Income
Less than 1000 3.1 3.8
1,000-1,999 4.7 6.2
2,000-2,999 6.4 7.4
3,000~3,999 7.5 8.6
- - 4 ,000-4,999 7.3 11.2
5,000-5,999 11.8 13.8
g‘ 6,000-6,999 11.4 12.6
: . 7,000-9,999 23.0 22.0
10,000-14,999 13.3 10.3
1 15,000 and over 6.1 4.1
g_ Not ascertained 5.4 0.0
100.C 100,0

1
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TABLE 2.4 (Continued)

Occupational Statusg¥x Sample of Wisconsin
1,794 Citizens 1960 Census
(Percent) (Percent)
Professional, technical and kindred 12.4 10.0
Farmers and farm managers 11.1 7.5 f
Managers, officials and proprietors 14.1 7.2 1
Clerical and kindred 12.5 12.9 ;
Sales 4.8 7.0 ;
Craftsmen, foremen and kindred 14.0 13.7 }
Operatives and laborers 21.2 28.1
Private household and service workers 9.9 8.3
Other 0.0 5.3
100.0 100.0

*The number of persons in the age grouping 20-24 as reported by the
census was 222,831, This was reduced by 1/5 to obtain the number of
persons age 21-24,

**Percentages for the occupational status analysis of the sample are
based on n=1228 respondents. The remainder of the respondents (566)
were not in the labor force for this code.

TABLE 2.5

COMPARISON OF THE CITIZEN SAMPLE UTILIZED IN THE PRESENT STUDY TO
THE EPSTEIN RANDOM SAMPLE OF ADULT WISCONSIN CITIZENS, BY
POLITICAL PARTY IDENTIFICATION

Type of Political Epstein Sample Present Study Sample
Party Identification Number Percent " Number Percent
Strong Republican 98 12.91 231 12.88
Republican 135 17.79 319 17.78
Independent Republican 62 8.17 127 7.08
Independent 111 14.62 272 15.16
Independent Democrat 71 9.35 165 9.20
Democrat 167 22.00 367 20.46
Strong Democrat 109 14. 37 297 16.55
Apolitical or not 6 .79 16 .89
ascertained

Totals 759 100.00 1794 100.00




The Population of School Board lMembers. The school board popu-
lation consisted of all school board members in the 12 school

districts. The size of the school boards wvaried from five to nine
members. The school boards of the 12 school districts were composed
of a total of 90 members. Although the superintendents of schools
in the 12 districts were interviewed, their responses were not
combined with the responses of the school board members.

The Population of Public Officials. All public officials in
each of the school districts who would be eligible to vote on the
schogl district budget if the school district were fiscally dependent
were selected for interviewing. The public officials included
maynrs, city managers, and village presidents; city councilmen and
village board trustees; and tounship chairmen. Although not
strictly belonging in the public officials' population, editors
of local newspapers were, nevertheless, included in this group of
interviewees. The response rate for members of this reference
group was virtually 100 percent with 183 out of a possible 189
interviews being completed. In district G, one officialj in dis-
trict H, two officials; and in district K, three officials were not
intervicwed; in the remaining nine districts, all members of the
population of public officials were interviewed. This group
composed of public officials, and newspaper editors, will be
ceferred to as 'public officials" in the remainder of this report.

Summary. Table 2.6 indicates the number of interviews which
were conducted in each of the 12 districts, according to each of the
four groups of interviewees. One thousand seven hundred ninety-four
citizens, 183 officials, Y0 board members and 240 teachers were
interviewed, making a total of 2,307 interviewees.

The Interview Instrument

The expectations data required for testing the first two major
hypotheses of the study were obtained by the use of a structured
interview instrument which was given the title School District
Survey (See Appendix A). The interview instrument was developed
and tested by the research staff responsible for the study with the
cooperation and assistance of the director of the Wisconsin Survey
Research Laboratory and other members of the laboratory staff, the
executive secretary and members of the Board of Directors of the
Wisconsin Association of School Boards, and several members of the
Wisconsin State Department of Public Instruction. The development
of the instrument took place over a seven-month period from
September, 1964, through March, 1965.

25
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"TABLE 2.6 &~

NIMBER OF INTERVIEWS COMPLETED IN EACH DISTRICT BY GROUPS OF
INTERVIEWEES

District Citizens Officials Board Members Teachers Totals

A 141 9 7 20 177
B 142 10 9 20 181
c 169 11 7 20 207
D 137 13 7 20 177
E 149 15 9 20 193
F 162 9 7 , 20 198
G 163 16 7 L 20 206
H 144 21 9 20 194
I 140 7 5 20 172
J 150 27 9 20 206
K 150 24 7 20 201
L 147 21 7 20 195
All
Districts 1,794 183 90 240 2,307

Originally, the research staff intended to construct different
interview instrumente for the different groups of interviewees, on
the assumption that the amount and kinds of information that persons
in each of the groups possessed concerning the school board and the
schools would vary considerably from group to group. After thorough
discussion and testing, however, this idea was abandoned in favor
of the use of a single instrument with only slight modification in
the form for use in interviewing school board members (and superin-
tendents of schools). Since comparisons of consensus in expectations
for the school board role wae to be made within and between groups,
e.g., within and between the groups of citizens and of school board
members, it was necessary to ask questions of substantially the same
content and in the same form of all persons interviewed.

Field testing of the instrument.-was conducted by the research
staff throughout the developmental stages in order to ascertain the
suitability of the various questions for the different groups of
respondents. A near~final draft was pilot tested by the research
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staff with school board members of two school districts not partici-
pating in the study and by trained interviewers of the-Wiscomsin - -~ —— - = -omu
Survey Research Laboratory with more than 200 citizens. In the

process of testing and revising the interview instrument it became
clear that citizens, in particular, tended to become confused whern

they were asked questions about the ''school board role" even though

it was obvious that they did hold certain expectations for the

schools. Consequently, it was decided to phrase many of the

questions in terms of expectaticns for the schools, on the assumption
that such expectations determined the role of the board of education.
On the basis of this decision, items included in the interview schedule
pertained to the nature and cperation of the school board; to expec-
tations for the schools relative to (1) educational program,

(2) pupil personnel, (3) staff personnel, (4) business management,

and (5) board imaege; to satisfaction with, or evaluation of, the
schools and the performance of the school board; and to personal
factors concerning the respondent. Both structured questions, with
varying response categories, and open~ended questions were utilized.

The final form of the interview instrument contained 138 items, ]
19 of which had sub-items or 'probes', the use of which was dependent :
on the way the interviewee responded to the original item. 7Two minor
differences existed betweer the interview form used for interviewing
citizens, public officials, and teachers and the form used for
interviewing school board members. One difference was that for the
school board members more detailed questions or 'probes'" concerning
buard operation were included. Also, a small number of items
included in the interview schedule for citizens, public officials,
and teachers were inappropriatz when addressed to school board
members. A second difference between the two forms, therefore, was
that more appropriate items were substituted in the form for school
board members. For example, citizens were asked, ''How do you find
out about the decisions the school board makes at its meetings?"
while the school board members were asked, '"How are decisions made
by the school board publicized?"

The 138 interview schedule items pertained to school board
image and operation, expectations for the schools, satisfaction or
evaluation, the respondent's knowledge of the school board, and
the personal background of the respondent. The jtems pertaining
to expectations for the schools were related to educational program,
to pupil personnel, to staff personnel, to business management, and
to school plant.

Using the interview instrument described above, the groups of
citizens, officials, teachers, and school board members were inter-
viewed during the spring semester of the 1964«65 school year. The
citizens and officials were interviewed by trained interviewers
employed by the Wisconsin Survey Research Laboratory. The teachers
and school board members were interviewed by faculty members and
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research assistants responsible for conducting the present study. ]
' The timé required for the interviews ranged from an hour to two

hours or more, with the average interview lasting approximately one

and one-half hours. The data obtained in each of the interviews

were later punched on four IBM cards.,

Determination of Consensus in Expectations

Data obtained by the use of the interview instrument with the
groups of citizens, public officials, teachers, and school board
members made possible the determination of consensus in expectations
within and smong the groups. The interview schedule was examined
critically in order to determine which of the items could best be
utilized in the computation of consensus scores. Eighty-four of
the 138 questions on the schedule survived this examination. (See
Appendix B for a complete listing of the numbers of these questiong,)
Reasons for not including certain questions in the computation of
consensus scores were (1) the question was open-ended and had no
predictable response pattern and (2) the question did not elicit an
expectations-type response. Table 2.7 gives a summary of the types
of questions selected for determining consensus of expectations
within and between the groups.

TABLE 2.7

TYPES OF QUESTIONS USED IN THE BASIC INTERVIEW
SCHELULE FOR COMPUTING CONSENSUS

—r_——_—-———-—_‘:%am
Number of Questions Number of Questions

Type of Question Used in Consensus Not Used in Con-

Measure sensus Measure

Expectations questions about:

Educational program 13 -
Pupil personnel 16 -
Staff personnel 18 -
Image of the board 20 5
Business management 13 -
Unclassified 4 d
Open=ended questions - 32
Evaluation of school - 8
Information or knowledge - 8
Totals 84 54
28
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Consensus within a group was defined as the extent to which
the respondents tended to select a single response category when
answering an interview question. A procedure was developed, which
is explained in the last section of this chapter, to determine
whether the proportion of responses in a particular response
category for any one group of respondents was large enough that it
could have happened by chance no more tham five percent of the
time. When the number of responses represented at least the
minimum proportion required of the group, the group was said to
have consensus on that item. The consensus index for the group
was the sum of the items on which there was consensus.

Measurement of Conflict Resolution

In order to test the third and fourth hypotheses of the study
it was necessary to obtain data pertaining to the resolution of
role conflict by the school boards that participated in the study.
The research staff, with the advice of consultants, spent a con=
siderable period of time developing a method for measuring role
conflict resolution. The method employed utilized the non-participant
observer technique as well as the interview technique.

An initial step in the development of a role conflict resolu-
tion measure was that of having members of the research group visit
two consecutive school board meetings in five school districts that
were not to participate in the study. The purpose of these visits
was to observe the behavior of school board members in the board
meetings. These observations produced certain clues concerning
the dynamics of the process of school board deliberation and
operation which were discussed by the research personnel and with
consultants. It was decided that the following four variables
would be considered in the measurement of role conflict resolution
(1) the participation of individual board members in deliberating
on the issue, (2) the vote taken by the board on the issue, (3) the
intensity of the issue under consideration as perceived by members
of the board, and (4) the satisfaction of individual board members
with the final action taken by the kcard concerning the issue.

Each item brought before the school board an< voted on was con=~
sidered to be an issue, with the exception of approval of minutes,
payment of invoices, and adjournment of the meeting. Two instruments,
the Observer's Report, and the School Board Member Reactionnaire,
were developed for use in the measurement of the resolution of
conflict. These instruments are shown in Appendices C and D.

The Observer's Report

The Observer's Report was used by members of the research group
to {1) record data concerning the participaticn of board members
in deciding an issue, (2) indicate the result of the vote on the
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issue, and (3) rate the process employed by the board in resolving
the issue. The Observer's Report form also provided for the
recording of the nature of the issue under corsideration, how the
issue got before the board, the name of the school district, date
of the school board meating, and the observer's name.

A schooi board member was recorded as participating in the
resolution of an issue if he asked a question or made a statement
about the issue under discussion or if he made a motion, or seconded
a motion, related to the issue. To obtain a participation score
for a school board on an issue, observers utilized the scale
reported in Table 2.8. Because the size of the school boards in
the study varied from five to nine members, and because the
absence of a member from a meeting could distort the participation
score, the participation scale as indicated in Table 2.8 was
utilized.

It was the conclusion of the research group that if a school
board relied heavily on standing committees it would likely be
penalized regarding the participation score obtained during school
board meetings. To overcome this problem, reports of standing
committees were obtained and members of the committee were counted
as participating in deliberation on the issue if their names
appeared in the committee report; however, this procedure was
necessary for only one school board, that in district H.

TABLE 2.8

SCALE FOR DETERMINING THE PARTICIPATION SCORE
OF SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS

Required Number of Board Members Participating om a:

Participation 4 5 6~-7 8-9
Score Member Member Member Member
Board Board Board Board
5 4 5 6 7
3 3 4 5 6
1 2orl 3 or less 4 or less 5 or less




In order to obtain a vote=score for each issue considered by

" a school board, these scores were assigned as follows: unanimous

vote, 7; less than unanimous vote, 4; a single vote majority, 1.

Each observer rated the process utilized by the school board
in the resolution of an issue on a ten-point scale. The criteria
upon which the observers based their judgments were: (1) the
nature of the problem was clearly defined, (2) there was equal
opportunity for all participants to voice opinions, (3) alterna-
tive solutions were considered, (4) expert opinion was sought and
utilized, and (5) school board actions were consistent in the
light of adopted policy. School board action approximating the
criteria was rated high and action inconsistent with them was
rated low,

Schooi Board Member Reactionnaire

At the close of each board meeting, each board member was
asked to vespond to the two scales on the School Bocard Member
Reactionnaire (Appendix D). The reactionnaire was devised and
administered in order to obtain a school board member's reactions
to (1) perceived intensity of concern for an issue and (2) per-
sonal satisfaction with regard to the board's resolution of an
issue. The intensity of concern scale assessed the school board
member's perceptions of the degree to which citizens and/or
teachers in the school district were concerned with the issue.
School board members recorded their perceptions of intensity of
concern on a scale ranging from one to ten. Descriptive words
along the scale were as follows: 1, no concern; 4, some concern;
7, much concern; and 1C. intense concern.

The personal satisfaction scale was designed to assess the
individual school board member's satisfaction with the disposition
of an issue by the board. This scale was also a ten-point continuum
with descriptive words as follows: 1, extremely dissatisfied;

4, dissatisfied; 7, satisfied; and 10, extremely satisfied. Space
was also included in the reactionnaire for recording the date of
the school board meeting, the district which the school board
represented, and a number to identify the schoel board member who
responded to the reactionnaire.

Procedure for Obtaining Role Conflict Resolution

Three consecutive school board meetings in each of the 12
school districts were observed for the purpose of obtaining data
relating to role conflict resolution. The Observer's Report and
the 8chcol Board Member Reactionnaire were utilized for each of the
issues resolved at each of the meetings. Three observers of the
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- - - -research staff were assigned to each of the three meetings in a

school district according to the following schedule:

Meeting #1 Meeting #2 Meeting #3
Observer A Observer A Observe:: A
Observer B Observer B Observer D
Observer ¢ Observer D Observer E

According to this schedule, observer A attended all three meet-~
ings, observers B and D attended two meetings each, and observers
C and E attended one meeting each. This arrangement provided for
continuity in the observations and also made it possible for five
different observers to observe the board in action. For each
district, observer A was designated as the observation=team leader
with the responsibility for giving the necessary directions to the
board members to obtain their responses to the reactionnaire at
the close of each meeting. Observer A served as the official
spokesman for the observation team at each of the three board meet-
ings. In addition, he recorded supplementary information such as
length of the board meeting, individuals or groups attending the

meeting, board members pPresent and absent, and other relevant
information,

An Observer's Report was completed by each of the three
observers for each of the issues cousidered by the school board
during a meeting. Each observer made his ratings independently of
the other observers. At the close of the meeting each school board

member present completed a School Board Member Reactionnaire for
each issue voted upon during the meeting.

Resolution of Conflict Score

Conflict resolution scores were computed for each school
board, using the data pertaining to school board member participation,
school board vote, mean observer rating, mean intensity rating, and
mean satisfaction rating., These data were obtained by use of the
Observer's Report and the School Board Member Reactionnaire.

Computation of the conflict resolution score may be stated algebraically
as follows:

(P+V+0+5) (In) = ICRS

{1CRS
% In

= CRS
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Where: P = Porticipation Score
. . - V .o ,Vote. Scorew - et e aem e e e m s
0 = Mean Observer Rating
S = Mean Satisfaction Rating
In = Mean Intensity Rating
ICRS = Issue Conflict Resolution Score
ZICRS = Sum of Issue (onflict Resolution Scores
£In = Sum of Mean Intensity Ratings
CRS = Conflict Raosolution Score

Use of the mean intensity as a multiplication factor, and the sun
of thc mean Intensity ratings as a division factor, yielded a final
conflict resolution score per unit of intensity. This score was
based upon the assumpticn that if ecach of the school boards dealt
with issucs which they perceived to be of like intensity, the score
would be a measure of their conflict resolution. The conflict
resolution scoras obtained for each of the school boards were
comparable and could be subjected to common statistical procedures.

Three modifications of the above defined measure of conflict
resoluticn were devised and were also employed to test hypotheses
of this study. The first modification was as follows:

(P +0+8S) (In) = ICRS

. ICRS

£1In = CRS

This modification omitted the school board vote score because on _
167, or 89.3 percent, of the 187 issues, the votes were unanimous. ]

The second modification took the following form:

(£0) (£In) _
NI = CRS
Where: NI = Total number of issues
20 = Sum of mean observer ratings

This modification utilized only the school board members' perceptions
of the intensity of the issuc 2and the observers' ratings of the
resolution process.

The third modification was as follows:

20 _
Nt - CRS

This modification was basod on the assumption that the observers
could be relied upon to provide an accurate measure of o school
boord's conflict resolution,
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Establishment of Criterion Measures

e e e e . . PN [N,

The rationale of this study indicated that the degree of
consensus in expectations for the school board role and the
degree of resolution of school board conflict could be expected
to bear systematic relationships to (1) change in the level of
local financial support for schools, and (2) ciiange in the nature
of budget allocations in the adopted budgets. 1In order to test
the four mejor hypotheses of the study, it was aecessary to
identify appropriate variables related to local financial support

and budget allocations, and to standardize the measures of these
variables.

Financial Support Measures

Four measures were selected to show the level of financial
support in the 12 schoul districts. These measures were as follows:

1. Total local mill rate for all school purposes. To obtain
this measure the total tax levy for school purposes, including debt
payments paid directly by the municipality, was divided by the
district equalized valuation.

2. Local tax rate for current operaticn of the schools. To
obtain this measure all current operating receipts with the
exceptions of local tax receipts and state aids were subtracted
from the total disbursements for current operation, and the
resulting amount was then divided by the district equalized
valuation.

3. Required levy rate for current operation. To obtain
this measure the same current operation levy as found for item 2
above was used, but instead of dividing it by the district equalized
valuation it was divided by the guaranteed valuation used by the
state in the computation of equalization aids.

4. Local tax effort per pupil. To obtain this measure the
local tax levy for school purposes was divided by the average
daily pupil membership.

Budget Allocation Data

Data were collected concerning 12 items of budget allocation.
These were: (1) salaries of professional staff, (2) salaries of
clerical workers, (3) textbooks, library books and periodicals,

% (4) instructional supplies, (5) total instructional costs,

a (6) salaries of custodians, (7) plant operation, (8) plant

: maintenance, (9) school lunch, (10) transportation, (11) capi:al
outlay, and (12) debt service.
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Sources_of Financial Support and Budget Allocation Data

The finencial support and budget allocation data were
obtained from school district records, from annual reports sub-
mitted by the school districts to the Wisconsin Department of
Public Instruction, and from records of the Wisconsin Department
of Taxation. Data for each of the variabies were collected for
the school years 1963-64, 1564-65, and 1965-66. Financial support
data were standardized among the school districts on the basis of
state equalized valuation and the budget allocation data on the
basis of average daily pupil membership of the respective school
districts. The hypotheses of the study were tested using the data
collected for each of the three school years mentioned above and
also in terms of changes in level of financial support and in
budget allocations during specified periods of time.

Procedures Empioyed in Handling of Data

In this section of the chapter procedures employed will be
discussed in relation to (1) measurement of consensus in expecta-
tions for the school board role and (2) statistical treatment of
the data.

Measurement <f Consensus

Using the definiticn of consensus as the extent to which
there exists ''significant' agreement in the responses to questions,
a procedure to :est such agreement was based upon the statistical
inferences whicl can be made about a proportion.7 In this context,
the term “proportion’ refers tc a fractionai part of a group of
discrete individuals. The data of this study, i.e., the number
of individuals who responded in a certain manner to an interview
item, fit this definition of proportion. Vhen p is used to
represent the proportion of individuals in a sample who have a
specified characteristic, that is, the proportion who answered
in an certain manner, and (l-p) is used to represent the
proportion why  do not have the specified characteristic, the
mear of the sample of size N is p and the standard deviation of
the sample is p(l~-p). When the unknown proportivn of a popalation
is to be estimated, the sample value p is the best single value
available. To convert the proportion values to frequency values,
the proportion is multiplied by the number in the group being
considered and the medn frequency of sample size N is Np and the
standard deviatlon frequency is Np(l-p).

"1bid., pp. 264-56.
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By use of the above mean and standard deviation formulas,
together with a correction i-r continuity, a confidence interval
was constructed for each of the reference groups involved in the
study. Allowing a chance error of five percent, the upper limit
of the confidence interval was operationally defined as the
critical value above which a group would have "significant" agree-
ment on the response to an item. By establishing the confidence
interval for the proportion of a group which could be expected to
answer a particular question in a certain manner and using the
upper limit as the critical value, above which weculd be the area of
consensus, the variation in the number of board members, public
officials, and citizens who were interviewed was negated. This
procedure was of importence because the number of school board
members varied among districts from five to nine members, the
number of public officials interviewe~ varied from seven to 27,
and the number of citizens interviewed varied from 140 to 169.

The effect of the size of the group on the proportion of the group
which would have to respond in a certain manner in order to
conclude that consensus existed is revealed in Table 2.9. As the
size of the group increases, the proportion of the group needed for
consensus decreases; however, the probability of getting at least
that proportion to respond in a certain manner remains constant.

TABLE 2.9

THE NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS AND THE PERCENT OF THE GROUP
NEEDED FOR CONSENSUS IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES

N

Number in Needed for Consensus

Greup Critical value Number Percent
5 5 100.0

7 7 100.0

9 8 88.9

15 12 80.0
20 15 75.0
27 19 70.4
140 82 58.6%
150 88 58.6*
160 93 58.1

*Percent is the same for these two groups because of rounding
the critical value to the next higher whole numbex,
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In order to insure that all responses to an interview question
would have an equal chance of being selected, the responses to
each of the questions used in the measurement of consensus were
dichotomized according to whether the response was in agreement
with the idea expressed in the question or was in opposition to
the idea. A third category was used to include all the respoases
which were noncomittal or in which the position of the respondent
was not ascertained. This third category was not considered a
meaningful response and was not utilized in the measurement of
consensus. The number of respondents for each of the reference
groups required to answer a question in a certain manner in order
to conclude that consensus existed i¢ shown in Table 2.10 for each
of the 12 districts.

TABLE 2.10

NUMBER OF PEOPLE NEEDED TO RESPOND IN A CERTAIN
MANNER IN ORDER TO CONCLUDE THAT CONSENSUS
EXISTED IN THAT GROUP

District Citizens Officials Board Teachers
A 83 8 7 15
B 83 9 8 15
c 98 9 7 15
D 80 10 7 15
E 87 12 8 15
F 94 8 7 15
G 95 12 7 15
H 84 15 8 15
I 82 7 S 15
J 88 19 8 15
K 88 17 7 15
L 86 15 7 15

Within~Group Consensus. The degree of consensus within a
group of respondents was measured by the number of interview
items, of the possible 84, on which the group had significant
consensus. A basic assumption underlying this measure was that
the questions used represented a cross-section of the types of
items on which the reference groups could be expected to have
opinions or expectations with respect to the role of the school
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board. When the responses of a reference group to a particular
question indicated consensus, a value of one was assigned and
when consensus did not exist, a value of zero was given. The
degree of consensus within a reference group then was found by
obtaining the sum of the ones far the group.

The Cochran Q testa, an analysis of variance for zerc, one
nominal data, was used to determine if the consensus index dis-
criminated between districts. If the Q was greater than or equal
to the chi square table value, the implication was that the propor-
tions of,the different types of responses giffered significantly.
The Hoyt™ reliability coefficient was computed for each set of
consensus scores,

In addition to whether or not consensus was found for a group
on a particular item, a record was kept regarding the response
category in which the consensus was located. The record told '"how’
the group felt about a particular interview item.

Between-Group Consensus. In order to have consensus between
two groups on a particular interview item, it was necessary to have
consensus on that item within each of the groups. The degree of
within-group consensus was measured as the nvmber of items on which
the two groups had consensus in the same direction. This measure
of consensus was limited, of course, by the degree of consensus
exhibited by each of the groups being compared. The Cochran Q test
and the Hoyt reliability coefficient were also computed for each
set of between-group consensus scores.

Statistical Treatment

Tr relate the data concerning consensus in expectations for
the school board role, and those relating to the resolution of
conflict, to the criterion measures of (1) local financial support
and (2) budget allocation, two statistical procedures were employed.
One was the Spearman rank order coefficient of correlation and
the other was the analysis of variance technique.

Rank order coefficient of correlations were utilized for
determining the relationships between consensus in expectations
and (1) the four financial support variables and (2) the twelve
budget allocation variables for the various school years encompassed
by the study. Rank order ccrrelation coefficients also were used
for determining the relationships between consensus in expectations
and changes in the financial support® variables, and changes in the

8Sidney Siegel,' Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral

Sciences (New York: McGraw Kill Book Company, Inc., 1956), pp. 161-166.

9Cyril Hoyt, "Test Reliability Obtained by Analysis of
Variance,' Psychometrika, 6 (June, 1941), pp. 153-60.

10 ¢ )
George A, Ferguson, Statistical Analysis in Psychology &nd
Education (New York: Mcéraw-ﬁi[[ Book Company, 1inc., 1959), pp. 179-81.
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budget allocation variables, over a pericd of time. In any
particular case where there were more than four tied ranks among
the districts on a particular variable, product-moment correlation
coefficientsll were used instead of the Spearman rank coefficients.

Analyses of variance were utilized to test for the significance
of the differences on the financial support variables, and the
differences on the budget allocation variables, between the four
districts that ranked high and the four districts that ranked low
on these variables. Analyses of variance were also performed to
test the significance of differences found between the four high
and the four low districts with respect to changes in the finan-
cial support and the budget allocation variables over a period of
time.

The Spearman rank order coefficient of correlation was also
utilized to determine the relationships of the conflict resolution
scores to the local financial support variables and to the budget
allocation variabies in the 12 school districts. Statistical
significance of the computed rank order correlations wae deter~
mined by referring to the table of critical values reported by
Fergusonlz. Again, where there were more than four tied ranks
product-moment coefficients were utilized in place of the
Spearman rank coefficients. The product-moment coefficients
also were tested for significance by using a table of critical
valuee reported by Ferguson.

1
11pid., p. 182.

121b1d., p. 316.
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CHAPTER 111

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

In this chapter are reported (1) data concerning consensus
in expectations for the school board role and the relationship
between consensus in expectations and the criterion variables of
financial support and budget allocation and (2) data concerning
resolution of conflict by the school board ard the relationship
between resolution of conflict and these same criterion variables.
Results of the tests of the null hypotheses posed for the study
also will be reported. The first portion of the chapter consists
of (1) a brief analysis of consensus measuresj; (2) an analysis
of the relationship between consensus in expectations within and
between groups and financial support of the schools; and (3) an
analysis of the relationship between consensus in expectations
within and between groups and allocations to 12 budget categories.
The second part of the chapter contains (1) a btrief review of
the conflict resolution measures; (2) an analysis of the
relationship between conflict resolution and financial support
of the schools; and (3) an analysis of the relationship between
confliet resolution and allocations to 12 budget categories.

Consensus in Expectations

Responses to the interview schedule which was used with
citizens, teachers and elected officials, and data from the
modified iaterview schedule which was used with school board
members, provided the raw data for measurement of the degree of
consensus in expectations of these groups for the role of the
school board. Eighty=four of the 138 questions asked in the
interview schedule were used to compute consensus in expectations
for the school board role. For purposes of this study consensus
was defined as the extent to which there existed significant
agreement in the responses to questions and the test for consensus
was based upon the statistical inferences which can be made
about a proportion.

The pattern of responses to a particular question of each
reference group in each school district was tested using the
procedures described in Chapter II to determine whether or not
consenisus on that question existed. By assigning a one to each
question on which a group had consensus and a zero to each
question on which the group did not have consensua, a matrix of
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zero, one data was constructed with the 12 districts in the rows
and the 84 questions in the columns. The sum of the one's in any
row was the number of aquestions, of c¢he 84 tested, on which the
group had consensus, i.e., the within-group consensus index for
that particular district. The sum of the one's in zay column

was the number of districts which had consensus on that particular
question. The within-group consensus indices for the four groups
in each ¢f the districts are given in Table 3.1.

TABLE 3.1
WITHIN-GROUP CONSENSUS INDICES FOR CITIZENS, PUBLIC OFFICIALS,

SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS AND TEACHERS IN THE
TWELVE SCHOOL DISTRICTS

District Citizens Public School Board Teachers
Officials Members
A 54 24 13 41
B 51 15 32 40
C 59 33 14 44
D 57 32 22 39
E 46 23 33 34
F 63 21 23 40
G 50 38 11 37
H 62 44 30 48
I 59 22 26 47
J 47 38 26 417
K 58 43 19 40
L 49 43 18 1y

To test whether the consensus indices did, indeed, discrimi~
nate between districts, the Cochran Q test, an anniysis of variance
test for zerc, one nominal data, was used. The Q values obtained
for the within-group consensus indices were: citizens, 34.048;
officials, 80.853; board members, 61.195; and teachers, 21.097.
Reference to a chi square table indicated that differences among
the consensus indices were significant at the .01 level for
citizens, public officials and school board members and significant
at the .05 level for teachers. Hoyt reliability coefficients were
computed for each consensus score and were found to be as follows:
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citizens, .685; public officials, .874; school board members, .793;
and teachers, .484. Table 3.2 contains a summary of the Cochran

Q values and their level of significance, as well as a summary of
the Hoyt reiiability coefficients, for the within-group consensus
indices.

TABLE 3.2

COCHRAN Q VALUES AND HOYT RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS
FOR THE WITHIN-GROUP CONSENSUS INDICES

Group Cochran Level of Hoy\: Reliabilicy
Q Values Signiiicance* Coefficient
Citizens 34,048 .01 . 685
Public Officials 80.853 .01 874
School Board
Members 61.195 01 «793
Teachers 21.097 .05 484

%* :)(‘2 = 24,72 and :If‘z = 19,68 with eleven degreas of freedom
.99 "« 95

The within-group consensus indices for the 12 citizen groups
revealed a range of from 46 to 63 questions on which there was
consensus; the range for the groups composed of public officials
was from 15 to 44; for the school board member groups the range
was from 11 to 33; and for the groups composed of tesachers the
range was from 34 to 48. The mean, standard deviation, and values
one standard deviation above and one standard deviation below the
mean were computed for each of the four grcups. (See Table 3.3)

Using a priori reasoning that it was necessary for each of
two groups tc have withinegroup consensus on a response to a
particular question before the groups could have between=group
consensus, a8 record was kept of the nature of the response whenever
a group had within-group consensus. Thig record provided a matrix
of zero, one datas from which hetween-group consensus was ascertained.
A omne indicated that the two groups being compared were in agreement
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TABLE 3.3

RANGE, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND VALUES ONE STANDARD
DEVIATION ABOVE AND BELOW THE MEAN OF THE
WITHIN-GROUP CONSENSUS INDICES

Range Mean Standard Mean + Mean -
Groups High Low Deviation 1 S.D. 1 S.D.
Citizens 63 46 54.58 5.62 60.20 48.96
Public Officials 44 15 31.33 9.61 40,94 21.72
School Board
Membevrs 33 11 22.25 7.12 29.37 15.13
Teachers 48 34 42.00 4.34 46.34 37.66

in their responsz tc the question; & zero indicated lack of
agreement--either because each group had within-group consensus but
in opposite directions or because one or both of the groups did not
have within-group consc¢nsus. The sum of the one's in a row provided
the between-group consensus index, e.g., in the matrix for the
consensus between citizens and teachers, the sum of one's in row A
was the index of the degr:e of consensus between the citizeus and the
teachers in district A. 1he between-group consensus indices for
citizens and teachers, citizens and school board members, teachers
and school board members, piblic officials and school board members,
citizens and public officials, and teachers and public officials

in each district are reportec in Table 3.4 and a summary of range,
mean, standard deviation, and:value * 1.0 standard deviation from
the mean for each pair of grouns is reported in Table 3.5.

The Cochran Q test was applied to determine if there were
significant differences between districts and Hoyt relisbility
coefficients were computed to as:ess the reliability of the measures.
The results of these tests are summarized in Table 3.6. Differences
significant at the .0l level were ‘found for each of the six measures
of between-group consensus. The Hoyt reliability coefficients for
the measure of consensus between citizens and teachers was .649;
between citizens and school board members, .726; between teachers
and school board members, .677; betwz2en public officials and school
board members, .601; between citizens and public officials, .835;
and between teachers and public officlals, .750.
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TABLE 3.4

BETVIEEN-GROI/P CONSENSUS INDICES BEIWEEN CITIZENS » TEACHERS, SCHOOL
BOARD MEMBERS, AND PUBLIC OFFICIALS I[N EACH SCHOOL DISTRICT

e S S ;. WPV At
T g e — ]

RANGE, MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND VALUES ONE STANDARD
DEVIATION ABOVE Al'D BELOW THE MEAN OF THE BETIWEEN-
GRIUP CONSENSUS INDICES

c1:§§= Citizéﬁgzu~—ﬁaacherf= Oifficlals~ Citizens- Teachers

trict Teachers Boar«de Boardas Boards Officlals Officials
30 V' 9 8 17 17
25 21 22 i0 13 10
34 8 10 7 28 i8
31 19 18 14 28 24
23 20 21 13 19 13
34 18 18 10 19 14
23 S 10 6 32 20
37 22 23 21 38 31
40 20 20 9 20 19
30 20 23 17 28 24
29 14 19 14 35 23
31 13 15 14 35 28

TABLE 3.5

-~

Mean Standard Mean + Mean -

High Deviation 1 S.D. 1 S.D.

Citizens~Teacheis 37 30.58 5.02 35.60 25.5¢6
Citizens~Boaxds 22 15.75 5.54 21.29 10.21
Teachers~Boards 23 17.33 4.94 22,27 12.39
Officials-Boards 21 6 11.92 4.21 16.13 7.71
Citizens-Officials 38 26.00 7.84 33.84 18.16
Teachers-(fficials 31 16 20.08 5.95 26.03 14.13
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'TABLE 3.6

COCHRAN Q VALUES AND HOYT RELYABILITY CCEFFICIENTS FOR
THE BETWEEN-GROUP CONWSENSUS INDICES

Between-Group Cocaran Level of Hoyt Reliability
Indices Q Values Significance* Coefficients

Citizens~Teachers 30,686 .01 .649
Citizens~Borrds 38.981 .01 .726
Teachers-Boards 33.246 .01 .677
Officials=-Boards 27.102 .01 .601
Citizens-Officials 62.849 .01 .835
Teachers-0fficials 42.126 .01 .750

*MJ['Z = 24,72 and ;172 = 19.68 with 11 degrees of freedom

.99 .95

The data concerning consensus in expectations permitted the
identification of high consensus and low consensus districts on
both within~ and between=group consensus of the four reference
groups. A summary of the number of times 2ach district ranked
high, medium or low on each of the within~ ard between=group
consensus indices is reported in Table 3.7. Eight districts had
at least one high consensus score; seven districts had at least one
low consensus score; and one district had neither a high nor a low
consensus score. Four districts ranked high on some consensus
scores and low on others.

An analysis was made of some general and some specific expecta-
tions concerning the school board role held by the four reference

groups. A monograph summarizing the results of this analysis appears
in this report as Appendix E.
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TABLE 3.7

NUMBER OF HIGH, MEDIUM, AND LOW WITHIN~ AND BETWEEN-GROUP
CONSENSUS INDICES FOR EACH OF THE 12 DISTRICTS

NEERA—
R

Within=Group Between=Group
Totals
District Consensus Consensus
High Medium Low High Medium Low High Medium Low

A 0 3 1 0 3 3 0 6 4
B 1 2 1 0 3 3 1 5 4
C 0 3 1 0 3 3 0 6 4
D 0 4 0 0 6 0 0 10 0
E 1 1 2 0 4 2 1 5 4
F 1 2 1 0 5 1 1 7 2
G 0 2 2 0 2 4 0 4 é
H 4 C 0 6 0 0 10 0 0
) § 1 3 0 1 5 0 2 8 0
J 1 2 1 2 4 0 3 6 1
K 1 3 0 1 5 0 2 8 0
L 2 2 0 2 4 0 [ 6 0

Totals 12 27 9 12 44 16 24 71 25

Lonsensus Patterns

The data concerning consensus were analyzed to determine whether
or not systematic differences could be attributed to the criteria
which were employed in selecting districts to participate in the
study. The influence on consensus patterns of the groups of questions
regarding certain functional areas, and of specific questions, was
also examined.

Selection Criteria and Consensus Patterns. The selection criteris
which were used to select school districts for participation in the
project werz designed to provide a balanced distribution of school
districts which were high, medium, and low on the criteria of size,
wealth, ratio of non-public to total enrollment, intensity of
community controversy, and fiscal independence-fiscal dependence. An
analysis of variance was employed to test for significant differences
in the consensus in expectations indices of scbool districts which
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were high, medium, and low on the selection criteria. The results
of these tests are shown in Table 3.8.

TABLE 3.8

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE ~-WITHIN-GROUP CONSENSUS INDICES
ACCORDING 70 SELECTION CRITERIA

—_— i —— ——  —— —  ———— — —————]

Selection F Ratios

Criterion Citizens Officials Board Teachers

Size .185 1.578 .584 2.189

Wealth 1.634 .029 074 771

Non-Public/Total 5.585% 2,084 .377 .250
Earollment

Fiscal Control** 4.785 . 681 »002 . 004

Intensity of Community
Issues .561 .975 1.41 .123

*Significant at .05 level
**d.f. = 1,10; for all other categories d.f. = 2,9.

A difference significant at the .05 level was found in the
within-group consensus indices for citizens on the criterion of
ratio of non-public to total school enrollment. The data revealed
that citizens in districts which had a medium ratio of non-public
to total enrollment had more within-group consensus than did
citizens in districts where the ratio of non-public enroliment
was either high or low. The mean consensus index for the districts
having a medium ratio of non-public enrollment was 57.25; the mean
consensus indices for citizens in districts which had high and low
non-public enrollment ratics were 47.33 and 4680, respectively. In
all other cases, the computed F ratios were not significant at the
.05 level and the null hypothesis that there was no difference in
within-group consensus in districts high, medium, and low on the
selection criteria was accepted.

A similar analysis was performed to test for significant
differences in the between-group consensus in expectations indices.
The results of these tests are shown in Table 3.9. A difference
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significant ¢v the .15 level was found in the degree of consensus
vetween publ’c ovfficials ard schooi board members for dictricts
in which there was high, wmedium, or low intensity of community
controversy. In all other cases the computed F ratio was not
significant at the .0% level. Thus, it may e concluded that, in

TABLE 3.9

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE--BETWEEN-GROUP CONSENSUS
INDICE3 ACCORDING TO SELECTION CRITERIA

- o

ﬁ — _F_Ratios = _ﬁ

Selectim Titizers~ Citizens- Teachers- Officials- Citizens- Teachers-
ggiter- Teachiers Boards Boards Boards Officials Officials

i
Size .8¢3 e732 715 1.704 .905 1.008
Wealth 3.501 .187 .196 .073 .054 .022
Non-Public/

Total .520 191 . 648 1.257 2.171 .118
Enrollment
Fiscal*x*
Control 1.256 .068 0.000 071 074 172
Community
Issues 1.223 .937 2.797 5.09% .709 .563

*Significant at .05 level
**d.f. = 1,10; for all other categories d.f. = 2,9.

general, the selection criteria were not related to the degree of
consensus in expectations within and between‘groups. The two
exceptions involved (1) the within-group consensus of citizens and
the ratio of non-public to total enrollment and (2) the between-group
consensus of officials and board members and the intensity of
community controversy.

Type of Question and Consensus Patterns. The question of whether
or not there was greater consensus in expectations on questions
regarding certain functional areas of school operation also was
examined. The number of times each group, or a pair of groups, had
consensus on a question was recorded and the number of times a
questicn evoked consensus within or between groups was tabulated.
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Questions were classified according to whether they dealt with the
image of the board, educational program, pupil personnel policies,

staff personnel policies, business management policies, or un-

clagssified (current) issues.

Those questions that deait with
business management policies (including questions concerning school
buildings and sites for new schools) produced the highest amount of

within-group consensus per question, with an average of 6.4

districts having consensus in each group (8es Table 3.10).

involving the image ¢f the board evoked the next highest amoumt

of congensug, with an average cf 5.9 districts indicating consensus

on such questions. The least consensuz was fcund in responses to
the questions concerning current issues, where an average of only
3.3 districts had consensus.

TABLZ 3.10

NUMBER OF TIMES WITHIN-GROUP CONSENSUS WAS FOUND PER QUESTION
AND P:iR QUESTION PER GROUP, ACCORDING TO TYPE OF QUESZIONS

Type of No. of

No. of No. of No. of Times
Question by Questions Times Times Consensus Found
Functlonal Consensus Conscnsus  Per Question
Area Was Found Found Per Per Group?
Question

Educational

Program 13 283 21.8 3.5
Pupil Personnel 16 272 17.6 4.3
Staff Personnel 18 391 21.7 5.4
Board Image 20 473 23.6 5.9
Business

Manigement i3 330 25.4 6.4
Unclassified 4 53 13.2 3.3
Total 84 1802 21.4 5.4

8Computed as number of times consensus found per question divided

by number of reference groups {4).
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Au analysis of variance was parformed to test for significant
differences in the mean number of times consensus was found for
the various types of questions. Types of questions were arranged
sver columns and the F ratio was found to be 1.67. Since a
critical value of 2.33 was required for significance at the .05
level, it was concluded ti:at there were no significant differences
in Che amount of within=-group consensus found in responses to the
various typz8 of quections. {

The amount of between-group consensus found in the responses
to the various types of questions was studied similarly. No
significart differences were fovad. A summary of the comparisons
of between-group consensus on questions classified according to
functional irea is reported in Table 3.11,

On the basis of the above analyses, it was concluded that no
significant differences in the amount of consensus in expectations
for the school board role could be attributed to various types of
questions; however, this analysis involved only the consensus
found over all districts, not individual district differences in
consensus. t

TABLE 3.11

NUMBER OF TIMES BETWEEN-GROUP CONSENSUS WAS FOUND PER QUESTION
AND PER COMPARISON, ACCORDING TO TYPE OF QUESTION

Type of No. of No. of No. of No. of Times
Question by Questions Times Times Consensus
Functional Consensus Consensus Found Per
Area Found Found Per Question Per
Question Comparison?

Educational

Program 13 224 17.2 2.9
Pupil

Personnel 16 182 11.4 1.9

Staff

Personnel 18 368 20.4 3.4
Board Image 20 356 17.8 3.0
Business

Management 13 312 24.0 4.0
Unclassified 4 18 4.5 .8
Totals 84 1460 17.4 2.9

2Computed as number of times consensus found per question divided
by number of reference grougg (6).
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Individual Questions and Consensus Patterns. The contribution
of individual questions to the consensus measures was studied
with two points in mind: (1) were there questions which did
not contribute to either within~- or between-group consensus?, and
(2) ware there questions which did not contribute to the differen-
tiation of degree of consensus between districts because thera
was complete agreement on the part of all groups in all districts?
For one question no within-group consensus on the part of citizens
was found in any district, but this aquestion did prodice consensus
within the groups composed of public officials, schocl board
members, and teachers. All other questions elicited within-group
consensus concerning that question in one or more districts.
Therefore, it was concluded that all questions contributed to some
measure of consensus.

There was one question on which all reference groups in
all districts had vonsensus: all other questions had 11 or
fewer districts with within=board consensus. Further analysis
revealed that on this parricular question only four districts had
within-citizen consensus, only seven districts had within-official
consensus, and eleven districts had withineteacher cansensus.
Therefore, it was concluded that no question failed to differen-
tiate in some manner the degree of within-group consensus among
districts.

Examination of the data indicated that seven cuestions
(See Appendix A, questions 35,66,67,70,80,93, and 97) did not
contribute to the between-group consensus measures. Three of
these questions concerned staff personnel policies, two concerned
pupil personnel policies, one concerned business imanagement
policies, and one concerned board image.

The individual questions were examined to determine which of
them elicited the greatest amount of consensus in expectations for
the school board role. Questions on which there was the greatest
anount of consensus withir~ and between-groups were:

The school board should hold a hearing when a teacher who
has been dismissed asks for it.

The school board should require teachers to continue
taking additional coliege work every so often.

In preparing a budget, is it a good idea, or not, to ask
teachers to recommend items which they think should be
included?

New school buildings should include facilities for the
latest educational practices such as team teaching and
language laboratories.
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elicited the least consensus.

Do you think the school board, school superintendent,
o’ the teachers should take the most importsnt part

in deciding how the selection for sites of new schools
should be done?

Pupils should be permitted to give gifts to teachers
that cost more than one dollar,

Do you feel it's a good idea, or not, to include courses
in public high school which deal with sex education?

In addition to the usual report card, do you think

that teachers should have personal conferences with the
parents of pupils in their classes, or isn't this
necessary?

The school should be allowed tc decide the proper
dress and grooming of pupils.

In your spinion, is it a good idea--or not really
necessary-~for the school board to let people know
beforehand the items which will be covered at the next
sehool boa:rd meeting?

The questions also were examined to identify those which

the least consensus included the following:

In your opinion, should your local school emphasize
vocctional subjects most, or should college prepara-
tion courses have the most emphasis?

The school board should try to hire teachers so that a
variety of political, ecomomic and religious beliefs
are represented on the faculty.

Should teachers in your district be expected to partici-
pate in various community activities?

Should fund drives within the schools be permitted, or
not?

Do you think it is a good idea, or not, for the schocl
board to have citizens' committees to advise the board
on ways to solve problems facing the schools?

The school board should give leaves of absence with par-~
tial pay to allow teachers to take additional college
work if the teachers agree to return to the local school
district.
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Should your teachers be required to get the permission
of the school board before they accept outside employ-
ment during the school year?

It was possible for two reference groups within a district
to have within-group consensus, but to hold opposing expectations.
This occurred 16 times between citizens and teachers, eight
times between citizens and the school board, cnce between
officials and the school board, and eight times between teachers
and officials. (See Table 3.12.) The 33 occurrences of within-
group consensus, but with opposing expectations, involved 24
questions on which two or more reference groups within one of
the 12 districts held opposing expectations. However, there
were only 11 different questions involved. One of these,
Question 91, which asked if the respondent would be in favor of
a rule that each pupil's IQ be reported to the pupil'’s parents,
accounted for 13 of the 33 disagreements. There were l4 cases of
disagreement on board image questions, 12 of which involved
questions asking whose primary responsibility it was to perform
certain tasks usually encountered in the operation of schools.
Among other questions which evoked opposite within-group cornsensus
was the question, "Should members of your school board be paid a
salary?" In one district there were two cases of disagreement on
this question, with the school board believing that board members
should not be paid a salary and public officials and teachers
believing that board members should be paid a salary.

TABLE 3.12

NUMBER OF TIMES AND THE QUESTIONS INVOLVED WHEN TWO
GROUPS HAD WITHIN~GROUP CONSENSUS IN OPPOSITE

DIRECTIONS
. 2 A NO. Of Di.S' Nce Of o w . . _ 38
District agreements Questions Questions Iavo.ved
Between Groups Involved
A 2 2 351, 91
B 1 1 91
C 2 2 353, 99
D 1 1 35K
E 6 4 35A(2), 353, 35K, 91(2)
F 4 2 354(2), 91(2)
G 2 1 91(2)
H 4 3 19(2), 351, 91
I 3 3 31, 35J, 35K
J 4 3 57, 91(2), 94
K A 2 85(2), 91(2)
L 0 0 85(2), 91(2)
Number in parentheses indicate number of comparisons of groups

where within=-group consensus, but in opposite directions, existed.
53




The relatively low number of questions on which
disagreement was found indicated that rather than areas of dis-

agreement there wsere degrees of consensus on specific expectations
for the school board role. In only a relatively small number of
questions was withine-group consensus involving conflicting
expectations identified.

Summary. The findings relative to the degree of consensus :
withirt and between groups of citizens, teachers, sche¢ol board Sﬁmx
members and elected public officials were helpful in identifying

the interstitial position of the school board. Citizens exhibited

a greater degree of within-group consensus in expectations for

the school board role than did teachers, public officials, or

school board members. The mean consensus index for citizens in

the 12 districts was 54.58, while teachers had a mean consensus

index of 42.00, cfficiale had a2 mean consensus index of 31.33,

and school board members had a mean consensus index of 22.25. p
Apparently the members of the school board, perhaps because of '
the board's interstitial position between the external and 5
internal segments of the school organization, had the least ?
amount of within-group consensus with regard to their expectations 3
for their own role.

The groups composed of teachers had the smallest overall
variation among their within-group consensus indices. This
finding suggests that teacher groups were more alike than other
groups in regard to their expectations for the school board role.
Groups composed of public officials, on the other hand, exhibited
the greatest amount of variation among the 12 districts on their
within-group consensus indices. The standard deviation of the
public official within-group consensus indices was 9.61, compared
tc a standard deviation of 4.34 for the teacher groups.

D v e gt e et s a0 g T

Analysis of the between~group consensus indices revealed
that citizens and teachers were highest in the degree of between=
group consensus in expectations for the school board role. The
three between-group consensus indices involving the school board,
i.e., the consensus between teachers and board members, citizens
and board members, and officials and board members, were the g
lowest of the between-group consensus indices. The low consensus ‘
between the school board and other groups may have been due, in
part, to the necessity of having within-group consensus on an
item before it was possible to have between=-group consensus on that
item. Houce, school boards, which were low on within-group
consensus, were limited in the amount of between-group consensus
to which they could be a party. There was greater consensus
between board members and teachers than between board members and
citizens. School board members apparently were more similar to
teacher groups than to citizen groups in their expectations for
the school board role.

P e g 6 - 0
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Regarding whether or not questions concerning certain func-
tional areas of school operation evoked greater consensus than
others, it was found that questions concerning business management
policies (including school site and school building construction
questions) evoked the greatest amount of consensus per question.
Tho auagtions involving current issues, which included questions
regarding fedcral aid to education and questions regarding
transportation of pcrochial school pupils at public expense,
evoked the least amount of consensus per question.

Analysis of the instances when two groups had within-group
consensus, but held conflicting expectations, revealed that a major
disagreement between groups involved whether or not a pupil's IQ
shoulid be reported to his parents. There was also considerable
disagreement concerning the role of the school board with regard
to specific €asks which are performed in the operation of a school
district. It was apparent that the specific tasks in which the
school board should be involved were not always clear to the sub-
publics of the school organization.

The .interrelationships between the within- and between-
group ~onsensus indices revealed that the degree of consensus
within any group was not significantly related to the degree of
consensus within any other group. The consensus within the citizen
group was significantly related to the ratio of non=-public school
enrollment to total school enrollment. Those districts which had
a high or a low ratio of non-public to total school enrollment had
less comsensus in expectations for the school board role within
the citizen group than did other districts. The degree of con-
sensus between school board members and public officials was
significantly related to the intensity of community controversy.
Districts rated medium in intensity of community controversy had
the highest index of consensus between these two groups. Appar-
ently, school districts which avoided the extremes of conflict
or apathy were able to maintain a higher degree of consensus
between school board members and public officials on expectations
for the schocl board role than other districts.

General Consensus in Expectations and Financial Support

To determine whether or not a systematic relationship existed
between consensus in expectations for the school board role and
financial support of the schools, rank order correlations based
upon data for all 12 districts were computed and analyses of
variance were performed using districts which were high and low
with respect to consensus in expectations. Four criteria of
financial support were employed: (1) total school tax rate;

(2) school tax rate for current operation (based on the actual
‘equalized valuation of the district); (3) required levy rate for
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current operation (based upon the state guaranteed valuation of
the district); and (4) local tax effort per pupil (local tax levy
divided by average daily membership). Data concerning these four
criteria of financial support were obtained for the school years
1963-64, 1964-65, and 1965-66, In addition, changes in financial
support over the time span 1963-64 to 1965-66 were computed.
Districts were rank ordered from high to low on each of the four
financial support criteria and upon each of the various measures
of withia~ and between-group conseasus. Rank order correlations
were then computed. In any case where there were more thaa four tied
ranks, productemoment correlation coefficients were substituted
for the rank order correlations.

In Table 3.13 are summarized the correlations between the
four criteria of financial support for the 1963-64 school year
and consensus in expectations for the school board role within
and between various referencz groups. No correlations significant
at the .05 level were obtained for the first criterim of financial
support, i.e., total school tax rate. Six of the 10 correlations
relating to total zchool tax rate were inversely related to
within~ or between=group consensus.

A rank order correlation significant at the .05 level was
found between school tax rate for current operation and within-

group consensus on the part of citizens. No ather correlation
significant at the .05 level was obtained between this criterion
of financial support and either within- or between=group consensus.
In eight of the 10 correlations, ranking om school tax rate for
current operation was inversely related, though not at a statis-
tically significant level, to ranking on within- or between=group
consensus. %

The correlation between rank order on within-group consensus
in expectations of citizens and required levy rate for current
operation was significant at the .05 level. In addition, the
correlation between rank on between=group consensus of citizens
and teachers and this financial support criterion was significant
at the .0l level. No other statistically significant correlations
were found between rank on required levy rate for current operation
and rank on within- or between=group consensus measures.

No statistically significant correlations were found between
local tax effort per pupil in average daily membership and any of
the within~ or between~group consensus measures. However,
correlation between rank on this criterion and rank on between-
group consensus of citizens and teachers approached significance.

In summary, the data reported in Table 3.13 revealed that
only three of the 40 correlations which were computed were signifi-
cant at or beyond the .05 level. Two of the significant correlations
involved within-group consensus on the part of citizens; one involved
between4group consensus of citizens and teachers.
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TABLE 3.13

CORRELATIONS -=FINANCIAL SUPPORT, 1963-64, AND CONSENSUS IN
EXPECTATIONS FOR THF. SCHOOL BOARD ROLE WITHIN AND BEIWEEN
VARIOUS REFERENCE GROUPS

Correlation With Firancial
Support Criterion

FS~1 FS=2 FS=-3 FS=4

Reference Group

Within=-Group Consensus

Citizens .404 .533% ,610* 152
Public Officials -.108 =,234 -.451 .000
School Boards -.390 =,274 =-.117 .138
Teachers8 -, 248 =-.433 . 248 475

Between-Group Consensus

Citizens-Teachers? .109 .028 .750%% 514
Citizens=School Boards «,392 =,210 =.154 .056
Citizens~Public Officials® JA124 ~»,092 -150 .092
Public Officials=School Boards® “,317 =.240 =~,258 =~,113
Public Officials=Teachers 360 ~,184 .093 .065
Teachers~School Boards? 393 =.302 ~.299 .021

Legend: Financial Support Criterion

FS~-1 = Total school tax rate
FS=2 = School tax rate for current operation .
FS~-3 = Required levy rate for current cperation
FS=4 = Local tax effort per pupil in ADM
a = Pearson product » moment. correlation computed because of

tied ranks. All other correlations reported are rank order
correlations.

* = Significant at .05 level

*%k = S?gnificant at .01 level
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In Table 3.14 “he correlations between the four financial
support measures for the 1964-65 school year and consensus in
expectations for the school board role within and between various
reference groups are summarized. Ranking on total school tax rate
was inversely correlated at the .05 level of significance with
ranking on within~group consensus for the school boards ani between-
group consensus of citizens and school boards. In addition. ranking
on total school tax rate was inversely correlated with ranking on
betweenegroup congensus of teachers and school boards and appvoached
statistical significance. Again, a majority of the correlations
between ramking on total school tax rate and ranking on within- and
between=group consensus were negative,

A negative correlation significant at the .Ul level was found
between ranking on school tax rate for current operation and rank.
ing on within-group consensus of teachers. A positive correlation,
significant at the .05 level, was found between ranking on school
tax rate for current operation and ranking on within-group consensus
of citizens. Eight of the 10 correlations involving school tax
rate for .urrent operation werz negativ-:,

A correlation significant at the .0l level was found between
ranking on required levy rate for current operation and between-
group consensus of citizens and teachers. A correlation significant
at the .05 level was found between this financial support criterion
and within-group consensus on the part of citizens. A majority of
the correlations between ranking on required levy rate for curreat
operation and ranking on withim- and between=group consensus were
negative.

None of the correlations between ranking on local tax effort
per pupil in average daily membership and within- and between=~group
consensus of the various reference groups were significant at the
.05 level.

Of the 40 correlations reported in Table 3..4, only six were
significant at or beyond the .05 level. Two of the statistically
significant correlations involved withinegroup consensus on the part
of citizens, one involved between~group consensus of citizens and
teachers, and one involved between=group consensus of citizens and
school board. 1In the latter case, however, the relationship was
inverse. Statistically significant inverse relationships also were
found between within-group consensus of school boards and total
school tax rate and withine-group consensus of teachers and school tax
rate for current operation.

Similar computations were made using data for the 1965-65 school
year and are reported in Table 3.15. A negative correlation significant
at the .05 level was found between ranking on total school tax rate and
ranking on betweenegroup consensus of citizens and school boards.

Again, a majority of the correlations were negative.
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TABLE 3.l4

CORRELATTONS~~FINANCIAL SUPPORT, 1964-65, AND CONSENSUS IN
EXPECTATIONS FOR THE SCHOOL BOARD ROLE WITHIN AND BETIWEEN
VARIOUS REFERENCE GROUPS

Correlation With Financial
Support Criterion
FS-1 FS=2 FS-3 FS=4

Reference Group

Within-Group Consensus

Citizens JA4ll .526% ,635% ,005
Public Officials -,021 ~-.266 =,353 .098
School Boards -,526% =,267 ~-.288 044
Teachers? -,213 =,709%% 333 433

Between=Group Consensus

Citizeus-Teachers® .120 .01l .715%% 391
Citizens~School Boards -,535% ~,120 =.238 ~,042
Citizens=~Public Officials® 94  -,117  =-,208 .170
Public Officials-School Boards® «. 413 =,240 =.395 -,226
Public Officials=Teachers -,030 ~,173 =~.128 .068
Teachers=School Boards® 527 «.399 .018 .021

=t

Legend: Financial Support Criterion

; FS-1 = Total school tax rate
o FS=2 = School tax rate for current operation
' FS=3 = Required levy rate for current operation
FS-4 = Local tax effort per pupil in ADM
a = Pearson product-moment correlation computed because of tied
ranks. All other correlations reported are rank order
correlations.
% = Significant at .05 level
*% = Significant at .0l level
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TABLE 3.15

CORRELATIONS~-F INANCIAL SUPPORT, 1965-66, AND CONSENSUS IN
EXPECTATION!, FOR THE SCHCGOL BOARD ROLE WITHIN AND BETWEEN

VARIOUS REFERENCE GROUPS

Reference Group

Correlation With Financial
Support Criterion

FS~1 FS=2 FS=~3 FS«4
Within-Group Consensus
Citizens 463 .505 .687% «,030
Public Officials 021 «,115 =,273 .042
School Boards “, 491 «,281 =~,114 .341
Teachers? -, 028 =,.340 .326 567
Between-Grow Consensus
Citizens-Teachers? .201 =-.021 796%% 468
nitizens~School Boards «,517% «,175 -,063 .161
Citizens-Public Officials® .198 007 «.046 «.046
Public Officials~School Boards® «. 303 =.106 =.265 ~.095
Public Officials<Teachers -,023 «,047 -.009 -,002
Teachers=School Boards® “ 475 =,250 ~-,278 .081
Legend: Financial Support Criterion w
FS-1 = Total school tax rate
FS-2 = School tax rate for current operation
FS-3 = Required levy rate for current operation
FS-4 = Local tax effort per pupil in ADM
a = Pearson product-moment correlation computed because of tied
ranks. All other correlations reported are rank order
correlations.
* = Significant at .05 level
%% = Significant at .0l level
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No statistically significant correlations were found between
ranking on school tax rate for current operation and ranking on
within- or between=-group consensus of various reference groups.

A correlation significant at the .0l level was found between
ranking on required levy rate for current operation and ranking on
between~group consensus of citizens and teachers. A corrzlation
significant at the .05 level was found between this financial
support criterion and ranking on withine=group consensus of citizens.

As in the case of data for the school years 1963-64 and 1964~
65, no significant correclations were found between ranking on local
tax effort per pupil in ADM and ranking on either within-~ or between=-
group consensus, However, the correlation between this criterion
and within-~group consensus of teachers did approach significance,

Of the 40 correlations reported in Table 3.15, only three
were statistically significant at or beyond the .05 level. Each
of the three statistically significant correlations involved
citizen conserisus. One involved within-grcup consensus of
citizens; one involved between~group consensus of citizens and
teachers; and one involved (inversely) between-group consensus of
citizens and school boards.

Summary. The data presented in Tables 3.13, 3.14 and 3,15
summarized correlations between rankings on four criteria of finan-
cial support and rankings on within~ and between-group consensus
for three zchool years. Of the 120 correlations which were
reported, only 12 were statistically significant at or beyond the
.05 level. Of these 12 statistically significant correlations, five
involved withinegroup consensus of citizens. It is worth noting
that all rankings involving tax rates (financial suprort criteria
1, 2, and 3) produced positive correlations with rankings of withia-
group consensus of citizens; that five of these nine correlations
were statistically significant at the .05 level; and that the
correlations ranged from .404 to .687.

Five of the statistically significant relationships involved
between=group consensus of citizens and other reference groups.
Three involved betweenw=group consensus of citizens and teachers; two
involved between-group consensus of citizens and school boards,
where an inverse relationship was found.

Correlations between rankings on within~grcup consensus of
public officials and rankings on the three financial support
criteria involving tax rates were ccnsistently negative, although
none were statistically significant.
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An unusual and unanticipated relationship involving within-
group consensus of school boards and financial support was found.
In every instance where ranking on fimancial support criteria
involving taz rates and ranking on within-group consensus of schcol
boards were correlated, a negative relationship was discovered.
The correlations varied from -.1l14 to -.526. Apparantly, high
within-group consensus on the part of the school boards was
associated with law tax rates for schools.

Relationships between rankings on within~group consensus
of teachers and rankings on the four financial support criteria
varied widely. Six correlations involving school tax rates were
negative; three were positive. One of the six negative correla-
tions was significant at the .01 level. The correlations ranged
from .333 to -.709.

No statistically significant correlations were found between
rankings on local tax effort per pupil in average daily member-
ship and rankings on any of the within- or between-group consensus
measures. Appareatly, there is no relationship between local tax
effort per pupil and consensus in expectations for the school
board role. One may speculate that this lack of relationship is
a by-product of the strong equalizing effect of the Wisconsin
State Support Program.

With two notable exceptions, rankings on between-group
consensus of the various reference groups and rankings on the
four financial support criteria were not related. Rankings on
between-group consensus of citizeas and teachers and rankings
on required levy rate for current cperation were statistically
significant at the .01 level for each of the three years studied.
The correlations ranged from .715 te .796. Negative correlatisas
significant at the .05 level were found between rankings ca
total school tax rate and between-group consensus of citizens
and schiool boards in two of the three years under study. In fact,
in every instance the correlations between ranking on between-
group consensus of citizens and school boards and ranking on the
three financial support criteria involving tax rates were
negative.

Eight of the nine correlations involving rankings on between-
group consensus of teachers and school boards and rankings on the
financial support criteria involving tax rates were negative, al-
though none were statistically significant. On the other hand,

62




correlations involving rankings on between=group consensus of
citizens and teachers and rankings on the three financial support
criteria involving tax rates were positive in eight out of nine
cases and, as noted above, weve statistically significant at the
«01 level in three instances.

In summary, it appeared that rankings on financial support
criteria involving tax rates were systematically related in a
direct fashion to rankings on withinegroup consensus in expectaticre
for the school bocard role on the part of citizens., Rankings on these
financial support criteria showed a systematic inverse relationship
to rankings on within-group consensus of the school board, elthough
uot &t a statistically significant level. The school board's
postulated interstitial position was no: clearly apparent from
these analyses, although this may be the result of the procedure
employed in this study to iden:ify comsensus in expectations.

High and Low Cotizensus in Expectations and Financial Support

e e ————.

To further explore the relationship between consensus in
expectations for the school bozrd role and financial support of
the schools, high consensus and low consensus districts were
identified. High consensus districts were defined as those school
districts whose consensus indices were more than one standard
deviation above the mean of the consensus indices. Low comsensus
districts were defined as those districts whose consensus indices
were more than one standard deviation below the mean. Analyses
of variance were performed to test for the significance of differences
on the financial support criteria between high consensus and low
consensus districts. The districts in which various reference
groups had high and low consensus within and between groups in
expectations for the school board role are identified in Table
3.16. The number of high consensus districts for rach measure
varied from one to four, while the number of low consensus districts
for each measure was either two or three. Analyses of variance
were performed only for data for the 1964~65 and 1965-66 school
years, since these two years were closest in time to the point when
the interviews upon which the Consensus indices were based were
conducted.

The results of the analyses of vaiience of the four financial
support criteria for the 1964-65 school year in districts having
high and low consensus in expectations for the school board role
are shown in Table 3.17, while the results cf similar analyses of
financial support:. data for the 1965-66 school year are presented in
Table 3.18. No significant F values were found for any comparison
of differences in financial support measures in districts having
high and low corsensus. Thus, the data summarized in Table 3.17
and 3.18 provide support for the conclusion that there is no
relationship between ccnsensus in expectations for the schecol board
role and financial support of the schools.
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TABLE 3.16

DISTRICTS IN WHICH VARIOUS REFERENCE GROUPS HAD HIGH AND LOW
CONSENSUS WITHIN AND BETWEEN GROUPS IN EXPECTATIONS FOR

THE SCHOOL BOARD ROLE

Consensus Index High Consensus Low Consensus

Districtsd Districts?

Within-Group Consensus

Citizens

Public Officlals
School Boards

Teachers

=
-

Between-Group Consensus

Citizens-Teachers H
Citizens~School Boards H
Citizens-Public Officials H,
Public Officials=-School Boards H
Public Qfficials-Teachers H
Teachers=-School Boards H

a Sy,
Districts &= + 1.0 S.D. from the mean of the consensus index

bDistriets

- A .
Lw « 1,0 S.D, from the mean of the consensus index
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TABLE 3.17

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE-~FINANCIAL SUPPORT, 1964-65, AND
CONSENSUS WITHIN AND BETWEEN REFERENCE GROUPS IN
DISTRICTS HAVING HIGH AND LOW CONSENSU5S IN
EXPECTATIONS FOR THE SCHOOL BOARD ROLE

F Value for Financial Support Criterion
FS~1 FS=2 FS=3 FS=4

Reference Group

Within-Group Consensus

Citizens 2.881  2.551 5.484 .384
Public Officials .759 2.673 1.647 .798
School 3Boards 2.779 .351 1.985 .229
Teachers 122 «296 1.300 484

Between=Group Consenswus

Citizens~-Teachers .003 .104 2.123 1.822
Citizens-School Boards T 957 .195 . 047 .037
Citizens-Public Officials 1.539 .370 401 1.002
Public Officials-School Boards 3.634 .939 1.591 1.050
Public Officials«Teachers .079 «646 .007 1.704
Teachers=School Boards 3.065 1.872 3.178 .255

Legend: Financial Support Criterion

FS«1 = Total school tax rate

FS«2 = School tax rate for current operation
FS=3 = Required levy rate for current operation
FS~4 = Local tax effort per pupil in ADM




TABLE 3,18
ANALYSES OF VARIANCE~~FINANCIAL SUPPORT, 1965-66, AND
CONSENSUS WITHIN AND BETWEEN REFERENCE GROUPS IN
DISTRICTIS HAVING HIGH AND LOW CONSENSUS IN
EXPECTATIONS FOR THE SCHOOL BOARD ROLE

Reference Group F Value for Financial Support Criterion
i3 FS-1 FS-2 FS-3 FS~4
;Em Within=-Group Consensus
o Citizens 4,025  2.866  7.425  ,258
e Public Officials 770 2.225 1.090 .687
i School Boards 2.563 .386 .266 .094
b Teachers 172 .078 .636  1.065

) Between=Group Consensus

Citizens-Teachers .218 .067 2.887 2.533
ks Citizens-School Boards 2.232 .181  ,000 .007
ﬁ Citizens-Public Officials «802 .119 .060 . 640
P+ Public Officials-Schoel Boards 4.871 .836 .830 «338
zi. Public Officials-Teachers .002 461 .040 2.575

Teachers=School Boards 5.120 1.797 .813 111
1
}f7 Legend: Financial Support Criterion
@ﬁ- FS-1 = Total school tax rate

ﬂ F$=2 = School tax rate for current operation
¥ el FS=-3 = Required levy rate for current operation
‘Ei FS-4 = Local tax effort per pupil in ADM
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It should be noted that because of the small number of cases,
a relatively high F value was required for significance at tne .05
level. Revie; of the data presented in Tables 3.17 and 3.18
revealed that within-group consensus on the part of citizens
congistently produced rather high F values relative to the three
financial support criteria involving school tax rates. This
finding lends some support to the findings obtained using rank
order correlation procedures which were reported above.

Consensus_in Expectations and Change in Financial Support

The relationship between change in financial support over a
period of time and consensus in expectations for the school board
role also was studied, The change in finan.ial support from the
1963~64 szhool year to the 1965-66 school year, expressed as a
percentage, was computed for each of the four Financial support
criteria. The 12 districts were then rank orduzred from high
to low on the basis of the change in financial support which
occurred during the period under study. Thege rankinzs were then
correlated with rankings on within~ and between=-group consensus.
Rank order correlations were computed unless there were more than
four tiad ranks, in which case product-moment correlations were

computed.

The correlations between ranking on change in financial
support from 1963-64 to 1965-66 and ranking on consensus in
expectations for the school board role within and between various
reference groups are shown in Table 3.19. Not one of the 40
correlations which were computed was significant at the .05 level.
In fact, all correlations were low, with only two of the 40 exceed~
ing £,25. Thus, no relationship was discerned between change in
financial support and consensus in expectations for the school

board role.

Analyses of variance of change in financial support from the
1964=-65 school year to the 1965-66 school year in districts having
high and low consensus in expectations for the school board role
also were performed. The results of these analyses are shown in
Teble 3.20. With one exception, financial support in districts
having high consensus within and between groups did not differ

significantly from finsncial support in districts having low consensus

within and between groups. The one exception was in the case of
within=group consensus of teachers relative to total school tax
rate, where it was found that the difference between change in total
school tax rate in districts where teachers had high consensus in
expectations, as opposed to districts where teachers had low
consensus in expectations, was significant at the .05 level.
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TABLE 3.19

CORRELATIONS-~CHANGE IN FIMANCIAL SUPPORT, 1963~64 TO 1965-66,
/ND CONSENSUS IN EXPECTATIONS FOR THE SCHOOL BOARD ROLE
WITHIN AND BEIWEEN VARIOUS REFERENCE GROUPS

_ ]
Correlation With Financial
Support criterion
¥S-1 FS=2 ’ FS-3 FS-4

Reference Group

Within-Group Consensus

Citizens 047 142 .009 -.145
Public Officials .150 -,206 .056 .098
School Boards -.219 .037 -,142 -.155
Teachers? 447 .213 .085 .057

Between-Group Consensus

Citizens~Teachers® .296 .137 -.077 .000
Citizens~Schiool Boards -.098 .178 -.017 -,189
Citizens~-Public Officials? .085 -.230 -,039 .004
Public Officials~School Boards® .021 . 145 .233 011
Public Officials-Teachers .236 -.009 082 -.023
Teachers-School Boards3 -.214 .011 -.155 -,214

Legend: Financial Support Criterion

FS-1 = Total school tax rate
FS-2 = School tax rate for current operation

FS-3 = Required levy rate for current operation
FS-4 = Local tax effort per pupil in ADM
a = Pearson product~moment correlation computed because of tied

ranks. All other correlations reported are rank order
correlations.
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TABLE 3.20

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE--CHANGE IN FINANCIAL SUPPORT, 1964-65
TO 1965-66, AND CONSENSUS WITHIN AND BETWEEN REFERENCE
GROUPS IN DISTRICTS HAVING HIGH AND LOW CONSENSUS

IN EXPECTATIONS FOR THE SCHOOL BOARD ROLE

Reference Group F Value foz Financial Support Criterion
FS-1 FS-2 FS-3 FS-4

Within-Group Congensus

Citizens .251 9.662 5.987 2.204
Public Officials .070 2.175 .882 1.035
School Boards .438 .228 .170 « 507
Teachers 13.047% 2,581 421 1.449

Between-Group Consensus

Citizens-Teachers <565 .001 437 .003
Citizens=-School Boards .010 . 606 .023 .196
Citizens-Public Officials 407 1.687 2.439 015
Public Officials~-School Boards  .(47 2.706 .080 512
Fublic Officials~-Teachers 1.600 .050 .000 «655
Teachers~S:aool Boards 062 » 165 .123 .398

Legend: Financial Support Criterion

FS8=-1 = Total school tax rate
FS=2 = School tax rate for current operation
FS=3 = Required levy rate for current operation
FS=4 = Lecal tax effort per pupil in ADM

* = Significant at .05 level, d.f. = 1,4

69




| Mehtucus. |

L

f

[ S

) e

Consensus in Expectations and Budget Allocation

To ascertain whether or not consensus in expectations for
the school board role within and between various refererce groups
was systematically related to expenditures in various school
budget categories, rank ozrder correlations were computed and
anzlyses of variance were performed. Twelve budget categories
were identified for study and all measures were standardized by
expressing them on the basis of expenditure per pupil in average
daily membership. The 12 budget categories studied were:

(1) salaries of professional etaff; (2) salaries of clerical and
secretarial workers; (3) textbooks, library books and periodicals;
(4) instructional supplies; (5) total instructional cost;

(6) salaries of custodians; (7) plant operation; (8) plant
maintenance; (9) school lunch; (10) transportation; (11) capital
outlay; and (12) debt service. Expenditures per pupil in ADM
were computed for each school district in each budget category.
Districts were then arrayed from high to low on each budget
allocation criterion on the basis of the amount expended par pupil.
Rankings on each budget allocation criterion were compared with
rankings on within- and between-~"oup consensus using the rank
order correlation procedure. Wi.n mare than four tied ranks
occurred, product=moment correlations were computed in place of
rank order correlations.

In Table 3.21 are presented correlations between ranking on
11 budget allocation criteria (data regarding expenditures for
school lunch were not available in all districts for 1963~84) and
ranking on consensus in expectations for the school board role.
Of tke 110 correlations reported im Table 3.21, 1l weve significant
at or beyond the .05 level. Four of them involved within-group
consensus on the part of citizens. Ranking on within-group
consensus of citizens was significantly correlated with rankings
on salaries of professional staff, salaries of clerical workers,
total instructional cost, and plant maintenance. Ranking on
budget allocation for plant operation waa megatively correlated
at the .05 level of significance with within~group consensus
of public officials and was positively correlated at the .05 level
with within-group consensus of school board. Within-group consc¢nsus
of teachers was significantly correlated at the .05 level with
budget allocation for plant maintenance.

With regard to between=-group consznsus, three statistically
significant correlations, one at the .05 level and two at the .0l
level, were found betwesn the budget allocation criteria and
between-group consensus of citizens and teachers. The correlaticn
of between-group consensus of citizens and teachers and salaries
of professiona’ staff was significant at the .0l level; salaries
of clerical workere at the .05 level; and total instructional cost
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at the .01 level. Only one other statistically significant
correlation-~between-group consensus of teachers and school board
and plant operation--was found among the 66 correlations involving
between-group consensus and budget allocation. It should be noted
that three of the budget allocation criteria employed in this
study were relatively fixed, i.e., transportationm, capital outlay
and debt service. The amount of money expended for each of these
categories was, to a considerable extent, determined by previous
decisions and/or by statutory requiremeats. For cxample, once

a debt is incurred, the school board has no alternative but to

pay principal and interest on that debt as it comes due. No
statistically significant correlations were found between budget
allocation for transportation, capital outlay, or debt service and
within- or between-group consensus in expectations for the school
board role.

Table 3.22 contains the correlatioms between rankings om
12 budget allocation categories for the 1964-65 school year
and rankings on consensus in expectations for the school board
role. Of the 120 correlations reported in Table 3.22, 16 were
statistically significant at or beyond the .05 level. Ranking on
within-group consensus of citizens was significantly correlated
with rankings on salaries of clerical workers and total instruc-
tional cost. Ranking on within- group consensus of public
officials was significantiy correlated (negatcively) with
expenditures for plant operation. Ranking on within-group
consensue of school boards was significantly correlated with
expenditures for textbooks, library books and periodicals, and
with expenditures for plant operation. Ranking on within-group
consensus of teachers was significantly corrtla:ed at the .01
level with salaries of custodians.

Rankings based on between-group consensus involving citizens
and teachers produced five statistically significant corrzlations,
two of which were significant at or beyond the .0l level. Ranking
on between-group consensus of citizens and teachers was signifie-
cantly correlated with salaries of professional staff, salaries of
clerical workers, total instructional costs, salaries of custodians,
and plant maintenance expenditures. Ranking on between-group
consensus of citizens and school boards was significantly correlated
with expenditures for textbooks, library books and periodicals.
Ranking on between-group consensus of public officials and school
boards was positively correlated at the .0l level with expendi-
tures for textbooks, library books and periodicals and negatively
correlated at the .05 level with expenditures for instructional
supplies. “Between-group consensus of public officials and
teachers was significantly correlated at the .05 level with
expenditures for school lunch. Finally, rankings on between-
group consensus of teachers and school boards correlated at the
.05 level of significance with expenditures for textbooks, library
books and periodicals. Eight of the 16 significant correlations
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involved citizens in either within- or between~group consensus
measures. Agein, no significant correlations were found between
expenditures for transportation, capital outlay or debt service
and consensus in expectations within or between groups.

Correlations between rank order on allocations to various
budget categories during the school year 1965-66 and rank order
on within~- and between-group consensus in expectations for the
school board role were computed and are reported in Table 3.73.
Of the 120 correlations reported in Table 3.23, 11 were
statistically significant at or beyond the .05 level. Three of
the statistically significant correlations involved within-
group consensus of citizens; specifically, within-group
consensus of citizens correlated significantly with salaries
of professional staff, salaries of clerical workers, and total
instructional cost. Ranking on within-group consensus of
public officials correlated negatively at the .05 level of
significance with ranking on budget allocation for plant opera-
tion. Ranking on within~group consensus of teachers correlated
at the .05 level with budget allocation for salaries of custodians
and plant maintenance.

T Five statistically significant correlations which involved
i between~group consensus ¢of citizens and teachers were discovered.
The correlation of ranking on between~group consensus of citizens
- , and teachers and rankings on salaries of professional staff,
‘ ‘ salaries of clerical workers, and total instructional cost each
were significant at the .0l level. The correlations of ranking
on between~group consensus of citizens and teachers and rankings
on budget allocation for salaries of custodians and for capital
outlay were significant at the .05 level. No other correlations
involving between~group consensus of the various reference
groups were statistically significant.

:"rrf:'?fr ;

s

Summary. A total of 350 correlations were computed to :est
whether or not budget allocations for three school years--1953-64,
i 1964-65, and 1965-66-~were significantly related to within- or
between~group consensus in expactations for the school bcard
role on the part of the various reference groups. Thirty-eight
of the 350 correlations were significant at or beyond the .05
level. Nine of the statistically significant correlations in-

N
-y

-

. volved withinegroup consensus of citizens. Rankings on salaries
; of professional staff, salaries of clerical workers, and total
> instructional cost each showed consistent significant positive

correlations with ranking on withine-group consensus of citizens.

- Ranking on within-group consensus of public officials
exhibited a consistent significant negsative correlation with
. ranking on budget allocation for plant operation, the relaticne-

ship being significant at the .05 level for each of the three
years. Ranking on within-group consensus of public officials
also was inversely correlated with rankings on other budget
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allocation criteria, although not at a statistically significant
level, in 25 of the remaining 32 comparisons.

Three statistically significant correlations involving
within-group consensus of school boards were found. Ranking
on within-group consensus of the gchool bocards was correlated
with rankings on budget allocation for plant operation during
the 1963-64 and 1964-65 school years; ranking on within-group
consensus of school boards and ranking on budget allocation
for textbooks, library bocks and periodicals was statistically
significant during the 1964~65 school year. No statistically
significant correlations involving within-group consensus of
school boards were found for the 196566 school year. Ranking
on within-group consensus of school boards and rankings on
budget allocation for salaries of professional staff and for
total instructional cost were in every instance inversely
correlated, though not at a statistically significant level.

Within-group consensus involving teachers produced four
significant correiations, one of which was significant at the
.0l level. In 1963-64, ranking of within-group consensus of
teachers correlated significantly with budget allocation for
plant maintenance; in 1964-65 rauking of within-group consensus
of teachers correlated significantly with ranking on budget
allocation for salaries of custodiang; in 1965-56, ranking of
within-group consensus of teachers correlated significantly with
budget allocation for salaries of custodians and for plant
maintenance. Perhaps of greater practical significance is the
fact that rsaking on within-group consensus of teachers did not
correizie significantly with rankings on budget allocation for
salaries of professiocnal staff or for total instructional cost
in any of the three years under siudy.

Between-group consensus of citizens and teachers accounted
for 13 of the 38 statistically significant correlations which
were identified. Ranking based on between-group consensus of
citizens and teachers was correlated at the .0l level with budget
allocation for salaries of professional staff and budget alloca-
tion for total instructional cost in each of the three years under
study. The correlation between budget allocation for salaries of
clerical workers and beiween-group consensus of citizens and teach-
ers also was statistically significant during each of the three
years, ounce at the .0l level and twice at the .05 level. During
both 1964-65 and 1965-66, the relationship between ranking based on
between-group consensus of citizens and teachers and rankings on
salaries of custodians was significant at the .05 level. In 1964-65,
the relationship between ranking based on between-group consensus
of citizens and teachers and ranking on budget allocation for
plant maintenance was statistically significant at the .05 ievel.
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In 1965-66, the relationship between ranking on between=-group
consensus of citizens and teachers and ranking on budget
allocation for capital outlay was statistically significant

at the .05 level.

Only one statistically significant correlation involving
between=-group consensus of citizens and school board was dis-~
covered. This was for the 1964-65 school year, where ranking on
between-group consensus of citizens and school boards and rank-
ing on budget allocation for textbooks, library books and
periodicals was statistically significant at the .05 level.

No statistically significant correlations involving
between-group consensus of citizens and public officials and
the various budget allocation criteria were discovered. However,
two significant correlations involving between=group consensus
of public officials and school boards were found for the 1964-65
school year. These involved expenditures for textbooks, library
books and periodicals, whicn was significant at the .0l level, and
budget allocation for instructional supplies for which a negative
correlation significant at the .05 level was found. Ranking on
between-group consensus of public officials and teachers and
rankings based on the various budget allocation criteria produced
only one significant correlation. It involved budget allocation
for school lunch during the 1964-65 school year.

Between-group consensus involving teachers and school boards
produced two significant correlations. Ranking based on between-
group consensus of teachers and school boards correlated signifi-~
cantly with ranking on budget allocation for plant operation in
1963-64 and with ranking on budget allocation for textbooks,
library books and periodicals during 1964-65. All correlations
involving ranking on between-group consensus of teachers and school
boards and rankings on budget allocation for salaries of profes-
sional staff, salaries of clerical workers, instructional supplies
and total instructional costs were negative, although not at a
statistically significant level.

High and Low Consensus in Expectations and Budget Allocation

To determine whether or not a relationship existed between
expenditures in various budgetary categories and consensus in
expectations for the school board role held by various reference
groups, districts having high and low consensus in expectations
were identified. As discussed previously, high consensus districts
were defined as thcse more than one standard deviation abvove the
mean of the consensus indices; low consensus districts were defined
as those more than one standard deviation below the mean. Analyses
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of variance of the differences in allocation to the 12 budget
criteria in high and low consensus districts were conducted. Only
data on budget 1llocaticus for the 1964-65 and 1965-66 school years
were employed in (hr analyses of variance, since these two years
most closely #pproximated the point in time at which the data used
to determine :onsensus was obtained.

The resuits of the analyses of variance of differences in
budget allocat.ioms in high and low consensus districts during the
1964-65 school year ere shown in Table 3.24, Of the 120 F ratios
which were obtained, six were significant at the .05 level and three
were significant at the .01 level. No significant F ratios involving
within-group consensus of citizens were obtained. The differences
in budget allocation for school lunch in districts having high and
low within-group consensus of public officials were significant
at the .05 level. Differences in budget allocation for textbooks,
library books and periodicals in districts having high and low
within-group consensus of school boards also were significant at
the .05 level. Budget allocation for capital outlay in districts
having high and low within-group consensus of teachers was significant

at the .05 level.

Differences involving between-group consensus in high and low
consensus districts produced six of the nine significant F ratios.
Three of these involved between-group consensus of citizens and
teachers and differences in budget allocation for salaries of
custodians, for transportation, and for debt service. Between-group
consensus of citizens and school boards in high and low consensus
districts yielded an F ratio significant at the .05 level for budget
allocation for salaries of custocdians. High and low consensus on
the part of public officiais and school boards produced a difference
significant at the .01 level in budget allocation for instructional
supplies. High and low between«group consensus of teachers and
school boards produced a difference significant at the .05 level in
budget allocation for textbooks, library books and periodicale.

The pattern found in the results of the analyses of variance
did not conform to the pattern found in analysis based on rank
correlations. Although several significant F ratios were identified,
they did not, for the most part, occur in the same budget allocation
categories as did the significant correlations which were discussed
above. The lack of significant F ratios involving within-group
consensus of citizens was striking. Although between-group consensus
involving citizens and teachers accounted for three of the nine
significant F ratios, they did not occur in the same categories as
did the significant rank order correlations involving between-group
consensus of citizens and teachers and the various budget allocation
categories.

Analyses of variance were performed using comparable data for
the 1965-66 school year and the resulting F ratios are reported in
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Table 3.25. Only four F ratios significsut at the .05 level were
found for differences in budget allocation between districts having
high and low consensus in expectations for the school board role.

No significan® F ratios were found for differeuces in the various
budget allocation categories and high and low within-=group consensus
on the part of the four z:ference groups.

High and low between-group consensus of citizens and teachers
yielded a significant F ratio for budget allocationms for salaries
of custodians and for transportation. High and lcw between=group
consensus of citizens and school toards yielded a significant F
ratio for differences in budget allocation to salaries of custodians.
The fourth significant ratio involved between-group consensus of
public officials and school boards and differemces in budget alloca-
tion for instructional supplies.

On the basis of the analyses of variance of differences in
allocations to 12 budget categories during the 1964-65 and 1965-66
school years in districts having high and low consensus in expecta-
tions for the school board role within and between various reference
groups, it was concluded that nc systematic relationship could be
identified. Failure to find systematic relationships may have been
due in part to the small size of the groups invoived, but the small
F ratios which were obtained do not support the view that systematic
relationships might have been identified if a larger sample had
been employed.

Consensus_in Expectaticns and Change in Budget Allocation

To ascertain whether or not changes in budget allocation were
systematically related to consensus in expectations for the school
board role, rank order correlations were computed and analyses of
variance were performed. The change in allocations in each of the
12 budget categories from 1963-64 to 1965-66 was computed for each

chool district. The changes were expressed as percentages and the
districts were arrayed from high to iow on each of the 12 budget
allocatior criteria. Correlations were computed between the rank
order of the districts on within~ and between-group consensus for
the various reference groups and rankings on change in each of the
12 budget ailocation criteria. These correlations are reported in
Table 3.26.

Only two of the 120 correlations were significant at or beyond
the .05 level. The correlation between ranking on within-group
consensus of public officials and ranking on change in budget
ailocation for salaries of clerical workers was significant at the
.05 level. The ranking of districts on within-group consensus of
teachers and their ranking on change in budget allocation for
textbocks, library books and periodicals was significant at the .01
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level. No significant relationships involving ranking on within-
group corisensus of teachers or between=group consensus of citizens
and teachers were identified for any of the 12 budget allocation
criteria. Only 15 of the 120 cosrelations exceeded .4C0 and only

28 of them exceeded .300. On the basis of the correlations presented
iln Table 3.26, it was concluded that no systematic relationship
existed between change in budget allocation and consensus in expecta-
tions for the school board tole within and between the various
reference groups.

Analyses of variance were performed to test for significant
difference in budget allocation in the 12 budget allocation
categories in districts having high and low consensus in expecta~-
tions for the school board role on the part of the various reference

groups. The results of the analyses of variance are reported in
Table 3.27.

Of the 120 F ratios reported in lable 3.27, only two were
significant at r beyond the .05 level. The change in budget
allocation for textbooks, iibrary books and periodicals in districts
having high and low within-group consensus on the part of teachers
was significant at ihe .01l level. The chanze in budget allocation
for plant maintenance in districts having high and low between~group
consensus on the part of citizens and teachers was significant at
the .05 level. Thus, the analyses of variance of change in budget
allocations from 1964«65 to 1965=66 in districts having high and low
consensus in expectations for the school board role on the part of
various reference groups yielded no evidence of systematic relation~
ships. It was concluded, that on the basis of the analyses of
variance, there was no difference in budget allocation which could
be attributed to high or low consensus in expectations for the school
board role.

Resolution of Conflict

Data concerning the relative effectiveness in resolving conflict
of each of the 12 school boards included in the study were obtained
through observation of three consecutive school board meetings held
during the period of time when the school district budget for the
1966-57 school year was being developed. However, all issues
which were brought to a vote during the three board meetings were
utilized to obtain conflict resolution scores. A team of three
observers attended each bcard meeting. A record was kept of
participation by board members in the discussion of each issue and
of the vote on each issue. In addition, each observer independently
rated the performance of the board on each issue. Each board member
was requested to evaluate the intensity of each issue as he perceived
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it and to rate his personzl sactisfaction with the disposition of
the issvesby the board. Four conflict resolution scores were
computed for each board using the procedures described in

Chapter II. The four boards which had the highest scores and the
four boards which had the lowest scores on the four conflict
resolution measures were identified and designated as high conflict
resolution boards and low conflict resolution bourds, respectively.
The conflict resolutien score and rank of each school board on each
of the four measures of conflict resolution is shown im Table 3.28.

TABLE 3.28

CONFLICT RESOLUTION SCORE FOR EACH SCHOOL BOARD FOR FOUR
MEASURES OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION*

#—WW

Conflict Resolution Score and Rank
Measure 1 Measure 2 Measure 3 Measure 4

School Board

23.62 (5) 16.63 (6) 30.33 (4) 6.18 (4)
22.31 (11) 16.00 (11) 27.71  (9) 5.63 (11)
23.26 (7) 16.95 (4) 26.58 (18) 6.11 .(6)
24,22 (2) 17.45 (3) 28.18 (8) 5.93 (8)
23.88 (3) 17.48 (2) 37.41 (1) 6.14 (8)
23.17 (8) 16.36 (10) 29.56 (6) 5.92 (9)
23.72 (4) 16.74 (5) 33.05 (2) 6.36 (2)
22.82 (10) 16.58 (7) 20,95 (11) 6.23 (3)
25.33 (1) 18.70 (1) 30.07 (5) 6.82 (1)
23.51 (6) 16.53 (&) 28.66 (7) 6.09 (7)
20.11 (12) 13.52 (12) 20.35 (12) 4.18 (12)
23.01  (9) 16.48 (9) 32.23 (3) 5.73 (10)

HNOR WX O m KD O ® >

*Supra, pp. 32-33.
Rank 1, 2, 3 and 4 = High conflict resolution school board

Rank 9, 10, 11 and 12 = Low conflict resolution school board




The conflict resolution scores of the 12 school boards ranged
from 20.11 to 25.33 on measure l; from 13.52 to 18.70 on measure 2;
from 20.35 to 37.41 on measure 3; and from 4.18 to 6.82 on measure
4. The various methods of computing conflict resolution did produce
some variation in the rankings of the 12 districts. However, three
boards (E,G and 1) ranked among the top four school boards on
three of the four conflict resolution measures. Two of them (B and
K) ranked among the bottom four school boards on each of the four
conflict resolution measures and one (L) ranked among the bottom
four boards on three of the four measures.

The mean intensity of issues, as evaluated by the members of
each board, was an important component in three of the four conflict
resolution measures. The mean intensity score of each of the 12
school boards, the ranking of each board, and the number of issues
acted upon by each board is shown in Table 3.29. The mean intensity
scores ranged from 3.34 for Board H to 6.04 for Board E, while the
number of issues acted upon ranged from seven for Board I to 24
for Board H. Rank order correlations between rank on mean inten-
sity of issues and rank on each of the four conflict resolution
measures were computed. The rank order correlation with measure 1
was .038; with measure 2, -.150; with measure 3, .696; and with
measure 4, =.238. Only the correlation of rank order on mean
intensity of issues and rank order on conflict resolution measure
3 was significant at the .05 level.

TABLE 3.29

MEAN INTENSITY SCORE, RANK AND NUMBER OF ISSUES ACTED UPON
BY EACH OF THE 12 SCHGOL BOQARDS

m‘—_———:‘_‘m

School .Joard Mean Intensity Rank Number of
Score Issues
A 4.85 4 18
B 4.72 7 18
c 4.34 11 17
D 4.66 8 16
E 6.04 1 9
F 4.81 5 13
G 5.18 3 23
H 3.34 12 24
1 4.36 10 7
J 4.52 9 14
K 4.81 5 10
L 5.40 2 18
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The nature of the issues upon which the 12 school boards
took action also was tabulated. The results of the tabulation
are shown in Table 3.30. Over 68 percent of their actions
involved issues related to school plant, staff personnel or fimance.
Only 7 percent of their actions involved issues related to the
instzuctional program.

TABLE 3.30
TYPES OF ISSUES UPON WHICH THE 12 SCHOOL BOARDS
TOOK ACTION
Type of Issue No. of Issues Percent of Issues
School Plant 44 23.5
Staff Personnel 43 23.0
Finance 41 21.9
Pupil Personnel 28 15.0
instructional Program 13 7.0
Unclassified 18 9.6
Total 187 100.90

Resolution of Conflict and Financial Support

Analyses of variance were emnloyed to determine whether or not
differences on four measures of financial support could be attributed
to the school board's conflict resolution score. The F values
obtained for each analysis using data on financial support for the
1965-66 school year are reported in Table 3.31. Data for the 1965-
66 schcol year were employed gince they most closely approximated the
point in time at which conflict resolution was measured. No F values
significant at the .05 level were obtained. Thus, it was concluded
that there was no relationship between financial support and the
school board's score on conflict resolution using the four criteria
of conflict resolution which were employed in this study.
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TABLE 3.31

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE--FINANCYAL SUPPORT, 1965-66, IN DISTRICTS
HAVING HIGH AND LOW SCORES ON CONFLICT RESOLUTION USING FOUR
METHODS FOR MEASURING CONFLICT RESOLUTION BY THE SCHOOL

BCARD

F Value for Conflict Resolution Measure
Financial Support easure Measure easure easure

Criterion

Total school tax
rate .811 2.752 « 540 2.698

School tax rate for
current operation .139 2.307 .693 1.580

Required levy rate for
current operation .361 350 .809 177

Local tax effort per
pupil in ADM o155 1.496 .007 .359

For all F values d.f. = 1,6,

Analyses of variance also were employed to determine whether
or not change in financial support from the 1964~65 to the 1965-
66 school year could be attributed to the school board's conflict
resolution score. The results of these analyses are shown in
Table 3.32. Again, no significant F values were obtained for any
measure of conflict resolution in relation to the four criteria
of financial support employed in this study. It was concluded
that change in financial support was not related to the school
board's conflict resolution score as measured in this study,




TABLE 3.32

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE~-CHANGE IN FINANCIAL SUPPORT, 1964=65 TO
1965~66, IN DISTRICTS HAVING HIGH AND LOW SCORES ON CON~
FLICT RESOLUTION USING FOUR METHODS FOR MEASURING
CONFLICT RESOLUTION BY THE SCHOOL BOARD

Financial Support F Value for Conflict Resolution Measure
Criterion Measure 1 Measure 2 Measure 3 Measure 4

Total school tax
rate 2.801 .005 1.181 .015

School tax rate for
current operation 2.402 2.626 .064 «715

Required levy rate for
current operation 5.909 4.263 1.307 3.046

Local tax effort per
pupil in ADM 2.072 .903 .976 .280

For all F values d.f. = 1,6.

Resolution of Conflict and Budget Allocation

Using data on budget allocation in 12 budget categories for
the 1965-66 school year, analyses of variance wecre employed to
determine whether or not a school board's conflict resolution score
was related to budget allocation. The F values for the 48
comparisons are reported in Table 3.33. It was found that in only
one instance--conflict resolution as measured by conflict resolution
measure 1 and budget “location for instructional supplies--was an
F value significant a. the .05 jevel obtained. The budget alloca-
tion for instructional supplies in districts where the school board
rated high in conflict resolution differed significantly from the
budget allocation for imstructional supplies in school districts

89




B A A CL e P E P L A U e e

where the board rated low in conflict resolution. In no other
comparison was an F value significant at the .05 level obtained.
Thus, it was concluded that budget allocation was not related to
the school board's resolution of conflict &8 measured in this
study.

TABLE 3.33

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE-~BUDGET ALLOCATION, 1965<66, IN DISTRICTS
HAVING HIGH AND LOW SCORES ON CONFLICT RESOLUTION USING
FOUR METHODS FOR MEASURING CONFLICT RESOLUTION BY
THE SCHOOL BCARD

F Value for Conflict Resolution Measure

Budget Allocation Measure 1 Measure 2 Measure 3 Measure 4
Criterion® -

Salaries of profes~

sional staff 1.039 «975 «258 486
Salaries of clerical

workers «584 3.008 .183 1.417
Textbooks, library

books & periodicals ,103 4.386 2.340 772
Instructionai supplies 8.865% 3.419 .040 916
Total instractional

cost 1.122 1.521 144 .849
Salaries of custodians .004 .201 2.175 .839
Plant oreration 135 «565 2.086 4,228
Plant maintenance .062 448 1.514 2.219
School ilunch «302 .948 .278 .053
Transportation .001 1.045 .061 4.314
Capital outlay «377 «205 1.516 .654
Debt service 119 173 .152 1.442

3511 measures based on expenditure per pupil in ADM
% = Significant at .05 level (For all F values, d.£. = 1,06)
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To determine whether change in budget allocations from the
1964<65 to the 1965-66 school year was#- related significantly
to the school board's conflict resolutlion score, analyses of
variance were again utilized. The 48 F values obtained for the
various comparisons are shown in Table 3.34. Five of the 48
analyses of variance yielded F raticswh:ch were significant at the
.05 level. 1t was found that budget allocation for salaries of
custodians differed significantly between districts whose boards
rated high and districts whose boards rated low in conflict resolu-
tion measures 1, 2 and 4. The school boards rated high and low on
conflict resolution measure 2 were found to have significantly
different budget allocations for school lunch and for transportation.
However, no significant differences were identified for those
budget allocation criteria which related directly to the educational
program, e.g., salaries of professional staff and total instructional
cost, The data presented in Table 3.34 support the conclusion that
there was no relationship between changes in budget allocation and
high and low scores on conflict resolution by the school boards.
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TABLE 3.34

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE~~CHANGE IN BUDGET ALLOCATION, 1964-65 TO
1965-66, IN DISTRICTS HAVING HIGH AND LOW SCORES ON CON~
FLICT RESOLUTION USING FOUR METHODS FOR MEASURING
CONFLICT RESOLUTION BY THE SCHOOL BOARD

Budget Allocation F Value for Conflict Resolution Measure
Criterion® Measure I Measure 2 Measure 3 Measure &

Salaries of professional

staff . 040 .099 «209 4.255
Salaries of clerical

workers «301 .201 077 .005
Textbooks, library books

& periodicals 1.683 143 1.199 147
Instructional supplies »386 .104 .821 .369
Total instructional cost .072 1,714 .029 1.304
Salaries of custodians 7.716% 9.929% .986 8.980%
Plant operation 3.284 2.102 4.343 1.948
Plant maintenance . 006 .020 +026 3.411
School lunch 3.712 6.360% .052 .893
Transportation 5.414 7.612% 1.350 1.464
Capital outlay 1.633 3.021 «732 1.364
Debt service 467 1.681 .828 «375

= All measures based on expenditure per pupil in ADM 7
= Significant at .05 level (For all F values d.f. = 1,6)
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CHAPTER IV

INVESTIGATIONS TANGENTIAL TO THE RESEARCH PROJECT

A number of doctoral dissertations tangential to the major
research project have been completed or are underway. A tangen-
tial investigation is defined as one that is dependent upon the
project for at least some of its basic data but involves (1) addi-
tional data or (2) analyses of project data which were noi made
in testing the basic hypotheses of the major research project.
These tangential studies extended the research project's range
of variables among which relationships could be studied. Each
of the doctoral investigations was carried out by a research
assistant or by some other advanced graduate student who was
associated with the research project. These students participated
actively in the planning of the major project and in the gather-
ing of the basic data utilized by it. The tangential studies
were planned to explore problems which were important not only
in their own right, but also in terms of clarifying relationships
which might be useful in interpreting the findings of the major
research project. A broad range of interests and topics were
encompassed by the tangential investigations which have been
conducted, including relationships of expectations for the
role of the school board to (1) school district innovativeness,
(2) to selected educational finance variables, (3) and to such
socio-economic variables of school board members as level of
education, family income, religious orientation, and political
party affiliation; differences in expectations and satisfaction
of effective and ineffective school board members; relationship
of consensus in expectations and conflict resolution by school
boards; newspaper reporting of educational conflicts in school
and community; relationships of personal characteristics of
school board members to their reactions to issues confronting
the board; and relationships of school board members' values
and belief systems to their satisfaction with the school bcard
role. Each tangential study utilized a research design uniquely
fitted to its purposes and depended upon the major research
project only for relevant data. The purposes, methodelogy, and
findings of each of the studies are reviewed briefly in this
chapter.
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Expectations for the School Board Role and
Selected Financial Variables

Thorson1 examined the relationships, in the 12 school districts
included in the major research project, of the level of expectations
held by citizens, teachers, public officials, and school board mem-

bers for the financial aspects of the school board role to (1) the
level of local financial support for the schools and (2) the amount

of funds allocated for selected categories of expenditures. also,
the relationship between general expectations for the school board
role and financial support, and the relationship between level of
satisfaction with certain phases of the school program and finan-
cial support were studied.

The rationale for this investigation stemmed from role theory
concerning conflict in expectations, and from research concerning

the interstitial position of the school board in society. The
relationships between expectations of society (both intra- and extra-

organizational groups) and the procurement and allocation functione
of the school board provided the bases for the hypotheses tested.

The data concerning the expectations for the school bsard role
were obtained from the interview instrument =mployed in the basic
research project. Thorson selected questionnaire items relating
to the financial aspects of the school board role. The data for
these items were quantified and the internal consistency tested by
means of the RAVEZ program which used reciprocal averages for scal-
ing questionnaires. This program makes it possible to quantify
qualitative data. The financial support data utilizad in this
investigation related to four measures of local financial effort to
support the schools and 10 budget classifications of expenditures.
Data regarding level of financial support were standardized in terms
of district equalized valuation of real property and the budget 2llo-
cations data were standardized on the basis of average daily pupil
membership or number of certificated staff members. Non-parametric
statistical techniques were employed. The Spearman rank correlation
coefficient was used to determine whether significant relationships
existed between variables.

Of the 16 tests of the hypothesis concerning the relationship
between the level of expectations for the financial aspects of
the school board and the level of local financial support only
one was significant at the .05 level. A negative relationship

ljohn R. Thorson, "Expectations for the School Board Role as
Related to Level ¢£f Local Financial Support and Allocation of
Expenditures" (Unpublished Ph.D, Dissertation, Department of Edu-
cational Administration, The University of Wisconsin, 1966).

2Frank B. Baker and Ronald Ragsdale, The Method of Reciprocal
Averages for Scaling of Inventories and Questicnnaires (Madison,

Wisconsin: Laboratory for Experimental Design, The University of
Wisconsin, November, 1964). (Mimeographed.)
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was found to exist between teachers' expectations for level of
expenditures and the operating levy required per pupil in aver-
age deily membership. Thirty=-six tests of the hypothesis
concerning the relationship between the level of expectations

for selected expenditures and the amount of funds allocated for
these expenditures resulted in nine significant relationships
(eight at .05 level and one at .0l level). District expendi-
tures for insurance premiums accounted for five of the

significant relationships: two concerning teacher health insurance
and three concerning student accident insurance. The four remsin-
ing significant relationships were: (1) teachers' expectations
for "budgeting money for keeping up with changes in the way sub-
jects are taught" were negatively related to district expenditures
for inservice programs; (2) the expectations of teachers and
public officials concerning expenditures for health insurance for
teachers were positively related to the amount spent for this
insurance; (3) the expectations of citizeas, teachers, and school
board members for district expenditure for accident insurance

for students were positively related to the amount spent for

such insurance; and (4) expectations of citizens, school board
members, and public officials concerning the extent to which
school districts should charge for use of books and facilities
were positively related to the amounts collected by the district
for these purposes. In view of the relatively small number of
significant relationships which were found, it was not possible

to reject either of the two major null hypotheses investigated.
Tests of the ancillary questions also failed to reveal any
consistent significant relationships.

Thorson concluded that the lack of consistent relationships
between the major wariables investigated suggested two possibili-
ties: (1) there was a lack of perception by school board members
of outside expectations for the school board role, or (2) many
financial decisions were not within the control of the local
school boards.

Expectations and Satisfactions of Effective and
Ineffective School Board Members

Osterndcrf3 investigated the differences between effective and
ineffective schocl board merbers with regard to the nature and con-
sensus of their expectations for the public schools, expectations
for the internal operating procedures of the school board, and
satisfaction with the public schools of the district. Ancillary
questions pertained to selected demographic variables and to
personal and behavioral characteristics of effective and ineffeccive
school board members.

3Alan D. Osterndorf, '"Expectations and Satisfactions of Effec-
tive and Ineffective School Board Members' (Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, Department of Educational Administration, The Univer-
sity of Wiscoasin, 1966).
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The 12 school districts that participated in the major
research project formed the school district population for this
study. Members of these school boards who were nominated as
most effective or least effective by two or more of their peers
on the individual boards provided the sample of 23 effective
and 17 ineffective schocl board members. Data concerning the
school board members' expectations for, and satisfaction with,
the public schools were cbtained by use of the personal interview
iustrument employed in the major research project. Items from the
instrument which pertained to expectations for educational program,
pupil personnel, staff personnel, educational finance, and the
I school plant; general expectations for the school; expectations

for the internal operation of the school board; satisfaction with
the schools of the district; and personal data concerning the
I respondents were utilized.

To test for possible differences between effective and in-
effective school board members with respect to the nature and/or
direction of their expectations and satisfactions, the method of
reciprocal averages was utilized to quantify the hasically
qualitative data. Responses to interview items were weighted in
terms of an underlying variable (traditional vs. modern) and scores
indicating the expectations and satisfactions of a school board
member were obtained. Consensus within a group of respondents
was defined as the extent to which the members of the group tended
to select a single response category of an item included in the
interview schedule and was based on the construction of a corfi-
dence interval for a proportion.# The difference in the sum of
the items for which each group of board members had consensus was
tested for statistical significance. The effective school board
members' expectations for the schools,and for each sub=grouping of
these expectations, their expectations for the internal operation
of the school board, and their satisfaction with the schoola were
compared with the expectations and satisfaction of imneffective
school board members and of all members of the 12 school boards.

[ In general, Osterndorf{ concluded that the groups of effective *
and ineffective school board members revealed striking similarities

[ with respect to their expectations for and satisfactions with the
public schools. Statistically significant differences between the
two groups were found for only two of 53 interview items. The

’ responses to one of these items indicated that in formulating a

l school budget, effective school board members were concerned more
with educational opportunities than they were with the extent of
the tax burden, while ineffective board members considered educa-

[ tional opportunity and tax burden as equally important. Data for
the other item indicated that effective school board members were

l more in favor of seeking increased federal aid for education than

4Helen M. Walker and Joseph Lev, Elementary Statistical Methods,

Revised Edition (New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1958), pp. 244-256.
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were ineffective board members. Effective school board members
had significantly (at .0l level) more consensus in expectations
for the school than did the ineffective board members., Signifi-
cantly (at .05 level) more effective board members served as
board presidents than did ineffective members. No significant
differences were found between effective and ineffective board
members with respect to such demographic variables as age,
education, sex, religion, political preference, income, type of

. occupation, and number of children of school age. Members of the

school boards perceived effective members to be highly task
oriented while at the same time striving to see that members of
the board worked together as harmoniously as possible. A school
board member was perceived as being ineffective primarily because
he was (1) new to the school board, (2) not interested in the
functions and obligations of the school board, and (3) had what
might be described as an '"abrasive personality." The total body
of data relating to consensus in expectations and satisfactions
that. Osterndorf examined led him to conclude that little dissension
could be expected to exist between effective and ineffective
school board members concerning what the school board should do to
provide good educatinonal opportunities for the school district and
how the board should go about accomplishing its objectives.

Values, Belief Systems, and Satisfaction
with the School Board Role

The relationships between the values and belief systems
(open-closed mindedness) of school board members and the satis-
facticn which they derived from their school board role were
investigated by Larson.d Relationships of values, belief systems,
and satisfaction with the school board role to such personal
variables of school board members as effectiveness in the school
board role, tenure in office, age, education, and personal income
also were examined.

The population of school board members in this study was
composed of the 90 members of the 12 school boards governing the
districts included in the major research project. Data pertaining
to effectiveness and personal variables of school board members
were obtained by use of the interview instrument employed in the
major research project.

Separate instruments were employed to measure the values,
belief systems, and satisfaction of the school board members. The

5Raymond 0. Larson, 'School Board Members' Values, Belief
Systems, and Satisfaction With the School Board Role” (Unpublished
Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Educational Administration, The
University of Wisconsiu, 1966).
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Allport=~Vernon~Lindzey Study of Values6 was employed to measure
the relative prominence of six basic personality orientations:
the theoretical, economic, esthetic, social, political, and religious.
Open~closed mindedness (belief systems) was measured by administer-
ing the Haiman scale, a derivation of the California F scale of

the Rokeach dogmatism scale with some additional items developed

by Haiman.” School bYoard members' satisfaction with their school
board role was measured by a medified version of the satisfaction
scale developed by Gress and his associates in their investigation

of superintendent-school bsard relationships.8 Of the 90 school

board members included in the population, 79 returned instruments
which provided data usable for this study. Correlation techniques

and appropriate tests of significance were utilized to examine the
mejor hypotheses and ancillary questions investigated.

No significant relationships were found betwren the values
held by school board members and the satisfaction they derived
from the school board role, nor was a significant relationship found
between open-closed mindedness and satisfaction with this role. How~
ever, when the members of a school board were congruent in their
belief systems (whether open or closed) they expressed significantly
more satisfaction with the school board role than did the members
of a school board whose members evidenced disagreement in belief.
This relationship was significant at the .005 level of confidence.
With respect to values of school board members and the degree to
which they exhibited open or closed mindedness, it was found that
theoretical and esthetic values correlated negatively with ciosed
mindedness while economic and religious values correlated positively
with closed mindedness. ‘The four relationships were significant
at or beyond the .01 levei.

School board meambers who were satisfied with their role tended
to renk highest in economic, theoretical, and religious values
while board members dissatisfied with their role tended to rank
highest in political, religious and economic values. Satisfied
school board members tended to be more closed minded than did

6Gordon W. Allport, Phillip E. Vernon, and Gardner Lindzey,

The Study of Values (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1960), pp. 1-8.

. 7Franklyn S, Haiman, '"A Revised Scale for the Measurement of Open-
Closed Mindedness, " Speech Monographs, 31:57~102 (June, 1564).

8Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and Alexander W. McEachern,
Explorations in Role Analysis: Studies of the School Superin-
tendency Role (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958),
p. 358.

98




.

dissatisfied board members, and they were more likely to have
children in the public schools. Satisfied board members were several
years younger, less experienced as board members, not as well edu-
cated, and had less income than did their dissatisfied associates.

Effective school board members were inclined to give greater
consideration to economic and political values, were more open
minded, had more experience as board members, were better educated,
and received substantially higher incomes than did ineffective
school board members. The ineffective members gave greater consid-
eration to economic and theoreti~.i values. Both effective and
ineffective board members were about equally satisfied with the
school board role and about the same percentage in each category
had children attending the public schools.

Other findings which Larson reported were: a significant
relationship existed between the social values of school board
members and their effectiveness, closed mindedness was significantly
related (negatively) to level of income of school board members,
effectiveness of school board members was significantly related
(positively} to years of formal education, and no significant
relationships were found between (1) closed mindedness and effec~
tiveness in the school board role, (2) satisfaction with the school
board rols and effectiveness in the role, and (3) saticsfaction with
the school board role and the personal variables of age, years of
formal education, tenure in office, and level of personal income.

Personal Characteristics and Board
Member Reactions to Issues

Manz9 investigated relationships of level of family income,
length of tenure on the school board, and level of education of
school board members to (1) their perceived intensity or concern
to citizens and professional staff members of issues confronting
the board and (2) their expressed satisfaction with the board's dis-
position of these issues. The perceived intensity of issues and the
satisfaction of the school board members were examined with regard to
issues concerning school plant, pupil personnel, gstaff personnel
and educational finance, as well as for the combination of all
issues with which the board dealt. In addition, the following
relationships were investigated: (1) relationships batween school
board members'® perceived intensity of issues to (a) size of the
school district, (b) age of the school board members, (c) length
of residence of school board members in the school district, and

9John H. Manz, 'Personal Characteristics of School Board Mem-

bers and Their Reactions to Issues Confronting the Board" (Unpublished

Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Educational Administration, The
University of Wisconsin, 1967).
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(d) whether school board members had children enrolled in the local
schools; and (2) relationships of school board members expressed
gatisfaction with the disposition of issues confronting the board
to their (a) rated effectiveness by colleagues, (b) age, (c) length
of residence, and (d) whether they had children enrolled in the
local public scheels,

The population of the study was composed of 88 of the 90
school board members in the 12 school districts included in the
major research project. Data pertaining to the peraonal character-
istics of the school board members were obtained from selected
items of the School District Survey instrument which was employed
in the major project. Data concerning board members' perceptions
of intensity of issues and their satisfaction with the disposition
of issues were obtained by use of the School Board Member Reaction-
naire. The statistical procedures of one-way analysis of variance,
the Scheffé post-hoc test, and Student's "t" test were used for
analyzing the data.

With one exception, it was found that no relationship existed
between length of membership on the school board and school board
members' perceived intensity of issues confronting the board. A
significant relationship at the .05 level was found to exist between
length of membership and perceived intensity of issues relating to
school plant. No significant relationships were found to exist
between length of membership on the school board and satisfacticn
with the board's resolution of issues.

For purposes of examining the relationship betweea level of
income of school board members and their perceptions of the
intensity of the issues confronting the boards, school board
members were classified into low, medium, and high income groups.
Several significant relationships were found between level of
income and perceived intensity of issues. School board members in
the lowest income group perceived school plant issues as being of
greater intensity than did members in the medium and highest
income groups. The same finding prevailed with reference to
perceived intensity of issues relating to pupil personnel, and to
the totality of issues considered by the school boards. No
significant relationships existed between level of family income and
school board members' expressed satisfaction with the disposition
of issues by the school boards.

Two of the five relationships investigated between level of
education and school board members' perceived intensity of issues
were found to be significant. There were significant relationships
between the level of education of school board members and their
perceived intensity of issues relating to school plant, and of all
issues confronting the school boards. Again, no relationships were
found to exist between level of education and school board members'
expressed satisfaction with the resolution of issues.
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Other findings of this study were: school board members
whose annual family incomes were high tended to be regarded as
effective by their fellow board members to a greater degree than
school board members who had low family incomes, school board
members in large districts tended to perceive issues which came
before the board to be of less intensity or concern to citizens
and professional staff members than did board members in small
districts, school board members who had children in the public
schools of the district tended to be less satisfied with actions
taken by the board than were board members who did not have
children in school, and there were no systematic relationships
between the age of school board members and their perceptions of
the intensity of issues confronting the boards.

Education Level, Family Income and
Expectations of Citizens

The major purpose of a study by Carver10 was to determine
if citizens with various levels of education and of family income
held different expectations for the role of the school board.
Expectations for the role of the school board were assessed with
respect to academic freedom for teachers and pupils (educational
program), freedom for pupils in appesarance and activities (pupil
personnel), freedom for teachers in their private lives (staff
personnel), and willingness to spend for education (expenditures
for education). Each of the two major hypotheses was divided into
four sub-hypotheses, one for each of the above aspects of
education. Also, two ancillary questions were investigated:
(1) relationships between education level and family income to
citizens' attitude toward shared-time, tax-supported transporta-
tion for parochial-school pupils, and federal aid to education;
and (2) relationships of expectations for the school board role
held by citizens with various levels of education and of family
income to selfe-role expectations of school board members.

Responses of 1794 citizens to 19 questions included in the
interview instrument which was employed in the major research
project provided the expectations and attitude data employed in
this study. In addition, two personal background questions asked
in the interviews provided data concerning the respondent's number
of vears of education completed and his total family income for
the 1964 calendar year. The citizen respondents were classified
according to five education levels and five family income levels.
One-way analysés of variance were applied to the ten distributions

10p,ca D. Carver, "Relationships Between Education Level, Family

Income, and Expectations of Citizens for the Role of the School Board"
(Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Educational Administra-
tion, The University of Wisconsin, 1966).
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of scores (five by education level and five by family income).

F values significant at or beyond the .05 level were considered

necessary to indicate significant relationships., In cases when‘
the F ratio was significant at or beyond this level, the Scheffe
method of comparing means was employed.

Differences in expectations held for the role of the school
board among groups of citizens with various levels of education
were found to be significant for each of the four aspects of
education investigated, namely, academic freedom for teachers and
pupils in the classroom, freedom of pupils from restriction of
their appearance and activities, freedom for teachers in their
private lives, and expenditures for education by ‘the board of
education. Generally, the lower the level of education of the
citizens, the more conservative the expectations concerning these
educational matters. Differences in expectations held for the
role of the school board among the groups of citizens with various
amounts of family income were also found to be significant for each
of the four aspects of education investigated, Again, the lower
the family income the more conservative were the expectations for
academic freedom of teachers and pupils in classrooms, freedom of
pupils from restriction of their appearance and activities, freedom
of teachers in their private lives, and expenditures for education,

No significant differences were found between the various
groups of citizens with differa=nt amounts of education, and of
family income, with respect tc shared-time for parochial-school
pupils. The attitude of all groups of citizens toward shared-
time was favorable. Significant differences in attitude of
citizens toward tax-supported transportation for parochial-school
pupils were found for groups of citizens with varying amounts of
education. A similar relationship was found when the citizens
were classified according to family income. In general, the fewer
the number of years of education completed, and the lower the family
income, the more favoratle was the attitude of citizens toward
tax-supported transportation for parochial school pupils.

Overall, the citizens expressed a favorable attitude toward
federal aid for local schools. However, there were significant
differences between the least-educated and most-educated groups
and the poorest and the wealthiest groups with respect to this
matter. The higher the education level on the one hand and family
income on the other, the less favorable was the expressed attitude
toward federal aid.

Carver also found, with respect to expectations for the role
of the school board, that school board members were more like
citizens who had 12 or more years of education, and family income
of $10,000 or more, than they were like citizens with smaller
amounts of education and family income. Also, school board members
were more liberal in their expectations for academic freedom,
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freedom for teachers in their private lives, and spending for the
local schools than were citizens who had completed fewer than 12
years of education and whose annual family incomes were less than
$10,000. Finally, the level of family income in xelation to the
median income of that particular community was found to be a more
discriminating variable than the absolute level of family income
when considered in relation to expectations for the role of the
school board.

Political Party Identification and Expectations for
Local Schools

A study designed to explore the relationships of political
party identification of citizens, board members, public officials,
and teachers in the 12 school districts included in the basic
research project to the expectations of these groups for the public
schools was conducted by Streich.ll He also investigated (1) political
party identification of the four reference groups end the evaluations
which each made of the public schools and (2) the relationship of
community of residence to the expactations of citizens who identi~
fied with the same political party.

Systems theory provided the basic theoretical setting for the
study. Streich viewed both the political system and the local
school system as sub-systems of the larger society. He considered
that the vote and political party identification of the individual
provided inputs for the political system and that the individual's
expectations for financial support of the schools provided inputs
for the local school system., These considerations led him to the
assumption that there would be a relationship between the twe types
of inputs. The majority of Americans identify with either the
Republican or Democratic party. Over a period of time, the two
parties have differed rather consistently in their pcsitions on
political change, intervention in foreign sffairs, and welfare
issues. With respect to such issues the Republican party has
assumed a more conservative attitude than has the Democratic party.

The four reference groups (citizens, school board members,
public officials, and teachers) utilized in this study were the same
as those utilized in the major research project. Twenty-five of the
questions included in the interview schedule used in the major project,
and which could be scaled on a conservative-liberal continuum, were
selected for use in this study. Scores were obtained for the totai
of all questions and also for groups of questions related to

114i11iam H. Streich, "Political Party Identification and
Expectations for Local Schools" (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertationm,

Department of Educational Administration, The University of Wisconsin,
1966).
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controversial issues, increased social services, general financial
support, educational innovations, and increased state aid and
increased federal aid for the public schools. One~way analyses of
variance were used to test the hypotheses, Significance of
relationships werz subsequently tested with the Scheff& post-hoc :
test of comparisoas for means.

Strong relationships (.005 ievel) were found to exist between
citizens' political party identification and their expectations for
controversial issues, increased social services, financial support,
increased state support, and increased federal aid. School board
wembers® political affiliation was found not to be related to
their expectations for the local public scheols, except with
respect to increased federal aid to the schools in which case the
relationship was highly significant (.00l level), Board members
identifying with the Republican party generally did not support
increased federal aid, The findings with respect to the relation-
ship of political party identification of public officials to their
eXpectations paralleled rather closely the findings fer the school
board members, Political party identification was reiated to
expectation for increased federal aid to the schools at the .0l
level; however, the public officials differed from the school board
members in that the political party fdentification of public
officials also was strongly related to expectations for increased
state g:pport for the local schools. No significant relationships
were fouad between teachers' political party identification and
the kinds of expectations for the schools investigated in this
stUdYQ

No statistically significant relatisuships were found between
the evaluations that citizens, teachers, board members, and elected
officials made of their cchools and their political party identi-
fication, The tests which were made to determine 1if comnunity of
residence was significantly related to the expectations scores of
citizeus who identified with the same political party revealed highly
significant relationships for Republicans and Independents, but not
for Democrats.

Post=hoc tests of the significant F ratios indicated that
Republicans were significantly more conservative than Democrats,
Significant differences between Republicans and Democrats were found
in the cases of five of the e¢ight significant F ratios. In two of
the eight cases Republicans were found to be significantly mcre
congservative than Independents, The evalnations that citizens,
teachers, board members, and public officials made of their public
schools were not related to political party identification. Streich
concluded that expectations of citizens, school board members, and
public officials with respect to the question of increasing federal
aid to local public schocls are strongly related to the political
party identifications of these reference groups., Republicaa citizens
and board members were found to hold significantly more conservative
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expectations than did the Democratic citizens and board members,
and Republican public officials were found to hold significantly
more conservative expectations concerning increased federal aid
than did either Independent or Democratic officials.

Expectations of Parochial- and Public~School
Oriented Citizens

12 .

Meggers investigated the nature of the expectations for
the local board of education and for the local public schools held
by parochial- and public-school oriented citizens. His purposes
were: (1) to determine whether or not these two groups of citizens
held significantly different expectations and satisfactions, (2) to
discover whether there were differences in expectations and satis-
faction between and among groups of citizens whose children were
pre=school, in=-school, or out-of-school, and (3) to investigate the
relationship of religious affiliation of citizens tc their attitudes
toward the public schools.

Data obtained from the 1794 citizens included in the major
research project were utilized for this study., The sample of
citizens was placed into three major classifications: (1) those
with no children, (2) those who were public-school oriented, and
(3) those who were parochial=-schcol oriented. Sub-groups were
established which included respondents whose children were pre-
school, in-school, or out-of=-school, and respondents who were
affiliated with the Catholic, Lutheran, or other religions. of
the 1794 citizens, 294 reported that they had no children, 982 had
children who attended only public schools, and 518 had cne or more
children who had attended parochial schools.

Data for this study were obtained from the responses to 20 of
the questions included in the interview schedule utilized by the
major research project. Twelve of the questions were classified as
expectations questions and related to such topics as shared-time
school programs; summer classes; discussions of religious beliefs,
of evolution, and of sex in the classrocm; and transportation of
parochial pupils. Eight questions were classified as satisfaction
questions and pertained to such topics as quality of the school
program, of the teachers, the guidance program, pupil insurance
program, school buildings, etc.

Interview responses were categorized zs either definite
(positive or negative) or indefinite. Indefinite responses were
those when interviewees implied that they lacked information about a

1230hn F. Meggers, "Expectations for the Role of the Board of
Education Held by Parochial« and Public-School Oriented Parents"
(Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Educational Admin-~
istration, The University of Wisconsin, 1966).
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question by answering '"no opinion" or '"don't know." The indefinite
responses were compared with the definite responses to discover
whether certain groups of respondents had significantly less informa-
tion about the schools than did other groups. The Chi-square statis-

tical technique was used to determine significant differences between
and among groups.

Significant differences (at or beyond the .05 l=vel) were found
between and among groups of respondents on various expectations
questions. These differences related to shared-time programs,
summer-school programs, teachers' salaries, and publi: transporta-
tion for parochial school pupils. Eighty-aix percent of the
parochial-school oriented respondents supported shared-time
programs as compared to 73 percent of the public~school oriented
respondents. Catholics were significantly more in favor of the
shared-time programs than were Lutherans. Ther was a gignificant
difference in the expectations of the publice-school oriented
respondents with children in school, or pre-school, as compared
with those publice-school oriented respondents whose children were
ont of school. A significantly larger percentage of respondents with
pre-school children thought that teachers' salaries were too low
than was true of respondents whose children were out of school.
Citizens who were parochial-school oriented were significantly more
ir favor of providing transportation for both parockial school
pupils and public schcool pupils than were the public-school oriented
citizens. Parochial-school oriented Lutherans gave significantly
greater support to transportation of parochial school pupils than
did the public-school oriented Lutherans. Catholic respondents, in
general, favored public transportation for parochial school pupils.

The data pertaining to the eight questions related to satis-
faction with various aspects of the public schools revealed no
significant differences between or among groups of respondents. In
general, the responses indicated that most respondents were quite
satisfied with the public schools.

A considerable number of signif icant differences betwesen and
among the various groups of citizens indicated that public-school
oriented respondents with children in school were consistently more
definite in their responses than were other groups of respondents.
The responses of the group with children out-of-school, in
comparison with other groups, indicated a significantly greater lack
of information about the educational program, how well the board was
informing citizens about the public schools, the quality of teachers,
the guidance program, the school lunch program, and the effectiveness
of reporting to parents about pupils' progress in school. Indefinite
responses, which were interpreted as an indication of lack of infor-
mation on the part of respondents, were found most often for questions
relating to accident insurance for pupils, the level of expenditures
for the public schools, and the level of teachers' salaries.
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Meggers concluded that (1) respondents whose children were in
school were more satisfied with the public school programs, and
expected more educational opportunities, higher paid teachers, and
better school facilities than did respondents whose children were
out of school, (2) respondents with no children in school were not
found to be anti-education, as is sometimes supposed, for their
satisfactions were very similar to respondents with children in
school, and (3) the implied lack of information about the public
schools on the part of the various groups of respondents was 83
substantial as to have important implications for administrators
and school board members with respect to the improvement of school-
community relations,

Expectations and School District Immovativeness

Relationships of the degree of consensus of expectations for
the school board role within and between groups of citizens, teach-
ers, school board members, and public officials to the extent of
innovativeness found in the 12 school distsicts included in the major
research project were studied by LaPlant.l? Three aspects of
innovativeness were investigated: (1) degree or extent of innovative=
ness, (2) earliness of adoption of innovations, and {3) diffusion of
innovations. Consensus of expectations for the roie of the school
board within the citizen group, the school board, the professional
staff, and the public officials was considered, as was the consensus
between the citizens and the professional staff, the citizens and
the school board, the professional staff and the school board, and
the public officials and the school board. The relationships of the
extent of innovativeness to certain ancillary variables, such as
size of school district, teacher-pupil ratio, current operating

expenditures per pupil and tenure of the superintendent of schools
also were studied.

In this study the school board was viewed as an interstitial
body between the managerial and the community-system levels of the
school organization, viewed as a social system. The samples of
citizens and teackars, and the populations of school boards members
and public officials were the same as those utilized in the basic
research project. The data concerning the expectations for the
school board role were those collected for the use of the major
project. LaPlant prepared a list of 64 educational practices
considered to be innovative. Data regarding the number of innova-
tions adopted, the time of adoption, and the rate of spread within
the district were collected by interviews which the investigator had

13James C, LaPlant, "School District Innovativeness and Expecta-
tions for the School Board Kole" (Unpublished Ph.D, Dissertation,

Depa§tment of Educational Administration, The University of Wisconsin,
1966).
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with the district superintendent of schools and one other long-tenure
administrator in each of the 12 districts.

Weights, based upon ratings of the educational innovations
(practices), were used to give differentiated credit to the different
innovations. Consensus indices developed for use in the major
research project for each of the 12 districts were utilized. Analyses
of variance were performed to test the differences of iunovativeness
in school districts of high and low consensus in expectations for
the school board role. Relationships of the innovativeness measures
relating to the school districts were investigated by using the
product-moment correlation procedure.

Only two of the 22 operational hypotheses which were tested
yielded F ratics which indicated significance at or beyond the .05
level. The relationship between the extent of innovativeness and
consensus in expectations between citizens and teachers, and the
relationship between earliness of adoption of innovations and
consensus in the expectations between citizens and teachers, were
found to be statistically significant.

Significant relationships were found to exist between innovative
measures and certain ancillary data. The extent of innovativeness
was positively related to the size of the school district, as
measured by average daily pupil membership. The rate of diffusion
of innovations within the districts after their adoption was related
positively to the current operating expenditure per pupil in average
daily membership and related negatively to teacher load as measured
by the average daily pupil membership per teacher.

The extent of innovativeness exhibited by the districts and
the earliness of the adoptions were significantly related to one
another. However, the rate of diffusion of innovations within the
districts once the innovations were adopted was not related to the
other two aspects of innovativeness. Districts leading the way with
early adoption of innovations may start out with pilot or experimen-
tal programs. This experimental approach could result in the number
of innovations which were adopted at full potential to spread rather
slowly. Other districts, not in the vanguard of innovators, might
wait uatil the innovation has been proven by other districts and
then proceed to adopt the innovative practice throughout the district
in a short periocd of time. The findings of this study tenr to
indicate that once an innovation has been adopted, the rate of
diffusion within a district may be speeded by spending more money
per pupil and by rrducing the work load per teacher.

LaPlant concluded that when the internal (teachers) and external
(citizens) components of the school organization are in a high
degree of agreement in their expectations for the school board role,
the school district will be characterized as one which adopts more
new educational practices at an earlier date than districts where
this agreement does not exist.
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Consensus 'n Expectations and Conflict Resolution

Sheehy14 investigated the relationships of the degree of con-
sensus in expectations for the school board role (1) within school
boards, (2) between school boards and citizens, (3) between school
boards and teachers, and (4) between school boards and public
officials to role conflict resolution by school boards. As
ancillary questions, relationships of school board size and
school district size to conflict resolution and to perceived
intensity of issues confronting the board were investigated.

The samples of 12 school districts, 1794 citizens, and 240
teachers, and the populations of 92 board members and 183 public
officials were the same as those utilized in the major research
project. Data councerning expectations for the school board role
were obtained by interviewing members of the various reference groups
as a part of the major project. Consensus was defined as the extent
to which there existed ''significant' agreement in the responses to
interview questions. The procedure to test for such significant
agreement was based upon the statistical inferences which can be
made about a proportion. Data concerning role conflict resolution
by the school boards were obtained from the Observers' Reports
and the School Board Member Reactionnaires used at three consezutive
meetings of each of the school boards. The variable of role conflict
resolution was quantified by use of the formulae reported in
Chapter 1I,

Relationships between the major variables, consensus in
expectations for the school board role and role conflict resolution
by the school boards, were tested by use of the Spearman rank order
and the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients. Product-
moment coefficients were used in place of rank order coefficients
when there wer: more than four tied ranks.

Sixteen tests of the major hypotheses of the study were made
and no one of them proved to be significant at the required (.0S5)
level of confidence. Also, no significant relationships c¢r differe
ences resulted from the tests of the ancillary questions. The major
conclusion reached, therefore, was that there were no relationships
between consensus in expectations for the school board role and role
conflict resolution by school boards. Also, there was no signifi-
cant relationship between school district size, as measured by
population, and conflict resolution by school boards nor between
the number of people represeniad per school board member and the

1450hn M. Sheehy, "Consensus in Expectations for the School Board
Role and Conflict Resolution" (Unpublished Ph.D, Dissertation,

Depagtment of Educational Administration, The University of Wisconsin,
1967).
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perciived intensity by school board members of the issues confronte
ing the school boards.

Sheehy anticipated that consensus in expectations for the
school board role would be significantly related to the operations
of the school board but, in the light of his findings, concluded
that apparently there were other factors which were more crueial.
He conjectured that such factors might include the age and experience
of board members, and the nature of the leadership provided for the
board by the board chairman and/or the superintendent of schools.

Newspaper Reports of Conflict
Regarding the Schools

A study of the relationships of the extent and the prominence
of conflict between the community and the schools, as indicated
in reports by local newspapers, to (1) consensus in expectations of
citizens for the school board role and (2) the level of local finan=-
cial support for the schools was conducted by luchanan.l3 Also,
attention was given to the following ancillary questions: ‘'What is
the nature of conflicts which are reported in the local newspapers?,'
"Do the editorials of the local newspapers tend to support or oppose
official school board policies and actions?", and "Do local news-
papers publish reports of conflict between the school board and
the municipal government officials and, if sc, what are the nature
of the conflicts?"

Newspapers serving the communities in each of the 12 school
districts included in the major research project were read by the
investigator for the years 1960-~1964 and the contents of the articles
which indicated educational conflict were recorded and classified,
The extent of conflict between the community and the schools was
measured by the number of articles reporting conflict for each of
the 12 districts. Prominence of conflict was measured by the
location of the articles reporting conflict in the newspapers and
the amount of space devoted to them. Criteria used to determine
prominence included the page position of the article with page one
gilven first rank and the local page, editorial, and other pages
being given succeeding ranks; lead stery or second story; top half
of the page or bottom half of the page; and the number of columns
covered by the story headline.

Data concerning consensus in expectations of citizens for the
school board role were those obtained and utilirzed in the conduct
of the major research project. Also, measures of level of local

15Philip F. Buchanan, "Newspaper Reports ¢i Conflict Involving
the School and Community' (Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Department

of Educational Administration, Th. University of Wisconsin, 1967).
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financial support for the pubiic schools were those utilized in the
major project, namely, total local mill rate for school purposes,
mill rate for current operation, required levy rate for current
operation, and local tax effort per pupil in average daily member=-
ship. The 12 school districts included in the study were rank
ordered in terms of extent of conflict as reported in local news-
papers, prominence of conflict as reported in local newspapers,
consensus in expectations of citizens for the school board role,
and in terms of each of the measures of local financial support
for the schools. The school districts also were rank ordered in
terms of the different classifications of conflict. Spearman rank
order correlation coefficients were used to determine whether
significant relationships existed between variables.

No statistically significant relationships were found between
the extent of conflict or the prominence of conflict, as reported
in local newspapers, and consensus in expectations of citizens for
the school board role or the level of local financial support for
the public schools. Although the relationships were not statis-
tically siguificant, the data did reveal two consistent relation=- .
ships. One was a negative relationship between the degree of
citizens' consensus in expectations for the school board role and
che number of newspaper reports of conflict between community and
schools. The other relationship, also negative, was between the
level of local financial support for the public schools and the
number of conflicts reported in the local newspapers. The higher
the consensus of citizens' expectations and the higher the level
of local financial support, the lower was the number of conflicts
which were reported in the local newspapers. The researcher
suggested that the small number of school districts included in the
study may have contributed to the lack of statistically signi{i-
cant relationships among these variables.

Other findings of this study included the following: the news=~
papers included in the study tended to give a prominent place to
reports of conflict concerning the schools, the editorial policies
of the local newspapers tended to favor rather than oppose policies
and actions of the school boards, a higher number of the reported
conflicts related to the school plant than any other phase of school
operation, and disagreements which were reported between school
boards and municipal councils usually were about matters relating
to the school plant or to the school budget.
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Expectations of Community Influentials and
Selected Community and Personal Variables

At the time of writing this chapter a study is being con-
ducted by Habeckl® to investigate the relationships of expectations
fo > the school board role held by perceived community influentials
to selected community variables and to selected personal variables
of the influentials. Variables relating to the school districta
include size as measured by number of pupils in average daily
membership, wealth as measured by amount of equalized valuation
per child in average daily membership, ratio of non=public school
enrollments to total disctrict :myollments, incom: leovels as detere
mined from cen.us data for the largest municipality in each
school district, and education level of the population-as determined
from census data for the largest municipality in each school district,
Variables relating tc the influentials include age, organizational
memberships, length of residence in the schoel district, eduzation
level, and income level,

Community influentials included in this study were nominated
by school board members, superintendents of schools, and public
officials who were interviewed as a part of the procedure of the
major research project. The 10 influentials who received the
highest number of nominations in each of the 12 school communities
constitute the sample of community influentials for this study.
Edch of these influentials will be sent a questionnaire which
includes questions selected from the interview instrument employed
in the major research project. The questions are grouped into four
categories as follows: educational programs, staff salary and
benefits, pupil services, and physical facilities. Community
influentials included in the study who do not respond to the
questionnaire will be contacted personally by the investigator in
order to insure as nearly a 100 percent response from the
influentials as possible. Data for the community variables will
be obtained from the records of the Wisconsin State Department of
Public Instruction and from the United States Census reports. Data
relating to the personal variables of the community influentials also
will be collected by means of the questionnaire, or bty personal
interview. Analyses of variance procedures will be uscd to test the
nature of the relationships between variables.

16R%¥ J. Habeck, “Expectations of COmmunity'Influentifls
for the Public Schools and Selected Community and Fersonal Var-

iables" (Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Educational Administration,
The University of Wisconsin, In Progress).
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In the paragraphs that follow, the hypotheses, the method~
ology, and the major findings of the research are summarized and
the major conclusions are drawn which have implications for
resea::ch or for practice.

Summary

The purpose of the present research was to investigate the
nature of the role of the school board as an agency for resolving
conflict between the school and the community. Based upon the
theory of administration as a social process and the theoretical
placement of the board of education as & conflict-resolving body
in bargaining for resources for the school organization from the
larger society, the following null hypotheses, derived from earlier
empirical work, were subjected to test:

l. There is no difference in change in financial support in
school systems of high and low consensus in expectations for the
school board role.

2. There is no difference in change in budget allocations in
school systems of high and low consensus in expectations for the
school board role.

3. There is no difference in change in financial support in
school systems of high and low resolution of school board role
conflice,

4. There is no difference in change in budget allocations in

school systems of high and low resolution of school board role
conflict.

In addition to determining the relationships among the maijor
variables of the study, relationships of certain of the major
variables were assessed with regard to several ancillary factors,
such as, type of school district, kind of reference group, type of
questions asked, level of financial support, and nature of budget
allocations.




Procedures

From the basic population of those 100 Wisconsin school dis-
tricts providing instruction to at least 1,400 pupils in grades
K-12, a sample of 12 school districts was drawn to provide a
balanced distribution of districts, stratified according to the
following: school district enrollment; ratio of pupil enrollment
to equalized property valuation; ratio of non-public school enroll-
ment to total district enrollment; fiscal dependence-independence;
and degree of controversy in the school community.

The investigation was conducted over a three-year period in
two phases. During the first phase of the study random samples of
citizens and teachers in each school district, and all public
officials and school board members in each district were iaterviewed
to determine the expectations they held for the schools and the
school board role. For all districts a total of 1,794 citizens,
240 teachers, 183 publiic officials, and 90 school board members
were individually interviewed. Between- and within-group consensus
indices were computed and tested for signif icance, through use of
an anzlysis of variance design, with regard to the criteria for
selection of districts and the nature of role segments sampled,
both by type of question (functional area) and by individual
question,

Also, during the first phase of the study, data regarding the
following four measures of financial support were obtained:
(1) total school tax rate; (2) school tax rate for current operation
(based upon the actual equalized valuation of the district);
(3) required levy rate for current operation (based upon the state
guaranteed valuation of the district); and (4) the local tax
effort per pupil (local tax levy divided by average daily member-
ahip). Likewise, data regarding the following budgetary allocation
categories were obtained and BtandarﬂiZed by expressing them as a
ratio of expenditure per pupil in average daily membe=ship:
(1) salaries of professional staff; (2) salaries of clerical workers;
(3) textbooks, library books, and periodicals; (4) instructional
supplies; (5) total instructional cost; (6) salaries of custodians;
(7) plant operation; (8) plant maintenance; (9) school lunch;
(10) transportation; (11) capital outlay; and (12) debt service.

During the second phase of the study data were obtained regard-
ing the resolution of role conflict by observing three consecutive
rneetings of each board during the budget adoption process. Non-
participant observers obtained data for providing conflict resolution
measures cf hoard member participation, vote, and nature of board
member behavior. Through the use of a reactionnaire distributed
to each board member, conflict resolution measures also were
obtained relative to perceived intensity of issu.s and to board
member satisfaction with board actions taken,
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To relate the data concerning cousensus in role expectations
and those concerning the resolution of conf'ict to the criterion
measures of financial support and budget allocation, correlational
and analysis of variance techuiques were utilized.

Findings
The major findings of the study werc as follows:

I. Regarding consensus in expectations for the school board role,
it was found that:

A, Citizens in school districts having high and low ratios of
non-public to total school enroilmeat had significantly less within-
group ceonsensus in expectations than did citizens in school districts
having a medium ratio of r.on-public to total school enrollment
(See pp. 46-48),

B. The degree of between-group consenzus in expectations cf
public officials-school board members was significantly different
in schnol discricts having high, medium, or low extent of contro-
versy in the school community (pp. 46~48).

C. Degree of within- and between-group consensus in expscta-
tions was not significantly related to school district size, wealth,
or fiscal dependence~independence (pp. 46-48).

D. Degree of within- and between-group consensus in expecta-
tions was not significantly related to whether the questions were
concerned with image of the board, educational program, pupil

personnel, staff personnel, or current issues in education (pp. 48-50).

E. All of the 84 interview questions used to determine con-
sensus in expectations contributed to one or more of the four
within-group consensus measures, but seven 56f the questions did
not contribute to one or more of the six between-group consensus
measures (p. S1).

F. 1In only 33 instances out of 6,048 possibilities did two
groups have within-group consensus, but hold opposing expecta-
tions (p. 53).

G. When expectations were analyzed by reference groups,
citizens exhibited the greatest degree of within-group consensus
in expectations, followed by teachers, public officials, and school
board members, in that order (p. 54).

H. When expectations were analyzed by district, teachers
exhibited the least degree of within-group variation in consensus
indices, followed by citizens, school boards, and public officials,
in that order (p. 54). 115




I. When expectations were analyzed by district, the between-
group consensus in expectations of citizens-teachers was highest of
the gix between-group consensus indices, followed by citizens-public
officials, teachers-public officials, teachers-school boards,
citizens~-school boards, and public officials-school boards, in that
order. Thus, there was greater teachers-school boards consensus in
expectations than citizens-school boards consensus (p. 54).

II. Regarding consensus in expectations for the gschool board role
and financial support of the schools, it was found that:

A. Within- and/or between-group ccnecnsus in expectatiocas
was not significantly related to change in financial support;
therefore, the ffrst major null hypothesis of the study could not
be rejected (pp. 67-69).

B. Within- and/or between-group ccusensus in expectations
was, in certain instances, related to level of financial support.
Specifically, it was found that:

1. Within-group consensus of citizens' expectations
gshowed a statistically significant, positive relationship to three
of the four financial support measures (FS 1, 2, 3) in each of the
three successive years (pp. 55-63).

2. Between-group consensus in expectations of citizens-
teachers showed a statistically significant, positive relationship
to the required levy rate (FS 3) for current operation in each of
the three successive years (pp. 55-63).

3. The relationship of within-group consensus of school
boards' expectations to achool tax rates, although not statistically
significant, was consistently inverse (pp. 55-63).

4, When analyzed by high-low consensus districts, ™o
statistically significant relationships were found between consensus
in expectations and level of financial support. However, the
relationship of within-group consensus of citizens' expectations to

level of financial support consistently approached significance
(pp. 63-57).

1II. Regardi.g consensus in expectations for the school board role
and budget allocations, it was found that:

A. Within- and/or between-group consensus in expectations was
not significently related to change in budget allocations; there-
fore, the second major null hypothesis of the study could not be
rejected (pp. 80-83).
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B. Within- and/or between-group consensus in expe«tations
was, in certain instances, related to nature of budget allocations.
Specifically, it was found that:

1. Within-group consensus of citizens' expectatlons showed
a significant positive relationship to budget allocation for sala-
ries of professional staff, salaries of clerical workers, and total
instructional cost in each of th. three successive years (pp. 70-77).

2. Within-group consensus of public officials' expecta-
tions showed a significant inverse relationship *o budget alloca-
tion for plant operation in each of the three successive years
{pp. 70-77).

T

3. School districts in which board members were high in
within-group consensus in expectations tended to spend less per
pupil for professicnal salaries and for rotal instruntional cost
than school districts in whi~h board members were low in within-
group consensus in expectations in eaca of tte three successive
years (pp. 70-77).

a 4. School districts in wiich hoard members were high in

within-group consensus in expectations tended to spend more per
pupil for operation of the school plant than school districts in
which board members were low in within-group ccmsensus in expecta-
tions in each of the three successive years (pp. 70-77).

| S

5. Between~-group ccnsensus in expectations of citizens-
teachers showed a statistically significent, positive relationship
to budget allocations for salaries of professional staff, salaries
of clerical workers, total instructional cost, and salarizs of
custodians, for each of the three successive years (pp. 70-77).

e}
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6. School districts in which there was a high consensus in
expectations of teachers-school boards tended to spend less for
professional salaries and for total instructional cost than school
districts in which there was low consensus in expectations of
[? teachers-school boards (pp. 70-77).

|

7. When analyzed by high-low consensus districts, no
statistically significant relationships were found between consensus
in expectations and budget allocation (pp. 77-80).

that:

A. Degree of Tesolution of school board role conflict was not

significantly related’ to change in financial support; therafore,
- the third major null hypothesis of the study could not be rejected

(P‘ 88)0

[; IV. Regarding conflict resolution by school boards, it was found
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B. Degree of resolution of school buard role conflict was not
significantly related to change in budget allocations; therefore,
the fourth wajor null hypcthesis nf the study could not be
rejected (p. 91).

C. The types of issues resclved by boards ot education, sum=-
mavized from most frequent to le=ast frequent, were as follows:
school plant, staff personnel, finance, pupil per.onnel, unclassi-
fied, and instructional program (p. 87).

Conclusiong

Based upon the findings of the major research project, as well
as the findings of the related studies, several general conclusions
may be drawn concerning the following topics: consensus in eXpec-
tations for the school board role, the interstitial role of the
school board, financial support and budget allocations, and the
resclution of school board role conflict. Regarding each of these
topics, implications for research and for practice will be noted,
drawn largely from the experiences of the investigators in conduct-
ing the research.

Consensus_in Expectations for the School Board Role

The concept of consensus in expectations led to certain produc-
tive substantive conclusions, despite the fact that the measure-
ment c¢f consensus is fraught with several methodological limitations.
Regarding consensus in expectations for the school board role, it
may be conclusively stated that the groups interviewed did, indeed,
differ in the extent to which they were in agreement about what the

~role of the school board either is or should be. DMoreover, the

extent of such consensus was shown to be meaningfully related to
such variables as ratio of non-public to total school enrollment,
extent of controversy in the school community, and type of reference
group-~whether citizens, teachers, public officials, or school
boards. The conclusion that, of these four groups, the citizens
exhibited the greatest degree of within-group consensus in expecta-
tions and the school board members the least degree of within-group
consensus would seem to be worthy of further investigation, since
one might presume that there would be greater agreement among school
board members in expectations for their own role. Likewise, the
conclusion that the teachers, across all districts, were more
similar in consensus in expectations for the school board role than
were the school boards seems worthy of note. It seems somewhat
anomalous that school board members who are quite homogeneous with
regard to such personal variablc+ as level of schooling, level of
income, and political party affiliation should exhibit a relative
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lack ¢ consensus in expectations for the school board role. Whether
such lachk of consensus is 2 Fuaction of the mechanisms whereby
individuziis come to serve on scitol bo.rds undcubtedly would be of
research interest to political taheorists; whether It is a function

of differeatia’ motivations and valuee, ’ikewise, wruld be of
research interest to personality theovists. Nationzl, regional,

and local associations of school boards might re-exnrmine the extent

» to which their present publications, programs, clinics, conferences,
) and workshops fail to focus attentiorn upon the primary components

of the school board role.

r With regard to the basic notion of consensus in expectations,

‘ the question can be raised of whether or not there may exist some

| "optimum'" level of consensus. Conceivably, absolute unanimity

p in expectations either within or between groups could be equally as

s debilitating as absolute "dissensus' or lack of consensus in
expectations. Thus, a postulated curvilinear relationship of

p consensus to appropriate criterion measures might be examined in

L fucure studies.

Concerning the conclusion that the concept of consensus in
expectations possesses certain limitations, it is obvious that
while degree of consensus is an important variable, the concept as
defined in the present study begs the issue, ''Consensus on what?"

t "On spending more for the schools?" "Or less?" Certain of the

' related studies cited in Chapter &4 utilized responses appropriately

scaled along such underlying continua as "liberal-conservative"

or "spend more-spend less." For the citizen respondents the

ﬁ. nature of tie expectations held was found to be meaningfully and
systematically related to such variables as socio=econonic level,
political party identification, and religious orientation. But

k the multi-faceted objectives of the school as an institution and,

: hence, many of the expectations for the school board role, oftern

defy reduction to such global scales. toreover, there presently

does not exist an appropriate taxonomy for meaningfully ordering

- the variables underlying such scales. At best, further research

' is needed, utilizing such combinations as economically liberal-

socially conservative, etc., so that not only the consensus in

expectations but also the nature of expectations might be assessed,

Another methodological limitation regarding the measurement
of consensus in expectations should be noted. Perhaps the severest
criticism of role studies conducted to date is that such studies
have largely ignored the size of the resyondent group in cumputing
consensus; therefore, the larger the group the less likely it is
that consensus will be attained. In attempting to cope with this
criticism, the investigators in the present project utilized a
etringent control for size of respondent group. Furthermore, the
a priori reasoning that within-group consensus must exist as z
condition for attaining between-group consensus tended to restirict
the between-group consensus scores. Obviously, the operational
definition of how much agreement is required before consensus may
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be said to exist may range, depending upon one's orientation, from
a sinple majority to a unanimous vote. In any event, the inter-
pretations placed on such consensus indices, including the
coriclusions reported above, must be made in the light of the
cperational definitions of conseasus which are utilized.

Finally, it should be noted that in the present investigation
the "Don't Know" or "No Opinion' response wer discarded ir. the
romputation of consensus. Fortunately, there were relatively few
persons who answered "Don't Know" or '"No Opinion." Respondents
willingly (often emphatically) stated thelr expectations for the
schools and the school board role. It was found, however, that
citizens whose children had completed school, whose children
attended non-public schools, or who had no children often were
somewhat vague in their expectations regarding the educational
program, the quality of teachers, the reporting of pupil progress,
and how well the board was informing citizens about the public
schools. Such findings clearly imply the need for more enlighten-
ing communication between the school and all of its sub-publics.

The Interstitial Role of the School Boaxd

Several major findings lead to the conclusion that Parsons'
placement of the school board as an interstitial agency in bargain-
ing for resources from the larger society is a useful, but not
sufficient, characterization of this role. These conclusions relate
to the importance of the school board role; the nature of the expec-
tations for the school board role held by citizens, public oificials,
teachers and board members; and the extent of between-group consensus
in expectations for the school board role.

There was considerable evidence that the role of the school
board member may not be globally subsumed within the '"coumunity=-
system" level. The schocl board role was singled out as one of
relatively high esteem in comparison with that of city o. village
council member. Over two-thirds of the citizens, and ov 1 three-
fourths of the teachers and the board members, rated the position
of the school board member as equal to or greater in impo ‘tance
when compared with that of councilman. Even a majority of the
sample of public officials, which was predominantly members of
city or village councils, thought that the position of school
board member was equal to or greater in importance than their own
role as councilman.

Actual, rather than relative, importance of the school board
rele was assassed by giving respondents a list of decisions
typically made in tne schools and asking them who should take the
most important part in making each decision., Here, it was found
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that school board members tended to attach less importance to the
school board than did any of the other respondent groups, citizens
at large, teachers, or public officials. In fact, it may be cor-
cluded that many board members engaged in role avoidance, delegat-
ing to the superiptcendent of s:hools most of the responsibilities
assigned to the board Wy citizens, teachers, and officials. In
view of this conclusion, the importance of the role of the superin-
tendent of schools is underlined by the extent to which board
members rely upon his professioual expertise, judgment, and
leadership. For practice, aa implication may be drawn that there
@xists an increased need for public understanding of the role of
the board of education vis 2 vis the superintendent of schools and
how the school system does, indeed, "'work."

Regording the nature of the expectations for the school board
role, it i3 concluded that thc expectations of the board members,
when compared with the otner respondent groups, were more similar, .
in general, to the expectotions held by the teschers than to
thosc¢ held by cither the citizens or che public officials. Such
was particularly the case with regard to value judgments with
respect to the educational program, staff perscnnel, and pupil
personnel, With respect to firance and business monagement, school
plant, and current issues in ecducation, however, bosrd member
expectations were sometimes more closely aligned with those of
citizens at large and were ocvasionally aligned with those of public
officials. Thus, it appears thaot the school board rcle defies
generalized description and placement. It is largely 'intra-
organizetional' in orientation to many role segments, but, as Parsons
noted, somewhat "extra-orgrsnizational’ with regard to the procure-
ment-disposal function. If it is recognized that differential
identification on the port of board members depends upon the ncture
of specific issues involved it might help to improve board-
administrator working relaticnships.

A third conclusion regarding the interstitial nature of the
school board role is that the board of education faces a unique
dilemna in that the intra~organizatioral members (the teachers) are
higher in agreement in expectations with extra-organizational members
(the citizens) than is either group with the school board, itself.
Of course, such citizens=-tcachers agreement could be due to a close
working relationship of teachers znd citizens or due to similarity
of teachers and citizens on such background variables as income and
political affiliation. In any event, it scems conceivable that
citizens-teachers similarity in orientation might serve as a basis
for organized efforts to shape the operational decisions of the
board, for example, in a stressful collective bargaining situation.
Clearly, the between-group consensus measures indicate that the
simple linear model ranging from citizens' expectations, to board
members’ expectatiouns, to teachers' expectations should be replaced
with complex models of socio-like, multiple publics and sub-
publics whose alignments and proximities may shift drastically by
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type of issue. Utilizing such models, researchers night alsc wish
to examine such basic questions as the sources of difference in
expectations and how such expectations may be changed or nodified
through fime.

Financial Support 2nd Budget Allocations

Two major cornclusions reached with regard to financial support
and budget allocations are (1) that change in these variables
typicalily is not of sufficient magnitude over a three-year time
span to permit the demonstration of meaningful wvelationships to
other variables,and (2) that the level of financial support and
the nature of budget allocations shiow certain meaningful, although
not systematic, relationships to within- and between-group consensus
in expectatioans for the school beard role. Concerning change in
financial support, it was found, by and large, that in most of the
districis there were only limited incremental gains in both finan-
cial support and budget allocations, due to such factors as
increased enrollments, district economic growth, lower pupil-
teacher ratios, and the like. Moreover, the strong effect of the
present: Wisconsin program for the equalization of educational oppor-
tunity tended to reduce differences in the financial variables among
the districts of this study. For the most part, it was the feeling
of vne investigators that the rank ordering of districts based upon
such relatively miniscule changes as were found were of a spurious
nature. Such was particularly the case with the budget allocation
categories. For example, school districts that replaced several
school buses might rank high in transportation costs, even over a
three-year period, compared with other districts whose relative
transportation costs taken over a longer time period might actually
have been higher. In addition, state accounting codes notwithstand-
ing, there generally is some lack of uniformity in invoice coding.
For example, certain materials might be coded either ss instruc-
tional supplies or as textbooks. With regard to these conclusions,
it is suggested that in future studies which utilize change in
f inancial variables, greater attention be given either to select-
ing districts on the basis of change or attentica be given to the
utilization of a longer time span for measuring change, since

difficulty in finding and measuring change in the financial variables may

have been the primary reason that the major null hypotheses «f the
study could not be rejected.

Several significant implications emerge from the conclusion
that consensus in expectations was related to level of financial
support. The within-group consensus in expectations for the school
boerd role on the part of citizens, for example, showed a statis-~
tically significant, positive relationship to three measures of
school tax rates in each of the three successive years. During the
same time it surprisingly was found that the within-group consensus
of school boards' expectations to the same measures of school tax
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rates, although not statistically significant, was consistently
inverse. Evidently, within-group agreement on expectations does
not represent a '"'generalized good" -~ at least as expressed in terms
of taxes for the local schools. Further research might well be
directed toward discovering the dynamics of the relationships of
within-group consensus to school tax rates.

The finding that the between-group consensus in expectations
of citizens-teachers showed a statistically significant, positive
relationship to only one of the financial support variables, the
required levy rate for current operation, raises questions vegard-
ing why this relationship held for only one of the tax support
measures, and also why citizens-teachers (extraorganizational-
intraorganizational) consensus was so related. For example, does
this finding indicate that perhaps the board of elucation is
somewhat isolated from its major reference groups? 7This and
other questions should be examined to a further extent.

Concerning the relationship of the nature of budget alloca-
tions to consensus in expectations, tar: within-group consensus in
expectations on the part of citizens again showed a significant,
positive relationship to allocations for professicaal, clerical,
and custodial salaries and for total instructional cost for each’
of the three successive years. Again, school districts having high
within-board agreement tended to spend less for total instructional
cost than districts in which board members were not in agreement
in expectations. And again, the between-group consensus of
citizens-teachers showed statistically significant, positive
relationships to several budget allocation categories. By way of
additional findings, it may come as no surprise to either school
board members or superintendents that when public officials were
in agreement there was a significant inverse relationship to
budget allecaticn for school plant operation. Likewise, both
teacher and school beard organizations may wish to take note of
the findings that when there was a high degree of consensus in
expectations between teachers-school boards the districts tended
to spend less for professional salsries and for tofal instructional
cost. A need exists for additional studies of how expectations
for a given role are shaped, how they may change through time,
and whether or not causal or other underlying variables may be
discovered,

Resolution of Conflict in the School Board Role

Regarding the resolution of conflict in the school board role
it was concluded (1) thet a useful distinction may be drawn between
conflict and lack of consensus in role expectations and (2) that
boards of education seldom resolve conflict in board meetings.
Concerning the distiaction between conflict in expectations and
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lack of consensus in expectations, it was found that in only 33
instances out of 5,043 possibilities did two groups have within=-group
consensus in expectations and, at the sane time, hold opposing
expactations that might be a basis for conflict., Although not
specifically assessed in the present study, it may be hypothesized
that even in those instances identified as having conflict poten-
tial, seldom were the disagreements actually perceived and undez-
stood., Only rarely did such potential conflicts relate to issues
dealt with by the board. 1In addition, many such potential conflicts
were between teachers-officials or other reference groups typically
not involved in face~to-face interaction. Thus, it would appear
that differences in expectations for the school board role are
primarily incremental, rather than polar. The tendency of some
investigators to characterize such incremental differences as
"conflict! may tend to distort the picture of the actual role
relationships within an organization.

Concerning the conclusion that school boards seldom resolve
conflict in open board meetings, it was noted, among earlier stated
conclusions, that boards exhibited a tendency to engage in role
avoidance with respect to certain of the decisicn-making aspects of
the school board role, delegating these responsibilities to the
superintendent of schools. Despite the fact that the school
boards were observed during three consecutive meetings devoted
primarily to the budget adoption process, whern pr 2sumably the major
procurement-disposal functions of the board were operative, it was
found that the boards tended to accept the budgetary recommendations
of the subcommittees of the board or of the superintendent of
schools. It is recognizad, however, that frequently the process
of budget adoption merely formalizes the fiscal components of earlier
decisions. A substantial portion of any school budget is "fixed"
in the sense that prior decisions commit the board to certain
expenditures, e.g., principal and interest payments on school dis-
trict bonds. Also, the process of collective bargaining with
various employee organizations culminates in agreements concerning
salaries and fringe benefits which must be reflected in the school
district budget. In addition, the subtle pressures exerted to
keep expenditures "in line'" with those of similar districts may
restrict the parameters within which school board members perceive
that they are able to make decisions.

With rospect to issues before the board, both budgetary and
otherwise, it was observed that boards sometimes utilized incrdinate
amounts of time to reach unanimous agreement on matters which seemed
from the viewpoint of the trained observers to be relatively trivial
in nature. TFor example, school boards gave attention to more than
three times as many issues dealing with the school plant than to
those dealing with the educational program of the schools. In all
school board actions, a press for unanimity was observed, since
89.3 percent of the issues resolved were by unanimous vote. Socmewhat
surprisingly, a pest hoc comparison of board member satisfaction
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with regard to the manner in which issues had been resclved revealed
that board members were sometimes highly dissatisfied with the
action taken, even though they voted witl a majority of the board,
Thus, there is some evidence for concluding thsi board members
exhibit differential tendencies to vote according to their con-
victions, and that many of them may ascribe inordinate emphasis to

a "public show of unity."

It is admitted that non-participant observation as o technique
for assessing the resolution of role conflict is not adequate.
The presence of observers from the University, in itself, perhaps
influenced the nature of the meetings. For example, in many of
the districts the formal agenda for each of the three meetings
observed grew progressively shorter and items at the last observed
meetings were sometimes deferred. Moreover, no obserwvations were
made of meetings of the board committees, informal sessions of the
board, or other board member contacts with relevant reference
groups. In this regard, during board meetings seldom did board
members mention having had contact with such constituent sub-
publics; the legitimacy of reference group expectations or possible
sanctions which might be invoked by such reference groups were never
alluded to in open meetings of the board.

Finally, and to return to the basic theoretical framewcrk upon
which this study was based, there was considerable evidence to the
effect that a focus on role expectations is, at best, only "half-
powerful in assessing the observed behavior of school boards.
Idiosyncratic tendencies of board members to monopcoclize discussion
or not tc participate in discussion, to defer to others or te
dominate others, to press a point of view or to yield to 2 majority
or even a minority opinion, or to create tensions or to relieve
tensions, all suggest that, in future research studies that deal
with the resolution of conflict, equal attention be given to
personal need-dispositions as to role expectations since both
gserve as determinants of behavior.
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Office Number The University of Wisconsin

Project 187 Extension Division
March-April, 1965 Survey Research Laboratory

SCHOOL DISTRICT SURVLEY

1. We are interested in how you feel about several aspects of the public schools
in your community. In general, would you say that the educational program--
the things that are taught--of your public schools here is excellent, very

i good, good, fair, poor, or very poor?

[Excellent/ /Yery good/ /[Good/ [Hair] [Poor] [Very poor/ /[Don't know/
(GO TO Q 3)

2. Why do you feel this way about the educational program here? (BE SPECIFIC)

3. In your opinion, should your local schools emphasize vocational subjects
most, or should college preparation courses have the most emphasis?

[Vocational/ /Both same/ [College prep./ /Depends/ [/ D K/
(

4. Anc, why do vou think this would be best? (On what does it depend?)

5. Considering the local school board for a moment...what--if anything--~has
your school board done which you think was exceptionally good?

6. And what--if anything--has the school board done which you think was
exceptionally bad?

Interviewer's Name: Int. No.:

E3

Date: Time Started:




2 . Project 187

7. Which position do you think is more important: being a member of --
the school board, or being a member of the city (village) council?

[School board/  /Both same/  /Council/ /Don’t know/ .

8. What educational qualifications do you think school board members
should have?

o

9. As you see it, what reasons should a person have for wanting to
s ? —
serve on a school board? [FonTt Tmow!

(GO TO Q 11)

s I

3 l

10. 1In your opinion, did any of the present members of your schoel board
have other reasons for serving on the school board?

ol Ged  erd

[Yes] No/ /Don't know/
(GO TO Q .1l1) (GO TO Q 11)

10a. What were these other reasons?

How many members does your school board have? () /Don't know/

i fved  fmed el

Do you know personally, or know of, any of the members of your local

schcol board? j
[Yes: know personally/ [Yes: know of/ /No/
{ (TO Q 13, BELOW) -

12a. In your opinion, are the school board members you know (of)

"g00d" members, or not so good? .
[Good members/ /Not so good/ / D K /

Have you yourself ever been a school board member? Yes [Nol

v
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14,

15.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Would you, yourself, consider running for membership on

- ° 9
the local school board (again)? [TesT Zﬁ§7 [DonTt Toowl
(GO TO Q 16)

Why do you feel this way about running for the schcol board?

Bo you know of any practice used in this school district to encourage
certain persons to run for the school board?

[YesT [No7

T (T0 Q 17)

léa. What is this practice?

In your opinion, should a member of the school board be elected at large
where all the people in the district vote on every candidate, or should
each candidate run from a certain section of the district and be voted on
only by the people who live in that section?

/At large/ [Certain section/ /Don't know/

(70 Q 19)

Why do you think this would be best?

Should members of your school board be paid a salary, or not?

/Yes: should/ /No: should not/ /Don't know/

\ 70)
. (T0 Q 21)

Why do you feel this way? , .
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21. Do you think it's a good idea, or not, for a member of the school board to -
serve as a spokesman for a particular group of persons, such as ansoccupa-
tion, business, or religious group?

/Good]/ /Both good and bad/ /Not good/ /Don 't know/

22. In your opinion, is it all right for the school board to decide an -
issue in a certain way because of pressures from a group of citizens
who have a special interest in a problem, or should the board never
do this?

/A1l right/ /Depends/ /Never do this/  /No opinion/ -

N
W
.

To your knowledge, how frequently has your school board made decisions
in a certain way because of pressures brought to bear by special interest
groups. .would this be often,“sometimes, or never?

/Bfteqf /Sometimes/ /Never/ /Don't know/

T * ~ (GO TO Q 2%y

4

23a. What types of special interest groups have done this?

e

ol i

24. 1In regard to informing citizens about public schools, do you:feel that
your school board is doing an excellent, very good, good, fair, poor,
or very poor job?

P

[Excellent/ [Very good/ /[Good/ /[Fair/ [Poor/ [Very poor/ /DR T

&
‘5. In comparison with the information you have about the operations of
other local government agencies--such as the village board or city

council-~is the information you have about the scho®l_board greater,
about the same, or less? \

/Greater/ /Samg[‘ /Lesé7‘_£Don't know/
{ (TO Q 26) * (@0 Q 26)

25a. Why is this the case?
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

How do you find out about the decisions the school board makes at
its meetings?

In your opinion, is it a good idea--or not really necessary--for the
school board to let people know before-hand the items which will be
covered at the next board meeting?

[Good idea/ /Not necessary/ /Don't know/

Does your local school board do this? 155;_ /No7 /Don't know/

a“’

Do you think the decisions made at school board meetings usually are
Meut and dried" -- actually made before ths meeting -- does this
sometimes happen, or is this almost never the case?

/Usua{zif [Sometimes/ [Almost never/ / DK/

In your opinion, does the school board usually act as a "rubber stamp'
for the superintendent of schools -- just approving the things he wants --
does this sometimes happen, or is this almost never the case?

/Usual%z] /Sometimes/ [Almost never/ / DK 7

As you see it, should the school board be organized into sub-committees
with different special concerns--such as courses of study, building
maintenance, and finance--or should the board as a whole handle this
without sub-committees?

[Sub-committees/ /Board as a whole/ /Don't know/

Do you think it is a good idea, or not, for the school board to have
Citizen's Committees to advise the board on ways to solve problems
facing the schools?

Yes /No/ /No opinion/
l (GO TO Q 33)
32a. What are some problems where 32b. Why do you feel these
you think a Citizen's Com- Citizen's Committees are
mittee would be a good idea? are not a good idea?
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33. What kinds of problems, if any, should a citizen take directly to the
school board rather than to the school principal or superintendent of
schonls?

34. What kinds of problems are there, if any, where the school board
should deal directly with school employees--teachers, custodians,
and so forth--rather than through the superintendent of schools?

35. This card lists several things that must be donz in any school system.
(SHOW CARD 1) For each one, please tell me whather you think the school
board, or the school superintendent, or the teachers should take the most
important part in deciding how it should be done. (CHECK EACH ITEM ON CARD 1)

MOST IMPORTANT

School Super-

CARD 1 Board intend. Teachers ALL D Kl

Selection of new teachers.

. Making rules for pupil! discipline.

Selection ¢f sites for new schools.

. Choosing textbooks.

. Planning a coursc of study.

. Selecticn of instructional equipment.

. Plaaning a new school.

[

. Purchasing school supplies.

Setting-up routes for school buses.

OO HEE DO S

LHIT(HEBDOW >

Inspecting school buildings for
needed maintenance.

o1

~

. Preparing the school budget.

36. Switching to another aspect cf your schools...generally speaking, do you
tnink it's a good idea, or not, to allow parochial school pupils to take
classes such as industrial arts or home economics in the public schools?

[/Good idea/ /Depernds/ /Not good/ /No opinion/

37. Should extra=curricular activities in the public schools-=such as
athletics--be a regular part of the tax-supported school budget,
or should these things be self-supported without tax money even
if it means that some of them would be discontinued?

/Tax-~supported/ /Depends/ /Self=-supported/ /Don”t know/

5 . R ., Ti ™
&
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

AR ST T R T R TR R R
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Do you think a summer school should be provid:d for
children in this district, or is this not necessary?

/Should be/ /Depends/ [Not necessary/ /Don t know/
‘ (GO TO Q 39)
38a. What do you think 38b. Why is a summer school
should be covered in a program not nacessary?
summer school orogram? (On what doec it depend?)

I'm going to read some statements you sometimes hear people make about
how they think schools should be operated. For each one, 1'd like you
to tell me whether you strongly agree with it, you agree, you both
agree and disagree, you disagree, Or you strongly disagree with it.
(SHOW CARD 2)

The first statement is: '"The school board should spend more money
to keep up with changes in the way subjects are taught." )

CARD 2
1. Strongly agree 3. Agree-Disagree 5. Strongly disagree
2. Agree 4. Disagree 6. No opinion

"The school board should provide funds to keep the average number of
pupils per class about the same as in other communities similar in
size to this one." )

"The school board should allow teachers and pupils in
high school to discuss the pros and cons of communism." (#)

"The school board should allow teachers and pupils in high
school to discuss the beliefs of various religious groups." (#)

"The school board should allow teachers and pupils in
high school to discuss theories of evolution." N (D

"The school board should budget money for
experiments with new teaching methods and materials." ()

"Exceptionally bright children should be permitted to start kinder-

‘garten even though they are younger than the usual starting age." (#)

N N
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"Exceptionally bright pupils should be allowed to skip grades." @*) -

"Pupils who have failed a grade or
class should be required to repeat it." ¢

"Pupils should be permitted to be
absent from school for family vacations." (¢l3]

"Pregnant girls who are married
should be permitted to attend high school." (i)

"When they believe it's necessary, principals and teachers should
be allowed to use reasonable physical force in disciplining pupils." ¢/

4

-

"The schools should be allowed to decide

the proper dress and grooming of pupils." (C] ‘T
— b
"Pupils should be permitted to give gifts | - ; 
to teachers that cost more than one dollar." ¢/ L |
f 53. Thats all for this series of agree~disagree questions. Now I'd like oy

to ask if you feel it's a good idea, or not, to include courses in
public high school which deal with sex education? I

/Good/ /Depends/ /Not good/ /No opinion/
(GO TO Q 55)

54. Why do you feel this way? (On what does it depend?)

55. 1In general, would you say the teachers here in your schcol district are
excellent, very good, good, fair, poor, or very pocor?

/Excellent/ /Very good/ /Good/ /Fair/ [Poor/ /Very poor/ /Don't know/
(GO TO Q 57)

56. What are your reasons for feeling this way about the teachers in this
district? (BE AS SPECIFIC AS POSSIBLE)




57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

+ Project 187

Do you feel the pay scale for public school teachers in this district
is too low, about right, or too high?

[Too low/ [About right/ [Too high/ [No opinion/
(GO TO Q 59)

Why do you believe this is so?

Do you think that the amount of college training a good teacher has
had, or the number of years a good teacher has been teaching, should
be most important in determining the salary a teacher should be paid?

/College/ /Years teaching/ /Don't know/

Other:

In general, should a male teacher with children receive a higher salary

than an unmarried teacher?

[Yes/ /Depends/ [ﬁ§7 /Don't know/

Should teachers who plan and supervise student activities outside of
school time receive a higher salary than teachers who do mot do this?

[Yes/ /Depends/ ZEET /Don't know/

And, should teachers who take an active part in the life of your
community receive a higher salary than teachers who do not do this?

[Yes/ [Depends/ [No/ [Don't_know/

If they want to, do you feel it should be permissible for teachers in
your district to drink alcoholic beverages in public places?

[Yes/ [Depends/ [EET /Don't know/

Should it be permissible for teachers in your district to smoke in
the presence of pupils when neither the teachers nor the pupils are
involved in school activities?

[Yes]  [Depends] [No/  [Don't know/

(s}




€5.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

e T R TR
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Should the schecol board require that all of the teachers in your
district live inside the district?

ZEEET /Depends/ /No/ /Don't know/

Should your teachers be required to get the permission of the school
board before they accept outside employment during the school year?

[Yes] /Depends/ /No/ /Don"t know/

Should teachers in your district be expected to participate in
various community activities?

[Yes] /Depends/ /Nol /Don't kncw/

And, should the activities of your district's teachers in political
organizations be discouraged?

tes? /Depends/ /No] /Don't know!

This next series of statements refers to other things the school board
might do in hiring and supervising teachers in your district. For each
statement, nlease tell me how strongly you agree or disagxee that the
school board should do it. (SHOW CARD 2)

First: "It should give preference to

local residents when hiring teachers." (#)

CARD 2
1. Strongly agree 3. Agrec-Disagree 5. Strongly disagree
2. Agree 4. Disagree 6. No opinion

"It should try tc hire teachers so that a variety of political,
economic, and religious beliefs are represented on the faculty." (#)

"Members of the school board should feel free to do
what they can to help people they know get jobs as
school cooks, janitors, or bus drivers." )

"Tt.should require teachers to continue taking
additional college work every so often." ()

"The school board should give leaves of absence with partial pay
to allow teachers to take additiomal college work if the teachers
agree to return to the local sghool district.” )

8

i

5
-




"Tr should hold a hearing when a
teacher who has been dismissed asks for it." ()

"It should contribute to h2alth insurance for teachers.' __ @)

"It should try to pay higher teacher salaries here than
are paid in school districts of cimilar size." ()
1

——

"It should employ teachers during the summer to
revise courses and develop new courses." )

unseling and guidance the public

in general, would you rate the co
1s as excellent, very good, good,

schools here now provide for pupi
fair, pocor, or very 3001 ?

[Excellent/ /Very go¢

sa7 /Good/ [Fair/ /Poor/ [Very poor/ [Don't know/

Do you think it would be a good idea, or mnot,
to provide transportation to and from schools
pupils as well as public school pupils?

for your school district
for parochial school

[Good -dea/ /Depends/ [Not._good/

How do you feel about the idea that transportation to and from
schools should be provided for those public school pupils who

1ive within two miles of the school?

/DonTt know/

[Good idea/ /Depends/ /Not good/ /Don't «now/

21. The ~chool board also has to con
insurance on pupils. How would you rate the progra.a your public

schools now have for providing accident insurance on pupils?

sider possiblz progreus of accident

[Excellent/ [Very good/ [Good/ /Fair/ Z?oor/ /Don't know/

R

8z. 1In your opinion, should accilent insurance b providea for all

public school pupi

[Should/ /Depends/ /Should not/ /Don't know/

83. Do you think the schools should charge
as textbooks, workbooks, and lockers,
without charge by the school district?

1s at the expense of the «.chool district, or not?

rental fees for items such
or should these be provided

[/Don't know/

/Should charge/ /Depends/ [Be provided/




84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

People have different ideas about the kind of program the public
schools should follow with respect to serving lunches to pupils.
Would you rate the present school lunch program of the public
schools in your district as excellent, very good, good, fair,
poor, or very poor?

[Excellent/ /Very good/ /Good/ /[Fair/ /[Poor/ [Very poor/ /Don t know/

91.

Do you believe that the public schools should serve a hot lunch
even though this costs the district some momney; or, should a hot
lunch be served and the pupils charged enough so that there is no
cost to the district; or, should the schools not serve a hot lunch
at ail?

[Costs money/ /Charged emough/ /No lunch/ /DonTt know/

Turning to extra-curricular activities...in your opinion,
should a pupil who breaks school rules and regulations be
allowed to engage in extra-curricular activities--such as
sports and school clubs--or not?

/Should be/ /Depends/ [Should not/ /Don't know/

Should a pupil who gets married be allowed to participate
in extra-curricular activities, or not?

[Should be/ [/Depends/ [Should not/ /Don"t kncw/

How about pupils who are failing in a subject...should they be
allowed to participate in extra-curricular activities, or not?

/Should be/ /Depends/ /Should not/ /Don't know/

tHow would you rate the way the public schools here inform
parents about how well their children are doing in school?

Froject 187

(Excellent/ [Very good/ /Good/ /Fair/ /[Poor/ [Very poor/ / DK/

In addition to the usual report card, do you think that teachers
should have personal conferences with the parents of pupils in
their classes, or isn't this necessary?

/Should/ /Depends/ /Not necessary/ /Don't know/

Would you be in favor of, or opposed to, the rule that each pupil's
I.Q. -- intelligence quotient -- be reported to the pupil's parents?

[Favor/ /Depends/ [Opposed/ /Don't know/

4

t o
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92. The solicitation of funds by pupils both in and out of school is
of concern in many communities. How do you feel about pupils in
your district soliciting money from the public and businessmen
for such activities as the school yearbook, the school paper, and
so forth...should this be permitted, or not?

[Permitted/ /Depends/ /Not permitted7 /Don' £t know/

93. Should fund drives within the schools be permitted, or not?

1
N ]
[Permitted/ [Tepends/ qifﬁot permitted/ /Don't know/

94. One of the biggest jobs facing the school board is the preparation of
a s~hool budget. Overall, would you say that the amount of money
your school board is spending on the public schools here is not
enough, about right, or too much?

/Yot emougn/ /[About right/  /Too much/ /Don’ t know/

S S R

95. 1In preparing a school budget, do you think it's better to have
the school superintendent work-out a proposed budget first, or
cshould the school board develop its own proposed budget?

[Super. work-uiit/ /Depends/ /[Board develop own/ /Don't know/

96. In preparing a budget, is it a good idea, or not, to ask teachers
to recommend items which they think should be included?

r [Good/ [Depends/ /Notggyod/ /Don't know/
r
g&, 97. Do you think taxpayers--parents and others--should, or should
} not, be asked to make recommendations about items they think
hi should be included in the school budget?
é“” [Shouid/  /Depends/ [Should not/ /Don t know/
;‘L 98. In considering the school budget, should the school board's

; primary attention be to the tax burden, or to the educational
! opportunities they would like to provide?

[Tax burden/ [Both same/ [Educational opport./ /Don 't know/
(GO 10 Q 100)

99. Why do you f2el this way?




100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.
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Many school boards experience difficulties in explaining a proposed
school budget to the public. What are your ideas as to the best way
this can be done?

A very important job of the school board is planning for the future
educational needs of the district. The next series of statements
will tell us how you feel about this topic. Again, for each state-
ment, tell me how strongly you agree or disagree that this is what
should be done in your district. (SHOW CARD 2)

The first statement is: '"To meet long-range building needs, the school
board should snend district money to publicize the need for new school
buildings." )

CARD 2
l. Strongly agree 3. Agree-Disagree 5. Strongly disagree
2. Agree 4. Disagree 6. No opinion

"The school board should buy school sites well ahead of
the time when schools will be built on them," )

"Representatives of the general public should be involvead
in the planning of new school buildings." )

"The schocl board should see to it that school facilitieg are
provided which can be used by adult groups in the community."

/: ',
Sk
~

""New school buildings should include facilities for the latest educa-
tional practices such as team teaching and language laboratories." )

"New school buildings should include a swimming pool." #)

"Even if the cost is somewhat higher, the school board should
natronize local businesses when buying school supplies, equip=
ment, and insurance." )

"All school supplies and equipment should be purchased by asking
suppliers to submit bids on what is needed and then buying from
the lowest responsible bidder." )

&

s T e

e

.

T
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109. In general, would you rate the school buildings in your district
as excellent, very good, goed, fair, poor, Or Very poor?

[Excelient/ /Very good/ /Good/ [Fair/ [Poor/ /very poor/ /Don't know/
(GO TO Q 111)

110, Why do you feel this way about the school buildings here?

111. The role of state and federal government aid to local schools is
still a topic of much discussion. In your opinion, should the
school board in this district work for greater financial aid to
its schools from the Wisconsin state government, oOr not?

[Should/  /[Depends/  /Should uot/ [Don't know/

112. Should your school board work for greater financial aid to its
schoocls from the federal government, or not ?

[Should/ 1Depends7 [Should not/  /Don't know/

arious things a citizen can do in connection
with the public schools. For each cne, please tell me if you've

done it and--if vou have=--whether or not this was during the last
three years. (SHOW CARD 3)

This next card lists v

113a.
113. (IF YES) During
Have you done it? the last 3 years?
CARD 3 _YES NO YES NO
A Have you attended amy School
™ function such as an athletic
TE- event, an open-house, or SO
forth? e

i B. Attended an annual meeting
of the school district? ) _

C. Attended a school budget
hearing? . i

D. Voted in a school board
election? . . i

E. Voted in a school bond

. l referendum? i e ———
E

F. Served on a citizen's committee
to advise the school .board? _




116.

117.
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We want to make sure that we give everyone who wants to a
chance ¢to be heard in this researcih...in most communities
there are certain people who exert comnsiderable influence
on community decisions. What are the names of some

residents in this community whom you consider influential?

Can you give us the names of persons who live around here
and are particularly concerned with and exert an influence
on education in this community? (MAY OR MAY NOT INCIUDE
PERSONS NAMED ABOVE)

We are also interested in the kinds of clubs and organizations
people in your community belong to. Which of the types of
groups shown on this next card are you a member of? (SHOW CARD 4)

v/ CARD 4 V4 CARD 4 (Continued)

LABOR UNIONS. PROFESSIONAL GROUPS: ILike the
American Medical Association.

CHURCH=-CONNECTED GROUPS: Like

a men's club, Holy Name Society,

or a missionary society.

PARENT-TEACHERS ASSOCIATIONS.

BUSINESS ASSOCIATIONs: ILike
FRATERNAL ORGANIZATION OR LODGE: the National Association of
Like Masons, Knights cf Columbus, Manufacturers.
Elks, Eastern Star.
OTHER CLUBS AND ORGANIZATIONS:
VETERANS ORGANIZATION: Like (Please specify)
~ American Legion, Veterans of
Foreign Wars.

CIVIC GROUPS: Like Rotary

or Lions Club.
No Memberships.

Now, I have some background questions, the answers to which will
help us in interpreting the results of this survey. First, are
you employed now, looking for work, retived, or what?

-

Seowy wumd gl 1

, N e

[Employed/ [Tooking/ /Retired/ [Housewife/ OTHER:
H {, ; (TO Q 118) * :
117a. What job are you now 117b. What kind of job did you have
working at? (BE SPECIFIC) on the last regular job you had?

117c. Do (Did) you work for yourself (then), or not?

[Work for seltf/ [/Not work for self/ /Eoth/

L}
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118.

119.

120.

122,

123.

124.

17.

What is your age?

Were you born and raised right h2re in this conmunity?

[Yes] /No;
(GO TO Q 120) *
119a. 1In what year did you move to this community? (YEAR )

119b. Where did you live just before you moved to this community?

(TOWN .OR CITY), (STATE)
IS R NOW LIVING ON A FARM? [Yes] /No/

(GO TO Q 121) l
120a. Have you ever lived on a farm for at least a year? /Yes/ /No/

What is the highest grade ¢f school or year of college that you finished?

(GRADE OF SCHOOL), or _ (YEAR OF COLLEGE)
(GO TO Q 122)

121a. What college did you attend?

121b. Have you ever been a public school teacher? [Yes] /No/

Did you get any of your grade or high school education in a school
that belonged to a church or religious group?

[Tes] ZEE?
(GO TO q 123)

122a. What grades did you attend at this school?

%
122b. What religious group ran this school?

What is your religious preference now, if any?

[Protestant; /Roman Catholic/ /Jewish/ "HER 2 ) _ /Nongf
(GO T0 Q 124y (GO T0 Q 124) (TO Q 12

123s. What denomination is that?

About how often do you usually attend religious services?

[At iteast 7 [Few times/ /[Once a/ /[Few times/ /[Once a/ [lLess [ [Never/
Jonce/week/ [ a month / /month / [/ a year / [/ year / [often/
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L 125, Generally speaking, in politics do you usually think of yourself
as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or what?

v

it

/Republican/ /Democrat/ /Independent/ /Other/ /No %ref./
; 125a. Would you say that you 125b. 1In general, do you consider your-
are a strong or not so self closer to the Republican or

strong (Republican; to the Democratic party?
Democrat) ?

e

/Rep.//Den.//Neither//No pref./

/Strong//Not so strong/

126. During the last ten years, would you describe yourself as a regular

"
voter, or mott e ilar/ /More or less/ /Not/

127. Have you ever done any campaign work during
school board elections?

[Yes/ [/No/

128. Have you ever done any campaign work during local elections for offices
other than the school board?
[Yes/ [Nof

129. Have you ever done any campaign work during state or
national elections?

[Yes/ [No/

130. Have you ever been a candidate for an elective office (other than for
the school bozrd)? e

/Yes/ [No/

131, A few final questions...do you pay real estate taxes in this
schoel district?

/Yes/ [No/ /Don't know/

132. What was your approximate total family income in 1964 considering all Aw
sources such as rents, profits, wages, interest, and so on?
(SHOW CARD 5)

CARD 5 >
[A. Under 31,000/ [E. $4,000 - $4,999/ /I. $8,000 - $8,999/
/[B. $1,000 - $1.999/ /F. $5,000 - $5,999/ /3. $9,000 - $9,999/ -
/C. $2,000 - $2,999/ /G. $6,000 - $6,999/ /K. $10,000 - $14,999/ ”
/D. $3.,000 - $3,999/ /H. $7,000 - $7,959/ /L. $15-19,000/ /M. $20,000+/
- -

133. Are you married, widowed, separated, divorced, or never married?

[Married/ [Widowed/ /Separated/ /Divorced/ /Never married/

(TERMINATE INTERVIEW) -
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134. How many children do you have?

LNone7, or (# CHILDREN)
(GO TO NEXT PG) v ;

134a. How many children, if any, do you have who are of pre-first
grade age?
[None/, or #
(GO TO G 134c)

”

134b. Do you plan on sending this child (any of these children)
to parochial school?

/Yes/ /No/ /Don't know/

134c. How many children, if any, do you have who are now-attending
grades one through eight?

[None/, or €]
(GO TO Q 134f)

134d. Do any of these children (Does this child) now attend
a parochial school?

[Yes/ No/
M (GO TO Q 134f)
134e. Did any of these children (this child) ever attend
a parcchial school? [Yes] [Nof

134€. How many children, if any, do you have who are now in grades
nine through twelve?

LI‘EQEL@,/’ or ,__(#)
(GO TO Q 134i) ".?

134g, Do any of these children (Does this child) now attend
a parochial school?

[Yes/ No/
(GO TO Q 1341i) L"

134h. Did any of these children (Did this child) ever
attend a parochial schocl?

/Yes/ [/No/

134i. And, how many children do you have, if any, who are out of

i
I high school?

[None/, or (€]
(GO TO Q 135)

134j., Did any of these older children (Did this older child)
ever attend a parochial elementary or high school?

[Yes/ [Nof




20.

135 L]

136.

137.

138.
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IS R NOW MARRIED? Yes/ [No/
(TERMINATE INTERVIEW)
Y
3
Now I have a question about your (husband; wife). 1Is your (SPOUSE)
employed now, looking for work, retired, or what?

/Employed/ /Looking/ /Retired/ /Housewife/ OTHER:
l { ; (Go TO Q 137)

136a. What job is your 136b. What kind of work did your (SPOUSE)
(SPOUSE) nc+v work- do on the last regular job (hejshe)
ing at? (BE SPECIFIC) had? (BE SPECITIC)

136c. Does (Did) your (SPOUSE) work for (himself; herself),
or not?

/Self/ [Not self/ /Both/

"hat is your (SPOUSE'S) religious preference, if any?

/Protestant/ /Roman Catholic/ /Jewish/ OTHER: /None/
‘ (GO TO Q 138) (GO TO Q 138) (TO Q 138)

137a. What denomination is that?

About how often does (hej;she) usually attend religious services?

JAt least / /Few times/ /Once a/ /Few times/ /Once a/ /[Less /

.Jonce/week/ [a month / /month / [a year /[ [year [ [Often/ [Never/

INTERVIEWER SUPPLEMENT

A. Time interview ended: B. R's sex?______ €. R's race?

THUMBNALL SKETCH

s i -

8

-
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONS CONTRIBUTING TO CONSENSUS
SCORES

Ydentification by Number of Expectations Questions Used in the
Consensus Measure Withia the School Board, Citizens, Teachers
and Officials, and Between the Board and Citizene, Board and
Officials, and Board and Teachers.

Question Question Question Question

3 ' 37 63 87
17 38 64 | 88
19 65 90
21 40 66
22 41 67
27 42 68
31 43 69
32 ¥A ‘ 70
33 45 71

46 ' 72
73
74
75
76
77
79
80
82
83
85

-

36
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1.

2.

S

ITEM

APPENDIX C

THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN g?::ricc'"”"“
Department of Educational Administration -_—
Observer

OBSERVER'S REPORT

Notes

SOURCE OF ITEM ( ) Agenda

( ) Board Member

( ¥ Superintendent
( ; Other

PARTICIPATION

Circle tue appropriate board member's number if he par-
ticipates in any way in the discussion of the item. The
president is member number 1. Members are nwwbered clock-
wise beginning at the president's left wiih member 2.

Do not mark participation after the vote is taken.
Count the number of members circled and use the follow=
ing grale to determine the participation score:

No. of board members participating
Points 5-Mem.Bd. 7=Mem.Bd. 9~-Mem.Bd.
7 5 6 7 or more
4 4 5 6
1 3 or less 4 or less 5 or less

PARTICIPATION
President A( )

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 SCORE
VOTE

Record the actual number of for and against votes in the #

appropriate boxes. If the vote is implied check that box,
Use the following scale to determine the vote score:
Unanimous vote.eeeevseceseeeeessess 10 pts.
Implied Unanimous vote...c......... 10 pts.
Less than Unanimous vote........... 7 pts.
One vote Majority.ccesecccssenseces & DPtS.

VOTE

( ) Implied ( )
SCORE

VOTE: ( ) For ( ) Against

DISPOSITION OF ITEM ( ) Vote
( ) Informal Agreement
( ) More Information Requested
( ) Referred to Supt. for Action
( ) Other

OBSERVER'S RATING

Assign a rating score of 7, 4, or 1 points on your eval~-
uation of the board's resovluiion of this item. Use the

following criteria as guidelines:

1. Nature of problem is clear, carefully defined
2. Full opportunity for each participant to voice opin-
3. Alternative solutions considered on
4. Expert opinion sought and utilized
5. Use of policy - consistent in actionms
Board action approximating the above would be rated 7.
Action auite inconsistent with the above would be rated 1.

OBSERVER's

¢ )
SCORE
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APPENDIX D Date

THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN postrict
Department of Educational Administration

School Board Interview Instrument

An item which was discussed at this meeting is listed below. Please
rate the item on (a) the extent to which the item is of coacern to the
citizens and/or school persomnei, and (b) your personal satisfactiocn with
the board action taken on the item. Circle the number which best

expresses your feelings.
ITEM

(a) Intensity of concern of citizens and/or school personnel:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

\L \é’ \J/

No concern Some doncern Much concern Intensce con-
or interest’ cern

(b) Personal satisfaction with board actior taken:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
\!/ \‘ / / /
Extremzly Dissatisfied Satisfied Extremely
dissatis- satisfied
fied
cjrs712/66
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EXPECTATIONS FOR THE SCHOOL BOARD ROLE

INTRODUCTION

One important purpose of the study upon which the findings
reported here are based was to determine the expectations for the
school board role which are held by citizens, elected officials,
teachers, and school board members, themselves. The school board
occupies a crucial role in our society. As school board members
will readily attest, demands are continuousiy made upon them both
from within the school organization and from the community at large.
At times, the demands of the school organization and those of the
general community are not completely compatible, and the schocl board
must serve as a mediator. It is ironical, however, that prior to the
present investigation, little systematic study had been done to assess
the nature of the expectations held for the school board role.

To learn what is expected of the school board, 1,794 citizens
from twelve Wisconsin school districts were interviewed in a study
recently conducted in the Department of Educational Administration at
The University of Wisconsin.1 The respondents were adults (21 years
of age and over) chosen on a strict probability basis from information
available in city directories and rural census data. The 1,794 com-
pleted interviews represented a response rate of 86 per cent of the
eligible addresses which were contacted by trained interviewers of
The University of Wisconsin's Survey Research Laboratory. The response
rate among the twelve school districts varied from 81 per cent to 91
per cenf. For the sample as a whole, only 10 per cent of the citizens
contacted did not wish to be interviewed; 4 per cent were either away
from home or were otherwise unable to participate.

With respect to age, family income, education, and occupation,

the 1,794 citizens interviewed were found to be "typical" of the adult

ljames M. Lipham, Russell T. Gregg, and Richard A. Rossmiller,
“"The School Board As an Agency for Resolving Conflict," U.S. Office of
Education Project No. 5-0338-2-12-1, Cooperative Research Program.
This research was supported in part by the U.S. Office of Education,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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population of the State of Wisconsin on the basis of comparisons made
with 1960 census data. (See Appendix A). Comparisons of the sample
with other statewide studies on variables such as political party
affiliation also revealed the sample to be quite representative of
Wisconsin adult citizens.2

The twelve school districts which participated in the study were
selected from among approximately 100 Wisconsin school districts which
maintained a kindergarten through twelfth grade educational program,
and in vwhich at least 1,400 pupils were in average daily membership
during the 1963-64 school year. In addition to number of pupils, par=-
ticular districts were chosen in terms of such factors as equalized
valuation of property per pupil, ratio of non-public to public school
enrollment and type of fiscal control (independent of the city council
or dependent upon it for funds). The twelve school districts ranged
in size from an enrollment of 1,440 to 22,750 pupils; from $17,339 to
$43,589 in equalized valuation per pupil; and from zero to .526 in ratio
of non-public to public school enrollment. Seven of the districts were
fiscally independent; five were fiscally dependent, being required to
secure the city council's approval of the school district budget.

In addition to interviews with citizens in the twelve school com-
munities, personal interviews were held in each district with the
following: (1) public officials, including the mayor, city manager or
village president, city or village councilmen, and/or township chairmen;
(2) a random sample of twenty teachers; and (3) all school board members.
The same interview questions asked of citizens were asked of the other
groups.

The interview obtained information on: nature and operation of the
board, the educational program, teacher personnel, pupil personnel,
finance and business management, and attitudes about some current issues
in the field of education. Ratings of satisfaction and effectiveness of
the board of education and the schools also were obtained. The total
results of the study are to be presented in a final project report in
August, 1967; only a sampling of general and specific findings are

reported here.

2William H. Streich, "Political Party Affiliation and Expectations
for Local Schools," unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Educa-
tional Administration, The University of Wisconsin, 1966.
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roo SOME_GENERAL FINDINGS
é- - On the basis of the total interview results several interesting,
B ' sometimes unanticipated, findings were noted. They relate to strength
é “ of expectations; sources of difference in expectations; and the importance
%’ of the school board role. !
i ‘
i; ;2 Strength of Expectations
y Although citizens, and to some extent elected officials, had little
;  = knowledge about how the board of education actually functioned in the
§ ;: decision-making aspects of its role, they did have definite and specific
%2 expectations concerning what the school board and the schools should or
§; - should not be doing. In contrast with surveys of other public services,
é} ;i in this study of the public schools there were relatively few persons who
E; answered "Don't know" or "No opinion." Citizens willingly, and often
ia - emphatically, stated their expectations. There were, however, several
%' f§ evaluative~-type questions to which large percentages of citizens answered
%' . "Don't know," For example, 28 per cent responded in this manner to the
gl . question concerning the quality of the schcol lunch, 26 per cent to the
%ﬂ ; question of how well parents were being informed about the progress their ;
§f b children were making in school and 31 per cent to the question about the
%‘ . adequacy of the counseling and guidance program. Perhaps these findings
g ; indicate that citizens who do not have children in the schools often are
E i uninformed about aspects of the schools such as those mentioned above.
i The expectations expressed were sometimes limited in scope and they
J ; ’ often varied considerably from task area to task area. For example, citizens
g i who held what might be described as conservative expectations concerning the
% control which the board should exercise over the private lives of teachers,
é S at the same time frequently held contrasting libeiral expectations concerning
g :.} the extent to which pupils should be given freedom from control. :
S Those citizens whose children had completed school, whose children :
5 f; attended non-public schools, or who had no children often were quite vague f
§ i concerning their expectations of the role of che school board. These
% - findings clearly imply the need for more enlightening communicatior bhetween §
g; - the schools and all segments of the public. On this point, almost six~tenths
;  o of the citizens learned of school board decisions by reading the local news=
gi - paper. The rext largest number, comprising just 9 per r~ent, received their
%F - information through hearsay or personal contact with school personnel. Little
P -
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use currently is being made of such punlic relations techniques as
representative attendance at meetings, school publications and news=
letters, or radio and television.

Even teachers, as a group, possessed limited knowledge about
scucol board operation and had considerably less knowledge than might
be expectea concerning the functioning of the board with respect to such
matters as educational program, pupil personnel, finance and business
management, and stafr personnel. These findings indicate that considerably
more attention should be given to improved pre-service and in-seryice
training of teachers concerning schcol administration generally, and
concerning school board operation specifically. Additional ineservice
training of this kind would be of value to school htoard members them=-
selves, since school board members also evidenced considerable 1isagree=~
ment concerning their functions, the nature of what the educational program
should be, and the relative amphasis within the various segments of the

educational program,

Sources of Difference in Expectations

The following factors, among others, were found to be associated with
the kind of expectations held for the school board member: demographic
variables (such as size and nature of the community); personal variables
of the board members, themselves; religious affiliation; political party
affiliation; and socio~-economic status, Of course, there were also sub-
stantial areas of over-all agreement in expectations for the school board
role and for the public schools, but some of the most striking differences
may be worthy of note,

Considerable consistent evidence was found to document the fact that
the rels of the board member in the smaller rural school district is sube
steatially different from that of his urban counterpart. In small rural
districts, for example, respondents tended to place considerably greater
restraints upon pupils, teachers, administrators, and even board members
than did respondents in large urban districts. Contrary to popular notions,
however, board members in small rural districts were not found to be any
“"closer" to their constituents in their expectations, nor were they accorded

greater esteem than board members in large urban districts.
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The personality of the individual board member was related to his
effectiveness as judged by fellow board members. Larson3 found level
of schooling, tenure on the board, values held, and degree of open=- or
closed-mindedness to be related to effectiveness. Osterndorf4 citad
the following as characteristic of "effective" board members:

a. Exercises good jrrdgment
b. Holds strong runvictions; doesa't yield to pressure

c. Speaks well

d. Knowledgeable about schools and school board functions
e. Open-minded; listens to others

f. Intelligent

g. Fair

In striking contrast, Osterndorf found that personal and behavior
characteristics of "ineffective" school board members, as perceived by
fellow school board members, were as follows:

a. Too quiet, speaks poorly
b. New member; inexperienced
c. Lacks knowledge
d. Abrasive personality
e. Lack of conviction
f. Lack of good judgment
g. Lack of education
5

Meggers™ reported that expectations for the schools were significantly
related to religious affiliation and that inconsistencies in the nature of
expectations were revealed among the various task areas involved in the
school. 1In other words, there is neither a consistent conservative nor a
consistent liberal expectation pattern for all items of the school system
operation; people may have liberal expectations for educational programs
but conservative expectations for pupil control and discipline. According
to Meggers, the most conservative group in Wisconsin was Lutherans who sent
their children to private schools. Furthermore, Lutherans who sent their
children to public schools held significantly different expectations than
Lutherans who sent their children to pPrivate schools,

Raymond O. Larson, "School Board Members' Values, Belief Systems, and
Satisfaction with the School Board Role," unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Department of Educational Administration, The University of Wisconsin, 1966.

4Alan D. Osterndorf, "Expectations and Satisfactions of Effective and
Ineffective School Board Members," unpublished Fh.D. dissertation, Depart-
ment of Educational Administration, The University sf Wisconsin, 1966,

5John F. Meggers, "Expectations for the Role of the Board of Education
held by Parochial- and Public-School Oriented Parents," unpublished Ph.D.

dissertation, Department of Educational Administration, The University of
Wisconsin, 1966.
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Streich6 found a significant relationship between political party :

: affiliation of respondents and their expectations, but the relationship -
? was not always what might be surmised. The expectations varied from one »>§ g
? . task area to another and were neither systematically related nor con- i z
sistently directional. For example, on some items, independents were - :
more conservative than either Democrats or Republicans; on other items, ‘; ;
independents were more liberal than any other group. ws ?
Regarding socio-economic status, Carver7 reported systematic and ;
directional relationships beatween the income and educational level of 7? é
: respondents and their expectations for the school system with respect -y f ]
’ to educational programs and academic freedom. Furthermore, family income
i relative to the average income within the community was more intimately -T ’
5 related to nature of expectations for the schools than was the absolute g; ;
4 § level of family income. ?
| -
g Importance of the School Board Role ;E %
; Two means were employed to assess the importance of the school board §
% role. First, actual importancg was measured by giving respondents a list -2 é
% of decisions typically made in the schools (such as selection of sites for ;; {
! new schools, selection of new teachers, preparing the budget, choosing

textbooks, or inspecting school buildings for needed maintenance) and -

i asking them to indicate who should take the most important part in making Lk

! me
i the decision. Second, relative importance was measured by asking questions

i such as, "Which position do you think is more important; being a member of -

% the school board, or being a member of the city (or village) council?" 5 i

3 Members of boards of education tended to attach less importance to -

2 the position of board member than did citizens at large, teachers, or public -

1 -

| : officials. In fact, many board members appeared to engage in role avoidance, ;i

2 delegating to the superintendent of schools most of the responsibilities - ,
* 6 .-
William H. Streich, op, cit. ‘ Pk
g we
; 7Fred D. Carver, "Relationships Between Education Level, Family Income 'g
: and Expectations of Citizens for the Role of the School Board," unpublished

i Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Fducational Administration, The University -y
! of Wisconsin, 1966. 38 TN
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assigned to the board by the citizens, teachers, and officials., As Fowlkes8

has noted, however, these differences in esteem accorded the school board

role may be the result of one or more of the following:

a. Board members may recognize the complexity of their role
better than those outside the board do.

b. Board members may recognize the extent to which they
must rely on professional advice and counsel.

¢. Board members may recognize that the range of decisions

which rests within their hands is much more limited than
the average citizen perceives,

In view of the foregoing, the crucial importance of the role of the
superintendent of schools is underlined by the extent to which school board
members rely on his professional expertise. Although not measured in the
present study, members of the general public may have little knowledge of
the function or role of the school superintendent, as well as little under-
standing of how the school system "works."

Data regarding the importance of the school board position in comparison
with the city council position are shown in Table 1. Of course, a substan-
tial majority of school board members thought the position of school board
membgr was more important. Public officials, however, while tending to

view the position of councilman as more impertant than that of school board ;

TABLE 1

Which position do you think is more important: being a member of
the school board or being & member of the
city (village) council?

Type of Respondent

Which Position Public School
Is Most Important? Citizens OQfficials Teachgsg Board
School board 42% T~ 25% 617% 42%
Both same 26 33 16 12
Council 21 40 20 9
Don't know 12 - 2 1
Not ascertained %* 2 1 4
TOTAL 101% 100% T100% 1007
Number of Cases 1794 i83 240 102

*
Less than one-half of one per cent,.

8John Guy Fowlkes, "Citizens' Expectations of School Boards,"
Stanford, California: Stanford University, Cubberly Conference, 1966.

(In press.)
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member, also ascribed considerable importance to the position of school g
~vy 4

board member .’ ,‘g ;

One-third of the public officials interviewed attached equal importance . i E
to the two positions, and one=-fourth of them expressed the view that the ? ]
position of school board member was more important than the position of TT 1

i
councilman. In contrast, only 9 per cent of the school board members —a i

interviewed thought that the Position of councilman was more important f ]
than that of school board member, while nearly three-fourths of the board f? :,
members thought that the pPosition of school board member was more important, 3

The number of citizens who thought the position of school board member t
more important was double the number who viewed the position of councilman %
more important. About one-fourth of the citizens thought that the two &i :
positions were of equal importance, Although a majority of the teachers f
who were interviewed felt the Position of school board member to be more

important, one-fifth of the teachers regarded the position of councilman
as being of greater importance,

Clearly, the position of school board member was accorded considerable
importance in comparison with that of city or village council member. Even
a majority of the sample of Public officials, which was predominately mem=
bers of city or village councils, thought that the position of school board
member was equal or greater in importance when compared with that of
councilman, The fact that over two-thirds of the citizens rated the

importance of the position of school board member equal to, or greater

than, that of city or village council member suggests that the position

of school board member is accorded considerable estezm among local governe~
mental offices,

Citizens were also asked whether they would consider running for the
school board. Only 14 per cent stated they would consider seeking membership
on the school board. The reasons most frequently cited for Dot running for
the school board were that the respondent considered himself unqualified,

too busy, too young or too old, or too poorly educated. Those who stated
they would consider running for membership on the school board tended to

cite such reasons as, "An interest in children" and "It would be my civic
responsibility."

9This report was prepared primarily for the information of citizens
who participated in the interviews, Consequently, technical information
concerning sampling error, tests of statistical significance, etc. has not
been included. Such information will be included in the final report of
the project which will be published in August, 1967,
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SOME SPECIFIC FINDINGS

Specific questions were asked all respondents relating to the nature

and operation of the school board, the educational program, teacher per=-
sonnel, pupil personnel, finance and business management, and current
issues in education., Some specific expectations about each of these sub-

jects will next be presented and discussed briefly.

Operation of the School Board

Sleveral questions revealed substantial agreement in axpectations
regarding the operation of the school board’ For example, a majority
of all respondents felt that the board should inform citizens before a
meeting is held about the items that would be covered on the agenda of
the next board meeting; that board members should be elected at large,
rather than by sections of a district; and that the board should be
organized into sub-committees, rather than functioning as a whole without
sub-committees. A majority of all groups (except school board members,
themselves) felt that board members should be paid a salary--at least
enough money to cover expenses for attending meetings.

There was general agreement among the four groups (the citizens,
putlic officials, teachers, and school board members) that individuals
on the school board should not serve as a spokesman for a particular
group of persons, Each respondent was asked, "Do you think it is a
gond idea, or not, for a member of the school board to serve as a spokes=
man for a particular group of persons, such as an occupation, business, or
religious group?”" One-half of the citizens responded that this was not
a good idea. Schuol board members were overwhelmingly opposed to such a
practice, as were a majority of the teachers and public officials.

Slightly over one-quarter of the citizens and the public officials
thought the idea was a good one. This finding may reflect the opinion
that municipal offiicials should be elected to represent the residents of
@t ward, or are perceived as representing the interests of a particular
group of people.

The responses suggest that school board members tend to be viewed as
arbiters, not advocates, insofar as the desires of special interest groups
are concerned, Citizens in urban school districts were more inclined to
state that it was a good idea for a school board member to speak for

particular groups than did citizens in rural school districts. School
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board members, whether from urban or rural districts, were almost
universally ¢pposed to such a practice. The complete presentation
of responses for this question is presented in Table 2,

TABLE 2

Do you think it is a good idea, or not, for a member of the school
board to serve as a spokesman for a particular group of persons,
suck as an occupation, business, or religious group?

'_—_—==
Should a hoard Type of Respondent .
member serve Public School
as a spokesman? Citizens Officials Teachers Board
A good idea Tt T T Iem s o
Both a good and bad idea 10 13 11 7
Not a good idea ‘ 49 56 69 90
No opinion 13 5 2 -
Not ascertained * - - 1
TOTAL ~99% 101% 1007 100%
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

*
. Less than one~half of one per cent.

The question is often debated by schoo! board members and adminis-
trators as to whether or not the school board should appoint citizen's
committees to advise it regarding specific problems confronting the
schools, Respondents were asked; "Do you think it is a good idea for
the school board to have citizen's committees to aavise the board on
Ways to solve problems facing the schools?" Citizeas, school board
members, teachers, and public officials were of ,ractically the same
opinion or this question, as is shown in Table 3. Between 57 and 67
per cent of the respondents in each of the four groups thought it was
a good idea for the school board to have citizen's committees. School
board members were less enthusiastic about the idea than were members
of the other groﬁps, however, with 41 per cent of them opposed. Thirty
per cent of the teachers and the public officials expressed opposition
to the idea, while only one-fifth of the citizens responded negatively,
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TABLE 3

Is it a good ideu for the school board to have citizen's committees
to advise the board on ways to sclve problems facing the schools?

Should board Type of Respondent

have citizen's Public School

gpmmittees? . Citizens Officials Teachers Board

Yes 66% €7 T 6% " 57%

No 20 30 30 41

No opinion 14 3 5 3

Not ascertained * 1 - -
TOTAL T100% T01% 1007 101%

Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

*
Less than one~half of one per cent.

Citizens who replied affirmatively to the question were requested to
identify some problems with which they thought that such a committee could
be helpful. The problems most frequently mentioned were those related to
a school building program, curriculum revision, pupil transportation,
pupil disciplire, and public relationms.

Those who responded negatively to the question were queried as to
why they thought citizen's committees were not a good idea. Two reasons
were mentioned most frequently: (1) solving school problems is the
responsibility of the board of education, and (2) involving too many
people in school board decisions is likely to result in confusion and
delay.

The Educational Program

In general, respondents tended to rate the educational program of
their public schools as good, very good, or excellent=--snd this regardless
of program differences among the twelve districts. There was a tendency
on the part of all groups to favor college preparatory courses over voca=
tional courses, to feel definitely that extracurricular activities should
be tax supported, and to feel strongly that a summer school program should
be provided. Moreover, there was a belief that the school board should
allow considerable academic freedom at the high schoel level, permitting
teachers and pupils to discuss the pros and cons of Communism, the beliefs
of various religious groups, and theories of evolution. Finally, the

school board was strongly arged to budget money for experiments with new

teaching methods and materials (See Table 4).
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TABLE 4

" The School Board Should Budget Money for Experiments
with New Teaching Mcthods and Materials
. ______ ]
Type of Respondent

Extent of Public School
Agreement Citizens Officials Teachers Board
Strongly agree 7% 7% — 31%  33%
Agree 68 67 58 45
Agree-Disagree 8 8 10 14
Disagree 12 16 2 8
Strongly disagree 1 2 - *
No opinion 4 1 - *
Not ascertained * - - *
TOTAL 100% 101% 10172  100%
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

x
Less than one-~half of one per cent.

Teacher Personnel

Numerous questions were asked concerning the role of the school
board in relation to the teaching staff., On many of the questions
there was substantial agreement. In general, the quality of the teach-
ing staff was rated as good to excellent, Moreover, the teacher was

viewed as a professional to a much greater extent than histurically has

been the case, Insofar as personal freedom was concerned, most respondents

felt that teachers should not be required to live within the school dis=
trict, that it is permissible for teachers to smoke or drink alcoholic
beverages in public and when not involved in school activities, and that
teachers should not be discouraged from active participation in political
organizations.

Regarding salaries and other benefits, at least three-fourths of
the school board members and of the public officials indicated that they
thought the pay scale for public school teachers in their school district
was about right (See Table 5), Twenty per cent of the citizsns, 22 per
cent of the school board members, 38 per cent of the teachers, but only 12
per cent of the public officials felt that the pay scale for teachers was
too low; in comparison, no more than 3 per cent of any of the respondent
groups viewed the pay scale as too high. Almost one-third of the citizens
interviewed had no opinion about the pay scale for teachers. This fact
may mean that many citizens are uninformed about the amount of pay which

teachers in their districts actually do receive,
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TABLE 5

Do you feel the pay scale for public school teachers in this
istrict is too low, about right, or too high?

Type of Respondent

Public School
Is the pay scale,.. Citizens OQfficials Teachers Board
Too low 207 127 ~38% 22%
About right 47 79 61 74
Too high 3 3 1 2
No opinion 30 5 - -
Not ascertained - 1 - 2
TOTAL 1007 T00% 100% 1007
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

On other salary questions, over two-thirds of all respondents felt:
(1) thet a male teacher with children should not receive a higher salary
than an unmarried teacher, and (2) that teachers who plan and supervise
student activities outside of school time should receive a higher salary
than teachers who do not do this.

Respondents generally agreed with the proposition that the school
board should give leaves of absence with partial pay to allow teachers
to take additional college work if they agree to return to the local
school district (See Table 6). A majority of each group agreed, or
strongly agreed, that the school board should employ teachers during
the summer to revise gourses and develop new courses (See Table 7).
Thus, there was a rather surprising acceptance of such recent personnel
practices as granting of sabbatical leaves and offering 12-month employ-

ment for teachers,

TABLE 6

The School Board Should Give Leaves of Absence with Pay to Allow
Teachers to Take Additional College Work if They Agree to
Return to the Local School District

: Type of Respondent
Extent of Public School

A%reement Citizens Officials Teachers Board
Strongly agree 5% 6% 23% 11%
Agree 60 53 55 36
Agree~-Disagree 8 10 13 14
Disagree 21 29 9 33
Strongly disagree 1 1 * 6
No opinion 5 1 - *
Not ascertained * —_ - *
TCTAL 1007, 1007, 1007, 1007,
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

*Less than one~half of one per cent,
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TABLE 7

The School Board Should Employ Teachers During the
Summer to Revise Courses and Develop New Courses
“

Type of Respondent

Extent of Public School
Ag;eement Citizens Officials Teachers Board
Strongly agree 2% 1% 18% ~ 14%
Agree 53 58 53 45
Agree~Disagree 11 14 18 9
Disagree 24 24 9 31
Strongly disagree * 2 1 *
No opinion 9 2 - *
Not ascertained * - - 1
TOTAL —99% T01% T99% T00%
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

*
Less than cne~half of one per cent.

Pupil Personnel
A number of questions were asked to determine the role of the school

board with regard to the pupils in the public schools. Many of these
questions revealed substantial disagreements, both among the four groups

of respondents and within each group of respondents. On the question of
whether or not pupils should be permitted to be absent from school for
ramily vacations, for example, the citizens, elected officials, and, to
some extent, the teachers tended to disagree that such absence should be
excused. School board members, however, tended to feel that such absence
should be permitted. As another example of some disagreement, the citizens,
board mewbers, and elected officials tended to agree that pupils who have
failed a grade should be required to repeat it, yet teachers seemed to be
more ambivalent, neither agreeing nor disagreeing with this practice. 1In
addition, there was almost an even split within all groups on the question,
"Should a pupil who gets married be allowed to participate in extracurricular
activities, or not?"

Detailed responses to two recurring and perennial school board policy
matters regarding pupils are given in Tables 8 and 9. As may be seen in
Table 8, there was fairly unanimous agreement that the school should be
allowed to decide the proper dress and grooming of pupils--recent lawsuits

regarding beards and haircuts of pupils notwithstanding.
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TABLE 8

The School Should be Allowed to Decide the
Proper Dress and Grooming of Pupils

Type of Respondent

Extent of Public ~ School
reement Citizens Officials Teachers Board
Strongly agree 2% 18% 27% 16%
Agree 63 68 57 70
Agree-Disagree 11 8 13 11
Disagree 11 6 -3 4
Strongly disagree 1 - * *
No opinion 1 - *
Not ascevtained * - - *
TOTAL —99% T01% T00% 101%
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

®
less than one-half of one per cent,

School districts vary considerably regarding the age required of a
pupil for starting school. On the matter of whether or not exceptionally
bright pupils should be allowed to start school--even though they are

er than the usual starting age--there was some tendency on the p
See Table 9).

young art

of all four groups to react negatively to such a practice (
Even so, over one-fourth of the citizens approved of an early start in

school; likewise, 23 per cent of both the elected officials and the board

members, and 14 per cent of the teachers agreed or strongly agreed with

such practice.

TABLE 9

Exceptionally Bright Children Should be Permitted to Start
Kindergarten Even Though They are Younger than the
Usual Starting Age

Type of Respondent
Public School

Extent of

— reement Citizens Officials Teachers Board

Strongly agree 4% 2% 4% 5%

Agree 24 21 10 18

Agree-Disagree 6 7 20 12

Disagree 56 57 47 41

Strongly disagree 8 - 13 18 25
2 1 * *

No opinion
Not ascertained

* - - *
TOTAL T00% 101% “99% 101%
Number of Cases 1794 183 240

*
Less than one-half of one per cent.
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In evaluating the major personnel service provided pupils, respondents
rated guidance and counseling services lower than any of several aspects of
the school program. Thirty-two per cent of the teachers, 25 per cent of the
school board members, 23 per cent of the elected officials, and 13 pPer cent
of the citizens Judged the guidance services provided Pupils as fair, poor,
or very poor. Moreover, nearly one citizen in three did not know enough
about the guidance program to rate it,

Finance and Business Management

The data reported in Table 10 reveal a very strong belief on the part
of all groups of respondents that the amount of money their school board
was spending on the public schools was "about right," rather than "not
enough" or "too much," Seventy-five per cent of the school board members,
70 per cent of the public officials, 61 per cent of the teachers, and 51
per cent of the citizens gave the answer "about right."

TABLE 10

Overall would you say that the amount of money your school
board is spending on the public schools here is not
enough, about right, or too much?

Type of Respondent
*_fgﬁiic ~ School
Amount spent is.., Citizens Officials Teachers Board
Not enoug 7% %% 347 23%

About right 51 70 61 74
Too much 10 22 1 2
Don't know 32 3 3 -
Not ascertained - 1 1 1
TOTAL 1007 100% 1007, 100%
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

Almost one-third of the 1,794 citizen respondents indicated that
they had insufficient information to give a definite answer to the question
of school board expenditures, The teachers comprised the only group of
respondents which gave a substantial percentage of responses (34 per cent)
indicating a belief that the school board was not spending enough money on
the public schools.

There appeared to be very wide differences of opinion within all four
groups of respondents concerning whether or not the school board should
have pupils Pay rental charges for such items as textbooks, workbooks,

and lockers. As shown in Table 11, only the school board members gave a

{
;
i
i
)
%

v

ey

31-’;,4&1&5&%&5;; Pl

L e

e, ﬁ:;;;-a.::.w.z:mstﬁ—wm&m‘{;“‘ o

e

R

. MR gy o et T AR A A s s

i




17

majority response to any one answer, Fifty-six per cent of the school
board members thought that these items should be provided without cost
to the pupils or their parents, Citizens and public officials indicated
a slight preference for making no charge for these items, while teachers

showed a slight preference for charging pupils a fee for their use.

TABLE 11

Do you think the schools should charge rental fees for items
such as textbooks, workbooks, and lockers or should these
be provided without charge by the school district?

Type of Respondent

Should the board Public School
charge rental fees? Citizens Officials Teachers Board
Should charge %1% 46% 47% %%
Depends 5 4 8 10
Should be provided 49 48 45 56
Don't know 5 1 - -
Not ascertained - 1 - -
TOTAL 100% 1007% 1007 1007,
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

Two questions regarding expectations for purchasing procedures to
be followed by the school board produced some startling, if not con=-
tradictory, results (See Tables 12 and 13). Citizens and elected
officials felt that "even if the cost is higher, the school board
should patronize local businesses when buying school supplies", yet
they also agreed that ''all school supplies and equipment should be
purchased by asking suppliers to submit bids on what is needed and
then buying from the lowest bidder.'" To meet such contrasting expecta=-
tions, the board would apparently have to solicit bids only from local

suppliers!
PP TABLE 12

Even If the Cost Is Higher the School Board Should Patronize Local
Businesses When Buying School Supplies, Equipment, and Insurance

Type of Respondent

Extent of Public School
Agreement Citizens Officials Teachers Boarg_
Strongly agree 4% 9% 3% 5%
Agree 48 34 30 17
Agree=Disagree 12 17 27 15
Disagree 31 34 32 47
Strongly disagree 2 5 7 15
No opinion 3 1 - *
Not ascertained * - - ._ji.
TOTAL T100% ~99% 101% 101%
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

*Less than one=half of one per cent,
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TABLE 13

All School Supplies and Equipment Should be Purchased by
Asking Suppliers to Submit Bids on What is Needed and )
Then Buying from the lowest Bidder

- nge of Resggndent
Extent of ) Public School

reement Citizens Otricfalg Teachers Board

Strongly agree 4 5% LEY A 4
Agree 75 66 45 53
Agree-Disagree 7 10 26 15
Disagree 6 9 12 8
Strongly disagree * - 3 5
No opinion 3 - - *
Not ascertained * - - *

TOTAL —99% 1007 10072 71017
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

*Less than one-half of one per cent,

Current Issues in Education

Expectations for the role of the school board were assessed with
reference to such issues as Participating in federal aid to education
and sharing time and facilities with parochial schools,

Attitudes toward federal aid, To what extent should the federal
government provide financial support for public schools? This question

has generated much debate in recent years, Traditionally, school boards
have opposed federal aid, and in a few communities have refused to accept
federal aid for any purpose, To measure views on federal aid, each
respondent was asked, "Should your school board work for greater financial
aid to its schools from the federal government, or not?" Responses to this
Guestion are shown in Table 14,

A majority of the citizens (54 per cent) werc of the opinion that
their school board should work for greater financial aid from the federal
government, Clearly, these persons felt the board should Play an active
rather than a passive role in securing federal financial support, Equally
significant is the fact that less than one-fourth of thg;citizens interviewed
were of the opinion that their school board should.ggg erk for greater
financial aid from the federal government, Inspection of the response
patterns for each district revealed that in only four of the twelve districts
did fewer than 50 per cent of the citizens interviewedfstate thar their
school board should work for increased federal aid, ard in no district did
fewer than 40 per cent of the citizens respond affirmitively to the question,
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In only one district did the respondents who felt that the school board
should not work for increased federal aid outnumber those wio felt their

board should work for federal aid.

TABLE 14

Should your school board work for greater financial aid o
its school from the federal government, or not?

Type of Respondent

Should board work Public School
for federal aid? Citizens Officials Teachers Board
‘Should 5h% 537 52% 19%
Depends 7 6 18 15
Should not 23 39 26 66
Don't know 15 2 4 1
Not ascertained * * - -
TOTAL —997% T00% T00% 101%
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102

*
Less than one-half of one per cent.

In contrast to the view expressed by a majority of citizens, only
19 per cent of the school board members believed that the board should
work for greater federal aid, while two-thirds of the board members said
the board should not work for more federal aid. It is evident that school
board members and citizens generally are not in agreement concerning the
school board's stand toward federal aid.

The response patterns of teachers and of public officials were quite
similar to those of the citizens, although a higher percentage of pubiic
officials than of citizens were opposed to the school board working for
greater federal aid. On the issue of federal aid, the opinions of school
board members definitely differ from the opinions of citizens, teachers,
and public officials.

Attitudes toward shared time and facilities. Table 15 reveals that,

with the exception of the school board members, a very strong majority of
each group of respondents thought that it was a good idea to allow paro-
chial school pupils to take classes such as industrial arts or home
economics in the public schools. Only slightly more than half of the

school board members also thought it was a good idea. No more than 15

per cent of the citizens and public officials thought it was not a good

idea for parochial school pupils to take such subjects in the public schools.
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TABLE 15

Do you think it is a good idea or not to allow parochial - i
school pupils to take classes such as industrial arts Ed
or home economics in the public schools? *i !
" i

Should parochial Type of Respondent - % ]
schools use public Public School w ;
school facilities? Citizens Officials Teachers Board :[ K
Good idea 73% 19% 60% 52% :
Depends 6 4 12 15 i
Not good idea 15 15 27 33 !
No opinion 6 2 1 - g
Not ascertained - - - - 4
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 1007 %
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102 §
Some sharp divisions of opinion among the groups were revealed by ; é
responses to the question as to whether the interviewee's school district §
should provide transportation to and from school for parochial school » 5
pupils. As indicated in Table 16, 73 per cent of the school board members ﬁ
and 52 per cent of the teachers thought that providing such transportation g
would not be a good idea. In comparison, 60 per cent of the citizens and %
59 per cent of the public officials thought that it would be a good idea. E
Only a small percentage of the respondents failed to express an opinion é
on this question. I s

TABLE 16

Do you think it would be a good idea or not for your school
district to provide transportation to and from schools -~
for parochial school pupils as well as public s
school pupils? -

PR

Rt R AR et

Should transportation Type of Respondent -»

be provided to ~ Public School e
arochial schools? citizens Officials Teachers Board ;ﬁ z
Gooa iaea 3650 35’0 35/0 iﬁ. . %
Depends 6 6 10 6 !
Not good idea 29 33 52 73 -
Don't know 4 1 2 - of %
Not ascertained 1 1 1 - w0
TOTAL 100% T00% 1007  100% §
Number of Cases 1794 183 240 102 . §
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SUMMARY i

The present study attempted to assess systematically the expectations €§

held for the role of the school board member by citizens typical of the '

adult population, elected officials, teachers, and the school board_members, i

themselves, in twelve school districts in Wisconsin. It was founu that most

respondents possessed definite opinions about the school board and the e

schools. These opinions differed in explicitness, depending upon whether X
or not respondents had children presently enrolled in the public schools.

Size of community, personal characteristics of board members, religious and

political party affiliation of respondents, and socio-economic statu - of

respondents were also related to the nature of the expectations held.

School board members were generally accorded high esteem. Likewise,
they were often chosen as primary decision makers by all groups except 5

the board members themselves, who tended to delegate many of these decision- s

=

ma:ing responsibilities to the superintendent of schools.

Specific findings related to topics such as the operation of the school

board, the educational program, the teaching staff, pupil personnéi, and : 4
finance and business management revealed substantial areas of agreement _ 1
among respondents. However, a number of specific disagreements also were ;
evident, indicating that the role of the school board member is, indeed, %
one of high conflict potential. Finally, substantial disagreements among y
the four types of respondents were noted regarding such current issues as
federal aid to education and public-parochial school relationships.

. On the basis of the foregoing, it is concluded that there exist press-

ing needs not only for continued assessment of school board role expectations,
but also for determining why particular expectations are held, and how these

expectations are related to effective performance in the school board role.
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APPENDIX A
COMPARISON OF AGE, EDUCATION, FAMILY INCOME, AND OCCUPATIONAL STATUS -m E
OF THE SAMPLE OF 1,794 CITIZENS WITH 1960 WISCONSIN CENSUS DATA ;i g
i
Sample of Wisconsin ;
1,794 Citizens 1950 Census '
Age (Per Cent) (Per Cent) I
21 = 24 years 6.7 7. &
25 = 29 years 10.0 9.6 é
30 - 34 years 9.1 10.3 ‘
35 = 39 years 10.1 10.5 i
40 - 44 years 11.0 10.0 ' 5
45 = 49 years 10.6 9.9 :
50 - 54 years 9.0 8.9 5
55 = 59 years 9.0 8.0 3
60 ~ 64 years 6.6 7.1 & °
65 years and over 17.9 16.4 L
Years of ¥ ¢
School Completed I j
Eight 19 23 g
Twelve 35 29 d
Sixteen € 5 I :
Family Income é
Less than $1,000 3.1 3.8 S
$1,000 - $1,999 4.7 6.2 1+
$2,000 - $2,999 €4 7.4 " T
$3.000 - $3,999 7.5 8.6 4
$4,000 - $4,999 7.3 11.2 i
$5,000 - $5,999 11.8 13.8 e I
$6,000 - $6,999 11.4 12.6 g
$7,000 - $9,999 23.0 22.0 s |
$10,000 - $14,999 13.3 10.3 i
$15,000 and over 6.1 4.1 we |
Not ascertained 5.4 - wg !
— wh |
Occupational Status® §
i;bfessional, technical, and i
kindred 12.4 10.0 i
Farmers and farm managers 11.1 7.5 ﬁ
Managers, officials, and !
proprietors i4.1 7.2 .o i
Clerical and kindred 12.5 12.9 é
Sales 4.8 7.0 o %
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred 14.90 13.7 !
Operatives and laborers 21.2 28.1
Private household and service workers 9.9 8.3 -r
Others - 5.3 <% !
z S
Percentages for the occupational status analysis of the sample are based
on N=1228 respondents. The remainder of the respondents (566) were not
in the labor force for this code. T?
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