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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of the Rural Futures Development (RFD)
Strategy on rural school boards. The RFD Strategy was developed by the Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory in Portland, Oregon and was recently initiated in five school districts in
Washington state's Educational Service District (ESD) 101.

The intent of the RFD Strategy in relation to school boards was to assist them by putting into their
hands the means of systematically receiving citizen, school staff and student demands, and to further
help board members identify ways to respond to and deal with information coming from these groups.
Therefore, the subjects analyzed in this study were: (I) demands formally presented to school boards,
(2) the manner by which these demands were converted to actions, and (3) the responsiveness of school
boards to demands presented by citizens, school staff, and students. Data was obtained from a
structured review of the official minutes of school board meetings. School board meeting minutes were
collected for two time periods, the first representing a pre-RFD Strategy initiation period, the second
representing a post-RFD Strategy initiation period. A comparison group of five ESD 101 school
districts not participating in the RFD Strategy was used as a control, and data was analyzed utilizing
the Mann-Whitney U Test.

Overall, the analyses of the hypotheses generated for this study showed no change of statistical
significance between pre and post-RFD Strategy initiation periods. Two findings of statistical
significance were achieved however. (I) The change in the number of demands formally presented to
school boards by students in districts involved in the RFD Strategy was determined to be different from
the change in the number of demands formally presented to school boards by students in districts not
involved in the RFD Strategy subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy, and (2) the change in
the number of demands formally presented to school boards by local citizens in districts involved in the
RFD Strategy was determined to be different from the change in the number of demands formally
presented to school boards in districts not involved in the RFD Strategy subsequent to the initiation of
the RFD Strategy. Due to the configuration of the data the change in the number of student demands in
the involved districts could not be attributed to the influence of the RFD Strategy; however, the change
in the number of local citizen demands could. These conclusions must be considered tentative however,
in that at the time this study concluded the involved districts had only proceeded a portion of the way
through one complete cycle of the RFD Strategy. Particular trends in the data did appear however,
which allowed for speculation of the possible influence of the RFD Strategy over time. It was
recommended that this study, with suggested refinements, be essentially duplicated at such time when
one complete cycle of the RFD Strategy had been completed, and that future hypotheses on the
influence of the RFD Strategy consider the speculations achieved in this study.

Though overall, findings of statistical significance were not achieved in this study the use of school
board meeting minutes as a means of obtaining data on the functioning of entire school boards proved



useful and feasible. The minutes utilized in this study were of sufficient quality to determine the origins
and dispositions of most demands. The directions produced in this study for categorizing demands and
determining demand processing style also proved useful and adequate.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of
the Rural Futures Development (RFD) Strategy on rural school boards.
The RFD Strategy was developed by the Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory in Portland, Oregon and was recently initiated in five
school districts in Washington state's Educational Service District
(ESD) 101.

The intent of the RFD Strategy in relation to school boards
was to assist them by putting into their hands the means of system--
atically receiving citizen, school staff and student demands, and to
further help board members identify ways to respond to and deal with
information coming from these groups. Therefore, the subjects
analyzed in this study were: (1) demands formally presented to
school boards, (2) the manner by which these demands were converted
to actions, and (3) the responsiveness of school boards to demands
presented by citizens, school staff, and students. Data was obtained
. from a structured review of the official minutes of school board
- meetings. School board meeting minutes were collected for two time
periods, the first representing a pre-RFD Strategy initiation period,
the second representing-a post-RFD Strategy initiation period. A
compar1son group of five ESD 101 school districts not participating
in the RFD Strategy was used as a control, and data was analyzed
utilizing the Mann-Whitney U Test.

~ Overall, the analyses of the hypotheses generated for this
study showed no change of statistical significance between pre and
post-RFD Strategy initiation periods. Two findings of statistical
significance were achieved however. (1) The change in the number of
demands formally presented to school boards by students in districts
involved in the RFD Strategy was determined to be different from the
change in the number of demands formally presented to school boards.-
by students in districts not involved in the RFD Strategy subsequent
to the initiation of the RFD Strategy, and (2) the change in the
number of demands formally presented to school boards by local citi-
zens in districts involved in .the RFD Strategy was determined to be
different from the change in the number of demands formally presented
to school boards in districts not involved in the RFD Strategy subse-
quént to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. Due to the configuration
of the data the change in the number of student demands in the
involved districts could not be attributed to the influence of the
RFD Strategy; however, the .change in the number-of local ‘citizen
demands could. These conclusions must be considered tentative
however, in that at the time this.study concluded the involved
districts had only proceeded a portion of the way through one
complete cycle of the RFD Strategy. Particular trends in the data
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did appear however, which allowed for speculation of the possible - -
influence of the RFD Strategy over time. .It was recommended that
this study, with suggested refinements, be essentially duplicated
at such time when one complete cycle of the RFD Stratedy had been
completed, and that future hypotheses on the influence of the RFD
Strategy consider the speculations achieved in this study.

‘ Though overall, findings of statistical significance were
not achieved in this study the use of school board meeting minutes
as a means of obtaining data on the functioning of entire school
boards proved useful and feasible. The minutes ‘utilized in this
study were of sufficient quality to determine the origins and
dispositions of most demands.. The directions produced in this
study for categorizing demands and determining demand processing
style also proved useful and adequate.




. CHAPTER I .

INTRODUCTION

Backgfound Information

Realizing that rural education is .unique and requires'unique
functional structures, the Rural Education Program at the Nérthwest
Regiona]_Educétiona] Laborétory in Portland, Oregon devé]oped the
Rural Futures Development (RFD) Strategy. It was hoped by the.
_deve]opers of the RFD Strategy; that this strafegy would encourage
and support the development of processés}_ski]]s and structures
_ required for changehin rurai.communitiesAénd their schob]s."»THe'R#D
Strategy's primary purpbseiNasto strengtheh 10&&1 educational prob]ém
solving capabi]fties through the combined efforts of educational sup¥.
ppr£ agEncigs, community members, school employees, and students.

The strategy was intended to provide these audienégs with processes
and skills for improving their communication,'deciﬁion making, and

problem solving skills (Rural Educatioh Program, 1975:3-28).

~ The RFD'Strategy\nasguided by four genéra] princip]es:'

1. Participatory Decision Making. Suppdrt for schbb]
‘programs increases wnen those who feel that a decision
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affects them are given the opportunity to influence the
decision and the way it is made.

2. Choice. Educational solutions are not the same
for every community; communities improve the quality of
their educational programs when they become skilled in
selecting solutions that match their.values and resources.

3. Process. When people follow a systematic procedure
for making choices and changes, they can make the best use.
of existing resources.

4. Comprehensiveness. Because complex relationships
exist between students and adults, between teaching and
learning, and among schools, communities, and support
agencies, a global change strategy, not a parade of
separate innovations, is needed. (Rural Education Pro-
gram, 1975b: 9)

Additionally, several assumptions underlay the RFD approach to
educational change:

1. All individuals have the right to participate in
decisions that affect them. ‘

2. When decision making is shared, the decisions that
are made accurately reflect the 0p1n1ons and knowledge of
the entire group.

3. Change is inevitable, but if change is planned,
educational opportunities are more 1ikely to. improve than
if they are simply allowed to "happen."

4. When people from the community and school communi-
-cate, support for school programs increases.

5. As people develop skill at solving problems and
communicating with one another, they -become more self-
reliant and the chances that educational improvements will
succeed increase. _

6. Every individual has worth and dignity.

7. Conflict is natural and common and can be dealt w1th
constructively.

8. A process facilitator is helpful to persons seeking
to bring about planned change. (Rural Education Program,
1975b: 10)

Participation in the RFD Strategy was carried out through a

school-community group. (SCG) whichwas made up of individuals who
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represented all community opinﬁon groups, the school staff, and the
student body.‘ The SCG served as the mecahnish by which participants
influenced local educational decision maktng (Ruratl Education Pro-
.gram, 1975: 10-21)., . _

Parttcipants.in the RFD Strategy_were assisted by trained
process faci]itators. The process faei]itators worked tn thesloca]
communities and schools, assisting people.to beoome better prob1em
solvers and decision makers. Further, process facilitators helped
local decision makers organize, employ systematic procedures; and
gatn skills (Rural Education Program, 1975b: 10-11).

The school board Tinks the community and the school. It
was this link which led to the focus of this study. It was the
intent of the RFD Strateoy to assist school boards by'putting into
their hands.the‘means of systematically .receiving citizen, school
staff, and studentarecommendations, and to further help local boards"
identify ways to respond to and deal w1th information com1ng from
these groups The goal of the strategy with reference to. school'

' boards was the active part1c1pat1on of board members in g1v1ng )
-leadership to and effectively utilizing schoo]‘staff, student, and |
community participation in planning for schoo] change (Rura]-Edu-
~cation Program, 1975c: 16-21). | |

The following table outlines the phases of the RFD Strategy

and activities which accompanied them.
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TabJe 1

RFD Strategy Activities by Phase’

SCHOOL BOARD

. [ 17 _months )

effort to the beginning
of Phase II; III, or IV

PHASES COMMUNITY SCHOOL*
: AWARENESS - Recognize the need for broader based participation in educational
Q improvements and agree to participate in the Rural Futures Development
gE | T-Z months | Strategy :
1= GETTING STARTED| Nominate opinion leaders to the School- Appoints the -
w Community Group (SCG) " School-Community
@ Group members
z , 1-Z months SCG : :
FOCUSING ON Conducts a community-wide | Contribiutes to the Confirms the
= THE PROBLEM survey of problems or goals survey Schoo1-Community
— goals related to : Group report on
u ‘ education Examines the school's goals
= [TaTons organizational
,SEARCHiNG FOR Generates alternatives Participates in the Reviews an’d confirms
- ALTERNATIVES and chooses a solution search for a solution | recommendations for
i to the identified . a solution
t educational problem Conducts .problem-
= solving to improve
e organizational
l 2<4 months ‘ capabilities
PLANNING FOR - | Plans for implementing Contributes to planning | Confirms project.
> ACTION and evaluating the plans
L chosen project Readies the school for
= the results of SCG -
o 1-3 months activities,
= CARRYING OUT - Carry out implementation and evaluation of the Reviews the progress
u THE PLAN project of the project
% l 4-5 months
ASSESSING THE Summarizes the résults of | Participates.in Reviews/confirms
RESULTS the project and o preparing the the evaluation
— participation in the report and reports
1= school-community process planning to recycle i
w : : Aids in planning
Q Makes plans to recycle the effort- to
= the problem-solving

recycle

TOTAL: 11-20 months or 1-2 schoo;l yeér{é, excluding sunmer months.

*(Staff, Students, Administrators)
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Purgose

The purpose of this study was to investigate school board t
"responsiveness in rurd] school districts partjcipating 1n'the RFD
Strategy. The objects of analysis in this study were demands con-°
fronted by‘the school board in 1ega11y_§stéb1ished school board
‘meetings and the proceés by which these‘demands wére converted to
actions. . .

The éontéxt for the analysis of demands and ihe manner in
which demands were converted to, actions waé provided by the following
assumptions: (1) the RFD Strategy will influence the number of
demands confronted by the school board, (2) the RFD Strategy will
influence the frequency of types of demands confronted by the school
board, (3) the RFD Strategy will inf]uenceithe frequency of demands
emanating from particular groups, (4) the RFD Strategy will influence.
the manner in Whiﬁh the school board processes demqndé,,and-(5)'fhe
RFD Strategy will influence school board responsiveness to_demands,

| These -assumptions identified the major analytic variables
A investigated in this study.. These variables were: (1) Tlevel of
. demands, (2) demand-procéssing sty]e,-and (3) Tevel of responsive-
ness. By gathering data on types of demands, ofigins of demands

and the manner by -which demands were processed, it was ascertained
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whether'Schoo1 board responsiveness to constituent demands changed

over the course of the study period.

"Statement of the Problem

‘Many people feel that schools have become isolated from the
communifies thaé support them. As a}re§u1£, citizens throughout thg:
country are demanding to be involved, and new laws are reflecting the

.demand by mandating participation (Rural Education Pfogram, 1976: 1). .
Part of the problem of rﬁra] schools may be seen by viewing school
district governance. Another part of .the problem may be seen by
viewing the unique deficfencies and problems of rural eduéation.
Additfona]]y, it is important to ask and find answers to questions
. such as: (i)IWhy does a public whose traditions attach great value
" to education fail in many -cases fo 1énd'support to its purposes and -
respond favorably to its needs?, and (2) Why is the American éystem:
of education often so rigid_and unresponsive to client needs anq,'
demands?. , .

Change is a constant in modern society and its educational
"~ system. The greater our knowledge of hdw people react, what motiVes .
thgy-are guided by, and how decisions are‘actua11y made, the better
prepared we will-be to follow procedures which lead to systematic
change rather thanchange which is haphazard. The central force 1'n~~

this process within the school system is the board of education. It -
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.Qetermines b91icy;"approVes'new-personnel and programs, speaks with
fhe weight of the community behind it, and maintains.a firm grip nn
any strings 1eed1ng into the meney purse. When change occurs, it is
because of, not in spite of, the board's willingness to either make
it happen or allow it to happen.‘

| School district boards are Tegally established in such'a
way as to provide the:expectation of responsive and'responsib1e
govennance. The presence of elections and other mechanisms of
accountabi]ify means. that school distnict governance can be judged
against the standards of traditional representativelgovernance.
Representative'governance theory stipu1etes that a representative
-body must be responsible to the pub]icifon decisions that emanate
from the representatives. "Representatives may fermally de]egate
their authority to other political actors. When they do so, the
recipients of formal authority become accountable for their decisions.
- Moreover, guidelines are normally included which prescribe certain
" Timits and norms for the decision-making activities of the delegate.
An essential element of representative democracy is a re§p0n51Ve and
active 1eg1‘s]a’c1’ve_J:;lssembb/.~ At the'senooludistrjct Tevel there is.
a eelection process, there are ongoing 1fnkage relationships between
.thelboard and'fhe pub]ie, and-tnere is interaction between the boerd_'
n-End-the superintendent. Ideally the boare is se1ected in‘accoreance_

with constituency preferences; in response to community demands and
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ﬁeeds'the board formu]atesebolicy; and the_superfntendent,admihisters f
“the poTicy. fhe'board then'performs a'supervisofy function with
respect to pdTicy'administration. Hehqe, educationa] policy is made.
congruent with constituent needs and demandsi Obviously, thjs‘ideqi'
is not fully realized in all school districts.

The apparent dfsparity betweenliheory and practice~hes
‘generated questions concerning school district Qovernance. Such
questions include: Is a publically elected board, responsib]e'to
the citizens an appropriate model of governance for school? If so,
‘how can boards determine more accurate]y their constituents' desires‘
and asp1rat1ons? And how can they ut1]1ze this 1nformat1on? Haﬁz
advahcing.technology made school d1str1¢t_governance with respect to
the idea1§ ef representative goyernaﬁceffheory.obsolete? Shoﬁ]d bbfh. '
technical and pd]icy iseues Be determined by profeséiona] teachers
~and administrafors who'possess the requisite technical tfainiﬁg? If
so, who is to protect the clients (phpi]s) from seTf-ihdu]gent and
self-serving acts of the profeésiona]s? In response to questions such
as these and to the notion that public schoo]ing, responsive to the |
citizenry and controlled by a publically elected govern1ng board,
Zeigler (1973 38) suggests that there are two 1mportant h1stor1ca1
antecedents to the present ma1a1se in public educat1on The f1rst

has to do with the original socializing: function of American .




9
educationtlthe second with attempts by reformers to separate educa-
tion and politics.

In an attempt to ‘free education from the control of po]1t1ca1
mach1nery, reformers pushed through institutional changes which |
greatly increased the authority of professional educators w1th1n the
school system thus promoting the values of'centra]ization, effi-
c1ency, profess1ona11zat1on and expertise. The essentia]

" institutional reform required to achieve these values was. non-
political control. Hence, the governance structure was revised so
that school board members would be chosen in at-large, non-partisan
elections. A]though thts is not the case in all states, it is true-
of the state in which this study waslconducted. '
"These reforms, in effect, have created institutions wthh_are '
.dnot,designed to respond to shifts in client needs. Zeig]er contends
that "any change in the 'outputs' of education wi]]ihave to'oe pre-
ceded by undoing the work of tne reformers: by politicizing the

education system (1973: 40)."

In the Report of Task.Force on Rural Educatton (United
States Office of Education, 1971)- it ts noted that most of the
deficiencies and problems in rural education stem fromla combina-
tion of personal poverty, community isolation, Timited public
serv1ces, lack of 1eadersh1p and insufficient taxable resources

to support educat1ona1 services and programs.
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Bura1 poverty is a problem of major proportion which affects
individuals as well as the communities in which they live. The
larger the community, the more readily avai]ab]e are its éocia].
services. Converée]y; the poorest, most isolated -communities have
* the fewest services, at the ‘highest per cap1ta cost although they
are least able to pay for them. M1grat1on to the cities of young

aduits in the productive ages has left behind a large proportion of

those in dependent categories, including children as well as the aged.

The needs of these groups are great and their resources are 1%mited;
The relative isolation of many rural communities, their
relative population decline, their scarcity of local Teadership,
fheir inadequate tax base, their economically irrelevant political
boundaries, their'shortégejof well trainéd‘peksonne1 and their
reéistance to change have;.in efféct, conspired to keep pUb]ic'.
servicesAinadequate: schools are poor; transportation is often
unavailable; and. health and social services are frequently non-
existent (Rural Education Progrém, 1972: 12-30). Givenlsuch con;
ditions it is not difficult to understand why taxpayers in rﬁra]
communities are becoming more and more critical of where their
dollars go and what they are being used for. This re]uctante-of
taxpayers to approve 1ncreas1ng costs of educat1on has in effect
fforced schop] 0ff1c1als to. become more know]edgeab]e of the opinions

of the educational community.
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‘Though the majority of studies concerning the re]ationships

. between schools and the communities they serve have not been con--
ducted in rural areas, many of their findings are generalizable to
rural areas. Stearns (1955) and McCloskey (1959) discuss the concept
of mutual understanding as it applies to the relationships between

the school and the community. Mutual understanding is not simply a
concern with how the educational leadership can inform its public.

It is vitally interested in determining'how the community can transmit
information to provideé the Teadership with an understanding of its
desires. _

In the decade of the sixties Richard F. Carter of the
Institute for Communication Research and the School of Education of .-
Stanford University did extensive research.on the effect of school-
community relations on public support for education. In a study .
dealing with the attempts of school districts to increase acceptance
of financial programs, the authors concluded:

We'eee'grare trouble ahead for school-community

relations based on a consumer orientation among voters
and a model response of political manipulation among

. school and community leaders. The one path that would

..seem to lead away from this type of relationship.is the
path.to better understanding . . . . Communities with
greater understanding among their 1eaders have better
records in financial election; they enJoy 1onger records
of success. (1960: 1-15)
' Carter found that a third of the voters feit that they have Tittle

to say about what schools do. Almost half felt that the on]y_v01ce
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‘the voters have is the act of voting. A fourth felt that public
school officials do not care what the average voter thinks (1960b).
In a later study Carter suggested that understanding relative to a
“ situation comes from prqviding an "exchange of information that makes
it possible for two or more persons to have the same situation in
mind (1966: 197)."

Ear]iér, the question was asked as to why the pub]ic.often -
fails to support educational programs. When communities moved away-
'frbm the direct participation role of the town-meeting to the elected
representative style of policy determination, a dilemma arose. As
the public became further removed from participation, it increased
its tendency to withhold the financial support for the ho]icies
initiated by its representatives. Carter states that:

Given only an occasional opportunity to review

educational policy, the people have often frustrated
the initiation of policies by their elected repre-
sentatives. Given the power to say "No" to financial
issues (bond issues, tax levies, and budgets), the
people have shown little reluctance in voting "No"

for many reasons -- only some of which were ostens1b1y
at issue. Financial elections are often the battle-
ground of past issues. (1966b: 2)

In addition.to asking why the public frequeht]y fails . to
support educational programs, an equally relevant qyestibn is why
is the-American system of education often so rigid and unresponsive

to client needS'and.demands. Several research brojects conducﬁéd

at the Center for the Advanced Study of-Educétioha] Administration
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at the University of Oregon have been dirécted af this questién.
These research projects led to the cohc]usion that unresponsiveness
in American education is produced by the "insulation of educational
decision-makers from community and client needs and demands, and the
consequent inabi]ity.or:unwi111ngness of schools to adapt themselves
to the changing needs of communities and clients'(Zeig]gr, 1973 38)."
Sjmi]ar:conclusions have been reached by pfhers."The Nationé] Insti-
tute of Education has récentﬁy described American education as a
system "unable to renew itself by responding rapidly, confidently,
and openly to divérsé client needs and expectations (Natidna] Insti-
tute of Education Planning Unit, 1972: 10-11)."

' Many responses to the pubiic by adﬁinistration are crisis
~oriented. ' Admittedly when problems arise, they must be dealt with.
Frequently, however, changes that occur in a school district as a
result are often reactive when there can be little doubt that the
. situatibn'demahds proactive change. -As_a,consequence:

-There‘is a growing sense that teachefs; principals
-and administrators control education -through decision-’
making that favors professional interests rather than
the interests of students and parents. (Fantini, 1972: 56)
The State of Washington's Tempordry Levy Study Commiésion "
investigated why voters vote the way they do. It was réborted thaf

"a sizable proportion of the electorate feel alienated from the
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. school system, unable to get information easily from .it or to
influence its decisions (0lds, 1971: 23)."

Pub]ie schoo]s_have rigorous and extensive communication
reduirements. They cannot operate effectively without the under-
standing'gf virtually every community segment. Students,.parents,
administrators, teachers, end the larger community must be brought
" into a continuing dialogue about what the sehoel'is doing. As
Goodlad po1nted out:

Clearly the individual school with its parents,

students, teachers and community is the truly organic
unit for educational change. And yet ironically, the
_s1ngle school probably is the weakest 1ink politically
in the entire structure of the decision- mak1ng
process. (Goodlad, 1971 8)

The-many pub11cs of the school want responsiveneés to their'.'
concerns and needs. This often results in a direct cthrohtation,
between and among groups.' The current lack of perticipation and
~ communication results in a collision course.

. We need a process today in which each user of our

“public schools can make decisions concerning the type

of education which makes the most sense for him. .This
means giving parents, students, teachers, and adminis-
trators a direct voice in dec1s1on mak1ng (Fantini,

1971: 586)

There is evidence that attempts are be1ng made to find methods
of entering into th1s new form of participation, e.qg., the RFD
Strategy. ‘The trend is to break away from the old familiar ftop -

.dpwn“ flow of authority which has characterized our educational
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system andirep]aqe it with a "bottom up" input for decision making.
Such decision making is more relevant to the public it serves even -
though it may vary distinctly from commdnity to communify.-‘The
uniqueness of the school district that fesu1ts from this is the most
desirable outcome. |

To argue that individuals and groups should have
their own unique goals is not to argue against common
goals for an open democratic society. Having unique
goals is indeed itself a common goal. The point is
that the individual is as important as the common goals.
Allegiance to uniqueness and diversity does not imply
a conflict with allegiance to common purpose. It does
imply a pluralistic society rather than a melting pot

where the major culture assimilates the minor ones.
: (Rank1n 1971: 576)

. Need for the Study

The need .for this study was defivéd_from a need to add-to thé
knowledge base of rural education and a need toAdevelop methods énd
prdcedures for analyzing the functioning of entire school boards.

In preparation for a paper presented to the National School
Board Association Symposium, Jongeward (1975) conducted computer
searches of six data banks comprising a total of 1,445,000 stored
articles. Thfé search yielded fewer than 100 articles on rural
.school boards and Ted Jongeward to conclude, "that very 11tt1e

research ex1sts on schoo] boards in rura] commun1t1es (1975: 16) "
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Further, in preparation to conduct this study this inveéti-
gator undertook a computer search of the Educational Resources‘,
Information Center (ERIC) files for értic]es relating to rural school
boards. Out.of a total of 226,289 articles housed in the ERIC files
6797 articles were scanned by the computer and only 38 articles were
se]ected. Fo]iowing a suggéstion offered by Jongeward, this investi-
gator also undertdok a search of Dissertation Abstracts béfweén the
years 1965-75 for research re1ated to rura]_échoo] boards. 1In set-
| ting up this search design specific attention was paid to e1iminating
‘those studies deé]ing'with urban school boards. The search was-coh- '
ductedlby Xerox University Microfilms of Ann Arbor, Michigan and
yielded 536 references. Of these, 150 of the most recent references
were reviewed. None of the 150 references reviéwed dealt specifically
with rural séhoo] boards. Given this éffort to locate research on
rural school boards, this 1ﬁvestigator agrees wfth Jongeward con-
cerning tﬁe paucity of reseérch on rural school boards.
| Increasingly, po]ifica] scientists are taking a Took at
school bqards as an area of study to deternine How members of Socjétx.
go about the process of‘makiﬁg and enforcing decisions that regulate.
" and set gﬁidé]ines for daily life. Several of fhese studies aré
concerned with roié behaviof'ét an éggregate level, thgt is, they A
study the functioning‘of the entire school Board focusfng on variables

~and issues such as level and type‘of influence exércised on the board
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end effects of demands and inferest groups on the board. Stddying
fhe entire schoo1'board represents a break from the majority Qf
school hoard‘studiee which focus on individual board members.
In fhe eah]y part of. this century school board Stddies were
generally in fhe form of sdrveys and typ%ca]]y brovfded-data relative
to the social characteristics of school board members. A classical

example is George Count's monograph, The Social Composition of Boards

of Education (1927). In more recent years, though far more éné]ytica]
in nature than earlier writings on school boards, .school board studies
are still largely concerned with the individual board member rather
than with the functioning of the entire board. - Interésting]y, two-
.th1rds of the D1ssertat1on Abstracts rev1ewed by this 1nvest1gator .
were focused on the att1tudes, va]ues, or motivations of_1nd1v1dua1
board members. Charters déécribed the procedure that is common to
“many of these studies:
(a) estab11sh1ng some criterion by which highly-
qua11f1ed board members can be singled out from among -the
Tess qualified members and (b) isolating those social
characteristics which distinguish the highly- qua11f1ed
members from the others. (1954: 450) - ‘
In_addition, Charters made a generalization about the nature
of school board'studies that appears appropriate today. He suggested
that before determ1n1ng what constituted a competent board member,

research was needed to d1scover the funct1ons of the entire. schoo]

| board (1954: 451). Therefore, cons1stent w1th these needs this




18
study focused on-rural school boards and the deve]opmeht of a pro-.

cedure for analyzing the functioning ofAentire school boards.

Questions Answered in Study

1. Are changes in the total number of demands formally
presented to school boards in districts involved in the RFD
Strategy.different from changés in the total number of demands
fotma]]y presented to school boards in districts not invo]ved‘in
the RFD Strategy sdbsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy?

2.. Are changes in frequency of demands within demand cate-
gories (extractive, symbo]ic;.regu]ative,‘and:parttcipative) in

'sthoo1 districté involved in.the~RFD Strategy differentvfrém |
changés 1ﬁ'frequeﬂcy of demands within demand categories in school o
districts not involved in the RFD Strategy subsequent to the
initiation of the RFD Strategy?

3. Are changes in the number of demands emanating from
aistrict superintendents, school professional and non-professional
staff, students, citizens, and board members in districts partict-
bating.in thé RFD étrétegy different from.the\changes in the number
'of demands emanat1ng from d1str1ct super1ntendents, school profes-

-_s1ona1 and non- profess1ona] staff, students citizens, and board

members in districts not participating in the RFD Strategy subsequent«

to the initiation of ‘the RFD Strategy?
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. :4f' Are changes in the number of demands receiving décisidﬁs
in distf{cts involved in the RFD Strategy different from changes in
“the number of demands receiving decjsions in districts not involved
in the_RFD"Strafegy subsequent to the initiation of the RFD
Strategy? ‘ .

5. Are changes in the number of aemahds réceiv{hg decisions
by superinteﬁdents,receiviné decisions‘tﬁrough a process df bar-
gaining'within the.board, and receiving decisions by the board with
evidence 6f community influence in districts involved in the RFD
Strategy different from changes in the'number of demaﬁds receiving
decisions by sﬁperintendents,receiving decisions through a process
of bargaining within the board, -and receiving decisions by the board
with evidence of community-influence in Histricts not involved 1n‘

| the RFD Strategy subsequent to the initiatfon of the RFD Strategy?

6. Are'changeé iﬁ the number of demands emanating ffom the
.schoo1 staff, students, and citizens and réceiviﬁg.decisions in
districts involved in the RFD Strategy ajfféfent froﬁ éhanges in the.
number of demands emanating from the‘school staff, students, and -
citizens and receiQing decisions in distrfcts not involved in the
RFD Strategy subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Stratégy?

7. Are chénges in the number of &emands emanating from the

“school staff, students, and citizens and receiving decisions from

superintendents, receiving decisions through a process of bargaining
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with{n ﬁhe boerd; and'receining decisions by the board‘withﬂevidence
of community influence in districts involved in the RFD Strategy
different from changes in the number of demands enaneting from the
school staff, students, and citizens and receiving decisions from
: superintendents, receiving decisions through a process of bargaining
within the board, and receiving .decisions by the board with evidence
of community influence in districts not involved in the RFD Sfrategy

' subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy?

Methods and Procedureé

This study utilized a pre—postQtestcontrol group design.
Ten rural school districts, five participating in the RFD Strategy
and five not participating fn the RFD Stnafegy were utilized. The
source of data were the meeting minutes "of the school board.
The minutes of a]] ten schoo] boards were obtained and reviewed for
- two data co]]ect1on periods; a pre- RFD Strategy 1n1t1at1on
period, July, 1975 through December 1975, and a post-RFD Strategy
initiation per1od July, 1976 through December, 1976

The obJects of analysis were demands confronted by the schoo]
board and the ‘manner in which these demands;were processed. The
_ ena]ysis of data was-condueted on three major vakfab]eé: .(1)'1eveT

of demands, (2) demand-processing sty]e; and (3) level of responSiVe-_'
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ness. .The Mann—WHitney U Test was selected to analyze a]i”Variab]es.'
To apply the U test, scores for the pre-RFD Strateg} initiation
period were subtracted from scores for the post-RFD Strategy
1n1tiatidn period for each of the ten school districts. -+hese
l"difference scorgé" weré then combfned and ranked. .The‘procedufés
used foryranking scores, determining the value of U and its assocﬁated
probabi]ity, and'éccepting or rejectingthypdtheses, were those sug-

gested in Siegel (1956: 116-127).

Definition of Terms

There were a few éoncepfs in this study which assumed specific
meanings within the context of the investigatfon. In order to provide
clarity of meaning and to aid the reader in the fnterpretatjon of
~ these concepts the termé used ‘to describe thése concepts are briefly
defined in this section.

The purposerf'this study was fo inveétigate schod] board
~ responsiveness in school districts engaging thé RFD. Strategy.
Résponsfveness in ‘this study referred fo whethef or not the school
board {nitfated actions 1in response to the formally eXpressed demands
- . of the school staff; studéhts, and local community members. If the
board ignoféd consfitueht'demands it was a§§umed thét the bbard was

not acting in a responsive manner. If, on the other hand, the board
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was open to constituent influence and initiated actiﬁns on constituent
demands the bdard was viewed as being responsive. |

The specific task of this study was to identify and classify
inputs to the séhoo] board anq to trace the process through which
these inputs were transformed into outputs; Ihputs in this study
are described as demands coﬁfronted by the schooi board. Outputs
are deéigions or po1ﬁcy statements related to these demands. Input§
or demands were classified into four types: extractive,'symbolic;'.
regulative, and participative.' l | |

A demand was recorded as extractive if it concerned the
material goods and services under the control of the school board.
Deménds representing five areas of input to fhe board were recorded
as extractive: (1) curriculum, (2) instructional materials and
office supplies, (3) pefsonne] services, (4) school plant p1ann1hg
and utilization, and (5) business manégement.

A dehand was recorded as symbolic if it was a request‘to the
board fbr spécia] meetings, printed documents and records, ceremonia]
tributes, or the establishment of specific educational programs which
are normally throught tp exist outside of ﬁhe usual school
curriculum, | |

A demand was recordéd as regulative if it was concerned with

' the regulation of behavior. Duty-scheduTes,-working.houfs; teachihg
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assignments are-examples of the areas in which demands for regulation

were recorded.

A demand was recorded as participative if it was a réquest for
participation in matters of local education. Requests to organize
advisory groups to the board and requesfs to change the number of
board-members aré examples of participative demands.

The manner by which demands were converted to outputs was
.referred to in this §tudy'as demand—pfocessing style. Three styles
or ways in which décisions were made regarding demands were utilized:
(1) decisions were deferred to or made by .the superintendent, (2)
decisions were made through a process of bargaining within the board,
and (3) decisions were madé'by the school board with evidence of
inf]uenée from the local community.

To facilitate the selection of'the comparison group, i.e.,
the five schbo] districts not participating in the RFD Strategy, the
following definition of a }ural school district'was employed: A
~ rural school district shall not have more than 1;000 students (K-12).
" In addition, the community(ies) they serve shall be located at least
10 miles away from a city of 10,000 - 50?000 popu]atibn; 25 miles
from a éity of 50,000 - 250,000; and 50 miles from a city farger than
250,000 population. The five school distriqfs participating in the

RFD Stfategy also met the criteria of this definition.
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Limitations of the Study

This study was conducted w1th1n the Timits Tisted be1ow
1.' The objects of ana]ys1s were limited to demands confronted'
. by the schoo] board 1n 1ega]1y const1tuted ‘meetings of the board and
to the_process by wh1ch ‘the schoo] board converted these demands to
Qutputs.; | ‘ ' | ]
; 1.2. That'portibn of the RFD Strategy»condneted tn‘local'sehpoll'd
' districts is divtded into seven phases. The projected length of time
to comp]ete the act1v1t1es of all seven phases was 14 months 'DueAto'
the 11m1ted ava11ab111ty of this investigator's time ~data was gathered'
”up to December, 1976. Since the RFD Strategy's start-up date was
vFebruary, 1976, the data co1]ected ref]ected on]y a port1on of the

'-seven phases

3. Specifte.decisigns made by the school beard were'net a
snbject of anaiysis in this'study- Instead, this study was on]y .
1nterested 1n that dec1s1ons regard1ng demands were made .
| 4. Samp]e.snze 1n‘th1s study was limited by the number:of
sch061 distriets participating in the ﬁFD Strategy. ‘There were ftYeﬂ: :
‘school districts part1c1pat1ng in. the RFD Strategy These'five" |
d1str1cts were se]ected by the Rural Education Program in negot1at1on

~'w1thIWash1ngton state's Educational Service District’ 101, ‘the office
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of Washington state's Superintendentlof Public Instruction, and the
school districts located in Educational Service District 101.

The selection of the fiye school districts not participating
in the RFD Strategy, which acted as a comparison group, was
accomplished by fhe 1nvéstigator.' The_fo]]owing criteria guided the
selection of these five non-participating dfstricts: (1) 1in order
 to be considered for ée]eétion a district had to qualify undéf the
definition of a rural school district employed by this study, and
(2) in order to be considered for selection a district had to match,
as closely as possible, a participating district on three community
variab]es. These variables were: (1) ethnic composition 6f students,
(2) voting record on educational iséues,_and (3) school enrollment.

5. The source of data for demands, origins of deménds, and

demand-processing style was limited to the official minutes of school

'boérd meetings. Since this study was interested in how the.school
'board actua]]y:functioned,énd not in how.individua1s perceived 1t:
as fuﬁctioning such data gathering procedures as questionnaires and
interviews were considered to be not useful. Further, obtaining |
data by directly observing school board meefings was not considered
due to resource restrictions. |

6. Given the primary focal points of this study: (li

the effects of community involvement in educational decision making,

“and (2) ‘the responsivenéss of the school board to community demands,
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thé‘majority of the:literature revfewed~may be classified under two
major headings: (1) school-community re]ationshipé, and (2) school
governance.

Several sources of information were-uti]izédf (1) Educa-
tional Resources Information Center (ERIC), (2) documents and
materials proddced by and belonging to the Rqra] Education Program,
(3) Dissertation Abstracts, and (4) the bib]iographfes of articles
reviewed by this 1hvestigator. |

In addition to manué]]y reviewihg the ERIC files a computer
search of these files was conducted. The descriptors utilized in
this computer search were: (1) rural, (2) small schools, (3) small
school districts, (4) scth] boards, and (5) boérds of educafion.
0f the 226,289 items housed in the ERIC system, 6797 items we?é
scanned by the computer'and'38 items were selected. These 38 items
represented a time span of 15 years, 1960-75, with three;fOUrths of"
Ithe itemslbeing published between 1967-72. ‘In'the manual review of
the ERIC f11e§ the following descriptors were utilized: (1) béard
of education role, (2) boards of educatjbn, (3)'governing boards, |
(4) governance,'(S) community control, (6) rural schools, (7) rufa]
education, (8) rural school systems, and (9) school cohmunity
relationships. .

| A computer search of Dissertation Abstracts between the years

1965-75 was also-conducted. In setting up the design for this search
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specific attention was paid to eliminate those studies dealing with
urban and suburban school boards. The search was conducted by Xerox

University Microfilms of Ann Arbor, Michigan and yielded 536

references; of these, 150 of the most recent (1973-75) were reviewed.

The literature reviewed and playing a major role in the

structuring of this study covered a time span of 22 years, 1953-75.




CHAPTER II-

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to review Titerature related
to the theoretical orientation of this study. The orientation
empToyed in this study is a product of the political sciences and
hasvin large part taken the form of applications of “systems" theory.
Conseqdéntly, the initial portion of th1§ review is concerned with
the 6rigins of-"systems" theory; this is followed with an examination_'
of an approach to the analysis of political systems. The latter
portioh 6f this chapfer reviews a few studies which héve employed
the same general theoretical orientation intendéd for use in this

" study.

Systems Theory

In recent times, school districts have come under intensive
study as political systems. As defined by Easton, a political
_ system processes the demands of its component systems (1957).

‘The American people, in general, tenq to consider the public
school system és béiné politically nonpartisan. Howerver,.Geh]en
(1969: 1-3) feférred to schools as be{ng Fcfeatures of the state" .
"beéause'they'afe supported by tax monies; As a result of being
| tax-supported, the schools-are often subject tq political pressures -

from various groups within a community. Gehlen (1969) further'noted
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that any person having interest in the politics of éducation in any
giQen type of community must first have some appreciation of this
general political setting in which the school operates. Additioha]iy,
.Weber (1946) concluded that political systems can be distinguished

as a special class among,social systems because they alone comprise
all that effects or threatens the use of legitimate force in the
_process of converting inputs into outputs for the larger society.

It is by.fo110wfng these analytical threads that this study brings
the public school system info focus as a political subsystem. PubTic
schools can, and do, within 1imits prescribed by laws, invoke the
powers of the Iérger political system to enforce their fegitimate
claims on resources and to enforce'theif rules.

The po]ftica] nature of a school district is usually

determined by those elected to the school board. The school Board

is the policy forming instrument in the school district in such areas
as the hiring of personnel, the expenditure of funds, and the cur- |
riculum. It is génera]]y éssumed, hbwever, that the local school
board and the hired persbnne] are open to persuasion and contro]f

by the local citizen. | |

Systems theory examines the actions of an organization by.

studying its po]itical.ihpufs and outputs (Easton, 1957: 384). Thei
inputs of a school organization are deﬁandé or'supports_from the.

organization and the people who are part of the organization:. They
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are the needs and desires of the people presented to the school
board and converted to outputs. These relationships are shown.
diagrammatically in Figure I. This diagram has been adapted from
one presented by Easton (1957: 384). Though this diagram represents
a primitive "mode1" it does outline the general theoretical orienta-

tion of this study.

ENVIRONMENT
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> POLITICAL DECISIONS .
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Figure I

The use of the concept of "sysfems" in political science is
refiective of the anthropo]ogicai'and sociological theory of
' functionalism. The chief social theorisfs whose names are. associated

with functionalism are anthropologists Ma11how$ki (1944) and
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‘ Radc1iffe-Brown (1952), and sociologists Parsons (1951 and 1951b),
‘Merton (1957), and Levy (1952). | |

Malinowski was concerned with the relationship between the
biological needs of fhe individual and the culture, and concluded
that functions were perfarmed to fulfill these needs. Radcliffe-
Brown stressed the relationship between the structure of the social
system and the functions that maintained it. Both of these anthro-
pologists, however, recognized a full integration of society or a
so-called "functional unity" of the social system.

Functioﬁa]-sysfems theory as formulated by Parsons and Levy
implied three conditions: functional reduisites, interdependence,
and equi]ibrium. A particular system, whether it be an organism{..
a machine, or a family, has to behave in particular ways, perform
certain tasks, in order to "be" an organism, or a machine, or a
family. Levy Tlists several activities essential to the existenC§
of any society; examples include adaptation to the natural environ-
ment, differentiation of and recruitment to sociai roles, the
maintenance of a common body of knowledge and beliefs,.the sociali-
zation of the younQ, and the control of aisruptive behavior. Paréons'
‘speaks of four essential functions for the existence of a system;
these are the system's adaptation to its environment, .the integration '
of the members of the system, the mobi]ization.and allocation of

resources necessary for attaining the system's goals, and a
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socialization process that results in the maintenance of dominant

values and norms of the system.

Analysis of Political Systems

From political science, David Easton argued that a revision

was needed in political theory. His book, The Political System, sets

forth this argument, proclaiming that political scientists should
resist constructing historical and ethical theories and begin investi;
gating the promises of empirically oriented theory (1953). To this
end, he has Qritten two bodks formulating a conceptual framework for

éna]yzing political life. The first, A Framework for Political

Analysis, focused on the major concepts which set the stage for a
substantive theory in political science (1965). The second, A Systems

Analysis of Political Life, explained these concepts in further detail

(1965b).

Easton expressed satisfaction in the tendency he noted
toward the integration of the social science disciplines. It appeared
that this merger had taken four directions or alternative units of
analysis. They were: (1) action from the followers of Parsons and
Weber, (2) decision from the influence of social psycho]ogy,'(3)
funct1ons from the 1nf]uence of cultural anthropo]ogy, and (4) s _xgggg

from the influence of the physical sciences unt11 introduced to
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sociology (1965: 15-16). Moreover, Easton believed that the
"behavioral science" approach would ultimately lead to:

. . . some common variables . . . of a kind that

will ‘stand at the core of a theory useful for the
better understanding of human behavior in all fields.
In some vague way there has been added to this the
feeling that psycho]ogy, sociology, and anthropology
are the core sciences out of which such a theory may
well arise. (1965 16)

Faston's model is a systems analysis of po]itiéai Tife 1ﬁ
which he suggests that the central problem of political theory is
the analysis of processes and the nature and condition of the
responses. His major question is how political systems manage to
persist in a world of both stability and change.

His analysis is based on the idea of an open system, imbedded
in an environment and subject to possible influences, or disturbances,
from it that threaten to drive the essential variables of the system .
beyohd their critical range. If this occurs, the system is under
stress. Not all disturbances cause stress; some may be favorable
to the persistence of the system; others may be neutral. Persistence
is the system's ability to function successfully in allocating va1ﬁe§
for a society and to induce most members to aécept these a1locat10ns,' 
at least most of the time.

.Eastqn divides disturbances into two groups of variables

which he calls "demand" and "support". By generalizing the impact of

the environment,on the system, Easton reduces the enormous variety of '
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influences into a relative few, and therefore into a re]ative]&

manageable number of 1ndi§ators. To accomplish this further, he
uses the concebts "inputs" and outputs". Easton's input-output

model begins with an input of either a demand or a support from the .
environment. These inputs, then, become converted into outputs of

decisions and actions. | |

Easton considers'outputs very significant jn that. they help
to influence events in the broader society of which the system is
a part, énd in doing so, help to determine eaéh succeeding round
of inputs that finds its way into the po]itical system. This feed-
. back Toop concept helps to exptain the processes through which the
authorities may cope with stress.

Central to the analysis of the fundamental processes con-
tributing to the persistence of political systems is the idea that
the system processes demands. Tracing and interpreting the nature
of the flow patterns so created, Easton views the political system
as a set of interactions through which positive and constructive
efforts may be tqken to cope with situations that threaten to de$troy
its integrity as a sysfem;- He defines stress on political systemé
as a function of the interrelationship between the vo]uﬁe and content
of demands, on the onevhand, and the fespon§es available to.a system

for meeting and handling such demands, on the other.
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Both Almond (1960) and Mitchell (1962) have drawn from
Easton's notions in their attempts at building models for the
analysis of political Tife.

In The Politics of Developing Areas (1960) and later in an’

article published in World Politics (1965), Almond set forth his

structural~functional "systems" framewbrk. Briefly, the input idea
of demands and supports was derived from Easton's system framework.
However, Almond haS'goné a step further than Easton in specifying
the different kinds §f inputs and outqus. Unlike Easton, he
identified demands for extractions, regulations of behavior, symbo]ié
-inputs, and participation in the system. Accordingly, theseAfour
inputs are thé kind of outputs produced by the system.
| These concepts combined with an elaborate typology of func-
tions of political systems made up the framework for the ana]yéis-of
developing politics enunciated by Almond. The.functions of the
political system were.classified under three Qeneric headings:
_conversions, papabf]ity, and maintenance aﬁd adaptation. These
functiéns may be summarized as follows: | |
'I. Input’and'outpdt functions: conversion input functions
‘ 1. Interest articu]atjpn (articulating interests, -
‘demands ,--etc. ) |
. 2. Interest aggregation (éggregating interests,

demands, etc.)
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3. Communication of events (all functions are
performed by this means).
The input functions are then converted into Output
functions
1. Ru]e—makihg (conversion of policy proposals
into rules)
2. Rule-application (to pérticu]ar cases)'
3. Rule-adjudication (in individual cases)
IT. Adaptation and system maintenance (affecting internal
efficiency)
1. Recruitment and socialization (refers to the
recruitment and to the Tearning of a fo]e)
ITI. Capabilities (refers to the performance of a system'iﬁ
an environment)
1. Extractivg (drawing of resources from the
environment)
2. Regulative (controlling behavior)
.3. Distribufivé'(allocating goods, services, etc.)
4, Symbolic (displaying majesty and power, affjrmihg
norms, and communicating policy intent) |
5. Responsive (the opeﬁness of a syétem to demands

_from the environment) (Almond, 1965: 270-282)
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‘Mitchell reflects Eqston's and Almond's influence in his
input-outbut exchange model for the polity and society. His con-
ceptual framework with inputs of demands and expectations, resources,

and supports, and outputs of system goals values and costs, and goh-

trols is'de1ingatéd in his book, The American Polity (1962).
The four fUnction§ necessary for the system to perform in
-Mitche11's framework are: _(1) the authoritative specﬁfiqation of -
a systems goa]s,.(2) the ,authoritative mobilization of résoﬁrces
to implement goals, (3) the integration of systems, and (4) the allo-

-cation of values and costs.

Related Research

EVeh though the concepts of political science may apply to
the school organization, research methods for app]yfng,them are not
well developed. Attempts to expand political science concepts of
systems theory tHroth research haverbeenlconducted however. For
example, Varney (1967) deve]bped a method of investigating school
demands presented to the board of trustees at a community'co11ege.
This study was éoncerned with the process by which one s;hoo] board
ﬁade decisions. A team of two persons observed, tape recordéd, and'
did content analysis of every qction taken by the board for a-Six-
month period. Direct observations were supplemented by a search of

_pubiic documents and interviews with individual board members.. Using
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a traditional prob1em solving model, this study conciuded that the
subjeét board did not follow the sequence of deciéion steps outlined
in the model, and in addition, that school adminisffatofs identified
most of the demands and a]so.processed most of them.

A study producing somewhat consistent results to Varney's
“study was conducted by Lapetina (1975). This study utilized a process
of assessing the opinions and perceptions of a school distfictfs many
publics (board members, administrators,. teachers, students, parents,
and the community at-]akge). The study concluded that there was no
consistent evidence to indicate that the board arrived at any more
than:a chance agreement with the views expressed by the other groubsu

Between the years 1965—72, Holm (1974) conducted research
the intent of Which was to determine how fhe school board's decision-
‘making was inf]uenced'by changes occurring in a community. A
simplified version of Easton's model was used and the inputs and
outputs between the community and the school board were observed.
In this case, due to changes and pressures brought to bear in the
community the school board was influenced. The board's composition.
was altered, resulting in the board being more respohsivé to cdn-
stituent preferences.

A further refinemenit and a more thorough integration of
~ Easton's framework was acéomp]ished by Scribner (1966) in his study

of the Palo Alto, California school board. The purpose of this
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research wa§ to: (i) develop a set of concepts for classifying
events related to the berformance of school boards, (2) specify
working definitions of the concepts, and (3) ascertain the applica-
bility and utility of the proposed framework for future research in
the field of educational administration.

The emphasis of this study was on classifying data as
referents to concepts drawn from Almond's framework. An attempt was
made to refine and adapt Almond's framework to the study of school
board performance. The framework included classes and subclasses
of demands and'supports‘(inputs), political, governmental and communi-
cation functions (conversion functions), and outputs.

| The'study emp]ﬁyed'an exploratory méthod for collection and
analysis of data. Thé sourﬁe of dafa were public records (school
board minutes, letters to the board and superintendent, and the

policy manual).




CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Sample

Definition of Sample

This study was conducted in selected rural school distriété
1nIWash1ngton sfate'stducational Service District (ESD) iOlJ ESD
101 is located in the northéast corner- of Washington and includes
Ferry, Stevené,,Pend Oreille, Lincoln, Spokane, and Whithan counties.
Ten school districts, five participating in the RFD Strategy and .five

not participating in the strategy were utilized.

Selection of Sample

The five districts participating in the RFD Strategy were
selected through a-process of negotiation between the Rura1 Education
Program, ESD_IOI, the Office of the Superintendent of Public Insfruc-
tion in Olympia, Washington and the school districts located in ESD
101. Tﬁose districts participating iﬁ'the RFD Strategy were: (1)
Selkirk school distkict in Pend Oreille county, (2)‘Cusick school
_ d1str1ct in Pend 0re111e county, (3) Co]umb1a sch001 d1str1ct in
| Stevens county, (4) Summit school d1str1ct in Stevens county, and
(5) Loon Lake schoo] district in Stevens county. |

The se]ect1on of the five school d1str1cts not part1c1pat1ng

in the RFD Strategy, used as a comparison group, was guidedrby two
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limitations. First, the districts selected as.comparison group
districts matched,”és closely as possib]é, the five districts
© participating in the RFD Strategy on three community characteristics:
(1) percent racial/ethnic combosition of student population, (2)
percent levies/bonds -passed in the last five years, and (3) district‘
student enroliment. Second, the selection of comparison group dis-
tricts Was 1imited'by the definition of "rural school district"
emp]oyéd ih'this study.  This definition was as follows: A rﬁra]
school district shall not have more than 1,000 étudents (K-lé).
In addition the-community(ies) they serve shall be Tocated at least
10 miles away from a city of 10,000 - 50,000 population; 25 m11es

from a c1ty of 50, 000 - 250 000; and 50 miles from a c1ty 1arger
than 250,000 populat1on. This def1n1t1on excluded several ESD 101
" school districts from consideration .as comparison group districts.
The-cﬁart_in Appendix A lists the deselected districts and states
the reason -for their inappropriateness as comparison group districts.

Data on diétrict student enrollment, ethnic composition of i

§tudents.and district voting reﬁdrds was obtained from the Office'
of the Superintendent of PQb]ic Instru;tion (SPI) in Olympia,
Washington. ~Each,fa11 the‘pub1ic schoois:of Washingtpn submit to
" the SPI a report on which'is'recorded éfudenf énqu]ment and the
humber of bupi]s whb are members of each of four specific racial/

: éthnié categories: (1) Black, (2) Asian, (3) American Indian, and
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(4) Hispanic. The data from these reports is then. compiled and
published by the SPI (1975).

The SPI also collects information concerning school district
voting records on genera]‘fund excess levies, building fund excess
levies, and bond issues. This information is obtained by the SPI
from county auditors and is.comp11ed and published (State Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction, 1970-76). Data on schoq] district
student enrollment, ethnic'composition 6f Studenté and distr{ct |
voting records was obtained for each school district not dese]ected
by the definition of "rural school district," including the five
participating districts. A summary of thfs data is presented in
Appendix B.

School districts were then grouped according to studenf
enrollment. The following groupings were employed: (1) school
districts with an enrollment of 0-100 students, (2) school district§'
with an enrollment of 101-300 students, and (3) school districts with
an‘enrollment of -301-1000 ;tudenté. "Appendix C presents a téb]e of
these groupings.

With tHe data presented in Appendix C as a guide, ESD 101
'persohne] involved with the RFD Strafegy were fequested to indicate
'those‘districts théy fhought represented the best match to the dis-
tricts participating in the RFD Strategy.._Uti1izing this infdrmation.

plus the data presented in Appendix C, this investigator selected
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the following distriéts to act as comparison group districts:
(1) Wellpinit school district in Stevens county, (2) Kettle Falls
school district in Stevens county, (3) Mary Walker school district
in Stevens county, (4) Lamont school district in Whitman county,

and (5) Steptoe school district in Whitman county.

Assumptions and Hypotheses

The context for the analysis of demands and the manner in
which demands were converted to outputs was provided in the following
assumptions about the effects of the RFD Strategy: (1) the RFD
Strategy will influence the number of demands confronted by the
school board, (2) the RFD Strategy will influence the fréquency of
types of demands confronted by the school board, (3) the RFD Strategy
will influence the frequency of demands emanating from particular
groups involved in the strategy, (4) the RFD Strategy will influence
the manner in which the school board processes demands, and (5) the
RFD Strategy will influence school board responsiveness to constituent
demands.

These assumptions identified the major analytic variables
investigated in this study. These variables were: (1) level of
demands, (2) demand-processing style, and (3) level of responsiveness.
Data gathered on these three variables was used to analyze the fol-

lowing null hypotheses: "\

g
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1. The change in the total number of demands formally pre-
sented to the school boards in the involved district§ is the same as
the change in the total number of demands formally presented to the
school boards in the uninvolved districts subsequenf to the injtja-’
tionqu the RFD Strategy. |

2. :The change in the number of extractive demands formally
presented to the school boafds in the 1nvoived districts is the same
: as the change in the number of extractive demands formally presented
to the school Boards in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the
initiation of the RFD Strategy.

3. The change in the number of symbolic demands formally
presented to the school boards in the involved districts is the.same :
as the change in the number of symbolic demands formally presented
to the school boards in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the
initiation of the RFD Strategy. |

4. The change in the number of regulative demands formally -
-presented to the school boards in the involved districts is the same
as the change in the number of reguiative demands formally presenfed
to the school boards in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the
initiation of the RFD Strategy.

5. The change in the number of participative demands formally
p%esented to the school Boards in the involved districts is the same

as the change in the number of participative demands formally
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presented to the school boards in the uninQo]ved districts subsequent
to the injtiation of the RFD Strategy.

6. The chahge in the number of demands formally presented
to the school board by superintendents in the involved districts is
the same as the change .in the number of demands formally presented
to the school board by superintendents in the uninvolved districts
subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. |

7. 'Thé change in the numbef of demands formally presented
fo the school board by district professional staff members in. the
‘1nVo]ved districts is the saﬁe as the change in the number of
demands forma]]y presented to the school board by district pro-
fessional staff memEers in the uninvolved districts subsequent to
the . initiation of the RFD Strategy.

8. The change 1h the number of demands formally presented
to the school boaf& by district non-profeﬁsiona] staff members in
the involved districts is the same as the thange in the number of
Idemands formally presented to the schooT board by district non-
professional staff members in the uninvolved districts subsequent
to the fnjtiation of the RFD Strategy.

9. The change in the number of demands forma]]y bresented
to the school board by students in the involved districts is the

same as the change in the number of demands formally presented to
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: thé'échoo] board by students in the uninvolved districts subsequent
to the inftiation of the RFD Strategy.

10. The change in the number of demands formally presented
“to the school board by local citizens in the involved districts is
the same as the change in the number of demands formally presented
to the school board by local citizens in the uninvolved districts
subsequent to the 1ni£iation of the RFD Strategy.

| 11. The change in the number of demands formally presented
to the school board by school board members in the involved districts
is the same as the change in the number’of demands formally presented
to the school board by school board members in the uninvolved dis-
tricts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy.

12. The change in the combined total number of demands
formally presented to the school board by district professional staff
members, non-professional staff members, students, and local citizens
in the involved districts is the same as the change in the coﬁbined
total number of‘demahds formally presented to the school board by
district professional staff members, non-professional staff members,
-students, and local citizens in the uninvolved districts subsequent
to the initiation of the RFD Strategy.

13. The change in the number of demands receiving decisipn§

in the involved districfs is the same as the change in the number of.
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~demands receiving decisions in the uninvolved districts subsequent
to the initiation of the RFD Strategy.

14. The change in the number of demands receiving decisions
by district superintendents in the involved districts is the same
‘as the change in the number of demands receiving decisions by dis-
trict superintendents-in the uninvolved districts subéequent to the
initiation of the RFD Strategy. |

15. The change in-the number of demands receiving deﬁisions

through a brocess of bargaining within the school board in the

involved districts is the same as the change in the number of demands

' réceiving decisions through a process of bargaining within the school

board in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation |
of the RFD Strategy.
16. The change in the number of demands receiving decisions

by the school board with evidence of community influence in the

involved districts is the same as the change in the number of demands

receiving decisions by the school board with evidence of community
fnf]uence in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation -
-of the RFD Strategy. |

17. The change in the combined total number of demands
emanating from the professional staff, non-professional staff, stu-

dents and local citizens and receiving decisions in the involved
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districts is the same as the change in the combined total numbef of
demands emanating from the professiona].sfaff, noﬁ-professionaT staff,
students, and Tocal citizens and receiving decisions in the uninvolved
- districts subsequent to the imitiation of the RFD Strateéyl

18. The change in the combined total number of demands
emanating from the professional staff, non-professional staff, stu-
dents, and local citizens and receiving decisions from district
superintendents in the involved districts is the same as the change:_
in the combined total number of demands emanating from the pfofes-
sional staff, ﬁon-professiona] staff, students, and local citizens
-and receiving decisions from district superintendents in the
uninvolved districts subéequent to the initiation of the‘RFD
Strategy. | |
' 19. - The change in the combined toté] number of demands
emanating from the professional staff, non-professional staff,
students, and local citizens and receiving decisions through a
process of bargaining within the school board in the involved dis-
tricts is.the,same as the chanQe in the combined total number of
demands emanating from the professional staff, non-professional staff,
students, and local citizens and receiving decisions through a process
of bargaining witﬁin the school. board in the uninvolved districts

subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy.
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7 JZO. Thé change in the combined totaf number of deménds -
emanétfﬁélfrom the professional staff,_nbn-professiona] staff, stu;
dents, and local citizens and receiving decisions from the school
board with evidence of éommunity influence in the involved districts
is the same as the change_in the number of demands ehanating from
the professional staff, non-professional staff, sfudents, and Tlocal
citizens and receiving decisions from tﬁe school board with evidence
of community influence in the uninvolved districts subsequent to

the initiation of the RFD Strategy.

Description of Variables

Level of Demands Variable

An underlying current in the RFD Strategy was the involvement
of the clients of the education system in decisions which affected
them. This emphasis, in turn, provided for the board assurance that -

“those affected'by decisioné have input into those decisions.

The Qnit of analysis for the "level of demands" variable was
demands. confronted by the school board in legally established meetings
of the board. Further, demands were groupéd into categories before

. conducting the analysis. These categories were: extractive,
'symbo1ié, régu]ative, and partiéipative demands.
To facilitate analyzing the hypotheses of this study, a1T .

demands for'the entire study period were recorded and categorized, and
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_the ”1eve] of demands" variable contained two sub- var1ab]es (1)
1eve1 of 1ntens1ty of demands, and (2) Tevel of d1vers1ty of demands.

Level of intensity was simply an aSsessment_of the quantity
of demands. All demands regardless of origin were recorded and
categorized. The analysis of this sub-variable concerned whether
or not the number of demands formally presented to the school boards
compared to the ﬁumbeh of demands formally presented to the schootl
boards {n the uninvolved districts subseeuent to the 1nitiatioﬁ of
the RFD Strategy. The analysis of this sub-variéb]e was conducted
'1n‘two ways. First, the total number of demands in both the
involved and uninvolved districts were analyzed. Secondly, the
total - number of demands in each demand category were ana]yzee.

. Level of diversity of demands referred to the kinds of

groups presenting demands to the school board. Demands were recorded
and categorized for the following groups: (1) the district's super--

intendent or head teacher, (2) the district's professional staff,

(3) the district's non-professional staff, (4) students, (5) citizens,

(6) schoo1 board members, and (7) other.

The d1str1ct s superintendent was considered a separate
public because of the unique re]at1onsh1p that often ex1sts between
the school board and the super1ntendent The assumption was made
that frequently 1eadersh1p over educational policy formation rests

as much or more with the superintendent as it does with the school
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7poard.‘.That 15 to say, frequent]y superintendents are the principle
.initiatgrs éhd:formulators of educational poTicy. This situation
reverses a fundamental principle of representative governance.
Instead of the flow of control for educational policy formation
beginning with the public, passed on to the public's surrégates or
representatives, and then to the object of control, the superinten-
dent estab]ishes policy, it is legitimized by the formal authority
and subsequently "sold" to the public.

The demands of local citizens, professional staff members ,
non-professional staff members, and stUdénts were recorded, because
it is these groups that the RFD Strategy hoped to most inf]uen@e.‘

.School board member demands weré recorded because they fre-
quently initiate requests for board acfion in their role as
community representatives.

Demands under the designation of "other" were recorded for
‘tw0'reasons: (1) this study was interested in recording all demands
confronted by the school board regardless of origin, and (2) though
it Was not. part of the formal analysis, it was interesting to note
whether or not the demand-processing style chénged in refereﬁce to

this group of demands.

The ana]yéis of this sub-variable concerned a comparison of
the changes in the number of demands formai]y presented to the school

boards in the involved and uninvolved districts by these groups
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éubééquent to the initiation éf the RFD Strategy. The analysis df
this sub—variabie was conducted in two ways. First, the total number
of demands formally bresented tb the school board by each of these
groups was analyzed. Secondly, the fo]]bwing groups: . (1) the
district's professional staff, (2) the<distfict“s non—professiqna1
staff, (3) students, and (4) local citizens were collapsed and fhe_
total number of demaﬁds formally presented.to the school board by

"this combined group was analyzed.

Demand-Processing Style Variable

A primary purpose-of the RFD Strategy was to strengthen']oca]
.educqtional problem solving. A vital aspect of the RFD Strategy's
mbde] of problem sb]vingimasthe Qeneration of decisioh-making methods
which provide a sense that all individuals 6r groups are heard and .
can influence decisions.

The assumption was made that this emphasis upon partiéipétbry
decision-making and community involvement will mean some.organfzé-
tional change in most rural school systems.” This change will
‘probably inVo]ve a shift in decision-making relationships within the
school system. It was these changes ﬁhat this study fecorded. |

' Thrée demand-processing styles were analyzed; these werg:'
(1) a deéision.regarding'a demand was deferred to the. superintendent -

- by the school board, or the superintendent responded directly to a
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'demand, (2) a decision regarding a demand was made by a process of
bargaining within the school board, and (3) a decision regarding a
demand was made by the school board with evidence of influence from
the community (district professional stéff, district non-professional
stéff, students, and local citizens).

A "decision" in this context included any action in response
to a demand wifh tﬁe‘exception of ignoring a demand. The analysis
6f this variable was conducted in four ways: (1) the total number
of demands receiving decisions were analyzed, (2) the total number
-of demands receiving decisions by district superintendents were
: ana]yzéd, (3) the total number of demands receiving decisions by a
process of bargaining within the school board were analyzed, and
(4) the tota]vnumber of demands receiving decisions made by the

school board with evidence of community influence were ana]yzed.

Level of Responsiveness Variable

| It was of interest to thié study to determine whether or hot
- school bdaYd responsiveness to demands changed in the involved dis-
tricﬁs subsequent fd the 1n1tfation of the RFD Strategy. Having |
'recorded data for the "level of demands" and "demand-processing style"
Evariab]es, school board responsiveness to demands was analyzed.
Responsiveness in this study referred to whetﬁer or not the school

board took action in response to formally expressed demands emanating
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from distr%ct professional staff, district non-professioha] staff,
students, and Tocal citizens. Thus the analysis of responsiveness
was limited to demands emanating from these groups. The analysis of
this variable was conducted in four ways: (1) the total number of
demands emanating from these groups and receiving decisions were
analyzed, (2) the total number of demands emanating from tHese groups
and receiving decisions by district superintendents were analyzed,
(3) the total numbér of demands emanating from these groups and
receiving decisions by a process of bargaining within the sch061
board were analyzed, and (4) the total number of demands emanating
from these groups and receiving decisions by the school board with.

evidence of influence from the community were analyzed.
Procedures

Design of Study

This study utilized a pre- posttest control group design.
Ten rural school districts, five participating in the RFD Strategy
| and fivg not participating in the RFD Strategy were utilized. Data
from all ten school districts, in the form of school board meeting
minutes, was obtained for two data co]]ectfon periods. The first,
July, 1975 throdgh December, 1975 represented a pre-RFD Strategy
initiation period. The second, July, 1976 through December,

1976 represented a post-RFD Strategy initiation period.
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Obtaining Support to Conduct Study

The. initiation of the RFD Strategy in Five school dis-
tricts in ESD 101 was intended by the Rural Education Program to be
a test of the strategy and its materials. As such, the ﬁura1 Educa-
tion Progranlwasconduéting their own evaluation of the strategy.‘ It
was this investigator's desire as well as that of the Rural Education
Program that outcomes of the strategy not be influenced by the con-
ductance of this study. To this.end,'staff members of thé Rural
Education Program weré instrumental in helping this investigator
establish the design of this study. Further, the RFD Strategy
sfipu]ated, were possible, the involvement of a regional education
agency, in this case that agency was ESD 101. - Since ESD 101 had a -
stake in the progress and outcomes oflthe RFD Strategy, this investijl
gator visited with and obtained thé support of ESD 101's |
superintendent and other personnel involved with the RFD Straiegy.

Appointments were then established with the'superintendents
of the five districts participating in the RFD Strategy and the five.
districts selected by this investigator to act as a comparison group,
with ESD 101 personnel providing introductions. This investigator
then made personal visits to each of the superintendents and
explained the intent and purpose of this study. Additiona]]y, a
packet of materials (see Appendix D) outlining this study wa§ pré-

, sented to the superintehdents'for their records.
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Source and Collection of Data

This study utilized the official minutes of school board
meeting as its data source.  In addition to utilizing the minutes
of regularly scheduled meetings, the minutes of any special meetipgs
conducted by the school board were also obtained.

After obtaining permission and support to conduct this study
from district superintendents arrangements were made for copying and
receiving the minutes. In some cases the minutes were mailed to
this investigator, and in others they were obtained directly from

the district superintendents.

Recording Data

In recording data on demands, demand origins and demand-
processing ety]e the following instructions were utilized.

Demands. Demands were classified into four quups: extrac-
tive, symbo]ie, regulative, and participative. This classification
scheme was adapted~from Scribner's framework dealing witp input
demands (1966) and closely parallels the work of Almond (1960 and
1965). | |

1. Extractive demands - these demands-referred to five areas

of input: (1) curriculum, (2) instructional materials and office
supplies, (3) personnel services, (4) school plant planning and

utilization, and (5) business management. In general these demands
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bonéerned the material goods and services under the control of the

school board. The following outline presents the types of demands

classified as extractive.’

I.

IT.

I11.

Curriculum

A. adding classes

B. aboiishjng classes

C. requeéts for cont%nuing classes

D.. reqdests concerning field trips

E. requests for federal programs that effect the
, curricy]Um | B

F. réquests for extra-curricular programs

Instructional materials and officé supplies

A.

requésts to purchase, replace or sell instructional

.materials

requests to purchase, replace or sell office
supplies or equipmént‘
requests'for special equipment for particular

classes

Personnel . services

A. - requests for special training .

B.
C.

concerns over the recruitment of district personnel .

-requests to hire or dismiss personnel
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I W

I.
J.
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protests related to the hiring or dismissal of
district personnel
concerns over school.staff representation in local
and national organizations o
creating positions within the school system
abolishing positions wfthin the school system
disputes over salaries |
requests for additional or extended benefits

concerns over personnel relationships

School  plant planning and utilization

A.

D.

requests for new construction or the'destruction
of schoo]iproperty : ‘. _
concern§ related to the rental of school propérty :
concerns related to the purchase; rep]acement'or
sale of school property

concerns related to the use of school property

Business management

A.

concerns over payments of money owed or charged
by the school district

matters ré]ating to tax and bond elections
concerns over the safety of school facilities -
concerns related to the budget

requests to transfer funds within the budgef




59

F. 'insuraace concerns coverihg.schoo1 property, .
district personnel or board members

G. concerns relating to the coﬁso]fdations of schools,
distficts or districf services

H;- calling for, reviewing and accépfing bids

I. conéérns.re]ated to the investment of district
‘funds

VI. 'Generél-

A. requests to review po]iciés concerned with the
material goods and‘serviceé provided by the school.
district

B. requests to establish policies or resoiutions
re1ated}to the material;gopds.and services provided

by ‘the school district |

C. .requests.for information éoncerning the_mate}ia]
goods and services provided by the school d1str1ct

2. Symbo]1c demands - these 1nc]uded those demands which.

éstab]ish the bas1s,for governmenta] action and 1nc1uded four.areas

. 1 of possible input: (1) meetings, (2) pub]ications, (3) tributes,

- and (4) speciai programs. The following outline presents the types

'of demands classified as symbo11c
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Meetings

A. requests for special bdard meetings, closed sessions

or open sessions

B. requests that board members or district personnel
attend workshops,'coﬁventions or other special
meetings

Publications

A. requests for copies of the budget

B. requests for copies of the minutes of board
meetings, or the minutes of special jroups formed
by the board

C. requests that information be made available to
the press, or some other group or organization

D. ‘requests to review pfinted material other than
material produced by the board

E. requests io establish or prepare publications or
documents

F. fequests for substantive changes in the wbrding'
.of minutes or other documents prpdhced by the .
school district | |

Tributes

A. requests that certain individuals or groups

receive special awards or honors
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B. requests that the board acknowledge the
activifies'or accomplishments éf;individuals
or groups

C. requests for political support

IV.- Special programs

A. requests that programs be established for a
particular segment of fhe community, for example
pre-school chi]dren‘

B. requests that programs or activities be established
for district personnel, students or community mem-
bers which are not normally thought of as fa]1ihg
under the obligations of the school district

V. General |

A. requests for information concerning meetings,

publications, tributes or special programs

3. Regulative demands - these were demands relative to the

governing of behavior. The f011owing outline presents the types of .
demands classified as regulative. o |
A. requests to establish or approve duty aésignments.
or gchedules '
B. requests: to establish or approve working hours

C. requests to establish or approve schoql calendar
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requests to estab]ish; approve or change district
personnel or student éttendance requirements |
requests to establish, approve or change criteria
for district personnel advancement or student
graduatioﬁ |
requests to change meeting times
requests to establish or approve authority
requests to approve the budget
requests to establish or approve rules, regulations
or requirements for school related activities, for
example sporting events and students smoking:

requests for the supervision of children

. calls for or approval of school board officer

elections

requests to approve school district policies or

resolutions

sﬁgning district personnel contracts
requests to approve resignations or dismissals

requests for student release from district

4, Participative demands - these demands were made by

individuals or special groups wanting to influence the governmental

~ functions of the board. The following outline presents the,types

of demands classified as participative.
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requests for recall elections

. 'requests to change the number of board members

requests that the school board form advisory or

study groups

.. nominating an individual foryschoo1 board

membership

Demand Origins

The origins of'demands were recorded as follows:

A.

If a school district's superintendent or head
teacher was responsible for a demand "Superin-
tendent" was recorded

If a member of a school's certified teaching staff .

or a building administratorwas responsible for a

demand "Professional staff" was recorded

If a member of a school's or school district's
classified staffwas responsible for a demand
"Non-professional staff" was recorded

If a member of the school boardwas responsible for

.a demand “Board" was recorded

If a member of a school's student bodywas respon-

sible for a demand "Student" was recorded

If a person residing.wfthin the boundaries of the

school district, who could not be designated.as
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superintendent, professional sta?f, non-
professional staff, board, or student is responsible
for a demﬁnd "Citizen" was recorded |
G. When a demand came from an organization or iﬁdi-‘
' vidual not residing in the school district, or an
organization or individual residing in the school
district but representing a state or national
~ organization, or an organization or individual
residing in the school district but representing .
a private commercial interest "Qther" was recorded

Demand-Processing Style

.The manner in which a demand was converted to a specifjc action
was recorded as follows: |
A. If a decision regarding a demand was. deferred to
the superintendent by the board or if the super-
intendent responded directly to a.demand.
"Suberinteﬁdent" was recorded
B. - If a decision regarding a demand was made by a
process of bargaining withiﬁ the boa}d
"Board" was récorded'
C. .If a decision regarding a demand was made by thé.~

board with evidence of influence from the




65
community (school staff, students, and citizens)
"Board with community influence" was recorded
D. If a demand was ignored "No decision" was recorded

Special Conditions

1. Omission of demands - there were demands which appeared in -

the minutes of board meetings whose function was ceremonial rather than
'substantive; therefore the following demands were ﬁot recorded: |
(1) a motion and second td begin the board meeting, (2) a motion ahd
second to approve the minutes of the previods meeting, (3) a motion
and second to adjourn the board meeting, and (4) a request to change
typing errors, spelling errors or other accidental'errors in the
minutes of the board méeting.

2. Selecting the designation "Board with community influence"

as demand-processing style - a vital aspect of the RFD

" Strategy's model of problem solving wasthe generation of decision-
making methods which provide a sense that ai1 individuals or groups
are heard and qan'inf]uence decisions. This particular demand-
proéessing style was of Speéial interest in this study. . In selecting
this designation, it was not sufficient for a member of the commuhity
to merely héve p?ésented a demand. Instead, any one or all of the
fo]]owing criteria must have been met. A

A. The board requested input. in the form.of possible

solutions to situations or problems from a
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community member or community group or requested
inforﬁation that helped it make a decision
In presenting a demand to the board a community
member or community group offered guidance to
the board which helped it make decision, e.gq.
“such as providing a clearly stated rationale,
providing possible solutions and consequenées
of these solutions, providing 1ogistiéa1
information that would facilitéte carrying
out solutions, providing legal documentatibn,
in short, any effort that greatly reduced
.interna1 bargaining and fact finding within
the board.
The demand was presented as representing the
organized efforts of a particular political
-entity, such as a local teacher organization,
a parent'é organization, a church group, service
club or special interest group. | '
A demand-fequested compliance to school distr{ct
.-rd]es or policies whbse formation was influenced

by community members.
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In recording data, great care wag‘taken in following these
instructions. As a check to recording accuracy all minutes were.
reviewed three times.
" Daté was recorded on the “Data Collection Forﬁ" (see
Appendix E) for each school district and summarized on the "Data

Summary Form" (see Appendix F) for each school district.

Statisfica] Method

The Mann-Whitney U.Test was se]eqted to analyze all variables.

fo app]y the U test, scores for the pre-RFD Strategy initiation
period were subtracted from scores for the post-RFD Strategy
initiation period for each of the ten school districts. These
:"difference‘scores" were then combined and ranked. The procedurés
used for ranking sqorés determining the value of U and its‘assbciated
: probabflity, and accepting or rejecting hybotehses, were thbse'sug-.

‘gested in Siegel (1956: 116-127).

Region of Null Hypotheses Rejection

Since the context for the analysis of demands and the.manner
in which.demands were converted to actions were provided by assump-
tions whicﬁ did not indicate a direction of predicted change (refer |

_to p. 43) ‘and since no other research on the 1nf1ueﬁce of the
' RFD Strategy indicates possible directions of change, the region of

rejection employed in this study was two-tailed. It consistéd of all
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Va]ues of U which were so small that the probability associated with

their occurrence under H0 was equal to or Tess than o = .05.

Method of Reporting Data

Results of the statistical ané]yses of data are presented in
Chapter IV of this report. 'This chapter is organized around the three
variables investigated in tﬁis study, (1) level of demands, (2)
demand processing style, and (3) level of responsiveness. Data
related to hypotheses generated from questions pertaining to each
of these variables are presented in tables, and the results of the
statistical ané]ysis of each hypothesis are discussed.

Chapter V of this réport presents a summary of this study
“including a summary of the results, conclusions arrived_ét based on
the results, and recommendations for future studies wishing to

, investfgate the influence of the RFD Strategy.




CHAPTER TV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

" Description of Sample

This study was -conducted in selected rural school districts
in Washington State's Educational Service District (ESD) 101. ESD -
. 101 is Tocated in. the northeast corner of Washington and iﬁé]udes |
Ferry, Stevens, Pend Oreille, Lincoln, Spokane, and Whitman counties. .
Ten school districts, five participating in the Rura]'Futﬁres‘
Development (RFD) Strategy and five not participatiﬁg in the strategy

were utilized.

The se]eétioﬁ of the five school districts not participaﬁing
. in the RFD Stratégy, ysed as a comparison group, was determined in
the'fo]1owfng ﬁanner. First, fhe districts selected as comparfson
group districts matched, as closely as possible, the five districts
participating in the RFD Strategy on three community characteristics:
(1) percent racial/ethnic composition of student population, (2)
percent Tevies/bonds paséed in the last five years, and (3) district
student enrollment. Second, the selection of comparison_group dis-
tricts was 1imi£ed by the definition of “rural school district" |
gmﬁ}oyed in fhis'study. Th%s definitidn'was as follows: A rural,
schoo districf éhali-not have more thﬁn 1,000 sfudentS‘(K-12);

In addition the community(ies) they serve sha]1.be 1ocated_at least .
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10 miles away from é city of 10,000 - 50,000 popu]afion; 25 miies
from a cfty of 50,000 - 250,000; and 50 miles from a city larger
than 250,000 population. This definition excluded several ESD 10i
:school distficts from consideration as comparison group districts.
The definition of rural school district employed in this study
excluded several ESD 101 districts from consideration as comparison
districts. Information on the community characteristics listed
abéve Was obtaihed for all remaining districts plus those districts
involved in the RFD Strategy;
_ After obtaining the.above information, ESD 101 peréonnel
involved with the RFD Strategy were requested to indicate those’
distriéts they thought repreSented the best match to the districts |
participating in the RFD Strategy. Table 2 presents the school
districts utilized in this study and outlines student enrollment,
'bercent minority composition, and percent levy/bond passed figures. .'
The official minutes of school board meetings served as
the data source of analyzing three variables: (1) Tlevel of'deménds;
(2) demand processing style, and (3) level of respoﬁsivengss.
The Mann-Whitney U Test was se1ected to ané]yze all variables.
To épp]y the U test, séoreﬁ for the pre-RFD Strater initiation
period were subtracted from scores for'the post-RFD Strategy '
initiation period for each of the ten school districts. These

"difference scores" were then combined and ranked. The procedures




TABLE 2

School Districts Utilized in Study

Districts Participating in

Comparison Group

RFD Strategy Districts
Percent Percent Percent - Percent
Enroll-{ Minority Levy/Bond Enroll-| Minority Levy/Bond
ment | Composition Passed | -ment § Composition Passed
CoTumbﬁa 250 33.2 "77.8 ‘wellpinit 248 89.5 “no elections
Loon Lake 47 | 0.0 57.1 Steptoe 46 0.0 100.0
selkirk 541 2.8 70.0 | Kettle Falls| 804 5.3 14.3 =
Cusiék” 379 17.2 11.1 | Mary Walker 502 lé.4 12.5
Summi ¢ 33 3.0 100.0 | Lamont 43. 0.0 100.0
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used for ranking scores, détermining the value of U and its associated
probability, and accepting or rejecting hypotheses; were those sugf
- gested in Siegel (1956: 116-127). Since the context for the analysis
of demands and the manner in which demands were converted to actiéns
was‘provfded by.assumbtiohs which did not indicate a direpfjon qf :
" predicted change (refer:to'p. 43) and since no other researcﬁ
on the influence of the RFD Strategy indicates possibie directions
. of Chaﬁge, the region of rejection employed in this study was
two-tailed. It consisted of all va]ués of U which were so small
that the probability associated with their occurrence uﬁder Ho was

equal to or less than o = .05.

Analysis of Data

Level of Demands Variable

‘The unit of analysis for the "level of demands" variable was .
g demands confronfed by the school board 1in 1ega]]y established meetings
: Qf the board. Further, demands were éroﬁped into categories before
conducting thevanalysiﬁ. These categories were: extractive, symbolic,
regulative, and participative demands. A-guideline was prebared fof_
p]qting demands in these categories. This guideline appears‘on pagés
56-66 of'this report. |

To facilitate analyzing the hypotheses of this study, ‘all

.demands for the entire study period were recorded and categorized,
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and the "level of demands" variable contained two sub-variables:
(1) level of intensity of demands, and (2) .level of dfversity of -

demands.

Level of Intensity Sub-Variable. Levej of intensity was
simply ah assessment -of the quantity of demands. A1l demands regard—
less of origin were recorded and categorized ‘The analysis of th1s
sub-variable concernee whether or not the number of demands forme]]y
presented to the school boards in the districts participatihg in the
RFD Strategy changed when cempared to the number of qemande forha]]y
presented to school boards not parficipatihg in the RFD Strategy
subsequent to the initiation of the RFﬁ Strategy. The analysis of
this sub-variable was conducted in two ways. First, the total number .
of demands in both the involved and uninvolved districts were
analyzed. Secondly, the total number of demands in eech demand -
:category’were analyzed.

Null Hypothesis. HO: the chaﬁge in the total number of

: demands forma]]y presented to-the school boards 1in thelinvolved
districts is the‘same aslthe chenge in the fo£a1'number of demands .
"fdrma11y preéented'te the-schoo1 boards in the uninvolved distriefs
subeequeﬁt to-the initiation of tﬁe RFD Strategy. le the change
in the total number. of demands formal]y presented to the school

boards 1n the 1nvo1ved d1str1cts is not the same as the change in

the total number of demands forma]]y'presented'to the school boards




74
in the uninvolved districts subsequent:to the initiation of the
RFD Strategy. | '
Decision. The total number of demands formally presented to

.the school boards in the involved and uninvolved districts .is pre-
sented in fable 3. The value of U for the total number of demands

is 9 and has a probabﬁ]ity of occurrence under Ho 6f p = .310. The
decision is that the data do not give evidence which justify rejeéting

Ho at the .05 level of significance.

Null Hypothesis. HO: the change in the number of extractive
~ demands formally presented to the school boards in the 1an1véd dis-l
tricts is the same as the change in the number of extractiveudemands
forma]]y preéented to the school boards in the uninvolved districts
subsequeht to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. le‘the change
in the-number of extractive demands formally presented to the' schoo]
“boards fn the involved districts is not the same as the change in the.
_number-of extractive demands formally presented to the school boards
1n.the uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation of the
RFD Strategy.

" Decision. The total number of extractive demands formally
presented to the school boards in the invo]véd.and uninvo]véd disj_'_
tricts is presented in Table 4. The value of U for the_totg]_numbér

of,extkaétivé demands is 12 and has a probability of occurrence under
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‘TABLE 3

Total Number of Demands

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF _ -
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS - DIFFERENCE RANK -
PRE-RFD _ | POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD PERIOD - PERIODS
1. 44 72 - 28 : 9
2. 60 11 . -19 1
3. 78 64 | -1 L2
4. 64 73 L 9 7
5. 39 ' 31 ‘ -8 ' 3
22
~ UNINVOLVED
© DISTRICTS |
1. 31 88 ; 57 10
2. 40 33 -7 4
3. ' 67 81 14 8
4 | 96 94 2 5
5 43 49 6 6
33

IHO of p = 1.00; The decision is that. the data do not giye'ev{dence

- which_justify rejecting_Holat the .05 Tevel of significance. -
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TABLE 4

Total Number of Extractive Demands

INVOLVED:

TOTAL NUMBER OF ‘ '
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK
PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE o
PERIOD PERIOD ~ PERIODS
1. 27 33 6 9
2. 29 27 -2 | 5
3. 33 23 -10 1
4. 31 36 5 8
‘5. 22 17 -5 4
27
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 21 39 18 10
2. 20 12 -8 2.5
3. 37 41 4 7
4. 49 41 -8 2.5
5. 23 26 3 6
| 28.0
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Null Hypothesis. HO: the change in thg number of symbolic
demands formally presented to the school boards in the involved
districts is the same as the change in the number of symbolic demands |
forﬁally presented to the school boards in the uninvolved districts
subsequent to the 1nitiationnof the RFD Stfategy. H1: the change.iﬁ
the number of symbolic demands formally presented to the school
boards in- the involved districts is not the‘éame as‘the change in
the number of symbolic demands formally pfesented to the sghoo]
boards in the uninvd]ved districts subsequent to the initiation T C

of the RFD Strategy.

Decision. The tota] number of symbo]ic demands formally
presented to the school boards in the involved and uninvb]ved dis-
tricts is presented in Table 5 The value of U for the total nuﬁber
of symbo1ic'demands is 9 and has a probabi]ity.of occurrence under
Ho:of p = .548; The decision is that these data do not give evidence
which justify rejedting.Ho at the .05 level of significance.

,_NulTIHypothesis. HO: the change in the number of régu]atiVe 
demands formally présented fo the school boards in the involved dis- :
tricfs:is the same as thé éhange in the number of regulative demands
- formally presented to the séhoo] boardslin,fhe uninVo]ved:districts'
subsequent to the:iﬁiﬁiation of the RFD Strétegy.~ le thé cHange'.

in the number of-regu]ativé demands formally presented to the school
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TABLE 5

Total Number of Symbolic Demands

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE - RANK
PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD PERIOD PERIODS .
1. 3 6 3 6.5
2. 9 3 -6 1
3. 19 18 -1 2
4. 8 11 3 6.5
5. 1 5 4 8
24.0
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 1 18 17 10
2. 3 3 3 3.5
3. 9 10 1 5
4,. 12 17 5 9
5. 3 3 0 3.5
: 31.0

Boards in the involved districts is not the same as -the change in the

" the number of regulative demands formally presented to.the school
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boards in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiatioﬁ4of
the RFD Strategy. -

Decision. The total number of regulative demands fbrma]]y
presented to fhe school boards in the involved énd uninvolved
djstricts is presented in Table 6. Thé value of U for the total
number of fegu]ative demands is 6 and has a probability of occurrence
under H0 qf p = .222; The decision is that- the data do not give

evidence which justify rejecting'Ho at the .05 level of significance.

Null Hypothesis. HO: the change in the number of participative
demands formally presented to-the school boards in the involved disQ
tricts is the samé as the change in the number of participative demands-”
forma]]y presented to the school boards in the ﬁninvo]ved districts.

' éubsequent tp the initiation of the RFD Strategy. Hli the change.

in the number of participativé demands formally présénted'to the

-schbo] boards in the involved diétricts_is not the same as the change
in the number of participative demands formally presented to the
schoo]iboards in the uninvolved districts §ubsequent to the initia-
tion of the RFD Strategy.

| Deéision. The total number of participative demands#forma11y '

presented to the school-boards in the involved and uninvolved dis;

tricts is presented in Table 7. The value of U for the total number

of participative demands is 9-and has. a pkobab11ity_of occurrence-
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TABLE 6

Total Number of Regulative Demands

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK -
PRE-RFD - POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD PERIOD PERIODS
1. 12 30 18 9
2. 19 9 -10 1
3, 23 20 -3 4
4. 24 24 0 5
5. 12 - 6 -6 2
21
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 9 31" 22 10
2. 16 17 1 6
3. 21 28 7
4, 33 28 -5 3
5. 16 20 4 7
. 34

‘under Hy of p.= .548. The decision is that the data do not give

'evidence which justify rejecting HO at the .05 level of signif%cance.
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TABLE 7

Total Number of Participative Demands

A W N

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF .
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK
PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD PERIOD PERIODS
2 3 1 7.5
3 2 -1 2
3 3 0 5
1 2 1 7.5
5. 4 3 -1 2
24.0
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 0 0 0 5
2. 1 1 0 5
3. 0 2 2 9
2 8 6 10 .
5. 1 0 -1 2
31
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Level of Diversity Sub-Vatiab]e. Level of diversity of '
demands referred to the kinds of groups preSenting demands to.the
school board. Demands were recorded and categorized for the fol-
“lowing groups: (1) the district's superintendent, (2) the district's
professional stéff, (3) the district's non-professional staff, (4)
students, (5) citizens, (6) school board members, and (7) others.

The analysis of this sub-variable concerned comparing the
changes in the number of demands formally presented to the school
"~ boards 1in the involved and uninvolved dtstricts by these groups
subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. The analysis
of'this sub-variable was conducted in'two ways. .First;_the total
number of demands forﬁa]]y presented to the school board by each
of these groups was analyzed. Secondly, the following groups:

(1) the disttict's professiona1'staff? (2) the district's non-
brofessiona] staff, (3) students, and (4) local citizens were
collapsed and the total number ofldemands forma]]y'presented to
tHe sch001 board by this combined group was analyzed.

Null Hypothesis. HO: the:change in the number of demands
formally preseeted to the schooT board by superintendents in the
'_1nv01ved d1str1cts is the same as the change in the number of demands
fornially presented to the schoo] board by super1ntendents in the
un1nvo1ved districts subsequent to the initiation of the- RFD

-Strategy. Hi: the change in the number of. demands formally presented :
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to the school board by superintendents in the 1nvo]ved districts is
not the same as the change in the number of demands fofma11y bresented :
to the school board by superintendents in the uninvolved districts
subsequent to the initjation of the RFD Strateéy.

Decision. The total number of demands formally presented to -
the school board by superintendents in the 1nvolved aﬁd uninvoived
districts is presented in Table 8. The value of U for the total
number of démands presented to school boqrds by superintendents is
12.5 and has a probability of occurrence Qnder HO of p = 1.00. The
decision is that the data do not give evidence which justify rejecting
HO at the .05 level of significance. .

. Nul1 Hypothesis. HO: the change 1in the number of demands -

formally presénted to the school board by district professional staff

members in the involved districts is the same. as the change in the
. number of demands formally presented to the school board by district
professiona] staff members in the uninvolved districts subsequent to
.‘the initiation of the RFD Strategy. le the change in the number of
demands formally presented to the school board by district profes-
sional staff members in the involved districts is not the same as

the change in the number of demands formally présented to the school

- . board byldistritt proféssiona1 staff members in the uninvolved

districts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy.
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TABLE 8

. Total Number of Demands Presented to
School Boards by Superintendents

" INVOLVED " TOTAL NUMBER OF -
DISTRICTS |- RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK
PRE-RFD POST-RFD - | POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD PERIOD PERIODS
1. o 17 12 -5 2
2. - 6 10 4 7
3. 17 - 19 2 1 6
. 9 15 6 8
5. R B 0 0 4.5
' 27.5
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS | |
1. .6 ' 13 7 : 9
2. 2 10 8 10
3. - 10 7 3|3
4 17 3 -14 1
5 4 4 0 4.5
' 27.5

. Decision. Thé'tofallnumber of demands formally presented to

.the school board by district professional staff members in the involved
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‘and uninvolved districts i$ presented in Table 9. The value of U
. for the .total number of demands presented to school boards by dis-

trict professional statt members is 12 and has a probability of

occurrence under H of p -'1 00. The dec1s10n is that the data do :

not g1ve ev1dence wh1ch Just1fy reJect1ng H at the 05 1eve1 of.-
s1gn1f1cance . ‘ |

© Null Hybothesis.,\Ho: the change 1n.the number of -demands
forma]iy preeented to the school board by'district.noh—professional

staff members in the involved districts is the same as the change

in the number of demands formally preserited to the schoo] board by

d1str1ct non professional staff members - in the un1nvo]ved districts
,subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. 'ch the change
in the numbeh of demands formally presented to the $chool board |
by district non-phofessicna1'staff.members in the tnvoTvea dis-

tricts is not the same as the change in the number of demands

formally presented to the school board'by district non-brofessiona1“

staff members in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the
initiation of RFD Strategy.

Decision. The total number of,demahds torma]]y presented

to the school board by district non-professional staff members in

" “the involved and the uninvolved districts is presehted in Table 10.

The value of U for- the total number of demande presented to school
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TABLE 9

Toté] Number of Demands Presented to School Boards
by District Professional Staff

INVOLVED - * TOTAL NUMBER OF | , L
DISTRICTS - RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE " RANK
PRE-RFD | - POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
~ PERIOD PERIOD ~ PERIODS
1 2 5 3 8
2 2 -2 5
3 11 5 -6 1
4 7 9 2 7
5 0 1 1 6
27
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1, B 7 5 9.5
2. 6 | 3 3 3.5
3. . 4 9 5 9.5
e .| on 8 23 3.5
" 5. _ 4 0 -4 -2
28.0

. boards by district non-professional staff membérs is 9 and'has a

probability of 6ccurrence under H0 of p = .548. The decision is
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TABLE

10

Total Number of Demands Presented to School Boards
by District Non-Professional Staff

: -
INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF . -
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK

PRE-RFD POST-RFD .{ POST MINUS PRE
* PERIOD PERIOD " PERIODS.

1. 0 2 2 9
2. 1 0 -1 2
3. 1 2 1 5.5
4. 3 4 1 5.5
5. 0. 2 2

31.0

UNINVOLVED .
DISTRICTS . L
1. 0 2 2 9
2. 0 1 1 5.5
3. 0 0 0 3
4. 2. 0 -2 1
5. 1 2 1 5.5

24.0

that the data do not give evidence which justify rejecting H0 at

"the .05 Tevel of significance.
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Null Hypothesis. H : the changé in the number of demands
formally presented to the school board by students in the involved
districts is the same as the change in the number of demands formally
presented to the school board by students in the uninvolved districts
subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. Hl: the'change
in the number of demands formally presented to the school boérd.by
students in the involved districts is not the same as the change
in the number of demands fofma]]y presented to the school board by
students in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the 1n1t1ation‘
of the RFD Strategy. |

Decision. The total nuhber of demands formally presented to
the school board by students in the involved and uninvolved districts
is breseﬁted in Table 11. The value of U for the total number of
demands presented to school boafds by students is 1.5 and has a
probability of occurrence under H0 of p = .024. The deci§ion is
that the data give evidence which justify rejecting H0 at the {QS'
level of significance. The conclusion-is that .the change in -the
number of demands formaT]y presented to school boards by students in
the involved districts js‘not the same as the changé in the number
of demands formally présented to school boards in the uninvolved
districts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. The

number of demands formally presented to school boards by students
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TABLE 11

Total Number of Demands Presented to
School Boards by Students

1.

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF : .
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS : DIFFERENCE RANK
PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD = |- PERIOD PERIODS
1. 1 0 -1 : 2
2. 0 0 0 ' 4.5
3 2 0 -2 1
4, | 2 2 0 4.5
5 0 0 0 4.5
16.5
" UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
0 2 2 9
2. 0 2 2 9
3 0 1 1 7
a, 0 2 2 '9
5. 0 0 0 4.5
38.5

" in the involved districts decreased while fhey increased in the

uninvolved dfstricts.
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Nui] Hypothesis. Ho: the change in the number of demands
formally presented to the school board by local citizens 1n the
involved districts 1S the same as the change in the number of demands
formally presented to the school board by local citizens in the
uninvoived districts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD
Strategy. H1: the change in the number of demands formally pre-
sented to the school board.by-locai citiéens in the involved
districts is not the same as the change in the number of demands L
formally presented to the sch001 board by local citizens in the
uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD
Strategy.

Decision. The total number of demands formally bresented
to the school board by Tocal citizens in the involved andvunihvoived
districts is presented in Table 12. The value of U for the total
number of demands presented to school boards by.iocai citizens
is 2 and has a probability ef occurrence under H0 of p = .032. The
decision is that the data give'evidence which justify rejecting Hdv
at the ;05 level of significance. The conclusion is that the change'
.in the number of'demands fcrmaiiy presented to school boards by |
Tocal citizens in the involved districts is not the same as the
change in the number of demands forma]iy presented to schoo]-beards
in the uninvoived districts subsequent to the initiation of the

RFD Strategy. The number of demands forma]]y presented to schoo] ;
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TABLE 12

Total Number of Demands Presented to
School Boards by Local Citizens

INVOLVED
DISTRICTS

' TOTAL NUMBER OF .
RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE

RANK

w
)

UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS

1.
2.

PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD PERIOD PERIODS

10 - 3 L} -7

)

2.5
2.5

17.0

Boérdélby‘1bcai citizens deCreééed:Whi1e5they}féﬁaiﬁéd;ﬁé3flywihé:

same ‘in the unginvolved districts.
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Null Hypothesis. HO: the change in the number of demands
formally presented to the school board by school board members in

the involved districts is the same as the change in the number of
demands formally preéented to the school board by school board mem-
bers in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation of

the RFD Strategy. H1: the_change in the number of demands'formql]y
presented to the school board by school board members in the invo]véd
districts is not the same as the change in the nuﬁber of deﬁands |
-formally presented to the school board by school board members in

the uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD
Strategy. .

'Decision. The total number of demands formally presented to
the school board by §choo1 board members in the involved and
uninvolved districts is presented in Table 13. The value of U for
- the total number of demands presented to school boards by.schéol
board mgmbers is 6 and hés:a probabi]ity'of‘occufrence under Ho‘of A
p = .222. The decision is that the data do not give evidence which
Jjustify rejecting HO at the .05 level of,sighifjcance.

Null Hypothesis. HO: the change in the combined total number
of demands forha]ly presented to the schoo] bqard by district profes-
§iona1 sfaff members , non—pfofessional staff members, students, and
Tocal citizens in the involved districts is the same as the change

in the éombinéd total number of demands formally pfesented to the
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TABLE 13

Total Number of Demands Presented to

School Boards by School

Board Members

SchooT board by district professioha] staff members, hqn-brofessiona]ir

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF |
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS  DIFFERENCE RANK
PRE-RFD ‘POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD PERIOD PERIODS
1. 21 41 20 8
2. 39 24 -15 1
3. 38 . 30 -8 4
4. 33 35 2 5
5. 31 .20 -11 3
21
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 19 | 59 40 10
2. 28 16 -12 2
3. 39 49 10 7
4. 51 77 26 9.
5, 32 .39 7 6 -
34

staff members, students, éhd'1oca1 citizens in thé uninvolved dis-

tricts subsequent to the ﬁnitiétion of the. RFD Strategy, le-the "
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change 5n the ;ombined tota} number 6f demandg_Forma11y presenfed to
the school Board by district professional staff members, non-
professional staff members, students, and 16c$1 citizéns is not the
same as the change in the combined total number of demands formally
presented to.the school boérd by district proféssiona] staff memBers,
nén-professiqna] staff members, students, and local cit{zens in the~
uninvolved distrfﬁt; subsequent to the initiation of the RFD
Strategy. l

Decision. The combined total numBer of demands fbrma]]y ’
presented to the school board by district professional staff members ;
non-professional staff members, students, and local citizens in the
.involved and uninvolved districts is presented in Tab]é 14. The
value of U for the.combined total number of demands presented to |
school boards by district professional staff,Anon-professiona1‘staff, -
étudents, and local citizens is 7 and hasla probability qf occurrence
under Ho.of p = .310. The decisfon is that Fhe data do not give -

evidence which justify rejecting H0 at the .05 Tevel of'significan¢e..

Demand Processing StyféfVariab1e

Three demand processing styles weie qna]yied;'these were:
'(1) a decision regarding a demand was deferred to the superintendent
by the school board, or the superintendent responded directly to a

demand, (2) a decision regarding a demand was made by a process of
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TABLE 14

Combined Total Number of Demands Presented to
School Boards by District Professional Staff,
Non-Professional Staff, Students,
and Local Citizens

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF o o
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDAT IONS DIFFERENCE RANK
PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD . PERIOD PERIODS
1. 4 10 6 8
2. 13 3 -10 2
3. 21 9 12 1
4. 19 17 -2 5
5. 6 5 -1 5
: 22
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS | |
1. 2 14 12 10
2. 9 6 -3. 1
3. 12 22 10
. 18 12 -6 3
5. 6 6 0 |
33
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bargaining within the school board, and (3) a decision regarding a
demand was made by the school -board with evidence of influence from
the'commqnity (district professiona] staff, district non—professiqng]
staff, students, and local citizens). | .

The analysis of this variable was.condUCted in four ways;"
(1) the total humber of demands receiving.decisions were ana]y;éd,
(2) the total number of.deménds receiving decisions by district
superintendehts were analyzed, (3) the total‘numbér of demands
receiving decisions by'a process of bargaihing within the school
board were analyzed, and (4) the total number of demands:receiving-
decisions made by the school board with evidence of.;ommunity influ-
~ ence were analyzed. | |

Null Hypothesis. HO: the'change-in the number of démands_.
receiving decisions .iri the involved districts is the same as the
change in the number of demands receiving decisions iﬁ the un{an]ved
districts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy.
Hy: the change in the number of demands receiving decisions in the
involved districts is not the same as the change in the number of -
demands réceiving decisions in the uninvolved districts subsedqenf
to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. |

Decision. The total number of demands formally presented to
~ school boards and receivfng decisions in the involved and uhinvo]ved :

districts is presented in Table 15. The value of U for the total
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TABLE 15

Total Number of. Demands
Receiving Decisions

INVOLVED

TOTAL NUMBER OF

2.

 DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK
PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD PERIOD PERIODS -
1. 39 65 26 9
2. 53 37 -16 2
3. 77 57 -20 1
58 69 11 7
‘5. 37 26 -11 3
’ 22
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 30 . 83 53 10
38 30 -8 4
3. 64 79 15
4. 87 91 ) 5.5
5. 42 46 4 5.5
. 33.0

number of demands receiving decisions is 7 and has a probabﬁlity of

.occurrence under H0 of p = .310. The decision is that the-Aata:dol
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not give evidence which justify rejecting H0 at the .05 level of
significance. -

Null Hypothesis: HO: the change in the number of demands
receiving decisions by district superintendents fn the involved
districts is the same as the change in the number of demands
receiving decisions by district superintendents in the uninvolved
districts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy.

le the change in the numbér of demaﬁds receiving decisions by
district superintendents in the involved districts is not the same
as the change in the number of demands receiving decisions by
district superintendents in the uninvolved districts subsequent

to the initiation of the RFD Stratégy.

Decision. The total number of demands fbrma]]y ﬁresented
to the school boards and receiving decisions_by districtléuperinten-
dents is presented in Table 16. The value for U for the total number
of demands receiving decisions by district.superintendehté is 7 and
has a probabi]ity of occurrence under H0 of p = .310. The decision
is that the data do not give evidence which justify rejecting HO
at the .05 Tevel of significance.

Null Hypothesis. HO: the change in the numbér of demands
receiving decisfons through a process of bargaining within the

school board in the involved districts is the same as the change
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TABLE 16

~Total Number of.Demands Receiving Decisions .

- by District Superintendents

INVOLVED ' TOTAL NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS - .|  RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENGE RANK
PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD . PERIOD PERIODS
1. 2 ) -2 1.5
2. 1 0 -1 3
3. 4 2 -2 1.5
4. 1 7 6 10
5. 0 0 0 6
22.0
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 3, 3 0 6
2. 1 2 1 9
0 0 0 6
4. 0 0 0 6
5. 0. 0 0 6
33

~in the number of demands receiving decisions through a process of

bargaining within the school board in the uninvolved districts
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sybsgquent to the initiation of the RFb étrategy. ﬁlz thé_éhqnge
in the number of demands receiving decisions through a probess of
bargaining within‘the school board in the 1hvo]ved districté 13"
not the same as the change in the number of demands receiving
decisions through a process-of bargaining within the school bdard
.in the unjnvo1ved districts subsequent to the initiation of the
RFD Strategy. |

Decision. The total number of demands formally presented
to the school boards and receiving decisions by a process of _
"bargaining within the school board in the invalved and uninvolved
districts is presented in Table 17. The vaiue of U for théﬂtota]
number of demands receiving decisions py a pfocess of bérgainihg
within. the school boérd is 6 and has a probability of occurrence
under H0 of p = .222. The decision is that the data do not give
evidence which justify rejecting Ho-at the .05 level of »
sign%ficance.

Null Hypothesis. HO: the change in the number of demands
receiving aecisions by the .school board with evidence of community
influence in the involved districts is the same as the change in
the number of demands receiving decisions by the school board with
evidence of_community'inf1gence in the uninvolved districts subse;

qhent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. lehthe change in the
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TABLE 17

Total Number of Demands Receiving Decisions
by .a Process of Bargaining Within

the School Board

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK
'PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD PERIOD PERIODS -
1, 36 63 27 . | 9
2. 48 35 S A13 2
3. 71 54 | . -17 1
4. 52 59 | . 7. | s
5. 34 24 -10 3
~ | 21
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 27 80 " 53 10
2. 33 28 -5 4
3. 63 78 ' 15 8
4. 79 8 | 10 7
5. 41 46 5 - | _5
' | 34

fhe number 6f demands receiving deciéiohé by the school board with

| evidence of community influence in the involved districts is not
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.the same as tbé'change in the number of demands receivihg decisions
by the school board with evidence of community 1nf1ueﬁqé in thé
uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD
Strategy. |

Decision. The total number of demands formally presented
to school boards and receiving decisions with evidence of community
influence in the in§o1ved and uninvolved districts is presénted'in_
Table 18. The value of U for the tot§1 nuhber of demands réceiving
'decfsions with evidence of community inf]uenée is 11.5 and has av '
probability of.occurrence under H0 of p = .461. _The decision fs-
that fhe data do not give evidence which-justify rejecting Ho,at'

the .05 Tevel of significanée.

Level of Responsiveness Variable

Responsiveness in this study referred to whether or not thel
schoo] board took action in response to formally expressed demands-
emanating from district professional staff, district non—pfofessiona]-'
staff, students, and iocaf citizens. Thus the aﬁalysis of_kesponsive- '
ness was 15m1téd to demands emanating from these grodps; : .

| The anaiysis of this variable was'ﬁonducfed in fod?lwaysf-._
(1) the total number of demands emanatiné from these'groub§ and .
feceiving decisions were aha]yzed,'(Z)‘the total number of demands'

emanating from these groups and receiVing decisions by distficf
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TABLE 18

Total Number of Demands.Receiving Decisions -
with Evidence of Community Influence

- INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS ~ RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK
* PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD . PERIOD PERIODS
1 1 2 1 10
2. 3 0 -3 35
3 2 0 -2 5
a.. 5 2 3 3.5
5 3 2 -1 | 6.5
' 28.5
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS |
. ‘ 0 0o 0 8.5
2. S S 0 4 2
3. . S P 1 o 8.5
4. , 8 2 6 1
5 1 0 - | s
' - o] 26.5

superintendents were analyzed, (3) the totél;number:of demands

emanating from these groups and receiving decisions by a process of
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bargaining within the school board were analyzed, and (4i the total
number of demands emanating from these groups and receiving_decisions
by the school board with evidence of influence from the-commuhity
weré analyzed. | |

Null Hypothesis. H0; the chahge in the combined total ﬁumber
of:demands emanating from the professional staff, non~professiona1
staff, students, and Tocal citizens and.receiving decisions in the_
involved districts is the séme as the change in the combined total
number of demands eménating from the professional staff, non-
professfona] staff, Students, and local citizens and receiving
decisions in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation
of the RFD Strategy. H1: the change in the combined tota]_nuﬁber of
demands emanating from the professional staff, non-professional staff,
students, and local citizens and receiving decisions in the involvéd
districts is not the same as the change in the combined total number
of demands emanating from the professional staff, non—prdfessiona]
staff, students, and local citizens and receiving decisions in fhe
“uninvolved districts subsequent to the {nitiation of fhe‘RFD ‘
Strategy.
| ' Decision. The total number of demands' formally presented to
school boards emanating from district professional staff, nonri
professional staff, students, and local citizens and réceiving

decisions in the involved and uninvolved districts is presented
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in Table }9; AThe value of U.for'the totaj number of demands eménating
from district professional staff, non-professional staff, studeﬁts,
~ and local citizens and receiving decisions is 4 and has a brobabi]ity'
of occurrence under: Ho of p = .096. The decision is that the daté
do not give evidence which'justify rejécting'Ho at the .05 level of
significance. |

Null Hypothesis. HO: the change {n,the combined total number
of demands emanating from the professional staff, non;professiona]
staff, students, and 16ca1 citizens and receiving decisions from
district superintendents in the involved districts is the same as
the change in the combined total number of demands emanating from
the.proféssional staff, non-professional staff, students, and 1ocai
citizens and receiving decisions from district superintendents in thé'
uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation of the RFD
Strategy. le the chénge in the combined total number of demand§
emanating from the brofessiona] staff, ﬁon;professional staff, stﬁ-
dents, and local citizens and receiving decisions from district
f>supef1ntehdents in the involved districts is not the same as the
change in the combined total number of demands emanating from the
professional staff, non-professional staff; students, and Tocal
citfzens and réceiving decisions from district superintendentS'in
the uninvolved-districts subsequent to the initiation of fhe RFD

Strategy.




106

TABLE 19

Total Number of Demands Emanating from District
Professional Staff, Non-Professional Staff,
Students, and Local Citizens

and Receiving Decisions

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK .
PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD - PERIOD PERIODS
1. 4 9 5 8
2. 11 3 - -8 2
3. 21 7 -14 1
4, 17 14 -3 4
5. 6 3 -3 4
19
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 2 14 12 10
2. 6 6 -3 4
3. 12 21 9 9
4. 14 12 -2 6
5. 5 6 1 _7
36
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peéiéjén. The total number of demands forﬁé]]y presented.
to fhe school boards emanating froﬁ district professional sfaff,f
non—prdfessionai staff, students, and local citizens and receivihg
decisions by district superintendents in .the involved and uninvo]ved
districts is presented in Table 20. Tﬁe value of U for the total
ﬁumber of demands emanating from district professional staff, non-
professional staff, students, and local citizens‘and receiving
decisions by district superintendents is 10 and_has a pfobabi]ity
of occurrence under H0 of p = .690. The decision is that the data'
do not give eQidence which justify rejecting HO at the .05 level of
significénce. ' _ |

Null Hypothesis. HO: the change'in the combined totaj
number Qf demands emanatiné from the professional staff, non-
professional staff, students, and local c%tizens'and receiving
decisions through a process of bargainﬁng within the school board
in the involved districts is the same as the change in the combined
total number of demands emanating from the professional staff,
non-professional staff, students, and local citizens and receiving
:deciéions through a process of bargaining within the:Schoo] board
in thevunihvo1ved districts subsequent to the initiation of'the
RFD Sfrategy. 'H1: the change in the c§mbihed,tota1.number of

demands emanating from the professional staff, noneprofessionaT
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TABLE 20

Total Number of Demands Emanating from District
Professional Staff, Non-Professional Staff,

Students, and Local Citizens and Receiving -
Decisions by District Superintendents '

INVOLVED | TOTAL NUMBER OF S -
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS .. | . ‘DIFFERENCE - | RANK
PRE-RFD | ~ POST-RFD | POST MINUS.PRE -
PERIOD -~ PERIOD PERIODS -
1 0 0 0 6
2 1 0 -1 2
3 3 1 -2 1
4 1 4 3 10
5 0 0 0 6
25
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
1. 1 1 - 0 6
2. | 1 1 0 6
3 0 0 0 6
i 0 0 0 6
5. 0 0 0 6
30
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staff, students, and 1ocai citizens and receiving decisibns through
a process of bargaining within the school board in the involved
districts is not the same as the change in the combined total number
of demands emanating from the professional staff, non-professional
staff, students, and local citizens and receiving decisions through
a process of bargaining within the school board in the uninvolved
districts subsequent to the 1nitiation'of the RFD Strategy.

Decision. The total number of demands formally presented
to school boards emanating from district proféssional staff, non-
professional staff, students, and Tocal citizens and receiving
decisions by a process of bargéining within the school bqard in the
involved and uninvolved districts is presented in Téb]e 21. The
.value of U for the total number of demands emanating from district
professiona] staff, non-professional staff, students, énd Tocal
citizens and receiving decisions By a process of bargaiﬁing within
the school board is 3 and has a probability of occurrence under H0
of p = .056. The decision is that the data do not give eVidence
which justify rejecting H0 at the .05 level of significance.

Null Hypothesis. HO: the change in the combined total nﬁmber
of demands emanating from the professional staff, non-professional
staff, students, and local citizens and receiving decisions from the_

échoo] board with evidence of community influence in the involved
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TABLE 21

Total Number of Demands Emanating from District
Professional Staff, Non-Professional Staff,
Students, and Local Citizens -and Receiving
Decisions by a Process of Bargaining
Within the School Board

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDATIONS DIFFERENCE RANK
'PRE-RFD POST-RFD POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD | PERIOD | ~  PERIODS
1. 4 7 3 8
2. 7 3 -4 2
3, 16 6 -10 1
4. 11 8 -3 3.5
5. 4 1 -3 3.5
18.0
UNINVOLVED -
DISTRICTS :
L. 1 13 12 10
2. 4 5 1 5
3. 12 20 8 9.
4, 8 10 2 6.5
5. 4 6 2 6.5
' .37.0
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d1str1cts is the same as the change in the number of demands emanat1ng
from the professional staff, non-professional staff, students, and
Tocal citizens and rece1v1ng decisions from the school board with
evjden;e of community influence in the uninnolyed'districts subse-
quent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy. Hl: the changegin
the combined total number of demands emanating from the professiona1
staff, non-professional staff, students, and local citizens and
- receiving decisions from the school board with<evidence\of cemmunity
jnfluence in the involved districts is not the same as the change
in the number of demands emanating from the professional staff,
noanrofessiona] staff, students, and local citizens_and regeivtndz
decisions from the school board with evidence of community tnf]uence
in the uninvolved districts subsequent to the initiation‘dt the
RFD Strategy. | | |
' Decision. ‘The total number of demands forma]]& presented to
.school boards emanating from district professional staff,‘non-
:professiona] staff, students, and local citizens and neceiving
decisions with evidenéé:of community influence in the involved and -
uninvolved districts is presented in Table 22. The value of U for
the total number of demands emanating from district profess1ona1 staff
non- profess1ona1 staff students, and :local citizens and rece1v1ng
dec1s1ons by the school board w1th ev1dence of commun1ty 1nf1uence

is 10.5 and has a probab111ty of occurrence'under Ho.of p;fs.383.
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TABLE 22

Total Number of Demands Emanating from District
: Professional Staff, Non-Professional Staff,
Students, and Local Citizens and Receiving
Decisions by the School Board. with
Evidence of Community Influence

INVOLVED TOTAL NUMBER OF - '
DISTRICTS RECOMMENDAT IONS . DIFFERENCE RANK
PRE-RFD POST-RFD | POST MINUS PRE
PERIOD . |  PERIOD PERIODS -
1. 0 2 2 10
2. 3 0 -3 3.5
3. 2 0 -2 5
- 4, 5 2 -3 3.5
5. 2 2 0 7.5
29.5
UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS
0 0 0 7.5
2. 4 0 -4 1.5
3. 0 1 1 9
4. 6 2 -4 1.5
5. 1 0 -1 6
25.5
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The décision is'that the dafa do not give evidence which justify '
rejecting HO at the .05 1éve1 of significance. ‘
The following table summarizes the number of demands

formally presented to school boards in the involved and uninvolved

" districts. ,
| TABLE 23
Sﬁmmary of Demands and Differences Scores for
Involved and Uninvolved Districts on
Variables Analyzed in Study
Involved Districts Uninvolvéd Districts
Pre | Post | Post-Pre | Pre | Post | Post-Pre
Demands “ ' o
ATl Demands | e85 | 281 | -4 277 545 68
Extractive Demands * | 142 | 136 | - -6 | 150 {- 159 | - 9
Symbolic Démands * | 40 | 43 [. 3 28| 51| 23
Regulative Demands . 90 89 | -i . 95 124  29
~ Participative Demands| © 13 | 13 0. | 4| 1|7
Qrig{h of Déﬁands : - | o
“professional Staff .22 20 | ;231 27 2t 0
~ Non-Professional e | , E - ,l' L .
Staff 1 -5 10 5 31 b . 2
| Students - 5 2 &j -3 -0 "..:7;, ST :
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Summary of Demands and Differences Scores for

Involved and Uninvolved Districts on

Variables Analyzed in Study (cont)

Involved Districts | Uninvolved Districts
Pre | Post | Post-Pre| Pre[ Post |- Post-Pre
" Citizens 31 12| -19 171 21| -4

Board 162 | 150 |. -12 169 | 240| 71
Superintendent 91 56| 7 39 37 -2
Other 11 31 20 22 8 -14

‘Demands Processing

Style ,
Superintendent 8 9 1 4 ._5 1
Board 241 | 235| - -6. | 243| 321| 78

" Board w/community - 14 6 -8 14 31 -14

Responsiveness to

Community Demands
Superintendent 5 5 0 2 2 0 :
Board a2 | 25| -17 29| . 54| 25
Board w/community 12 6 | -6 11 31 -11

No Decisions/

ATT Demands 21 27 | 6 16 16 0

No ‘Decision to ,

Community Demands ;4 8 4 5 1 -4




CHAPTER V
'SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS
Summar,

The purpose of this study was to investigate school board
- responsiveness in rural school districts participating in the RFd
Strategy. The RFD Strategy was deve]oped by'the Rural Education Pro-
oram at the Northwest Regional Educatdona] Laboratory in PortTand‘
Oregon.” Itwas the intent of th1s strategy to encourage and support
.the development of processes skills and structures requ1red for
change in rural commun1t1es and their schoo]s. The pr1mary purpose
of the RFD Strategywas to strengthen Tocal educational prob]em so1v1ng
capabilities through the comb1ned efforts of educational support
agencies, community members, school employees, and students. The
'strategywuasintended to provide these audienoes with processes and
skd]]s for improving their communication, deoision naking, and prob]em'
solving skills. | |

Itwas also the intent of the RFD Strategy to assist'scnoo1
boards by putting into their hands the means of systenatioa11y
receiving citiaen, school staff, and student,demands,.and.to furtner
help board members identify ways to respond to'and deai‘witn tnforj
mation coming from'these'groups. Itwas this Tink between.theisonooT

board and the community which provided the focus of tnﬁs study.
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The subject of analysis in this sfudy.was tHe functioning qf'
the entire school boerd ‘Studying the funcfiohing'o% an entire schdd]
board represented abreak from the maJor1ty of school board stud1es
which focused on'lnd1v1dua1 boardlnembers This - fact, p1us a pauc1ty of
studies on rura] schoo] boards provided the need for this study

The theoretical orientation employed in th1s-study is-a product
of the political sciences endhas in 1erge‘part taken the form of dpp]i—
cations of "systems"-theory. The use of the concept of "systems" in
political science is reflective of the anthrobo]ogica] and spcio]ogicai
theory of functiona1ish The chief social theor1sts whose names are._'

associated with funct1ona]1sm are anthropo]og1sts Ma11nowsk1 (1944)

“and Radcliffe-Brown (1952), and soc1o]og1sts Parsons (1951 and’ 1951b)

Merton‘(1957), and Levy (1952). Though these authors differ 1n.the1r
concepts of system and function, in génera] they all say that,odr
capacity fof explanation and prediction in the social sciences is

enhanced'when we think of social structures and institutions ds~

‘ perform1ng functions in systems

The ana]ys1s of political systems owes a great deal to Dav1d
Easton (1953, 1957, 1965 and 1965b). Th1s study employed the_concepts,. |
of Easton as well as those of Almond (1960 and 1965): |
This study was conducted in ten rural séhod] distriqts in .
Washington State's Educational Sefvice,Distfict 101. Five of the

school districts uti1ized in this study participated in-the:RFD 'f
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Sfrategyf'.THe remaining five schoof disfricts.wérefutilized'as a
comparison group and did not participate .in the RFD-StFategy. -

This study utilized a pre-RFD Strategy initiétion'postf
RFD Strategy injtiation control group design and the'officiaj
minutes of school board meetings served as the data source for
analyzing three variables: (1). level of demands, (2) demand.proces-
sing sty1é,‘and (3) level of respongiveness. |

Thg Mann-Whitney U Test was $e1écted to analyze all variables.
To apply the U test, scores for thé pre-RFD Strategy initiation :
period were subtracted from scores for fhe post-RFD Strategy
initiationperiod for each of the ten schodi districfs. These
"difference scores" were then combined and ranked. The procedures
used for'ranking scores,'determining the Va1ue of U and its associaféd
probability, and accepting or rejecting hypotheses, were those sug-
gested in Siegel (1956: 116-127). Since the context for the ana]ysis
of demands and the manner in which demands were converted to actions
were brovided by assumptﬁons which did not indicate a direction of
predicted change, and since no other fesearch on the influence of |
the RFD Strategy indicates possible directions of change, the'régioﬁ
of rejection emp1oyed_in tﬁis study wés two-tailed. It consisted df
all Va]ues of U whjch were so small that the probability associated

with their occurrence under H0 was equal to or less than o = .05.
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The Tevel of demands var1ab1e was d1v1ded 1nto two ‘sub-
variables: (1) Tevel of intensity of demands, and (2) level of |
diversity of demands.

. The Tevel of intensity sub-variable, an assessment of the
quantity of demands, was analyzed in two ways: (l)vthe total number
of demands formally presented to school boards by all sourCeg were .
.analyzed, and (2) the total number of demands‘in each of four demand
categories (extractive, symbolic, regulative, and partiquative) were
analyzed. The decision in all cases was to retain the null hypotheses
of no change between the bre-RFD Strateéy and post?RFD Stfategy Qata
co11ect1on periods.. -

The level of d1vers1ty sub-variable analyzed the k1nds of
'groubs presenting demands to the school board. Demands were recorded
and categorized for the following groups: (1) the district's superin-
tendent? (2) the district's professiona] staff, (3) the district's
non-professional staff, (4) students, (5) 16ca1 citizens, (6) school
.board members, and (7) other;

The 1eve1 of diversity sub-variable was ana]yzed in two ways:

(1) the total number of demands formally presented to schoo] boards
from each of these groups were analyzed, and (2) the tota1'number of
“demands forma]]y:preéented.to school béérds-by the combined group of -
the district'ﬁ professional staff, non-professibna] staff, studénfs,

and local citizens were analyzed. The'decision, in all but two cases,
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wasﬂto_réfaiﬁlﬁhe null hybotﬁeses of no chénge betwéén the pre-RFD
Strategy and'pdst-RFD‘Strategy data collection periods. In,two.ééses
.change occurred: (1) the total number of demands forha]]&-presehted
to school boards by students, and (2) the total number of demands
formally présénted to school boards by 1oca1'citizens.

Three demand processing styles were gna]yzed in the demand
processing style varfab]es;'these were: (1) a decision regarding a .
:.demandwasdeferred to the superintendent by the school board, or the
superintendent responded directly to a dehand, (2) a decision regarding R
a démandwashade by a process of bargaining within the séhoo] board,
and (3) a decision regarding a demand was made Ey the school board .
with eQidehce‘of influence from the community'(district pfofeésion&]
staff, non-professional staff, students, and Tlocal citizens).

The ana]ysis of the demand processing style variable was
conducfed in four ways: (1) the total nUmBer of demands receiving
‘decisions were analyzed, (2) the total number of demandsireceiving
decisioﬁs by district superintendents were analyzed, (3) the total
number of demands receiving decisions by a process of bargainjng ;
within.the.school board were analyzed, and (4) the total number of -
demands'reteiving,decisidns.hade by the Schoo] Bodr&'with evidence
of community influence were analyzed. :The.decision.ihra11 cases Qas< o
. to retéin the null hypothéses'of no chahgé between the bre-RFD _

Strategy and post-RFD Strategy data collection periods.
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‘Responsiveness in this study'referred to whéther or not fhe
school board took action in response.to fbrma]]y expressed demands
emanating from district profgssiona] staff, non-professional staff,
" students, and local citizens. Thus the aﬁa]ysis of the responsiveness
variable was limited to demands emanating from these groups. ‘

The analysis of the responsiveness variable was conducted in

four ways: (1) fhe total numbef_of demands emanating from these:"
groups and reéejving decisions were analyzed, (2) the total ﬁumberv
of demands emanating from these groups and receiving'decisions byi
district superintendents wefe ana]y;ed, (3) the total number of
demands emanating.from these groups and réceivingfdeciéions by a
process of bargéining withfn the school board were ana]yzed, and (4)
"the total number of Hemaﬁdé emaﬁating from thesé groups and receiving
decisions by the school board with evidence of influence from the
community were ana]yzed. The decision in all cases was to retain the
nuiT'hybbtheses of no’ change betwéeh the pre-RFD Strétegy and post-RFD
. Strategy data collection periods. . |
A_summary'ofifhe results in table form begins on the fo]]bwing-

page. This summary indicates the questions asked in fh{s study, the

hypotheses formu]éted:from thése questiéns, and the resU]iihg decisions ' 

“after aha]ysis.




Questions.

1. Are changes in the total
number of demands formally
presented to school boards

in districts involved in the
‘RFD Strategy different from
changes. in the total number
of demands- formally presented
to school boards in districts
not involved in the RFD
Strategy subsequent to the
initiation of the RFD
Strategy. ‘

'2. " Are-changes in frequency

of demands within demand

. categories (extractive,
symbolic,. regulative, and

- participative) in school
districts involved in the
RFD Strategy different from
changes in frequency of

. demands. within demand cate-
gories ih school districts
not .involved in the RFD

" Strategy subsequent to the

-.initiation of the RFD

: Strategy?

TABLE 24
~ Summary of ResuTts

Null Hypotheses

The change in the total number of demands

formally presented to the school boards

in the-involved districts is the same as
.the change in .the total number of .demands

formally presented to the school boards in
the uninvolved districts subsequent to
the initiation of the RFD Strategy.

The change in the number of extractive
demands formally presented to the school
boards in‘the involved districts is the
same ‘as the change in the number of
extractive demands formally presented
to the-school boards in the uninvolved
districts subsequent to the initiation

- of the RFD Strategy.

The change in the number of symbolic
demands formally presented to the school
boards in the involved districts is the
same as the change in the number of".
symbolic demands- formally presented to

- the school boards in-the uninvolved

Decisions

Retain null
hypothesis

Retain null
hypothesis

"Retain null

hypothesis

12t
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Questions

2. (con't.)

3. Are changes in the
number of demands emanating
from district superinténdents,
school professional and non-
professional staff, students,
. citizens, and board members
~in districts participating
in the RFD Strategy -different

from the change in the number .

- of demands emanating from

Summary of Results (con't)
Null Hypotheses

districts subsequent to the initiation
of the RFD Strategy

The change in the number of regulative

demands formally presented to the school
boards in the involved districts is the
same as the change in the number of
regulative demands formally presented
to the school boards in the uninvolved
districts subsequent to the initiation
of the RFD Strategy

The change in the number of participative
demands formally presented to the school
boards in the involved districts is the
same as the change in the number of
participative demands formally presented
to the school boards in the uninvolved
districts subsequent to the initiation

of the RFD Strategy

~The change in the number of demands

formally presented to the school board by

- superintendents in the involved districts.

is the same as the change in the number
of demands formally presented to the
school board by superintendents in the
uninvolved districts subsequent to the
initiation of the RFD Strategy

Decisions

‘Retain null

hypothesis

Retain null
hypothesis

Retain null
hypothesis

et
n
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"Questions

district superintendents,
school professional and non-
professional staff, students,
_citizens, and board members

in districts -not participating
in the RFD Strategy subsequent

" .to the initiation of the RFD

~ Strategy?

Summary of Results (con't)
Null Hypotheses

The change in the number of demands
formally presented to the school board

by district non-professional staff members
in the involved districts is the same as
the change in the number of demands
formally presented to the school board by
district non-professional staff members

in the uninvolved districts subsequent

to the initiation of the -RFD Strategy

.The.change in the number of demands

formally presented to the school board

by district non-professional staff members
in the involved districts is the same as
the change in the number of demands

formally presented to the school board by

district non-professional staff members .

.in the uninvolved districts subsequent

to the jnitiation of the RFD Strategy

The éhange fn the number of demands

- formally presented- to the school board

by students .in -the involved districts is

the $ame as the change in the number of:

demands formally presented to the school
board by students in the uninvolved ,
districts subsequent to the injtiation

of the RFD.Strategy

Decisions -

Retain null

hypothesis

Retain null
hypothesis

*Reject
null '
hypothesis

 *These changes are further explained in the "“Conclusions” section of this chapter, pp. 128

A
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Summary of REsuTts (con't)
“Questions ' : Null Hypotheses

The change in the number of demands
formally presented to the school board
by Tocal citizens in the involved districts
is the same as the change in the number

- of demands formally presented to the
school board by local citizens in the
uninvolved districts subsequent to the
initiation of the RFD Strategy

The change in the number of demands
formally presented to the school board
by school board members in the involved
districts is the same as the change in
the number of demands formally presented
to the.school board by school board
_members in the uninvolved districts
subsequent to the initiation of the

RFD Strategy '

The change in the combined total number

- of demands formally presented to the
school board by district professional
staff, non-professional staff, students,
and local citizens in the involved
districts is the same as the change ‘
in the combined total number of demands
formally presented to the school board
by district proféssional staff,

Decisions’
*Reject

null .
hypothesis

Retain null
hypothesis

Retain null

"hypothesis

*These changes are further explained in-the "Coh@]usions” section of this chapter, bp. 128
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Questions

4.~ Are changes in the number
of demands receiving decisions
in districts involved in the
RFD Strategy different from
changes in the number of
demands receiving decisions

in districts not involved in
the RFD Strategy subsequent

to the initiation of the RFD
Strategy?

5.. Are changes in the number
of - demands receiving decisions
by superintendents, receiving
decisions through a process of
bargaining within the board,
and receiving decisions by

" the board with evidence of .
community influence in dis-
‘tricts involved in the RFD
Strategy different from changes
~in the number of demands

. receiving decisions by super-

intentndents, receiving
decisions through a process

Sumﬁary of Results (con't)
. Null Hypotheses

non-professional -staff, students, and
local citizens in the uninvolved dis- -
tricts subsequent to the initiation
of the RFD Strategy

The change in thé total number of demands’

receiving decision in the involved dis-
tricts is the same as the change in the

total number of demands receiving deci--

sions in the uninvolved districts

‘subsequent to the initiation of the

RFD Strategy

The change in the number of demands ]
receiving decisions by superintendents

in the involved districts is the same

as the change in the number of demands -

receiving decisions by superintendents

- in the uninvolved districts subsequent-
to the initiation of the RFD Strategy .

The change in the number of demands
receiving decisions through a process

of bargaining within the school board
in the involved districts is the same

.'as the ‘change in the number of demands -

receiving-decisions through a process

Decisians

Retain null
hypothesis

Retain null

hypothesis

Retain null
hypothesis

G¢ct




Questions

-of bargaining within the beard,

and receiving decisions by the
board with.evidence of com-
munity influence in districts
not involved in the RFD
Strategy subsequent to the
initiation of the RFD Strategy

6. Are changes in the number
of demands ‘emanating from the
school- staff, students, and
citizens and receiving deci-
sions in districts involved
in the RFD Strategy different
from changes in the number of
demands emanating from the
school staff, students, and
citizens and receiving deci-
sions in districts not
involved in the RFD Strategy
subsequent to the initiation
.of the. RFD Strategy?

Summary of Results (con't)

Null Hypotheses

of bargaining within the school board in
the uninvolved districts subsequent to the -

initiation of the RFD Strategy .

The change in the number of demands
receiving decisions by the school board
with evidence of commun1ty influence 1in
the involved districts is the same as
the change in the number of demands
receiving decisions by the school board
with evidence of community influence

"~ in the uninvolved districts subsequent

to the initiation of the RFD Strategy

The change- in the number .of demands
emanating from district professional -
staff, non-professional staff, students, .

“and 1oca1 citizens and receiving decisions

in the involved districts is the same as
the change ‘in the number of demands
emanating from district professional
staff, non-professional staff, students,

and local citizens and receiving decisions

in the uninvolved districts subsequent
to the 1n1t1at1on of the RFD Strategy

Decisions

Retain nuil

hypothesis

Retain null

' hypothesis‘

9¢1




Questions

7. Are chaﬁges in the number

of demands emanating from the
school staff, students, and
citizens and receiving deci-
sions from superintendents,
receiving decisions through

a process of bargaining within
the board, and receiving
decisions by the board with
evidence of community influ-
ence in districts involved in
the RFD Strategy different
from changes in the number of
demands emanating from the
school staff, students, and
citizens and receiving deci-
sions from superintendents,
receiving decisions through

a process of bargaining within
the board, and receiving deci-
sions by the board with
evidence of community influ-
ence in districts not involved

in the RFD Strategy subsequent.

. to the initiation of the RFD

Strategy?

-Summary of Results (con't)

Null Hypotheses

The change in the number of demands emana-
ting from district professional staff,
non-professional staff, students, and
local citizens and receiving decisions
from district superintendents in the
involved districts is the same as the
change in the number of demands emanating
from district professional staff, non-
professional staff, students, and local
citizens and receiving decisions from
district superintendents in the
uninvolved districts subsequent to the
initiation of the RFD Strategy

The change in the number of demands
emanating from district professional

staff, non-professional staff, students,
and 1oca1 citizens and receiving deci-
sions by a process of bargaining within

the school board in the involved dis-
tricts is the same as the change in the
number of demands emanating from district
professional staff, non-professional staff,
students, and 1oca1 citizens and receiving
decisions by a process of bargaining within
the school board in the uninvolved districts
subsequent to the initiation of the RFD
Strategy

Decisions

- Retain nﬁ]]
hypothesis -

Retain null
hypothesis

21




7.

(con't)

Questions

Summary of Results (con't)
| Nu]] Hypotheses

The change in the number of demands
emanating from district professional
staff, non-professional staff, students,
and local citizens and receiving
decisions from the school board with
evidence of community influence in the
involved districts is the same as the
change in the number of .demands emana-
ting from district professional staff,
non-professinal staff, students, and
local citizens and receiving decisions
from the school board with evidence of
community influence in the uninvolved
districts subsequent to.the initiation
of the RFD Strategy

Decisions

Retain nu11-

" hypothesis

8¢t
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Conclusions
That portion of the RFD Strategy conducted in local school

districts was divided into seven phases. Conclusions drawn from the

data presented in this report, in part, must be weighed against the

progress of the involved districts in:the activities of the RFD

Strategy at the time this study concluded. At the conclusion of

this study all school boards in the involved districts had encopragéd'h

fcommunity members, the school staff, and students to participate in
the SEhoo]-CommunityGroup'sneeds assessment. In fact, by the con-
clusion of this study the School-Community Groups in the involved
districts had completed their needs asSessmenthprojects but had not
yet reported their findings to the school boardg.

Referring to Table 1, it is seen that the Schoo]-Commuhfty
Groups conducts their needs assessment in Phase III. Though it is
difficult to say for_certain, because dijfferent schooj‘districtsiA
proceed through the seven phgses at different rates; the deve]opérs
of the RFD Strategy predicted the completion of Phase III activities
approximately one-third of the way through the prbjected time to
compiete all seven phases. Thus, though overall, this study found
no éignificant change in the hypotﬁeses tested, the involved dis-
:tricts still had several RFD Strategy activifies to complete.
Cohsequent]y, though this investigator anticipated that the invoi?ed

districts would be much further along given that the RFDrStrater
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- was 1mp1emented in February of 1976 the ful] 1mpact of the RFD

Strategy had not been felt by any of the involved d1str1cts at the
completion of this study.

Conclusions Based on the ‘Analysis of
Hypotheses FormuTated for this Study

Referring to Table 24, it is seen that in‘a1] but two cases
the decision wes'to retain the null hypothesis of no chenge. The
general conclusion dfawn from the data is that the changes in the
number of demands in the involved and uninvolved districts on the
variables investigated in this study (level of demands, demand
processing style, and level of responsiveness) at the cenc1usion of
this study were not significantly different. Specifica]]y‘the
following conclusions can be drawn from the data:. '

- 1. The RFD Strategy, at the completion of this study, had
" ho s1gn1f1cant influence on the total number of demands forma11y
presented to the school boards in the 1nvo]ved d1str1cts The
changes in the total number of demands formally presented to sehoo]
boards in the involved and uninvolved districts were not signifi-
'eantly‘different.

2. The RFD Strategy, at the completion of this study, had
nb,sienificant inf]uence.on the frequency of demands within the’
demand categories used in this stﬁdy (extractive, symboTie, reguTa—

tive, and participative) in the involved districts. The changes in
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‘the numberlof'demands tormaT]y presented to school boards?-withtn
these»categories, 1n-the involved and uninvolved distrfcts were not
sighificant]y different. _ _ , |

3. - The RFD Strategy, at the eompletion of tnis study, had
no s1gn1f1cant 1nf1uence on the number of demands forma]]y presented53
-to school boards by superintendents, d1str1ct profess1ona] and non-:.
professional staff, and school board members in the involved
districts. The ehanges in the number of denendslforma]]y_presented E
to schoot boards by these groups in the involved and‘dninvblyed
districts were not significantly different.

4. The changeslin'the-number of demands formally presented
to schdo] boards By students in the involved end nninro]ved,disA
tricts were significantly different atfthe ConC]dsion of this stndy.'
In examining this data closely, however, Table 11, it is seen that::'
the total number of demands-fbrma]]y'presented to scnoo] boards,by'

_ students in the' involved districts deereased while they increased
in the uninvolved districts. Had the‘tdtaT number of denends- |
forma]1y presented to schoo] boards by students in the un1nvo]ved '
‘d1str1cts remained near]y the same between the pre and post data J'
collection per1ods the change which occurred in the 1nvo]ved _
.'_d1str1cts cou]d be attr1buted to the influence of the RFD Strategy
As it .occurred, however, this change cannot be attributed to the

influence of the RFD Strategy.
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. fjf 5. The changes in the number of demands formally presentéd
to schdo] Boards by local citizens in the involved and uninvolved
districts were significantly q1fferent at the conc]usion'of this
study. In examining thfs déta\c1ose1y, Table 12, it is seen that
the total number of demands formally presented to school boards by
local citizens in the pre and post data co]]ection periods in the
uninvolved districts stayed about the same, whereas there was a
deérease in demands subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy
in the involved districts. This configuration of data suggests that
this change was due to the influence of.the RFD Strategy. .The
question surfaces of why the decrease in the tofa] number of demahds:
formally presented to school boards by 1pca1 citizens in the
involved districts. It will be recalled, thaf by the completion
of this study the involved districts had formed'Schéol-Communfty
Groups. Members of a Schdo1-Community Groups are selected because
they represent differing cdmmunity views and interests. School
district staff, students, and local citizens comprize the membership
of the School-Community Group. Therefore, one possible way of
viewing this result is that with the functioning of the Sthoo]-
Community Grohp']oca] citizens might present their concerns to this
group for deliberation and direction and nbf gb directly fo_the
school board at board meetings. " This type of procedure couﬁdlthen -

result in the distillation of citizen demands, with the -
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School-Community Group'presenting a demand to the schooi board
which ‘is inc]usiVé of more than one citizen concern. | |

6. The RFD Strategy, at the completion of this sfudy, had
‘no significant influence on the combiﬁéd total number of demands
formally presented to the school boards by district professional
_’staff, non-professional staff, students, and 1ocai'citizens in the
involved districts. The cﬁanges in the combined total number of
demands formally presented to school boards by these groups in the
involved and uninvolved districts were. not significantly different.

7. The RFD Strategy, at the completion of this stddy;
had no significant influence on the number of.demands formally
presented to school boards and receiviné'decisioﬁs in.the involved
districts; The cHanges in the number of demands'formai1y presehted:‘
to school boards and receiving decisions in the invd]ved and
uninvolved districts were not significant]y dffferent. |

8. The RFD Strategy, at the completion of this study, had
no éignificant influence on the number of'demands formally presented
to sﬁhoo] boards and receiving decisioﬁs by superintendents, by a
process of bargaining Witﬁin the board, and by the board with evi-
o dénce of community 1nf1ueﬁce'1n the involved diétrict;. The changes
in the number of demands fqrma11y preseﬁfed to school board% and

receiving decisions by superintendents, by a process 6f'bargéining_'
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w1th1n the board, and by the board with eV1dence of community influ-
ence in the 1nvo]ved and uninvolved d1str1cts were not s1gn1f1cant1y'
different. :

9. The RFD Strategy, at the comp]etion'of this study; had
no sTgnifiéqnt influence on the combined total number of demands
formally presented to school boards by district professiona} staff,

-non-professional stdff, students, and local citizens and:receiving
decisions in the involved districts. | The’changes in fhe‘éombinéa
total number of demands formally presented to schoo1 boards by '
these groups and rece1v1ng dec1s1ons in the 1nvo1ved and un1nvo1ved
districts were not s1gn1f1pant1y different. .

10. The RFD Strategy, at the completion of this study, had
no significant influence on %he combined tofai'nUmbgr of demands .
formally presented to school boards by district pfoféssionaf staff,
non-professional staff, stﬁdents, and local citizen and receiving

.decisions by superinténdents, by a brbcéss of‘bargaining within the
board, and by the board with evidence of community influence in the 
involved districts. The changes in the comb%ned total number of

. demands formally presented to school boards by these groups and
receiving decisions by ﬁupérintehdents, by a process of'bargaining
within tﬁe board, and by the‘board with evidence of community
influence in the involved and uninvolved districts were not

significantly different.
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Interpretat1ons Generated from Trends
bin the Data

By obtaining difference scores for demands, origins of
.demands, demand.brocessing style, and responsiveness to comm&nity
demands from data compi]ed for the involved districts, see Table 23,
_ and ant1c1pat1ng outcomes of the RFD Strategy, the fo110w1ng specu-
lations can be made: .

1. The total number of demands formally presented to school
boards Wi]] déérease over time in school districts participating in
the ﬁFD Strategy.' This would result from individuals bringing coﬁ—
cerns to the School-Community Group rather than going d1rect1y to

the school board at formal board meeting t1mes

2. The ratio of extractive demands to‘symbolic demands to
regulative demandg to participative demands will chahge,over>time iﬁ: o
~ school digtricts participating in the RFD Strategy with the percent
of symbolic and participative demands increasing and the pérdent'of i
extractive and regulative demands decreasing. This'wou1d result from |
an increased desire on the part of the cbmmunity to participate in.
Tocal eduéatioﬁ decision makiné, an 1nCreased'wii1ingne§s on fhe part
‘of the school board to involve the communify in local education |
decision making, and the distillation effect the School-Community

Group would have. on conmunity demands.
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. i-'é. The Combined total number of demands formally presented
~~to school boards by district professional staff, hpn-professiona].

. staff, students, and local citizens will decrease over time in school
.districts parficibating'in the RFD Strategy. This wf]]'occuf es a
result of the efforts and effects of the.School-Comﬁunity Group.
Within this group of district staff members , étudents and-]ocaj
citizens the.number'ofldemands formally presented to school boards by
district professiona1 staff and non-professional staff will probably |
decrease Tess than the number of demands formally presented to schodl
boards by students and local citizens. The review of the school

bpard meeting minutes collected for this study revealed that ﬁost of
the demands emanating from district professional staff coneerned
Psa]aries, work%ng conditions, duty schedu1es and the like, and were
'presented to the school board w1th the back1ng of a 1oca1 teacher
organization. It would be expected that these types of demands wou1d
continue-at a fa1r1y constant rate and would continue to rema1n a
matter of negotiation between school boards and teachers. The revnew
of school board meeting minutes collected for this study also revea1ed'
- that the majority of demands emanating from district non—professional E
staff eoncerned operational matters such as the purchase or sale of
equipment necessary to maintain the school plant. It would be -

expected that these types of demands would continue at a fair]y




137
,conétant rate and not be influenced by the existence of the School-
Community Group. - - | |

4.. The total number of demands formally presented to school
boands'by scheoi.board menbers will decrease over time in school
district; participating in the RFD Strategy.‘ This . will occur as
school board members become more reliant on the Sehooi—Community
Group's capacity to surface and identify local education. needs and
pnobiems, and further on the School-Community Group's capacity to
recommend responsible alternatives for attaining district gqa]s and
~solving 1oea1 educational probiems. |

5. The total number of demands_formaily presented to schoe]-
boards by superintendents ni]] decrease dver time in séhdo] distnicts
participating in the RFD Stnategy Though the data presented in |
Tabie 23 does not directly support this specu]ation, it is reasonab]e

to assume that as the capacity of,the,Schoo]—Community Group to

| identify local education needs and problems matures, and that as
superintendents form aifiiiations with this group that over time the
'number'of demands fornaily-presented to school boards by superin-

tendents will decrease.

The School- Community Group's function of identifying 1oca1
education needs and prob]ems might well mean some degree of ro]e
re-definition for many superintendents. “As noted in Tab]e 23, the

number of demands emanating from superintendents increased over the -
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couyrse of‘this study of the involved districts..:Though thiéliﬁcredse
cannot be attributed to the influence of the RFD Strategy, the specu-
iation arises that such an increase in demands during the initial
phases‘of the RFD Strategy would be a defensivé reaction on the part
of superintendents to the formation and functioning of the School- -
Community Group and this group's influence on traditional roles -

played by superintendents.

General Statement .

Overall this study did not reveal changes of st&tistica1
significance in the hypotheses tested. There were two exceptions,
“however: (1) there was .a change of statistical signifiéqnce,in the
number of demands'forma11y presented to school boards by students,
and (2) there was a change of statistiéa] signifiéancé in the number
of demands formally presented to school Boards by:léca] cifizens
.iwhen the iﬁvo]ved and uninvolved districts were compared. In the
first case, the change in the number of student demands, the con-
‘figuration of the data does not suggest that this changg Was due-
to the inf]uence.of'the RFD Strategy. ‘In the second case, the |
change " in the<nuﬁber of local citizen demands, the configuration °
of the data does suggest tﬁat this chahge-may have been due to tﬁe

influence. of the RFD Strafegy.
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.G1ven such constra1nts as the s]ow progress of the RFD
Strategy in the 1nvo]ved d1str1cts and the limited ava11ab111ty of
the 1nvest1gatpr s time to continue this study, sufficient data on
which to base conclusive remarks concerning the fota] impact and
influence of the RFD Strategy was not proquced. However, the data'
obtained did allow for.speéu1ation on'possibTe effects:of the RFD
Strategy. Though such speculation cop]d conceivably represent
idealistic notions about the outcomes of the RFD Strategy, it can be
used to generate questions for future studfes related to the influence
of the RFD Strategy. A few questions genefated from these specula-
tibns are offered in the "Recommendations”>section of this chapter..

A. product1ve outcome of this study relates to the procedures'
employed for investigating the funct1on1ng of an entire school board.'
The schoo] board meet1ng minutes rev1ewed were of sufficient qua11ty‘
to ascertain the origins and dispositions.of demaﬁds, aﬁd the direc-. .
tions produced for categorizing demands,-p. 43, défine‘categories
adequately and allow for acpurate discrimination between categories.
In short, an investigation of_the functioning of an entire school |
board employing'an unobtrusive means of obtaining data, in this case-
. the review'of school board meeting minutes, was found feasible.

As concerns the responsiveness of séhoo] boards to community
demands ssteduent to the initiation of the RFD‘Strategy,'not much”

was learned. In‘referring to Table 23, it is seen that the humber_.
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of demands emanating from the community and not receiving decisions
by the superintendent, the board, or the board with the influence
of the community increased in the involved districts subsequent
:to the initiation of the RFD Strategy, suggest1ng that the 1nvolved
school boards became less responsive to community demands over the
course of this study. The meaning of ‘this result remains hidden, -
houever does lead to the speculation that there exists a proc]iuity'
on the part of the involved district school boards not to respond _
to demands presented by communtty members or orgahized community
groups. ‘Whether or not the influence of the RFD Strategy will
change this,.or how Tong it will take to change it, is a matter

for future study.

Recommendations

Continuance of Study

As mentioned earlier in th1s chapter, at the conc1u31on of

" this study those school districts part1c1pat1ng in the RFD Strategy
had completed the act1v1t1es of three of seven phases of the RFD

. Strategy conducted in 1oca1 school districts This being the case;'
th1s study did not produce data representat1ve of the total 1mpact

of one complete cyc]e of the RFD Strategy. The obv1ous
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recommendat1oq drawn from th1s situation is the cont1nuance.of this
study at.such time when a11 seven phases-or one comp]ete cyc]e of
the RFD Strategy has been completed. It is suggested that this
'future study essentially duplicate this study; however, certain
_ refinements could be made. For example, this study analyzed data
employing a two-tailed test. The reasdn‘for this Being, that there
was no exfstfng eviden;e which suggested that changes would occur
in particular directfons. However, data was obtained in this study
which allowed for speculation on the possible infiueﬁce of the RFD
Strategy. This data is presented in Table 23, and.spéﬁulations
drawn from this data are presented in the "Coﬁc]uéions"'sedtion of
" this chapter. Based on these specu]at1ons the fo110w1ng questions
' might be asked in a future study:
| 1. Do the total number of demands formally presented to
school boards decrease over:time in school districts partiéipating
‘in the RFD Strategy?

2. Doés the ratio of extractive demands to symbolic demands.
to regulative demands t6 participative demands change over fiﬁe w%th
the percent of syhbo]ié and participative demands 1ncrea$ing_$nd.the
percent.of;extraCtive and fegu]ative démands decreasing in schooT _"‘

. districts parficipating in the RFD Stfategy?'
| 3. Do ‘the combined total number of demands forma]]y pre—

sented to school boards by district profess1ona1 staff,
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| non profe551ona1 staff, students, and 1oca1 c1t1zens ‘decrease over
t1me in schoo] districts participating in the RFD Strategy? -

_ 4. Do the total number of demands forma]]y presented to
schoo1 boards by schoo] board members decrease over time in districts
' part1c1pat1ng in the.RFD‘Strategy? |

5. Do the total numberiof demanes formél]y presented to
school boards by Superintendents decreage over time fn school dis-
tricts participating in the RFD Strategy?

In addition to the above questioﬁs and‘a're-examination of
the questions asked in this study a future study may wish to inc]ude
the following questions:

1. What types df demands do School-Community Groups present
to- the school board?
| 2. What typeS'of demends do diSfrict prdfessional étaff,'
non-professional etaff, students, and Ioca] citizens bring'to Schod1;
Community Groups?. | | . | -

3. What types or degrees of 1nf1uence do d1str1ct profes-
s1ona1 staff non- profess1ona1 staff, students, and local citizens
“have in Schoo}ecommun1ty Groups?

4. Does the ratio of demands receiving decisions by super-
intendents to school boerd to school board with community influence.
change over tjme in school districts participating_iﬁ the'RFD.‘

Strategy?
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The answers to a few of the above quest1ons wou]d not be
.ava11ab1e through a review of schoo] board meeting m1nutes However,
answers to these questions may be found in an examination of the
meeting minutes of School-Community Groups.

Further refinement of this study might be considered in the
area of categorizing demands. The cafegpries employed in this sfudy,.
extractive, symbolic, regulative, and pafticipative are fairly |
general and as such do'nqt convey in éndﬁof themse]yes a great deal
of infofmation. Another cétegorizing scheme which is hore descrip-.
tive of demands might be considered for future studies. The |
fol]ow1ng scheme is offered as a suggest1on

1. Personnel: Demands placed in this category would relate
directly to the §taff of the school district, both professional staff
and nonQprofessiona] staff, and include demands such as: (1) the
formation of agreements between district employees, (2) the
re-definition or re-siructuriﬁg of job dgséfiptions or duty-schedules,
©and (3) the approval of‘resignations, teacher contracts, leaves of
absence, travel requests, etc. | .

| 2. Student Affairs:-'Demands placed iﬁ this cateéory'wdu]d
,re]éte to those aspects .of student Tife other than actua]'éducatiphéT
programs proviﬁed by the disfrict, and would inc]ude'examples such .

as: (1) the formation of a students' rights policy, (2) the formation




144
. of a district attendance policy, (3) the suspension of a student,
and (4) the approval of a student's release to another district.

3. Business and Finance: Demands placed in this category
would focué on the acquiremént and management of fiscal resources,
and 1né]ude such examples a§: (1) the formation of ekceSs levies, .
(2) the approval of the budget, (3) the investment of district‘funds,
and (4) the appfové] of district expenditures.

4. Physical Plant: Demands placed in this categor} would
felate to the:use and maintenancé of buildings and_équ%pment other
than equipment used iﬁ the instructional process, and include such
“examples as: (1) the formation of a p¢1icy regarding the use of
the school building by community groups, (2) the approvél of con-
struction work, and (3) calling for bids for non-educatidﬁa]I
equipMent and_bui1ding furnishings. |

5. EducafionallPrograms: Demands placed in this category
would be d1rected towards educational programs, curricula, 1nstruc—
t1on, and equ1pment re]ated to the 1nstruct1ona1 process, and 1nc1ude
such examp]es as: (1) adding c]asses, (2) abolishing c]asses, (3) |
'estab11sh1ng extra curricular programs, and (4) adJust1ng the school
vca1endar _ .

6. Support Services: Demands placed.in this category WOqu
be those deemed necessary to the support of the instructional process .

and include such examb]es as: (1) setting new standards for school
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bus transportation, (2) tﬁe acceptance bf'dajry and bakery”bids; (3)
requests for special meetings; and (4)‘requé§ts thaf the ‘'school board
form advisory or study groups. : -~

| 7. Internal Affairs: Demands placed in this éatégohy wqu]d
re]atg to the internal orgdhization and maintenance'of the school -
board, and include such examples as: (1) the election of board N
officerg, (2) the approval of board meeting minutes, and (3)'form1ng
a position on regulations concerning the re-é]ection of board

members .

8. Other: Demands included in this category might be:

(1) the redefining of district boundaries, (2) setting e]éption dates,

(3) writ{ng letters of commendation, in shorf, any demand which cané
ndt be placed in any of the above categories. |

Another area in which this study might be refihed for.futufe
© use is 1in its definition and analysis of school board responsiveness.
Responsivenéss in.this study referred to whether or ﬁot the school .
" board 1h1tiated'actions in response to formally expressed demandslof
the gchool staff, students, and Tocal citizens. This definitién
might be expanded to include the be]ief'dn.the part of the’school
board that the 'school system should be opén to community participa- |
tion and inf1uehce. Such -a be]ief could be explored by asking the

following questionsﬁ

)
)
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1. Does the school board advocate increased participation of

the community in its decision making'brocess? |

2. When the school board.is confronted by conflict, does it
" respond by advocating additional openness and seek the imbut_of the.
comhunity?

. 3. Does the school board channel community disafféction into .
. poTi;y formation and/or policy revision? |

| Utilizing school board meeting minuteé'to-answer”questions
such as these might present somewhat of a problem. Therefdré, an
'asfde question would be: Can the minutes of school board meetings
be utilized effectively in answering these questions? It is con-
ceivable, however, that by following a demand ihrough two, three, dr
more months of minutes, or by analyzing demand processing sfy]e
‘against categories of dehands over time, answers to these questions
could be achieved through a review of school board heeting minupes.'_‘
| AiVa]id criticism of this study concerns its re]ian;e on |
school board meeting minutes as its only data sodkce.” The exclusive
use of school boara meeting minutes in this studx'was detérmined'by-
resource 1imitations and the expreésed desire of the developers and
implementers of the RFD Sfrategy, that an eva]uatioﬁ of the influence
of the RFD Strategy, during its "field test“lbhase, nbt be reactive.
If such conditions do not prevail, future investigators may wish to

: ekpand the data source base.
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'Scﬁool board meeting minutes are subject to content limita-
tions. They represent secondhand measures fn the sense that they are
prodﬁced by someone else, and as sucﬁ are subject to another's errors
~ and biase;. In fact, distortions of content may be deliberate in
-phat ;chbo] board heeting minutes are public records'and may be pro-
duced with the awgreness'that they will bq closely reviewed and
'sfudied. To alleviate fhe'inherent 11mitatfons of school board
méeting.mfnutes as a data source, future investigators may'wish to
supplement or replace the use of minutes with such measurement fééh-
niques ds visible or participant observation, or the use of such
hardware devices as tape-recorders and vfdiotapes. For a compre-
hensive discussion, including examples and their limitations, of
unobtrusive measurement techniques the future investigator is

referred to Webb, et al. (1966).

Additional Areas of Analysis

"An effort such a$ the RFD Strétegy lends itsé]f'to a variety o
of possible avenues of investigation. The.queétioﬁs'presénted‘EeTOW'
suggest a few possib]é avenues future investigations of the inf]uenée
of the RFD Strategy might take. ' . | o

1. What tangible evidence is there to suggest that the RFD .
Strategy has increased the awareness of a need for a §choo1-community

. partneréhip?
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2. What factions of the community participate in the RFD
Strategy, and what factions of the community remain unaware of a
‘need for a school-community partnership?

3. As a result of the RFD Stfategy has communication
increased or become better between the gchoo1 and the communify?

4. Are coﬁmunity members better informed about regu]ér-.
school operations as a result of the RFD Strategy?

5. What existing forms or sources of communication are’
better ut111zed as a result of the RFD Strategy?

6. What shared goals have been developed by the school and
the .community?

7. Do the goals developed through a schoo]—community partnér-l
ship have widespread suppo?t withfn the school and the cbmmunity?.

"~ 8. Has community participation within the school éhanged the
school system in any way? |

9. What tangible evidence is there to suggest that the RFD
Strategy has deve]oped new avenues of citizen participation within
the community? |

10. What areas have been identified as desirable for com-
munity participation?

11. Has the school's organizational structure and job roles

changed as a result of the RFD Strategy?
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'12. As a result of the RFD Strategy, has an on-gpinj
schoo];community planning mechanism been established?

13. What tangible evidence is there to suggest that school-
community pianning has increased or improved as a resu]f of the RFD
Strateqy?

14. To what extent has inter-agency to]]aboration-been
fostered by the RFD Strategy, e.g., local district to regional dis-
trict to state?

| 15. What tangible evidence is there to indicate that the
RFD Strategy has increased the use of existing resources?

16. What eva]uat1on procedures have been established or
deve]oped to measure if the RFD Strategy is reflecting commun1ty
des1res and needs?

17. What evaluation procedures have been established. of
developed to measure the effectiveness of school-community projectg?

18. What changes have taken place within the school struc-

‘ture which indicate the development of supportive structures or

climates for the continuance of cdmmunity participation?
The above questions represent a wide range of topics and -
would reqdire a careful examination of the RFD Strategy products:

and materials to break them down into more specific questions

which relate to projected outcomes of the RFD Strategy?
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Alternative Level of Ana1&sis

+ The questjons responded to in this study and those suggesteu
above represent a level of ena]ysis which might best be described as
.being on a "systems" level. That is to say, that questions such as
these lead to an investigation of the influence of the RFD Strategy
which focuses on changes in school structure, school urganization,
community participation and the like. The question arises as to-
whether an investigation of the RFD Strategy conducted on this Tevel
will prpduce very conclusive data.

The RFD Strategy relied on the formation and functioniug uf
groups,fsuch as.the School-Community Group and the school board, and
out]jnee a rather high Tevel of communication and prgb]em solving
skills for these groups. Thebproblém is net with the put]ine df
skiT]s per se, but rather'with the longevity .of individual member-
ship in a particular group, the changing character and ski11_1eve1
of the group as new members join and old members leave, and the time
required for these groups to master the skills outlined in the RFD
Strategy products. These rea11t1es no doubt detract from the 1mpact'
of the RFD Strategy env1s1oned by its deve]opers | ”

. W1th this possibility in mind, future documentors of the |
influence of the RFD Strategy may wish to reduce the 1eve1 of 1nvest1-
.gation- to focus .on 1nd1v1dua1s or the- roles of 1nd1v1dua15 W1th

this focus, investigation could center on the att1tudes, values, and
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‘dégfée of communiéation and probTem sqfving skill attainment acﬁiévéd
by 1hdfvidua1s, or on the effects of the RFD Strategy on the percep-
tions of roles, such as those of the superintendenf and school board
members. | |

Taking school board members as an example, future investi-
gations of the influence of the RFD Strategy may wish to ask
questions such as the following to schdo] board members:

1. 'How would you characterize the-atmosphere of school
board meetings? Has the atmosphere of school board meetings -changed
subsequent to the implementation of the RFD Sfrategy?

2. MWhat types.of issues most offen arise at school bqérd'
,meétings? Have the‘tyﬁes of issues changed éubsequent,tb the ihb]e;
~ mentation of the RFD Strategy? |

3. MWhat is the pattern of discussion and resolution through
whfch issues brought to the school board &re pursued? Do you think
this pattern is effective? Has this pattern changed subsequent to"
the impiementatfon of the RFD Strategy? -

4. Whom do you see as your coﬁstituency? To whom do you
feel YOu haQe to beiresponsive?

5. What-are the primary tasks.of a séhoo] board member?
Has there been a changg in your perceptioné Qf.your role subseqUént '
to theI%mp]émgntatidn_of'the RFD Strategy?

6. Shbu]d schob] boards be communify advocates?
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7. How do you def%ne the term community?
8. 1If you were to go about making school boards ﬁore effec-
tive, what changes would you make? "
9. Who are the actors who influence school board decisioné?
Who. do you feel should influence school board decisions?.

10. Describe a situation or sifuations where outside bressure
was brought to bear on a school boérd‘decision and describe how thét
pressure was éxerﬁiséd and how it influenced the board's decision?

Again, questions sucH as these represent a wiae range‘of
fopics and wou]d reqqire careful éxamiﬁatibn and knowledge of the
RFb Stkategy to break them down into morevépecific que;tionsvwhich

relate tdzthe projected outcomes of the RFD Strategy.
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APPENDIX A

Deselected School Districts Based on -
Definition of Rural School District

Reason for

School District County | Inappropriateness

Reardon-Edwa1l Lincoln within 25 miles of
. : Spokane City ‘

Newport Pend Oreille . . over 1,000 pupils.

Colfax : Whitman _ within 10 miles of
. Pullman City

Colton ' Whitman —_ within 10 miles of
Pullman City

Palouse : Whitman B within 10 miles of
Pullman City

‘Pu11man- : Wh1itman _ bver 1,000 pdpi1s

. Colville ' Stevens - over 1,000 pupils
Central Valley ‘Spokane : | over 1,000 pupils
Cheney Spokane | over.1,000 pupils
Deer Park Spokane : over 1,000 pupils .
East Valley - Spokane ’_ over 1;000 pupils .
. Freeman i Sﬁokane . Within 25 miles of

Spokane City

Great Northern . Spokane . within 25 mi1es-of
' o E ' - Spokane City

Liberty . Spokane | within 25 miles of
: - ' o Spokane City

Mead - ' Spokane ‘over 1,000 pupils
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School District

County

Reason for
Inappropriateness

Medica] Lake
Nine Mile Falls

Orchard Prairie

Riverside
Spokane

West Valley

Spokane

Sopkane
Spokane

Spokane
Spokane

Spokane

over 1,000 pupils

within 25 miles of

Spokane City

within 25 miles of
Spokane City

ovef_l,OOO pupils
over 1,000 pupils
over 1,000 pupils




APPENDIX B

Local District Baseline Data'Co11ectjon-Form

" Summary
Percent Percent
Minority Levy/Bond Levy/Bond
District Enrollment Composition Passed Passed
seTkirk 541 2.8 7 ©70.0
Cusick | 379 17.2 1 11.1
sqmmit 3 3.0 1 100.0
Columbia 250 33.2 7 77.8
Loon Lake 47 0.0 4 57.1
Valley 84 - 3.6 6 ‘ 100.0
Onion Creek 16 - 25.0 2 100.0
Wellpinit 248 89.5 - .
Evergreen 30 6.7 5._: ;3, 83.3
Northport 292 27 7 ' ..77:8
kettle Falls 804 - 8.3 1 . " 143
Chewelah 912 - 2.6 .- -
Mary Walker 502 124 1125
keller . 27 8.1 . - .
Orient 90 0.0 1. 1000 -
RepubTic 476 6.9 s 667
Curlew " 201 o 12.4 3 . 75.0
Inchelium . 226 73;6 - - -
.0 3 . ,'100.0

Lamont. | 43 ' 0.
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Percent Percent
Minority . Levy/Bond Levy/Bond
District Enrollment Composition Passed Passed
Steptoe 46 0.0 6 100.0
Endicott 130 0.8 7 100.0
Rosalia 304 ,3.3' 6 .100.0
~ Garfield 209 0.0 8 72.7
Lacross 246 1.2 5 83.3
Oakesdale 215 1.4 7 70.0
St. John 290 0.0 é 100.0
Tekoa 273 8.8 7 87.5
Wilbur 414 4.6 6 75.0
"Odessa 368 0.5 7 87.5
.:Davenport 453 1.8 6 '75.0
Sprague 149 3.4 7 87.5
Harrington 188 1.1 5 100.0
Creston 169 4.1 7. . 87.5
Almira 149 0.0 6 100.0




Local District Baseline Data Collection Form

APPENDIX C

for

School Districts 0-100 Enrollment

Percent ' Percent
Minority Levy/Bond Levy/Bond
District Enrollment Composition Passed AIPassed

Summit 33 3.0 1 100.0
Loon Lake 47 0.0 4 57.1
Valley 84 3.6 6 100.0
Onion Creek 16 25.0 2 100.0
Evergreen 30 - 6.7 5 83.3
Keller 27 48.1 - -
Orient 90 0.0 1 100.0
Lamont 43 0.0 3 1100.0
Steptoe 46 6 100.0

0.0




164

Local District Baseline Data Collection Form
for .
School Districts 100-300 Enrollment

Percent - Percent

: : - Minority Levy/Bond' Levy/Bond
‘ _ District Enroliment _ Compositiop Pas;ed . Passed
Columbia 250 33.3 7 77.8
WelTpinit 248 - 895 - .
Northport 292 2.7 7 ‘ 77.8
Curlew 201 12.4 3 75.0
- Inchelium 226 73.0 - _ -
Endicott 1130 0.8 7 . 1000
Garfield 209 0.0 s 727
Lacrosse 246 1.2° 5 83.3
Oakesdale 215 1.4 7. 70.0
St. John 290 0.0 g8 100.0
Tekoa 273 8.8 7. ens
Sprague 149 3;4 7 '_ 87.5
Harrington 188 . '1.1 5 | 100.0
Creston 169 4. 87.5

et
Lo~

Almira 149 00 6 ©.100.0
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Local District Baseline Data Collection Form

for

School Districts 300~1000 Enro]iment

Percent . ' Percent
- : Minority Levy/Bond Levy/Bond
District Enrollment  Composition Passed ‘Passed
Selkirk - 541 2.8 7 70.0
| cusick 379 17.2 1 1.1
Kettle Falls 804 5.3 1 14.3
Chewelah 912 2.6 - -
Mary Walker 502 12.4 1 12.5
Republic. 476 6.9 4 66.7
-Rosalia 304 3.3 6 100.0
Wilbur 414 4.6 . 6 - 75.0.
Odessa- . 368 0.5 7 1 87.5
Davenport 453 1.8 6 75;6?
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 ':DESCRIPTION OF DOCTORAL DISSERTATION

My name is Hans Johnson; I am a doctoral student doing my
work through the College of Education at Montana State University
in Bozeman, Montana. It is my desire to carry out the requ1rements
of my doctoral dissertation in selected school districts in
Washington's Educational Service District 101. I have worked closely
with Mr. Robert Price, District 101 superintendent, in planning this
dissertation and invite you to contact him for further clarification.
This paper first presents a brief overview of my dissertation. This
overview is then followed by a much more detailed explanation of the
dissertation.

Overview

The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the
influence of the Rural Futures Development {RFD) Strategy on school
- boards. The RFD Strategy was developed by the Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory in Portland, Oregon and was recently imple-
mented in five school districts in ESD 101. Though at present I
have no formal affiliation with the Laboratory I was employed by the
Rural Education Program, the specific program within the Laboratory
that developed the RFD Strategy, and did participate in the develop-
ment of the. RFD Strategy. The staff of the Rural Education Program
“is fully aware of my desire to conduct this investigation and has
been most helpful to me in writing the proposal for this dissertation.

By far, the majority of school board studies conducted in the
past have been concerned with individual board members. The focus of
this dissertation is the development of a model for investigating the
functioning of an entire board. The fact that few studies have
focused on the functioning of an entire board coupled with the rela-
tive non-existence of studies on rural school boards, means that the: -
involvement of school districts in ESD 101 with the RFD Strategy pro-
vides an excellent and important source of documentation of rural ‘
school board involvement with a citizen participation strategy. It
is my- sincere hope that the model I am developing for investigating
the functioning of an .entire board, or portions of this model, may
prove useful as a diagnostic tool for the purpose of 1mprov1ng board
functioning where needed and desired.
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The intent of the RFD Strategy in relation to school boards
is to assist them by putting into their hands the means of system-
~atically receiving citizen, school staff and student recommendations,
. and to further help board members identify ways to respond and deal
with information coming from these groups. -Thus the subjects to be
analyzed in this dissertation are: (1) the recommendations formally
presented to boards by the above mentioned groups both before and
after the implementation of the RFD Strategy, and (2) the manner by
which these recommendations are converted into actions by the board
both before and after the implementation of the RFD Strategy. To
gather information on these two variables I will utilize schoo1
board meeting m1nutes as a data source.

‘In that I am interested in collecting data both before and
after the implementation of the RFD Strategy, the collection of data
will be done in two segments. I will first rieed to review the school
board meeting minutes of July, 1975 through December, 1975 and then
I will need to review the school board meeting minutes of July, 1976
through December, 1976. :

Detai]ed'Exp]anation of Dissertation

Districts to be Utilized in Study. Ten school districts .
located in ESD 101 will be utilized in this investigation. Five of
these school districts are currently participating in the RFD
Strategy; these are: Selkirk, Cusick, Columbia, Summit and Loon
Lake. The five.remaining districts, to be utilized as a comparison
group, will be selected from those ESD 101 districts not participating
in the RFD Strategy. To do this three selection criteria have been
utilized; these are: (1) the ethnic composition of a district's -
student population, (2) the voting record of a district over the past -
five years on excess levies and bond issues, and (3) a district's
student enrollment. The second Timitation to the selection of the. .
comparison groups districts involves the manner in which I have
defined a rural school district.. This definition is as follows: A
rural school district shall not have more than 1,000 students (K-12).

" In addition the commun1ty(1es) they serve shall be located at least
10 miles from a city of 10,000-50,000 population; 25 miles from a.
city of 50,000-250,0005 and 50 miles from a city larger than 250,000
population. This definition has excluded several ESD 101 districts
from consideration as comparison group districts. Given the
sensitivity of the statistical procedure selected for use in ‘this,
investigation (Mann-Whitney U Test) a sample of ten districts is
considered a minimum.
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Source of Data. The only source of data will be school
board meeting minutes. This study will not utilize any formal
questionnaires or interview schedules. Given that the board's '
meeting minutes are public records, it is my hope that my rev1ew1ng
of them will represent only a minimal intrusion.

Nature of Data to be Analyzed. As ment1oned in the overview
section of this paper, it is of interest to this investigation to
record recommendations formally presented to boards. For the pur-
pose of analysis, recommendations will be divided into four cate-
gories; these categories are: '

1. Extractive recommendations - this category includes
input to the board in such areas as curriculum, instruc-
tional materials and office supplies, personnel services,
school plant planning and utilization, and business
management concerns.

2. Symbolic recommendations - this category includes input
to the board requesting special meeting or programs,
publications, and tributes.

3. Regulative recommendations - this category includes
input to the board concerning the governing of behavior.
Duty schedules, working hours, teaching assignments,
student attendance, and criteria for advancement are
examples of areas for which regulation may be.
recommended.

4. Participative recommendations - this category includes
input to the board which is intended to influence the
governmental functioning of the board. Requests for
recall elections, demands to change the number of board
members, and demands for more citizen involvement in .
school decision making are examples of recommendations
to be included in this category.

Another important consideration in this investigation is
recording the decision-making style(s) employed by the board. A
primary purpose of the RFD Strategy is to strengthen local educa-
tional problem-solving. A vital aspect of the RFD Strategy's model
of problem solving is the generation of decision-making styles which
provide the sense that all individuals or groups are heard and can
influence decisions. For those recommendations receiving decisions
the method of decision-making utilized will be recorded. Decisions
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will be recorded in three categories: (1) board defers decision,
(2) board makes decision with evidence of influence from the com-
munity, and (3) decision made among board members.

Focus of Analysis: | Questions to be Answered. The data
gathered will be analyzed in such a way as to answer the following
questions.

I. Are changes in the total number of demands formally
presented to school boards in districts involved in the RFD Strategy
different from changes in the total number of demands formally
presented to school boards in districts not involved in the RFD
. Strategy subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy?

2. Are changes in frequency of demands within demand
categories (extractive, symbolic, regulative, and participative) in
school districts involved in the RFD Strategy different from changes
in frequency of demands within demand categories in school districts
not involved in the RFD Strategy subsequent to the initiation of
the RFD Strategy?

3. Are changes in the number of demands emanating from
district superintendents, school professional and non-professional
staff, students, citizens, and board members in districts partici-
pating in the RFD Strategy different from the changes in the number
of demands emanating from district superintendents, school profes-
sional and non-professional staff, students, citizens, and board.
members in districts not participating in the RFD Strategy subsequent
to the 1n1t1at1on of the RFD Strategy? ,

4. Are changes 1in the number of demands receiving decisions
in districts involved in-the RFD Strategy different from changes .in
the number of demands- receiving decisions in.districts not involved
in the RFD Strategy subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy?

5. Are changes in the number of demands receiving decisions
by superintendents receiving decisions through a process of bargaining
within the board, and receiving decisions by the board with evidence
of community influence in districts involved in the RFD Strategy
different from changes in the number of demands receiving decisions ,
by superintendents receiving decisions through a process of bargaining
within the board, and receiv1ng decisions by the board with evidence
of community 1nf1uence in districts not involved in the RFD Strategy :
subsequent to the 1n1t1at1on of the RFD Strategy?
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6. Are changes in the number of demands emanating from the
school staff, students, and citizens and receiving decisions in
districts involved in the RFD Strategy different from changes in
the number of demands emanating from the school staff, students,
and citizens and receiving decisions in districts not involved in
the RFD Strategy subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy?

7. Are changés in. the number of demands emanating from the
school staff, students, and citizens and receiving decisions from
superintendents, receiving decisions through a process of barga1n1ng
within the board, and rece1v1ng decisions by the board with evidence
of community influence in districts involved in the RFD Strategy
different from changes in the number of demands emanating from the
school staff, students, and citizens and receiving decisions from
superintendents receiving decisions through a process of bargaining
within the board, and receiving decisions by the board with evidence
of community influence in districts not involved in the RFD Strategy .

subsequent to the initiation of the RFD Strategy?

~

Reporting Data. The data will be presented in tables and
discussed. An example of a table to be used follows on the next
page. It will be noticed from this table that specific districts
are not identified. This is done to protect the confidentiality

of a district, plus the identification of specific districts is not
important to this investigation. What is important is that five of-
the districts are participating in the RFD Strategy and five other
districts have been selected as a comparison group. It will also

-be noted that in the process of placing recommendations in categories:

the specific nature of recommendations is Tost and not reported.
The results of the statistical analysis will be discussed as they
relate to the questions provided in the above section.

Data Collection Periods. Two data collection periods will
be utilized. The first represents a pre-RFD Strategy 1mp1ementat1on
period. To gather data on this first period I will need to review
the meeting minutes of all ten districts for the time period of
July, 1975 through December, 1975. The second data collection period
represents a post-RFD Strategy imp]ementation period. To gather data
on this second period I will need to review the meeting minutes of
all ten districts for the time per1od of July, 1976 through December,

- 1976.
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Example Data Reporting Table .

Total Number of Extractive'Recommendatiohs

INVOLVED

" DISTRICTS

TOTAL NUMBER OF
RECOMMENDATIONS

DIFFERENCE

- RANK

UNINVOLVED
DISTRICTS

1.

2.
3.

PRE-RFD |  POST-RFD -

PERIOD PERIOD

POST-MINUS PRE . |

-PERIOﬂS -
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The use of compar1son group districts and of pre- post data
collection periods is intended to control for influence in the "
uninvolved districts by the involved districts and allow me with
more surety to attribute changes in the involved districts to the

_influence of the RFD Strategy.
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Contacts for C]ariffcation

Mr. Robert Price, Superintendent
Educational Serv1ce D1str1ct 101
East 117 Boone

Spokane, Washington 99202
Telephone (509) 456-3680

Mr. Mike Altman, RFD Coordinator
Educational Service District 101
East 117 Boone .

Spokane, Washington 99202

Telephone (509) 456-3680 or 456-5770

Dr. Ray Jongeward, Rural Education Program
"~ Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Lindsay Building, 710 S.W. Second Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204 : ,

Te]ephone (503) 248-6826

Dr. Tom Thomas, Rural Education Program
‘Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Lindsay Building, 710 S.W. Second Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204 :

Dr. John Kohl, Assistant Dean
College of Education

250 Reid Hall

Montana State University
Bozeman, Montana 59715
Telephone (406) 994-4731




APPENDIX E

DATA COLLECTION

DISTRICT: ' ( ) INVOLVED
DATA COLLECTION PERIOD: ( ) PRE-RFD IMPLEMENTATION

() POST-RFD IMPLEMENTATION

FORM

( ) UNINVOLVED

: : : DEMAND
CODE DEMAND ~ CATEGORY

DEMAND
- ORIGIN

DEMAND PROCESS
STYLE




APPENDIX F
, ' Data Summary'Fofm

LEVEL OF DIVERSITY OF DEMANDS

~

TOTAL TOTAL/BOARD
PRO NON-PRO COMMUNITY| . SUPER/OTHER ~
STAFF STAFF STUDENT CITIZEN DEMANDS BOARD SUP.ER. OTHER DEMANDS
PRE .POST PRE POST .PRE POST |PRE .POST PRE .POST PRE POST |[PRE POST PR’E POST|PRE POST
RFD RFD |RFD RFD |RFD RFD |RFD RFD |RFD -RFD [RFD RFD |RFD RFD |RFD RFD |RFD RFD
COLUMBIA 2 5'\ o 2z |1 o |1 3 {4 10 1 41 27 12 |2 9 {40 a2
a LOON LAKE 2 o1 o lo o o 3 li3 .3 P9 21 -s. 0 |2 4 |a 38
gg SELKTRK s |1 2 2 o |7 2 |1 9 B8 30 N7 ';9 2 & |57 ss
CF- R— 7 09 |3 4 lz 2 |7 2 9 17 B3 35 |9 15 |3 6|45 56
SUMMIT © 1 Jo -2 |o o |6 216 s B 20 lo o |2 6 |33 26
. WELLPINIT 2. 7 jo 2 fo 2 lo 3 {2 14 'ho s |6 13 [a4 2 |29 74
5 LAMONT 6 3 0 1 Jo 2 3 0 9 .6 R8 16 2 10 1 1 131 27
%é wey warker |4 9 o oo 1 |8 ‘12 hz 22 bBe 4o |o 7 e 3 |ss 59
: g% KETTLE FALLS. |11 8 |2 O fo 2 |5 2-p8 12 B 77.k7 3 [0 2 |18 e
sTEPTOR 4 o |r 2 fo o |1 4 |6 6 p2 3 |4 4 |1 o |37 43
LEVEL OF INTENSITY OF DEMANDS
EXTRACTIVE SYMBOLIC REGULATIVE PARTICIPATIVE ~ TOTAL
DEMANDS . DEMANDS DEMANDS DEMANDS DEMANDS
PRE POST PRE POS‘T " PRE POST PRE 'POS'I“ PRE POST
RED RED RED REFD RFD RED RED RFD RFD . RFD
COLUMBIA- 27. 33 3 s 12 30 2 3 4 .72
L@ LooN LAKE 29. 27 3. 3 19 -9 3 2 80 . 41
sé SELKIRK 33 23 19 18 23 20 303 78 _ 64
ER  custox 31 36 o8 11 24 24 1 2 64 73
© st 2 17 1 s 12 6 4 3 39 31
WELLPINIT 21 39 1 ag o a1 - o o 31 .88
g @ LAMONT 20 12 »3 3 16 17 11 ‘40 33
ég MARY WALKER 37 4 9 10 21 28 o 2 67 81
EE KETTLE FALLS 4 a1 1217 3 28 2 8 9% %
STEPTOE 23 49 33 16 20 1 o0 43 a9




DEMAND PROCESS STYLE

177

BOARD w/ BOARD w/ TOTAL
COMMUNITY OTHER RECEIVING
SUPER. BOARD INFLUENCE . INFLUENCE .DECISIONS
PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST PRE . POST
RFD RFD RFD RFD RFD RED’ RFD RFD RFD RFD
COLUMBIA P 0 3% 63 1 2 0 o 3% 65
.,  LOON LAKE 1 0 a8 35 3 0 1 2 53 37
a
gg SELKIRK 4 2 71 54 2 0 o 1 77 57
QB g '
8 cusick 1 7 52 59 5 2 0 1 58 69
SUMMIT 0 0 4. 24 ) 2 0 0 37 26
WELLPINIT 3. 3 27 80 o o 0 0 30 83
é w  LAMONT 10 2 33 28 4 0 0 0 38 30
§ g MARY WALKER 0 0 63 78 1 1 0 o | e 79
Z e ’
2R KETTIE FALLS | O 0 79 89 8. 2 0 o |87 =
STEPTOE 0 0 a1, 46 1 0 0 0 a2 46
LEVEL OF RESPONSIVENESS
BOARD w/ TOTAL
. COMMUNITY RECEIVING
SUPER. . BOARD -INFLUENCE DECISIONS
PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST
REFD RFD RFD RFD RFD RFD RFD RFD
COLUMBIA o o r1 7 0 - 2 4 3
" LOON LAKE 1 o ‘7 3 3 o 1n 3
88 : ,
> SELKIRK 3 1 16 6 2 0 21’ 7
O & . . .
E CUSICK 1 4 11 ) 5 2 17 14
=) " ‘
SUMMIT o o0 4 1 2 2 6 3
WELLPINIT 1 1 1 .13 0 0 2
8y LAMONT 1 1 4 5 4 0 .9 6
3]
= O -
g7 MARY WALKER 0 0 12 20 0 L 12 .21
H . .t . .
Z£5 . xeTTiE FAnLs 0 0 8 10 6 2 412
STEPTOE 0 0 4 . 6 1 0 5 6
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