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· CHAPTER I
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The decade of the 1970's has been a very difficult
period for school superintendents in the state of Illinois.
In addition to the administrative and educational challenges they face, emerging problems during the early years
of the decade included_ declining student enrollment, the
debilitating effects of monetary inflation, increasing
teacher militancy, and an increasing movement of educational decision-making authority from the local board of education to the state legislature.

It is this last phenomenon

that will be investigated in this paper.
Public education has traditionally been considered
a function of the separate states.

As derived from inter-

pretation of the Tenth Amendment of the Constitution, powers not explicitly granted to the federal government are
reserved to the separate states.

Education is among those

reserved powers.
While education was under the legal authority of
the early state governments, it was administered principally by local school jurisdictions.

Education was a "de-

centralized, state-authorized, locally functioning under-

1

2

taking."

1
This system of educational administration became

inadequate

~uring

last century.

the country's rapid development over the·

The expanding mobility of the population and

the proliferation of communications media .acted to both
necessitate the need for and hasten the arrival of greater
uniformity in education.

This was reflected in the areas

of curriculum and certification of teaching personnel.
Mechanization of industrial production reduced the demand
for labor, thus, allowing education to be of a longer duration while at the same time necessitating a more sophisticated labor force.

The trends toward greater uniformity and

complexity have caused the assumption of increased educational direction by the state.
Other developments which have contributed to increased state authority over education are cited by Masters:
The costs of erecting and maintaining physical plants,
libraries, and laboratory facilities have increased to
a point where very few school districts can meet their
needs out of local resources ... Sharp increases in property taxes for city, county, and school purposes have
brought great pressure to shift part of the educational
costs to other forms of taxation. This is generally
accomplished -by transferring some of the burden to the
state, where non-property taxes supply the largest portion of income. Moreover,the financial resources of
school districts ... vary so widely that action at state
level has been required to produce greater equality of
educational opportunity ...
1Harlan L. Hagman, The Administration of American
Schools, (New York: McGraw H~ll Book Co., Inc., 1951),

p. 65.

jiiiP

3

... Federal aid to education ... has increased theresponsibilities of state governments, since by federal
law the chief state school agency must insure the maintenance .of prescribed standards at the local level as well as distribute the money.2
The effects of the entrance of the federal government into the state-local educational partnership are as
yet unclear.

In the possible wake of an increased federal

role, many observers predict and advocate an added effort
by the states to resist the federal intrusion.

W.W.Wayson,

Professor of Educational Administration at Syracuse University believes that:
State education officials may be expected to attempt
to strengthen their authority over local school districts in order to prevent local officials from dealing directly with Washington (or vice versa) and in
the effort to interpose themselves between local and
federal jurisdictions to prevent a decline in state
authority.3
The state-local duality of educational governance is characterized by Iannaccone as a system of "dual sovereignty":
The state claim to sovereignty rests on·the legal constitutional reality: the local claim rests on tradition,
the belief of the people, and thzir perceptions of what
constitution is and should be . . . •
2Nicholas A. Masters, Robert H. Salisbury, and
·Thomas H. Eliot, State Politics and the Public Schools:
An Exploratory Analysis, (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1964),
pp. 6-7.
.
3w. W. \.Jayson, "The Political Revolution in Education," Phi Delta Kappan, Vol. XLVII (March, 1966), pp. 333~

339.
4
Laurance Iannaccone and Peter Cistone, The Politics
of Education, (Eugene, Oregon: University of Oregon Press,
1974), p. 28.

ws
4
Iannaconne views this relationship as variable.

Recent

court rulings on equality of educational opportunity and
its repercussions on educational finance may indicate the
validity of Iannaccone's emphasis on the changing relationship of educational authority.
The structure of educational governance ... rests on the
dynamic tension between local and state educational
governance ... This dynamic tension is akin to a marriage
without the possibility of divorce ... The next years
will see a greater series of readjustments in the balance of power between state and local districts than
in the past . . . . 5
Illinois is a prime example of the readjustment
process.

Prior to the new

stat~

constitution of 1970, the

Superintendent of Public Instruction handled both policymaking and administrative functions.

It was the intention

of the writers of the new state constitution to develop a
two-tiered system, with a distinct policy-making body and

admini~ator.

The statements of the Committee on Education,

appointed by the Sixth Illinois Constitutional Convention,
illustrates this intention:
It (The Committee on Education) favors an organizational pattern that is most conclusive to policy determination and long range planning as well as effective day-by-day leadership in the imElementation of
policy for the schools of the state.
The office of chief state education officer, now titled the
5 Ibid., p. 28
6
Record of Proceedings, Sixth Illinois Constitutional Convention, Vol. VI, p. 238, 1970.

5

State Superintendent of Education, was removed from the
sphere of partisan politics.

The state legislature im-

plemented new constitutional provisions by instituting a
seventeen member State Board of Education.

The wide re-

sponsibilities assigned to the new board included appointment of the State Superintendent of Education, as well as
"all duties currently delegated to the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction and such other duties as
The General Assembly shall designate." 7 The state board
was empowered to set educational objectives for the state
and to implement and evaluate policies in accordance with
those objectives.
The implementation of state-wide educational objectives requires the State Board of Education to re-define
the relationship between the state level administrative
hierarchy and the local boards.

Public Act 78-361, effec-

tive October 1, 1973, states, ·"The Boardshall recommend
the passage and the legislation necessary to determine the
appropriate relationship between the (state) Board and
local Boar.ds of Education ... " . 8 This provision provides
the necessary foundation for restructuring the state-local
relationships governing education.
7
8

rllinois School Code, Section lA-4.
rllinois School Code, Section 1A-4c.

p
6

Many of the organizational structures within the
state are of a relatively recent origin.

Therefore, the

structural relationships governing Illinois education are
at an early stage of evolution.

The relationships between

the State Board of Education, its appointive state superintendent, The School Problems Commission, and the state
legislature have not yet crystalized into established patterms of interaction.
one trend is clear:

However these relationships develop,
an increasing assumption of education-

al direction by the state.

It is the state legislature

that ultimately enacts the state's educational program
through its legislation.

As noted by Terrill H. Bell,

United States Commissioner of Education:
... The chief policy-making body in any state for education is the state legislature. They write the laws,
they set the school boundaries, they set the level of
school taxes. They even ~etermine how the school system will be governed . . . .
In Illinois, the state legislature has confronted
the local school administrator with numerous initiatives in
educational policy-making.

The Strayer-Haig formula for

school funding has been replaced by a funding formula equalizing per pupil expenditures in school districts throughout the state.

While there is a lessened dependency on

local resources for 'the funding of education, school admin9Terrill M. Bell, "Commissioner Bell Calls for Upgrading of Educational Leadership and Greater Effort from
State Legislature," The School Administrator, Vol.X.XXI.
(Nov~mber, 1974), pp.3-5.

p

7
istrators must accept the state guidelines along with state
funds.

For school districts with sufficient local resources,

the added measure of state controls is an unwanted bureaucratic intrusion.
The state legislature has been active in the area
of mandated programs and services.

Curriculum requirements

in the high schools include driver education, consumer education and instruction on the federal and state constitutions.

Special education is a mandated service that has

received extensive state legislative direction.

1{hile a

localized service, special education is regulated through
extensive state supervision.
Little previous research has been done to assess
how school superintendents are reacting to the growing educational authority.

As noted by Kimbrough, the area of

education policy-making is greatly in need of further research:
... anyone familiar with the complex process of establishing educational policies appreciates the need for
additional research. Knowledge is needed both about
the process of decision-making and the ways of dealing
with the efements of the process in the improvement of
education.LO
This study looks at a discrete body of school administrators to determine how they are reacting to the
growing

eff~cts

of legislative educational policy-making

10Ralph B. Kimbrough, Political Power and Educational Decision-Making (Chicago: Rand McNally and Co.,l964),
p. 292.

8
on their local responsibilities.

How have superintendents

modified their behavior.with the erosion of local prerogatives in education?

How has the school board-superintendent

·relationship been affected?

And in the future, how can

superintendents participate most effectively in the policymaking process?
It should be noted that the mailed questionnaires
were distributed during 1974, and the responses were tallied
during that year.

The oral interviews were also completed

during that year.

Although slightly more than two years

have passed since the collection of these data and completion of the paper, a th9rough treatment of the large
amount of data collected required time to process.

Minor

changes in the size and wealth of school districts have
occurred,but because the median was used as a.measure, the
ranking of school districts by size and wealth remains
quite accurate at this writing.
Some time has passed, and it should be noted that
recent events, such as the passage of Public Law 94-142
(Educ~tion

for All Handicapped Act) at the federal level,

and the current effort to bring Illinois State Law into
conformity with

fede~al

requirements may have affected the

relationship of the superintendents to the state educational legislative process.

It would be reasonable to assume

that with the vitality of educational issues currently
being considered by the Illinois State Legislature, and the

p
9

recent development of legislative committees for such organization$ as the Illinois Association of School Administrators and the Illinois School Board Association, the involvement of superintendents in the state educational legislative process is likely to have increased.

Despite the age of some of the references to earlier writing on this subject, a current study of the literature reveals the continuation of the basic trends stated by
11
these pioneering authors.
Further study, and current
developments can be expected to affect the relationship of
superintendents to the legislative process at both the
state and federal levels.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to gather and interpret information that might enable the school superintendent
to become a more effective participant in the process of
state-level legislative decision-making.
To accomplish this objective the study analyzed:
1. Superintendent involvement in the legislative
decision-making process.
2. Superintendent expectations of available and
11
see for example American Education: Past, Present
and Future, Dr. Harmon Ziegler, Center for Educational
Policy and Management, Eugene, Oregon as reported in Education Daily, May 19, 23, 25, 1977.

jiP
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potentially available mechanisms for information delivery
and participating in the legislative process.
3. Superintendent perceptions of their political
responsibilities within the role of superintendent.

Hypotheses
The four major hypotheses of this study are:
1. Superintendents are dissatisfied with the present systems for the delivery of information regarding proposed educational legislation.
2. Superintendents desire training to increase their
effectiveness in the state legislative process.
3. Superintendents are participating in organizations to affect educational legislation.
4. The superintendent's role now includes responsibility for awareness of proposed educational legislation.
These major hypotheses are intentially broad, so
that the full range and scope of activities of this group
of superintendents could be thoroughly studied.

Every ef-

fort was made to assess all aspects of the involvement
of superintendents, including but not limited to the sources
most beneficial in gaining information about the legislative process,through implications for the training and role
descriptions of school administrators.
To bring precision to the assessment of these broad
hypotheses, testable hypotheses were structured in the

11
mailed questionnaire, and cross-referenced with the similar items explored through oral interviews with a portion
of the group studied.
Analysis upon which acceptance or rejection of the
hypotheses could be posited was·
through the written interviews.

confi~d

to· the data gathered

Through careful examina-

tion of the data, the testable hypotheses are accepted or
rejected.

This acceptance or rejection of the testable

hypotheses determined the acceptance or rejection of the
major hypotheses stated above.

For a complete examination

of the methodology employed, see Chapter III, Section VI.
The information gathered during the oral interviews
provides insight regarding the findings of this study.

In

addition to the statistical analysis of data gathered,Chapter IV contains material resulting from the oral interview
process which highlights the underlying rationale and causes
that affect the superintendents' awareness of and relationship to the state educational legislative process.

The

information gathered through direct conversation with 18
superintendents is also greatly beneficial in reaching the
conclusions and analysis reported in Chapter V.

Assumptions
The following assumptions under this study:
1. Governing authority over education is increasingly exercised at the state level, rather than within the

F
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local school district.
2. School superintendents must now include certain
political responsibilities within the role definition of
superintendency.
3. Inforq1ation on legislative activity pertaining
to education is a necessary pre-requisite for effective
legislative participating by school superintendents.
4. Practical knowledge of the legislative process
will increase the scope and effectiveness of superintendent
involvement in the legislative process.
5. The commitment of virtually all groups within
society to the maintenance and improvement of public education assures school superintendents access to and a potential
measure of influence upon the legislative process.
6. The survey questionnaire and interview questions
will be understood by the respondents and the responses
will accurately describe· the situation as it exists.

Method and Procedures
Two methods were used to gather data for this study.
A questionnaire was used to gather basic data from the total
population of superintendents studied.

Supplementary inter-

views were held with eighteen superintendents to gain necessary additional information.
A four page questionnaire consisting of twenty-six
items was developed throug·h consultation with several ex-

..
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perts in the field of educational administration and legislative policy-making.

None of the individuals consulted

regarding the context and format of the questionnaire were
members of the survey population.
Copies of the final questionnaire were mailed to
144 school superintendents in Cook County, together with a
personal letter requesting their assistance.
dressed stamped envelope was included.

A self-ad-

To protect the con-

fidentiality of the respondents, the questionnaire was precoded for purposes of categorization of the school district
being surveyed.

Three categories were used:

1. Type of school district:

elementary, secondary,

2. Size of school district:

larger or smaller than

or unit.

the mean.
3. Wealth of school district: greater or less than
the mean.
A copy of the mailed questionnaire can be found in the appendix.
The information regarding the size and wealth of
the Cook County school districts was obtained from the Educational Service Region of Cook County and from the Office
of the Superintendent of Public Instruction.

During the

pracess of tallying the responses of the returned questionnaire, up-dated information become available from the Office
of the .Superintendent of Public Instruction.

The necessary
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adjustments were made in the categorization of school districts.
After studying the completed questionnaires, interviews were held with eighteen of the respondents. They were.
selected because their responses to the questionnaires indicated that they were the superintendents most knowledgeable
and most involved in the legislative educational policy-making process.

The purpose of the personal interview was

to gain additional

inf~rmation

clarifying and validating

some of the responses on the questionnaire.

Each of the

interviews was taped with the permission of the interviewee,
and a transcript was later made of the interview.

The con-

fidentiality of the interview was assured so as to obtain
the most candid responses possible.
During the interview, each subject was asked who
he considered to be the superintendent most actively involved in the legislative process.

This response was used

as a check against the list of those to be interviewed and
as a guide for possible additional interviews.

Each in-

dividual indicated as being "most active" was interviewed.
A copy of the interview questionnaire can be found in the
appendix.

Methodology
The data from the mail questionnaire were examined
through three testable hypotheses.

These testable hypotheses
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were formulated by categorizing the respondents to the questionnaire by the type, size and wealth of their school districts.

The. responses of the categorized superintendents

were tabulated on 2x2 contingency tables.

A chi-square

value was computed to test for significance between the two
variables, the specific question and either type, size or
wealth of the respondent's school

distr~ct.

With one degree

of freedom, a significance level of .05 was chosen for rejecting the null hypothesis.

This level correspondes to a

chi-square of 3.84.
Yule's Q was used to measure the strength of the
relationship between each pair of variables.

The value of

Yule's Q ranges between -1 and +1, with a larger absolute
value indicating a stronger relationship.

Although school

district size and wealth are interval variables, it was
possible to use chi-square and a uniform measure of associatton by reducing multi-valued variables to two-valued variables.

Reducing all the contingency tables to 2x2 further

facilitates the comparison of the measure of association
among the various tables.
For a complete explanation of the methodology employed, see Chapter III, Section 6, page 75.

Definition of Terms
1. Public school superintendent:

The chief admin-

istrative officer employed by the board of education of a
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school district.
2. Legislature:

The elected body, consisting of a

House of Representatives and a Senate, that engages in the·
function of proposing, ·deliberating and authoritatively
deciding upon public policy.
3. Legislator:
4. Legislation:

A member of the legislature.
Any public policy proposal that

requires the attention and consent of the legislature and
governor, and takes the form of law when adopted.
5. Educational legislation:

Legislation that has

an impact on the activities of the public schools.
6. Legislative decision-making process:

The ac-

tivities within the legislature consisting of initiating,
considering, and enacting public policy in authoritative
legal form.

Limitations of the Study
1. The total sample of this study is limited to the
144 public school superintendents in Cook County, Illinois.
This sample represents more than 10% of the total number of
school superintendents in the state of Illinois. Although
similarities may exist between the sample population of this
study and the situat'ion elsewhere, valid generalizations
cannot be deduced from the fixed population of this study.
Considerably more research must be generated before productive generalizations can emerge about the involvement
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of school superintendents in the legislative process.
2. This study is concerned only with school superintendent involvement in educational policy-making within
the state legislature..

Significant policy-making functions

pertaining to education also occur within the executive and
judicial branches of state government.

Educational policy-

making within these branches of government is outside the
scope of this study.
3. This study is limited to analysis of the legislative activity of the respondent superintendents.

No

attempt was made to determine the effectiveness of superintendents in influencing legislative policy-making.

No

attempt was made to determine the effectiveness of specific
methods of superintendent involvement in influencing the
policy-making process.
4. This study is limited by the degree to which
respondents understood that which was being asked of them
and by the accuracy of their responses.

Organization of the Study
In Chapter I, the problem, purpose, objectives and
hypotheses of the study were outlined.

The assumptions,

methodology, and limitations were stated and terms defined.
Chapter II is a selected review of the literature.
It discusses the related literature of the state politics
of education and the participation
of educational interest
....
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groups in the process of educational policy-making.
reviews the limited

lit~rature

It

on the political role of

the school superintendent.
Chapter III presents the methodology of the study
in detail.

The characteristics of the study population and

the respondents are examined. ·The operational measures relating to each hypothesis and the applicable statistical
methods of analysis are given.
Chapter IV
of the study.
vided.

con~ains

a presentation of the results

A statistical analysis of the data is pro-

It is accompanied by tables and graphs to illustrate

the findings.
The summary and conclusions, along with recommendations and implications for further study, are presented in
Chapter V.

p

. CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The purpose of this research study is to analyze
the activities of the public school superintendent as regards his involvement in the legislative policy-making process.

The study is prompted by a perceived need for in-

creased interaction by the superintendent with his larger
political environment.

The foundation of the study rests

on the topical interface of education and politics.
Politics, as it relates to education, is centered
on the structure of state government. "Subject to constitutional limitations, the power of the state in educational
affairs is absolute.

As an instrument of the-state, the

local school district serves as the administrative agency
. h sta t e po 1"1cy 1s
. e ff ecte d".
th roug h wh 1c

1

Th e state h as

always been constitutionally empowered to administer public
education.

The growing burden of the property tax and re-

cent court rulings concerned with equality of educational
opportunity have increased the state's fiscal and administrative responsibility over the locally managed public service.
1

Laurence Iannacone and Peter Cistone, The Politics
of Education, (Eugene, Oregon: University of Oregon Press,

1974), p. 51.

19

P'
20

It is only within the last few years that attention
has been given to the
intendent.

p~liticization

of the school super-

Consequently, the number of studies directly

concerned with the particular problem of this investigation
is limited.

Considerable research has been done in the

area of educational policy-making at the state level.

In

the process of policy-making at the state level, the superintendent is but one of a larger number of concerned educational interests.

How these interests function to influence

educational legislation, their tactics, and the perceived
effectiveness of these interests has been the subject of
much previous study.

This area of study provides the focus

for the survey of the related literature.

The more specific

concern of how the superintendent adapts as a participant
in the educational policy-making process will be examined
through the recent literature on the subject.
In 1962, Bailey, Frost, Marsh and Wood studied state
aid to education in eight northeastern states. 2 Education
is cited·by Bailey, Frost, March and Wood as "one of the
most thoroughly political enterprises in American life."
The study followed the progress of educational finance legislation in four states, with the goal of awakening "schoolmen"
2
stephen K. Bailey, Richard T. Frost, Paul Marsh
and Robert C. \-Jood, Schoolmen and Politics: A Study of
State Aid to Educat1on 1n the Northeast (New York: Syracuse
On1vers1ty Press, 1962, p.63-69.
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to the necessity of political action.

It narrates the ac-

tivity of successful educational interests within the subject states.
The Bailey monograph is in the form of an extended
essay.

The bulk of the research consisted of unstructured

open-ended interviews.

A total of five hundred interviews

were conducted with legislators, professional educators,
state administrative personnel, ·and others among the general
public.

This eclectic methodology is justified on the basis

that "sophisticated social analysis must in part reflect the
accidental insights of unstructured interviews and the higher reason of intuitive synthesis." 3
The study's findings support its basic tenet that
" ... governmental support for education is as highly political as support for any other governmental function. ,A
The authors found that "The success of schoolmen
has been directly related to the sophistication of their
understanding of the political instruments availqble to
them." 5 It was concluded that educational interests function best in a political context of strong executive and
legislative leadership, flexible revenue statutes,·and active, well-coordinated educational pressure groups.

Parti-

san politics appeared to have little effect upon the success
3
4

.
Ibid., p. XIV.
Ibid., p. 103.

·s Ibid., p. 104.

p
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of schoolmen. The authors strongly advocate that schoolmen
fake cogniz;ance of the political role needed to translate
public need into public policy.
In 1964, Masters, Salisbury and Eliot examined educational policy-making in Missouri, Illinois and Michigan~
Taken as the focus for the comparative research study were
"the groups, individuals, and governmental agencies that
have a direct and tangible stake in the outcome of educa· tional decisions or have the formal responsibility for
them." 7 The research consisted of both observation of the
policy-making process in each state and interviews with its
participants.
The Masters study identified differing patterns of
educational decision-making in the three states.

Education-

al interests in Hissouri presented a unified front thro.ugh
the Missouri State Teachers Association.

The pattern of

interest group politics that emerged was characterized by
moderation, with all groups working towards positive legislative results.

Illinois presented much the same consensu-

al pattern of policy-making.
6Nicholas A.. Masters, Robert H. Salisbury and Thomas
H. Eliot, State Politics and the Public Schools: An Exploratory Analysis (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1964, p.56.
7 Ibid., p. 9.

jiii
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The Illinois School Problems Commission was constructed to integrate legislators, educational interests
and state educational administrators into a coherent policyformulating body.

The result may be characterized as "education theory tempered by prac.tical polit"ics. " 8 Educational policy-making in Michigan differed from consensual
patterns of Missouri and Illinois..

A divisive group of ed-

ucational interests and a sharply cleaved political framework combined to create a highly politicized atmosphere for
educational policy-making.

The fragmented system of educa-

tional policy-making in Michigan is characterized by a cross
alliance of specific interest groups and political parties.
The Masters' study concluded that education fails to provide
the necessary forum for consensual interest group politics.
Like the earlier study, the Masters research indicates that school interests must confront the responsible
political leadership that is "setting the
game."

r~les

of the

This study "attempted to demonstrate that there is

no great distance between professional educators and poliThe unity of educational interests was
ticians. . . . " 9
identified as the critical variable that characterized the
differing patterns of educational policy-making in the three
states.

The School Problems Commission in Illinois is used

in the Masters study to illustrate the proposition that
8 Ibid., p. 145.
gibid., p. 278.

p
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"states as sepa!:'ate entities develop structures that reflect
local cleavages, customs, and traditions, and that these
very structures tnay shape the content of public policy."

10

The study does not indicate what form the relationship between political structures and policy outcomes may take.
Although the case study design of these early
studies described above does not form a coherent body of
theory, some common findings emerg·e.

Both the Bailey and

the Masters studies indicated that unity among educational
interests is a major factor in promoting education within
the political arena.

Education aroused little organized

group opposition at the state level.

No interest group

lobbied against spending for public education.

Interest

groups competing with education for state funds acted as if
financial resources are unlimited.

The task of balancing

the state budget gives the state executive a pivotal role
in allocating resources.

Both studies perceive the governor

as a major influence in educational financing.
Both the 1962 and the 1964 studies seek to identify
the central forces shaping educational policy.

Policy out-

comes are generally perceived to emerge from the group processes; with institutional structures organized to channel
~-

the system's functional interaction.
10 rbid., p. 278.

According to Bailey,
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State aid to local districts ... is the outcome of extended and highly complex political struggles which involve the interaction of group interests, parties,boards,
commissioners, and departments of education, governors,
legislative leaders and followersi courts ... and a host
of individuals and institutions.!
The School Problems Commission in Illinois used to
illustrate the proposition that "states as separate entities
develop structures that reflect local cleavages, customs,
and traditions, and that these very structures may shape the
content of public policy." 12 While indicating the primary
participants in the policy-making process, the studies fail
to define adequately the relationship among groups, structures, and policy.
A 1972 study by Ziegler and Johnson attempted
empirically to encompass education policy-making in all
f1.. fty states. 13

It s s t a t e d o b"JeC t"1.ves were:

1. To determine how educational resources are allocated in the states.

2. To determine how state legislators approach the
budgeting and financing of education.

11Bailey, p. 103.
12Masters,

p~

178.

13Harmon Ziegler and Karl F. Johnson, The Politics
of Education in the States. (New York:
Inc., 1972), p. 75

Bobbs-Merrill Co.,

p:
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The study used a series of sophisticated correlation and multiple regression techniques.

It employed data

on the economic, social, political and governmental characteristics of each state to correlate variations in educational funding.

In a limited study of four states, Ziegler

and Johnson sought the source of variance in individual
legislators' behavior on educational issues.
The general findings of the Ziegler study were that
economi·c, rather than political factors were the primary
source of variance in the educational expenditure of the
states.

Separate states make economic decisions on the

basis of their applicable fiscal circumstances.

Social and

political variables appeared as secondary and tertiary influences.
Other findings of the study concern the effects of
educational interest groups.

Legislative members, while

consulting educational interests with regard to educational
matters, frequently consulted business interests, other
legislators and administrative officials.

Their contact

with educational interests did not appear as a paramount
influence on the legislators.

Educational interests main-

tained greater contact with the legislative leadership, yet
legislative leaders proved more conservative than their
general legislative membership concerning matters of educational policy.

This finding may indicate that lobbyists may

be wasting much of their time, since legislative leaders
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appear to be more receptive to educational lobbyists personally than to their policies.

The findings posit that

"educational lobbyists are ... rated very powerful, but they
are generally ineffective in converting their views into
legislation." 14 To remedy this ineffectiveness, Ziegler
proposes that educational groups recruit former state legislators with continuing contacts in the state capital.

This

course would provide the groups.with an advantageous source
of entry into the allocation process.
Milstein and Jennings examined the New York state
legislature (1969-70) in order to analyze the process of
.
1 po 1.~cy-mak.~ng. 15 The role perceptions held by
e ducat~ona
legislators and interest group leaders set the parameters
of the study.

The study sought to explore the relationship

between the interest groups and formal government from the
viewpoint of the policy-making process within the governmental structure.
The Milstein study employed document search, unstructured and structured interviews, and in-depth surveys.
14Ibid., p. 191.
15
Mike M. Hilstein and Robert E. Jennings, "Educational Interest Group Leaders and State Legislators: Perceptions of the Educational Policy-Making Process," Educational Administration Quarterly, Volume IX, (Winter, 1972)
pp. 54-70.
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Document search was carried out to identify critical processes and participants in educational policy-making.

Un-

structured interviews were held with· people identified 'in
documents as critical figures in the policy-making process.
On

the basis of information gathered from document search

and unstructured interviews, structured interviews were conducted with ten leaders of six major educational interest
groups to determine their perceptions of the legislative
process.

Legislator perceptions were determined through an

in-depth survey.

Interest groups leaders' perceptions were

then checked against those of the legislators in order to
determine the degree of perceptual congruency between the
groups.
The interest groups included in the Milstein study
were:

The New York State Teachers Association, the New Yrok

State School Boards Association, the Council of School District Administrators, and the formal coalition which these
groups form,the Educational Conference Board.

Without ex-

ception, the leaders of these educational interest groups
perceived the governor's office as the critical access point
in the policy-making process.
that the governor's

~nfluence

However, legislators believed
is not nearly so great.

Forty-

one percent of the legislative respondents reported that
they give the governor's position little· or no attention
when they vote on bills. Forty-two percent of the legislators interviewed believed that the importance of the gov-
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ernor's position is dependent on the specific policy issue
under consideration.
The .interest group leaders 'tvere found to focus their
activities on the leadership within the legislature.
lators perceived the policy-making process. as
tralized.

muc~

Legis-

less cen-

Only thirty-eight of th·e legislators thought that

parties maintained tight discipline amo'ng their members.
Legislators responded that they sought out other legislators
a~out

a_bill because these persons had good judgment or excha~ber's

pertise, net because they belonged to the

leader-

ship.
Interest group leaders perceived as their most influential resource their ability to gather and disseminate
information.

The assumption is that their ability to pro-

vide factual information to the governor and legislature
allow·s them to influence policy-making.

Legislators per-

ceived in-house sources of information as most valuable.

As

a source of information, interest groups were considered a
distant second.

In recent years, the New York State legis-

lature has developed extensive

info~ation

gathering sources

in order to free itself from any dependence on executive
agencies and interest groups.
Educational interest groups were found by the Milstein study to concentrate their legislative activities
through a few activists in Albany, the focus of the state's
policy-making process.

Althougt. responding legislators rec-
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ognized education as the second most powerful interest group
after labor, sixty-two percent believed that the voting
strength of an interest group is its most important source
of power.

The local district, not Albany, was thus seen as

the focus of educational interest group influence.
The Milstein study suggests that educational interests should modify their behavior in accordance with the
findings.

Interest group leaders may have to seek broader

circles of support from legislators who are not necessarily
among the leadership.

The failure of interest groups to

act as the dominant purveyor of information may force them
to invest their resources in more useful ways. The study
indicates that the most powerful resource of the interest
group may be at the local level of legislative and school
district.

Education can serve as a public issue able to

mobilize a large concerned audience.

To take advantage of

this resource, interest groups need to develop mechanisms
c~ordinating

legislative activity at the local and state

levels.
A study was conducted by Hazzoni and Campbell 16 for
the purpose of determining:
1
Grim L. Mazzoni, Jr. and Roald F. Campbell, "Influentials in State Policy-Haking for the Public Schools," Educational Administration Quarterly, Volume XII, (Winter, 1976)
pp.·l-26.

......
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1. The influential participants in the process of
educational policy-making.
2. The factors that account for state-by-state variation in the policy-making influence of particular participants.
The study is based on the premise that in the past
educational policy-making occurred in many states through
a relatively stable pattern of interaction among organized
school supporters,

age~cy

bureaucrats, and political leaders.

A disruption in the unity of educational groups, demands
for educational accountability, and the fiscal difficulties
of state government have disrupted this stability.

The

study attempted to define the emerging pattern.
The design employed by Mazzoni and Campbell was that
of a comparative case study.

Twelve states were selected

on the basis of variance in the institutional arrangements
for public school governance. Participants in each state
included the chief administrative school officer, the state
board of education, administrative personnel, the governor,
legislative leaders and staff, and educational organizations.
The participants were asked how much "influence" they attributed to a particular actor. School finance, certification, educational program, and desegregation were the issue
areas considered in the questioning.

The interest groups

included in the study were:
1. The teacher association - National Education
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Association affiliate - NEA.
2. The teacher union - American Federation of Teachers affiliate - AFT.
3. The administrator association - American Association of School Administrators -· AASA.
4. The school boards association - National Association of School Boards - NASB.
The results of the study indicated that in most of
the states the educator groups had become fragmented or
disunified.

The primary division was perceived as a labor-

management conflict.

Although educational coalitions ex-

isted in nine states, in only two, Colorado and Tennessee,
were the coalitions viewed as effective in influencing policy-making.

Yet, despite these responses, most legislative

leaders (81%) and interest group leaders (90%) perceived
educational organizations as one of the top lobby groups in
their state.
Legislative leaders' ratings indicated that the more
powerful educational interest groups were found in the less
urbanized, less industrialized and less wealthy states.
Political variables were found to have little relationship
with the level of influence.

The perceived level of co-

hesion among the interest groups was found to correlate
strongly with the legislative influence of the education
lobby.

Among the education groups, the teacher association

was uniformly regarded as most influential.

The school board
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organization was generally ranked second.

The administra-

tor groups were not mentioned in many states as being influential.

Legislator respondents accounted for the power-

ful position of teacher's organizations by pointing to large
membership, grassroots organization, and availability of
campaign money.

Political leaders appeared sensitive to

the political action orientation of the teachers' associations.
The Mazzoni and Campbell study reached some general
conclusions concerning the trend of educational policy-making
in the states.

A broadening of participation, intensifica-

tion of group conflict, and increasing public controversy
have brought an increasingly politicized milieu to education.

A pluralistic pattern of influence seems to character-

ize state education policy systems.

The education lobby

has fragmented into differing factions.

The different pol-

icy areas of finance, certification, program, and desegregation each attracted its own peculiar groups of concerned
participants.

The Mazzoni-Campbell study concludes that

some counteracting trends to the pluralist tendency are
observed in the efforts of governors under fiscal pressures
to centralize educational policy-making and the bifurcation
of interest groups in a labor-management type of cleavage.
Increased attention has been given to the role of
educational interest groups in the legislative process.

With

the growing assumption of fiscal and administrative responsi-
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bility for education by higher non-local governmental bodies,
the school.superintendent has need to become more involved
in the legislative process.

Although-some previous research

has addressed itself tG the ways in which superintendents
perceive and effectuate their political role, this literature is limited, reflecting its recent emergence as a salient subject for study.
Moore's study attempted to evaluate the political
· role of the school superintendent with the intention of
formulating his ability to effect legislative decision-making.17

The Moore study recognized an aggrandizement of the

administrative prerogative by state government as a transition that necessitates the involvement of local administrators in higher level political processes.

The school ad-

ministrator is to be a part of the "decision-making---policy forming process ... not merely the custodian of the local
school district's activities as determined by others." 18
The study analyzed the understanding by Colorado
superintendents of their state's political climate as perceived by the state's legislators.

The study analyzed the

effectiveness of the superintendents' political role as perceived by both state.legislators and themselves and the con17 Jack B. Moore, "A Study of the Local School Superintendent's Political Role in State Level Educational Decision-Making" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Northern Colorado, 1970), p. 46-49.
18
Ibid. , p. 18.
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gruency of perception of the two groups as to what that role
should entail.

The age and

n~~ber

of years in the position

of superintendent or legislator was analyzed as a possible
source of variance in the survey groups.

The Moore study

used a survey questionnaire for. both superintendents and
legislators.
The study's findings pointed to a lack of political
understanding and expertise among Colorado's school superintendents.

They showed a basic lack of understanding of

the state's political climate.

Their own political percep-

tions differed markedly from those of the state's legislators.

While both the legislators and superintendents

viewed superintendents' political activity as largely ineffective in influencing policy-making, the two groups differed in regard to what activity the political role of the
superintendent should encompass.

The legislators preferred

to keep education further removed from partisan politics.
The superintendents foresaw the need for a more direct political role.

Age and the permanence of position were found

to have no relationship to the perceptions held by members
of either group.

The Moore study recommended more direct

communication of individual superintendents and their organizations with legislators to ascertain what constitutes
"effective political influence .. ~'. In-service training was
seen by Moore as another means to develop a political awareness among administrators.
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A study performed by DePree in Michigan analyzed
the political consciousness of that state's school superintendents . 19 The stated objectives of the study 'tvere:
1. To determine the relative level of understanding
which Michigan public school superintendents have of those
aspects of the legislative decision-making process deemed
important for them to know.
2. To determine the frequency with which these superintendents use the various methods and tactics available in
their attempts to influence educational legislation.
3. To determine the frequency with which these superintendents use the various methods and tactics to influence
the legislators representing their school districts, as perceived by those legislators.
4. To estimate the relationship between the reported
influential behavior of the superintendent, the superintendent's relative level of understanding of the legislative
process, and the superintendent's attempts to influence the
legislators representing his school district, as perceived
by those legislators.
It has been suggested that the low level of super19 Kenneth R. DePree, ."Hichigan Public School Superintendents and the State Legislature: An Analysis of the
Superintendents' Und-erstanding of, and Participation in,
The- Legislative Policy-Making Process" (unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Michigan State University, 1971), P-133.
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intendent involvement in the legislative process is due to
a lack of understanding of that process.

The DePree study

investigated the relationship between "level of understanding"
and "involvement" in the state's educational policy-making
process.
Data were gathered in a series of questi·onnaires
administered to superintendents and legislators.

A random-

ly selected group of superintendents was asked to identify
their principal representative in the !1ichigan legislature.
The initial superintendent questionnaire determined their
level of understanding of the legislative process.

A second

questionnaire determined the nature of their involvement in
the policy-making process.

The legislators' questionnaire

determined how their respective school superintendents maintained contact and/or attempted to influence the legislator
in question.

The superintendent's actions and the legis-

lator's perceptions were then compared for congruency.
The general findings of the DePree study pointed to
a lack of understanding of the legislative process on the
part of superintendents.

Although the superintendents dem-

onstrated some understanding of what may be considered as
"connnon knowledge", they showed a lack of knowledge in areas
central to the legislative process.

They failed to compre-

hend the workings of the committee system or the importance
of forming a consensus for the passage of legislation.
The study also pointed out that the superintendents
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failed to display any organized and systematic effort to
influence educational legislation.

Superintendents most

frequently discussed pending legislation with educators
and board members.

Most superintendents communicated with

lawmakers through intermediaries, rather than by personal
contact.

DePree cited evidence that it is generally under-

stood that personal contact is most effective towards establishing confidence and a workable long-term relationship
with legislators.

The superintendents also failed to main-

tain contact with their state-wide professional associations.
The legislators perceived the superintendents as
making little use of various tactics to inform and influence
them concerning educational legislation.

Many legislators

could not even recall any contact with the named superintendents.

When the legislators were able to recall their inter-

action with their local superintendent, it most often involved personal communication.

It was found that state rep-

resentatives perceived a greater involvement in

~he

policy-

making process on the part of the superintendents than did
state senators.

DePree considered that this may result from

the smaller staff of the representatives facilitating greater personal contact with local superintendents.
No significant relationship was found between the
superintendent's level of understanding of the legislative
process and the frequency which they reported using the
various tactics to influence educational legislation.

DePree

cites the proposition that increased knowledge of the legis-
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lative process increases the willingness to participate in,
and ability to exert influence on that process.

The study

indicated that factors other than knowledge are involved in
determining the level of superintendent involvement.
Other findings of the DePree study indicated that
a positive relationship did exist between requests from
legislators for communication and superintendent initiative.
The superintendents whose views were sought by legislators
were those who attempted to maintain a close working relationship with the legislators.
An examination of the political role of Iowa super20
intendents was conducted by Netusil and Dunkin.
This
study analyzed superintendents' opinions as to the political
roles they actually performed during the 1973 Session of the
Iowa General Assembly.

Also in question was what relation-

ship superintendents ought to assume with state legislators,
as expressed by superintendents and the lay public.
A survey questionnaire was administered to three
groups of Iowa superintendents selected from a random stratified sampling.

The sample was stratified on the basis of

district enrollment.

A questionnaire was also administered

to lay persons listed by respondent superintendents as being
20
A.J. Netusil and Orville Dunkin, "The School Superintendent's Political Role With State Legislators Representing The Local Districts," Journal of Educational Research,
Volume LXVIII, (December, .1974) pp. 160-163.
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in such designated positions in the local school district
as mayor, state senator, school board president, or newspaper editor.
The enrollment size of the school district was found
to have little relationship to the opinions expressed by
superintendents regarding their own political roles vis-a
vis state legislators.

The comparison of superintendents'

opinions on the "oueht to/did do" dichotomy indicated there
was significantly less done in political roles than super. intendents in urban-suburban and middle size schools thought
they should do.

Superintendents of smaller schools thought

they had done enough.
Opinions from respondents of the public group paralleled the opinions of the superintendents regarding their
political roles.

The public perceived the need for super-

intendents to assume greater political responsibility.
Netusil and Dunkin concluded that the lay public most strongly advocated the need for keeping the legislators informed
on school issues and maintaining continuous contact with
legislators.
Summary
The studies cited in this chapter show an increasing amount of attention focused on educational policy-making by other educators and social scientists.

Social sci-

entists have used the opportunity to investigate a substantive issue area with analogous policy inputs conditioned
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by dissimilar institutional structures and participants
within the.many states .. Educators tend to focus on the educational policy-making process with the intention of prescribing effective means of influence for an increasingly
mobilized group of educational interests.

Both the educator

and the social scientist have perceived education as an increasingly conflictive issue area.
no longer work in unison.

Educational groups may

Fiscal responsibility is increas-

ingly alienated from local control and initiative.

The

efforts of the judiciary and federal administration to use
the schools as a mechanism for social reform has brought
increased infolvement in the educational process on the part
of both educators and the concerned public.

With few groups

or individuals being completely disinterested in education,
the voice of the professional education has become increasingly enmeshed with those of differing interests in the policymaking process.
During this transformation of public education, the
superintendent has increasingly perceived the need to become

~n

active participant in the legislative process.

With the state's administrative authority geographically
distant, superintendents have recognized the necessity of
acting upon the legislative process previous to the formal
codification of educational policy.
Public policy requires an active concern on the
part of both its recipients and administrators.

The studies

42
point to the emergence of such a concern among a growing
number of school superintendents.

CHAPTER III
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
This chapter is divided. into six

s~ctions.

1 discusses the study and instrument design.

Section

Section 2 ex-

amines the characteristics of the study population - Cook
County school districts.

Section 3 summarizes the character-

istics of responding superintendents.

Section 4 presents

the questionnaire return rates by date, type of district,
size of district, and wealth of district.
cusses the response rate for each question.

Section 5 disSection 6 pre-

sents the operational measures that relate to each hypothesis, restates each hypothesis in testable form, and describes
the methods of analysis used in Chapter IV.
Section 1 - Study and Instrument Design
The study was designed to survey the. superintendents
of the school districts of Cook County, Illinois, in order
to determine the degree of their participation in the state
educational legislative process.

The study used two data

collection instruments:
1. A mail-out/mail-back questionnaire which was sent
to all 144 Cook County superintendents in February, 1974.
2. An oral interview schedule that was administered
43
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to 18 superintendents in March and April of 1974.

Copies

of the two instruments may be found in Appendix I.
Mail Questionnaire
Mail-out/mail-back questionnaire was selected as
the most efficient way of reaching all 144 school superintendents.

In order to achieve the maximum return rate,

every effort was made during the design stage to limit the
size and difficulty of the questionnaire.

Thus, many ques-

tions were drafted but later rejected for mail questionnaire,
although some were later used for the oral interview schedule.

Furthermore, whenever it was possible, questions were

structured to permit the respondents to check off their answers.

A four-page questionnaire with 27 questions resulted.
Before drafting the questionnaire, an exhaustive

search of the literature was performed in order to locate
a standard instrument for the measurement of involvement
in the legislative process.

Doctoral dissertations in the

fields of both educational administration and potitical science were carefully examined, but no standard instrument
was located.

However, the search did reveal several tech-

niques that were applied to the design of the instruments
of this study.

Furthermore, the recommendations ·contained

in George R. Allen's work were found especially useful in
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.
.
.
the preparat1on
o f t h e quest1onna1re.

1

Dr, Van Dalen enumerates many of the difficulties
faced by educational research, as attempts are made to "locate significant variables in the field", but he clearly
points out the need for such study.

He indicates that:

2

Descriptive studies that obtain accurate facts about
existing conditions or detect significant relationships among current phenomena and interpret the meaning of the data provide educators with pratical and
immediately useful information. Factual information
about existing status enables members of the profession .to make more intelligent plans about future courses of action and helps them interpret educational problems more effectively to the public. Pertinent data
regarding the present scene may focus attention upon
developments, conditions, and trends that might otherwise remain unnoticed. The data may convince citizens
to keep pace with existing needs and to prepare for
future events. Since educational conditions, processes, practices, and programs are changing constantly,
up-to-date descriptions of what is taking place are
needed.
Although Dr. Van Dalen clearly sees the need for
experimental research, he indicates that descriptive studies
continue to be useful exploratory tools.

His assessment

of the basis for this need is expressed on page 236 as
follows: 3
Many areas within the field have not been explored:
1

George R. Allen, The Graduate Students' Guide to
Theses and Dissertations (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishing Co., 1973), pp.52-56.
2
Deobold Van Dalen, Understanding Educational Research (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co.,Inc., 1962), p. 235.
3 rbid. , p. 236.
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numerous gaps in knowledge exist. Unless educators accumulate relevant facts about a situation, they cannot
sense what is significant. A reservoir of information
about the nature of educational phenomena must be collected,.classified, and correlated before investigators
can gain insights that will enable them to break through
to higher levels of scientific understanding.
Van Dalen highlights the uncertainty in attempting
to establish cause-effect relationships that descriptive
researchers face, and states that:

4

Descriptive researchers can only detect associations
between variables, but this information is useful if it
is .used properly. Descriptive studies that discover
the presence or absence of an association between variables serve as pilot projects. They screen out unpromising hypotheses and detect relationships between variables that experimenters can study profitably under more
rigorously controlled laboratory conditions.
A description of the testable variables in this study can be
found in Section 2 of this chapter.
In accord with general good practice, 5 and the recommendations of the dissertation committee, the questionnaire
was pre-tested with superintendents who would not be polled
in the final survey.

Seven superintendents'who served

school districts outside of Cook County participated in the
pre-test of the mail questionnaire.

The pre-test suggested

the need for several changes in question phrasing and response choices that were incorporated in the questionnaire
before it was forwarded on January 25, 1974, to the disser4

rbid., p. 238

5
virginia M. Sugden, The Graduate Thesis: The Com~e Guide to Planning and Preparation (New York:
Pitman
Puo1ishing Co., 1973)
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tation committee for approval.
Each mail questionnaire v1as pre-coded for:
(a) Type of school district
(b) Size of school district
(c) Wealth of school district
Space for recording these codes appeared on the top
of every page of the questionnaire.

A detailed explanation

of the coding structure can be found in Section 2 of this
chapter.
Each questionnaire was sent to the superintendents
with an explanatory letter that outlined the basic purpose
of the study and requested their assistance.

A self-addres-

sed, stamped envelope was enclosed in order to encourage
their return of the questionnaire.
The letter also assured the superintendents that
replies to the questionnaire would be held in strict confidence.

This assurance could be given for several reasons.

First, the questionnaire did not request the superintendent's
signature.

Second, because the questionnaire was pre-coded

for type, size, and wealth of school district, the school
district identification was not required.

Finally, the

coding structure for size and wealth was sufficiently limited that it did not provide a means of identifying particular school districts.
Oral Interview Schedule
· The oral interview schedule was designed to verify
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the information collected from the mail questionnaire, and
to enable the superintendents to elaborate upon the views
expressed in the mail questionnaire.

Thus, while the super-

intendents could provide very specific answers to the direct
questions on the mail questionnaire, the oply way they could
provide the underlying rationale was through an interview.
It was hoped that the oral interview schedule would enable
the author to add to the bare bones of the statistical data
a body of anecdotal information, and commentary that would

supplement the statistical tables of Chapter IV and aid in
the interpretation of findings in Chapter V.
It was decided that the oral interview schedule
would be administered to approximately 10% of the 144 superintendents in Cook County.

A total of 18 superintendents

or 12.5% were actually interviewed.

These 18 represent ap-

proximately 14.0% of the 129 respondents to the mail quest1onnaire.
Superintendents were selected for intervie'tvs on the
basis of their personal and professional involvement in the
state educational legislative process.

In order to determine

their involvement, several criteria were used:
(a) Chairmanship of legislative committees of professional organizations;
(b) Leadership roles in organizations specifically
designed to affect the legislative process;
{c) Identification by colleagues as "active in the
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state legislative process";
(d) Identification from the mail questionnaire as
"active in the state legislative process".
Research regarding state professional organizations,
their structures, and their membership was done to apply
criteria (a) and (b) to the selection of superintendents.
In order to apply criterion (c), each superintendent who
was interviewed was asked to identlfy those colleagues who
were most active in the state legislative process.

Finally,

although the mail questionnaire did not request the identification of respondents, many superintendents signed the
questionnaire, sent a personal note, or left attached to
the questionnaire the original letter addressed to him.
Thus, some mail questionnaires were able to be used to select superintendents for the oral interview. (criterion (d)).
In selecting questions for the oral interview schedule, the author relied heavily upon earlier drafts of the
mail questionnaire.

Questions which had been eliminated

from the mailed questionnaire for the sake of brevity, and
to provide structured responses, were included in the oral
interview schedule.

In addition, some of the questions on

the mail questionnaire were repeated during the oral interview in order to verify earlier responses, and to insure
that the interpretation of the question by the respondent
was not different from that of the author.
In all, a total of 38 questions were selected for
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the final draft of the oral interview schedule.
~ight

naire.

of these

question~

About

also appeared on the mail question-

Table 13 near the end of this.chapter lists the

.questions that appeared on both the mail questionnaire and
the oral interview in substantially the same form.
Section 2 - Characteristics of Cook County School Districts
There were a total of 144 school districts in Cook
County, Illinois in 1973.

Of these, 115 (79.9%) were elem-

entary school districts., 27 (18. 8%) were high school districts, and 2 (1.4%) were unit districts (i.e. districts
serving both elementary and high school students).

These

districts exhibited a wide variation in respect to both
size and wealth.

Because these differences frequently re-

late to both the characteristics of the superintendents (as
examined in Section 3 of this chapter) and their attitudes
and involvement with the legislative process (as detailed in
Chapter IV), it is necessary to discuss these variations in
size and wealth.
Cook County Elementary and High School Districts:

Size

In order to measure school district size, the author
used the student population data for September •. 1973 as reported by the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, Circular Series A-333.
Table A in Appendix II ranks 115 elementary school
districts by size of student population, and Table 1 in this
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TABLE 1
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN COOK COUNTY
BY SIZE OF STUDENT POPULATION
Student
Population

Elementary School Districts
Number.
Percent
115

100.0

Less than 1000

23

20.0

1000 - 1999

35

30.4

2000 - 2999

23

20.0

3000 - 3999

13

11.3

4000 - 4999

7

6.1

14

12.2

Total

5000 - or more

Median:

1,915

Range:

165 - 14,546

Source:

Circular Series A-133, Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, September.l973.
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chapter gives the distribution of elementary school districts
by size.

From these tables it can be seen that the districts

range in size from School District 172 serving 165 elementary school children to Elementary School District 54 serving
14,546.

One fifth (20.0%) of the districts serve fewer

than 1,000 children, while about one-eighth (12.2%) serve
5,000 or more children.

The median student population for

elementary school districts is 1,915.
Table B in Appendix II ranks the 27 high school
districts by size of student population, and Table 2 in
this chapter gives the distribution of high school districts
by size.

From these tables it can be seen that the districts

range in size from High School District 210 serving 646
children, to High School District 214 serving 18,349 children.

Less than one twentieth (3.7%) of the districts serve

fewer than 1,000 children, while about two-fifths (40 8%)
serve 5,000 or more children.

The median student popula-

tion for high school districts is 4,926.
Cook County Elementary and High School Districts:

Wealth

In order to measure school district wealth, the
author used the assessed valuation per pupil for September,
1973 as reported by the Office of the Superintendent of
Public Instruction, Circular Series A-333.
Table C in Appendix II ranks the 115 elementary
school districts by assessed valuation per pupil, and Table
3 in this chapter gives the distribution of elementary
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TABLE 2
HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN COOK COUNTY
BY SIZE ·oF STUDENT POPULATION
Student
Population
Total

High School Districts
Number Percent
27

100.0

Less than 1000

1

3.7

1000 - 1999

4

14.8

2000 - 2999

1

3.7

3000 - 3999

2

7.4

4000 - 4999

8

29.6

11

40.8

5000

- or more

Median:

4,926

Range:

646 - 18, 349

Source:

Circular Series A-133, Office of the Superinten-dent of Public Instruction, September, 1973.
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TABLE 3
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN COOK COUNTY
BY ASSESSED VALUATION PER PUPIL
Assessed Valuation
Per Pupil
Total.

Elementary School Districts
Number
Percent
115

100.0

Less than $10,000

2

1.7

$10,000 - $19,999

24

20.9

. $20,000 - $29,999

30

26.0

$30,000 - $39,999

18

15.7

$40,000 - $49,999

20

17.4

$50,000 - $59,999

0

0

$60,000 - $69,000

8

7.0

$70,000 - or more

9

7.8

Median:

$31,178

Range:

$7,837 - $272,834

Source:

Circular Series A-133, Office of the Superinten: dent of Public Instruction, September, 1973.
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school districts by this measure of wealth.

From these

tables it can be seen that the districts range in wealth
from Elementary School District 228, with $7,837 assessed
valuation per pupil, to Elementary School District 110 with

$272,834 per child served.

About one-fifth (22.6%) of the

districts average less than· $20,000 per pupil, while about
one-twelfth (7. 8%) average $70,00.0 or more per pupil.

The

media assessed valuation per elementary school pupil is

$31, 178..
Table D in Appendix II ranks the 27 high school districts by assessed valuation per pupil, and Table 4 in this
chapter gives the distribution of high school districts by
this measure of wealth.

From these tables it can be seen

that the districts range in wealth from High School District

228 with $31,564 per pupil to High School District 212 with
$132,643 per child served.

About one-ninth (11.1%) of the

districts average less than $40,000 per

pup~l,

while more

than one-third (37.1%) average $70,000 or more per pupil.
The median assessed valuation per high school pupil is

$62,530.
Cook County Unit School Districts
Unit school districts serve children from kindergarten through high school.

Although unit districts are

more common in other areas of the State of Illinois, there
are only two within Cook County.

One of these is the Chicago

Public Schools (District 299), which is the largest school
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TABLE 4
HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN COOK COUNTY
BY ASSESSED VALUATION PER PUPIL
Assessed Valuation
Per Pupil
Total

Elementary School Districts
Percent
Number
27

100.0

Less than $30,000

0

0

$30,000 - $39,999

3

11.1

$40,000 - $49,999

5

18.5

$50,000 - $59,999

5

18.5

$60,000 - $69,999

4

14.8

$70,000 - or more

10

37.1

Hedian:

$62,530

Range:

$31,564 - $132,643

Source:

Circular Series A-133, Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, September, 1973.
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district within the state, with a total student enrollment
of 535 ,341_ in 1973.

The. other is District 401, the Elmwood
Park Community Unit District, which ·serves 3,369 students. 6
Both of these unit districts responded to the questionnaire and, particularly regarding the Chicago Public
Schools, considerable information was gathered concerning
the involvement of the superintendent and members of his
staff in the state educational legislative process.

However,

the responses of the two unit districts were excluded from
all of the tables in this study except for Table 9 in Section 3 of this chapter, which presents the mail questionnaire
return results.
There are three principal reasons for excluding
responses of the unit districts from the tabulations.

First,

because both districts have a structure which .is very different from those of the other 142 districts in Cook County,
the unit districts cannot be classified as either elementary
school districts or high school districts, and cannot be included in· the tabulated responses of either group. With regard

t~

the Chicago Public School District's size, it·is

especially clear that it cannot be justifiably included with,
for example, the elementary school districts ..
Secondly, the reporting of the unit district responses as a separate category is also undesirable for three

6circular Series A-133, Office of the Superintendent
of Public Instruction, September, 1973.
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reasons:
(a) With only two unit districts, any separate tabulation of response might be misleading:

the reader could

erroneously attempt to·draw conclusions concerning the differences between unit and non-unit districts.
(b) The separate tabulation of unit districts would
violate the confidentiality promised, because the reader
could easily deduce which districts were responding.
(c) The separate tabulation of the two unit districts
would lead to erroneous results when calculating chi-square.
This last point is explained further in Section 6 of this
chapter.
Third and finally, the method of classifying schools
by relative size and relative wealth is dependent on the initial classification of school by type, i.e., elementary
versus high school district.

Because the two unit districts

cannot be classified by either size or wealth, they are excluded from the tabulations.
School District Coding Structure
Each questionnaire was assigned three codes before
mailing:

the A-code for type of school district; the B-code

for size of school district; and the G-eode for wealth of
school district.

The A-code consisted of one of three values:

1 - elementary school district
2 - high school district
3 - unit school district
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The B-code consisted of one of two values:
1 - larger school district
2 - smaller school district
Tables A and B in Appendix II present the ranking
of elementary and high school districts by size of school
population.

The median was found for each type of district

and the districts were assigned code 1 if they were larger
than the median and code 2 if they were smaller than the
median.

Because there was an odd number of elementary school

districts and an odd number of high school districts, it was
necessary to assign the school district at the mid-point of
each distribution to either "above the median" or the "below
the median" group, depending on its proximity in size of
student population to the schools ranking
and below it.

above

i~nediately

The actual assignment of the mid-point school

districts is given in the footnotes of Tables A and B.

The

C-code consisted of one of two values:
1 - wealthier school district
2 - less wealthy school district
Tables C and D in Appendix II present the ranking
of elementary and high school districts by wealth (i.e.,
assessed valuation per pupil).

The median was found for

each type of district, and the districts were assigned code
1 if they had a larger assessed valuation per pupil than
the median, and code 2 if they were smaller than the median.
Because there was an odd number of elementary school

dis~
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tricts and an odd number of high school districts, it was
necessary to assign the .school district at the mid-point of
each distribution to either the "above the median" or the
"below the median" group, depending on its proximity in
wealth to the schools ranking immediately above and below
it.

The actual assignment of the mid-point school districts

are given in the footnotes of Tables C and D.
Section 3 - Characteristics of Responding Cook County Superintendents
Four items on the mail questionnaire yield information concerning the characteristics of the study population.
One question asked the superintendents their age, and three
questions their years of experience as: (1) a superintendent,
(2), a superintendent in Illinois, and (3) a superintendent
of their present school district.
Table 5 presents the number of superintendents by
age and by type of school.

Overall, the superintendents

averaged_47.6 years of age with the elementary school superintendents slightly younger than the high school superintendents (47.0 years versus 50.0 years.)

About one-ninth (10.9%)

of the elementary school superintendents are under 40 years
of age, compared to less than one-twentieth (4.3%) of the
high school superintendents.

The difference bet't-veen the

elementary and high school superintendents is even more
dramatic when examining the number aged 55 years or more.
Among the elementary school superintendents, about one-

TABLE 5
COOK COUNTY SUPERINTENDENTS BY AGE

Age

Total

Elementary School
Percent
Number

Number

Percent

124

100.0

101

100.0

30 - 34

1

0.8

1

1.0

35 - 39

11

8.9

10

40

44

33

26.6

45 - 49

37

50 - 54

High School
Number
Percent
23

100.0

9.9

1

4~3

27

26.7

6

26.2

29.9

32

31.7

5

21.7

22

17.7

19

18.8

3

13.0

55 - 59

12

9.7

6

5.9

6

26.2

60 - 64

6

4.8

5

5.0

1

4.3

65 or more

2

1.6

1

1.0

1

4.3

1

1

Total Respondents·
29 or less

No response

3

2

Mean

47.6

47.0

50.0
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ninth (11.9%) are 55 years or older compared to more than
one-third (34.8%) of the high school superintendents.
The.largest group of superintendents are in their
forties (56.5%); the next largest in their fifties (27.4%);
the third largest in their thirties (9.7%}; and the smallest group is 60 years or older (6.4%).
Table 6 presents the number of.superintendents by
years of experience as a superintendent by type of school
district.

Overall, the superintendents averaged 10.3 years

of career experience.

The elementary school superintendents

have slightly less experience than the high school superintendents (10.1 years compared with 10.8 years).

The lar-

gest difference between the elementary and high school superintendents was among those with 15 years or more of career
experience.

Of the elementary school superintendents, only

about one-fourth (25.5%) had 15 years or more of career experience compared to about one-third (33.4%) of the high
school superintendents.
Table 7 presents the number of superintendents by
years of experience as a superintendent in Illinois, and by
type of school.

Overall, the superintendents averaged 9.3

years of experience as an Illinois superintendent with very
little difference iri mean number of years between the elementary and high school superintendents (9.2 years versus

9.3 years).

Yet in terms of the proportion of superinten-

dents with 15 years or more of experience as an

Illinoi~

TABLE 6
COOK COUNTY SUPERINTENDENTS BY NUMBER OF YEARS OF EXPERIENCE AS A SUPERINTENDENT

Years of Experience
As a Superintendent

Number

Total
Percent

Elementary School
Percent
Number

High School
Number
Percent

Total Respondents

126

100.0

102

100.0

24

100.0

0 - 4

26

20.6

21

20.6

5

20.8

5 - 9

45

35.7

37

36.3

8

33.3

10 - 14

21

16.7

18

17.6

3

12.5

15 - 19

15

11.9

11

10.8

4

16.7

20 or more

19

15.1

15

14.7

4

16.7

No response
Mean

1

1

10.3

10.0

10.8

TABLE 7
COOK COUNTY SUPERINTENDENTS BY

N~1BER

OF YEARS AS SUPERINTENDENT IN ILLINOIS

Total
Percent

Years as Superintendent
in Illinois

Number

Total Respondents

124

100.0

100

100.0

24

100.0

'0 - 4

29

23.4

24

24.0

5

'20.8

5 - 9

52

41.9

41

41.0

11

45.9

10 - 14

17

13.7

14

14.0

3

12.5

15 - 19

10

8.1

8

8.0

2

' 8. 3

16

12.9

3

3.0

3

12.5

ao

or more

No response
Mean

Elementarz School
Number
Percent

3

3

9.3

9.2

High School
Number
Percent

9.3
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superintendent, there is a relatively large difference.
Only about_one-tenth (11.0%) of the elementary school superintendents had 15 years or more of experience, by contrast
with more than one-fifth (20. 8%) of the high school super-.
intendents.
Table 8 presents the number of superintendents by
years of experience in their present superintendency and by
type of school.

Overall, the superintendents averaged 7.6

yP.ars of .experience in their present superintendency, with
almost no difference in the mean number of years between
the elementary and high school superintendents.

Yet in terms

of the distribution of years of experience, there is a noticeable difference between the two groups.

Unlike the two pre-

vious tables, there was a larger proportion of elementary
school superintendents with 15 years or more of experience
than high school superintendents (15.7% versus 12.5%).

At

the same time, there was a larger proportion of elementary
school superintendents with less than 5 years of experience
than high school superintendents (37.3% versus 25.0%).

Only

in the middle range (5 to 9 years of experience in their
present superintendency) was there a smaller proportion of
elementary superintendents than high school superintendents
(38.2% versus 54.2%).
In summation, while elementary and high school superintendents average 7.6 years of experience in their present
superintendency, the high school superintendents tend to

TABLE 8
COOK COUNTY SUPERINTENDENTS BY NUMBER OF YEARS IN PRESENT SUPERINTENDENCY

Years in Present
Superintendency
Total Respondents

Total
Number
Percent

Total
Number . Percent

Total
Percent
Number

126

100.0

102

100.0

24

100.0

0 - 4

44

34.9

38

37.3

6

25.0

5 - 9

52

.41.3

39

38.2

13

54.2

10 - 14

8

6.3

9

8.8

2

8.3

15 - 19

11

8.7

6

5.9

2

8.3

1

0.8

10

9.8

1

4.2

20 or more
No response
Mean

1

1

7.6

7.6

7.6
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be more homogeneous in terms of experience, with more than
half of them being appointed to their present superintendency
during the same five-year period.
If a composite sketch of the average superintendent
was dra-vm, it vlOuld sho-v1 him to be 47.6 years of age 1;.;ith
10.3 years of experience as a

·~uperintendent,

of which 9.3

years were in Illinois and 7.6 years in his present superintendency.
section 4 - Mail Questionnaire Return Rates
A total of 144 questionnaires were mailed to the
superintendents on Friday, February 15, 1974.

The overall

return was most satisfactory, with a total 129 questionnaires
returned:

103 from the elementary school districts, 24 from

the high school districts, and 2 from the unit districts.
The immediacy of the return was suprising.
was delivered on Monday, February 18 as it

~.vas

No mail

a legal

holi~

day, yet by Tuesday, February 19, 11 of the questionnaires
had been returned.

Table 9 presents the distribution of

mail questionnaires returned by date of receipt.

By the

third.work day after the mailing, more than one-third (36.8%)
of the questionnaires had been returned; by the fourth work
day, more than three-fifths (61.8%), and by the ninth work
day, two-thirds (66.7%).
The return rate was 89.6%, with.l29 out of 144 superintendents responding to the questionnaire.

Because of the

high return rate, no mail or telephone follow-up

"~;<7ith

non-

co

\0

TABLE 9
MAIL QUESTIONNAIRES

Date of Return

Work Days From
Date of Mailing

RETU~~ED

BY DATE OF RECEIPT

Daily Ntnnber

Ctnnulative
Number

Percent of
144 Mailed

2-19-74

1

11

11

7.6

2-20-74

2

29

40

27.8

2-21-74

3

13

53

36.8

2-22-74

4

36

89

61.8

2-25-74

5

1

90

62.5

2-26-74

6

1

91

63:2

2-27-74

7

2

93

64.6

2-28-77

8

2

95

66.0

3- 1 -74

9

1

96

66.7

33

129

89.6

10 or more
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respondents was made.
Table 10 presents the number of mail questionnaires
returned and the return rate by type, size, and wealth of
school district (excluding the two unit districts).

The

return rate is the number of questionnaires returned as a
percentage of school districts of a given kind.
There was very little variation among the different
types of school district in terms of the return rate.

Among

the 115 elementary school district superintendents, 103
(89.6%) returned the questionnaire.

Among the 27 high school

district superintendents, 24 (88.9%) returned the questionnaire.

Both unit districts, Chicago and Elmwood Park, re-

turned the questionnaire.
Similarly, there was very little variation by size
or by wealth of school district.

Among the larger school

districts the return rate was 88.7% compared to 90 .li~ among
the smaller school districts.

Among the wealthier school

districts the return rate was 87.5% compared to 91.4% among
the less wealthy.
Section 5 - Mail Questionnaire Response Rates
In addition to the high return rates discussed in
the previous section, this study enjoyed very high response
rates for the individual items on the mail questionnaire.
This indicates that the strategy of designing the questionnaire with a minimal number of responses was successful in
eliciting high response rates.
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TABLE 10
MAIL· QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED AND RETURN RATES BY
TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT AND BY SIZE AND BY WEALTH
OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
Size/Health of
School District

Type of School District
Total
Elementary High

Number Returned
Total

127

103

24

Larger

63

52

11

Smaller

64

51

13

Wealthier

63

51

12

Less Wealthy

64

52

12

Total

89.4

89.6

88.9

Larger

88.7

91.2

78.6

Smaller

90.1

87.9

100.0

Wealthier

87.5

87.9

85.7

Less Wealthy

91.4

91.2

92.3

Return Rate (%)

r
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Table 11 presents the response rate for each item
on the mail questionnaire..

The response rate is the per-

centage of ;respondents to a particular question as a per- .
centage of the 127 questionnaires returned by the elementary
and high school superintendents.
from 100.0% to 93.7%.

The response rate ranges

The .item which received the smallest

number of responses (119 respondents o"r 93.7%) was Question
12:

"Have you ever received any inservice training designed

to encourage your participating in the legislative committee
of a professional educational organization?"

Two items

received the next lowest number of responses (123 or 96.9%):
Question 9 which asked about the value of various sources of
information on educational legislation, and Question 13
which asked about service on the legislative committee of
professional organizations.
Table 12 presents the number of items on the mail
questionnaire that received various response rates.

Of the

27 items on the mail questionnaire, over two-fifths (40.8%)
were ans"\vered by 126 of the 127 persons who returned a
questionnaire.

In sum, 17 of the 27 items on the question-

naire were answered by 99% or more of all those returning
the questionnaire.
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TABLE 11
.MAIL

QUESTION~AIRE

RESPONSE RATES BY ITEM

Item Number

Responses
Number Rate·k

1

Age

124

97.6

2.

Career experience

126

99.2

3.

Experience in present position

126

99.2

4.

Illinois experience

124

97.6

5.

Professional organization membership

127

100.0

6.

Quickness of legislative information

127

100.0

7. Sufficiency of legislative information

127

100.0

8. Most common sources of legislative
information

126

99.2

9. Value of various sources

123

96.9

10. Professional training on legislative
process

126

99.2

11. Interest in conference on the superintendent's role in the legislative
process

125

98.4

12. Inservice training on the legislative
process
119

93.7

13. Service on a legislative committee

123

96.9

14. Willingness to serve on a legislative
committee
125

98.4

15. Expectation of board on legislative
briefing

127

100.0

16. Reimbursement for membership dues

127

100.0

17. Reimbursement for meeting expenses

127

100.0
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TABLE 11, Continued
Item Number

18.

Responses
Number Rate·A·

Procedures for briefing board on
legislation

124

.97. 6

Expectation of board.on involvement
in the legislative process

126

99.2

Testimony before House Education
Committee

127

100.0

Testimony before Senate Education
.Commit tee

127

100.0

Testimony before School Problems
Commission

127

100.0

23.

Frequency of testimony

127

100.0

24.

Membership on a committee that drafted
legislation
126

99. 2

19.
20.
21.
22.

24a. Personal drafting of legislation
25.
26.

127

100.0

Belief that superintendents should be
involved in the legislative process
125

98.4

Most effective activities for influencing legislation
125

98.4

*Percent of 127 elementary and high school district
questionnaires returned
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TABLE 12
.MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE ITEHS BY RESPONSE RATE

Response Rate

Items on Mail Questionnaire
Percent
NUI!lber

100.0%

11

40.2

99.2

6

22.2

98.4

4

14.2

97.6

3

11.1

96.9

2

7.4

93.7

1

3.7

27

100.0

Total
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Section 6 - Testable Hypotheses and Methods of Analysis
In Chapter I, ea,ch of the hypotheses was stated,
and a relationship was shown to the ql,festions in the mail
questionnaire.

Table 13 in this chapter presents a listing

of the items on both the mail questionnaire and the oral
interview schedule, and shows ·their relationship to the
four principal hypotheses.

There were a total of five ques-

tions that related to the first hypothesis, eleven questions
that related to the second hypothesis, eight questions that
related to the third hypothesis, and eleven questions that
related to the fourth hypothesis.
As was explained previously, the responses to the
mail questionnaire were categorized in terms of three variables, namely: (a) type of school district; (b) size of school
district: and (c) wealth of school district.

.The examina-

tion of each of the questions will be done through three
testable hypotheses related to the variables, namely:
(1) There is a relationship between this variable
and type ·of school district
(2) There is a relationship between this variable
and size of school district.
(3) There is .a relationship bet"l:veen this variable

and wealth of school district.
In order to test these hypotheses, the responses
to each of the questions were separately tabulated by type,
size and wealth of school district, and a series of 2x2
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TABLE 13
iTEt1S ON THE HAIL AND ORAL QUESTIONNAIRES
CATAGORIZED BY HYPOTHESIS

Hypothesis/Question

H.l

~.1.1

Item Number
Mail
Oral

Su erintendents are dissa.tisfied with the
present systems or de ivery o in ormation
regarding proposed educational legislation.
Do you receiv~ information quickly regarding pending educational legislation?

6

25

Q.l.2 Is the information you receive sufficiently detailed to meet your needs?

7

24

Q.l.3 What is your most common source of news
regarding proposed educational legislation?

8

23

NU

26

NU

14

10

NU

Q.2.2 Would you be interested in attending a
conference regarding the superintendent's
role in the legislative process?
11

NU

Q.l.4 How can the reporting of proposed educational legislation be improved?
Q.l. 5 What organizations or agencies should be

responsible for keeping you informed?
H.2

Superintendents desire training to increase
their effectiveness in the state legislative process.

Q.2.1 Did your professional training include
information regarding the state legislative process?

Q.2.3 Have you ever.received any inservice
training designed to encourage your
12
participating in the legislative process?

NU

Q.2.4 What areas of state legislative activity
do you feel you need to know more about?

NU

10

Q.2.5 What skills should potential school administrators be trained to possess?
NU=Not used
H=Hypothesis
Q=Question

NU

15
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TABLE 13,Continued
ITEMS ON THE MAIL AND ORAL QUESTIONNAIRES
CATAGORIZED BY HYPOTHESIS
Item Number
Mail
Oral

Hypothesis/Question

H.2

Superintendents desire training to increase their effectiveness in the state
legislative process.

Q.2.6 What kinds of training programs would be
most effective in providing superintendents
with the necessary knowledge and skills
for successful legislative involvement?
NU

27

Q·.2.7 Under whose auspices might these types of
programs be given?
NU

28

Q.2.8 What percentage of the superintendents
so you feel would be interested and
willing to be involved?

NU

29

Q.2.9 What information should be provided to
students of educational administration
regarding the legislative process?

NU

Q.2.10 Except for pressures of other duties,
what limits the effectiveness of superintendents in educational legislatio~?

NU

37

Q.2.11 How can these shortcomings be corrected? NU

38

H.3

.4

Superintendents are participating in organizations to affect educational legisla~ion.

Q.3.1 Most organizations specifically designed to
effect legislation were organized recently,
i.e., ED-RED, .DUE. Do you belong to these
organizations? Why? Why not?
NU
Q.3.2 Please indicate the-professional organizations to which you belong. Also
please indicate frequency of attendance
at meetings.
NU=Not used

H=Hypothesis

Q=Question

5

22

2
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T~BLE

13, Continued

ITEMS ON THE ~~IL AND ORAL QUESTIONNAIRES
CATEGORIZED BY HYPOTHESIS
Item
Mail

Hypothesis/Question
H.3

Number
Oral

Superintendents are participating in orto affect educational legis-

Yan~zations
at~on.

Q.3.3 Have you ever served on the legislative conrrnittee of a professi.onal educational organization?

13

Q.3.4 Would you be willing to serve on the
legislative committee of a professional
educational organization?

14

31

Q.3.5 To what extent do these organizational
legislative positions reflect the needs
of your district?

NU

3

Q.3.6 Do you feel that IASA is effective in
the legislative process?

NU

5

Q.3.7 Do you feel that the total organization
reflects your personal and professional
interests? Does it effectively represent
the needs of your school district?
Q.3.8 How do you notify the organizations to
which you belong of your desire for
educational legislation? How do you
notify them of your opposition to proposed legislation?
H.4

-~

·NU

6

NU

-31

The superintendent's role now includes res;eonsibility for awareness of proposed educat~onal legislation.
.

Q.4.1 When did you first begin to feel it was
important for you as a superintendent
to be aware of what was happening in the
state legislature?
NU=Not used

H=Hypothesis

Q=Question

NU

11
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TABLE 13, Continued
lTEMS ON THE MAIL AND ORAL QUESTIONNAIRES
CATEGORIZED BY HYPOTHESIS
.H.4

The superintendent's role now includes responsibility for awareness of proposed educational legislation.

Item
Mail

Number
Oral

Q.4.2 Do you believe that invoivement in the
state legislative process should be part
of the role definition of a school superintendent?

25

8

Q.4.3 Does your board of education expect you
to inform them regarding pending educational legislation?

15

NU

Q.4.4 Do you have a regular procedure for
informing your board regarding pending
educational legislation?

18

NU

Q.4.5 If legislation were passed that was harmful to your school district, what degree,
if any, of responsibility would your board
of education feel you would have?
NU

35

Q.4.6 Does your board of education expect you·
to be directly involved in the state educational legislative process?
19

36

Q.4.7 Have you ever given testimony before the
House Education Committee? Have you ever 20
given testimony before the Senate Education
Committee? Have you ever given testimony 21
before the School Problems Commission?
22

. NU

Q.4.8 Have you ever as a member of a committee
drafted educational legislation for submission to the state legislature?

24

NU

Q.4.9 Have you ever personally drafted educational legislation for submission to
the state legislature?

24a

NU

.

NU=Not used

H=Hypothesis

Q=Question

..

...,,.r
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contingency tables prepared.
two statistics were computed

For each of the 2x2 tables,
chi-square and Yule's Q.

Chi-square was computed to test whether there is
a significant relationship between the tvlO variables of
each table.
Since we are dealing with 2x2 tables with only one
degree of freedom (df=l), it was necessary to apply Yate's
correction to the computation of chi-square. 7
2

X y = N ad - be

N

2

- !

(a+b) (c+d) (a+c) (b+d)

A significance level (alpha) of .OS was chosen for
rejecting the null-hypothesis of no relationship, and accepting the hypothesis.

Since there is only one degree of free-

dom, chi-square must be equal to, or be greater than 3.84
8
before the null-hypothesis can be rejected.
When this is

2

the case, the tables of Chapter IV report "P(chi )

.OS".

\Vhen the chi-square is less than 3.84, and the null hypothesis cannot be rejected, then the tables report

;,p (chi 2 )

N. S."

In order to measure the strength of the relationship between each pair of variables, Yule's Q was computed.
Yule's Q was selected over other measures of association
for several reasons.

First, it is very simple to calculate.

7Linton C. _Freeman, Elementart Apylied Statistics
(New York: John W1ley &.Sons, Inc., 0~65 , p.220.
8

rbid.~ p.240.
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In the formula below, a,b,c and d are cell frequencies in a
Zx2 contingency table.

Q = be

ad
be + ad

Secondly, Yule's Q is easy to interpret .because,
like most familiar measures of association, its value ranges
from -1 to +1 with larger absolute values representing
stronger relationships.

For further information on Yule's
Q, the reader is referred to Davis 9 who wrote an entire book
on the use of Yule's Q, and to Blalock 10 who briefly discusses
a similar measure called Kendall's Q.
Finally, it should be explained that Pearson's contingency co-efficient, C, which is derived from the chisquare, was not chosen as the measure of association because
its maximum value is .707 for a 2x2 contingency table, and
results could be misleading where a maximum value of 1.0
is normally expected. 11
In most of the tables of this study, the various
measures were tabulated as two-valued variables.
9 James A. Davis, Elementary
Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1971,
10
Humbert M. Blalock, Social
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1960),
11
Ibid., p. 230.

Some dis-

Survey Analysis (New
pp.241-257.
Statistics (New York:
pp. 231-232.

82
cussion of this feature might be in order.
Th~re

are two reasons for the frequent appearance

of two-valued variables.

First, many .of the items on the

questionnaire were originally phrased as yes-or-no questions
in order to encourage the response of busy school superintendents.

The success of this strategy is evidenced from

the high return rates and high response rates discussed in
Sections 4 and 5 of this chapter.

Secondly, several of the

· items on the questionnaire which offered more than one response, and two of the most important study variables, (size
and wealth of school district) were reduced to two-valued
variables.
There are several reasons for reducing multi-valued
nominal variables, and interval variables, to two-valued
variables.

First, it simplifies the computations.

This is

an important factor when all calculations must be performed
without the benefit of a computer.

Multi-value scales re-

sult in more complex tables which require more calculation
in order.to compute both chi-square and whatever measure
of association is used.

It should be noted that Yule's Q

is appropriate only for 2x2 tables.
Secondly, chi-square should not be computed for contingency tables in which cells have expected frequencies
less than 5 .12

l2

Ibid. , p. 220.
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Whenever a larger contingency table, say 4x4, contains cells with expected frequencies of less than 5, then
the table must be reduced by combining rows and/or columns
to a smaller table, say 2x2.

Since the survey was designed

to cover only 144 school districts, it was expected that
this reduction of data would happen quite often, especially
when one of the variables was the type of school district.
Thirdly, in order to take advantage of the fact that
school district size and wealth are interval scales, it
would have been necessary to compute a measure of associa.
.
. 13wh.1c h 1s
. appropr1ate
.
t1on
sue h as t h e corre 1at1on
rat1on,
for measuring the relationship between interval and nominal
scales.

Unfortunately, this would have hampered analysis,

as different measures of association would have had to be
used for different contingency tables depending on the types
of variables (interval or nominal) involved.

Thus, reducing

all contingency tables to 2x2, and using Yule's Q for each,
facilitates the comparisons of measures of association
among the various tables of Chapter IV.

In interpreting

the Q's calculated, the following terminology will be used: 14
.00
+.01
+.10
+.30
+.50
+. 70

to +.09
to .29
to .49
to .69
or higher

no association
a negligible positive association
a low positive association
a moderate positive association
a substantial positive association
a very strong positive association

13 Freeman, p. 120ff.
14
navis, p.273
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Q has a special meaning in terms of predicting the
value of one variable from the value of another.

For ex-

ample, a Q of 714 means that, if you know the type of district a superintendent serves, one can do 71.4% better than
chance in predicting his political activity.

CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS
This chapter is divided into four-sections, one for
each major hypothesis.

Thus, Section 1 examines whether

superintendents are dissatisfied with the present systems
for delivery of information regarding proposed educational
legislation.

Section 2 examines whether superintendents

desire training to increase their effectiveness in the state
legislative process.

Section 3 examines whether super-

intendents are participating in organizations to affect
educational legislation.

Section 4 examines whether the

superintendent's role now includes responsibility for awareness of proposed educational legislation.
The four major hypotheses are broadly stated so
that all relevant aspects of the involvement of the super'

intendents in the state educational legislative process
can be studied.

The acceptance or rejection of the major

hypotheses is based on an analysis of structured testable
hypotheses.

All of the data that has been collected has

been accumulated in relation to three variables, namely:
type of school district, size of school district and wealth
of school district.

Thus, sub-section A of Section 1,
85
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which contains information regarding the first major hypotheses, examines variations between the two types of
school districts - elementary and high school.

Sub-section

B examines the variation between the larger and smaller
school districts.

Sub-section C examines variations

between the wealthier and less wealthy school districts.
Key items from the mailed questionnaire have been
used as operational measures to which the testable hypotheses are applied.

Information gained during the oral inter-

views is explanatory of results gained through the mailed
questionnaire, and in some cases provides verification of
the results achieved or some indication of how the results
may have been misleading.
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gypothesis One
Superintendents are dissatisfied with the present
systems for delivery of information regarding proposed educational legislation.
The questions pertaining to this hypothesis are
ordered by the greatest percentage strength of response,
either negative or positive.

Thus, the questions are not

necessarily numerically ordered in the discussion and analysis of the data.
Eight items were used to gather data relevant to
Hypothesis I:

Superintendents are dissatisfied with the

present systems for delivery of information regarding proposed educational legislation.
in the mail questionnaire.

Three questions were used

Five additional questions were

included in the oral interview portion of the data gathering process.

The data from the mail questionnaire were

used to evaluate the study's testable hypotheses.

The in-

formation gathered through the oral interviews was used to
supplement the statistical documentation of the questionnaire.
Within this section there are three subsections,
one for each testable hypothesis.

Sub-section A examines

the variations between two types of school districts elementary and high school.

Sub-section B examines varia-

tions between larger and smaller school districts.

Sub-

section C examines the variation between the wealthier and
less wealthy school districts.

A summary of the data re-

lating to Hypothesis I and the testable hypotheses concludes
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this section.
Eight items provide information regarding the superintendents' level of satisfaction with the present system
of information delivery regarding proposed educational legislation.
tionnaire.

Three questions are taken from the mailed quesFive additional questions were asked during the

oral interview.

The findings from the mailed questionnaire

were that:
75.4% of the superintendents did not believe that
the information they received was sufficiently detailed to
meet their needs.
57.5% of the superintendents obtained information
regarding pending educational legislation from a variety
of sources.
52.8% of the superintendents did receive information quickly regarding pending educational legislation.
The most common source of information regarding
educational legislation was the professional organizations
to which the superintendents belonged.

None of the super-

intendents interviewed identified newspapers or television
as a common source of information regarding pending educational legislation.
During the oral interviews, the essential findings
of the mailed questionnaire were

subs~antiated.

Several

superintendents indicated that they were "aware of areas
of legislative interests" but that detailed information re-
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garding the legislation under consideration was not readily
available.
One-superintendent indicated that the "information
provided was inadequate", and a high school superintendent
in the south suburban area found the synopsis of pending
bills "too lacking in detai'l to have value."

Several super-

intendents commented that the main factor lacking in the
description of pending legislation was "the likely effort
of

a

proposed law on my school district."

Two superinten-

dents indicated that the bulletins prepared by the Office
of the Superintendent of Public Instruction were the fastest
source of information, but three of the superintendents
found the ED-RED materials more helpful because they "described the effect that the proposed legislation can be
expected to have."
The remainder of this section will examine each of
the testable hypotheses. In particular, the variation between the school districts of different type, size, and
wealth on each of the measures tested above will be described,
and significant differences (if any) will be pointed out.
In addition, pertinent information gained from the interviews will be cited.
Variation by Type of School District
Table 13.la represents the responses of the superintendents to item 7 on the written questionnaire.

Overall,

7 5. '4% of the superintendents found the available information
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TABLE 13.la
RESPONSES BY TYPE Of SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"IS THE INFORMATION YOU RECEIVE SUFFICIENTLY DETAILED·
.
TO MEET YOUR NEEDS?"

Type of School District

Total

Yes

No

All School Districts

126

31

95

Elementary School

102

23

79

24

8

16

All School Districts

100.0

24.6

75.4

Elementary School

100.0

22.5

77.5

High School

100.0

33.3

66.7

Number of ResEonses

High School

Percentage of Total

Q

.264

chi 2 = 0.71
2
P(chi )Not Significant
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insufficiently detailed to meet their needs.

A larger pro-

portion of elementary school superintendents (77.5%) than
high school.superintendents (66.7%) found the information
to be lacking in detaii, but the difference is not statistic~lly significant at the 5% level of confidence

2
(chi =0.71, df=l).
Despite the instructions on the questionnaire, most
of the responding superintendents provided a multiple response .to Question 8.

In all, 58% of the superintendents

provided multiple responses to the question asking their
most common source of information.

The largest single cate-

gory of news source cited was the newsletters and bulletins
of the professional organizations to which the superintendents belong (28%).

The next largest category was govern-

ment publications (8%).

The interviews tended to bear out

the multiplicity of organizational bulletins read by most
superintendents.

Those most commonly mentioned were the

publications of IASA and IASB, and virtually all of the
superintendents interviewed expressed admiration for the
legislative report prepared

by the Office of the Super-

intendent of Public Instruction.
During the oral interviews. a clear difference
was noted in the attitude of elementary superintendents as
opposed to high school superintendents.

Several elementary

superintendents reported that they do not have sufficient
time or staff to become involved.

One elementary super-
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intendent stnnmarized their attitude by saying "my feeling
is that damn few superintendents read any of the stuff that
comes out weekly regarding legislation.

I

The typical super~

intendent is overworked and harassed and has too little time.
He's got more information than ·he can use .. "
By contrast, a high school superintendent suggested
that "IASA should establish conrrnittees·to work on legislation within broad areas such as special education and vocational .education.

These conrrnittees could assist the organiza-

tion in providing sharper analysis of pending bills, and
could also be active in the drafting of potential legislation for Illinois."

These responses were generated by

Question 26, How can the reporting of proposed educational
legislation be improved?
In response to Question 14, vfuat organizations or
agencies should be responsible for keeping you informed?,
there was substantial agreement by both elementary and secondary superintendents that all organizations presently
informing their membership should continue to do so.

Two

of the high school superintendents were critical of "organizational bias" in the reports they were receiving.

As the

interview progressed, it became apparent that they were
referring to IASA and IASB reports, and one of the two
superintendents stated that "they have to water down what
they report so much that it loses its meaning."

Another

high school superintendent said "I think the state associa-
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tions have to keep you informed in terms of things that
are more general in nature, and must not antagonize segments of

t~eir

membership."

The elementary school super-:

intendents interviewed did not express concern about either
of these problems.
Table 13.2a

presen~s

the responses of the super-

intendents to Question 6 on the written questionnaire.
Overall, 52.8% of the superintendents received information
quickly regarding educational legislation.

A larger per-

centage of high school superintendents (66.7%) than elementary school superintendents (49.5%) found the delivery
of information timely, but the difference is not signifi2
cant at the 5% level of confidence (chi =1.66, df=l).
Variation by Size of School District
Table 13.lb presents the responses of the superintendents to Question 7 in the mailed questionnaire.

Over-

all, 75.4% of the superintendents found the available information insufficient in detail.

A larger proportion

of superintendents from larger school districts (85.7%)
than smaller school districts (65.1%) found the information
insufficiently detailed.

This difference is significant
2
at the 5% level of confidence (chi =6.16, df=l).
Table 13.2b presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 6 on the mailed questionnaire.

Overall, 52.8% of the superintendents received

information quickly regarding pending educational legis-
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TABLE 13.2a
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DO YOU RECEIVE INFORMATION QUICKLY REGARDING
PENDING EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION?"

Total

Always

Not
Always

All School Districts

127

67

60

Elementary School

103

51

52

24

16

8

.

Type of School District
Number of Responses

High School

Percentage of Totai
All School Districts

100.0

52.8

47.2

Elementary School

100.0

49.5

50.5

High School

100.0

66.7

33.3

Q

=

,342

.2
c h ~ = 1. 66

P(chi 2 ) Not Significant

~-
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TABLE 13.lb
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"IS. THE INFORl1ATION YOU RECEIVE SUFFICIENTLY
DETAILED TO MEET YOUR NEEDS?"

Total

Yes

No

126

31

95

Larger

63

9

54

Smaller

63

22

41

Size of School District
Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

24.6

75.4

Larger

100.0

14.3

85.7

Smaller

100.0

34.9

65.1

Q

.526

chi 2 = 6.16 ·
P(chi 2) .05
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TABLE 13.2b
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DO YOU RECEIVE INFORMATION QUICKLY REGARDING
PENDING EDUCATIONAL LEGISU.TION?"

Total

Always

Not
Always

127

67

60

Larger

63

24

39

Smaller

64

43

21

Size of School District
Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

52.8

47.2

Larger

100.0

38.1

61.9

Smaller

100.0

67.2

32.7

Q

= .538

chi 2

=

9.65

P(chi 2) .05
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lation.

A greater proportion of superintendents from

smaller school districts (67.2%) than from larger districts
i~dicated

(38.1%)

that the information was always received

quickly.

This difference was found to be significant at
the 5% level of confidence (chi 2 = 9.65r df = 1).
The responses to Question 8 on the mailed question-

naire, What is your most common source of news regarding
proposed educational legislation?, did not reveal any
substantial difference in terms of the size of the school
district the superintendent served. The responses to Question 26 and 14 during the oral interviews suggested only
one possible difference caused by school district size.

A

superintendent of a small elementary school district indicated "In addition to the mail addressed to me, I receive
all of the mail addressed to the district.

There isn't

time enough in the day for me to read long reports."

.

A

superintendent of a large high school district has "delegated the responsibility for obtaining detailed information
to a staff member," but feels that "there should be a
single agency responsible for providing detailed information to all organizations, and they each could add their
own viewpoint."
Variation by Wealth of School District
Table 13.lc presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to item 7 on the mailed questionnaire.

Overall, 75.4% of the superintendents did not be-
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TABLE 13.lc
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"IS THE lNFORMATION YOU RECEIVE SUFFICIENTLY DETAILED
TO IvfEET YOUR NEEDS?"

..
1

-

.

Yes

No

126

31

95

Wealthier

63

18

45

Less Wealthy

63

13

so

Wealth of School District

Total

Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

24.6

75.4

Wealthier

100.0

28.6

71.4

Less Wealthy

100.0

20.6

79.4

Q

= .212

chi 2 = 0 .. 68
P(chi 2 ) Not Significant
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lieve the information they received was sufficiently
detailed.

A slightly smaller proportion of superintendents

from wealthier school districts (71.4%) than from less
wealthy districts (79.4%) received sufficiently detailed
information, but the difference is not significant at the
2
5% level of confidence (chi = 0.68, df = 1).
Table 13.2c presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to item 6·on the mailed questionnaire.

Overall, 52.8% of the superintendents received

information quickly regarding pending educational legislation.

A greater proportion of superintendents from

wealthier school districts (57.1%) than superintendents
from less wealthy school districts (48.4%) were informed
quickly, but the difference was not significant at the 5%
level of confidence (chi 2 = 0.65, df = 1).
Although a larger proportion of superintendents
from wealthier school districts felt that they were informed quickly, a high school superintendent from a wealthy
district stated that "All of the organizations could put
a heck of a lot more effort into reporting of legislation.
You get reports three weeks after it's all over with, and
by then it's too late."

100
TABLE 13.2c
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DO YOU RECEIVE INFORMATION QUICKLY REGARDING
PENDING EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION?"
Not
Always

Total

Always.

127

67

60

Wealthier

63

36

27

Less Wealthy

64

31

33

Wealth of School District
Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0-

52.8

47.2

Wealthier

100.0

57.1

42.9

Less Wealthy

100.0

48.4

51.6

Q

=-.173.

chi 2 = 0.65
P(chi 2 ) Not Significant ·
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summary of Hypothesis One
Table I contains the two operational measures of
superintendent satisfaction with the present system of educational information delivery.

For both operational

measures, the Yule's Q has been computed for each of the
three testable hypotheses:

type of school district, size

of school district, and wealth of school district.
Testable Hypothesis Ia
There is no relationship between superintendent
satisfaction with the present system of educational information delivery and the type of school district.
Of the two operational measures of the superintendents' satisfaction with the present system of educational
information delivery, one measure indicated a moderate relationship with type of school district with a value between
.30 and .49.

Question 6 had a Q value of .342

The other

measure had a low relationship with a value between .10
and .29.

Question 7 had a Q value of .264.

Neither of the

two measures had chi-squares that indicated the relationship_ to be significant at the 5% level of confidence.
In summary, neither of the operational measures
of superintendent S?tisfaction with the present system of
educational information delivery showed a relationship with
type of school district that was significant at the 5%
level of confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis that there is

no relationship between the superintendents' satisfaction
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TABLE I
YULE'S Q BETIJEEN THE OPERATIONAL HEASURES OF HYPOTHESIS I
AND THREE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Variables
Operational
Measure

Type

Size

Wealth

Q.6

.342

.538*

-.173

Q. 7

.264

.526*

.212

*chi-square test is significant at the 5% level of
confidence.
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with the present system of educational information delivery
and type of school district cannot be rejected.
Testable Hypothesis Tb
There is no relationship between superintendent
satisfaction with the present system of educational information delivery and the size of the
school district.
Of the two operational measures of superintendent
satisfaction with the present system of educational information delivery, both had values between .50 and .69, indicating a substantial relationship with size of school
district.

Question 6 had a measure of .538, while Question

7 had a measure of .526.

Both measures had chi-square

values that indicated that the relationship was significant
at the 5% level of confidence.
In summary, both of the two operational measures
of superintendent satisfaction with the present system
of educational information delivery showed a relationship
with size of school district that was significant at the
5% level of confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis that there

is no relationship between superintendent satisfaction
with the present system of educational information delivery
and size of school district can be rejected.
Testable

Hypothesi~

Ic

There is no relationship between superintendent
satisfaction with the present system of educational information delivery and the wealth of the
school district.
Of the two operational measures of superintendent
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satisfaction with the present system of educational information delivery, both had values between .10 and .29, indicating a low relationship with wealth of school district.
Question 6 had a measure of -.173, indicating a low negative relationship.

Question 7 had a measure of .212, in-

dicating a low positive relationship.

Neither of the two

measures had a chi-square value that indicated the relationship was significant at the 5% level of confidence.
In summary, neither of the operational measures of
superintendent satisfaction with the present system of educational information delivery showed a relationship with
wealth of school district that was significant at the 5%
level of confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis that there is

no relationship between superintendent satisfaction with
the present system of educational information delivery and
wealth of school district cannot be rejected.
Hypothesis I
Superintendents are dissatisfied with tqe present
system for delivery of information regarding proposed educational legislation.
Hypothesis I is accepted.
The responses to Questions 6 and 7 in the mail
questionnaire indicates a general dissatisfaction among
superintendents with the present information delivery system.

A preponderant number of superintendents also found

the delivery of information untimely.
ports .the acceptance of Hypothesis I.

This evidence sup-
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Of the three characteristics of school districts,
size, type and wealth, only size was found to have a significant relationship with the operational measures of Hypothesis

I.
Analysis of these results, and a discussion of their
implications can be found in Chapter V.
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Hypothesis Two
Superintendents desire training to increase their
effectiveness in the state legislative process.
The questions pertaining to this hypothesis are
ordered by the greatest percentage strength of response,
either negative or positive.

Thus, the questions are not

necessarily numerically ordered in the discussion and analysis of the data.
Eleven items were used to gather data relevant to
Hypothesis II:

Superintendents desire training to in-

crease their effectiveness in the state legislative process.
Three questions were used in the mail questionnaire.

Eight

additional questions were included in the oral interview
portion of the data gathering process.

The data from the

mail questionnaire were used to evaluate the study's testable hypotheses.

The information gathered through the oral

interviews was used to supplement the statistical documentation of the questionnaire.
Within this section there are three sub-sections,
one for each testable hypothesis.

Sub-section A examines

the variation between two types:of school districts - elementary and high school.

Sub-section B examines variations

between larger and smaller school districts.· Sub-section
C examines the variation between the wealthier and less
wealthy school districts.

A summary of the data relating

to Hypothesis II and the testable hypotheses concludes
this section.
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Eleven items provide information regarding the
~uperintendents'desire

for training to increase their ef-

fectiveness in the legislative process.
the mailed questionnaire.

Three items are in

Eight additional questions were

asked during the oral interview.

The findings of the mailed

questionnaire were that:
63% of the superintendents were interested in attending a conference regarding the superintendents' role in the
legislative process.
58.7% of the superintendents had information regarding the state legislative process included in their professional training.
55.5% of the superintendents have never received
any in-service training designed to encourage their participation in the legislative process.
During the oral interviews, the superintendents
gave major attention to the questions related to this hypothesis.

There were wide variations in the responses. For

example, in response to Question 10, What areas of state
legislative activity do you feel you need to know more about?, the answers ranged from statements of confidence that
,

no additional information was needed, to lengthy and detailed
summations of types of information needed.

Similarily, in

response to Question 15, What skills should potential school
administrators be trained to possess?, the replies varied
from "The skills needed cannot be taught", through a strong
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statement by two of the superintendents that it would be
·desirable.for superintendents to have law school degrees.
Information gained through the oral interviews will be discussed in relationship to the type, size and wealth of the.
school districts surveyed.
Variation by Type of School District
Table 14.la represents the responses of the superintendents to Question 11 on the written questionnaire.
Overall; 63% of the superintendents were interested in attending a conference on the superintendent's role in the
legislative process.

A greater proportion of elementary

school superintendents (66.3%) than high school superintendents (50%) expressed such an interest, but the difference
is not significant at the 5% level of confidence
2
(chi =1.58, df=l).
Table 14.2a represents the responses of the superintendents to Question 10 on the written questionnaire.
Overall, 58.7% of the superintendents have had information regarding the state legislative process included in
their professional training.

A larger proportion of super-

intendents from high school districts (70.8%) than

elemen~

tary school districts (55.9%) have had such information included in their professional training, but the difference
is not significant at the
2
(chi =1.23,df=l).

~%

level of confidence

Table 14.3a represents the superintendents' responses
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TABLE 14.la
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"WOULD YOU BE INTERESTED IN ATTENDING A CONFERENCE
REGARDING THE SUPERINTENDENT'S ROLE
IN THE. LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Type of School District

Total

Yes

No

All School Districts

125

79

46

Elementary School

101

67

34

24

12

12

Number of ResEonses

High School

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

63.2

36.8

Elementary School

100.0

66.3

33.7

High School

100.0

50.0

50.0

'

= .327

Q
chi

2

= 1.58

P(chi 2 ) Not Significant
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TABLE 14. 2a
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DID YOUR PROFESSIONAL TRAINING INCLUDE INFORMATION
REGARDING THE STATE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Total

Yes

No

All School Districts

126

74

52

Elementary School

102

57

45

24

17

7

Type of School District
_.,._,

Number of ResEonses

High School

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

58.7

41.3

Elementary School

100.0

55.9

44.1

High School

100.0

70.8

29.2

Q

= .314

chi 2

= 1. 23

P(chi 2) Not Significant ·
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TABLE 14.3a
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED ANY INSERVICE TRAINING
DESIGNED TO ENCOURAGE YOUR PARTICIPATING
IN THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Yes

No

119

53

66

Elementary School

96

43

53

High School

23

10

13

Type of School District

Total

Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

44.5

55.5

Elementary School

100.0

44 8

55.2

High School

100.0

43.5

56.5

Q

= .027

chi 2 = 0.01
P(chi 2) Not Significant
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During the oral interviews, it became apparent that
the high school superintendents were more involved, and
therefore m9re knowledgeable about the state educational
legislative process than their elementary school counterparts.

Several of the high school superintendents observed

that "Superintendents need .to understand the political pressures that are involved.

How to apply them is something

you learn only by experience."
superi~tendents

By contrast, elementary

focused on the problem of lack of time and

resources, and emphasized the need for "reliance on other
people" and the need "for greater coordination of superintendents' efforts."

When asked about skills and know-

ledge that are needed, the lack of information on the part
of elementary school superintendents became more apparent.
Elementary superintendents focused on the need for basic
information regarding the state educational legislative
process.

High school superintendents emphasized the need

for information regarding the progress of individual bills,
and one superintendent suggested "The need for a central
clearinghous of information; a number we could call for information regarding the progress of a specific bill."

Re-

garding skills, two superintendents said they were "dubious
about training anybne in these specific skills."

One of

the superintendents said "You've got to be somewhat of a
social scientist-sociologist-political scientist as well as
an administrator."
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The superintendents interviewed, elementary and
high school, agreed that inservice training programs should
be provided by IASA.

Several elementary superintendents

suggested that colleges of education "Should be the starting point; they should be required to offer political science courses to educational administration majors."
When asked what percentage of the superintendents
would be interested and willing to be involved, both elementary artd high

schoo~

superintendents answered within a

range of from 20% to 50%.

On average, the high school super-

intendents interviewed were weighted toward 50% participation, whereas the elementary school superintendents averaged
less than 30% in their expectations for participation in
inservice training.
Despite the differences that became apparent in several areas of inquiry, the superintendents were united in
recommending that programs for superintendents-in-training
should provide information regarding the legislation process, and most indicated that "The press of duties" was the
primary factor limiting their own involvement.
Variation By Size of School District

.

Table 14.lb represents the superintendents' responses
to Question 11 on the written questionnaire.

Overall, 63%

of the respondents were interested in attending a conference
regarding the superintendent•s role in the legislative process.

A larger proportion of superintendents from smaller
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TABLE 14.1b
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"WOULD YOU.BE INTERESTED IN ATTENDING A CONFERENCE
REGARDING THE SUPERINTENDENT'S ROLE
IN THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Total

Yes

No

125'

79

46

Larger

61

37

24

Smaller

64

42

22

Size of School District
Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

63.2

36.8

Larger

100.0

60.7

39.3

Smaller

100.0.

65.6

34.4

= .106

Q

chi

2

= 0.15

P(chi 2 ) Not Significant
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districts (65.6%) than from larger districts (60.7%) expressed such an interest, but

th~

difference is not sig2
nificant at the 5% level of confidence (chi =0.15,df=l).
Table l4.2b represents the superintendents'responses
to Question 10 on the mailed questionnaire.

-

Overall, 58.7%

of the superintendents have had information regarding the
state legislative process included in their professional
training.

A slightly larger proportion of.superintendents

from smaller districts (59.4%) than from larger districts
(58.1%) received such professional training, but the difference is not significant at the 5% level of confidence
(chi 2=0.00,df=l).

I· .

Table 14.3b represents the superintendents' responses to Question 12 on the mailed questionnaire.

Overall,

55.5% of the superintendents have never received any inservice training to encourage their participation in the
legislative process.

A slightly larger proportion of super-

intendents from larger school districts (55.9%) than from
smaller districts (55.0%) have never received such training, but the difference is not significant at the 5% level
of confidence (chi 2=0.0l,df=l):
Analysis of the replies to the oral questionnaire
based upon the size of the school district served by the
superintendent produced minor variations in the responses
given.

One clear area of difference was the response to

the question Except for pressures of other duties, what
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TABLE 14.2b

!.

r

I

RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DID YOUR PROFESSIONAL TRAINING INCLUDE INFORMATION
REGARDING THE STATE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

I

f

Yes

No

126

74

52

Total

Size of School District

I

...

Number of Res12onses

I

All School Districts

I

Larger

62

36

26

Smaller

64

38

26

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

58.7

41.3

Larger

100.0

58.1

41.9

Smaller

100.0

59.4

40.6

Q

= .027

chi 2

=

0.00

P(chi 2 ) Not Significant .

'

..., t .1..... . ',

I
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TABLE 14.3b
·RESPONSES BY 'SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED ANY INSERVICE TRAINING
DESIGNED TO ENCOURAGE YOUR PARTICIPATING
IN THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Yes

No

119

53

66

Larger

59

26

33

Smaller

60

27

33

Total

Size of School District
Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

44.5

55.5

Larger

100.0

44.1

55.9

Smaller

100.0

45.0

55.0

= .019

Q
chi

2

= 0.01

P(chi 2 ) Not Significant
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limits the effectiveness of superintendents in educational
legislation?

Superintendents of smaller school districts

emphasized "the "confining nature" of their duties, and an..:.
other small district superintendent stressed the "parochial
view of his board."

Most small district superintendents

expressed the attitude that "Legislation is the responsibility of IASA and IASB.

Two small·district superintendents

indicated that they must "make time" for interaction with
the legislative process.

One large district superintendent

stated "Responsibility for involvement in the legislative
process should be written in the superintendent's contract."
A superintendent of a small high school district
stated that "In smaller districts, it is unreasonable for
the superintendent to keep up with legislation because they
have too many day-by-day responsibilities.

This would in-

clude one-third to one-half of the superintendents because
of their job descriptions." ·Several of the. superintendents
of smaller school districts indicated that the only workable
solution to the problem was "reorganization of school districts to provide sufficient size", and "awareness on the
part of all superintendents that they must represent all
children."
Variation by Wealth of School Distr1ct
Table 14.lc represents the superintendents' responses to Question 11 in the written questionnaire.

Over,

all .63% of the superintendents expressed interest in attend-
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TABLE 14.lc
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO;
"WOULD YOU BE INTERESTED IN ATTENDING A CONFERENCE
REGARDING THE SUPERINTENDENT'S ROLE
IN THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Wealth of School District

Total

Yes

No

125

. 79

46

Wealthier

62

36

26

Less Wealthy

63

43

20

Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

63.2

36.8

Wealthier

100.0

58.1

41.9

Less Wealthy

100.0

68.3

31.7

= .217

Q
chi

2

= 0.99

P(chi 2 ) Not Significant

r

120
ing a conference regarding the superintendent's role in
the

legisl~tive process~

A larger proportion of superinten-

dents from less wealthy school

distri~ts

(68.3%) than from

wealthier school districts (58.1%) expressed such interest,
but the difference is not significant at the 5% level of
confidence (chi 2=0.99,df=l). '.
Table 142c represents the superintendents' responses
to Question 10 in the written questionnaire.

Overall, 58.7%

of the superintendents have had information regarding the
state legislative process included in their professional
training.

A slightly larger proportion of superintendents

from less wealthy school districts (60.3%) than from wealthier school districts (57.1%) received such training, but
the difference is not significant at the 5% level of confidence (chi 2=0.03,df=l).
Table 14.3c represents the superintendents' responses
to Question 12 in the written questionnaire.

Overall, 55.5%

of the superintendents have never received any inservice
training to encourage their participation in the legislative
proc~ss.

A larger percentage of superintendents from wealth-

ier districts (57.6%) than from less wealthy school districts
(53.3%) have never received such training, but the difference
is· not significant at the 5% level of confidence
(chi 2=0.08,df=l).
Superintendents from less wealthy school districts
emphasized "the need for greater involvement in Washington,
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TABLE 14.2c
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DID YOUR PROFESSIONAL TRAINING INCLUDE INFORMATION
REGARDING THE STATE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Total

Yes

No

1.26.

74

52

Wealthier

63

36

27

Less Wealthy

63

38

25

Wealth of School District
Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100. o-

58.7

41.3

Wealthier

loo.o

57.1

42.9

Less Wealthy

100.0

60.3

39.7

Q

= .065

chi 2 = 0.03
P(chi 2 ) Not Significant
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TABLE 14.3c
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU EVER RECEIVED ANY INSERVICE TRAINING
DESIGNED TO ENCOURAGE YOUR PARTICIPATING
IN THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Yes

No

li9

53

66

Wealthier

59

25

34

Less Wealthy

60

28

32

Total

Wealth of School District
Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

44.5

55.5

Wealthier

100.0

42.4

57.6

Less Wealthy

100.0

46.7

53.3

Q
chi

= .087
2

=

0.08

p(chi 2) Not Significant

....
. i

~
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because that is where the money comes from."

Upon further

inquiry, several superintendents from les$ wealthy school
districts indicated "impaction of low income/low socio-economic families" was a major concern, and that most of the
relief available "comes from Title I and other grants for
disadvantaged children."

Two superintendents from less

wealthy school districts said they had been "heavily involved" in the change in the school formula to provide additional revenue to less wealthy school districts.

Both

superintendents said they "had learned by doing", and said
that "a superintendent must be prepared to explain to his
legislators the needs of his district."
When asked what kinds of training programs would be
most effective in providing superintendents with the necessary knowledge and skills for successful legislative involvement", superintendents from both wealthy and less
wealthy school districts emphasized the need for "communication skills."

One superintendent from a less

vl~althy

school

district stated "Superintendents don't cooperate well.

Each

man thinks only of his own district, so we lose credibility
with the legislators."
Summary of Hypothesis Two
Table II contains the three operational measures
of the superintendents' desire for training to increase
their legislative effectiveness.

The Yule's Q has been

computed between the operational measures and each of the

I
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TABLE II
YULE'S Q BETWEEN THE OPERATIONAL MEASURES OF HYPOTHESIS II
AND THREE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Type

Variables
Size

Wealth

Q.ll

.327

.106

.217

Q.lO

.314

·. 027

.065

Q.l2

.027

.019

.087

Operational
Measure
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three variables:

l

r

type of school district, size of school

district, and wealth of.school district.

~

l

Testable Hypothesis Tia
There is no relationship between the desire by
superintendents for training to increase their
legislative effectiveness and the type of school
district.
·
Of the three operational measures of the superintendents' desire for training to increase their legislative effectiveness, two indicated a moderate relationship with type of school district with a Yule's Q between
.30 and .49.

Question 11 had a Q value of .328; Question 10

had a Q value of .314.

The third measure, Question 12, had

a negligible relationship with a Q value of .027.

None of

the measures had a chi-square value that indicated the relationship was significant at the 5% level of confidence.
In summary, none of the three operational measures
of the superintendents' desire for training to increase
their legislative effectiveness showed a relationship with
type of·school district that was significant at the 5% level
of confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis that there is no re-

lationship between the desire by superintendents for training to increase their legislative effectiveness and size
of school district cannot be rejected.
Testable Hypothesis IIb
There is no relationship between the desire of
superintendents for training to increase their
legislative effectiveness and the size of the
school district.
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Two of the three operational measures of the superintendents' desire for training to increase their legislative effectiveness had a negligible relationship with size

,

of the school district.

Both the Q values for Question 10

(.027) and Question 12 (.019) were between .01 and .09.
The value for Question 11 (.106) indicated a low relationship.

None of the measures had a chi-square value that in-

dicated the relationship was significant at the 5% level
of confidence.
In summary, none of the operational measures of the
superintendents' desire for training to increase their legislative effectiveness showed a relationship with size of
school district that was significant at the 5% level of
confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis that there is no rela-

tionship between the desire by superintendents for training
to increase their legislative effectiveness and size of
school district cannot be rejected.
Testable Hypothesis IIc
There is no relationship between the desire by
superintendents for training to increase their
legislative effectiveness and the wealth of the
school district.
Of the three operational measures of the superintendents' desire for training to increase their legislative effectiveness, two indicated a negligible relationship
with wealth of school district with a Yule's Q value between
.01 and .09.

Question 10 had a Q value of .065.

Question 12
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had a Q value of .087.

With a value of .217, Question 11

showed a low relationship with wealth of school district.

1

None of the measures had a chi-square value that indicated
the relationship was significant at the 5% level of con-

I

'f

fidence.
In summary, none of the three operational measures
of the superintendents' desire for training to increase
their legislative effectiveness showed a relationship
with wealth of school district that was significant at the
5% level of confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis that there is

no relationship between the desire by superintendents for
training to increase their legislative effectiveness and
wealth of school district cannot be rejected.
Hypothesis II
Superintendents desire training to increase their
effectiveness in the state legislative process.
Hypothesis II is accepted.
The responses to Question 10 and 12· in the mail
questionnaire indicate that a large percentage of superintendents already have gained some measure of familiarity
with the state legislative process through their professional
training.
intendents'

No estimation of the competency of the superunderst~nding

of the legislative process was

made through the survey instrument, yet the responses to
Question ll.indicate an overwhelming number of superintendents are interested in seeking additional information regard~ng

the legislative process.

This evidence supports the
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acceptance of Hypothesis II.

.

I

I•

I

r

None of the three characteristics of school districts, size, type, and wealth were found to have a significant relationship with the operational measures of
Hypothesis II .
Analysis of these results, and a discussion of
their implications can be found in Chapter V.
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Hypothesis Three
Superintendents are participating in organizations
to affect educational legislation.
The questions pertaining to· this hypothesis are ordered by the greatest percentage strength of response, ei-.

I

ther negative or positive.

Thus, the questions are not

necessarily numerically ordered in the discussion and analysis of the data.
Eight items were used to gather data relevant to
Hypothesis III:

Superintendents are participating in or-

ganizations to affect educational legislation. Three questions were used in the mail questionnaire.

Five additional

questions were included in the oral interview portion of
the data gathering process.

The data from the mail ques-

tionniare was used to evaluate the study's testable hypotheses.

The information gathered through the oral inter-

views is used to supplement the statistical documentation
of the questionnaire.
Within this section there are three sub-sections,
one for each testable hypothesis.

Sub-section A examines

the variations between two types of school districts - elementary and high school.

Sub-section B examines variations

between larger and smaller school districts.·

Sub-section C

examines the variation between the wealthier and less wealthy
school districts.

A summary of the data relating to Uy-

pothesis III and the testable hypotheses concludes this
section.
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Eight questions provide information regarding the
superinte~dents'

organi~ational

educational legislation.
written questionnaire.

Three

participation to affect
ques~ions

were asked on the

Five additional questions were asked

during the oral interviews.

The findings of the written

questions pertaining to this ·hypothesis were that:
84% of the superintendents were willing to serve on
a legislative committee of a professional organization.
62.6% of the superintendents have never served on
.a legislative committee of a professional educational organization.
The responses to Question 5 on the written questionnaire indicate that the superintendents concurrently held
membership in several professional organizations.

Overall,

83% of the superintendents belonged to three_ or more professional organizations.

39% of the superintendents claimed

membership in five or more such organizations.

There ap-

peared no significant variation when the superintendents
were categorized by type, size or wealth of school district.
75% pf the high school superintendents belonged to 3 or more
professional organizations, while 87% of the elementary
school

superintend~nts

ganizations.

were affiliated with 3 or more or-

88% of the superintendents from the larger

school districts belonged to 3 or more organizations, while
79% of the superintendents from the smaller districts claimed
such membership.

90% of the superintendents from wealthier
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school districts belonged to 3 or more professional organizations, while 78% of the superintendents from less wealthy
districts belonged to 3 or more organizations.
The organization to which the greatest percentage
of responding superintendents claimed membership was the
American Association of School Administrators, AASA (97%)
and its Illinois affiliate, Illinois Association of School
Administrators, IASA (87%).

No other organizations were

listed by such a great percentage of the superintendents.
Other organizations in which the superintendents claimed
membership were:

Dual Unit Equality, DUE (53%), Educational

Research Development, ED-RED (39%), the Association of School
Business Officials, ASBO (20%) and the Illinois Association
of School Business Officials, IASBO (20%).
During the oral interviews, a superintendent from
a wealthy school district explained that "ED-RED was developed to provide direct and appropriate legislative intervention for wealthy school districts in the suburban area."
With the exception of one high school superintendent, all
high school superintendents interviewed belonged to ED-RED.
The superintendent who did not belong to ED-RED stated "Our
district was not considered geographically desirable."

He

went on to explain that the organization had been established
by a narrowly defined group of superintendents from the
north suburban area, and that south suburban school districts
"regardless of wealth" were not encouraged to participate.
During the oral interviews, the superintendents
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stressed several major points:
State-wide organi.zations represent too broad an
interest to-be effective.
IASA is powerful and successful when dealing with
issues of a personal or professional nature with which most
superintendents agree.

It is less successful as a represen-

tative of school district positions.
Superintendents joined DUE, and, to a less extent
ED-RED,. because they see these organizations as directly
representative of issues important to their school districts.
Variation by Type of School District
Table 15.la represents the responses of the superintendents to Question 14 on the written questionnaire.
Overall, 84.0% of the superintendents were willing to serve
on the legislative committee of a professional organization.
A larger proportion of superintendents from elementary school
districts (85.3%) than high school districts (78.3%) were
willing to serve on a legislative committee, but the difference is not significant at the 5% level of confidence
2
(chi =0.27,df=l).
Table 15.2a represents the responses of the superintendents to Question 13 on the written questionnaire.
Overall, 62.6%) of the superintendents have never served
on the legislative committee of a professional educational
organization. A slightly larger proportion of elementary
school superintendents (62.6%) than high school superinten-
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TABLE 15.la
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"WOULD XOU BE WILLING TO SERVE ON THE LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE OF A PROFESSIONAL
EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATION?"

.Total

Yes

No

All School Districts

125

105

20

E1ement.ary School

102

87

15

23

18

5

All School Districts

100.0

84.0

16.0

Elementary School

100.0

85.3

14.7

High School

100.0

78.3

21.7

Type of School District
Number of ResEonses

High School

Percentage of Total

Q =

. 234

chi 2 = 0.27
P(chi 2) Not Significant
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TABLE 15.2a
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU EVER SERVED ON THE LEGISLATIVE CO:M11ITTEE
OF A PROFESSIONAL EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATION?"

Type of School District

Total

Yes

No

123

46

77

Elementary School

99

37

62

High School

24

9

15

All School Districts

100.0

37.4

62.6

Elementary School

100.0

37.4

62.6

High School

100.0

37.5

62.5

Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total

Q
chi

=

2

.003

= 0.05

P(chi 2) Not Significant
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dents (62.5%) have never served on a legislative committee,
but the di·fference is not significant at the 5% level of
2
confidence (chi =0.05,df=l).
During the oral interviews, several variations were
noted by the type of school district the superintendent
represented.

A high school superintendent stated that "ED-

RED was formed by a group of interested high school superintendents because IASA and IASB were too fragmented."
contrast~

By,

an elementary superintendent indicated "I do not

participate in ED-RED, because issues of basic importance
to elementary districts are overlooked.

The high school

superintendents run it (ED-RED), and we are considered second class citizens."
Generally speaking, the high school superintendents
perceived IASA as effective in dealing with issues of personal and professional interest, but not representative of
their school districts.

One high school superintendent said.

"They sometimes identify a correct issue, but its only by
accident if they take the right position."

An elementary

superintendent indicated his belief that "There is strength
in numbers, and we must have a unified voice in Springfield.
Only IASA can proviae that voice."
Variation by Size of School District
Table 15.lb represents the responses of the superintendents to Question 14 on the written questionniare.
Overall, 84% of the superintendents were willing to serve
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TABLE 15.lb
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO;
"WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO SERVE ON THE LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE OF A PROFESSIONAL
EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATION?"

Total

Yes

No

125

105.

20

Larger

61

53

8

Smaller

64

52

12

Size of School District
Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

84.0

16.0

Larger

100.0

86.9

13.1

Smaller

100.0

81.2

18.8

Q . = . 209

ch

2

= .038

P(chi 2) Not Significant
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on the legislative committee of a professional educational
organization.

A larger proportion of superintendents from

larger school districts (86.9%) than smaller districts
(81.2%) were willing to serve on a legislative committee,
but the difference is not significant at the 5% level of
2
confidence (chi =.038,df=l).
Table 15.2b represents the responses o£ the superintendents to Question 13 on the written questionnaire.
Overall, 62.6% of the superintendents have never served
on the legislative committee of a professional educational
organization.

A larger proportion of superintendents from

smaller districts (66.7%) than larger school districts
(58.3%) have never served on such a committee, but the difference is not significant at the 5% level of confidence
.2

(ch~

.

=.59,df=l).
During the oral interviews, the essential findings

of the written questionnaire were substantiated.

One super-

intendent from a large school district said "My activities
in Springfield began during my first year as a superintendent.

Only after several years of experience was I invited

to work with the organization (AASA) on the legislative
committee."
Several smaller district superintendents expressed
the view that, although they were interested, essentially
two factors kept them from being involved.

The first was

the perception that IASA was "dominated by a small clique,
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TABLE 15.2b
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU EVER SERVED ON THE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE
OF A PROFESSIONAL EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATION?"

Total

Yes

No

123

46

77

Larger

60

25

35

Smaller

63

21

42

Size of School District
Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

37.4

62.6

Larger

100.0

41.7

58.3

Smaller

100.0

33.3

66.7

Q

chi

=

2

.176

= 0.59

P(chi 2) Not Significant
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~

and that they were excluded from leadership positions.

The

second was that "small district superintendents are responsibile for everything" and that "we don't have other
administrators to share the work-load".
The Dual-Unit Equality organization was most popular with superintendents of smaller school districts. Although several of the superintendents referred to one aspect or the other, a small district superintendent summed
it up by saying "We know why we joined, and they do the best
job of informing us of their activities."
Variation by Wealth of School District.
Table 15.lc represents the responses of the superintendents to Question 14 on the written questionnaire.
Overall, 84.0% of the superintendents were willing to serve
on the legislative committee of a professional educational
organization.

A larger percentage of superintendents from

less wealthy school districts (85.7%) than wealthier districts (82.3%) were willing to serve on a

legisl~tive

com-

mittee, but the difference is not significant at the 5% level
2
of confidence (chi =0.08,df=l).
Table 15.2c represents the responses of the superintendents to Question 13 on the written questionnaire.
Overall, 62% of the superintendents have never served on the
le~islative

tion.

committee of a professional educational organiza-

A larger proportion of superintendents from less

wealthy school districts (73.8%) than wealthier districts
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TABLE 1.5.1c
~SPONSES

BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:

"WOULD YOU BE HILLING TO SERVE ON THE LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE OF A PROFESSIONAL
EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATION?"

Total

Yes

No

125

105

20

Wealthier

62

51

11

Less Wealthy

63

54

9

Wealth of School District
Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

84.0

16.0

Wealthier

100.0

82.3

17.7

Less Wealthy

100.0

85.7

14.3

Q

= .128

chi 2 = 0.08
P(chi 2) Not Significant
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TABLE 15.2c
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU EVER SERVED ON THE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE
OF A PROFESSIONAL EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATION?"

Wealth of School District

. Total

Yes

No

123

46

77

Wealthier

62

30

32

Less Wealthy

61

16

45

Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of T6tal
All School Districts

100.0

37.4

62.6

Wealthier

100.0

48.4

51.6

Less Wealthy

100.0

26.2

73.8

Q

= .450

chi 2 =· 5. 54
2
P(chi )(. 05

r
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(51.6%) have served on a legislative committee.

This dif-

ference is significant at the: 5% level of confidence
.2

.

(ch1 =5.54,df=l).
During the oral interviews, it became apparent that
the superintendents of wealthier school districts were committed to representation by ED-RED.

One superintendent

stated "Districts with a high assessed valuation per pupil
have a unique problem.

We created ED-RED to deal directly

with our educational needs."

Superintendents of less wealthy

school districts indicated that they must rely on the statewide organizations to which they belong, and, as one superintendent stated "As costs rise, it becomes more important
for the legislature to be aware of our fiscal needs."
Summary of Hypothesis Three
Table III contains two operational measures of superintendent organizational participation towards affecting
educational legislation.

The Yule's Q has been computed

between the operational measures and each of the three
variables:

type of school district, size of school district,

and wealth of school district.
Testable Hypothesis IIIa
There is no relationship between superintendent
organizational participation towards affecting
educational legislation and the type of school
district.
Of the two operational measures of superintendent
organizational participation towards affecting educational
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TABLE III
YULE'S Q BETWEEN THE OPERATIONAL MEASURES OF HYPOTHESIS III
AND THREE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Operational
Measure

Type

Size

Wealth

Q.l4

.234

.209

.. 128

Q.l3

.003

.176

.450*

*chi-square test is significant at the 5% level of confidence.
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legislation, Question 14 indicated a low relationship with
type of school district with a value of .234.

The value

of .003 for Question 13 indicated a negligible relationship
with type of school district.

Neither of the two measures

had chi-square values that indicated the relationship to be
significant at the 5% level of confidence.
In summary, neither of the operational measures
of superintendent organizational participation towards affecting educational legislation showed a relationship with
type of school district that was significant at the 5% level
of confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis that there is no rela-

tionship between superintendent organizational participation towards affecting educational legislation and type of
school district cannot be rejected.
Testable Hypothesis Illb
There is no relationship between superintendent
organizational participation towards affecting
educational legislation and the size of the school
district.
Both of the operational measures of superintendent
organizational participation towards affecting educational
legislation indicated a low relationship with school district size.

Question 14 had a Q value of .209, while Ques-

tion 13 had a Q value of .176.

Neither of the two measures

had chi-square values that indicated the relationship was
significant at the 5% level of confidence.
Neither of the operational measures of superintendent organizational participation to affect educational
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legislation showed a relationship with school district size
·that was significant at. the 5% level of confidence.

Thus,

the hypothesis that there is no relationship between superintendent organizational participation to affect educational
legislation and school district size cannot be rejected.
Testable Hypothesis IIIc
There is no relationship between superintendent
organizational participation towards affecting
educational legislation and the wealth of the
school district.
One of the operational measures of superintendent
organizational participation towards affecting educational
legislation indicated a moderate relationship with school
district wealth.

Question 13 had a Q value of .450 and

a chi-square value that indicated the relationship was significant at the 5% level of confidence.

Question 14 had a

Q value of .128, indicating a low relationship, with the
chi-square value showing the relationship was not significant at the 5% level of confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis

that there is no relationship between superintendent organizational participation to affect educational legislation and school district wealth can be rejected.
Hypothesis III
Superintendents are participating in organizations
to affect educational legislation.
Hypothesis III is rejected.
Although the responses to Question 14 on the mail
questionnaire indicate a willingness by the great majority

l
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of superintendents to participate in organizations to
affect educational

legi~lation,

13 indicate that most

the responses to Question

superintendent~

have not previously

· participated in such a way to affect educational legislation.

This evidence supports the rejection of Hypothesis III.
Of the three

characte~istics

of school districts,

size, type and wealth, wealth was found to have a significant relationship with the operational measures of Hypothesis III.
Analysis of these results, and a discussion of their
implications can be found in Chapter V.
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Hypothesis Four
The superintendent's role now includes responsibility
for awareness of proposed educational legislation.
The questions pertaining to this hypothesis are ordered by the greatest percentage of positive response.

Thus,

the questions are not necessarily numerically ordered in
the discussion and analysis of the data.
Twelve items were used to gather data relevant to
Hypothesis IV:

The superintendent's role now includes re-

sponsibility for awareness of proposed educational legislation. Seven questions were used in the mail questionnaire.
Five additional questions were included in the oral interview portion of the data gathering process.

The data from

the mail questionnaire were used to evaluate the study's
testable hypotheses.

The information gathered through the

oral interviews was used to supplement the statistical documentation of the questionnaire.
Within this section there are three sub-sections,
one for each testable hypothesis.

Sub-section A examines

the variations between two types of school districts - elementary and high school.

Sub-section B examines variations

between larger and smaller school districts.

Sub-section C

examines the variation between the wealthier and less wealthy
school districts.
pothesis IV and

~he

A summary of the data relating to Hy-

testable hypotheses concludes this sec-

tion.
Seven items on the mail questionnaire and five
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items on the oral interview schedule related to the superintendent's role with regard to proposed educational legislation.

Th~

principal findings from the mail questionnaire

were that:
95.3% of the superintendents were .expected to inform their board regarding pending educational legislation.
91.9% of the superintendents had a regular procedure
for informing their board regarding pending educational
legisl~tion.

87.2% of the superintendents believed that involvement in the state legislative process should be part of
their role definition.
47.5% of the superintendents were expected by their
board to be directly involved in the legislative process.
46.5% of the superintendents had given testimony
before the House Education Committee, the Senate Education
Committee or the School Problems Commission of the state
legislature.
26.2% of the superintendents had been a member of
a committee that drafted educational legislation for submission to the state legislature.
15.7% of the superintendents had personally drafted
educational legislation for submission to the state legislature.
During the oral interviews, it was found that every
superintendent interviewed believed that the role definition

r
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of the superintendent should include involvement in the
state legislative process.

Several reasons were given, but

most often mentioned were that the "superintendents have
total concern for education", as opposed to "teachers, who
are representing their own economic interests."

One super-

intendent stated that "We are closest to the battleground,
and must help legislators to understand the impact of various
bills on our districts."
It was also discovered that most of the boards of
education represented by the superintendents interviewed
expected the superintendents to inform them regarding legislation, but would not hold them accountable for the passage
of bills detrimental to the interests of their districts.
By contrast, few of the superintendents interviewed
indicated that their board of education expected them to
be actively involved in the legislative process.

Thus, it

would seem that while the boards expect the superintendents
to keep them informed, they do not necessarily expect the
superintendent to be involved.
The remainder of this section will examine each of
the testable hypotheses.

In particular, the variation be-

tween school districts of different type, size, and wealth
on each of the measures listed above will be described and
significant differences (if any) will be pointed out.

In

addition, pertinent quotations from the interviews will be
cited.

150
Variation by Type of School District
Table 16.la presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 15 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 95.3% of the superintendents were expected

to inform their board concerning pending educational legislation.

A larger proportion of elementary school super-

intendents (96.1%) than high school superintendents (91.7%)
were expected to inform their board, but the difference is
2
not significant at th~ 5% level o\ confidence (chi =0.15,df=l).
Table 16.2a presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 18 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 91.1% of the superintendents had a regular

procedure for informing their board regarding pending educational legislation.

A slightly smaller proportion of el-

ementary school superintendents (91.0%) than·high school
superintendents (91.7%) said they had a regular procedure
for informing their school board, but the difference is not
significant at the 5% level of confidence (chi 2=0.09,df=l).
Table 16.3a presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 25 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall,· 87.2% of the superintendents believed that

involvement in the state legislative process.should be part
of their role definition.

A smaller proportion of elementary

school superintendents (86.1%) than high school superintendents (91.7%) believed that involvement should be part of
their role, but the difference is not significant at the 5%
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TABLE 16.la
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DOES YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION EXPECT YOU TO INFORM THEM
REGARDING PENDING EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION?"

Type of School District

Total

Yes

No

All School Districts

127

121

6

Elementary School

103

99

-4

24

22

2

Number of ResEonses

High School

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

95.3

4.7

Elementary School

100.0

96.1

3.9

High School

100.0

91.7

8.3

Q

= -.385

chi 2 = 0.15
P(chi 2) Not Significant

r
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TABLE 16. 2a
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DO YOU HAVE A REGULAR PROCEDURE FOR INFORMING YOUR BOARD
REGARDING PENDING EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION?"

·~otal

Yes

No

All School Districts

124

113

11

Elementary School

100

91

9

24

22

2

Type of School District
Number of Res:eonses

High School

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

91.1

8.9

Elementary School

100.0

91.0

9.0

High School

100.0

91.7

8.3

Q

= .042

chi 2 = 0.09
P(chi 2) Not Significant
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TABLE 16. 3a
RESPONSES BY

~YPE

OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:

"DO YOU BELIEVE THAT INVOLVEHENT IN THE STATE
LEGISLATIVE PROCESS SHOULD BE PART OF THE
ROLE DEFINITION OF A SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT?"

Type of School District

Total

Yes

No

All School Districts

125

109

16

Elementary School

101

87

14

24

22

2

Number of Responses

High School

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

87.2

12.8

Elementary School

100.0

86.1

13.9

High School

100.0

91. 7·

8.3

Q = .278
chi 2 = 0.15
P(chi 2 ) Not Significant

r
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level of confidence (chi ~0.l5,df=l).
2

T~ble

16.4a pre.sents the responses of the super-

intendents with regard to Question 19 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 47.5% of the superintendents were expected

by their board to be directly involved in the legislative
process.

A smaller proportion of elementary school super-

intendents (45.1%) than high school superintendents (58.3%)
said they were expected to be directly involved, but the
difference is not significant at the 5% level of confidence
(chi 2=0.89,df=l).
Table 16.5a presents the combined responses of the
superintendents to Questions 20, 21 and 22 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 46.5% of the superintendents had given

testimony before the House Education Committee, the Senate
Education Committee, or to the School Problems Commission.
A smaller proportion of elementary school superintendents
(44.7%) than high school superintendents (54.2%) had given
testimony, but the difference is not significant at the 5%
2
level of confidence (chi =0.38,df=l).
Table 16.6a presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 24 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 26.2% of the superintendents had been a

member of a committee that drafted

~ducational

for submission to the state legislature.

legislation

A slightly larger

proportion of elementary school superintendents (26.5%)
than high school superintendents (25.0%) had been a member
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TABLE 16.4a
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DOES YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION EXPECT YOU TO BE DIRECTLY
INVOLVED IN THE STATE EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Type of School District

Total

Yes

No

Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

126

60

66

Elementary School

102

46

56

24

14

10

High School

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

47.5

52.4

Elementary School

100.0

45.1

54.9

High School

100.0

58.3

41.7

Q
chi

=

2

.260

= 0.89

P(chi 2) Not Significant

I-
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TABLE 16.5a
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
."HAVE YOU EVER GIVEN TESTIHONY BEFORE
THE HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE? "7'
"HAVE YOU EVER GIVEN TESTIHONY BEFORE
THE SENATE EDUCATION COl1MITTEE? "*
'RAVE YOU EVER GIVEN TESTIMONY BEFORE
THE SCHOOL PROBLEMS COM11ISSION?"*

Total

Type of School District

Yes

No

Number of Responses
All School Districts

127

59

68

Elementary School

103

46

57

24

13

11

High School

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

46.5

53.5

Elementary School

100.0

44.7

55.3

High School

100.0

54.2

45.8

Q

chi 2

=

0.38

P(chi 2 ) Not Significant

*Responses to these three separate questions were combined
into one question.
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TABLE 16.6a
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU EVER AS A MEMBER OF A COMMITTEE DRAFTED
EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION FOR SUBMISSION
TO THE STATE LEGISLATURE?"

Total

Yes

No

All School Districts

126'

33

93

Elementary School

102

27

75

24

6

18

All School Districts

100.0

26.2

73.8

Elementary School

100.0

26.5

73.5

High School

100.0

25.0

75.0

Type of School District
Number of Responses

High School

Percentage of Total

Q

chi

.038
2

= 0.01

P(chi 2) Not Significant
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of such a conunittee, but the difference is not significant

~t the 5%.level of confidence (chi 2 =0.0l,df~l).
Table 16.7a presents the responses of the superintendent to Question 24a on the mail questionnaire.

Over-

all, 15.7% of the superintendents had personally drafted
educational legislation for submission to the state legislature.

A smaller proportion of elementary school super-

intendents (13.6%) than high school superintendents (25.0%)
had drafted legislation, but the difference is not significant at the 5% level of confidence (chi 2=1.15,df=l).
During the oral interviews, some differences were
noted in the responses of elementary superintendents and
high school superintendents.

The clearest difference was

in response to Question 35, If legislation were passed that
was harmful to your school district, what degree, if any,
of responsibility would your board of education feel you
would have?

The high school superintendents indicated that

the board expected them to be both active and informed.
One high school superintendent stated "If I couldn't prove
to the board that I had tried (to oppose legislation detrimental to the district), it would be felt that I was negligent in my job." -The elementary superintendents did not
perceive that their board would hold them accountable, and
one elementary superintendent state.d "The board members are
so ill-informed that it would not occur to them to ask me
about it."
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TABLE 16. 7a
RESPONSES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU·EVER PERSONALLY DRAFTED EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION
FOR SUBMISSION TO THE STATE LEGISLATURE?"

Type of School District

Total

Yes

No

Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

127

20

107

Elementary School

103

14

89

24

6

18

All School Districts

100.0

15.7

84.3

Elementary School

100.0

13.6

86.4

High School

100.0

25.0

75.0

High School

Percentage of Total

=

Q
chi

2

.359

= 1.15

2
P(chi ) Not Significant
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One elementary superintendent remarked "My board
has followed the practice that, if it's a matter of law,
the board will obey and follow the requirements of the law."
Regarding opposition to proposed legislation, another elementary superintendent observed "My board would first take

I

r.

a position in opposition to it (legislation), and then submit resolutions to the school board association at their
annual meeting, trying to get support from that organization."
Variation by Size of School District
Table 16.lb presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 15 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 95.3% of the superintendents were expected

to inform their board concerning pending educational legislation.

I

A greater proportion of superintendents from larger

school districts (98.4%) than smaller ones (92.2%) were expected to inform their board, but the difference is not significant at the 5% level of confidence (chi 2=0.15,df=l).
Table 16.2b presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 18 on the mail questionnaire.

II
I

Overall, 91.1% of the superintendents had a regular

procedure for informing their board regarding pending educational legislation.

A smaller proportion of superinten-

dents from larger school districts (87.1%) than from smaller
ones (95.2%) had a regular procedure for informing their
school board, but the difference is not significant at the
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TABLE 16.lb
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO;
"DOES YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION EXPECT YOU TO INFORM THEM
REGARDING PENDING EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION?"

Total

Yes

No

127

121

6

Larger

63

62

1

Smaller

64

59

5

Size of School District
Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

95.3

4. 7

Larger

100.0

98.4

1.6

Smaller

100.0

92.2

7.8

Q

= .680

chi 2 :;: 0.15
P(chi 2 ) Not Significant
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TABLE 16 .2b
RESPONSES BY SIZE. OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DO YOU HAVE A REGULAR PROCEDURE FOR INFORMING YOUR BOARD
REGARDING PENDING EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION?"

Total

Yes

No

124

113

11

Larger

62

54

8

Smaller

62

59

3

Size of School District
Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

91.1

8.9

Larger

100.0

87.1

12.9

Smaller

100.0

95.2

4.8

Q .

= . 489

chi 2 = 1. 60
p(chi 2) Not Significant
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5% level of confidence (chi 2=1.60,df=l).
Table 16.3b presents the responses of the super-

I

1

intendents withregard to Question 25 on the mail questionnaire.

'

'
I
I

Overall, 87.2% of the superintendents believed

that involvement in the state legislative process should
be part of their role definition.

A slightly smaller pro-

,.,.

,.l

I

l

portion of superintendents from larger school districts
(87.1%) than from smaller ones (87.3%) believed that involvement should be part of their role, but the difference is
2
not significant at the 5% level of confidence (chi =0.06,df=l).
Table 16.4b presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 19 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 47.5% of the superintendents were expected

by their board to be directly involved in the legislative
process.

A significantly greater proportion of superinten-

dents from larger school districts (61.3%) than from smaller
ones (34.4%) said they were expected to be directly involved;
the difference is significant at the 5% level of confidence
2
(chi =8.10,df=l).
Table 16.5b presents the combined responses of the
superintendents to Questions 20, 21, and 22 on the mail
questionnaire.

Overall, 46.5% of the superintendents had

given testimony before the House Education Committee, the
Senate Education Committee, or the School Problems Commission.

A significantly greater proportion of superintendents

from the larger school districts (58.7%) than from smaller
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TABLE 16. 3b
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DO YOU BELIEVE THAT INVOLVEMENT IN THE STATE
LEGISLATIVE. PROCESS SHOULD BE PART OF THE
ROLE DEFINITION OF A SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT?"

I
_..._

Size of School District

Total

Yes

No

125

109

16

Larger.

62

54

8

Smaller

63

55

8

Number of Responses
f

I

All School Districts

I

Percentage of Total

. 100.0

87.2

12.8

Larger

100.0

87.1

12.9

Smaller

100.0

87.3

12.7

All School Districts

= . 009

Q

chi

2

= 0.06

2
P(chi ) Not Significant
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TABLE 16.4b
BY SJZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:

~SPONSES

"DOES YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION EXPECT YOU TO BE DIRECTLY
INVOLVED IN THE STATE EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

r

Total

Yes

No

126

60

66

Larger

62

38

24

Smaller

64

22

42

Size of School District
Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

47.5

52.4

Larger

100.0

61.3

38.7

Smaller

100.0

34.4

65.6

Q

= .503

chi 2

=

8.10

2
P(chi )(.05

166
TABLE 16.5b
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
'.'HAVE YOU EVER GIVEN TESTIMONY BEFORE
THE HOUSE EDUCATION COMHITTEE? Hi<

I

"HAVE YOU EVER GIVEN TESTIMONY BEFORE
THE SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE? Hi(

t

I

r

I

'

I

"HAVE YOU EVER GIVEN TESTIMONY BEFORE
THE SCHOOL PROBLEMS COHHISSION?H·k

Size of School District

Total

Yes

No

127

59

68

Larger

63

37

26

Smaller

64

22

42

Number ·of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

46.5

53.5

Larger

100.0

58.7

41.3

Smaller

100.0

34.4

65.6

= .462

Q
chi

2

= 6.62

P(chi 2)(.05

.*Responses to these three separate questions were combined
into one question.
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ones (34.4%) had given testimony; the difference is significant at the 5% level of confidence (chi 2=6.62,df=l).
Table 16.6b presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 24 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 26.2% of

th~

superintendents had been a

member of a committee that drafted educational legislation
for submission to the state legislature.

A greater proper-

tion of superintendents from larger school districts (31.7%)
than from smaller ones (20.6%) had been a member of such a
committee, but the difference is not significant at the 5%
level of confidence (chi 2=1.48,df=l).
Table 16.7b presents the responses of the superintendents to Question 24a on the mail questionniare.

Over,

all, 15.7% of the superintendents had personally drafted
educational legislation for submission to the state legislature.

A greater proportion of the superintendents from

the larger school districts (19.0%) than from the smaller
ones (12.5%) had drafted legislation,·but the difference
is not significant at the 5% level of confidence.
2
(chi =0.59,df=l).
During the oral interviews, some interesting differences were noted based upon the size of the district
represented by the superintendent.

As indicated by the

responses to the written questionnaire, superintendents
from smaller districts generally tended to be less involved.
Among the reasons stated were "lack of time", ''pressures

I

I
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TABLE 16. 6b
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU EVER AS A MEMBER OF A COMMITTEE DRAFTED
EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION FOR SUBMISSION
TO THE STATE LEGISLATURE?"

Yes

No

126.

33

93

Larger

63

20

43

Smaller

63

13

so

Total

Size of School District
Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

26.2

73.8

Larger

100.0

31.7

68.3

Smaller

100.0

20.6

79.4

=

Q
chi

2

.283

= 1.48

P(chi 2 ) Not Significant
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TABLE 16. 7b
RESPONSES BY SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU .EVER PERSONALLY DRAFTED EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION
FOR SUBMISSION TO THE STATE LEGISLATURE?"

Size of School District

Total

Yes

No

Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

127

20

107

Larger

63

12

51

Smaller

64

8

56

All School Districts

100.0

15.7

84.3

Larger

100.0

19.0

81.0

Smaller

100.0

12.5

87.5

Percentage of Total

= . 244

Q

chi

2

= 0.59

P(chi 2 ) Not Significant
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of other responsibilities", and "lack of assistants."
Superintendents representing larger school districts stated that their boards expected them to be involved.
One large district superintendent indicated that "The board

q

I

of education leaves legislative activities to my judgment."
A typical quote from a large district superintendent was
"The board expects me to be active politically, both locally
and in Springfield."
One superintendent from a smaller district said
"The board really doesn't pay much attention to the legislative process unless it stings them a little bit.
don't expect me to show opposition to a bill.

They

They would

be delighted that I did, but would not expect me to be active in my opposition."
Variation by Wealth of District
Table 16.lc presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 15 on the mail question"
"

naire.

'I
"

l

Overall, 95.3% of the superintendents

w~re

expected

to inform their boards concerning pending educational legislation.

A slightly smaller proportion of the superintendents

from the wealthier school districts (93.7%) than from the
less wealthy ones (96.9%) were expected to inform their
board, but the difference is not significant at the 5% level
2
of confidence (chi =0.lO,df=l).
Table 16.2c presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 18 on the mail question-
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TABLE 16.lc
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DOES YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION EXPECT YOU TO INFORM THEH
REGARDING PENDING EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION?"

Wealth of School District

Total

Yes

No

127

121

6

Wealthier

63

59

4

Less ·wealthy

64

62

2

Number of ResEonses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

95.3

4.7

Wealthier

100.0

93.7

6.3

Less

100.0

96.9

3.1

~Jealthy

= .355

Q
2

= 0.19
2
P(chi ) Not Significant
chi
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TABLE 16. 2c
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DO YOU HAVE A REGULAR PROCEDURE FOR INFORMING YOUR BOARD
REGARDING PENDING EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION?"

Wealth of School District

Total

Yes

No

124

113

11

Wealthier

62

56

6

Less Wealthy

62

57

5

Ntnnber of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

91.1

8.9

Wealthier

100.0

90.3

9.7

Less Wealthy

100.0

91.9

8.1

= .100

Q
c h 1.·

2

= 0 . 00

P(chi 2) Not Significant
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naire.

Overall, 91.1% of the superintendents had a regular

procedure. for informing. their board regarding pending educational legislation.

A slightly

smal~er

proportion of super-

intendents from the wealthier school districts (90.3%) than
from the less wealthy ones (91.9%) had a regular procedure
for informing their school board, but the difference is not
2
significant at the 5% leve of confidence (chi =0.00,df=l).
Table 16.3c presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 25 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 87.2% of the superintendents believed

that involvement in the state legislative process should
be part of their role definition.

A slightly smaller pro-

portion of superintendents from the wealthier school districts (85.2%) than from the less wealthy ones (89.1%) believed that such involvement should be part of their role
definition, but the difference is not significant at the
5% level of confidence (chi 2=0.14,df=l).
Table 16.4c presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 19 on the mail questionnaire.

Overall, 47.5% of the superintendents were

exp~cted

by their board to be directly involved in the leg'islative
process.

A greater_proportion of superintendents from the

wealthier school districts (54.0%) than from the less wealthy
ones (41.3%) said they were expected to be directly involved,
but the difference is not significant at the 5% leve of con.2
.
fidence (ch1 =1.56,df=l).
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TABLE 16.3c
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DO YOU BELIEVE THAT INVOLVEMENT IN THE STATE
LEGISLATIVE PROCESS SHOULD BE PART OF THE
ROLE DEFINITION OF A SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT?"

Wealth of School District

Total

Yes

No

125

109

16

Wealthier

61

52

9

Less Wealthy

64

57

7

Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

87.2

12.8

Wealthier

100.0

85.2

14.8

Less Wealthy

100.0

89.1

10.9

Q

= .170

chi 2 = 0.14
P(chi 2) Not Significant
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TABLE 16.4c
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"DOES YOUR: BOARD OF EDUCATION EXPECT YOU TO BE DIRECTLY
INVOLVED IN THE STATE. EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATIVE PROCESS?"

Yes

No

126

60

66

Wealthier

63

34

. 29

Less Wealthy

63

26

37

Wealth of School District

Total

Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

47.5

52.4

Wealthier

100.0

54.0

46.0

Less Wealthy

100.0

41.3

58.7

Q

= .250

chi 2 = 1.56
2·

P(chi ) Not Significant

l
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Table 16.5c presents the combined responses of the
superintendents to Questions 20, 21, and 22 on the mail
questionnaire.

Overall, 46.5% of the superintendents had

given testimony before the House Education Committee, the
Senate Education Committee, or the School Problems Comrnis-

J

~

sion.

A greater proportion of the superintendents from the

wealthier school districts (50.8%) than from the less wealthy
ones (42. 2%) had given testimony, but the difference is not
significant at the 5% level of confidence (chi 2=0.63,df=l).
Table 16.6c presents the responses of the superintendents with regard to Question 24 on the mail questionnaire.

Il

Overall, 26.2% of the superintendents had been a

member of a committee that drafted educational legislation
for submission to the state legislature.

A greater propor-

tion of the superintendents from the wealthier school districts (30.2%) than from the less wealthy ones (22.2%) had
'

been a member of such a committee, but the difference is not
significant at the 5% level of confidence (chi 2=.66,df=l).
Table 16.7c presents the responses of the superintendents to Question 24a on the mail questionniare.

Over-

all, 15.7% of the superintendents had personally drafted educational legislation for submission to the state legislature.

A smaller proportion of superintendents from the

wealthier school districts (12.7%) than from the less wealthy
ones (18.8%) had drafted legislation, but the difference is
2
not significant at the 5% level of confidence (chi =0.48,df=l).
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TABLE 16.5c
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT

TO~

"HAVE YOU EVER GIVEN TESTIMONY BEFORE
THE HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE?"*
"HAVE YOU EVER GIVEN TESTIMONY BEFORE
THE SENATE EDUCATION COMHITTEE?"·k
"HAVE YOU EVER GIVEN TESTIMONY BEFORE
THE SCHOOL PROBLEMS COMMISSION?"*

Wealth of School District

Total

Yes

No

127

59

68

Wealthier

63

32

31

Less Wealthy

64

27

37

Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total

l

All School Districts

100.0

46.5

53.5

Wealthier

100.0

50.8

49.2

Less Wealthy

100.0

42.2

57.8

'l

I
~

Q
chi

= .172

2

= 0.63

2
P(chi ) Not Significant
*Responses to these separate questions were combined into
one question.
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TABLE 16.6c

J

'

RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO:
"HAVE YOU EVER AS A MEMBER OF A COMMITTEE DRAFTED
EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION FOR SUBMISSION
TO THE STATE LEGISLATURE?"

'Total

Yes

No

126

33

93

Wealthier

63

19

44

Less Wealthy

63

14

49

Wealth of School District
Number of Responses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total

j
'

All School Districts

100.0

26.2

73.8

Wealthier

100.0

30.2

69.8

Less Wealthy

100.0

22·. 2

77.8

I

t

!

L

= .204
2
chi = 0.66

Q

P(chi 2) Not Significant

'--
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TABLE 16. 7c
RESPONSES BY WEALTH OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO;
"HAVE YOU EVER PERSONALLY DRAFTED EDUCATIONAL LEGISLATION
FOR SUBMISSION TO THE STATE LEGISLATURE?"

Wealth of School District

Total

Yes

No

127

20

107

Wealthier

63

8

55

Less Wealthy

64

12

52

Number of Res12onses
All School Districts

Percentage of Total
All School Districts

100.0

15.7

84.3

Wealthier

100.0

12.7

87.3

Less Wealthy

100.0

18.8

81.2

Q

= .227

chi 2

=

0.48

P(chi 2) Not Significant
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During the oral interviews few differences were noted
based upon the wealth of the district represented.

l
l

Several

superintendents from wealthy high school districts indicated
. greater activity and awareness on the part of the board
members could be attributed to their direct participation
in ED-RED.

Superintendents from less wealthy school dis-

tricts indicated that their board members rely more heavily
on the Illinois Association of School Boards for information, and expect them to represent their legislative interest.

When asked whether the role description of the

superintendent should include involvement in the state legis-

f

f

lative process, a superintendent from a less wealthy district
said "If you are going to be an isolated local superintendent
who is only concerned about his local district, that was
easier twenty years ago.

It is not easy to ignore what's

going on down there today (Springfield)."
Summary of Hypothesis Four
Table IV contains the seven operational measures
of the superintendents' responsibility with regard to propose~

educational legislation.

With each operational mea-

sure, the Yule's Q has been computed for each of the three
variables:

Type of school district, size of school dis-

trict and wealth of school district.
Testable Hypothesis IVa
There is no relationship between the superintendents'
responsibility with regard to proposed educational
legislation and the type of school district.
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TABLE IV
YULE'S Q BETWEEN THE OPERATIONAL MEASURES OF HYPOTHESIS IV
AND THREE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Operational
Measure

Type

Size

Wealth

Q.l5

-.385

.680

.355

Q.l8

.042

.489

.100

Q.25

.278

.009

.170

Q.l9

.260

.503*

.250

Q.20, 21, 22

.188

.462*

.172

Q. 24

.038

.283

.204

Q.24a

.359

.244

.227

.

f.

l

*chi-square test is significant at the 5% level of confidence.
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Among the seven operational measures of the superintendents' responsibility, only two had a Yule's Q between
.30 and .49 indicating a moderate relationship with type
of school district.
j

I..

l

Of the remaining five measures, three

had Q values between .01 and .09 indicating a negligible
relationship.

None had chi-square values that indicated

the relationship was significant at the 5% level of confidence.
Question 15 had a Q value of -.385 and Question 24a
had a Q value of .359 indicating a moderate relationship
with type of school district, but neither was significant
at the 5% level of confidence.

Question 25 (Q=.278), Ques-

tion 19 (Q=.260), and Questions 20-22-(Q=.l88) showed a low
relationship with type of school district, but none were
significant.

The remaining two operational measures had

Q values that showed a negligible relationship, and were
not significant.
In summary, none of the seven operational measures

.

of the superintendents' responsibility with regard to proposed educational legislation showed a relationship with
type of school district that was significant at the 5% level
of confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis that there is no rela-

tionship between the superintendents' responsibility regarding proposed educational legislation and type of school
district cannot be rejected.
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Testable Hypothesis TVb

;

There is no relationship between the superintendents'
responsibility with regard to proposed educational
legislation and the size of the school district.

'

intendents' responsibility regarding proposed educational

f

legislation, two had a Yule's Q between .50 and .69 indica-

+

Among the seven operational measures of the super-

ting a substantial relationship with size of school district
and two more had Q values· between ·.30 and
moderate relationship.

~49

indicating a

Only two of these had chi-square

values that indicated that the relationship was significant

f

at the 5% level of confidence.

I

had a Q value of .489, respectively indicating a substantial

l

Question 15 had a Q value of .680 and Question 18

and moderate relationship with size of school district, but
neither was significant at the 5% level of confidence.

The

remaining three operational measures had Q values that showed
low or negligible relationships and none were significant.
In summary, two of the seven

operationa~

measures

of the superintendents' responsibility with regard to proposed educational legislation showed a relationship with size
of school district that was significant at the 5% level of
confidence.

Thus, the hypothesis that there is no rela-

tionship between the superintendents\ responsibility regarding proposed educational legislation and size of school district can be rejected.
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Testable Hypothesis TVc
There is no relationship between the superintendents'
responsibility with regard to proposed educational
legislation and the wealth of the school district.
Among the seven operational measures of the super- .
intendents' responsibility

r~garding

proposed educational

legislation, one attained a Yule's Q between .30 and .49
indicating a moderate relationship with wealth of school
district.

The remaining six measures had a Q value between

.10 and .29 indicating a low relationship.

None had chi-

square values that indicated that the relationship was significant at the 5% level of confidence.
Question 15 had a Q value of .355 indicating a mod-

I

l

erate relationship with wealth of school district.
maining questions indicated only a low relationship:

The reQues-

tion 19 (Q=.250), Question 24a (Q=.227), Question 24 (Q=.204),
Question 20-22 (Q=.l72), Question 25 (Q=.l70) and Question 18
(Q=.lOO).
In stnmnary, none of the seven operational measures
of the superintendents' responsibility with regard to proposed educational legislation showed a relationship with
wealth of school district that was significant at the 5%
level of confidence·.

Thus, the hypothesis that there is no

relationship between the superintendents' responsibility
regarding proposed educational legislation and the wealth
of the school district cannot be rejected.
Analysis of these results, and a discussion of their
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implications can be found in Chapter V.
Hypothesis IV
The superintendent's role now includes responsibility for awareness of proposed educational legislation.
Hypothesis IV is accepted.
The responses to Questions 25, 15, and

i

18

indicate

that both superintendents and their boards of education regard an awareness of proposed educational legislation as
within an expected range of superintendent responsibilities.
This evidence supports an acceptance of Hypothesis IV.

The

responses to Question 19 indicate that most boards of education do not expect any direct involvement in the legislative process from their superintendents.

The responses

to Questions 20, 22, 24 and 24a in turn indicate that most
superintendents do not directly participate in the legislative process.

It appears that a direct involvement by

superintendents in the legislative process is not an effect
necessitated by an awareness of that process.
Of the three characteristics of school districts,
type, size, and wealth, size was found to have a significant relationship with the operational measures of Hypothesis IV.
Summary
Hypothesis I
Superintendents are dissatisfied with the present
systems for delivery of information regarding proposed educational legislation.
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Hypothesis I is accepted
Testable Hypothesis
There is a significant relationship between the
operational measures of Hypothesis I and school
district size.
Hypothesis II
Superintendents desire. training to increase their
effectiveness in the state legislative process.
Hypothesis II is accepted
Testable Hypothesis
There is no significant relationship between the
operational measures of Hypothesis II and school
district characteristics.
J~
Hypothesis III
Superintendents are participating in organizations
to affect educational legislation
Hypothesis III is rejected
Testable Hypothesis
There is a significant relationship between the
operational measures of Hypothesis III and school
district wealth.
Hypothesis IV
The superintendent's role now includes responsibility for awareness of proposed educational legislation.
Hypothesis IV is accepted
Testable Hypothesis
There is a significant relationship between the
operational measures of Hypothesis IV and school
district size.
·
Analysis of these results and a discussion of their
implications can be found in the next chapter.

CHAPTER V
·SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
·Summary
Background of the Study
During the decade of the 70's, the state legislature in the State of Illinois, as is true in other states,
has taken an increasingly visible role in educational policymaking.

Inability of local school districts to meet the

rapidly rising costs of education due to failure of local
referenda has been one of the causes.
Despite the legislative incursion into areas of
policy formation that have traditionally been considered
the perogative of the local school district, ·few studies
have been done and little is known about the activities of
of superintendents of local school districts in the state
educational legislative process.

Current educational jour-

nals contain articles exerting the superintendents to become-involved in the political process, and agendas of re-.
gional and national administrators conferences include similar topics.
A review of the literature revealed no studies exa.mining activities of superintendents designed to influence
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the passage or non-passage of educational legislation at
the state level.
i
'
l

school

This study looks at a discreet body of

admi~istrators

to determine how they are reacting

to the growing effects ·of legislative educational policymaking on their local responsibilities.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study. is to gather and inter-

I

l

pret information that might enable the school superintendent
to become a more effective participant in the process of
state-level legislative decision-making.
To accomplish this objective, the study analyzed:
1. Superintendent involvement in the legislative
decision-making process.
2. Superintendent expectations of availability and
potentially available mechanisms for information delivery
and participation in the legislative process.
3. Superintendent perception of their political
responsibilities within the role of superintendent.
Design of the Study
The sources of data for this study were the 144 superintendents of school districts located within the boundaries of Cook

Count~,

Illinois. Two instruments were con-

structed to gather the data for this study:
1. A three-page, twenty-six item mailed questionnaire
was designed to gather the base-line data for this study.
The _questionnaires were coded, so that the tallies of the
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data could be readily categorized by the type, size and
wealth of the school districts served by the superintendents surveyed.
2. An oral interview questionnaire containing thirty-eight items was constructed to supplement the information gained through the mail questionnaire.

Personal inter-

views were conducted with fifteen superintendents to verify
the data previously collected.

Although the information

obtained during the interviews is not used statistically
for purposes of acceptance or rejection of the hypotheses,
it provided valuable perspectives on the accuracy of the
initial data collection effort, and some of the underlying
rationale for the responses.
For each hypothesis, a series of 2x2 contingency
tables were prepared.

The dependent variables in these

tables were items from the mail questionnaire selected as
key indices regarding one of the hypothesis being studied.
The independent variable in each table relates to the type,
size or wealth of the district being studied.
2
Chi was comp~ted to measure the significance of the
relationships, and the strength of the relationship between
each pair of variables was measured by using Yule's Q with
5% as the level of

conf~dence.

Findings of the Study
Hypothesis I
Superintendents are dissatisfied with the present

l
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system for delivery of information regarding proposed educational legislation.
One of the crucial aspects of this study was to
analyze the means by which superintendents obtained information regarding the laws being considered at the state legislative level.

This topic was examined in several ways.

In

addition to discovering the most common sources of information utilized by the superintender1:ts (see Appendix III),
two major aspects of the information system were closely
examined; namely, the timeliness of the information that
was obtained, and the perception of the superintendents
regarding the adequacy of the detail provided.
Several clear findings emerged that were substantiated by the data collected, and confirmed by the oral interviews:
1. The most common source of information for the
great majority of the superintendents was newsletters

~

and~

bulletins produced by the professional organizations to
which they belonged.
The secondary source of information were newsletters generated by the Office of the Superintendent of
Public Instruction.

All other sources, including news-

papers and television ranked substantially below the newsletters as a source of knowledge.
2. The majority of superintendents (52.8%) were
satisfied with the timeliness of the information that they
received.

Although not found statistically significant, it

l
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is clear that high school superintendents were more satisfied with the speed of information.

Analysis. of information

gained during the interview process would indicate two possible reasons for the dif£erence: 1) a sizable percentage
of the superintendents interviewed were primary members in
the ED-RED organizations, and 2) a higher percentage of high
school superintendents than elementary school superintendents
(70.7%) va 55.9%) indicated that their professional training included information regarding the state legislative
process.
3. Substantial dissatisfaction with the sufficiency
of the information provided was discovered.

Less than a

quarter (24.6%) of the superintendents believed that the
information that they received was sufficiently detailed
to meet their needs.
Analysis of the interview responses illustrates two major
concerns:
a) from the information provided, superintendents
were unable to see how individual items of proposed legislation as reported would affect their school district.
b) selection of bills to be reported by various
organizations indicated, in their judgment, a bias.

The

only publication not faulted in this regard was produced
by the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction.
The Le~islature and the Schools, Governmental
Relations Legis ative Bulletin, State of Illinois.
1

1
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Responses to these items were analyzed to determine
whether there was a significant difference in the perception
of

superint~ndents

based upon the type, size or wealth the

school district they represented.
was noted:

Only one major variation

Superintendents of large school districts clear-

ly indicated dissatisfaction with both the timeliness and
content of their informational sources~
Hypothesis I
Superintendents are dissatisfied with the present
system for delivery of information regarding proposed educational legislation is accepted.
Hypothesis II
Superintendents desire training to increase their
effectiveness in the state legislative process.
The inclusion of this hypothesis in the dissertation was the result of conversations with superintendents
not included within the group studied.

Several individuals

mentioned that the course of study leading to certification
as a school administrator did not include information regarding the state legislative process.

They believed that

the area of pre-service/in-service training in this subject,
and the attitudes of practicing superintendents about it
would be extremely important.
Analysis of the data gathered produced the following findings:
1. A majority of the superintendents (63%) were
interested in attending a conference regarding the super-
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intendent's role in the legislative process.
2 .. Almost 60% of the superintendents surveyed (58.7%)
indicated that they had received training in the state educational legislative process.

Information gained during

the interviews casts doubt on the validity of this data.
Those interviewed had no recollection of information provided during their education regarding the state legislative process, nor were they familiar with any current programs offering or requiring such training.
3. More than half (55.5%) of the superintendents
have never received an in-service training designed to encourage their participation in the legislative process.
During the oral interviews, much additional information in this area was elicited and received.

The range

of opinion on the part of the superintendents. encompassed
those who did not see any need for superintendents to participate in the state educational legislative process (therefore they saw no need for the superintendent to be informed)
through those who felt that it would be appropriate for the
modern school superintendent to have accomplished a degree
in the study of law.

An attempt was also made to determine

which agencies or a&sociations should be responsible for
the provision of in-service training.

The majority of their

responses favored the professional association of school
administrators, although a substantial minority felt that
colleges and universities could be helpful in this role.

r
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'

Hypothesis II
Superintendents P,esire training to increase their
effectiveness in the state legislative process, is
accepted.
Hypothesis III
Superintendents are participating in organizations
to affect educational·legislation.
The background study to acquire data regarding this
hypothesis provided an interesting look at several aspects
of the relationship of superintendents to the professional
organizations designed to serve them.

Despite the high

incidence of membership in these organizations, superintendents generally did not state the belief that these organizations spoke for them, nor did they feel that the organizations were particularly helpful in the legislative process.
The major findings under this portion of the study can be
stated as follows:
1. More than 8 out of 10 of the superintendents (84%)
expressed willingness to serve on a legislative committee
of a professional organization.
2. Despite the apparent strong interest, more than
60% of the superintendents (62.6%) have never served on
such a committee.

3. Overall, 83% of the superintendents belonged to
three or more professional

organizatio~s.

Almost four out

of ten of the superintendents (39%) claimed membership. in
five or more professional organizations.

r
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Analysis of the eight items surveyed which provided
data bearing upon this question provided several additional
insights.

Although the great majority of the superintendents

belonged to multiple organizations, suprisingly large groups
seldom attend their meetings.

During the interviews, several

of the superintendents indicat·ed that the pressure of their
duties did not permit time for attendance at meetings, even
though they believed it was important for purposes of professional growth.
Several elementary superintendents strongly reacted
to what they considered "the domination of professional organizations by a small clique of members."

This attitude

was clearly reflected regarding membership on legislative
committees, as several of the superintendents indicated
a strong desire to participate if asked, but €Xpressed no
confidence that they ever would be asked.
No significant difference was established in these
findings based upon the type, size or wealth of the school
district served by the superintendent.
Hypothesis III
Superintendents are participating in organizations
to affect educational legislation is rejected.
Hypothesis IV
The superintendent's role now includes responsibility for awareness of proposed educational legislation.
The items in the mail questionnaire and the oral
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interviews which bear on Hypothesis IV produced a greater
degree of concurrence on the ·part of the superintendents
than any other items in this study.

It is also factual to

report that during the oral interview process, the items
related to this hypothesis generated strong emotional statements on the part of the

super~ntendents.

The major findings can be stated as follows;
1. Almost all of the superintendents (95. 3%) were

expected to inform their board regarding pending educational legislation.
2. Only a slightly lesser number (91.9%) had a regular procedure for informing their board regarding pending
educational legislation.
3. A substantial majority of the superintendents
(87.2%) believed that involvement in the state legislative
process should be part of their role definition.
4. Almost half of the superintendents (47.5%) were
expected by their board to be directly involved in the legislative process.
5. A suprisingly large percentage of the superintendents (46.5%) indicated that they had testified before legislative sub-committees.

Data obtained during the oral inter-

views encourages speculation that some of the superintendents overstated their involvement in this regard.
6. More than one quarter of the superintendents
(26.2%) had been a member of a committee that drafted ed-
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ucational legislation for .submission to the state legislature.
7. Approximately one out of six of the superinten_.
dents (15.7%) had personally drafted educational legislation for submission to the state legislature.
As the variables of type, size_ and wealth of the
school district served was studied, it was discovered that
the size of the district represented by the superintendent
did affect the outcome.

Superintendents from larger school

districts were expected by their boards of education to be
involved in the state educational legislative process, and
clearly they have been.

Those questions related directly

to activities of the superintendent, such as drafting legislation and giving testimony clearly showed a greater degree
of involvement on the part of the superintendents from the
larger school districts.
Information gained during the oral ·interviews clearly substantiated the findings derived from analysis of data
from the mail questionnaires.
Hypothesis IV
The superintendent's role now includes responsibility for awareness of proposed educational legislation, is ac_cepted.
· Additional Findings
In addition to the major findings of this study,
interesting data were developed regarding the superintendents in Cook County, and the school districts they serve.
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The highlights of these data are reported below, but for
additional infonnation see Chapter III.
1. Overall, the superintendents averaged 47.6 years
of age, with the elementary school superintendents slightly
younger than the high school superintendents (47.0 vs.50.0
years).

The youngest superintendent reporting was 29 years

of age (an elementary school superintendent), and two superintendents indicated that they were over 65 years of age
(one high school and one elementary school superintendent
each).
2. Overall, the superintendents averaged 10.3 years
of experience as a superintendent of schools.

The largest

difference between the elementary and high school superintendents was that about one-third (33.4%) of the high
school superintendents had 15 years or more of career ex.Perience.

Of the elementary school superintendents, only

about one-fourth (25.5%) had 15 years or more of career
experience.
3. Overall, the superintendents averaged 9.3 years
of experience as a superintendent in the State of Illinois,
with very little difference in mean number of years between
the elementary and high school superintendents.

Only about

one-tenth (11. 0%) 'of the elementary school superintendents
had 15 or more years of experience in the State of Illinois,by
contrast with more than one-fifth (20.8%) of the high school
superintendents.
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4. A composite sketch of the average superintendent
in Cook

C~unty

would

sh~w

him to be 47,6 years of age with

10.3 years of experience as a superin.tendent, of which 9. 3
years were in Illinois and 7.6 years in his present superintendency.
The most interesting aspect of the study of size
and wealth of school districts in Cook County was the enormous variation which exists in both areas.

1. Elementary districts in Cook County have a median
student population of 1,915 students, but the range is from
165 students to 14,546 students.
2. The median size of high school districts in Cook
County is 4,926 students, with a range from 646 students
to 18,349 students.
3. The median wealth of elementary sc.hool districts
in Cook County as measured by the assessed valuation per
pupil was $31,178 per student.

The range however, was

$7,837 per student to $272,834 per student.
·4. The median wealth of high school districts in
Cook _County was _$62, 530.

The range was· from $31,564 per

pupil to $132,643 per pupil.

The smaller variation in

wealth of high schoQl districts can be attributed to the
wider geographical base for their assessed valuation.
Suggestions for Further S'tudy
This study is limited to the activities of school
superintendents related to the state educational legislative

r

200

process.

Several additional areas would be worthy of con-

sideration:
1. The effectiveness of the activities of this group
of superintendents could be discovered by studying the same
topic from the legislator's point of view.
2. The role of the new State Board of Education in
the educational legislative process is not clear.

A study

of the emerging relationship between the State Board of Education, the School Problems Commission and the legislature
would be most informative.
3. Relationships of the state educational administrators organization with the legislative process is important,
but unclear.

There was general agreement among the super-

intendents that the Illinois Association of School Administra.

.

tors should play a key role in the training and:"retraining
of school administrators, but no program for development
of ability on the part of superintendents to affect the
legislative process exists.

This would also be a profitable

area of study regarding the training of school administrators by colleges and universities.
In this study it became clear that the traditional
role of boards of education in the formation of educational policy is being affected by activities at both the state
and federal level.

Few studies have addressed this change,

but this is clearly an area that would profit from current
study.

'
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Reflections and Implications
In. retrospect, i:t is ·surprising to note that the
great majority of ,the superintendents expressed the importance of their involvement in the state educational legislative process, but very few were actually involved.
claimed to have been trained

Many

in the necessary skills to be

involved, but the majority indicated a desire for training.
There was substantial agreement that the primary responsibility for the training of present superintendents should
rest with their state association, and that the training
.

T

of future administrators in this area of skill and knowledge should be the responsibility of colleges and universities.

At the present time, nothing has been done by the

state association to provide opportunities for practicing
administrators to learn necessary skills, and few colleges
and universities emphasize training that will produce the
necessary capability for political action on the part of
their graduates.

In brief, there is awareness that involve-

ment in political activity is important, and necessary, but
no one seems willing to make the first move.

The activity

of the state legislature will do more to affect the character of the public achools in the State of Illinois than
any other force.

What the legislature does.controls, to a

great extent, what can be done by administrators and their
boards of education:
"(Legislators) control the purse strings of the princi-
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pal forces of financial support. They frame the limits
of local school board action. They can facilitate or
stymie educational change. They can initiate new educational programs and alter or abolish existing pro-.
grams. ·They establish priorities in the use of public
resources. All permanent progress in the field of education depends fundimentally on their decisions. ~~2
As public concerns with education increase, it can
be expected that the legislature will become more involved.
As the dependence upon the state·legislature for funding
increases, the significance of legislative action and attitudes in educational matters can also be expected to in~rease.

2

Rozzell, pp. 6--7.
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Attachment A
Mail Questionnaire
·A

-----

c______

B

-----

1. My age is _ _..years.

2. I have had ____years of experience as a superintendent.
3. I have been in my present superintendency_ _..years.

4. I have been a superintendent in the State of Illinois
for __·_years.

5. Please indicate the professional organizations to which
you belong. Also, please indicate frequency of attendance at meetings.

NAME OF ORGANIZATION

ATTENDANCE
always

sometimes

never

IASA
AASA

DUE
ED-RED
ASBO
IASBO

!CEO
OTHER (specify)

6. Do you receive information quickly regarding pending
educational legislation?
___Always

---Sometimes

__

Never

_;
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7. Is the information you receive sufficiently detailed to
meet your needs?
___Always

---Sometimes

---Never

8. What is your most cotmnon source of news regarding proposed educational legislation?

9. Please indicate by number value the-helpfulness of the
following sources of information regarding legislation.
(#1 -most valuable, #2 - less valuable, etc.)
Daily Newspaper
News Broadcasts
Professional Journals
-----~Professional Organizations
Newsletters
·
----Periodic
Professional Meetings
~--Other (please specify)
---~Television

10. Did your professional training include information regarding the state legislative process?

---Yes

---No

11. Would you be interested in attending a conference regarding the superintendent's role in the legislative
process?

----Yes

---No

12. Have you ever received any·in-service training designed
to encourage your participating in the legislative
process?

__

.....Yes

---No

13. Have you ever served on the legislative committee of a
professional educational organization?

---Yes

---No
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Attachment A

If "Yes", please specify which organization and when you
served.
ORGANIZATION

WHEN I SERVED

IN WHAT CAPACITY

---IASA
---DUE

---ED-RED
---!CEO
_ _OTHER( specify)

14. Would you be willing to serve on the legislative committee of a professional educational organization?

---Yes

---No

15. Does your board of education expect you to inform them
regarding pending educational legislation?

---Yes

---No

16. Does your board of education reimburse you for the
membership dues of professional organizations?

---Yes

---No

17. Does your board of education reimburse you for expenses
incurred when attending professional meetings?

---Yes

---NO

18. Do you have a regular procedure for informing your
board regarding pending educational legislation?

---Yes
If "Yes", please specify.
· · Newsletter
Report at board meetings
-,...,-~Personal contact
Other (please specify)
,--,...,--

---

---No
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19. Does your board of education expect you to be directly
involved in the state..educational legislative process?

---No

---Yes

20. Have you ever given testimony before the House Education Connnittee?

---No

---Yes

21 Have you ever given testimony before the Senate Education Connnittee?

---No

---Yes

22. Have you ever given testimony before the School Problems Connnission?

No

---Yes

-.,..---

23. In total, approximately how many times have you given
testimony before each of the above groups?
House Education Corrrrnittee

--~Senate Education Committeee

---School

Problems Commission

24. Have you ever as a member of a committee drafted educational legislation for submission to the state legislature?

---Yes

---No

24a Have you ever personally drafted educational legislation for submission to the state legislature?

----Yes

---No

25. Do you believe that involvement in the state legislative process should be part of the role definition of
a school superintendent?

---No

r
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26. What activities do you consider to be most effective
in influencing pending educational legislation?
Personal appearance before legislative committees
_____Correspondence with legislators
----Personal contacts with individual legislators
--,.--
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Attachment B
Oral Interview Questionnaire
1. What agency do you feel is the most effective educational lobbying group in Springfield? i.e., OSPI, ED-RED,
Special Education, School Problems Commission.
2. What do you see as the major benefits of participation in
the professional educational associations to which you
belong?
·
3. To what extent do these organizational legislative positions reflect the needs of your district?
4. Do you believe the following organizations have been
effective in the legislative process? IASB, ED-RED,
School Problems Commission, Senate Education Committee,
House Education Committee, the Governor's Office, Chicago
Public Schools.
5. Do you feel that IASA is effective in the legislative
process?
6. Do you feel that the total organization reflects your
personal and professional interests? Does it effectively represent the needs of your school district?
7. Are you pleased with the change to a regional structure?
8. Do you feel it is important for the superintendents'
point of view to be considered in the educational legislative process? Why?
9. Do you recall specific issues which would have had an
impact on your district which were dealt with by the
legislature? i.e., formula bill, lunch bill, transportation.
10. What areas of state legislative activity do you feel
you need to know more about?
11. When did you first begin to feel it was ·important for
you as a superintendent to be aware of what was happening in the state legislature?
12. Have you exerted more effort in support of or in opposition to particular legislation?
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13. Of your fellow superintendents~ who do you believe is
the most effective in the state legislative process?
Why?
14. What organizations or agencies should be responsible for
keeping you informed?
15. What skills should poten~ial school administrators be
trained to possess?
16. How often do you meet with local legislators?
17. Do you initiate these meetings or are they planned as
a group activity? i.e., IASA Regions, ESR meetings, etc.
18. What do you see as the major educational issue facing
the next session of the legislature?
19. How do you believe these issues should be resolved?
How do you feel these issues will be resolved?
20. Do you plan to be active in effecting the outcome?
How?
21. It has been proposed that all education administrative
organizations join together in !CEO. Do you feel that
this is a good idea? Why? How do you f~el that this
new organization might be structured to be effective?
Would you personally plan to participate in this organization? Would you feel it appropriate for your
board of education to contribute financially to this
organization?
22. Most organizations specifically designed to effect
legislation were organized recently. i.e., ED.~RED, DUE.
Do you belong to these organizations? Why? Why not?
23. What legislative reports do you receive?
24. Are the brief synopsis offered in various newsletters
sufficiently detailed for your purposes~
25. Do you feel that you are not aware in advance of legislation which affects your district?
26. How can the reporting of proposed educational legislation be improved?
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27. What kinds of training programs would be most effective

in providing superintendents with the necessary knowledge and skills for successful legislative involvement?

28. Under whose auspices might these types of programs be
given?
29. What percentage of the superintendents do you feel would
be interes.ted and willing to be involved?
30. What information should be provided to students of educational administration regarding the legislative
process?
31. How do you notify the organizations to which you belong
of your desire for· educational legislation? How do you
notify them of your opposition to proposed legislation?
32. Do you feel they have been effective in representing your
point of view?
33. With the many responsibilities you bear, do you feel
that it is realistic to expect you to be aware of pending educational legislation?
34. If you become aware of potential threatening legislation,
how would you attempt to intervene?
35. If legislation were passed that was harmful to your
school district, what degree, if any, of responsibility
would your board of education feel you would have?

36. Would your board of education have expected you to have
shown strong opposition to the legislation? Locally?
Springfield?

37. Except for pressures of other duties, what limits the
effectiveness of superintendents in educational legislation?

38. How can these shortcomings be corrected? .

r
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Analysis of School District Size
RANKING OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN COOK COUNTY
BY SIZE OF STUDENT POPULATION: 1973
Student Population

Rank

District

1

54

14,546

2

15

12,222

3

59

11,511

4

65

9,485

5

25

9,447

6

21

8,343

7

62

6,921

8

63

6,691

9

97

6,415

10

89

6,222

11

64

6,066

12

99

5,907

13

111

5,740

14

123

5,412

15

170

4,570

16

149

4,530

17

39

4,510

18

~44

4,384

19

163

4,289

20

34

4,136

21

130

. 4, 072
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Analysis of School District Size
Elementary School Districts (continued)
Student Population

Rank

Dj:sttict

22

117

3' 9.91

23

152

3,674

24

161

·3 ,444

25

57

4,408

26

162

3,372

27

83

3,272

28

102

3,256

29

109

3,249

30

122

3,200

31

87

3,171

32

147

3,122

33

68

3,119

34

143

3,002

35

88

2,982

36

26

2,948

37

158

2,942

38

28

2,856

39

148

2,819

40

153

2,791

41

146

2,773

42

194

2,670

43

142

2,668
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Analysis o~ School Dist~ict Size
Elementary School Districts (continued)
Rank

District

44

100

2,648

45

168

2,521

46

103

2,492

47

126

2,462

48

36

2,383

49

135

2,324

50

143~

2,291

51

118

2,145

52

150

2,118

53

127

2,060

54

169

2,050

55

124

2,035

Student Population

56

92~

2,023

57

27

2,000

58

69

1,915

59

127~

1,890

60

167

1,878

61

81

1,857

62

80

1,831

63

152\.

.1, 823

64

151

1,767

65

84

1,746

66

23

1,715

r
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Analysis of School District Size
Elementary School Districts (continued)
Student Population

Rank

District

67

74

1~708

68

101

1,659

69

104

1,643

70

145

1,643

71

140

1,639

72

35

1,615

73

98

1,558

74

30

1,486

75

157

1,448

76

96

1,420

77

105

1,410

78

73~

1,407

79

95

1,371

80

90

1,354

81

160

1,334

82

67

1,331

83

37

1,321

84

132

1,300

85

125

1,269

86

128

1,234

87

70

1,215

88

15.5

1,117 .
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Analysis of School District Size
Elementary School Districts (continued)
Rank

District

89

171

l,Q89

90

106

1,040

91

113

·1,030

92

91

1,008

93

156

852

94

72

824

9-5

29

794

96

154

783

97

71

719

98

31

710

99

85~

679

100

38

660

101

107

653

102

93

651

103

73

644

104

94

608

105

86

592

106

84~

577

107

92

554

108

108

527

109

79

514

110

133

506

Student Population
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Analysis of School District Size
Elementary School Districts (continued)
Student Population

Rank

District

111

110

430

112

159

380

113

78

.344

114

154~

115

172

Note:

Source:

247
165

District 69 which ranks as 58th (the mid-point)
was assigned to the "below the median" group
of school districts.

Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction
Circular Series A-333, September, 1973

r
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Analysis of School District Size
RANKING OF HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN COOK COUNTY
BY SIZE OF STUDENT POPULATION: 1973
Rank
1

District
214

Student Population
18,349

2

207

11,780

3

205

10,684

4

211

8,592

5

209

8,525

6

219

7,685

7

218

7,438

8

201

7,027

9

203

6,527

10

228

6,321

11

204

5,180

12

202

4,955

13

206

4,939

14

225

4,926

15

230

4,768

16

212

4,475

17

215

4,398

18

227

4,282

19

200

4,260

20

233

3,709

21

229

3,036

22

220

2,993
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High School Districts (continued)
Rank

District

Student Population

23

208

1,962

24

217

1,882

25

231

. 1, 835

26

234

1,668

27

210

646

Note:

Source:

District 225 which ranks 14th (the mid-point) was
assigned to the "above the median" group of school
districts.

Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction
Circular Series A-333, September 1973
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Analysis of School District Wealth
RANKING OF ELEl~NTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN COOK COUNTY
BY ASSESSED VALUATION :PER STUDENT POPULATION; 1973
Rank

District

1

110

Wealth

$272,834

2

84~

$129,469

3

71

$124,659

4

72

$121,491

5

78

$120,641

6

94

$ 80,746

7

133

$ 80,540

8

103

$ 74,250

9

93

$ 70,775

10

74

$ 69,898

11

105

$ 67,429

12

83

$ 67,306

13

73

$ 66,788

14

107

$ 64,189

15

91

$ 62,778

16

92

$ 62,158

17

84

$ 61,161

18

90

$ 58,401

19

99

$ 57,592

20

104

$ 54,154

21

124'

. $ 52,891
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Analysis of School District Wealth
Elementary "School Districts (continued)
Wealth

Rank

District

22

96

$49,858

23

69

$49,726

24

85~

$49,111

25

70

$48,683

26

86

$48,661

27

35

$47,671

28

37

$46,853

29

81

$46,389

30

73~

$46,271

31

79

$45,361

32

88

$44,536

33

36

$43,905

34

62

$43,769

35

38

$43,558

36

29

$43,538

37

67

$42,733

38

98

$42,696

39

92~

$42,564

40

65

$41,998

41

68

$40,636

42

31

. $39,967

43

100

$39,527

r
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Analysis of School District Wealth
Elementary School Districts (continued)
Wealth

Rank

District

44

97

$38,631

45

159

$37,663

46

87

$37., 531

47

102

$37,016

48

34

$36,479

49

64

$35,932

50

80

$35,323

51

39

$35,091

52

106

$34,464

53

113

$33,966

54

59

$32,979

55

151

$32,764

56

148

$32,718

57

170

. $31 '560

58

28

$31,178

59

132

$30,818

60

57

$29,732

61

123

$29,061

62

157

$27,868

63

95

$27,718

64

130

$27,702

65

63

$26,952

66

101

. $26,834
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Elementary School Districts (continued)
Rank

District

Wealth

67

172

$26,604

68

89

$26,148

69

155

$25,768

70

128

$25,563

71

153

$25, 40"7

72

126

$25,064

73

156

$24,933

74

158

$24,820

75

30

$24,480

76

118

$24,170

77

161

$23,790

78

152

$23,741

79

23

$22,758

80

15

$22,464

81

27

$22,457

82

108

$21,972

83

26

$21,948

84

25

$21,747

85

109

$21,734

86

111

$21,530

87

169

$21,459

88

162

. $20,890
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Analysis of School Dist:ict Wealt~
Elementary School Distr~cts (cont~nued)
Rank

District

Wealth

89

147

$20,457

90

154~

$19,951

91

125

$19,627

92

154

$19,621

93

149

$19,483

94

167

$19,443

95

122

$18,663

96

21

$18,634

97

150

$18,244

98

127

$17,738

99

163

$16,809

100

146

$16,115

101

117

$16,034

102

194

$15,980

103

152~

$15,136

104

135

$14,910

105

54

$14,276

106

143~

$13,600

107

127~

$13,449

108

171

$13,420

109

145

. $13' 373

110

143

$13,012
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Elementary School Districts (continued)
Wealth

Rank

District

111

142

$12,341

112

160

$12,106

113

144

$11,460

114

140

$ 8,442

115

168

$ 7,837

Note:

Source:

District 28 which ranks 58th (the mid-point) was
assigned to the "above the median" group of school
districts.

Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction
Circular Series A-333, September, 1973
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Analysis of School District Wealth
RANK-ING OF HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN COOK COUNTY
BY ASSESSED VALUATION PER STUDENT POPULATION: 1973
Rank

District

Wealth

1

212.

$132,643

2

219

$ 98,284

3

201

$ 93,231

4

217

$ 97,288

5

202

$ 80,395

6

220

$ 78,063

7

200

$ 76,736

8

204

$ 75,996

9

209

$ 72,920

10

203

$ 71,111

11

225

$ 68,800

12

210

$ 66,824

13

208

$ 63,720

14

207

$ 62,530

15

231

$ 58,656

16

234

$ 57,814

17

206

$ 57,387

18

218

$ 55,840

19

214

$ 55,125

20

205

$ 47,996

21

229

. $ 47 '704

22

211

..
..

$ 47,578

228
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High School Districts (continued)
Rank

District

Wealth

23

233

$42,363

24

215

$40,915

25

227

$39,499

26

230

$38,850

27

228

$31,564

Note:

Source:

District 207 which ranks 14th (the mid-point) was
assigned to the "above the median" group of school
districts.

Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction
Circular Series A-333, September, 1973
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