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ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to examine local, ongoing 

inservice practices and programs in the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania in order to determine a program that could be 

adapted or adopted by local districts in response to their 

own needs. The specific questions asked by the study were: 

1. What were the inservice needs of school board 
members 

2. What local, ongoing inservice programs and 
practices have local districts and school boards 
developed to meet those needs 

~ 

3. Should local districts have a formal, ongoing 
inservice program; and if so, what kind 

4. What are the major constraints on the initiation 
or expansion of local ongoing inservice programs 
and practices for school board members? 

Three groups of respondents were surveyed 

experts, board members (including presidents) and super-

intendents. Their responses were analyzed according to 

district characteristics (size, type, finances, and loca-

tion) and respondent characteristics (status group, length 

of board tenure, age, sex, profession and education). 

Data from the study were utilized to develop guidelines 

for local school board inservice that were generally 

applicable to all school districts across the country. 



The study determined that: 

Although one can provide guidelines for a local 
board development program and examples of "programs 
that work," there is no single inservice model that 
is applicable across all districts 

Significantly more board development needs to occur 
at the local level, especially in rural and small 
town areas 

An active state school boards association plays a 
crucial role in promoting and providing for board 
development 

Local development should be more participatory and 
involve more activities focused on a board member's 
skill development 

Strong board development programs tend to promote 
district stability 

A superintendent's education and self-image affect 
his/her willingness and ability to provide a 
strong board development program 

Board members and superintendents are clear in 
their desire for more local inservice regardless 
of the major contraints of time or pressure to 
conserve funds. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In a paper presented at the 1973 meeting of the 

American Association of School Administrators (AASA), F. 

E. Phillips wrote: 

If boards of educations are going to be prepared to 
govern wisely in this day of mounting pressures ••• if 
they are going to be able to truly represent the 
public, and at the same time see to it that students 
get the best education for the tax dollar, it becomes 
obvious that competent laymen are going to need some 
basic training, not to become educational experts, but 
rather to give board members a very thorough grounding 
in the procedures which would allow boards to act 
consistently as they.govern public education.l 

Essentially, basic training--orientation and inservice are 

vital to enable school board members to deal with the 

complexities of the school system they are overseeing. 

Yet too often the areas of inservice and orientation are 

lF. E. Phillips, "Brushing Up on Boardsmanship," 
paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the AASA, Atlantic 
City, New Jersey, 28 February 1973. 
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relegated to the background, leaving board members to 

their own devices. A Doctoral dissertation done by wayne 

Doyle in 1976 on "A Model Orientation Program for Newly 

Elected or Appointed School Board Members as viewed by 

superintendents and Boards of Education" reported that of 

250 questionnaires sent to various school districts and 

administrators in Pennsylvania and West Virginia, almost 

60 percent of the school districts did not even have an 

orientation program for new school board members. 2 Even 

fewer districts have any ongoing, formal inservice programs 

above and beyond the basic orientation programs. A more 

recent study of approximately 200 board members, conducted 

by this author and The National School Boards Association 

(NSBA) , indicated that 46 percent of the respondents had no 

formal board development.program (a program that has a 

budget, has someone in charge, and is thought of as a 

normal part of school district operation). Thirty-nine 

percent had an informal program and only 12 percent said 

they had a formal inservice program. 3 Yet school board 

2wayne Doyle, "A Model Orientation Program for 
Newly Elected or Appointed School Board Members as Viewed 
by Superintendents and Boards of Education" (unpublished 
Doctoral dissertation, West Virginia University, 1976), p. 
171. 

3Antonia Neubauer, "Educating the Board of Educa
tion," paper presented at the AASA Conference, Chicago, 
Illinois, July 1980. 
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members, as any employees entering a new job situation 

demanding unique technical skills and knowledge, need·to 

acquire these abilities in order to function wisely. 

Houston Conley, in an address before the National School 

Board Conference in 1974 affirmed: 

we expect the employee to show systematic skill 
improvement as he stays on the job--we also like to 
equate this to an increase in productivity. If we are 
to have effective board members, they too must be 
trained in the latest techniques for handling and 
dealing with the soundness of a program.4 

On a more personal level, a frustrated board member in 

suburban Illinois pleaded for the institution of a 

comprehensive inservice program, saying: 

We get on the job training by fulfilling our re
sponsibilities, attending board meetings, serving 
on committees, and reading the back-up material, 
etc. But this form of education is slow, frag
mented and, in my experience, incomplete. There 
are always important gaps in our knowledge that we 
don't fill in for a variety of reasons, no matter 
how long we are on the board. We are too timid to 
ask about what we don't know in public for fear of 
appearing stupid: we don't want to take up valuable 
board time by continually requesting supplementary 
information: and we deal mostly with people (even 
fellow board members when they report on committee 
activities) who don't fully realize the depth of 
our ignorance about their subject, and therefore, 
make little attempt to present us with a comprehen
sive, jargon-free, well-organized presentation. 

4Houston Conley, "School Boards: Their Policy 
Making Relevance," paper presented at the NSBA Conference, 
Houston, Texas, April 1974. 
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To help us all, new and old board members alike, get a 
better grip on school matters, I propose you 
initiate ••. an orientation and review program late·in 
the spring. 5 

In essence, school board members direct perhaps 

the most crucially important and often the largest 

"business" in their districts. The board's decisions 

touch almost every member of their communities--children, 

teachers, and citizens alike. In order to be able to 

understand the issues and problems that face them and to 

be able to act effectively and decisively, board members 

need to have a vital, on-going orientation and professional 

development program. Research over the past ten years in-

dicates that such programs are sadly infrequent. Donald 

Piper, when he was professor of Educational Administration 

at the University of Rochester and Executive Secretary of 

the Genesse Valley, New York School Boards Institute, 

summed up the problem very well, writing: 

In many areas of the nation, school board members are 
now on the firing line in much the same way that 
school administrators have been for the past few 
years. Citizens are holding board members accountable 
as they have never done before. Board members find 
themselves deeply involved in issues which did not 
even enter their thinking a few years ago. 

SEd Moldof, "Proposal for a School Board 
Orientation and Review Program," memo submitted to the 
District 108 School Board and Superintendent Highland 
Park, Illinois, 27 March 1979, p. 1. 
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These issues--and the public--demand responses based 
upon knowledge of the various situations and skillful 
application of decision-making processes. Many board 
members, however, are elected or appointed to their 
positions with little or no formal preparation for the 
difficult tasks facing them and no way to develop 
their skills except in the school of hard knocks.6 

This dissertati?n, then, proposes to identify the issues, 

the situations, and the skills that are part of the every-

day job of a board member. Secondly, it proposes to 

examine how board members are actually going about learning 

the issues, controlling the situations, and mastering the 

skills the job necessitates. Finally, the study proposes 

to cull a model that is generally applicable to all school 

districts from the literature on inservice; the strategies, 

approaches, and methods of local district inservice prac-

tices; and the opinions of board members, superintendents, 

and experts. 

Statement of the Problem 

The plan of this study is to analyze ongoing, 

local inservice practices and programs for school board 

members in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in order to 

determine a program for local school board members that 

6nonald Piper, "Help for Beleaguered Board 
Members," School Management (May 1972): 20. 
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can be adapted or adopted by local districts in response 

to their own needs. Questions to be answered by this· 

study are: 

1. What are the inservice needs of local school 

board members as determined by experts, superintendents, 

and board members 

a) Is there a relationship between inservice 
needs of the school board and the size of the 
district served 

b) Is there a relationship between the inservice 
needs of a board member and the type of 
district (urban/rural/suburban) in which 
he/she serves 

c) Is there a relationship between the inservice 
needs of a board member and the financial 
classification of the district 

d) Is there a relationship between the inservice 
needs of school board members and the length 
of board service 

e) Is there· a c'orrela tion between the i nservice 
needs of school board members as determined by 
the three different groups--experts, 
superintendents, and board members. 

2. How are the local district school boards and 

school board members in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

going about meeting their needs for inservice education 

a) What formal, ongoing local district inservice 
programs have local districts developed to 
help school board members acquire the 
requisite knowledge and skills for effective 
boardsmanship 

Is there a written policy statement on the 
subject of school board member inservice 
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Who is responsible for the program 

Where are the programs held 

By whom is the training done 

When are the programs held 

How long do the programs last 

How are the programs conducted 

What are the goals of the inservice program 

What incentives are there for school board 
member participation 

What topics are covered in the program 

Who attends the programs 

How much money is allocated in the district 
budget for school board member inservice 

How are the programs evaluated 

b) What other informal inservice practices do 
school board members engage in to help them
selves acquire the necessary professional 
knowledge and skills 

c) Is there a relationship between inservice 
programs and practices and the size, type, or 
finances of the district 

3. According to experts, superintendents, and school 

board members, should local districts have a formal ongoing 

inservice program~ and if so, what kind 

Who should be responsible for the program 

By whom should the training be done 

When should the programs be held 

How long should the programs last 
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How should the programs be conducted 

What topics should be included 

How much money should be allocated in the 
district budget for school board member 
inservice 

How should the programs be evaluated 

a) What disparities and similarities exist between 
inservice as it is practiced and inservice as 
it should be practiced, according to experts, 
superintendents, and board members 

b) Are there any relationships between an ideal 
inservice program and the size, type, or 
finances of the district 

4. According to experts, superintendents, and board 

members, what are the major constraints on the initiation 

or expansion of local, ongoing inservice practices and 

programs for school board members. 

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

The following delimitations and limitations were placed 

upon this study: 

1. This study was limited to selected state, 

national, and university experts and to respondents chosen 

from a population of 505 Pennsylvania school districts. 

The rationale for the emphasis on Pennsylvania is as 

follows: 
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a) Pennsylvania has a strong active school board 
association, the first in the nation, with an 
avowed commitment to inservice for local 
school board members. Moreover, the school 
board association has the personnel and the 
financial resources to research, develop, and 
sponsor viable inservice programs 

b) Pennsylvania as a state is ethnically repre
sentative of the United States as a whole 

c) There is a wide diversity of socio-economic 
conditions in the area to be studied-
industrial and rural, rich and poor, well
educated and less trained, blue collar and 
white collar--to name just a few 

d) Within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, wide 
variety exists in the size of school districts 
to be included 

e) The area to be considered is geographically 
accessible. Should a model inservice program 
or programs for school board members exist in 
a particular district, the programs can be 
observed first hand 

2. The strata of participants included in this study 

were experts, district superintendents, school board 

presidents, and school board members who had served at 

least two years 

3. The willingness of respondents to complete the 

questionnaire in a frank manner was a limitation of the 

study 

4. The content of the survey instrument was a 

limiting factor in the study 
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s. This study did not seek to measure effectiveness 

of inservice programs on school board members. Such a 

measure would have involved perception studies and is 

beyond the scope of this dissertation. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of clarity, the following defini-

tions are used throughout this research: 

1. School Board Development is an increase in know

ledge, skill and competency, and insight into education 

problems, with a concomitant increase in success as an 

educational administrator. 7 

2. Formal School Board Development Program is a 

"planned, goal-oriented :'change process, introduced through 

a deliberate intervention" 8 aimed at raising the level 

of school board member knowledge, skill and competency, 

and insight into educational problems. A formal school 

board development program would likely have a budget, 

someone in charge, and be thought of as a normal part of 

school district operation. 

7carter Victor Good, Dictionary of Education, 
3rd ed., (New York, N.Y.: McGraw Hill, 1973), p. 133 

8Ben Harris and Wailand Bessent, In-Service 
Education, (New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1969), p. 19. 
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3. Inservice is all of the activities in which an 

individual participates after assuming a particular 

position, which contribute to the maintenance or improve

ment of his/her competence in the position. 9 

Throughout this paper the terms "inservice" and 

"school board development" are used interchangeably, since 

the distinctions between them are minimal. 

4. Orientation is the process of making a person 

aware of such factors in his school environment as rules, 

traditions, and educational offerings, for the purpose of 

facilitating effective adaptations. In this study, orient-

ation implies instruction furnished to a board member 

during his first year of board service. 10 

5. Size of District refers to the Pennsylvania 

classification of school districts according to total 

population within their boundaries. Table 1 provides a 

summary of the distribution of school districts. 

6. Financial Classification implies a grouping of 

school districts according to the size of their district 

budgets. School district financial classification for 

this study is provided in Table 2. 

9M. Chester Nolte, An Introduction to School 
Administration, (New York, N.Y.: MacMillan, 1966), p. 254. 

lOGood, Dictionary of Education, p. 512. 
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Table 1 

PENNSYLVANIA CLASSIFICATION OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS . 

Classification 

First Class 

First Class A 

Second Class 

Third Class 

Fourth Class 

BY POPULATION 

Population Base 

1,500,000 + 

500,000 - 1,500,000 

30,000 - 500,000 

5,000 - 30,000 

Less than 5,000 

Total 

Number 
Per Class 

1 

1 

69 

401 

33 

505 

Sou~ce: Dr. Robert L. Walter, To Use These Talents 
(Harrisburg, Pa.: PSBA, 1980}: p. 6 



13 

Table 2 

GROUPING OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY 

SIZE OF BUDGET AS INDICATED BY TOTAL REVENUE 1978-79 

Classifi
cation 

Class 1 

Class 2 

Class 3 

Class 4 

Class 5 

Class 6 

Low 

Total Dollar 
Revenue 

30,000,000 + 
24,000,000 - 29,999,999 

18,000,000 - 23,999,999 

12,000,000 - 17,999,999 

6,000,000 - 11,999,999 

0 - 5,999,999 

Total 

35,124 - Bryn Athyn 
High 621,456,518 - Philadelphia 

Number of 
Districts 

6 

10 

15 

37 

125 

312 

505 

Source: George E. Cole,:sr. Our Schools Today: Public 
Schools Financial Statistics Report, Vol. 19, No. 7 
(Harrisburg, Pa.: Pennsylvania Department of Education, 
1979) pp. 4-20. 

7. Type of District refers to the urban, suburban, 

small town, or rural nature of a district as defined by 

the respondents to the study. 

8. Experts in this study constitute men and women in 

education who are recognized by their peers as highly 

knowledgeable in school board relations and in education 

as a whole. Experts in this study consist of officials of 
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PSBA and the Pennsylvania Association of School Administra

tors (PASA), the Chief State School Officer: officials of 

NSBA and AASA: the former Secretary of Education under 

President Carter: and university scholars who have written 

and researched school board matters. 

9. Participation constraints are those factors that 

tend to restrict a board member's participation in school 

board development or inservice activities. 

10. Particiption incentives are those factors that 

tend to stimulate school board members to participate in 

board development or inservice activities. 

11. School Board Member is a citizen elected or 

appointed in a manner prescribed by law to serve for a 

limited number of years on the policy-making board of the 

school district. In Pen~sylvania these citizens are also 

called School Directors and are presently elected to 

serve four years. 

12. Northeastern Pennsylvania refers to the 

geographic area of the Commonwealth which contains Tioga, 

Bradford, Susquehanna, Wayne, Pike, Lycoming, Sullivan, 

Wyoming, Lackawanna, Union, Montour, Luzerne, Monroe, 

Columbia, and Carbon counties. 

13. Southeastern Pennsylvania refers to the 

geographic area of the Commonwealth which contains Snyder, 

Mifflin, Juniata, Northumberland, Schuylkill, Northhampton, 



15 

Lehigh, Perry, Dauphin, Berks, Bucks, Lebanon, Cumberland, 

Adams, York, Lancaster, Chester, Delaware, and Montgomery 

counties. 

14. Southwestern Pennsylvania refers to the geographic 

area of the Commonwealth which contains half of Lawrence, 

Butler, Clearfield, and Centre counties as well as all of 

Huntingdon, Fulton, Franklin, Blair, Cambria, Indiana, 

Armstrong, Beaver, Allegheny, Washington, Westmoreland, 

Greene, Fayette, Somerset, and Bedford counties. 

15. Northwestern Pennsylvania refers to the geographic 

area of the Commonwealth which contains half of Lawrence, 

But~er, Clearfield, and Centre counties as well as all of 

Mercer, Crawford, Erie, Warren, Venango, Forest, Clarion, 

Jefferson, Elk, Cameron, Clinton, Potter, and McKean 

counties. 

Value of the Study 

There are several values of this study: 

1. A unique contribution of this study is its 

analysis of what actually exists in identified local 

inservice programs. Much has been written on the need for 

inservicing school board members and on what should be done 

theoretically in a local inservice program; but little has 

been done to analyze the types of programs that districts 
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have, in fact, already developed. Before we attack what 

should exist, we might do well to examine what we are 

already doing in the field of school board member inservice 

programs. 

2. A second value of this study is the identifica

tion of existing formal ongoing inservice programs for 

local school boards in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Such an identification sets the stage for the examination 

of the inservice needs of local Pennsylvania districts and 

of inservice models that can be shared with other dis

tricts. Similarly, identification of inservice programs 

and a subsequent analysis of how these programs are con

structed can perhaps aid the school board association in 

directing its own inservice efforts. 

3. A third value o~·this study is that it is one 

more research contribution to an area that is conspicuous 

for its paucity of research. A review of the literature 

as well as conversations with officials of state school 

board associations throughout the nation, reveals a lack 

of information on the subject of local school board 

inservice and practically nothing on any model programs 

developed by specific districts. This dissertation, then, 

presents a needed treatment of a subject that has been 

insufficiently studied and publicized. Further, rather 
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than an "ivory tower" study, this dissertation has its 

roots in the real world. 

4. Development of an inservice model that could be 

used by local school boards would be socially valuable, 

economically beneficial, and educationally good practice. 

Studies indicate that inservice training for board members 

d . h . ff . 11 oes 1mprove t e1r e ect1veness. Similarly, as the 

Public Relations Director for PSBA commented: 

Our research clearly indicates that it takes at least 
two years of school board service before local board 
members gain the background and confidence to perform 
effectively and confidently. Consequently, the pre
inservice time period and the first few years of board 
service are most important in developing board leader
ship. Yet many school officials lament that inservice 
training at the local level is probably the 
weakest.l2 

In a state such as Pennsylvania, where school board members 

serve only four-year ter~s, half a member's term is often 

over before he or she is knowledgeable and skilled enough 

to maximize his or her board member potential. Increased 

inservice could shorten this training period. Moreover, 

multi-term board members, through long-term inservice 

programs, could stay abreast of local district or state 

llBenjamin A. Kammer, "Effective School Board 
Behavior As It Relates to School Board Inservice Activities 
in the State of Colorado" (unpublished Doctoral disserta
tion, Colorado State College, 1968). 

12Nick Goble, "Getting Good Board Members and 
Keeping Them!," PSBA Bulletin (May-June 1977): 20. 
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and national educational issues. Assuming that training 

does improve effectiveness of school board members, this 

increased effectiveness should also be reflected in the 

economics of the district. Thus this project provides an 

inservice vehicle for school board members and administra

tors that could be used to improve board member effective-

ness. 

5. Wayne Doyle, three years ago in his implications 

for further research at the end of his dissertation, 

suggested that a similar study be repeated in three to 

five years, in order to see if any changes occurred in the 

quantity of board orientation programs. This study, 

although different from that of Doyle, will offer some 

comparative follow-up information. 

6. Finally, the st~dy can be a "jumping off point" 

for a series of articles on the subject of local school 

board inservice. When information pertinent to the 

subject was solicited from state school board associations, 

almost every state board official consulted said that he 

or she would be happy to help if an article on the subject 

would be written for them and if they could have copies of 

the bibliography. Thus, if these conversations are viable 

indicators of official interest in and need for this study, 

there is a high level of demand for research into local 

school board inservice practices. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 

A review of the literature was grouped around four 

questions: 

1. Who were these school board members who were 
running our schools 

2. What did these men and women have to do in order 
to run the schools 

3. What did they have to know and what skills did 
they have to possess in order to do what they were 
supposed to do 

4. How could/should/did they learn what they needed 
to know. 

The School Board Member 

There were innumerable activities, textbook descrip-

tions and state handbook lists of the qualities of 

effective school board members. This section will high-

light some of the most salient descriptions of board 

19 
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members. It will be divided into two major parts: a 

summary of research on the actual characteristics of school 

board members, and a description of the ideal school board 

member. 

Research Characteristics of School Board Members 

Historically, a school board member, at least 

according to Elwood Cubberley, should be male and a 

business or professional success. 

Such men are accustomed to handling business rapidly; 
are usually wide awake, sane, and progressive; are not 
afraid to spend money intelligently; are in the habit 
of depending upon experts for advice, and for the 
execution of administrative details; and have the tact 
and perseverance necessary to get the most efficient 
service out of everybody from the superintendent down. 
Such men, too, think eor themselves, can resist 
pressure, and can explain the reasons for their 
actions.l , 

People of almost every other profession--politicians, 

ministers, newspaper reporters, retired or minor 

businessmen--made poor school board members. The too 

young and the too old were ineffective. Women, parti-

cularly, were usually not good school board members. 

According to Cubberley, they: 

lElwood P. Cubberley. Public School Administra
tion, 3rd ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1929) 
p-:---211. 
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tend to deal too much with details, to miss the 
importance of large points of view, and housewives. and 
former teachers in particular tend to visit the 
schools too much and to assume executive authority 
when and where they should not.2 

As the affairs of the board were largely business matters, 

"the average refined, sensitive woman is not fitted in any 

way to deal with such things. " 3 

Research of the early 1900s indicated that the 

composition of school boards reflected Cubberley's view of 

the ideal board member. Scott Nearing, writing in 1917, 

concluded that "members of boards of education in American 

cities are picked largely from the business and profes

sional classes." 4 He based his conclusion on tabulations 

of his questionnaires to 967 board members in 104 cities 

in the United States with a population of over 40,000 

according to the 1910 cen.sus. Additionally, Nearing noted 

that the composition of school boards was not socio-

logically representative of their constituencies. 

2rbid., p. 212. 

3rbid. 

4scott Nearing, "Who's Who on Our Boards of 
Education," School and Society, v (January 20, 1917): 89. 
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Perhaps the most frequently touted school board 

study of the early 1900's was that of George s. Counts. 

In 1927, Counts published his findings on the socio-

economic status of school board members, based on a survey 

of 1,654 boards of education. Counts queried board 

directors as to age, sex, occupation, education and length 

of service. His analysis of the typical board member 

provided a statistical counterpart to Cubberley. According 

to Counts, on a six-member board: 

One of the six members is a woman, who follows the 
occupation of housewife. Of the five men, one is a 
merchant~ one is a lawyer~ one, a physician~ one, a 
banker~ and one a salesman, clerk or laborer. Three 
have children attending the public schools ••• One of 
the members is a product of the elementary school 
only~ two have attended the secondary school~ and 
three have enjoyed college or university privileges. 
In age they exhibit a range of twenty-six years, or a 
range from thirty-seven to sixty-three years ••• In 
length of service on ~he board, they likewise show 
considerable variety. At the one extreme is a novice 
who is serving his first year, while at the other is a 
veteran who has already given fifteen years of service 
to the board.s 

Looking closer at school boards, Counts observed 

that this group of individuals represented the economically 

and socially advantaged of the community. "The important 

boards are dominated either by those who control the 

SGeorge s. Counts, The Social Composition of 
Boards of Education: A Study in the Social Control of 
Public Education (Chicago: Supplementary Educational 
Monographs, XXXIII, University of Chicago, 1927), p. 79. 
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natural resources of the country or by those who are 

associated rather intimately with the economically powerful 

classes." 6 

Later studies confirmed the dominance of the 

professional classes on school boards. A 1946 National 

Education Association Study pointed out that of all board 

members 28 percent were proprietors or executives, 27 

percent were farmers, 15 percent were professionals, 7 

percent were housewives, and other categories were 6 or 

less percent each of 

the total. 7 R. H. Brown, writing in a 1954 American 

School Board Journal noted that in cities of 5,000 to 

300,000, 69.3 percent of board members were proprietors, 

managers or professionals. 8 

Mark Hurwitz did a complete study of the character-

istics of 2,681 New Jersey School Board members in 1971. 

Among other items Hurwitz found that over 85 percent were 

male, 76 percent were white-collar workers, 65 percent 

6counts, p. 74. 

7National Education Association, Status and 
Practices of Boards of Education, Research Bullet1n, Vol. 
XXIV, No. 2 (Washington, D.C.: The Association, 1946) 
p. 53. 

8R. H. Brown, "Composition of School Boards," 
American School Board Journal, 129 (August, 1954): 23-24. 
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were 41 or older, 48 percent were republicans, 95 percent 

were caucasian, 56 percent were protestant, 61 percent had 

completed at least four years of college, and 75 percent 

had incomes between $10,000 and $30,000, with a mean of 

9 $19,101. 

On a national scale a 1980 NSBA study profiling 

board members showed them to be predominantly white males 

with a family income of above $40,000 annually. Most had 

received a college education and were in their 

mid-forties. 10 

Who were Pennsylvania's school board directors? 

According to a 1980 "Board Member Profile": 

The Pennsylvania school director appears to be a male 
caucasian whose political party preference is Republi
can; he is a Protestant, about 45-49 years of age; 
married, he has two children who attended, or are 
attending, public sch¢ols; he is a college graduate 
(or higher); family income is $20-25,000; he has 
between two and four years of board service; and 
spends from 16 to 20 hours per month on school board 
activities.!! 

9Mark William Hurwitz, "The Personal Character
istics and Attitudes of New Jersey School Board Members 
(Ed.D dissertation, Temple University, 1971) pp. 78-86. 

lOKenneth Underwood, et al, "Your Portrait. Who 
You Are Reg·ion by Region," American School Board Journal 
Vol. 168, No. 1 (January 1981): 21-25. 

!!Pennsylvania School Boards Association "1980 
Board Member Profile," Reprinted from the PSBA Bulletin 
Vol. XLIV, No. 4 (July-August 1980). 
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Table 3 presents a more detailed portrait of the Penn-

sylvania school board member. The 1980 PSBA study was a 

follow-up of a 1976 study. Apparent trends in the state 

were toward less experienced board members with fewer 

years of service (62 percent had four years of service or 

less) , more educated board members and more female board 

members. Table 4 presents a summary of the above research 

relating to the characteristics of school board members. 

A comparative study of the table pointed up that the 

composition of school boards today was not substantially 

different from boards analyzed by Counts in 1927. Never-

theless, certain trends did emerge, trends consistent with 

the Pennsylvania research: 

Although boards were all predominantly male, there 
was an increase in the number of women school 
directors. Of sp¢cial note was the 1980 NSBA 
study, showing that over 25 percent of board 
members were women 

Although length of board service today was not 
that far away from that cited by Counts, this 
represented a decline from the late forties and 
fifties. Today's trends were towards less 
experienced boards and more rapid turnover of 
board members 

Board members still were professionals and busi
nessmen. In fact, the trend was towards more 
professionalism. Much of the change, however, 
could be related to the shift from a rural society 
to an urban/suburban society 

There has been a substantial increase in the level 
of education of board members since 1927. The 
percentage of board members with a college educa
tion was up almost 25 percent. 
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Table 3 

PROFILE OF PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS 

Years of Board Service 

4 or Less 
5 - 10 

11 - 20 
21 or More 

Under 25 Years 
25 - 29 
30 - 34 
35 - 39 
40 - 44 
45 - 49 
50 - 54 
55 - 59 
60 - 64 
65 - 69 
70 and Over 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

Education 

62% 
24 
10 

4 

1% 
2 
8 

12 
20 
21 
16 

9 
5 
4 
2 

80% 
20% 

Less Than 12 Years 1% 
High School 26 
One Year College 6 
Three Years College 4 
College Graduate 28 
Graduate Degree 16 
Advanced Degree 

( Ph • D • I Ed • D • I 

M.D., etc.) 10 

Family Income Level 

Below $10,000 3% 
$10,000 - $14,999 7 
15,000 - 19,999 13 
20,000 - 24,999 17 
25,000 - 29,999 14 
30,000 - 34,999 13 
35,000- 39,999 7 
40,000 - 44,999 7 
45,000 - 49,999 4 
50,000 and Above 16 

Political Registration or 
Preference 

Republican 
Democrat 
Independent 

Race 

Caucasian 
Black/Negro 
Other 

63% 
36 

1 

98% 
1 
1 

Schools Children Attended 

Public 
Private 
Parochial 
Combination 

87% 
1 
2 

10 

SOURCE: Reprinted from the Pennsylvania School Boards 
Association, "1980 Board Member Profile," PSBA Bulletin 
Vol. XLIV, No. 4 (July- August 1980). 



Table 4 

CIIARACTERISTICS OF SCIIOOL BOARD MEMBERS 

Percent of 
Board Members 
in Professional, Percent 

Geographic Percent of Average Technical, or With 
Year of Area Male Board Years on Managerial College Mean Mean 

Author Study Represented Members School Board Positions Education Income Age 

Counts 1927 u.s. OS· 4.1 ss so 4,000 40.3 

NEA 1946 u.s. 90 6.7 43 33 --t 40.5 

Brown 1951 u.s. 06 --t 69 67 9,000 --t 

Teal 1956 Pa. --t 7.0 50 so 6,000 --t 

llurwitz 1971 N.J. OS 3.92 elected 76 61 19,001 45 .o 
4.45 appointed 

PSOA 1976 Pa. 01 6.5 62 62 20,000- 40-
25,000* 49 * 

NSilA 1980 u.s. 72 5.6 so 63 40,000+* 41-
SO* 

PSBA 1900 Pa. 80 60l have less 55 73 20,000- 45-
than 4 years 25,000* 50* 

SOURCE: 

Counts, 'l'he Social Composition, p. 52. 

National Education Association, Status and Practice, p. 53. 

Brown, "Composition of School Boards," pp. 23-24. 

Jlal c. Teal, "Attitudes of Selected School Board Members Concerning Problems Facing Public Education 
(unpublished Doctoral dissertation, University of Pittsburgh, 1956). 

Jlurwitz, "The Personal Characteristics,• pp. 78-86. 

Underwood, et al., "Your Portrait: Who You Are Region by Region,• pp. 21-25. 

, "Profile of Pennsylvania School Board Members,• PSBA Bulletin, Vol. XL, No. 5 (September - October, 
1976).---

, PSBA Bulletin. 

*Exact mean was not given. 

toata were not obtained on this item. 

1\J 
-..] 
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Income too increased substantially. Today, as in 
1927, board members were the economically privi
leged. In Pennsylvania, however, board memberi• 
incomes were closer to the mean national income 
and were below the national average for board 
members. 

Board members were perhaps a bit younger today 
than in 1927, but overall, the mean age had 
remained relatively constant. 

According to researchers the composition of school 

boards and the stereotype of a typical board member had 

remained constant for several reasons. Peter Cistone, in 

his research on board members, found that candidates for 

school board office were, in fact, "recruited." 

Often, incumbent membe~s seek out and ask acceptable 
candidates to run. There are norms for acceptability 
as a candidate, such as adequate social status and 
participation in other local organizations. Whether 
these norms are explicit or unstated, advanced by the 
board itself or other interested groups (PTA, news
papers, League of Women Voters, for example), potential 
candidates are usually satisfactory and the nature of 
school boards is self~perpetuating or at least slow to 
change.l2 

Frank Lutz talked of a: 

school board 'culture' which assists this self
perpetuation. There is a culture because school 
boards possess artifacts, resources, values, beliefs, / 
roles, traditions, and a literature that assists in 
perfecting and transmitting these cultural 
components.l3 

12Peter J. Cistone quoted in, National School 
Boards Association, What Do We Know About School Boards, 
Report Number 1975-B (Washington, D.c.: NSBA, 1975) p. 5. 

13Frank w. Lutz, Ibid. 
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Thus, two reasons for the constancy of board 

member types were the "culture" of boards and the 

"recruitment" of candidates. 

Although the stereotyping of individual board 

members was important, the most significant aspect of the 

research on school board members was related to their 

level of experience. At the same time as the complexity 

of school affairs--legal, social, financial, administra-

tive, and curricular--was increasing, boards were under-

going rapid turnover and school board members were them-

selves less experienced in dealing with school affairs. 

The Ideal School Board Member 

As was noted above, the historical image of the 

ideal school board member depicted a middle-aged male who 

was a business and professional sucess. Writing of the 

suburban school board member, Roscoe c. Martin noted: 

Nowhere else in American public life is the profes
sional accorded greater deference than in the public 
school system •••• The typical suburban school board 
represents the economically and socially advantaged of 
the community. It represents the advantaged in educa
tional preparation as well.l4 

14Roscoe c. Martin, "School Government" in 
Michael Kirst, The Politics of Education, (Berkley, Ca.: 
McCutchen Publishing Co., 1970), p. 150. 
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The underlying philosophy of school board member-

ship was that good professional performance yielded good 

school board performance. This philosophy was reflected 

in an Illinois School Board Journal article by Stuart 

Anderson, where he delineated some of the qualifications 

of the ideal school board candidate: 

1. The person has demonstrated success in his/her 
vocation or avocation 

2. He or she has demonstrated a genuine concern for 
community improvement by membership in service 
clubs, community improvement organizations, 
church or fraternal organizations 

3. The individual has expressed a desire to serve on 
the school board in order to provide the children 
with the best education possible 

4. He/she is willing to spend the time required to 
become an informed board member 

s. The individual has exhibited the ability to work 
cooperatively a~ a member of a teamlS 

Professional expertise, however important it may 

have been, was not the only characteristic of an ideal 

school board member. Richard Barnhart, in a 1951 doctoral 

dissertation, listed thirty-one critical requirements for 

school board membership that were later echoed by Stephen 

lSstewart Anderson, "The School Board Member-An 
Endangered Species," Illinois School Board Journal 
(January-February, 1976): 10-12. 
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Knezevich in his book on Administration. 16 According to 

Barnhart, the ideal board member should: 

1. Subordinate personal interests 

2. Adhere to the policy-making and legislative 
functions of the board 

3. Accept and support majority decisions 

4. Identify himself with board policies and actions 

5. Refuse to speak or act on school matters 
independent of board action 

6. Suspend judgment until the facts are available 

7. Make use of pertinent experience 

8. Help to identify problems 

9. Be able to determine satisfactory solutions to 
problems 

10. Be willing to accept ideas from others 

11. Devote time outside of board meetings as board 
business may req~ire 

12. Have an enthusiastic interest in the welfare of 
children 

13. Be able to recognize causes of community feeling 

14. Understand the desirability of delegating admini
strative responsibility to the chief executive 
officer 

15. Support the executive officer in his authorized 
functions 

16stephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public 
Education, 3rd ed., (New York, N.Y.: Harper and Row, 
1975), p. 332. 
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16. Encourage teamwork between the executive officer 
and the board 

17. Recognize problems and conditions that are of 
executive concern 

18. Be willing to work with fellow board members in 
spite of personality differences 

19. Display both tact and firmness in relationships 
with individuals 

20. Treat patrons and teachers fairly and ethically 

21. Foster harmonious relationships 

22. Have ability to speak effectively in public 

23. Believe firmly in democratic processes and in the 
right of all groups and committees 

24. Work tactfully and sympathetically with teacher 
groups and committees 

25. Understand how groups think and act 

26. Assist others in working effectively 

27. Have mature social poise 

28. Be able to weather criticism 

29. Maintain firm convictions 

30. Be willing to take sides in controversies 

31. Share responsibilities for board decisions.l7 

17Richard E. Barnhart, "The Critical Require
ments for School Board Membership Based on an Analysis of 
Critical Incidents" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, 
Indiana University, 1952) pp. 57-58. 
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Tuttle narrowed Barnhart's requirements down to 

seven: (1) integrity, (2) perseverance, (3) faith, (4) 

ability to plan, (5) vision, (6) initiative, and (7) 

courage. 18 One could continue citing characteristics of 

effective board members; but for this study, the Penn-

sylvania point of view was the most relevant. The Penn-

sylvania guide to boardsmanship, To Use These Talents; 

noted the following key qualities leading to success: 

A primary loyalty to public schools. While a 
place exists for private schools, the director 
must place the mission of the public schools as 
one of top priority 

A determination to'aid every child to attain his 
potential 

A willingness to be responsible for a large and 
important public trust, and to be diligent in its 
fulfillment 

A deep belief in our American democratic way of 
life and a determination to preserve our freedoms 

A willingness to accept and abide by decisions of 
the majority, while reserving the right to attempt 
to persuade them to a different point of view on 
occasion 

An ability to suspend judgment until all factors 
are known, and then to be decisive 

An acceptance of the fact that a board of 
directors is a legislative body, and that 
professional administrators should and will 
execute policy and administer the schools 

18Edward M. Tuttle, School Board Leadership in 
America, (Danville, Il.: Interstate Printers and 
Publishers, Inc., 1958) p. 26. 

\ 
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A determination to preserve the right and obliga
tion of teachers to teach controversial issues. 
fairly and without bias 

A commitment to provide students with the best 
possible teachers, physical facilities, books, and 
materials of instruction 

A position advocating generous financial support 
of public education characterized by equitable 
distribution of tax load and grounded in seeking a 
dollar's worth of education for every dollar spent 

Possession of the trust and confidence of the 
community 

Freedom from self-interest, business or political 
motivation in seeking election or in making 
decisions 

Courage to make decisions based on principle in 
the face of pressures and influencel9 

School Board Functions and Duties 

As with the subject of board member qualifications, 

there was substantial information on the subject of school 

board member functions and duties. Historically, by 1700 

in Massachusetts, school boards consisted of "select men." 

The first two functions of "select men" related to educa-

tion were "to exercise some supervision over the character 

19Robert L. Walter, To Use These Talents, 
(Harrisburg, Pa.: Pennsylvan~a School Boards Association 
19 8 0 ) p p • 4- 5 • 
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of the teachers employed by the towns" and "to see that 

the schools were maintained." 20 Given majority approval 

by their townsmen, selectmen were also empowered to levy 

school taxes. Not until 1826, however, did the school 

board emerge as a separate entity. The Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts ordered "each town in the state to elect a 

separate school committee to have 'the general charge and 

superintendence of all the public schools' of the town." 21 

Functions of this new body of school overseers included 

electing and certifying teachers, selecting textbooks, 

managing school buildings and setting rules and regulations 

for school contro1. 22 

By 1929 when Cubberley wrote his book on school 

administration, the functions of a school board were more 

clearly defined. Cubberl~y distinguished between board 

functions and administrative functions, admonishing: 

••• boards of education should act as legislative, and 
not as executive bodies, and a clear distinction should 
be drawn between what are legislative functions and 
what are executive functions. The legislative func
tions belong, by right, to the board, and the legisla
tion should be enacted, after discussion, by means of 
formal and recorded votes. The board's work, as the 

20cubberley, p. 153. 

2lrbid. 

2 2rbid. 
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representative of the people, is to sit in judgment on 
proposals, to determine the general policy of the . 
school system, and to see that policies decided upon are 
carried out by the superintendent and his staff.23 

Specific functions included selecting expert advisors to 

the board, selection of school sites, determination of the 

type of schools to be provided, the adoption of a set of 

rules and regulations governing the board and emphasizing 

transactions of school business, adoption of a salary 

schedule, determination of the annual budget and tax levy, 

consideration of recommendations for school expansion, 

prevention of city or state legislation contrary to the 

best interests of the schools, and the proper presentation 

to their constituencies of the work and needs of the 

schools and of administrative policies. Additionally, 

only on the recommendation of the chief executive officer, 

boards should approve courses of study, adopt textbooks, 

and appoint teachers and other school employees. After 

business manager or clerk certification, boards should 

order bills paid and contracts approved. Finally, where 

no settlement had been reached by the superintendent, 

boards could serve as courts of appeals. 24 

23rbid., p. 206. 

24rbid., p. 20s. 
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Over the past fifty years, these initial functions 

of school board members have not changed significantly. 

on the contrary, we have instead added new jobs. More 

important, we have complicated the laws and regulations 

under which schools are performing the old jobs. Today, 

any list of board member functions is necessarily an over-

simplification, no matter how complex. Variations in size 

and character of districts may impact on the particular 

responsibilities of a single board. Nevertheless, the 

opinions of the authors to be cited below offer a fairly 

complete sample of the varied roles and responsibilities 

of a school board member. 

Charles Reeves, in his book on school boards was 

most comprehensive. He devoted six pages of his book on 

school boards to a list of more than one hundred board 

member functions. He further noted that an earlier 

authority had devoted 142 pages of his book to the subject, 

discovering over 2,000 responsibilities and duties. 

Reeves, however, did group his duties under seven headings: 

1. Complying--which includes those activities of 
boards necessary to effectuate the laws of the 
state and the regulations of state educational or 
other authorities •••• 

2. Policy making--which includes board action 
establishing basic formal rules and regulations 
and the directives and authorizations addressed 
to teachers, pupils, and others •••• 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
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Executing--which is the work of the superintendent 
of schools and his administrative staff. The 
board is made legally responsible to the state 
for this work, and its members are morally re
sponsible to the community that selects them. 

Operating--which includes t.he work accomplished 
by teachers, supervisors, custodians, and others, 
performed in accordance with the adopted policies 
of the board. 

Observing and evaluating the condition of the 
schools-- ••• this is done as a basis for future 
educational planning. 

Interpreting--or the activities of the board with 
regard to reporting its stewardship to the public 
and planning and maintaining good public 
relations. 

Judging--or the activities re~uiring the 
adjudication of qisputes •••• 2 

Grieder, Pierce, and Jordan grouped these seven 

functions under four major headings: (1) planning, (2) 

policy-making, (3} legislation, (4) evaluation. 26 Less 

used functions consisted of the judicial function, the 

function of ensuring equitable relations among various 

classes of personnel, the function of interpreting the 

work of the school system to the community, and the 

25Charles E. Reeves, School Boards, Their Status 
Functions and Activities (New York, N.Y.: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., 1954) pp. 66-72. 

26calvin Grieder, Truman Pierce, K. Forbis 
Jordan, Public School Administration (New York, N.Y.: The 
Ronald Press Company, 1969) pp.l26-7. 
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function of cooperation with other agencies at commu~ity, 

state, and national levels. 27 

Stephen Knezevich, in his book on the Administra-

tion of Public Education, warned that the complexities of 

today's education and the time limitations on board 

members necessitated a careful analysis of board functions 

in order to avoid "pre-occupation with 'administrivia.'" 28 

He listed ten board member functions ranging from satisfy-

ing the spirit and word of state laws, to providing effi-

cient and safe school plants, to providing for necessary 

financial resources. 29 

A slightly different slant was taken by Weldon 

Becker, who grouped board member functions into four 

categories: 

1. Ministerial Functions--dealing with the 
requirements of law 

2. Quasi-judicial functions--required in 
setting policy not covered by legislation 

3. Quasi-legislative functions--performed when 
a school board sets policies bearing the 
weight of law in the local school district 

27Ibid., pp. 128-9. 

28stephen Knezevich, Administration of Public 
Education (New York, N.Y.: Harper and Row, 1975) p. 320. 

29rbid., p. 321. 



40 

4. Cooperation and Public Relations--involving inter
pretation of the work of the school system to the 
people, cooperation with other school boards and 
cooperation with other community, state, and 
national agencies.30 

Another way of looking at the functions of board 

members was to examine a variety of board evaluation in-

struments and to translate the factors considered into 

functions. A 1976 Educational Research Service Report 

offered a set of criteria for assessing school board 

performance and gave some sample school board evaluations. 

Among the factors cited were "teamwork, professional 

growth, and the selection.and orientation of board 

members," as well as more traditional topics such as 

general operational procedures, decision-making, and the 

like. 31 Under each topic, the items considered 

represented not only the .traditional duties of board 

members, but the values, priorities, and peculiarities of 

the districts represented. 

30weldon Becker, "How to Make Better Boards," 
American School Board Journal, 155 (October, 1967): 23. 

31 Joan P. Sullivan Kowalski, Evaluating 
Superintendents and School Boards (Arlington, Va.: 
Educational Research Service, Inc., 1976) pp. 10-11. 
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AASA and NSBA recently issued a pamphlet on Goal 

setting and Self-Evaluation of School Boards, which in-

eluded a sample self-evaluation instrument. The assess-

ment items provided a solid list of school board member 

. 32 functlons. 

Lastly, each state school board association guide 

for board members included a list of board member 

functions. The Pennsylvania School Boards Association had 

published a detailed explanation of the functions and 

responsibilities of board members (or school directors, as 

they are called in Pennsylvania) in their book, To Use 

These Talents. The book was constructed around the major 

functional areas of board members and detailed the duties 

of board members as well as laws and regulations that acted 

as constraints on their actions. The book listed four 

major divisions of board responsibility, (1) planning, (2) 

legislating, (3) appraising, and (4) interpreting. 33 

In sum, the nature and scope of board member func-

tions and duties had grown in number and complexity since 

Cubberley. To quote the Pennsylvania guide, 

32American Association of School Administrators, 
Goal Settin and Self-Evaluation of School Boards 

Arl1ngton, Va.: Amer1can Associat1on of School Administra
tors, 1980). 

33walter, p. 9. 
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With each passing year, educational problems have 
increased in complexity, and the responsibilities 
thrust upon school directors have grown in pro
portion.34 

Needs of School Board Members 

The needs of school board members were implied in 

their functions and responsibilities and had grown as these 

functions had grown. Essentially these needs were of two 

types - knowledge needs and skill needs. Knowledge needs 

referred to the information required in order to operate 

and make decisions effectively on school matters. Skill 

needs referred to the technical abilities necessary to 

perform those functions required of board members. 

Usually these two types o£ needs were combined in the 

research. 

Perhaps the best sources of needs of school board 

members were the respective state school boards associa-

tions or the National School Boards Association. Each one 

of these associations had surveyed their board members in 

order to ascertain what were the most desired topics for 

the association conventions, orientation sessions, in-

service session, articles, and so forth. For example, a 

34rbid., Acknowledgments 
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1979 "Annual Workshop Topic Survey" done by the New Jersey 

school Boards Association listed board members' workshop 

selections. The top ten subjects were: 

1. Budgeting for the 80s: Setting fiscal priorities 

2. Teacher evaluation 

3. Program evaluation 

4. Declining enrollment--closing schools and reducing 
staff 

s. School board's role in curriculum development and 
evaluation 

6. Availability of federal funds and grants 

7. Long-range planning for school districts 

8. Projecting pupil population 

9. Strategies for effective bargaining 

10 S f . . 35 • cope o negot~at~ons. 

These topics variep from state to state, depending 

on the political climate, the economic situation, the 

demographics and a host of other factors. In California, 

where the effects of the Jarvis amendment were rife, an 

extremely important topic was a "legislative update." Key 

topics in California were: 

35New Jersey School Boards Association, "Board 
Members 1979 Annual Workshop Topic Survey." Department of 
Management Information, New Jersey School Boards 
Association, Trenton, N.J . 

• 
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1. Teacher evaluation/dismissal 

2. Vouchers 

3. Political effectiveness 

4. Legislative update 

5. Evaluating instructional programs 

6. School finance update 

7. Proficiency standards/testing 

8. Positive public relations 

9. Dealing with employee organizations 

10. Goal/priority setting techniques.36 

In Pennsylvania, ~here Act 195 had given teachers 

the right to bargain collectively, topics of negotiating, 

handling strikes, writing contracts and the like were very 

important. In point of fact, one could simply read the 

table of contents of any.good state school boards associa-

tion meeting program in order to capsulize the areas of 

knowledge considered important for board members in a 

particular region. 

Looking at state school boards associations' ~ 

inservice programs themselves was another way of seeing 

36clarence Depew, "Preliminary Report on 
Responses to Program Planning Survey." Memorandum of 
California School Boards Association, 26 February 1979. 



45 

what areas of knowledge and skills were considered im-

portant for board members. PSBA, for example, offered 

approximately six regional workshops during the 1980-81 

year. The initial workshop on school management dealt 

with the areas of personnel practices and management 

techniques. The second workshop dealt with the area of 

curriculum governance and how board members could provide 

leadership and local direction to assure quality of pro-

grams. A training school for chief negotiators was the 

third workshop subject. A fourth workshop was for board 

presidents and aimed at updating them on leading educa-

tional issues. Two other workshops dealt with Act 195 and 

Collective Bargaining. 

Other than these state sources of information on 

board member skills, there. were many articles on what to

day's board member needed to know in order to be better. 

John Francois surveyed topics boardmen and administrators 

would have liked to include in an orientation program and 

compared them. 37 Weldon Becker listed about thirty 

needs of board members derived from their ministerial, 

quasi-legislative and judicial, and cooperative public 

37John Francois, "Better-Lots Better-Training is 
Needed For New Board Members-And How," American School / 
Board Journal, 158 (July, 1970): 9. 
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. f t' 38 relat1ons unc 1ons. Under the headings of: 

1. Board Operations and Responsibilities 

2. Needs of the Individual Board Members 

3. Problems, Pressures and Frustrations of Board 

Members 

4. Legal and Fiscal Matters 

5. Relations with Community Power Structures and 
Special Interest Groups 

6. Relations with News Media Representatives 

7. Basic Information About Education 

8. Management Skills and Techniques 

9. Staff Member Relations 

10. Community Relations 

11. Needs and Trends in Society and Their Implications 
for Educational Services,39 

Walter St. John proceded to enumerate over one hundred 

topics of interest to board members. 

In addition to these articles, two dissertation 

studies on training new school board members by Milton 

Snyder and Wayne Doyle included comparative surveys of 

board member needs involving school directors, super-

38Becker, p. 24. 

39walter D. St. John, "Why Boardmen Need Better 
Training and What They Need to Know." American School 
Board Journal, (February 1971). 
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intendents, and experts. Wayne Doyle prioritized needs in ~ 

terms of a time framework for a new board member orienta-

tion program. Outside of these two studies, one could 

have consulted the textbooks on school boards or school 

administration, such as those of Reeves, Tuttle or 

Knezevich, to obtain long lists of topics board members 

needed to know and skills they needed to have. 

The major focus of the preceding dialogue was 

concerned with knowledge necessary for board members. Two 

recent studies dealt specifically with skills board members 

needed to acquire. The most thorough was a position paper 
,, 

prepared by the Recruitment Leadership and Training 

Institute (LTI) in July, 1975 and was entitled, "The 

Orientation and Training of School Board Members." Using 

school board experience i~ two major cities (Chicago, 

Illinois, and Minneapolis, Minnesota),· as a basis for 

analysis, authors of the paper deduced a series of skills 

necessary for board members to acquire and a set of pro-

grams or activities for acquiring these skills. The 

initial major skill topic for board members was: "the 

ability to function effectively and efficiently as a 

representative, democratic group; understand the role and 

function of the community and be aware of the legal and 
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social mandates and constraints on a local board of educa

tion."40 Subskills included: 

the ability to utilize group process skills 

an understanding of the sociology of education 

a knowledge of legal mandates and constraints 

an awareness of groups appealing to the board. 41 

The second major skill was to "understand the role and 

function of each part of the educational bureaucracy, the 

formal and informal organizations which run the schools, in 

order to set educational policy." 42 Subskills included: 

a knowledge of personnel policies and procedures 
. 

an understanding of curriculum, personnel and 
student achievement 

an understanding of budget and accounting 
procedures 

a familiarity witp physical facilities.43 

A second study conducted under the aegis of NSBA 

surveyed local inservice programs and practices of board 

members. Among other items, the survey listed fifteen 

skills often considered vital for effective board service 

40Recruitment Leadership and Training Institute, 
The Orientation and Training of Board members, a position 
paper, (July 1975), p. 58. 

41Ibid., pp. 58-61. 

42Ibid., pp. 62-65. 

43Ibid. 
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and asked the respondents to note their own skill on each 

item on a scale from one to seven, where one indicated 

"little skill" and seven indicated a "great deal." 

Table 5 showed the skills considered and the average 

ratings board members assigned to their own skills. 

Interestingly, the survey also indicated that just because 

a board member rated himself or herself low in a skill or 

an area of knowledge did not mean that he or she wanted to 

upgrade his or her ability. Board members tended to want 

to improve what they knew best, and to leave aside what 

made them feel uncomfortable. 44 

Inservice for School Board Members 

How, then, did board members satisfy all these 

needs ••• if they did; and how should they satisfy them 

ideally? 

Peter Cistone, in his articles on the sociology of v 

boards, was somewhat of an iconoclast. Cistone, as noted 

previously, asserted that school directors were a homogene-

ous lot overall; and that their "experience, backgrounds, 

44James Mecklenberger and Antonia Neubauer, 
"Effective Inservice Training for Board Members: Research 
Findings and Implications for Administrators," papers 
presented at the AASA Summer Instructional Leadership 
Conference, Chicago, Il., July, 1980. 
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Table 5 

BOARD MEMBER RATINGS OF THEIR OWN SKILLS 

Skill 

1. Managing one's personal time between board, 
family, personal, and business life 

2. Influencing the board and other groups in 
directions you determine important 

3. Representing the interests of your constitu
ents to the school staff while representing 
the school district to the community 

4. Applying parliamentary procedure to school 
board meetings 

5. Communicating both with educators and with 
citizens about educational programs in your 
district 

6. Evaluating the strengths and shortcomings 
of a school superinte.ndent 

7. Learning the ins-and-outs of the needs, 
politics, and personalities in community 
groups and businesses 

8. Balancing local needs with the constraints 
of local, state and federal mandates and 
finances 

9. Communicating with public officials and 
legislators about your district 

10. Assessing existing facilities in the light 
of school district plans and operations 

11. Translating statistical data (about popula
tion, social and financial changes or test 
scores) into policy needs of your district 

12. Citing school district written policies 

Mean 

5.63 

5.22 

5.17 

5.10 

5.10 

5.03 

4.83 

4.58 

4.55 

4.54 

4.47 

4.22 
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Table 5 (continued) 

BOARD MEMBER RATINGS OF THEIR OWN SKILLS 

Skill Mean 

13. Assessing recent legislation and court 
rulings for their effects on your 
district 

14. Applying scientific management techniques 
to school district practices such as 
budgeting, planning, and evaluation of 
staff and programs 

15. Applying collective bargaining techniques 
to local negotiating techniques 

4.18 

3.89 

3.77 

and lifestyles before their school board service tend to 

prepare them for their roles as leaders of educational 

45 governance." He felt that board members did not need 

to learn as much as many writers attested. "The research 

shows that the skills, attitudes and behavior necessary 

for functioning as a board member already have been 

acquired as a consequence of recruitment, pre-incumbent 

. d t. . . 1' . "46 exper1ence an an 1c1patory soc1a 1zat1on. 

45Peter J. Cistone, "School Board Members Learn 
Their Skills Before They Become Board Members," American 
School Board Journal, (January, 1978): 33. 

46Ibid. 
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The previously cited NSBA survey showed that board 

members claimed that their experiences as a parent and 

their professional experience were among the greatest 

contributors to the acquisition of knowledge and skills 

necessary for effective boardsmanship. Yet conversations 

with the superintendent, NSBA conventions and state school 

board association workshops were also identified as 

critica1. 47 

Contrary to Cistone, the bulk of the literature 

stated that board members were basically getting their 

education on the job, that this education was lacking and 

that there was need for more formal inservice efforts for 

school board members, especially at the local level. v 

Wayne Doyle, in his Doctoral dissertation, found that 

almost 60 percent of the districts he surveyed in Penn-

sylvania did not have a formal orientation program for 

school board members. The 1980 NSBA study found that of 

nearly two hundred board members throughout the country, 

46 percent had no formal local board development program 

in their districts at all; 39 percent had only an informal 

program, working at board member skills when the opportu-

nities arose; and only 12 percent said they had a formal 

4 7Neubauer, p. 5. 
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48 program. Thus most of the board members acquired 

their skills outside of any local, formal inservice ef-

forts, often through simply doing what came up. 

Yet "doing," according to many experts, just was 

not sufficient. Dorothy Biggs, writing in the "New Jersey 

School Leader," averred: 

Effective boardsmanship, then, cannot be attributed to 
simply doing what comes naturally ••• ! cannot achieve 
that goal simply by reading and attending board 
meetings. 49 

Philip Jones, in "The American School Board Journal," 
wrote: 

••• give a newly elected school board member the 
customary welcoming slap on the back, hand him the 
board's policy manual, a copy of school district 
regulations and perhaps copies of minutes from past 
board meetings and, more often than not, you have a 
board member ill-prepared to serve his community.SO 

Thus the majority of the literature asserted that 

school directors were not'educated enough and would benefit 

from some form of inservice. The argument, contrary to 

that of Cistone, assumed that since board members were a 

48rbid., p. 4. 

49norothy Biggs, "The Importance of Training to 
the School Board Member," New Jersey School Leader (April 
1978): 18-19. 

SOphilip Jones, "How to Train a New School Board 
Member -And Ways to Help Seasoned Veterans Brush up Too." 
American School Board Journal, 160 (April 1979): 21-28. 
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varied lot, since their functions were diverse, and since 

they needed a wide range of knowledge and skills, an 

organized inservice program was vital. To quote Nicholas 

Goble in the "PSBA Bulletin", 

One of the strengths of local control is that member
ship on school boards is diversified •••• But board 
members are laymen. Practically all of them attended 
or participated in the public schools. They usually 
come to their new duties with some fixed idea of what 
the public schools did to them or for them. Generally, 
they have no notion of effective boardsmanship. There
fore a wide range of local, state, and national 
orientation programs and continuous inservice training 
are imperative if you are going to attract and keep 
good, well-informed board members.Sl 

Training was also important to compensate for the 

high rate of board turnover. The NSBA in a research report 

on inservice cited high board turnover as the key reason 

for developing viable inservice programs. Moreover, these 

inservice programs should be aimed first and foremost at 

the prospective or the new school board member. 52 Fi-

nally, studies showed that inservice instruction improved 

board member effectiveness. 53 The Pennsylvania School 

SlNick Goble, "Getting Good Board Members and 
Keeping Them," PSBA Bulletin, (May-Jtlne, 1977): 8. 

52Milton L. Snyder, Training New Board Members: 
A Survey, Report Number 1973-2 (Washington, D.C.: NSBA, 
1973). 

53Benjamin A. Kammer, "Effective School Board 
Behavior As it Relates to School Board Inservice Activi- / 
ties in the State of Colorado (Ed.D. dissertation, 
Colorado State College,l968). 
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Boards Association had consistently taken a strong stand 

relative to inservice, saying, "Boards not appropriating 

funds for proper inservice training are shortchanging 

their community in terms of understanding the nature and 

d f ff . h 1 . 54 nee s o e ect1ve sc oo operat1ons. 

What, then, was meant by inservice? What were the 

elements of an effective inservice program? Ben Harris 

and Wailand Bessent defined inservice as a "planned, 

goal-directed change process, introduced through a 

deliberate intervention aimed at some altered future 

d 't. 55 con 1 10n. Change, however, was not the only goal. 

Accordingly, some inservice activities are for the purpose 

of: 

.•• securing appropriate adaptations of the individual 
to the organization. A complex organization has great 
need for reliability,in its operations, its members 
must behave in predictable ways according to standard 
operating procedures and routines.56 

They further distinguished inservice training from learning 

through experience or casual experiences, "which is part 

54Pennsylvania School Boards Association, PSBA 
Commission to Strengthen the Workin Relationshi ~ 
School Boards and Super1ntendents, Harr1sburg, Pa.: 
Pennsylvania School Boards Association, 1977), p. 15. 

55Ben Harris and Wailand Bessent, Inservice 
Education (New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1969) p. 19. 

56Ibid., p. 20. 
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of organizational drift and, not being planned or goal 

directed, is not included in the meaning of the term 

'inservice education.'" 57 

Don Wright, a Montgomery County, Pennsylvania, 

school superintendent, in an address at the summer 1979 

AASA convention, listed ten qualities of a good inservice 

program. According to him, an effective model: 

must be continuous and comprehensive 

must be relevant, based on a needs assessment 

must have direct job payoff 

must be diversified, meeting institutional and 
individual goals for growth 

must be participatory 

must be accessible in terms of time and location 

must use competent instructors 

must be cost effective, with discretionary funds 
available for programs 

must provide incentives 

must include the key planning elements of a needs 
assessment, defined competencies, methods for 
achieving competencies, provision for evaluation 
and for follow-up.S8 

57Ibid., p. 19. 

58Donald Wright, "Models for Effective Staff 
Development," paper presented at the American Association 
of School Administrators Summmer Instructional Leadership 
Conference, Denver, Co., July, 1979. 
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Questions to be considered in a local inservice program, 

according to Philip Jones, were (1) Where? (2) By Whom? 

(3) Lay or professional speakers? (4) When? (5) How long? 

(6) The goal? (7) How? 59 

Although the national and state school boards 

associations had each spent time drafting their own 

inservice programs, very little had been written in terms 

of model local programs. Wayne Doyle's study culminated 

in a model orientation delivery system .for new board 

members. He advocated a series of seven weekend programs 

on a variety of topics, offered a time framework for these 

programs, and detailed sample program outlines. 60 

Philip Jones presented a nine page handbook for training 

both old and new school board members. Walter St. John, 

Weldon Becker, John Franc9is and others also offered 

suggestions for inservice programs. 

Perhaps the most complete model was that offered 

by the Recruitment, Leadership and Training Institute. 

They noted first that training needs, availability of 

resources, and the frequency of orientation and training 

were dependent on local conditions and abilities of school 

59Jones, pp. 21-23. 

60noyle, pp. 209-218. 
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61 board members. The report then suggested training 

activities and resources for each skill area listed as 

necessary for board members. 

In addition to this study, many of the state 

school board associations presented guidelines and re-

commendations for local inservice programs. Nick Goble in 

his article on "Getting Good Board Members and Keeping 

Them," outlined twenty suggestions and ideas for orienta-

tion and inservice for both local board and state 

. . 62 assoc1at1ons. 

Nevertheless, most of the literature and research 

treated "what should be done" in terms of inservice or 

what school board people "would like to have" in an ideal 

board development program. Nothing other than the LTI 

study and the small Neubauer/Mecklenberger study was ident-

ified in the literature that researched what was actually 

occurring in local districts. Further, school board 

association personnel from the national association as 

well as from approximately twenty states throughout the 

country were asked if they had researched the subject of 

local efforts. As yet, the subject was untreated. The 

61Recruitment, Leadership and Training Institute, 
P· 56. 

62Goble, p. 9. 
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literature instead advocated the need for additional in-

formation on local board development practices. To quote 

Walter St. John: 

The area of orientation and inservice training for 
board members is shunted around or laughed at or 
simply ignored so frequently that it hurts--harming 
you and your fellow board members across the country 
and, ultimately, public education.63 

Today, in fact, for school boards, the issue of acquir-

ing the necessary skills and knowledge for effective 

boardsmanship may have merged with the issue of the 

survival of local control. Crying "gross mismanagement" 

by Trenton's school board, for example, the state of New 

Jersey simply took over control of the district, appointing 

a monitor general to run the district. Throughout the 

country state and federal regulations are limiting more 

and more the powers of school boards in areas such as the 

finanacing of education, contract negotiations, transporta-

tion, and the like. To ensure effective retention of local 

control, school boards are going to have to show themselves j 

knowledgeable and competent. To quote the LTI panel: 

School board members .•• need to be skilled in dealing 
with both people and facts. They require, above all, 
a process for assimilating new information and 
translating it into viable new directions for their 
school systems. The resources exist to provide school 
boards with the necessary orientation and training •••• 

63st. John, p. 27. 
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These resources must be mobilized to assist school 
board members to deal more effectively and efficiently 
with their critical responsibilities. The decision· to 
identify, articulate and solve training needs by 
utilizing available resources rests with the members 
of the school boards themselves and with state and 
national organizations which represent school boards 
and their members.64 

64Recruitment, Leadership and Training Institute, 
p. 57. 



CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

In this study, the responses of experts in school 

board affairs, superintendents, and school board members 

were examined to determine: 

1. What are the inservice needs of local school board 
members 

2. How are the local district school boards and 
school board members in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania going about meeting their needs for 
inservice education 

3. Should local districts have a formal, ongoing ser
vice program for their school board members; and 
if so, what kind 

4. What are the major constraints on the initiation 
or expansion of local ongoing inservice practices 
and programs for school board members 

The descriptive survey method of research was combined with 

personal interviews and observations and criteria for 

effective inservice programs established in the literature 

61 
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in order to respond to these questions. Steps in the 

procedure were as follows: 

1. Development of a questionnaire 

2. Validation of the questionnaire 

3. Sample selection 

4. Data collection 

s. Interviews 

6. Data analysis 

7. Conclusions and recommendations 

Development of Questionnaire 

A questionnaire with a cover letter was prepared 

for distribution to experts in school board affairs, 

district superintendents, .. and school board members. The 

items on the questionnaires dealt with opinion data 

relative to the value and design of an ongoing inservice 

program for local district school directors. Questions 

were primarily close-ended in order to facilitate a 

comprehensive statistical analysis. The questions were 

developed in line with Bessent and Harris's definition of 

inservice, Don Wright's criteria for a good inservice 

program, and Philip Jones's issues to be considered in 

creating an inservice program for school board members. 

Similarly, the questions were discussed with the Directors 
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of Research for both the National and the Pennsylvania 

school Boards Association. The final format was designed 

in consultation with the faculty of the Department of 

Marketing of the Wharton School of the University of 

Pennsylvania and the dissertation committee at Loyola. 

Questions covered: 

the kinds of inservice activities that have 
occurred and should occur in local school 
districts 

how these activities are or should be 
evaluated, and by whom 

how district budget funds should be allocated 
for board inservice, and if such allocations 
are, in fact, made 

who should and does take the major 
responsibility for local district board 
inservice 

whether districts have or should have policy 
statements on .school board member inservice 

constraints on participation in school board 
inservice programs 

incentives behind involvement in inservice 
programs 

kinds of informal methods of inservice 
practiced by board members 

how inservice programs are and should be 
scheduled and located 

who should participate in inservice activities 

the skills that are vital for effective 
boardsmanship 
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identification of districts with potential 
effective local school board inservice models 
or parts thereof that will be used for further 
study and investigation. 

In order to determine inservice needs, a list of pertinent 

skills was prepared from a list used by the NSBA in de-

veloping a new handbook for school board members. 

Validation of Questionnaire 

A pilot test of the instrument was conducted using 

selected experts, superintendents, and board members in the 

state of Illinois. Critical comments were requested from 

the respondents, and a blank sheet of paper was included 

for the purpose. The questionnaire was tested to determine 

its feasibility. Problems to be considered were: 

content validity 

relative effectiveness and costs of alternative 
questionnaires, instructions, and operating 
procedures 

possible misunderstandings of questions and 
procedures on the part of the interviewers 

clarity and applicability of definitions and 
classifications 

defects in the forms, lists, instructions, etc. 

estimates of strata, means, and variances 

response rates 
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on the basis of the field test, a redraft of the 

questionnaire was prepared for the study. 

Sample Selection 

The questionnaire was sent to three groups of 

people--experts in the field of school board affairs, 

local district superintendents, and board members. Twelve 

experts were selected on the basis of their experience 

with and study of school boards, their status in the field 

of state and national education, or their knowledge of 

Pennsylvania. An effort was made to select school board 

association officials and educators in the field of school 

board studies. 

The superintenden~s and school board members were 

drawn from a partially random sample of the 505 districts 

within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Questionnnaires 

were sent to 236 districts--the 69 second class districts, 

134 of the 401 third class districts, and the 33 fourth 

class districts. Appendix A contains a list of districts 

that participated in the study. As the partial sample was 

representative of the whole, the statistics were 

unaffected. 
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Data Collection 

Each district superintendent was sent a package 

containing a cover letter (see Appendix B) explaining the 

project, three color-coded questionnaires (see Appendix 

C), and three stamped, self-addressed return envelopes. 

one questionnaire was for the superintendent to complete, 

one was for the school board president, and one was for a 

member who had served on the board for at least one year. 

Experts were also sent questionnaires (see Appendix D) and 

personalized cover letters. 

Each questionnaire was assigned a code number. A 

master list of all districts and experts surveyed was 

maintained by the researcher. As each questionnaire was 

returned, a check was placed by the appropriate district 

number and an indication as to the type of questionnaire 

(superintendent, board member, or board president) was 

made. In this way, a check could be made as to which 

districts or individuals were or were not responding to 

the study. 

After six weeks, all districts that had not sent 

any responses to the questionnaires were telephoned and 

personally invited to participate in the study. The phone 

calls were then followed up with a second package of 

questionnaires and envelopes. Districts with partial 
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responses were sent follow-up letters (see Appendix F) 

with additional questionnaires and return envelopes. 

At the end of three months, ten of the twelve 

experts or 83 percent had responded. Two asked not to be 

included and two did not answer. The response, however, 

was deemed sufficient for the study. 

The eight experts responding to this questionnaire 

represented various groups. Two came from the Pennsylvania 

School Boards Association--Mr. Fred Heddinger, the then 

Executive Director, and Mr. Joseph Oravitz, the Director 

of Research and present Executive Director. The Honorable 

Robert Scanlon, Pennsylvania's Secretary of Education was 

also included. On the national level, the National School 

Boards Association was represented by Dr. James Mecklen

berger, formerly Director.of Research and now editor of 

the "School Board News." Dr. Paul Salmon, Executive 

Director of the American Association of School Administra

tors, and Dr. Richard Miller, immediate past-President, 

provided an administrator's perspective. University 

respondents included Dr. Peter Cistone, Associate Dean of 

the Graduate School of Education at Temple University in 

Philadelphia, and Professor Lawrence Ianaccone of the 

Graduate School of Education of the University of 

California in Santa Barbara, both men who have studied 

school boards and written ex~ensively on the subject. One 
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hundred thirty-nine survey responses or 59 percent were 

received from the superintendents. This number also was 

deemed sufficient for the study. 

Getting responses from board members, however, was 

more difficult. Ninety-one responses or 39 percent were 

received from board members and seventy-five responses or 

32 percent were received from board presidents. To assure 

that the responses were representative of the whole, the 

researcher selected ten districts at random that had not 

responded to the survey. A list of the names and phone 

numbers of the board presidents and vice presidents of 

these randomly selected districts was obtained from the 

Pennsylvania School Boards Association, and these in

dividuals were polled by telephone on selected question

naire items. Their responses were then compared with the 

original survey responses. As the difference between the 

responses was not significant, the conclusion was that the 

validity of the survey responses was not in question. 

The Interviews 

Don Wright, in a talk before AASA members, 

identified ten principles of a good inservice program: 

1. It must be continuous and comprehensive 

2. It must be relevant, based on a needs assessment 
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3. It must have a direct job payoff 

4. It must be diversified, meeting institutional and 
individual needs for growth 

s. It must be participatory 

6. It must be accessible in terms of time and location 

7. It must use competent instructors 

a. It must be cost-effective, with discretionary 
funds available for the programs 

9. It must provide incentives 

10. It must include the key planning elements of a 
needs assessment, defined competencies, methods 
for achieving competencies, provision for 
evaluation and for follow-up.! 

Although it was difficult "to identify districts with com-

prehensive programs meeting all the criteria for effec-

tiveness according to Wright, the questionnaire identified 

districts who had comprehensive programs or parts of pro-

grams (budget sessions or·· curriculum sessions, for example) 

that met at least some of the ten criteria for effective-

ness. Fourteen districts meeting the most criteria in 

diverse areas were chosen for follow-up interviews with at 

least one board member and the district superintendent, 

where feasible. The data gathered depended on the informa-

tion revealed in the questionnaire. Overall, information 

!Donald Wright, "Models for Effective Staff De
velopment," paper presented at the AASA Summer Convention, 
Denver, Colorado: 1 July 1979. 
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sought was that which introduced new material pertinent to 

board inservice, elaborated on, or verified data identified 

in the questionnaires. Figure 1 illustrates the factors 

affecting the inservice program that were addressed in the 

interviews. Sample new material sought included a histori

cal overview of a particular program, facts about the 

instigators of or participants in the program, personal 

experiences of board members in inservice sessions, and so 

forth. Elaboration involved expanding on questionnaire 

answers along the lines described in the literature and 

included the particulars of setting up a program, details 

about its execution, and effects on the participants in 

the program and on the system as a whole. Verification 

involved examination of the program within the framework 

established by Wright and.the answers to the question

naires. Did a written needs assessment actually exist, 

and how complete was it? Was the needs assessment for the 

district as a whole? Verification included questioning a 

board member on his/her visit to a convention to ascertain 

if the board member actually attended meetings or if 

he/she "did the town," reading a district's handbook to 

determine exactly what kind of policy statement did exist 

on board inservice, or examining a school board member 

evaluation form or of the budget itself to see what it said 
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about money for inservice. Appendix E contains copies of 

these questionnaires. 

ways: 

Interview data contributed to the study in many 

They provided a personal touch that future 
readers of this study could relate to, identify 
with, and perhaps learn from 

Use of open-ended questions provided a contrast 
to the closed questions in the initial survey 
instrument and allowed for more in-depth 
penetration 

Data elicited in the questionnaire could be 
verified and evaluated according to standards 
set by literature (the Wright Model), by 
experts, and even by board members and 
superintendents 

Programs were identified that could serve as 
working models for other districts to adapt or 
adopt 

Similar programs in different districts were 
compared with 'each other and with the views of 
experts and the literature. 

In essence, the questionnaire provided an impersonal over-

view; interviews provided personalized specifics. Data 

gleaned yielded a working picture of a variety of local 

school board member inservice programs in different types 

of districts throughout Pennsylvania. In addition the 

interview data provided insights into individual district 

and board variables that impact on the type and effective-

ness of a local board development program. Finally, 

certain data contributed to an explanation of patterns or 
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trends that emerged in the questionnaire responses. The 

information can be used to assist school board members, 

superintendents, and others involved in the inservicing of 

school board members to direct their efforts into the most 

productive channels, according to the literature and the 

views of the persons surveyed. 

Data Analysis 

The nature of the analyses was a function of the 

type of question asked. 

Statistical Analysis 

Frequencies, perc~ntages, and central tendencies 

were used to tally responses to such items as personal 

character- istics of respondents or type of district 

activities occuring. To compare types of inservice 

programs districts have or should have, cross tabulations 

were used with the chi square statistic at the .05 level 

of significance. 

In order to verify the item groupings of topics to 

be included in a local inservice program and to reduce the 

number of variables to be dealt with statistically, a 

factor analysis was performed. Finally, in order to 
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determine statistical differences among the responses of 

various groups according to specific variables, F tests 

were conducted. Charts, graphs, and tables were utilized 

where appropriate. 

Narrative Analysis 

The results of the statistical analysis allowed 

for the narrative. Generally, the narrative analysis 

focused on trends and patterns demonstrated in the 

statistical analysis and on comparisons and contrasts. 

The focus of the analysis was on the following 

areas: 

1. The needs of school board members 

a) A comparison 9f the needs of school board 
members, as seen by experts, superintendents, 
and board members. Did these people agree on 
what school directors need to learn 

b) A comparison and contrast between needs of 
school board members according to 
superintendents and board members and the 
size, type, and finances of the district 

c) A comparison of the needs of school board 
members and their personal statistics such as 
length of board service, occupation, 
education, and sex. 

2. Inservice Programs and Practices 

a) A comparison of existing local inservice 
programs and practices with what experts and 
superintendents indicated should be done 



75 

b) A comparison and contrast between existing 
practices and programs and, where appropriate, 
the size, type, finances, and location of the 
district 

c) A comparison of existing programs and 
practices and the education of the 
superintendent. 

3. Constraints on the initiation and expansion of 
local inservice programs and practices 

a) A comparison of how experts, superintendents, 
and board member viewed these constraints 

b) A correlation of these constraints and the 
size, type, finances, and geography of the 
school district 

c) A correlation between the constraints and the 
relevant personal characteristics of 
respondents, such as status group, board role, 
length of service, etc. 

The analysis of the results considered consistency with 

the literature, problems and pitfalls encountered, and 

patterns that were observed. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

A final step in this study was the incorporation 

of the information gleaned from surveys, from interviews, 

and from the literature into conclusions and recommenda-

tions for ongoing local school board member inservice. 

These conclusions were based on actual practice rather 

than "ivory tower" theories. They incorporated district 

variables as well as respondent variables. Sample programs 
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identified in the questionnaire and shown to be effective 

through interviews, a comparison with views of experts and 

with the criteria for an effective inservice program as 

established in the literature were included. 



CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

The purpose of this study was to analyze ongoing 

local inservice practices and programs for school board 

members in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Specifically 

there were four areas of consideration: {1) the inservice 

needs of school board members: {2) the formal and informal 

inservice programs and practices employed by school board 

members to meet these needs: {3) the type of recommended 

inservice program districts should have for school board 

members: and {4) the constraints on the initiation or 

expansion of local, ongoing inservice practices and 

programs for school board members. 

The data presented in this chapter will deal with 

these four study areas. Data will be drawn first from the 

questionnaires and secondly from interviews. The chapter 

is divided into four parts. The first part deals with 

77 
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respondent characteristics, the second part deals with 

district characteristics, and the third part deals with 

questionnaire responses concerning inservice programs and 

practices. The final part deals with the interview 

responses relative to inservice programs. Chapters 5 

through 8 will analyze the data according to the relevant 

variables of district size, type, finances, and location, 

and the personal characteristics of respondents. In this 

chapter, however, data will be presented using frequencies, 

percentages and central tendencies. 

Respondent Characteristics 

Respondents in this study were of three groups: 

experts, superintendents, and board members (including 

board presidents}; however, personal characteristics of 

experts are not relevant statistically to the analysis. 

The only characteristic common to all groups is that of 

sex. Other characteristics will be dealt with by group. 

Sex 

Respondents to the questionnaires were overwhelm

ingly male. All eight experts were male, 138 of 139 

superintendents replying were male, 65 board presidents 
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and 43 board members out of 91 were male. The data in 

Table 6 illustrate this information. 

Table 6 

SEX OF RESPONDENTS 

Percent Percent 
Type Male (Rounded) Female (Rounded) 

Experts 8 100 0 0 

Superintendents 138 99.3 1 • 7 

Board Presidents 65 86.7 10 13.3 

Board Members 43 47.3 48 52.7 

Total 254 81.1 59 18.8 

Board Members 

Age. Questionnaire respondents were asked to give 

their age. An examination of Table 7 shows that board 

members responding ranged in age from twenty-seven to 

seventy-three. Forty-one percent were in the 41-50 age 

range. Twenty-seven percent of the respondents were 40 or 

less and 73 percent were 41 or over. The mean age of 

board members replying was 47.5 years~ and the median, 

47.0 years. 
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Table 7 

AGES OF BOARD MEMBERS 

Percentage of 
Number of Board Board Members 

Age (years} Members (rounded) 

21-30 5 3 

31-40 40 24 

41-50 67 41 

51-60 33 20 

61 + 20 12 

Missing Responses 1 * 
Total 166 100 

Mean 47.5 

Median 47.0 

Length of Service. Questionnaire respondents were 

asked to indicate the number of years they had served on 

the board of education. The range of responses was from 

one year to twenty-nine years of service. The mean was 6.5 

and the median 5.0. Since less than four years is the 

average term of office of 62 percent of Pennsylvania's 

board members according to the 1980 PSBA study, respondents 

to this study were significantly above average. Table 8 

illustrates these data. 
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Table 8 

LENGTH OF SCHOOL BOARD SERVICE: 
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

Years of Number of Percentage of 
Board Service Board Members Board Members 

1 13 8 

2 11 7 

3 34 21 

4 7 4 

5 36 22 

6 12 7 

7 9 5 

8 3 2 

9 7 4 

10 4 2 

11 5 3 

12 2 1 

13 1 1 

14 3 2 

15 4 2 

16 4 2 

17 2 1 

18 1 1 

19 0 0 

20 1 1 

21 2 1 

22 2 1 

23 0 0 

24 0 0 

25 0 0 
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Table 8 (Continued) 

Years of Number of Percentage of 
Board Service Board Members Board Members 

26 1 1 

27 0 0 

28 0 0 

29 1 1 

Missing Responses 1 1 

Total 166 101* 

Mean 6.5 

Median 5.0 

*Due to rounding of percentages. 

Length of board service was also considered during 

the interviews of districts who said they had board member 

inservice programs. Twelve of the fourteen districts 

interviewed supplied data on the length of tenure of their 

board members. Table 9 illustrates these data. The range 

of board member service in the districts interviewed was 

from one to thirty years of service. The mean was 6.37 

and the median was 5.0. 

Selection to the Board. Respondents were asked to 

designate whether they were elected or appointed to their 

local board. The data are reflected in Table 10. 



83 

Table 9 

LENGTH OF TENURE OF SCHOOL BOARD 
MEMBERS IN DISTRICTS INTERVIEWED 

Years of 
Board Service 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

24 

26 

30 

Total 

Mean 

Median 

Number of 
Board Members 

8 

18 

4 

12 

4 

21 

6 

9 

4 

5 

3 

6 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

108 

6.37 

6.0 

*Due to rounding of percentages 

Percentage of 
Board Members 

7 

17 

4 

11 

4 

19 

6 

6 

4 

5 

3 

6 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

102* 
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Table 10 

METHOD OF SELECTION TO THE BOARD 

Method of Number of Percentage of 
Selection Board Members Board Members 

Appointed 30 18 

Elected 135 82 

Missing Responses 1 1 

Total 166 101* 

*Due to rounding of percentages 

Years of Formal Education. More than half (64 

percent) of the questionnaire respondents had completed at 

least four years of college. An examination of Table 11 

reveals that 25 percent of the board members had completed 

college; 12 percent had some graduate work; 16 percent held 

a masters degree and 11 percent held a Doctorate. Sixteen 

percent of the respondents had only completed high school 

and 20 percent had not completed college. 

Occupational Group. Questionnaire respondents came 

primarily from four groups - professionals, 30 percent; 

managers, 18 percent; homemakers, 14 percent; and educa-

tors 13 percent. These data are set forth in Table 12. 
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Table 11 

YEARS OF FORMAL EDUCATION OF BOARD MEMBERS 

Response Years of Formal Number of Percentage of 
Number Education Board Members Board Members 

1 Some High School 
or Less 0 0 

2 High School or 
Equivalent 27 16 

3 Some College 33 20 

4 College Graduate 41 25 

5 Post Graduate Work 19 12 

6 Masters Degree 26 16 

7 Doctorate 18 11 

8 Other 1 1 

Missing Responses 1 1 

Total 166 101* 

*Due to rounding of percentages 
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Table 12 

OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS 

Occupations 

Professional 

Farmer 

Homemaker 

Technician, Skilled Worker 

Educator 

Office Worker 

Laborer 

Government Service 

Manager 

Sales 

Other 

Missing cases 

Total 

*Due to rounding of percentages 

Superintendents 

Number of 
Board 
Members 

49 

5 

25 

22 

22 

5 

0 

5 

30 

7 

10 

1 

166 

Percentage 
Of Board 
Members 

30 

3 

14 

13 

13 

3 

0 

3 

18 

4 

6 

1 

101* 

Sex. As was already indicated in Table 6, super-

intendents responding to the questionnaire were overwhel-

mingly male. Only one of the 138 respondents was female. 
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Degree Held. Of the 138 superintendents that 

responded to the questionnaire, 85, or 62 percent, had 

Doctoral degrees; 53, or 38 percent, had Masters degrees. 

of the superintendents interviewed, 12 of the 14 had 

Doctoral degrees. Table 13 illustrates these data. 

Table 13 

DEGREE HELD BY SUPERINTENDENTS 

Percentage 
Number of Of Super-

Degree Superintendents intendents 

Questionnaire - Masters 53 38 

Doctorate 85 62 

Total 138 100 

Interview - Masters 2 14 

Doctorate 12 86 

Total 14 100 
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Length of Tenure. Although length of tenure was 

not considered in the questionnaire, superintendents who 

were interviewed were queried as to their length of tenure 

in the district. As Table 14 shows, one superintendent 

was new~ one had been in the district 17 years~ but the 

average was 7.5 years. 

Table 14 

LENGTH OF TENURE OF SUPERINTENDENTS INTERVIEWED 

Years of Number of Percentage of 
Service Superintendents Superintendents 

1 1 7 

2 1 7 

3 1 7 

5 1 7 

6 1 7 

7 3 21 

8 1 7 

9 1 7 

10 1 7 

12 1 7 

14 1 7 

17 1 7 

Total 14 98* 
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District Characteristics 

District characteristics considered were of four 

types--size, type, location and finances. 

Size of Districts 

Three hundred thirteen (313) questionnaire re

sponses were received from 153 districts. Of the dist

ricts whose board members and superintendents responded, 

twenty-five were fourth class districts with a student 

population of less than 5,000; eighty-eight were third 

class districts with a population between 5,000 and 

30,000; and thirty-nine were second class districts with a 

population between 30,000.and 500,000 students. Of the 

313 questionnaires, eighty-four carne from second class 

districts, 186 from third class, and forty-three from 

fourth class. Table 15 illustrates these data. 

The distribution of district size was different 

among the districts interviewed. There were eight third 

class districts and six second class districts. No fourth 

class districts were interviewed. 
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Table 15 

SIZE OF DISTRICTS RESPONDING TO QUESTIONNAIRE 

Classifi
cation 

Second 
Class 

Third 
Class 

Fourth 
Class 

Total 

Popu
lation 
Base 

30,000-
500,000 

5,000-
30,000 

Number 
of Dist. 
Respond
ing 

39 

89 

Less than 
5,000 25 

153 

Per
centage 
of Dist. 

25 

58 

16 

99* 

*Due to round1ng of percentages 

Type of Districts 

Questionnaires 
Total 
Number Percent-

of age of 
Question- Question-
naires naires 

84 27 

186 59 

43 14 

313 100 

Of the 313 questionnaires received two-fifths, 

41.5 percent described themselves as rural. One-third, 

34.5 percent, thought of themselves as suburban, and 

one-fifth saw themselves as small town. Only a very small 

number, 3.2 percent were urban districts. Of the fourteen 

districts interviewed, two were rural; three, small town; 

eight, suburban; one, urban. Table 16 describes these 

data. 
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Table 16 

TYPE OF DISTRICTS 

Survey District Number of Percentage 
Instrument Type Districts of Districts 

Questionnaire Rural 130 42 
Small Town 65 21 
Suburban 108 35 
Urban 10 3 

Total 313 101* 

Interviews Rural 2 14 
Small Town 3 21 
Suburban 8 57 
Urban 1 7 

Total 14 99* 

*Due to rounding of percentages 

Location of Districts 

Of the 153 districts responding to the question-

naire almost 70 percent were from the southern half of the 

state. The fewest responses came from the Northeast. This 

is logical, as there are fewer districts in the northern 

part of the state and each one covers a larger amount of 

territory. Districts interviewed were only from three 

areas, with the most from the Southeast. None were from 

the Northeast. These data are described in Table 17. 
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Table 17 

LOCATION OF DISTRICTS 

Survey District Number of Percentage 
Instrument Type Districts of Districts 

Questionnaire Northeast 19 12 
Southeast 58 38 
Southwest 47 31 
Northwest 29 19 

Total 153 100 

Interviews Northeast 0 0 
Southeast 8 57 
Southwest 4 29 
Northwest 2 14 

Total 14 100 

Finances of Districts 

Finances of districts covered two items: size of 

budget and whether or not the district had a budget sur-

plus. Table 18 describes the financial classification of 

the districts responding to both the questionnaire and the 

interview. Seventy-four percent of the districts respond-

ing to the questionnaire had budgets smaller than 

$12,000,000. Sixty-four percent of those interviewed fell 

into the same category. At the same time, 16 percent of 

the questionnaire respondents and 28 percent of the inter-

view respondents had budgets between $18,000,000 and 

$30,000,000. 
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Table 18 

SIZE OF DISTRICT BUDGET 

Classifi
cation 

Class 1 

Class 2 

Class 3 

Class 4 

Class 5 

Class 6 

Total 

Total 
Dollar 
Revenue 

30,000,000 + 

24,000,000-
29,999,999 

18,000,000-
23,999,999 

12,000,000-
17,999,999 

6,000,000-
11,999,999 

0-5,999,999 

Number of 
of Quest. 
Responses 

8 

21 

28 

24 

84 

148 

313 

*Due to rounding of percentages. 

Per- Number Per-
cent- of Int. cent
age Responses age 

3 0 0 

7 2 14 

9 2 14 

7 1 7 

27 9 64 

47 0 0 

100 14 99* 

· If this study is representative, Pennsylvania's 

districts are relatively healthy. Eighty-six percent of 

the districts responding to the questionnaire either had a 

surplus or broke even. Only 14 percent were running a 

deficit. Of the fourteen districts interviewed, ten, or 

71 percent, had a surplus and four, or 29 percent, broke 

even. None had a deficit. Table 19 presents a picture of 

these data. 
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Table 19 

CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTRICT BUDGET 

Budget Number of Number 
Character- Quest. Percent- of Int. Percent-
istic Responses age Responses age 

Surplus 63 45 10 71 

Break even 57 41 4 29 

Deficit 20 14 0 0 

Total 140 100 14 100 

Inservice Programs and Practices: The Questionnaires 

Board Member Needs 

Before looking at what local districts were doing 

to satisfy board member needs, it was important to as-

certain what these needs were. Question 13 dealt with 

this subject. The question asked board members, superin-

tendents and experts to rate the value of a variety of 

topics for inclusion in a school board development program. 

The topics were divided into six groups: general, a catch-

all seqtion that had to do with everything from superin-

tendent relations to R&D for education; school and 
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community; financial; personnel; curriculum; and school 

facilities. The most important group to all respondents 

was that of "Financial Topics." Superintendents rated all 

items to do with their relationship to the board very 

highly. Thus "General Topics" was second in importance to 

them, while "Personnel" ranked second to all other groups. 

The third area of importance to superintendents was that 

of "Personnel." To board presidents, members and experts, 

third was the area of "Curriculum." A more detailed com

parative study of the needs of board members will be pre

sented in Chapter 5. Generally speaking, however, the 

five topics considered most important for inclusion in a 

development program by all groups combined were "Working 

Relations with the Superintendent," "Superintendent 

Evaluation," "Super intend_en t Selection," "Budget Prepara

tion," and "Budget Interpretation." Of least importance 

were "State and National School Boards Association 

Services"; "Parliamentary Procedure"; "Interdistrict 

Relations"; "R&D for Education"; and "Community Politics, 

Government, etc." Table 20 presents a composite ranking 

of the importance of each item for inclusion in a local 

school board inservice program. 
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Table 20 

TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED IN A LOCAL 
BOARD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Mean 
Ranking Topic 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Working Relations with Superintendent 

Superintendent Evaluation 

Superintendent Selection 

Interpretation of Budget 

Budget Preparation 

Collective Bargaining 

Establishment of Qverall Educ. Goals 

Legal Responsibiliies 

Evaluation of Educational Programs 

Student Achievement 

Educational Planning 

Salary Structures. 

Community Relations 

Shape & Function of Admin. Organization 

Business Practices for Schools 

Accountability 

Understanding of Instruct. Program Areas 

Personnel Practices 

Staff Evaluation 

State Funding 

Staff Development 

Response* 

6.44 

6.28 

6.22 

6.19 

6.07 

6.00 

6.00 

5.95 

5.91 

5.83 

5.78 

5.76 

5.70 

5.70 

5.69 

5.68 

5.66 

5.64 

5.62 

5.61 

5.60 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18· 

19 

20 

21 

22 Local Taxation, Bonding Procedures & Term. 5.51 
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Table 20 (continued) 

Mean 
Ranking Topic 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

Student/School Relations 

Facilities Planning 

School House Maintenance 

Transportation 

Pupil Personnel 

Problem Solving Tech. in Policy Dev. 

Special Education Programs 

Handling Grievances 

Strategies for Pu~lic Communication 

Legislative Relationships 

Career Education 

Population Trends & Attend. Statistics 

Testing Practices 

Federal Aid 

Food Service Programs 

Extra Curricular Activities 

Role of School Attorney 

Role & Function of Advisory Committees 

Community Politics, Government, etc. 

R&D for Education 

Interdistrict Relations 

Parliamentary Procedure 

State and Nat'l School Board Asociations 

Response* 

5.48 

5.48 

5.38 

5.37 

5.35 

5.32 

5.32 

5.27 

5.27 

5.26 

5.24 

5.24 

5.13 

5.04 

5.04 

4.93 

4.93 

4.81 

4.71 

4.66 

4.57 

4.57 

4.51 
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rnservice Practices and Programs 

Question 1. School board members and presidents 

and their superintendents were asked if their districts 

had a formal school board development program, one with a 

budget, someone in charge, and thought of as a normal part 

of district operations. Results indicated that few dis

tricts do have a formal program, 11.8 pe~cent. Yet almost 

49.2 percent, have informal procedures. They "work at 

improving school board skills and knowledge as needed, when 

the opportunities arise, or when a school board member ex

presses interest." Thus 61 percent of those surveyed in 

Pennsylvania were doing something. Thirty-eight and four

tenths percent (38.4) have no formal school board develop

ment program. Interestingly, an examination of the 

responses to the question shows that more board members 

think they have a formal program than do either their 

superintendents or board presidents. Table 21 illustrates 

these data. 

Should there be a formal program? Six of the eight 

experts queried responded, "yes"; and two, "sort of." 

Question 2. Board members, presidents and super

intendents were asked what their districts had done over 

the past two years that was particularly effective at rais

ing board members skills or knowledge. The responses were 
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Table 21 

EXISTENCE OF BOARD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

Don't 
Status 

Have 
Program 

Sort 
of 

Don't 
Have Know Total 

Superintendent 

number 10 71 56 2 139 

percent 7.2 51.1 40.3 1.4 45.6 

Board Member 

number 15 38 38 0 91 

percent 16.5 41.8 41.8 0 29.8 

Board President 

number 11 41 23 0 75 

percent 14.7 54.7 30.7 0 24.6 

Total 

number 36 150 117 2 305 

percent 11.8 49.2 38.4 .6 100 

grouped into nine categories: 1} learning as needs arise, 

2) intermediate unit and university workshops, 3) board 

retreats, 4) PSBA workshops, 5) state or national conven-

tions, 6) board evaluations, 7) local workshops led by 

superintendents or administrative leaders, 8) new board 

member orientation, or 9) nothing. The most common 

responses were local workshops and PSBA workshops. It is 
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interesting to note that thirty-seven respondents said 

their district had done nothing effective. Table 22 

clarifies these data. 

Table 22 

EFFECTIVE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES 

Number Percent-
of age of 

Strategy Responses Responses 

1. Learning as Need Arises 30 10 

2. IU and UniversityWorkshops 26 9 

3. Board Retreats 12 3 

4. PSBA Workshops 49 16 

5. State and National Conventions 15 5 

6. Board Evaluations 2 1 

7. Local Workshops by Superinten- 66 22 
dents and Administration 

8. New Board Member Orientation 31 10 

9. Nothing 37 12 

Missing Cases 37 12 

TOTAL 305 100 

Question 2a on the questionnaire then asked board 

members how they knew that what their district had done to 

upgrade board member skills or knowledge was effective. As 
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in question two, responses were organized into nine cate

gories. The most popular response was that the district 

action had improved board performance as a whole or had 

improved the performance of particular board members. The 

second way board members knew that inservice was valuable 

was that they had more knowledge and understanding of the 

broad educational issues and of specific problems related 

to their community. A fuller picture of the responses is 

given in Table 23. 

Table 23 

EFFECTS OF BOARD DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

Effect 

1. Improved 

More knowledge and understanding 

3. Resolved particular conflict, 
crisis or need successfully 

4. Better inter-board cooperation 

5. Positive formal board evaluation 

6. Bet~er board-mgmt. team relations 

7. Increased self-confidence 

8. Comments from board members 

9. Don't know 

Missing cases 

Total 

Number Percent-
of ages of 

Responses Responses 

78 

57 

11 

12 

7 

0 

13 

37 

16 

74 

305 

26 

19 

4 

4 

2 

0 

4 

12 

5 

24 

100 
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Question 3 asked what districts had done that was 

ineffective. The response rate to this question was very 

low and the data added nothing to the study. 

Question 4 listed selected board development 

activities. Questionnaire respondents were asked which 

activities had occurred in their districts over the past 

two years, who paid the costs of these activities, and 

which should occur in the next two years. The least 

frequent activities were board retreats (14 percent), 

needs assessments (21 percent), and visits to schools 

outside one•s district (37 percent). The most popular 

activities were subscribing to "The American School Board 

Journal 11 (75 percent), visiting schools within the district 

(72 percent), and participation in workshops or seminars 

conducted by a university or school boards association (74 

percent). Generally speaking, few board members pay their 

own costs for these activities. Finally, board members 

felt they should conduct more activities of all kinds in 

the next two years. The greatest changes were in the 

areas of planning and development: . 37 percent more 

respondents would like to have more formal needs assess

ments and 23 percent, more board retreats. These data 

appear in Table 24. 
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Table 24 

BOARD DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

Done in Done in 
Last 2 Last 2 Percent 
Years, Years, of Should Percent 
District Board Activi- Be Done That 
Paid Paid ties in Next Should 

Activity Costs Costs Done* 2 Years· Be Done 

1. Weekend 
Retreat 41 1 14 111 36 

2. Orienta-
tion 
Workshop 166 10 58 215 70 

3. Participa-
tion in 
School Board 
Convention 192 5 65 247 81 

4. Board Needs 
Assessment 64 1 21 177 58 

5. NSBA Nat'l 
Convention 138 6 47 200 66 

6. Expert 
Programs at 
Local Board 
Meetings 146 4 49 200 66 

7. Visits-
Schools 
Within 
District 184 36 72 220 72 

8. Visits-
Schools 
Outside 
District 97 16 37 161 53 

9. Univ. or 
State School 
Boards 
Association 
Workshops 218 7 74 251 82 



104 

Table 24 Continued 

Done in Done in 
Last 2 Last 2 Percent 
Years, Years, of Should Percent 
District Board Activi- Be Done That 
Paid Paid ties in Next Should 

Activity Costs Costs Done* 2 Years Be Done 

10. Talks to 
Fed., 
State or 
Local 
Officials 146 10 51 203 67 

11. Subscriptions 
to "Amer. 
School 
Board 
Journal" 223 5 75 243 80 

12. Subscriptions 
to Other 
Educational 
Magazines 205 7 70 223 73 

*Based on 305 questionnaires 

Experts were asked only which activities should 

occur and who should pay. The response sample was small, 

eight questionnaires, but Table 25 shows the results. 

Experts were unanimous in recommending retreats, orienta-

tion workshops, and state school boards association 

conventions. They were least willing to commit to formal 

needs assessments. Magazine subscriptions were the most 

likely candidates for board member purchases. 
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Table 25 

EXPERT OPINIONS ON WHICH ACTIVITIES SHOULD OCCUR 

Activity 

1. Weekend Retreat 

2. Orientation Workshop 

3. Participation in State School 
Board Conventions 

4. Board Needs Assessments 

5. NSBA National Conveption 

6. Expert Programs at Local Board 
Meetings 

7. Visits to Schools Within 
District 

8. Visits to Schools Outside 
District 

9. University or State School 
Boards Association Workshops 

10. Talks by Federal, State or 
Local Officials 

11. Subscriptions to "Arner ican 
School Board Journal" 

12. Subscriptions to Other 
Educational Magazines 

Should 
Occur 
District 
Pays 

8 

8 

8 

6 

6 

7 

7 

6 

7 

6 

5 

4 

Should 
Occur 
Board 
Pays 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

2 

3 
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Question 5 asked which person in the district 

assumed or should assume the major responsibility for 

coordinating a local pre-election orientation program for 

candidates, an overall comprehensive board development 

program, or new board member orientation. Responses are 

shown in Tables 26 and 27. Largely, the responsibility 

for all forms of development lies in the hands of the 

superintendent. Forty percent of the respondents said the 

superintendent was responsible for pre-election training: 

51 percent for overall development: and 60 percent for 

ori~ntation. The weakest area of development was that of 

pre-election orientation for candidates, where 33 percent 

of those responding said no one was in charge. Less than 

15 percent of either board members or board presidents 

took charge of any single form of board development. 

Table 27 indicates who respondents thought should 

be in charge. Fifty-four percent of those responding felt 

either the board or the board president should be respons

ible for overall board development: 44 percent, for pre

election inservice; and 40 percent, for orientation. New 

board member orientation was the only area where more than 

50 percent of respondents felt the superintendent should 

have overall responsibility for overseeing development. 



proqram 

pre-election 

overall 
Development 

lie" Member 
orientation 

Total cases 

107 

Table 26 
' 

PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR LOCAL BOARD INSERVICE 

Board Super in- No Supt. & 
Board ' President ' tendent ' PSBA ' One ' President 

35 12 32 11 112 40 2 1 93 33 8 

38 l3 35 12 148 51 16 6 51 18 2 

30 10 42 13 190 60 30 10 18 6 5 

• 315 

Table 27 

Total 

' Number 

3 282 

1 290 

2 315 

PERSON WHO SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR LOCAL BOARD INSERVICE 

Board Super in- No Supt. & Total 
Program Board ' President ' tendent ' PSBA ' One ' President ' Number 

Pre-election 75 30 34 l4 82 33 20 8 26 11 9 4 246 

Overall 
Development 87 36 44 18 88 36 18 7 6 2 1 0 244 

New Member 
Orientation 63 22 50 18 143 51 21 7 0 0 4 1 281 

Total Cases - 315 
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Question 6 sought to ascertain who was conducting 

development programs and who board members, superintend

ents, and experts thought should conduct these programs on 

varying topics. The data are presented in Tables 28 and 

29. The response rate seemed to indicate that fewer people 

were doing things in local districts than the respondents 

would like to see done. College and university professors, 

teachers, local board members, and NSBA staff rarely con

duct workshops in local districts. Although PSBA conducts 

many workshops, the two areas that were the most popular 

were collective bargaining and superintendent relations. 

Twenty percent of the respondents also indicated PSBA 

should conduct local workshops on finances. Generally 

speaking, with the exception of PSBA, the vast majority of 

workshops have been done py local superintendents and 

administrators. A comparison with Table 29 indicates that 

respondents would like to see a broader involvement by 

other groups in the inservice effort. Lay advisors 

mentioned most frequently in the surveys were solicitors 

to be used in the area of bargaining and architects, in 

the area of school facilities. 

Question 7 asked whether districts had, or should 

have, policy statements for varying aspects of inservice. 



Table 28 

WHO HAS CONDUCTED WORKSIIOPS 

oca 
Admin is-

A Local Local trative Fed./State College/ School 
Board Super in- Person- Government University Boards NSBA Lay Total* 
Member tendent nel Teachers Officials Professors Assn. Staff Advisors 
I i I ' I i I ' I i I i I i I ' I ' School 7 - 4 67 - 37 53 - 29 0 - 0 7 - 4 2 - 1 l3 - 18 l - l ll - 6 181 

Finances 

Collective 8 - 4 ll - l7 23 - ll 1 - 1 l - 2 0 - 0 90 - 51 5 - l 17 - 10 178 
Bargaining 

........ II iring 4 - 4 57 - 52 36 -ll 0 - 0 1 - 1 2 - 2 6 - 5 0 - 0 4 - 4 110 0 Practices \D 

Curriculum 5 - l 54 - 36 72 - 48 6 - 4 2 - 1 1 - l 5 - 3 0 - 0 5 - 3 150 
Decisions 

School 5 - 4 57 - 44 44 - 34 1 - 1 5 - 4 3 - 2 2 - 2 1 - 1 12 - 9 llO 
Facilities 

Superintendent 10 - 9 40 - 36 5 - 5 0 - 0 4 - 4 4 - 4 35 - 32 6 - 5 7 - 6 111 
Relations 

Community 10 - 7 52 - 38 27 - 20 3 - 2 4 - 3 0 - 0 25 - 18 l - 1 14 - 10 136 
Relations 



oca 
Ad111lnls-

J\ Local Local tratlve 
Board Super in- Person-
Member tendent nel 
I ' I ' I ' 

School 12 - ) 103 - 30 95 - 27 
Finances 

Collective 20 - 6 52 - 15 34 - 10 
Bargaining 

IIi ring ll - 4 141 - 47 73 - 24 
Practices 

Curriculum 10 - ) 127 - 35 135 - 38 
Decisions 

School 23 - 7 111 - 35 106 - ll 
Facilities 

Superintendent 51 - 16 72 - 23 ll - 4 
Relations 

Community 40 - 12 100 - 29 54 - 16 
Relations 

*Answers reflect multiple responses 

Table 29 

WIIO SIIOULD CONDUCTED WORKSHOPS 

Fed./State College/ 
Government University 

Teachers Officials Professors 
I ' I ' I ' 

1 - 0 32 - 9 11- 3 

1 - 0 19 - 5 16 - 5 

0 - 0 9 - ) ll- 4 

38 - 11 6 - 2 18 - 5 

7 - 2 20 - 6 9 - ) 

l - 1 6 - 2 31 - 1 

11 - l 6 - 2 17 - 4 

School 
Boards NSBI\ 
Assn. Staff 
I ' I ' 

69 - 20 4 - 1 

159 - 45 ll - 3 

35 - 12 ) - 1 

ll - 4 2 - 1 

16 - 5 2 - 1 

111 - 35 22 - 7 

65 - 19 9 - l 

Lay 
Advisors 
I i 

21 - 6 

38 - 11 

13 - 4 

10 - 3 

23 - 7 

10 - ) 

45 - ll 

Total* 

348 

)50 

300 

)59 

ll5 

ll9 

347 

..... 

..... 
0 
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of the respondents only 7 percent had policies on pre

service programs for candidates, 18 percent had policies 

on orientation, 20 percent had policies on overall board 

development, and 47 percent had policies on visits to state 

and national meetings. Of the people that did not have 

policies, 42 percent felt they should have policies on 

pre-service: 61 percent wanted policies on orientation: 

44 percent on overall board development: and 26 percent on 

attendance at state and national conventions. Table 30 

presents these data. 

Question 9 asked what the incentive was for board 

members to involve themselves in particular inservice 

activities. Table 31 shows board members overwhelmingly 

sought to gain knowledge and skills and to find fellowship 

with their peers. The responses are consistent with the 

interview data on board member needs, yet are not as 

detailed as the interview responses. Data indicate that 

travel is not a major incentive for board members. Only 

16 percent cite it as an incentive to go to national or 

state conferences. Interview data confirm this fact. 

Many board members interviewed preferred not to travel, 

citing pressures of time and both personal and district 

costs. Remuneration was also not a factor in board member 

inservice involvement. 



Table 30 

POLICY STATEMENTS 

Yes, there's a No, there's no There should 
written policy written policy be a policy Percent of 

Program statement statement statement Responses Responses 

Questionnaire I ' I ' 
l. Pre-election Orientation 

Program 17 - 7\ 225 -93\ 92 38\ 242 

2. Or !entation Program for ....... 
New Board Members 44 - 18\ 203 - 82\ 125 58\ 247 ....... 

tv 
3. Comprehensive Board 

Development Program 50 - 20\ 195 - 80\ 109 44\ 245 

4. Visits to State and NSBA 
Meetings 127 - 47\ 144 - 53\ 70 26\ 271 

Interviews 

l. Pre-election Orientation 4 - 29\ 10 - 71% 2 14 

2. Orientation Program for 
New Board Members 9 - 64\ 5 - 36\ 1 14 

3. Comprehensive Board 
Development Program 10 - 77\ 3 - 23\ 0 13 

4. Visits to State and NSBA 
Meetings 11 - 29% 3 - 21% 0 14 



Table 31 

INCENTIVES FOR B~RD MEMBER INVOLVEMENT IN INSERVICE 

Remuner- Gain Fill Pre- Fellow- School Travel Other 
at ion Knowledge Service Gaps ship with Board 

& Skills Peers Distinc-
Program tion 

i ' t ' t ' t ' t ' i ' t ' 
1. School Visitations 8 - 3% 249 - 81% 29 - 9% 55 - 18% 41 - 13% 4 - 1% 4 - 1% 

2. National or State 
Sponsored Workshop/ ...... 
Seminar 20 - 6% 230 - 75% 37 - 12% 106 - 34% 26 - 8% 36 - 12% 1 - 0% ...... 

w 

3. National or State 
Sponsored Con-
ference 18 - 6% 220 - 71% 42 - 14% 108 - 35% 33 - 11% 49 - 16% 4 - 1% 

4. University Spon-
sored Workshop/ 
Seminar 13 - 4% 183 - 59% 32 - 10% 42 - 14% 11 - 4% 9 - 3% 4 - 1% 

5. Local District 
Workshop or 
Conference 11 - 4% 250 - 81% 58 - 19% 72 - 23% 25 - 8% 1 - 0% 8 - 3% 

Total Responses 350 
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Question 10 sought to determine who attends or 

should attend school board inservice activities such as 

workshops, seminars, conventions, or tours. Although the 

question had been tested previously, the responses in

dicated some confusion with the format. Nevertheless, 

certain trends can be noted. Respondents felt more people 

should attend meetings than are presently attending them. 

The largest difference between those attending and those 

who should pertained to candidates for the board. Four 

times as many respondents felt more candidates for the 

board ought to be included in inservice meetings than are 

presently included. The responses also indicate that in

service as it is conducted involves mostly board and key 

staff. Experts were asked who should attend inservice 

meetings. They felt strOQ91Y that only board and key staff 

ought to be involved. Table 32 describes these data. 
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Table 32 

ATTENDANCE AT BOARD INSERVICE ACTIVITIES 

Attends Should Experts 
Activities Attend Should 

Attend 

1. Board Member 241 249 8 

2. Key Staff 239 173 7 

3. Board Candidates 28 112 1 

4. District Employees 88 104 1 

5. District Teachers 78 86 0 

6. Citizens 33 86 0 

7. PTA Members 37 84 1 

8. Advisory Committee 57 98 1 

9. Students 64 86 0 

10. Newspaper or TV 40 81 1 

11. Other 6 12 0 

Question 11 asked respondents to describe how they 

thought most board members wanted to learn about a new 

subject. The response was overwhelming. Of the 303 re-

sponses to the question 69 percent wanted to visit a site 

where the problem was handled correctly and 57 percent 

wanted either to attend an expert lecture or meet with an 
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expert over lunch. Only 24 percent wanted most to learn 

from their superintendent. These data are illustrated in 

Table 33. 

Question 12 asked board members to rate the 

resources and opportunities that help a person become an 

effective board member and to leave blank any with which 

they had not come in contact. Table 34 presents the 

aggregate data. In general, the data show board members 

rely on conversations for their development more than they 

rely upon personal experiences or upon reading books, 

magazines, newsletters o~ handbooks. 

The five most helpful items were conversations 

with the superintendent, school business staff, district 

administrators, board colleagues, and curriculum staff. 

The five least helpful were reading NSBA newsletters and 

magazines, experiences with the local board prior to 

serving on it, training as an educator, reading education 

magazines, and reading "The American School Board Journal." 

Items most frequently experienced by board members 

were also primarily conversations: conversations with the 

superintendent, with board colleagues, and with district 

administrators. Also frequently mentioned were reading 

state school boards association letters and conversations 

with students and teachers. Items least frequently ex

perienced were reading educational magazines, attending 



117 

Table 33 

CHOICE OF OPPORTUNITIES FOR LEARNING 

Opportunity 

1. Attend 2-Hour Expert Lecture 

2. Talk with Expert Over Lunch 

3. Listen to Audio Tape Cassette 

4. See Film or Videotape 

s. Confer Privately with 
Superintendent 

6. Confer Privately witli Staff 

7. Confer Privately with 
Board Member(s) 

8. Visit a School or Site Where 
Topic is Handled 
Effectively 

9. Read Articles or Books 
Selected by District 
Staff 

10. Read Articles or Books 
Selected by Yourself 
from a Library 

11. Other 

Total Responses 

Missing Responses 

Number of 
Responses 

130 

42 

0 

23 

74 

32 

20 

208 

36 

16 

7 

303 

10 

Percent 

42 

13 

0 

7 

24 

10 

60 

66 

12 

5 

2 



Ranking 

l. 

z. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

'· 
8. 

'9. 

10. 

ll. 

u. 
13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

lO. 

21. 

l2. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 
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Table 34 

PEOPLE, RESOURCES AND OPPORTUNITIES HELPING 
PERSONS BECOME EFFECTIVE BOARD MEMBERS 

Item 

Conversations with Superintendent 

Conversations with School Business Staff 

Conversations with District Administrators 

Conversations with Board Colleagues 

Conversations with Curriculum Staff 

Conversations with Board President 

Conversations with Personnel Staff 

Attending New Board Member Orientation 
within District 

Attending State School Board Association 
Workshops 

Experiences as a Parent of School Kids 

Conversations with ~eachers in District 

Conversations with Students in District 

Attending NSBA Workshops 

Conversations with Community ~aders 

Attending New Board Member Orientation 
Outside District 

Attending NSBA National Convent~on 

Personal Experience in Profession 

Conversations with Voters in District 

Attending State School Board Conventions 

Reading State School Boards Association 
Letters and Magazines 

Formal Events at Out-of-District Meetings 

Previous Experience on Other Boards 

Reading a Handbook for New Board Members 

Previous Work Experience in a School District 

Informal Conversations at Out-of-District 
Meetings 

Reading the "American School Board Journal" 

Reading Education Magazines 

Training as an Educator 

Experiences with Local Board Prior to 
Serving on It 

Reading NSBA Newsletters and Maga:•nes 

NWIIber of 
Responses 

302 

l79 

l99 

30l 

l73 

l86 

281 

l34 

261 

282 

296 

297 

l94 

283 

224 

226 

275 

293 

249 

l99 

272 

234 

281 

2l5 

l73 

267 

155 

:us 

251 

25i 

Percent of 
Responses 

96 

89 

96 

96 

87 

91 

90 

75 

83 

90 

95 

95 

62 

90 

72 

72 

88 

94 

80 

96 

87 

75 

90 

69 

87 

as 

50 

69 

80 

82 

To~;al Responses 313 

Mean 

6.15 

S.6l 

5.60 

5.60 

5.46 

5.37 

5.35 

s.:u 

S.lO 

5.01 

4.92 

4.90 

4.87 

4.82 

4.82 

4.81 

4.75 

4. 75 

4.70 

4.64 

4.40 

4.40 

4.38 

4.37 

4.36 

4.35 

4.34 

4.30 

4.17 
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NSBA workshops, previous work experience in a school 

district, training as an educator or attending a new board 

member orientation outside the district. 

Constraints on Board Members 

Question 8 asked respondents to rate a series of 

constraints in terms of their impact on board members. 

"One" was considered very constraining and "seven" not 

constraining. Generally speaking, none of the items were 

rated very constraining. The highest mean value was 

3.81. The most constraining item was time, with business 

and family vying with board service. Lack of board 

interest and pressure to conserve funds were also critical. 

For Pennsylvanians, the best time for inservice is in the 

evening; the worst, weekends. These data are presented in 

Table 35. 
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Table 35 

CONSTRAINTS ON INSERVICE PROGRAMS 

No Time; Business Competes 

Lack of School Board Interest 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 

No Time; Family Competes 

Poor Quality of Events 

Weekend Meetings Badly Timed 

Lack of Personal Funds 

Weekday Meetings Badly Timed 

Meetings are Too Long 

Evening Meetings Badly Timed 

Lack of Board President Interest 

Embarrassment Over Personal Ignorance 

Lack of Superintendent Interest 

Lack of Interest on My Part 

Total Responses = 313 

The Interviews 

3.81 

3.66 

3.65 

3.59 

3.15 

3.13 

3.03 

2.98 

2.88 

2.72 

2.42 

2.35 

2.06 

1.93 

Fourteen districts throughout the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania were interviewed in detail about their local 

board development program. The districts were selected 

because they said they had a formal board development 

program, had someone in charge, had at least one policy, 
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and had funds allocated in the budget. As was shown 

earlier in the chapter, the districts came from all over 

the state except from the Northeast. The majority lay in 

the Southeast and were suburban districts. No fourth 

class districts even approached the interview criteria. 

Most had budgets of less than twelve million dollars, 

although two had budgets over twenty-four million. Ten of 

the fourteen districts sported a budget surplus and the 

others broke even. 

Of the superintendents interviewed, all but two 

had Doctorates and the average length of tenure was 7.5 

years. The average length of board member tenure in the 

districts interviewed was 6.3 years. 

The interviews themselves dealt with several areas: 

the organizational structure of the district, the mission 

and structure of the board inservice program, program 

decisions, board development activites, knowledge use, and 

board/superintendent relations. In all districts the 

superintendent was interviewed. In nine districts inter

views were held with the board president: in three, with a 

knowledgeable board member: and in one, with the assistant 

superintendent who had been a part of the district for many 

years. The interviews took approximately one to one-and-a

half hours and respondents were interviewed separately. 
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Most interviews took place at the board office. Where 

board members were unable to take time from work, they were 

interviewed on the job: in an elementary school, a 

library, and a geriatric hospital. 

To confirm statements made in the interviews, 

several steps were taken. Each district was asked for 

back-up information such as policy statements, budget 

statements, or program agendas. Where information was 

impossible to xerox, it was carefully examined. Where 

relevant, this information can be found in the appendices 

to this study. Finally, in certain cases, actual board 

meetings were attended. 

Organizational Structure 

The initial question on the superintendent inter

view form pertained to district and board organizational 

struct.ure. As the interviews developed, it became evident 

that a description of the organization of the district was 

not directly relevant to the question of board inservice. 

The district organizational charts had usually been de

veloped by the present superintendent and had been in 

effect for the duration of the superintendent's tenure in 

the district. 
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In terms of board organization, twelve of the 

districts utilized a committee system and two operated as 

a committee of the whole. Where there were individual 

committees, in all but one case they were appointed by the 

president. Although board members several times served on 

more than one committee at a time, they tended to stay on 

these committees as long as they wished or the president 

saw a need. In most cases committees were made up entirely 

of board members; however, in one district principals 

served as committee members; in two others, central office 

administrators were me~bers; and in one district there were 

lay committee members. The board presidents were elected, 

and only in two incidences was seniority a consideration. 

In two districts board members had served as president for 

more than 4 years. 

In each district being interviewed, a wide variety 

of district personnel was involved in board development 

work--cafeteria workers, teachers, administrators, etc. 

The areas and personnel reflected the issues confronting 

the individual district. Thus, where the sports program 

was a major issue, athletics coaches were involved; where 

a district food service contract was up for renewal, 

cafeteria personnel were involved. 
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Question lb on the superintendent interview asked 

superintendents to describe their role in relation to t.he 

school board. Nine of the fourteen superintendents inter-

viewed described themselves as "Chief Executive Officers" 

of a district. One simply said he was the district 

"leader" and one, an "orchestrator." Two superintendents 

described themselves as part of a "shared" management team 

and one superintendent did not answer specifically. A 

list of secondary descriptions appears in Table 36. 

Table 36 

SUPERINTENDENTS' DESCRIPTIONS OF THEIR ROLE 
IN RELATION TO THE SCHOOL BOARD 

To interpret and carry out board policy 

A professional 

To administer schools 

To be a third force in the community 

To act as the board's advisor 

To orchestrate the decision making 

The board is always in control 

A leader, executive head of the district 

They should have no doubts as to who's in charge 
here during a crisis and every day and night 

I make recommendations and try to have the board 
make decisions as they should. 
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Mission 

Question 2 on the superintendent questionnaire and 

Question 1 on the board member questionnaire asked respond

ents to describe the purpose and structure of their school 

board inservice program. Probes focused on policies, pre

service orientation, new board member orientation and 

ongoing development. Table 30 in the previous section 

statistically showed in which areas the districts inter

viewed said they had policies. Sample policies can be 

found in Appendix H. To summarize, however, the weakest 

area for policy statements was for preservice education: 

only four districts had policy statements and only two of 

the ten without statements felt they should. The largest 

number of policy statemen.ts were geared to visits to 

conventions: eleven districts had policy statements. 

The types of programs differed widely among the 

fourteen districts depending on the type of district, the 

geographical area to be covered, the superintendent, the 

history of the district, and a whole variety of factors. 

Furthermore, as many of these districts had a very low 

board turnover, there was little need for either pre

election inservice or orientation. Thus, those programs 

existed either in policy or on paper. Nevertheless, the 

following generalities could be observed. Overall, pre-
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service education for prospective board members, where it 

existed, was done on an individual basis. The superintend

ents made available to candidates information about the 

structure of the schools, gave them NSBA and PSBA hand

books, invited them to board meetings, and offered to talk 

with any candidates who wanted help. In a few places, 

candidates were put on the mailing lists, invited to any 

board development sessions and sent all backup board 

material before meetings. In one district the super

intendent held two pre-election formal meetings with his 

assistants--one to explain the workings of the board and 

district, and one for questions and answers. At the other 

end of the spectrum, several districts flatly refused to 

be involved in any pre-election inservice, saying they 

felt the school district should remain apart from the 

political process. 

Orientation programs in nine of the fourteen 

districts interviewed were in the hands of the super

intendent. In two, the board president was in charge; and 

in three others the board president and superintendent 

shared responsibility. Content was organized into three 

general areas--background on the district: the legal and 

financial history, its personnel contracts, its instruc

tional programs, and its goals; information about being a 

board member: a review and explanation of the policy 
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manual, the functions of a school board member in and out 

of committee, and the roles of school board members within 

the district: and some "how to" information: how to read 

and develop the budget, conduct negotiations and operate 

during board meetings. 

Content was disseminated in several ways. In some 

districts, the superintendent simply went to the home of 

the newly elected board member(s) with the district policy 

book, PSBA and NSBA handbooks, and budget information 

packed in a briefcase. Other districts, especially where 

there was more board turnover, tended to have a more 

formal program involving ·the superintendent, his staff, 

the board president, vice president, and even the entire 

board. Often these programs involved three to five 

evenings of presentations done by various components of 

the school system. A combination of the formal and 

informal, where the superintendent sat down with a board 

member for an afternoon and the board member also met with 

staff and board, was also utilized. The time commitment 

varied from one afternoon to four or five evenings or 

three home visits. Four of the districts advocated a re

treat in January with new board members, as well as old, 

to help set goals and also provide new members an opportun

ity to sit down and get acquainted with more experienced 

members. Lastly, a very popular link in the new board 
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member orientation process was the orientation and in

formational seminars conducted by PSBA and the local 

Intermediate Units (IUs). All districts had attended at 

least one PSBA session and one IU session. At the 

sessions, board members had an opportunity to meet members 

from other districts; hear PSBA and IU officials discuss 

the roles and functions of board members as well as provide 

information on a variety of topics of interest; and to hear 

how local superintendents, board presidents, or other local 

district personnel dealt with problems relevant to their 

particular geographic region. 

Ongoing board development programs were also 

highly varied in the fourteen districts interviewed. Some 

were highly complex, formal operations and others barely 

qualified as a formal ongoing program. Only one district 

interviewed really did not have a qualifying program. 

Overall, in eight districts, superintendents ran the 

program; in three, the responsibility was shared with the 

board president, and in two, the board president was 

responsible for board development. 

In eleven of the districts board development in

volved some sort of formal goal setting. Usually the 

goals set were district goals rather than specific goals 

for the board. Only in two districts did the board 

specifically set its own personal goals and then evaluate 
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its performance. A frequent way of setting goals was to 

take the board away for a retreat either overnight or for 

a day and discuss priorities. In six districts boards 

went to a hotel, a local college, or the like.to plan. 

others did their planning at the PSBA summer three-day 

session at Bucknell University. Often at these retreats, 

district administrators were invited to participate in the 

planning process. The boards usually did not evaluate 

their specific performance in attaining the district 

goals. Rather, evaluation usually was of the 

superintendent's performance. 

Only six of the fourteen districts (43 percent) 

said they had a formal assessment of board member needs. 

The interviews indicated that four was a more realistic 

number. Usually the superintendent informally checked on 

subjects board members wanted to cover. The local 

inservice content was determined by issues the district 

was facing over the next year or a selection by the 

superintendent of topics he/she considered to be important. 

The two major vehicles for providing inservice 

were through board committee meetings and subsequent 

reports and through information packets handed out by the 

superintendent. In some incidences, superintendents 

provided board members with a lot of information and then 

gave specific recommendations. In others, superintendents 
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innundated their boards with data, the boards read the 

material, said "help," and asked the superintendents £"or 

explanations. Committee meeting times usually were in the 

evening on a night other than that of the regular board 

meeting. Two districts, however, where board members 

lived and worked in close proximity, held luncheon meet

ings, thus freeing the board member's evening. In one 

district, each committee included members of the school 

management team in order to encourage understanding and 

facilitate the flow of information. In most districts, 

central office administrators served as advisors to the 

committees. 

Official board meetings in most of these fourteen 

districts were not used for inservice but were,to transact 

board business. The general feeling was that if board 

members had enough information, meetings would be short 

and without conflict. Thus, those of the fourteen 

districts that had broad ranging board development 

programs tended to have short official meetings (one-half 

hour or less), while the other districts had longer 

meetings. A notable exception was a district that made a 

point of including principals at board meetings as 

non-voting members, having them sit at the table with the 

board and participate in the discussions, providing input 

and information. The goal was to encourage the concept of 

education as the product of shared governance. 
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To provide board members with additional knowledge 

and skills most districts had special sessions. Some were 

pre-meeting sessions conducted an hour, several days, or a 

week before the regularly scheduled board meetings. During 

these sessions board members went over the various items 

on the formal meeting agendas and asked any necessary 

questions. These sessions were led by the superintendents. 

A second type of special session was one concerned with 

providing information on a particular topic. Eleven of 

the fourteen districts interviewed had special sessions on 

topics of interest--the art program, evaluation, energy, 

microcomputers, the budget. Timing varied widely. Some 

sessions were held after the regularly scheduled monthly 

meeting~ some, once every six weeks~ some, once a month. 

Sometimes the sessions were motivated by a problem facing 

the district--declining enrollment, a building project, or 

impending contract negotiations. Usually they involved a 

wide variety of speakers, from the traditional superintend

ent to teachers, local administrators, businessmen, state 

and city officials, or private citize~s. In one district 

over 150 citizens were working on various educational task 

forces that reported to the board on various subjects of 

district concern. A second district had monthly dinners 

with the board and groups involved in the educational 

process--teachers, custodians, secretaries, etc. During 
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these dinners there was an opportunity for these groups to 

get to know each other as well as share information. 

Another aspect of local inservice involved school 

inspections. Visitations were encouraged by all the 

districts. Usually board members were asked to inform the 

school principal of their impending visit. A few super

intendents required that board members clear their plans 

with them before visiting schools. Frequently, however, 

visitations were actually plant inspections and were held 

on Saturday when school was not in session. One district 

rented a large bus, asked board members to bring lunch, 

and went off on a tour of the facilities. Also mentioned 

was the rotation of board meetings among the various 

schools in the district. 

Local board development programs also included 

travel to out-of-district functions. The most popular 

place to go was to a PSBA meeting. Every district inter

viewed had members participate in PSBA meetings. The next 

most popular out-of-district functions occured at Inter

mediate Units. Board members interviewed cited the high 

quality and specific relevance of IU meetings. In 

Pennsylvania, one board member is delegated to serve on 

the IU board and represent his/her district permanently at 

the IU level. Interestingly, only 50 percent, or seven of 

the districts interviewed, sent their board members to the 
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NSBA national convention, although eleven (79 percent) 

went to PSBA state conventions. Six districts made use of 

activities sponsored by the Tri-state or University of 

Pennsylvania Study Councils as well as NASDA and SHASDA 

sessions. Two districts sent members to AASA and one took 

the entire board to Newport News, Virginia for a staff 

development training session. Despite the variety of 

out-of-district programs cited, certain trends emerged. 

Board members were traveling less as time and costs 

pressured them, and they indicated that they felt that v/ 

local programs were more pertinent for their needs. 

Program Decisions 

Question 3a on the superintendent interview and 

Question 2a on the board member interview asked about 

historical factors affecting the development of the board 

inservice program in each local district. Table 37 

summarizes the responses. A major issue involved the 

strong leadership qualities of the superintendent. Six of 

the fourteen districts interviewed explained that the 

previous superintendent had left the district in chaos and 

the board had found themselves trying to manage the 

district. To avoid such a problem, board members 

consciously sought out a strong Chief Executive Officer 
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(CEO). Two other districts simply said they preferred a 

strong CEO. 

Table 37 

HISTORICAL FACTORS AFFECTING THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

Factor 

District in turmoil. 
Needed CEO 

Initiated by superintendent 

Combined intiative of 
superintendent and president 

Predecessor initiated 

Board sought CEO 

President initiated 

Board likes functions 

None 

Number of 
Districts 

6 

6 

1 

3 

2 

1 

2 

1 

Percentage 

43 

43 

7 

21 

14 

7 

14 

7 

In six districts, the board development program was 

initiated by the superintendent: in three, it was inherited 

from the previous superintendent: in one, it was the result 

of the combined initiative of the superintendent and presi-

dent; and in one, the program was the result of the 

president. In two districts, the board enjoyed going to 



135 

development functions and one district had no historical 

reason for the program. 

Question 3b on the superintendent interview and 2b 

on the board member interview asked how districts decided 

on the programs for board development--the role of board 

members, of superintendents, administration, and other 

factors in the decision making process. Overall, board 

member roles differed widely from district to district. 

The most popular ways board members were involved in 

inservice are listed below. 

They set and approved policy--they determined 
whether inservice~ would be a formal part of 
district operations 

They requested that items be put on the agendas 

The board president's leadership was critical. He 
was the organizer who made things run smoothly. 
Often he met with the superintendent to set 
agendas. He also could tell board members to do 
things they would resent doing if the 
superintendent made the request 

Board members simply told superintendents what was 
to be part of their training and told him to do it 

Board committees instigated discussions and made 
recommendations to the full board and 
superintendent 

The board gave the superintendent permission to act 

The board worked with the superintendent to 
develop goals and prioritize needs. These were 
then translated into action plans by the 
superintendent. 
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The role of the superintendent in program decisions 

also varied widely from district to district. Generally 

superintendents have one or several of the following roles 

in program decisions: 

Superintendents set the agenda for meetings, fre
quently in consultation with the board president 

He is the chairman of the board and in charge of 
inservice 

The superintendent is the facilitator, suggesting, 
giving ideas, recommending 

The superintendent listens to the needs of the 
board, interprets the needs, and develops programs 
based on board parameters 

The superintendent reports to the board and to 
committees. , 

District staff supports the superintendent. They 

can help him develop agendas based on board parameters; 

work on and through committees, either as facilitators or 

setting the actual agenda; and they can also make sugges-

tions at meetings informally. 

State mandates influence board development programs 

in some interesting ways--some overt and some subtle. The 

most dramatic programmatic influence is related to Penn-

sylvania's school improvement plan--Educational Quality 

Assessment (EQA). EQA requires that districts go through 

a phased evaluation of all their programs, develop goals 

and objectives, and involve the total community in this 

educational improvement plan. The districts interviewed 



137 

were each in one of the phases of EQA. This forced boards 

to learn about, evaluate, and develop plans to improve· the 

educational performance of their district. 

Secondly, states influence board inservice 

programs by their own mandated programs {special education 

and gifted education) as well as by their regulations and 

laws. Whether districts participate in state programs 

such as the gifted or decide to run their own, often they 

have to understand what these state programs entail and 

what regulations must be followed. Laws such as Act 195 

mandating collective bargaining impact greatly on inservice 

programs for board members. They force boards to acquire 

skills in areas not previously tapped. 

In some respects, state laws can also hinder in

service. They restrict the number of conferences that can 

be attended and restrict the amount of money that districts 

can allocate for board development per day. In Penn

sylvania, board members are allowed thirty dollars a day 

for conferences. Given the price of hotel rooms, that 

amount is hardly sufficient to cover costs. 

Community groups influence program decisions for 

board development. In seven of the districts, communities 

impacted strongly on program decisions. In the other 

seven, the community role was very small. Involvement was 

through the following means: 
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Task forces--the board established task forces on 
issues important in the district. Task forces 
acted as researchers or investigators, broadening 
the board's responsiveness. They made 
recommendations to the board to be accepted or 
rejected and were especially involved in long 
range planning 

Official Citizens Advisory Committees--that made 
suggestions to the board and did research. These 
are state mandated 

Pressure groups--these restricted board inservice 
often on the basis of conserving funds 

Individual suggestions made at board meetings or 
privately for programs. 

Needs assessments played a more significant role in 

program decisions than did evaluations. Most of the needs 

assessments were done as a result of EQA, although six dis-

tricts reported having a formal process outside of EQA. 

These assessments were then translated into action plans 

by the superintendent and his staff or by the board and 

superintendent. Three districts had absolutely no regard 

for needs assessments. 

Formal board evaluations were uncommon. The 

general concensus was that formal evaluations could harm 

board frankness and dialogue. Only one district reported 

a formal evaluation and claimed to apply results to program 

decisions. Three described informal board evaluations, 

but didn't necessarily tie them into board development 

programs. 
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PSBA, IUs, universities and other institutions did 

not influence local district program decisions. Occasion

ally members spoke in the district on invitation, but local 

programs were decided apart from what these exterior organ

izations had to offer. 

Knowledge Transfer Activities 

Questions 4a on the superintendents' interview and 

3a on the board members' interview asked what benefits, 

what knowledge, skills or products should board members 

develop or receive as a result of the board development 

program. In a sense, this question was another way of 

looking at board member needs. Both superintendents and 

presidents felt members needed first of all to understand 

what is going on in all the different educational areas in 

order to make long lasting decisions, set priorities, and 

generally "meet the needs of the community from an educa

tional point of view." Secondly, board members needed to 

be able to communicate with the public about what is or is 

not happening, to "articulately represent in layman's terms 

what the school district is doing." "To eliminate in

dividual biases and act for the good of the whole" was a 

third need of board members. Fourth, board members needed 

to "understand their role of setting policy, providing 
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resources, and approving the program." Additional needs 

of board members cited in the interviews were listening· 

skills, self-discipline, control, and a perspective on 

their own district in comparison with others. Finally, an 

item often mentioned was "the technique of asking the 

right questions at the right time." 

Question 4b on the superintendents• questionnaire 

asked them to list some of the more effective strategies 

and tactics they used to help board members receive the 

benefits listed above. These strategies and tactics re

flected the district characteristics, superintendent 

characteristics, and board characteristics. For example, 

a small town where the district covered only five square 

miles could have luncheon meetings, where a district cover

ing 197 square miles could not. Strategies and tactics can 

be divided into three groups: personal strategies and 

tactics, relations with the board, and activities. 

The personal strategy and tactic most often 

mentioned by superintendents was that of honesty, brutal 

frankness, complete disclosure. Be sure the board is 

totally informed. One superintendent commented that if 

board members were informed, they worked with the super

intendent to solve problems. If they were uninformed, 

they blamed the superintendent when problems arose. A 

second tactic was thorough preparation for meetings. 
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A third area was that of the personality and assurance of 

the superintendent. As one superintendent said "a lot·is 

personality, my personality." Other personal techniques 

mentioned were a sensitivity to individual board member 

needs that enabled the superintendent to anticipate a prob

lem and "preservice" the board member, and the ability to 

instill confidence in the board that the administration 

can do its job effectively. 

Strategies and tactics relating to board relations 

were highly varied and sometimes contradictory. The most 

frequently mentioned was to treat all board members the 

same way and to never socialize with individuals. A second 

important tactic was to let the board "stick their necks 

out" on issues and, in return, let them get the credit. 

To assume that the board does not have full knowledge of 

what is occurring is a third strategy mentioned. If a 

superintendent always assumes he has to provide his board 

with backup information, he will never be caught with an 

uninformed board. Other strategies and tactics included 

keeping the president totally informed and up-to-date and 

giving prompt attention to board members' requests for 

information. 

On the social side, several superintendents 

suggested going out for sandwiches or the like after a 

meeting and not discussing politics. "None should leave 
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mad." Another superintendent had an annual party at his 

house and a third always took his new board members to· 

lunch. In this way he established a relationship with the 

new member and found out where his/her concerns lay. 

Special activities used by superintendents 

resembled a cookbook array of recipes. The following list 

summarizes the array. 

Establish ground rules before taking the job and 
clearly define the role of the superintendent 

Insist on formal goals and objectives adopted by 
the board--a plan of action 

Hold meetings at other schools, especially for 
committees such a~ the property committee. If 
done during the day, members can see the school in 
action 

Have a board retreat to get acquainted and plan 
goals for the year 

Take a Saturday school bus tour of the 
facilities. Have· a picnic lunch or bring doughnuts 

Have breakfasts where state legislators are invited 

Innundate the board with resource material, handed 
out early enough for questions. In this way they 
will come to the superintendent for explanations 
and recommendations 

Limit the resource material to the essentials and 
provide board members with recommendations 

Have a special number board members can dial where 
they can receive a taped, up-to-date, daily report 
on what is happening in the schools 

Hold a press conference the afternoon of a board 
meeting. Go over the agenda and give press 
representatives the backup material 
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Post highlights of board meetings in schools, 
grocery stores, and other public places for all 
interested parties to see 

Monthly dinners with the board and groups involved 
in education--janitors, teachers, secretaries, 
parents--where a free exchange can take place. 

Three strategies deserve special mention. One 

superintendent has management team members (principals and 

administrators) participate as active members of all board 

committees. In this way each side can learn how the other 

operates as well as share information. A second super-

intendent has principals sit at the table at all board 

meetings. Although they cannot vote, they can participate 

in all discussions and act as resource people. In this 

way the principals see first hand how board decisions are 

made and the board hears facts from the people close to 

the situations. Finally, a third superintendent uses the 

community as researchers for the board. He and the board 

have over 150 people involved in various task forces on 

issues of concern--class size, school finance, curriculum, 

etc.--and these members present detailed reports and re-

commendations to the board. Not only do they contribute 

to general board knowledge, but they force board members 

to keep current. If board members have to respond to an 

informed citizenry, they have to be informed themselves. 

Further, the task force strategy allows board members to 
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see issues from several perspectives--their own, the admin-

istration's, and that of a citizen task force. 

Question 4c on the superintendent's interview and 

3b on the board president's asked what special skills or 

qualities were the key to a superintendent's success in 

working with boards. According to respondents a super-

intendent should: 

be honest with the board and public. If he/she 
does not know, don't lie. There should be no 
surprises for the board 

be knowledgeable of the total educational opera
tion, especially finances. He/she should not 
leave things to subordinates 

be caring, understanding, and compassionate 

not use his job as an "ego trip." He/she should 
be humble, be willing to share, be able to lose, 
be able to accept the plusses and minuses of the 
job 

not play politics~ The board should be treated 
impartially. The superintendent should be a 
diplomat. I£ a board member has to be dealt with, 
let other board members deal with the member 

have good communications skills.· He/she should be 
an expert in public relations, be accomplished in 
public speaking, and speak to issues in a language 
board and community can understand 

care for and nurture the board, anticipate their 
needs, listen and be a psychologist 

have an inquiring nature, the ability to "look at 
what is chaotic in a board member's eyes, see 
harmony, and represent that harmony in intelligent 
language" 

be flexible and willing to compromise 
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remember he/she is a servant of the public and 
that the aim of the job is the development and 
maintenance of an educational program 

have highly developed organizational skills 

have "intuitive brilliance," mastery of the "art 
of being on top." He/she should exercise 
leadership as opposed to management 

have spent a reasonable time in the field 

have respect for the dignity of the position 

have a feel of the community, be visible. The 
community has to know him/her as he/she is their 
educational leader. 

Question 4d on the superintendent's interview and 

3c on the board president's asked what were some character-

istics of boards in general and their boards in particular 

that affected whether they benefitted from the inservice 

information provided them. Respondents noted twelve char-

acteristics. According to them, board members should: 

be interested and dedicated to the principles of 
public school education 

be objective, willing to listen and learn, 
receptive and open. They should have an inquiring 
mind with no 11 axe to grind" 

be team players, not cliquish, not backbiting, not 
prima donnas 

be intelligent, have good common sense, and be 
dependable 

be sympathetic and compassionate 

be aggressive, willing to express themselves and 
stand up for their convictions, self-confident 
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be committed and willing and able to devote time 
to the process 

be thick skinned, tenacious, mentally tough 

be willing to reflect the community and able to 
determine the feel of the community 

be able to get along with a multitude of different 
types, accept majority rule and yet respect each 
other 

realize their own limitations 

have respect for the value of training. 

Knowledge Use 

One approach to this topic was to ask board members 

and superintendents first to identify an area or areas in 

which they had concentrated the greatest part of their in-

service efforts over the ,Past year. Then they were asked 

to describe the effort within this area, the changes that 

were made and the evaluation that was conducted. As the 

interviews proceeded, it became obvious that the result of 

the actions measured the success or failure of the opera-

tion. Table 38 provides a brief summary of the interview 

data. 

Question Sd on the superintendent's interview and 

~ on the board interview asked what informal inservice 

practices board members engaged in to help acquire the 

necessary knowledge and skills. By far the most common 
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Table 38 

LOCAL BOARD AREAS OF DEVELOPMENT, ACTIVITIES 
AND RESULTS OBTAINED 

UNDERTAKEN, 

Concentration 

L 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

.. 

10. 

11. 

Special 
Educat1on 

Evaluation 
and supecvis1.on 

Reocgan 1 za t ion 

Finances 

Administration 

Transportation 

Finances 

B.Jildings 

N~got.iations 

£:1ergy 

Policies 

12. Po lie ies 

13. Bu1.ld1ngs 

14. Curriculum 

Problem 

School district 
ocerate its own 
ciaases 

Incompetence of 
older central 
office staff 

Declln1nq enroll
ment 

Ra1.se the rull 
rate 

Worklng with ne..., 
supec in tenden t 

Whether to change 
bus services 

Collecting delin
quent taxes 

Addition to 
school 

Im~ndinq stn.ke 

Save energy and 
money 

Update policy 
book 

Inservice Action 

Had speeches and presentations by 
Intermediate :Jnit Director. Specul 
Education Director and Superintendent 

Superintendent worked informally 
w1tl'l Board. Expla1.ned funct1on of an 
evaluation program and early retirement 

Developed timeline with the board for 
action. Board ort;anized a task force 
and developed a tabloid for co1Miunity. 
Government consultant reviewed task 
force report and presented comprehens1ve 
report to board and conununity 

Superintendent spent four hours in two 
meetings before budget meeting. 
Explained where money came from. 
Showed projections. In vi ted principals, 
press and public 

Superintendent .ihowed board the manage .. 
ment support te:!.m and how it was used. 
He trained administrators and ha.d them 
come to board meetings and explain 
process 

Had consultant come and do a study of the 
system and report to board. Superin .. 
tendent also worked with board 

Superintendentf taught board about law. 
Committee ChaHman raised suggestion. 
Solicitor provided board inservice 

Superintendent was primary board resource 
person. Focmec Secretary of !l.evenue 
talked on financing. Arci".itect and 
staff provided dialogue w1th the baaed 

Began in January preparing for strike 
poss1.bilities in September, Talked about 
contract ~a·ocess and developed a pro
posal. Established Adm.inistr a.tive 
Advisory Council to work with Board. 
Had PSBA at a ,public seminar. Superin
tendent discu•·sed board conduct during 
strike. Met "•twice a month before strike 
and :wice a week during 

Property committee recommended study. 
Supecintendent suggested consultant from 
neighboring district. Consultant spoke 
at workshop open to all interested 

Woclted on two policies, meeting with 
superintendent, prepared draft policies 
and a list of areas where new policies 
were needed. Superintendent pr lOt itized 
policies at board's request. Baaed went 
to PSBA and NSBA policy cl i.nics 

Result 

Backed Superintendent. Oistr ict 
decided to ~due ate its own 
special education students. t.eft I .u. 

Board approved strategy. Had no un1.on 
problells. Saved money through early 
retir~ment of adminutcatocs 

Three yeats alloweo time foe action. P!an
nl.ng was organized. Soard was supportue. 
Made a tentatlve decision on schools 

Got ten mill raue. Board understands 
how to talk finances to legulators. 
Plan reduced tension, led to !Jnderatal'lding 
between community and board 

Got board support for tea11 31pproach 

Board accepted consultant's recoAUIIenda
tions 

Collected $250-000 in back :axes. Board 
can knowledqeably review ta~ing procedures 

Built bigqer and better facilities 

Held all management r 1ghts. S1qned agree .. 
ment in January. !'tet later with Super1n· 
tendent to evaluate actions, <liscuss 
changes, and how to avo1d· the next stcilce 

Board approved recommendations and got 
federal money for project 

Approved changes and developed new 
handbooks 

Create policy 
manual 

Superintendent and "-dministration Developed manual. Learned boacd roles 
explained need to board. Solicltor came 
and met with board. Had five or six 
discuss1on meetings with superintendent 
and adminutcatocs 

Sale of pcoperty Topic raued at 1nsecvice meeting. Board aoacd recommended solicltin~ b1ds. Sold 
assigned it to a committee. Administra- bul.lding profitably 
tion gatheced information. aoard organl.z-
ed community task force. Task force made 
reconunendat1ons to the board 

Board suppoct for Sent board member to participate in 
teacher insecvice teacher program. He then met with 

, board and explained pco~ram 

Board voted money for teacher 
inservice program 
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response was reading, especially PSBA publications: The 

"Bulletin" or the "Information Legislative Service." 

superintendents and members also shared articles of 

interest that appeared in newspapers or other journals or 

magazines. Similarly, if a member attended a workshop, he 

or she would tape the proceedings to share with the board. 

Other responses included: 

visiting schools outside the district 

attending workshops, especially PSBA workshops 

holding discussions with other school board members 

corporation contacts 

working on a one-to-one basis with a board member 
who needs help 

meeting informally with principals 

working in another school district 

volunteering in the district schools. 

One board president even tried to initiate a series of 

formal sharing sessions with other board presidents in the 

area. Several of the local superintendents opposed this 

idea, however, and discouraged the practice. 

An attempt was made in the board member interview 

to determine exactly how many board members had attended 

workshops or seminars and which workshops and seminars were 

attended. Question 3e on the board interview form sought 
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this information. Often, however, the member being inter

viewed did not know or remember exactly; thus the data ·are 

incomplete. Nevertheless responses seemed to indicate 

that the PSBA workshops were the best attended by the 

districts interviewed. The most popular sessions were the 

summer seminar at Bucknell University, the New Board 

Member Orientation, and the Act 195 Update on collective 

bargaining. Boards were often not traveling: seven 

boards were not represented at the NSBA convention. 

Finally few people used the universities. The only 

university workshops mentioned were those provided by the 

study councils. Table 39 summarizes data that is fairly 

complete. 

Question 3f on the board member questionnaire 

asked how many board members had visited schools within 

and outside the district. With one exception, board 

members said that all their board members had been in 

schools within the district; yet they were not sure if 

members had been in all schools. The exception was a 

district that had experienced a strike recently leaving 

much ill-feeling in the schools. 

When asked how many members visited schools outside 

the district, the responses were incomplete. Nevertheless, 

seven districts reported that no board members visited 

schools outside the district. Of the districts where 
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visitations occurred, usually the school visited was the 

vocational/technical school. Three boards reported having 

educators working in other districts as local members. 

Thus these educators had been in other district schools. 

Table 39 summarizes data that are fairly complete. 

Table 39 

CONFERENCE OR WORKSHOP ATTENDANCE 

Type of Average District Number of 
Meeting Board Attendance Responses 

PSBA State Convention 3 members 11 

NSBA Convention 1 member 12 

PSBA Workshops 4 members 10 

IU Workshops 3 members 8 

Board/Superintendent Relations 

The last group of interview questions sought to 

acquire data on how often information was communicated 

among board members, board president, and superintendent: 

the ease of communication: how well-informed respondents 

thought their board was on district educational matters: 

and what district factors encouraged or inhibited 

communication. 
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Question 6a on the superintendent interview asked 

on the average, how many times a week did the superinte.nd-

ent talk to his board, and Question 6b asked the identical 

question with reference to the board president. Question 

Se on the board questionnaire asked on the average, how 

many times the board member questioned talked to his or 

her superintendent during the week. The comparative data 

are presented in Table 40. As the table illustrates, most 

superintendents and boards communicate less than five times 

a week on an average and never more than twelve. 

Table 40 

AVERAGE WEEKLY FREQUENCY OF 
SUPERINTENDENT/BOARD COMMUNICATIONS 

0 - 4 s - 8 
Communication ' ' I' 

9 - 12 

' ' ' 
13+ Number of 

Responses 

Superintendent talks 
to Board 9 64 3 21 2 14 0 14 

Superintendent talks 
to Board President 11 78 3 21 0 0 0 14 

Board Member talks to 
Superintendent 9 69 3 23 2 15 0 13* 

*One member did not respond 

Question 6c for superintendents and ~ for board 

members asked whether board members usually initiate 

contact with the superintendent, he or she with them, or 

if the initiation is about even. The responses shown in 
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Table 41 indicate that most board members and superintend

ents (57 percent) feel that each group initiates contact 

with the other about evenly. Interestingly, more super

intendents feel they initiate contact with their board 

members and more board members feel they initiate contact 

with their superintendents. 

Table 41 

INITIATION OF CONTRACT BETWEEN BOARD AND SUPERINTENDENT 

Board Superintendent Number of 
Respondent Initiates About Even Initiates Responses 

# % # % # % 

Superintendent 2 14 8 57 4 29 14 

Board 5 36 8 57 1 7 14 

Total 7 25 16 57 5 18 28 

Question 6d asked superintendents how informed 

they thought their board was on educational matters in the 

district and Question Sd asked board members how informed 

they thought their board was. All respondents thought 

their boards were either very well or moderately well 

informed. Board members seemed to be more critical of 

themselves, however. Forty-three percent said they were 

moderately well informed while only 21 percent of the 
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superintendents thought their board moderately well 

informed. These data are presented in Table 42. 

Table 42 

BOARD KNOWLEDGE OF DISTRICT EDUCATION 

Very Well Moderately Moderately Very Numbec of 
Informed Well Pool'ly Poorly Responses 

Respondent I ' I ' 
Superintendent 11 79 3 21 0 0 14 

Board 8 57 6 43 0 0 14 

Total 19 68 9 32 0 0 28 

Question 6f asked superintendents how easy it was 

in their district for board and administration to get 

together and share information. Question Sg asked the 

same question of board members. The responses are 

presented in Table 43. With one exception, respondents 

feel that it is easy to share information in their 

districts. Board members especially feel the ease of 

communications. 



Respondent 

superintendent 

Board 

Total 

EASE OF 

Ver:y 
Easy 

I ' 
11 79 

13 93 

24 86 
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Table 

SHARING 

Moderately 
Easy 

I ' 
2 14 

1 7 

3 11 

43 

INFORMATION 

Moderately Ver:y Numb~r of 
Har:d Hard Responses • ' t ' 

1 7 0 0 14 

0 0 0 0 14 

1 3 0 0 28 

Question 6e asked superintendents how supportive 

they felt their board president was of their work with the 

board. The responses are ;presented in Table 44. As the 

data show, most superintendents interviewed feel their 

board presidents are very supportive of their board work. 

Number 

Percent 

··Table 44 

SUPPORTIVENESS OF THE BOARD PRESIDENT 

Very 
Supportive 

12 

86 

Moderately 
Supportive 

1 

7 

Not too 
Supportive 

1 

7 

Not at all 
Supportive 

0 

0 

Total 

14 

100 
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Question Sa asked board respondents on the average, 

about how many times a week they talked to their board· 

colleagues about problems or issues in the district. 

Question Sb asked those board members who were not presi

dents, how many times they talked to their president during 

an average week. These data are presented in Table 45. 

overall, the data show that most members (69 percent) 

communicate less than four times a week. 

Table 45 

AVERAGE WEEKLY FREQUENCY OF BOARD MEMBER AND 
BOARD PRES!DENT COMMUNICATIONS 

0 - 4 5 - 8 9 - 12 13+ Number of 
Communication • ' • ' • ' • ' Responses 

Board member to 
Board Colleagues 9 69 4 31 0 0 0 0 13* 

Board member to 
President 4 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Question Sc on the board interview sought to deter-

mine if the board president initiates contact with his or 

her board colleagues, they with the president, or if they 

initiate contact evenly. As four respondents were not 

board presidents, only ten answers could be considered. 

Of those ten, eight said that the board members and board 
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president initiated contact with each other about evenly. 

one president said the board took more initiative and one 

said that he took more initiative. 

The last two questions on both the superintendent 

and board member interviews probed the constraints on 

board/superintendent communications and the factors that 

served to facilitate communications. Questions 6g and Sh 

asked what were some of the things that made it hard for 

board and superintendent to get together. Time, of course, 

was the key constraint. It took time to be a good board 

member. Jobs demanded time. Often work schedules kept 

board members out of town traveling for periods of time. 

Many board members were involved in other community 

activites and had to allocate their non-working time among 

various forms of community service. Additional constraints 

were geography--some districts were spread over more than 

200 square miles or were not contiguous--or weather. Costs 

of travel were also cited as a constraint. One superin

tendent was concerned about his difficult relations with 

his board president. Finally, in one instance a board 

member mentioned that some of the board lacked respect for 

the superintendent. 

Finally, Questions 6h and Si asked what factors 

facilitated communications. In many instances, one 
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district's constraints were another district's facil-

itators. For example, geography, a constraint in some 

districts, was a help to others. Several respondents 

indicated that theirs was a small, compact district with 

board members easily available for meetings. Board 

respect for the superintendent was also frequently 

mentioned. Interestingly, several board member responses 

noted that the superintendent had a good secretary, who 

facilitated communications. Nevertheless, the most 

frequently cited factors were the interest and pride of 

board members in their jobs, the prestige of the office, 

and the openness and responsiveness of all concerned to 

all forms of board/administration efforts to share 

information. The following list summarizes the factors 

mentioned as facilitating· information sharing: 

Informality and good social relationships that 
develop among board members. The sensitivity of 
the board to each other's needs 

The high standards of board achievements-
professionalism 

The philosophy that "we're all in this together" 

Small compact district--accessibility 

Superintendents who have spent their life in their 
district and know the board 

Board respect for the superintendent 

Availability of the superintendent 

A good superintendent's secretary 
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Well-planned, regularly scheduled meetings set up 
far enough in advance to allow everyone to plan 

Administrative respect for the privacy of the 
board members. 

The final question on both interviews asked if 

respondents had any final comments to make about the board, 

the district or the interview itself. The comments made, 

however, present no data of use to the study. 



CHAPTER 5 

ANALYSIS: NEEDS OF BOARD MEMBERS 

The purpose of this chapter is to analyze the data 

presented in the preceding chapter relative to the plan of 

study. The plan was to examine local, ongoing inservice 

practices and programs for board members in the Common-

wealth of Pennsylvania in.order to determine a program 

that could be adapted or adopted by local districts in 

response to their own needs. Four questions were asked in 

the study: 

1. What were the iriservice needs of school board 
members as determined by experts in the field of 
school board studies, superintendents, and school 
board members 

2. What local, ongoing inservice programs and 
practices have local districts and school boards 
established to meet those needs 

3. According to experts, superintendents, and school 
board members, should local districts have a 
formal, ongoing inservice program; and if so, 
what kind 

4. According to experts, superintendents, and board 
members, what are the major constraints on the 

159 
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initiation or expansion of local ongoing inservice 
programs and practices for school board member.s. 

This chapter will address the needs of board members in 

terms of: 

1. A comparison of the inservice needs of school 
board members as determined by experts, super
intendents, and board members 

2. A comparison of the needs of board members and 
the size, type, and finances of the district 

3. A comparison of the needs of school board members 
and their personal characteristics such as length 
of board service, occupation, education, and sex. 

Chapters 6, 7, and 8 will analyze the remaining questions. 

Needs of Board Members 

This survey examined the needs of board members 

from two perspectives--skills and knowledge of facts. The 

data used in this chapter were gathered from both inter-

views and self-administered questionnaires and were analyz-

ed using a multiple discriminant analysis. The question-

naires asked board members, superintendents, and experts 

to rank the value of various topics for inclusion in their 

local school board inservice program. In personal inter-

views board members and superintendents were asked what 

benefits--knowledge skills or products--would board members 

develop or receive as a result of their inservice program. 
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Statistically there were three ways to draw 

conclusions: 

1. To examine the interview data for patterns and 
trends 

2. To rank the questionnaire means for the different 
variables under consideration and compare the 
rankings 

3. To conduct F tests on the various items in order 
to determine if there were significant differen
ces among the responses of various groups and the 
variables. 

Additionally, a factor analysis was done in order 

to verify the item groupings on the questionnaire and to 

reduce the number of variables to be dealt with 

statistically. 

No problems in interview interpretation or in 

ranking means arose. F tests results, however, necessi-

tated further analysis. The number of significant differ-

ences was small overall, indicating general agreement 

among respondents and across variables. When differences 

did occur at the .OS level of significance, confidence in-

tervals were constructed around each significant mean 
~ L 

using the formula UX =VJQ and multiplying by 1.96 for the 

.OS level of significance. Where the confidence intervals 

overlapped, one could assume that no significant differ-

ence did exist and that the results occurred by chance. 

Where confidence levels did not overlap there was reason 

to believe a significant difference might well exist. 
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The factor analysis led to the regrouping of 

topics for board member inservice into eight separate 

groups: 

A. Curriculum Topics 

1. Educational Planning 

2. Evaluation of Educational Programs 

3. Understanding of Instructional Program Areas 

4. Student/School Relations 

s. Special Educational Programs 

6. Career Education 

7. Accountability 

8. Testing Practices 

9. Student Achievement 
(Sub Group) 

10. Population Trends and Attendance Statistics 
by Grade 

11. Extra-Curricular Activities 

B. School--Community Topics 

1. Strategies for Public Communication 

2. Community Politics, Government, etc. 

3. Role and Function of Advisory Committees 

4. Interdistrict Relations 

5. Community Relations 

6. State and National School Boards Association 
Services 
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7. Problem Solving Techniques in Policy 
Development 

8. R&D for Education 

c. Major Board Topics 

1. Superintendent Selection 

2. Superintendent Evaluation 

3. Working Relations With the Superintendent 

4. Collective Bargaining 

s. Establishment of Overall Educational Goals 

D. Personnel/Staff 

1. Shape and Function of the Administrative 
Organization 

2. Personnel Practices 

3. Staff Development 

4. Staff Evaluation 

5. Salary Structures 

6. Pupil Personnel Facilities 

E. Facilities 

1. Schoolhouse Maintenance 

2. Facilities Planning 

3. Transportation 

4. Food Service 

F. Financial Topics 

1. Budget Preparation 

2. Budget Interpretation 

3. Business Practices for Schools 
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G. Government Factors 

1. Local Taxation and Bonding Procedures and 
Terminologies 

2. State Funding 

3. Federal Aid 

H. Legal Topics 

1. Legal Responsibilites 

2. Legislative Relationships 

3. Role of School Attorney 

4. Parliamentary Procedure 

The section originally entitled "General Topics" in the 

questionnaire was shortened to include only a core group 

of major topics. Two additional groups were created: 

"Legal Topics" and "Government Factors." "R&D for Educa-

tion," "Problem Solving Techniques in Policy Development," 

and "State and National School Boards Association Services" 

were regrouped under "School and Community Topics." 

The following conclusions emerged from the 

analysis: 

1. There is a core group of topics that belong 
in any local board inservice program 

2. As a·whole, the needs of board members as 
determined by ranking topics to be included 
in a local program are not affected in a 
major way by any of the variables examined in 
the study 

3. There is general agreement as to the least 
popular topics in a local inservice program 
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4. Beyond the core group of topics to be included 
in a local program, other topics of interest 
depend on the issues that are current in each 
individual district 

5. Board members want not only to acquire factual 
information, but to enhance particular 

skills. Furthermore, these skills are common 
to all board members across districts 

The remaining pages in this section will examine each of 

these conclusions and their implications for the parties 

involved in school board inservice. 

Conclusion 1: There is a core group of topics that belong 

in any local board inservice program. 

Table 46 illustrates the overall mean rankings of 

the ten most popular and the five least popular topics to 

be included in a local board professional development 

program The first seven topics come from two groups--

"Major Topics" and "Financial Topics." The last three are 

from the legal and curriculum areas. These topics con-

sistently rank high across all variables examined in the 

study. Tables 47 through 54 present the ten most important 

topics for inclusion according to district and respondent 

variables. An examination of these tables supports the 

conclusion that there is a core group of topics to be 

included in every board inservice program across all 

districts. 



Ranking 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 

10. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
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Table 46 

MOST AND LEAST POPULAR TOPICS FOR INCLUSION 

IN A LOCAL BOARD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Topic 

Most Popular 

Working Relations With 
The Superintendent 
Superintendent Evaluation 
Superintendent Selection 
Interpretation of the Budget 
Budget Preparation 
Collective Bargaining 
Establishment of.Overall 
Educational Goals 
Legal Responsibilities 
Evaluation of Educational 
Programs 
Student Achievement 

Least Popular 

State and National 
School Boards Assn. Pract. 
Parliamentary Procedure 
Interdistrict Relations 
R&D for Education 
Community Politics, 
Gov•t., etc. 

Mean 
Response 

6.44 

6.28 
6.22 
6.19 
6.07 
6.01 
6.00 

5.95 
5.91 

5.83 

4.51 

4.57 
4.66 
4.71 

4.71 

Sta.ndard 
Deviation 

0.98 

1.02 
1. 25 
1.05 
1.18 
1.11 
1.12 

1. 25 
1.17 

1.15 

1.43 

1. 61 
1. 52 
1. 38 

1. 54 



~erlntendents 

Topic Rank 

Working Rel. with Supt. 1 

Supt. Selection 

Supt. Evaluation 

Legal Responsibility 

Dudget Interpretation 

Dudget Preparation 

Collective Dargaining 

Estab. of Educ. Goals 

Student Achievement 

Evaluation of Educ. 
Programs 

2 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

9 

'l'able 47 

A COMPARISON OF TilE HOST IHPOR'l'AN'l' 'l'OPICS TO BE INCLUI>EU IN A SCHOOL 
BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM ACCORDING TO TilE STATUS GROUP OF RESPONI>ENTS 

Board Members 

Topic 

Working Rel. With Supt. 

Superintendent Evaluation 

Superintendent Selection 

Budget Preparation 

Budget Interpretation 

Estab. of Educ. Goals 

Eval. of Educ. Programs 

Collective Bargaining 

Staff Development 

Understanding Instruc. 
Program Areas 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

3 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

9 

Board Presidents 

Topic 

Working Rel. With Supt. 

Budget Interpretation 

Superintendent Evaluation 

Budget Preparation 

Collec~ive Bargaining 

Supt. Selection 

Eval. of Educ. Programs 

Estab. of Educ. Goals 

Student Achievement 

Shape and Funct. of 
Admin. Organization 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

9 

Experts 

Topic 

Career Education 

Superintendent Selection 

Working Rel. With Supt. 

Estab. of Educ. Goals 

Superintendent Evaluation 

Collective Bargaining 

Interpretation of Budget 

Eval. of Educ. Programs 

Shape and Funct. of 
Admin. Organization 

State Funding 

Community Politics 

Rank 

l 

2 

2 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

10 

10 
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Table 48 

INCLUDED 
TO 

A COMPARISON OF THE MOST IMPORTANT TOPICS TO BE 
IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGAM ACCORDING 

THE LENGTH OF BOARD MEMBER TENURE 

Topic 

Bud9•t lntetpc'etation 

llt.HICJ4t Prepar-ation 

••••· ol' EdveatiORal Pt09r• .. 

supec-inteftehnt •••luation 

100rtrl119 .. l•tl- With s...,t. 

cata.b. of Owerall Edtle. Goela 

saper tnteftdant Selection 

MoeatiOMl Plannin9 

Coll.ctJ•• llartalnlnt 

... tneaa Preetlc.a for School• 

~~Ant 

• 
' 

Toelc 

100rU119 hlatl.,... lllth Supt. 

Supec Intendant &valuation 

Super lnt•M.nt Selection 

lucf9•t Preparatlo.. 

Budget JnterpretatlOft 

CGllecthe hr9alnl119 

Eatab. of O.erall U..c. Goall 

~ccotllltablllty 

...., •• ·-•lbllltl•• 

student .Achl ... ...,t 

Rank 

10 

Topic 

Super lntendent B•aluatlon 

lkJd9et lnterpratatloft 

ltate ruftdlft9 

luperiRtaftdent Selection 

Le<Jal a .. ponalbllltl•• 

Collectt•• Bacqalntnq 

hal. of l!:ducatlOttal Pr<MJr•

Bud9et Prepe'l'atlon 

Student Achle•.-nt 

hnk 
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Table 49 

INCLUDED 
TO 

A COMPARISON OF THE MOST IMPORTANT TOPICS TO BE 
IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGAM ACCORDING 

THE PROFESSIONAL GROUP OF RESPONDENTS 

Topte 

svpt. B¥aluatlon 

..,. u..., ael. w/Sapt 

lud9et lnterp. 

luclcJet Prep. 

BYal. of Edue. PrO<J. 5 

&.tab. of Educ. 
Goal a 

Supt. Selection 

Student Aclll". 

collectbe Bar9· 

lalu·y Struct. 10 

Toplc 

Supt. S.aluatlow 

Woru..., ..... w/Supt 

Supt. lelectlOft 

lt.tf Ddpoot. 

hal. of -... PrO<J. l 

• 

UnclentoncH..., 
ln8tr. Protr .. ArM• 

10 

.Eclueator 

Toole 

WorU"9 ..... w/Supt 

Supt. S.lectl011 

Zatab. of Owerall 
Uuc. Goala 

s...sg.t lnterp. 

ludqet Pre~ratiOft 

Sept. a.al • 

c~ ... Relatione 

Rank 

7 

B9al. of !due. Prot. t 

r...,al .... p. 

Sha"·., runet. of 
Adool ... Or9o 

10 

10 

Salary Stn~et. 10 

Manas•r 

Topic 

llud9ot Int. 

..,.u..., ael. v/Supt 

Batab. of !due. 
Goal a 

Supt. l•al .. 

Bucltet Pl'.paration 

Belue. Plaftl'llft9 

Accountability 

Other 

Renlr; Topic 

WorJt tn9 Reol, w/Supt 

Supt. Selection 

Supt. E.,aluatJon 

Bduc. Plannlft9 

AeeountabUity 

10 



Less Than 4 Years 
College 

1'oplc Rank 

Working Rel. With Supt. 1 

Budget Interpretation 2 

Superintendent Selection ] 

Uudget Preparation 4 

Superintendent Evaluation 5 

Educational Planning 6 

Estab. of Educ. Goals 7 

State Funding 7 

Bus. Prac. for Schools 9 

Eval of Educ. Program 9 

Table 50 

A COMPARISON OF TilE MOS1' IMPORTANT TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED 
IN A SCIIOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

ACCORDING TO TilE EDUCA'riONAL LEVEL OF BOARD MEMBERS 

Bachelo.:'s 
Degree 

Topic Rank 

Wo.:king Relat. With Supt. 1 

Supe.:intendent Evalu~tion 2 

Supe.:intendent Selection 

Eval. of Educ. Programs 

] 

4 

Collective Ba.:gaining 5 

Estab. of Educational Goals 6 

Legal Responsibilities 7 

Budget Prepa.:ation 8 

Educational Planning 8 

Accountability 10 

G.:aduate to 
Masters Deg.:ee 

Topic Rank 

Wo.:king Rel. With Supt. 1 

Budg~t Interp.:etation 2 

Budget Preparation l 

Supe.:intendent Evaluation 4 

Superintendent Selection 5 

Collective Ba.:gaining 5 

Legal Responsibilities 7 

Estab, of Educ. Goals 8 

Eval. of Educ. P.:ograms 9 

Student Achievement 10 

Doctorate 

Topic Rank 

Wo.:king Rel. With Supt. l 

Supe.:intendent Selection 2 

Supe.:intendent Evaluation ) 

Budget Interpretation 

Estab. of Educ. Goals 5 

Legal Responsibilities 6 

Collective Ba.:gaining 7 

Evaluation of Educ. Program 9 

Shape ' Func. of Adm. Org. 10 

Salary St.:uctures 10 

Student Achievement 10 

1-' 
-...] 
0 
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Table 51 

A COMPARISON OF THE MOST IMPORTANT TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED 
IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

ACCORDING TO THE SEX OF BOARD MEMBERS 

Male Female 

Topic Rank Topic Rank 

working Rel. with Supt. 1 Working Rel. with Supt. 1 

Supt. Evaluation 2 Supt. Evaluation 2 

Supt. Selection 3 Budget Preparation 2 

Interpretation of Budget 4 Budget Interpretation 2 

Budget Preparation 5 Supt. Selection 5 

Collective Bargaining 6 Estab. of Educ. Goals 6 

Legal Responsibilities 7 Eval. of Educ. Programs 7 

Estab. of Educ. Goals 8 Educational Planning 8 

Eval. of Educ. Programs .9 Collective Bargaining 8 

Student Achievement 10 Salary Structures 10 

Student Achievement 10 



Second Class 
'J'opic 

Workin<J Relations With Super
intendent 

Uudqet Interpretation 

Superintendent Evaluation 

Oudyet Preparation 

Evaluation of Educational 
Pcogramn 

Estab. of Educational Goals 

Supr.r inteoulent Selection 

Student 1\chieveonent 

Legal Responsibilities 

Table 52 

A COMPARISON OF TilE HOST IMPORTANT TOPICS TO fiB INCLUDED 
IN A SCIIOOL OOAitD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

Rcmk 

2 

l 

4 

Ci 

7 

8 

10 

ACCOitOING TO 1'118 DISTRICT CLASS OF RESPONDEN1'S 

1'hhd Class 
Topic 

Working Relations With Super
intendent 

Superintendent Selection 

Superintendent Evaluation 

Budget Interpretation 

Collective Bargaining 

Bud')et Preparation 

Estab. of Overall Educational 
Goals 

Leqal Responsibilities 

Eval. of Educational Programs 

Student Achievement 

Rank 

1 

2 

l 

4 

Ci 

7 

8 

9 

10 

t'our th Class 
'l'opic 

working Relations With Super
Intendent 

Budget Interpretation 

Superintendent Evaluation 

Superintendent Selection 

Proqram Preparation 

Legal Responsi~llltles 

Estab. of Overall Educational 
Goals 

Evaluation of Educational 
Programs 

Educational Planning 

Collective Bargaining 

Rank 

1 

2 

l 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
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1'able 51 

A COMPARISON OF 1.'11£ HOST IHPOR'fAN'f 1'0PlCS 1'0 DE lNCI.UilEO 
IN A SCIIOOL BOARD INSERVICE PUOGRI\H 

ACCORDING TO 'l'IIE OIS'fRICT 'l'YPE OF RESPONDENTS 

Small Town Sulmrban Urban 

--~----~--------------------------------------------

1'oplc 

Worklnq Relations With 
Superintendent 

llank 

Superlnten~ent Evaluation 2 

!;uper intendcnt Selection l 

Uu~yel Interpretation 4 

lhulc1et Preparation 5 

Collective llargaininq 6 

Estab. ol t:ducational 7 
Goals 

Evaluation of Educational 8 
Pt01Jl iHOS 

l.e<J.ll lleo;ponulbilltles 9 

Saldry Structures 10 

Topic 

Working Relatations With 
Superintendent 

Superintendent Selection 

Budget Interpretation 

Budget Preparatio9 

Superintendent Evaluation 

Collective Bargaining 

Evaluation ot Educational 
Programs 

Legal Responsibilities 

Student Achleveooent 

Staff Evaluation 

Rank 

1 

2 

) 

4 

5 

6 

6 

6 

9 

9 

Topic 

Working Relations With 
Superintendent 

Rank 

1 

Superintendent Evaluation 2 

Budget Interpretation l 

Superintendent Selection 4 

Estab. of Overall Edu- 4 
catlonal Goals 

Budget Preparation 6 

Collective Bargaining 7 

Legal llesponslbllltles 8 

Student Achievement 9 

Evaluation of Educational 10 
Proqram 

'l'opic 

Workin<J Relations With 
Superintendent 

Superintendent Evaluation 

Collective Bargaining 

Legal Responsibilities 

Community Relations 

Estab. of Educational 
Goals 

Superintendent Selection 

lludget Interpretation 

Evaluation of Educational 
Prog.~alll 

Student Achievement 

Rank 

2 

2 

4 1-' 
-...] 

4 w 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 



Fh"l ca.. .... 
(lO,OOo,OOOil 

'l'oplc 

lhutget lntorpre-
tat ion 

Wotklng llt:l"tlona 
With Super-
intt:ndent 

!iupt:linteudent 
l::valuat I on 

Uwhjt:t I'Lo:p .. ration 

"tlUCil t I on ill 
l~lannin•J 

t:vdluatlon ot Edu-
cationul l'rO!Jr'*IM 

l.c\Jd) Rotiponsi-
hil it lc!i 

Supt:r intcn•tcnt 
Scl.:ction 

1.-;!::ilclbl iahiRUOt ot 
t:.tucdt iond Goals 

!:ihope • •·unctJou 
ot Adooiul .. tratlve 
Orljaoi:tutlon 

l'upll Pcr.uunnel 

Uudt:rstaudin<J 
luutauctionol 
lJlO'Jl"CIID 

lltudeolt Achiev.,-
IUl!Ul 

•·aciliticll 

\'able 54 

A COMPARiliON OF 1'11E HOST ltll'OR1l\NT TOI'ICS TO BE INCLUDED 
IN A SCIIOOL UO\RD INSt:IIVICE PIIOGIII\M 

ACCOIIOING TO TilE DIS1'RICT FlNI\NCIAL CUIIJS Ot' ltt:SPONDt:N'I'S 

Second Class '!'hied Class Fourth Class Fifth Claaa 
(24,000,000-29,999,9!191 Cl8,000,000-2l,999,9991 Cl2,oOo,OOO-l7,999,9991 (6,000,000-11,999,9991 

Sixth Claaa 
(0-5,!199,!1991 

lt"nk Topic Rank Topic Rank Topic Rank Topic k"nk Topic llank 

Working R"latlona 1 Collective 1 Superintendent 1 Working Relations 1 Working Relations 1 
With Super- Bacgdnfng Evaluation With Super- With Super-
intendent intendent intendent 

2 Evaluation of 2 Working Relations 2 Bud<Jet Inter- 1 Superintendent 2 Superintendent 2 
Educational With Super- pretatlon Selection Evaluation 
(HO\jra• intendent 

l t:atabltah•ent l SupecJntendent l Superintendent l Superintendent l Superintendent l 
Educ<~tional Goals Evaluation . Selection Evaluation Selection 

4 Collective 4 Bud!Jet Inter- l Working Relations l Budyet Inter- • Bud!Jet In tee- • u .. r<J"inin<J pretatlon With Super- pretation pretatlon 
intendent 

4 budgo:t Preparation !i Budget Preparation 5 Bud<Jet Preparation 5 Establiuhaent of !i Budget Preparation 5 
Educational goals 

6 Accountability !i Evaluation of Edu- 6 Collective Bar- 6 Collective B.ar- 6 Le<Jal lloaponst- 6 
cational Progra• gaining g..tntng bllitles 

7 Student Achieve- !; Superintendent 7 Establiuh•ent of 7 Student Achieve- 7 t:atablhb•ent of 7 
•eut Selection Educational Goals •ent Educational Goals 

II Superinto:ndent 8 ~stablishment of II Student Achieve- 7 Legal Responai- 8 Collective Bac- 8 
Evaluation Educational Goals Ment bilt ties gaining 

9 Budget Inter- II Underatandinq of 8 Le<Jal Reuponsi- 9 Budgut Pro:paratfon 9 t:valuation of £du- 9 
pr .. tation Instructional bUittes cational Progca•a 

Proqra• 

9 t:tlucdtional 10 Special ~ducation II Business Practice 10 Shape ' Function 10 Educational 10 
Planniu!J of Ad•inistrative Planning 

Organ! zation 

!I Staff Evaluation 10 

9 

9 

!I 

...... 

....... 
ol::oo 
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Discussion 

It is clear that to all respondents across most 

variables the single most important issue concerns the v 

day-to-day relationship between board and superintendent. 

seventy-five percent of the time, respondents in all 

classes of variables rated 11 Working relations with the 

superintendent .. as the most important topic for inclusion 

in a board inservice program. The Pennsylvania School 

Boards Association describes this relation as one between 

the board as a corporate entity and the superintendent as 

1 its agent. That this topic was rated the most important 

seems logical for several reasons. First, the smooth 

operation of the school district hinges directly on the 

strength of the board/chief administrator relationship. 

The extent to which the board and the superinten
dent discharge their proper functions, or infringe 
on each other's responsibilities, impacts directly 
on the effectiveness of the school program.2 

Second, of the 313 respondents to the question-

naire, 44 percent (139) were superintendents. Their 

relationship with the board, their employer, is the key to 

!Robert L. Walter, To Use These Talents 
(Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania School Board 
Association, 1980), p. 39. 

2 PSBA Commission to Re-
lationships of School Boards and Superindents Harrisburg, 
Pa.: Pennsylvania School Boards Association, 1977), p. 5. 



176 

their tenure in and satisfaction with their job. To some 

degree, then, the mean score for this item was biased.by 

the sample composition. Table 47 presents the mean values 

for this item broken down by status group. The mean value 

of the superintendents is significantly above that of 

other respondent groups. 

Third, there is evidence that tensions between 

board and superintendents have been growing in serious-

ness. Luverne Cunningham in his speech to the American 

Association of School Administrators on the "Status of the 

American Superintendent" reported that superintendents 

ranked "Increasing attacks on the superintendent" as the 

fourth most important issue or challenge facing the super-

intendent for the 1980s. This item was rated sixteenth in 

the 1970 survey. Further, Cunningham added that 15 per-

cent of the superintendents responding to the question-

naire, or one out of every six, said that they had left 

their last job as a result of conflicts with the board. 3 

"Working Relations With the Superintendent" 

logically precedes the second most important topic--

"Superintendent Evaluation." The description of the roles 

and responsibilities of the superintendent and his/her 

3Luverne Cunningham, "Report on the Status of 
the American Superintendent," paper presented at the 
American Association of School Administrators Conference, 
New Orleans, La., February 1982. 
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daily efforts to fulfill this description provide the 

basis upon which the superintendent is evaluated. 

"Superintendent Selection" is ranked third, probably 

because it is essentially a one-shot occurance for any 

given board. 

Second in importance to the superintendency is the 

budget. Respondents generally ranked "Budget Interpreta-

tion" before "Budget Preparation," implying that board 

members need to understand the budget document and be able 

to explain the line items before they can begin to prepare 

one themselves. 

In three cases--districts with over $30,000,000, 

between $12,000,000 and $17,999,999, and board members who 

had less than five years of board service--budget interpre-

tation was rated the most important board inservice topic. 

For new board members, the budget is frequently the most 

complex item to deal with and the item that tends to gener-

ate the most rancor among members of the educational commu-

nity and the community at large. As David Minar's study on 

community conflict showed4 and today's educational cost-

cutting battles confirm, in the case of finances, everyone 

seems to be involved and dissent among different groups is 

4David W. Minar, The Community Basis of Conflict 
in School System Politics, The American Sociological 
Review (31 December 1966):824. 
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high. During the interviews, one board president ex

plained that he has to be able to "speak before people 

knowledgeably and know how to get answers back." A board 

member who does not undertand his or her budget risks 

losing the next election, being accused of fiscal irrespon

sibility, or contributing to the mismanagement of the dis

trict. "The public," asserts a suburban board member, "al

ways knows what is happening before you do." 

Although descriptions of accounting procedures, 

such as "Planning-Programming-Budgeting System," lend 

themselves to a generalized treatment that can be done by 

school boards associations or other professional groups, 

for the most part, budget preparation and interpretation / 

are topics that are district-specific. Board members need 

to understand what the athletic allocations in their 

district are, and how these monies are spent in relation 

to other items on their local budget. As the data show, 

districts with the largest budgets rate budget interpreta

tion their chief concern. Understanding the intricacies 

of larger budgets is a difficult task. 

Two topics that are highly relevant to Penn

sylvania educational politics are "Collective Bargaining" 

and "Goal Setting." Since the collective bargaining law, 
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Act 195, was passed in 1970, public schools in Penn

sylvania have averaged almost 50 school strikes per year. 5 

Board members feel they need a better grasp of the scope 

of employee organizational control, as well as an effec-

tive technique for avoiding or resolving bitter strike 

confrontations. The collective bargaining process can be 

treated at the state or national inservice level, but 

local districts have to apply this process to local 

conditions, individual personalities, and many of the 

items to be negotiated. 

"Goal Setting" derives its relevance from state 

efforts to orchestrate the statewide school improvement 

process. The initial step in school improvement is the 

establishment of educational goals to use as a basis for 

program examination, ultimately aimed at raising the level 

of student achievement. Goal setting is also a preamble 

to all district planning and budgeting and the standard by 

which achievements will be measured. 

Finally, respondents rank as very valuable the 

topic of "Legal Responsibilities." Respondents wisely 

recognize the need to stay abreast of the rapidly changing 

legal decisions that affect all aspects of a district's 

Srnformation Legislative Service (Pennsylvania 
School Boards Association, Vol. 19, No. 33, August 14, 
1981) pg. 3. 
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educational program from busing to school lunches to 

special education. Board members also need to be 

personally aware of legal responsibilities in order to 

avoid incurring their own liabilities. 

Implications 

1. That these topics are generally agreed upon by 

most respondents across all variables underscores the need 

for their inclusion in a board development program. 

Should board members not be familiar with these topics, 

serious consequences can result that threaten the educa

tion of the district's children. For example, boards that 

do not have enough working knowledge of their district's 

educational programs or budget preparation can make costly 

errors, be duped by irresponsible staff, or be made to 

appear ridiculous by a better prepared public interested 

too frequently in cutting costs at the expense of educa

tion. A board that is not conversant with legal issues 

can leave the district and itself vulnerable to suits. 

Boards that do not set clear educational goals for the 

district have no basis on which to plan their budgets, 

their curriculum, or any of their educational programs. 
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Further, if a district has no clear goals set by the 

board, the board has no systematic method for evaluating 

staff, program, or even their own efforts. 

2. Superintendents who fail to see to it that their 

boards are conversant with these core topics, as well as 

any others of particular relevance, may jeopardize their 

own positions in the district. As a superintendent with a 

comprehensive inservice program stated, "If board members 

understand the issues, when a problem arises, they will 

work with you. If they do not understand, they will blame 

you." Nine of the fourteen superintendents interviewed 

said that when they applied for the position in their 

districts, they established guidelines for the kind of 

board-superintendent relationship they desired. The board 

could then determine its own compatibility with the 

prospective candidate's "modus vivendi." 

3. School boards associations and Intermediate Units 

ought to include programs on each of these topics on their 

agenda. Further, where possible these programs ought to 

be personalized for particular regions or for groups of 

districts. They also ought to stress the need for local 

inservice on these topics. Frequently local programs can 

cover areas too specific for multi-district sessions. 
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conclusion 2: As a whole, the needs of board members are 

not significantly affected by respondent characteristics 

such as sex, status, profession, education, or length of 

board tenure; or by district characteristics such as 

district size, type, or finances. 

The F tests conducted for each variable showed few 

significant differences among the responses. The differ

ences that did occur and whose confidence intervals 

indicated the probability of true significance rather than 

a chance occurance are presented in Tables 55 through 62, 

according to the different variables under consideration. 

Discussion 

Looking at these tables, one observes that only 

the variable of school finances has more than four 

significant differences out of forty-two possibilities. 

Even in the area of finances, 84 percent of the respondents 

generally agree on the ratings of topics. Further, differ

ences in the area of finances can likely be attributed to 

small sample sizes in each group. Thus on an aggregate 

basis, regardless of demographic differences, respondents 

have relatively similar views of the needs of board 

members. Board members and presidents themselves generally 
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Table 55 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE AMONG MEANS OF RESPONDENT 
STATUS GROUPS CONCERNING TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED IN 

A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

Super
intendent 

Topic Mean 

*Legal 
Responsibilities 6.27 

*Working Relations 
With Superintendent 6.65 

*Parliamentary 
Procdure 4.80 

*Community Politics 
Government, etc. 5.00 

*Career Education 4.96 

Board 
Member 
Mean 

5.71 

6.24 

4.07 

4.37 

5.33 

Board 
President Expert 

Mean Mean 

5.71 5.38 

6.31 6.38 

4.72 5.00 

4.44 6.00 

5.48 7.00 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

Table 56 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF BOARD MEMBERS 
ACCORDING TO LENGTH OF TENURE ON THE BOARD 

CONCERNING TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED IN A 
SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

Less 
Than 5 to 9 

Topic 5 Years Years 10 + Years 

Working Relations with 
Superintendent 6.00 6.46 6.42 
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Table 57 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF BOARD MEMBERS 
ACCORDING TO EDUCATION LEVEL CONCERNING TOPICS 

FOR INCLUSION IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

Topic 

Local Taxation, 
Bonding & 
Terminology 

*State Funding 

*Federal Aid 

Less 
Than 

4 Years 
College 

Mean 

5. 82 

5.98 

5.52 

Bachelors 
Degree 

Mean 

5.09 

4.48 

4.47 

Masters 
Degree 

Mean 

5.56 

5.62 

5.00 

Doctoral 
Degree 

Mean 

5.47 

5.63 

4.97 

*Denotes a difference significant at the .05 Level 

Table 58· 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF BOARD MEMBERS 
ACCORDING TO SEX CONCERNING TOPICS FOR INCLUSION IN A 

SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

Topic 

Federal Aid 

*Pupil Personnel Facilities 

Career Education 

Male 
Mean 

4.94 

5.26 

5.11 

Female 
Mean 

5.46 

5.78 

5.56 

*Denotes a difference significant at the .05 level 
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Table 59 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF BOARD MEMBERS 
ACCORDING TO PROFESSIONAL GROUPS CONCERNING TOPICS 

TO BE INCLUDED IN A SCHOOL BOARD 

Topics 

Legal 
Responsibilities 

Legislative 
Relations 

Working Relations 
With Superintendent 

*Problem Solving 
Techniques in 
Policy Development 

*R&D for Education 

*Strategies for 
Public Communication 

Community Politics, 
Government, etc. 

Role & Function of 
Advisory Committees 

*Community Relations 

Career Education 

INSERVICE PROGRAM 

Profes
sional 

Mean 

5.55 

4.59 

6.12 

4.76 

3~94 

4.73 

4.27 

4.22 

5.02 

5.18 

Home- Educa-
maker tion Manager Other 
Mean Mean Mean Mean 

5.65 5.91 5.80 5.76 

5.22 s.so 5.47 5.17 

6.39 6.36 6.10 6.45 

5.17 5.77 5.10 5.19 

4.83 5.09 4.37 4.88 

5.17 5.59 5.60 5.21 

4.22 4.27 4.67 4.55 

5.13 4.68 5.03 4.69 

5.65 6.00 5.70 5.81 

5.78 s.so 5.23 5.50 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .OS Level 
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Table 60 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO DISTRICT CLASS CONCERNING TOPICS TO BE 

INCLUDED IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

To~ic 2nd Class 3rd Class 4th Class 
Mean 

Superintendent 
Selection 5.93 6.35 6.19 

Handling Grievances 4.93 5.37 5.56 

*State Funding 5.30 5.70 5.84 

Federal Aid 4.58 5.17 5.42 

Food Service Programs 4.77 5.07 5.42 

*Denotes a Significant difference at the .05 level. 

Table 61 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO DISTRICT TYPE CONCERNING TOPICS TO BE 

BE INCLUDED IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

To~ic Rural Small Town Suburban Urban 
Mean 

State Funding 5.83 5.72 5.31 5.20 

Federal Aid 5.31 5.18 4.68 4.20 

*Population Trends 
& Attendance 
Statistics 5.22 4.86 5.42 6.00 

*Transportation 5.67 5.22 5.13 5.20 
Food Service 
Programs 5.29 4.82 4.84 5.30 

*Denotes Significant differences at the .05 level. 
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Table 62 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO DISTRICT FINANCIAL CLASS OF RESPONDENTS 

CONCERNING TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED 
IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

Topic Class Class Class Class Class Class 

1 2 3 4 4 6 

Mean 

Collective Bargaining 4.75 6.19 6.04 6.13 6.07 5.99 
*State/Nat'l School 
Boards Assn. Services 3.38 5.10 3.89 4.63 4.67 4.51 
Handling Grievances 4.00 5.19 4.61 5.33 5.52 5.45 

*Local Taxation, 
Bonding, & 

Terminology 4.00 5.38 5.07 5.67 5.50 5.68 
State Funding 4.,50 5.24 5.07 5.71 5.69 5.76 

*Federal Aid 4.13 4.95 4.04 5.08 5.13 5.24 
*Staff Development 4.75 5.76 4.96 5.63 5.79 5.63 
*Pupil Personnel 
Facilities 5.50 5.57 4.64 5.67 5.46 5.32 
Accountability 4.88 6.14 5.07 5.67 5.75 5.73 

*School House 
Maintenance 4.75 5.62 4.46 5.63 5.40 5.49 

*Facilities Planning 5.50 5.19 4.46 5.75 5.51 5.65 
*Food Service 

Programs 4.13 5.14 4.32 5.00 5.13 5.16 

. 
*Denotes a significant difference at the .OS level. 

agree on most topics to be included in a broad development 

program. 

Yet both significant F tests and differences in 

the rankings of data underscore the general nature of this 

conclusion. The data suggest that both with regard to 
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certain items on the list and particular individuals or 

types of districts, board development needs may vary more 

widely. For example, the analysis in Table 55 indicates 

that superintendents think legal responsibilities; working 

relations with the superintendent; and community politics, 

government, etc. are more important than do board members, 

in particular. Experts rate career education and community 

politics significantly higher than do all board respond

ents. Board members rate parliamentary procedure signifi

cantly lower in importance for inclusion in board service 

than do all other groups. 

One can speculate as to why these differences of 

opinion occur among status groups. Perhaps board members 

grant lower priority to "parliamentary procedure," because 

they feel they have sufficient knowledge of these pro

cedures to perform their board tasks effectively, and can 

learn what they do not know from simple observation on the 

job. The board presidents, on the other hand, rated this 

item higher, because they need to use these skills in a 

more sophisticated manner in order to run the board 

meetings. Superintendents and experts, perhaps anticipat

ing that the board members of today are the presidents of 

tomorrow, generally agree with board presidents on the 

value of parliamentary procedure as an inservice topic. 
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Superintendents, possibly due to their personal 

stake in keeping their job and maintaining good relations 

with the board, rated "working relations with the 

superintendent" as a very high priority item for board 

members to master. Additionally, as superintendents are 

usually more aware of the legal problems and pitfalls of 

running a school district than their board counterparts, 

they may sense a greater need for boards to be aware of 

this topic than the boards themselves. Why superintend

ents and experts rate "community politics, government, 

etc." higher than board respondents is unclear. In 

Pennsylvania, where board 'members are elected on a 

political party basis, community politics are crucial. 

Perhaps board members, having dealt with the political 

structure during their board election campaigns, feel 

knowledgeable about the topic and see less need for in

cluding it in an inservice program than superintendents 

and experts who are frequently outside the local political 

structure. 

Career education was unanimously rated by experts 

as the most important topic. The small number of experts 

in this sample, however, and the unlikeliness of this 

choice of topic, lead one to the conclusion that their 

total agreement on this topic was most probably the result 

of chance occurance. 
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As Table 56 indicates, length of board service has 

no significant impact on topics to be included in a board 

inservice program. Despite their own knowledge based on 

experience, senior board members appeared to weigh topics 

in a similar fashion to new members. If one considers 

that many of these topics are universal and when presented 

in an interesting fashion can appeal to all groups, then 

the data make sense. Further, over a span of years, 

issues change and new subjects become the rage. All board 

members need to be continually informed and updated. 

Comparing needs and educational level, in Table 57 

the research indicates that board members and presidents 

with less than a college degree tend to be more concerned 

with state and federal funding. Those with Bachelor's 

degrees consider state funding to be a less important 

topic. No reason for these data is readily discernable. 

Nevertheless, the person in charge of the budgetary 

aspects of inservice should be more careful to explain 

state and federal funding to board members who have little 

or no college education than to others. State and federal 

funding is also an issue in rural and small town districts. 

Board members with little education come more often from 

rural areas or small town areas and are not as likely to 

be familiar with state and federal aid. 
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The only statistically significant variation in 

response according to sex was in the area of pupil person

nel facilities. As Table 58 shows, women respondents 

consider pupil personnel a more important topic than their 

male counterparts. One could hypothesize that the areas 

of counseling and social service appeal more to the 

sensitivities of female board members than those of the 

men. 

Table 59 presents the data broken down according 

to the professional status of school board members. Three 

variations emerged from a study of differences according 

to profession: 

1. Professionals tend to rate "problem solving tech

niques in policy development" significantly lower than the 

educators, who consider this topic quite important. In 

education, the development of problem solving skills is a 

crucial classroom and administrative goal. Possibly, 

educators transfer their emphasis from the school building 

to the board room. Professionals, on the other hand, may 

feel that they have mastered problem solving techniques as 

part of their business experience, and do not need to 

relearn these techniques in a board inservice program. 

2. Professionals feel that "research and development 

(R&D) for education" is a very low priority item to be 

considered in a board inservice program, especially in 
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contrast to educators. Again one can only speculate as to 

why professionals feel research and development in edu~ 

cation has so little to offer the board. Perhaps profes

sionals do not see the practical applications of the 

research for their districts and do not wish to waste 

precious inservice time. Perhaps they want to solve 

district problems with research techniques they understand 

from their own business experience. A frequent complaint 

of businessmen and other non-educators about much of the 

educational research is that they do not understand the 

jargon and hence do not see the relevancy of the research. 

3. Professionals were inclined to rate both strat

egies for public communication and community relations 

lower than other respondents, especially educators. 

Again, one can only hypothesize about why these differ

ences occurred. Board respondents, when asked what 

people, resources, and opportunities most contributed to 

their effectiveness on the school board, rated "previous 

experience in their profession" very highly. Possibly the 

professional's business experience has skilled him/her in 

the areas of community relations and communication, so 

that he/she feels little need for board development 

sessions on the subject. Educators, on the other hand, 

have been concerned about public relations and the image 

of the public schools in the eyes of the community for a 
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long time. They may feel strongly that community relations 

is a topic boards need to understand better during this 

period in our history when public education is under 

attack. 

The only significant difference among respondents 

according to district class was in the area of state fund

ing. As the data in Table 60 indicate, third and fourth 

class districts, those with total populations within their 

boundaries of less than 30,000 people, rated the topic of 

state funding significantly higher in importance for inclu

sion in a board development program than did respondents in 

second class districts. These data are consistent with 

survey responses across other district variables. For 

example, where districts with the largest budgets, Class 1 

and Class 2, ranked state'funding low in importance 

(thirty-two and thirty-three, respectively, out of forty

two possible responses), the districts with the smallest 

budgets (Class 6) ranked the topic of state funding 

twelfth. Rural and small town districts ranked state 

funding twelfth and thirteenth, while urban and suburban 

districts ranked it thirty-sixth and twenty-seventh, re

spectively. Fourth class size districts ranked state 

funding eleventh in importance while second class size 

districts thought twenty-seventh was high enough. It is 

possibly respondents in smaller, rural or small town 
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districts feel board members lack sophistication, feel 

more removed from dealings with the state government, and 

need to learn more about state financing than their more 

sophisticated larger second class, suburban and urban 

counterparts. 

As state funding of education has increased as a 

percentage of local education funding, smaller, rural 

districts, no longer self-sufficient, find it crucial to 

understand the complexities of the funding regulations. 

Presently, approximately 42 percent of local education is 

financed by state subsidies. 6 Act 59 of 1977 and Act 41 

of 1979 tie state subsidies to local efforts to generate 

funds for district schools. Boards have to know and under-

stand state regulations in order to benefit from the avail-

able money. Possibly rural and small town board members 

feel less knowledgeable about these complex regulations. 

Finally, the survey was taken before the block grant system 

went into effect. It is possible that the issue of state 

funding would rank as an even higher priority at present 

across all districts regardless of size, type, or finances, 

if the survey were made today. 

6Thomas Gentzel and Donald Owen, A Public Guide 
to Pennsylvania Public School Funding (Pennsylvania School 
Boards Association, Harrisburg, Pa., 1980), p. 1. 
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Significant differences among respondents according 

to district type exist only in two areas--in population 

trends and attendance statistics and in transportation.The 

data (Table 61) indicated that respondents in small towns 

were less interested in learning about population trends 

and attendance statistics than cities. Very likely the 

size of small towns, the nearness of the inhabitants to 

each other, and the frequent homogeneity of the residents 

help board members to understand the demographic issues 

that occur in their locale--at least from a short 

range perspective. "Everyone knows each other" in the 

small towns. In the cities, however, numbers permeate 

many aspects of the system. Boards need to understand 

attendance statistics not only because funding is attached 

to weighted average daily attendance~ but the diverse 

student population needs to be organized by racial quotas 

in order to meet equity guidelines. Population trends are 

forcing school closings and staff reductions that polarize 

communities and threaten teacher unions. In essence, in 

urban areas, the issues of population are infinitely more 

complex and proportionally grander than at the small town 

level. 

That transportation is more important for boards 

to understand in rural districts should come as no sur

prise. Rural districts often have a larger area to serve 
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than other districts in this study. Naturally, they are 

concerned about efficient, low-cost transportation. Orie 

of the districts interviewed covered 196 square miles of 

country roads in the Allegheny Mountain region. Logically 

rural respondents feel their board needs to understand the 

issues surrounding transportation in their area. 

The largest number of significant differences, as 

shown in Table 62, occurred in the budget area. This is 

most probably attributable to the small numbers in each 

sample group. Yet one trend emerged consistently: 

districts with budgets between $18,000,000 and $23,000,000, 

and those with budgets of ·$30,000,000 plus consistently 

ranked many items lower than the other groups. These 

items included local taxing, federal aid, staff develop

ment, facilities, extra-curricular activities, and food 

service. Primarily these districts are urban or suburban 

districts. Other then citing "snobbism," the only possible 

interpretation could be a variation on the thesis proposed 

by Minar. 7 He claimed that richer, highly educated 

districts tended to delegate much decision-making to tech

nocrats, rather than embroil themselves in conflict in all 

but money issues. It is possible that the low rankings 

given by these districts reflect the richer district's 

?Minar, p. 832. 
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desire to rely more on their own hired technical expertise 

in running the operations of the school district. 

Implications 

1. The conclusion that generally the needs of board 

members are not significantly effected by either 

respondent or district characteristics is of particular 

relevance to regional educational service agencies, 

professional associations, or colleges and universities-

groups that deal in aggregate data and in conferences or 

workshops catering to a variety of board members across a 

variety of districts. These groups should be able to 

design conferences or seminars with appeal to any cross 

section of board members, assuming these groups pay atten

tion to the ranking of topics according to interest. If, 

for example, a conference session is offered on parliamen

tary procedure, the likelihood of large attendance is 

small, as board members do not consider this topic very 

important. 

2. Although when spread out over a large group of 

respondents across many districts, the data indicate that 

respondent or district characteristics generally do not 

affect the selection of topics for board development, 

within a single district, respondent or district 
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characteristics may be far more important. The aggregate 

data minimize the individual differences that may appear 

on a small, nine-member board. On a local level, the 

superintendent or person presenting an inservice session 

has to know the biases and areas of interest of individual 

board members. As one superintendent wisely said, "I ask 

every new board member why he ran and what his mission 

is. Everyone has a cause, and it should be on the table. 

Then we can respond to that mission. I don't challenge 

that mission, but staff it." 

3. Individuals in charge of board development and 

superintendents should ne~er take board member skills for 

granted, regardless of the background of the board member. 

Just because an individual is a corporate vice president 

of personnel does not mean that he or she understands the 

personnel issues encountered in a school district. Refer

ring to effective strategies and tactics that he uses to 

help board members benefit from board development activi

ties, a superintendent in Western Pennsylvania said, "I 

assume they don't know things. Starting from scratch in 

inservice gives me something to build on •••• Bankers are 

the worst in making money decisions. You think they know, 

but they don't •••• " 

4. Where there is a difference between what a board 

may need and what it wishes to learn, the individual 
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responsible for board development may have to exercise 

creativity in reaching the board. Board members don't 

necessarily want to learn topics or skills of which they 

are ignorant. 8 A superintendent who thinks his board 

needs to work on community relations might have to cajole 

everyone on the board except the educators into spending 

inservice time on this topic. Professionals in particular 

rate this topic relatively low and may be especially re-

sistant to delegating time to the issue. 

5. Aggregate data can be important if a board is 

"loaded" with a particular type of group. Assume, for 

example that the superintendent wishes to reorganize the 

area of pupil personnel services, needs board approval for 

additional money, and has a board that is unfamiliar with 

what constitutes district pupil personnel services. Should 

the board be dominated by women, the data indicate that 

this group is likely to be more interested in information 

relative to pupil personnel services. (Data indicate that 

women rate this topic significantly higher than their male 

counterparts. Women rank this topic seventeenth in order 

of importance for inclusion in board development programs, 

where men rank the topic twenty-first.) Should the board 

8Antonia Neubauer, "Educating the Board of 
Education," paper presented at the AASA Summer Instruc
tional Leadership Conference, Chicago, Illinois, July 1980. 
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be dominated by men, the superintendent may have more 

difficulty persuading the board of the value of informa

tion on,pupil personnel services and ultimately getting 

the program funded. Tables 63 through 70 present the mean 

values and ranks of all the topics for inclusion in a 

board development program analyzed according to district 

and respondent characteristics. Where variations do 

occur, superintendents and others engaged in board develop

ment will need to see how these differences apply to their 

particular situations and find ways of reconciling these 

differences. 

Conclusion 3: There is general agreement as to the least 

popular topics in a local inservice program. 

Least appreciated by board members are topics that 

deal with the services of the state and national school 

boards associations; parliamentary procedure; research and 

development; interdistrict relations; community politics, 

government, etc.; federal aid; or the role of advisory 

committees. There is no significant relationship between 

variables considered in the study and appreciation of 

topics. This consistency is shown by the repetition of 

these topics in Tables 71 through 78. 
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Table 63 

MEAN VALUES AND RANKS OF TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED IN A 
SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM ACCORDING 

TO STATUS GROUP OF BOARD MEMBERS 

Bo.acd Members Board Presidents r.xpertl r Teata 
!oDiC 

1. Le<jd a .. ponail>ilitiu 

2. LegislAtive Relationabipa 
3. Superintendent Selection 

4. Superintendent lv•lyation 
s. working Ralationa With Superintendent 

6. Collective Bacg&inin9 
7. Eatabliah .. nt of Overall Educational Goala 
8. Probl.a S01vin9 Technique& in Policy Dvlpat. 
9. ~D for !ducation 

10. Role of SChool Attorney 
11. Par liaMntacy Pcoc:eduu 
12. State/Nat'l School Boacda Aaan. Secvic:ea 
ll. Strate9iea for Public: Co .. unic:ation 
14. Coaaunity Politics, Gov•t, etc. 

15. Role and Function of Advisory c..-lttees 
16. lnterdistric:t Relations 
17. co .. unity Relationa 
18. Kaadlin9 Gc ieunc:ea 
19. Bud9et Preparation 
20. Budget Interpretation 
21. Businua Practice foe SChool 

2l. LOcal Ta&ation, Bonding, • Tec•inology 
23. State Funding 

24. Federal Aid 
25. Shape • Function of Adlliniatutive Org. 
16. Personnel Practice• 
27. Staff Develo-nt 

28. Staff EvaluatiOR 
29. Salary Structures 
30. Pupil Personnel Pacil Hie a 
31. Educational Planning 

32. Evaluation of Educational Proqra•• 
33. Understanding Instructional Prograa Aida 
34. Student/School Relations 
35. Special Education Prograaa 

36. Career Education 

37. Accountability 

38. Population Trenda • Attendance Statiatica 
39. E:~:tra-cucr icalac Act1viti•• 

40. Testing Practices 
41. Student Acbieve .. nt 

42. SChool llouae IIAintenance 
43. Facilities Planning 
44. Transportation 
45 .. food Service Pr09u•u 

Frequency 

•oenotea • difference ai9nificant •t the .05 level. 

6.Z7 

5.46 

6.42 

6.U 
6.65 

6.06 
6.04 

5.56 
4 .tl 

S.Ol 
4.80 
4.41 
5.37 
5.00 
4.9) 

4," 
5.t6 
5.)6 

6.07 

6.2fi. 

5.70 

5.51 
5.6) 

4.96 

5.16 
5.7l 

S.S5 
5.59 

5.U 
5.34 

5.17 
5.86 

5.61 

5.40 
5.27 

4.96 

5.59 

5.28 

4.96 
5.01 

5.16 

5.48 

s .55 

5.4l 

5.11 

139 

4 

26 
2 

l 

1 

u 
u 
)5 

4l 

45 
29 
36 
H 

44 

36 
30 

6 

s 
16 
24 

l1 

31 

l4 

lS 

22 

19 

u 
31 
ll 

ll 

28 
33 

38 

19 
ll 

38 

35 

u 
n 
27 

34 

Mean Ranit Mean Kank 1'1e.an R.ank 

5.71 
5.07 

6.05 
6.08 

6.24 
5.86 

6.00 

5.21 

4.68 

4.61 

4.07 

4.45 

5.09 
4.37 
4.7l 
4.56 

5.51 

5.08 
6.05 
6.02 

5. 70 

5.43 
5,49 

5.16 

5.42 

5.57 

5.17 

5.63 

5.63 
5.48 

5." 
5.91 

5." 
5.59 

5.31 

5.33 

5. 7l 

5.10 
4.71 
s.o8 
5. 75 

S.ll 

5.2!1 

S.l4 

4.81 

91 

H 

36 
) 

30 
40 
4l 

45 

4l 

33 
44 

39 

42 

20 

34 

3 

15 
ll 

21 

31 
24 

l9 

9 

l6 

16 
22 

11 

l8 

26 

25 

ll 
32 
38 

34 

ll 

26 

28 
29 

37 

s. 7l 

5.15 
6.0) 

6.27 

6.31 

6.07 

S.9l 

5.01 
4.35 
5.09 

4.7% 

4.63 

5.31 

4.44 

4.61 

4.53 

5.63 

5.35 

6.12 

6.28 
5.68 

5.60 
5.67 

5.04 

5.87 

5.53 

5.48 

5.67 

5.80 
5.25 

5.84 
5.99 

5.60 

5.52 
5.44 

5.48 

5.81 
5.29 

5.09 

S.H 

5.87 

5.31 

5.55 

s. 45 

5.ll 

7S 

14 

34 

8 

39 
45 
36 
40 
41 

30 
44 

42 

43 

l8 

29 

15 

19 

16 

38 

9 

2l 

24 
16 

ll 
33 

11 

19 
23 
27 

l4 

12 
32 

36 
27 

9 

30 

2l 
26 

35 

5.31 
5.00 

6.38 
6.25 

6.38 
6.25 

6.38 
5.25 

4.75 

5.00 
5.00 

4.88 
5.38 

6.00 

5.38 
5.00 

5.88 

5.38 
5.75 
6.25 
5.38 

5.63 

6.00 

5.13 

6.25 
5.75 

5.63 

5.63 

5.75 
4.88 

5.63 

6.25 
5.75 

5.13 

S.ll 

7 .oo 

5.38 
5.63 
4.75 

s.oo 
5.aa 
s.oo 
5. 75 
5.13 

4.88 

19 
35 

2 

5 
2 

5 

30 
44 

35 
35 
4l 

22 

10 
22 

35 

12 

22 

14 
5 

l4 

19 
10 

ll 

5 

u 
19 

19 

14 
41 

19 

14 
ll 

ll 

l 

24 

19 

44 

)5 

u 
35 

14 

ll 

4l 

6.oo• 
2.08 
2.)5 

2.01 

4.06• 

0.88 

0.51 

3.oo• 
z. ,. 
1.37 
4.47• 

0.42 

0. 71 
6,03* 

1.53 
0.68 

1.46 
o.u 
O.l4 

1.17 

0.11 

0.25 

0.55 

0.34 

2.35 
0.59 

0.90 

0.07 

0.61 
0.87 

0.12 
o.u 
0.41 

o. 7l 

0.38 

a.u• 
o. 70 

0.53 

0.!15 

1.!10 

0.22 

o.il 

0.85 

0.53 

o. 7l 
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Table 64 

MEAN VALUES AND RANKS OF TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED I~ A 
SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM ACCORDING 

TO TEE LENGTH OF MEMBER TENURE 

Tooic 

1. t..egal Responsibili~ies 
z. t..e9islative Relationships 
3. s~perintendent Selection 
4. superintendent Evaluation 
5. worKing Relations With Superintendent 
6. Collective Bargaining 

7. Establishment of Overall Educational Goals 
a. Problem Solving Techniques in Policy Dvlpmt. 

9. RlD for Education 
10. Role of School Attorney 
11. Parliamentary Procedure 
12. State/Nat'l School Boards Assn. Services 

13. Strategies for Public Communication 
l4. Community Politics, Gov't., etc. 

lS. Role and Function of Advisory Committees 
16. Interdistrict Relations 

l7. Community Relations 
lB. Handling Grievances 

l9. Budget Preparation 
20. Budget Interpretation 

21. Business Practice for Schools 
22. t..ocal Taxation, Bonding, ' Terminology 
23. State Funding 
24. Federal Aid 

25. Shape ' Function of Administrative Org. 
26. Personnel Practices 

27. Staff Development 
28. Staf! Evaluation 

29. Salary Structures 
30. Pupil Personnel Facilities 

31. Educational Planning 
32. Evaluation of Educational Programs 

33. Cnderstanding Instructional Program Areas 
34. Student/School Relations 

35. Special Education Programs 
36. Career Education 

37. ~ccountability 
38. Population Trends ' Attendance Statistics 
39. txtra·curlcular Activities 
40. Testing Prac:ices 
4l. Student Achievement 
42. School aouse Maintenance 
43. Facilities Planning 
44. Transportation 

45. Food Service Programs 

Frequency 

•cenotes a difference Slgnificant at :he .OS level. 

t..ess than 
5 vears 

.'-1ea.n Ranx. 

5.40 

4.98 

5.92 
6.05 

6.00 

5.ao 
5.98 

4.98 

4.35 
4. 72 

4.8l 

4.65 

5.ll 
4.35 

4.54 
4.38 
5.46 
5.09 

6.ll 

6.11 

5.80 
5.48 
5.40 

5.12 

5.5a 
5.45 
5.63 
5.63 
5.63 

5.54 
5.86 
6.08 
5.74 

5.63 

5.37 
S.Sl 
5. 72 

5 .l4 

4.83 

3.23 

s. 72 
5.31 
5.48 
5.42 

4. 97 

65 

26 

35 
7 

5 

9 

6 

35 
43 

39 

38 
40 

33 
43 

4l 

42 

23 
34 

2 

l 
9 

2l 

26 

32 
18 
24 

l4 
l4 

l4 

19 
8 

3 

ll 

l4 

28 

20 
12 
31 

38 
30 
12 
29 
21 
25 
37 

5 • 9 
vears 

~ean RanK 

5.88 
5.06 
6.l8 

6.28 

6.46 

6.l0 
6.09 
5.12 
4.63 

5.0l 
4.24 

4.43 

5.22 

4.29 
4.57 

4,59 

5.59 
5.24 
6,l8 

6.l3 

5.68 

5.50 
s.so 
4.85 
5.69 

5.68 
5.79 

5.79 
5.84 

5.28 

5. 74 

5.84 

5.66 
5.44 

5.32 

5.31 

5.90 

5.35 
4.94 

5.43 

5.85 
5.29 

5.32 
5.12 

5.07 

9 

36 
4 

2 

l 
6 

7 

33 
40 

37 
45 

43 
32 
44 

42 
4l 
20 

31 
4 

5 
l7 

2l 
21 

39 

l6 

l7 
13 

13 
ll 

30 
15 
ll 
l9 
23 
26 
28 

8 

25 
38 
24 

lO 

29 
26 

33 

35 

iO• 
vears 

.'"!ean R.ar:• 

5.97 

5.42 
6.00 

6 .lS 
6.42 

5.94 

5.64 

5.39 
4.67 

4.82 
4.97 

4.52 
5.27 
4.73 

S.l5 
4.79 

5.70 

5.33 
5.85 
6.09 
5.52 
5.58 
6.06 

S.Ol 

5.55 

5.52 
5.33 

5. 36 
5.58 

5.27 
5.79 
5.91 
3. 57 

5.67 

5.45 

5.36 

5.58 
.; • 94 

5.03 
4.88 
5.85 
5.3.3 

5.42 

5.64 

4.85 

6 

25 

l 

7 

15 
27 

44 

4l 

37 

45 
33 

43 

35 

42 
12 

30 
9 

3 

22 

l9 
4 

17 
21 

22 
30 

28 
18 

33 

ll 

13 

13 
24 

28 

18 

38 

36 

39 
9 

30 

.;c 
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Table 65 

MEAN VALUES AND RANKS OF TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED IN A 
SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM ACCORDING 
TO THE PROFESSIONAL GROUP OF RESPONDENTS 

Professional Ho•••~kec !ducacoc Man•ser Other F Teata 
Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean flank Mean RanC 

1
, (d9Al Responait>iliti .. 

l. t..e9ialative Jtelationanipa 

). superintendent Selection 

t. super intendant Evaluatlon 

5 • wockin9 Rel.ationa With Super intendant 

6 • Collective aarq•i.nin9 

1 • zacablianaent of Overall !ducation•l Goala 

rroo1oa Solvinq To<:llniq.,oa ill PoUcy DY1pat. .. 
'. A•O tor Education 

10 , Role of Sclloo1 Attocnoy 

11. Pacli ... Rt.I.CY PtOCed'-lC8 

u. Stoto/Not'1 S<:lloo1 Boacda AUil. Sorvicoa 

ll. Strateqlea foe Public Co-unicat.lon 

).t. Coaaunity Politics, Gov 't, etc. 
15. ~le and Function of Advisory Co .. ittee• 
u, Intocdiatcict Relations 

11. Co-"nity Relations 

u. Yandlin9 Gci ovan<:u 
u. lud9ot Propoution 

zo. Bud9et Interpretation 

21. Buainuo Pu<:tico foe S<:lloo1 

~~. ~o<:al Tuation, Bondin9, i Tocaino1Q9Y 

ZJ, SUto Fundin9 

24. Podoca1 Aid 

25. Sllapo • rune~ ion ot Adainiatcotivo Ocg. 

Z6. Pecaonnel Practices 
Z7. S taft O.volopaent 

~I. Staff !valuation 
29. Sal&cy S tructurea 

30. Pupil Pouonnol h<:ilitiea 
Jl. Educational Plannin9 

lZ. Evaluation of !duc.1tiou1 Proqr••• 
ll. Undecltandinq Inatruct:ional Pr09caa At••• 
34. Studont/S<:noo1 Rohtiona 

15. Speci.al Education Proq:ra•a 

36. Caceec &due• cion 
l7. Accountability 

31. Population Trends ' Att.en<Unca Statiatica 

39. lxtra-curricular Activities 

40. Teatinq Pcacticea 
41. Student Achieve•ent 

4Z. School House Malntenance 

43. rac1lit1ea Plann!nq 

44. Tr•napoctation 

45. rood Secv1ce Proqra•a 

Frequency 

5.55 u 
4.59 39 

5.88 

6.10 

6.12 

5.U 

5.90 

4. 76 )4 

3.94 45 

4.69 )7 

4.18 43 

4 .~4 4l 

4. 73 35 

4. 27 40 

4 .2~ 42 

4.10 44 

5 .0~ l2 

5.02 32 

6.04 

6.1~ 

5.57 14 

5.47 u 
5.37 u 
4.67 38 

5. 55 16 

5. 53 18 

5.57 14 

5.65 ll 
5.67 10. 

5.24 26· 

5 .Sl l9 

5.90 

5.65 ll 

5.49 20 

5 .31 25 

5 .l8 29 

5.59 13 

5.24 26 

5,08 ll 

s. )7 ~2 

5.88 

S.lO 30 

5 .ll ~4 

5.20 28 

4. 7l 36 

•ntnate• a Giffetence si9nittcant at the .05 level. 

5.65 u 
5. 22 29 

6.22 

6.52 

6.39 

5.H 15 

5.57 24 

5.17 30 

4.83 40 

4. 70 43 

4.35 44 

4.70 u 
5.17 30 

4. 22 45 

5.13 l2 

4. 87 38 

5.U ll 

5.57 24 

6.17 6 

6.09 10 

5. 74 18 

5. ~6 28 

5.65 u 
s. 57 ~4 

5.96 13 

5. 9l 15 

6.04 11 

6.13 

6.17 

6,00 12 

6.~2 

6.~2 

6.13 8 

5.70 20 

5.61 23 

5. 78 17 

5. 74 l8 

5.04 33 

4. 74 4l 

5. 52 27 

5." 13 
4.96 37 

5.04 33 

5,04 33 

4.87 39 

5.91 10 

5 .so 28 

6.32 ~ 

6.14 

6.36 

6.09 

6.27 

5.71 l3 

5.09 38 

5.H 35 

4.18 45 

4.59 4l 

5. 59 ~6 

4 .~7 44 

4.68 41 

4 .tl 40 

6.00 8 

5.36 33 

6.18 

6.ll 

5.64 23 

5 .so ~8 

5.64 ~3 

5.41 lZ 

5.91 10 

5. 71 ll 

5.73 17 

5.68 20 

S.9l 10 

5. 59 26 

s.u 20 

5.95 ' 
5.73 17 

5.i8 20 

5,64 23 

5.50 28 

5.17 13 

5. 71 13 

4.55 43 

5.09 38 

5.50 28 

5.32 34 

5.7J 17 

5.27 )6 

5.18 J7 

5 .so 
5.47 u 
5.87 7 

6.03 

6.10 

6,ll 

6.10 

5.10 30 

4.37 44 

4.83 38 

4.33 45 

4.73 4l 

5. 60 11 
4.61 4~ 

s.o3 33 

4.47 43 

5.70 ll 

4.90 36 

6.03 

6.13 

5.80 

5.60 14 

s.so 16 

4.83 38 

5.50 16 

5.10 30 

5.37 ~l 

5.n 27 

5.30 26 

4.97 34 

5.80 8 

5.50 16 

5 .ll 25 

5 .so 16 

5 .l7 29 

5. ~3 ~8 

5.80 8 

4,90 37 

4.17 40 

4.97 34 

5. 71 12 

5 .so 15 

5.37 23 

s. 40 22 

5.07 l2 

lO 

5.76 13 

5.17 35 

6.12 
6.07 

6.45 

5.93 10 

5.98 7 

5.19 34 

LSi 39 

4.91 3& 

4 ·" 42 
4.60 44 

5.ll U 

4.55 45 

4,69 ·~ 
4.76 41 

5.11 ll 
5.33 39 

6.07 5 

6.14 

s. 76 ll 

5.62 19 

5.79 l2 

5. 40 ~7 

5. 45 ~6 

5.60 u 
5.64 17 

5.62 l9 

5. 61 16 
5.38 28 

5.n 
6.17 

5. 74 15 

5.55 23 

5.32 30 

5. 50 25 

5.95 
5.10 31 

5 .u 36 

5 .ll 12 

5.81 ll 

5.60 21 

s. 55 23 

s. 64 18 

s .29 ll 

42 

l. 53• 

l. 7~· 

2.00 

1.69 

1.20• 

o.H 
1.10 

1.46" 

4. 78• 

0.75 

1.64 
0.01 

2.21• 

~.so• 

2. n• 
l.Sl 

J.3s• 

1.06 

O.Oi 

0.24 

O.li 
0.~6 

0.54 

~.15 

0.86 

1.73 

o.u 
1.37 

1.81 
~.06 

1.27 

1.52 

1.26 

0. 40 

0.66 

z.s8• 

0.65 
1.06 

0.91 

l.lO 

0.48 

1.28 

0.80 

0.82 

1.01 
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Table 66 

MEAN VALUES AND RANKS OF TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED IN A 
SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM ACCORDING 

TO THE EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF BOARD MEMBERS 

1• IA<!d Reapon.tbilitiu 

1 • tA9 ialative RelAtional>ipa 

J. super 1ntendent Selection 

4 • 3upec i.ntitndent Ev.Alu•tJ,on 

s. woctr.in9 Relations With Superintendent 

6. Collective hrqaininq 

7. utablish•ent of OVerall E4uc:Ationa1 Goe1a 

1. Probl•• Solvinq Tec:l>nlqu .. iD PoUc:y Dvlp.t. 

9. R6D lor E4uc:ation 

10. aole of Sc:l>oo1 Attorney 

11. Pacli~entary Procedure 

u. State/Nat '1 S<:hoo1 Boarda AaaD. Servic:ea 

lJ, Strateqiea for Public Co-unication 

lt. Co-unity Politics, Gov't, et.e. 
u. Role and Function of Adviaory C0881ttaea 

u. Intardlatrict Rehtiona 

17. c-nity RelAtion• 

11. Handlinq Gc i .. anc:ea 

u. 8udqet PrepAration 

10. audqet lntecpreution 

ll. luaineu Prac:tice for S<:hool 

1l. LocAl TaxAtion, Bondinq, ' Ter•ino1oqy 

Zl. State rundinq 

l4. Padecd Aid 

15. Shape ' Punc:tion of AciJoiniltuUva 0<9· 

21. Par•onnel Practices 
17. Staff O.valop-nt 

11. Staff !vAluation 

1:9. Salary Structure• 

30. Pupil Pouonnal Pac:ilitiu 

31. Edueational Plannin9 

l~. !valuation ot !duc.ation•l Proqra•• 
33. Undecstandin') Inat.ruct1on.al Pcoqc.1• Aceaa 

34. Student/Sehool Relatione 

35. Spacial !dueuion Pra9u•a 

36. C.aceec !duc.1tion 
37 • Ac:eountability 

Ja. Popul•tion Trend& ~ A.ttend.1nc:e Stat.iatics 
39. latr•-curricul•r Activitiea 

40. Teatinq Practices 
41. Student Ac:tuev ... nt 

42. School l::louaa Maintan.nce 
4). Facil1tiea Pl•nninq: 

44. Tr.anaport•tion 
ts. rood Service Proqr••• 

erequency 

•o.notes a difference 119nificant at th• .05 level. 

t..sa Than 
4 yuu 
Colhqe 

.'4ean Rank 

5. 7l ll 

5.11 35 

6.15 OJ 

6.u7 s 

i.JZ 1 

5.93 ll 

5.98 

5.07 J6 

4.7l 44 

4.95 40 

4 .80 u 
4.8l 4l 
5 .ll )4 

4.50 45 

4 .87 4l 

5.0l 39 
5.78 15 

5.40 ll 

6.10 

~.23 

5.95 

5.82 u 
5.98 7 

5 .5l 17 

5. 73 17 

5.70 21 

5.65 25 

5. 71 ll 
5.7) 17 

s.5l. n 

6.00 ' 

5.ts t 

5.70 22 

5.73 17 

5.42 30 

5.5l 17 

5.15 13 

5. OJ 38 

5 .Q7 J6 

5.32 33 

5.18 12 

5.67 l4 

5.60 26 

5. 75 16 
5.33 Jl 

hctlelor•a 
De que 

Mean Rank 

5.91 
5 .Ol 

6.11 

6.27 

6.33 

5.96 

5,Jl 

5.0l 

4.60 

4.76 
4.lt 

4.47 

5.11 
4.53 
4.73 

4.31 

5.40 

4.98 

5.89 

5.80 

5.38 

5.09 

4.98 

4.67 

5.41 

5.33 

5.76 

5.60 

5.71 

5.47 

5.89 

6.07 

5.64 

5.44 

5.27 

5.38 

5.87 

5.11 
4.H 

5.36 
5.78 

5.02 

5.13 

5.n 
4.89 

ll 

6 

ll 

41 

38 

45 

43 

l8 

u 
39 
44 

10 

34 

I 

11 

a 
lO 

34 

40 

4l 
24 

ll 
16 

14 

l7 

4 

15 
lt 

15 

22 

10 

11 

36 

23 

1l 

ll 

27 

15 

37 

Gc.aduate to 
Ma•t•r •s 

Oeqr" 
Mean Rank 

5.96 

S.Jl 

6.03 

6.29 

6.51 

6.03 

5.85 
5.43 

4.67 

4.96 

4.48 

4.55 

5 • .l5 

4.61 

4.77 

4.58 

5.7l 

s.u 
i.30 

6.36 
5. 70 

5.56 

5.U 
5,00 

5. 59 

5.64 

5.53 

5.53 

5. 73 

5.22 

5.61 

5.8l 
5.55 
5.41 

5.ll 

5.07 

5.57 

5.37 
4.97 

4.93 

5.81 

5. 40 

5.59 
s.;:o 
.. ~5 

l 

5 
8 

25 

4l 
)7 

45 

44 

30 

42 

40 

4) 

ll 
26 

ll 
20 

18 

35 

17 

14 

ll 

1l 

ll 

ll 

16 

' ll 
l4 

32 

34 

19 

ll 

36 

l9 

10 

27 

17 

ll 

)8 

Doctorate 

Mean Rink 

6.15 
5.37 

6.41 

6.40 

6.51 

6.04 

6.17 

5.50 

4. 78 

4.96 

4.n 
4.30 

5.35 

4.90 

4 ·" 
4.65 

5. 76 

5.19 

5.94 

'.18 
5.68 
s. 4 7 

5.63 
4.97 

5.84 

5. 7J 

5.56 

6.66 

5.84 

5.36 

s. 78 

s.a8 
5. 74 

5.37 

5.40 

s.os 
5.6l 
5.26 

4.84 

5.13 

5.84 

5.37 

S.44 

5.H 

5.06 

l8 

29 

2l 

42 
38 

44 

45 

ll 

lt 

4l 
u 
14 
33 

17 

23 

19 

l7 

10 

16 

ll 
11 

10 

30 

13 

15 
19 

25 

36 

10 

32 

40 

J4 

10 

a 
24 

16 

35 

P T .. u 

1.54 

0.87 

2.25 

1.34 

0.8l 
0.16 

1.41 
2.2l 

0.20 

0.23 

0.96 
l.U 

0.31 

l.ll 

0.10 

1.00 

0.90 

1.24 

2.06 

2.98 

1.92 

2. 74* 

5.39. 

3.13• 

1.03 

1.17 

o.u 
0.36 

0.19 

0.84 

l.U 

0.41 

0.46 

1.18 

0.54 

l.ll 

1.00 

o. 76 

0.40 
l.U 

0.08 

1.95 

1.24 

2.18 

1.15 
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Table 67 

MEAN VALUES AND RANKS OF TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED IN A 
SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM ACCORDING 

TO THE SEX OF BOARD MEMBERS 

Topics 

1. ~egal Responsibilities 

2. ~egislative Relationships 

3. Superintendent Selection 

4. Superintendent Evaluation 

5. Working Relations With Superintendent 

6. Collective Bargaining 

7. Establishment of Overall Educational Goals 

B. Problem Solving Techniques in Policy Dvlpmt. 

9. R&D for Education 

10. Role of.School Attorney 

11. Parliamentary Procedure 

12. State(Nat'l School Boards Assn. Services 

13. Strategies for Public Communication 

14. Community Politics, Gov•t, etc. 

15. Role and Function of Advisory Committees 

16. Interdistrict Relations 

17. Community Relations 

18. Handling Grievances 

19. Budget Preparation 

20. Budget Interpretation 

21. Business Practice for Schools 

22. Local Taxation, Bonding, & Terminology 

23. State Funding 

24. Federal Aid 

25. Shape &. Function of Administrative qr·g. 

26. Personnel Practices 

27. Staff Development 

28. Staff Evaluation 

29. Salary Structures 

30. Pupil Personnel Facilities 

31. Educational Planning 

32. Evaluation of Educational Programs 

33. Understanding Instructional Program Areas 

34. Student/School Relations 

35. Special Educat1on Programs 

36. Career Education 

37. Accountability 

38. Population Trends & Attendance Statistics 

39. Extra-curicular Activities 

40. Testing Practices 

41. Student Achievement 

42. School House Maintenance 

43. Facilities Planning 

44. Transportation 

45. Food Service Programs 

Frequency 

Male 
Mean Rank 

6.UO 

5.28 

6.23 

6.29 

6.48 

6.02 

5.97 

5.33 

4.66 

4.93 

4.61 

4.46 

5.28 

4.70 

4. 76 

4.60 

5.70 

5.22 

6.04 

6.20 

5.70 

5.50 

5.58 

4.94 

5.65 

5.64 

5. 54 

5.58 

5.72 

5.26 

5.74 

5.87 

5.60 

5.43 

5.27 

5.11 

5.63 

5.21 

4.96 

5.07 

5.80 

5.39 

5.48 

5.39 

5.04 

us 

28 

3 

27 

42 

39 

43 

45 

28 

4l 

40 

44 

l3 

32 

5 

4 

l3 

22 

19 

38 

15 

16 

21 

19 

12 

31 

ll 

9 

18 

24 

30 

34 

17 

33 

37 

35 

10 

25 

23 

25 

36 

*Denotes a difference significant at the 0.5 level. 

Female 
~ean Rank 

5.75 

5.19 

6.14 

6.22 

6.29 

5.95 

6.08 

5.29 

4.90 

4.92 

4.34 

4.68 

5. 20 

4.59 

4.92 

4.86 

5. 7l 

5.47 

6.22 

6.15 

5.66 

5.53 

5.69 

5.46 

5.81 

5.63 

5.81 

5.80 

5.93 

5.78 

5.95 

6.07 

5.88 

5.73 

5.53 

5.56 

5.92 

5.32 

4.85 

5.39 

5.93 

5.37 

5.46 

5.34 

5.12 

58 

18 

36 

34 

40 

39 

45 

43 

35 

44 

38 

41 

20 

27 

4 

22 

25 

21 

28 

14 

23 

14 

16 

10 

17 

l3 

19 

25 

24 

12 

33 

42 

30 

10 

3l 

28 

32 

37 

F Tests 

2.30 

0.27 

0.28 

0.24 

1.88 

0.17 

0.48 

0.04 

l. 43 

0.01 

1.37 

1.06 

0.16 

0.21 

0.65 

1.47 

0.01 

l. 50 

1.08 

0.11 

0.06 

0.01 

0.39 

5.73* 

0.71 

0.00 

2.26 

l. 56 

l. 51 

8.32* 

1.34 

1.41 

2.62 

2.91 

l. 93 

5.62* 

2.39 

0. 28 

0.35 

2.78 

0.58 

0.01 

0.01 

0.07 

0.17 
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Table 68 

MEAN VALUES AND RANKS OF TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED IN A 
SCHOOL'BOARD INSERVICE PROGRN~ ACCORDING 

TO THE DISTRICT CLASS OF RESPONDENTS 

Tooies 

1. Leqal Responsibilities 
2. Leqislative Relationships 
3. superintendent Selection 
4. superintendent Evaluation 
5. workinq Relations With Superintendent 

6. collective Bargaininq 
1. Establishment of Overall Educational Goals 
a. Problem Solvinq Techniques in Policy OVlpmt. 
9. R&O for Education 

10. Role of School Attorney 
11. Parliamentary Procedure 

12. State/Nat'l School.Boards Assn. Services 
13. Strateqies for Public Communication 

14. community Polities, Gov't, etc. 
15. Role and Function of Advisory Committees 

16. Interdistrict Relations 
17. Community Relations 

lB. Handlinq Grievances 
19. Budget Preparation 

20. Budqet Interpretation 
21. Business Practice for Schools 

22. Local Taxation, Bonding, ' Terminoloqy 
23. State Fundinq 

24. Federal Aid 
25. Shape & Function of Administrative Org. 
26. Personnel Practices 
27. Staff Development 

28. Staff Evaluation 
29. Salary Structures 

30. Pupil Personnel Facilities 
31. Educational Planninq 

32. Evaluation of Educational Programs 
33. Onderstanding Instructional Proqram Aids 

34. Student/School Relations 
35. Special Education Programs 

36, Career Education 
37. Accountability 

38. Population Trends & Attendance Stat1stics 
39. Ext:a-curicular Activities 
~o. Testing Practices 
41. Student Achievement 
42. School ~ouse Maintenance 
43, Facilities Planning 
44, Transportation 
4~. Food Service Programs 

Frequency 

'Denotes a di!ference Slgnl!icant ac :~e .OS ~evel 

Secona Class 
Mean Rank 

s.8o 

5.31 

5.93 

6. 20 

6.25 

5.88 

5.94 

5.30 

4.65 

4.94 
4 .37 

4.35 
5.40 

4.85 

4.86 
4.57 
5. 77 

4.93 

6.05 

6.23 

5.61 
5.23 
5.30 

4.58 

5.57 

5.42 

5.33 

5.73 
5. 74 
5.20 

5.79 

6.04 

5.73 

5.49 

5.55 

5.36 

5.67 

5.37 

L93 
5 .l4 

5.92 

5.15 

5.17 

5.23 

4. 77 

10 

26 

7 

3 

l 

9 

6 

27 
4l 

35 

44 

45 

22 

39 

38 

43 

12 
37 

4 

2 

17 
29 

27 

42 

l8 

21 

25 

14 
13 

31 

ll 

5 

l4 

20 

19 

24 

l6 

23 
37 
34 

33 

32 

29 

40 

Th1rd ~~ass 
Mean RanK 

5.99 
5.24 

6.35 

6.33 

6.49 

6.10 

6.03 

5.33 
4.74 

4.95 

4 .65 
4.57 

5.25 
4.74 

4.78 

4.67 

5.68 

5.37 

6.06 

6.16 
5.73 
5.60 

5.70 

5.17 

5.80 

5.72 

5.69 
5.56 

5.ao 
5.39 

5.73 

5.84 

5.64 

5.44 

5.24 
5.17 

5.68 

5.20 
4.93 
5.15 

5.82 

5. 43 

5.39 

3.35 

5.07 

:.36 

a 
3l 

2 

3 

1 

7 

29 

4l 

38 

44 
45 

30 

4l 

40 
43 

18 
27 

6 

13 
2l 

16 
34 

ll 

15 
17 
23 

11 
26 

l3 

20 

24 

3l 

34 

18 

33 

39 
36 

10 
25 

28 

3i 

Fouz:~h ::ass 
!1ean ?.ani( 

6.09 
5.26 

6.19 
6.21 

6.60 

5.86 
6.02 
5.33 

4.67 

4 .Sl 

4. 65 
4. 60 

5.12 
4.30 

4.79 

4. 71 

5.65 
5.56 

6.16 
6.28 

5.65 
5.70 

5.84 
5.42 

5.51 
5.72 

5.72 
5.65 

5.65 
5.44 

5.98 

6.00 

5.60 

5.63 

5.:a 
5.33 

5.67 

5 • .1..4 

4.95 
5.05 
5.70 
5.38 

5. 63 

5. 4 2 

6 

33 

4 

3 

10 

7 

3l 

42 

39 

43 
44 

36 
45 

40 
4l 

18 
26 

5 

2 

2l 
15 

ll 
29 

27 
13 

13 
18 

18 
28 

9 

8 

23 

22 

34 

3l 

:7 
35 

38 

37 

15 
25 

22 

29 
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Table 69 

MEAN VALUES AND RANKS OF TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED IN A 
SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM ACCORDING 

TO THE DISTRICT TYPE OF RESPONDENTS 

Topic 

1. Leqal Responsibilities 

2. Leq1slative Relationsh1.ps 

3. Superintendent Select1on 

4. Superintendent Evaluation 

S. Working: Relations With Superintendent 

6. Collective Barga1.n1nq 

7. Establishment of Overall Educ.Hional Goals 

!3. Problem Solv1ng Techn1ques in Policy Dvlpmt. 

9. RiD for Education 

10. Role of School Attorney 

11. Parliamentacy Procedure 

12. State/Nat'l ~~nool Boards Assn. Serv1ces 

13. Strategies for Public Communication 

14. Collllttunl.ty Politics, Gov't, etc. 

15. Role and Function of Advisory Conm11ttees 

16. Interdistr ict Relations 

17. Comm.un1ty Relations 

18, Handling Gc 1evances 

1.9. Budget Preparation 

20. Budget Interpretation 

21. BuSlness Practice for School 

22. Local Taxation, Bonding, & Tecminol.ogy 

23. State Funoing 

24. Federal Ald 

25. Shape & Funct1on of .&.dministrative Org. 

.26. Personnel Practices 

27. Staff Development 

28. Staff Evaluatlon 

29. Salary Structures 

30 Pupil Personnel Facilities 

31. Educational Planning 

32. Evaluation of Educational Programs 

33. Understanding Instructional Program Areas 

34. Student/School Relations 

35 . .:5pecia.l Education Programs 

36. Cacee: Education 

37. Accountability 

38. Popul.Jtion Trends & Attendance Statist1cs 

39. Extra ·curr iculac Actlvitus 

40. Test log Practices 

41. Student ~ch1evement 

42. School. House !o!.alntenance 

4 3. Facill ues Planning 

44. Transportation 

45. rood Service Programs 

Frequency 

Rural 
~ean Rank 

5.97 

5.19 

6 .)4 

6. 37 

6. 57 

6.07 

6. 02 

5.42 

4. 75 

4.83 

4. 7l 

4. 58 

5.35 

4.68 

4.14 
4. 72 

5.82 

s .. n 
• • .-2 

6 .la 

s .68 

s .65 

5.83 

s .31 

5. 75 

5. 78 

5. 70 

5.59 

5 .'91 

s·.33 

5.87 

I. 98 

5.69 

5.63 

s. 21 

5.29 

5. 74 

5. 22 

4.86 

s .as 
s .ao 
5. 57 

s .69 

5 .b7 

5. 2.9 

130 

36 

28 

40 

39 

43 

45 

29 

44 

41 

42 

l3 

27 

' 21 

23 

12 

Jl 
i6 

15 

18 

25 

10 

30 

ll 

20 

24 

35 

33 

17 

34 

38 

37 

l4 

26 

19 

22 

32 

•cenotes a d1fference sign1ficant at the .05 le•1el. 

Small '!'own 
Mean Rank 

5.95 

5.20 

6.23 

6.12 

6.34 

5. 95 

5.83 

5.18 

4. 74 

4.86 

4.34 

4.45 

5.15 

4.62 

4. i4 

4.35 

5.54 

5.20 

6.14 

6.15 

5.63 

5 .4d 

5. 72 

5.18 

5.54 

5. 62 

5. 72 

5.88 

s. 72 

5. 38 

5.82 

5.95 

5.60 

5. 37 

5.29 

5.15 

5. 62 

4.86 

5.23 

5. 28 

s .ea 
5. 2.0 

s .. n 
5.22 

..\. d2 

75 

6 

30 

6 

ll 

33 

"' 38 

45 

43 

35 

42 

40 .. 
20 

30 

16 

22 

l3 

33 

20 

17 

lJ 

lJ 

24 

l2 

19 

25 

26 

35 

17 

37 

2B 

27 

30 

23 

29 

39 

Suburban 
!-!ean ~anK 

5.90 

5.32 

6.06 

6.25 

6.35 

5.94 

6.06 

5.23 

4.61 

5.04 

4 .53 

4.45 

5.22 

4. i9 

4.94 

4. 73 

5.61 

5.03 

5.99 

6. 23 

5. 72 

5.37 

5.31 

4.68 

5. 71 

5.44 

5 .3B 

5 .so 
5.63 

5.35 

5.64 

s. 78 

5. 65 

5.36 

5.45 

s. 21 

5.62 

s .42 

4.81 

5.09 

5.81 

5. 2.6 

5.25 

S.l.3 

lOB 

' 26 

4 

30 

43 

:s .. 
45 

3l 
40 

37 

41 

17 

36 

ll 

23 

27 

42 

l2 

20 

22 

lB 

15 

25 

14 

10 

lJ 

24 

19 

32 

16 

2l 

39 

34 

9 

28 

29 

33 

38 

'Jrban F Tests 
!'tean Rank: 

6.30 

5.80 17 

6.20 6 

6.40 

6 .so 
6.40 

6.40 

s .so 11 

s.oo. 40 

5.50- 25 

4. 80 4l 

4. 70 4 3 

5.60 22 

4 .so 41 

4. iO 43 

5-10 39 

6 .)0 4 

s .40 30 

5. 90 lJ 

6 • .zo 
s.ao 11 

5 .so 25 

5.20 36 

4. 70 43 

5.90 lJ 

6. 00 ll 

5 .so 17 

5.60 22 

5.60 22 

5. 30 32 

5.90 lJ 

6.20 

5. 70 

s. 50 

5.40 

5 .so 
5.90 

6 .oo 
5. 20 

LJO 

b .20 

5. 30 

5.50 

5 .2.0 

5. 30 

10 

2l 

25 

JO 

25 

l3 

ll 

36 

32 

37 

32 

0. 33 

0.52 

0.95 

0. 92 

1.29 

0. 75 

0. 74 

1.03 

0.37 

0.92 

a. 86 

0.27 

a .11 

0.19 

0. 53 

l.Jl 
1.48 

2.37 

0.36 

0 .Oil 

o.a 
0.89 

j. 74• 

4 .a a• 
.45 

l.Si 

l. 75 

l.J9 

1.22 

0. OJ 

0. 76 

0.87 

0.09 

1.22 

. 78 

0. 30 

0.33 

2.89• 

1.74 

0.43 

0.42 

l. 51 

1.96 
) • 62. 
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Table 70 

MEAN VALUES AND 
SCHOOL BOARD 

TO THE DISTRICT 

RANKS OF TOPICS 
INSERVICE 
FINANCIAL 

TO BE INCLUDED IN A 
PROGRAM ACCORDING 
CLASS OF RESPONDENTS 

TopiCS 

-;: 1.e1al ResponaibiUtlu 
z. Laqislati•• Relationanipa 

J, suparintandent Selection 

•. superintendent !:valuation 
s. IIO<I<i~ Rebtiona With Superintendant 

f, coUeetin Barqaininq 

7• htabliah .. nt of O.eroll !ducational Goals 

f, rrobl•• Solvinq Taehniquee In Policy Dvlp•t. 

f, UD for !ducation 

11, IIOle of School Attorney 

ll• roclia•entary Proce<lure 

12
, State/Nat 'l School Boarda A .. n.' Senicu 

lJ, Stutaqiu for Pui>Uc Co-unication 

lf, e-nity PolitiCS, GoY't, etc, 

u. 1101e and Function of Ad•iaory co-itt••• 

u. lnta<diatrlct Relation• 

11. c-ity Relationa 

u. landUnq Gr levance• 
u. lad9•t Prep•ration 

Je, &ud9•t Interpretation 
21. laainau Practice for School 

u. Local Tantion, Bondinq, ' Tersino109Y 

U. State rundinq 

zc, Federal Aid 
JS, Shape ' Function of Ad•iniatrative Orq. 

JC. PKIOnnel Practic:ea 
n. SUff O.vdo-nt 

U. Staff !valuation 
2t. Salary Structures 
JO, Pupil Peraonnal racilitiu 

U, ldvcational Planninq 

n. IYiluation of Educational P<OC!ta•• 

ll. Ondeutandlnq Inatructional Pr09raa Au .. 

14. Student/School Relations 

lS. Spacial !ducation Proquaa 

H • Car oar !due a Uon 
n. Accountability 

lt. Populotion Trends ' Attendance Statlatica 
M. l•tn•curr icular Activi tlu 

ct. or .. tinq Practices 
41• Stud•nt Act\ieveaent 

U. Sc:tlool Roua• ~intenanc• 
U. FaeUI tiea Plonnln9 
II. Tunaportatlon 

•s. FOOd S•rvtce Pro9r••• 

:requency 

Clua 1 
Mean Rantt 

5.75 

5.13 21 

5.63 

s.u 
6.25 

4." lt 

5. 50 

4.25 35 

4.38 34 

4.88 27 

4 .ao 39 

3.38 45 

4 .so 32 

3.75 u 
3.63 43 

3.63 4l 

4.88 22 

4.00 39 

6.00 

6.38 

5.38 15 

4.00 39 
4.50 32 

4.13 37 

5.SO 9 

5.25 20 
4.75 u 
5.38 15 

5.38 15 

5.50 9 

6.00 

5.81 

5.50 9 

4.88 22 

5.38 15 

5.38 15 

4.88 2l 

4.88 22 

3.88 41 

4.75 28 

5.50 9 

4. 75 28 

5.50 9 
4.25 35 

4.13 37 

•o.notoa • di!hrence siqnilieant at the .05 level. 

Claaa 2 
flliean "-ln.K 

5.90 12 

5.52 27 

5.90 u 
6.10 

6.38 

6.19 

6.24 

5.33 J2 

4 .Sl 43 

5.14 37 

4.71 45 

5.10 39 
5.52 27 

5.05 40 

4.15 41 

4.86 43 

5.95 1.1 

5 ·l' 35 
6.t4 
S.lO 8 

5. 67 23 

5.38 30 

5.24 33 

4.95 41 

5.90 u 
5.67 23 

5.75 18 

5.~1 15 

5.75 18 
5.57 26 

6 .oo 10 

6.33 2 

5.81 15 

5. 71 2l 

5.71 21 

5. 7S 18 

6.14 5 

5.81 15 
5.24 33 

5.52 25 

5.19 )5 

5.62 25 

5.19 35 
5. 38 30 

5.14 37 

a 

c1a .. 3 
Mean ~nK 

5.57 ll 
5.14 21 

5.71 
5.,. 
s.oo 
6.04 

5.68 

5 .oo 27 

4.54 38 

4. 71 34 

4. 25 42 

3.89 45 

5 .ao 27 

4.68 35 

4.89 ll 

4.2l 43 

5.43 14 

4.61 37 

5.93 
5.,. 
S.39 u 
5.07 23 

5,07 23 
4.04 44 

5.39 16 
S.ll 22 

'·" 29 
5.36 19 

5,54 u 
4.64 36 

5.43 14 

5.89 

5.68 

5.39 16 

5.68 

5.25 20 

5.07 23 

4.86 32 

5.07 23 

4. 75 33 

5. 50 13 

4. 4S 39 

4. 46 39 

4. 93 30 

4.32 41 

is 

6.04 

5. 58 27 

6.29 3 

6.54 

6.2! 

s.u 6 

6.08 7 

5.29 34 

4 .54 44 

5. 08 36 

4.54 44 

4.63 u 
5. 79 15 

4 .)6 39 

4.83 40 

4.67 41 

5.67 u 
5.33 33 

6.l7 

6.54 

5. 92 10 

5.67 19 

5.71 18 
5 .o8 36 

5.46 ll 

5.67 19 

5.63 :is 
5.92 10 

5.83 14 

5. 67 19 

5. 79 15 

5.18 12 

5.88 u 
5,58 27 

5.54 30 

5.42 32 

5.67 19 
5.S8 27 

4.63 42 

5,13 25 

5,75 7 

5. 63 25 

5. 75 17 

5. 67 19 

5.00 38 

Clau 5 
Mean kink 

5.99 8 

S.30 32 

6.45 
6 .3S 

6.52 

6.07 

6.08 

5.56 22 

4.88 42 

5.10 31 

4.69 44 

4.67 45 

5.20 34 

4.89 4l 

5 .oo 40 

4.88 42 

5.75 15 

5.32 31 

5.98 
6.14 

5.70 17 
5. so 24 

5.69 19 

5.13 35 

5. 92 10 
5. 70 17 

5.79 12 

5.67 20 

5.79 12 
5.45 25 

s. 77 14 

5.86 ll 

5.64 u 
5.37 28 

5.26 33 

5.08 39 

5. 75 15 

5.36 29 

5.10 37 

5. J9 27 

6.01 
5. 40 26 

5. Sl 23 

5.33 30 

5.13 35 

Cl.ss 6 
Mean RanK 

6.01 
5.U 33 

6. 24 3 

6.29 

6.53 

5.99 

6.00 

5.30 29 

4.66 41 

4.82 39 

4 .51 43 

4.51 45 

5.28 30 

4.57 44 

4. 72 40 

4.64 42 

5.74 1l 
5.45 27 

6.13 5 

6.22 4 

'. 72 1S 
5,68 18 

5.76 12 

5.24 31 

5.65 19 
5. 72 15 

5. 63 21 
5. 58 23 

5 .ao 10 
5.32 28 

5.80 10 

5.90 

5.61 22 

5.54 24 

5.18 33 

5. 22 32 

5. 73 14 

5 .u 36 

4 .sa 38 

5.02 37 

5. 72 16 

5. 49 25 

5. 65 19 
5. 49 25 

5.16 35 

l48 

r Testa 

0.66 

0.66 

2.20 

1.10 

l.U 
2.34• 

1.09 

1.86 

0.59 

0.61 

0.55 
3.aa• 

1.58 

1.43 

1.87 
1.68 

1.05 

J.lo• 
O.Jl 

o.u 
0.62 

J.a• 
3.12• 
4.oa• 

1.10 
1.42 

2 .ao• 
o. 79 

0.44 

2. 44• 

0.66 

0.59 

0.29 

.84 

1.4J 
0.98 

2.67• 
1.66 

1.99 
J.so• 
3. 81• 
J. so• 
3.81-

2.18 

2. 61• 



i. 

209 

Table 71 

A COMPARISON OF THE FIVE LEAST IMPORTANT TOPICS 
TO BE INCLUDED IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE 

PROGRAM ACCORDING TO THE STATUS 
GROUP OF RESPONDENTS 

sup-.rintendenta Board Melllb<trs Board Preddents E~rts 

Topic Rank 

State and National 45 
School Board 
services 

Interdistciet 44 
Rdations 

Paclia•entacy 43 
Procedure 

R'D Foe Education 42 

Role and !"unction 41 
of lldvisory 
co .. aittees 

Topic Ranlt 

Paclia .. ntacy 45 
Proe..ture 

co .. unity 44 
Polltie:t, 
Go••rn•.nt. 
etc:. 

State and 43 
National 
School Boards 
Aaaoeiation 
Ser•iees 

Interdiatriet 42 
Relatione 

Role of School 41 
Attorney 

Topic 

R$0 for 
!dueatlon 

co-unity 
Poll tics, 
Govern .. nt, 
ate. 

Intecdlatr let 
Relation• 

Role and 
runction of 
Advisory 
co-it tees 

State and 
National School 
Boards 
Association, 
Ser•ices 

Table 72 

Rank Topic 

45 ProbleM Sol'1ln9 
Techniques ln 
Policy 
DeveloptOent 

44 Extra Curricular 
Activities 

43 State and 
National School 
Boards Aaaociation 
Ser•ices 

u Food Service 
Pco9ra•s 

41 Pupil Personnel 
racilitiee 

A COMPARISON OF THE FIVE LEAST IMPORTANT TOPICS 
TO BE INCLUDED IN.A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE 

PROGR&~ ACCORDING TO THE LENGTH 
OF BOARD MEMBER TENURE 

L@se Than 5 Tears 

Topic: Ranlt 

Parliaaentary 45 
Proeedur

1

• 

Community Polities, 43 
Gov@rn-.nt, ete. 

Interdistriet 42 
A,. lations 

Rol,. ond 41 
!"unction of 
Advisory 
Comooi tte,.s 

5 to 9 Years 

Topic: Rank 

Parliaaentary 45 
Procedure 

Coaaunity 44 
Polities, 
Go••rn•ent, 
etc:. 

State 4J 
National 
School Boards 
llssoelation 
Services 

Role and 4 2 
Function 
of lldvisory 
co-itt•,.•• 

Interdiatriet 41 
Rdationa 

lD + Years 

Topic: 

State and 
National 
School Boards 
Association 
Services 

R•D for 
l!:dueation 

co-unity 
~olitiea, 
Governfttt!nt, 
~te. 

Role and 
runetion of 
lldvisory 
Com11ission 

Role of School 
Attorney 

Rank 

45 

4J 

42 

Ran It 

u 

H 

H 

41 

41 
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Table 73 

A COMPARISON OF THE FIVE LEAST IMPORTANT TOPICS 
TO BE INCCUDED IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE 

PROGRAM ACCORDING TO PROFESSIONAL 
GROUP OF RESPONDENTS 

Proleeaionel lta~:e Maker EducatOI'• Hanagera Other 

TQ21C It ant T2f:lC Rant Te2tc: Rant Tg;ete Jl:enk T22:ic 

R&D for !due. 45 Coa•un· PoJ., 45 Pari. ProcedUI'e 45 Pairl• ProeM•• 45 COM•• Pot •• 
o~·t .• ete. Oov't •• etc. 

lnterdl•trfct Ret. 44 Part. Procedure 44 Co.aun. PoJ., 44 lt&.D fOE' £due. 44 St • • flat '1 
~·t •• ete. Sehool Board a 

Part. PrOC"Mul'e 4J Role of School 4J E~:tra-currte. 4] lnterdlatrtct Ret. 4J Par}. Proettdure 
Attorney Activity 

•oll!' • runc:t. of 42 Rat' 1 School Boel'd 4J St. & M•t '1 42 ea-. Pol., 42 Role & Funct. 
M•· c~. SehGal Board GoY't., etc. Adv. c~. 

St • • Nat • 1 4l E•tra-evt'rtc:. 41 ltole & Funct. of 41 st. c. Hat "1 41 lnterdiatt· tct. 
School Board Aettvtty Ad•· Co.-. School Board 

Table 74 

A COMPARISON OF THE FIVE LEAST IMPORTANT TOPICS 
TO BE INCLUDED IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE 

PROGRAM ACCORDING TO EDUCATIONAL 
LEVEL OF RESPONDENTS 

Lee• Than 4 Teare Bachelor • a C~raduate to 
Co11"'9• Degree Kaatera Dfo4Jr•• Doetorate 

Toete Rant Tg!lC l:.ank 'f!:J!lC Rank T~tc 

Caw~•untty PoJlttce. 45 P•rlla•entary Proeedure 45 Per ll•••fttary Proettdure 45 St. ' .. ._t. 1 Sehool 
Gov't.a, •tc. 9t')arde Aaaoctflltion 

of 

.... 

Ra.D for Education 44 lnt•rdt atr fet Jllel. 44 St. ' Net' 1 School 44 r,.r lla•entary ProeMur•• 
Board• Ae•ocfat ton 

rar ll•••nt ery Proc'!dure 4] St. 1r Net '1 School 4l lnterdlatrtct •• Jet lone 4J lnt•rl'llatrlet Rttlat lone 
lloerda Aaaoeiatlon 

St.. ' Nat' 1 School 42 Co-.•uni ty Pol! tie•• 42 Co.-•untty Politlca, 42 R&D fOI' EdueAtion 
Roar de Aaaoet at ion Gow'ta, ttte a Cow' t •• etc. 

Pole t. Funet ion of 41 I&D for &due at ton 4l R~D for !dueatton 41 llole ' Funet ton of 
Ad•. C~ttte•e ""•· Coe.•Ht••• 

Rank 

45 

44 

42 

42 

41 

R'-lnk 

45 

.. 

., 
42 

41 
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Table 75 

A COMPARISON OF THE FIVE LEAST IMPORTANT TOPICS 
TO BE INCLUDED IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE 

PROGRAM ACCORDING TO THE SEX OF RESPONDENTS 

Male 

Topic Rank 

State and National 45 
School Boards 
Association Services 

Interdistrict 44 
Relations 

Parliamentary 43 
Procedure 

R&D For Education 42 

Community Politics, .41 
Government, etc. 

Female 

Topic Rank 

Parliamentary 45 
Procedures 

Community Politics, 44 
Government, etc. 

State and National 43 
School Boards 
Association Services 

Extra Curricular 42 
Activities 

Interdistrict 41 
Relations 
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Table 76 

A COMPARISON OF THE FIVE LEAST IMPORTANT TOPICS 
TO BE INCLUDED IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE 

PROGRAM ACCORDING TO DISTRICT CLASS 

Second Class 

Topic Rank 

Parliamentary 45 
Procedure 

State and 44 
National School 
Boards 
Association 
Services 

Interdistrict 43 
Relations 

Educational 42 
Planning 

R'D for 41 
Education 

OF RESPONDENTS 

Third Class 

Topic Rank 

State and National 45 
School Boards 
Association 
Services 

Parliamentary 44 
Procedure 

Interdistrict 43 
Relations 

R•D for 42 
Education 

Community, 41 
Politics, 
Government, etc: 

Table 77 

P'ourth Class 

Topic Rank 

State and National 45 
School Boards 
Association 
Services 

Parliamentary 44 
Procedure 

Proble• Solving 43 
Techniques 

Interdistrict 42' 
Relations 

Use of Advisory 41 
Coaudtteea 

A COMPARISON OF THE FIVE LEAST IMPORTANT TOPICS 
TO BE INCLUDED I~ A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE 

PROGRAM ACCORDING TO DISTRICT TYPE OF RESPONDENTS 

Rural s-u Tovn Suburban Urban 

To pte Rant Topte Rank Topic Ran• Topic 

State and National 45 Parlla•t!ntary 45 State and National 45 State and N_.t i<?nal 
Schoo 1 Boards Procedure School Boacd• Sehool Boards 
Association Association ~ssociation 
St!rvtces Secvtees Sel'vices 

Co-.unity Politics, 44 Interdlstr let .. Par llaMntary 44 Role and Function of 
Go••rn~~ent, ll!tc. Relations Ptocll!dures Advisory Co~~t~~itteea 

ParllaMntary 4l State and National 4l R'O for Education 4l F~eral Aid 
Procedures School Boards 

~tulociatton 
Servtees 

Interdletr let 42 Co,..unlty Pollttca, 42 Federal A ld 42 Par lta .. entary 
Relatione Govern•ent. etc. Procedures 

Role and Function 41 P'O foE" Education 40 lnterdlstr let 41 CotMunity Politics, 
of Advisory ~!!~lations Gov'!rn•ent, etc. 
ColtiMitte~w 

Role and Function of 40 
Adviaory Coe11dttees 

Rank 

H 

4) 

4l 

41 

41 



~· irst. Class 
(30,000,000t) 

'l'opic 

Stdle itud 
National School 
Ouords 
Ati hUt.: i at ion 
Scrviccti 

l<olc and 
1-'uuct iou of 
Advisory 
Committees 

lnlerdlstrict 
Relations 

COIIIIIIUnity 
Politics, 
Government, 
etc. 

Extra Curricular 
Activitie:; 

Second Class 

Table 78 

A COMPARISON OF TilE LEAST IMPORTANT TOPICS TO BE INCLUDED 
IN A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAMS 

ACCORDING 'fO TilE FINANCIAL CLASS 0~' RESPONDENTS 

Third Class Fourth Class Fifth Class 
(24,000,000-29,999,999) (18,000,000-23,999,999) (12,000,000-17,999,999) (6,000,000-11,999,999) 

Rank Topic Rank Topic Rank Topic Rank Topic Rank 

45 Parliamentary 45 State anq 45 Ri.D for Education 44 State and 45 
Procedures National School National 

Boards School 
Association Boards 
Services Association 

Services 

43 R&D for 43 Fede~:al Aid 44 Pa~: liamenta~:y 44 Parliamentary 44 
Education Procedure Procedure 

43 Interdist~:ict 43 Role and 42 State and 42 Ri.D for 42 
Relations Function of National Education 

Advisory School Boards 
Con1mittees Association 

Services 

42 Role and 41 Parliamentary 42 Extra Curriculum 42 Inter- 42 
Function of Procedure district 
Advisory Relations 
Couomi t tees 

41 E'edera 1 Aid 41 Food Service 41 lnterdistrict 41 CollOIUnity 41 
1\elations Politics, 

Government, 
etc. 

Sixth C1asa 
(0-5,999,999) 

Topic Rank 

State and 45 
National 
School 
Boards 1'\) 

Association f-' 
Services w 

Couununity 44 
Politics, 
Government, 
etc. 

Parlia11entary 43 
Procedure 

Interdistrict 42 
Relations 

li&D for 41 
Education 
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Discussion 

Most bf these topics fall under the heading of 

"School and Community Topics." They tend not to deal with 

the "here and now" of running a school district. Rather, 

they are all somewhat abstract. That these topics are 

ranked lower by respondents, however, does not mean that 

they should be automatically excluded from a local 

inservice program. It is important to note that none of 

these topics had means below 4.00 on an aggregate basis or 

below 3.30 according to each of the variables under con

sideration. Although the high means may be related to 

respondent fatigue or question bias, one could also infer 

that even the least popular topics are recognized as having 

merit. Interviews bear out this conclusion. In one dis

trict, advisory committees were a vital element in the 

successful running of the school district. In another 

district, the superintendent had attempted to arrange 

informal meetings among his board members and board members 

of neighboring districts. This superintendent felt inter

district communications would contribute to board growth 

and generate ideas for each district. This idea was vetoed 

by the other superintendents who, unfortunately, were con

cerned about the content of the exchange threatening their 

own job. 
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Implications 

1. A superintendent, board, or professional group, 

when designing a board development program, ought to weigh 

carefully the local relevance of these less popular topics. 

Time is precious; and unless there is a particular reason 

for covering a topic that is ranked of low value by board 

respondents, the time saved can better be used in another 

area. 

2. If the individual or group in charge of board 

development feels that one of the less popular topics is 

important, he or she will need to plan how to interest the 

board in the subject. Should board members be unfamiliar 

with parliamentary procedure and conduct long raucus meet

ings, a session on Roberts Rules of Order might be bene

ficial. Yet board members may not be interested in or 

willing to attend such a session unless they can be made 

to see the relevance of the material covered to their own 

jobs. It is the job of the superintendent, the person in 

charge of development, and the session presenter to 

establish that relevance. 
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conclusion 4: Beyond the core group of topics to be 

included in a local board development program, other 

topics of interest depend on the issues that are current 

in each individual district. 

Interviews in various districts throughout the 

state clearly emphasized the local characteristic of good 

board development. Table 38 in Chapter 4 indicated the 

wide variety of topics considered in each of the districts 

interviewed. That table is reproduced here as Table 79. 

Discussion 

Constraints on the amount of time available for 

board member development force each district to prioritize, 

to select items of key significance for close analysis 

each year. No district could possibly touch on all topics 

at once. The interviews in various districts throughout 

the state indicate clearly the variation in local priori

ties. District concerns varied from whether to change bus 

services, to building an addition to a high school,. to 

updating a policy book. Inservice emphasis was a direct 

outgrowth of these concerns. As Table 79 shows, it is 

apparent that one district's declining enrollment is 

another's building addition. 
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Table 79 

LOCAL BOARD AREAS 
UNDERTAKEN, 

OF DEVELOPMENT, ACTIVITIES 
AND RESULTS OBTAINED 

concentration Problem 

l. 

2. 

J. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Special School district. 
Education operate its own 

classes 

Evaluation Incompetence of 
amd Supervision old.er central 

office staff 

Reorganization Oecl1n1ng enroll
ment 

F1nances Raise the mill 
rate 

Administration working w1tn new 
superintendent 

Transportation Whether to change 
bus services 

7. · Finances Collecting delin
quent taxes 

8. Bu1ldings 

9. NegotUtlOOS 

10. Energy 

11. Policies 

.&.ddition to 
school 

Impendinq stri\ce 

Save energy and 
money 

Update policy 
book 

Inservice Action 

Had speeches and presentatlons oy 
Intermediate Unit Director, Special 
EducatLon Director and Superintendent 

Super 1ntendene worked informally 
1o11t!'l Board. ExplaJ.ned funccion of an 
evaluatl.on program and early retirement 

Developed timellne wieh the board for 
action. Board organued a task. force 
and developed a t.:ablo1d for communit.y, 
Government consultant rev1ewed task. 
force report :~nd presented comprenensive 
report to board and COIMlunl ty 

Superintendent spent four hours in two 
meetings before budget meeting. 
Explained wher:e money came from. 
Showed pco)ections. Invited principals, 
press and publ ie 

Superintendent showed board the manage
ment support team and how it was used. 
He trained administrators and had them 
come to board meetings and explain 
process 

Had consultal)t come and do a study of the 
system and r•port to board. superin• 
tendent also;worked with board 

Superintendent ~aught board about law. 
CommJ.ttee Chair:nan raised suggestion. 
Solicitor provided boacd inservice 

Super J.ntendent . .,as primary ::.oard resource 
person. Former Secretary of Revenl.le 
tal'o(ed on financing. ~rehitect and 
staff provided dialogl.le with th~ board 

Began 1n January preparing for striite 
possibilities in September. Talked about 
contcact process and developed a pro
posal. Establi.ahed Administrative 
.A.d•Jisory Council to work. with Board. 
Had PSBA at,,a public semin~r. Superin
tendent discussed board conduct during 
strike. Met twice a month before strike 
and t .... J.ce a week during 

Property committee recommended study. 
Superintendent suggested consultant from 
neighboring district. Consultant spoke 
at workshop open to all interested 

worked on two policies, meeting with 
superintendent, prepared draft pollcies 
and a list of areas where new policies 
were needed. Superintendent pciocitized 
policies 3t board's request. Board went 
to PSBA and NSBA policy clinlCS 

R.asult 

SacKed Super J.ntendent. Dtstr ict 
decided to educate its own 
specul education students. Left I.U. 

Board approved strategy. Had no union 
proolems. Saved money thtough early 
retlrement of adm1n1strators 

Three years allowed tu1e foe action. Plan
nlng was organ1zed. Board was supportn•e. 
Made a tentative decis1on on schools 

Got ten mill raise. Board undecstands 
how to talit finances to legislators. 
Plan reduced tension~ led to 1Jnderstandin9 
between commun1ty and board 

Got ooard support for tearn approach 

Board accepted consultant's recommenda
tions 

CollecteC $250,000 1n bacK taxes. Boara 
can k.nowiedgeaoly review tax1ng procedures 

Built b1gger and better facdities 

Held all management eights. S1gned agree
ment in January. Met later with Superin· 
tendent to evaluate actions, discuss 
changes, and how to avoid the next str1ke 

Board approved recommendations and got 
federal money for project 

Approved changes and developed new 
handbooks 

12. ?olic1es Create policy 
manual 

Super 1ntendent and -'dministration Developed manual. Learned board coles 

13. au1ldlnqs 

14. Curriculum 

explained need to board. Solicitor came 
.!lnd met with board. Had five or six 
discuss1on meet1ngs w1th superintendent 
and administrators 

Sale o! pcoperty topic raued at inser•Hce meetl.ng. Board Board cecommended. sollciting bJ.as. Sold 
assigned it to a committee. .~dminutra- build1ng profltably 
tlon gathered 1nformation. Bo.srd organlz-
ed community task force. Tasl( force :t~ade 
recomMendations to the board 

Board support for Sent board member to participate 10 
teacner inser•lice teacher program. He then met with 

board and explained proqra.m 

Board voted money !or teacher 
tnsetvlce program 
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Implications 

1. Although on an aggregate abstract basis board 

members and other respondents seem generally to agree on 

topics to be part of a board development program, on a 

local level, there is no single inservice design that is 

sufficient to meet all the needs of all the districts. 

Beyond a certain core of topics, the design of the local 

board development program must be tailored to the differ

ential needs of each district. Such tailoring implied 

planning and assessing each individual district's problems 

and issues. 

Conclusion 5: Board members want not only to acquire 

factual information, but to enhance particular skills. 

Furthermore, these skills are common to all board members 

across districts. 

In the interviews, board members and presidents 

spoke of the benefits they hoped to receive from local 

inservice programs. Table 80 presents a list of the 

benefits. 
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Table 80 

BENEFITS BOARD MEMBERS HOPE TO RECEIVE FROM LOCAL 
BOARD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

1. "A working understanding of what's required in 
different areas." 

2. "Knowledge of what's going on ••• and what's going to 
happen." 

3. "Awareness of problems teachers face in doing their 
job." 

4. "Understanding of what's being taught." 

5. "Ability to set priorities." 

6. "Board commitment through board understanding." 

7. "To have a board that acts as a whole, not as 
individuals." 

a. "To have a board that understands its role of setting 
policy, providing resources, and approving the 
program." 

9. "To meet the basic needs of the community from an 
education point of view." 

10. "Listening skills." 

11. "The technique of asking the right question at the 
right time." 

12. "An appreciation of the way a board has to operate." 

13. "The development of an education program." 

14. "Reduction of individual biases." 

15. "Skillful, thoughtful decision making." 

16. "To articulately represent in layman's terms what the 
school district is doing." 

17. "The ability to make long-lasting decisions." 
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Table 80 (Continued) 

18. 11 Self-discipline and control. 11 

19. To get a better perspective on our own school district 
by comparing it with others. 11 

Discussion 

Most of the benefits were described in terms of 

skills. Board members wanted to develop listening and 

communication skills, to improve planning and decision-

making, to develop an awareness of the problems faced by 

those working directly in the schools, to subordinate 

their own biases to group needs, to increase self-control, 

and to understand the rola of the board in the context of 

the overall educational system. These skill needs, unlike 

topics to be covered, are common to board members in all 

districts regardless of class, type, or finances. 

Implications 

1. Simply providing board members with facts on 

specific topics may not help board members to apply those 

facts constructively. Handing board members materials to 

read about student test scores does not imply that the 
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board members can communicate this information to the 

public. Hearing a lecture on collective bargaining do"es 

not guarantee that the board president will follow proper 

negotiating protocol. The designer of board development 

programs should include procedures that allow boards to 

practice pertinent skills as well as assimilate data. 

2. The more skilled a board is, the more likely it 

is to contribute to the smooth running of the district. 

Boards that have learned to plan effectively minimize 

crisis management situations. Boards that understand 

their role in decision-making do not usurp the role of the 

superintendent. Boards that know how to listen well can 

ask the right questions. 

3. In the long run, a superintendent benefits from 

having a professional board that will work with him or 

her, rather than a group of unskilled amateurs who each 

have their own axes to grind. 

4. Professional associations ought to plan more 

workshops that allow participation aimed at enhancing 

board skills. Too often sessions employ only lecture 

format. 



CHAPTER 6 

ANALYSIS: LOCAL SCHOOL BOARD DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS AND PRACTICES 

After examining the various needs of board members 

in the previous chapter, this chapter proposes to analyze 

what districts are presently doing to meet these needs. 

Where appropriate the ana~ysis treats the district, board 

member, and superintendent characteristics and is supported 

by interview data. Questions answered by this chapter 

include: 

What formal ongoing local district inservice 
programs have local districts developed to help 
school board members acquire the requisite 
knowledge and skills for effective boardsmanship 

What other informal inservice practices do school 
board members engage in 

Is there a relationship between inservice programs 
and district or respondent characteristics. 

222 
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School Board Programs and Practices 

Question 1 on the survey questionnaire sought to 

determine if school districts in Pennsylvania had a formal, 

ongoing board development program with a budget and someone 

in charge. Table 81 illustrates these data. 

Table 81 

EXISTENCE OF BOARD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

Have Sort Don't Don't 
Status Program of Have Know Total 

Superintendent 

number 10 71 56 2 139 

percent 7.2 51.1 40.3 1.4 45.6 

Board Member 

number 15 38 38 0 91 

percent 16.5 41.8 41.8 0 29.8 

Board President 

number 11 41 23 0 75 

percent 14.7 54.7 30.7 0 24.6 

Total 

number 36 150 117 2 305 

percent 11.8 49.2 38.4 . 6 100 
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Two conclusions can be drawn from the data: 

1. Few districts in Pennsylvania have a formal board 
development program. Where board development 
exists, it is done on an informal basis, as 
needed or requested 

2. Fourth class districts, with smaller populations, 
are more likely to have no school board develop- v~ 
ment programs than are other districts throughout 
the state. 

Discussion 

Responses to this question indicated that generally 

Pennsylvania's school districts do not have formal, ongoing 

programs with someone in charge and a budget for services. 

Only 11.8 percent of the sample reported that their dis-

trict had a formal program. Another 49 percent have 

informal procedures and work at improving school board 

skills and knowledge when needed, when opportunities arise, 

or when a board member expresses interest. Almost two-

fifths of the sample either had no program or did not know 

what they had. 

Pennsylvania's districts, however, do more in the 

way of board development than most districts. Approxi-

mately 60 percent of Pennsylvania's districts have some 
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form of board development, where only 51 percent nationally 

b d 
. . 5 have any oar 1nserv1ce. 

The chi-square test at the .05 level of signifi-

cance was used to analyze these data in relation to the 

variables of district size, type and finances: the status 

of the respondents: and the education level of the super-

intendents. The test reported no significant differences 

in the responses to survey Question 1 and the type or 

finances of the district or the education level of the 

superintendent. A significant difference was reported in 

the responses according to size shown in second, third, 

and fourth class districts. The data showed that a 

significantly higher percentage of fourth class districts, 

districts with smaller student populations, did not have 

either formal or informal inservice programs. In fact, 

where overall 60 percent of Pennsylvania's districts are 

doing something in terms of board development, 58 percent 

of the fourth class districts have no board development 

program or don't know what they have. These data are 

shown in Table 82 and imply that board members in smaller 

districts are either less informed than those in other 

5Antonia Neubauer, "Educating the Board of 
Education," paper presented at the AASA Conference, 
Chicago, 11., July 1980. 

J 
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districts throughout the state or learn by informal, in- J 

dividual means. 

Table 82 

COMPARISON OF THE KIND OF INSERVICE PROGRAM IN 
DISTRICTS ACCORDING TO DISTRICT CLASS 

District Have Sort Don't Don't 
Class Program of Have Know 

2 14 46 24 0 
6.7% 54.6% 28.6% 0 

3 26 90 69 l 
14.0% 48.4% 37.1% 

4 2 16 24 l 
4.7% 37.2% 55.8% 2.3% 

chi square = 13.11192 
df = 6 
x2 at .05 level of significance = 12.592 

Why smaller districts are less disposed to inservice cannot 

be conclusively determined from this study. Data from 

Question 8 on constraints suggest that fourth class re-

spondents view lack of board interest in inservice and 

pressure to conserve funds as major reasons for lack of 

board development programs. These two constraints were 

ranked significantly higher by respondents in smaller 

fourth class districts than by those in second and third 

class districts. 
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Implications 

1. Superintendents, especially of fourth class dis

tricts, need to make greater efforts to inservice their 

board members on local issues and develop programs that 

are informative yet low cost. Further, they have to help 

their board see the relevance of inservice for the 

district. 

2. The state school boards associations need to 

direct more of their efforts at reaching out to smaller 

districts with literature and with programs that are 

affordable. 

3. Board members and presidents in rural districts 

ought to be aware that they are doing less than other 

members, and need to investigate how to design cost 

conscious yet informative development programs for 

themselves. 

./ 

Question 2 asked district respondents what they 

had done in the past two years that was particularly 

effective at raising the skills and knowledge of board 

members. Table 83, reproduced from Chapter 4, presents a 

summary of these activities. Two conclusions can be drawn 

from the data: 
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Table 83 

EFFECTIVE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES 

Number 
of 

Percentage 
of 

Strategy Responses Responses 

1. Learning as Need Arises 30 10 

2. IU and University Workshops 26 9 

3. Board Retreats 12 3 

4. PSBA Workshops 49 16 

5. State and National Conventions 15 5 

6. Board Evaluations 2 1 

7. Local Workshops by Supts. & Admins. 66 22 

8. New Board Member Orientation 31 10 

9. Nothing 37 12 

Missing Cases 37 12 

Total 305 100 

1. Local board members appreciate inservice efforts 
made in their own districts by their own local 
administrators 

2. PSBA workshops are highly respected by many 
Pennsylvania board members. 
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Discussion 

Table 83 shows that effective board development 

strategies conducted by local boards are scattered over a 

wide range of activities. Some are as simple as handing 

out literature on the district to new board members. 

Others involve taking the entire board to Newport News, 

Virginia, to study with Madelaine Hunter. Appendix G 

contains a list of those responses, edited to avoid repeti

tion. Because of the scattering of strategies over a wide 

range, one cannot infer that one activity is consistently 

more effective than others: Moreover, that a particular 

activity was said to be effective in one district does not 

mean that it will work in another district. Each district 

has its own unique characteristics that affect both the 

quality of the presentation and the way it is received. 

For example, some districts praise the orientation sessions 

given by the state school boards association. Other dis

tricts find the identical sessions simplistic in relation 

to what is done locally for new members by their board 

president and administration. 

Despite the range of strategies, the largest 

category of "particularly effective" activities was that 

of local workshops by superintendents and administrators. 
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Many of the local workshops treated local curriculum, goal 

setting, or other indigenous topics other than the tradi

tional buses, budget, and buildings. That these strategies 

were considered important signals the appre- ciation of 

board members for the efforts of their local administrators 

to keep the board informed. The importance of local 

efforts is underscored when one realizes that 60 percent 

of the strategies considered exceptional took place within 

the individual district, while only 40 percent were 

sponsored by outside agencies. 

The second highest category of effective local 

developmental strategies was "Pennsylvania School Boards 

Association Workshops." The recognition given by respond

ents to PSBA emphasizes the regard of board members and 

superintendents for the training activities of the 

organization. 

Interestingly 12 percent of the respondents chose 

to state specifically that their district did "nothing" to 

enhance board member skills. Conceivably, the respondents 

who did not reply to this question were implying that 

their districts also did nothing. It is likely then, that 

almost one quarter of the respondents felt that nothing 

effective was being done within the school district to 

support board development--a sad commentary. 
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Question 5 on the board member interview and 

Question 3 on the superintendent interview also probed 

what districts were doing that was particularly effective. 

Board members and superintendents were asked to identify 

an area or areas in which they had concentrated the great

est part of their inservice efforts over the past year, 

and then to describe the effort, the changes that were 

made, and the evaluation that was conducted. These data 

were summarized in Chapter 4 and are reproduced below as 

Table 84. Note that all of the inservice actions involved 

planning over a period of time in response to a clearly 

identified problem that was relevant to the district. 

Sessions were not crisis responses. Secondly, the super

intendent was the key person in all but four instances. 

The superintendent acted .as catalyst, often encouraging 

the board to undertake a particular task; a linker, finding 

the proper resources or people to deal with the problem 

area; or as a resource person, providing the needed in

formation to the board himself. These inservice activities 

were participatory, involving board, community, task 

forces, administrators, and even press. 
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Table 84 

LOCAL BOARD AREAS 
UNDERTAKEN, 

OF DEVELOPMENT, ACTIVITIES 
AND RESULTS OBTAINED 

Concentrat1on 

L Special 
Education 

2. Evaluation 
and Supervision 

]. Rear gan i za t 1on 

'- Finances 

s. Adm::.nistration 

6. Transportation 

7. F lO<iOCI!S 

8. Bulld1ngs 

9. Negotiations 

10. Ene~gy 

11. Polic1es 

12. Pol1.cies 

13. Build1ngs 

14. Cure iculum 

Problem 

School district 
operate its own 
classes 

Incompetence of 
older central 
office staff 

Declining enroll~ 
ment 

Raise the mill 
rate 

Working with new 
super 1ntendent 

Whether to change 
bus services 

Collecting del in-
quent taxes 

Additlon to 
school 

Impending strike 

Save energy and 
money 

Update pol icy 
book 

Create policy 
m,anual 

Inserv1ce Action 

Haa speec:'les and pcesentatlons by 
Intermedute Un1t Director. SSJI!Clal 
education Director and Superintendent 

Super lntendent worked J.nformally 
with Board. Explained function of an 
evaluation program and early retirement 

Developed t1Rleline w1th the board foe 
action. Board ocgan1zed a tas~t force 
and developed a tabloid for community. 
Government consultant rev1ewed task 
feirce report and presented comprehens1ve 
report to board and community 

Superintendent spent four hours in two 
meetings before budget meet1ng. 
Explained where money came from. 
Showed projections. Invited principals, 
press and publlc 

Super 1ntendent showeo board the manage
ment support team ana how it was used. 
He t:ained admlnistrators and had them 
come ':o board· meetings and explain 
process 

Had consultant come and do a study of the 
system and report to board. Superin .. 
tendent also worked with boara 

superintendent taught board about law. 
Committee Chair:nan raued suggestion. 
Solicitor provided coard inservice 

Superintendent was primary board resource 
person. For:ner Secretary of Revenue 
talked on financing. Architect and 
staff provided dialogue with the board 

Began in Jan~ary preparing for str1ke 
possibilities' in September. Talked about 
contract process .and developed a pro
posal. Estaolished Admlnistrat ive 
Advisory Council to wocl( with Board. 
Had PSBA at a public sem1nar:. Superin
tendent discussed board: conduct d..Jring 
strike. Met tw1ce a month oefore strike 
and twice a week dut ing 

Result 

Bac"'ed Super lntendent. Dlstr let 
dec1ded to educate ltS own 
special eaucat1on students. Left I.U. 

Boara approved strategy. Had no un1on 
problems. Saved money througb early 
retltement of administrators 

'!'hree years allowed tune for o.ction. Plan
nlng was organized. Board .,..as supporti•.te. 
Made a tentative dec1sion on schools 

Got ~:en mill raise. Board ·o~ncerstands 
how to talk finances to legislators. 
Plan reduced tension, led to l nderstanding 
between commun1ty board 

Got board support tor team approach 

Doard accepted consultant's rEcommenda
tions 

Collected $250,000 in back taxes. Board 
can knowledgeably review taxing procedures 

Built bigger and better facillt1es 

Held all management rights. Gigned agree
ment in January. Met later wi.th Superin
tendent to evaluate actions, discuss 
changes, and how to avoid the next strike 

Property committee recommended study. aoard approved recommendations and got 
Supec1ntendent suggested consultant from federal money for proJeCt 
neighborlng district. Consultant spoke 
at workshop open to all interested 

worked on two policies, rneetlng w1th Approved changes and developed new 
superintendent, prepared draft policies handbooks 
and a list of area~s where new policies 
were needed. Supenntendent priorltized 
policies at board's request. Board went 
to PSBA. and NSBA. policy clinics 

S~..:perintendent and .!.dm1n1strat1on Developed manual. Learned board roles 
explalned no:!ed to board. Solic.:.tor came 
and :net .,.1th board. Had five or six 
discussion meetings \li'lth superintendent 
and administrators 

Sale of property Top1c ra1sed at inserv1ce :neeting. Soard Board r'!commended soliciting b1ds. Sold 
assigned it to a ~ommittee. A.dminlstra- bu1lding profltaoly 
tion g-athered lnformation. Board organlz-
ed community task force. :'ask force :nade 
recommendations to the board 

Board support for sent board member to part1c1pate in 
teacher 1nserv1ce teacher program. He then :net with 

ooard and explalned ?rogram 

Board voted money for teacher 
inservice program 
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Implications 

1. Local superintendents and administrators need to 

realize the importance of their local efforts to inform 

the board and to not delegate this function to outside 

agencies such as school boards associations or intermediate 

units. That 24 percent of the respondents either said 

nothing effective was being done by their district or did 

not reply is an indictment of those responsible for board 

development. 

2. Effective board inservice implies frequently that 

the superintendent be capdble of playing a multitude of 

roles--leader, prodder, and coordinator. 

3. When those responsible for board inservice allow 

time for planning activities, with a clear goal in mind, 

the chances for a quality program of direct district 

relevance are enhanced. 

4. Participatory inservice allows board members to 

hear different points of view and make their own 

decisions. In this way the board has responsibility for 

their actions rather than the superintendent. 

5. The Pennsylvania School Boards Association and the 

Intermediate Units deserve recognition and support for 

their role in upgrading the skills of board members--often 

,/ 
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in the absence of any local development. Of special im-

portance are orientation sessions for new board members 

provided by these groups. 

Question 2a on the questionnaire and Question 5 

and Question 3 on the interviews sought to determine how 

respondents knew a particular activity was effective. 

Table 85, reproduced from Chapter 4 presents the 

questionnaire responses; Table 84, interview responses; 

and specific comments are contained in Appendix G, edited 

to avoid repetition. The following conclusion can be 

drawn from the data: 

Board members and superintendents ultimately define 
effectiveness of a particular inservice strategy in 
terms of direct job payoff for themselves as indivi
duals and for the district as a whole. 

Discussion 

Table 85 specifically illustrates the relationship 

of effective board development and performance. One 

quarter of the respondents specifically cited improved job 

performance as a key measure of the value of inservice, 

but in reality, all the responses illustrate forms of 

direct job payoff. 



235 

Table 85 

EFFECTS OF BOARD DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

Number of Percentage 
Effect Responses of Responses 

1. Improved performance 78 26 

2. More knowledge and 57 19 
understanding 

3. Resolved particular 11 4 
conflict, crisis, 
or need successfully 

4. Better interboard 12 4 
cooperation 

' s. Positive formal board 7 2 
evaluation 

6. Better board-mgmt. 0 0 
team relations 

7. Increased self 13 4 
confidence 

8. Comments from board 37 12 
members 

9. Don't know 16 5 

Missing cases 74 24 

Total 305 100 

Comparing activities and effects in both interviews 

and questionnaire responses, one notes that particular 

activities seem to produce different forms of job payoff. 
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Every time retreats were mentioned as particularly effec

tive, respondents cited an improvement in board communica

tions and a greater willingness to work together as 

payoffs. Some activities paid off in action-oriented 

results. Physical plant inspections led to an improved 

maintenance system. A board trip to Newport News, 

Virginia, to watch Madelaine Hunter's staff development 

program in action led to the implementation of that program 

in a district. Participatory, open budget information 

sessions induced board members to pass the budget and 

townspeople to pass a budget referendum. Some activities 

were directed at upgrading personal skills. For example, 

board members who attended orientation sessions found they 

knew what questions to ask at meetings or while talking 

with administrators and staff. They felt better about 

themselves. They felt more productive. In sum, super

intendents and board members knew that an activity was 

productive when they looked at the results, when they saw 

how the knowledge and skills they had acquired were applied 

to their performance, the performance of the board as a 

whole, and ultimately to the performance of the district. 
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Implications 

1. Those who coordinate local board development 

ought to have a specific performance result in mind as 

they undertake board activities and target the activity 

accordingly. For example, a district with a particularly 

intransigent board might want to foster communications and 

cooperation and goal consensus by undertaking a retreat. 

Involving a board member in an activity lacking local 

relevance is a waste of precious time. 

2. Often board members are criticized for wasting 

taxpayer money by going off to conferences or hiring a 

consultant. When board members can point to a tangible 

result due to their efforts, critics can sometimes be 

defused. 

3. The school boards association--state and/or 

national--should create a recipe book for board members of 

local "strategies that work" in specific situations to 

produce specific results. The book should cite districts 

that have tried these "recipes" to be used as board 

resources or references. Finally, these "recipes" ought 

to be sent to all local board memcers, so that they can 

see what other districts are doing in comparison to their 

own. 
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Data from Question 4 on the questionnaire illus-

trated that the most popular board activities were reading 

journals, attending PSBA meetings, and visiting schools. 

The least popular activities were retreats, needs assess-

ments, and visits to schools outside the district. Re-

sponses also indicated that generally the local district 

pays for board development. The analysis probed the ques

tion of financing, relating questionnaire and interviews, 

and explored the relationship among activities performed 

and district variables and the educational level of the 

superintendent. Conclusions are listed below: 

1. Although for the'most part districts attempt to 
cover the costs of board development activities, 
there is frequently a cost to board members that 
acts as a deterrent to inservice 

2. There is a relationship between district class 
and board development, with Class 2 districts, 1 
those with the largest student populations, doing v 

the most and Class 4 districts, the smaller 
districts, doing the least 

3. There is a relationship between district type and 
board development, with suburban districts doing 
a wide variety of activities and other types being vi 
more selective. Rural districts do the least 
amount of development 

4. There is a relationship between district finances 
and board development, with districts having 
larger budgets (although not the largest) involved 
in more development activities than those with 
the smallest size budgets 

5. The Pennsylvania School Boards Association plays a 
crucial role in board development 
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6. Learning for boards is usually from secondary 
sources rather than local "hands on" activities, 
and most learning is geared to understanding ·what 
is going on rather than planning what should be 

Discussion 

As Table 86 illustrates, districts assume most of 

the cost of board development. Only school visitations 

inside and outside the district are cited by respondents 

as costing board members any money. Nevertheless, board 

members mentioned costs to themselves as a constraint on 

inservice and interviews ~upported the data. Costs are of 

two main kinds--direct and indirect. Indirect costs 

include time ••• and energy ••• taken from work or family and 

spent on board issues. Direct costs to board members are 

felt most when board members attend conventions or confer-

ences at a distance from their homes. Travel expenditures 

in Pennsylvania, financed out of school district funds, 

are limited to $30 by the school code. The allocations do 

not begin to cover today's expensive cost of travel and 

registration. As one board membe·r explained, "The last 

convention I went to cost me $600 in New Orleans. It was 

expensive and timely. It cost me five days of personal 
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Table 86 

BOARD DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

Done in Done in 
Last 2 Last 2 Percent 
Years, Years, of Should Percent 
District Board Activi- Be Done that 
Paid Paid ties in Next Should 

Activity Costs Costs Done* 2 Years Be Done 

1. Weekend Retreat 41 1 14 111 36 

2. Orientation 
Workshop 166 10 58 215 70 

3. Participation 
in School Board 
Convention 192 5 65 247 81 

4. Board Needs 
Assessment 64 1 21 177 58 

5. NSBA Nat'l 
Convention 138 6 47 200 66 

6. Expert Programs 
at Local Board 
Meetings 146 4 49 200 66 

7. Visits-Schools 
Within District 184 36 72 220 72 

8. Visits-Schools 
Outside District 97 16 37 161 53 

9. Univ. or State 
School Bds. 
Association 
Workshops 218 7 74 251 82 

10. Talks to Fed., 
State or Local 
Officials 146 10 51 203 67 

11. Subscriptions to 
"Amer. School 
Board Journal" 223 5 75 243 80 

12. Subscriptions 
to Other 
Educational 
Magazines 205 7 70 223 73 

*Based on 305 questionnaires 
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vacation. Some members can't do it." Occasionally dis

tricts hide travel money in other accounts and help re

imburse board members for travel, room, and board at 

conventions above and beyond state regulations. Neverthe

less, the individual financial outlays for long distance 

travel to workshops and conventions do act as a deterent 

to school board member attendance. 

When one examines the type of activities that 

districts in Pennsylvania are doing, the role of the 

Pennsylvania School Boards Association stands out. The 

date in Table 87 illustrate clearly that other than read

ing, the single most common development activity in which 

board members participate is the state school boards 

association or university workshop. Although universities 

were included in this questionnaire item, interviews and 

other data indicate that PSBA workshops alone constitute 

all but a fraction of the responses. The association 

reaches approximately 75 percent of the school boards with 

their workshops. Additionally, 60 percent of the board 

attend the PSBA state convention and probably close to 100 

percent receive PSBA publications. These statistics are a 

tribute to PSBA and a mandate for them to continue to 

serve the districts. 



Table 87 

ACTIVITIES B~RD MEMBERS ARE DOING I STATUS GROUP 

Retreat Orien- SSBA Needs NSBA Expert School School SSBA/ Federal/ Sub- Sub- To-
Count tat ion Conven- Survey CJ:>nven- Program Visits Visits Univer- State scription scription tal 
Row \ tion tion Within Outside sity Local to ASBJ to Other 
Column \ Workshop Talks Journals 

Supts. 17 81 84 28 61 72 104 " 52 105 65 109 96 139 
12.2 58.3 60.4 20.1 43.9 51.8 74.8 37.4 75.5 46.8 78.4 69.1 4 5.6 
40.5 46 42.6 43.1 42.4 48.0 47.3 46.0 46.7 41.7 47.8 45.3 IV 

.p. 
Board 17 52 62 22 44 42 64 27 63 47 62 62 91 IV 
Members 18.7 57.1 68.1 24.2 48.4 46.2 70.3 29.7 69.2 51.6 68.1 68.1 29.8 

40.5 29.5 31.5 33.8 30.6 23.0 29.1 23.7 28.0 30.1 27.2 29.2 

lloard 8 43 51 15 39 36 52 34 57 44 57 54 75 
Presidents 10.7 57.3 68 20 52 48.0 69.3 45.3 76 58.7 76.0 72 24.6 

19.0 24.4 25.9 23.1 27.1 24.0 23.6 30.1 25.3 28.2 25.0 25.5 

Column 42 176 197 65 144 150 220 113 225 156 228 212 305 
'l'otal 13.8 57.7 64.6 21.3 47.2 49.2 72.1 37.0 73.8 51.1 74.8 69.5 100 
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Beyond utilizing PSBA workshops, the next most 

important form of board development is reading. Boards do 

little formal planning in the form of needs assessments or 

retreats. They see little of what occurs in districts 

other than their own. The data suggest that learning is 

rarely aimed at "hands on activities" or at planning 

activities. Yet in this day and age of rapid change, plan-

ning and forecasting skills are vital in order to make 

responsible decisions. Sample solutions to problems in 

the districts interviewed illustrated clearly how parti-

cipatory long range planning produced positive results and 

gained board and communiiy support. For example, boasting 

of getting a "10 mill" raise as a result of a series of 

budget inservice sessions for board and citizens, a super-

intendent said: 

The board now understands how to talk to legislators. 
They know what will happen to administrators and staff 
over the next few years. Having a plan reduces the 
trauma. 

The data pertaining to district variables of size, 

type, and finance illustrate consistent patterns. Larger, 

wealthier, suburban districts are more active in board de-

velopment than other districts, especially smaller, rural 

districts with lower budgets. Table 88 and Chart 1 present 

the data relative to district class. One can see that 

board members from Class 2 districts, those with student 



Table 88 

ACTIV11'1ES BOARD MI::HilERS AltE DOING1 DIS1'RICT Cl.ASS 

Retreat Ocien- SSOA Needs NSDA Expert School School SSDA/ t'ederal/ Sub- Sub- 'l'o-
Count tat ion Conven- Survey Conven- Progra• Visits Visits Untver- State sec iptton scription tal 
II ow ' tlon tton Wlthtn Outside slty Local to ASDJ to Other 
Column ' Workshop Talks Journals 

Class 2 24 4S 10 25 55 45 11 36 66 48 1>1 59 84 
20.6 53.6 83.3 29.8 65.5 53.6 84.5 42.9 78.6 57.1 79.8 70.2 27.0 
57.1 25.6 15.5 18.5 38.2 30.0 32.3 31.9 29.3 30.8 29.4 27.8 

Class l 11 108 115 38 80 94 125 63 ll1 93 131 120 185 
9.2 58.4 62.2 20.5 4}.2 50.8 67.6 34.1 14.6 50.3 74.1 69.2 59.5 

40.5 61.4 58.4 58.5 55.6· 62.7 56.8 .. , 55.8 60.9 59.6 60.5 60.4 tv 

Class 4 1 2) 12 2 9 11 24 14 22 15 :.!4 25 42 
.,:,. 
,f>. 

2.4 54.8 28.6 2.4 21.4 26.2 57.1 ll.3 52.4 35.7 57.1 59.5 13.5 
2.4 11.1 6.0 1.1 6.2 7.) 10.9 12.4 9.8 9.6 10.5 11.8 

Col UDIU 42 116 197 65 144 150 220 113 225 156 228 212 )11 
1'ota 1 ll.S 56.6 61.3 20.9 46.3 48.2 70.7 36.3 12.3 50.2 71.1 68.2 100 
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Chart 1 

ACTIVITIES BOARD MEMBERS ARE DOING -- DISTRICT CLASS 

Needs 
Sur'V'ey 

NSBA 
Convention 

Expert 
Program 

School 
Vi~its 
Within 

Activities 

School 
Visits 
Outside 

Key 

~ Second Class 

1111 Third Class 

~ Fourth Class 

SSBA/Univ. 
Workshops 

Federal/ 
State/local 

Talks 

ASBJ 
Subscrip

tion 

Subscrip
tion to 
Other 

Journals 

.· 
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populations between 30,000 and 500,000 travel more fre

quently and attend more conventions and workshops than 

board members in other class districts. Additionally, 

class 2 districts perform more needs assessments, visit 

more schools outside their districts, and go on more 

retreats than their counterparts. 

Class 3 districts with student populations between 

5,000 and 30,000 practice board development activities more 

often within the state. They read journals and utilize 

the state school boards association workshops and conven

tions. These districts have more orientation programs 

than their counterparts and two-thirds of the respondents 

indicate they visit their local schools. 

The Class 4 districts, those with student popula

tions of less than 5,000, tend to do significantly less of 

all forms of board development than do larger districts. 

Only 57 percent get "The American School Board Journal," 

less than 30 percent have traveled to either the state or 

national school boards association conventions, few experts 

of any sort have come in to talk at meetings, and needs 

assessments and retreats are infrequent. 

A similar pattern of school board development 

exists when the data is examined according to district 

type. Table 89 and Chart 2 show a clear distinction in 

/ 
'v 
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ACTIVI'I'IES J!OARU MEMUI::JIS ARE DOINGs UIS1'RIC'l' 'l'VI'E 

Retreat Or len- SSBA Needs NSUA t:xpert School School SSIJA/ Federal/ Sub- Sul>- 'l'o-
Count tatlon Conven- Survey Conven- Pro9ram Vlslts Vl:>its llnlver- State scription scription tal 
now \ tlon tlon Within Outside slty Local to ASDJ to Olhec 
Col unm ' W<.~rkshop Talks .lour nals 

Uural 9 60 69 22 44 51 81 41 86 58 04 8) 110 
6.9 52.1 5).1 16.9 33.9 )9.2 62.3 11.5 66.2 44".6 64.6 63.11 41.8 

H.4 )0.6 35 ]).8 ]0.6 ll.O ]6.8 ]6.] 18.2 31.2 16.8 )9.2 

Sm..tll 10 36 H 7 ]0 29 4) 22 46 29 48 51 64 
1'own 15.6 56.] 70.] 10.9 46.9 45.] 67.2 )4.1 71.9 45.1 75 79.7 20.6 

2l.O 20.5 22.8 10.8 20.8 19.1 19,,5 19.5 20.4 18.6 21.1 24.1 
N 

!juhurban 2l 60 75 34 62 62 90 40 92 62 87 11 107 ,,.,.. 
19.6 61.6 70.1 11.8 57.9 51.9 84.1 44.9 06.0 57.9 81.1 66.4 )4.4 .....) 
50.0 ]8.6 ]8.1 52.] 43.1 41.3 40.9 42.5 40.9 19.7 18.2 ]}.5 

Uchan 2 4 8 2 8 8 5 2 7 7 9 7 10 
lO.O 40 80.0 20 80 80 50 20 70 70 90 70 1.2 
4.8 2.] 4.1 ).1 5.6 5.1 2.1 1.8 3.1 4.5 1.9 ].j 

~---~-·---·-·· 

Columlt 42 176 197 65 144 150 220 lll 225 156 228 212 HI 
'l'oldl lJ. 5 56.6 6].) 20.9 46.3 48.2 70.7 16.} 72.1 50.2 73.1 60.2 100 
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Chart 2 

ACTIVITIES BOARD MEMBERS ARE DOING -- DISTRICT TYPE 

Convention 
Expert 
Program Visits 
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Visits 
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Workshop 
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Federa 1 I 
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Talks 
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the kinds of activities in which board members are engaged 

in rural, small town, suburban, and urban districts. 

Rural districts, most of which are Class 4 dis

tricts, do less than all other types of districts. They 

do not travel and do not utilize professional experts 

locally. The greatest impact is made by PSBA workshops 

and educational journals, reaching about two-thirds of the 

districts. 

Overall, small town districts engage in more board 

development than do rural districts. The predominant forms 

of inservice are reading and attending state school boards 

association activities. Generally speaking, small town 

districts do not like to travel out of state. Less than 

50 percent attended the National School Boards Association 

convention in the last two years. Additionally, they do 

not utilize experts in their districts, and strongly avoid 

needs assessments and retreats. 

In suburban districts board members take extremely 

active roles in both state and local activities. More 

suburban board members utilize PSBA workshops or visit 

their own local schools than do board members from other 

types of districts. Although planning, in the form of 

needs assessments or retreats for the purpose of setting 

goals is not a popular form of inservice, more suburban 
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districts are involved in these activities than other 

types of districts. 

Urban school board members like to do anything 

that takes them traveling. Eighty percent of the dis

tricts sent members to the state and national school boards 

association conventions. Additionally urban districts 

utilized more experts and federal, state, and local offi

cials at their board meetings than did all their counter

parts. One could say that urban board members have re

placed their own initiatives with that of the technocrats. 

They visited fewer of their own and outside schools and 

conducted fewer orientation programs for their members 

than other rural, small town or urban districts. 

As with class and type, there seems to be a rela

tion between the size of district budgets and the type of 

activities districts undertake. Chart 3 and Table 90 

present these data. These data may be affected by two 

factors--the small sample size of some financial classes 

and the question of whether a district has a balanced 

budget or is in debt. If a district is in debt, regardless 

of budget size, they are not likely to fund or encourage 

board development activities. 

The Class 1 districts with budgets over 

$30,000,000, although only a small sample, tend to parti

cipate in activities that provide general information--
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Chart 3 ., 

ACTIVITIES BOARD MEMBERS ARE DOING -- BUDGET SIZE 
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reading and state school boards association conventions. 

They also visit their local schools and orient their new 

members. They avoid workshops and extensive travel. It 

is somewhat surprising that these large-budget districts 

do not do more, yet the data are consistent with the 

analysis of the needs of districts according to financial 

class (Question 13). Those data indicated that richer 

districts valued inservice less than their counterparts in 

all areas. Perhaps these districts feel inservice, as 

presented, does not relate to their needs or is not sophis

ticated enough for larger budget problems. It is also 

possible that the Class 1 districts, often urban, are 

feeling the "budget crunch" and cannot justify spending 

money on inservice. 

Class 2 districts ($24,000,000-29,999,999) are the 

most active--into everything and traveling extensively. 

Classes 3 and 4 ($18,000,000-23,999,999 and $12,000,000-

17,999,999) utilize state resources heavily and also take 

part in many local activities--visiting their own schools 

and conducting the most retreats and needs assessments. 

Class 5 districts ($6,000,000-11,999,999) travel less and 

bring in fewer outside people than their counterparts with 

bigger budgets. The fewest activities occur in the largest 

class of districts, those with budgets between $0 and 

$5,999,999. 
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There are many possible reasons for the patterns 

that emerged: 

1. There is a relationship among the variables under 

consideration. Most Class 4 districts as determined by 

size are rural districts with small budgets. The larger 

Class 2 districts with bigger budgets are mostly urban 

districts. Suburban Class 3 districts make up the bulk of 

the remaining districts. 

2. Mark Hurwitz, in his study of the personal char-

acteristics of New Jersey board members, found that rural 

board members and those from districts with smaller pupil 

enrollments tended to be less educated, more politically 

conservative, and have served longer than their counter

parts in larger urban and suburban districts. 2 He felt 

these personal characteristics produced board members who 

1 . f d d 1 h. . d 3 If h were ess 1n orme an ess sop 1st1cate • t ese 

board members are less informed, it is also because these 

characteristics also produce board members who discourage 

board development. As one board member said, "I don't 

like to send people out of state. They get more out of 

local conferences in Altoona." 

/ 

,/ 

2Mark William Hurwitz, The Personal Characteristics \ 
and Attitudes of New Jerse Board Members (unpublished DoctoraJ 
dissertation, Temple University, 1971 pp. 354-355. 

3Ibid., pp. 395-398. 
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Urban and suburban districts produce board members 

who tend to be wealthier, more liberal, and more educated. 4 

These characteristics produce board members who are "better 

informed on current educational problems." 5 If they are 

better informed, it is likely due to their willingness to 

participate in more board development activities than 

their rural counterparts. 

3. Superintendents in larger urban and suburban 

districts tend to be more educated themselves than those 

in small or rural districts. Only 28 percent of the super

intendents with Masters degrees in this study come from 

urban or suburban districts. Seventy-two percent come 

from rural or small town districts. Furthermore, districts 

having superintendents with Masters degrees were involved 

in less board development activities than those with super

intendents having Doctorates. Table 91 and Chart 4 depict 

these data. In all activities except school visitations 

and needs assessments, districts with superintendents 

having higher degrees outperform those districts whose 

superintendents only have Masters degrees. One could 

presume that rural or small town districts are involved in 

less board service because: 

4Ibid., pg. 354 

5Ibid., pg. 398 
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Superintendents with Masters degrees are not as 
familiar or as skilled in conducting a variety_of 
development activities for board members 

They are afraid to have a board more knowledgeable 
than they are. (One superintendent did not even 
want to pass out the survey, for fear his board 
would think he was not doing his job. 

Superintendents with Masters degrees view them
selves as employees of the board rather than as 
Chief Executive Officers and educational leaders 
and are reluctant to "educate" their employers. 

4. David Minar in his classic study, "The Community 

Basis of Conflict in School System Politics," indicated 

that the lower the overall levels of district income and 

education, the less boards tended to rely on technical 

authority and the more they tended to involve themselves 

in administrative issues. The higher the level of income 

and education, the more boards are likely to rely on the 

authority of the technocrat, especially the superintend-

6 ent. In both rural and small town districts, where 

average income and education is lower, boards may reject 

the "technocrats" (including their own superintendent), 

preferring to generate their own less sophisticated 

development activities. During an interview, one 

superintendent lamented: 

6David w. Minar, "The Community Basis of Conflict j 
in School System Politics," American Sociological Review, 
31, 6 (December 1966): 822-35. 
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In a small town, everybody knows each other. It's 
hard for the board to decide if they are a board or a 
friend. There is a reluctance to accept outsiders. 
The high school principal has been here for fifteen 
years and is still an outsider. The superintendent 
will always be considered an outsider. 

5. Lastly, distance, topography, and climate may in-

hibit board development activities, particularly in rural 

districts. One of the districts interviewed covered 196 

square miles. In another district, different communities 

were separated by an intervening district. Just traveling 

to school board meetings is time consuming. Additionally, 

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is not flat. Both the 

Allegheny and Appalachian Mountains traverse the state. 

Travel over long distances is difficult, especially in 

foul weather. 

Implications 

1. For state and national school boards associations, 

the data underscore the need for quality literature direct-

ed at board members and high quality workshops·that make 

the most of the precious time devoted to board development. 

2. Although Pennsylvania School Boards Association 

and Intermediate Unit workshops are very useful, board 

members and superintendents cannot allow them to replace 
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local inservice efforts. These workshops, because they 

deal with all school boards throughout the state or region, 

cannot be district specific. They are at their best when 

they deal with general topics such as "legal requirements" 

or "trends in state negotiations." Only local district 

meetings can educate board members in such specifics as 

budget line items or school facilities. Uneducated board 

members may cut the wrong programs, close the wrong 

buildings, or make other local blunders, antagonizing the 

local educational community. 

3. Superintendents and board members have to recog

nize that PSBA offers its view of management, negotiations, 

budget making and other educational issues. Frequently, 

other views are equally beneficial to board members. Thus, 

local boards and administrators have to keep open minds, 

explore varieties of options, and view PSBA within 

perspective. 

4. Unfortunately, one cannot presume that the efforts 

of PSBA will be replicated throughout the country. School 

board associations differ widely in their size,. scope of 

activities, local membership, and overall effectiveness. 

In Connecticut, for example, in 1980 only 43 percent of 

the local boards belonged to the state association. The 

Oklahoma School Boards Association has very few people 

working in their office compared to the ninety-one who 
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work at PSBA. Instead of a well-written magazine bolstered 

by supplementary journals, a state's effort may be a single 

flyer. Thus Pennsylvania's statistics cannot be taken as 

representative of a national sample. 

5. The state legislature of Pennsylvania ought to 

adjust its travel reimbursement provisions to reflect fully 

the cost of living increases in food and lodging for board 

members attending out of district conferences or conven

tions. 

6. Different flexible strategies need to be developed 

and utilized both by superintendents and by the school 

boards associations in order to work with different size 

and financial classes of districts and with different 

types of districts. 

7. Reaching out to rural and small town districts is 

difficult and can best be done by inducing the board to 

exercise its own leadership. The most effective "inside" 

inservice catalyst is probably the board president. A 

superintendent who wants to promote a local board develop

ment program will be most sucessful if he/she gains board 

president support and lets the board think the ideas being 

promulgated are their own. One superintendent, for 

example, before accepting a job contract, took his board 

president (a plumber) to an MBO course sponsored by 

Columbia University. In this way the president would 
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understand and promote what the superintendent wanted to 

do locally. This superintendent also made a point of 

letting others take credit for his ideas. 

When I was a superintendent 16 or 17 years ago, I did 
everything myself. I wanted recognition. A school 
board member friend told me not to do what I could get 
someone else to do. I changed and followed that. 
I'll let the board stick their neck out and get 
credit. I plant a lot of seeds and see things 
fulfilled by others. 

8. Inservice education aimed at helping superintend-

ents (especially those with less education) gain more 

sophisticated technical and leadership skills might 

encourage them to promote local board development. One 

cannot expect a superintendent who feels himself inferior 

to his board or whose board feels itself superior to 

him/her to be a sucessful district educational leader and 

director of board professional development. Mused a 

superintendent: 

I'm convinced that the biggest stumbling blocks to 
board development are us. We are afraid; yet boards 
need good leadership from the superintendent. The 
board comes and goes; but, contrary to myth, the 
superintendent stays. 

Superintendents interviewed in districts with t·he strongest 

board development programs described themselves as "Chief 

Executive Officers" of their districts, responsible for 

setting direction. 
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Question 5 asked respondents who takes the major 

responsibility for coordinating the following aspects ·of 

boardsmanship: 

pre-election orientation for candidates 

the overall comprehensive program 

new board member orientation programs. 

The question was analyzed in terms of three variables--the 

educational level of the superintendent, the status of the 

respondents and the location of the district. The 

following conclusions can be drawn: 

1. Despite disagreement among respondents, 
generally, reponsibility for all forms of board 
inservice lies ~ith the superintendent 

2. Responsibility for coordinating board development 
is not affected by the education level of the 
superintendent 

3. Absence of leadership in the coordination of 
board development programs is related to district 
type and is most apparent in rural areas. 

Discussion 

Looking at questionnaire responses on an overall 

basis, respondents indicate that largely superintendents 

are responsible for coordinating board development. Forty 

percent of the respondents said the superintendent was in 

charge of pre-election development; 51 percent, in charge 

of overall development; and 60 percent, in charge of 
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orientation for new board members. Table 92 illustrates 

these data. 

Furthermore, although the educational level of the 

superintendent seems to be related to the type and fre

quency of board development activities, it does not seem 

to be related to program leadership. Table 92 illustrates 

this conclusion. Note on the table that the percentages 

in most respects are very close for superintendents with 

Masters and Doctoral degrees when describing who is in 

charge of board development programs. Charts 5, 6, and 7 

present the data graphically. In essence, superintendents 

are likely to be in charge of a board development program 

regardless of their educational experiencei but that does 

not mean they have to do anything with the program. In 

fact, the program itself may languish because the leader 

is indifferent or ineffective. 

The question of "who coordinates board development 

activities" takes a slightly different slant when analyzed 

according to the status group of the respondents. These 

data imply that superintendents seem to think they are in 

charge of board development more frequently than do their 

boards. Table 93 and Charts 8, 9, and 10 illustrate this 

point. Table 93, for example, indicates that 49.6 percent 

of superintendents think they are in charge of pre-election 

programs but only 25 percent of presidents and 37 percent 
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"WHO'S IN CHARGE" ACCORDING '1'0 'l'IIE EDUCA'l'ION LEVEL OF 'l'HE SUPEHIN'fENDENT 

PERSON IN CHARGE 

Board Board Super in- PSDA No One Supt. + 'l'otal 
President tendent President Responses 

Degree 

• % • % f % I % I % I % I % 
PRE-ELECTION <JIUENTATION 

Masters 3 5.8 7 13.7 26 51 0 0 14 27.5 1 2 51 94.4 
Doctorate 11 14.4 7 9.2 37 48.7 0 0 19 25 2 2.6 76 09.4 

NEW BOARD MEMBER ORIEN'fA'l'ION 1\.) 

Masters 4 7.7 6 11.8 32 61.5 4 7.7 5 9.6 1 1.9 52 96.3 
0'1 
U1 

Doctorate 6 7.6 9 11.4 48 60.8 3 3.8 12 15.2 1 1.3 79 92.9 

OVERALL BOARD DEVELOPMENT 

Masters 4 7.8 6 11.0 34 66.7 3 5.9 3 5.9 1 2 51 94.4 
Doctorate 4 4.6 11 12.6 63 72.4 4 4.6 4 4.6 1 1.1 87 100 
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Chart 5 

"WHO'S IN CHARGE" ACCORDING TO THE EDUCATIONAL 
LEVEL OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 
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Chart 6 

IN CHARGE" ACCORDING TO THE EDUCATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRM4 SUPERINTENDENT OVERALL 
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Chart 7 

"WHO'S IN CHARGE" ACCORDING TO THE EDUCATIONAL 

LEVEL OF THE SUPERINTENDENT N~d BOARD MEMBER ORIENTATION 
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"WHO'S IN CHARGE" ACCORDING TO 'l'HE S'l'A'l'US GROUP OF 'l'IIE RESPONDENTS 

Person in Charge Board Board Super in- PSBA No One Supt. + 'l'ota l 
President tendent President Responses 

Status Groue • % I % • % I % I % t % I % 
PHE-ELEC'l'ION UIHEN'rATION 

Superintendent l4 ll.O 14 11.0 63 49.6 0 0 33 26.0 3 2.3 127 91.1 
Board Member 10 11.6 7 8.1 32 37.2 0 0 35 40.7 2 2.3 06 94.5 
Presidents ll 15.9 ll 15.9 17 24.6 2 2.9 25 36.2 3 4.3 69 92 

(J\]ERALL BOARD DEVELOPMENT N 

Superintendent 10 7.6 15 11.5 80 61.1 7 5.3 17 13.0 2 1.5 131 91.2 
0'1 
1.0 

Board Members 10 12.0 10 12.0 38 45.8 4 4.8 21 25.3 0 0 03 91.2 
Presidents 10 24.0 10 13.3 30 40.0 5 6.6 12 16.0 0 0 75 100 

NEW BOARD MEMBER OHIENTA'l'ION 

Superintendents 8 5.8 17 12.3 97 70.3 7 5.1 7 5.1 2 1.4 138 99.3 
Board Members 11 12.1 7 7.7 55 60.4 10 11 5 5.5 3 32.0 91 100 
Presidents 9 12.0 17 22.7 33 44 10 13.3 6 8 0 0 75 100 
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Chart 8 

ACCORDING TO THE STATUS GROUP 
-- PRE-ELECTION ORIENTATION 
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Chart 9 

"NHO'S IN CHARGE" ACCORDING TO THE STATUS GROUP 
OF RESPONDENTS -- OVER BOARD DEVELOPMENT 
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Chart 10 

"•,•THO' S IN CHARGE" ACCORDING TO THE STATUS GROUP 
OF RESPONDENTS -- N~~ BOARD MEMBER ORIENTATION 
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of board members agree. Seventy percent of superintendents 

claim to be in charge of overall orientation, but only.44 

percent of board presidents agree. The data are suggestive 

of the classic case in leader-subordinate relations, where 

leaders feel they are more in charge than do the people 

around them. 

Not only is there disagreement among respondents 

about who is in charge of board development; frequently 

board members claim that no one is in charge in their 

districts; when in fact, the superintendent feels he is in 

charge or the president feels the total board is in charge. 

These data could reflect the quality of the program--a 

program with few enough activities that board members do 

not know it exists. 

The choice of who is in charge of board development 

is also affected by the particular aspect of the program 

under consideration. Pre-election orientation frequently 

has no one in charge and is not done. Table 93 indicates 

that to approximately 40 percent of the board members, 

there is no one coordinating pre-election inservice in 

their districts. Interviews supported the questionnaire 

data with the explanation that boards and superintendents 

were concerned over possible accusations of meddling with 

the election should they give special information to 

candidates. Where there was pre-election inservice, it 



274 

usually involved inviting candidates to board meetings, 

making district materials and policy books available, and 

a candidate's meeting with the superintendent on request. 

New board member orientation has someone in charge 

more frequently than any other form of board development. 

If one asks superintendents, 70.2 percent feel they are in 

charge and 18 percent say the board or its president is in 

charge. Board presidents, however, indicate that they or 

their board are more actively involved in leading orienta

tion programs than other forms of board development. Twice 

as frequently as their superintendents--37.3 percent of 

the time--board presidents say orientation is a board func

tion. People in the districts interviewed commented that 

36 percent of the time either board presidents alone or 

with the superintendent were leading orientation programs. 

The Pennsylvania School Boards Association also played a 

leadership role in orientation in more than 10 percent of 

cases. Very few respondents indicated that new board 

member orientation in their districts had "no one" in 

charge. 

Overall board development is less structured than 

new board member orientation. Superintendents are in 

charge less frequently--61 percent of the time. More 

frequently, according to 25 percent of the board members, 

no one is in charge. Presidents reserved a leadership 
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role for their boards: 24 percent said that overall de

velopment was in the hands of the board as a whole. In 

sum, although most inservice is led by the superintendent, 

board presidents were heavily involved in orientation; and 

the board as a whole, in overall development. 

Looking at the issue of board development leader

ship according to the location of respondents throughout 

the commonwealth, one can see clearly that the Northwestern 

part of Pennsylvania is characterized by the frequent lack 

of leadership, especially by the superintendent. The 

Northeast, as a region, most often has someone responsible 

for board development. Charts 11, 12 and 13 and Table 94 

support this conclusion. Note that in all but new member 

orientation, "no one" is in charge in northwestern dis

tricts more than 25 percent of the time. In no form of 

board development are more than half the northwestern 

superintendents represented as leaders. At the other 

extreme, someone is in charge most often in the Northeast, 

especially for pre-election and new member orientation. 

These data are more readily explained when one 

realizes that with the exception of two districts outside 

of the city of Erie that described themselves as suburban, 

and a few small town districts, most of the northwestern 

districts responding were rural. Question 4 showed that 

rural and small town districts tend to do less than other 



Table 94 

WHO'S IN CHARGE ACCORDING '1.'0 THE LOCA'fiON OF' TilE DIS'l'RIC'l' 

Person in Charge Board Board Super in- PSBA No One Supt. + Total 
President tendent President Responses 

J,ocation I % I % I % I % I % I % I % 
PRE- ELEC'ri ON ORIENTATION 

Northeast 5 16.1 2 6.5 19 61.3 0 0 5 16.1 0 0 31 
Southeast 12 9.5 19 15.1 50 39.7 0 0 40 31.7 5 40 126 
Southwest 14 16.1 5 5.7 33 37.9 1 1.1 34 39.1 0 0 87 
Northwest 4 10.5 6 15.8 10 26.3 1 2.6 14 36.8 3 7.9 38 

t0 
OVERALL BOARD DEVELOPMENT -...) 

0\ 
Northeast 5 16.6 4 13.3 15 50.0 1 3.3 5 16.6 0 0 30 
Southeast 15 15.1 19 15.1 62 49.2 7 5.6 72 17.5 1 .8 126 
Southwest 15 16.7 5 5.5 52 57.8 4 4.4 13 14.4 1 1.1 90 
Northwest 3 6.8 7 15.9 19 43.2 4 9.0 11 25.0 0 0 . 44 

NEW BOARD MEMBER ORIEN'l'ATION 

Northeast 7 22.6 4 12.9 17 54.8 3 9.7 0 0 0 0 31 
Southeast 7 5.0 22 15.6 88 62.4 16 11.3 6 4.2 2 1.4 141 
Southwest 11 11.3 8 8.2 6::S 64.9 6 6.2 8 8.2 1 1.0 97 
Northwest 5 10.6 8 17.0 23 48.9 5 10.6 4 8.5 2 4.3 47 
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Chart 11 

"~'iHO' S IN CHARGE" ACCORDING TO THE LOCATION 

OF THE DISTRICT -- PRE-ELECTION ORIENTATION 
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Chart 12 

"WHO'S IN CHARGE" ACCORDING TO THE LOCATION 
OF THE DISTRICT -- OVERALL BOARD DEVELOPMENT 
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Chart 13 

"WHO'S IN CHARGE" ACCORDING TO THE LOCATION 

OF THE DISTRICT -- NEW BOARD MEMBER ORIENTATION 
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districts in the way of board development. Many districts 

in the Northeast, however, are either urban or suburban. 

These districts tend to be more active in terms of board 

development programs. Thus, leadership for board develop

ment, as well as frequency and variation in the type of 

activities are related to the type of district under 

consideration. 

Implications 

1. The question of assigning responsibility for 

coordinating board development activities needs to be 

resolved. If there is no leadership, there will be no 

program. Additionally a program may suffer because the 

superintendent, who thinks he is in charge, may meet with 

resistance or resentment from a board or board president 

that perceives the leadership role to be theirs or his. 

Someone, either the superintendent or the board president, 

needs to take responsibility for clarifying and legitimiz

ing the leadership role in designing and coordinating 

board inservice. Interview data imply that the board 

president needs to play a more active role, at least in 

supporting the efforts of the superintendent. As a 

superintendent explained, the development of board in

service programs: 
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depends on the leadership of the board president. I 
can't recommend this. He can. The board president 
can direct a lot of needs for a board. Many members 
will sit back unless the board president steps in. 

2. When leadership for board development programs is 

assigned, the leaders will have to be motivated to act and 

held accountable for their actions. One can infer from 

the data that leadership for many programs is so weak that 

people do not even perceive that the district has a 

program. 

3. The state school boards association needs to 

develop some creative methods of targeting assistance in 

the development of local .inservice activities to rural and 

small town areas, especally in the Northwest. 

4. The state association of school administrators 

can play a more active role in publicizing the need for 

superintendents to develop viable board inservice programs 

and can target assistance designing and implementing these 

programs especially in rural and small town districts. 

Question 6 attempted to identify the different 

groups involved in conducting workshops for local school 

boards and the workshops that were actually conducted. 

The question asked respondents to identify workshop leaders 

in the areas of finance, collective bargaining, personnel 

practices, curriculum, school facilities, superintendent 

relations, and community relations over the past two years. 
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Since the sample was relatively small, and since 

none of the variables seemed to impact directly on the 

responses, this question was analyzed only in terms of the 

total responses to each item. Table 28 in Chapter 4 pre-

sented these data, and that table is reproduced here as 

Table 95. Conclusions drawn from responses are the 

following: 

1. Generally local workshops for board members were 
not participatory and were led by the superintend
ent, his or her local administrators or PSBA 

2. With the important exception of "superintendent 
relations," the most popular workshops conducted 
locally reflect the priority needs of board 
members as determined in Question 13. 

Discussion 

As Table 95 shows, most local workshops were con-

ducted by the superintendent, his or her local admini-

strators, or by the state school boards asociation during 

one of their regional sessions. Rarely did local board 

members, teachers, federal or state government officials, 

college or university professors, NSBA staff, or lay ad-

visors lead local workshops. Superintendents have been 

the major source of information for board members on issues 

of finance, hiring practices school facilities, super-

intendent. relations, and community relations. Local 



Table 95 

WIIO HAS CONDUCTED WORI<SIIOPS 

Local 
Admin is-

A Local Local trative Fed./State College/ School 
Board Superin- Person- Government University Boards NSBI'. Lay Total~ 

Member tendent nel Teachers Officials Professors Assn. Staff Advisors 
i ' I ' i ' • ' j ' • ' I \ I l I ' 

School 7 - 4 67 - 37 53 - 29 0 - 0 7 - 4 2 - 1 33 - 18 1 - 1 11 - 6 181 
Finances 

Collective 8 - 4 31 - 17 23 - 13 1 - 1 3 - 2 0 - 0 90 - 51 5 - 3 17 - 10 178 
Ba£gaining 

IIi Ting 4 - 4 57 - 52 36 - 33 0 - 0 1 - 1 2 - 2 6 - 5 0 - 0 4 - 4 110 
Practices 

N 

Cu££iculum 5 - 3 54 - 36 72 - 48 6 - 4 2 - 1 1 - 1 5 - 3 0 - 0 5 - 3 150 00 

Decisions 
w 

School 5 - 4 57 - 44 44 - 34 1 - 1 5 - 4 3 - 2 2 - 2 1 - 1 12 - 9 130 
Facilities 

Superintendent 10 - 9 40 - 36 5 - 5 0 - 0 4 - 4 4 - 4 35 - 32 6 - 5 7 - 6 111 
ReI at ions 

Community 10 - 7 52 - 38 27 - 20 3 - 2 4 - 3 0 - 0 25 - 18 1 - 1 14 - 10 136 
lle lations 

Total 49 - 5 358 - 36 260 - 26 11 - 1 26 - 3 12 - 1 216 - 22 14 - 1 70 - 7 996 
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administrators have been the major source of information 

on curriculum matters, and a secondary source (probably 

through the business manager) in finance. PSBA was the 

primary source for information on collective bargaining, 

a close second in superintendent relations, and a secondary 

source in school finance. A few lay individuals, especi-

ally lawyers and architects, were mentioned as program 

leaders for bargaining, hiring, or school facilities. 

overall more than a third of the workshops were conducted 

by superintendents; more than a quarter, by local 

administrators; and slightly less than a quarter by PSBA. 

Comparing these data with that from superintendents 

in the fourteen districts interviewed, several contrasts 

emerge: 

Local administrators and board members participate 
significantly more in the interviewed districts 

The state school boards association is less of a 
resource for districts with strong local programs, 
except in the area of collective bargaining. These 
data are presented in Table 96. 

The fourteen districts interviewed stressed local 

participation to greater degree than the general sample. 

Not only was inservice delegated to administrative staff, 

but board and community played active roles. Principals 

attended board meetings and were involved on board commit-

tees in several districts. In one district, community 

members acted as advisory committees to the board in areas 
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WIIO liAS CONDUC'l'Jm WOHKSIIOI'S: IHS'l'RIC'l'S IN'l'EHVIEWEU 

A Local I,ocal Local Ad- Fed./State College State NSUA Lay 
Board Super- ministrative Government University School Board Staff Advisors 'l'otal 
Membe..- intendent Personnel Teachers Officials Professors Assn. 
I ' f ' i ' i ' I ' I ' I i i ' --.--r ------

I. ~i<·hoo l 7 5 36 7 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 7 14 100 
~·tn<~nces 

2. l'olleclive 0 2 15 3 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 46 0 0 l 0 lJ 92 
u,_, r <Jain in<J 
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of educational concern. In others, board committees made 

formal, research presentations to their peers. 

Differences existed in the frequency and type of 

workshops conducted in districts surveyed and districts 

interviewed. In the past two years, the workshops con

ducted most frequently in the districts surveyed were in 

the areas of collective bargaining, finances, and 

curriculum. These three areas were among the core areas 

to be included in a board development programs as deter

mined in Question 13. Nevertheless on any given topic, 

the percentage of respondents who said the district had 

experienced local sessions varied from a high of 59 percent 

in the areas of hiring practices and superintendent rela

tions to a low of 36 percent in the areas of hiring 

practices and superintendent relations. 

Districts interviewed conducted workshops more fre

quently in all areas than most districts surveyed. All 

fourteen districts interviewed had conducted workshops in 

collective bargaining; nine, in hiring practices; twelve, 

in curriculum; nine, in facilities; ten, in superintendent 

relations; and nine, in community relations. Perhaps 

sharing responsibility for leading workshops among 

different educational groups in the districts allows these 

districts to lead more workshops. 
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It is interesting to note that for respondents as 

a whole, the fewest workshops were conducted in the area 

of superintendent relations--the area respondents described 

as their greatest need. It is possible that superintend-

ents, who usually are responsible for the inservice subject 

matter, are reluctant to deal with this topic. This does 

not seem to be true in the districts interviewed. Seventy-

one percent of these districts held workshops in the area 

of superintendent relations. Only one was led by the state 

school boards association and one by an outside specialist. 

The rest were divided among superintendent and local 

board. Interviews suggested that most of the superintend-

ents made a strong effort to clearly define their role in 

relation to their board before being hired and to have the 

board formally evaluate their performance on a yearly 

basis according to pre-established criteria. Superintend-

ents all felt their jobs to be more secure and pleasant if 

the guidelines for their board relationships were carefully 

discussed and defined. Since the average tenure of a super-

intendent in the districts interviewed was 7.5 years, hav-

ing an informed board has not undercut the superintendent's 

support. One superintendent interviewed expressed this 

feeling well: 

In working with people, it is human engineering. 
People must be involved and must understand. 
Communication--if we are going to work with people we 



288 

need to communicate .•.• The bottom line is that well
informed school board members tend to become 
supportive. 

Implications 

1. The tenure of the superintendent could be affected 

by the way knowledge and skills are disseminated to the 

board. Where the superintendent is the sole disseminator 

of information, he/she acquires responsibility for how 

that information is perceived and utilized. If something 

goes wrong, the board may blame the superintendent for 

providing inaccurate information. Where the superintendent 

shares responsibility for disseminating information with 

others and everyone has a stake in the local educational 

process, responsibility for sucess or failure is more 

likely to be shared as well. 

2. Board dependence or independence can be affected 

by how the board acquires the requisite knowledge and 

skills to make educational decisions. When the super-

intendent is the sole provider of information for board 

development, the board is likely to be dependent on his or 

her wisdom, expertise, and honesty. At times boards have 

been misled. A crisis arises, the superintendent resigns, 

and the board finds itself alone, unable even to read the 

line items on their own budget. When knowledge, how to 
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obtain it, and how to use it are shared among several 

sources, the board itself is more likely to function in a 

unified, mature, and proficient manner. As one board 

president noted, "a good board member keeps the administra

tion honest." Put another way, a board president ex

plained, "I do my homework and know what questions to ask. 

If I don't get the answers, I ask them again. If I still 

don't get the answers I get angry." 

3. Provincialism is fostered by the utilization of a 

single or a few restricted sources of information. Boards 

and local people may become reluctant to accept an outside 

opinion. 

4. The board development program places a heavy 

burden on the superintendent and is affected by the time 

pressures inherent in his/her job. Delegating or sharing 

responsibility takes some of the pressure off of the 

superintendent. 

5. Clearly there are certain areas in which boards 

seek outside views and expertise; collective bargaining, 

finance and superintendent relations. Yet the sources of 

information and expertise utilized by boards are very 

limited. Few boards make use of the resources of the 

educational community around them. 

6. More districts need to have workshops in the area 

of superintendent relations in order to satify the number 
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one need of board members. Furthermore, if boards and 

superintendents can learn to develop a positive working 

relationship based on respect for the other's capabilities 

the whole district is likely to benefit. 

7. Although districts as a whole, when they do have 

workshops, cover the topics mentioned as needs (excepting 

superintendent relations), too many districts do not treat 

these topics at all. For reasons of time, money, or what-

ever, even the most popular topics were not mentioned by 

nearly half the sample respondents. Thus board members 

may not be acquiring knowledge and skills in these vital 

areas. 

Question 7 asked board members to indicate whether 

they had policy statements in the ~reas of 1) pre-election 

orientation, 2) orientation for new board members 3) over-

all board development or 4) visits to PSBA and NSBA meet-

ings. The response was so overwhelming that a breakdown 

by variables would not have engendered any new information. 

With the exception of travel to national and state 
school boards association conferences, most boards 
don't have policy statements on board development. 

Discussion 

Since most boards do not have formal board develop-

ment programs, lack of policy statements on the subject are 
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to be expected. The responses to Question 7 are reproduced 

in Table 97. 

According to 47 percent of the respondents, travel 

for board members was covered by policy statements. Only 

7 percent of the respondents reported that their district 

had a policy on pre-election orientation; 18 percent, on 

new board development. 

The percentages were higher for the districts 

interviewed. All the districts interviewed had said they 

had a policy statement on at least one aspect of board 

development, although such was not always the case. During 

the interviews districts were asked for their policy state

ments. Several times, they did not have statements. Twice 

policies on staff development were applied to boards. It 

is probable that the percentage of questionnaire respond

ents who do, in fact, have policy statements on inservice 

is even less than the response rate indicates. Sample 

policy statements are included in Appendix H. 

Implications 

1. If board development is to have any status or 

recognition for its constituents, it probably should be 

accorded a place in the district's policy book. Board 

members or superintendents who want to maintain or expand 
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POI.ICY S'fA1'EMEN'l'S 

Yes, there's a No, there's no 1'here should 
writ ten policy writ ten policy be a policy Percent of 

Program statement statement statement Responses Responses 

Questionnaire I ' I ' 
l. Pre-election Or ientatlon 

PrO<Jtam 17 - 7\ 225 - 93\ 92 38\ 242 

2. Orientation Program for 
New »oard Members 44 - 18\ 203 - 82\ 125 58\ 247 

J. Comprehensive Doard 
Development Program 50 - 20\ 195 - 80.1 109 44\ 245 

N 

4. Visits to State and NSDA \0 
N 

Meetings 127 - 47\ 144 - 53\ 70 26\ 271 

Interviews 

1. Pre-election Orientation 4 - 29\ 10 - 71\ 2 14 

2. Orientation Pro<) ram for 
New Board Members 9 - 64\ 5 - 361 1 14 

J. Comprehensive Doard 
Development Pro<) ram 10 - 77\ 3 - 23\ 0 13 

4 • Visits to State and NSBA 
Meetings 11 - 29\ 3 - 21\ 0 14 
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board development will find that policy can both legitimize 

and make obligatory the inservice of board members. If 

board development is not encouraged by policy, it is likely 

to fall by the wayside. 

2. As a legitimizer, policy can legitimize board de-

velopment activities and justify related board expenses to 

the community. It is easier to have a retreat or call in 

an expert if the policy book makes this a mandatory part 

of board activities. 

Question 9 asked board members and presidents what 

the incentives were behind their involvement in particular 

inservice activities. Superintendents were asked to ex-

plain their board's involvement, and experts were asked 

incentives on board member involvement in general. The 

reponses pointed to a single conclusion: 

Board members participate in inservice activities 
primarily to gain knowledge and skills. 

A secondary reason for participation is to find fellowship 

with peers; but this incentive is considerably less 

apparent and relates especially to attendance at national 

or state sponsored conferences. These data are presented 

in Tables 98, 99, and 100. 



School 
Visitations 

Incentives ---------
Freq. \ 

1. Hemuneration 8 3 

2. Gain Knowled<)e 249 81 
and Skills 

L l'i ll Preservice 29 9 
Git()S 

4. fellowship with 55 18 
Peers 

5. ~>chool Board 41 ll 
Distinction 

6. 'l'l ave 1 4 1 

7. Olltel" 4 1 

ll. 'l'ota l Hesponses 305 
----------··-

't'ABLE 90 

INCEN'fiVES ~'OR BOARD MEMBER INVOLVEMEN't' 
IN INSERVICE 

Activities 

Nat'l or State Nat'l or State 
Sponsored Work- Sponsored 
Shop or Seminar Conference 

Freq. \ Freq. \ 

20 6 18 6 

230 75 220 71 

37 12 42 14 

106 34 108 35 

26 8 33 11 

36 12 49 16 

1 0 4 1 

University Local District 
Sponsored Work- Workshop/Conference 
Shop/Seminar 

Freq. ' 1:-'req. ' 
13 4 11 4 

183 59 250 81 

IV 
32 10 58 19 1.0 

.t>. 

42 14 72 23 

11 4 25 8 

9 3 1 0 

4 1 8 3 
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INCI::N'I'IVI'S i''OR PAK'riCIPATION 
IN lNSI::HVIC~ ACCORUING '1'0 S'l'A'l'US GROut> 

Activities 

School National or National or University l.ocal utstt·ict 
Visitations State Sponsored State Sponsored Sponsored Work- Workshop/Seminar 

Work Shop Conference Shop/Seminar 
or Seminar 

Incentives Stat.us Group PERCEN'l'AGE OF 'l'O'l'AL IU!:Sl'ONSE 

l. ltemun- Supintendents 2 6 6 .. 3 
erat ion Board members 3 7 3 3 2 

Board Presidents ) 6 8 6 6 
Ex ICC ts 0 0 13 0 0 

L Gain Superintendents 7l 67 63 53 75 
Knowled'.)e Board Members 86 77 75 59 00 
and Skills DOiHd Presidents 8) 60 77 64 61 

Exl'erts 100 66 88 100 100 

L l"i ll Superintendents 9 14 19 11 21 
Pt"eser·- Board Members 5 .. 5 5 l3 N 
vice G..tps Board Presidents ll 13 12 ll 11 1.0 

Ex crt:> 25 36 25 25 50 ll1 

4. l•'cllow- Superintendent:> 19 34 37 16 24 
:;hip with Board Members 14 30 27 11 23 
Peers Doard Pre:>idcnts 21 35 32 12 21 

Ex ,..,r t:> 0 75 86 ll 50 

5. School Superintendents 16 15 17 6 16 
lloard Doard Mctnbt:r:> 9 2 ) l .. 
Uisl inc- llo,nd Prc:>idents ll ) 7 1 5 
I. ion Expert:> ll 13 ll 0 ll 

t.. 'l'r..tvcl Superintendents 2 12 17 l 0 
lloard Me1ubers 0 1 11 1 1 
Do..trd t>re:;i,hmts l 9 ll ) 0 
~:x >cr ts 0 75 63 25 0 ------------

7. Olhcr Superintendents 0 0 0 0 3 
lloatd Members 2 0 2 2 ) 

Uo..trd Presidents L 0 l 1 l 
Ex >er t:> ll )] ll ll ll 

'l'Ol<ll Nlllllbcr Superintendents 139 139 139 119 139 
of POti:iihle Board Members 91 91 91 91 91 
H.t:!tipOO!.iCS lloacd Prmildent:> 75 75 75 75 75 

Experts 8 8 8 6 0 



Table 100 

INCEN'fiVJ::S FOR BOAJlD MEMBEJl INVOLVEMEN'f IN 
INSERVICE: IN'l'EilVIEWED DIS'l'RIC'l'S 

School National or National or University Local llistrlct 
Visitations State Sponsored State Sponsored Sponsored Work- Workshop/Seminar 

Work-Shop or Conference Shop/Seminar 
Seminar 

incentives Freq. ' Freq. ' Freq. ' Freq. ' Freq. ' 
l . Hemuneratlon 0 0 1 3 1 3 0 0 1 3 

2. Gain Knowledge and 32 97 31 94 30 91 26 79 Jl 94 
~>k i l L s 

IV 
l. ~, i l I Preservice Gaps 2 6 3 9 s 15 4 12 6 18 1.0 

(J\ 

4. F'e l Lowsh i p w/Peers 4 12 16 48 lS 45 5 15 9 27 

5. Scl1oo l Board llistinction 5 15 ll 6 2 6 3 9 1 ] 

6 • 'l'r ave L 0 0 1 21 8 24 0 0 l ] 

.,_ Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

-----·-- -----

Total llenponses ]] 

--~----·----
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Discussion 

The data for this question were analyzed according 

to the status group of respondents as well as according to 

interviewed and non-interviewed districts. Few variations 

emerged. As Table 99 illustrates, superintendents are 

somewhat less convinced of the board's desire to gain 

knowledge and skills than other groups, but this item is 

still number one. Experts rate travel as an incentive for 

board member attendance at state and national events, 

indicating their belief that board members still enjoy a 

good trip. Interestingly, as was noted in Question 4, 

board members often consider travel a constraint. 

When one looks at the data in relation to the 

districts interviewed (Table 100), the response is similar 

to the general sample only stronger in all areas pre

viously cited--gaining knowledge and skills, fellowship 

with peers, and travel to conferences. 

Questions 2 and 2a clarify the reasons for this 

response to Question 9. When board members were asked in 

Question 2a how they knew a particular inservice activity 

had been effective, most cited an improvement in perform

ance, knowledge, and understanding. The responses to 

incentives for participation in board development mirror 

that of Question 2. Board members are active, involved 
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individuals. They involve themselves in activities that 

will make their performance more efficient by improving 

their knowledge and skills. Few board activities provide 

remuneration. Most cost money. Travel is often difficult, 

tiring and expensive. Even school board distinction is 

not an important incentive. 

Implications 

1. Planners and leaders of school board inservice 

activities ought be sure that their programs can be 

directly translated into increased knowledge and skills if 

they expect board members to participate on an ongoing 

basis. 

2. Planners and leaders of board development not 

only have to provide quality activities, but, ·equally 

important, convince board members that participation will 

lead to improved performance and job payoff. They ought 

not to delude themselves into thinking that a trip to New 

Orleans is sufficient to attract enough board members in 

this day of rising costs and educational budget cutting. 

Question 10 asked respondents who attended in

service activities for board members when they were 

offered. As noted in Chapter 3, there was some confusion 
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with the format of the question. Nevertheless, the con-

elusion to be drawn from the data is clear: 

Attendance at board development activities is largely 
restricted to board members and key staff. 

Table 101 presents these data. 

For districts interviewed, however, the picture 

presented was somewhat different. These districts tended 

to involve more people in their board development activi-

ties, while restricting certain activities only to board 

and key individuals. 

Discussion 

Most board development activities, as indicated by 

Question 4 on the questionnaire, involve reading journals 

or back-up material, most of which could be open to the 

public. Of the local workshops or seminars that are con-

ducted, many but not all can be available to the public. 

For example, a workshop on collective bargaining would 

logically exclude groups, who will be on the opposing side 

of the bargaining table, or members of the public, who 

might gossip about negotiation strategies. As board de-

velopment is practiced in most districts, outside of the 

regular board meeting, there is little opportunity for 

participation by other local educational groups. 
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Table 101 

ATTENDANCE AT BOARD INSERVICE ACTIVITIES 

Total Sample Interview Sample 

% of % of 
Groups Attending Freq. Total Freq. Total 

1. Board Members 241 79 14 100 

2. Key Staff 239 78 14 100 

3. Board Candidates 28 9 3 21 

4. District Employees 88 29 6 43 

5. District Teachers 78 26 6 43 

6. Citizens 33 11 2 14 

7. PTA Members 37 12 3 21 

8. Advisory Committee 57 19 7 50 

9. Students 64 21 5 36 

10. Newspaper/TV 40 13 6 43 

11. Other 6 2 0 0 

Total Possible 
Responses 305 14 

In many of the interviewed districts with a more 

formal inservice program, the range of activities was 

broader and often reached out to involve other groups in 

the community. For example, in one district principals 

and other administrators sat on all board committees. 
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As non-voting committee members, they were expected to 

participate when their group made a presentation at a 

meeting. In another district, principals were required to 

attend all board meetings to act as resource persons. A 

superintendent in southeastern district arranged informal 

board dinners for give-and-take with people involved in 

the local educational process. One dinner was with local 

custodial staff; a second, with teachers. 

Citizen advisory committees were key resource 

people for boards in several districts interviewed. A 

small urban district holds committee meetings at lunch 

time and provides lunches for board and public who attend. 

Press receive special attention in many of the districts 

interviewed. A superintendent near Philadelphia holds a 

two hour press conference the day of his regular board 

meeting to explain the information to be covered. The 

press is given the backup data received by the board at 

their work session. This workshop data is also distributed 

to schools and libraries for all to read. Board meetings 

in this district were organized to attract citizenry. 

After most of the meeting is completed and before discus

sion of personnel issues, there is a coffee break for the 

purpose of letting citizens and press "pigeonhole" the 

board to ask questions and raise issues of importance. A 

few of the districts interviewed combined inservice for 
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board and district staff and teachers. Board members were 

invited and encouraged to attend local staff development. 

In essence, the participatory nature and the wide 

variety of board development opportunities in the fourteen 

districts interviewed, encouraged a broader attendance at 

board inservice activities. 

Implications 

1. If the community is informed and aware and feel 

part of the ongoing educational process, they are more 

likely to be supportive of their local schools and ad

ministrators. At present, the educational community is 

concerned over the "crisis of confidence" in the public 

schools. If the community, press, staff, etc. are all 

knowledgeable and aware, the "crisis" might become less 

severe and the sagging morale of those involved in 

education might be bolstered. 

2. Community members, PTA presidents, advisory 

committee members, and the like often become future board 

members. Board development programs that include these 

groups can breed knowledgeable candidates. As the term of 

office for board members has been shortened from six to 

four years in Pennsylvania, it is critical to educate new 
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members rapidly. The process is simplified if new board 

members already have previous knowledge and experience. 

3. Districts that combine development activities for 

board and staff can save money while providing opportuni

ties for informal interactions as well as better inservice 

programs keyed to local needs. Further, both groups have 

a chance to understand the issues the other is facing and 

can "buy into" their solutions. 

4. Districts ought to investigate ways of using the 

new opportunities for communication deriving from the 

introduction of cable television. Cable television allows 

board inservice sessions to be broadcast to local home 

viewers; allows schools and programs to be presented to 

home viewers "on live camera"; and permits recording of 

inservice programs to be replayed independently for board, 

teachers, or administrators. 



CHAPTER 7 

ANALYSIS: LOCAL INSERVICE SUGGESTED PRACTICES 

The previous chapters analyzed the needs of board 

members and how they are presently going about satisfying 

those needs. This chapter proposes to analyze how board 

members, superintendents, and experts think an inservice 

program should be constructed. The chapter will examine: 

the activities respondents think should occur in 
the next two years 

who should be responsible for coordinating the 
overall aspects of school board development 

who should conduct programs on various topics 

if there should be a policy statement on board 
development 

who should attend board development activities 

methods by which board members prefer to learn 

the people, resources, and opportunities that help 
ordinary citizens become effective board members. 

As in the previous sections, data is drawn from question-

naires and supported by interview data. The analysis, 

304 
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where appropriate, focuses on local district character-

istics and respondent characteristics. 

Board Activities 

Question 4 in the survey questionnaire not only 

asked respondents which activities they had done in their 

districts over the past two years, but which activities 

they would like to see occur in the next two years. Table 

102 compares the percentage of overall responses noting 

the percentage change between what respondents are and 

should be doing. Table 103 compares the views of respond-

ent status groups on the activities that they feel should 

occur in their districts or in a district in general. 

Two conclusions can be drawn from the data: 

1. All status groups feel that they should be doing 
more in their respective districts than they are 
presently doing 

2. In certain areas, superintendents seem to 
underrate the board's desire for specific types 
of activities. 

Discussion 

Generally the data seem to indicate that everyone 

wants to do more, and experts feel strongly more should be 

done. Boards want to go places and do things, not just 
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Table 102 

COMPARISON OF ACTIVITIES THAT OCCURRED IN DISTRICTS WITH 
THOSE THAT SHOULD OCCUR ACCORDING TO BOARD MEMBERS, 

PRESIDENTS, AND SUPERINTENDENTS 

% Saying % Saying 
Activities Activities 
Occurred Should 
In Last Occur in 
2 Years Next 2 Years % Change 

1. Weekend Retreat 14 36 +23 
2. Orientation 58 70 +13 

Workshop 
3. Participation 65 81 +17 

in School Boards 
Conventions 

4. Board Needs 21 58 +37 
Assessment 

5. NSBA Nat'l 47 66 19 
Convention 

6. Expert Programs 49 66 +17 
at Local Board 
Meetings 

7. Visits to Schools 72 72 0 
Within the District 

8. Visits to Schools 37 53 +16 
Outside the 
District 

9. Univ. or State 74 82 + 9 
School Board 
Association 
Workshops 

10. Talks by Federal, 51 67 +16 
State or Local 
Officials 

11. Subscriptions to 75 80 + 5 
"American School 
Board Journal" 

12. Subscriptions 70 73 + 4 
to Other 
Educational 
Magazines 

Based on 305 possible responses. 



Activities 

1. Wi!ekend Retreat 

2. Orientation Workshop 

Table 103 

COMPARISON OF AC'l'IVI'l'IES TIIAT SHOULD OCCUR IN DIS'l'HIC'l'S 
ACCOHDING 1'0 'l'IIE S'l'A'l'US GHOUP OF 'l'IIE RI~SPONDEN'l'S 

Super- Board Board 
intendents Members Presidents 

Experts 

Freq ' Freq ' Freq ' Freq ' 
47 34 35 39 29 39 8 100 

99 12 64 70 52 69 8 100 

]. Participation in State School 107 78 71 85 63 04 8 100 
Boards Ass'n. Conventions 

4. Board Needs Assessment 75 54 63 69 39 52 6 75 

5. NSOA Nat'l Convention 06 62 61 67 53 71 7 87.5 

6. Expert Programs at Local 90 65 62 68 48 64 7 87.5 
Ooard Meetings 

7. Visits to Schools Within 100 73 66 73 54 72 7 87.5 
the District 

u. Visits to Schools Outside 67 48 52 57 42 56 7 07.5 
the District 

9. University or State School 114 83 79 07 58 77 8 100 
Boards Assn. Workshops 

Ill. Talks hy Federal, State 79 57 71 78 53 71 7 87.5 
or Local Officials 

11. Suhucrlptions to "1'he 115 83 67 74 61 81 7 87.5 
American School Boards 
.lournal" 

l2. Subscriptions to Other 99 72 67 74 57 76 7 87.5 
Educational Ma<jazines 

'l'ot a l I of Hesponses 139 100 91 100 75 100 8 100 

Total 

Freq ' 
119 ]8 

223 12 

255 02 

183 59 

207 67 

207 67 
w 
0 
--.) 

227 73 

168 54 

259 03 

210 67 

250 00 

230 74 

313 100 
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stay home and read magazines and backup information. They 

would like to participate in conventions, visit schools in 

other districts, attend workshops, and some even are 

willing to attempt retreats. The largest percentage 

change was in the area of planning: 37 percent more 

respondents indicated that they would like to have needs 

assessments in their districts than presently are doing 

them. It is possible that the percentages would even be 

higher, but for the manner in which the question was 

written. Some respondents who answered the first part of 

the question--what activities actually occurred in their 

districts--did not answer the second part--what should 

occur. 

In certain key areas, superintendents, board 

members, and presidents seemed to differ in what activities 

they thought should occur. Board members and presidents 

wanted to participate in conventions more than superintend

ents thought they should. Board respondents also wanted 

to visit schools outside of their districts and hear more 

talks by federal, state, and local officials. This re

sponse reflects their desire to visit sites where issues 

of importance to them were handled effectively and to talk 

to experts (Question 11). Finally, board members seem to 

feel the need for more planning than presently occurs, or 

than their presidents and superintendents think should 
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occur. It is possible that they feel left out of the dis

trict planning process that involves the superintendent, 

his/her staff, and the board president. 

Implications 

1. Boards and superintendents are likely to feel 

frustrated that they are not doing what they feel they 

ought to be doing. They are likely to blame each other 

for standing in the way of the board member's opportunity 

to acquire the necessary knowledge and skills for effective 

performance. Both groups need to get together and plan 

carefully the kinds of activities that they feel would 

best help the board to deal with the problems of their 

local districts. 

2. The political and cost issues that are keeping 

boards from traveling to conventions and to other districts 

necessitate more creative planning at home by board 

officers and district administrative leadership. If boards 

cannot go to the conventions, then local districts might 

try to figure out ways to bring the conventions to the 

district. This involves designing inservice that is 

participatory, includes experts from outside areas, and 

utilizes a variety of presentation formats. 
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3. Despite the fact that boards would like to do 

more planning, the subject is still not a high priority 

item. Even experts rank needs assessments below other 

inservice activities. Superintendents will still have to 

be the planning leaders for the board and advise the board 

on the kinds of inservice that will best suit their 

requirements. 

4. Efforts ought to be made to convince the state 

legislature that the travel reimbursement laws do not 

reflect economic reality, and need to be amended in order 

not to act as deterrents to board professional development. 

Question 5 asked respondents who, in their 

opinions, should take the major responsibility for co-

ordinating overall board development as well as new board 

member orientation and pre-election orientation. Table 104 

summarizes the responses to this question that lead to the 

following conclusions: 

1. Respondents generally feel that either the board 
as a whole or the superintendent should be in 
charge of coordinating the various aspects of 
board development 

2. Respondents generally feel that the board as a 
whole should take more responsibility for co
ordinating all aspects of their professional 
development than they are presently doing 

3. All respondents, including the superintendents, 
feel that superintendents should have less re
sponsibility for board development than they 
presently have. 



'l'able 104 

PERSON WIIO IS IN CIIARGE OF BOARD INSERVICE 
CO~IPARED WI1'11 PERSON WIIO SIIOULD UE IN CIII\HGE 

He:;pondent Doard Doard Super- PSDA No one Superintendent 'l'otals 
Status Group as a Whole President intendent and President 

Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should Is Should 

Percentage 

PRE-El.ECTION ORIENTATION 

l. Superintendent ll 29 ll 15 50 41 0 2 26 9 2 4 100 100 

2. Board Nemher 12 32 8 13 37 36 0 9 41 7 2 3 100 100 

). President 16 32 16 14 25 21 3 16 36 14 4 3 100 lOll 

4. Expert 25 0 13 13 30 13 102* 

Total llesponse 12 30 11 14 40 33 l 8 33 11 3 4 100 100 
w 

OVERALL DOARD llEVELOPMEN'f ...... 
...... 

I. !iuper lntendent II 30 12 19 6.1 43 5 5 13 3 2 2 lOP 102* 

2. Board Member 12 34 12 18 46 34 5 10 25 4 100 100 

). Pr.e:.;ldt!lll 24 43 13 19 40 29 7 9 16 100 100 

4. Expert 75 13 13 101* 

Total Hesponse lJ 36 12 18 51 36 6 7 18 2 1 101* 101* 

N[,.'W MEMBER OlliEN1'A'fiON 

l. Sup•H i ntendenl 6 20 12 20 70 54 5 5 5 1 1 99* 100 

2. Boaru Mernher 12 25 8 14 60 53 11 7 6 3 1 100 100 

1. President 12 23 21 20 44 44 13 10 0 3 100 100 

4. Expert 30 0 30 25 0 0 99* 

'l'ota l llesponse 10 22 13 10 60 51 10 7 6 0 2 1 fo 1 • 99• 

• Due to roun<llng of percentages. 
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Discussion 

The question has many dimensions. Superintendents 

are saying that they have had the responsibility for co

ordinating inservice for their board, but that they do not 

feel that they should be doing this as much. Board mem

bers, presidents, and experts agree ••• even more strongly. 

Only in the area of new board member orientation do a 

majority of respondents feel that superintendents should 

take major responsibility for coordinating board develop

ment. It is possible that the response indicates a dis

trust of the superintendent or a dissatisfaction with 

his/her leadership in the area of inservice. Perhaps the 

response reflects the mood of public dissatisfaction with 

the administration of the public schools or the increasing 

number of conflicts between boards and superintendents that 

has resulted in decreased tenure for both parties. Even 

the experts do not seem to have definite answers. They 

indicate that the whole board should coordinate their 

overall inservice, but are divided concerning the other 

aspects of board development. 

The response could also illustrate the classic con

flict between the board and its chief executive officer. 

The board may be willing, in the long run, to delegate the 

responsibility for inservice; but it wants to hold the 
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reins, and make the choice of when, to whom, and how to 

delegate this power. 

Interestingly, respondents do not seem to feel 

that the board president should have the major responsi

bility for board development either. This view could be 

due to the fact that the presidency changes yearly in most 

districts, and inservice, to be effective, requires con

tinuity. If the board as a whole is responsible, they can 

provide more of that continuity. 

In districts interviewed, the organizational 

structure of the board, the personality of the super

intendent, the district staff and administration, and the 

history of the district, seem to indicate that leadership 

and coordination of board development by the board as a 

whole is impractical. In most of the districts inter

viewed, the superintendents saw themselves as strong 

leaders, the chief executive officers of the district. 

Although they delegated tasks and responsibilities, 

ultimately, they were responsible for what occurred in the 

district, including planning for board development 

activities. For the most part the boards were organized 

into committees. The committees could be used as vehicles 

for researching particular topics of relevance to the 

board. They were a key ingredient in the coordination of 

what was presented to the board in the form of inservice. 
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Frequently members of the district's administrative staff 

were on these committees as non-voting members or as 

liaisons to the district. These administrators helped 

both to provide information and to coordinate inservice 

activities within the district. That the presidency of 

the board was in many cases not rotated each year added a 

sense of stability to the overall organization of a board 

development program. In a few districts, the leadership 

of the president was behind the organization of the board 

development program. In all districts, board presidents 

and superintendents worked closely to coordinate board 

activities. 

The background of the district also turned out to 

be a key ingredient in how many of the districts inter

viewed had opted to design their board inservice. Many of 

the districts had previously had a weak superintendent or 

a leadership vacuum that had forced the board to try and 

cope with all the aspects of running the school districts. 

Board members realized that running the district them

selves was too complicated and they needed a strong leader 

to help them develop their own boardsmanship skills and 

knowledge. Thus the board deliberately chose an indivi

dual who could act as a strong chief executive officer. 

Board development in all its aspects was a natural exten

sion of this new superintendent's job. In sum, although 
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the board as a whole in many of the districts interviewed 

has the power to run the inservice program, this program 

was rather a creation of the superintendent or the board 

president that was able to flourish in a climate where 

board members realized how much they had to learn in order 

to perform effectively, and where the board organizational 

structure was conducive to the development of a comprehen

sive ongoing program. 

Implications 

1. It may be that the response to this survey ques

tion was more idealistic than practical. In all the 

districts interviewed, usually the superintendent and 

occasionally the board president were driving forces 

behind board development programs. In reality, a large 

portion of the knowledge and skills that the board ac

quires on the job may continue to be the result of the 

efforts of the superintendent working with the board 

president. 

2. Although respondents feel that the whole board 

should take more responsibility for board development, in 

actual fact the result could lead to "collective board 

indifference." Often when leadership is delegated to a 

group, no one takes the initiative to act. The result is 
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inaction, a tendency to assume that "someone else will do 

the job." If the board as a whole is to be responsible 

for its own professional development, the dimensions of 

the inservice effort will have to be defined, a process 

for describing the roles and responsibilities will have to 

be created, and an individual or group will have to act as 

coordinators. The whole process may fall back into the 

hands of the superintendent, in spite of his/her wishes. 

3. Superintendents can guide the board in setting up 

their own inservice program and creating a structure that 

will allow the board to exercise its own leadership. For 

example, in one district interviewed, the superintendent 

took his board president to a management session at 

Princeton in order to illustrate how he wanted to organize 

the district. As a result, the president understood how 

the superintendent liked to operate, and could provide 

board leadership that would support the efforts of his 

chief executive officer. 

4. If superintendents help the board to be respon

sible for its own development, then they ought not to be 

blamed for board ignorance. The board becomes responsible 

for its own actions. It seems harder to fire the superin

tendent and find a new one than to spend the time necessary 

to learn about district issues. Running the district can 

become a shared process in which all have a stake. 
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5. Boards, if they want the responsibility for 

inservice, have to plan for it and make inservice a 

regular, systematic process. 

6. Board presidents, even if they are not directly 

responsible for coordinating board development, ought to 

delegate this responsibility to an individual or committee 

and see to it that this group or individual carries out 

the duties. 

7. The school boards associations can emphasize the 

need for more inservice, and provide some good working 

examples of programs and their organizational structure. 

Question 6 focused not only on which individuals or 

groups had conducted local inservice sessions, but who 

should be conducting these sessions. Tables 105 through 

111 illustrate the comparison between who is and who 

should be conducting sessions on issues of school finances, 

collective bargaining, hiring practices, curriculum, school 

facilities, superintendent relations and community rela-

tions. The following conclusions can be drawn from the 

data: 

1. More people should be conducting workshops than 
are presently doing so. The workshops should be 
more participatory ! 

2. There is general agreement among respondents 
about which groups or individuals ought to be 
conducting workshops on the different topics 



'l'allle 10 5 

INDIVIOIJALS PltESEN'l'LY CONBUC'l'lNG SCIIOOL l-'INANCE PROGHAMS 
COMPAREU WI'l'IJ 'l'IIOSE WIJO SIIOULU DE CONUUC'l' I NG PUOGJlAMS 

ACCORDING '1'0 S'l'A'l'US GROUPS OF UESPONDr::N'l'S 

Super- Board Presidents Experts 
intendents Members 

Individuals Conducting Programs lias Should lias Should lias Should lias Should 

Percentage 

1. r.ocal Doard Member 1 2 4 4 10 2 0 

2. Local Superintendent 42 33 32 29 33 23 29 

]. r.ocal Administrative 
Personnel 31 27 32 30 23 24 29 

4. •reacher s 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

5. t'ederal/State Government 
Officials 5 l3 4 8 3 3 14 

6. College/University Professors 1 3 0 3 3 4 0 

7. State School Doards Assn. l3 16 18 17 30 31 29 

0. NSUA Staff l 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 

9. l.ay Advisors 6 4 11 8 0 8 0 

'l'otal. I of Hesponses 85 164 56 99 40 78 7 

Total 

lias Should 

4 3 

37 30 

w 
29 27 ...... 

ro 
0 0 

4 9 

1 3 

29 20 

1 1 

6 6 

161 346 



Individuals Conducting Programs 

l. l.ocal Board Member 

2. I.ocal Superintendent 

L r.ocal Administrative 
Personnel 

4. •reacher s 

5. Federal/State Government 
O[ficials 
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INIHVWUALS CONOUC'l'ING COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROGRAMS 
COMPARED Wl'l'll TIJOSE WIIO SIIOULD BE CONDUCTING PHOGHAMS 

ACCORDING TO S'l'A'l'US GROUPS OF RESPONOEN'fS 

Super- Board Presidents Experts 
intendents Members 

lias Should lias Should lias Should lias Should 

Percentage 

5 6 2 6 8 5 0 

22 17 14 13 13 13 ll 

15 11 12 8 10 8 25 

0 0 0 1 J 0 0 

2 5 2 10 0 1 0 

6. College/University Professors 0 4 0 5 0 5 0 

7. State School Boards Assn. 49 47 51 36 54 53 50 

0. NSBA Staff 1 2 4 5 5 J 0 

9. l.ay Advisors 7 7 16 15 8 14 0 

'l'otal I of Responses 80 164 51 99 39 80 7 

•rotal 

lias Should 

4 6 

17 15 w 
....... 
U) 

ll 10 

1 0 

2 5 

0 5 

51 45 

J J 

10 11 

i78 350 
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INDIVIDUALS CONDUC'l'ING lURING PltAC'I'ICES PROGilAMS 
COMPI\HEIJ Wl'l'll 'l'IIOSE WIIO SIIOULD BE CONDUCTING PHOGHAMS 

ACCORDING TO S'l'A'I'US GltOUP OF RESPONDENTS 

Super- Board Presidents 
intendents Members 

Experts 

Individuals Conducting Programs lias Should lias Should lias Should lias Should 

Percentage 

1. Local Board Member 0 3 12 7 3 5 0 

2. Local Superintendent 51 49 46 39 58 52 43 

] . Local Administrative 38 24 31 28 26 20 29 
Personnel 

4. 'l'eachers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

5. l•'ederal/State Government 0 4 0 l 3 3 0 
Officials 

6. College/University Professors 2 5 4 6 0 0 14 

7. Slate School Boards Assn. 4 12 4 ll 10 14 0 

8. NSBA Slatf 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 

9. Lay Advisors 6 2 4 7 0 6 14 

Total I of Hesponses 53 145 26 82 31 66 7 

Total 

lias Should 

4 4 

52 47 

33 24 
w 
1\.) 

0 

0 () 

l 3 

2 4 

5 12 

0 1 

4 4 

llO 300 
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INDIVIDUALS CONDUCTING CURRICULUM PROGRAMS 
COMPARED WITII TIIOSE WIIO SIIOULD BE CONDliC'fiNG PROGRAMS 

ACCOIWI NG TO S'fA'J'US GROUP OF RESPONDEN'fS 

Super- Board Presidents 
intendents Members 

Experts 

Individuals Conducting Programs lias Should lias Should lias Should lias Should 

Percentage 

1. Local Board MemlJer 1 2 3 4 9 4 0 

2. l.ocal Superintendent 32 34 31 35 50 37 14 

3. Local Administrative 52 42 20 35 27 33 71 
Personnel 

4. 'I'eachers 4 10 3 14 6 9 0 

5. Officials 3 2 0 1 0 1 0 

6. Coll ege/Univers lty Professors 1 5 0 4 0 6 14 

7. State School Boards Assn. 3 3 3 4 6 5 0 

0. NSIIA Staff 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

9. Lay Advisors 4 2 5 2 0 4 0 

'l'ota 1 I of Responses 77 166 39 108 34 78 7 

'l'otal 

lias Should 

3 3 

36 35 

48 38 
w 
1\.) 

4 11 ...... 

1 2 

1 5 

3 4 

0 1 

3 3 

150 359 
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INDIVIDUALS CONDUCTING SCHOOL FACILITIES PROGRAMS 
COMPARED WITII THOSE WHO SUOULD BE CONDUCTING PROGRAMS 

ACCORDING TO STATUS GROUP OF RESPONDENTS 

Super- Board Presidents Experts Total 
intendents Members 

Individuals Conducting Programs lias Should lias Should lias Should Has Should lias Should 

Percentage 

1. Local Board Member 0 5 8 11 7 7 0 4 7 

2. r.ocal Superintendent 41 33 41 3S 56 41 14 44 35 
w 

3. Local Administrative 38 33 31 27 30 38 71 34 33 tv 
Personnel tv 

4. Teachers 2 3 0 1 0 3 0 1 2 

5. Federal/State Government 6 9 3 5 0 3 0 4 6 
Officials 

6. College/University Professors 2 3 5 1 0 3 14 2 3 

7. State School Boards Assn. 2 6 3 ? 0 1 0 2 5 

8. NSBA Staff 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 

9. l.ay Advisors 9 7 10 11 7 3 0 9 7 

Total Number of Responses 64 151 39 91 27 68 7 130 315 
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JNIHVIDUALS CONDUC'fiNG SUPERIN'l'ENDEN'f REI.A'fiONS PHOGRAMS 
COMPARED Wl'l'll 1'110SE WIIO SIIOULI> BE CONDUCTING PIIOGHJ\MS 

ACCORIH NG '1'0 S'fA'l'US GROUP OF RESPONDEN'l'S 

Super- Board Presidents Experts 
intendents Members 

Individuals Conducting Programs lias Should Has Should lias Should lias Should 

Percentage 

1. Local Uoard Member 13 15 19 17 17 19 0 

2. Local Superintendent 33 24 31 2;2 39 22 0 

l. Local Administrative 5 3 3 8 4 2 0 
Personnel 

4. 1'eachers 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 

5. t'ederal/State Government 3 2 6 2 0 0 0 
Officials 

6. College/University Professors 0 12 6 7 9 8 14 

7. State School Boards Assn. 33 33 22 33 30 40 57 

8. NSBA Staff 8 6 3 7 0 6 29 

9. Lay Advisors 5 4 11 2 0 3 

Total Number of Responses 61 161 36 88 23 63 7 

·~. 

1'otal 

lias Should 

9 16 

36 23 
w 

5 4 1\) 

w 

0 1 

4 2 

4 1 

32 35 

5 7 

6 3 

111 319 
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INDIVIDUALS CONDUCTING COMMUNI1'Y RELA'l'IONS PHOGHAMS 
COMPAHEO WJ'l'll 'l'IIOSE WIIO SIIOUl.D BE CONDUC'l'ING PHOGHAMS 

ACCORDING '1'0 STA'l'US GROUP OF RESPONOEN'l'S 

Super- Board Presidents 
intendents Members 

Experts 

Individuals Conducting Programs Has Should lias Should lias Should lias Should 

Percentage 

1. Local Board Member 4 10 5 11 16 16 0 

2. Local Superintendent 34 26 41 :p 45 30 14 

l. Local Administrative 24 19 16 13 16 13 14 
Personnel 

4. Teachers ] 3 3 5 0 1 0 

5. Federal/State Government 1 1 8 ] 0 1 0 
Officials 

6. College/University Professors 0 6 0 5 0 3 14 

7. State School Boards Assn. 18 19 22 19 16 18 29 

8. N::;BA Staff 0 2 ] ] 0 3 14 

9. Lay Advisors 16 15 3 9 6 14 14 

'l'otal Number of Responses 68 162 37 102 31 76 7 

Total 

lias Should 

7 12 

38 29 

20 16 w 
1\.) 
.p,. 

2 3 

3 2 

0 4 

18 19 

1 ] 

10 ll 

136 34 7 
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3. Local inservice workshops are not suffficient in 
frequency to meet stated needs of board members 
in most areas. The weakest area, an identified 
priority, was that of superintendent relations. 

Discussion 

In almost every instance respondents felt that 

superintendents should be conducting fewer local in-

service sessions, and that a wider variety of experts, 

local people, and association people were needed. 

Respondents made the following recommendations for the 

topics listed below. 

Finance--Respondents were divided primarily among 
presentations by the superintendent and local 
administrative personnel, probably the business 
manager. Board presidents preferred hearing PSBA 
personnel conduct financial inservice sessions 

Collective Bargaining--Generally respondents want 
to hear PSBA personnel present collective 
bargaining workshops 

Hiring Practices--Hiring practices are an area in 
which respondents feel superintendents should take 
the lead. They are also interested in hearing 
local administrative personnel. It is important 
to note that local personnel can include personnel 
managers, principals, and others. Many district 
people are involved in hiring employees 

Curriculum--This was the only area in which the 
superintendent wanted to be more involved than 
he/she is presently. Perhaps this represents the 
desire to escape from only performing administra
tive duties. The board, the board presidents, and 
experts would prefer to have local administrators 
deal with this topic. Some interest was also 
expressed in having teachers involved in curriculum 
presentations 
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Facilities--All groups would like to see the 
superintendent do less and have local administra
tors do more. Some interest was expressed in 
having architects involved in issues concerning 
facilities 

Superintendent Relations--Most respondents feel 
that this topic would best be covered by PSBA; 
although a large group still would like the 
superintendent to conduct the workshops 
him/herself. The experts each feel that their 
particular associations would be the best leaders 

Community Relations--This topic had respondents 
fairly evenly divided. There was interest in 
having local board members, superintendents, lay 
advisors, and local administrators all take part 
in the process. 

It is important to note also that respondents often in-

dicated that more than one group or person should conduct 

workshops on a particular topic. They wanted to hear 

differing points of view and different aspects of the 

issue. For example, PSBA can offer a more general approach 

to finance or the laws. Local personnel can deal with the 

line items on their budgets or the costs of pupil personnel 

services. 

Looking at the numbers of programs being conducted 

on various topics, in every case, respondents felt two and 

sometimes three times as many workshops ought to be con-

ducted than are presently being done. The weakest area 

was superintendent relations, where 111 workshops were 

mentioned and 319 were recommended. Yetf it is possible 

that superintendents are reluctant to broach this topic 
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with their boards for fear of complicating their job~. 

Perhaps they feel someone else should take the lead. 

Given the increasing frictions between board and super

intendent, this area is a key topic for inservice. Note 

also that it was the number one need of board members, 

presidents, superintendents, and experts alike. 

The interview data clearly showed that survey 

respondents were expressing a desire for what did in fact 

occur in districts with strong ongoing board development 

programs. Table 38 in Chapter 4 listed a variety of 

inservice activities that took place in the districts 

interviewed. Participants included IU directors, super

intendents, government consultants, transportation experts, 

a former Secretary of Revenue, citizens committees, PSBA 

board committees, lawyers, local administrators, teachers, 

and many others. When the problem warranted several 

meetings, different resource people frequently were brought 

into the district to contribute their input. In all cases 

raised by those interviewed, both boards and community 

understood the issues to be dealt with and arrived at a 

decision that was generally supported by all. 
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Implications 

1. The responses indicate that there is a desire to 

have more local workshops on key topics of interest. It 

is likely that board members and presidents, who do not 

feel that their superintendents are giving them adequate 

information, will blame them for any crises that erupt in 

the district. It is to the superintendent's benefit to 

have an informed board. Further, the board meetings that 

are held are likely to be long and involved if there is no 

previous inservice. Board members will have to decipher 

what is happening on the job and air their disagreements 

in public. 

2. The Pennsylvania School Boards Association needs 

to present workshops that are especially well constructed 

in the areas of finance, collective bargaining, and super

intendent relations. They have to be sure that the 

programs have local relevance. PSBA usually tries to 

include local resource people on their programs. This 

practice should be continued and perhaps expanded to 

include a list of local experts who can consult in specific 

areas. Local boards and administrators need to learn about 

the resources that exist around them. 

3. Although superintendents want to be less involved 

in local workshops, this does not mean that they should do 
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nothing. Rather, they have to learn to delegate respons-

ibilities to others on the local district staff and within 

the community and make inservice more participatory and 

less of an administrative burden. 

4. Despite the fact that board presidents do not 

want responsibility for board development activities, they 

can facilitate the process by assigning responsibility to 

local board members. 

Question 7 asked respondents whether they had or 

should have policy statements pertaining to pre-election 

orientation, new board member orientation, overall board 

development, or visits to state and national school boards 

association meetings. Table 112 compares responses from 

different status groups to this question. The data yield 

the following conclusions: 

1. Although more respondents feel they should have a 
policy statement on board inservice than presently 
do, generally, respondents do not think policy 
statements on board development are particularly 
important. Presidents feel there should 
definitely be a policy statement on new board 
member orientation, but they lack strong support 

2. Experts strongly disagree with local respondents. 
With the exception of pre-election orientation, 
experts indicate that districts should have 
policies on all other aspects of board develop
ment, especially new board member orientation and 
visits to conventions. 
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Table 112 

DISTRICTS HAVING POLICY STATEMENTS ON BOARD INSERVICE 
COMPARED WITH THOSE WHO SHOULD: ACCORDING TO 

RESPONDENT STATUS 

Response 

Should Freq. 
Status Yes No Have of 

Program Group Policy Policy Policy Resp. 

1. Pre-Election Supts. 7 93 35 116 
Orientation Board Members 12 88 46 68 

Presidents 2 98 34 58 
Experts 0 86 14 7 
Total 7 93 38 242 

2. New Board Supts. · 18 82 46 114 
Member Board Members 25 75 45 73 
Orientation Presidents 8 92 75 52 
Program Experts 0 100 8 

Total 18 82 58 247 

3. Comprehen- Supts. 13 87 44 111 
sive Board Board Members 27 73 46 70 
Development Presidents 16 84 50 56 
Program Experts 25 75 8 

Total 20 80 44 245 

4. Visits to Supts. 43 57 28 12 
State and Board Members 51 49 26 76 
NSBA Presidents 45 55 24 66 
Meetings Experts 0 100 8 

Total 47 53 26 271 
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Discussion 

It is difficult to say why respondents do not feel 

strongly that policy statements on board development are 

important. Perhaps some respondents felt that they had 

policies on staff inservice, and that board members were 

included under those policies. In the districts inter

viewed, superintendents combined staff and board develop

ment several times. Perhaps local respondents do not 

think the issue belongs in the policy books. Many people 

did comment that to get involved in pre-election inservice 

could be interpreted as meddling in the political process. 

Nevertheless, local support for board development policy 

is surprisingly low. Local respondents may feel that to 

have a policy statement on inservice for board members 

implies a commitment to a process that they are not really 

ready to make. 

The expert response is not difficult to explain. 

Experts on school board studies have long touted the need 

for new board member inservice. The school boards associ

ation studies have made it clear that it takes at least 

two years for a school board member to learn enough to be 

effective. Experts feel strongly that boards should commit 

themselves to the process, and grant board development a 

legitimate place in district policy books. 
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Implications 

1. If, in fact, having board policies on inservice 

for board members legitimizes the process and encourages 

boards to take the initiative in developing a comprehensive 

inservice program, less than half of the boards may ever 

develop such a program. 

2. If boards have policies on inservice, when tax

payer groups complain about the cost of board development, 

district policy books are there to support board actions. 

Where there are no policies, boards could be less able to 

defend themselves against such pressure groups. 

3. Policies could be an excellent method for boards 

to demonstrate responsibility for coordinating the various 

aspects of board development. These policies could 

legitimize a defined process. 

4. Board presidents, if they feel strongly about the 

issue of policy, can take the lead in encouraging boards 

to design appropriate statements on the topic. 

5. Since more boards seem to want policies than 

presently have them, superintendents or board leaders could 

investigate sample policies that other districts are using. 

Question 10 looked at who should be attending 

school board development activities, as opposed to who 

actually attends. As was stated in the previous chapter, 
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this question was not well constructed and was misinter

preted by respondents. The data are presented in Table 

113. One can say only that the results indicate that 

generally board development should involve more people. 

In the districts interviewed superintendents and board 

members stressed the involvement of community, local ad

ministrators, and even spouses in board activities. Both 

boards and superintendents recognized that an informed 

community was vital to the success of many of the educa

tional decisions. When informed, the community was more 

likely to be supportive. Some respondents saw board 

members and teachers as being able to benefit from sharing 

each other's inservice opportunities when the issues were 

relevant to both groups. Many superintendents took their 

boards with them when they went to the American Associa

tion of School Administrators Convention. Thus, in 

districts with more established development programs, 

board inservice sessions were used to educate and inform 

all members of the educational community. 

Question 11 was a key question in this study. The 

question asked respondents to select the two methods by 

which they would most like to learn about a new subject. 

The response was clear and simple: 



l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

ll. 

Table 113 

A COMPARISON OF WIJO A'l''l'ENDS SCIJOOL BOARD DEVELOPMEN'l' ACTIVITIES 
AND WHO SHOULD A'l'TEND 

ACCORDING '1'0 RESPONDENT S'l'A'l'US 

Super- Board Board Expert 
intendent Members Presidents 

At- Should At- Should At- Should At- Should 
tends Attend tends Attend tends Attend tends Attend 

Percentage 

Board Members 74 88 75 73 83 71 100 

Key Staff 79 60 70 55 76 43 13 

Board Candidates 14 40 5 40 5 27 13 

District Employees 30 33 25 42 31 25 0 

District Teachers 27 25 24 36 25 24 0 

Citizens 14 28 7 35 8 16 l3 

P'l'A Members 17 25 10 35 5 18 13 

Advisory Committees 22 31 15 38 17 25 0 

Students 22 24 19 35 19 28 0 

Newspapers or 'l'V 15 26 13 32 9 20 13 

Other 2 4 1 3 1 4 0 

'l'otal 

77 88 

76 55 
w 

9 36 w 
*"' 

28 33 

25 27 

11 27 

12 27 

18 3l 

20 27 

13 26 

2 4 
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Board respondents want to visit a site where the topic 
is handled effectively, or to hear or talk with experts 
on the subject. 

Table 114 illustrates these data. 

Discussion 

The response to this question makes abundantly 

clear that board members are not learning in preferred 

ways. As responses to previous questions indicated, most 

frequently board members read or talk to their superintend-

ent in order to learn about new topics. Few times do 

experts come into the districts or do board members visit 

outside schools. One superintendent interviewed told of 

his board president trying to institute a series of 

informal discussions on commmon district problems among 

various presidents in nearby districts. The plan was 

discouraged by the superintendents in the other districts. 

The data in Table 114 also point up another 

factor: superintendents see themselves as preferred 

sources of information for board members more than board 

members do. They seem to underestimate the desire of the 

board to ''go places, see things, and talk to people." 



Table 114 

M~'l'IIOO BY WIIICII BOAilD MEMBEilS PRI~FER '1'0 LEAHN AI:IOU'l' NEW SUBJEC'l'S 
ACCORDING '1'0 S'l'ATUS GHOUP OF Ht::SPONDim'l'S 

Super- Board Board 
Method of Learning intendent Members Presidents 

Percentage 

1. Attend 2-llour Expert l.ecture 36 51 41 

2. 'l'alk with Expert Over l.unch 13 14 15 

] . Listen to Video Tape Cassette 0 0 0 

4. See a Film on Videotape 6 7 9 

5. Confer Privately with Superintendent 31 13 23 

6. Confer Privately with Staff 16 7 4 

7. Confer Privately with Board Memhers 10 3 4 

0. Visit a School or Site Where the 58 74 69 
'l'opic is llandled Effectively 

9. Head Articles or Books Selected by 7 15 15 
District Staff 

I 0. Head Articles or Books Selected 2 0 8 
by Yourself from a I.lbrary 

ll. Other 2 l 4 

·rota l responses 139 91 75 

Experts Total 

38 42 

0 13 

0 0 

13 7 

25 24 w 
w 

13 iO (]I 

0 6 

100 66 

13 12 

0 5 

0 2 

8 ]13 
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Implications 

1. Superintendents must explore and exploit local 

resources more effectively. Many districts throughout the 

state have developed excellent solutions to key problems 

facing them. For example, in the area surrounding 

Philadelphia, one can find districts that have developed 

model computer programs, cable TV stations, energy pro

grams, management by objectives programs, detailed 

curriculum guides, or excellent methods for closing 

schools. Too frequently superintendents are not even 

aware of what is happening around them. Superintendents 

have to learn of these local programs and encourage their 

boards to go and see for themselves. 

2. State professional associations and Intermediate 

Units can help board members and local administrators find 

out about what is going on locally both through publica

tions and through their meetings. Perhaps the publication 

of a pamphlet similar to that distributed by the National 

Diffusion Network on "Programs That Work" would be of 

use. PSBA already utilizes local experts in their work

shops. This effort could be expanded. 

3. Intermediate Units throughout the state could 

play a major role in helping board members and local 

school administrators learn about exciting programs in 
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their areas and in disseminating this information. Where 

the school boards associations have to deal either on a 

local or national level, the Intermediate Units can focus 

on a local level. Unfortunately, as this study indicates, 

although people do utilize the Intermediate Unit workshops, 

they are not a prime source for board development informa

tion. Interview respondents noted the uneven quality of 

IU workshops throughout the state. 

4. If board members continually receive only 

secondary information, information from their superintend

ents and local staff, rather than have the opportunity, 

where relevant, to either see or hear for themselves, then 

they have no choice but to hold the superintendent and 

staff accountable for decisions made on the basis of their 

information. If the decisions are wrong, the school 

administrators may find themselves job hunting. 

Question 12 asked respondents to consider all the 

people, resources, and opportunities that help a person to 

become an effective board member, and to rank them in 

terms of themselves, if they were school board members; 

their board, if they were superintendents; or board 

members in general, if they were experts. Table 115 

compares the mean scores of the respondents analyzed 

according to status group, and Table 116 summarizes the 
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Table 115 

PEOPLE, RESOURCES, AND OPPORTUNITIES HELPING 
PERSONS BECOME EFFECTIVE 

MEMBERS ACCORDING TO STATUS GROUP 
BOARD 
OF RESPONDENTS 
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Table 116 

MOST AND LEAST EFFECTIVE PEOPLE, RESOURCES, AND 
OPPORTUNITIES HELPING PERSONS BECOME 

EFFECTIVE BOARD MEMBERS 

Superintendents 
It•• flank 

con•ersationa with 
superintendent 

conversations with 
AdMint•tratOCI 

conversations vith 
auainesa Staff 

conversations with 
Booed Colleo9u .. 

Conver 1ation1 with 
Board President 

Converllltiona with 
Personnel Staff 

converaationa vi th 
Curr iculu• Staff 

Attendin9 !lev Boetd 
MeMber Or !entation 
within Diatcict 

Conversation• with 
Key Co-unity Leaders 

Attondin9 State 
School Board a Aaan. 

10 

Trainin9 u an Educator 1 

Reaclin9 NSBA News• 
letters ' Ha9o1aines 

Read in9 Other 
Educa t 1 onal Maqa z tnes 

!Xi'•c iences with t.oc.al 
Board Pr tor to Servtn9 
on it 

Readinq the •AGler lean 
School Boards Journal• 

Board Presidents 
It•• ~ntc 

MOST !FF!CTIV! ITEMS 

Convecaationa with 
Superintendent 

Conversations with 
Ad•iniatcatora 

Conversations with 
Curriculu• Staff 

Conversations with 
Board Collea9uu 

Conversations with 
Business Staff 

ConYeraationa with 
Penonnel Staff 

Ex per i enc:es as a 
Parent of SChool Kid a 

Attendin9 State 
School Boacda 
A .. n. Worl<shops 

Conversattona with 
Boud President 

Conversations with 
Teachers in District 

Previous lxpertencea 
in Pcofualon 

7 

' 
10 

10 

Conv•r••tiona with 
Superintendent 

Conversations vith 
Buaineu Staff 

Converaationa with 
Colleaques 

Conversations •ith 
Ad•inistratora 

Conversations with 
Boud President 

Con•ersattons with 
Curriculu• Staff 

Con•eraationa with 
Peuonnel S tal f 

Previous E•per tence 
in Pcofeeaion 

Attendin9 State School 
Boards Association 
Worl<shopa 

!xlteriencea as a. 
Parent of School Kid• 

LEAST !PP!CTIV! IT!MS 

~aadin9 Newsletters 
• ""9azlnes fro• NSIIA 

Experiences with Local 
Board Pt tor to Servtn9 
on it 

Con•ersationa with key 
co .. unity L4adece 

Readinq the •AIIertean 
School Boards Journal• 

Foraal Events at 
OUt·of·Dietr ict 
Meetinqa 

R~adin9 a Randbootc 
for Hew Board MeMbers 

Previous Work !xp.r• 
ienc• in a School 
District 

Forql .!vents It 
OUt•of ·District 
Heecin9a 

Infor-.1 Conv•raattona 
at Out·of·District 
Meetinqa 

Traininq as an 
!due a tor 

10 

Conversation• vitl'l 
Superintendent 

Attendin9 New Board 
With in District 

Conversations vith 
Booed Collu9uea 

Conversations ..,ith 
Voteu in tile Dia • 
trict 

Attendin9 State 
School Boacde Aaeo· 
ct•tion workaftopa 

Previous !xp.riencea 
on Other Boecde 

Convers.ationa vt th 
tne Board Preeident 

Converaationa with 
Busin .. a Staff 

At tendin9 New Boercl 
Me•ber Or !entation 
Outside Dtatrict 

Conve~rsations with 
co .. unity Leadeca 

10 

Infor .. l Conveceationa 10 
at OUt·of·Diatrict 
Heetin9 

Readin9 o Randbootc 10 
for New Board Keabers 

Convecaattone vi th 
Teach~r• in the 
District 

Trainin9 as an 
Educator 

Conversations vtth 
Students 

R•adinq Newsletter• 
and Maqaain•• fro• 
NSiiA 

PreYioua Exi'er ience 
in Profession 

Experience with Local 
Board Prior t.o Serv inq 
on it 

Previoua Work !xp.· 
cience 
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most and least effective resources for each group. It is 

important to note that the average means are generally 

close together, an indication of possible respondent 

fatigue. The following list, however, summarizes the 

conclusions that can be drawn from the data: 

1. Conversations proved to be the most valuable 
resource for board members--conversations with 
superintendents, local staff, colleagues, 
teachers, and others 

2. There are key differences between what super
intendents and experts think contribute to board 
member effectiveness and what board members think 
is important 

3. Training as an educator and prior experiences 
with the board before serving on it are generally 
not seen as contributing to board member 
effectiveness 

4. Board members do feel that their own experiences 
in their daily lives--in their jobs, and as 
parents--have contributed significantly to their 
effectiveness on the board 

5. Reading the school board journals and other 
educational magazines and publications are 
considered among the least productive contributors 
to board member effectiveness. 

Discussion 

There is no doubt that the superintendent and the 

local administrative staff are the key to local board 

professional development. Responses to previous questions 

have indicated the primacy of the superintendent's role in 
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inservice as it is presently handled, as well as board 

respect for the contributions that local staff and ad

ministration can make. Even in districts interviewed, 

conversations with the superintendent were the most valua

ble contribution to board member effectiveness, despite the 

wide range of board programs. Thus the superintendent does 

not have to fear that he/she will lose esteem if boards 

become more knowledgeable. 

Despite general agreement on the value of conversa

tions with administrators, respondents differ on other 

items. Board members and presidents value their personal 

experiences as parents, in their businesses, and in their 

conversations with teachers of their children. This 

response seems to lend credence to Peter Cistone's thesis, 

that a board member's experiences, background, and life

style tend to prepare him or her for board service. These 

data also underscore the need to elect board members who 

have demonstrated responsibility in their everyday lives. 

Finally, the data suggest that the personal experience of 

board members make them harder to influence and less likely 

to change as a result of board development activities. 

Experts and superintendents, however, do not rate 

board personal experiences as highly, and in some inciden

ces consider them ineffective. It is possible that experts 

and superintendents feel that a board member's prior exper-
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ience contributes to his/her biases, the causes that made 

him/her run for the board in the first place. Perhaps the 

response also reflects the traditional educator-business 

conflict. Too frequently educators mistrust the business 

community and the business community regards educators as 

"ivory tower" inhabitants. Finally, experts and superin

tendents may well underestimate the importance of a board 

member's prior experience and overestimate their own 

ability to effect change in an individual. 

Interestingly, superintendents and experts consider 

conversations with the community as a valuable contributor 

to board effectiveness, where boards rate community con

versations near the bottom of their lists. The reasons 

for this disparity seem evident. Superintendents and 

experts probably are concerned with the board member as 

representative of the community's interests. Board members 

and presidents, however, often see community people in a 

negative light. The community often harasses the board, 

and board members resent their criticism. Further, in 

Pennsylvania, politics play a major role in board life. 

Election campaigns can engender much bitterness in some 

districts. Finally, when an individual becomes a board 

member, he/she becomes a member of the "inside" team. A 

board member has to look at issues as they affect the good 

of the community as a whole. Their decisions are 
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frequently unpopular with one faction or another. These 

factions can be highly verbal. Thus the community repre

sents one thing to the experts and superintendents; but 

may be totally other to the board member who has just had 

eggs thrown at his/her house. 

Despite the fact that almost three quarters of a 

century have elapsed since Cubberley wrote his report on 

board members, the view of the educator as board member 

has not changed significantly Boards still tend to dis

trust educators, and experts and administrators see them 

as trouble makers. The college professors are not in the 

same class as teachers or local administrators. Interviews 

tended to show that they garnered more respect from public 

school personnel. Several people. however, commented that 

the teachers or principals on the board were the most 

difficult board members with whom the superintendents had 

to deal. 

Finally, when one considers that journals rank 

among the most frequent techniques used by districts to 

provide board members with knowledge and skills, it is 

important to note that boards ••• and even superintendents ••• v 

consider these papers among the least useful. Board 

members interviewed made several comments about boards 

association literature. They felt that it was too 

simplistic, too general, and rarely dealt with their 
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particular needs when they needed help. New board member 

handbooks were particularly useless, despite opinions of v 
educators to the contrary. Further, board members fre

quently did not have enough time to digest all the litera

ture that was placed in front of them. Aside from 

journals, they had to deal with all the written backup 

materials handed them by their superintendents for the 

next board meeting. 

Implications 

1. Although board members and presidents recognize 

the importance of conversations with the superintendent 

and administrative staff, a heavy burden is placed on 

administrative credibility. At the point where board 

members become dissatisfied with these conversations or 

where disagreements develop, the superintendent is likely 

to find him/herself in an untenable position. 

2. The reliance of the board on their own personal 

and professional experiences may be a key to their pro

vincialism and their reluctance to accept the advice of 

experts or technocrats. Board members may simply feel that 

their experience has better prepared them to cope with 

their local problems than that of any "foreigner." 
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3. The state and national school boards associations 

should put more emphasis on training and consulting and 

less on additional journals and publications that may not 

be appreciated by board members. It might be worthwhile 

to make a careful study of what types of writing are most 

useful for board members in different districts. 

4. Superintendents and experts ought to pay more 

attention to the effects of teachers on their board 

members. Most board members have or have had children in 

school and have regularly conversed with local teachers. 

Further, given the bitterness engendered by strikes and 

bargaining in many districts, the board member's image of 

the teacher and his/her role in the educational process 

may be very negative. Thus the impressions left by con

versations with teachers can greatly impact on a board 

member's approach to managing the district. 

5. The role of the state association in developing 

the skills and knowledge of board members is also under

scored. Boards in states with inactive board associations 

lose a vital resource. Boards that are not members of 

their state associations and do not encourage their 

associations to meet their needs miss a key perspective on 

district management. Finally, it is likely that where 

state school boards associations are weak, local school 

board development is likely to be even weaker. 
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6. Superintendents need to understand the personal 

background of individual board members and to be able to 

utilize this information to motivate members in directions 

that will benefit the district. Such an understanding 

implies a sensitivity towards others and an understanding 

of motivational psychology. 



CHAPTER 8 

ANALYSIS: LOCAL INSERVICE -- CONSTRAINTS 

Despite the fact that board members, presidents, 

superintendents, and experts all feel that there should be 

more school board member inservice and that this board 

inservice should be significantly more participatory, 

boards are not participating in more development programs. 

There is reason to believe that board inservice efforts 

are actually declining. Attendance at national conventions 

is down significantly. Citizen groups are pressuring 

boards to cut back on expenses. Fewer people are attending 

the state conventions and workshops unless they are in the 

immediate area. Why? Question 8 on the survey question

naire asked respondents to rank the constraints or limita

tions on board member participation in professional 

development programs. These questions were analyzed 

according to pertinent respondent and district character

istics. Where significant differences existed among 

responses according to certain variables, further analysis 
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was done to see if the difference was due to chance or was 

probably real. Analysis of the data led to the following 

conclusions: 

1. The key constraints on inservice are time, 
pressure to conserve funds, and lack of whole 
board interest. Also important is the poor 
quality of most inservice and the fact that too 
many sessions are conducted during weekends. 

2. The constraints are generally similar across all 
variables, although there are a few statistically 
significant differences. 

3. Despite these constraints there are many things 
that can be done to facilitate board inservice. 

Discussion 

Tables 117, 118, and 119 examine the constraints 

on board member inservice according to the status group of 

respondents. For the most part, board members, presidents 

and superintendents are in agreement on the major and least 

important constraints. Only the experts seem to have a 

few different ideas. The rankings of the constraints in 

Table 117 illustrate several concepts. Superintendents 

feel time is the major constraint on inservice. Both 

business and family vie for time that could be spent on 

board work. Board members see pressure to conserve funds 

board p~esidents raise an interesting topic. Although 

board members responding say that they themselves care 



Table 117 

CONSTRAINTS ON BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE 
ACCORDING TO STATUS GROUP 

Super in- Board Board 
Constraints tendent Member President Expert Total F Tests 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

1. Lack of Interest On My Part 1. 76 14 2.07 14 2.17 11 1.00 13 1.93 14 2.92* 

2. Lack of Board President Interest 2.51 12 2.66 9 2.11 13 1.00 13 2.42 11 3 .45* 

3. Lack of Superintendent Interest 1. 78 13 2.31 12 2.08 14 3.88 6 2.06 13 5.91* 

4. Lack of Whole Board Interest 3.63 3 3.56 2 3.68 1 5.25 1 3.66 2 2.29 

5. Pressure to Conserve Funds 3.45 4 3.82 1 3.64 3 5.25 1 3.65 3 2. 73 * w 
Ul 

6. Lack of Personal Funds 3.03 7 3.14 5 2.85 9 3.50 9 3.03 7 0.54 0 

7. No Time; Business Competes 4.10 1 3.52 4 3.65 2 3.75 7 3.81 1 2.22 

B. No Time; Family Competes 3.81 2 3.38 3 3.32 5 4.63 3 3.59 4 3.07 * 

9. Poor Quality of Such Events 3.04 6 3.11 6 3.33 4 4.00 4 3.15 5 1.55 

10. Embarrassment Over Persoonal Ignorance 2.55 11 2.09 13 2.16 12 3.50 9 2.35 12 3.25* 

11. Weekend Meetings, Badly Timed 3.41 5 2.73 8 3.13 7 3.00 11 3.13 6 2.48 

12. Weekday Meetings, Badly Timed 2.97 9 2.79 7 3.15 6 3.63 8 2.98 8 0.95 

13. Evening Meetings, Badly Timed 2. 75 10 2.48 11 2.80 10 4.00 4 2.72 10 2.39 

14. Meetings Are Too Long 2.98 8 2.63 10 3.00 8 3.00 11 2.88 9 1.25 

Frequency 139 91 75 8 313 

* Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 



Superintendent 
Constraints 

No Time; Business Competes 

No Time; Family Competes 

Rank 

1 

2 

Lack of Whole Board Interest 3 

Pressure to Conserve 
Funds 

Weekend meetings, Badly 
Timed 

4 

5 

Lack of Interest On My Part 14 

Lack of Supt. Interest 13 

Lack of Board President 
Interest 

12 

Embarrassment over Ignorance 11 

Evening Meetings, Badly 
Timed 

10 

Table 118 

MOST AND LEAST IMPORTANT CONSTRAINTS ON BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE 
ACCORDING TO STATUS GROUP 

Board Member 
Constraints 

Most 

Pressure to Conserve 
Funds 

Lack of Whole Board 
Interest 

Rank 

ImEortant 

1 

2 

No Time; Family Competes 3 

No Time; Business 4 
Competes 

Lack of Personal 5 
Funds 

Least ImEortant 

Lack of Interest on 14 
My Part 

Embarrassment Over 13 
Ignorance 

Lack of Supt. Interest 12 

Evening Meetings, 12 
Badly Timed 

Meetings are Too Long 12 

Board President 
Constraints 

Constraints 

Lack of Whole Board 
Interest 

No Time; Business 
Competes 

Pressure to conserve 
Funds 

Poor Quality of Such 
Events 

No Time; Family 
Competes 

Constraints 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Lack of Supt. 14 
Interest 

Lack of Board Presi- 13 
dent Interest 

Embarrassment Over 
Personal Ignorance 

Lack of Interest on 
My Part 

Evening Meetings, 
Badly Timed 

12 

11 

10 

Expert 
Constraints 

Lack of Whole Board 
Interest 

Pressure to Conserve 
Funds 

No Time; Family Competes 

Rank 

1 

3 

Poor Quality of Such Events 4 

Evening Meetings, 
Badly Timed 

Lack of Interest on 
My Part 

Lack of Board Presi
dent Interest 

Weekend Meetings, 
Badly Timed 

Meetings Too Long 

Lack of Personal Funds 

4 

14 

13 

12 

11 

11 

w 
U1 
...... 
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Table 119 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF RESPONDENT 
STATUS GROUPS CONCERNING CONSTRAINTS ON 

BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE 

Constraint 

Lack of Interest 
On My Part 

Lack of Board 
President 
Interest 

Lack of Super
intendent 
Interest 

Pressure to 
Conserve Funds 

No Time: 
Family Competes 

Embarrassement 
Over Personal 
Ignorance 

Superin
tendent 

L 76 

2.51 

1.78 

3.45 

3.81 

3.04 

Board 
Members 

2.07 

2.66 

2.31 

3.82 

3.38 

3.11 

Board 
President 

2.17 

2.11 

2.08 

3.64 

3.32 

3.33 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

Expert 

1.00 

1.00 

3.88 

5.25 

4.63 

4.00 

about inservice, board presl.dents and experts cite "lack 

of whole board interest" as a key constraint. It may be 

that although board members as individuals are interested 

in their own professional development, the group as a whole 

does not take the time to plan any formal whole board 

activities. Other issues, personal and public, may 
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interfere when the whole board sits down to plan. In 

Question 5, this phenomenon was as the major constraint·. 

They are also concerned about spending their personal 

funds. In Pennsylvania where the reimbursement rate is 

low, board members often pay part of their own development 

expenses. Experts and dubbed "collective indifference." 

With no single individual providing the momentum behind a 

board development inservice program, there is no program. 

To quote one superintendent with a strong board inservice 

program, "A lot of it's personality, my personality." 

His board president agreed, "The basic reason [for the 

program] is that this guy here believes in community 

involvement." 

Quality is also listed as a major constraint both 

for the board members, who go to inservice sessions, and 

for experts, who often are in the business of providing 

these sessions. All too often topics are treated super

ficially, rooms are hot and stuffy, the audiovisual equip

ment does not work, and the material to be learned is 

presented in a way that is either irrelevant or incompre

hensible to board members. Presenters too often seem to 

forget that they are dealing with a group of professionals, 

leaders in their communities, who demand the same high 

standards of performance from educators as they do from 

their own employees. 
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Looking at the constraints that were not considered 

serious, it is interesting to note that board members and 

superintendents seem to be willing to give up evenings for 

meetings; however, experts view evening meetings as a 

serious constraint. Board members and superintendents, on 

the other hand, do not want to give up their weekends 

(probably for family reasons) and experts feel that these 

meetings are easier for the board. Clearly the experts 

are misreading the local people. 

Six items were considered to be statistically 

significant in terms of their means; however, most of the 

differences were likely due to the small sample of experts 

whose responses were weighed with the overall sample. 

These data are presented in Table 119 with two differences 

of note, which, although they could not be said with 

certainty to be statistically significant, are worth 

mentioning. Superintendents saw competition between time 

with family and time devoted to board development as items 

impinging on one another more than did the board members 

involved. It is possible that superintendents are 

underestimating the board and their willingness to use 

their time for inservice. Superintendents may view in

service as another "obligation" for the board, where the 

board hopes inservice will facilitate their board work. 

Experts view superintendents as a major constraint on 
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board development, a view not shared by the other respond

ents. The experts may not be accurately assessing what 

is happening between boards and superintendents in the 

field. At the same time, the experts would like the 

opportunity to develop the superintendent's leadership 

skills. 

Possibly experts are correct. Superintendents who 

answered the questionnaire may not wish to describe them

selves as inhibiting the professional development of their 

board. Superintendents and board respondents may also have 

different criteria or expectations for the role of the 

superintendent in board d~velopment. Finally, Question 5 

shows clearly that superintendents want less involvement 

in board development. Perhaps they are putting their 

wishes into practice. 

Tables 120, 121, and 122 present the data on board 

member inservice constraints as viewed by male and female 

board members. Generally, women could be characterized as 

more flexible than their male counterparts. For example, 

women tended to rate all the constraints lower, on average, 

than did the men. Time was less of an issue for female 

board members. They were more willing to attend day or 

weekend meetings. 



Constraints 

1. Lack of Interest On My 
Part 

2. Lack of Board President 
Interest 

3. Lack of Superintendent 
Interest 

4. Lack of Whole Board 
Interest 

5. Pressure to Conserve Funds 

6. Lack of Personal Funds 

7. No Time; Business Competes 

B. No Time; Family Competes 

9. Poor Quality of Such 
Events 

10. Embarassement Over 
Personal Ignorance 

u. Weekend Meetings, Badly 
'l'i med 

12. Weekday Meetings, Badly 
Timed 

13. Evening Meetings, Badly 
Timed 

14. Meetings are Too Long 

Frequency 

Table 120 

CONSTRAINTS ON BOARD MEMBEfi INSERVICE 
ACCORDING TO SEX OF RESPONDENTS 

Male 

Mean Rank 

1.95 14 

2.46 11 

2.00 13 

3.50 2 

3.44 3 

2.9a 7 

3.35 4 

3.54 1 

3.30 5 

2.40 12 

3.23 6 

2.97 B 

2.65 10 

2.76 9 

wa 

~Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

Female 

Mean Rank 

1.9a 13 

2.42 7 

2.09 12 

3.56 2 

3.63 1 w 
U1 

2.75 5 
0'1 

3.10 3 

2.a6 4. 

2.73 6• 

1.97 14 

2.15 11• 

2.32 a• 

2.32 a 

2.31 10 

sa 



Male 
Constraint 

No Time; Family Competes 

Lack of Whole Board Interest 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 

No Tin1e; Business Competes 

Poor Quality of Such Events 

Lack of Interest On My Part 

Lack of Superintendent Interest 

Embarassment Over Personal 
Ignorance 

Lack of Board President Interest 

Evening Meetings, Badly Timed 

Table 121 

MOST AND LEAST IMPORTANT CONSTRAINTS 
ON BOARD ME~IBER INSERVICE 

ACCORDING TO SEX 

Rank 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 

Female 
Constraint 

Most Important Constraints 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 

Lack of Whole Board Interest 

No Time; Business Competes 

No Time; Family Competes 

Lack of Personal Funds 

Least Important Constraints 

Embarassment Over Personal 
Ignorance 

Lack of Interest On My Part 

Lack of Superintendent Interest 

Weekend Meetings, Badly Timed 

Meetings are Too Long 

Rank 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 

(Al 

l11 
-....1 
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Table 122 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO SEX CONCERNING CONSTRAINTS 

ON A SCHOOL BOARD INSERVICE PROGRAM 

Constraint Male Female 

No Time; Family Competes 3.54 2.86 

Poor Quality of Such Events 3.30 2.73 

Weekend Meetings, Badly Timed 3.23 2.15 

Weekday Meetings, Badly Timed 2.97 2.32 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

Finally, although family time was an important 

factor to female board members, men saw this factor as a 

far more serious constraint. To the male who is working 

full-time, the demands of the school board are a further 

encroachment on time spent with his family. 

The data on board inservice when correlated with 

the type and class of districts surveyed presents some 

revealing contrasts. Tables 123, 124, and 125 illustrate 

these contrasts according to type; and 126, 127, and 128, 

according to class. Looking at Table 123, one can see that 

the highest mean response for any type of district to any 

single constraint was 4.02 in rural districts to the 

constraint, "lack of whole board interest." Fourth class 

J 
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CONSTRAINTS CN BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE ACCORDING TO DISTRICT TYPE 

District Type 

Rural Small Sub- Urban 
Constraints Town urban 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Ratio 

l. Lack of Interest On My Part 1.98 14 1.82 14 1.93 14 2.10 14 .24 

2. Lack of Board President Interest 2.55 11 2.09 12 2.47 11 2.20 12 1.14 

3. Lack of Superintendent Interest 2.12 13 1.86 13 2.08 13 2.30 11 .49 

4. Lack of Whole Board Interest 4.02 1 3.46· 3 3.35 3 3.60 2 3.25* 

5. Pressure to Conserve fo'unds 3.91 2 3.94 1 3.13 5 4.00 1 4.25* 
w 

6. Lack of Personal Funds 3.07 7 3.23 5 2.88 9 2.90 8 . 56 tn 
1.0 

7. No Time; Business Competes 3.87 3 3.78 2 3.82 1 3.20 6 .43 

8. No Time; Family Competes 3.68 4 3.46 3 3.57 2 3.40 5 .32 

9. Poor Quality of Such Events 3.25 5 3.00 6 3.09 6 3.60 2 .76 

10. Emharassment Over Personal Ignorance 2.50 12 2.25 11 2.23 12 2.20 12 .68 

11. Weekend Meetings, Badly Timed 3.22 6 2.85 7 3.18 4 3.50 4 .73 

12. Weekday Meetings, Badly Timed 3.02 8 2.86 7 2.97 7 3.20 6 • 18 

13. Evening Meetings, Badly Timed 2.83 10 2.58 10 2.65 10 2.80 9 .42 

14. Meetings are Too Long 2.98 9 2.62 9 2.93 8 2.80 9 .93 

Frequency 130 65 108 10 

*Denotes a d{fference significant at the .05 level. 



!\ural 

Constraint 

Lack of Whole Board 
Interest 

Rank 

1 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 2 

No Time; Business Competes 3 

No 'l'i me; Family Competes 

Poor Quality @f Such 
Events 

Lack of Interest on My 
Part 

Lack of Superintendent 
lntt<rest 

Embarassment over 
Personal Ignorance 

Lack of Board President 
Interest 

Evening Meetings, 
Badly Timed 

4 

5 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 

'l'able 124 

MOST AND LEAST IMPORTANT CONSTRAINTS ON 
BOARD MEMBER INSERVlCE 

ACCORDING TO DIS'l'RICT 'l'YPE 

Small Town Suburban 

Constraint Rank Constraint 

Most Important Constraints 

Rank 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 1 No Time; Business Competes 1 

No Time; Business Competes 2 

No Time; Family Competes 3 

Lack of Whole Board 
Interest 

Lack of Personal Funds 

3 

5 

No Time; Family Competes 

Lack of Whole Board 
Interest 

Weekend Meetings, Badly 
Timed 

2 

3 

4 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 5 

Least Important Constraints 

Lack of Interest on My 14 Lack of Interest on My 14 
Part Part 

Lack of Superintendent 13 Lack of Superintendent 13 
Interest Interest 

Lack of Board President 12 Embarassment Over 12 
Interest Personal Ignorance 

Embarassment Over 11 Lack of Board President 11 
Personal Ignorance Interest 

Evening Meetings, 10 Evening Meetings, 10 
Badly Timed Badly Timed 

Urban 

Constraint Rank 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 1 

Poor Quality of Such 
Events 

Lack of Whole Board 
Interest 

Weekend Meetings, Badly 
Timed 

No Time; Family Competes 

Lack of Interest on My 
Part 

Lack of Superintendent 
Interest 

Embarassment Over 
Personal Ignorance 

Lack of Superintendent 
Interest 

Evening Meetings, 
Badly Timed 

2 

2 

4 

5 

14 

13 

12 

11 

9 

Meetings Are Too Long 9 

w 
0'1 
0 



361 

Table 125 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF RESPONDENTS 
ACCORDING TO DISTRICT TYPE CONCERNING CONSTRAINTS 

ON BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE 

Small 
Constraint Rural Town Suburban Urban 

Lack of Whole 
Board Interest 4.02 3.46 3.35 3.60 

Pressure to 
Conserve Funds 3.91 3.94 3.13 4.00 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 



Table 126 

CONSTRAINTS ON BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE ACCORDING TO DISTRICT CLASS 

Constraints Second Class Third Class Fourth Class F Ratio 

Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank 

l. Lack of Interest on My Part 1.96 13 1.91 14 1.95 14 0.05 

2. Lack of Board President Interest 2.35 12 2.37 11 2.79 12 1.18 

3. Lack of Superintendent Interest 1.94 14 2.10 13 2.14 13 0.34 

4. Lack of Whole Board Interest 3.55 2 3.58 3 4.23 2 2.63 w 
0'\ 

5. Pressure to Conserve Funds 3.25 4 3.68 2 4.30 1 4.53* tv 

6. Lack of Personal Funds 2.82 9 2.97 7 3.70 5 3.70 

7. No 'rime; Business Competes 3.76 1 3.82 1 3.91 3 0.09 

8. No Time; Family Competes 3.48 3 3.58 3 3.86 4 o. 77 

9. Poor Quality of Such Events 3.18 5 3.09 6 3.37 6 0.64 
10. Embarassment Over Personal Ignorance 2.44 11 2.19 12 2.84 11 3.06* 

11. Weekend Meetings, Badly Timed 2.95 7 3.19 5 3.23 7 0.54 

12. Weekday Meetings, Badly Timed 3.00 6 2.92 8 3.19 8 0.41 

13. Evening Meetings, Badly Timed 2.67 10 2.69 10 2.91 10 0.35 

14. Meetings Are Too Long 2.92 8 2.80 9 3.16 9 1.05 

Frequency 84 186 43 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .OS level. 



Table 127 

MOST AND LEAST IMPORTANT CONSTRAINTS ON BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE 
ACCORDING TO DISTRICT CLASS 

Second Class 
Constraints 

No Time; Business Competes 

Lack of Whole Board Interest 

No Time; Family Competes 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 

Poor Quality of Such Events 

Lack of Superintendent Interest 

Lack of Interest on My Part 

Lack of Board President 
Interest 

Embarassment Over Personal 
Ignorance 

Evening Meetings, Badly Timed 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 

Third Class 
Constraints Rank 

Most Important Constraints 

No Time; Business Competes 1 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 2 

No Time; Family Competes 3 

Lack of Whole Board Interest 3 

Weekend Meetings, Badly Timed 5 

Least Important Constraints 

Lack of Interest on My Part 14 

Lack of Superintendent Interest 13 

Embarassment Over Personal 12 
Ignorance 

Lack of Board President 11 
Interest 

Evening Meetings, Badly Timed 10 

Fourth Class 
Constraints 

Pressure to Conserve Funds 

Lack of Whole Board Interest 

No Time; Business Competes 

No Time; Family Competes 

Lack of Personal Funds 

Lack of Interest on My Part 

Lack of Superintendent Interest 

Lack of Board President 
Interest 

Embarassment Over Personal 
Ignorance 

Evening Meetings, Badly Timed 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 w 
0'1 

4 
w 

5 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 
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Table 128 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF DIFFERENT 
SCHOOL DISTRICT CLASSES CONCERNING 

CONSTRAINTS ON BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE 

Constraint Class 2 Class 3 Class 

Pressure to Conserve 
Funds 3.25 3.68 4.30 

Lack of Personal 
Funds 2.82 2.97 3.20 

Embarassment Over 
Personal Ignorance 2.44 2.19 2.84 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .OS level. 

4 

districts also ranked "lack of whole board interest" higher 

than other class districts. Survey responses have already 

indicated that rural fourth class districts are involved 

in the fewest board professional development activities. 

Although it is possible that members of the board, other 

than the questionnaire respondents, simply do not like the 

idea of board development, the response could also be 

another example of collective indifference. When the 

whole board is together, "no one" wants to take charge of 

board inservice activities, although, separately, each 

board member may want to upgrade his or her skills. A 

clear example of the leadership vacuum is shown on re-

sponses to survey Question 5 from the northwest part of 

J 
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Pennsylvania. The Northwest is a highly rural part of the 

state. In one quarter of the responses, no one was said 

to be in charge of coordinating the overall board develop

ment program. 

Pressure to conserve funds was a major issue in 

all classes and types of districts, although suburban 

districts rated this constraint considerably lower than 

the other types of districts that responded. Suburban 

communities may be composed of wealthier individuals who 

fled the city and are more willing and able to allocate 

funds for education than other types of communities. 

Suburban constraints centered first on the issue of time, 

time for family and time for business. Small town resi-

dents, and their rural counterparts, raised a second finan

cial issue--lack of personal funds. Board members in the 

small town and rural areas may simply not be as wealthy as 

their urban or suburban counterparts. Further, small town 

and rural districts may not allocate sufficient monies for 

board inservice to supplement the state authorizations. 

Urban groups noted that they were highly concerned about 

the quality of their inservice. 

A view of the constraints on board inservice 

according to the financial class of the respondents is 

illustrated in Tables 129 through 131. In the districts 

with the smallest budgets, frequently the rural and fourth 
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class districts, personal funds and district funds were 

key issues. In fact, pressure to conserve funds increased 

in importance as a constraint in an inverse relationship 

to the size of the district budget. Clearly, the more 

money there is available, the easier it is to allocate 

funds for issues such as board inservice. Further, these 

allocations are not as immediately visible to the pressure 

groups that screen all board expenditures in a district 

with a large budget as they are in a small district. The 

cost of flying a board member to a national convention is 

a significantly larger percentage of a small budget than 

of a $25,000,000 budget. Districts with larger budgets 

frequently have equally large slush funds or places for 

hidden expenses. In the districts interviewed, many super

intendents indicated that they had their own special funds 

that could be used to defray the costs of board development 

activities. 



•ropics 

1. Lack of Interest on My Part 

2. Lack of Board President 
Interest 

3. Lack of Superintendent 
Interest 

4. Lack of Whole Board Interest 

5. Pressure to Conserve Funds 

6. Lack of Personal Funds 

7. No Time; Business Competes 

8. No Time; Family Competes 

9. Poor Quality of Such Events 

10. Embarassment Over Personal 
Ignorance 

11. Weekend Meetings, Badly Timed 

12. Weekday Meetings, Badly Timed 

13. Evening Meetings, Badly Timed 

14. Meetings Are Too Long 

F'requency 

Class 1 

Mean Rank 

1.75 12 

1.75 12 

1.25 14 

3.50 4 

2.88 8 

3.38 5 

4.25 1 

3.63 2 

3. 13 1 

2.13 10 

2.38 9 

3.38 5 

2.13 10 

3.63 2 

8 

'!'able 129 

CONSTRAINTS GN BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE 
ACCORDING TO DIS'l'RICT FINANCIAL CLASS 

Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 

Mean Rank Mean 

1.95 12 2.07 

1.90 13 2.54 

1.90 13 1.93 

2.86 8 4.29 

3.14 3 3.39 

2.71 9 2.89 

3.19 2 4.36 

3.24 1 3.96 

2.95 6 3.54 

2.09 11 2.36 

3.14 3 3.29 

3.00 5 3.21 

2.71 9 3.25 

2.90 1 3.07 

21 

Rank 

13 

11 

14 

2 

5 

10 

1 

3 

4 

12 

6 

8 

1 

9 

28 

Mean 

2.21 

2.79 

2.33 

3.29 

3.17 

2.11 

3.11 

3.13 

2.79 

2.29 

2.88 

2.50 

2.29 

2.75 

Rank 

14 

1 

11 

2 

3 

9 

1 

4 

6 

12 

5 

10 

12 

8 

24 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

Class 5 

Mean 

1.86 

2.15 

1.88 

3.31 

3.42 

2.79 

3.45 

3.44 

3.04 

1.96 

3.14 

2.64 

2.43 

2.64 

84 

Rank 

14 

11 

4 

3 

1 

1 

2 

6 

12 

5 

8 

10 

8 

Class 6 

Mean 

1.91 

2.59 

2.21 

3.93 

4.02 

3.28 

4.00 

3.73 

3.24 

2.61 

3.18 

3.18 

2.88 

2.96 

148 

Rank 

14 

12 

13 

3 

1 

5 

2 

4 

6 

11 

1 

1 

10 

9 

~· Ratio 

0.32 

1.59 

1.12 

3.21* 

2.4 2* 

1. 25 

2.14 

1.21 

0.93 

1.92 

0.40 

1.56 

1.98 

1.03 
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Table 130 

MOST AND LEAST IMPORTANT CONSTRAINTS ON BOARD MEMBER INSERVICE 
ACCORDING TO FINANCIAL CLASS 

Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Class 5 Class 6 
Constraint Rank Constraint Rank Constraint Rank Constraint Rank Constraint Rank Constraint Rank 

No Time; Business 
Competes 

No Time; Family 
Competes 

Meetings Are Too 
Long 

Lack of Whole 
Board Interest 

Weekday Meetings, 
Badly Timed 

1 No Time; Family 
Competes 

2 No Time; Business 
Competes 

2 Weekend Meetings, 
Badly Timed 

4 Pressure to 
Conserve Funds 

5 Weekday Meetings, 
Badly Timed 

Lack of Personal 5 
Funds 

Most Important Constraints 

1 No Time; Business 
Competes 

2 Lack of Whole 
Board Interest 

3 No Time; Family 
Competes 

4 Poor Quality of 
Such Events 

5 Pressure to 
Conserve Funds 

1 No Time; Business 
Competes 

2 No Time; Family 
Competes 

3 Pressure to 
Conserve Funds 

4 No Time; Family 
Competes 

5 Weekend Meetings 
Badly Timed 

Least Important Constraints 

Lack of Superin
tendent interest 

14 Lack of Board 14 Lack of Superin- 14 Lack of Interest 
on My Part President Interest Interest 

1 No Time; Business 
Competes 

2 No Time; f'ami ly 
Competes 

3 Pressure to 
Conserve Funds 

4 Lack of Whole 
Board Interest 

5 Weekend Meetings, 
Badly Timed 

14 Lack of Interest 
on My Part 

1 Pressure to 
Conserve Funds 

2 No Time; Business 
Competes 

3 Lack of Whole 
Board Interest 

4 No Time; Family 
Competes 

5 Lack of Personal 
Funds 

14 Lack of Interest 
on My Part 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

14 

Lack of Interest 
on My Part 

12 Lack of Superin- 14 
Interest 

Lack of Interest 
on My Part 

13 Embarassment Over 12 Lack of Superin- 13 Lack of Superin- 13 
tendent Interest Personal Ignorance tendent Interest 

Lack of Board 12 Lack of Interest 
President Interest on My Part 

12 Embarassment Over 12 Evening Meetings, 12 
Personal Ignorance Badly Timed 

Embarassment Over 12 
Personal Ignorance 

Embarassment Over 10 Embarassment Over 11 Lack of Board 11 Lack of Superin
Perbonal Ignorance Personal Ignorance President Interest tendent Interest 

11 Lack of Board 11 

Evening Meetings, 10 Lack of Personal 9 
Badly Timed F'unds 

Evening Meetings, 9 
Badly Timed 

Lack of Personal 
Funds 

10 Weekday Meetings, 10 
Badly Timed 

President Interest 

Evening Meetings, 10 
Badly Timed 

Lack of Board 12 
President Interest 

Embarassment Over 11 
Personal Ignorance 

Evening Meetings, 10 
Badly Timeq 

w 
0'1 
00 
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Table 131 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF 
DIFFERENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FINANCIAL CLASSES 

CONCERNING CONSTRAINTS ON BOARD 
MEMBER INSERVICES 

Class Class Class Class Class 
Constraint 1 2 3 4 5 

Pressure to 
Conserve Funds 2.88 3.14 3.39 3.17 3.42 

Lack of Whole 
Board Interest 3.50 2.86 4.29 3.29 3.31 

*Denotes a difference significant at the • 05 level • 

Implications 

Class 
6 

4.02 

3.93 

1. The evidence seems to indicate that for there to 

be a viable board professional development program, someone 

must be willing to take responsibility for leadership. If 

superintendents do not want this responsibility, and board 

members feel that the whole board should take the lead in 

coordinating board development activities, then it is 

likely that board inservice as a whole is likely to suffer 

from collective disinterest. Interviews made clear that a 

key factor existing in each of the districts with viable 

board development programs was a strong leader. Where 

this leader does not exist, most likely there will be no 
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impetus for board development. On the other hand, where 

someone is willing to take the lead, this individual may· 

find that all parties are more than willing to learn. The 

survey has pointed up that both experts and superintendents 

may underestimate the desire of the board to improve their 

boardsmanship skills and knowledge. A factor in the 

popularity of the PSBA workshops may be that in the Common

wealth of Pennsylvania, PSBA has made a significant effort 

to take the lead and fill the inservice gap for local board 

members, who are not getting requisite knowledge and skills 

in their own home districts. 

2. Those who provide inservice may not be able to 

affect the funding constraints on board members as a result 

of the political and economic climate, or the pressures of 

business and family; but one area over which they do have 

control is that of the quality of the board inservice 

activity. Board development time is too precious to waste. 

Those who coordinate inservice activities must be sure 

that the activities are worthwhile. Boards can help their 

local presenters--teachers, administrators, and the like-

by indicating the kind of presentations and issues that 

are of concern to them. Then when the gifted teacher pre

sents the gifted program to the board, he/she can be sure 

that the issue of cost per student to the district is 

covered in the report in jargon-free language. 



371 

Furthermore, board members have indicated overwhelmingly 

that they want to visit sites where the problems they are 

facing are handled effectively. Superintendents can 

identify these sites, and facilitate visits by local board 

members. Boards can bring in experts, seek them out, or 

use their own local experts on key issues. The time spent 

on development can be made productive. 

3. Boards and superintendents can influence the con

straint of pressures on board member time in several ways. 

First, they can be sure that board meetings are not filled 

with administrivia. Several of the districts interviewed 

indicated that the formar monthly meetings were used for 

the transaction of business that had already been discussed 

and gone over in previous informal board development 

sessions. Frequently the business meeetings were very 

short. The ''meat" of board work took place in the other 

sessions, where questions were raised, presentations were 

given, and discussion could occur freely. Secondly, board 

and superintendents can examine the board development 

activities more closely in terms of relevance to the local 

issues under question, direct job payoff, and ability to 

suit board member learning preferences. Sessions can be 

scheduled at the most convenient times for board members. 

The data in this study indicate that board members are 

most willing to give up their evenings, and least willing 
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to sacrifice their weekends. The Pennsylvania School 

Boards Association makes good use of this information and 

schedules most of its workshops on week nights in various 

parts of the state. Conventions, however, frequently run 

over into weekends and board members simply do not want to 

give up this time. Lastly, these sessions can be scheduled 

far enough in advance to allow board members to plan. A 

good superintendent's secretary can help keep board 

members informed. 

4. It is difficult for boards and superintendents to 

affect the state of the economy and the amount of money 

that is destined to flow to education. Nevertheless, some 

of the issues pertaining to the funding problem can con

ceivably be mitigated. Political pressure can be put upon 

the state legislature to increase the allowances for ex

pense reimbursements paid to board members who travel 

either inside or outside of the state. The present scale 

does not reflect economic realities. Secondly, local 

administrators and board members need to make more of an 

effort to find good low-cost inservice. Either the local 

Intermediate Units, state school boards associations, or 

the state department of education could publish a guide to 

lighthouse districts throughout the state that have dealt 

effectively with key problems common to all districts-

energy, declining enrollment, superintendent relations, 
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computers, referenda, etc. Where these sites are nearby, 

board members can visit to see what has occurred. In this 

way, perhaps the high price of a consultant can be avoided. 

cable television can be utilized to disseminate a variety of 

inservice opportunities to local board members throughout 

the Commonwealth. Further, more effort needs to be put into 

changing local attitudes towards funding board development. 

Often a well-informed board can save the district substantial 

dollars, where a poorly informed board may cost the district 

a fortune in inefficiency. 

5. Lastly, as the interviews illustrated, where board 

and superintendent respect each other and the standards of 

professionalism that each maintains, there is likely to be 

an atmosphere more conducive to growth and sharing of knowl

edge. If board members do not respect the professionalism 

of the superintendent, and the superintendent does not re

spect the board, those groups will refuse to learn from each 

other. 



CHAPTER 9 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE ANALYSIS 

This section attempts to highlight some of the 

salient issues raised in the analysis. The discussion 

does not attempt to reanalyze these highlights, but simply 

to identify them in order to facilitate assimilation of 

the data. A detailed discussion of each of these issues 

was presented in the appropriate analysis chapter. The 

highlights are grouped according to the four areas of 

analysis: needs of board members, present inservice 

programs and practices, ideal inservice programs and 

practices, and constraints on board inservice practices. 

Needs of Board Members 

1. There seems to be a core group of topics common to 

all districts that belong in any board inservice program 

according to questionnaire respondents. These topics 

374 
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include superintendent relations, evaluation, and selec

tion; budget interpretation and preparation; collective 

bargaining; establishment of educational goals; legal 

responsibilities; evaluation of educational programs and 

student achievement. 

2. Data seem to indicate that the most important 

area of board development, the area of superintendent 

relations, is the one least covered in local inservice 

activities. Possibly, more efforts to help boards improve 

their knowledge and skills pertaining to superintendent 

relations could decrease the frequency of board/super

intendent conflict. 

3. Board respondents indicate that the presentation 

of factual information needs to be supported by opportuni

ties to develop the skills required to deal effectively 

with key issues. These skills include interpretive skills, 

leadership skills, planning and prioritizing skills, and 

communications skills, among others. The importance of 

skill development is illustrated when board members respond 

that they tend to measure the effectiveness of an inservice 

activity more frequently on the basis of improved job per

formance than on an increase in factual knowledge and 

understanding. These data imply that individuals and 

agencies involved in development might do well to provide 
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more opportunities for "hands-on" activities and reduce the 

frequency of "lecture-type" development programs. 

4. "Everyone has a cause, and it should be on the 

table," said one superintendent as he explained his efforts 

to know the interests and biases of his individual board 

members. Although on an aggregate basis board members may 

agree on what they wish to cover, interviews point out that 

on a nine-member board, individual differences may stand 

out more clearly. Superintendents and development leaders 

are likely to design more effective individualized develop

ment programs if they take these individual board member 

preferences into account. 

5. Certain topics may be ranked as less important 

than others, yet this does not mean they should neces

sarily be excluded from inservice activities. A board 

that dislikes the topic of parliamentary procedure, may in 

fact, need to learn more about this topic. Presentations 

of unpopular topics are likely to require more effort and 

creativity on the part of the presenters, in order to 

interest the audience. Additionally, people are often 

uncomfortable with the unfamiliar. If a board member is 

poorly skilled and informed in the area of budgeting, he 

or she may perceive the issue as a personal threat. De

velopers of inservice, then, need to be aware of the 
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comfort level of the audience and attempt to minimize a 

possibly perceived threatening situation. 

Local Inservice Programs and Practices 

1. Although formal board inservice programs in Penn

sylvania are rare, approximately 60 percent of the boards 

are involved in some form of informal local inservice. 

Rural, fourth-class districts with small budgets are least 

frequently involved in local inservice programs and 

practices. Data suggest that the lack of rural inservice 

may relate to the lack of leadership provided by the super- J 

intendent who may be less educated than his or her counter

part in other types of districts; local provincial atti-

tudes and distrust of "experts" on the part of the boards; 

costs of inservice that involve travel to other parts of 

the state or county; and geographical factors, such as 

distance, topography, or climate. 

2. Rather than viewing local board inservice as an 

impingement on their time, board members seem to appreciate 

local development efforts. Board respondents suggest that 

well-run programs, rather than adding to the workload, 

lighten the load and provide the board member with skills, 

facts, and self-confidence to perform faster and better on 

the job. 
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3. Districts seem to have their own learning styles 

and preferences. Respondents from urban districts indicate 

that they prefer to travel to conventions and learn from 
I 

experts rather than acquire knowledge at the local district 

level. At the other extreme, rural districts avoid travel 

and experts, and learn most from reading, visiting their 

local schools, and attending state school boards associ-

ation workshops. In both types of districts, however, the 

choice of development activities involves little or no 

formal, local inservice leadership. Small town districts 

engage in somewhat more activity than rural districts, and 

are more willing to travel within the state. Nevertheless, 

they avoid experts or consultants, out-of-state travel, 

needs assessments, and retreats. The most creative local 

board inservice programs seem to have been developed in 

suburban areas. Suburban inservice activities are wider 

ranging--involving such efforts as needs assessments, 

retreats, travel to state association workshops and con-

ventions, local school visitations, and the like. These 

programs are the most likely to demand formal, local in-

service leadership skills on the part of board and super-

intendent. Existence of "district learning preferences or 

styles" suggests that designers and coordinators of local 

board inservice programs can enhance acceptance and appre-
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ciation of their programs by taking into account the local 

conditions. 

4. Most local board development work at the district 

level is led by the superintendent or PSBA. Other groups, 

such as colleges or universities, teachers, lay advisors, 

or government officials, rarely participate in local in-

service. One might infer that the less participatory 

nature of inservice may place a large burden of respons-

ibility on the superintendent. As the major source of 

information for boards, the superintendent may be the 

major source of blame if the district runs into problems. 

If the information base for boards is more diffused and if 

boards have more points of view to consider, they may be 

less likely to blame a superintendent for problems that 

may arise. Additionally, having few informational sources 

for board members may encourage biases and provincialism 

within a given school district. 

5. Few districts have policy statements on board in-

service or earmark funds for such an effort. Where 

policies and funds do exist, they deal most frequently 

with travel to conventions and conferences. These data 

suggest that board inservice may not be legitimized at the 

district level either in the eyes of board or community. 

6. The superintendent's educational level and self-

image appear to influence the type of local board inservice 
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program that exists. Interview data underscore the variety 

of roles superintendents play in board development-

directors, catalysts, facilitators, evaluators, and others. 

These roles demand both skills and knowledge as well as a 

strong capacity for leadership. Questionnaire data imply 

that districts having superintendents with Masters degrees 

do less than those having superintendents with Doctorates. 

It is conceivable that at the Masters level, superintend

ents lack the skills or leadership image necessary to over

see a board develoment program. Additionally, data suggest 

that schools of education should aim at developing asser-. 

tive leaders who can undertake a variety of educational 

roles depending on local conditions and program demands. 

Local Inservice: Suggested Practices 

1. Data imply that superintendents underestimate 

board members' desires for more board development 

activites. Boards indicate a desire for more planning 

activities and more opportunities to talk to experts and 

visit sites where problems of interest are handled 

effectively. They want more sessions on all core copies, 

especially that of superintendent relations. It is 

possible that conflicts can develop between boards and 

superintendents when superintendents underestimate a 
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board's desire to learn. Conceivably boards could view 

their superintendents as a constraint to development. 

2. Respondents indicate a desire to involve more 

groups in conducting local inservice programs and have 

preferences for primary sources of information in specific 

areas. Boards want to "go and see for themselves." Re

spondents wish to involve PSBA in collective bargaining 

and superintendent relations, and secondarily in finance. 

superintendents are preferred sources in the areas of 

hiring and finance. In the areas of curriculum and 

facilities, board members prefer to involve local ad

ministrators or even teachers. Finally, in the area of 

community relations, board members are interested in 

learning from local board members and lay advisors, as 

well as superintendents. Thus, all respondents wish to 

diversify the informational sources used by boards to 

acquire skills and knowledge. 

3. In the questionnaires board respondents indicate 

a desire to take more responsibility for coordinating all 

aspects of their own development programs, and superintend

ents wish to take less responsibility for coordinating 

inservice programs. Only in the area of new board member 

orientation do a majority of respondents feel that super

intendents should take major responsibility for coordinat

ing board development. Interview responses, however, 
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suggest that leadership and coordination of board develop

ment is best done by the superintendent, working perhaps 

with the board president. Data suggest that if the whole 

board is responsible for development, possibly no one will 

take responsibility and the program may languish. 

4. Board respondents consider that their personal 

experiences with teachers, as parents, and in their pro

fessions are major factors in preparing them to be success

ful board members. These data emphasize the thesis that a 

board member's personal experiences, background and life

style tend to prepare him or her for board service. 

Additionally, the data suggest that the personal experi

ences of board members may make them harder to influence 

and less likely to change as a result of inservice. 

Finally, the data suggest that superintendents and experts 

may underestimate the importance of a board's personal 

experiences and may overestimate their own abilities to 

induce change in boards through development activities. 

5. Respondents feel that where feasible more people 

should be involved in board development than simply board 

members. Teachers, community, district staff--all can 

benefit from increasing ·their own knowledge about local 

education. Moreover, it is possible that if a community 

is more knowledgeable about local education, they may be 

more supportive in solving local problems. 
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Constraints on Board Members 

1. Although the data identify time, pressure to 

conserve both personal and district funds, and lack of 

board interest as the most serious constraints, none of 

these constraints are rated "very constraining." These 

data suggest that creativity, foresight, and sensitivity 

in designing local inservice might well minimize most 

problems. 

2. Superintendents and experts seem to misunderstand 

when board members are most willing to attend development 

sessions. Board members are more likely to prefer to 

sacrifice weekday evenings. Experts and superintendents 

seemed to think boards preferred weekend inservice pro

grams. Those scheduling inservice may need to revise the 

timing of their programs. 

3. Since time is such an important factor to board 

members, it is important that this time be well used. 

Respondents also indicate that more attention ought to be 

paid to the quality of inservice sessions, so that board 

members can maximize the benefits derived from these 

activities. 

4. Women tend to be more flexible than men in terms 

of time constraints, and may be more able to attend a 

variety of development activities. 



CHAPTER 10 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

This chapter summarizes the study and presents 

conclusions, recommendations, and implications for further 

research. The chapter is divided into five major sections: 

(1) Summary of the Study, (2) Findings, (3) Conclusions, 

(4) Recommendations, and (5) Implications for Further 

Research. 

Summary of the Study 

The study was designed to examine local, ongoing 

inservice practices and programs for board members in the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in order to determine a 

program that could be adapted or adopted by local 

districts in response to their own needs. The specific 

questions asked by the study were: 
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1. What were the inservice needs of school board 
members as determined by experts in the field of 
school board studies, superintendents, and school 
board members 

2. What local, ongoing inservice programs and 
practices have local districts and school boards 
established to meet those needs 

3. According to experts, superintendents and school 
board members, should local districts have a 
formal, ongoing inservice program: and if so, 
what kind 

4. According to experts, superintendents, and board 
members, what are the major constraints on the 
initiation or expansion of local ongoing 
inservice 
programs and practices for school board members? 

Data were secured by means of a self-administered 

questionnaire and a series of interviews in districts 

throughout the state and analyzed using a multiple dis-

criminant analysis and chi square tests. Questionnaires 

were sent to twelve experts in the field of school board 

affairs, as determined by their experience with and study 

of school boards, their status in the field of state and 

national education, or their knowledge of Pennsylvania. 

Superintendents, board presidents, and board members in a 

partially random sample of the 505 school districts within 

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania were also surveyed. The 

sample consisted of 236 districts--the sixty-nine second 

class districts, 134 of the 401 third class districts and 

the thirty-three fourth class districts. Usable responses 
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were received from eight of the experts, or 66 percent; 

139 superintendents, or 59 percent; 91 board members, or 

39 percent; and 75 board presidents, or 32 percent. 

Altogether, the sample included 313 respondents from 153 

districts or 44 percent of all possible respondents. 

As the response rate from board members and 

presidents was lower than expected, ten districts that had 

not been sent questionnaires were randomly selected and 

their board presidents and vice presidents polled by tele-

phone on selected questionnaire items. These responses 

were then compared with the original survey responses, in 

order to assure that the original responses were represent-

ative of the whole. 

Characteristics of Respondents Included in the Sample 

Three groups of respondents were surveyed in the 

study--experts, board members (including presidents) and 

superintendents. As the experts were already known in 

their field and were a very small group, demographic data 

other than their sex was not sought. Board respondents, 

however, displayed the following characteristics. 

65 percent were male and 35 percent were female, a 
slightly higher percentage than exists presently 
in Pennsylvania 
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The average age of the board respondents was 47.5 
years and forty-one percent were in the 41-50 age 
range. 

The mean length of tenure of board respondents was 
6.5 years and the median was 5.0. Thus respondents 
had served on boards longer than their counterparts 
statewide. 

Eighty-two percent of board respondents were 
elected and 18 percent, appointed. 

More than half (64 percent) of board respondents 
had completed at least four years of college, 28 
percent had some graduate work or a Masters 
degree, and 11 percent held a Doctorate. 

Board respondents came primarily from four 
groups--professionals, 30 percent; managers, 18 
percent; homemakers, 14 percent; and educators, 13 
percent. 

The superintendents who responded to the questionnaire 

described themselves as follows: 

Only one of the 139 superintendents was female. 
(Pennsylvania had only two female superintendents 
when this study was conducted) 

Sixty-two percent of the superintendents who 
responded to the questionnaire had Doctoral 
degrees; 38 percent had Masters degrees. Of the 
superintendents interviewed, 12 of the 14 had 
Doctoral degrees 

Length of superintendent tenure was not considered 
in the questionnaire, but superintendents 
interviewed had served on average 7.5 years. 

Characteristics of Districts Included in The Sample 

District characteristics were of four types--size, 

type, location, and finances. 
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Twenty-five percent of the districts included were 
second class districts with a population between 
30,000 and 500,000 students. Fifty-eight percent 
were third class districts with a population be
tween 5,000 and 30,000 students. Sixteen percent 
were fourth class districts with less than 5,000 
students. These percentages are very close to the 
original sample percentages. Eight third class 
districts·were interviewed, as were six second 
class districts 

Rural districts represented 41.5 percent of ques
tionnaire responses; suburban districts, 34.5 
percent; and small town, 21 percent. Only a small 
number, 3.2 percent, were from urban districts. 
Of the fourteen districts interviewed, two were 
rural; three, small town; eight, suburban; one, 
urban 

The largest percentage of districts responding 
came from the southeastern part of the state--38 
percent. Thirty-,.one percent came from the South
west; 19 percent, from the Northwest; and 12 
percent, from the Northeast. Districts interviewed 
were from three areas--8 from the Southeast, 4 from 
the Southwest and 2 from the Northwest 

Seventy-four percent of the districts surveyed had 
budgets smaller than $12,000,000. Sixty-four 
percent of those interviewed fell into the same 
category. At the same time 16 percent of the 
questionnaire respondents and 28 percent of the 
districts interviewed had budgets between 
$18,000,000 and $29,999,999. Only 3 percent of 
the respondents had budgets over $30,000,000. 

Findings 

In analyzing the data, the results were reported 

in four separate chapters: Needs of Board Members; Local 

Inservice Programs and Practices; Local Inservice: 
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suggested Practices; and Constraints on Board Member In-

service Programs. This section is divided into the same 

four areas, and the findings pertaining to each area are 

presented under a parallel subheading. 

Findings Concerning The Needs of Pennsylvania 
School Board Members 

1. There is a core group of topics that belong in 

any school board inservice program across all types of 

districts. These topics include superintendent selection, 

evaluation, and relationst budget preparation and inter-

pretation; educational goal setting, achievement, and 

program evaluation; and collective bargaining and legal 

topics. 

2. There are specific board member skills that need 

to be addressed in board development programs. These 

skills include planning and decision making, communication, 

listening, and acquiring perspective on the role of the 

board member in the context of the overall educational 

system. These skills are common to all board members 

across all districts. 

3. Taken on an aggregate basis, there are few signi-

ficant statistical differences among the needs of board 

members and district variables (size, type, finances) or 
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respondent variables (sex, status group, profession, 

tenure, or educational level). Nevertheless interviews 

and experience indicate that beyond the core group of 

topics to be included in a local board development program, 

other topics depend on issues that are current in each 

individual district, determined primarily by superintend-

ents, board members, and board presidents. 

Findings Concerning Local Inservice Programs and Practices 

The study sought answers to three questions about 

existing local inservice programs and practices in Penn-

sylvania: 

What formal ongoing, local district inservice 
programs have districts developed to help school 
board members acquire the requisite knowledge and 
skills for effective boardsmanship 

What other informal inservice practices do school 
board members engage in to help themselves acquire 
the necessary knowledge and skills 

Is there a relationship between inservice programs 
and practices and district or respondent character
istics? 

1. Although most districts in Pennsylvania do not 

have a formal, ongoing board inservice program with someone 

in charge and funds set aside, approximately 60 percent 

indicate having at least an informal program aimed at 

improving school board skills and knowledge as needed or 
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requested by a board member. Forty percent of the dis

tricts, however, have no programs or do not know if they 

have them. In rural areas the percentage of districts 

with any sort of program is significantly lower than that 

in other districts. Only 40 percent have some type of 

program and 60 percent have none. 

2. Over the past two years, the most frequent board 

development activities were reading journals, attending 

state school boards association workshops, visiting schools 

within the district, and attending state school boards 

association conventions. The least frequent activities 

involved retreats, needs assessments, and evaluations, as 

well as opportunities to see what occurs in other school 

districts. 

3. District class is related to the type and number 

of activities included in board development programs. 

Class 2 districts, those with student populations between 

30,000 and 500,000, tend to be more active in all respects 

than their counterparts in smaller districts. Class 4 

districts, with populations of less than 5,000 provide 

significantly fewer board development opportunities than 

Class 2 and 3 districts. 

4. District type is related to the selection of 

board development activities. Rural districts do less 

than other types of districts, don't like to travel, and 
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avoid using consultants or experts. Primary activities 

include reading journals, attending state school board 

association workshops and visiting schools within their 

districts--programs requiring little or no formal, local 

inservice leadership. Small towns engage in somewhat more 

activity than their rural counterparts, yet avoid out-of

state travel, needs assessments, retreats, and use of 

experts or consultants. Suburban board members take the 

most active roles in state and local activities and have 

often developed programs requiring some formal, local 

inservice leadership. Urban districts like to travel to 

conventions and use experts, while eschewing visitations 

to their own schools and orientation programs for new 

members. 

5. Budget size is related to the type and frequency 

of activities selected. Classes One, Two, Three, and Four 

tend to utilize a wider variety of activities than Classes 

Five and Six. Class Two districts are the most active and 

Class Six districts, the least. 

6. The educational level of the superintendent, as 

well as his/her leadership qualities and view of the 

superintendency are correlated with opportunities provided 

for board development. In all activities, except school 

visitations and needs assessments, districts with super

intendents having Doctorates outperform those whose super-
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intendents have Masters degrees. Additionally administra

tors who see themselves as "Chief Executive Officers" 

rather than "employees of the board" or "facilitators" 

make an effort to involve their boards in more development 

activities. 

7. During the past two years local activities, 

especially workshops by superintendents and administrators, 

were considered to be the most effective board development 

activities. These activities, when successful, involved 

planning, leadership by the superintendent, participation 

of a wide variety of groups, and direct job payoff. The 

effectiveness of these activities was demonstrated primar

ily in improved on-the-job performance and more knowledge 

and understanding of issues and facts. 

8. In approximately half of the districts, the 

superintendent has the responsibility for board develop-

ment. In the other districts responsibility is divided 

among board, president, the Pennsylvania School Boards 

Association, and no one. One third of the respondents 

indicated that no one was in charge of pre-election 

inservice. Additionally, few board or board presidents 

actually took the responsibility for board development. 

In Pennsylvania, board development in the most rural part 

of the state, the Northwest, is characterized by frequent 

lack of leadership, especially by the superintendent. 
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The Northeast, the most urbanized and populated part of 

the state, often has someone responsible for board 

development. 

9. School board development sessions are primarily 

conducted by the superintendent in the areas of finance, 

hiring practices, school facilities, superintendent rela

tions, and community relations; by his or her local ad

ministrators in the area of curriculum and secondarily in 

finance; by PSBA in collective bargaining and secondarily 

in superintendent relations and school finance. Rarely 

did local board members, teachers, federal or state govern

ment officials, college or university professors, NSBA 

staff, or lay advisors lead sessions. 

10. Where districts are conducting local workshops, 

the most common workshops (collective bargaining, finances 

and curriculum) reflect the core needs of board members. 

Missing from the list is superintendent relations. Local 

districts seem to have fewest work sessions on the topic 

of superintendent relations--the topic considered to be 

the most important. 

11. With the exception of travel to national and 

state school boards association conferences, most boards 

do not have policy statements on board development. 

12. The major incentive behind board member partici

pation in inservice is to gain knowledge and skills. 
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A secondary reason for participation is to find fellowship 

with peers. All other incentives, including travel, rate 

poorly in comparison. 

13. Attendance at board development activities is 

largely restricted to board members and key staff. 

14. Few districts earmark funds specifically for 

board development, although occasionally funds are set 

aside for travel. 

15. The most frequent means of informal board develop-

ment consists of conversations with district administra-

tors, especially the superintendent, and with board 

colleagues. Board members also feel that their experience 

as a parent of school children and their professional ex-

perience contribute to their effectiveness on the board. 

Findings Concerning the Type of Board Development 
Program Districts Would Prefer To Have 

The study sought to respond to three questions 

pertaining to respondent views of how board development 

programs should function: 

Should local districts have a formal board develop
ment program and, if so, what kind 

What disparities and similarities exist between 
board inservice as it is practiced and as it 
should be practiced 
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Is there a relationship between proposed develop
ment programs and local district characteristics 
or respondent characteristics 

1. Board members, presidents, superintendents, and 

experts all agree that more board development activities 

should occur--visits to schools in other districts, 

attendance at workshops, conversations and talks by ex-

perts, and especially planning. Nevertheless, board 

respondents generally seemed to feel a greater amount of 

activity was necessary than did superintendents. 

2. Respondents indicate that the board as a whole 

should take significantly more responsibility for coord-

inating all aspects of their own board development and 

that superintendents, should take significantly less 

responsibility. 

3. Local inservice sessions in Pennsylvania over the 

past two years have not been sufficient in frequency to 

meet the stated needs of board members, especially in the 

area of superintendent relations. Additionally, a wider 

variety of people should be conducting local workshops than 

are presently doing so. Respondents have preferences for 

particular leaders in certain areas of board development, 

(e.g. the state school boards association should conduct 

workshops on collective bargaining, but hiring practices 

should be presented by the superintendent). 
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4. Although more board respondents and superintend

ents feel they should have a policy statement on board 

inservice than presently do, generally respondents do not 

think policy statements are particularly important. 

Experts disagree. With the exception of pre-election 

orientation, experts indicate that districts should have 

policies on all other aspects of board development. 

5. Board development activities, where possible, 

ought to involve a wide group of participants. An educated 

community is as important as an educated board. 

6. Board respondents are not acquiring information 

in preferred ways. Board respondents wish to visit a site 

where their problem is handled effectively and/or talk 

with an expert on the subject. Presently board members 

are most frequently learning through reading and talking 

to their superintendents. 

7. Opportunities for conversations between board 

members (including presidents) and the people involved in 

all aspects of the educational process present the most 

valuable opportunities for helping to improve board member 

effectiveness. Reading educational journals, the most 

popular board activity, was considered among the least 

productive contributors to board member effectiveness. 
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Findings Concerning Constraints On 
Local Board Development Programs 

The study sought to determine the major con-

straints on the initiation or expansion of local, ongoing 

board development programs and practices - findings are 

presented below. 

1. The key constraints on inservice are time, 

pressure to conserve funds, and lack of whole board 

interest. Also important is the poor quality of such 

inservice and the overabundance of weekend sessions. 

These constraints are generally similar across all 

variables, with few statistically significant differences. 

2. None of these constraints is considered very con-

straining; and a creative, flexible approach to local 

district board development could neutralize most or all of 

these constraints. 

Conclusions 

1. One can establish guidelines for consideration in 

a local board development program and present a set of 

examples of "programs that work," but there is no single 

inservice design or model that applies across all local 

districts. What school board members and presidents need 
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to know or to be skilled in is generally constant, but 

what boards or individual board members do or do not do is 

highly district specific. 

2. Significantly more board development needs to 

occur at the local district level, especially in rural and 

small town districts. Neither boards nor superintendents v 

are taking an active enough leadership role in promoting 

or coordinating board development. 

3. The state school boards association plays a 

crucial role in both promoting and providing board 

development activities and resources, but it cannot be 

expected to replace the role of local board inservice 

focused on specific district conditions. 

4. Local board inservice needs to be more partici

patory, involving a wider variety of people and groups 

both in conducting various activities and in attending 

sessions. At the same time, the sessions need to offer 

direct job payoff and provide more "hands on" type 

activities for board members. 

5. Strong board development programs seem to promote 

stability in a district, reducing both superintendent and 

board conflict and turnover. When they understand prob

lems, board members seem more willing to work with their 

superintendent rather than blame him or her. Board 

members experience less frustration and anxiety, because 
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they know how to find answers and ask proper questions. 

often communities are more understanding and supportive, 

because they too have participated in the board 

development sessions. 

6. A superintendent's perception of himself and his 

role in relation to the board, as well as his or her 

educational level affects his or her willingness and 

ability to provide a strong board development program. 

The superintendents who were most actively involved in 

board inservice had Doctorates and saw themselves as 

educational leaders, ''Chief Executive Officers" of the 

school district. 

7. A creative board development program that has 

meaning for participants, in which participants have a 

sense of pride and ownership, and which results in 

demonstrated job and district benefits can exist despite 

the traditional constraints on board development. Both 

board members and superintendents are clear in their 

desire for more local inservice regardless of time or 

pressure to conserve funds. 
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Recommendations 

The recommendations proposed here have been 

derived from the findings and conclusions of this investi

gation and the professional judgment of the researcher. 

The recommendations have been divided into two sections. 

The first section presents some brief general recommenda

tions. The second section presents some specific guide

lines and suggestions for a local district school board 

development program. 

General Recommendations 

1. The costs of travel to conventions has risen 

dramatically over recent years. The Pennsylvania state 

legislature should increase the daily travel allowance for 

board members to in-state and out-of-state conventions to 

a level that reflects today's hotel and restaurant fees. 

2. An intensive education campaign should be launched 

by The Pennsylvania School Boards Association, and The 

Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators to try 

and convince rural, fourth class school districts of the 

value of comprehensive local school board development 

programs and activities, educate them in how to design 

board inservice, and help them identify and utilize 
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resources in particular areas of interest. Additionally, 

this education campaign should focus on ways of increasing 

the awareness in these rural, fourth class districts of 

how other local districts are dealing with typical problem 

situations. A possible vehicle for reaching rural dis

tricts is through the use of cable television. 

3. An intensive educational campaign should be 

launched in the area of board/superintendent relations by 

the Pennsylvania School Boards Association and the Penn

sylvania Association of School Administrators as well as 

their national counterparts. Superintendents need to 

improve their ability to clarify their administrative roles 

and responsibilities for their boards. Boards, on the 

other hand, need to understand the range and limitations 

of their involvement in the administrative process, the 

demands they can impose on their superintendents, and the 

accountability system that needs to be in operation. 

4. The state and national associations need to place 

more specific emphasis on how to design local inservice 

programs and activities for school boards that would both 

add to the knowledge of board members and develop their 

skills. These efforts should be directed at potential 

local inservice leaders--especially superintendents and 

board presidents--and should involve "hands on" activities 
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by participants as well as literature and lecture 

approaches. 

5. The Pennsylvania School Boards Association should 

maintain particularly strong programs in the areas of 

collective bargaining, superintendent relations, and school 

finance that contain a variety of approaches and activities 

for reaching out to local school districts and developing 

the skills and knowledge of their board members. 

6. Both the conventions of the Pennsylvania School 

Boards Association and Pennsylvania Association of School 

Administrators should provide more opportunities for pre

senting a greater variety of model local programs in 

critical areas than they presently do and should make more 

of an effort to attract representatives of rural districts. 

7. A resource network for school boards and superin

tendents should be established. This network should main

tain a current list of local consultants who are experts 

in areas of particular concern to superintendents and 

boards throughout the state or nearby region. Second, the 

network should maintain a list of model local programs, 

administrative devices, or other practices in the state 

and region in critical areas of interest to boards. If a 

district has developed a particularly innovative energy 

program, board evaluation program, board retreat plan, or 

the like, these items should be listed. Third, the network 
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can maintain a videotape file treating subjects of current 

local interest that can be shared among local districts 

and shown on inhouse television. Fourth, the list of 

consultants and model programs and practices should be 

disseminated regularly to local superintendents and boards 

for use in local inservice efforts. Finally, school 

districts and boards should be encouraged to contribute 

their ideas and list their programs in the resource 

network, if the programs have worked. 

Although the best agency for coordinating this 

network is probably PSBA, all agencies and professional 

organizations should be involved--the State Department of 

Education, the Intermediate Units, the professional 

organizations and even the universities. More work must 

be done to promote sharing of information across districts 

and school boards within the state and region. 

8. Schools of education need to direct more time to 

helping potential superintendents learn to deal with the 

issues and problems of working with boards of education, 

develop strategies for educating their potential boards, 

and feel comfortable about their roles as educational 

leaders in the community. Courses that should be added to 

the curriculum include the educator as change agent, 

public speaking, and assertiveness training. 
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A Local Board Development Program: 
Recommendations 

A major conclusion of this study was that there is 

no single inservice program that applies across all dis-

tricts. Each district when examined on an individual 

basis has its own unique characteristics that determine the 

actual structure of a suitable board development program. 

Figure 2 on the following page presents a schematic picture 

of the factors that the study interviews and questionnaires 

have shown to impact on local board development. These 

factors include district characteristics, board character-

istics, board president characteristics, state and federal 

laws and regulations, and superintendent characteristics. 

A good local board development program incorporates these 

factors in the design presented below. 

Program Leadership 

1. In theory responsibility for board development 

should rest with the whole board. The board should deter-

mine its needs, the kinds of progams it wishes, the amount 

of funds it will allot for development, and the inservice 

policies it should have. Responsibility for the actual 

implementation of the program can be delegated to the 

superintendent. 
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2. In fact, depending on whether the board actually 

does or does not assume responsibility for its own develop

ment, the local superintendent may serve as program 

catalyst, orchestrator, advisor, or all of these; but 

he/she must be certain that the school board has and main

tains a viable ongoing board training and development 

program. 

3. Superintendents can and should delegate respons

ibility for particular activities or individual board 

inservice programs to a variety of groups or individuals. 

Simply because a superintendent is the overall program 

director does not mean that he or she should supply all 

the information to the board himself or herself. A wise 

superintendent utilizes the expertise of local staff, 

community groups, professional associations, universities, 

experts, board members themselves, and others in providing 

information to his/her board. Table 132 presents a sample 

list of resources available for some of the core elements 

of a local board inservice program. 

Program Elements 

1. A good school board training and development 

program contains both an orientation component for new 

board members and an ongoing set of activities for all 
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Table 132 

ELEMENTS OF BOARD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR 
CORE INSERVICE TOPICS 

Core PrO<l'ram Needed Sic 1lls 

1. Superintendent Ability to distinguish the 
!<.elations role of the beard in setting 

policy, prov1ding resources, 
and o!Fproving the educatlonal 
program from the role of the 
super lntendent in implement 1ng 
the policies, programs and 
financ1al d1rect1ves of the 
board 

2. Superintendent 
Evaluation 

Abi 1 i ty to set aside personal 
bl&Ses and work harmoniously 
for the good of the overall 
educational system 

Abllity to foeter open 
colnlll.mications with school 
admin1strators 

Ability to asaess the 
strengths and shortcomings 
of your superintendent 

Abllity to design, or h&ve 
designed, an appropriate 
evaluation tool that responds 
to your d1strict' s needs 

3. Superintendent Judgment to evaluate personal 
Seh~ction and career qualificatlons and 

potential cf applicants in the 
llght of local needs and 
conditicns 

Possible Resources 

Consultants from: 
• State or ~ational School Boards 

Assoc1at1ons 
• ~at1onal cr state associations of 

school administrators 
• College or un1vers1ty schools of 

education and business schools 
• Regional service agencies 
• Consulting firms 

lndiYidual Super1ntendents 

Management relations psychologists 

Professional asaoc1ation literature 
a~nd textbook• on educational 
adminiatrat ion 

Consultants: 
• Organizational development 

management consultant• 
• Profess1onal Education Assoc1atione 
• Colleges or university bus1ness 

schools and schools ot education 
• Regional service agencies 

Board members and superlntendents locally 
and from other districts 

Professional as soc iat ion literature, 
articles, and textbooks on 
educ~tional administration 

Publisht!d Evaluation Guides by AASA 
and NSSA 

Professtonal association literature, 
articles 

Ccnsultant.s from: 
• Colleges 5r. i.inivers1t1es 
• Profess1onal educatlona1 associations 
• Intermed1ate Units 

C1tizens Mvu:ory Groups 
Professional "Head Hunters" 

Trainin9 Activities 

M1n1-courses, conferences 
or sf:!mlnars on board/ 
super intender.t relat 1ons 

Conversatlcns about board/ 
s1.0per lntendent. relat 1or:.s 
with other board m.e11bers and 
superintendents 

Group Process Sess1ons, 
simulations, or group 
dynamics activities a1med 
at c iar ifyir.g roles and 
responsibi 1 it ies. 
These can be done best at 
retreats or as parts of 
conferences or seminars 

Oucusaiona of part 1cular ly 
relevant articles 
on the superintendency 

MSO or related train1ng session 

Goal setting sess1ons, defin1t1on 
of objecti·1es to form a bas1s 
for E-erformance evalu.atlon 

Group cynam1cs activities aimed 
at defining local roles and 
resfocnsibi li ties 

Meetings with consultants to 
disct.ss methods of evaluatlng 
super intendenta 

?reparation of sample 
evaluations lead1ng to 
adaptatton and use of 
published evaluation 

"Give and take" session 01tith 
other board outs1de the 
distrlct members to discover 
how they are evaluating their 
superintendent. 

.Oiscussions •ith local super
int.endent., perhaps d~.;ring 

a board retreat 

Goal setting activities or 
gro~.;p dynaaucs activtties 
~rganized 'oy consultant and 
o.1med at defin1ng local 
roles and responsiblllties 
with a consultant 

Ciscussiona \rroith £card members 
in diatrlcts that recen~ly 
hired a. superintendent 

Discussion of pertinent 
articles on the s~.;bject 

"G1ve 3.nd take" sessior:a 
bet. ween Board and communl ty 
on criter1a for 
super lntendent 
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Table 132 (Continued) 

Core Program Needed Ski Us 

4 • B~.;dget Ability tc understand how 
Interpretation financial data reflects local 

district long & short range 
educational goals and 
prtorities 

s. Budget 
Preparation 

6. Collective 
Bargaining 

7. Establishment 
of Cverall 
Edt.;cational 
Goals 

Abtlity to understand hew 
federal and state laws and 
regulations affect the local 
·::ludget 

Ability to understand the 
1ntr1cacies of federal and 
state a1d as they apply to 
local finances 

Abtlity to understand the 
rationale behlnd chosen 
dlstrtct accounting procedures 

Abtlity to CO!Dmunicate thu1 
f1nanc1al 1nfor:nat1cn clearly 
and concisely to the local 
educational cvmmuni ty 

Abtli'.:y to translate local 
educational long and short 
range goals and prioritiei! into 
sound budgetary statistics 

Ability to apply scientific: 
~nanagem.ent techniques to school 
district bcdget ing 

Ab1lity to skillfully appraise 
the budget preparation of the 
local admunistri!ltors 

Ability to determine clear 
negot i at ing/barga1ning 
objectives 

Ability to apply collective 
bargaining techniques to local 
negot1ating situations 

Ability to perceive goals and 
objectives of public education 

Ability to tri!lnslate these into 
goals and objectives to local 
policies 

ACility to prcv1de financial 
resources r.eeded to realize 
these goals 

Possible Resources 

F1nancial Consultants fr:lm: 
• College and University business 

schools and schools of education 
• Professional educational associations 
• Intermediate Units 
• State Cepartment of Education 

Local Staff 
• Superintendent 
• 8us1ness Manager 
• Personnel Manager 
• Curr 1culum Superintendent 
• Prir.ci.pals & Deparc:nent heads 
• Tea.chers 

Bua1ness People 
• Account ant 
• Pension spec1ali.5ts 

Pub 1 ic 1\e lat ior.s Per son 

Voice & Speech Teacher 

Financial Consultants from 1 

• School boards associations 
• College or university, business 

schools or schools of education 
• State Department of Education 
• Business accounting firms 

Intermediate Units 

Local Staff 
• Superintendent 
e eusinese Manager 
• Accountant 
• Personnel Manager 
• Principals & Department heads 

Budget Literature 

Citizens Advisory Groups 

Other Board Members Within and 
Ours1de the District 

Lccal Staff 
• Superintendent 
• Business Manager 
• Solicitor 

C.-,llege or University negotiations 
specialists 

School Boards Au:ociatlon Members 

Professional llterature 

Cther board members 

Lawyer speciallz1ng in educational 
law 

Consultar.ts 1n Education from: 
• Colleges and universlties 
• Regional Educational Serv1ce Agencies 
• Private ccmpar.ies 
• Professional associatlons such as 

AASA or ASCD 

Local Educational Community 
e Parents 
• Cit1zens advisory grcups 
• Taxpayers ;roups 
• Press 
• Businessmen and merchants, etc. 

Train1n9 Act tvi ties 

Mini-courses in financial plan
nlng. worJo:shopa on budgeting, 
meetings w1th consultants 

Conversations, special evening 
.,..orkshops or meetings with 
local staff to discuss 
financial impllcations of 
education<! 1 programs 

Ciscussions .,.i th bus1ness 
manager, meet1ng w1th 
ac:counta.nc or SJ.:Operlnter.dent 
co explan. line ltems and 
account1ng system 

Public speaJo:1ng courses and 
public relations ioiOrkshops 

"Phi Delta !Cappa'' goal sett1ng 
procedures involving the total 
educationlll community 

Mini-courses in financial 
planning and budgeting 

Long and shcrc range planninq 
sessions. Meetings ... lt!'l. local 
curriculuJr and adm.lnistrative 
staff. facil1ties personnel. 
etc. 

PSBA sess1ons on finances 

Presentatiors by citizen task 
forces on budget 
cons1derations 

Conversatlot~s with board members 
having expertise in the field 

Workshops, s 1mulat ions, f 1lms on 
collective barqain1ng 

~eetings with board members and 
sup-erintendents 1n other 
distr1cts 

School Boards Associ at ion 
seminars on negotiations. 

Meetings with professlonal 
negotiators. 

Meetings k'lth local board and 
superint.e;1dent to set 
parameter.s for negot1ations 

Cse of "Phi Delta Kappa" goal 
settlng mater1alS. 

Planning sess1ons at retreats 
for board S. admu"istrators 

School bcarjs assoc1ation long 
range plann1ng workshop 

Attendance at educational 
ccnferences and cor.vent1ons 
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Achievement 
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Table 132 (Continued) 

~eeded Ski 11 s 

AbilitY to influence the board 
and other groups in directions 
you determine to be important 

AbilitY to act in a fashion 
consistent hith state and 
federal laws and regulation 
govern1ng educat1cn 

Ability to access recent 
legislation and court rulings 
for thetr effects on the 
district 

Ability to appraise the 
activities of the school 
district in relation to its 
goals and ObJectives 

AbilitY to translate local 
statistical test data 1ntc 
policy needs of the d1strict 

Abtlity to access local 
stt..dent achievement in 
relation to state and n~t:tonal 

achtevement levels 

Posstble Resources 

Local Staff and Administration 

Board members inside and outside 
district 

Professional 1 i terat ure 

Federal ar.d State Department of 
Educatlen offlcials 

Colleg-e ar.d university school 
law experts 

School boards as•ociation officials 

Local solicitor 

Local superintendent and staff 

Experienced board members 

Professional literature 

Consultants: 
• Specialists in cost/benefit analysis 
• Colle9e and university curriculum 

specialists 
• Intermediate Unit Personnel 
• ASCD or AASA consultants 

Local Staff 
• Curriculum admintstrators 
• Local principals and teachers 

Local Community 
• students 
• task forces of parents/teachers 

and admintstrators 
• citizens advisory groups 

Staff or board members in districts 
with relevant ~rograms 

Professional 1 i terature 

Local Counselors and testing 
speciallsts 

Educational Testing Service personnel 

Local ada11nistrators, teachers, and 
students 

Intermedlate Untt Resource people 

Untvers1ty or college eCucatlonal 
psychologiets 

Test score printouts 

Educational Cuality Assessment. 
Evaluations 

Training A.ctivities 

Reports f:-om task force 

Visits to schools locally and 
in other dlstricts with 
program~ of interest 

Discussions wtth local teachers 
and admin1stratcrs 

lohnt-course or seanr.ar 
school law 

Ql.lestion ctnd answer sess1on \oolth 
State Do!partment of Education 
otficia ls 

Local Discussion of recent legal 
decisions 

Luncheon ,.,lth solicttor to 
dtscuaa legal issues 

Workshop by superintendent on 
"hot .. h!qal issues lcont::act 
requireJaents, teacher 
dismhsal, etc.) 

M1ni-course en cost benefit 
analys1s in education 

Attendance at ASCC or AASA 
conference 

Attendance at teacher tn-servtce 
workshops 

Workshops by teachers or schcol 
admtniat.rators on speciftc 
school programs 

Review and analysia of 
achievement: scores 

Visits to ne1ghboring districts 
to see particular programs in 
act: ion 

Cl.lrriculum assessment by 
educational consultants 

Meetings with students 

Cable TV product ions on relevant 
educational proqrama 

Workshop on local testing 
practices and im.plicaciona by 
counselors and psychologists 

Visit to £TS in Princeton to 
understand their operations 

Planning Session ··.ith district 
administrators to understand 
how test scores relate to 
district budget prior 1 t us 

Sesa1one "'ith consultants to 
disc~.:ss ways of improv1ng 
student act.ievement 

Workshops by teachers on thelr 
particular sub~ect.s 

Dtsc~.:satone: with students 
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board members. Pre-election inservice for board candidates 

is not a ''sine qua non", but an activity that facilitates 

both development activities and board superintendent rela

tions by creating educated board members to serve after an 

election occurs. Nevertheless, if many ongoing board 

development activities involve members of the community-at

large on a regular basis, much of the need for pre-election 

inservice can be minimized through the creation of an 

educated public. Certain task forces can be highly effec

tive for helping both actual and potential board members 

acquire valuable information and learn how to research an 

educational topic. The job of the superintendent can be 

made easier, board members can receive input from a source 

other than the superintendent, and everyone feels part of 

the educational process. 

2. Ideally a local board training and development 

program should be predicated on a formal board needs 

assessment derived from the formulation of both long and 

short range district goals. In reality, Pennsylvania's 

state-mandated Educational Quality Assessment has required 

districts to establish planning goals for themselves, and 

an informal board needs assessment may suffice. Retreats 

provide excellent atmospheres in which to set goals. 

3. Ideally a strong board development program is 

legitimized and receives its stature from the board policy 
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book. Board members and superintendents come and go, but 

policy remains. Community pressure is easier to fend off 

if one can refer pressure groups to the district policy 

book. Board development policies should refer to orienta

tion, ongoing board development, and travel to conventions. 

4. A board development program should have funds 

specifically set aside in the district budget. Today, 

reality often precludes a formal allocation for board 

development. State laws limit travel expenditures, although 

some funds can be set aside in the budget for travel to 

conventions. Pressure groups seek to cut back on all board 

expenditures, especially those defined as "frills." Never

theless, most boards can and should find a way to finance 

some inservice efforts--a retreat, a school boards associa

tion workshop, a university study council session, a trip 

to a state or national convention for at least one board 

representative. 

Lack of funds, however, is no excuse for lack of 

inservice activity. A board committee can present a 

report on energy saving opportunities to the whole board. 

Board representatives can meet with a superintendent or 

board representative in a neighboring district to discuss 

how they settled the recent teacher contract 

negotiations. A local congressman can explain the recent 

state education budget allocations. The board could have 
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a brown bag dinner with the custodians to discuss issues 

pertaining to school facilities. 

5. When board development activities should occur 

really is dependent on a variety of outside factors-

location, geographical size, type of activity, board 

member availability--to name just a few. An urban 

district can hold luncheon meetings, because all board 

members work nearby. Another district struggles to get 

all its members together over mountain roads for a single 

monthly evening meeting in January. It is important that 

each individual board member's available time be fully 

utilized. If the woman on the board can attend a daytime 

Intermediate Unit session, she should be encouraged to 

attend and report back. If two men on the buildings and 

grounds committee can lunch with a local architect, this 

should be pursued. 

Board development should be a formal function apart 

from the business meeting, although often inservice can be 

timed to coincide with the regular meeting. One district 

planned dinners with educational groups before the monthly 

board meeting. Another met after the meeting for informal 

conversations with administrators. Districts can have a 

planning session a few days prior to the regular meeting. 

At this session, board members can go over the agenda in 

an open discussion and ask any questions they desire. 
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Special programs can be presented on issues that may re

quire votes a few days later. 

Board development has a cyclical aspect. New 

board member orientation should naturally occur in the 

fall following the elections and possibly culminating in 

the January two-day PSBA new board member orientation. 

The state convention occurs in the fall; the national, in 

the spring. January is also a good time for a retreat to 

plan for the next year and set budget parameters. Spring 

is budget time with approval needed before summer. The 

PSBA planning session at Bucknell is a summer phenomenon. 

In between are sandwiched all other problems and topics. 

6. Where board development activities occur is a 

function of the type of activity as well as outside 

factors. Districts have conducted meetings in boiler 

rooms. Retreats ought to be far enough away so that board 

members cannot leave for an hour and return. Recently 

boards have been more hesitant to travel to national or 

even state conventions, but opportunities for development 

closer to home are limited only by the creativity of those 

concerned. 

7. Board development programs, where possible, should 

be open to anyone who might benefit or contribute--the 

press, the public, school staff, students. The more under

standing the educational community has of the problems and 
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issues confronting schools, the more likely they are to 

work with the district to solve these problems or deal· 

with the issues. Board members can observe teacher in

service sessions. Principals can attend all board meetings 

to act as resource people for the board. Phi Delta Kappa's 

goal setting materials can be utilized to involve board 

and community in a comprehensive long-range planning and 

goal setting process for the entire district. A press 

conference can be held before meetings to update the press 

on issues of current concern. Cable television, as it 

expands, can bring board sessions into local living rooms. 

Program Content 

1. The content of an ongoing board development 

program can be divided into three parts--core topics that 

should be part of any local board inservice program, 

planned topics that were identified to be of current 

relevance to the district, and unplanned topics derived 

from sudden district crises. Core topics include: (1) 

superintendent relations, (2) superintendent evaluation, 

(3) superintendent selection, (4) budget interpretation, 

(5) budget preaparation, (6) collective bargaining, (7) 

goal setting, (8) legal responsibilites, (9) program 

evaluation, (10) student achievement. Table 132 presents 
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these core topics, needed skills, sample instructional 

resources, and possible training activities. Most, but 

not all, of these topics will need to be covered every 

year, depending on the tenure of board members and the 

problems the district has to face. 

2. In addition to treating specific topics, content 

should focus on developing specific board member skills 

(see Table 132). Board members who know how to ask ques

tions, work together, or communicate clearly and concisely 

will be able to determine content for themselves, if need 

be. 

Program Evaluation 

1. Both the board performance and the effectiveness 

of the development program should be evaluated on an annual 

basis. Additionally, the next year's program should focus 

on remediating the shortcomings of the previous year. The 

evaluation should be based on the needs assessment and 

goals established for the district, and the development 

program at the start of the year. Board performance can 

be evaluated using the excellent materials developed by 

the American Association of School Administrators and the 

National School Boards Association, or an evaluation 

tailored to the individual district. 
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2. Evaluation ought to be performed by the board and 

the superintendent. Boards might also consider opinions 

from other members of the educational community including 

staff or parents. 

Implications for Further Research 

1. Research should be done to evaluate the effective

ness of districts that have strong board inservice programs 

and those that do not. Measures of effectiveness could 

include board turnover, superintendent turnover, lack of 

strikes, student achievement, etc. Data could show whether 

the effort expended in an organized development program 

actually pays off. 

2. There is a need for research on urban inservice 

programs and practices. With a modified questionnaire, 

this study could be replicated in urban sites throughout 

the country. Data could be used to improve the educational 

delivery system to urban board members. 

3. Research needs to be done on the psychology of 

rural school boards, with the goal of learning how to im

prove their knowledge and update their skills. To better 

understand the actions and reactions of rural boards, it 

is recommended that an interview format similar to that 

J 
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developed for this study or an ethnographic approach be 

used. 

4. It would be interesting to compare board inservice 

in states with smaller or less dynamic school boards 

associations with that in states having strong associa

tions. The research would aim at understanding the role 

and influence of these associations and their effect on 

local boards. 

5. Research on the attitude of the superintendent 

towards his role in the district and the amount and kind 

of board development that occurs might provide clues on 

fostering administrative leadership in a district. 

6. Research data gathered from interviews on differ

ent board development strategies and techniques could 

provide a helpful book of recipes for superintendent and 

board inservice. This book could be used by professional 

associations and local districts alike. 

7. Research needs to be done on methods for providing 

technical assistance to diffent types of districts 

especially to those in rural areas. 
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Schuylkill County 
Williams Valley 
Pottsville Area 

Indiana County 
United 
Marion Center 

Armstrong County 
Apollo Ridge 

Beaver County 
South Side Area 
Beaver Area 

Delaware County 
Upper Darby 
Southeast Delco 
Radnor 
Marple-Newtown 
Garnet Valley 

Chester County 
Westchester Area* 
Owen J. Roberts* 
Coatesville Area 

Northampton County 
Wilson Area 

Monroe County 
East Stoudsberg Area 

Wayne County 
Wayne Highlands 

Susquehanna County 
Mountain View 

Lackawanna County 
Riverside 
Mid Valley 
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Montgomery County 
Wissahickon 
Upper Merion* 
Perkiomen Valley 
North Penn 
Lower Merion 
Jenkintown 
Colonial 
Cheltenham 
Abington 
Upper Perkiomen* 

Bucks County 
Penns bury 
New Hope-Solebury 
Neshaminy 
Council Rock 
Centennial 

Lehigh 
Northwestern Lehigh 
Catasauqua 
Allentown City 

Carbon 
Palmerton Area 

Lycoming County 
Williamsport Area 
Muncy 
Montgomery Area 
Jersey Shore Area 

Bradford County 
Northeast Bradford 
Canton Area 

Union County 
Lewisburg Area 

Northumberland County 
Warrior Run 
Mt. Carmel Area 

*Indicates district interviewed 



Luzerne County 
Wyoming Area 
Wilkes-Barre Area 
Hazelton Area 
Hanover Area 

Tioga County 
Northern Tioga 

Cumberland County 
West Shore 
Mechanicsburg Area* 

Berks County 
Wyomissing Area 
Reading 
Muhlenberg* 
Governor Mifflin 
Daniel Boone Area 

Lebanon Count;y 
Northern Lebanon 
Cornwall Lebanon 

Lancaster County 
Solanco* 
Manheim 
Lancaster* 
Hempfield 
Eastern Lancaster 
Columbia Boro 

Fulton County 
Southern Fulton 
Forbes Road 
Central Fulton 

Clinton County 
Keystone Central 

Clearfield County 
Moshannon Valley 
Harmony 
Curwensville Area 
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Columbia County 
Bloomsburg Area 
Benton Area 

Perry County 
Greenwood 

Dauphin County 
Harrisburg City 
Central Dauphin 

York County 
York City 
West York Area 
South Western 
Eastern York 
Central York 

Franklin County 
Greencastle-Antrim 
Chambersberg Area 

Adams County 
Gettysburg Area 
Fairfield Area 

Juniata County 
Juniata County 

Huntington County 
Juniata Valley 
Huntington Area* 

Somerset County 
Turkeyfoot Valley Area 
Somerset Area 
Shanksville-Stoney Creek 
Shade-Central City 
Salisbury-Elk Lick 
Meyersdale Area 

Cambria County 
Penn-Cambria 
Ferndale Area 
Cambria Heights 

*Indicates district interviewed 



Potter County 
Oswaygo Valley 
Northern Potter 
Galeton Area 
Coudersport 
Austin Area 

McKean County 
Port Allegheny 
Bradford Area 

Elk County 
Johnsonberg Area 

Venanago County 
Titusville Area* 

Jefferson County 
Brockway Area 

Clarion County 
Union School District 
North Clarion County 
Clarion-Limestone Area 

Warren County 
Warren County* 

Erie County 
Wattsburg Area 
North East 
Millcreek Township 
Fairview 

Crawford County 
Crawford Central 

Washington County 
Fort Cherry 

Greene County 
Carmichael's Area 
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Blair County 
Spring Love 
Claysburg-Kimmel 
Altoona 

Bedford 
Northern Bedford county 

Westmoreland County 
New Kensington-Arnold 
Hempfield Area 
Greensberg Salem 
Greater Latobe 
Burrell 

Mercer County 
Sharon City 
Laurel 

Lawrence County 
Shenango Area 
Laurel 

Butler County 
Butler Area 

Allegheny County 
west Mifflin Area 
Turtle Creek 
South Fayette Township 
Quaker Valley* 
Penn Hills 
North Allegheny* 
Keystone Oaks* 
Cornell 
Chartiers Valley 
Carlynton 
Bethel Park 
Baldwin-Whitehall 
Avonworth 

*Indicates district interviewed 
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September 29, 1980 

Dear Superintendent, 

As part of my graduate work at Loyola University of Chicago, I am 
preparing my Doctoral dissertation concerning an analysis of local 
ongoing inservice practices and programs for school board members in 
the state of Pennsylvania. A crucial aspect of this study is your 
opinion and that of your board members on two issues - the value of a 
local district School Board Development program and the design of a 
theoretical program. Therefore, you and your school board's cooperation, 
in responding to the enclosed questionnaires will be much appreciated. 
Would you kindly complete your questionnaire and distribute the other 
two questionnaires to your board president and one other board member 
;hO has served for at least two years. Each questionnaire is to be 
returned in its own stamped, self-addressed envelope. Results of this 
study will be gladly furnished upon request. 

Thank you very much. 

AN/jg 
Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

~ ;f<'-~J<U' 
Antonia NeUbauer 
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Superim:endent Questionnaire 
s41cti.on.J.• 
-- 5 there a formAl SCHOOL BOARD D£VELOPM£N? proqraN in your ~chool district? ~hat is, docs 
1· d~.strict or the bo<~rd itseLf regularly and aystcmoac.ically seclc to bu1ld the scnool board's 
tliCI kil 's and knO><ledqe1 Card L 
O"ft \ !~n~~al SCHOOL SOARD O£VELOPM£NT prcqra111 "ould li.kely have a budget, someone in charqe,C:Cl•.l RES 
an4 be ~ouqllt of as a normal part ot scno~l district operation. 4 Card 11 

111 Yes. My district has a for~~~al SCHOOL BOARD DEVELOPMENT proqra•. 
-----121 sort of. Our procedures are in!oraa.l. We work at improving school board skills 
----- and knowledge as needed, "hen opportunities arise, or "hen a bo<~rd mcacer 

expresses interest. 
131 No. My district does not have a formal SOIOOL BOARD OEV£LOPM£HT proqra.. 

==141 I don't .know. (51 

2 
What has your district done, in the last 2 years, that "as particularly effective at 

r~isinq the skills and .knowledqe ot the board or at apeclfic neacora ot the board~ [61 

24• arie!ly, how do you know this was eff~ctive? (7) 

3• What has your district done, in the last 2 years, that proved to be ~c~ at 
ra~s 1nq the skills and .knnwledqe of the board or ot specific mumbcrs of the bo•ra? 

4. 

A. 
•• 
c. 
D. 

E. 

r. 
c. 
H. 

I. 

J. 

r. 

r.. 

Briefly, how do you know this was in~ff~ctive? 

Which of the !ollowinq activities have oceur~ed durino the last 2 vears in your distric~? 
Where these occur, docs the distric~ pay the coats or do bo•rd me111oers pay tho costs? Which 
would you li.ke to see occur in tho next 2 yearal 

Weekend retreat !or board .e~bers. 
Orientation workshop !or !or school 
board IIIIC.Oers. 
SOard ~•ber participation in state 

In the last 2 years, 
wo did thiS. Dis• 
trict paid costs. 
_111 

__ Ill 

sdlocl board usn. convent ions _11 I 
roraal survey of board ... oer~• needs 
for p..srposes of planninq SCIIOOt. BOAJUl 
DEVELOPMENT activities, 
Beard aeeber p•rticipation in HSBA 
national convention. 
Proqra.a, led by experts, at local 
school board functions. 
School board meaber viaits to 

_(11 

__ (1) 

_111 

school within your district. ______ 111 
Scnool board au.Cer visits to schools 
outslde your district. _Ill 
School board ~~eMber participation in 
workshops or leMinars conducted by a 
un1vers~ty or school board aasn. 
Tal.ka to acllool board •llbon by 
federal, state or local education 

_Ill 

offic1ala on aelected topics. Ill 
Suhacriptionlsl to the Amer1can School ...... -
Board .Journ .. l for bo•rd Mabera. 11 I 
Sueacription(s) to other educational ----
JOurnals for board .. .cora to read. ... ... _Ill 

In the laat 2 years, 
we did this. Board 
me•bers p•id coats. 
_____ 121 

______ 121 

__ 121 

_121 

_12) 

__ 121 

_121 

_121 

__ 121 

_121 

_121 

In the next 2 
yc.ars
sho11ld do this. 
_Ill (81 

__ Ill (9) 

_ell Clol 

______ Ill (111 

__ Ill 1121 

_Ill [1J] 

______ Ill 1141 

_Ill [lSI 

_131 [161 

_Ill [17) 

_Ill !lSI 

_Ill [19] 

S. I) Ple.ase put an ~ beside the person or 9rcvp who, in your diatrict, t£kes the 
11g1l~ty !or eourdlnatinq ~lie aapects ol boardseanahjp listeu below, 

~ resoon• 
20,ll.. 42] 

b) Put a circle around t.ha box indicatinq ... no~ 
coordin.i'U'Oii. 

tAke the sajor responeibility fer {23,24,251 

noarcl tloard Super- State PIO Other 
as a Presi• in ten• lichool One (ellplainl 
whole rlf'nt dent Qoards 

1. Aaan. 
Pre-~lectlcn orientation 
Proqra. for ~rospect~ve 

c:::J c:::::J c:::J c::::J c:::J c::::J 2. 
candJ.d.ttes 
Ov~rall, c:aooprchensive 
board devclop~nt proqra• c=J c::::J c:::J c::::J c::::J c::::J 

J. ~~~w beard ~•ccr or1entation. c:=J ~ c::J c:::J ' 
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'· al 
Indicate ~\th an ~· tho person you would ~ like to huve conduct a devolopGcnt proqraa 
on the swUJ~Cts l~atcd. 

bl ptace a ~ around t.he •x• Cor any groups thae have conducted those worluhops 
d:~.stric:t ~n r,..ne past t~o years. 

A local Local Local T~a.:ta- redoral/ C:olleqc/ State NSBA wy 
board super- ad•in- ers state un1ver- Gchool staff adv1---- inc. an• istr.t- gov• t. sity pro- boacds aors 
ber dent tive otfi• !csaors assn. 

pcracn- ciala 
1\Cll 

1· SdiOOl fi• 
D Cl 0 nancea 

2· collective 
D D CJ ttu·gaininCJ 

]. UirinCJ 
D D D practice• 

4. Cu c-r icul Ull· 

D D CJ doCl.SiONI 
5. Scnoal 

D D c:l tac1hties 

'· Supcrl.nten-
dent 

0 CJ CJ c-elationa 
7. CQIIIIIUni ty 

0 D D relat.iona 

7. Indicate whether there is or should 
c. no !ollow:~.nC): 

1. Pre-election orientation 
pcOCJr• 

7. Orientation prOC)ca. for 
new board .a•bers 

l. Co.prehcnaive board 
develop .. nt prOC)r .. 

4. Visits to state and KS8A 
-.,etill9• 

CJ Cl 
D CJ 
D CJ 
0 0 
D CJ 

0 D 
D D 
be a writ. teD 

Yes, there's 
a written 
pol icy lUte• 
.ant 

0 
0 
0 
0 

CJ CJ CJ D 
CJ D 0 CJ 
0 'CJ 0 D 
D 0 D D 
D CJ 0 Cl 

D D 0 D 
0 0 0 D 

policy statement in your district 

No, there's There should 
no written be a policy 
policy state• stateaent 
•nt 

0 
D 
D 
0 

D 
0 
0 
D 

(25-Jll 

in your 
(H-Hl 

Other 
(spcu:i!yl 

0 
0 
D 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Cor any 

[421 

lUI 

[441 

[ 451 

of 

I. Belew are listed a •aries ol constraints or li•itations on participation in school board 
develop-ant progr .. a. Please rate the. in terN•·ot their i•pact on your board. 
11 • not liaitinCJ or ~natraininq 7 • very 1iaitinq or constraining) 

Not ~nstnininCJ Very constraininCJ 
1. weir. ot intere•t on .y part. 1 z 3 4 5 6 7 [ Hl 

'· welt ot board preaidant intere•t. 1 z l 4 5 ' 7 [ 471 
J. w« ot superintendent 1ntorest. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [481 
4. Lac!r. of wnole board interest. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 IHI 
s. Pressure to conserve tuna. 1 z 3 4 5 ' 7 [so I 

'· weir. of pc rsonal funds. 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 (511 
7. No ti .. ; business ca.petea. 1 2 3 4 s ' 7 [521 

•• No tt.e; t .. ily co-petea. 1 2 3 4 5 ' 7 [53 1 

'· Poor quality of such events. 1 2 l 4 5 ' 7 I 54 I 
10. taaarraaa .. nt over personal 19noranca 

of SubJect .. tter. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [55) 
11. ~ek-end Meetinqs badly tiaed. 1 2 l 4 s ' 7 [ 561 
11. lieu-day ~~eeunq• badly tlaed. 1 2 J· 4 5 6 7 ( 571 
ll. r.veniACJ .. et1nqa badly t.l.IIC!d. 1 2 3 4 5 ' 7 ( 581 
14. Meet:Lnqa are t~ lonq 1 2 3 4 5 ' 7 (59 I 
15. Other !Please ezplainl: 

'· Please indicate ~~· incentive behind your board's involvement in a particular inservice 
ACtiVity. C!lec:jt all that apply. 

lle•un- ~in ,ill '•llow• School Travel Ot!ler 
eration knew- pre- II hlp Board (.:splunl 

ledge ' service with d11t1nc- Cac-d 2 
a«illa gape peora t10n cup 1 JCC 

4 I 2 I 
l. School visitations D D D D D D D 
2. Hat1onal or ~tate apan• 

D c:J5-l21 
soc~ .nrltshop/sea:Lnar c:J D 0 D 0 

J. N•tlnnal or atate apon-
D dlJ-201 

aored conference c:J 0 0 D D 
un~veC'SllY sponsored I H-281 
wccll.allop/se-1nar 0 0 0 0 0 0 D1JS-.c21 

5. Local d1atr1ct ~rlt- ,---, 0 ·9-561 anoSt/canf ert:nce 0 ,.-.., 
CJ 0 D L.-J '--" 
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11?\~n SCHOOL ilOARO OP:VELOPMENT activie.i.cs such as 'oOOrksltol'"• scmin,.rs, conventions, tr.:~urs 
and the !Lkc are avai.l.tbll!, as a n&lc in your d1.atr1ct., whu attcnds7 wno anould o£t.tend7 
(Ptaa.s~ <:ht:cle as m.1ny a.a .ire apvroprlat.e.) 

Attends Activities Should Attend Act\V\tles 
(~7-581 
(59-601 
(6l-621 
(63-,41 
(65•UI 
(67-611 
169-701 
(71-121 
(73-741 
(75-761 
{77•781 

l. 
2. 
J. 

•• 
~. 

'· 7. 
a. 
'. tO. 
11. 

aoard ~mbcrs only. 
xay sutt. 
Candldetus !or the board. 
lnt.ercst.~l uistric:t employe~s. 
lnt.crest.Dd di.strlc:t teachers. 
Interc»ted Cl.tiacAS. 
PrA acabers. 
Adv1~ory cc.aittee .. •bers. 
St.udent.a. 
Newspaper or TV r~rtera. 
Oe.ner. !Please explain; -, 

!maqine that your board is confronted with the need, one month from today, of being 
familiar with a new subject about which they are nov ignorant ... for example, computer 
literacy. Imaqine also, that all the following opportun~o.ties to learn about the subject 
are available to them but they can choose only ~· Which ~ or ~ would they select7Card 3 

Attend 2-nour expert lecture. 
T~lk with export ovur lunch. 
Liatcn to audiot~po cassette. 
See a fil• or v\dcotapo. 
Confer privately with supt. 
Confer privately w~th st~tf. 
Confer pr1vately w~th board 
JW!abor I sl. 

Dup l JCC 
181 Visit a school or other site .nere 4(21 

----- top&C is handled cf!ec:tively. (5,6,71 
191 Re~ articles or books solcc:tcd by 

----- school diatric:t acaff. 
llOIRead articles or books aelectcd by 

----- yourself fro• a l1brary. 
_____ 1111Nono of those. Instead, t would: 

Consider aii the people, resources and opportunities that help a person become an 
effective board member. Please rate them in terms of their ac~ual assistance for your 
school board D~D~bers. Ci.rcle one nWIIber for each item and leave blanlc any they have 
~ experienced. 

A. Conversations with your board president. 
a. Converaat1ona with your board colleagues. 
c. Converaauons with ;heir auperint&:udent. 
a. Conversat1ons w~th your personnel staff. 
£. Conversat~ons w1th your school business 1taff. 
P. Converaat1ons with your curriculum at~Cf. 
c. Convcrsatlons v~th teachers in your distri~t. 
If. C4nvers•t1ons w~th ad•ini.stracocs in your·· 

dut.rict. 
r. Conversations with students in your district. 
J. C4nversoAt1ons w\th voters in your district. 
K. C4nversat1ons w1th ~cy coaaunity leaders. 
L. 'oraal events ac out•of•distr1ct MC~tings. 
"· Intoraal conversations at out-of•district 

-eti.nqs. 
N. ~ading a handbook for new board ~bera. 
0. Read1ng newsletters ' aaga:~nes fro. your state 

school boards association. 
P. Re~1ng the Aaerican School Soard Journal. 
Q. Rooid&ng newsletters ' aaqazinos fro• HSBA. 
A. Re&d&ng educ~tion .. qazinos. !Which ones11 

S. Attendin~ state ac:h~ol bd. YS¥n. convcnt1ons. 
T. Attcnd1nq NS8A n~tion•l convention. 
u. Attend1nq state school bd. assn. workshops. 
Y. A~~ending NSaA workshops. 
w. 

:r. 

"t. . ... 
M 
a a 
cc 
00 

Attending a new board member or1entation 
in your district. 
Attcnd1n9 a new board -.mber orientation 
conference outalde your distr1ct. 
:heir personal exper1ence in their profession. 
~heir experiences w~th t.he local board prior 
to serving on it. 
Their previous cxper1ence 1n their profesalon. 
~heir experiences as a parent of 1cnool ~1ds. 
Their tra1n1n9 as an educator. 
The1r previous work exper1ence in a school 
distrlct. 

Hot 
Valuable 
l 2 
1 2 
1 2 
l 2 
1 2 
1 2 
l 2 
1 2 

1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

2 
2 

l 
l 
J 
l 
l 
J 
J 
l 

l 
l 
l 
3 
J 

l 
l 

J 
J 

3 
J 
J 
l 
l 

3 

3 
l 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

• 
• 4 

4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
s 
5 
5 

5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
s 

Very 
V.lluaole 

6 7 I II 
6 7 191 
6 1 ( lOI 
6 7 1111 
' 7 1121 
6 7 (lll 
fa 7 [ 141 
6 7 1151 

6 7 I 161 
6 7 [ 171 
6 7 (181 
6 7 (191 
6 7 ( 201 

6 

' 
6 

' 
6 
6 
6 

' ' 6 

6 

6 
6 

' 6 
6 
6 

7 (2tl 
7 1221 

7 (231 
7 I HI 

7 I 251 
7 ( 261 
7 (271 
7 1281 
7 I 2' I 

7 I JO I 

7 ( lll 

7 [J21 
7 ( Jll 

7 I HI 
7 1351 
7 13 61 
7 I J 71 
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Listed below are ~]ects ol i•portancc to school board members. Please rate the v~lue 
ol eacll tcpLc to vou for incluaion in a local Sehool Board Oc:vclopmcnt l'roqrua. (Circle 
one n~or !or~activity.l 

l. ctNtRAL TOPICS 
1. Luqal responeibilities 
2. LeqLslative relationships 
J. Superlntcndent selection 
4. Supcrlntendent evaluation 
5. Work1nq relations with the superintendent 
&. Collective ~rqain1nq 
1. tstablisn.ent of overall educational goals 
8. Proble~ solvinq techniques in policy 

develop-nt 
9, R and o Cor education 
10. Role of school attorney 
11. Parliaeentary proecrlure 
12. St~te ' National School Ooard ~ssociation 

services 
2. SCHOOl. - COMMUHtTY TOPICS 

1. Strategies £or ~ubl1c ca.•unication - .adia 
2. Co~-unlty politics, gov't., etc. 
J. Role and function ol advisory co••ittees 
4. Iatcrdistrict relations 
5. Co•munity relations 
6. ll<~ndling grievances 

3. PTNAHC!AL TOPICS 
1. 8ud9•t preparation 
2. lnterpratation of budqet 
J, Buaineas practices for schools 
4, Local taxation and bonding procedures and 

terwlno1ogies 
5. State funding 
6. Federal aicS 

4, PERSOHH£L TOPICS 
~lape ana £unction of ad•inistrative 

organization 
2. ~rsonnal practices 
J. Staff development 
4. Staff evaluatlon 
5. Sal~ry scruccures 
6. Pupll personnel facilities 

5. CURRICULUM TOPICS 
r:---&euc•t•onal P1anninq 
2. Evaluation of Educational prograas 
l. Und~rscancSing of instructional prograa areas 
4. Student/scnool relations 
5. Special ecSucational progra.e 
6. Career ecSucation (vocational) 
7, Account.Oility 
1. Population trencSs ancS attendance statistics 

par grade 
'· Extra-curricular activi£ies 
10. Taat1nq pract•ces 
11. Student achieve .. nt 

6, SCHOOL PAClLlTIES TOPICS 
1. Senool House aa1ncenance 
2. Pacillties planning 
3. Transportation 
4. Food service pr09r ... 

Not 
V<Jlual:lla 

1 
l 
1 
l 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
l 

1 
1 
1 
1 
l 
l 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
l 
1 

l l 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 J 

2 l 
2 J 
2 J 
2 3 

l 3 
2 l 
2 J 
2 3 
2 J 
2 J 

2 J 
2 3 
2 J 
2 l 

2 l 
2 J 

2 

2 l 
2 l 
2 J 
2 J 
2 3 

2 3 
2 J 
2 J 
2 3 
2 J 
2 J 
2 3 
2 3 

2 3 
2 . 3 
2 J 

2 3 
l 3 
2 3 
2 J 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
s 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 

5 
s 
s 
5 
s 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
s 
5 
5 

s 
5 
5 

5 
s 
5 
5 

'lory 
'laluoU:Ile 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

' 6 
6 
6 

' 6 
6 
6 

' 6 

' 6 
6 
6 

6 

' 
6 

6 
6 
6· 
6 
6 

6 
6 

' 6 
6 
6 

' 6 

6 
6 

' 
6 
6 

' ' 

1 ( 381 
7 ( 391 
7 ( 40 I 
1 (411 
7 [4 21 
7 [43 I 
1 (441 
7 [45) 

7 [461 
7 [ 47) 
7 ( 48) 
1 (49) 

1 (50) 
1 (Sll 
7 [52) 
1 [Sll 
7 [541 
7 I 55 I 

1 [56) 
7 [57) 
7 [58 I 
1 [59) 

1 [60) 
7 1611 

7 [ 62) 

1 [63) 
7 (64) 
7 [651 
1 [66) 
7 1571 

7 1681 
1 [69) 
7 [70) 
1 [71) 
7 [721 
7 [731 
7 [74] 
1 175) 

1 (761 
1 [17) 
7 1781

card 4 
1 ( 51 Oup lCC 
7 [6) 4 (2) 
1 [7) 
1 r a 1 

SEc=IOH II. For statistical purposes only. ~ll responses will be ~ept =cnlidentia1. 

A. 

!!. 

c. 
0. 
:;. 

~re you: 
1. male? 2. 
What deqree do you hold? 
l. __ llacnelors deqree 2. 
Would you describe your district 
1. rural 2. small tcwn 

__ !e.male? 

Masters degree 
as: 

J. 

J. suburban 4. urban 
~~at is ~~e approximate amount 
Coes your budget: 

cf your school district budget? 

__ Doctorate 

1. _____ have a surplus? 2. __ break even? J. _____ have a defic1t? 

[9) 

(101 

[lll 

(121 

r ll I 
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School Board President Questionnaire 
sec<: ion_j,: -
1· 
the 
own 

and 

rs there o1 fomal SCl!OCL SOARD OEVELOPMF.NT program in your school distnc~:? '!'hat is, does 
district or the board itself rnqularly and ~ystcmaci~ally sock co cu~ld thc.school board's 
sJ<ills and icnowledqo? Car~ l 

,. fomal SCHOOL SOARD OEVELOrMENT pl:'ogram would likely have a budget,. someone in charqe,CC!-J RES 
ba thought of as a normal part ot scho~l district o~cr~tion. 4 Card ll 

(ll 
-(2) - Yes. My district has a formal SCHOOL BOARD DEVELOPMENT proqram. 

Sort ot. Our procedures are informal. We work at impl:'oving school board skills 
and knowledge as needed, when opportunities arise, or when a board member 
expresses interest. 
No. My district does not have a !ormd SCHOOL BOA.RO OEVELOPMEN'l' proqrlllll. 
I don't ltnov. [51 

2 w~at has your district done, in the last 2 years, that was particularly ~!feetive at 
r~ising the skills and knowledge of the board or of specific mamcers of the beard? (ol 

2a. ariefly, hov do you knov this was effective? (71 

3• wbat has your district done, in the last 2 years, that proved to be ineffective at 
raising the skills and kncwledge of the board or of specific mcmeors of the beard? 

3a. 

A. 
8. 

c. 
D. 

t. 

r. 
G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

lt. 

r.. 

Briefly, how do you knov this was inet!eetive? 

Which of the foltovinq activities have occurred durinq the last 2 years in your district? 
Where these occur, does the district pay the costs or do beard memUers pay the costs? Whi~h 
would you like to see occur in the next 2 years? 

Weekend retreat for board members. 
Orientat1on workshop for for school 
board members. 
Board me.Cer participation in state 
school board assn. conventions 
Formal survey of board members• needs 
for purposes of planninq SCHOOL BOARD 
OEVTLOPMENT activities, 
Board member participation in NSBA 
national convention. 
Proqra~as, led by experts, at local 
school board !~notions. 
School board member visits to 

In the last 2 years, 
we did this. Dis
trict paid costs. 
_Ill 

_____ Ill 

_Ill 

_Ill 

__ Ill 

school withln your district. ______ 111 
School board member visits to schools 
outside your district. _Ill 
School board aemeer participation in 
workshops or seminars conducted by a 
un~vers1ty or school board assn. 
~alks to school board members by 
federal, state or local education 

_Ill 

officials on selected topics. Ill 
Subscription(&) to ~~e American School~ 
Board Jourr ... l for board :nembers. tl 1 
Subsoription(s) to other eduea~ional -----
JOurnals for ~ard members to read. _____ tll 

In the last 2 years, 
we did this. Board 
members paid costs. 
_____ 121 

__ (21 

_(2) 

_(2) 

( 2) 

_(2) 

__ (2) 

_t2) 

_12) 

__ (2) 

__ (2) 

_____ (2) 

In the next 2 
years we 
should do thiS. 
_131 (81 

-.:.._131 [91 

_(3) (101 

_13) (lll 

_131 (l21 

-----' J) 
[13] 

_(31 [l4l 

_131 (151 

_(J) [161 

_131 [171 

_(3) ( l81 

I 3) (19) 

5,1) Please put an~ beside the person or group who, ~n your distrlct, takes the 
Slb4llty for coocd1nat1nq tho aspects ot boardsmanshlp listed below. 

rn.a,or r-csoon-
----rzo,2l,221 

b) Put a ~ around the box indicatinq who ~ take the :najor r-espons ibll i. ty !or (2J,24,2SI 
coordinatlon. 

Board !loard Super- State No Other 
as a Presi- inten- School One (explun) 
whole dent dent Doards 

I. Pr~-eiect1on or-ientation 
Assn. 

Proqra.m !or prospcct1ve 

2. 
<::and1dates c=1 c:=J c::J c:=J [::=J c:::J o....,r-all, <::omorehens1ve 
board dovolopmont program C:=J c:::J c::J c:::J I::=J ----L New !:loard .~!'ftCCr orlentat.:.on. c::::J c::::J c::::J [::=J c:::::J c:::: 
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6 . at Ind1.c:ate with an •x•, the person you would ~ l.ilcc to h03VC! c:oncluct a dcvt·lopmcnt program 
on ~he subJects lritcd. (25-lJI 

b} Place a c:~rc:lc around the •x• for any qroups that have conducted these 1o10rkshops 1n your 
cJi.stric:t~e rase t"'o :tears. [34-411 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 
6. 

7. 

Scnool fi
nances 
Collective 
barga1.ninq 
llirinq 
practices 
Curriculu• 
dccisiona 
School 
facillt.ies 
Superl.ntcn
dcnt 
rel.Jtions 
Communi r;y 
relations 

A local 
board 
men~

ber 

CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 

CJ 
_o 

~cal Local ~cacn
super- admin- ers 
intcn- i.stra-
dent tl.ve 

C1 
C1 
D 
D 
D 

D 
D 

person
nel 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

D 
D 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

D 
D 

F'c<leral/ 
state 
gov•t 
otti
cials 

D 
t::J 
0 
0 
0 

D 
D 

College/ State NSDA ~y 
univer- school stat! advi.-
sity pro- boards sors 
tcs•ors aslln. 

D 
D 
D 
0 
D 

D 
D 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

D 
D 

D 
D 
D 
D 
C1 

D 
D 

D 
D 
D 
0 
D 

D 
D 

Other 
(specify) 

D 
0 
0 
D 
0 

0 
D 

7. Indicate "'hethcr there is or should be a written policy statement in your district !or any of 
the follo"J.ng: 

1. Pre-election orientation 
progra. 

2. Orientation progra. for 
n~ board members 

3. Comprehensive board 
development program 

4. Visits to state and KSSA 
meetings 

Yes, tnere' s 
• written 
policy st.ate
ment 

0 
D 
D 
D 

Ko, there's 
no wr1t.ten 
policy state
Nnt 

D 
D 
D 
D 

There should 
be a policy 
statement 

D 
D 
D 
D 

(42] 

[4J] 

( 44] 

[ 451 

8. Bolo" are lillted a series of con~traints or limitations on participation in school board 
development programs. Please rata them in term• of their impact on you. 
11 • not limiting or constraining 7 • very limiting or constrainJ.nql 

!lOt constr<~ining Very constraining 
1. L<1c:k ot interest on my part. l 2 3 • s 6 7 [ 46] 
2. L.acll: of board president interest. 1 2 J 4 s 6 7 [ 47] 
J. L<~cll: of superintend~nt interest. 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 [48 I 
4. L<~ck ot ~hole board interest. 1 2 3 • s 6 7 [491 
s. Pressure to conserve funds 1 2 J • s 6 7 (so I 
6. L.acll: of pc rson<ll funds. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 { Sll 
7. No ti-: business compete&. l 2 3 4 s 6 7 (52] 
8. No t.U.e: f411111Y competes. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 [53 I 
9. Poor quallty of S\lch events. 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 (54 I 

10. EmbarrassMent over personal i<Jnoranc:c 
of subJect matter. l 2 3 4 s 6 7 (SSl 

11. W~ek-end meet1nqs badly timed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 r s' 1 
12. We&k•day mcetl.ngs badly timed. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 [ s 71 
13. Eveninq mcct1n~s badly timed. l 2 J 4 s 6 1 r sa 1 
!+. Heetl.nqs are t~ long l 2 3 4 5 6 7 [59 I 
15. Other (Please explain): 

,. Please indicate the incentive behind your i.nvolvc01ent in a part1cul.ar i.nservic:e act1vity. 
Check d l tllat apply. 

Remun- Cain Fill Fellow- School Travel Other 
eration know- pre- sh1p Board (I.!Xplunt 

ledge ' service with disunc- card 2 
sic ill a qapa pours tlon Oup 1 Jc:: 

l. School visitations D D D 0 D D 
D ~[ZI 

2. ~at1onal or state spon-
D ors-UJ sor1.1d worlcshop/sem1nar c:J D D 0 D 

3. Hat1ona1 or ~tate spon-
0 0

r u-::o1 
sored conference c:J D D D D 
Un~vors1~y sponsored ::l-291 
work snop/ sem1 nar D D 0 D D D 0\ JS-~:J 

5. ::.Oc:a·l dtstnct ·work-
Or H-s6J ~nop/contcr<.:nc:e D D D D C1 0 



10. 

u. 

12. 
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When SCIIOOL BOARO OEVl:LOPMENT activities such as workshop!'!, semtnars, convenr.inns, tours 
and the like are av~ilable, as ~ rule in your distr1cc, ~no attund~2 wno should uttcnd7 
(Please check as many as are approprtate,) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

'· 10. 
11. 

Soard members only. 
Key staff. 
Candidates !or the board. 
Interested district employees. 
Interested district teachers. 
Interested c1ti:ons. 
PTA members. 
Advisory co•mittee members. 
Students. 
Newspaper or tv reportars. 
Other. (Please explain: 

Attends ACtiVitieS Should Attend ActLVLties 
(57-sal 
(59-GOI 
[6l-621 
163-HI 
\65-661 
167-UJ 
[69•701 
(7l-721 
(73-741 
(75-761 
[77-781 

tmaqine thatyou are confronted wi~~ the need, one month from today, of beinq 
fa.iliar w1th a now subject about which you are now ignorant -- for ~~mple, computer 
literacy. Imaqine, also, that all the following opportunities to learn about the subject 
are available to you, but you can choose nnly two. w~ich onu or two would you solect?Card 

--- --- --- Cup l lCC 
Attend 2-hour expert lecture. 
Talk with expert ovur lunch. 
Listen eo audiotape cassette. 
See a til• or videotape. 
Confer privately with supt. 
Confer privately w1th staff. 
Confer pr1vately w1th board 
melllbertsl. 

_____ 18) Visit a school or other site where 4(21 
top1c is handled effectively. 15,6,71 

_____ 191 Read articles or books selected by 
school distrtct staff. 

(lOIRoad articles or books selected by 
----- yourself from a library. 
_____ lll)Hone of these. Instead, t would: 

Consider all the people, resources and opportunities that help a person become an 
effective board meaber. Please rate th~ in terms of their dCtu~l assistance for you 
as a school board .eaber. Circle one n~er for each item and laave blank any you have 
~ experionc~. 

A. Conversations vith your board president. 
8. Conversat1ons with your board collcaquea. 
C. Conversations with your superintendent. 
o. Conversations with your personnel staff. 
E. Conversat1ons Wlth your school bus1nesa staff. 
P. Conversations with your curriculu. staff. 
G. Conversations with teachers in your district. 
H. Conversations v1th adainistrators in your 

district. 
I. Conversations with students in your district. 
J. Conversations with voters in your district. 
K. Conversat1ons w1th key comaunity leaders. 
L. Poraal events at out-of-district mectinqa. 
"· Informal conversations at out-of-district 

•eetlnqa. 
N. Readinq a handbook for n.w board members. 
0. Read~nq newsletters ' magazines from your state 

school boards association. 
P. Reauinq the American School Board Journal. 
Q. Readinq newsletters ' magazines from HS8A. 
R. Read1nq education maqazines. IWhieh onea?l 

s. Attendinq state sch~l bd. assn. convont1ons. 
T. Attend1nq NSBA national eonvent1on. 
u. Atcending state school bd. assn. workshops. 
V. Attendinq NSBA workanops. 
w. Attendinq a new board member or1entation 

in your distr•ct. 
X. Attend1ng a new board member orientation 

conference outs1de your distrlct. 
Y. rour personal cx~er1ence 1n your profession. 
%. rour experiences with the loc~l board prior to 

serv1.ng on 1 t. 
AA Your prevtous experience on other boards. 
aa Your experiences as a pdrent of school kids. 
CC rour tra1n1ng as an educator. 
00 Your previous work cx~ertence in a school 

distrlct. 

Hot 
Valuable 
1 2 3 
1 2 J 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
l 2 
1 2 

2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 

3 
l 

J 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

• • 4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Very 
Valuable 

5 6 7 [ 91 
s 6 7 ( 91 
5 6 7 !lOI 
s 6 7 !ll1 
s 6 7 [121 
5 6 7 ( 131 
5 6 7 [ 141 
5 6 7 (lSI 

5 6 
s 6 
5 6 
5 b 
5 6 

5 
s 

5 
s 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
s 

5 
5 
5 
5 

6 
6 

6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 

6 
6 

7 (l61 
7 !l71 
7 I lSI 
7 [191 
7 (201 

7 (211 
7 ( 221 

7 (231 
7 !241 

7 [ 25 I 
7 r 2s1 
7 ( 271 
7 r 2s1 
7 ( 291 

I 30 I 

!HI 

7 
r ,.,, 
( .... J 

7 r J J 1 

J4l 
J 5 i 
361 
371 
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lJ. t.~sted bt'lo,. are subJt'<:ts of i.mpol'tance to school board illt'mbcrs. i'lc.ue rate l:.he w.lue 
oi .:ach tO!>i.c to vou !:u: incluaion in a local S<:hOt)l Qoarrl O<:vclor>mcnt i'roqram. (C~rcle 
one numnur for~activlty.) 

Not 
'loll uab lc 

1. GtN£~t ~OPICS 
l. l..c>1al responsilHli tics l 
2. Lcqlslatlve relatlon~hips l 
3. Superlntcndent selection l 
4. Superlntendenc ~valuation l 
5. work1nq relations wlth the superintendent 1 
6. Collective bar~ainlnq l 
7. Establishment of overall educational goals 1 
8. P~oblem solvinq techniques in policy l 

development 
9. R and o !or education 1 
10. Role of school attorney 1 
11. Parliamentary procedure l 
12. State ' National Scnool Board Association l 

services 
2. SCHOOL • CCMMUNI~Y TOP!C~ 

1. Strateqies f~r puul1c communication - media l 
2. Community polltics, gov•c., etc:. l 
3. Role and function of advisory committees l 
4. Interdistrict relations 1 
5. Com.unity relations 1 
6. Handlinq grievances 1 

3. FINANCIA~ TOPICS 
I. audqdt preparation 1 
2. Interpretation of budget 1 
J. Bus1ness practices tor schools 1 
4. Local taxation and bondinq procedures and l 

tenunologies 
5. State fundinq 
6. Federal ud 

4. PERSONNEL TOPICS 
I. Shape anJ function of administrative 1 

c rqaniza tion 
2. Personnel practices l 
3. St~ft development 1 
4. Staff evaluae1cn l 
5. s.ilary structu~es 1 
6. i'llp1l personnel facilities l 

5. CURRICULUM TOPICS 
1. ~4~cat•cnal Planning 1 
2. £v~luaticn of Educational proqrams l 
3. Unuurstanding of instructional program areas 1 
4. Student/school relations 1 
5. Special educational programs l 
6. Ca~eer education (vcc:aeicnal) l 
7. Accountability 1 
8. Population trends and ateendenca statisti~s 1 

per grade 
9. Extra-curri~ular activities 
10. Tasting practices 
11. Student achievement 

6. SCHOOL PACILITIES TOPICS 
~cnool Kouae aa1ntenance 
2. racillties planninq 
3. Transportation 
4. Food service proqrus 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 
l 
J 
3 
J 

J 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
J 
3 
3 
J 

3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
J 

J 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
J 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

• 4 
4 
4 

4 
4 

4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

s 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
s 
s 

5 
5 
5 
5 
s 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

s 

5 
5 
s 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
s 
s 
s 
5 
s 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

Very 
'l.lluaole 

5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 

6 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 

' 

7 ( 381 
7 (HI 
1 r 4o 1 
7 (4ll 
7 (421 
7 ( 431 
7 (Hi 
7 (451 

7 (461 
7 (471 
7 (481 
7 (491 

7 (SOl 
7 ( 511 
7 ( 521 
7 [53] 
7 (541 
1 (551 

7 ( 561 
7 (57) 
1 (58 1 
7 [59l 

7 (601 
7 (61) 

7 (62) 

7 [63 I 
7 [64) 
7 [65] 
7 (661 
7 [67) 

7 [&a] 
7 [69 I 
7 [701 
7 [7l] 
7 (721 
7 [731 
7 [14) 
7 (75] 

7 (76) 
7 [77) 

7 [7SIC.ud 4 

7 [S l Oup lCC 
7 [61 4 r 2 I 
7 [71 
7 [a I 

SECTION II: For statiseic:al purposes only. All responses w1ll be Kept ccn!J.dential. 

A. 

a. 
c. 
0, 

E. 

:-. 

Are you: 
2. __ remale? 1. Male? 

w~at ~ur age? 
Hew long nave you served en the •chool board? 
Hew ~ere you first seleceed to be on the school board? 
I. appo~nted 2. elected 
wbat~hc h1qhest year of formal educ~ticn 
l. __ s(')mc high school or less 
2. _____ Hlgh school or equ1valent 
3. _____ some cclleqe 
4. -. __ College graduate 

completed? 
5. 
6. 
7. 
9. 

'"hat J.S your occupattcnal c;rcup? 
l. _____ Prof~ss~onal 1 lawyer", accountant:, etc. 1 7. 

ij, 

~. 

J. r~r~er 
J. :::::Hom~~akar 
4. -----~ccnnJ.cJ.an, sx•llcd •orxer 
~. £ducator 
e.. ::::::.Ji!~ce •orXar 

l 0. 
il. 

r 91 
( lO I 
(ll) 

(l.:J 

__ Post-graduate wcrlt 
Masters do.:gree 

--Ooctoratc 
:==other [~31 

t.aborcr 
--Covnr~mt.!nt S...:r"'.JlCe 
--)'lanaqcr 
--Sales ==·J t ::c r : .:,.; •:...' ._·._. :'--· ----
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School Board Member Questionnaire 
~ction I: 

rs there a !ormal SCHOOL SOARD Of:Vli:LOP~IF.NT program in your scnool district? '!'hat is, docs 
district or the board itsulf r~gularly and ~ystcmatir.al ly seck eo bu1ld the school board's 
sk~llS and kno~ledge7 Card l 

A formal SCHOOL BOA.RD ca::veLOrl'!tNT progr~m ~uld likely have a budget, someone ~n charge,c::l-3 RES 
and b~ thought of as a normal part of scho~1 district operation. ~ Card tl 

I 31 
::=1•1 

Yes. My district has a !o~al SCHOOL SOA&D oevtLOPMENT proqram. 
Sort ct. Our procedures are informal. We ~ck at improving school board skills 
and knowledge as needed, when opportunities arise, cr when a board member 
express•~ interest. 
No. My district does not have a formal SCHOOL SOARD oeveLOPHtNT program. 
I don't know. (SJ 

2• What has your district done, in the last 2 years, that ~as particularly ~ffectivo at 
raising the sx111s and knowledge of the board cr cf specific members cf the board1 {6) 

2a. Briefly, how do you know this was effective? {7] 

3. What has your district done, in the last 2 years, that proved tc be ineffective at 
raising the skills and knc•.o~ledqe cf the board cr cf specific members cf the beard? 

3a. Briefly, hov do you know this was ineffective? 

4. Which of the !ollowinq activities have occurred durino the last 2 years in your district? 

.... 
a. 
c. 
o. 

£. 

r. 
G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

lt. 

r.. 

Where these coeur, does the district pay the costs cr do board mem~ers pay the costs? Which 
would you like to see ceeur in the next 2 years? 

WeeXend retreat !or beard members. 
Orientation workshop fer for school 
beard llll!mtlers. 
Board member par~icipaticn in state 

In the last 2 years, 
we did this. Cis• 
triet paid costa. 

I 1 l 

11 l 

school board assn. conventions _____ Ill 
Formal survey cf board members' needs 
for purposes of planninq SCHOOL SOAAD 
O£V£LOPH&MT activities. 
Soard member par~1cipation in NSBA 
national convention. 
Prcgra.s, led by experts, at local 
school board functions. 
School board member visits to 

_Ill 

_____ Ill 

_Ill 

school wHhin your distric:~. _Ill 
School board member visits to schools 
outside your district. _111 
School beard member participation in 
workshops cr seminars conducted by a 
un1versity cr school beard assn. 
Talks to school board =embers by 
federal, atate or local 1ducation 

_Ill 

officials on selected topics. Ill 
Subseriptionlll to the American School~ 
Board J'ourr ... 1 fer board members. 1 l 1 
Sueseript~cn(sl to ether educational -----
Journals fer board members to read. _____ Ill 

In the last 2 years, 
we did this. Soard 
members paid coats. 
__ 121 

_121 

_121 

__ 121 

_121 

_t2l 

_121 

I 21 

__ 121 

__ 121 

_121 

__ 121 

In the next 2 
years we 
should do this. 
__ 131 {81 

131 {9) 

131 {lOJ 

_Ill [lll 

_131 [l21 

_131 (lJJ 

_Ill (l4J 

_Ill {lSI 

_Ill (16) 

_(3} I 171 

_Ill !lSI 

_Ill (l9) 

s.al Please put an~ bes1de the person cr group who, in your distrlct, takes the 
S1b1l1ty fer c:oordinat1ng the aspects ct boardsmanship listed below. 

'"alo r r.:sr.n-
[20,2 .221 

I. 

2. 

J. 

b) ?ut a c:irc:le around the box indicating wno ~take the '"•Jcr respcns1b1l1ty !or [23,24,251 
c:cordi~. 

Pr~-eleotlcn orie~taticn 
~rogra. fer prospect1ve 
c:ana1aates 
Overall, c:omorehe~s1ve 
OQard development program 

Soard 
as a 
whole 

!card 
Presi
dent 

Supcr
inten
dent 

State 
School 
!!Oat'dS 
Assn. 

NO 
One 

Other 
(explain I 
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6. a l tndicate '"1 en an •x•, tho porzcn you "auld ~ like to ho1va c:cnuuct a dew: lopme:nt ;:rcqram 
on Che suoJec:ts luted. [ 25-JJ J 

b) Place a Ci.l:'c:le around the •x• !cr any ')roups that have conducted these <oOrkshcps 1n your' 
<.lutrict~e rast two years. ~·::.~-411 

1. 

2. 

J. 

5. 

6. 

1. 

School fi
nances 
Collective 
bar'gaJ.ninq 
Uir1nq 
pr'aCtlces 
Cur'riculuJa 
de.:isions 
School 
f aci.l Hies 
Superl.ntcn
dcnt 
relo1tions 
Community 
rulations 

A local 
board 
mem
ber 

D 
D 
D 
D 
0 

D 
..0 

Local ~cal Teach
super- admin- ers 
inton- istra-
dent tive 

0 
0 
0 
0 
D 

D 
D 

person
nul 

D 
D 
D 
D 
0 

D 
0 

D 
D 
0 
D 
0 

D 
0 

Fctleral/ 
state 
gov• t 
oth
c:ials 

D 
D 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

College/ State NSDA ~y 
un1ver- school stat! advl.-
sity pro- boards scrs 
fcssors as.sn. 

D 
D 
0 
0 
D 

D 
D 

0 
0 
0 
0 
D 

D 
D 

0 
0 
D 
0 
0 

0 
0 

D 
0 
0 
0 
D 

D 
0 

Other 
(specify I 

D 
D 
0 
0 
0 

D 
D 

7. Indicate whether there is or should be a ... rittcn policy statement in your district !or any of 
tho to 1lcw1.nq: 

1. Pro-election orientation 
prQcJraa 

2. Orl.entation proqram tor 
new board members 

J. Comprehensive board 
development proqra. 

4. ViSJ.tS to state and NSaA 
meetings 

Yes, there's 
a written 
pol icy state
ment 

0 
D 
D 
0 

No, there's 
no wrl.tten 
policy state
ment 

D 
D 
D 
D 

There should 
be a policy 
statement 

D 
0 
D 
D 

(42] 

[43] 

.( 44] 

(451 

a. Below are listed a sories of con11traints or limitations on participatl.on in school l:loard 
development progra.s. Please rate them in terms of their impact on you. 
(l • net limitinq or constraininq 7 • very limiting or conserainin91 

1. Lack of interest on my part. 
2. Lack of board president interest. 
J, Lack ot superintend~nt interest. 
4. Lack of wnole board interest. 
5. Pressure to conserve funds 
6. Laek ot personal funds. 
7. No time: business competes. 
3. !io tae: fan~i.ly competes. 
9. Poor quality of such events. 

10. Embarrassment over personal iqncrance 
of SUbJect matter. 

11. w~ek•end mectl.nqs badly timed. 
12. Week-day mcetl.nqs badly timed. 
13. Evening mcet1nqs badly timed. 
1•. Mcet1n9s are t~ lone; 
15. Other (P1~asc oxplal.n): 

'· Please indicate che incentive behind your 
Cheek all ~n•t apply. 

Remun• C. in 
erat.ion know-

lcdqe 
skills 

l. Sc:nool VlSl.tatlOnS D D •• National or state spon-
so red ·.oorxshcfJ/semJ.nar 0 0 

3. Natlonal or ~tace spon-
sored conference 0 0 
'Jn•verslt'( sponsored 
wor~snop;se•unar 0 D s. L.:lc:al :Lsr.rtct •eric-
shO!J/Conturr.:nce D D 

" 

NOt constra1nin9 very constraJ.ninq 
1 2 J 4 s 6 1 [ 46 J 
l 2 J 4 5 6 1 ( 47] 
1 2 J 4 s 6 7 [ 481 
l 2 J 4 5 6 7 ( 491 
1 2 J 4 5 6 1 [so I 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (511 
1 2 J 4 5 6 7 ( 5.21 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 ( SJ I 
l 2 J 4 5 6 7 [54 1 

1 2 J 4 s 6 7 r s s I 
l 2 3 4 s 6 1 I 561 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7! 5 71 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 r sa 1 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 [ 591 

invclve!llent in a partlcular 1n$~rv1ce act1v1.ty. 

Fill P'e llow- Sc!\col Travel Other 
pre- s tup !3oard (.:xplunl 
serv1ce .... th dlStl.MC• Colrd 2 
gaps peurs tl.on cup l JCC 

D 0 D 0 
D 4r:: 

0 D D D CJ!S-lZl 

0 D D 0 D;l.:-:J: 
::l-ZS! 

0 CJ D 0 DIJS--':l 

D D 0 CJ c::;: 49-56; 
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·~'hen SCHOOL SOAR.O O£V£LOPME:N't' acttvi ~ ies ~uch as ;;orl< shop 'I, sr:nnn.1rs, convent: inns, ~ours 

and ene like are av.Jilabl~. as '' r•.Jle in your d.istrtct, who att'"nd:o? '1'11\o snoultl .. t~c:nd? 
!?lease <:hecx as m.Jny as .ue <lpproprtate.) 

1. aoard members only. 
2. Key seaff. 
J. Candidates for the board. 
•· Interested diserict employees. 
s. !ntereseed dlstrict teachers. 
6. !neercseed cl.t.i:cns. 
1. ~A members. 
a. ,\dvisory committee members. 
9. St.udones. 
10. Newspapur or TV reporters. 
ll. Other. (Please explain: 

Attends Ac~iv~ttes Should Attend ACtlViCleS 
(57-581 
( 59-GOI 
[61·621 
(63·641 
[65·661 
(67-UI 
(69-701 
(71-721 
{73-741 
(75-761 
{77-181 

:maqine tha:you are confronted with the need, one month from today, of ~einq 
famlliar with a nav subject about which you are now i~norant -- !or example, computer 
lltcr.Jcy. Imagine, also, that all the following opportunitlcS to learn Qbout the sub;cct 
are ava1lable to you, but you can choose only t~o. Whtch onu or t;;o would you sclect?Card 

--- --- --- Cup 1 3CC 
Attend 2-hour export lecture. 
Talx with export ovur lunch. 
Listen to audioeapo cassette •. 
See a fila or videotape. 
Confer privately ;;ith supt. 
Confer privately w1th staff. 
Confer privately w1th board 
llldiiiCor Is 1. 

_____ 181 Visit a school or other site •here ~{21 
top1c is h<lndlcd effect1vely. (5,6,71 

(91 Re.1d articles or books selected by 
school distr1ct staff. 

tlOIRead artlcles or books selected by 
----- yourscl! from a library. 
_____ lll)Nono of these. Instead, I would: 

Consider all the people, resources and opportunities that help a person become an 
e!fect~ve board memcor. Please rate th~ in terms of their actual assistance for you 
as a school board memoer. Circle one number for each item and leave blank any you nave 
~ experienc~. 

A. Conversations with your board president. 
a. Conversae1ons w1th your board colleagues. 
c. Conversations W4th your superlntcndcnt. 
o. Conversat1ons w1th your personnel staff. 
£. Conversael.ons w1th your school bus1nuss staf!. 
P. Conversations with your curriculum staff. 
C. Conversatlons with teachers in your distrtct. 
H. Convers~eions w1th administrators in your • 

dlstrtct. 
I. Conversations with students in your district. 
J. Conversattons w1eh voters in your district. 
K. Convorsatlons wttn key community loaders. 
~. formal events at out•of•distrtct meetinqs. 
M. Informal conversations at out•of•diserict 

meettngs. 
H. Reading a handbook tor n~ board members. 
O. Readtng newsletters ' maga:1nes from your state 

school boards assoc1ation. 
P. Keau1nq tho American School Board Journal. 
Q. Reading newsleeters ' maqa:ines from HSBA. 
R. Read1nq edwcation aaqazines. (Wh1ch ones?) 

S. Attendinq stale sch~ol bd. assn. conventtons. 
T. Attendtng NSBA national convention. 
u. Attend1nq state school bd. assn. workshops. 
V. At~ending HSBA worxsnops. 
w. Attending a new board mem~er ortentation 

in your dtstrict. 
X. Attendtn'l a ne"W. board memcer ortentatton 

conference outS4de your district. 
Y. Your personal expertence 4n your profession. 
Z. Your ~x~ertence~ wtth tho loc~l board prier to 

serv1n9 on tt. 
AA Your prev1ous cYoer~ence on other boards. 
sa Your ~xperu~nces as a parent of school :Cids. 
CC Your tra1n1nq as an educator. 
:10 Your ;:-rev1ous •ork cxpertence i.n a school 

dtstrt<:t. 

Hot 
Valuable 
l 2 3 
l 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 

2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

2 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 
l 
3 
J 

4 
4 
4 
~ 

4 
4 

• 
4 
4 

• 4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
s 
s 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

s 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
s 
5 
5 
5 

Very 
Valuacle 

' 7 ( 81 
6 7 (91 
6 7 ( 10 I 
6 7 ( lll 
6 7 { 121 
6 7 ( lll 
b 7 [l4J 
6 7 (lSI 

6 7 { 161 
6 7 ( l7} 
6 7 {131 
~ 7 ( 191 
6 7 I 20 I 

6 
6 

6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 

7 ( 2ll 
7 I 221 

7 ( 23 I 
7 ( 24) 

7 I 25 I 
7 !HI 
7 I 271 
7 ( 281 
7 { 291 

7 r 30 I 

(HI 

( 3: l 
1 ( J J 1 

7 ~I 

' :'II 
7 hi 

-' 'I 
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:..~..seed !:!c:-!ow are SUCJCC1:S of i:n;:ortanca co school boac<! ,'!lf'mours. <'lease raec the val~e 
oi OdCi'l CO!HC t:o YOU !or in.:!uSlOn in a local SchO<ll !loarrl O<.:v~lcpmont: i'roqcam. (Cl.r::le 
one nulllhuc foe eacn ac::.i.vl ty. l 

!. 

2. 

3. 

.. 

5. 

czm:RAL ':"OPICS 
·1. I.c:~al respons 1l:l i.li. tics 
2. Loq1slae1ve rclatlon~hips 
3. Supeclntandent selection 
4. Supecineendene uvaluae1on 
s. workinq celae~ons wLth the superintendent 
6. Colleceive bar~ain1nq 
7. Establishment: of overall cducat:ional goals 
8. Preble• ~olvinq t:echniques in policy 

develoo•ent: 
9. R and 0 for educat:ion 
10. Role of school ateorney 
11. Parliamentary procedure 
12. Stat:e ' ~ational School Soard ~ssociation 

services 
SCHOOL - COMMUNITY TOPIC~ 
1. Strat:eqies for public communicat:ion - media 
2. Com•un1t:y politics, qov't., eec. 
J. Role and function of advisory committees 
4. Int:ecdistrict relations 
s. Co••unity relations 
6. Handling grievances 
FIN~NCIAL TOPICS 
1. Budqet preparation 
2. Interpretation of budqet 
J. Bus1ness practices for $ChOols 
4. Local taxation and bonding procedures and 

eenu.noloqies 
5. Stat:a fundinq 
6. f'ederal ud 
P£RSON~EL TOPICS 
l. Shape and funC1:ion Of addlinistrative 

orqani.:a tion 
2. Personnel practices 
J. Staff development: 
4. Staff evaluatlon 
5. Salary structures 
6. Pupil personnel facilities 
CURRICULUM TOPICS 
I. ~ucat1onal Planninq 
2. Evaluat:ion of &ducaeional proqrams 
J. Onu~rs~andinq of instructional proqram areas 
4. Student/school relations 
5. Spec1al educational proqra.s 
6. Career education (vocational) 
7. Accountabllity 
a. Populat:ion trends and at1:endence statis~ics 

per grade 
9. Extra-curricular activities 
10. Tcst~nq pract1ces 
ll. Student: achievement 

Not 
'/<lluablc 

1 
1 
1 
l 
l 
l 
l 
l 

1 
1 
l 
1 
1 
l 

l 
l 
1 
1 

l 

l 
l 
l 
l 
1 

1 
l 
1 
l 
1 
1 
l 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

3 
l 
3 
J 
J 
3 
J 
3 

J 
J 
3 
3 

3 
3 
J 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
J 
3 

J 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

J 
J 
3 
J 
3 
3 
J 
J 

3 
3 
3 

~ 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 

4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 

5 
s 
5 
5 
s 
s 
5 
5 

5 
5 
s 

s 
s 
5 
5 
s 
5 

5 
s 
5 
s 

5 
5 

s 

5 
s 
s 
s 
s 

5 
s 
5 
5 
5 
s 
s 
s 
5 
5 
5 

Very 
'/.J 1 uao le 

6 
6 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 

6 

s 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 
6 

7 : :a 1 
7 i '-91 
7 ( 40 I 
7 (H] 
7 {U! 
7 ( 43 J 
7 ( 441 
7 (45] 

1 r46J 
7 (47] 
7 (48] 
7 (491 

7 (so 1 
7 (Sll 
7 (521 
7 (SJJ 
7 (54 1 
7 ( ss J 

7 (56] 
7 (57] 
1 rsa 1 
7 (59 i 

7 (60 1 
7 [6ll 

7 {621 

7 (63] 
7 [54 I 
7 (651 
7 (66 1 
7 (67] 

7 (68] 
7 (69 1 
7 (70 I 
7 [711 
7 ( 721 
7 [73 J 
7 [74 J 
7 [75 J 

7 (76 1 
7 [77] 

6. SCHOOL FACILITIES TOPtCS 
7 [78 1 Car::! 4 

1. School House sa1ntenance 
2. f'acilities planninq 
3. Transportatlon 
4. Food service proqra..s 

l 
1 
l 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

s 
s 
5 
s 

6 
6 
6 
6 

7 (51 Oup lC:: 
7 [6] 4[21 
7 (7 J 
7 ( 8 I 

SECTION II: For statlstical purposes only. All responses w1ll be kept eon!identlal. 

A. 

a. 
c. 
c. 

::. 

". 

Are you: 
1. Male? 
\olae iS"Tour aqe? 

2. _____ !" emal e ? r 91 

How lonq have you served on the school board? 
How were you first selected to be on the school bo~a~r~a~,-----------------

( 10 l 
~lll 

1. _____ ~ppo1nted 2. elected 
· .. -nat ~s the tuqnese year of formal educ.ltlOn 
l. _____ snm~ h1qh school or less 
2. _Hlqh school or equl"lalont 
J. _____ some ::olleqe 
4. _____ Cclleqe graduate 

completed? 
s. 
5. 
7. 
a. 

·~at :.s your oecu;:>atlonal group? 
_____ Prof~ss1onal (lawyer, ac::ountant, etc. l 

•• 
7 . 
a. 
q. J. 

~. 

'F' 3 rmer 
~Homcma.C.ar-
__ ~cc:\n4c:. .. n, si<.d led ·•orlcer 
__ E::!~c.:ar:cr 
_::,t"! 1Ce ··or"X.ar" 

l 0. 

[121 

Post-graduate worlc 
-----~asecrs duqrce 
----Ooceorat:c 
==Ot!'tcr ~lJi 

____ : t !:c , ____ ·_,:_,;_. ..... ~.-·'"· -------
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~XP!RT QaEST!ONNAIAE 

§.!C~on !: 

:. 

J, 

Should ~ere be a for.:al SCSOOL SOARD CE~OP~T ~roqram L~ a school dist=ic~? 
That ~s, should ~e dist:ic~ or the board i~el! regularly and syseemaeically 
seek -:o build the school boar:i' s own skj,lls and :-t.\''lcwledr;e? 

A !or=al SC300L SOARD CE~OP~ proqram would likely have a budr;et, someone 
in enarr;e, and be thou;-llt of as a nor:nal ?art of sc!·1ool district operation. 

( 3) 

=(4) 

Yes. A district should have formal SO!OOL aoA.aD ::lEVEI.OP!o!EN'l' oro~am. 
Sort of. E'recedures should be i.nfor:nal. Districts should work at 
improvinr; school board skills and k.nowledr;e as ~eeded, when opportuni
ties arise, or when a board member expresses L~terest. 
~o. Districts should not have a formal SC300L SOARD or!ELOP~ pror;ram. 
I don't knew. 

co you k.now of a district ~~at in ~~e last 2 years was particularly effective at 
r~sinr; ~~e skills and k.nowledr;e of ~~· board or of specific members o: ~~· board? 

Srie.fly, h.ow do you k.now this . .,.as effacti•te? 

4. Which of the followinq activities should occur in a district? Where ~~ise oc=, 
should the district ~ay the costs or should board members pay ~"'e costs? 

A. Weekend retreat for board members. 
a. Orientation workshop for s~~ool 

board members • 
c. Soard member ?ar--icipation in state 

school board usn. conventions. 
o. Forcal survey of board members' needs 

for ?ur?OSes of planninq SCSOOL SOARD 
CEVEI.OPMENT activities. 

E. Soard ~er participation in !ISBA 
national convention. 

?. Proqrams, led by experts, at local 
school board f~~ctj.ons. 

G. School board member visits to schools 
wi ~~in the district. 

a. School board member visits to schools 
outside ~~• district. 

I. School board member participation in 
workshops or seminars conducted by a 
university or s~'lool board assn. 

"' . Talks to s~"'ool board members by 
federal, state or local education 
officials on selected topics. 

~. S~scription(sl to ~~e American School 
Soard Journal for board. me:nbers. 

L. SQbscription(s) to other educational 
journals for board =ambers to read. 

Ac:'.rvn'r.tS 
SHOULD acr::;:R, 

DIS'!'1Uc:' 
SHOULD ?Ar COS'rS. 

_Cll 

__ Cll 

_(l) 

_Cll 

(l) 

__ (l} 

__ (l) 

__ (l) 

Cll 

__ (l) 

(ll 

__ (l) 

AC':IVr'rr.tS 
SRO~ oCCUR. 
iJOAJUJ !!E!G£1/S 

5HOu.tD ?Ar COS'rS, 

_(2) 

__ (2) 

_(2) 

(2) 

_(2) 

__ (2} 

__ (2} 

_(2) 

(2) 

__ (2} 

__ (2) 

(2) 

S. ih.J.t: an "x,. i..n ~~e ~ox ir.ciic:at:.:tc; who should take ~~e :naJor :es;:ensi~il.i:Y !or 
coord.ina~nr; ~~e aspects of boards~nsn~~ L~sted. below. 

Strl!'!" 
30ARD 30AJUJ SUP!: !I- SC!!OC!. .1'0 
;,.s A niESI- IY"n-:i- 30AR&:S CNE 

~ :e~rr ~ ~ 1.. ?re-election o:ient..ation ~rogra::x 

:or pr:spec:ti•te candidates . c::J - c:::::. c:::= ~ ·-·--· 
2. Over::~.ll, comprehensi •;e ~oa.r:! 

·~e~reloprnen-: ;r::g:3l:l. ~ r-- ·--"--' -·-- --
3. :-iew :car: ::-.emcer o::.en -:~ t:..on. ' ' .- .-- --'-

~-:'!:ER. 

!EXP~J 

~ 

.-

cc~-J 
.~$ f4 
=fl 

[ S] 

( 6] 

( 7) 

8] 

( 9] 

(.lO) 

[ll] 

[l2) 

[lJ] 

(14] 

(l5) 

[!6] 

(l7] 

[.lS] 



447 

•• I.::.ciica te '"i t!l a.n • .1:" , t!la ;:arson you would. ~ li.<a tc have conduct a ;avelo~ment 
?rcqram en c.'le sul:ljec-..s lisead. (23-301 

.l :.oar. .r.car. Fr'CERAI.I C!JU.ZCZ/ S:'A:'!' l.l.r 
:.car. SUPER- .l..DHDIS- ::":!:.\Cll'- S'%'A:% wr.m11- SCHOOL .VS11A .u:;vr- Qr!%R 
30.lRD :::n:zY- ::":U'!'I7!' iRS GOV''t SITY 'i'I/0- :JIJAJU:S STAn' SOF!S ISPEC:FYI 
~ .PE!L 'i'EP.SOifNl:L Ol?ICI::lLS FrSSOP.S ~ l. Scllool 

:finances c::::J c::::J c::::J c::::J 
2. COllective 

c::::J c:::::l Cl c::::J 0 Cl 
bar;;ai."ti.nq c::::J c::::J c::::J c::::J c:::J c:::J Cl c:::J c:::J c:::I 

3. !lirinq 
practices c::! c::::r c:::r c:::::::I Cl c:::J Cl c:::J c:::::l c:::::l 

4. Curriculum 
Ceeisicns c:::::::I CJ Cl Cl 

s. Senool 
Cl c:::J CJ Cl c:::::::I c:::J 

facilities c:::::l c:::J c::::J c:::::l 
6. S lltlerin tend.en t 

Cl Cl c:::J c:::J c:::::l c::= 
relations Cl CJ Cl c:::::! c:::J Cl c:::::! c:::::! CJ CJ 

7. ComiiiUility 
:elations c:::::! CJ CJ c::I c:::::l c:::J c:::::J CJ Cl Cl 

7. Indicate whetl'ler there should. be a written policy s ta tamen t in a district 
for any of t!l.e followinq: 

'lU, r11E111! SBOtrr.D !IE NO, :'li%.U SllOtrr.D NO'r !Z 
A IIRIT:'!'N XJUCY S'!'A'!'E.'fi:N'r A 'll'llr!":rN POUCY S'!'Ar.t:~ 

l. Pra--eleetion orienta-
tion prcqram. CJ Cl (Jl] 

2. Orientation prcqram 
fer new board. ~ers. Cl c::::J [J2l 

3. COmprehensive board 
eevelopment prcqram. c::::J c::::J (JJJ 

4. Visita to state and 
MSBA meetinqs. c:J Cl (J4] 

a. Below are listed a series of constraints or limitations on participation in sc.'lool board. 
development ?rcqrams. Please rata them in ta=s o:f t.'leir illlpact on school board members. 

ll • nee J..JJ:U.t.i.ng or c:aMera.Lru:ng - 7 • vwrv lJ.JIJi.tJ.ng or eonse--ailting) 

.'IO'r C!JNS'!'11AINING I'!:Rr C!JNsriiAIYING 

l. !.aclc of l:loard S'!'esic!ent interest. l 2 3 4 5 6 7[JS] 
2. Laclc of superintsr.dent interest. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7(J6] 
3. !.aclc o:f whole board. interest. l 2 3 4 5 6 7(J7) 
4. Pressure to conserve funds. l 2 3 4 s 6 7(JI] 
s. t.aelc o:f personal f1.Ulda. l 2 3 4 5 s 7(J9l 
6. Me timeJ business competes. l 2 3 4 5 6 7[40] 
7. Mo time: family competes. l 2 3 4 5 s 7[4l] 
a. ?oor quality of such events. l 2 3 4 5 5 7[42] 
9. E:nl:la=assmant over personal 

ignorance of subject mattar. l 2 3 4 s 6 7(4J) 
lO. Week-.nd meetin<;s badly timed. l 2 3 4 s 6 7(44] 

ll. iieelc-day uetinqs badly timed. l 2 3 4 5 6 7[45] 
12. tveni.:lq :eetinqs badly ti:r.ed. l 2 3 4 5 6 7[46] 

l.J. Meetinqs are teo len;;. l 2 3 4 5 6 7(47] 
H. Other 

(PUASE ZZPUZNJ: 

9. ?lease indicaee t.'le incenti•re behind a board's inV~Jlvement in a par"tic:ular i.-o:ser7ica C"UlD 2 

activiey. Chec:lc all e.hat apply. WP l JCC 
4 (2] 

ZIIY F=:.L ;t!'.Z- n:x.:.:w- SCHOOL 
.''IZ.Yr:Yl::FI- .'ClCiitZXZ sztma saz; 3CAJUJ M$- :"l<AV!"!. ,;nzR 

~ SK::.:.S ;;:.;s ~ -:=~'Tc:':CN (~ 

!.. Sc.'lool •risi tations. c:::::r ,.- c:::::; c::::J c: c:::! c:::! S-121 '---' :. )la"tional or seat:a s;::on-
sore d. ~o:rksho~/semi-~a:r. c::J c::::J c:::! c:l c:::::! c= :::::: [lJ-20] 

3. :tauonal or state s;::on-
so :red c~n::!rsncs. c:J c:::::l ~ c:::::J c:::! _,_, c:::::J (21-131 

L Cni ~;e:s~ -:::r s;:onsorad 
-...o :kscop I se.ci:1 a:r. ,..-.., ~ :---- ' 

,.- ......... :Js-~:J .__. '---' 
5. :.::cal :.is ~=:.c-: ·,...ork-

shop/c:n!a:ance. ~ r- [~:-;,;] 
'---' --
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~~en SCECOL 30AAO =~VELO~~T ac~vities such as ~orkshces, seminars, conven~ons, 
eours and ~e l~<e are available, as a rule ~ho should a~~end ~~ese ac~7i~es? 
(Pl•.U. c.'lacJc as ..any as ue appropr.:.ar:e.) 

l. 3oard members only. 
2. !.ey su:f:f. 
3. candidat:es for t.he board. 
4. Interest:ed district employees. 
s. Int:erest:ed district ~achers. 
6. In~arested ci ti::en.s. 
7. ~':A :M~mbers • 
a • Advi.sory ccmmi t tee t:IU!bers • 
9. Students. 

10. Newspaper or TV reporters. 
ll • o t.'ler • IP!.ZA.Sll ::XP~: 1 

Imaqine ~~at a board is confronted wi~~ ~~e need, one month from today, 
of being- familiar with a new subject about which they are now ignorant 
!or example, computer literacy. Imag-ine, also ~~at all the following
opportunities to learn about the subject are available to a board, but 
they can choose onlv .!:!2.· Which 2!:!, or ~ should they select? 

(8) 

( 9) 

__ (lO) 

Visit a school or o~~er site~ 
topic is handled effectively. 
Read articles or books selected 
by school district staff. 
aead articles or books selected 
from a library. 

[571 
(Sd) 
(59) 

:oaJ 
pll 
~21 
!OJ! 
[641 
[oSI 
r6ol 
[67] 

[68,69,70] 
Attend 2-hour expert lecture. 
Talk wi t!1 expert over lunch. 
Listen to audiotape cassette. 
See a film or Videotape. 
Confer privately wi~~ supt. 
Con.fer privately with s taf:f. 
Con!er privately wi~~ board 
lllellltler ( s l . 

_(lll Mone of ~~ese. Instead, t.hey should: 

Consider all the people, resources and opportunities that help a person bec:ome 
an ef!ective board member. Please rate ~~~ in ter:ns of t.heir actual assist-
ance for a school board :llem.ber. Circle one n\li!IQer for each item. c;uw J 

WP l Jet: 
.vo-r 7.U.tl.UU 7!:Rr '7AL:.<UJU 4 [21 

A. Conversations wi t.'1 board president. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 [l] 
a. Conversations ~it!l ~'le board cclleaques. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (2] 
c. Conversations wi~'l ~~e superintendent. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (JJ 
o. Conversations ~i~'l. the S~ersonnel staff. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (4] 
::. Conversations with the school ousiness sta.ff. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 [5] 
F. Conversations with the curricul= staff. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (6] 
G. Conversations ~ith teachers i.n. ~~e district. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 [7] 
!i. Conversations • ..,i:."l administrators in the 

district. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (S] 
:::. ~tic:ls loli.tn st!Dnts in the dist:tict. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (9] 
J. Conversations with voters in ~'I.e district. l 2 3 4 s 6 7 (lOI 
K. Conversations with key community leaders. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (ll] 
L. :"or.nal events at out-of-district meeting-s. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (l2] 
M. Infor.nal conversations at out-of-district 

:llee tings • l 2 3 4 5 6 7 [lJ] 
!1. Reading a hancibook f:or new board :llemeers. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 [141 
o. aeading- newsletters ' :~~agazines f=om the 

state sc.~ool boards association. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (15] 
P. Reading- the American School Soard Journal. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (l6} 
Q. Reading :1ewsletters ' :n.aqazines !rom NSBA. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (17] 
R. Reading- education mag-azines. (".ihic.'l ones?) 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (lSI 
s. At~endlng state sc::.ooi !:lie a: a asscc:.at.J.on 

ccnven-:.ions. l 2 3 4 5 6 - (l9) ' ~ Attending ~S:aA :tational convention. !. 2 3 4 5 6 7 (201 
a. At~ending s~te school bd. assn. •.torkshops . l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (21} 
v. At~ending ~zsaA ·o~orkshcps. l 2 3 4 s 7 [<21 
'H. Attending a :tew board memeer orientation 

in ~~e dis-::ic~. l 2 3 4 5 6 7 (2JI 
:<. .~t":!!nding a :tew board :nem.be: ':lrientat.ion 

conference ':lUt:Side t.."'le :iist:ic-:.. l 2 3 ~ 5 7 ~: 4 I 
'!. ?ersonal. ax;:erience i.n one's ;lro:ess::.on. !. 2 3 5 5 7 ::sl 
-· !x;:erie!lces ·o~i~~ :.."":.e local board ;:r:.cr to 

ser .. ri!lq on . - !. 2 3 4 i [26j 
;,.;. . ?=evious ax;er:.enc:e on ':lt."ler Ooa::s. 2 3 4 ... ~, 

·.••l 
:a. :::x;:eriences as a parent:. o! school :,:.c.s. 2 3 4 :nl 

:':~J.::.:..~q as an educator. 4 :nJ 
::J. ?=~'J'!.:'..!S ·~o::!~ ~x;e::.er:.cs i:l a s::~col 

=.;.s~==-=~· : JJ: 
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l:..U1:ed below a.re subjecu of i~ortance to school boar:i :nem.bers. ?lease rate 
~e value of eac±l ':::loic to vou !or inclusion i!1 a local School 3oa.rd Oevelop
l!'.ene ?:::oqram. (c;.rr::J.; en• ~7t~r e4<:.i2 acane-,t.J 

l. GE~RAL TOPICS 
l. l:.eqal responsibilities l 
2, Leqisla~va rala~onsh.ips l 
3. Superint:endene selection l 
4. Superi::1tendent evaluation l 
5. Worki."lq relations with t!le super-

tendent l 
6. Collective barqaininq l 
7. Establishment of overall educa~onal 

qoals l 
a. ?roblem :solvinq tecb.ni~es i!1 

~olicy development l 
9. R and 0 !or education l 

lO. ?.ole of school attorney l 
ll. Parliamentary ~rocedure l 
12. State ' Na~onal School Soard 

Association services l 

2. SCSOOL - COMMONI'l"! TOPICS 
l. Stra1:eqies tor public communication -

-~· l 2. Community politics, qov't., etc. l 
3. Role and !unction of advisory committees l 
4. Interdistrict :::ela~ons l 
5. Community rela~ons l 
S. Eiandlillq grievances l 

3. FnANc:.u. TOPICS 
I. Sudqee prepara~on l 
2. !nterpreta~on of budqet l 
3. Susilless practices !or schools l 
4 • Local taxation and bondinc; ?rocedures 

and te~noloqies l 
5 • s ta ta fWldi.:lq l 
6. Federal aid l 

4. ?!:!1SONNE!. TOPICS 
l. Shape and function of aclmi.'listra~ve 

organization l 
2. Personnel practices l 
3. Staff d.evelooment l 
4. Sta.f! evaluation l 
5. salarJ st--uctures l 
S. Pupil personnel .facilities l 

S. Cmt.UC!.Jt.m! TOPICS 
I. Educa~onal planninq l 
2. Evaluation of Ed.ucational programs l 
3. Uncierstandi!l.q of inst--uctional 

program areas l 
4. Student/school =elations l 
S. Special educational ?rograms l 
S. Career education (vocational) l 
i. Accountability l 
a. ?opulation trends and attendance 

statistics ?er grade l 
9. :::x=acu:ricula.r activities l 

lO. Testing ~ractices l 
:.1. Student achie•1ement l 

5. SCECOL :"A.C:~::':ZS :'CP!,:S 
.-. Sc:~co.i. house ::ta.J.;:. tanance l 
2. :acili:~es plar.ning l 
3. ~=~'lS?Ol:~a~~::'l l 
.t. E':lod se=·rice ?rogra.."t'.s l 
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SCHOOL BOARD PROFESSIONAL DEVELOP~ffiNT 

Superintendent Interview 

This interview is part of a study of local professional 
development programs and practices for school board members. 
In the interview, I primarily want to find out about the 
nature of your district and the types of inservice work with 
school board members which the district engages in. 

Although an identifying code is used, please be assured that 
your answers will be kept confidential and your name will 
not be associated with your responses. All reports compiled 
will combine your answers with those of others so as to 
respect your privacy and the confidentiality of your answers. 

Remember that the purpose of this study is to characterize 
the board inservice work of your district and of the people 
who work in them. Please be assured that it is not an 
evaluation study of you or your district. Please be as frank 
and honest as possible when giving your responses. Your 
cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

CODE: 
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DATE: START TIME: 

1. Organizational Structure 

a) wnat is the existing organizational structure of this 
district? (~nere possible refer to organizational 
chart. Identify areas and people in district INVOLVED 
IN BOARD DEVELOPMENT WORK) 

• HOW LONG HAS THIS CHART BEEN IN EFFECT 

e HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN IN CHARGE OF THE DISTRICT 

• WHAT AREAS AND PERSONNEL HAVE BEEN I:NVOLVED IN 
BOARD DEVELOP~!ENT WORK. 
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b) Will you please describe your role in relation to 
the school board? How does your school board role 
in this district differ from that of superintendents 
in other districts of the same type. 

2. Mission 

a) Would you describe the overall purpose and structure of 
your school board professional development program? 
How does your program differ from that of other districts 
of the same type? (PROBE FOR: 

• POLICIES 
• PRE-SERVICE ORIENTATION 
• NEW BOARD MEMBER ORIENTATION 
• ONGOING DEVELOPMENT) 
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3. Program Decisions 

a) We've talked a little about the organization of the 
development program. Now I'd like to learn a little 
about how it developed. Were there any special histori
cal factors that affected the development of your school 
board inservice program? 
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b) I'd like to ask some more specific questions about the 
development of programs for board members in this district. 
Generally speaking, how does this district decide what its 
program will be? (PROBE FOR: 

• ROLE OF BOARD l-lEMBERS 
• ROLE OF SUPERINTENDENT AND DISTRICT OFFICE 
e OTHER FACTORS - PSBA, STATE MANDATES, ~~EDS 

ASSESSMENTS AND EVALUATIONS, COMMUNITY GROUPS) 



456 

4. Knowledge Transfer Activities 

a) Generally, what benefits do you expect school board 
members or the board as a whole will receive as a 
result of the board development program? 

b) What are some of the more effective strategies and 
tactics you use to help school board members get these 
benefits? 
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c) In your op~n~on, what is the key to a superintendent's 
success in working with boards? (PROBE: 

• SPECIAL QUALITIES 
• SPECIAL SKILLS) 

d) What are some of the characteristics of boards in general 
and your board members in particular that affect whether 
board members benefit from the inservice information you 
offer them? · 
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s. Knowledge Use 

a) In what areas have you concentrated the greatest part of 
your school board inservice efforts over the past year? 

b) Let's take the area where you did the most work. What 
issues or problems did you work with the board on this 
year? (IDENTIFY: 

• DIRECTION GIVEN BY THE SUPERINTENDENT 
• ASSISTANCE OFFERED (SPEAKERS, SEMINARS, ETC.) 
• WHERE TRAINING WAS DONE 
• WHEN TRAINING WAS DONE 
• WHO PARTICIPATED 
• BOARD'S RESPONSE 
• WHAT CHANGES WER1 MADE 
• WHAT EVALUATION WAS CONDUCTED) 
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c) wnat other issues or problems did you work with the 
board on this year? (ID~NTIFY: 

• DIRECTION GIVEN BY THE SUPERINTENDENT 
• ASSISTAl~CE OFFERED 
• WHERE TRAINING WAS DONE 
• WHO PARTICIPATED 
• BOARD'S RESPONSE 
• WHAT CHAJ.'{GES WERE MADE 
• WHAT EVALUATION WAS MADE) 
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d) What other informal inservice practices do your board 
members engage in to help themselves acquire the necessary 
knowledge and skills? 

6. Board/Administrative Relations 

a) On the average, about how many times a week do you talk 
to board members about problems or issues in the district? 

0-4 5-8 9-12 13 + 

b) On the average, about how many times a week do you talk 
to your board president about education in the district? 

0-4 5-8 9-12 13+ 

c) Would you say that board members usually initiate contact 
with you, that you usually initiate contact with them or 
that it's about even - you each initiate contact about the 
same amount? 

Board initiates 
3 

About even SuPt. initiates 
1 

d) All in all, how well informed would you say the board is 
on education in the district? 

Very well 
4 

Moderately well 
3 

Moderately poorly 
2 

Very poorly 
1 
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e) How supportive is the board president of your work with 
the board? 

Moderately 
3 

Not too helpful 
2 

Not at all .helpful 
1 

f) In some districts, it's hard for board and administration 
to get together and share information, while in other 
districts it's easy. How easy is it here for board and 
administration to get together and share information? 

Very easy 
4 

Moderately easy 
3 

Moderately hard 
2 

Very hard 
1 

g) What are some of the things that make it hard to get 
together? 

h) Are there any things that make it easy? 
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7. Do you have any final comments to make about your board, 
your district, your work and/or the interview itself? 

8. INTERVIEWER CHECK: ___ MALE ___ FEMALE 

9. END TIME: LENGTH OF INTERVIEW: ---------------- -------
10. INTERVIEWER' S COMMENTS: 
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SCHOOL BOARD PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Board Member Interview 

This interview is part of a study of local professional 
development programs and practices for school board members. 
In the interview, I primarily want to find out about the 
nature of your district and the types of inservice work 
with school board members which the district engages in. 

Although an identifying code is used, please be assured 
that your answers will be kept confidential and your name 
will not be associated with your responses. All reports 
compiled will combine your answers with those of others 
so as to respect your privacy and the confidentiality of 
your answers. 

Remember that the purpose of this study is to characterize 
the board inservice work of your district and of the 
people who work in them. Please be assured that it is not 
an evaluation study of you or your district. Please be 
as frank and honest as possbile when giving your responses. 
Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

CODE: ( 
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DATE: ------------------------- START TI~=-------------------

l. Mission 

a) Would you describe the overall purpose and structure 
of your school board professional development program? 
How does your program differ from that of other districts 
of the same type? (PROBE FOR: 

• POLICIES 
• PRE-SERVICE ORIENTATION 
• NEW BOARD MEMBER ORIENTATION 
• ON-GOING ORIENTATION) 
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2. Program Decisions 

a) We've talked about the purpose and structure of the 
board development program. Now I'd like to learn a 
little about how it developed. Were there any special 
historical factors that affected the development of 
this program? 

b) I'd like to ask some more specific questions about the 
development of programs for board members in this dis
trict. Generally speaking, how does this district decide 
what its program will be? (PROBE FOR: 

• ROLE OF BOARD MEMBERS 
• ROLE OF SUPERINTENDENT AND DISTRICT OFFICE 
• OTHER FACTORS - PSBA, STATE MAlfDATES, NEEDS 

ASSESSMENTS AND EVALUATIONS, COMMUNITY GROUPS) 
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3. Knowledge Transfer Activities & Use 

a) Generally, what kinds of knowledge, skills or products 
do you hope board members will develop as a result of 
the board development program? 

b) In your op~n~on, what is the key to a superintendent's 
success in working with boards? (PROBE: 

• SPECIAL QUALITIES 
• SPECIAL SKILLS) 
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c) wnat are some of the characteristics of boards in 
general and your board members in particular that 
affect whether board members benefit from the inservice 
information you offer them? 

d) Can you give some examples of how the board development 
program has functioned over the past school year? 
(IDENTIFY: 

• AREAS OF CONCENTRATION 

• HOW ACTIVITY WAS ORIGINATED 

• DIRECTION GIVEN BY SUPERINTENDENT 

• ASSISTANCE OFFERED (WORKSHOPS, SEMINARS, E.TC.) 

• WHERE TRAINING WAS DONE 

• WHEN TRAINING WAS DONE 

• WHO PARTICIPATED 

• BOARD' S RESPONSE 

• WHAT CHANGES WERE NADE) 
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e) How many board members this year have attended or 
will attend: 

(1) PSBA STATE CONFERENCE __ 
(2) NSBA CONFERENCE 
(3) PSBA WORKSHOPS/SEMINARS 

w~ICH ONES ____________________________________ __ 

(4) I.U. WORKSHOPS/SEMINARS 
WHICH ONES ____________________________________ _ 

(5) UNIVERSITY WORKSHOPS/SEMINARS 

WHICH ONES--------------------------------------

f) How many board members have: 

(1) visited schools in the district ? 
(2) visited schools outside the district ? 

g) Other than formal board development activities, what 
informal inservice practices do you and your board 
engage in to help yourselves acquire the necessary 
knowledge and skills? 
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4. District Characteristics 

a) wnat are the primary educational problems that 
the district faces? Which ones do you think are 
raised most often to central office staff? 

5. Board/Superintendent Relations 

a) On the average, about how many times a week do you talk 
to your board colleagues about problems or issues in the 
district? 

o-4 5-8 9-12 13 + 

b) (If board member is not president) On the average about 
how many times a week do you talk to your board president 
about education in the district? 

o-4 .::>-8 9-12 13+ 

c) \.J'ould you say that board members usually initiate 
contact with you, that you usually initiate contact 
with them, or that it's about even- you each initiate 
contact about the same amount? 

Board initiates 
1 

About even You initiate 
3 
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d) All in all, how well informed would you say the board 
is on education in the district? 

Verv well Moderately well 'Moderately poorly 
. 4 3 2 

Very poorly 
1 

e) On the average, about how many times a week do you talk 
to your superintendent about problems or issues in the 
district? 

o-4 5-8 9-12 13+ 

f) Would you say that board members usually initiate contact 
with the superintendent, that he/she initiates contact 
with them or that it's about the same amount? 

Board initiates About even You initiate 

g) In some districts it is hard for board and administration 
to get together and share information, while in other 
districts it's easy. How easy is it here for board and 
administration to get together and share information? 

Very easy 
4 

Moderately easy 
3 

Moderately hard 
2 

Very hard 
1 

h) What are some of the things that make it hard to get 
together? 

i) Are there any things that make it easy? 
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6. Do you have any final comments to make about the board, the 
district, the superintendent and/or the interview itself? 

7. END TIME: ______ _ LENGTH OF INTERVIEW: ______ _ 

8. INTERVIEWER'S COMMENTS: 
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Dear Board President, 

251 Cheswold Lane 
Haverford, PA 19041 

November 10, 1980 

Several weeks ago, a questionnaire was mailed in which your 
superintendent, a board member, and you were asked to respond 
to questions pertaining to local school board professional 
development programs. It is important that I receive 
questionnaires from all three of you for comparison purposes. 

As it is possible that you were unable to complete the 
questionnaire or accidentally mislaid it, I am enclosing a 
second copy. I realize the busy schedule you have, but I hope 
that you will take a few minutes within the next few days to 
complete and return the questionnaire. 

In order to complete this study, I must have responses from 
board members. It is my opinion that the future of local 
control of education depends on the ability of the local 
school board to deal with complex educational problems. 
Therefore, studies of this nature are essential in order to 
help school boards maximize their operational efficiency. 

Sincerely, 

Antonia Neubauer 
Educational Coordinator 



474 

Dear Superintendent, 

251 Cheswold Lane 
Haverford, PA 19041 

November 10, 1980 

Several weeks ago, a questionnaire was mailed to you in 
which the board president, a board member who had served 
at least one year, and you were asked to respond to 
questions pertaining to local school board inservice 
programs and practices. I have received questionnaires 
from: 

( ) Superintendents 

( ) Board Presidents 

( ) Board Members 

It is very possible that those who have not responded 
have mislaid their questionnaires; so therefore, I am 
enclosing a second copy. 

I appreciate the fact that you were kind enough to 
distribute the questionnaires to the appropriate individuals. 
Since I was not able to receive a sufficient response from 
the first mailing, I am asking for your assistance in 
repeating the procedure. 

It is my opinion that the future of local control of 
education depends on the ability of the local school board 
to deal with its complex educational problems. Studies of 
this nature are essential in improving the quality of 
technical assistance given to school board members and, thus, 
the overall quality of school board performance. 

Would you please forward the enclosed questionnaire to the 
appropriate individuals. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation. If I can ever be 
of service to you, do not hesitate to ask. 

Sincerely, 

~4--k .. v 
Antonia ~eubauer 
Educational Coordinator 
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Dear Board Member, 

251 Cheswold Lane 
Haverford, PA 19041 

November 10, 1980 

Several weeks ago, a questionnaire was mailed in which your 
superintendent, your board president and you were asked to 
respond to questions pertaining to local school board 
professional development programs. It is important that I 
receive questionnaires from all three of you for comparison 
purposes. 

As it is possible that you were unable to complete the 
questionnaire or that you accidentally mislaid it, I am 
enclosing a second copy. I realize the busy.schedule you 
have, but I hope that you will take a few minutes within 
the next few days to complete and return the questionnaire. 

In order to complete this study, I must have responses from 
board members. It is my opinion that the future of local 
control of education depends on the ability of the local 
school board to deal with complex educational problems. 
Therefore, studies of this nature are essential in order to 
help school boards maximize their operational efficiency. 

Antonia Neubauer . 
Educational Coordinator 
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Activities Performed 

1. Individual instruction by superintendents and board 
members 

2. One-on-one meeting with new board members 

3. Having new members visit each school and talk with 
principals and administrators 

4. Two-day yearly budget workshop 

5. Topical dinner meetings 

6. Area by area presentations of academic programs 

7. Weekly briefing sessions on all aspects of school 
operations 

8. Monthly education briefings on curriculum and 
instruction 

9. Had various professionals (insurance, property 
management) speak at work sessions 

10. Board/administrative retreat over weekend to review 
long and short range plans 

11. Schedule two work or discussion sessions per month 
other than regular meeting 

12. Visits to school during school hours 

13. We depend on PSBA publications for information and 
knowledge 

14. Conducted physical plant inspections 

15. Board inservice meetings with IU and PSBA 
representatives 

16. Increased attendance at state and national meetings 

17. Fifteen to twenty minute workshop at the end of each 
formal meeting on topics selected by the superintendent 

18. Joined study council 

19. Attended state executive seminars 
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Activities Performed - Page 2 

20. Increased participation of board members on various 
committees to study issues firsthand 

21. Board self-analysis system 

22. Nothing, many board members have never attended a state 
or national conference 

23. Board inservice weekend 

24. Full day spent with new members meeting key personnel 
and discussing our roles 

25. Monthly work sessions to explain how policy and school 
law work to make effective schools 

26. Committee system where everyone has an active part 

27. Intermediate Unit workshops 

28. Used PSBA, NSBA, Department of Education materials as 
bases for discussion in work sessions 

29. Administration always available for consultations 

30. Attendance at regional, state, and national conferences 

31. Workshops on textbook adoption procedures, hiring 
practices, cost cutting 

32. SHASDA workshops - boards in the South Hills 

33. Conflict resolution grant application and follow up 
project 

34. Professional advice in policy making and finance 

35. Saturday workshops to review and develop policy manual 

36. Weekly superintendent updates 

37. Attendance at MBO seminar 

38. School board/administration meetings, school board/ 
teacher/administration meetings 
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Activities Performed - Page 3 

39. Workshops once a week before board meeting 

40. Members met with experts in their field--underwriters, 
fire insurance salesmen, teachers, engineers, and 
architects 

41. Formed committees instead of committee of the whole 

42. Used Phi Delta Kappa materials for long range planning 

43. Parliamentary procedure workshop 

44. Management team includes all key administrators 
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Proof of Effectiveness 

1. Productivity 

2. Personal satisfaction of recogn~z~ng problem and 
getting gears in motion to solve it 

3. Facts speak for themselves 

4. Increased ability to handle problems 

5. Interest shown by members 

6. Increased contributions of individual members 

7. Raised good questions and thought about changes 

8. Level of awareness of board business 

9. New members participate faster 

10. Communication skills w~re improved 

11. Can comprehend alternatives 

12. Aided decision making 

13. Instituted a maintenance program 

14. Can see the attitude and understanding as time goes on 

15. It gave me a better understanding of what is going on 

16. Shortens meetings 

17. Relates directly to real problems and produces solutions 

18. Highly favorable budget acceptance votes 

19. Observation of board members change of attitude 
r 

20. Working relationships that developed 

21. Display of enthusiasm by board toward their respective 
tasks 

22. We get a lot of things done and done well. 
Productivity! 
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Proof of Effectiveness - Page 2 

23. Personal satisfaction of recogn~z~ng a problem and 
getting the gears in motion to solve it 

24. Change in behavior of board members. They are more 
professional. 

25. Agreement with teachers union 

26. Better community support 

27. Board recognizes clearly why administration does things 

28. By what I have learned, I can make better decisions for 
better education 

30. Board has more noticible common goals 
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SELF-DEv'"ELOP:·rEl'i"T OPPORTUNITI:SS 
BOARD OF SCHOOL DIRECTORS 

BBBC 

The school board in modern ~~erica faces a difficulc set of challenges. 
It ~ust fashion a quality educational program to prepare children.for an 
unpredictable tomorrow. It must decide complex issues of policy and principle. 
It must oversee the prudent management of our community's extensive school 
facility. It is right and proper for the public to expect its elected board 
oe~bers to demonstrate high qualities of leadership as they deal with affairs 
of the public .schools. It is also right and proper for a school board to 
expect public support for its efforts to enlarge the horizons and abilities 
of its members. 

The Board of School Directors places a high priority on the importance of 
a planned and continuing program of self-development for its members. The 
central purpose of the program is to enhance the quality and effectiveness of 
public school governance in our community. !he Board shall plan specific 
activities designed to assist Board members in their efforts to improve their 
skills as members of a policymaking body; to expand their knowledge about 
trends, issues and new ideas affecting the continued welfare of our local 
schools; and to ?eepen their insights into the nature of leadership in a modern 
democratic society. 

The Board regards the following activities and services as appropriate: 

1. An orientation program shall be conducted for each new board member; 

2. The school district shall subscribe to publications addressed to the 
concerns of board members; 

3. Curriculum reports shall be presented at public meetings; 

4. Board members shall be encouraged to participate in school board 
conferences, conventions and ~-rorkshops; and 

5. Joint meetings with neighboring school boards or a consortium'of school 
boards shall be pursued for an exchange of ideas on various facets of 
school district operations. 

Every attempt shall be made to budget annually sufficient funds to finance 
participation of Board members in the activities described above. The Board as 
a ~-mole, following the procedure outlined in the School Code, shall approve or 
disapprove the participation of members in planned activities. The public shall 
be kept informed through the news media and reports at Board meetings about the 
Board's continuing self-development program and the ·expected short- and long
range benefits to the school district. 

Source: Hinutes, ~-ray 8, 1978 
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Files: 6888/BBBC 

BOARD-MEMBEP. ORIENTATION/DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

The magnitude of school board membership calls for knowledge and under
standing in many areas related to education and the governance and adminis
tration of public schools. Under the guidance of experienced Board members 
and the Superintendent, orientation will be provided to new Board members 
through activities such as: 

a. work?hops, conducted by the state or other school boards 
associ at ions; 

b. discussions and visits v1ith the Superintendent and other 
members of the school staff; 

c. provision of materials on school laws, Board policies, and 
administrative procedures. A copy of the Board's policy 
manual shall be delivered to new members as soon as possible 
after their election. 

Orientation shall be considered as an ongoing process for all Board members, 
and m9y include such activities as those indicated above and th~ following 
as we11: 

a. attendance at school board and administrative conferences 
and conventions on a local, area, state, and national basis; 

b. exchange of ideas through joint meetings with the neighboring 
schoo 1 boards. 

Based on practice and adopted 1974 
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ELEcriON OR APPOINTI·IENT OF BOA.RD ~1E~JEERS 

~ewly-elccted Bo~rd members shall be given a copy of the 
Policy ~lanua.l of the school district and encouraged to 
read the contents for background info1~aticn and in prepara
tion for their service as a member of the Soard. 

NEW BOARD MEMBER ORIENTATION 

A new member--or any person designated for appointment as a new member of the 
Board of Education--is to be afforded the Board's and the 

start's fullest measures of courtesy and cooperation. Board and staff shall 
make every feasible effort to assist the new member to become fully informed 
about the Board's functions, policies, procedures, and problems. 

1. · In the interim between appointment and actually assuming office the 
new member will be invited to attend all meetings and functions of the 
Board, including executive sessions, and is to receive all reports and 
communications normally sent to Board members. 

2. A special workshop will be convened for the primary purpose of orient-· 
ing the new member to his or her responsibilities, to the Board's 
method of operating, and to school district policies and problems. 

3. The new member is to be provided with copies of all appropriate pub
lications and aids, including the Board policy manual and publications 
of the state and national school boards associations. 

4. The Board chairman and members of the administrative staff will also 
confer with the new member as necessary on special problems or concerns. 
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004.00 Ne~-1 He!llber Orientation 

A. Background - School Board membersAip calls for knowledge of and orien-

tation to a broad spectrum of matters crucial to the proper operation 

of the schools. 

B. Policy - Orientation will be provided to new Board members through 

activities such as: 

1. Workshops for new Board members conducted by state and area school 
boards' associations and the Allegheny Intermediate Unit; 

2. Discussions and visits with the Superintendent and other members 
of the school staff; 

3. Distribution of materials concerning Board and administrative 
policies and procedures; 

4. Conferences regarding the history of the District and its current 
situation. 

ORIENTA'IIO~ OF MEMBERS 1600 

1600.1 !-!embers-elect:Jto the school board shall be entitled and encouraged to 
participate in an in-depth orientation program to be organized by the 
superintendent and conducted under his/her supervision. Such orientation 
program shall be held bet~.;een the time of the final election and the 
beginning of the terms of the meobers~elect. 

1600. z The school dist.:::ict policy manual shall be available for newly elected 
board members to read anci study prior to the beginning of their tero 
of office. 
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1620 

The Board of School Directors of any district oay app::>int one or mre 
of its m~bers, its non-member secretary, and its Solicitor, if any, as 
delegatE's to any state convention or Association of School Directors, 
held within the Cormonweal th. All necessary e.xpenses shall be defrayed 
by the school district. 

Directors my also be approved to attend meetings of educational or 
financial adv:mtage to the d.istrict.:!and rmy be approved to attend the 
annual convention of the National ·school Boards Association or any 
other educational convention within the Commonwealth or outside the 
state, not to exceed t>ro meetings out of state· in any one sch.Jol year. 

For out of state !Tl..:>etings for Board meaiJers only there will be expenses 
actually and necessarily incurred in going to, attending and returning 
from the place of such meetings, including travel, travel insurance, 
lodging, meals, adrn:i.ssion fees and other incidental expenses necessarily 
incurred, but not I.!.Xceeding thirty dollars ($30.00) per day for lodging 
and meals. Actual ·expenses shall be allowed with mileage for travel by 
car at the rate of seventeen cents (17~) for each mile in going to and 
r~turning fran each meeting. 

Advance payments rmy be made by the proper officers of the district, but 
a final itemized verified statement of such expenses shall be submitted 
upon return from such convention and an adjustment shall be made either 
by refund or additional payment to meet the verified expenses actually 
incurred. (Note: The legal provision for attendance at county meetings 
has been emitted because of recent changes of law. This section can be 
provided at a later date, if needed.) 

1620.5 Hotel, travel (unless by car) and registration receipts shall be attached 
to claims for re:izr.bursenent. 

1620.6 A scbool director shall be reini:lursed for necessary e.xpenses actually 
incurred as delegate to any State convention or asscciation of school 
directors held within the Ccmn::mwealth, or for necessary expenses 
actually incurred in attendance authorized by the Board at any other 
meeting held within the Camx:lmvealth or at an educational convention 
out-of-state provided that such e.xpenses do not exceed a dally established 
rate for meals and lodging. Actual travel shall be re.in:bursed at the 
rate established in the negotiated contract. No !Ileilber shall be 
reimbursed for liOre than two such out-of-state meetings in one school 
year. Such e.xpenses shall be reimbursed only up:>n presentation of an 
itemized, verified staterent, except that advaJlce payrr.ents cr:a.y be a:ade 
upon presenta"tion of es"tima.ted e.xpenses to be izlcurred. 

1620.7 In keeping with its stated p:>sition on the need for continuing in-service 
training and deve loprent for its members, the Board encou...-.oages the 
participation of all ~bers at appropriate scbool boa_~ conferences, 
~rkshops, and conventions. fuwever, i:l. order to control ':oth the 
investment of time acl expenditure of funds necessa.-ry to irnplem::nt this 
p::>licy, the Board establishes these pri.l:lcipals and procedures for its 
guidance. The Eoa..'""Ci will pericdically decide which :r.ee1: ings appear to 
of:!er the I!IJst premise of di:ec-e ao::i indirec~ 'cene:fi ts to 1:!:.e sc!:lcol 
district. 
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i:::te::-~a: 3ca:-d Q:)eratio!"ls 

Orie:1tin2' ~ew Board Members 

The Board and the administr-ative staff shall assist each new me:n~er
elect to understand the Board's functions, IJOlicies, and procedures 
and operation of the school system before he takes office. The follow
ing methods shall be employed: 

a. The electee shall be given selected material on the 
functions of the Board and the School system. 

b. The electee shall be invited to attend Board meetings and 
to participate in its discussions. 

c. The incoming member shall be invited to meet with the 
Superintendent and other administrative personnel to 
discuss services they perform for the Board. 

d. A copy of the Board's policies and by-laws, administra
tive regulations and copies of pertinent materials devel
oped by the State School.Directors Association. 

1600 

Members--e.lE.:C: t:= t.""l.e Eoa::d shall l:e entitled and enc:ourac;ed t= take advantage 
of m in-d.ept.""J. orientation prcc;:am tc be organized by the Superintendent ar.d 
c::;,r.ctucted ur.der hi.s supe..ror'-sion. Such orie:1tation p.roc;:sm shall be held l:et'"'een 
the time of the fi."lal e.leco..i.cn and the l:eqjr..ning of the te.."':!!S of the members
elect. A sc:.'~l di.st.ric:t policy manual shall be ~ available tQ :r:em.bers-eled: 
on.c::a their eleco..ion t= the EQard has ~"1 c::=r.fi.rmed. 
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