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ABSTRACT 

Scholarly attention to the role of boards of education has been 

intermittent, fragmented, and generally more concerned with details of 

practice than policy. It has been only since the middle of the 20th century 

that research has been focused on the governance of schools. 

From a normative perspective, school boards set policy and leave 

the daily management of the school district and individual schools to the 

professional administrators, teachers and staff Often times, however, 

school boards become involved in the administrative function as well as 

policy-making. The policy perspective that a school board assumes in 

exercising its legal responsibilities is referred to as its policy orientation. 

Research indicates that the policy-making orientation of school 

boards is two-dimensional: professional and political. Although these 

two dimensions have dominated the limited amount of research in the area 

of school board decision-making, a priori reasoning, as well as insights 

gained from interviews with school board members, suggested that there 

may be, at least, a third dimension; i.e., personal judgment. A 

two-dimension construct of policy-making orientation may be limiting 
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given the complexity of the decision-making process engaged in by 

school board members. 

It is thought that the policy-making orientation of school board 

members is dependent upon specific demographic variables and may be 

situational based on the issues of curriculum, finance and personnel. 

Therefore, this study attempted to answer the following research question: 

Is the policy-making orientation of individual school board members 

dependent upon the demographic variables of age, gender, race, level of 

education, size of community, presently (or in the past) having children in 

the district from which they are elected, length of time served on the 

board, and method of election with respect to the policy issues of 

curriculum, finance, and personnel? 

The data were collected using the "School Board Policy-Making 

Orientation Instrument" and were analyzed to determine if the 

policy-making orientation of Texas school board members was dependent 

upon the specified demographic variables. It was hypothesized that the 

policy-making orientation of Texas school board members was 

independent of the specified demographic variables with respect to the 

policy issues of curriculum, finance and personnel. 
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Independent variables were: age, gender, race, level of education, 

size of community, presently (or in the past) having children in the district 

from which they are elected, length of time served on the board and 

method of election. The dependent variable was policy-making 

orientation (professional, political, and personal judgment). A chi-square 

statistical procedure was used to analyze the data in order to test for 

independence. The study found that the policy-making orientation of 

school board members is independent of the demographic variables and is, 

indeed, situational, based upon curriculum, financial and personnel issues. 

Implications for further study include examining value variables 

including attitudes and beliefs about specific policy issues. It is 

recommended that the investigation of demographic variables be 

abandoned. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The responsibility for public education does not originate in the 

United States Constitution, but is rather a power reserved for the states. 

These reserved powers are granted by the Tenth Amendment which 

reserves to the states those powers neither expressly given to the national 

government nor denied to the state governments (U.S. Const. Amend. X). 

Every state has accepted responsibility for education by incorporating into 

its state constitution an education article commanding the legislature to 

provide for a system of free, public schools (Sparkman, 1994). To 

discharge their authority over education, state legislatures authorized the 

creation of local school districts for the purpose of providing schools 

(Sparkman, 1994). Through grants of delegated administrative powers by 

the legislature, the governing boards of local school districts exercise 

board discretionary authority over educational matters within their 

jurisdiction (Tyska by Tyska v. Bd. of Educ, 1983). Even though public 

education is legally a state responsibility, local control has been and 

continues to be the practical reality. 



As the legally controlling body at the local level, the school board 

is both an entity of the state as well as a local institution, acting in the 

interests of the local school district while implementing the mandates of 

the state. In Texas, the board of education of a public school district is the 

governing body of the district created by the state for the general 

governance and supervision of the public schools under its jurisdiction 

(Tex. Educ. Code Aim. §23.26). Members of the school board are elected 

or appointed locally as mandated by state statutes. The members of the 

school board constitute a corporate body and can only act as members of 

that school board and not as individuals (Alexander & Alexander, 1992). 

Scholarly attention to the role of boards of education has been 

intermittent, fragmented, and generally more concerned with details of 

practice than of policy. It has only been since the middle of the 20th 

century that research has been focused on the governance of schools. 

Except for the work of researchers such as Cistone (1975); Schlechty 

(1985); Danzberger, Kirst and Usdan (1986); Danzberger (1992); and 

Greene (1992), it could be concluded that "the role of boards of education 



is inconsequential or too inchoate for extended research study" (Muth & 

Azumi, 1987, p.40). 

Descriptive studies have been undertaken to examine many 

personal and social characteristics of individual school board members. 

Additional studies have described school boards as collectivities. Others 

have studied the relationship of boards to other governmental agencies 

(Greene, 1992). However, little research has been done to determine the 

methods by which boards make policies. 

Statement of the Problem 

The governance of public education has evolved into an 

increasingly complex and problematic phenomena. Issues such as state 

authority versus local control as well as lay versus professional control in 

matters of public education are manifested in the successive waves of 

school reform that have swept the United States during the 20th century. 

School boards are often caught in the cross fire of governance issues. For 

example, the school reform efforts of the late 1970s and early 1980s 

tended to focus on increased state mandates that seemed to have reduced 

local control (Sparkman, 1986). In addition, school boards have been 



challenged historically between the competing pressures for lay control; 

that is, control by the public through elected or appointed representatives, 

and professional control by educators (Tyack, 1974). This is now being 

played out in reforms related to site-based decision making, charter 

schools, vouchers, and other school reform efforts. School boards also 

have struggled over the years with the murky boundaries between policy 

making and the day-to-day administration of the schools (Helmlinger, 

1994). Finally, individuals who are appointed or elected as members of 

the school board bring to the table their own unique perspectives, but yet 

must act through the board as a whole to establish local education policy. 

Since school boards by law are charged with the responsibility to 

make local education policy, it is important to understand the perspectives 

that school board members bring to their policy-making role and the 

factors that influence those perspectives. How school boards, through 

their individual members, approach their policy-making responsibilities 

has been a neglected area for researchers. 

The work of Tucker and Zeigler (1980), Lutz and Gresson 

(19^0), and Greene (1992) indicate that the policy-making orientation 



of school boards is two-dimensional. They have developed profiles 

that describe these two dimensions of policy-making orientation. 

Boards that defer to the superintendent, generally seek consensus on 

issues and are typically open to input are characterized as hierarchical, 

elite, trustee, or professional. Conversely, boards characterized as 

bargaining, arena, constituent, or political tend to make policies without 

deferring to the superintendent. They tend to split votes, yield to 

represented segments of the population and are typically closed to input 

that might impact policy-making. It was Greene (1992) who first used the 

term policy-making orientation to describe the policy perspective that a 

school board assumes in exercising its legal responsibilities. 

Greene (1992) designated the two dimensions of his model as 

political and professional. A political board is one characterized by 

intense political bargaining among board members, the superintendent, 

and the constituents. It is characterized by split votes and interference by 

board members in the daily management of the school district. These 

school board members tend to pay more attention to the constituents than 

to the educational needs of the students. A professional board, on the 



other hand, defers to the superintendent as it makes policy. These school 

boards consistently allow the hired professionals to carry out the policies 

it has adopted. Voting is generally unanimous. 

Greene's (1992) research represents a significant step in the 

examination of the policy-making orientation of school boards. After an 

analysis of Greene's (1992) research, a further investigation of the 

policy-making construct is warranted. Greene's (1992) work was based 

on two traditional constructs of policy-making orientation; that is 

professional and political. Although these two dimensions have 

dominated the limited amount of research in the area, a priori reasoning, 

as well as insights gained by the researcher from interviews with school 

board members, suggested that there may be, at least, a third possible 

dimension, i.e., personal judgment. A two-dimensional construct of 

policy-making orientation may be limiting given the complexity of the 

decision-making process engaged in by school board members. To 

provide some initial evidence to support this a priori reasoning, the 

researcher conducted informal conversations with twelve school board 

members from five independent school districts located in the Permian 



Basin of Texas. These conversations can best be described as casual 

opportunities for the researcher to talk with the school board members 

over the telephone or in person about numerous issues related to the 

study. For example, the individual school board members were asked 

abourt their interactions with other board members and the 

superintendent. They were queried as to how they were elected to the 

school board; for example, through the at-large election process or from 

single-member districts. They were asked about the nature of conflict in 

their collective decision making with respect to school policy issues. 

Greene's (1992) instrument based on the two dimensions, i.e., professional 

and political, provided the basis for these conversations. The school 

board members interviewed indicated that they were often motivated in 

their decision making by their own personal judgments based on the 

particular situation. Greene (1992) focused on the school board as a 

whole and on the factors that determine the board's policy-making 

orientation. In doing so, he seemed to implicitly discount the role of the 

individual board member by focusing on the board as a whole. It could be 

argued that the school board's policy-making orientation depends 



ultimately on the unique views of individual board members. While it is a 

legal truism that the school board can only act as a corporate entity, in 

practice, individual board members likely come to their decision on a 

particular issue based upon their individual, unique orientation toward 

policy-making. Moreover, Greene (1992) determined the policy-making 

orientation of a school board by relying on the perspectives of the school 

board president. It is questionable whether the school board presidents' 

perspectives can accurately capture the particular orientation that the 

individual board members bring to various issues. Furthermore, by 

focusing on the determinants of the policy-making orientation of school 

boards, there remains a void in the research and literature regarding the 

variables that distinguish individual school board members on the basis of 

this policy-making orientation. 

Boards of education are required by law to adopt policies for the 

school district on highly divergent issues. Members of the board must 

understand the power of the decision-making role, i.e., how it derives 

fi-om the community and drives the working of a school district (Campbell 

& Greene, 1994). Because it is not clearly understood how individual 
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members of boards of education operate as the policy-making body for 

school districts, research is still needed which will provide a more 

complete knowledge of the orientation of individual school board 

members and their influence in the development of policies. 

Theoretical Frameworks 

This study is formed from two theoretical constructs: systems 

theory and representative democracy. The Systems Theory was selected 

as an appropriate framework after examining Bertalanffy's (1950) notion 

of the general systems theory and Berrien's (1976) application of it to the 

social sciences: 

An organization is an integrated system of interdependent 
structures and functions. An organization is constituted of 
groups and a group consists of persons who must work in 
harmony. Each person must know what the others are doing. 
Each one must be capable of receiving messages and must be 
sufficiently disciplined to obey.... (p. 43) 

Systems Theory 

The systems approach to analyzing and understanding data is well 

established in the social sciences and is appropriate for use in this study. 

Boulding (1953) used systems theory in order to explain the impact of the 

envirormient upon organizations. This model identified systems as 



entities that vary both in the complexity of their parts and in the nature of 

the relations among the parts. Systems can be separated into two 

categories: open systems, which interact with their envirormients, and 

closed systems, which do not interact with their environments. Owens 

(1991) explained that social systems are generally referred to as open 

systems because it is almost impossible to imagine a social system that is 

not interactive with its environment. There is an input-output relationship 

between the school system and the larger environment that results in an 

endless cyclical interaction (Hoy & Miskel, 1991). 

As the environment supplies inputs to the system, there must be a 

linkage between the environment and the system so that interactions 

between the two may occur. In applying the system theory to school 

governance, the community, which the school board members represent, 

symbolizes the envirormient while the system is represented by the school 

district organization. The role of the school board is the interface or link 

connecting the community with the school district. 
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Representative Democracy 

Representative democracy was the second conceptual framework 

selected to explain the policy-making orientation of individual school 

board members in this study. This conceptual framework was chosen 

because it most appropriately explains how "decisions emerging from 

bureaucratic agencies will more nearly approximate the wishes of the 

public if the staffs of those agencies reflect the demographic 

characteristics of the general population" (Denhardt, 1984, p. 127). 

The theory of representative democracy (Denhardt, 1984) suggests 

that the people govern through popularly elected officials rather than 

governing directly through a direct process such as town meetings. How 

the public officials choose to represent their constituents is another matter. 

On the one hand, the representative may view the position as being trustee 

oriented whereby he/she represents the constituents of the district and 

will vote on issues using his best judgment. On the other hand, the 

representative may view the position as delegate oriented and seek input 

from those he/she represents and vote as directed by those individuals. 

Ultimately, it is through this complex process of policy-making that 

school board members govern in a democracy. 
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School board members are expected by their public to be 

responsive to the public's concerns, and simultaneously, to make 

decisions based on informed, educationally sound principles. These two 

expectations do not always coincide. The school board is involved in the 

concept of a local citizenry with a typically limited professional 

educational background participating in democratic decision-making. 

These representatives purport to know the wants, needs, and desires of the 

community they represent because they are an intrinsic part of the 

community. Conflict results as professionals, grounded in educational 

theory and experience, attempt to impose their views on the board 

members and make policy recommendations that may be contrary to the 

wishes or concerns of the public. 

Two representative strategies have emerged over the years: 

political and professional. These two strategies have come to be known as 

the policy-making orientation of school boards. Researchers Tucker and 

Zeigler (1980), Lutz and Gresson (1980), and the Institute of Educational 

Leadership (1986 & 1992), as well as Greene (1992), have developed 

profiles of boards that reflect similar orientations. Boards perceived as 

12 



hierarchical, elite, or trustee see its role as representing the greater good, 

and, if necessary, voting against the perceived wishes of their 

constituency if they believe that the issue is justified or their own value 

system so dictates. Conversely, bargaining, arena, or constituent oriented 

boards view their role as that of representing the perspectives of their 

constituents on specific issues regardless of their own views of those 

issues. Greene's (1992) policy-making orientation construct helps to 

explain how board members respond to their policy-making 

responsibilities. 

The role of personal judgment of school board members as 

representatives of the community carmot be discounted during the 

decision-making process. It is clear that school board members are caught 

in a difficult situation between relying on the recommendations of 

professional educators on the one hand, and the political pressures of their 

constituents on the other. A reasonable person would have to conclude 

that personal judgment of school board members as the representative of 

the public is a critical factor when making public policy. 
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Finally, it is suspected that school board members do not maintain a 

single orientation as they engage in policy-making, but vacillate between 

orientations based upon the policy issue to be decided. Previous research, 

as well as preliminary interviews with school board members, indicate 

that most policies fall into three fundamental areas. These three basic 

policy issues, curriculum, finance, and personnel, appear to affect the 

policy orientation that school board members assume. Previous research 

as well as the initial conversations with school board members indicated 

that these three policy areas tended to affect the policy orientation that 

school board members assumed. 

Purpose of the Study 

This study extended the concept of school board policy orientation 

by investigating a three dimensional construct. It was designed to more 

thoroughly examine the policy-making orientation from the perspective of 

the individual school board member. More specifically, this study 

investigated the determinates of the policy-making orientation of 

individual school board members in Texas. Policy-making orientation for 
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this study was operationalized by using three dimensions: a professional 

orientation, a political orientation, and a personal judgment factor. 

Research Question 

This study sought to answer the following research question: 

Is the policy-making orientation of individual 
school board members dependent upon the 
demographic variables of age, gender, race, 
level of education, size of community, presently 
(or in the past) having children in the district from 
which they are elected, length of time served on 
the board, and method of election with respect to 
the policy issues of curriculum, finance, and persormel? 

Hypothesis 

Policy-making orientation, with respect to curriculum, finance, and 

personnel is independent of selected demographic variables of Texas 

school board members. 

Delimitations 

The framework for this study was based on the following 

delimitations: 

1. Policy-making orientation of school board members was 

limited to a three-dimensional construct defined as professional, 

political, and personal judgment. 
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2. Variables in this study treated as independent are limited to age, 

gender, race, education levels, community size, length of time 

served on the board, board election methods, and presently 

(or in the past) having children attend school in the district from 

which they were elected. 

Limitations 

The limitations placed on this study were defined in two areas. 

These limitations are established in the following explanations: 

1. There were a number of variables that might have had an 

impact on an individual school board member's policy-making 

orientation that were deemed outside the scope of this study; for 

example, values or beliefs. 

2. This study, being ex post facto in character, suffers from 

the usual weaknesses inherent in this method; i.e. causal 

relationships cannot be determined, and conclusions cannot be 

generalized beyond the time for which the data are appropriate. 
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Assumptions 

Two assumptions were made to establish the criteria of this study. 

These assumptions are: 

1. Individual school board members assume a particular orientation 

toward policy-making which may vary based upon the particular 

issue to be decided in the areas of curriculum, persormel and 

finance. 

2. The survey instrument provides a valid reflection of policy 

orientation. 

Definition of Terms 

Key terms are clarified as applicable to their use throughout this 

study. 

Policy. A statement, either written or unwritten, that gives a 

framework to the decision-making power (Stuckman, 1987). In this 

study, policy decisions relating to curriculum, persormel, and financial 

issues served as a basis for determining the policy orientation of school 

board members. Operationally, school board policies set direction, keep 

staff focused, provide a sense of purpose, maintain a collection of 
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interpersonal rules, and set financial parameters for a school district 

(Clemmer, 1991). 

Policy-Making Orientation. The perspective that school board 

members assume in exercising their legal responsibilities. This 

perspective, in this study, is applied to individual school board members. 

Policy-making orientation was measured by examining specific dependent 

variables operationalized along the three dimensions of professional, 

political, and personal judgment constructs. 

A. Personal Judgment Orientation. Individual school board 

members who use their own personal judgment in policy decisions. These 

board members tend to vote independently on policy-making issues. 

They tend to believe they have been elected by their constituents for the 

purpose of representing them in school governance matters. They will 

usually seek minimal input from their constituents. Seldom will they 

defer to the expertise of the superintendent. They will use their personal 

judgment in voting on policies. 

B. Political Orientation. Individual school board members 

perceiving school governance as a process of bargaining between the 
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superintendent, the board and the community. Operationally, a political 

school board member will be responsive to parents and community 

groups, will frequently split votes on issues, and will tend to be 

independent of the superintendent, but will seek input from the 

community they represent (Tucker & Zeigler, 1980; Lutz & Gresson, 

1980; Greene, 1992). 

C. Professional Orientation. Individual school board members 

perceiving school governance as primarily a technical process. These 

school board members will tend to be unresponsive to parents and 

community groups, will tend to vote unanimously on issues, and will 

generally follow the recommendations of the superintendent as opposed to 

responding directly (Tucker & Zeigler, 1980; Lutz & Gresson, 1980; 

Greene, 1992). 

School Boards. Representatives of the state, through a locally 

elected or appointed body, with the "exclusive power to manage and 

govern the public free schools of the district" (Tex. Educ. Code, §23.26b). 

Texas school boards are either elected or appointed. They are usually 
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seven member entities. They have the chief responsibility for establishing 

school policy and hiring the superintendent (Lutz & Mertz, 1992). 

School Board Election Method. The manner in which school board 

members are elected. Members elected from an at-large district represent 

the district as a whole. Single member district representatives are elected 

from wards within the district and represent specific constituents. Some 

districts elect representatives to the school board from a combination of 

at-large and single member structures. 

School Board Members. An individual representative of the state, 

whom is elected or appointed locally, whom may act only as a board and 

whom have certain statutory powers and duties (Butler, 1993). In Texas, 

a school board member may be operationally defined as one who is a part 

of a corporate body having the power to 

(a) acquire and hold real and personal property, sue and 
be sued, and receive bequests and donations or other 
money or funds coming legally into their hands, 

(b) manage and govern the public free schools of 
the district and, 

(c) adopt such rules, regulations, and by-laws at they 
may deem proper. (Tex. Educ. Code Ann.§23.26) 

20 



Procedures 

This study consisted of a cross-section analysis to determine the 

degree to which certain independent variables could predict the policy 

making orientation of individual school board members in Texas with 

respect to curriculum, personnel and finance issues. 

The study was carried out in three phases. 

Phase I~Development and description of the survey instrument 

Phase II~Distribution of surveys, data collection 

Phase Ill—Data Analysis 

A. Description of demographic variables from Part I of 

the survey instrument 

B. Chi-squares were performed on the dependent 

variables 

C. Description of survey items from Parts III and IV of 

the survey instrument 

Phase I-Development and description of the 
survey instrument 

Based upon certain limitations of Greene's study, the researcher felt 

that a new instrument was necessary in order to more fully resolve the 
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research question. Informal conversations and formal interviews with 

school board members; conversations with superintendents and professors 

of educational leadership; a review of the existing literature; and a priori 

reasoning provided a foundation for the development of the new survey 

instrument. Greene's (1992) survey instrument was used initially as the 

basis for a pilot instrument. Input from the pilot instrument was evaluated 

and appropriate changes were made which resulted in the new survey 

instrument. 

Phase II—Distribution of surveys, data collection 

Permission was granted for the distribution of the survey at the 

1994 Fall Texas Association of School Administrators and Texas 

Association of School Boards Joint Aimual Conference in Dallas, Texas. 

Six hundred questiormaires were distributed to Texas school board 

members. Data from the surveys were coded and tabulated according to 

each demographic variable used for each policy area: curriculum, finance, 

and persormel. 
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Phase III—Data Analysis 

Phase III consisted of the following three statistical procedures: 

descriptive statistics of the sample, a chi-square to test for the 

independence of the demographic variables, and descriptive statistics of 

the remainder of the survey instrument were reported. 

Demographic data from each item reported in Part I of the survey 

instrument were analyzed by percentages in order to examine the 

responses. The results were presented in the form of bar charts. 

A chi-square was performed in order to test for the independence of 

the demographic variables. The chi-square technique was performed on 

each independent variable for each of the policy issues: curriculum, 

finance, and personnel, with the dependent variable being policy-making 

orientation (political, personal judgment, and professional). The results 

were presented in the form of charts indicating the levels of significance 

and number of cases that fell into each cell. 

The items from Part III and Part IV were coded and reported by 

percentages in order to examine the response patterns. The six questions 

in Part III of the survey instrument related to how the school board made 

decisions. The four questions in Part IV of the survey instrument 
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generally pertained to the respondent's interaction with the superintendent 

relative to the policy issues of curriculum, finance, and personnel. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation is organized into five chapters. Among other 

things, the first chapter includes a brief introduction, a statement of the 

problem, and a description of the purpose of the study. 

The second chapter includes a thorough review of the theoretical 

and empirical literature associated with the study. This presents the 

argument for the study and provides the basis for the research. 

Chapter III explains in detail the research design and statistical 

methods used for the study. The development of the survey instrument is 

also included. 

The presentation of the data is found in Chapter IV. Also included 

is the analysis of data. These findings are compared to those in the 

literature and discussed in terms of similarities and differences. 

Chapter V provides a summary, the conclusions and implications of 

the study, and recommendations for future study. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a theoretical framework 

for understanding, synthesizing and evaluating this study of the role of 

individual school board members and their policy-making orientation. In 

order to accomplish this objective, an extensive literature review was 

conducted. The first section explores the evolution of school boards and 

school governance. The next section focuses on the two conceptual 

frameworks that informed the study. Following the discussion of the 

conceptual framework, the policy-making orientation of school boards 

was reviewed. In the final section, demographic variables relating to the 

policy-making orientation of school board members were considered. 

Evolution of School Board Governance 

Since the early 1700s, responsibility for and control of education in 

the United States has been lodged with the local community through a 

succession of public bodies. Local control of education shifted from the 

New England town meeting to separate lay school committees created by 
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elected town officials as church domination of education waned in the late 

1700s and early 1800s (Tyack, 1974, p. 13-72). 

In 1789, the Massachusetts legislature passed an education act 

described by Schultz (1973, p. 11) as "the first comprehensive state school 

law in the new nation." This new law required the support of an 

elementary school from every town in the state. Additionally, larger 

towns were required to support grammar schools and teacher certification 

was mandated. The law also authorized towns to employ a unique 

committee to manage the schools. Additionally, in 1789, an important 

precedent was set when Boston, Massachusetts, passed a school law 

which "laid the foundation of the first comprehensive system of public 

schools in any American city" (Schultz, 1973, p. 14). The law provided 

for the election of twelve members, each representing a Boston ward, to 

comprise a separate school committee. This law paved the way for more 

democratic control of the public schools whereas the public schools had 

previously been under the direction of sectarian influences. 
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By the early 1900s two basic tenets emerged from the evolution of 

school governance practices within American public school districts. The 

first tenet held that educational policies and programs should 

benefit the community as a whole and away from 
specific needs, values, and desires of ethnic groups, 
class interests, or other subcommunities. Competition 
among and accommodation of special interests were 
seen as antithetical to the general good and inimical to 
good education. (Just, 1980, p. 424) 

The second belief was based on the premise that the general public 

should control education. Sergiovarmi, Burlingame, Coombs and 

Thurston, (1992) point out that 

lay control of public schools became a distinguishing 
feature of the American system as it grew. The notion 
that schools should be accountable to local citizens led 
to elected school boards, as well as elected county and 
state superintendents. It was not that trained professionals 
had nothing to contribute. Indeed, they came to be seen as 
indispensable. But the American public developed a strong 
proprietary feeling about its schools, (p. 268) 

From the belief that the general public should control education 

grew the concept of local school boards. States enacted legislation that 

produced statutes permitting local citizens to participate in democratic 

decision making "under the guidance and indirect control of state 

legislatures and state boards of education" (Finchbaugh, 1993, p. 30). 
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As the United States moved further into the nineteenth century, 

state boards of education were created. These state boards, according to 

Finchbaugh (1993, p. 23) were not the strength of the state educational 

system for a variety of reasons. They were poorly organized, lacked 

adequate funding and strong leadership. Consequently, the local 

educational agencies dominated public education during this time. 

While the local school boards were attempting to maintain local 

control, state boards were trying to develop standards for local school 

boards. In 1916 Elwood P. Cubberly published a series of 

recommendations as to how local school boards should be selected and 

organized and how they should function. School boards, Cubberly (1916) 

indicated, should be small, elected at-large and not from wards, and 

members should serve without pay. School boards, he maintained, should 

be comprised of a group of members who would not be involved in the 

management of the schools. Moreover, he emphasized the notion that 

school board members should be elected, not appointed. He felt that 

schools should be completely divorced from any form of city politics. He 
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stressed the notion that school boards should act as legislative bodies and 

leave the day to day operation of the schools to the professional staff 

(pp. 96-120). For the next forty-five years the vast majority of local 

school boards in America functioned along the principles established by 

Cubberly. 

In 1936, the Educational Policies Commission, a small commission 

established in 1935, jointly by the National Education Association and the 

American Association of School Administrators, involved in educational 

policy, requested that Professor George Strayer of Columbia University 

prepare a statement on educational structure and administration (Callahan, 

1975, pp. 19-46). The document. The Structure and Administration of 

Education in American Democracy, stated in an authoritative manner that 

"The Board of Education should have full responsibility for all necessary 

services of the school system" (p. 52). Moreover, he stated the board 

should be governed in its actions by the advice of the experts, but, "The 

final authority must rest with the lay board. The schools belong to the 

people" (p. 59). 
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Strayer (1938) reiterated Cubberly's (1916) earlier 

recommendations and with this endorsement, these ideas "became the 

conventional wisdom regarding the organization and functioning of 

school boards, and they continued to be accepted and adopted all over the 

country" (Callahan, 1975, p. 41). 

Strayer (1938) added two recommendations to Cubberly's (1916) 

original list that were never embraced by school boards. The rejection of 

the two ideas have come to haunt educators in recent times. 

The first of these significant recommendations provided that teachers 

should have an opportunity to participate in the development of 

educational policy. (This could be considered a precursor to site-based 

decision-making.) The second recommendation was that boards of 

education should be responsive to all segments of their communities. 

(This is a precursor to addressing minority representation on school 

boards through the establishment of single member districts.) 

Increasingly, since 1960, both recommendations have become significant 

issues with which boards of education must contend. 
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Beginning in the mid-1950s, several important events occurred that 

brought significant change to the governance of public education in the 

United States. These events included a major U. S. Supreme Court 

decision outlawing public school segregation (Brown v. Bd. of Educ.) and 

three major education laws enacted by the U. S. Congress. Just (1980) 

explained: "each one, usually the result of cumulative forces or of 

concerted efforts, constitute a mid-twentieth- century watershed for 

education" (p. 427). These important events converged to impart a 

number of direct consequences for the governance of public schools. As a 

result, the federal government was brought to the level of local school 

governance and special interest and advocacy groups were formed to 

directly influence educational policies. The impact of these events has 

resulted in complex state and federal mandates leading to teacher/student 

rights, due process rights, rights of expression and association, and other 

controversial issues. The complexity of educational decision-making 

became more apparent. It soon was evident that members of local boards 

of education must react to the state and federal mandates as well as the 

wants, needs, and desires of their local constituents. 
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One of the seminal events is the U. S. Supreme Court's decision in 

1954 in Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka which declared 

segregated public education to be unconsitutional. The Brown decision 

brought the civil rights movement to the forefront of the American public. 

Civil liberties groups developed and, as a result, Civil Rights Acts of 

1957, 1960 and 1964, were enacted by the U. S. Congress. It was the 

1964 Title VI legislation which provided for federal funds to be withheld 

from segregated school districts that set the stage for other excluded 

groups to be guaranteed equal educational treatment (Just, 1980, p.427). 

Another significant event to impact educational governance was the 

enactment of the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958. The 

NDEA became the method whereby "improvements in the educational 

system were to be the number-one priority in maintaining national 

defense" (Spring, 1976, p. 98). The NDEA brought changes in education 

that had been sought since the early 1950s. It provided federal funds for 

the additional training of teachers in the curriculum areas of science, 

math, foreign language and other social science fields (Just, 1980). 
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A third significant issue in educational governance was the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. This "major 

component of the War on Poverty contained major provisions for 

improving educational programs for children from low income families, 

to provide equality of opportunity" (Spring, 1976, p. 187). 

The fourth seminal event to impact educational governance was 

Public Law 94-142, "The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 

1975), now referred to as IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act). The Act guaranteed handicapped individuals a "free and appropriate 

public education" from ages three through twenty-one, regardless of the 

severity of their handicap (Murdock, 1992, pp. 1-14). 

These seminal events triggered what Schattschneider (1960) calls 

the "socialization" era. These events fulfilled the objectives of new 

interest groups in education which, in turn, encouraged additional interest 

groups to "seek realization of their goals" (Just, 1980, p. 429). These 

interest groups began to impact school boards in the late 1960s and early 

1970s as they concentrated their energies in specific areas. For example, 

taxpayer groups were more involved with financial issues, while minority 
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interest groups tended to be concerned with the racial balance of the 

student and school personnel and other interest groups became more 

involved with curriculum issues (Zeigler, Jennings & Peak, 1974, p. 113). 

Positions on school boards began to reflect a wider range of the cities 

composition, for example, 

competition became more spirited as labor, ethnics, 
teacher groups and others supported candidates or slates. 
A newspaper endorsement no longer carried its former 
power. The new breed of board member was generaly not 
close to the top business or political power structure...The 
white Protestant homogeneity of the board disappeared, as 
Blacks, Jews, catholics, and labor representatives were 
elected...The new board reflected the divisiveness of the city. 
Differences over integration, church and state, collective 
bargaining, and allocations for school construction 
became obvious. (Drachler, 1977, p. 203) 

In recent years the civil rights movement, armed with the support of 

the Federal Voting Rights Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. §1973 to 1973 bb-1) 

has increased its pressure to expand minority representation through 

single-member district elections. The Institute for Educational Leadership 

(1992) studies indicate that while board members elected from 

single-member districts do represent the diversity of their communities, 

they often tend to be concerned with single issues or special interests. As 

a result, "School boards are so splintered by their attempts to represent 
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special interests or board members' individual political needs that boards 

cannot govern" (Danzberger, Kirst, & Usdan, 1992, p. 48). 

The National School Board Association reported that, by 1991, 

fifty-one percent of its urban school board members served on boards 

elected by district/ward or a combination of district/ward seats whereas 

forty-six percent were elected on a strictly at-large basis (ICirst, 1994). 

The remaining percentage was not reported. 

Confusing mandates, conflicting requests from constituents, and 

adamant administrative demands have resulted in what the Twentieth 

Century/Danforth Foundation Task Force on School Governance has 

concluded that "America's local school boards have lost sight of their role 

in making policy" (Wagner, 1992, p. 229). 

In order to restore the role of the local board of education, the 

Danforth Foundation Task Force recommended that all current laws and 

regulations specifying the duties, functions, and role of school boards be 

repealed and replaced with legislation that would create local education 

policy boards (Danzberger, 1992). Theresponsibility of these boards 

would include" setting policy guidelines, establishing oversight 
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procedures, defining standards of accountability, and ensuring adequate 

planning for fiittire needs" (Danzberger, 1992, p. 104). In short, the policy 

boards would establish policy and provide policy insight and not be 

involved with the implementation of policies. 

The concept of repealing all current laws and regulations that 

specify the duties, functions, selection and role of a school board as well 

as the renaming of school boards is supported by the Institute for 

Educational Leadership in a 1993 report. The Institute's rationale for 

supporting this change is that while the American public is not ready to 

relinquish educational policymaking to professional educators or to 

political officeholders, there is a crisis over the confidence of the public in 

the school board's capacities to provide far-sighted leadership, improve 

student achievement, and implement systemic educational reform. The 

enactment of this provision would minimize the likelihood of conflict 

between the responsibilities of school boards and existing law. It would 

also provide school boards with a name that is more consistent with their 

responsibilities. Rather than being referred to as school boards or boards 

of education, the Institute for Educational Leadership suggested that they 
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be referred to as local policy boards (Institute for Educational Leadership, 

1992). 

In light of the growing controversy and confusion encompassing 

the role of school boards, the National School Boards Associafion also 

formed a task force to develop a definition of the governance 

responsibilities of school boards which will provide the basis for a 

comprehensive curriculum for training school boards. It is intended that 

this curriculum will represent a consensus of school board members and 

other educational leaders about the role of school boards in the 

educational system and will establish benchmarks or operating standards 

for the various functions of school governance (Campbell & Greene, 

1994). In order to lead schools into the twenty-first century, it is argued 

that board members need clear role definitions and training to enable them 

to understand the complexities of their jobs and to keep up with critical 

education issues and developments. 
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Systems Theory 

It is reasonable to apply the conceptual framework of the Systems 

Theory to school boards when the definition of a system is considered: "a 

set of interdependent elements forming an organized whole" (Hoy & 

Miskel, 1991, p. 17). School boards are social systems made up of 

interacting personalities bound together by relationships in which the 

members depend upon one another. Therefore, the Systems Theory 

provides a conceptual basis for understanding the functioning of school 

boards. 

Originally the behavior of oganizations was thought to be 

exclusively the result of the forces operating from within. Because they 

were believed to be isolated from outside forces, organizations, such as 

school boards, were viewed as closed (Owens, 1991, p. 58). 

In the early 1960s, researchers began to accept the notion that 

organizations were "not only infiuenced by environments, they were also 

dependent upon them" (Hoy & Miskel, 1991, p. 17). From this shift in 

perspective came the classification of open systems. It is accepted that 

the environment influences the internal workings of the school board. 
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The concept of open and closed systems appears perplexing 

because neither exists in the complete sense of the term (Hug & King, 

1984). A completely open system cannot exist because its boundaries 

carmot be identified. Such a system could dissolve into the environment 

and, conversely, a completely closed system, as noted above, would be 

totally isolated from its environment (Mott, 1972). In acknowledging that 

neither of these systems exist in a pure form, it can be reasoned that they 

exist on a continuum ranging from open to closed in relation to other 

systems. 

The work of a school board is a melange. Its role, while defined in 

general terms by state statutes, is defined largely by the community from 

which it originates. The wants, needs, and desires of the community are 

expressed to the members of the local school board. The community 

expects that the board will carry out these wants, needs, and desires 

through the policies it develops. These elements are regarded as inputs 

into the system from the environment. Policies are developed in response 

to these inputs with the resulting policies regarded as outputs (Hoy & 

Miskel, 1991). 
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The role of the school board is to make policy and those resulting 

policies impact everything that happens within a school district. Inputs or 

pressures from constituents, as well as professional educators, force the 

development of policies which lead to outcomes. These outcomes form 

the foundation of the school district. The school board, as the link pin 

between the community and the educational arena, must "mediate among 

the competing demands from constituents in order to authoritatively 

allocate resources and values" (Wirt & Kirst, 1982, p. 31). 

In order to respond to the competing inputs or pressures, decisions 

must be made. The manner in which individual school board members 

react to envirormiental influences as they vote on policy issues is largely 

unknown. Research indicates they either respond to the voice of the 

community from which they are elected, or they support the 

recommendations of the educational professionals. It is suspected 

however that another dimension of voting may occur. That is, that 

individual board members rely on personal judgment in the 

decision-making process. When studied further, this suspicion, based on 

a priori reasoning, may provide additional information as to how 
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individual school board members approach their decision making as they 

develop policies that impact school districts. 

Representative Theory of Democracy 

Ely (1980) suggests that representative democracy is a system of 

government by which citizens participate as voters in choosing 

individuals to represent them in decision-making processes. Hirst (1986) 

explains the theory more simply with the use of Lincoln's phrase from his 

Gettysburg Address "representative democracy is government of the 

people, by the people and for the people." The representative democracy 

form of decision-making evolved from a participatory model. Perhaps the 

only surviving example of the participatory model is the tovm meeting. 

Only on occasional instances are all of the citizens of a community called 

together to vote on an issue. While this form of decision-making was 

successful in the formafive period of America and for small units of 

government, it has proven to be basically unworkable in modem society, 

particularly for situations which are larger in terms of both population and 

geography. 
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Although the representative form of democracy is best evidenced 

by the state and federal governments, it may be applied to school 

governance as well. The citizen's role within this model is to participate 

as a voter in selecting trustees (or school board members) as 

representatives to act on behalf of the community within the educational 

policy-making process. That is, the voter selects the decision makers 

rather than voting directly on specific decisions; however, the voter 

retains, indirectly, the ability to influence ultimate decisions. Elected 

representatives who, subsequent to their election, are perceived by a 

majority of constituents as being ineffective or unsatisfactory relative to 

the will and norms of the majority are replaced at the next election or, in 

some cases, may be subject to recall on the basis of voter dissatisfaction. 

Additionally, ouster procedures, usually in the form of recall elections, 

exist for school board members who violate their positions of trust 

(Hatley, 1976). 

Increasingly in public education in the United States, there exists an 

attitude that those most affected by proposed decisions should have 

greater involvement in the making of policy. There is a segment of the 
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educational policy-makers who subscribe to the belief that those 

affected—students and parents, other taxpayers, teachers and 

administrators, and special-interest groups-should be consulted in the 

process of educational decision making. School board members are thus 

caught in the dilemma of determining who their constituency is. It may 

be that there are multiple constituencies with conflicting wishes. The 

question then arises as to which group does the school board member 

represent. Adding to this complex issue is the element of the school board 

member's personal judgment. The school board member must determine 

how best to resolve an issue when the wishes of his constituencies conflict 

with his personal judgment. Oftentimes school board members feel that 

they should represent the will of their constituents even if doing so does 

not agree with their personal preference (Institute of Educational 

Leadership, 1986). 

Hansen (1983) points out that school board members who view 

their role as one of having been elected to represent constituents while 

using their own judgment in the decision-making process are no less 

effective than those who seek input from the constituency. He argues that 
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a board of education "operating at its most effecfive level, brings to the 

decision-making process judgment that is fully informed, deliberate, 

balanced and long range" (p. 35). 

Board Orientation 

Kenneth Greene (1992) determined that two models or orientations 

have dominated the study of school boards: a professional model, which 

views educational governance as primarily a technical process, and a 

political model, which sees governance as a process of bargaining 

between the superintendent, the board, and the community. Other 

researchers examining school boards have developed profiles of boards 

that reflect similar orientations. Tucker and Zeigler (1980) suggested 

that boards may be perceived as either hierarchical or bargaining. The 

hierarchical style of policy-making orientation is a result of the 

technical age whereby elected officials are frequently required to 

attend to issues too complex for them to comprehend (Tucker & Zeigler, 

1980). 

In an effort to resolve complex problems, these officials turn to 

experts for information. Tyack (1974) in One Best System, contended 
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that there is consensus among researchers that the educational expert, 

i.e., the superintendent, had become the dominant figure in educational 

leadership by 1920. 

Thus, the hierarchical administrative decision-making orientation 

results when the superintendent's fundamental resource, his professional 

expertise in educational matters, is more sophisticated than the board's. 

The hierarchical board may further be characterized as one that defers to 

the superintendent and allows him to become the key decision maker. 

The board acts more as a communication link between the superintendent 

and the public. 

The major norms for decision-making are the 
professional values and expertise of the administrative 
staff Ideas for change, innovation, and alternative 
decision-making modes come through professional 
communication charmels. Thus, frequent direct 
communications between school district officials and 
members of the lay public are seen as urmecessary 
under the hierarchical style of decision-making. 
(Tucker & Zeigler, 1980, p.6) 

Variations in the hierarchical model of policy-making orientation 

develop when school board members become more responsive to interest 

groups in the community. As this phenomena takes place, the relation of 

the superintendent to the board is altered. As interest groups participate 
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more actively in school governance and school boards become more 

political, a bargaining orientation develops (Tucker & Zeigler, 1980, 

p. 13). The bargaining style of policy-making orientation is one in which 

school administrators, school board members and the interest group 

leaders all have resources, expertise and a strong desire to become 

involved in school governance. As the interaction between school boards 

and interest groups increases, responsiveness to group demands requires 

that a bargaining structure be in place in order to reach decisions. 

Lutz and Gresson's (1980) study parallels the Tucker and Zeigler, 

(1980) research. Their work describes school boards as being either elite 

or arena. In a separate study Lutz (1980) suggested that the elite-arena 

orientations fall along a continuum. At one end of the continuum, elite 

school boards perceive themselves to be trustees for the constituents. 

Feeling that they govern for the entire population they represent, they 

reject the view of representing special interest groups. These boards meet 

privately to make decisions and enact those decisions at school board 

meetings by unanimous votes (p. 460). The superintendent is an 

important player in an elite decision-making process. Much of the time 
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his administrative action substitutes for board action (Lutz & Gresson, 

1980, p. 139). 

At the other end of the continuum is the arena school board. The 

arena orientation of policy-making is characterized as representing 

segments of the public. These boards typically split votes and make 

decisions in a spirit of conflict. The superintendent's role in the arena 

orientation is not as integral as the superintendent's role in an elite 

orientation. Because members of an arena-oriented board feel they 

represent specific segments of the public, a superintendent cannot align 

himself with the board as closely as the superintendent of an elite board is 

able to do. Lutz (1980) explains 

Arena council members feel the obligation to represent 
those people and express the value and desires of those 
groups in public debate...The council makes decisions 
in public through debate and counter debate. Policy is 
enacted in public, usually by a majority as opposed to 
a unanimous decision, and that decision is carried out 
by an administrative office separate from and responsible 
to the council, (p. 460) 

Lutz (1980) and Lutz and Gresson (1980) reported that the majority 

of school boards could be considered generally elite. Lutz (1980) 

elaborates 
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They think of themselves as trustees for the people not 
as delegates of the people. They usually arrive at decisions 
by consensus reached in private "work sessions." They 
come to public board meetings armed with the previous 
consensus to enact that decision by unanimous vote. 
The superintendent, who usually has actively participated 
in formulation of the decision, carries out that decision. 
If in public meetings there is any dissension or the consensus 
begins to fall apart, the issue is most often referred to committee 
"for further study" in order to reestablish a consensus, (p. 461) 

The policy-making orientation of school boards tends to reflect the 

orientation of their respective communities: elite policy-making 

orientations tend to occur within a board serving a community "with a 

high degree of homogeneity of community interest" (Lutz & Gresson, 

1980, p. 142). Arena decision-making orientations, however, tend to 

occur within a board serving a community with little homogeneity of 

community interest (Lutz, 1980). 

Continuing the parallel drawn by Tucker and Zeigler (1980) and 

Lutz and Gresson (1980), more recent research by the Institute of 

Educational Leadership (1986) suggests that board members view 

themselves as either representative or trustee oriented. This research 

reflects a different method of examining school governance. The previous 

studies looked at school governance through the lens of the boards as 
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collectivities. The research of the Institute of Educational Leadership 

examines school board decision-making through the lens of individual 

members. 

School board members holding the representative perspective are 

not reluctant to interfere in management, nor to pass 
judgment on individual or system performance. They 
brandish the word "accountability" with abandon, usually 
in the name of this or that constituency. They do not 
view the system as a whole. Rather, they see a shabby 
school, an upset parent, a poor teacher, an unfair 
principal, an incident, a leaky roof, each of which is 
an occasion for intervention. (Institute of Educational 
Leadership 1986, p. 17) 

Trustees, however, believe themselves to be monitors or overseers. 

They rely on the professionals to operate the system. The Institute of 

Educational Leadership (1986) report describes the trustee model of 

decision-making as valuing 

managerial efficiency, allowing superintendents to 
develop the board agenda, report on the district's 
progress and recommend policy for board consideration 
and adoption. They place importance on hiring a top 
executive and holding that person accountable. Their 
decisions view the school district as one unit. (p. 17) 

To understand the significance of the views of these studies, it is 

necessary to identify the opposing profiles. Boards perceived as 

professional, hierarchical, elite, or trustee are said to defer to the expertise 
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of the superintendent, seek consensus on issues, do not seek to yield to 

specific constituencies, and generally are not open to input to aid in 

policy-making decisions. Conversely, boards characterized as political, 

bargaining, arena, or constituent-oriented tend to make policies without 

deferring to the superintendent, split votes, yield to represented segments 

of the population and generally are less likely to heed the advice of the 

professionals they hire. 

While the two policy-making orientations of professional and 

political are clearly identified and accepted in the literature, there appears 

to be a dimension that has yet to be acknowledged. Intuition and 

interviews with school board members indicate that a third dimension 

may exist among school board members that has not been explored by 

social scientist researchers. The concept of personal judgment is a 

policy-making orientation used in making educational policies that has 

not been examined. 

Variables Related to Policv-Making Orientation 

Over the years there have been several studies of school boards 

including those by Gross (1958); Zeigler, Jennings and Peak (1974); 
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Greene (1986); Danzberger et al. (1987); First (1992); First and Walberg 

(1992); and others. Based on such studies it is possible to draw a number 

of generalizations about the characteristics of school board members and 

how these characteristics may infiuence their policy-making orientation. 

One of the earliest studies of educational governance was 

conducted by Neal Gross and his colleagues during the mid-1950s. This 

study explored the behavior and practices of selected school board 

members and superintendents in Massachusetts. One of the reports 

resulting from this study dealt primarily with the professionalism of 

school board members. Gross found that school board members sought 

election to the school board for a number of reasons including civic duty, 

school improvement, and the feeling that particular groups should be 

represented on the school board. Gross also determined that interest 

groups were sometimes able to divide school boards (Ziegler, Jermings, 

& Peak, 1974, p. 97) and that of three demographic variables-

occupation, income, and education—only education was related to school 

board professionalism. While that research represented a significant step 

in examining the role orientation of school board members, a large void 
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remained because of the limited scope of questions and the restricted 

sample. 

In order to extend the work of Gross and his associates, Zeigler, 

Jennings, and Peak (1974) conducted a study of a representative national 

sample of school districts. Interviews were conducted to obtain 

information that would respond to the general question of how school 

districts were governed. One of the principal components of the study 

concerned the relationships between boards of education and those they 

represent. Specifically, the study examined the responsiveness of the 

boards of education to those they represent, the appropriateness of interest 

group representation and the degree to which boards of education and 

their constituents share the same preferences. 

Another component of the study concerned the ability of boards of 

education to challenge the professional expertise of superintendents. 

Zeigler, Jennings and Peak (1974) specifically examined the extent to 

which school superintendents attempt to dominate their boards of 

education in policy-making areas and suggested that policy disagreements 

do exist between boards of education and superintendents. 
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Zeigler, Jennings and Peak (1974) reported that three-fifths of the 

sample study indicated that school board members reported pressure to 

support particular group positions. The sample board members indicated 

that while there was a wide variety of persons and groups exerting 

pressure on them, there was no clear pattern of responsiveness to the 

individuals or groups. This helps confirm the feeling that school board 

members make policy decisions based on different orientations toward 

constituents' input (Zeigler, Jermings & Peak, 1974, p. 78). 

The researchers listed eleven demographic characteristics used to 

study school board members. Among the variables were sex, race, age, 

level of education, income and occupation. They explained that 

demographic variables were used because they are objective and provide 

concrete information, whereas variables concerned with opinion and 

behavior are more subjective and likely to change. Additionally, they 

indicate "We have employed spatial, demographic variables in the full 

realization that they are at best summary variables for a host of historical 

and contemporary forces..." (1974, p. 18). 

53 



The Zeigler, Jennings & Peak (1974) study of local school board 

policy-making behavior brought three issues to light. They found 

(1) the universal and continuous participation 
of the public, usually through the vehicle 
of interest group participation in decisions; 

(2) the ability of the board to representatively 
reflect these competing values; and 

(3) the ability of the board and the superintendent 
to develop policy that is responsive to these 
different values and demands, (p. 32) 

In his 1986 study of New Jersey school boards, Greene (1992) 

examined the distinction between the two policy-making orientations of 

school boards: political and professional. Greene (1992) posed the 

following research questions: 

1. Which model, the professional or political, more accurately 

describes these boards? 

2. What factors affect whether boards operate according to the 

professional or political model and, 

3. Do professional and political boards differ in their role in school 

district governance? 

The Greene (1992) research was a result of data collected through 

questionnaires sent to school board presidents. Greene (1992) reasoned 
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that it would be appropriate to survey school board presidents because 

"they are elected by their board colleagues, and thus are likely to be 

representative of members' orientations and behavior" (p. 222). 

Demographic variables included in Greene's (1992) study included 

length of time served on the school board, sex, level of education, family 

income, was the member first elected or appointed to the board, and size 

of school district. Even though Greene collected data on the identified 

demographic variables, apparently he did not use the data in his analysis 

for those data are not reported in the four published studies from his 

research. In a subsequent telephone conversation with Greene, the 

researcher confirmed that Greene did not find the demographic variables 

significant (K. Greene, personal communication, March 28, 1995). 

Greene (1992) found that almost two-fifths of the school boards 

appeared to operate according to the political model. He attributed this to 

the increasing politicization of educational policy-making that has 

occurred as school boards have become more responsive to citizens' 

demands. 
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Next, Greene (1992) determined that whether school boards 

operated professionally or politically was related to contextual and 

political factors. Boards experiencing conflict within their district were 

likely to have a political orientation: They responded to citizen requests, 

tended to split votes, and viewed their relationship with the superintendent 

more politically. 

Third, Greene (1992) found that despite differences in board 

orientation, only weak relationships existed between board orientations 

and aspects of district governance. This appeared to be a result of the 

division of responsibility between school boards and superintendents on 

policy issues concerned with curriculum, finance and persormel. 

In 1986, the Institute for Educational Leadership (lEL), an 

organization sponsoring programs devoted to improving policy-making in 

education at the local, state, and national level, undertook a national study 

of school boards. Led by Jacqueline Danzberger, the purpose of the study 

was to provide a better understanding of school boards and also to assess 

the strengths and weaknesses of them. The report resulting from the lEL 

study. School Boards: Strengthening Grass Roots Leadership, focused on 
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increasing understanding of the governance and leadership roles of local 

boards of education. It also investigated the effectiveness of school 

boards. 

The lEP report discussed school board characteristics in terms of 

the need for more diverse populations to be represented on school boards. 

Danzberger et al. (1987) indicated that in more "homogeneous, suburban, 

and upper-middle-class" (p. 57) communities, traditional community 

leaders sought board membership more often, whereas traditional 

community leaders in many urban school districts do not seek board 

membership. Their research indicates that this may be because 

many members of urban boards are apt to be leaders in 
discrete areas of the community or to be concerned with 
single issues...and are more closely tied to specific 
constituencies to which they may owe their election 
or appointment, (p. 57) 

They continue by maintaining that 

this is the result of board elections from separate 
electoral districts within the school system, which 
means that only a minority of board members are 
elected district wide. We found that frequently these 
new leaders have risen to prominence through advocacy 
for particular population groups or even for single issues. 
These positive gains for the board...are often neutralized 
by the inexperience of those nontraditional leaders...The 
"trusteeship" ideal of service, in which board members 
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represent the entire community and govern the school 
system through reaching consensus about priorities, has 
been less prominent in recent years, (p. 58) 

From this report it may be inferred that method of election (i.e., 

single member, at-large or a combination) is an appropriate variable to the 

study of school board members and their policy-making orientation and 

should be added to the list of demographic variables used by other 

researchers to analyze school boards. 

In 1992, First and Walberg edited a book concerned with clarifying 

issues that arise in the governance of education. The book. School 

Boards: Changing Local Control, reported studies that contribute to an 

understanding of the composition of school boards, of the variety of 

pressures faced by boards of education, and of the problems involved in 

the evaluation of school board effectiveness. They also reported on the 

impact of school reform on school board deliberations. Among those 

contributing sections to the text are such notable educational scholars as 

Chester Finn, Professor, Vanderbilt University; Joseph Cronin, President, 

Bentley College; Thomas Shannon, Executive Director, National School 

Boards Association; and C. Emily Feistritzer, President, National Center 

for Educational Information. 
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In her chapter examining school board presidents, Feistritzer 

reported on a 1989 study conducted to determine who school board 

presidents are and what they think about a wide variety of issues 

concerning education in America. She indicated that "Presidents of 

boards look like school board members generally, and amazingly like the 

superintendents who work for them" (p. 128). Variables analyzed 

included size of school districts, metropolitan status of communities, age, 

race, sex, degrees held, years of service as a school board member, 

children in school, and the influence of various groups on the board. 

Feistritzer stated that 

these analyses are of critical importance in getting a 
true picture of what is going on in America's educational 
system. The tremendous range in size of school districts 
and the communities in which schools are located are 
variables that cannot be overlooked, (p. 126) 

Feistritzer's report of the National Center for Education 

Information's (NCEI) study concluded that school board presidents are 

"overwhelmingly white, predominantly male, in their late forties, married, 

and have children at home. They have more education, higher incomes, 

and are politically more conservative than the average American" (p. 

128). This information is consistent with other surveys of this type and 
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provides clues as to how the attitudes of school board presidents may be 

generalized to others serving on school boards and compared with 

attitudes of the general public. It also provides a glimpse of what can be 

expected in the future in relation to special interest groups and minorities 

actively seeking more representation on school boards. 

Educational Policy for School Administrators (First, 1992) 

contains a chapter concerned with local government and education policy. 

In this chapter, the question is raised of whether boards of education are 

representative of demographically changing communities. 

The author indicates 

While school populations are growing increasingly 
diverse and political parties show signs of representing 
a broader mix of the ethnic and minority groups that 
make up U.S. society, communities continue to elect 
(nearly all board members are elected rather than 
appointed) to their local school boards, a preponderance 
of middle-aged, college-educated, well-off white males, 
(p. 222) 

The above description of school board members is based on a study 

of demographic variables describing school board members from an 

annual survey done by the American School Board Journal and Virginia 

Tech University (January, 1989). It describes in detail the typical school 
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board member, circa 1988. The results of the study are consistent with 

others describing the typical U. S. school board member. 

Information from demographic variables including race, gender, 

age, level of education, and size of district is vital when trying to 

determine the complexion of school boards. The population that is served 

by the typical school member described above is becoming increasingly 

more racially diverse and less advantaged. The issue may become 

whether school board members will tend to reflect the changing 

population. With the demographic changes occurring in American 

schools, pressures from outside sources including parents, advocacy 

groups and special interest groups, are expected to have more and more 

impact upon the policies that school board members enact (First, 1992, 

pp. 189-191). 

Finally, Sergiovarmi et al. devote a chapter in their 1992 text. 

Educational Governance and Educational Administration, to 

policy-making at the local level. In this chapter they answer the question 

"Just how representative is the typical school board of the electorate it 

represents?" (p. 252) by examining demographic variables similar to 
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those used in other studies of school boards: sex, race, level of education, 

children in school, etc. Sergiovarmi et al. found that while females and 

minorities are represented more frequently on school boards now than 

they were forty years ago, school boards are still disproportionately made 

up of white males. They continue to have a higher level of education than 

the typical citizen and hold a white-collar job with an income of more 

than $40,000. 

These researchers' study also indicated that school board members 

differ from the general public in listing their top concerns about 

education. School board members indicated that financial issues, state 

mandates, curriculum issues and facilities were issues of greatest concern. 

In contrast, the general public cited drug usage, lack of discipline, lack of 

proper financial support and lack of good personnel as chief concerns 

(1992, p. 246-253). 

Just how representative of the electorate they represent are school 

board members? "Board members nationwide do not accurately reflect 

the social, educational, racial, economic and demographic characteristics 

of the public, and their general sense of which problems are most pressing 
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appears to be quite different from that of the public" (Sergiovanni et al., 

1992, p. 254). 

Based on these studies, it has been possible for researchers to draw 

a number of generalizations about the characteristics of school board 

members. These generalizations tend to relate to the personal 

characteristics of school board members such that a profile of a "typical" 

member is described. It could be argued that the personal characteristics 

of school board members may influence how they approach a particular 

policy issue. It should be noted, however, that none of the extant studies 

investigated the extent to which such demographic variables influenced a 

school board member's decision-making process or policy-making 

orientation. It is possible that such demographic variables may influence 

how individual school board members approach their policy decisions. 

As the basis for extending the existing research on school board members, 

the research speculated that the policy-making orientation of individual 

school board members was dependent upon certain demographic 

variables. 
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In attempting to justify the use of certain demographic variables in 

this study, this researcher has referred to a number of investigations 

conducted by prominent researchers. The various studies made use of 

common variables including such characteristics as race, gender, age, 

presently (or in the past) having children in school, size of district 

represented, years of service on the board, level of education, and manner 

by which the board member was elected to the board (single member, 

at-large, or a combination) as a means of explaining the policy-making 

orientation of school board members. These demographic variables are 

objective, that is, they are not opinions or beliefs, but measurable data; 

they reflect the composition of school board members in relation to the 

population they represent; and, taken collectively, they may provide a 

basis for predicting the policy-making orientation of school board 

members. The researcher, therefore, maintains that the demographic 

variables selected for the present study are both appropriate and necessary 

in order to gain a better understanding of the manner by which school 

board members make policy decisions. 
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Summary 

The idea of a system of public schooling, responsive to the citizens 

and controlled by a democratically elected board of education, is uniquely 

American (Cistone, 1975). Because the school board is an essential 

element in the philosophy of local control, boards of education have been 

the objects of analysis in recent years. Studies of boards as collectivities 

have examined their size, composition, responsiveness to constituents, 

and relationships to superintendents and governmental agencies. Other 

studies have attempted to determine a variety of characteristics that may 

be used to describe individual school board members including 

demographic data, reasons for seeking office, and personal involvement in 

education. Very little consideration, however, has been given to the 

method by which individual school board members make educational 

policy. 

Because school board members have the responsibility of 

developing the educational policies that govern school districts, it is 

important to understand the dynamics of their policy-making. The two 

traditional orientations, political and professional, may not be adequate to 

explain many of the dynamics of the policy-making process that school 
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board members employ. This study extends the knowledge of school 

board policy-making by suggesting that certain demographic variables 

play a role in predicting which policy-making orientation a school board 

member will choose in the decision-making process. Moreover, this 

research introduces the use of personal judgment as a third dimension to 

the policy-making process because a priori reasoning and interviews with 

selected school board members indicate that school board members will 

often use their personal judgment rather than deferring to the 

superintendent's professional expertise or seeking input from their 

constituents. 

It was also suspected that while school board members use political, 

professional, and personal judgment orientations in decision-making, the 

use of these orientations vary from policy issue to policy issue. There is 

very little information in the related literature concerning the situational 

nature of school board decision-making. This study fills that void in the 

literature by showing that school board policy-making is, indeed, 

situational and the primary situations that school board members must 

address are those of curriculum, finance, and personnel. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 

This study consists of a cross-section analysis of the policy-making 

orientation of school board members in Texas. Policy-making orientation 

was defined as the perspective that school board members assume in 

exercising their legal responsibilities. Although the literature indicates 

that the policy-making orientation of school board members is a two 

dimensional structure, professional and political, a priori reasoning, 

interviews with school board members and superintendents and intuition 

led the researcher to argue that there was a third dimension, that of 

personal judgment. 

The research for this chapter was conducted in three separate 

phases. Phase I involved the creation and development of the research 

instrument. The distribution of the research instrument and the collection 

of the data were the focus of Phase II. Phase III consisted of an analysis 

of the ata collected. A chi-square was conducted to determine the 

dependence of policy-making orientation on the selected demographic 

variables. The general descriptive statistics of other data collected in the 
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survey related to school board decision-making and school 

board/superintendent interaction is presented. 

This chapter describes the three phases of the research in detail. 

The computational and statistical procedures and relevant data are 

presented. In each section of this chapter the procedures and data used in 

each phase of the research are explained. 

Phase I—Development and Description of Survey Instrument 

Greene's (1992) survey to determine the policy-making orientation 

of school board members in New Jersey was initially used as a guide for 

this study. Although it provided a framework for this research endeavor, 

after more review, it became apparent that it was necessary to develop an 

instrument to more appropriately measure the policy-making orientations 

of Texas school board members for a number of reasons. First, the 

Greene (1992) instrument was used to survey school board presidents and 

this study investigated individual members of the school board. Second, 

Greene's (1992) study was specific to New Jersey and cannot be 

generalized to the school board members in Texas. Third, items on 

Greene's (1992) survey requested information concerning issues that this 
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study was not seeking including information about recent controversies 

within school districts, responsiveness to parents, and the competitiveness 

of school board elections. 

Preliminary Development of the Survey Instrument 

In order to begin the process of developing a new instrument for 

studying the policy-making orientations of school board members, a 

review of related literature was conducted, as presented in Chapter II. 

Following the literature review, telephone calls were made to prominant 

researchers cited in the related literature. Included in these telephone 

conversations were Dr. Kermeth Greene at Fairleigh Dickinson 

University, Dr. Frank Lutz at East Texas State University, Dr. Jacqueline 

Danzberger of The Institute for Educational Leadership, and Dr. Billy 

Walker of the Texas Association of School Boards. Initially the phone 

calls determined that further study was warranted. 

Following the telephone conversations with the authors, the 

researcher conducted informal conversations with twelve school board 

members from the Permian Basin area of Texas. These casual 

conversations provided the researcher with information relative to their 
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interactions with their colleagues on the school board and their interaction 

with their superintendents and constituents. They were asked to provide 

the researcher with explanations concerning how policy decisions were 

typically made: were there areas of specific conflict or did they generally 

reach consensus and if there was specific conflict, how was it resolved. 

Next, a more structured series of telephone calls and conversations 

was conducted with school board members in both the Northeast Texas 

area and the Permian basin; superintendents and former superintendents in 

Northeast Texas, the Panhandle area of Texas, and the Permian Basin of 

Texas; and professors of educational administration in Texas. Specific 

names and positions of those involved in the preliminary conversations 

may be found in Appendix A. These educators were selected because 

they had first-hand knowledge of district policy-making, the laws 

governing boards of education and the relationships between school board 

members and both the professionals and constituency. The specific 

individuals selected were chosen for a variety of reasons: convenience to 

the researcher, had been involved in controversies within their school 

district from which new board policies were developed, and had 
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reputations in Texas as being knowledgeable about school board 

governance. While these informal conversations, especially those with 

school board members, confirmed that school board members do, indeed, 

use a political or professional orientation as they make policy, it became 

clear to the researcher that the orientations were situational and, based 

upon the situation, the orientation was likely to change. Three general 

policy issues surfaced as being variables of policy-making orientation: 

curriculum, finance and persormel. The practitioners repeatedly referred 

to these three issues as being those that most often determined the way 

they voted on policy-making matters. Additionally, the researcher found 

it significant that the school board members also acknowledged that they 

oftentimes did not rely on either the input from their constituents, nor on 

the professional expertise of their superintendents, but on their own 

personal judgment. They indicated that on some issues they simply did 

not follow anyone's direction, but voted the way they felt was the most 

appropriate given the available information. These preliminary 

conversations confirmed to the researcher that policy-making orientations 

were situational and a third dimension of policy-making orientation, that 
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of personal judgment, was used by school board members. Also, it was 

evident to the researcher that this information was absent in the existing 

literature and further research was justified. 

Development of Pilot Instrument 

In order to formally validate the researcher's a priori reasoning that 

there were more than two dimensions of policy-making orientation, a pilot 

instrument was developed. The first stage involved interviewing selected 

school board members in both Northeast Texas and the Permian Basin of 

West Texas. 

Twenty school board members were initially contacted by 

telephone and appointments were made for structured, personal interviews 

to be conducted in August, 1994. Each board member interviewed was 

assured that the interviews would be strictly confidential and at no time 

would names of board members or districts be revealed. The twenty 

school board members contacted agreed to having the interviews audio 

tape recorded. The interviews consisted of open-ended questions as well 

as questions which required a specific response. An outline of the 

interview format may be found in Appendix B. In probing for in-depth 

72 



responses, the interview participants were asked about the marmer of 

interactions with their superintendent and constituents as well as the 

frequency of their interaction with these two entities. If it was known that 

a recent controversy had taken place within the district, board members 

were asked to elaborate on the controversy, its resolution, and/or status, 

and the resulting consequences of actions taken or pending. Additionally, 

the researcher explained that the literature indicated that there were 

typically two means by which school board members developed policy: 

political and professional. Each orientation was discussed and the board 

members were asked to provide specific examples of the way they had 

made decisions in recent voting. They were asked to explain what 

influenced the way they voted and if it was similar or contrary to the way 

they might vote on other issues. The researcher also posed the concept of 

a third dimension of policy-making which might be involved in the 

decision-making process. The dimension of personal judgment was then 

discussed as a possible influence. The school board members interviewed 

were asked if the element of personal judgment entered into their 

decision-making. Each school board member interviewed acknowledged 
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that they often employed personal judgment in their decision-making 

process. Finally, they were asked to try to categorize the areas of their 

decision making into three or four basic areas of policy. They were asked 

if they felt they might vote politically in one situation, professionally in 

another, and use personal judgment in still other situations. The school 

board members indicated that there were three primary areas for which 

they were responsible for policy action: curriculum, finance, and 

persormel. They indicated that depending on the issue to be decided, they 

might vote one way one time and, as the issue changed, another way 

another time. The question was posed as to what, in these broad areas, 

might cause them to change dimensions. They responded their knowledge 

base of the issues before them was the primary reason for changing from 

one orientation to another. Many indicated that their lack of expertise in 

financial issues or curriculum issues would cause them to defer to the 

superintendent or seek input from their constituents. Some felt that if they 

had sufficient knowledge about an issue, they would vote their own 

conscience. At the end of the interviews, the researcher felt confident that 

the school board members had answered honestly and candidly and, in 
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each case, shared information that revealed a variety of personal beliefs 

about the reason each ran for office, what he holed to accomplish while in 

office, what they felt their constituents expected of them as 

representatives, and how they reached decisions about the way they voted 

on policy-making matters. 

Based upon the existing literature in the area of policy-making 

orientation, the researcher categorized responses from the twenty 

interviews as either political or professional. As this categorization 

evolved, there were responses that obviously belonged to neither 

orientation. A second examination of the data indicated that it appeared to 

represent a personal judgment orientation of policy-making. Examples of 

data that did not fit either the political or professional orientations 

includes statements written above items stating "I use my own judgment 

on this," "I do what I think is right, not what anyone else says to do," and 

"I make up my own mind after I get all the facts." Based on the results, 

the researcher then concluded it was appropriate to include a third 

dimension of policy-making orientation which was designated as the 

personal judgment dimension. Additionally, consideration was given to 
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responses concerning the educational issues that determined which 

policy-making orientation the school board member followed in their 

decision-making. As a result of considering information from the 

literature review, the interviews and intuition, the researcher determined 

that the policy issues that most influenced school board members toward a 

specific orientation were curriculum, persormel and finance. After 

categorizing the responses from the interviews, a pilot instrument was 

developed consisting of a two page, nineteen item instrument divided into 

four parts. 

Discussion of the Pilot Instrument 

Based on references in the related literature, it was evident that 

specific demographic variables needed to be gathered to answer the 

research question. As demonstrated in Chapter II, there was evidence that 

these demographic variables play some role in the policy-making 

orientation of school board members. Part I of the research instrument 

was constructed to request information concerning the member's personal 

background as well as information about the district in which he/she 

served. The primary focus of this study was to determine the method by 
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which school board members make policy. It was, therefore, imperative 

to include questions concerning school board members' views of 

educational policy-making. Part II was developed to give specific 

information concerning a school board member's philosophy of 

decision-making on three major educational issues: curriculum, finance 

and persormel. This was a result of the preliminary interviews in which 

school board members repeatedly indicated that the areas of curriculum, 

finance, and persormel were the primary areas for their decision-making 

and that their decision-making was situational, that is, they did not 

necessarily make decisions the same way each time they voted on 

policies. 

Part III inquired about how decision-making was achieved in 

specific districts. This information is significant because it examines the 

responsiveness of school board members to input from outside sources as 

well as information which comes from their superintendent. It also looks 

at school board members' voting practices with respect to unanimous 

voting as opposed to split votes. 
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School boards establish policies that superintendents are authorized 

to administer. Questions concerning the interaction between school board 

members and the superintendent are included in Part IV in order to 

determine the infiuence the superintendent has over school board 

members in the areas of curriculum, finance and persormel as policies are 

developed. 

A cover letter was attached to the pilot requesting that the targeted 

school board members review the pilot and evaluate it for overall clarity 

and to help establish the content validity of the instrument. Content 

validity is an important aspect of the instrument assuring "the 

appropriateness of the types of items included, the completeness of the 

item sample, and the way in which the items assess the content" (Salvia & 

Yesseldyke, 1991, p. 146). The letter emphasized that the school board 

members were not expected to respond to the survey items, but the 

respondents were asked for comments that might improve the instrument 

in terms of clarity and to establish that it did measure what it attempted to 

measure. 

78 



In September, 1994, the pilot survey was mailed, with a 

self-addressed, stamped envelope to approximately fifty school board 

members across Texas. The Texas School Directory (1992-93) was used 

to assure that a cross-section of school board members in Texas were 

asked to review the instrument and to assure that Anglo, Hispanic and 

Black backgrounds were represented. These specific groups represent the 

major ethnic backgrounds in Texas (Texas Education Agency, 1994). 

Responses were received from twenty-five school board members which 

represents a fifty percent return rate. A copy of the pilot instrument may 

be found in Appendix C. 

The pilots that were returned provided the researcher with many 

comments and suggestions for consideration. Notations were made most 

often on individual items in the questionnaire suggesting additional 

choices be provided or a "check all that apply" statement. Several school 

board members responded with lengthy letters providing thought 

provoking suggestions about election procedures, suggesting that the 

researcher consider requesting information about the school board 

member's personal relationship with the school system such as, had the 
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board members previously taught school or was a family member 

involved in education. Each suggestion and comment was thoughtfully 

considered and changes to the pilot were made as a result of this analysis. 

The most significant change involved determining the size of the 

community/city. Descriptors including "Large City," "Urban Fringe," 

"Large Town," "Small Town" and "Rural" were replaced with a numerical 

range of "150,000 or more" to "less than 2,500" which the researcher felt 

was less confusing for the respondents while providing the required 

information. After amending the pilot instrument the researcher was 

satisfied that a questionnaire had been developed that was clear, concise, 

and requested information that would be consistent with the purpose of 

the study. 

Description of the Survey Instrument 

The School Board Policy-Making Orientation Instrument was a 

four-part, nineteen-item, two-page questionnaire. 
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Purpose of the Instrument 

The two-fold purpose of the survey was 

(1) To obtain quantitative measurements of the demographic 

information of the respondents as it pertained to certain classifying 

variables as identified in Chapter Two. 

(2) To obtain information about the manner in which school board 

members in Texas make decisions on the policies they enact on 

issues concerning curriculum, personnel and finance. 

The survey instrument was arranged into four sections. A 

description of the items in each section follows. 

You and Your School District 

Part I of the instrument was designed to collect demographic 

information from the respondents relative to the eight classifying 

independent variables: (1) population of community/city, (2) children 

(presently or in the past) attending school in the district from which the 

respondent was elected, (3) tenure of service on the board, (4) age, (5) 

gender, (6) ethnicity, (7) marmer in which the member is elected (at-large, 

single member or a combination of the two), and (8) highest level of 
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education attained. Part I contained eight of the nineteen items on the 

instrument. 

Information concerning the population of the respondents' 

community/city was important to the study because it is possible that the 

size of the community/city may impact the policy-making orientation . 

Based on previous research (Kimbrough & Nurmery, 1988) it is suspected 

that the larger the community/city the more political the orientation may 

be due to the presence of more special interest groups and greater number 

of minority populations. Conversely, it is thought that the smaller the 

community, the more professional the orientation may be because of the 

absence of the special interest groups and minority populations. Newman 

and Brown (1993) found that in larger districts the decision making was 

bureaucratic and community involvement was limited. In smaller, more 

rural districts, the school board had more power, was highly interactive 

with administrators in decision making, and community involvement was 

strong. Additionally, the tremendous range in size of school districts in 

Texas makes population a variable that must be considered when 

examining school boards. Item One had five response choices: 150,000 
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or more; 25,000 - 150,000; 10,000 - 25,000; 2,500 - 10,000; and less than 

2,500. 

It is possible that a school board member's policy-making 

orientation will be affected by his experiences with his children's 

education. Based on intuition and a priori reasoning, it was suspected that 

a school board member's policy-making orientation will be affected by 

his/her having had children in the school district from which he/she is 

elected. Curriculum, financial, and personnel issue decisions may result 

from a personal perspective if the school board member has had children 

in the school system he/she represents. Responses to Item Two were 

either yes or no. 

The number of years served on the school board is important when 

considering the demographic data of school board members. Previous 

studies indicate that newly elected school board members tend to be less 

responsive to input from their constituents, whereas those who have 

served for a number of terms tend to be more responsive to constituency 

input (Zeigler, Jennings & Peak, 1974). Item Three required a number to 

be written in a blank. 
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Demographic information from most studies concerning school 

boards has included the age variable. Most studies (Kimbrough & 

Nunnery, 1988; Tucker & Ziegler, 1980; First, 1992) report that school 

board members are generally middle-aged. In order to determine if this 

trend has continued, it was necessary to include the age variable in this 

study. Item Four, the age variable, required a number to be written in a 

blank. 

Although the majority of school board members are male, the shift 

is toward more women on the board. As Muth and Azumi (1987) state 

Male-female differences alone suggest that women would be 
more open to alternative forms of district governance, while 
the current white, male dominance of school boards suggests 
continuation of hierarchical power solutions to educational 
problems".(p. 45) 

It is, therefore, important to examine the gender of school board members 

as the policy-making orientation of school board members is studied 

because of suspected differences in methods of decision making. Item 

Five required the respondent to choose between two possible responses. 

While ethnic and minority representation on school boards 

continues to remain low, the ethnic make-up of school boards has changed 

somewhat in the last decade (American School Board Journal, 1989). It 
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is, therefore, incumbent upon those researching the decision-making 

orientation of school board members to take this important variable into 

consideration because of increasing sensitivity to multicultural issues. 

As school boards become more multicultural, it is suspected that board 

policy decisions will become less unanimous. Boards of education that 

have traditionally tended to be professionally oriented may exhibit a shift 

toward a more political orientation as minorities are elected to positions 

on the school board. Additionally, as special interest groups become more 

involved in board elections, it is suspected that more minorities will be 

elected to seats on school boards and there is a greater likelihood of split 

votes. (Zeigler, Jennings & Peak, 1974, p. 26). Conversations with a 

number of school board members indicated that as the ethnic make-up of 

their board changed, there was more input from minority constituents 

which resulted in more lengthy board meetings, issues being tabled for 

further study and more votes being split. Lutz and Mertz (1992, p. 58) 

validated this belief as they discussed the arena behavior of school boards. 

They stated 

Dissatisfied with not being able to influence the school board to 
"authoritatively allocate their values", they muster enough votes 
and elect someone to represent their values on the school board. 
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One such person is sufficient to turn an elite board into an arena 
board, (p. 58) 

Given that many school boards are changing their method of 

electing members from an at-large system to single-member districts to 

conform with federal court decisions, it is possible that the election 

method might influence a school board member's policy-making 

orientation. Multi-member districts represented by the at-large election 

system tend to give an electoral advantage to the majority population. 

Minority groups, however, have argued that their voting strength is 

diluted in an at-large system. As a consequence, some federal courts have 

held that certain elected bodies such as school boards change from an 

at-large system to a single-member district system (Van Der Slik, 1977, 

pp. 39-43). 

Item Six requested information concerning ethnicity. Four choices 

were provided with the items in alphabetical order: African-American, 

Anglo-American, Hispanic-American, and Other. 

Item Seven required a choice to be made from one of three 

categories: from the community as a whole (At-Large), from a specific 
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district within your community (Single-Member), or a combination of 

Single Member and At-Large (eg. 5-2). 

It has been documented that school board members have more 

formal education than the general public. (Zeigler, Jennings & Peak, 

1974; Institute for Educational Leadership, 1986; Feistritzer, 1992). If so, 

does the amount of formal education impact the manner by which policy 

decisions are made? Item Eight provided five possible responses: Did 

not complete high school. Completed high school. Attended college but 

did not graduate. Graduated college, and Post graduate. 

Part I contained eight of the nineteen items on the instrument. 

Your View of Educational Policy-Making 

Part II of the study was designed to obtain quantitative 

measurements on respondents' policy-making orientation. This section 

was designed to investigate the respondents' voting practices with respect 

to the policy issues of curriculum, finance, and personnel. Preceding the 

question, a brief description of three main points of view concerning how 

a school board member makes decisions was presented. The political, 

professional, and personal judgment orientations were not named, but 
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were described in order to prevent preconceived opinions about the terms 

to influence the responses. Following the description, respondents were 

asked to indicate which view most nearly agreed with their policy-making 

philosophy in the educational areas of curriculum issues, personnel issues, 

financial issues. Part II contained only one question with three parts 

related to education policy-making. 

How Your School Board Makes Decisions 

These questions provided a reflection of the respondents' 

willingness to compromise. It was suspected that an unwillingness to 

compromise indicated a tendency toward either the personal judgment or 

political orientation of policy-making. It was further suspected that the 

higher the tendency toward unanimous voting the more professional the 

board and, conversely, the more votes were split, the greater the tendency 

toward a political or personal judgment orientation. Finally, it was 

suspected that when school board members sought input from the 

superintendent or outside groups, some groups were more valued than 

others. The last question in this section provided information concerning 
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the importance school board members placed on specific outside groups 

as well as the superintendent. 

Part III of the questionnaire was designed to obtain information 

about the marmer in which respondents vote. They were asked to rate 

how often the members of their board agree on issues and how often 

members appear to take sides and remain on those sides, even if the issues 

change by marking "never," "sometimes," "often," or "always." 

Respondents were asked to indicate the percentage of unanimous votes 

taken by their board by marking the appropriate rank: 0-49, 50-74, 75-89, 

99-99, and 100. Next, respondents were asked to respond to statements 

concerning unanimous voting and to indicate how often each voted with 

the majority by marking : "never," "sometimes," "often," or "always." 

Finally, school board members were asked to rank the sources of 

information they sought prior to voting on policy issues. The sources 

listed included community groups, consultants, parents, the 

superintendent, and teachers. A "1" signified most important; "5" 

signified least important. These questions provided a reflection of the 

respondents' willingness to compromise. It was suspected that an 
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unwillingness to compromise indicated a tendency toward either the 

personal judgment or political orientation of policy-making. It was 

further suspected that the higher the tendency toward unanimous voting 

the more professional the board and, conversely, the more votes were 

split, the greater the tendency toward a political or personal judgment 

orientation. Finally, it was suspected that when school board members 

sought input from the superintendent or outside groups, some groups were 

more valued than others. The last question in this section provided 

information concerning the importance school board members placed on 

specific outside groups as well as the superintendent. 

Your Interaction With Your Superintendent 

Information concerning the school board's interaction with the 

superintendent was sought in Part IV. Information gained from this 

section was helpful in determining the policy-making orientation of 

respondents with respect to the policy issues of curriculum, finance, and 

personnel because it examined the manner in which the respondents 

interacted with their superintendents when considering the policy issues 

of curriculum, finance and personnel. Additionally, this section asked 
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school board members to address the issue of the establishment of policy 

as opposed to the administration of the policy. This section contained 

four of the nineteen survey questions. Each question was answered by 

indicating the most appropriate choice. Respondents were asked to rate 

how often they agreed with their superintendent on curriculum issues, 

personnel issues, and financial issues by indicating never, sometimes or 

often. They were asked to indicate which factor: constituents, the 

superintendent, or personal judgment would most likely have the greatest 

influence on their decision in curriculum, personnel, and financial issues. 

By rating never, sometimes, or often the respondents were asked to 

indicate how likely it was that the superintendent's recommendation 

would be adopted in the event that they initially disagreed with the 

superintendent. The final question of the instrument asked the 

respondents to indicate the extent their school district adhered to the idea 

that school boards establish policy and the superintendent administers the 

policy by marking never, sometimes, often or completely. 

When the researcher began developing the research instrument, it 

was initially thought that the information reported in Parts III and IV 
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would be important in answering the research question. However, after 

analyzing the information, it was determined that the information in these 

sections was not relevant to this particular research focus. The 

information contributes to a better understanding of school governance 

and may be useful in fiiture studies. A copy of "The School Board 

Policy-Making Orientation Instrument" may be found in Appendix D. 

Phase II-Distrihution of Surveys and Data Collection 

Dr. Billy D. Walker, Executive Director of Texas Association of 

School Boards, was approached about the possibility of distributing the 

instrument at the Texas Association of School Administrators and Texas 

Association of School Boards Joint Annual Conference scheduled in 

Dallas, Texas, September 29-October 1, 1994. After reviewing the 

instrument. Dr. Walker granted permission for the distribution of the 

survey at the conference. It was thought that this was an appropriate 

manner by which to distribute the research instrument because it was the 

largest meeting of school board members in the state of Texas. In 

addition, the researcher believed that it provided a representative sample 

of school board members. It also afforded the researcher an opportunity 

92 



to make personal contact with a large number of school board members 

from across the state. This was particularly beneficial because the 

researcher was able to talk with individuals as well as small groups and 

discuss issues of concern to school board members. These interactions 

were serendipitous, and they allowed the researcher the opportunity to 

interact with school board members in an informal manner in order to get 

a perspective about their attitudes and beliefs on educational issues that 

were not addressed with the survey instrument. While the researcher 

found the interactions to be valuable, it was not believed to have biased 

the results of the study. It did, however, enhance the researcher's 

understanding of school board members' attitudes toward educational 

issues. 

A cover letter was developed requesting school board members in 

attendance at the conference to respond to the questionnaire. The 

respondents were asked to place the completed questionnaires in specified 

boxes located at the Board Training Credit Center while still in attendance 

at the conference. The researcher distributed six hundred questionnaires 

to Texas school board members over the two day period. Two hundred 
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seven instruments were returned either to the boxes at the Board Training 

Credit Center or mailed to the researcher. Of those 207 returned, 24 were 

discarded because responses were unreadable. This resulted in 183 

useable responses. 

Quantitative Data Collection 

The School Board Policy-Making Orientation Instrument was 

distributed to a random sample of school board members attending the 

1994 Texas Association of School Administrators and Texas Association 

of School Boards Joint Annual Convention. The joint convention was 

held from September 30 through October 1, 1994, in Dallas, Texas. The 

researcher assured that the survey instruments were given only to school 

board members by identifying the color coded badges worn by the 

participants. School board members wore blue badges while other 

attendees wore badges of other colors. School board members were 

approached randomly, given an instrument and asked to complete the 

questionnaire prior to leaving the site. A cover letter attached to the 

instrument indicated that the respondents were to place the completed 
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surveys in boxes clearly identified for that purpose at the Board Training 

Credit Center. 

The Board Training Credit Center was the central location for 

returning credit forms in order for participants to receive appropriate 

credit for attending various sessions. The instruments were gathered by 

the researcher at the conclusion of each day. School board members in 

Texas are required to meet specific requirements for training. Texas 

Education Code, Title 19, §61.61, requires school board members to 

complete a minimum of twenty clock-hours of school board training 

armually. Additionally, administrators of education in Texas are required 

to participate in management-leadership training armually. The topic 

sessions at the convention provide both school board members and 

administrators an opportunity to fulfill the state requirements for training. 

During the 1994 Texas Association of School Administrators and 

Texas Association of School Boards Joint Armual Convention, 600 

survey instruments were distributed randomly. One hundred ninety-seven 

responses were received immediately following distribution. Ten 
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additional copies were received subsequentiy through the mail. This 

resulted in a 34.5 percent rate of return. 

Phase Ill-Data Analysis 

Descriptive Analysis of Demographic Variables 

In order to characterize the data gathered, response percentages of 

each independent variable were calculated using a descriptive analysis. 

This technique will be explained in Part II, B of this section. The percents 

were compared to demographic data received from the Texas Association 

of School Boards, where available, in order to determine that the sample 

was representative of the population. 

Description of demographic variables from Part I of the survey 
instrument (Policy-Making Orientation) 

The dependent variable was policy-making orientation. It was 

operationalized according to three dimensions: political, professional, and 

personal judgment. 

The following variables, which grew out of previous research 

reviewed in Chapter II, were classified as independent: population of 

community, having children (presently or in the past) in the school district 
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from which the school board member was elected, years of service on the 

school board, age, gender, ethnicity, manner elected to the board (at-large, 

single member or a combination of the two), and level of education 

attained. 

A chi-square was employed as the statistical technique because the 

data are nonparametric rather than parametric. This procedure is used to 

test the hypothesis that group means are equal. The SPSS WIN. output 

indicates that three or more groups may exist. The test is a transformation 

of lambda that has approximately a chi-square distribution. The 

chi-square is used to test the hypothesis relative to proportions of cases 

falling into several mutually exclusive groups (Norusis, 1990). The 

chi-square allows the researcher to test hypotheses regarding the 

significance of difference between and among groups on various 

responses when using nonparametric data. The use of the chi-square for 

this purpose is considered to be testing for independence, which is the 

purpose of this study (Comett & Beckner, 1975). After coding the 

nonparametric data, SPSS Professional Statistics V6.1 was used to 

calculate the chi-square. The results were twenty-four tables, one for each 
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demographic independent variable for each policy issue of curriculum, 

finance, and personnel. Chapter IV will present a detailed interpretation 

of the chi-square results. 

Descriptive analysis of items from Parts III and TV 
of the survey instrument. 

Part III contained items relating to the methods school board 

members use to make decisions. These items sought to obtain 

information concerning the marmer by which school board members 

resolve disagreements, come to unanimous votes, and seek information 

from outside sources, that is, how the members interact with each other in 

the policy-making process. Items in this section were multiple response 

questions asking the respondents to indicate their responses either by 

degree (never, sometimes, often ) or by indicating a percent. Percentages 

of responses were calculated using the chi-square technique in order to 

describe the response patterns. These responses will provide additional 

information concerning the decision-making tendencies of school board 

members. The data obtained from question #15 relative to the school 

board seeking outside information were presented by rank ordering the 

responses. Bar charts were developed in order to present the information. 
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Part IV of the survey instrument contained items relating to school 

board members' interaction with their superintendent. The four items in 

this section obtained information concerning how often school board 

members agree with their superintendents on the policy issues of 

curriculum, finance, and persormel. It also sought information about who 

had the greatest influence upon their decision-making process on the same 

policy issues. Additionally, school board members were asked to indicate 

the probability that they would adopt the superintendent's 

recommendation if they initially disagreed with his recommendation. 

Finally, the school board members were asked to indicate the extent to 

which their district maintains the distinction that the school board should 

establish policy and the superintendent should administer policy. Each 

item provided a multiple-choice response. Percentages of responses were 

calculated using the chi-square technique in order to describe the response 

patterns. Bar charts were used to present the information. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

This chapter presents the data and interpretation of the results used 

to answer the original research question: Is the policy-making orientation 

of individual school board members dependent upon the demographic 

variables of age, gender, race, level of education, size of community, 

presentiy (or in the past) having children in the district from which they 

are elected, length of time served on the board and method of election 

with respect to the policy issues of curriculum, finance, and personnel? 

This study examined the policy-making orientations of Texas 

school board members. This was accomplished through the 

administration of a nineteen-item, multiple-choice response-quantitative 

instrument constructed by the researcher. The results of the data analysis 

are reported in four sections: (1) descriptive analysis of the demographic 

variables, (2) analysis of the research question and hypothesis, (3) 

descriptive analysis of Parts III and IV of the survey instrument and rank 

ordering of survey question #15, and (4) summary. 
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The quantitative instrument used in this study was developed by the 

researcher and called "School Board Policy-Making Orientation 

Instrument" (PMOI). There were four parts to the instrument. Part I of 

the PMOI generated demographic data on the sample. Part II of the PMOI 

generated data on the school board members' policy-making orientations 

as related to three educational policy areas: curriculum, finance, and 

personnel. Part III of the PMOI generated data concerning the way each 

member perceived his school board to vote on policy issues. Part IV 

generated data concerning the way each member perceived his school 

board interacts with their superintendent. 

Descriptive Analysis of the Demographic Variables 

Part I-You and Your School District 

Descriptive statistics use particular techniques to describe 

collections of quantitative information for orderly interpretation. This 

procedure provides a means for describing and summarizing the 

observations of the study (Ary, Jacobs & Ragavich, 1972, p. 91). The 

presentation of the statistics in the descriptive form allowed the researcher 

to determine that the sample was representative of school board members 
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in Texas. The Texas Association of School Board Members provided a 

record of demographic information that was also used to establish that the 

information gained in the sample was representative of school board 

members in Texas. 

In order to determine that the policy-making orientation of school 

board members in Texas was independent of the selected demographic 

variables, a chi-square analysis was performed, as explained in Chapter 

III. The results of the demographic data gathered from the respondents 

on the PMOI and the percentage of responses falling into each of the three 

policy issues (curriculum, finance, and personnel) of each demographic 

variable was presented graphically. 

The demographic variable population of your community/city was 

represented by four values: 

0 - communities/cities of 25,000 or more, 

1 - communities/cities of 10,000 - 25,000, 

2 - communities/cities of 2,500-10,000 and, 

3 - communities/cities of less than 2,500. 
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Figure 4.1 
Population of Community/City 

The graph (Figure 4.1) indicated that the majority of respondents 

(61, or 34.3%) represent constituents residing in communities of 2,500 -

10,000, followed closely by those residing in communities of less than 

2,500 (59, or 33.1%). School board members residing in communities of 

25,000 or more represent 19.7% (or 35) of the respondents and the fewest 

number of respondents (23, or 12.9%) reported residing in 

communities/cities of 10,000 - 25,000. The calculations were based on 

178 responses to this demographic variable. There were 11 missing. 
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Responses to the question asking if the school board members 

presentiy had (or had in the past) children in the school district from 

which they were elected were coded 0 for yes and 1 for no. 

Figure 4.2 

Having (or Had in the Past) Children 
in the School District 

A very large majority (172, or 95.6%) reported having children in 

the school district at some point. (Figure 4.2) Only 8 or 4.4% responded 

that they had never had children in school in the district from which they 

were elected. There were 9 missing observations from the 189 total 

responses to this demographic variable. 
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In order to report the percentages of years the school board 

members had served on the school board in the same fashion as the other 

demographic data, the continuous data reported had to be converted to 

discrete data. This was done by determining ranges of years served on the 

board.(Figure 4.3) From 0-5 years was assigned the value of 0, 6-10 years 

was assigned the value of 1 and 10 or more years served on the board was 

assigned the value of 2. 
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Figure 4.3 
Years Served on the School Board 

The majority of the school board members (119, or 66.5%)) reported 

having served between 0 and 5 years on the board. This was followed by 

those serving in the 6-10 years range (48, or 26.8%). Only 12 of school 
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board members (6.7%)) reported serving more than 10 years on their 

school board. There were 189 total responses with 10 missing 

observations. 

The demographic variable age was reported as continuous data and 

was converted to discrete in order to be reported in the same manner as 

the other demographic data. The age variable was represented by three 

values: 0 - respondents aged 39 years and younger, 1 - respondents whose 

ages ranged between 40 and 52 years, and those whose ages ranged from 

53 and older. 
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Figure 4.4 
Ages of School Board Members 
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The graph (Figure 4.4) indicates that the majority of the 

respondents (101, or 56.4%) fell into the range of 40-52 years, with the 

next highest being the youngest group, that of 39 years and less (40, or 

22.3%)). The smallest group of respondents were 53 years old or older 

(38, or 21.2%)). Calculations were based on 179 responses because 10 

• • 
were missing. 

Responses to the question of gender were coded 0 for female and 1 

for male. 

Figure 4.5 
Gender of School Board Members 

The highest percentage of school board members responding 

(76.1%), or 137) were male. Only 23.9% (or 43) of the respondents were 
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female (Figure 4.5). Calculations were based on 180 responses for the 

sex variable. There were 9 missing observations. 

The ethnicity of the respondents was reported as follows: 

0 - African American, 1 - Anglo American, 

2 - Hispanic American, 3 - Other. 
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Figure 4.6 
Ethnicity of School Board Members 

Anglo-Americans represented the greatest number of respondents 

(141, or 78.8%)), with African Americans representing 17(or 9.5%o) of 

those responding. Closely following African Americans were Hispanic 

Americans with 15(or 8.4%). The smallest group of respondents fell into 
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the other category (6, or 3.4%). There were 179 responses for the ethnic 

variable (Figure 4.6). 

In order to examine the manner in which school board members 

were elected to their school boards, respondents were asked to respond 

from the choices of at-large (0), single member (1), or a combination of 

the two (2). 
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Figure 4.7 
Marmer School Board Members are 

Elected to Boards 

The majority of respondents (137, or 77.0%) reported that they 

were elected from their communities at-large. There was very little 

difference reported in the manner by which the other two categories were 
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represented: single member, 21 (or 11.8%o) and combination, 20 (or 

11.2%) responses (Figure 4.7). 

The variable level of education was broken into the categories of 

those not completing high school (0), completing high school (1), those 

attending college, but not graduating (2), those graduating college (3), and 

those going on to post graduate work (4). 
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Figure 4.8 
Level of Education of School Board Members 

Those graduating from college represented the greatest number of 

respondents (65, or 36.1%). This was followed by 48 (or 26.7%)) of the 

respondents indicating that they had attended college, but had not 
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graduated. Forty-three (or 23.9%) of the respondents indicated they had 

done post-graduate work. Only 21 (or 11.7%) indicated that their formal 

education ceased after high school graduation. A very small percent 

(1.7%o, or 3) reported that they had not completed high school. There 

were 180 responses to this variable (Figure 4.8). 

As a way of showing that the sample is representative, examination 

of the demographic data reported the typical school board member in 

Texas appeared to be an Anglo-American male from a district of 10,000 

to 25,000 residents. He appeared to have completed college, was between 

40 and 52 years of age; had, at some time, had a child in school in the 

district from which he was elected; had served between 0 and 5 years on 

his school board, and was elected at-large from his community. This 

description of school board members in Texas is consistent with those of 

other studies including First (1992), The American School Board Journal, 

(1989), and Muth and Azumi (1987). 
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Description of Demographic Variables 

Determinants of Policy-Making Orientation 

In order to test the validity of the hypothesis, that policy-making 

orientation, with respect to curriculum, finance and personnel issues is 

independent of selected demographic variables of Texas school board 

members, the Chi-Square Test of Independence technique was applied. 

SPSS V 6.0 for Windows was used, employing the crosstabulation 

chi-square procedure. This technique allows the hypothesis to be tested in 

order to determine the significance of difference between and among 

groups on various responses (Comett & Beckner, 1975, p. 190). The 

hypothesis is that policy-making orientation, with respect to curriculum, 

finance, and personnel issues, is independent of selected demographic 

variables of Texas school board members. By definition, two variables 

are independent if the probability that a case falls into a given cell is the 

product of the marginal probabilities of the two categories defining the 

cell (Norusis, 1990, p. B 119). Independence, then, means that the value 

of one variable is not dependent upon the value of another. That is, the 

variables are not correlated. 
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In order to present the data, each of the eight demographic variables 

(population of community/city from which the board members is elected, 

having children attend school in the district that the board member 

represents, number of years served on the board, age, gender, race, 

manner by which the school board member was elected, and level of 

education attained by the school board member) are examined in relation 

to each policy issue: curriculum, finance, and personnel. A table 

reflecting the chi-square for each demographic variable and a summary 

bar chart is presented. 

Population and Curriculum 

Thirty-four percent (34%)) or 61 of the respondents, indicated that 

they represented districts with populations of between 2,500 and 10,000. 

The professional orientation variable had the highest percent of responses, 

56%), or 100. Forty-nine (or 28%) responded that they used personal 

judgment. There were a total of 178 responses for this variable. At .05 

level of significance, the data (Table 4.1) indicates that the policy-making 

orientation of school board members is not dependent upon population for 

the policy area of curriculum. 
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25,000 + 

10,000- 25,000 

Chi-Square: 

Political 
0 

12 

4 

Table 4.1 
Population by Curriculum 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

4 

6 

Professional 
2 

19 

13 

Row 
Total 

35 
19.7 

23 
12.9 

2,500 - 10,000 

less than 2,500 

Column 
Total 

13 

20 

49 
27.5 

9 

10 

29 
16.3 

39 

29 

100 
56.2 

61 
34.3 

59 
33.1 

178 
100 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Value 

6.32636 

DP Significance 

.38764 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 3.747 

Children Attending School and Curriculum 

A large majority of school board members responding to this 

variable (172, or 96%)) indicated that they presentiy (or in the past) had 

children attending school in the district from which they were elected. Of 

those responding to this variable, 101 (or 56%) indicated a high likelihood 
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of employing a professional orientation in policy-making when dealling 

with curriculum issues. Twenty-seven percent (or 40) of respondents 

indicated that they use the political orientation for policy-making. 

Seventeen percent (or 30) of respondents reported using personal 

judgment when making decisions concerning curriculum. There were 180 

responses to this variable. At the .05 level of significance, the 

policy-making orientation of school board members (Table 4.2) was not 

dependent upon having children attending school in the district from 

which they were elected. 

Years Served on the Board and Curriculum 

School board members with experience ranging from 0 to 5 years 

on the school board represented the majority of respondents (119 or 67%)). 

Of this percentage, the majority of respondents (100, or 56%) indicated 

that they would make decisions concerning curriculum in a professional 

manner. Twenty-seven percent (or 49) of school board members (Table 

4.3) indicated that they use the political orientation when making 

curriculum decisions, while 17% (or 30) indicated that they use personal 

judgment. There were 179 responses reported. At the .05 level of 
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Table 4.2 
Chi-Square: Having (Or Had in the Past) Children in 

the School District by Curriculum 

Political 
0 

Personal 
Judgment Professional 

1 2 Row 
Total 

Yes 

No 

Column 
Total 

48 

1 

49 
27.2 

27 

3 

30 
16.7 

97 

4 

101 
56.1 

172 
95.6 

8 
4.4 

180 
100 

Chi-Square Value 

Pearson 2.90254 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 1.333 

DF 

2 

Significance 

.23427 

significance, the policy-making orientation of school board members 

appears to be dependent upon the number of years served on the school 

board in the policy area of cirruculum. It is important to note that when 

examining the length of tenure on the 10+ category, there are only twelve 

responses: two in the political cell, five in the personal judgment cell and 

five in the professional cell. The minimum expected frequency is 2.01. 
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While the number of responses to this category was low, it may be 

assumed that the policy-making orientation of school board members IS 

dependent on the variable. It is generally accepted, however, that there 

should be at least five responses per cell to definitively determine 

significance (Pagano, 1986, pp. 415, 416). In order for this finding to be 

validated beyond question, the researcher feels more data would be 

helpfijl. 

Table 4.3 
Chi-Square: Years Served on the Board by Curriculum 

0 - 5 

6-10 

10 + 

Column 
Total 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Political 
0 

40 

7 

2 

49 
27.4 

Value 

12.01640 

Minimum Expected Frequency 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

16 

9 

5 

30 
16.8 

DF 

4 

- 2.011 

Professional 
2 

63 

32 

5 

100 
55.9 

Significance 

.01723 

Row 
Total 

119 
66.5 

48 
26.8 

12 
6.7 

179 
100 
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Age and Curriculum 

The majority of respondents indicated that their ages fell in the 

range of forty to fifty-two years. This reflected 101 (or 56%)) of the 

respondents. Fifty-six percent (or 101) of these school board members 

(Table 4.4) indicated that they would make decisions concerning 

curriculum issues in a professional manner. Forty-eight (or 27%) 

indicated that they use the political orientation, while 17%(or 30) reported 

the use of personal judgment in curriculum decisions. There were a total 

of 179 responses for the age variable. At the .05 level of significance, the 

policy-making orientation of school board members is not dependent 

upon their age. 

Gender and Curriculum 

When examining the gender variable, the majority of respondents 

(101, or 56%)) indicated that they would use the professional orientation in 

policy-making when deciding on curriculum issues. Twenty-seven 

percent (or 49) of respondents indicated that they use the political 

orientation to make curriculum decisions, while 17% (or 30) indicated the 

use of personal judgment. There were a total of 180 responses. At the .05 
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Table 4.4 
Chi-Square: Ages of School Board Members by Curriculum 

Personal 
Political Judgment Professional 

0 1 2 Row 
Total 

<39 

40 -52 

53 + 

15 

26 

7 

4 

20 

6 

21 

55 

25 

40 
22.3 

101 
56.4 

38 
21.2 

Column 
Total 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

48 
26.8 

Value 

5.28369 

30 
16.8 

DF 

101 
56.4 

179 
100 

Significance 

.26896 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 6.369 

level of significance, the policy-making orientation of school board (Table 

4.5) members is not dependent upon gender when deciding curriculum 

issues. 

119 



Table 4.5 
Chi-Square: Gender of School Board Members by Curriculum 

Female 

Male 

Column 
Total 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Political 
0 

12 

37 

49 
27.2 

Value 

.87247 

Minimum Expected Frequency 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

9 

21 

30 
16.7 

DF 

2 

- 7.167 

Professional 
2 

22 

79 

101 
56.1 

Significance 

.64647 

Row 
Total 

43 
23.9 

137 
76.1 

180 
100 
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Race and Curriculum 

An examination of the variable race suggests that the greatest 

number of respondents (100, or 56%)) tended to vote in a professional 

manner in the policy area of curriculum. Twenty-seven percent (or 49) of 

the respondents indicated that they would use the political orientation, 

while 17%) (or 30) of respondents indicated they would use personal 

judgment in making decisions having to do with curriculum issues. There 

were a total of 179 responses to this variable. Again, at the .05 level of 

significance, the policy-making orientation of school board members 

(Table 4.6) was not dependent upon race in the policy area of curriculum. 

Method of Election and Curriculum 

When looking at the manner by which school board members are 

elected to office, the greatest number of replies having to do with 

curriculum issues (56%), or 100) fell into the professional orientation 

category. Forty-eight respondents (or 27%) indicated that they used the 

political orientation and 17% (or 30) responded that they used 
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Table 4.6 
Chi-Square: Ethnicity of School Board Members by Curriculum 

African American 

Anglo 

Hispanic 

Other 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Political 
0 

6 

34 

5 

4 

49 
27.4 

Value 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

1 

29 

30 
16.8 

DF 

11.34782 6 

Minimum Expected Frequence - 1.006 

Professional 
2 

10 

78 

10 

2 

100 
55.9 

Significance 

.07820 

Row 
Total 

17 
9.5 

141 
78.8 

15 
8.4 

6 
3.4 

179 
100 

professional judgment when making decisions about curriculum issues. 

There were a total of 178 responses to this variable. At the .05 level of 

significance, the policy-making orientation of school board members 

(Table 4.7) was not dependent upon the manner by which they were 

elected. 
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Table 4.7 
Chi-Square: Manner School Board Members are Elected 

to Boards by Curriculum 

At-large 

Single Member 

Combination 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

Political 
0 

36 

7 

5 

48 
27.0 

Value 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

26 

2 

2 

30 
16.9 

DF 

Professional 
2 

75 

12 

13 

100 
56.2 

Significance 

Row 
Total 

137 
77.0 

21 
11.8 

20 
11.2 

178 
100 

Pearson 2.29285 .68207 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 3.371 

123 



Level of Education and Curriculum 

The data reported indicated that of school board members 

responding, 36%) had graduated from college. The voting pattern for the 

variable concerned with the level of education of school board members 

revealed that 101 (or 56%) of the school board members used the 

professional dimension when deciding on curriculum issues. 

Twenty-seven percent (or 49) of respondents reported the use of the 

political orientation, while 17% (or 30) reported the use of personal 

judgment in making decisions concerning curriculum. There were a total 

of 180 responses for this variable. At the .05 level of significance it can 

be determined that the policy-making orientation of school board 

members (Table 4.8) is not dependent upon their level of education. 

Summary of Curriculum 

From the preceding information it can be determined that selected 

demographic variables do not influence the manner by which school 

board members make policy decisions in curriculum areas. A clear 
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Table 4.8 
Chi-Square: Level of Education of School Board Members 

by Curriculum 

Did not complete 
high school 

Completed high school 

Attended college, did 
not graduate 

Graduated college 

Post graduate 

Column Total 

Political 
0 

1 

5 

21 

15 

7 

49 
27.2 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

2 

4 

12 

12 

30 
16.7 

Chi-Square Value DF 

Pearson 14.89342 8 

Minimum Expected Frequence - .500 

Professional 
2 

2 

14 

23 

38 

24 

101 
56.1 

Significance 

.06125 

Row 
Total 

3 
1.7 

21 
11.7 

48 
26.7 

65 
36.1 

43 
23.9 

180 
100 
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majority of the respondents, approximately 58%), indicated that they 

would use the professional orientation in making policy decisions having 

to do with curriculum. Almost 30% indicate that they use the political 

orientation when making policy decisions in the area of curriculum and 

approximately 18%) indicate they use personal judgment. The following 

bar chart (Figure 4.9) presents a visual summary of the policy-making 

orientation of school board members with respect to making decisions 

about curriculum issues. 

6 0 T 

u 
Vi 
C 40 o a, 

o 
. ^ 20 

c 
u 

Political Personal 
Judgment 

Professional 

Figure 4.9 
Summary of Policy-Making Orientation by Curriculum 
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Population and Finance 

Most of the respondents (79, or 44%) indicated that they would use 

personal judgment in making decisions concerning financial issues. 

Fifty-one (or 29%) indicated that they use the political dimension and 48 

(or 27%)) reported using the professional orientation of policy-making 

when deciding financial issues. A total of 178 responses were reported 

for this variable. At the .05 level of significance, it can be determined that 

the policy-making orientation of school board members (Table 4.9) is not 

dependent upon the demographic variable population in areas concerning 

finance. 

Having Children Attending School and Finance 

Forty-five percent (or 81) of the respondents indicated that they 

would use personal judgment in making decisions concerning financial 

issues. Twenty-eight percent (or 51) of respondents reported the use of 
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Table 4.9 

Chi-Square: Population by Finance 

25,000 + 

10,000-25,000 

2,500 - 10,000 

< 2,500 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

Pf»nr<;on 

Political 
0 

12 

9 

15 

15 

51 
28.7 

Value 

10.281^ 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

19 

11 

26 

23 

79 
44.4 

DF 

H 6 

Professional 
2 

4 

3 

20 

21 

48 
27.0 

Significance 

.11329 

Row 
Total 

35 
19.7 

23 
12.9 

61 
34.3 

59 
33.1 

178 
100 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 6.202 
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the politicial orientation and twenty-seven indicated they use the 

professional orientation when making decisions about finance. There 

were 180 responses reported. (Table 4.10) At the .05 level of significance, 

it can be determined that presently (or in the past) having children attend 

school in the district fi-om which they were elected does not significantly 

impact the policy-making orientation of Texas school board members. 

Table 4.10 
Chi-Square: Having (Or Had in the Past) Children in the School 

District by Finance 

Yes 

No 

Column 
Total 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Political 
0 

48 

3 

51 
28.3 

Value 

3.05062 

Minimum Expected Frequency 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

76 

5 

81 
45.0 

- 2.133 

DF 

2 

Professional 
2 

48 

48 
26.7 

Row 
Total 

172 
95.6 

8 
4.4 

180 
100 

Significance 

.21755 
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Years Served on the Board and Finance 

Of the school board members responding, 45% (or 81) indicated 

that personal judgment is the policy-making orientation they used in 

making financial decisions, while 51 (or 29%) reported using the political 

orientation, and 47 (or 26%)) reported using the professional orientation 

when making policy decisions concerning finance. There were 179 

responses for this variable. At the .05 level of significance, it can be 

determined that the policy-making orientation of school board members 

(Table 4.11) does not depend upon the length of time they have served on 

their school boards. 

Age and Finance 

A large portion of the school board members responding (81 or 

45%)) indicated that they depended upon their personal judgment when 

making policy decisions about finance. Twenty-eight percent (or 50) 

school board members reported using the political orientation, while 27% 

(or 48) indicated that they use the professional orientation to make 

decisions having to do with finance. There were 179 responses (Table 

4.12) to this variable. Again, at the .05 level of significance, it can be 
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determined that age does not impact the decision-making orientation of 

school board members in the policy area of finance. 

Table 4.11 
Chi-Square: Years Served on the Board by Finance 

Political 
0 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 
Professional 

2 Row 
Total 

0 - 5 

6-10 

10 +2 

37 

12 

2 

51 

21 

9 

31 

15 

1 

119 
66.5 

48 
26.8 

12 
6.7 

Column Total 51 
28.5 

81 
45.3 

47 
26.3 

179 
100 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Value 

5.52423 

DF Significance 

.23761 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 3.151 
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Table 4.12 
Chi-Square: Ages of School Board Members by Finance 

< 39 

40-52 

53 + 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Political 
0 

13 

29 

8 

50 
27.9 

Value 

2.29064 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

16 

44 

21 

81 
45.3 

DF 

4 

Professional 
2 

11 

28 

9 

48 
26.8 

Significance 

.68247 

Row 
Total 

40 
22.3 

101 
56.4 

38 
21.2 

179 
100 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 10.190 

Gender and Finance 

A large number of the respondents (81 or 45%) again reported that 

they used personal judgment when making policy decisions in areas 

concerned with finance. The political orientation was reportedly used by 

51 (or 28%)) of the respondents and 27% (or 48) school board members 
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said they use the professional dimension of policy-making. There were 

108 useable observations. At the .05 level of significance, it can be 

determined that the policy-making orientation of school board members 

(Table 4.13) is not dependent upon the demographic variable gender when 

making decisions about financial issues. 

Table 4.13 
Chi-Square: Gender of School Board Members by Finance 

Female 

Male 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Political 
0 

11 

40 

51 
28.3 

Value 

1.01012 

Minimum Expected Frequency 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

18 

63 

81 
45.0 

- 11.467 

DF 

2 

Professional 
2 

14 

34 

48 
26.7 

Row 
Total 

43 
23.9 

137 
76.1 

180 
100 

Significance 

.60347 
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Race and Finance 

Forty-five percent (or 81) of the school board members responding 

indicated that they would use personal judgment when making decisions 

about financial issues. Fifty (or 28%) of the school board members 

responded that they use the political orientation when making finance 

decisions and 27%) (or 48) reported using the professional orientation. 

There were 179 observations calculated for this variable. At the .05 level 

of significance, it can be determined that race (Table 4.14) is not a factor 

when school board members make policy decisions about the issue of 

finance. 

Method of Rlecfion and Finance 

Forty-five percent (or 80) of these respondents reported that they 

use personal judgment when making decisions about finance. 

Twenty-nine percent (or 51) of respondents indicated the use of the 

political orientation, while 47 (or 26%) reported using the professional 
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Table 4.14 
Chi-Square: Ethnicity of School Board Members by Finance 

Political 
0 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 
Professional 

2 Row 
Total 

African American 8 17 
9.5 

Anglo 

Hispanic 

Other 

43 

3 

1 

63 

8 

2 

35 

4 

3 

141 
78.8 

15 
8.4 

6 
3.4 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

50 81 

Value DF 

3.88084 6 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 1.609 

48 

Significance 

.69280 

179 
100 
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dimension when considering financial issues. There were 178 responses 

for this variable. At the .05 level of significance, it can be determined that 

the policy-making orientation of school board members (Table 4.15) is 

not dependent upon the method of their election to the school board. 

Table 4.15 
Chi-Square: Manner School Board Members are Elected to 

Boards by Finance 

At-Large 

Single Member 

Other 

Column Total 

Chi-Suare 

Pearson 

Political 
0 

40 

6 

5 

51 
28.7 

Value 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

58 

12 

10 

80 
44.9 

2.52754 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 5.281 

DF 

4 

Professional 
2 

39 

3 

5 

47 
26.4 

Row 
Total 

137 
77.0 

21 
11.8 

20 
11.2 

178 
100 

Significance 

.63971 
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Level of Education and Finance 

Of the school board members responding to this variable, 45%) (or 

80) reported that they used personal judgment when making decisions 

concerning finance. Twenty-nine percent (or 51) indicated that they use 

the political dimension and 26% (or 47) reported the use of the 

professional orientation when making policy decisions about financial 

issues. There were 180 observations calculated for this variable. At the 

.05 level of significance, it can be determined that the level of a school 

board member's education (Table 4.16) is not significant when they make 

policy decisions concerning financial issues. 

Summary of Finance 

From the preceding discussion, it can be determined that the 

selected demographic variables do not significantly impact the 

policy-making orientation of school board members in the policy area of 

finance. A large number of the school board members (approximately 

47%)) indicate that they use their personal judgment when making 
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Table 4.16 
Chi-Square: Level of Educafion of School Board Members 

by Finance 

Did not graduate 
high school 

Personal 
Political Judgment Professional 

0 1 2 Row 
Total 

3 
1.7 

Graduated high 
school 

10 21 
11.7 

Attended college but 
did not graduate 

18 

Graduated college 17 

18 

31 

12 48 
26.7 

43 
23.9 

Post graduate 

Colunm Total 

12 

51 
28.3 

24 

81 
45.0 

7 

48 
26.7 

43 
23.9 

180 
100 

Chi-Square Value DF Significance 

Pearson 12.62588 8 .112539 

Minimum Expected Frequency - .800 
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decisions that concern financial issues. The remainder of the school board 

members report that they use the political orientation and the professional 

orientation almost equally (just under 30% each). A bar chart (Figure 

4.10) follows to visually present the percents of those responding and 

their policy-making orientation with respect to financial issues. 

Bar Chart 
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o 

Pi 30 
(4-1 

o 

u 

Political Personal 
Judgment 

Professional 

Figure 4.10 
Summary of Policy-Making Orientation by Finance 

Populafion and Personnel 

Almost one-half of the respondents (87 or 49%) indicated that they 

would use personal judgment in making decisions concerning financial 

issues. Thirty-nine percent (or 69) of respondents indicated that they use 
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the professional orientation and 12%) (or 22) reported using the political 

orientation when making personnel decisions. There were 178 reported 

observations. At the .05 level of significance, it can be determined that 

the policy-making orientation of school board members (Table 4.17) is 

not dependent upon the demographic variable population in areas 

concerning personnel. 

Children Attending School and Personnel 

Forty-nine percent (or 88) of the respondents indicated that they 

would use personal judgment in making decisions concerning personnel 

issues. Thirty-nine percent (or 70) of those responding reported the use of 

the professional orientation, while only 12% (or 22) reported the use of 

the political orientation when deciding on personnel issues. There were a 

total of 180 observafions calculated for this variable. At the .05 level of 

significance, it can be determined that presently (or in the past) having 

had children attend school in the district from which they were elected 
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Table 4.17 
Chi-Square: Population by Personnel 

Personal 
Political Judgment Professional 

0 1 2 Row 
Total 

25,000 + 4 16 15 35 
19.7 

10,000-25,000 

2,500-10,000 

less than 2,500 

3 

7 

8 

12 

28 

31 

8 

26 

20 

23 
12.9 

61 
34.3 

59 
33.1 

Column Total 22 87 69 178 
12.4 48.9 38.8 100 

Chi-Square Value DF Significance 

Pearson 1.37598 6 .96730 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 2.843 

(Table 4.18) does not significantly impact the policy-making orientafion 

of Texas school board members. 
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Table 4.18 
Chi-Square: Having (Or Had in the Past) Children in the School 

District by Personnel 

Political 
0 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 
Professional 

6 Row 
Total 

Yes 

No 

Column Total 

22 

22 

83 

5 

88 

67 

3 

70 

172 
95.6 

8 
4.4 

180 
100 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Value 

1.34467 

DF Significance 

.51052 

Minimum Expected Frequency - .978 

Years Served on the Board and Personnel 

Slightly less than one-half of the school board members (88 or 

49%)) indicated that personal judgment is the policy-making orientation 

they used in making personnel decisions. Thirty-nine percent (or 70) 

responded that they use the professional orientation and 12% (or 22) of 
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school board members reported the use of the polifical dimension when 

deciding personnel issues. There were 180 responses to this variable. At 

the .05 level of significance, it can be determined that the policy-making 

orientation of school board members (Table 4.19) does not depend upon 

the length of time they have served on their school boards. 

Table 4.19 
Chi-Square: Years Served on the Board by Personnel 

0 - 5 

6-10 

10 + 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

Political 
0 

17 

3 

2 

22 
12.3 

Value 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

56 

25 

7 

88 
49.2 

DF 

Professional 
6 

46 

20 

3 

69 
38.5 

Significance 

Row 
Total 

119 
66.5 

48 
26.8 

12 
6.7 

179 
100 

Pearson 3.08600 .54354 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 1.475 
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Age and Personnel 

Just slightly less than one-half (49%, or 87) respondents, indicated 

that they depended upon their personal judgment when making policy 

decisions concerning personnel. Thirty-nine percent (or 70) of 

respondents indicated that they use the professional orientation, while 

12%) (or 22) of school board members reported using the political 

orientation. There were 179 observations calculated for this variable. At 

the .05 level of significance, it can be determined that age (Table 4.20) 

does not impact the decision-making orientation of school board members 

in the policy area of personnel. 

Gender and Personnel 

Eighty-eight of the respondents (or 49%) again reported that they 

used personal judgment when making policy decisions in areas concerned 

with personnel. Seventy respondents (or 39%) indicated that they use the 

professional orientation and 22 (or 12%) reported using the polifical 

orientation for making decisions regarding personnel. There were a total 
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Table 4.20 
Chi-Square: Ages of School Board Members by Personnel 

Political 
0 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 
Professional 

2 Row 
Total 

< 39 22 11 40 
22.3 

40-52 

52 + 

10 

5 

48 

17 

43 

16 

101 
56.4 

38 
21.2 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

22 
12.3 

Value 

87 
48.6 

DF 

70 
39.1 

179 
100 

Significance 

Pearson 3.62939 .45848 

Minimum Expected Frequency - 4.670 
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of 180 responses for this variable. At the .05 level of significance, it can 

be determined that the policy-making orientation of school board 

members is not dependent upon the demographic variable gender (Table 

4.21) when making decisions about personnel issues. 

Table 4.21 
Chi-Square: Gender of School Board Members by Personnel 

Female 

Male 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Personal 
Political Judgment 

0 

7 

15 

22 
12.2 

Value 

2.09382 

Minimum Expected Frequency 

1 

23 

65 

88 
48.9 

- 5.256 

DF 

2 

Professional 
2 

13 

57 

70 
38.9 

Row 
Total 

43 
23.9 

137 
76.1 

180 
100 

Significance 

.35102 
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Race and Personnel 

Forty-nine percent (or 88) of the school board members responding 

indicated that they would use personal judgment when making decisions 

about personnel issues. Of those responding to this variable, 39%) (or 69) 

indicated that they use the professional dimension when making decisions 

about personnel, while 12% (or 22) indicated that they use the politicial 

orientation. A total of 179 observations were calculated for this variable. 

At the .05 level of significance, it can be determined that race (Table 4.22) 

is not a factor when school board members make policy decisions about 

the policy issue of personnel. 

Method of Election and Personnel 

Forty-nine percent (or 87) of the respondents reported that they use 

personal judgment when making decisions about personnel. Of the 

remainder responding, 39% (or 69) indicated that they use the 

professional orientafion for making personnel decisions and 12%) (or 22) 

indicated that they use the political orientation. There were a total of 178 

responses for this variable. At the .05 level of significance, it can be 
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Table 4.22 
Chi-Square: Ethnicity of School Board Members by Personnel 

African American 

Anglo 

Personal 
Political Judgment Professional 

0 1 2 

17 

8 

68 56 

Row 
Total 

17 
9.5 

141 
78.8 

Hispanic 

Other 

Column Total 

1 

1 

22 
12.3 

8 

4 

88 
49.2 

6 

1 

69 
38.5 

15 
8.4 

6 
3.4 

179 
100 

Chi-Square 

Pearson 

Value 

2.20013 

DF 

6 

Significance 

.90040 

Minimum Expected Frequency - .737 
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determined that the policy-making orientation of school board members 

(Table 4.23) is not dependent upon the method of their elecfion to the 

school board. 

Table 4.23 
Chi-Square: Manner School Board Members are elected 

to Boards by Personnel 

At-Large 

Single Member 

Other 

Column Total 

Chi-Square 

Political 
0 

16 

3 

3 

22 
12.4 

Value 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

65 

11 

11 

87 
48.9 

DF 

Professional 
2 

56 

7 

6 

69 
38.8 

Significance 

Row 
Total 

137 
77.0 

21 
11.8 

20 
11.2 

178 
100 

Pearson 1.20453 .87735 

Minimum Expected Frequence - 2.472 
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Level of Education and Personnel 

When considering the level of education that school board members 

reported, it can be seen that 49% (or 88) reported that they use personal 

judgment when making decisions concerning personnel. Thirty-nine 

percent (or 70) reported that they use the professional orientation and 12% 

(or 22) indicated that they use the political orientation when considering 

decisions having to do with personnel. There were a total of 180 

responses calculated for this variable. At the .05 level of significance, it 

can be determined that the level of a school board member's education 

(Table 4.24) is not significant when they make policy decisions 

concerning personnel issues. 

Summary of Personnel 

From the preceding discussion, it can be determined that the 

selected demographic variables do not significantly impact the 

policy-making orientafion of school board members in the policy area of 
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Table 4.24 
Chi-Square: Level of Education of School Board Members by Persormel 

Did not graduate 
high school 

Graduated 
high school 

Attended college 
did not graduate 

Graduated 
college 

Post graduate 

Column Total 

Political 
0 

4 

6 

7 

5 

22 
12.2 

Personal 
Judgment 

1 

2 

14 

26 

29 

17 

88 
48.9 

Chi-Square Value DF 

Pearson 9.44812 8 

Minimum Expected Frequency - .367 

Professional 
2 

1 

3 

16 

29 

21 

70 
38.9 

Significance 

.30591 

Row 
Total 

3 
1.7 

21 
11.7 

48 
26.7 

65 
36.1 

43 
23.9 

180 
100 

i 
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personnel. Many of the school board members, just slightly less than 

50%), indicated that they use personal judgment when making decisions 

having to do with personnel issues. Approximately 38% of the school 

board members reported that they use the professional orientafion of 

policy-making when deciding upon personnel issues, and approximately 

12%) of the reporting school board members indicated that they use the 

political orientation of policy-making when deciding upon personnel 

issues. A bar chart (Figure 4.11) follows to visually present the percents 

of those responding and their policy-making orientation with respect to 

personnel. 

60T 

CO c o 
M 

Pi 30< 

0U 

Political Personal 
Judgment 

Professional 

Figure 4.11 
Summary of Policy-Making Orientation by Personnel 
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Description of Survev Items From Parts TTT and l y 
of the Survey Instrument 

To operationalize the manner by which school boards make 

decisions, five questions were asked of the respondents. It was believed 

that the information would present data usefiil in examining factors 

involved in the decision-making process including how often school 

board members agree or disagree on courses of action, willingness to 

compromise and unanimous voting. Additionally, it was believed, based 

on the literature review in Chapter II and interviews with school board 

members, that school board members seek input for policy-making from 

outside4 sources, as well as depending on the superintendent's expertise. 

Question 15 asked for respondents to indicate the outside sources (and 

superintendentxpertise) they felt was most important. 

Many times, school board members rely on the specialized 

knowledge of the superintendent. Part IV of the survey instrument 

provided data relative to board/superintendent interacfion. Boards 

adhering to the distinction that the board establishes policy and removes 

itself from the administration of the policy appear to defer to the guidance 

of the superintendent and are assumed to make decisions using a polifical 
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judgment or professional orientafion. Conversely, school boards that do 

not adhere to the idea that the administration of policy is left strictly to the 

superintendent appear to acknowledge that their policy-making 

orientation is more political. 

In order to analyze responses from Part III and Part IV of the survey 

instrument, a descriptive analysis was performed. This technique resulted 

in percents of responses for each quesfion asked of school board members 

on the School Board Policy-Making Orientation Instrument. Items in Part 

III did not request information by policy area, therefore, the results are not 

indicative of a particular policy area. The policy issues of curriculum, 

finance, and personnel were addressed in items sixteen through eighteen. 

Item nineteen did not request information by policy area. In order to 

interpret the demographic data gathered from the respondents on the 

survey instrument, percents of responses were presented using bar charts. 

Each of the charts was constructed so that the abscissa represented the 

measures or values given each variable and the ordinate represented the 

percentages. 
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Part III How Your School Board Makes Decisions 

School board members were asked to indicate how often the 

members of their board (Figure 4.12) agree about the best course of action 

when an issue first arises. Possible responses with the percent in 

agreement shown in parentheses are: Never (.6%), Sometimes (21-7%), 

Often (71.7%), and Always (6.1%). 

Figure 4.12 
School Board Member Agreement 

Next, school board members were asked to indicate (Figure 4.13) 

how often, when there is a disagreement on issues, members seem to take 

sides and remain on those same sides even though the issue may change. 

Possible responses with the percent in agreement shown in parenthesis 

are: Never (14%), Sometimes (67.4%), Often (17.4%), and Always 

(1.1%). 
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Figure 4.13 
School Board Members Taking Sides 

Question twelve asked school board members to indicate the 

percent of the votes taken by their school board which are unanimous. 

The possible responses (Figure 4.14) are followed with the percentages in 

parentheses: 0 - 49 (2.2%), 50 - 74 (2.8%), 75 - 89 (23.9%), 90 - 99 

(67.2%), 100(3.9%). 
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Figure 4.14 
Unanimous Voting by School Board Members 

Question thirteen was broken into three parts. It stated: "In the 

following list of statements about why unanimous voting occurs on school 

boards, please check the relevance of these statements to your school 

board." The responses were: 

There is no disagreement (Figure 4.15) on issues: Never (4.1%), 

Sometimes (66.9%), Often (29.1%). 
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Figure 4.15 
No Disagreement on Issues 

We usually discuss issues (Figure 4.16) and try to reach 

agreement: Never (1.7%), Sometimes (9.1%), Often (89.2%) 
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Figure 4.16 
Discuss Issues 

We go along with others (Figure 4.17) to get support for our ideas: 

Never (55.9%), Sometimes (36.5%), Often (7.6%) 
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Figure 4.17 

Go Along with Others to Gain Support 

Next, school board members were asked to indicate (Figure 4.18) 

how often they voted with the majority. The possible responses are 

followed with the percentages in parentheses: Never (1.7%), Sometimes 

(11.8%), Often (79.2%), Always (7.3%). 
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Figure 4.18 
Vote With Majority 
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Rank Order of Input from Outside Sources 

School board members often seek input from outside sources as 

well as from the superintendent because "elected officials are required to 

deal with issues containing components too sophisticated for them to 

comprehend.. Thus they turn to experts for information..." (Tucker, 

Zeigler & Peak, 1980, p. 2). In order to examine the importance school 

board members place on the sources of outside information, the responses 

were rank ordered. This question provided information relative to the 

political orientation because those school board members responsive to 

outside sources are said to be politically oriented. This question asked 

school board members to indicate by rank ordering the outside sources 

they seek as they establish policy. The choices were (1) community 

groups, (2) consultants, (3) parents, (4) the superintendent, and (5) 

teachers. The responses indicated that school board members 

overwhelmingly sought information from the superintendent first. This 

was followed by seeking input from parents next and teachers third. 

Community groups were called upon for input to the board fourth and 

information from consultants was sought the least. 
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Figure 4.19 
Rank Order of Input from 

Outside Sources 

Part IV Your Interaction With Your Superintendent. 

Question sixteen asked respondents to indicate how often they 

agreed with the superintendent on the policy issues of curriculum, finance, 

and personnel. Overwhelmingly, the majority (85%) indicated (Figure 

4.20) they often agreed with the superintendent on curriculum issues. 

Fourteen percent indicated they sometimes agreed with the superintendent 

on curriculum issues and only .6% indicated that they never agreed with 

the superintendent on curriculum issues. 
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Figure 4.20 
Agree With Superintendent by Curriculum 

Seventy-five percent of the school board members indicated (Figure 

4.21) that they often agreed with the superintendent on financial issues. 

Twenty-three percent indicated that they sometimes agreed with the 

superintendent on financial issues and only 1.1% responded that they 

never agreed with the superintendent on financial issues. 

Figure 4.21 
Agree With Superintendent by Finance 
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When asked to respond to frequency of agreement with the 

superintendent on personnel issues, 72.6% indicated that they often 

agreed with the superintendent, whereas 27.4% indicated that they 

sometimes agreed with the superintendent on personnel issues. No 

respondents indicated that they never agreed with the superintendent on 

personnel issues (Figure 4.22). 

Figure 4.22 
Agree With Superintendent by Personnel 

Item seventeen (Figure 4.23) asked which variable: constituents, the 

superintendent, or personal judgment, would most likely have the greatest 

influence on their individual decision when a conflict arises in a policy 

area. 
In the policy area of curriculum, 12% indicated that their 

constituents would invoke the most influence on their decision-making. 
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Sixty-three percent indicated the superintendent would most influence 

their decision-making and 25% indicated that they would depend upon 

their personal judgment in making policy decisions in the area of 

curriculum. 

Constituents Superintendent Personal 
Judgment 

Figure 4.23 
Factors Influencing Decisions by Curriculum 

In financial issues (Figure 4.24), 15% indicated that their 

constituents would influence their decisions. Forty-two percent indicated 

that the superintendent would influence flnancial decisions, and 42% 

indicated that they would rely on personal judgment in deciding financial 

issues. 
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Figure 4.24 
Factors Influencing Decisions by Finance 

When making decisions concerning personnel matters (Figure 

4.25), only 8%) indicated that consfituents would influence their 

decisions. Almost half (48%) indicated that the superintendent would 

most likely influence their decisions and 44% indicated that they would 

depend upon their personal judgment as they made decisions concerning 

personnel issues. 
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Figure 4.25 
Factors Influencing Decisions by Personnel 

Item eighteen (Figure 4.26) asked the school board members to 

respond to the following: "If the superintendent recommended a change to 

a policy regarding the curriculum, school personnel, or school district 

finances, and you initially disagreed with the change, indicate the 

probability that you would eventually adopt the superintendent's 

recommendation." For the policy issue of curriculum, 40% indicated that 

they would often adopt the superintendent's recommendation. Fifty-nine 

percent indicated that they would sometimes be swayed to the 

superintendent's recommendation and .6% indicated that they would never 

abandon their position on curriculum. 
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Figure 4.26 
Probability of Adopting Superintendent's 

Recommendation by Curriculum 

When considering the likelihood of changing their position on 

financial issues (Figure 4.27), 68% indicated that they would sometimes 

adopt the superintendent's recommendafion, while 3% indicated that they 

would never change their position. Twenty-nine percent indicated they 

often adopt the superintendent's position on financial issues. 
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Figure 4.27 
Probability of Adopting Superintendent's 

Recommendation by Finance 

When considering the likelihood of changing their position on 

personnel issues (Figure 4.28), almost half ( 68%) indicated that they were 

sometimes likely to adopt the superintendent's recommendations, whereas 

29% indicated that they would often follow the recommendation of the 

superintendent. Only 3% indicated that they would never abandon their 

position on personnel matters. 
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Figure 4.28 
Probability of Adopting Superintendent's 

Recommendation by Personnel 

The final question (Figure 4.29) of the research instrument stated 

"In examining the relationship between the superintendent and your 

school board, it is expected that the school board should establish policy 

and the superintendent should administer policy. Indicate the extent that 

your school district maintains this distinction." The possible responses 

and percentages were: Never (2%), Sometimes (4%), Often (45%), and 

Completely (49%). 
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Figure 4.29 
Maintains Distinction Between School Board and 

Superintendent Responsibilities 

Analysis 

Based on an understanding of the literature related to the 

decision-making processes of school board members, interviews with 

school board members and intuition, it was believed that the 

policy-making orientation of individual school board members was 

related to certain demographic variables. It was also suspected that there 

were other dimensions to the policy-making process in addition to the 

traditional dimensions of professional and political orientations. As a 
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result of this study, it is concluded that the policy-making orientation of 

school board members is not related to selected demographic variables. 

Further, the results show that there is at least another dimension to the 

decision-making process used by school board members. Personal 

judgment was found to be a third orientation. Additionally, this study 

provides an indication that school board members view decision-making 

as situational (Figure 4.29) when making policy based on the areas of 

curriculum, finance and personnel. 

Even though the research literature suggested that certain 

demographic variables tended to influence the way school board members 

make policy decisions, the findings of this research show that 

policy-making orientation is not dependent upon such demographic 

characteristics. It is likely that previous researchers used such 

demographic variables because the data were easily obtainable and 

provided quantifiable measures that could be used in standard statistical 

analysis. In fact, after this research was conducted, the researcher talked 

via telephone with Dr. Kenneth Greene to inquire as to why he did not 

report the results of the demographic variables used in his research in 
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New Jersey. He indicated that they did not appear to significantly impact 

the dependent variables in his study and were, therefore, not reported in 

his articles. 
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Summaries 
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Summary of Policy-Making Orientation by Personnel 
BarChcVt 

eor 

CO SD' 

CO 

G 
O « 
Ou 
CO 

(4-1 

• • .J 

C 

U 

Political Personal Professional 
Judgment 

Figure 4.30 
Continued 

It is likely that policy-making orientation may be a more complex 

construct that cannot be easily explained by simple demographic 

variables. How school board members approach their policy-making 

responsibility may be related to other variables that may be more difficult 

to obtain reliable data on and quantify for statistical analysis. For 

example, a school board member's affect or emotion, beliefs, values, or 
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political ideology may have a major impact on their policy-making 

orientation. Additional research would have to be done to study these 

issues. 

Although there was no statistical significance between the selected 

demographic variables and the policy-making orientation of individual 

school board members, other variables, not related to demographics, may 

be present to explain the decision-making process of school board 

members. Personal philosophies, as well as educational philosophies and 

personality characteristics, may impact their policy-making orientation. 

Each school board member brings to the board an individual perspective 

about school governance. Because every school board member is a 

product of an educational system, his/her perspective is based upon many 

varied experiences with education. These personal experiences may very 

well impact the individual school board member's decision-making 

process. These personal experiences may include, but certainly are not 

limited to, his/her political ideology, the school board member's personal 

success as a student, the success of their children in school, the impact of 

174 



the school district upon his/her adult life, and a propensity toward civic 

duty. The variables described above were beyond the scope of this 

research. To validate the effect of these aforementioned variables, 

additional research is needed. Qualitative research, including case 

studies, ethnographic studies, and philosophical inquiries might provide 

methods of examining the idiosyncratic dimensions of school board 

members that are not related to demographic variables. 

A serendipitous finding of the study was that individual school 

board members indicated that their policy-making decisions were 

consistently based on the situational aspects of curriculum, finance and 

personnel. Interviews conducted with individual school board members 

provided the researcher with indications that policy decisions were the 

result of the particular policy issue in question. This suspicion was 

confirmed upon examination of the research data. 

In the area of curriculum, the data indicates that school board 

members make their decisions from a professional perspective. This may 
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be interpreted to mean that the board members defer to the superintendent 

and the other professional educators to determine curriculum practices. A 

relatively small percentage of participants indicated that personal 

judgment entered into these types of decisions. It could be concluded that 

this would indicate a relative lack of expertise in the manner by which 

academics are structured. 

Summary 

Chapter IV presented the results of the data analysis. The research 

question was examined with the hypothesis. The hypothesis was 

accepted. An analysis of the data revealed that the policy-making 

orientation of Texas school board members was not dependent upon the 

selected demographic variables. What was significant, however, were 

indications that school board members do not take on a particular 

policy-making orientation and retain it throughout their decision-making 
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process. The results of the analysis of the data indicated that school board 

members vacillate between the professional, political and personal 

judgment orientations depending upon the policy issues of curriculum, 

finance, and personnel. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to obtain descriptive data concerning 

the policy-making orientation of school board members in Texas. The 

data was obtained through a survey questionnaire distributed to a 

randomly selected population of school board members across the state of 

Texas. 

This study was designed for the following purposes: 

(1) To determine the manner by which individual school board 

members in Texas make decisions concerning the policy issues of 

curriculum, finance, and personnel. 

(2) To determine if school board policy decisions are 

independent of selected demographic variables. 

The purpose of this study was to provide data to fill a void in the 

current literature concerning the manner by which school board members 

determine policy. The results should aid in a better understanding of the 
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policy-making orientation of individual school board members as opposed 

to collective policy-making decisions. 

The data from this research presents a general profile of individual 

school board members in the State of Texas. This data reflects the 

findings of prior studies concerned with school boards as collectivities as 

reported in Chapter II. 

Chapter V is organized into five sections. Section one is a 

summary of the study. The second section presents the findings of the 

study and the third section includes the interpretations of the results. The 

fourth section reports conclusions and implications and the final section 

suggests recommendations for fijture research. 

Summary of the Study 

The idea of a system of public schooling, responsive to the citizens 

and controlled by a democratically elected board of education, is uniquely 

American (Cistone, 1975). The local board of education is the keystone 

of local governance, determining through the policies they enact the 

direction the school system will take. Because these local boards, by law, 

are responsible for enacting educational policies, it is important to 
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understand the perspectives that school board members bring to their 

policy-making role and the factors that influence those perspectives. 

Information about how individual school board members approach 

policy-making is lacking, therefore leaving a considerable void in the 

literature concerning school governance. 

Researchers including Tucker and Zeigler (1980), Lutz and 

Gresson (1980), and Greene (1992) have studied school board 

policy-making, but it has been through the lens of the school board as a 

whole. The primary objective of this study is to investigate the methods, 

or orientations,that individual school board members use as they are 

involved in the policy-making aspect of school governance. 

The research of Tucker and Zeigler (1980), Lutz and Gresson 

(1980), and Greene (1992) indicate that school boards as a collectivity 

typically embrace one of two orientations as they make policy decisions: 

the political orientation or the professional orientation. Profiles have been 

developed that describe these two dimensions of policy-making 

orientation. School boards that defer to the superintendent, generally seek 

consensus on issues and are typically closed to input are characterized as 
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professional. Political boards tend to make policies without deferring to 

the superintendent, split votes, yield to represented segments of the 

population and are typically open to input from their constituents which 

might impact policy-making. 

While the professional and political orientations of policy-making 

have dominated the limited amount of research in the area of school 

governance, a priori reasoning as well as insights gained from interviews 

with school board members suggested that there may be, at least, a third 

possible dimension—that of personal judgment. Given the possibility of 

more than two orientations to school board policy-making, the researcher 

also suspected, as a result of interviews with school board members and 

intuition, that school board members may vacillate between policy 

orientations based upon specific policy issues. Based upon a review of 

the related literature, it is also thought that the policy-making orientation 

of school board members may be dependent upon certain specified 

demographic variables. 

In view of the lack of empirical research literature concerning the 

manner in which school board members make policy, the primary 
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objective of this study was to examine the policy-making orientation of 

school board members in Texas and to explore whether their 

decision-making orientation was dependent upon certain demographic 

variables based upon particular policy issues. The six demographic 

variables selected for this study included: (1) population of the 

community from which they are elected, (2) presently (or in the past) 

having children in the district from which they are elected, (3) length of 

time served on the board, (4) age, (5) gender, (6) ethnicity, (7) method of 

election and, (8) level of education attained with respect to curriculum, 

finance, and personnel issues. The dependent variable, policy-making 

orientation, was operationalized by the dimensions of professional, 

political and personnel judgments. 

The objective of the study was accomplished by the administration 

of a four-part, nineteen-item, multiple-choice response instrument 

developed by the researcher. Part I of the instrument was designed to 

collect demographic information relative to the eight classifying variables 

from the respondents. Part II of the instrument was concerned with the 

manner by which school board members make policy decisions. The 
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school board members were provided with three views concerning how a 

school board member makes decisions and asked to indicate which most 

nearly agrees with their decision-making philosophy. These were broken 

into the policy issue categories of curriculum, finance, and personnel. 

Part III was concerned with the respondents' perceptions of the manner by 

which their school board makes decisions. Part IV requested information 

about their interaction with their superintendents. The development and 

description of the instrument were explained in Chapter III of the study. 

The School Board Policy-Making Orientation Instrument was 

distributed to a random sample of school board members attending the 

1992 Texas Association of School Administrators and Texas Association 

of School Boards Joint Annual Convention. The joint convention was 

held from September 29 through October 1 in Dallas, Texas. There were 

two different methods used for the data collection, resulting in a total of 

207 instruments returned. A detailed explanation of the methods used to 

collect the data is found in Chapter III. 

In order to analyze the data, two statistical procedures were used. 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze demographic data as well as 
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multiple-choice responses to all four parts of the instrument. Descriptive 

statistics included frequency distributions and percentages. The 

chi-square test was used to test for independence of the demographic 

variables. A significance level of .05 was set for the hypothesis. The 

statistical package of SPSS V 6.1 for Windows was utilized in the analysis 

of the quantitative data. An independent statistician was consulted to 

obtain a valid interpretation of the quantitative data. 

Major Findings of the Study 

The study is based on the research question: "Is the policy-making 

orientation of individual school board members dependent upon the 

demographic variables of population, presently (or in the past) having 

children in the district from which they are elected, length of time served 

on the board, age, gender, ethnicity, method of election, and level of 

education with respect to curriculum, finance, and personnel issues?" The 

data revealed the major findings for the research quesfions were: (1) the 

policy-making orientation of individual school board members in Texas is 

independent of the selected demographic variables and (2) the 

policy-making orientation of individual school board members in Texas 
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varies from political orientation to professional orientation to the 

dimension of personal judgment according to policy issue. The policy 

issues specified in this study include curriculum, finance, and personnel. 

The data indicated that the policy-making orientation of individual 

school board members is independent of selected demographic variables 

at the .05 level of significance. It did support, however, that the 

policy-making orientation of individual school board members is 

situational, based on the policy issues of curriculum, finance, and 

personnel. The data revealed the following : 

(1) For the policy area of curriculum, 5 6% of the respondents 

indicated a professional orientation; 28% used the political orientation; 

and 16%o indicated the use of personal judgment when making decisions. 

(2) When making financial decisions, 44% used personal 

judgment; 29% used the polifical orientation; and 27% used the 

professional orientation. 

(3) Personnal considerations were based on 49% of the 

respondents using personal judgment; 39% of the respondents reported 

185 



using the professional orientation; and 12% based their decisions on their 

political orientation. 

Conclusions and Implications 

The purpose of this study as stated in Chapter I and reviewed in 

Chapter V was to obtain descriptive data concerning individual school 

board members' policy-making orientation. Additionally, this study was 

designed to provide a profile of school board members in the State of 

Texas and their particular orientation of policy-making. 

This study concluded that the policy-making orientation of school 

board members in Texas is independent of the demographic variables 

selected for study in this research. Though this finding cannot be 

generalized to the members of other school boards in other states, it 

suggests that further research into the decision-making process of school 

boards is warranted. Most, if not all, research in the area of school boards 

involves examining demographic variables. The ones selected for this 

study reflect those used in other studies. Because they were found to have 

no impact on the policy-making orientation of school board members, it 

186 



may be prudent to examine other variables and abandon the use of 

demographic variables. 

This study also concluded that the policy-making orientation of 

school board members is situational. School board members do not adopt 

a particular orientation and maintain it throughout their decision-making 

process. 

Implications Resulting From This Study 

The following implications were derived from this study: 

(1) The use of demographic variables should be abandoned in 

future studies concerning the policy-making orientation of school board 

members. 

(2) This study fills a void in current literature concerning school 

board policy-making. The data from this study is focused on individual 

school board members, whereas previous studies of this nature examine 

school boards as collectivities. 

(3) Based on intuition and preliminary interviews with school 

board members, this study provides data which supports the inclusion of 

the aspect of personal judgment as a dimension of policy-making. 
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Additional research should be done using factor analysis to confirm or 

reject the multidimensional nature of policy-making orientation. 

(4) The results from this research could aid school board 

members in the understanding of their voting practices on policy issues 

(i.e., attitudes toward curriculum, finance, and personnel). 

(5) Superintendents should be able to use these results for a 

better understanding of individual school board members' approach to the 

development of district policies. 

Recommendations For Further Study 

Based on the data which has been researched, compiled, and 

reported in this study, the following recommendations for further study 

are offered for consideration as future research: 

(1) Additional research should be done using a factor analysis to 

confirm or reject the multidimensional nature of policy-making 

orientation. 

(2) Research should be undertaken to determine the effects of 

other variables including attitudes, beliefs and political ideologies of 

school board members on policy-making. 
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APPENDIX A 

NAMES AND POSITIONS OF INDIVIDUALS INCLUDED IN 

PRELIMINARY CONVERSATIONS 
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Individuals Included in 
Conversations 

School Board Members 

1. Mr. Delbert Bodeker, School Board President, New Boston ISD, 
New Boston, Texas 

2. Mr. Jerry Davis, School Board President, New Boston ISD, 
New Boston, Texas 

3. Mr. Jack Hightower, School Board President, Midland ISD, 
Midland,Texas 

4. Mr. Dwight Woods,School Board Member, DeKalb ISD, 
DeKalb, Texas 

5. Mr. Price Daniels, School Board President, Greenwood ISD, 
Greenwood, Texas 

Superintendents, Present and Former 

1. Dr. Joseph Baressi, Superintendent, Midland ISD, 
Midland, Texas 

2. Dr. Gene Buinger, Superintendent, Ector County ISD, 
Odessa, Texas 

3. Mr. David Case, Superintendent, Spade ISD, Spade, Texas 

4. Mr. Wayne Martin, Superintendent, Athens ISD, Athens, Texas 

5. Mr. Hubert Simpson, Former Superintendent, New Boston ISD, 
New Boston, Texas 
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6. Mr. James Westfall, Superintendent, New Boston ISD, 
New Boston,Texas 

Professors of Educational Administration 

1. Dr. Kenneth Greene, Professor, Fairleigh Dickinson University, 
Madison, New Jersey 

2. Dr. Frank Lutz, Professor, East Texas State University, 
Commerce, Texas 

3. Dr. William Reiter, Professor, University of Texas of the Permian 
Basin, Odessa, Texas 

4. Dr. William Sparkman, Professor, Texas Tech University, 
Lubbock, Texas 

5. Dr. Michael Stevens, Professor, West Texas A&M University, 
Canyon, Texas 
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APPENDIX B 

INFORMAL INTERVIEW ESfSTRUMENT 
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SCHOOL BOARD INTERVIEW 

1. Sex, race, level of education, length of time on board. 

2. Why did you run for the seat you hold? 

3. There are two main points of view concerning how school 
board members should act when they have to make a 
decision: 

A) One is that, having been elected, they should do 
what parents want them to do, even if it isn't 
their own personal preference 

B) The second is that they should use their own 
judgment, regardless of what parents want them 
to do. 

Which comes closest to your own views when you decide on: 

curriculum issues 

personnel issues 

financial issues 

4. How frequentiy are you involved in interaction with the 
superintendent? 
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5. The literature indicates that boards tend to be either political 
(intense political bargaining among board members, the 
superintendent, and constituents; split votes, involved in daily 
management of the school district, and highly responsive to their 
constituents) or professional (board makes policy, but defers to the 
superintendent and consistently allows the hired professionals to 
carry out the policy, seek consensus on issues, do not yield to 
specific constituencies) 

My intuition tells me that board policy making is more than a two 
dimensional process. What do you think? Can you give me some 
very real, specific examples of decision making instances that 
support your view? 
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APPENDIX C 

PILOT SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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August 31, 1994 

Dear School Board Members: 

Attached is a survey instrument which is being developed to be used as 
part of a research project which will examine the policy-making 
orientation of school board members inTexas. Your assistance is needed 
in order to ensure that this survey instrument is clear and easily 
understood. You are being asked to read it and note anything that is 
confusing or that you feel needs to be explained further. You are not 
expected to respond to the questions, just help with the overall clarity 
of the instrument. 

Please make any comments you feel are appropriate at the bottom and on 
the back of this cover letter. Enclosed is a self-addressed, stamped 
envelope for you to use to return the survey. Thank you for your 
assistance in this research project. Your time and input are gratefully 
acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Jan Murdock 
Doctoral Student, 
Texas Tech University 
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PART I You and Your School District 

1. Size of your community/city 

Large City (population of 400,000 or more) 
Urban Fringe (outside of a large city) 
Large Town (population of 25,000 - 400,000 
Small Town (population of 2,500 - 25,000) 
Rural (population of less than 2,500) 

2. Grades included in your school district 
Pre K - 6 ( ) Pre K - 8 ( ) 
PreK-12 ( ) 7-12 ( ) 9-12 ( ) 

3. Please indicate the number of years you have served on the school board in your 
district: 

4. Your age: 

5. Your sex: Female ( ) Male ( ) 

6. Your ethnic background: 
African American ( ) Anglo American ( ) 
Hispanic American ( ) Other ( ) 

7. School board members in your district are elected in the following manner: 
( ) from the community as a whole (At-Large) 
( ) from a specific district within your community (Single Member) 
( ) a combination of single Member and At-Large (eg. 5-2) 

8. The highest level of education you have attained: 
Did not complete high school ( ) Completed high school ( ) 
Attended college ( ) 
Graduated college ( ) Postgraduate ( ) 

PART II Your View of Educational Policy-Making 

9. It is likely that there are three main points of view concerning how a school 
board member makes decisions: 
(1) When making decisions, a school board member should represent 

his/her constituents even if doing so does not agree with his personal 
preference. 

204 



(2) When making decisions, a school board member should use his/her own 
judgment, regardless of what constituents or the superintendent might 
think is best. 

(3) When making decisions, a school board member should defer to the 
professional expertise of the superintendent. 

Which of the three views most nearly agrees with your decision-making 
philosophy on the following major educational issues: 

View I View 2 View 3 
Curriculum Issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Personnel Issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Financial Issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 

PART III How Your School Board Makes Decisions 

10. When an issue first arises, how often do the members of your board agree about 
the best course of action? 

never ( ) sometimes ( ) often ( ) always ( ) 

11. When there is a disagreement on issues, indicate how often members seem to 
take sides and remain on those same sides even though the issues may change. 

never ( ) sometimes ( ) often ( ) always ( ) 

12. Indicate the percent of the votes taken by your school board which are 
unanimous. 

0 - 49 ( ) 50 - 74 ( ) 75 - 89 ( ) 90 - 99 ( ) 100 ( ) 

13. In the following list of statements about why unanimous voting occurs on 
school boards, please check the relevance of these satements to your school 
board. 

Never Sometimes Often 
There is no disagreement on issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 
We usually discuss issues and try to 
reach agreement. ( ) ( ) ( ) 
We go along with others to get support 
for our own ideas. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

14. Indicate how often you vote with the majority: 

never ( ) sometimes ( ) often ( ) always ( ) 
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15. When the school board members on your school board must vote to establish a 
policy, they often seek information from a number of sources. Please rank the 
following sources of information in order of their importance to you. 

(1 signifies the most important; 5 signifies the least important.) 
Superintendent Teachers Parents Community Groups 

PART IV Your Interaction With Your Superintendent 

16. Indicate how often you agree with the superintendent on the following: 

Curriculum Issues 
Personnel Issues 
Financial Issues 

Never 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

Sometimes 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

Often 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

17- When a conflict arises in your school district, indicate which factor would most 
likely have the greatest influence on your decision on the following issues: 

Constituents Superintendent 
Curriculum Issues ( ) ( ) 
Personnel Issues ( ) ( ) 
Financial Issues ( ) ( ) 

18. If the superintendent recommended a change to a policy regarding the 
curriculum, school personnel, or school district finances, and you 
initially disagreed with the change, indicate the probability that you would 
eventually adopt the superintendent's recommendation. 

Never Sometimes Often 
Change Curriculum ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Change Personnel ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Change Financial ( ) ( ) ( ) 

19. In examining the relationship between the superintendent and your school 
board, it is expected that the school board should establish policy and the 
superintendent should administer policy. Indicate the extent that your school 
district maintains this distinction: 

never ( ) sometimes ( ) often ( ) completely ( ) 
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September, 1994 

Dear Texas School Board Member: 

Your assistance is needed in a current research project designed to 
determine how school board members make decisions about the policies 
they enact. TASB has granted permission for this survey to be 
distributed. 

This instrument is designed to take approximately 10-15 minutes to 
read and complete. Your responses will make an invaluable contribution 
to this study and will provide some important statistics regarding how 
school boards make policies in our state. 

This survey is a part of a doctoral research project being conducted 
at Texas Tech University. All information provided in the responses will 
be kept strictly confidential. All responses will be coded for statistical 
purposes and no identification of individuals or specific school districts 
will appear in the results. A copy of the results will be sent to your school 
district upon request. 

Boxes have been conveniently located at the Board Training Credit 
Center for the return of the completed questionnaire. Your assistance 
with this survey is gratefully acknowledged. 

Sincerely, 

Jan Murdock 
Midland, Texas 

I would like my school district to receive a copy of the results of this 
survey. Please send to the following address: 
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PART I You and Your School District 

1. Size of your community/city 

150,000 or more 
25,000-150,000 
10,000-25,000 
2,500- 10,000 
less than 2,500 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

2. Do you have or have you had children in the school district from which you are 
elected? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) 

3. Please indicate the number of years you have served on the school board in your 
district: 

4. Your age: 

5. Your sex: Female ( ) Male ( ) 

6. Your ethnic background: 
African American ( ) Anglo American ( ) 
Hispanic American ( ) Other ( ) 

7. School board members in your district are elected in the following manner: 
( ) from the community as a whole (At-Large) 
( ) from a specific district within your community (Single Member) 
( ) a combination of single Member and At-Large (eg. 5-2) 

8. The highest level of education you have attained: 
Did not complete high school ( ) Completed high school ( ) 
Attended college but did not graduate ( ) 
Graduated college ( ) Postgraduate ( ) 

PART II Your View of Educational Policy-Making 

9. It is likely that there are three main points of view concerning how a school 
board member makes decisions: 
(1) When making decisions, a school board member should represent 

his/her constituents even if doing so does not agree with his personal 
preference. 
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(2) When making decisions, a school board member should use his/her own 
judgment, regardless of what constituents or the superintendent might 
think is best. 

(3) When making decisions, a school board member should defer to the 
professional expertise of the superintendent. 

Which of the three views most nearly agrees v/ith your decision-making 
philosophy on the following major educational issues: 

View I View 2 View 3 
Curriculum Issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Personnel Issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Financial Issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 

PART III How Your School Board Makes Decisions 

10. When an issue first arises, how often do the members of your board agree about 
the best course of action? 

never ( ) sometimes ( ) often ( ) always ( ) 

11. When there is a disagreement on issues, indicate how often members seem to 
take sides and remain on those same sides even though the issues may change. 

never ( ) sometimes ( ) often ( ) always ( ) 

12. Indicate the percent of the votes taken by your school board which are 
unanimous. 

0 - 49 ( ) 50 - 74 ( ) 75 - 89 ( ) 90 - 99 ( ) 100 ( ) 

13. In the following list of statements about why unanimous voting occurs on 
school boards, please check the relevance of these satements to your school 
board. 

There is no disagreement on issues 
We usually discuss issues and try to 
reach agreement. 
We go along with others to get support 
for our own ideas. 

14. Indicate how often you vote with the majority: 

never ( ) sometimes ( ) often ( ) always ( ) 

Never 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

Sometimes 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

Often 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

210 



15. When the school board members on your school board must vote to establish a 
policy, they often seek information from a number of sources. Please rank the 
following sources of information in order of their importance to you. 
(1 signifies the most important; 5 signifies the least important.) 

Community Groups Consultants Parents 

Superintendent Teachers 

PART IV Your Interaction With Your Superintendent 

16. Indicate how often you agree with the superintendent on the following: 

Curriculum Issues 
Personnel Issues 
Financial Issues 

Never 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

Sometimes 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

Often 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

17. When a conflict arises in your school district, indicate which factor would most 
likely have the greatest influence on your decision on the following issues: 

Constituents Superintendent Personal Judgement 
Curriculum Issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Personnel Issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Financial Issues ( ) ( ) ( ) 

18. If the superintendent recommended a change to a policy regarding the 
curriculum, school personnel, or school district finances, and you 
initially disagreed with the change, indicate the probability that you would 
eventually adopt the superintendent's recommendation. 

Never Sometimes Often 
Change Curriculum ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Change Personnel ( ) ( ) ( ) 
Change Financial ( ) ( ) ( ) 

19. In examining the relationship between the superintendent and your school 
board, it is expected that the school board should establish policy and the 
superintendent should administer policy. Indicate the extent that your school 
district maintains this distinction: 

never ( ) sometimes ( ) often ( ) completely ( ) 
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