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ABSTRACT 

The problem for this study was four-fold: (1) to examine the 

role of the county superintendent of schools as established by Montana 

school law; (2) to determine role perceptions of the office of county 

superintendent of schools from the standpoint of (a) selected couty 

superintendents of schools and (b) selected local district superinten¬ 

dents of schools; (3) to determine felt perceptions of both county and 

local district superintendents of schools relative to selected aspects 

of the school service district concept; and (4) to compare by local 

school district size the felt perceptions of the respective superin¬ 

tendents towards the office of county superintendent of schools. 

The legal status and duties of the office of county superin¬ 
tendent of schools were drawn from the School Laws of Montana. The 

self-perceptions of selected county superintendents of schools in 

Montana and the fulfillment of these duties were compared with the 

perception of selected local school district superintendents. A 

twenty-nine item instrument was devised to measure the perceptions 

listing nineteen items directly derived from statute, items twenty 

through twenty-six referred to selected aspects of the school service 

district, and items twenty-seven through twenty-nine were general 

opinion. The instrument was validated through field testing utilizing 

local school district superintendents and county superintendents of 

schools not involved in the study. Hypotheses were tested at the .05 

level through Chi square. The null hypotheses were not supported. 

County superintendents of schools felt their office was impor¬ 
tant and was performing duties as prescribed while local school district 

superintendents disagreed. Both groups felt some changes were necessary 

in the office of county superintendent of schools. Many of the duties 

of the office could be performed by the local school district, par¬ 

ticularly the larger ones. There is a general lack of knowledge among 

both groups as to the school service district concept. 

It was recommended that a once-considered legislative study 

examining the county superintendent of schools be reconsidered. The 

study should examine the office in comparison to the school service 

district by function and cost. Further, a legislative study should be 

conducted relative to school district reorganization in Montana. 



Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The office of county superintendent of schools enjoys a long 

established role in the American public educational scene dating to 

1829 in Delaware (Knezevich, 10: 235), Historically in Montana the 

office of county superintendent of schools was established by the 

Constitution in 1889 (13; Freshour, 8:27), Since this public office 

has been an outgrowth of rural America, the questions arise as to 

its role in an urbanized society as well as to its viability today in 

a rural state such as Montana (Barber and Benson, 1:15). The state of 

Montana consists of great contrasts in geography and population dis¬ 

tribution. There are vast, sparsely populated, rural areas primarily 

in the eastern plains regions of the state, and there are relatively 

large population concentrations in the mountainous western and southern 

regions. In many of these latter regions, large local schools districts 

such as Butte, Billings, and Great Falls have evolved. Is the present 

county superintendent’s role viable in these larger districts, and what, 

if any, are the alternatives? 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem for this study was four-fold: v 

1. To examine the role of the county superintendent of schools 

as established by Montana school law 
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2. To determine role perceptions of the office of county 

superintendent of schools from the standpoint of (a) selected county 

superintendents of schools and (b) selected local district superinten¬ 

dents of schools. 

3. To determine felt perceptions of both selected county and 

local district superintendents of schools relative to selected aspects 

of the school service district concept. 

4. To compare by local school district size the felt percep¬ 

tions of the respective superintendents towards the office of county 

superintendent of schools. 

Sample null hypotheses for these problems are listed as 

follows: 

1. There is no significant difference between the self¬ 

perceptions of selected county superintendents of schools in Montana 

and the perceptions of selected local school district superintendents 

in Montana towards the office of county superintendent of schools. 

2. There is no significant difference between the perceptions 

of selected county superintendents of schools in Montana and the 

perceptions of local school district superintendents in Montana rela¬ 

tive to selected aspects of the school service district concept. 

3. There is no significant difference between the perceptions 

of selected local school district superintendents towards the office 

of county superintendent of schools in Montana relative to district size. 
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All hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance. 

Need for the Study 

Robert Stephens (21:226) identifies four original purposes of 

the office of county superintendent of schools in American public 

education: 

1. To provide an official to examine and certify teachers. 

2. To provide actual supervision of rural schools. 

3. To supply pertinent data to the state board of education. 

4. To promulgate or assure compliance with administrative' 

regulations and legislative enactments. 

That some change is necessary was emphasized in a Pennsylvania- 

based ESEA Title III study (19:8) which found that ". . . county 

officers no longer can serve only the function of obtaining local 

compliance with administrative regulations but also must serve as 

educational resource centers." It is therefore significant to deter¬ 

mine whether the office of county superintendent of schools in Montana 

is fulfilling its lawful role for all school districts, is performing 

certain of the roles of the school service district, and if that office 

is deemed necessary by superintendents of different-sized local school 

districts served by that office. 

Leo Blodgett (2:6) recently asserted that ". . . the development 

of the regional educational service agencies is the most rapid movement 

in American education at the present time." Many states close to 
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Montana geographically,including South Dakota, Wyoming, Idaho, Washing- 

♦ton, and Oregon, are presently utilizing or are studying the feasibility 

of some type of school service unit (Kosters, 11:14-23). Because of the 

close geographical proximity of these states as well as other similari¬ 

ties such as population distributions and economic bases, it is 

practical for Montana to also examine this alternative to the office of 

county superintendent of schools. 

Questions to be Answered 

1. What is the legal status and what are the legal duties of 

the office of county superintendent of schools in Montana as defined by 

Montana school law? 

2. What are the self-perceptions of county superintendents of 

schools towards their role in Montana public education? 

3. What are the perceptions of local school district super¬ 

intendents towards the role of the county superintendent of schools? 

4. Based on the perceptions of selected county and local school 

district superintendents, is the present role of the county superinten¬ 

dent of schools viable for Montana public education today? 

5. Are changes needed in the office of county superintendent 

of schools in Montana? 

6. Are school service districts a viable alternative to the 

office of county superintendent of schools in Montana? 
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Procedures 

Three basic procedures were employed in the completion of this 

study: document examination, historical review, and a survey via a 
i 

mailed questionnaire. First, the School Laws of Montana were examined 

to determine the legal status and duties of the office of county super¬ 

intendent of schools. Secondly, the historical development and the 

present status of both the county superintendent of schools and the 

school service district concept was reviewed. Finally, perceptions of 

selected county superintendents of schools and selected local school 

district superintendents towards both the office of the county super¬ 

intendent of schools in Montana and selected aspects of the school 

service district concept were surveyed via a mailed questionnaire. 

Data gathered from this questionnaire were recorded in tables and are 

presented in comparison form (Chi-square) in Chapter 4 of this paper. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited to the role of the county superintendent 

of schools in Montana. Document examination was limited to the School 

Laws of Montana (18). The questionnaire was sent only to those county 

superintendents of schools in Montana who function in counties contain¬ 

ing at least one Class I local school district as defined in the 

"Definitions” section of Chapter 1 of this paper. Questionnaires 

mailed to local school district superintendents were limited to all 

those operating in the same counties as those county superintendents 
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identified. 

Definitions 

County Superintendent. "... means the county government 

official designated as the school officer of the county" (18). 

Intermediate School District. "A unit smaller than the state 

which exists primarily to provide consultative, advisory, or statis¬ 

tical services to local basic administrative units, or to exercise 

certain regulatory and inspectoral functions over local basic 

administrative units" (Hooker and Mueller, 9:8). 

Regional Educational Service Agency (RESA). "The intermediate 

unit which is that echelon of a three-echelon state education system 

(local district, intermediate unit, and state education department) that 

provides consultative, advisory, or educational programs and services 

to school districts" (7:5). 

School Service District. Same as above. 

Class I District. For the purposes of this study, a Montana 

Class I school district “shall be defined as that local high school 

district having a student population of 501 or more. 

Class II District. That local high school district having a 
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student population of 251 to 500. 

Class III District. That local high school district having a 

student population of 1-250. 

Summary 

The county superintendent of schools enjoys a long established 

role both in the American educational scene in general, and specifically 

in the state of Montana. 

This role can be reviewed in the light of the values and needs 

of rural America. The question arises as to the viability of this role 

in an urbanized society as well as to its function in still rural states 

such as Montana. This paper seeks to relate this viability to Montana’s 

public education system in terms of legal status and role perceptions. 



Chapter 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter surveys the available literature on the subjects 

of county superintendents of schools and intermediate service districts. 

The chapter begins with an historical perspective on the county super¬ 

intendency from its inception in the early 1800's to its present status 

in American public education. Comment is made on the early role and 

function of this office along with a description of some of the present 

demands being made on the office of county superintendent of schools 

across the nation. Also detailed is the legal status of this office in 

Montana as designated by the School Laws of Montana (18). 

Also considered from an historical perspective is the inter¬ 

mediate service district or regional educational service agency (RESA). 

The development of this service concept is traced on a state by state 

analysis with comment on its present role and function in American 

public education. Organizational patterns are described with specific 

examples coming from Pennsylvania and Washington. The chapter concludes 

with comment on the future of this service concept in public education. 

The County Superintendency—History 

As reported in Chapter 1, the history of the county super¬ 

intendent of schools in American public education dates to 1829 in 

Delaware. Knezevich (10:235) in commenting on the historical develop¬ 

ment of this public office cites from Cooper and Fitzwater that New 
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York followed Delaware’s lead in establishing the office of county 

superintendent of schools in 1843, Illinois in 1844, Virginia in 1845, 

Louisiana and Ohio in 1847, North Carolina in 1848, New Hampshire and 

Oregon in 1850, and California in 1852. Knezev^ch (10:235) further 

cites Cooper and Fitzwater in reporting that by 1879 thirty-four of 

the then 38 states and four of the territories had established the 

office of county superintendent of schools. Montana’s own office of 

county superintendent of schools was established by the Constitution 

of 1889 (13). 

The establishment of the office of county superintendent of 

schools has historically followed two leads—legislative enactment 

or constitutional provision. Although Montana followed the latter 

pattern, legislative enactments have further outlines and defined the 

role (Freshour, 8:26-27, 18:104-111). The most frequent means of 

selection of the county superintendent of schools has been by popular 

vote, hence giving a political atmosphere to the office (Knezevich, 

10:237). While this method has been somewhat supplanted in recent 

years by the appointment system, election by popular vote still remains 

the most common method. Montana employs the popular election system as 

required by Section 75-5802, School Laws of Montana (18:104-105). 

Presently, terms of office vary from two years in nine states to three 

years in two states, four years in twenty states, and an indefinite term 

in six states (Knezevich, 10:237). School Laws of Montana, Section 
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75-5803 (18:105) prescribes a four-year terra for Montana county super¬ 

intendents. 

For most states, particularly those operating with a three- 

| 
echelon school system (See Appendix A), the early role of the county 

superintendent of schools was one of insuring local compliance with 

state standards (Kosters, 11:10). Kosters (11:2) lists three early 

duties: (1) administration of public school lands, (2) certifying 

teachers, and (3) recording school funds. In these capacities the 

county superintendent of schools formed the early concept of the inter¬ 

mediate unit (Hooker and Mueller, 9:62). In some instances, however, 

the county unit was the local district and thus formed the local 

school system. As such, this system should not be confused with the 

county superintendent as an intermediate unit (Barber and Benson, 1:2). 

As an outgrowth of rural America, the county superintendency 

is presently standing in for some sharp criticism. It is felt that in 

an era of increasing ubranization the role of the county superintendent 

of schools has been relegated to the administration of many small, 

inadequate rural schools (Barber and Benson, 1:15). In terms of 

educating youth for their future roles in society, Barber and Benson 

(1:9) feel that "... rural schools because of economic considerations 

may not only be not providing proper training for the urban environ¬ 

ment but for the rural as well." They further cite five problems 

existing today for rural schools (1:7-11): 
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(1) Financial constraints. 

(2) Limited curricular offerings. 

(3) Inability to attract and retain good teachers. 
(4) Antiquated administrative and organizational patterns. 

(5) Provincialism and conservatism. 

Hooker and Mueller (9:63) cite a post-WW II need in American public 

education for a more service-oriented approach to the office of county 

superintendent of schools, and feel that more often than not this need 

has not been met. Cooper (5:3), on the other hand, sees the county 

superintendent's role as one of increasing importance in an urbanized 

society. She envisions the office as part of a "decentralized democ¬ 

racy" and functioning as a liaison between various county level 

governmental agencies cooperating for the betterment of the local 

school systems. Cooper (5:4) further cites an example to substantiate 

her position where in certain California counties over 140 separate 

agencies must give their approval for the construction of a new school 

building. Hooker and Mueller (9:6-7) concur in part with Cooper's 

analysis of the problem in citing the need for reconciliation of the 

differences between urban, suburban, and rural areas in providing more 

equalized educational services. Perhaps this following quote from 

Shirley Cooper's (5:6) speech to the Fifteenth Annual National Confer¬ 

ence of Rural and County Superintendents in October 9, 1960, still 

best states the mandate for this public office in a modern public 

education system for America: 

If there ever was a time when the county superintendent 
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could be a lone wolf, that time has passed. He cannot paddle 

his canoe in the stream of life oblivious to all around him. 

If he would be an effective leader, he must become as intimately 

acquainted with the organizations and agencies around him as 

the rural politician was in former years with the voters in 

his precinct. He must have the facts about|these organizations. 

He must understand their purposes. He must'be familiar with 

their methods of action. He must be a strategist who is able 

to call upon them and to direct their energies to the point 

where they can become effective. He cannot wait to be driven 

by pressure group tactics. He must take the initiative and 

lead rather than be chased. This calls for long range planning. 

It calls for leadership rather than control. It calls for 

diplomatic skill, patience, persistence, and vision. These 

qualities are the dimensions of successful administrative 

leadership at the county superintendent level 

The County Superintendency— 

Legal Status 

The legal status referred to in this section is that which is 

defined in the School Laws of Montana, 1971, Revised 1977 (18:104-111). 

Section 75-5801 of Chapter 58 (18:104) defines the county superintendent 

as ". . . the county government official designated as the school 

officer of the county.) 

Section 75-5802 (18:104) provides for popular election of the 

county superintendent and states the qualifications for holding the 

office: 

(1) Is a qualified elector. 

(2) Holds a valid teacher certificate issued by the 

superintendent of public instruction. 

(3) Has not less than three (3) years of successful teaching. 

It should be noted here that no administrative credentials are required 

of county superintendents as they are of school district 
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superintendents (18). 

Section 75-5803 (18:105) sets a term of four years for the 

office. 

Section 75-5805 (18:98-100) is extremely important in that 

the exact powers and duties of the office are prescribed. For the 

sake of accuracy they are reproduced below in their entirety: 

(1) Determine, establish, and reestablish trustee nominating 

districts and fill additional trustee position vacancies in 

accordance with the provisions of 75-5903, 75-5904, and 75-5905; 

(2) Administer and file the oaths of members of the boards 

of trustees of the districts in his county in accordance with 

the provisions of 75-5916; 

(3) Fill by appointment any trustee position vacancies 

when required under the provisions of 75-5918; 

(4) Register the teacher certificate or emergency authori¬ 

zation of employment of any person employed in the county as 

a teacher, principal, or district superintendent in accordance 

with the provisions of 75-6106; 

(5) Act on each tuition application submitted to him in 

accordance with the provisions of 75-6313, 75-6314, 75-6315, 

and 75-6316 and transmit the tuition information required by 

75-6317; 

(6) File a copy of the audit report for a district in 

accordance with the provisions of 75-6807; 

(7) Classify districts in accordance with the provisions of 

75-6503; 

(8) Keep a transcript and reconcile the district boundaries 

of the county in accordance with the provisions of 75-6504; 

(9) Fulfill all responsibilities assigned to him under the 
provisions of this title regulating the organization, alteration, 

or abandonment of districts; 

(10) Act on any unification proposition and, if approved, 

establish additional trustee nominating districts in accordance 

with 75-6538 and 75-6539; 

(11) Estimate the average number belonging (ANB) of an 

opening school in accordance with the provisions of 75-6602, 

75-6603, 75-6604, or 75-6606; 

(12) Process and when required, act on school isolation 
applications in accordance with the provisions of 75-6608; 
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(13) Complete the budgets, compute the budgeted revenues 

and tax levies, give notices of the budget meetings, file final 

and emergency budgets, and fulfill such other responsibilities 

assigned to him under the provisions of this title regulating 

school budgeting systems; 

(14) Submit an annual financial report to the superintendent 

of public instruction in accordance with the provisions of 

75-6804; 

(15) Quarterly, unless otherwise provided by law, order the 

county treasurer to apportion state moneys, county school 

moneys, and any other school moneys subject to apportionment 

in accordance with the provisions of 75-6805, 75-6909, 75-6914, 

75-6919, 75-6921, 75-7022, or 75-7023; 

(16) Act on any request to transfer average number belonging 

(ANB) in accordance with the provisions of subsection (3) of 

75-6903; 

(17) Calculate the estimated budgeted general fund sources of 

revenue in accordance with the provisions of 75-6911 and 75-6920 

and the other general fund revenue provisions of the general 

fund chapter of this title; 
(18) Compute the revenues and the district and county levy 

requirements for each fund included on each districtfs final 

budget and report such computations to the board of county 

commissioners in accordance with the provisions of the general 

fund, transportation, bonds, and other school funds chapters 

of this title; 

(19) File and forward bus driver certifications, transporta¬ 

tion contracts, and state transportation reimbursement claims in 

accordance with the provisions of 75-7003, 75-7020, or 75-7022; 

(20) For districts which do not employ a district superinten- 

cent or principal, recommend library book and textbook selections 

in accordance with the provisions of 75-7519 or 75-7603; 

(21) Notify the superintendent of public instruction of a 

textbook dealer's activities when required under the provisions 

of 75-7607 and otherwise comply with the textbook dealer pro¬ 

visions of this title; 

(22) Act on district requests to allocate federal moneys 

for indigent children for school food services in accordance with 

the provisions of 75-8006; and 

(23) Perform any other duty prescribed from time to time by 

this title, any other act of the legislature, the policies of 
the board of public education, or the rules of the superintendent 

of public instruction. 

Part (23) seemingly summarizes the role of the county superintendent of 
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schools as prescribed by law, that of promulgating legislative fiat or 

administrative decree. Only parts (20), (21), and (22) dealing 

respectively with textbooks and school food services can be construed 

as having any real service orientation to them. 

Section 75-5806 (18:100) lists additional positions for the 

county superintendent: 

(1) The chairman of the county transportation committee, as 

prescribed by 75-7014; 

(2) A member of the high school boundary commission of the 

county, as prescribed by 75-6521; 

(3) An attendance officer for a district under the conditions 

prescribed by 75-6305; and 

(4) The clerk of a joint board of trustees under the 

conditions prescribed by 75-5928. 

The provisions of this section could be construed to fit Cooper’s (5:3) 

liaison conception of the office of county superintendent of schools. 

Section 75-5807 (18:108) lists other powers and duties of the 

county superintendent: 

(1) Administer the oath of office to trustees without the 

receipt of pay for administering the oath; 

(2) Keep a record of his official acts, preserve all 

reports submitted to him under the provisions of this Title, 

preserve all books and instructional equipment or supplies, 

keep all documents applicable to the administration of the 

office, and surrender such records, books, supplies and 

equipment to his successor; 

(3) Within ninety (90) days after the close of the school 
fiscal year, publish an annual report in the county newspaper 

stating the following financial information for the school 

fiscal year just ended for each district of the county: 

(a) The total of the cash balances of all funds 

maintained by the district at the beginning of the year, 

(b) The total receipts that were realized in each 
fund maintained by the district. 
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(c) The total expenditures that were made from each 

fund maintained by the district, and 

(d) The total of the cash balances of all funds maintained 

by the district at the end of the school fiscal year; and 

(4) Hold meetings for the members of the trustees from time 

to time at which matters for the good of the districts shall be 

discussed. 

Part (4) is significant in that it could pave the way toward greater 

cooperation between districts, and particularly benefit those districts 

lacking needed facilities by creating shared-time programs. 

Two other sections in Chapter 58 are important to this study. 

Section 75-5808 (18:108-109) deals with the responsibility of the 

county superintendent of schools to assist trustees in those districts 

without a superintendent in the supervision of the schools by: 

(1) Visiting each school of the district at least once a 

year while pupil instruction is being conducted to observe 

the instructional methods, ability of the teacher, progress 

and discipline of the pupils, and the general conditions of 

the school. 

(2) Special visits to the schools on request of the 

trustees. 

(3) Advising and directing teachers on instruction, 

pupil discipline, and other duties of the teacher. 

(4) Consulting with the trustees on all schools 

matters that may be found during the observation of the 

school or may otherwise come to the attention of the 

county superintendent. 

It should be noted here that these above listed duties are directly 

involved with the instructional process of the school, but that the 

qualifications for office require no formal training in school 

administration. 

Section 75-5811 (18:101) gives the county superintendent of 
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schools quasi-judicial powers in establishing the right of the county 

superintendent to ", . .hear and decide all matters of controversy 

arising in his county as a result of decisions of the trustees of a 

district in the county." But this section further adds: 

The decision of the county superintendent may be appealed 

to the superintendent of public instruction and, if it is 

appealed, the county superintendent shall supply a transcript 

of the hearing and any other documents entered as testimony 

at the hearing to the superintendent of public instruction. 

In summary the legal status of the role of the county super¬ 

intendent of schools in Montana is not far removed from the original 

purposes of the office as perceived by Stephens and cited in Chapter 1. 

In short, the service aspects of the office are virtually nonexistent 

when compared to RESA's. 

The next section of this chapter deals with the intermediate 

unit as a service district, and, as such, is an alternative to the 

traditional county superintendency. Comment is made on the historical 

perspective of this concept as well as on its present status in 

American public education. 

The Intermediate Service 

District—History 

Barber and Benson (1:12) report that intermediate units have 

been operating in some form in over half of the states for more than a 

century. They employ a simple definition of the concept: "That agency 

which operates between the state and local district" (Barber and Benson, 
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1:12). In reality, the traditional county superintendent’s office is 

the basis for the present concept of the intermediate service district, 

which is a recent term dating to the early post-WW II period (Knezevich, 

10:33). Except in those states with a two-echelon system where a 

county-wide school system exists (See Appendix A), Barber and Benson’s 

definition is certainly inclusive of the traditional county super¬ 

intendency. The modern concept of the intermediate unit, however, is 

more one of a service-oriented function rather than a purely adminis¬ 

trative or clerical one (Hooker and Mueller, 9:62-63). 

Stephens (21:225) reports a wide variation in terms used to 

denote the intermediate service district concept (See Appendix C). The 

simplest term is the "county school system" when operating in a three- 

echelon design (See Appendix A). Individual states, however, have 

adopted specific terminology to fit their needs and purposes. For 

example, Washington, Pennsylvania, and Michigan refer to their respec¬ 

tive intermediate service districts as "Intermediate Units." New York 

has "Boards of Cooperative Educational Services" or "BOCES." Texas 

utilizes "Educational Service Centers" and Iowa employs the term 

"Joint County System." Nebraska has adopted what is called "Educa¬ 

tional Service Units." A sort of inclusive term to reflect the service 

aspect of the intermediate unit concept is currently in vogue in 

education journals. The term as defined in Chapter 1 of this paper is 

"Regional Educational Service Agencies" or more commonly the acronym, 
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"RESA" (7:5). 

Hooker and Mueller (9:63) cite a post-WW II movement in 

secondary education away from the traditional administrative role of 

the county superintendent’s office towards a more service-oriented 

role. They also emphasize that in many parts of the country the need 

to move in this direction has either not been recognized or met. 

To give some historical perspective to the present status of 

the intermediate service district concept in the United States, 

immediately following WW II, twenty-eight states used the county super¬ 

intendent of schools as the intermediate unit, six New England states 

used the supervisory union as a quasi-intermediate unit, thirteen 

states used existing county and city governmental units as the local 

units of school administration, and only New York had a truly regional 

service agency in the form of their BOCES (See Appendix B). Knezevich 

(10:236) reports on the supervisory union as a loose-knit federation of 

New England towns for the mutual benefit of member districts. First 

established in Massachusetts in 1881, the concept spread to New 

Hampshire in 1895, and Vermont in 1906 (Knezevich, 10:236). Hooker and 

Mueller (10:63) report six New England states still employing this 

unique kind of intermediate service district in 1969. 

To illustrate the trend towards a service-oriented intermediate 

unit, Hooker and Mueller (9:63-64) cite 1969 statistics which show only 

nineteen states now using the county superintendency as the intermediate 
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unit, eleven states using an area approach, the same six New England 

states using the supervisory union, and nineteen states without any 

legally-created intermediate units (See Appendix B). 

The latest data on the RESA movement comes from Stephens in 

1973 (20:15-23). He finds four groups of states, each with its own 

unique characteristics (See Appendix C): 

Group 1 Six states have mandates to create intermediate 

districts: Georgia, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, 

Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin. 

Group 2 Five states have enabling acts: Colorado, Iowa, 

Michigan, New York, and West Virginia. 

Group 3 California, Ohio, Illinois, and Oregon are 

strengthening their present county systems. 

Group 4 Nine states have established multi-purpose 

educational cooperatives: Virginia, North 

Carolina, South Carolina, Mississippi, Alabama, 
Tennessee, Kentucky, Ohio, and Maryland. 

In a 1968 study of the county superintendency in South Dakota, 

Rosters (11:135) found that among the county superintendents and state 

legislators interviewed, 43.1% felt that the office of county super¬ 

intendent of schools should remain but with an expanded role, 29.4% 

felt the office should be replaced entirely, 9.8% felt that both 

the county superintendent of schools and some form of RESA should exist, 

and 17.6% felt that no change was necessary. 

The historical precedent, particularly that growing out of 

post-WW II American education, clearly establishes a trend towards a 
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more service-oriented intermediate unit. The next section explores the 

role and function of this new service district concept in the light of 

the demands of present-day American public education. 

Intermediate Service Districts— 

Role and Function 

Leo Blodgett (2:6) in commenting on the role of this service 

concept states: 

The mission of the education service district is 

generally accepted to be provision of programs and services 

based on the expressed needs of local school districts— 

programs that will tend to equalize educational opportunities 

for children and which complement and support the local dis¬ 

tricts but do not compete with or duplicate their activities. 

In further emphasizing the equality aspect of the service concept 

alluded to in Blodgett's remarks, Hooker and Mueller (9:6) assert: 

Intermediate districts may well serve to collect and 

distribute taxes to local districts on a more equitable 

basis in accordance with the principles established in 

Brown v. Board of Education. 

Hooker and Mueller (9:7) also feel that the movement may reconcile 

differences between cities and suburbs, thus providing more equitable 

educational services across a given state. 

In terms of actual design Knezevich (10:233) sees the inter¬ 

mediate service district as a territory that is usually a fairly large 

area and which is an expression of regionalism in public school 

administration. Zukowsky (22:16-17) seconds Knezevich's assertion of 

the regionalism concept, but adds, "No major rule of thumb for size or 
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shape of the intermediate exists, but that each has to be willing to 

relinquish a portion of its autonomy." By this design Zukowsky (22:14) 

also believes that, "Intermediate districts should be able to provide a 

host of specialized, high-cost services which individual districts 

cannot as effectively provide themselves." Barber and Benson (1:19) 

add that: 

The greatest impetus- for the development of regional 

intermediate units was the desire to make needed services 

available to all schools within the state regardless of the 

district's size or financial ability. 

As the motto of the Texas Educational Services Centers states, "Services 

available anywhere should be available everywhere." 

To add credence and specificity to their remarks regarding the 

regional advantages of intermediate service districts, Barber and Benson 

(1:30-55) cite the following list of examples: 

(1) Equality of educational opportunities. 
(2) Service orientation. 

(3) Regulatory agencies. 

(4) Specialized staffing. 

(5) Linkage with other state programs. 

(6) Flexibility of program planning. 

Barber and Benson (1:55) further cite eight specific services to rural 

schools: 

(1) Special education. 
(2) Data processing. 

(3) Curriculum leadership. 
(4) Media services. 

(5) Boards of control. 

(6) Finance. 
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(7) Staffing, 

(8) Driver education. 

The only admonishment to the role of the intermediate service district 

is Zukowsky's (22:27) caution that they do not duplicate all available 

state level services and hence become wasters of public education's 

already limited financial resources. 

In summary to this section are listed seven major benefits of 

intermediate service districts to local districts (Stephens, 21:241): 

(1) Protect and promote local control and local determination 

in public education. 
(2) Equalize and extend educational opportunities. 

(3) Assure economical and efficient operation of educational 

programs. 

(4) Improve the quality of educational programs. 

(5) Provide a needed change agent in education. 

(6) Promote the restructuring of school government consistent 

with developments in the public and private sector. 

(7) Improve the coordination of local, regional, and 

statewide educational planning. 

The next section of this chapter details some actual organiza¬ 

tional patterns in operation in intermediate service districts in 

specific states across the nation. 

Intermediate Service Districts— 

Organizational Patterns 

Generally speaking, intermediate service districts fall into two 

basic organizational pattern groups: those that utilize existing poli¬ 

tical boundaries, i.e., the county, and those that are an expression of 

regionalism (Barber and Benson, 1:18). It is a well-established fact 
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that urbanization has brought about in many parts of the country a need 

for restructuring governmental organization for more efficient service 

(Zukowsky, 22:5). However, as Zukowsky (22:7) asserts, "... there 

exists the problem of suspicion and mutual hostility between urban and 

rural areas," and therefore, ". . .a need exists for balance between 

state and local units." To this end Zukowsky (22:21) envisions "A 

federation of component districts in whose basic policy making decisions 

the members would have a voice based on some measure of their size." It 

is apparent that in order to ameliorate differences the move towards 

regionalism must move slowly. Planning to harmonize the transition 

should contain the following points: collective bargaining, rationaliz¬ 

ing changes, staffing new offices, construction standards, ameliorating 

disparities in tax resources and spending, and promoting greater state 

and federal aid (Zukowsky, 22:23). Stephens (20:4) offers five criteria 

for establishing such RESA units: 

(1) Area or service base. 

(2) Programs and services. 

(3) Financial base. 

(4) Staffing patterns. 

(5) Legal structure. 

In asserting the premise that the states should take the lead 

in the formation of service-oriented intermediate districts, Pennsyl¬ 

vania and Washington offer two examples of a move towards regionalism 

in public school administration. Pennsylvania in 1970 passed legisla¬ 

tion that in effect dissolved county superintendents and transferred 
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powers to intermediate units (7:4). The move had been preceded in.1967 

by a three-year enabling act which set up a program for a gradual shift 

to the intermediate service district (7:3). This enabling act set up 

a one-year planning committee to organize the transition. As a result 

of the work of this committee, the intermediate units were set up to 

evolve over a two-year period. Each intermediate service district would 

be composed of thirteen members with at least one from each local dis¬ 

trict in those units having less than thirteen members, and no more than 

one from those having greater than thirteen local member districts (7:7) 

This intermediate service district board of directors operating in each 

unit would then choose an executive director from the thirteen members. 

Additional staff would include an assistant director, a program 

specialist, teachers as resource persons, a solicitor, and a supporting 

staff (7:10). The board of directors would be voted on at an annual 

convention held in each intermediate unit. Funds would be derived from 

the member local districts with matching funds coming from the state on 

a pupil population basis (7:18). In addition to the elected board of 

directors, all chief administrators from the member districts would 

form an advisory council (7:14). 

Washington's intermediate service district history begins in 

1960 with a mandated study recommending the establishment of thirteen 

regional service agencies (Dunlop, 6:6). By 1966, the State Board of 

Education had created fifteen service areas. In 1969 the state 
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legislature•directed the State Board of Education to create "Inter¬ 

mediate School Districts," and on Hay 27, 1969, fourteen such districts 

were created. By 1971 the legislature had rescinded all regulatory 

powers of the "Intermediate School Districts" and service functions 

were mandated. In 1974 the number of districts had been consolidated 

to twelve and in 1975 the districts were redesigned into "Educational 

Service Districts" (Dunlop, 6:6-17). 

The preceding summaries of the development of intermediate 

service districts in two states serve to exemplify how such programs 

might be organized in other states still employing traditional 

regulatory intermediate districts. The following section comments on 

the future of service districts. 

Intermediate Service Districts— 

Future 

Stephens (21:241) cites four major thrusts in the present status 

of RESAs in American public education: 

(1) Provision of consultative services of a wide variety to 

constituent school districts. 

(2) Provision of in-service programs for professional and 

non-certificated personnel in local school districts. 

(3) Provision of special education programs and services. 

(4) Provision of research and development programs and services. 

Given the high cost of these types of services, particularly for small, 

local districts, and the need for equality of educational opportunity, 

it appears from the evidence available that intermediate service 
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districts or RESAs are an advantageous form of reorganization in 

public school administration. In regards to the situation in Montana, 

Freshour (8:50-54) in as early as 1964 recommended in his study of 

Montana school districts that some form of intermediate service dis¬ 

tricting be instituted to ease the burden on small, rural schools. To 

date this situation has not changed. 

Summary 

This chapter has attempted to describe the current literature 

available on the county superintendency as well as on the emerging 

concept of the intermediate service district. 

The county superintendency was considered from an historical 

perspective with comment made on its early role and function on up to 

its present status in American public education. Additionally, the 

detailed legal status of this public office in Montana was described 

from the School Laws of Montana (18). 

The intermediate service district or RESA as an emerging concept 

was also treated historically with emphasis on its state by state 

status. Particular attention was paid to the role and function of this 

service concept in present-day American public education. Also con¬ 

sidered were organizational patterns with Pennsylvania and Washington 

serving as models. The chapter concluded with comment on the future of 

this service concept as an alternative to the purely regulatory or 

clerical offices of traditional county superintendents of schools. 



Chapter 3 

PROCEDURES 

The procedures described in this chapter were employed in an 

investigative study to determine the legal status and duties of the 

office of county superintendent of schools as prescribed by the School 

Laws of Montana (18), the self perceptions of county superintendents 

of schools in Montana towards the role and function of their office as 

compared with the perceptions of this office by various local school 

district superintendents, and the felt perceptions of these two groups 

towards the school service district concept. Also determined were the 

perceptions of the various local school district superintendents when 

compared by district size. Specifically, this chapter describes the 

populations utilized in this study and the reasons and methods for their 

selection, the techniques employed to collect the data, the methods 

utilized to organize and report the data, and the analysis of the data. 

The chapter concludes with a summary of these procedures. 

Population Description 

The Montana county school superintendents contacted in this 

study were confined to those operating in counties containing at least 

one Class I high school district as defined in Chapter 1 of this paper 

(those high school districts having a student population of 501 or 

more). The reason for choosing this population resulted from information 
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obtained in the review of literature that indicated that many of the 

duties traditionally assigned to the county superintendent of schools 

were being duplicated in the larger school districts (Barber and Benson, 

1:15). Additionally, it was felt that perceptions of the role of the 

county superintendent of schools in Montana should be obtained from all 

different size local school districts. As such, all Class I, II, and 

III local school district superintendents operating in the same counties 

as those in which the county superintendent was contacted were also 

surveyed. Names and addresses of county and district superintendents 

as well as district populations were obtained from the 1977-78 Montana 

Education Directory (15). 

Methods of Collecting Data 

The review of literature focused on the history and legal status 

of the county superintendent of schools. Specifically, the School Laws 

of Montana (18) were closely examined to determine the legal position 

of this public office in Montana. Regional educational service agencies 

or school service districts were also examined from the point of the 

current literature in the field. 

Original data, however, were required on both the self-percep¬ 

tions of the Montana county superintendents of schools towards the role 

of their office and the perceptions of this role from local school 

district superintendents served by this office. Also required were data 
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on the felt perceptions of these respondents towards the school service 

district concept as an alternative to the traditional county super- 
i 

intendency in Montana. To these ends a questionnaire was developed. 

Prior to the actual transmission of the questionnaire to the 

selected populations, a field test was made through direct interview. 

One county superintendent of schools and one local district super¬ 

intendent from within the population and one each from outside the 

population were shown the questionnaire and cover letter and asked to 

respond to the items relative to the appropriateness of the questions, 

validity of the questionnaire, general format, and clarity of the 

questions and instructions. Suggestions were incorporated where 

appropriate and helpful or disregarded where no real change was sig¬ 

nificant. 

The questionnaire generated for this study was then mailed to 

these county and local district superintendents identified as the 

populations selected for this study. All respondents contacted in 

this study were provided with a self-addressed, stamped envelope for 

their convenience and to assure prompt response. Additionally, the 

questionnaire was accompanied by a cover letter which explained the 

purpose of the questionnaire and the nature of the study. A follow-up, 

reminder postcard was sent out to those respondents from whom nothing 

was heard after a two-week waiting period. (See Appendixes D-F.) 
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Organization of the Data 

Data obtained from the examination of the School Laws of Montana 

(18) are presented in narrative form in Chapter 2 of this study. Data 

obtained from the questionnaire described elsewhere in this chapter are 

organized into two tables. Table 1 displays in comparison as per item 

the responses of both the county and district superintendents. Table 2 

displays in comparison form as per item the responses of the super¬ 

intendents of the various district sizes 

Statistical Hypotheses 

Sample null hypotheses for the individual items on the question¬ 

naire are listed as follows: 

1. There is no significant difference between the self-percep¬ 

tions of selected county superintendents of schools in Montana and the 

perceptions of selected local school district superintendents in Montana 

towards the office of county superintendent of schools in Montana. 

2. There is no significant difference between the perceptions 

of selected county superintendents of schools in Montana and the per¬ 

ceptions of selected local school district superintendents relative to 

selected aspects of the school service district concept. 

3. There is no significant difference between the perceptions 

of selected local school district superintendents towards the office of 

county superintendent of schools in Montana relative to district size. 
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Analysis of Data 

Comparisons of the statistical data obtained from the ques- , 

tionnaire described elsewhere in this chapter were made using the 

Chi-square method. Hypotheses one and two were tested at the .05 level 

of significance with one degree of freedom (3.841). Hypotheses three 

was also tested at the .05 level of significance but with two degrees 

of freedom (5.991). The statistical analysis of the data was made by 

the Montana State University College of Education using the Montana 

State University Computer Center, Bozeman, Montana. 

Summary 

This chapter has attempted to describe the various procedures 

involved in the completion of this study. Original data on the legal 

status of the county superintendent of schools in Montana was obtained 

by document review of the School Laws of Montana (18) and reported on 

in narrative form in Chapter 2 of this paper. Original data on self¬ 

perceptions of county superintendents of schools in Montana towards 

their office as well as the perceptions of this office from local 

school district superintendents were obtained via a mailed question¬ 

naire. This questionnaire also contained questions concerning felt 

perceptions of the respondents towards selected aspects of the school 

service district concept as an alternative to the Montana county super¬ 

intendent of schools. Only counties containing at least one Class I 

high school district were involved in this study. 
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Data obtained from the questionnaire are presented in comparison 

form using the Chi-square method by tables in Chapter 4 of this paper. 

Statistical analysis of the data was made by the Montana State Univer¬ 

sity Computer Center, Bozeman, Montana. 



Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter contains the data findings obtained from the ques¬ 

tionnaire generated for this study for the purpose of securing original 

data on the self-perceptions of Montana county superintendents of 

schools towards the role and function of their office and the percep¬ 

tions of local school district superintendents in Montana towards this 

office. Also contained in this chapter are the data findings relative 

to the felt perceptions of these two populations towards selected 

aspects of the school service district concept, and perceptions of the 

office of county superintendent of schools from the standpoint of local 

school district superintendents when compared by high school district 

size. 

County Versus District 

Superintendent Perceptions 

Table 1 displays the results of the questionnaire relative to 

the self-perceptions of Montana county superintendents of schools com¬ 

pared with the perceptions of this office by selected local school 

district superintendents. The twenty-nine items listed on the table 

refer to the same twenty-nine items listed on the original question¬ 

naire. Items //I through //19 have been taken directly from the listed 

duties of the county superintendent of schools as found in Chapter 58, 

School Laws of Montana (18). Items #20 through #26 refer to selected 
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aspects of the school service district concept as described in the 

current literature. The final three items, //27 through //29, are 

general opinion questions. 

The data contained in Table 1 are necessary to support the 

first two null hypotheses of this study: 

1. There is no significant difference between the self¬ 

perceptions of selected county superintendents of schools in Montana 

and the perceptions of selected local district superintendents of 

schools in Montana towards the office of county superintendent of 

schools in Montana. 

2. There is no significant difference between the perceptions 

of selected county superintendents of schools in Montana and the per¬ 

ceptions of selected local district school superintendents towards 

selected aspects of the school service district concept. 

The data were analyzed using the Chi-square method at the .05 

level of significance with one degree of freedom (3.841). Two cate¬ 

gories are considered: (1) whether the item was deemed an important 

function'for the office of county superintendent of schools in Montana 

and performed, and (2) whether, in fact, the item was actually performed. 

The original population had a total N of seventy-four which 

consisted of seventeen county superintendents and fifty-seven district 

superintendents. The results of the questionnaire show a return of 

fifty-eight or 78% with all seventeen county superintendents responding 
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(100%) and forty-one district superintendents responding (72%). 

Results are as follows: 

1. Establishes trustee nominating districts. Results show no signi¬ 

ficant difference in either category, therefore the null hypothesis 

is supported in item #1. It should be noted, however, that out of 

forty-one district superintendents who responded, sixteen stated 

that their county superintendent was not performing this function, 

while only two out of fifteen county superintendents who responded 

indicated that they did not perform this function. 

2. Appoints trustees when vacancies occur during non-election periods 

(Class III districts only). In both categories there is a signifi¬ 

cant difference between the responses of the two groups. Under the 

- 2 
"Important" category there is a X figure of 7.807 given and under 

2 
the "Performed" category, there is a X figure of 8.868 listed. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is not supported. Part of this 

difference, however, must be attributed to the fact that this 

function by law only applies to Class III districts, while Class I 

and II districts were also included in the listed responses. 

3. Determines district boundaries and classifications. Both groups 

in general felt this function was both important and performed. 

Since there were no significant differences in the perceptions of 

either group on this item, the null hypothesis is supported. 

4. Registers teacher and administrator certificates. There was little 
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difference in the responses to this item, both groups seeing it as 

important and performed, although thirteen out of forty-one district 

superintendents felt it was not important. The null hypothesis is 

supported. 

5. Acts on school unification and isolation proposals. There was no 

significant difference between either group’s perception of the 

function. Both in general felt it important and performed. The 

null hypothesis is supported. 

6. Computes district fund budgets. This item shows a significant 

difference in perception for the two groups. County superintendents 

• felt it both important and performed, while fourteen out of forty- 

one district superintendents felt it not important and fifteen out 

of forty-one district superintendents responded that it was not 

2 
performed. Respective X figures for the two categories are 5.901 

and 6.589. The null hypothesis is not supported. 

7. Calculates estimated general fund revenues. There was no signifi¬ 

cant difference in the responses of either group towards the item, 

both feeling it important and performed. The null hypothesis is 

supported. 

8. Makes annual finance report to state superintendent of public 

instruction. There was no significant difference between the 

responses of either group towards this item. Both in general felt 

it important and performed. The null hypothesis is supported.- 
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9. Files bus driver certifications. Fifteen out of seventeen county 

superintendents felt this item important but only twenty-two of 

forty-one district superintendents felt likewise. The X figure 

of 4.813 shows a significant difference and, therefore, the null 

hypothesis is not supported in this category. On the other hand, 

there was general agreement that the function is performed and the 

null hypothesis is therefore supported in the second category. 

10. Acts on transportation contracts and state transportation reim¬ 

bursement claims. Again the county superintendents contacted all 

felt this item important, while only twenty-five of the forty-one 

2 
district superintendents agreed. The X figure of 7.312 displays 

a significant difference in the perceptions of the two groups and 

the null hypothesis is not supported. Both groups agreed in 

general that this item is performed and the null hypothesis is 

supported for this category. 

11. Makes library and text book recommendations. There was consider¬ 

able difference in perceptions between the county and district 

superintendents for both categories on this item. Sixteen out of 

seventeen county superintendents felt it an important function of 

their office, while only eight out of forty-one district super— 

2 
indendents thought it important. The X figure of 24.585 is 

significant and the null hypothesis is not supported. Again, 

sixteen out of seventeen county superintendents said the function 
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is performed by their office, Only ten of the district super- 

2 
intendents agreed. The X figure of 20.888 displays a significant 

difference in perceptions in this category and the null hypothesis 

is not supported. 

12. Publishes annual school financial reports in local newspapers. 

Again there was considerable difference in perceptions between the 

county and district superintendents who responded to this item. 

Sixteen of the seventeen county superintendents responding felt it 

an important function of their office. Only ten of forty-one 

2 
district superintendents agreed. The X figure of 20.888 shows a 

significant difference in perception and, therefore, the null 

hypothesis is not supported. All of the county superintendents 

agreed that the function was performed, while eighteen of the 

2 
district superintendents believed it to be. The X figure of 

13.546 displays a significant difference, and, again, the null 

hypothesis is not supported. 

13. Acts on tuition applications. Under the "Important” category all 

seventeen county superintendents responding deemed it so. Twenty- 

six of the forty-one district superintendents responding agreed. 

The X^ figure of 6.589 shows a significant difference in perception 

between the two groups in this category, and, therefore, the null 

hypothesis is not supported. There was, however, general agreement 

2 
that the function was performed, and, therefore, with a X figure 
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of only 2.382 the null hypothesis is supported in the "Performed" 

category. 

14. Participates in teacher evaluations. There was a great difference 

in perceptions of this item between the county and district super¬ 

intendents. Under the "Important" category all seventeen county 

superintendents responding agreed that it was an important function 

of their office. On the other hand, only nine of the district 

2 
superintendents agreed. The resultant X figure of 26.527 shows a 

greatly significant difference in perceptions and the null 

hypothesis is not supported. Similarly, in the "Performed" category 

all but one of the county superintendents felt it was being done, 

while only nine of the district superintendents responding felt 

2 
that it was. The resultant X figure of 22.662 again displays a 

significant difference in perception, and again the null Hypothesis 

is not supported. 

15. Advises teachers on instructional methods and disciplinary 

techniques. All seventeen county superintendents responding deemed 

this item an important function of their office. Only thirteen 

of the forty-one district superintendents responding agreed. The 

2 
X figure of 19.794 indicates a very significant difference in 

perceptions of this item in the "important" category, and, there¬ 

fore, the null hypothesis is not supported. Likewise, all seventeen 

county superintendents responding felt that this function is 
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performed, while only nine of the district superintendents agreed. 

2 
This difference in perceptions resulted in a X figure of 26,523 

and, therefore, the null hypothesis is not supported for the 

"Performed" category. 

16. Makes annual visits to each school in the county. Sixteen of the 

seventeen county superintendents felt it was important for them to 

perform this function. Only sixteen of the forty-one district 

2 
superintendents responding to this item agreed. The resultant X 

figure of 12.605 displays a significadt difference in perceptions 

of this item in the "Important" category, and, therefore, the null 

hypothesis is not supported. Very similarly, under the "Performed" 

category sixteen of the seventeen county superintendents felt that 

it was, as did seventeen of the forty-one district superintendents. 

2 
Again, the X figure of 11.523 displays a significant difference in 

perceptions between the two groups and the null hypothesis is not 

supported. 

17. Orders county treasurer to distribute tax funds on a quarterly 

basis. All seventeen county superintendents agreed that this 

item was important for their office to perform. Thirty of the 

2 
forty-one district superintendents agreed. The resultant X 

figure of 4.018 shows a significant difference in perceptions 

between the two groups, and the null hypothesis is not supported. 

On the other hand, all seventeen superintendents again agreed that 
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the item.was being performed and thirty-six of the district super- 

2 
intendents agreed. The X figure of .985 shows no significant 

difference in perceptions and the null hypothesis is supported. 

18. Holds trustee meetings to aid in the cooperation of local districts. 

There was considerable difference in perceptions of this item. 

Sixteen of the seventeen county superintendents responding deemed 

it important, while only twelve of the forty-one district super- 

2 
intendents responding agreed. The X figure of 17.725 shows a 

significant difference in perceptions between the two groups, and 

the null hypothesis is not supported. Similarly, sixteen of the 

seventeen county superintendents saw the item as being performed, 

2 
while only nine district superintendents agreed. The resultant X 

figure of 22.662 displays a significant difference in perceptions, 

and again the null hypothesis is not supported. 

19. Serves as mediator in local district disputes. Sixteen of the 

seventeen county superintendents responding deemed this item 

important. Twenty of the district superintendents agreed. The 

2 
resultant X figure of 8.654 shows a significant difference in 

perceptions between the two groups, and, therefore, the null 

hypothesis is not supported. Under the "Performed" category all 

but one of the county superintendents agreed that it was. Twenty- 

two of the forty-one district superintendents responding concurred. 

2 
The resultant X figure of 7.008 displays a significant difference 
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in perceptions in this category and the null hypothesis is not 

supported. 

Item #19 concludes that section of the questionnaire dealing 

with items relating directly to legal status and duties of the office 

of county superintendent of schools in Montana. It should be noted at 

this point that out of a possible thirty-eight items (19 x 2 categories) 

there were twenty-one items where there was a significant difference in 

perceptions between the county and district superintendents responding 

to the questionnaire. It should be also noted that of the nineteen 

items under the "Performed" category, there was not a single instance 

where less than four and sometimes as many as thirty-two district 

superintendents felt the item was not being performed by their county 

superintendent. At the same time, most, if not all, the county super¬ 

intendents responding to the same items expressed the feeling that 

the functions were being performed. Items #20 through #26 will now 

deal with selected aspects relative to the school service district 

concept. 

20. Serves as research and development center. Sixteen of the seventeen 

county superintendents responding felt it was important for their 

office to perform this function. Only sixteen of the forty-one 

district superintendents felt it was an important function for the 

2 
county superintendent to perform. The resultant X figure of 12.605 

shows a significant difference in perceptions of this item between 
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the two groups, and, therefore, the null hypothesis is not supported. 

As far as performance of the item is concerned, fourteen out of 

seventeen county superintendents felt their office was in part 

providing this service. Only seven district superintendents agreed. 

2 
The resultant X figure of 19.435 displays a greatly significant 

difference in perceptions. The null hypothesis is not supported. 

21. Equalizes educational opportunities throughout county by program 

development and financial assistance. Under the MImportantu 

category fifteen of the seventeen county superintendents responding 

deemed it so. Only fourteen district superintendents agreed. The 

2 
X figure of 11.983 for this item and category shows a significant 

difference in perceptions between the two groups responding. The 

null hypothesis is nqt supported. Under the "Performed" category 

fourteen of the county superintendents responding felt that their 

office performed this function. Only seven district superintendents 

2 
out of forty-one agreed. The resultant X figure of 19.435 displays 

a significant difference in perception and the null hypothesis is 

not supported. 

22. Serves as data processing center for local districts. Thirteen of 

the seventeen county superintendents responding felt this item to 

be an important function of their office. Fifteen district super- 

2 
intendents out of forty-one responding felt similarly. The X 

figure of 6.142 shows a significant difference in perceptions and 
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the null hypothesis is not supported. Twelve county superintendents 

felt their office provided this service while only fourteen district 

2 
superintendents believed this to be so. The resultant X figure of 

5.003 shows a significant difference in perceptions between the two 

groups and the null hypothesis is not supported. 

23. Acts as liaison between local districts and the state department of 

education. Sixteen of the seventeen county superintendents 

responding felt this item to be an important function of their 

office, while only twenty of the forty-one district superintendents 

responding concurred. This difference in perception resulted in a 

2 
X figure of 8.654 and is significantly different and the null 

hypothesis is not supported. Similarly, all seventeen county super¬ 

intendents felt their office provided this service while twenty- 

2 
four district superintendents agreed. The resultant X figure of 

8.071 for this category displays a significant difference in 

perceptions between the two groups and the null hypothesis is not 

supported. 

24. Provides media services to local districts. Sixteen of the seven¬ 

teen county superintendents responding felt this item to be an 

important function of their office as did fourteen of the district 

superintendents responding. The X figure of 14.990 shows a 

significant difference in perceptions and, therefore, the null 

hypothesis is not supported. Fifteen county superintendents felt 
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their office was providing this service but only ten out of forty- 

2 
one district superintendents agreed. The resultant X figure of 

17.455 shows a significant difference in perceptions and again the 

null hypothesis is not supported. 

25, Provides curriculum leadership. All seventeen county superinten¬ 

dents responding to this item felt it an important function of their 

office. Fourteen of forty-one district superintendents concurred. 

2 
The resultant X figure of 18.383 displays a significant difference 

in opinion between the two groups and the null hypothesis is not 

supported. Fifteen county superintendents felt their office 

provided this service but only eight out of forty-one district 

superintendents believed that the county superintendents were doing 

so. The resultant X2 figure of 20.933 shows a significant differ¬ 

ence in perceptions and the null hypothesis is not supported. 

26. Provides specialized educational programs such as driver’s education 

or adult education. Thirteen of seventeen county superintendents 

felt this service important for their office to perform. Thirteen 

o 
district superintendents agreed. The X figure of 8.010 shows a 

significant difference in perceptions and the null hypothesis is not 

supported. In this case, only ten out of seventeen county super¬ 

intendents felt their office in fact provided this service while 

six of forty-one district superintendents felt likewise. The 

resultant X figure of 9.639, therefore, shows a significant 
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difference in perceptions between the two groups and the null 

hypothesis is not supported. 

Item #26 concludes that section of the questionnaire dealing 

with selected aspects of the school service district concept. It should 

be noted that of a possible fourteen items (7x2 categories), there was 

not one instance where both the county and district superintendents 

2 
concurred. All X figures in this section show a significant difference 

in perceptions between the two groups with the county superintendents 

in general feeling that the items were both important for their office 

to perform and were in fact performing. The district superintendents in 

general disagreed in both categories. 

The last three items of the questionnaire, #27, #28, and #29, 

are general opinion questions and are not broken down into "Important” 

and "Performed" categories. Results are as follows. 

27. Is the office of county superintendent of schools a viable entity 

for the public education system of Montana? All seventeen county 

superintendents responding felt that it was, while twenty-one out 

2 
of forty-one district superintendents agreed. The resultant X 

figure of 10.590 shows a significant difference in perceptions 

between the two groups on the question and the null hypothesis is 

not supported. 

28. Do you feel some changes are presently needed for the office of 

county superintendent of schools in Montana? Both groups concurred 
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in general that changes were needed. Fifteen of seventeen county 

superintendents responded "yes" to this question as did thirty-four 

2 
out of forty-one district superintendents. The resultant X figure 

of .0121 showed no significant difference in perception and the null 

hypothesis is supported. 

29. Are you familiar with nschool service district11 concept? Eleven of 

the county superintendents felt they were familiar with the concept 

2 
as did nineteen of the district superintendents. The resultant X 

figure of .9709 shows no significant difference in perceptions 

between the two groups and the null hypothesis is, therefore, 

supported. It should be noted here, however, that nearly half of 

each group indicated that they were familiar with the concept, 

while nearly all of the county superintendents had indicated earlier 

that they felt their offices were providing services normally 

associated with the school service district concept, and that they 

felt it was important for their offices to do so. The district 

superintendents had in general disagreed in both categories with 

the county superintendents. 

Item #29 concludes the comparison between the county and 

district superintendents on.their respective perceptions of the office 

of county superintendent of schools in Montana and on selected aspects 

of the school service district concept. 

The next section deals with similar comparisons of perceptions 
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between district superintendents according to local high school district 

student populations. 

Comparisons Between District Size 

The following statement is the null hypothesis for this 

section. 

There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 

selected district superintendents of schools towards the office of 

county superintendent of schools in Montana when compared according to 

district size. 

The results of the data contained in Table 2 are as follows. 

Of the fifty-seven district superintendents contacted, forty- 

one responded. The breakdown into district size shows fifteen Class I 

respondents, thirteen Class II respondents, and thirteen Class III 

respondents. Data were tested at the .05 level of significance with 

two degrees of freedom (5.991). The same twenty-nine items contained 

in Table 1 are listed in Table 2. Except for items #27, #28, and #29, 

there are likewise two categories, "Important" and "Performed," for 

each item. It is important to note at this point that there was no 

significant difference in the perceptions of the three groups. Class I, 

II, and III, towards any of the twenty-nine items in either category, 

save one. Item #2, Appoints trustees when vacancies occur during non¬ 

election periods (Class III districts only, shows a significant 

2 
difference in perceptions under the "Performed" category with a X 
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of 6.393. It should be pointed out that this function applies only to 

Class III districts, therefore while eleven out of thirteen Class III 

district superintendents believed the county superintendent's office to 

be performing this function, only six out of fifteen Class I district 

superintendents and only six out of thirteen Class II district super¬ 

intendents concurred. 

Another interesting statistical phenomenon occurs in Item #6 

under the "Performed" category of Computes district fund budgets. 

9 
Although the X figure of 5.590 does not reach the significant level of 

5.991, only six of the fifteen Class I district superintendents respond¬ 

ing felt it was performed by the county superintendent while ten of the 

thirteen Class II, and ten of the thirteen Class III felt it was. 

Under the "Important" category of Item #9, Files bus driver 

certifications, Class I and III district superintendents in general 

felt it was not an important function for county superintendents to 

perform with respective statistics of five "yes" and ten "no," and 

seven "yes" and six "no." The Class II superintendents responded with 

ten "yes" and only three "no." It still should be pointed out, however, 

that the X2 figure of 5.322 for this category is not quite at the 

significant level. There were no additional special cases in the 

remaining items. Except for the one case noted, the null hypothesis is 

supported for all items in this section. 
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Summary 

This chapter has attempted to report the data obtained from the 

mailed questionnaire generated for this study. 

Table 1 contained data relative to the self-perceptions of 

selected Montana county superintendents of schools towards their office 

as compared with the perceptions of selected district school super¬ 

intendents towards this office. Also considered were data on the felt 

perceptions of these two groups relative to selected aspects of the 

school service district concept. 

Table 2 contained data relative to the perceptions of selected 

Montana school district superintendents towards the office of county 

superintendent of schools in Montana. 

It is interesting to note that in Table 1, there were a 

considerable number of instances (37 out of a possible 55) where there 

was a significant difference in perceptions between the county and 

district superintendents. In Table 2, however, there was only one 

instance out of a possible fifty-five where there was a significant 

difference in perceptions among the district superintendents towards 

the Montana county superintendents, and this may well have been due to 

the legal status of that particular item. 

Results of the mailed questionnaire were satisfactory for the 

completion of the study. Of the total N of seventy-four contacted, 

fifty-eight responded for a 78% return. Broken down into categories, 
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there were seventeen county superintendent respondents, fifteen Class 

I district superintendent respondents, thirteen Class II district 

superintendent respondents, and thirteen Class III district super¬ 

intendent respondents. 



Chapter 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

This study has attempted to review the office of county super¬ 

intendent of schools in Montana from the standpoint of: (1) the School 

Laws of Montana (18), (2) the self-perceptions of selected county 

superintendents in Montana towards their office compared with the 

perceptions of selected local school district superintendents in Montana 

towards this office, and (3) the perceptions of the office of county 

superintendent of schools in Montana from selected local school district 

superintendents when compared by district size. Also considered were 

the felt perceptions of county and local school district superintendents 

in Montana towards selected aspects of the school service district 

concept. 

Data from the School Laws of Montana (18) were reported in 

Chapter 2 of this paper. The data from the county and district super¬ 

intendents was gathered via a mailed questionnaire and organized into 

two tables. The data was analyzed by the Chi-square method at the .05 

level of significance, and reported on in Chapter 4 of this paper. The 

data revealed some significant differences in perceptions between the 

county and district superintendents towards the office of county 

superintendent of schools in Montana and selected aspects of the school 

service district concept. There was only one instance of a difference 

in perceptions among local school district superintendents towards the 
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office of county superintendent of schools in Montana when compared 

by district size. 

The problem for this study was four-fold: 

1. To examine the role of the county superintendent of schools as 

established by Montana school law. 

2. To determine role perceptions of the office of county superintendent 

of schools from the standpoint of (a) selected county super¬ 

intendents of schools and (b) selected local district super¬ 

intendents of schools. 

3. To determine felt perceptions of both selected county and local 

district superintendents of schools relative to selected aspects of 

the school service district concept. 

4. To compare by local school district size the felt perceptions of 

the respective superintendents towards the office of county super¬ 

intendent of schools. 

Sample null hypotheses for these problems are listed as follows: 

1. There is no significant difference between the self-perceptions of 

selected county superintendents of schools in Montana and the 

perceptions of selected local school district superintendents in 

Montana towards the office of county superintendent of schools. 

2. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 

selected county superintendents of schools in Montana and the 

perceptions of local school district superintendents in Montana 
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relative to selected aspects of the school service district concept. 

3. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 

selected local school district superintendents towards the office 

of county superintendent of schools in Montana relative to district 

size. 

Conclusions 

1. The county superintendent of schools in Montana as established by 

the Montana Constitution (13, 14) and defined by the School Laws of 

Montana, Chapter 58 (18), is very traditional in its scope dealing 

more with administrative and clerical duties and functions than with 

services (Stephens, 21:226). 

2. The overwhelming majority of county superintendents contacted felt 

that their office was important and was performing those duties and 

functions assigned to it by law. 

3. The local school district superintendent felt in many cases that 

the assigned legal duties and functions were not only unimportant 

for the county superintendents to perform, but, in fact, were not 

being performed as prescribed by law. 

4. Both the county and district superintendents contacted felt that 

some changes are needed for the office of county superintendent of 

schools in Montana. What these changes should be was beyond the 

scope of this study. 
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5. Many of the duties and functions traditionally assigned to the 

office of county superintendent of schools could be performed by 

the larger organized school districts. 

6. There is clearly a lack of knowledge among Montana county and 

district superintendents of schools in regards to the school service 

district concept, although many superintendents felt that their 

offices were providing many of those services normally associated 

with such districts, while the county superintendents did not. 

Recommendations 

1. In 1977 the Montana State Legislature passed HJR #84 calling for a 

study of the present status of the office of county superintendent 

of schools and the feasibility of instituting some type of inter¬ 

mediate school service district (16). This measure, however, did 

not pass through the Interim Priorities Committee (17). In light 

of the fact that many neighboring states have instituted such 

service districts, and because of the data gathered during this 

study that indicated that most of the organized local school 

districts did not require or were not receiving many of the 

services prescribed by law for the county superintendent to perform, 

it is recommended that the state legislature again consider 

funding such a study. 

2. As Montana public education contains many small elementary school 
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districts without superintendents (15), it is recommended that a 

further study of the Montana county superintendent's office be made 

to ascertain what, if any, services this office is currently 

providing to such districts. 

3. In reference to recommendation #2, it is further recommended that 

a serious consideration be made to reorganize many of these rural 

elementary districts and bring them under the auspices of the 

larger, already-organized school districts. 
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APPENDIX A 

BASIC STRUCTURAL PATTERNS OF STATE SCHOOL SYSTEMS, 
July 1972* 

Basic 
Structural 
Pattern 

State School Systems 
Included in Classification 

Number 
of 

States 

Percent 
of 

States 

One-echelon 
pattern 

Hawaii 1 2 

Two-echelon 
pattern 

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, 
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, 
Rhode Island, Tennessee, Utah, 
Virginia and West Virginia 

19 38 

Three-echelon 
pattern 

California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 
Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, 
Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, 
South Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, 
Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin and 
Wyoming 

30 60 

^Robert E. Stephens, The Emergence of the Regional Educational 
Service Agency Concept in Education: Dominant Organizational Patterns 
and Programming Thrusts, U. S., Educational Resources Information 
Center, ERIC Document ED 084 693, November, 1973. 
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APPENDIX B 

THE INTERMEDIATE UNIT AS A 
SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE* 

1949 1969 
Year 

Legislation 
Authorized 

Area Units 
County 
Unit 

Area 
Unit 

Super¬ 
visory 
Unions None 

County 
Unit 

Area 
Unit 

Super¬ 
visory 
Unions None 

Alabama X X 
Alaska X 
Arizona X X 
Arkansas X X 1 
California X X 
Colorado X X X 1967 
Connecticut X X 
Delaware X X 
Florida X X 
Georgia X X 
Hawaii X 
Idaho X X 
Illinois X X 1969 2 
Indiana X X 
Iowa X X X 1957 
Kansas X X 3 
Kentucky X X 
Louisiana X X 
Maine X X 
Maryland X X 
Massachusetts X X 
Michigan X X 1962 
Minnesota X X 1969 4 
Mississippi X X 
Missouri X X 
Montana X X 
Nebraska X X X 1967 
Nevada X X 

*Clifford P. Hooker and Van D. Mueller, The Relationship of 
School District Reorganization to State Aid Distribution Systems. Part 
I: Patterns of School District Organization, U. S., Educational 
Resources Information Center, ERIC Document ED 046 072, 1970. 
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APPENDIX B (Continued). 

1949 1969 
Year 

Legislation 
Authorized 

Area Units 
County 
Unit 

Area 
Unit 

Super¬ 
visory 
Unions None 

County 
Unit 

Area 
Unit 

Super¬ 
visory 
Unions None 

New Hampshire X X 

New Jersey X X 
New Mexico X X 

New York X X X X 1948 
No. Carolina X X 
No. Dakota X X 5 
Ohio X X 6 
Oklahoma X X 
Oregon X X 1967 
Pennsylvania X X 1969 
Rhode Island X X 
So. Carolina X X 
So. Dakota X X 
Tennessee X X 

Texas X X X 1965 

Utah X X 7 

Vermont X X 

Virginia X X 

Washington X X 1965 

W. Virginia X X 

Wisconsin X X 1965 
Wyoming X X 1969 8 

Totals 28 1 7 13 19 11 6 19 

NOTES: 
1. As of August 7, 1969, the county board of education is authorized to 

hire a secretary in lieu of a county school supervisor. 

2. Legislation in 1969 changed the office of county superintendent to 
superintendent of educational service region. By 1973 all territory 
is to be part of those regions. The size of the regions will be 
determined by a stipulated minimum population. 

3. As of July, 1969, the office of county superintendent was terminated 
in all counties with the record keeping function being transferred 
to the offices of the county register of deeds. 
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APPENDIX B (Continued). 

4. As of December 31, 1970, the elective office of county superinten¬ 

dent will cease to exist. County boards of commissioners may 

appoint a county superintendent to serve for any period of time 

until December 31, 1972, after which the office of county super¬ 

intendent will terminate in the state of Minnesota. 

5. Legislation in 1967 authorized two counties to jointly employ one 

superintendent. 

6. A joint legislative commission was authorized to draft a legislative 

proposal for the establishment of education resource centers that 

would be given consideration by the Ohio General Assembly during 

1970. 

7. Legislation in 1969 authorized $175,000 for research and innovation 

which would include the development of regional service centers. 

8. Legislation in 1969 abolished the office of county superintendent 

and permitted any combination of districts to cooperate to provide 

educational services. 
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THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE 
INTERMEDIATE UNIT IN THE STATES 

USING THIS ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE* 

Counties as 
units of 

civil gov. 

Counties as 
intermediate 
school units 

Area 
intermediate 
school units 

Designation of 
intermediate 
area units 

Arizona 14 14 
Arkansas 75 73 
California 58 58** 
Colorado 63 17 16 Boards of Coop- 

/ - erative 
services 

Connecticut*** 8 11 Supervisory 
union 

Illinois 102 102 Initiated Educational 
1969 service region 

Indiana 92 16 
Iowa 99 31 27 Joint county 

systems 
Kansas 105 0 
Maine*** 16 85 Supervisory 

union 
Massachusetts*** f 14 54 Supervisory 

union 
Michigan 83 60 Intermediate 

unit 
Minnesota 87 33 
Mississippi 82 11 
Missouri 114 34 

*Clifford P. Hooker and Van D. Mueller, The Relationship of 
School District Reorganizati on to State Aid Distribution Systems. Part 
I: Patterns of School District Organization, U. S., Educational 
Resources Information Center, ERIC Document ED 046 072, 1970. 

**California has six counties in this total of fifty-eight that 
also serve as the local district unit. 

***It is debatable whether these states should be classified as 
states with intermediate units. 
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Counties as Counties as Area Designation of 

units of intermediate intermediate intermediate 
civil govt. school units school units area units 

Montana 56 56 

Nebraska 93 91 19 Educational 

service unit 
New Hampshire**5' 10 42 Supervisory 

union 
New Jersey 21 21 

New York 62 70 Supervisory 

districts 

56 BOCES 
North Dakota 53 53 

Ohio 88 88 

Oklahoma 77 77 

Oregon 36 14 Intermediate 

education 

district 
Pennsylvania 67 29 Intermediate 

unit 
South Carolina 46 16 

South Dakota 67 64 

Texas 254 202 20 Regional media 

and service 

centers 

Vermont*** 14 44 Supervisory 

union 

Washington 39 6 Intermediate 

districts 
Wisconsin 72 19 Cooperative 

educational 

service agency 
Wyoming 23 Initiated Boards of coop- 

1969 erative educa¬ 

tional services 

***It is debatable whether these states should be classified as 

states with intermediate units. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE COVER LETTER 

Dear Superintendent: 

I am conducting a study through Montana State University, College of 

Education, regarding the role and function of the county superinten¬ 

dent of schools in Montana public education. Perceptions of this 

office will be obtained from both selected county superintendents 

and district superintendents. 

In order to determine these perceptions a questionnaire has been con¬ 

structed and included with this letter. This questionnaire contains 

items relating to both the legal status of the county superintendent 

of schools as set forth in the School Laws of Montana as well as items 

relating to the school service district concept. 

Please answer all items to the best of your knowledge. All replies 
will be kept in the strictest confidence commensurate with proper 

educational research. A prompt return of this questionnaire will be 

greatly appreciated. A self-addressed, stamped envelope has been 

enclosed for your convenience. 

Thank you for your cooperation with this study. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey N. Pence 

Graduate Student 

Dr. Robert Van Woert, Advisor 

Department of Secondary Education and Foundations 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

Instructions: The items listed below refer to the duties and functions 

of the office of county superintendent of schools as defined by Montana 

School Law and to the services provided by school service districts. 

Each item (unless otherwise stated) seeks two responses. For the first 
response, place a check / in either the Yes or the Nb blank to the 

Ifet of the stated item as to whether you feel that it is an important 

duty, function, or service for the county superintendent to perform for 

your district. 

For the second response, place a check / in either the Yes or the No 

blank to the right of the item as to whether the county superintendent 

actually performs the stated duty, function, or service for your 

district. 

Note: County superintendents filling out this questionnaire should 

respond to the items relative to the importance and performance of the 

stated duty, function, or service in their county as a whole rather 

than relating it to a specific district. 

Before completing the questionnaire, please check / in the blanks 

provided below whether you are a county or district superintendent, 

and if district, its classification. (Numbers in parentheses refer 

to high school student population.) 

County District (Classification:   I (over 500) 
  II (251-500) 

III (1-250) 

Important Item Performed 

Yes No Yes No 

1. Establishes trustee nominating districts.     

__   2. Appoints trustees when vacancies occur      

during non-election periods. (Third Class 

Districts only) 



78 

APPENDIX E (Continued). 

Important Item Performed 

Yes No Yes No 

— 3. Determines district boundaries and 
classifications. 

— 

— 
4. Registers teacher and administrator 

certificates. 
— 

— 
5. Acts on school unification and isolation 

proposals. 
— 

  6. Computes district fund budgets. — 

  7. Calculates estimated general fund revenues. 
— — 

— 
8. Makes annual finance report to state 

superintendent of public instruction. 
— 

  9. Files bus driver certifications.   

— 
10. Acts on transportation contracts and state 

transportation reimbursement claims. 
— 

11. Makes library and textbook recommendations.   

— 
12. Publishes annual school financial reports in 

local newspapers. 
— 

- - - 
13. Acts on tuition applications. — 

  14. Participates in teacher evaluations. __ 

— 
15. Advises teachers on instructional methods 

and disciplinary techniques. 
— 

— 
16. Makes annual visits to each school in the 

county. 
— 

— 
17. Orders county treasurer to distribute tax 

funds on a quarterly basis. 
— 
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Important Item Performed 

Yes No Yes No 

    18. Holds trustee meetings to aid in the coopera-   
tion of local districts. 

    19. Serves as mediator in local district disputes.     

    20. Serves as research and development center.      

     21. Equalizes educational opportunities through-     

out county by program development and 

financial assistance. 

    22. Serves as data processing center for local     

districts. 

     23. Acts as a liaison between local districts and     

the state department of education. 

    24. Provides media services to local districts.     

     25. Provides curriculum leadership.      

    26. Provides specialized educational programs     

such as driver’s education or adult 

education. 

27. Is the office of county superintendent of schools a viable entity 

for the public education system of Montana? 

 Yes  No 

28. Do you feel some changes are presently needed for the office of 

county superintendent of schools in Montana? 

Yes  No 

29. Are you familiar with the "school service district" concept? 

Yes No 



80 

APPENDIX F 

FOLLOW-UP REMINDER POSTCARD 

(Date) 

Dear Superintendent: 

You should have recently received a questionnaire 
regarding the role of the county superintendent of 

schools. As yet we have not received your reply. It 

is important that we have this data from you as soon 

as possible. Please complete the questionnaire and 
return it in the provided self-addressed, stamped 

envelope at your earliest convenience. 

Again, thank you for your cooperation with this 

study. 

Sincerely, 

(Jeffrey N. Pence) 


