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¢ [
Olnadequaxe admunistrative procedures, eg lack of ,l6cal planning,
lack of personnel evaluatvon] systems, madequate budgetmg
procedures;etc. {13 responses). . " . o

-

¢Providing adequate school facilities (8'responses).

Question 5- **Aré there any specific examples of success, improvement

or modification in your district’s operation which can be attributed to

loc®-planning and evaluation efforts?”’ ) <
' 0 U KR

The great variety of answers to this item-have been grouped into three

major categories: Betause some respanses could logically fall into e:ther

- of several groups, a number ofexamples are provuded
‘Educar/onal Program DeveIOpment (37 resp.onses) - ‘

This category included such gactivities as learning “centers (i-5);
career educgmon program development; handicapped children
services, new procedures for gurriculum development; IGE in grades
6-8, computer. usage, vocational educafion program development;
and cumcylum guides wo'rk.

Staff Developinent and Involve)ment {24 responses).
This groupmg included improved inservice programs; better staff
meetings, evaluation systems for certificated persongll procedures

for facurty participation and feedback and improved supervisory \
yprqcedures

A ministrative/Managerial Areas (22 responses). .

esponses in this group included new compensation plans for middie
ﬁﬁﬁgagement personnel; MBO systems for, administrative staff;
development of job deseriptions; creation of depaytment heads in
the high school, local needs assessments; management uses of the
computer, goal setting; imprbved ancillary services; school board
inservice activities; and site ahd facilities planning.

.
»

'
Question 6: "ls yotﬁ community and your schog] board as concerned
with evaluation, effectiveness, productwnty, etc. as the popular press
and professional Ilterature suggest?” ]
¢ - y . (3 }
oIn three (3} districts, respondents indicatéd these was a great local
concern with.. effectiveness and accountability. In«’thirteen (13)

8
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EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND EVALUATION:
A LOCAL DISTRICT PERSPECTIVE

e’

i - [ " Introduction " .
) -~
The topics of educational pfannnng and educatioral evaluation have
Jeceived considerable attention in the past epade, but often the
discussions and debateg have been somewhat removed from the practical.
. realities of the d'aily world of local, district administrqtors, school boards,
and teaghers. This publication Yrovides* an portudity to examine
planning and evaluation issues, needs, viewpoints, Jand accomplishments.in,
schoo} districts. Hopefully, it will stimulate~gdditional discussion and
purposeful action at the district leve), and will also serve to}dvise other
ogrdanizations And agencies of the reality that exists in school districts, as
’perceived by locat respondents. . . ' v

P

This publication is'.based dpon responses by school district administrators

to a series of ten questions submitted by the DP1 Bureau of Planning and

Evaluation. A listing of the districts included is provided on page two and

the questions asked {n each district are shown on page three. - |

) - \ /
District administrators were contacted by letter in the Fali of 1975 apd
the purposes and procedures of the study Wgre ‘explained. The tén
questions, were provided for their advancé information” and‘to solicit -
-suggestions for changes in the items to be asked. .

Interviews were held in the 19 participating districts during late 1975 and
early 1976. In seventeen districts, the superintendent was the respondent,
in one district the superintendent and four additional administrative staff
_members participated, and in one 'district, the® superintendent did not a
“participate, but\designated four administrative personnel to respond for
! the district. With three exceptions, all interviews were tape rhcorded.
Extensive notes were nvade duriag afl interviews, which ranged from 50
minutes to 90 minutesin length. ) o .
Appreciation is expressed to all the local district participants who were
vyil'ling te share their experiences and thoughts through this survey with
others statewide who are also active participants in the publi¢ educational
system.

r 4 - \ . - .
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Districts Included Jn the.Survey

Ninetéen K 12 scMool districts were selected to participate in this study.
Nine districts were selected from the 2,000 pupils or less enrollmem‘
category, five from the 2 000-5,000 enrollment category, and five districts
were selected from the ‘5,000 or more pupil enroliment category All
CE SA reglens.were represented by one distlct.  * s

“The districts included in the study are shown below: -
i '
Under 2,000 Pupils K-12 Engoliment
District '
Clinton .
Marathon Ciwy.
Minong
Park Falls
Pe:z/bine
Pewaukee
Prairie du Chien

Viroqua/ ’
Waunakke

2,000-5,000 Pupils K-12 Enrol!ment
District -

Ashwaubenon
Beaver Dam
Brown Deer
Menomonie
Portage

. 5,000 or More Pupils K-12 Enroliment

v .
. .

District

1]
Beloit ~ .
Eau Claire
Oshkosh
Sheboygen
Superior
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"The. following questhns were asked in é cho/f the pamcnpatmg dustncts. It

should be nated thit the terms “planmn and ﬁluatnon were not
d

specifically Hefined «n this study. Ra‘the;,~ ch respondent integrated them
a he felt appropniate within the contekt of his district’s activiti®s—ard
" needs. . .
/ . - ‘ '

1. Based on your total past local district expenences are there

. particular areas of schoo! district operation. an% progr mnng

which you feel have tl{e gredtest need for improv plan ing and
evaluation services and'capabilities?

2. At the present time, are~ther£ areas of this d/stncts operatlon
and/or programmmg which you behEve could be. served more
usefully, froma decision- makmg viewpoint, by nmproved planmng
/and evaluation actrvities? .

3. Looking ahead to 1980, do you see any new trends, demands or
issues developing which Wil have implcationg for localdnstncts in
terms o f their planming and evaluation capabiﬁ%es? !

4. Are therg particular examptes you can cite in which your district
was unable’ to rqspond‘i adequately to important need,s or ussues

because adequate planning and/or evaluation eapabilities did not> N

exist, o.were not properly utilized? . W

- 5 Are there any specific examples of success, improvement, of *

modnfocatnon in your di tnct s«operation which can be attributed to
tocal planning and e(/aluatlon efforts? ' 1 .
'6 Is your commumty ‘and your school board)’s concerned Wth -

\ evaluatuon effectnveness prbductnvnty, . as the populgr press. and
profes§|onal literature syggest?
7. Has your district made any speci
years 6 Improve your planni

8. Js there anythlng that'can of should be done at the\local, CESA, or, ")

v DPI levels to assist and |mprove local plannmg and evaluatnop
efforts and capabnlmes7
9. If a ”planner andlor an “evaluator” were added to your staff
’ today, what 35 priority assignments and responsnbllltles would
they be assigned? - ' e
¢ 10. What de you believe are the major obstacles to |ncorporat|ng,
planmng and evaluation functngn in yourdistrict? Cite at least two
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t : T .Note to the Reader ' . (

[
1

Throughout the ream this pubhcatton It 15 important to remember
open-ended questions asked bf the respondents and a great variety of
- answers were received, not all of equal priority or relevarice. !

] - . .
In the analysis, therefore, it was necessary to try to group’ similar or™
selated respbinses into some meaningful categories. Many times, the 3ame )
responses wete worded in different ways, just as in many instances

- multiple responses to a questton were provaded without noting their degree
of priority or significance. ’ ; A
,‘ , . ; , ~ ) /‘.’4
4 ft is also important to note the lack. of structured responses 10 choose

~ _from means that not aR respondents thought of the same possible-
) @spon s For_example, a number of administrators expressed opirtions
abdﬁt the tontinued {psg of lgcal autonomy and the changing role they
- p rcetved DPI te=Re playing. If this question had been directly asked of all .
"res ents with some structured responses provrded it would have,
elicited a greater nufber of opinions ‘than were volur'iteered by the
. ’ partlcrpants. The study was mtended td provide a forum for local
' wetypomts however ithout forcing responses to specific destnons e,
whatever was of greatestlgcal ifiterest was Pﬁtended to be hbard cather
-~ than determining in advan at areas would be expjored it is
- ' unportant, théréfore, that readers do not ead in" moregthan actually

. exists or that generahzatlons beyond the hmrted number of respondents be
carefessly developed A -y ’ .
s ¢ o . & -
. , v Res“ponses C
P . . - ‘{: ,¥ ——— v

The open-enitled questions used in the survey-resulted in a wnde variety of

answers from respondents. Because of this unstructured response pattern

. 1t 15 not possible to usea consistent analysts format.for all ten’questions.

Instead, each i1s presented in a way that seems reasonable in light of the

question .itself and the responses received. ‘Hopefully, this progcedure is "

acceptable in v;ew of the fact_ the study was mtended to—provtdea forum

;’ for Jocal views,' ‘not to ”prove" certain _porntsmor 1. statistically test

predetermlned hypotheses. ln many instances, the responses recetved were

not appropriate for quantitative analysns However, malor themes or

patterns which were expressed by the. respondents are noted. Multtple

respoqses were given to many questions by many respondents SO total
responises may exd'eed the number of dtstncfs surveyed : I

s
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Question I: "Based Oon your total past local 'dfétrim‘”experieoces, are,
there, particulgr areas of schbol,

. district operation’ and programming
m {ch you feel™heye the greatest need “for improved planning and g
4 evaluation services and eapabilities?”

* ’ -‘
LA : '

esponses tosthis iteny clustered around thes

following major-areas:

* Improved admin‘lstrative/'mahagement prattices {15 responses), .
This category received a varigty of responses including the need for?
improved public }elatlons;’better budgeting ‘Procedures: meaningful
local research; mdre ‘creative” maqagemént; improved policy, ©
formulatigﬁ; and “educating” of locat school boards.' - '

4

-~

/ N .
® Improvéd/increased planning capability ‘and the development of
a Mmore glearly defined gdals and objei:tives (13 respanses).

' Administrators indicated to some degree t‘He, programs of the schools
ha |Zincneased rapidly into many new areas based on pressures from
w(rhin the district, but generally this has not occurred within the

g oritext of a planned battern and direction of expansion that is
related to well-defined purposes of the sch

ools and major goals and

gbjectives that have been carefully developed, s
® Curriculum evaluatqusign and improvement {10 responses).

Respondents dited tf"nese ar
related to the statement a
strodfger - goal
difficult o d

]
becaus&they,
mapiner that i

eas of deficiency in comments often

bove regarding planned growth' and 3

orientation. The main- theme was that 1t is. often,
scribe ‘the effectiveness of the schools’ programs

‘have not been evaiuated in any systematic, sustained
s related to agreed upon outcomes or results,

®lnadequate measures of staff productivity and gffeétiveness 9 °
responses), '

i . YL ’
The” neeq for increased attention to staff evaluation and better ways _.

to’ address this complex problem “was a frequent comment.

Administrators were very aware of the political problenfassociated
-
with "more and better staff evaluation, but also felt tht need exists . -
. —
-throughqut the public schoal system,

. .
- I
N

S
garding %eficiencies,in i

for better,staff inservice

‘of the graduates of the -

® A variety of other responses were received ¢
the public school systém, including the ne
+ ‘programs (3 responses): better @vajuation

*

o o R

.
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schools {4 responses), evaluation ‘of school support services (2

responses}, and other areas such as greater control over the program

offered, improved scheduling, better VTAE coordination and total

program development for aﬂ students, which were cited by one
- respondent. | .

«  Question 2. +"At the presént time, are there areas of this district’s
eperation and/or programming which you believe couid be served most
usefully, from a decision- mal*ng viewpoint, by |mproved planning and

evaluation actlvmes?\

@ Curnculum evaluation, improvement, and expansmn {15 responses).
. A majority of the respondents felt an madequate Jjob is currently
‘ being done in their district in evaluating the effectiveness of the
. curriculum and systematically improving and expéndin,g course
offerings. While most respendents indicated positive ~ curricular
. change has occurred in thelr opinion, there was a feeling of
inadgquacy regarding the cdrriculum evaluation process and sorpe.
mservations as to Whether simply adding more courses was always in
. the best interests of the studénts. ’ v
- . e Improved management/administrative .capabilities (14 responses).
Specific areas of need mentioned in this group.of responses intluded
' ) improved buéiget development and monitoring processes, including .
PEBS, better local plannipg procedures; and “increased information
retrieval capabilities, including camputer usage. .

-
- 1]

° Staff evaluation and lmpro.vernent {7 responses).
Based on expressions of need,’as well as examples given descnbmg
what s being done at “the local level, it is evident inservice program
< ymprovement and locally developed staff evaluation prdcedures and
materials «are areas of considerable interest \and activitiy.
", Administrators indicated these”™ are activities\' that require
" considerabfle effort and'involverent by teachers, administrators, ‘and

- N school boards if positive change is to result. -
- <
[y

@ Goals and priorities development {6 respénses) ) '

Approxamately one-third of the respondents indicated a strong focal
nead to develop district educatnonal goals and priorities so limited
resoyrces can be allocatéd in areas that are the most “logical and
appropriate ih view of the school’s relg and commumty

expectations.’ e .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Question 3: "Looking ahead to 198(2 do you see any new trends,
demands, or issubs developing which have implications for focal districis

-~ in terms of thelr planning and evalpation capabllrtl‘ss"’ >
- - Q{ ~\

\rThe varied responses torthis item were grouped, aftes completion of the

- nterviews, into the following major categories:

*e

o

— -

Management/Administrative Considerations {41 responses).
Responses in this grouping included observations related-to.-Title 1X
(Educatron Amendments of 1972), continued increased costs at the
local level mcreased teacher .negotiations implications; problems
associated with declmmg/rncreasmg enrollments, local pressures to
control school expenditures, greater justification of .new programs
and costs, teaeper.evaluatlgn and commumty involvement in school
related matters. 1

Educational Program Cons:derauons (23 resbonses).

Responses in this group referred to: renewed emphasis on basrc

skills; increased emphasis on career/job preparation; services for

preschool handicapped children: drug(and alcohol abuse instruction;

.

expanded adul\t education E)rograms;' programs for gifted students;

f

.

dlternatives to existing 'high school programs; and preschool
education program development, 2

~

- - ¢ R I

' In addition to the specific areas indicated above, respondents in ten
{(10) djstricts said they expected continued state and national demands

+ to be placed upon the;n and further erosion of the autonomy of local

Y districts within the next five years, - . ‘ N

“‘ . , N ‘ ] . = . .
Question 4: *"Are there specific examples yod can:cite in which YOUuE
” “district was unable to respond adequately to important neegs or issues g
. because adequate planning and/or evaluation cadabrlmes did not exist
or were not properly utilized?”

L .
]

Local personnel ldentmed the followmg as areas in which they were not
satistied with looal performance:

- ®Specialized -<curricul areas, e.g., health‘, safety, handicapped
programs, gifted programs {14 responses). -

) ‘ T "\\_ o )10 ‘c- -, ‘ - ]
- ERIC = > . s
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. , t i
® |[nadequate administrative procedurés e.g., lack of ,local planning,
lack of personnel evaluatron‘ systems inadeguate budgetlng
procedures; etc. (13 responses). . " . o

-

¢ Providing adequate school facilities (8Tesponses).

B . -~

Question §° **Aré there any specific exafmples of success, improvement
or modification in your district’s operation which can be attributed to
loct-planning and evaluation eﬂorts?" . .
. . . - - | -
The great variety of answers to tb|s item-have been grouped into three
major categories: Betause some responses could logically fall into e:ther
- of several groups, a number of examplesare prowded ’
‘Educat/onal Program Development (37 respgonses). - ‘
This category included such jctivities as learning “centers (K-5);
career educat;on program development; handicapped children
services, new procedures for crrriculum developent; IGE in grades
6-8; computer. usage, vocational education program development;
and cusricylum guides work.

Staff Developfent and Involve}ment (24 responses).
This groupmg included improved inservice- programs; better staff
meetings, evaluatlon-systems ‘f-or certificated persong‘l procedures
for facurty participation and feedback and improved supervisory \
:prqcedures

A ministrau've/Managerial Areas (22 responses). .

esponses in this group included new compensation plans for middle
ﬁ'ﬁn%gement personnel; MBQO systems fog, administrative staff;
development of job descriptions; creation of depaytment heads in
the high school, local needs assessments; management uses of the

computer, goal setting; improved ancillary services; school’ board
inservice activities; and site ah¢ facilities planning.

.
’

)
Question 6 "ls you‘r community and your schog] board as concerned
with evakuation, effettiveness, productrvny etc. as the popular press
and professional Interature suggest7" .
e - . * )
¢in three (3) districts, respondents indicated the was a great local
concern with effecfiveness and accountability In."thirteen (13)

: -

8

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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drstncts respondents mdrcated there was no unusual concern about
such topics. In the other threé (3) districts, the respondents
<ndicated a high, but Aarmal, Jevel of- -interest. Ten admlnlstrators
after mdrchlng there was no unusual ievel of interest, poihted out
there is a general, contmuous concern in the community however,
but it'was not visibly increased in the recent pét.

-
. . .

ORespondents 0 five dlstrlcts said their, school hoards were very
interested in better teacher evaluation. Beard concerns regarding
administrative productivity and evallation were mentioned in three
districts. Admupistrators tended to feel the "accountabnhty crunch”

was happening to other supermtendents in unspedified distant =

drstn%s but not to them. -
o

Ouest/on 7" "Has your district made any specific efforts wrthm the past

-
. /

’ ) - \

e iImproved administrative plann‘rng, including improved/budgetlng
systems, local rleeds assessment studiés and new positioris added
with planning responsrbllmes {23 responses). S

.‘ . 1

. c * -
) Increased staff and ¢ommunity involvement {12 responses).

'
3

) lmp.roved staff inservice programs and staff evaluation-procedures,
including administfative MBO systems (10 responses). .

\ ' /
® Improved curriculum developmegj/ and Curnculum evaluatlon
procedures {9 responses) N

]

! Fy

.

/
Question §- "Is Ihere anything tha& can or should be done at the Ioclal
CESA, or DPI Ievels to assist and improve local planning and evaluatron

: efforts and abilities?*’ . v v

. ‘v
oo\ O :

- @ Fourteen respondents said' DP! should provide research, planning

and e\laluatlon information, models, and services to LEAs as is
currently  dpne or In inareased amounts, Two respondehts
. specrflcally mentiofied DPI currlculum gundes development asyvery.
helpful .assmange at the local level. .Five respondents expressed
concern that DP! s returning to a regulatory, supervisory roleeand

,

.

-3




4
7 ,
N \d 4 .
. relationship regarding local™districts,,and this was viewed as a very
. * undesirable change. .
. . " . "

®Five respondents .said CESAs should serve as resources for local
: drstncts but there was general recognition among administrators
that the nature of ‘the CESAs does not enable themr to provide
extensive technical ©or consuitative service in the aread of planning
. and evaluation_unless LEAs are willing and able to support such staff
at the r‘%za) level. This was not stated as a criticism of the CESAs,
, butas a re gnition of_their problems of funding personnel for such
. purposes. oo b e .

4
a 1

T AY -
In e\é)uating local efforts, administrators expressed an awareness of
Iocal"madequacies but felt that there have been many areas of
progress in recent years an are doing the best job possible within
the frsca)and personrkl constraiRts they must live with. * = . ./

1]

Question 9. "If a planner and/or evaluator were added to your staff

today, what 3-5 priority assignments and responsibilities would they be

assigned?”* .
-

This questiort whs intended to reveal the immedate priorities héld at
.the Tocal levé! in areas of planning apd evaluation. The following
responses were received: N .

» ’ s
.

¢Curriculum evaluation and planning {14 responses).
-

A}

~ /
H
" °Long range planning, needs ass ent and ’ apphed research” (14
: responses) /9/55'“ s

3

' o . LY SN ~ \ . .
s . . .
. ' . - .
.\o)\semce ning and evaluation and staff evaluation (9 responses).

N

® Managéments planning (MIS 4development, PPBS development,
community re)afions p)ain\ning and evaluation, etc.) (9 responses).
N
Question 10 \; ~What do yeu believe are the major obstacles 4o
mcorporatmg a plannmg and evalu\a%n function in your district?”’
1

: ®| ack of admrmstratrvhhwe\and personnel (1 1 responses)

. " AN .

s Lack of board cdmmrtmen\ and staff resistance (10 responses)
B . 3 r
R 1() .
o . : . . . . -
ERIC X . . »
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. U . ’ . . .
® Financial costs of planning and evaluation (10%fesponses). ‘
.< . ‘ re .
<, ' - a * > . ’
® Uncertainty of ability of results and findings (8 responses)\

.
-

® Lack of effective models for local use (7 responses).

. <

Comments
During the-ninegeen interviews that were held, tHe conversations ranged
over a wide variety of subjects, some of which were not captured or
reflected in The ten survey questions. Some of these are presented below.
In somtf instances, these are the opinions of only one person, while in
other cases they represent what appears to be a prevailing viewpoiat of the
respondents. .

-n

»

®Many administrators expressed frustration regarding the number and®
variety of demands and pressures they must respond to on a daily basis.
'The‘se activities, while important to tl&routme‘ operation of the
district, often become so” time consuming there is no time available to
devote to hlgher level planmng and evaluation work. Coupled with
inadequate or nonexistent budgets for such purposes and what is
viewed ?s a lack of administrative personnel,” the no time-no
money—no people situation makes it difficult for many dustncts to do
maore than is currently being done. L .
. e
®Facilities still rank high among #cal’ needs as perceived by the
respondents, and there is\general agreement that enrollments will rise
again within five years or sp. Many administrators are skeptical of
. school census figures for their district based on pa'st experience. Efforts
to correct facilities inadequacies aré not generally well received by
district residents who tend to believe enrollments are dropping and
«  pressures are off the buildings‘ for the forseeable future.

OAccountablllty demands by school boards and the general public were
found to be at a relatively low level in the majority of the districts 4
involved. There is considerable interest, however,in the evaluation of
teachers and administrators, and there were ehough .management MBO
systems #fted to suggest this is becoming fairly widespread in the state.

® |t appears the schools have ““opened up” in recent years in many of the

districts surveyed. 'l:‘his is indicated by the number of times school

. . .

¢

rd
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cobincils, citizen sadwsory committees, public relations efforts,
commuiinity based needs assessments, and improved - faguity .
participation were cited by respongents, : :
»

~ \ *
[ . ' .

® There appears to be genecal agreement that in the next five years
budgets wu}l be t:ght |nnovatton and change may face more resustance

o It is.difficult for DP! corisultants to remainTruely’well informed about
and sensitive to'local‘needs, problems, and conditions after a periqd of
-employment i?n the state agency. Regardless of how conscientious apd
competent these individuals may be, it is dificult to understand and
. appreciate the local district world of reality after bemg out of it for a

" period of years. . . ) ', .
. *

® There is a real Need to examine the pr,oductwnty of personnel employed

, in local districts. There is a great deal of wasted time and effort both i in
the classrooms and in other” areas of dlstnct SueTation:- attntude of
‘laxity has develope\a

\
e The basi\ ademic pr
it, both in content an hodology, s0 there is agreater assurange that
- minimal’ educattonal ectations of, the locdl community are being
. met.

e The great,amount of innovation and experlmentatlon in the past decade
has been $ereficial in general, but in some |‘nstances this has been
accompllshed at a cost to some pupils who have been subjected to

* T unproved methgdologxes and materials. .

! . x —
® The disintse}ra'fron or redef|n|t|on/restruc\rmg of the family which is
now occurnng is going to result in increased problems ant costs for the

schools W nurmibers g of .
. psychologicalty-damaged or troubled children who?mlmsed\'

to undesirable home situations. Treatment of such children will requtre
expensnve spacialized personnel.
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® | ocal district autonomy, or what is left of it, 1s being lost by the pubhc,
to the professional educators. Administrators/school boards on ong
hand and teacher unions on the other are struggling over questrons bf
power and autht’ty and the lay community is being by- -passed, m/the
process. The gradual, annual erosion of school board power is red icing . -
the influence of the public in their schools and replacmg r): with
professional educational viewpoints. « . - v

Perceved as a very unfortunate situation. The qooperatnve professional '
partnership” between LEAs and thes DPI is being threatened, some
respondents believe, and this will tre bad for the public schOolsystem if

it continues or mcreases There is also some feelin i among local
administrators that DPI does not have an effective |
legislature and srgmfrcant educational decrsrons are
adequate departmental involvement,

N 4 Q

®The ”admlmstratme team”’ concept appears to be well estabhshed in the
majority of districts included in the survey. So superintendents.
included central office staff and building principaldin the interviews,
while others shared\the questions m advance with such persons ‘to
provide for a greater variety of opinions and addit| n&mformatlo to ~
be shared. Several superintendents cited the use of .egularly sched led ¢
administrative meetings with prlnCIpals and central office staff a an
indication of jmproved internal planning procedUres v

=made without

-~

® Approximately one-fourth of the respondents indicated there are
considerations related to schoolbdards which should be hoted. These
included the difficulty of keeping boards well informed regarding the
state and federal requirements that must be mét; the fine line that often-
gxists between policy fogmulation and admmrstratlve/managementfL
functions; and the’ probls;ns of working with board members who are -
ected on a single issue of have a very narrow interest in only one small )
are of district operation and lack a broad view and understandmg of
" the totah educational process, Superintendents who, discussed these
areas generally felt, however, they had good boards to work with, but

there exists atﬁn‘éed for more inservice education for many board
members. \& :
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