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ABSTRACT

This was an exploratory study arising out of an interest
in understanding and accounting for wvariations in policy
statements developed by different schoolboards dealing with
similar issues. The focus was on the policy maps held by
individual trustees with respect to policy and policymaking,
and on the effect of such views on actual policy formation,

Seventeen school trustees were interviewed to ascertain
the views that they held about policy and policymaking. The
interview data were summarized, returned to the participants
for their validation, and then analyzed using the prdcedures
of content analysis. |

The conclusions of this study indicate that trustees do
have policy maps which affect their approaches to actual
policy formation. Trustees appear to develop their policy
thinking through concrete experiences. Trustees approach
policymaking both reactively and pro-actively. The initia-
tion stage of policymaking is most commonly in reaction to
specific concerns. Later development of policy statements
is the result of construed replications of similar events.
A further significant finding is that trustees' views about
the nature of policy and policymaking seem strongly linked

to their understandings of public acceptability, and this is



reflected in their depiction of the attributes of good and
bad policy. "Good" policy 1is policy which is specific,
clear, useful, workable, fair, accommodating, and communi-
cated to all concerned. Bad policy is the opposite of this
and characterized as policy that does not accomplish 1its
intended objective.

The results of this research have implications for the

training and development of trustees. It is suggested that
training activities focus on 1) the elements comprising
trustees' policy maps, 2) trustees' orientation towards

directiveness, 3) the study of policy models and alterna-
tives, 4) methods of determining public acceptability, and

5) actual opportunities for practical policymaking.
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Chapter I

THE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

Consider the following sets of school board policies.
The first set concerns the appointment of principals and
vice-principals:

1) The Board of Trustees shall provide a set
of criteria for administrators.

2) Where the board requires special qualifi-
cations for a specific position, these additional
criteria shall be made known to the Superintendent
before the selection process has begun.

3) The Superintendent shall bring to the
Board a recommendation for each position to be
filled and provide the Board with a list of all
applicants.

4) In selecting his recommendation the
Superintendent shall consult with a committee
composed of the two assistant superintendents, a
representative chosen by REPA, and a representa-
tive chosen by REPVPA.

5) In the case of a Vice-Principal's posi-
tion, the Principal of the school shall be a
member of the committee involved in the selection
of a Vice-Principal for that particular school.

6) Should the Board of Trustees, for any
reason, not approve the Superintendent's recommen-
dation, the Board shall instruct the
Superintendent to submit a new recommendation.
(River East School Division Policy # 12.18)

The Superintendent has authority to engage,
suspend, and dismiss personnel; and to recommend
to the Board the engagement, suspension and
dismissal of senior administrative personnel.
(Seven Oaks School Division Policy # GEB)



The duties of the School Superintendent are:
...5. To nominate for appointment, to assign, and
to define the duties of all personnel under his
charge, subject to the approval of the Board.

(Sst. Vital School Division Policy # 5.3)

The second set of policies concerns the recruitment and
employment of teachers:

(a) Teacher recruitment and selection shall
be the responsibility of the Assistant
Superintendent (Personnel and Resources).
Principals shall be involved 1in the recruitment
and selection process.

(River East School Division Policy # 12.5)

The Board delegates to the Superintendent:
(a) power to employ, within the establishment and
budgetary limits set by the school board, neces-
sary staff except senior officers and employees
holding administrative or supervisory positions;
(Tra?scona Springfield School Division Policy #
CBAA

The third set of policies concerns corporal punishment:

1. The only form of corporal punishment
permitted is the use of a strap provided by the
School Division applied to the palm of the hand of
the pupil being punished.

2. Permission to administer corporal punish-
ment must be obtained beforehand from the
Prinicipal.

3. Corporal punishment must be followed by a
complete written report prepared by the teacher
and filed with the Principal of the school; this
report shall be kept for reference and inspection.
(Seine River School Division Policy # 4.6)

(b) In extreme cases where it may be neces-
sary to administer «corporal punishment, teachers
shall observe the following:

(1) The child shall be punished in the prin-
cipal's office or such other room as may be desig-
nated by the principal.

(2) Corporal punishment is to be administered
with a strap provided by the School Division.




(3) Corporal punishment shall be on the palm
of the hand in the case of a girl, and may be on
the seat in the case of a boy. A

(4) Immediately after punishment a complete
report shall be filed with the principal who shall
keep the report for reference and inspection,
(Interlake School Division Policy)

Broadly speaking, acceptable forms of disci-
plinary action in schools is summarized as:

REPRIMAND

DETENTION

CORPORAL PUNISHMENT

EXPULSION FROM SCHOOL FOLLOWED BY PARENTAL

INTERVIEW

While they are listed in order of severity, these
actions may be combined according to the situ-
ation, or repeated many times before the next more
serious step 1is taken. Conceivably, it may be
necessary to proceed with step four directly if a
situation, in the principal's discretion warrants
it. Whatever step is taken, it is understood that
counselling by the principal or teacher will
accompany the action. Furthermore, staff members
are advised to inform the parents of an offending
pupil, particularly where strong action has been
taken.
(St. James Assiniboia School Division Policy #
JG-R)

Face slapping and manhandling of students by
teachers should be avoided.
(Dauphin-Ochre School Division Policy # 9.23)

4, Other forms of physical punishment such as
face slapping and manhandling of students is
strictly prohibited.
(Flin Flon School Division Policy # 14.16)
It is obvious from reading these sets of policies that
school boards differ 1in the ways in which they express
policy. Such differences of expression are significant.

because they reflect different assumptions about the nature
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of policy and because they have different 1implications for
implementation of policy.

One difference among the policies cited seems to be
whether the policy is formulated as a rule or as a guide-
line. Policies intended to be guidelines to action appear
devoid of imperatives such as "must", "shall", and "strictly
prohibited". On the other hand, rule-oriented policies
abound with such language.

A second difference in the expression of policy which
appears to affect policy implementation is that of specif-
icity. Although related to the question of rule or guide-
line, speéificity brings with it notions of clearly speci-
fied procedure as distinct from predispositions to act, and
limits the available range of alternative actions. An
example of a highly specific policy can be found in the
statement of the River East School Division which clearly
outlines procedures for the selection of principals and
vice-principals. This is in contrast to the view of the St.
Vital School Division which addresses the same problem, vyet
gives the superintendent procedural discretion. It should
be noted that both of these policies are rule oriented in
that approval of the nominee rests with the Board, but only
the River East School Division policy 1is procedurally
specific. The generality of the St. Vital School Division
statement allows the superintendent to fulfill the same rule

by means of whatever procedures are deemed suitable.
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A third difference can be found in the exclusivity or
inclusivity of policies. Should policy apply to all within
its purview (i.e. be inclusive), or should it exclude
certain groups or individuals? The example from the Seine
River School Division outlines corporal punishment as it
applies to all students in the school division. The policy
statement of the Interlake Schocl Division, on the other
hand, differentiates on the basis of sex, and as such is
exclusive, The latter statement, in fact, encompasses two
distinct policies addressing the same area for two different
groubs.

The purpose here 1s not to debate whether policy should
be viewed as rule or guideline, nor whether it should be
specific or general, inclusive or exclusive. Rather, the
intent here 1is to 1illustrate significant differences that
exist in the expression of policies. It is the presence of

such differences that gives rise to this study.

THE PROBLEM

What then accounts for such differences in the expression
of policy? Most of the 1literature available would explain
these differences in terms of variations in the context in
which policy is set, or in terms of differences in the poli-
cymaking process (most notably, variations in the ration-

ality of the process).
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With respect to context, Harman [1978:2], Elboim-Dror
[1970:240-243], Mann [1975:19], Bauer and Gergen [1968:13],
Anderson [1975:26], and Rose [1976:2-17] are all agreed that
political constraints, responsibility to electorates, and
political acceptability affect the outcomes of policymaking.
Other writers such as Caldwell [1973:58], Carrier and
Kendall [1973:221], Aucoin [1971:11] and Dye [1972:18] argue
the importance of both social and economic influences 1in
policymaking. It is possible to see how differences in the
policies cited could be explained in terms of contextual
differences. As an example, the Interlake School Division
statement on corporal punishment might be so expressed
because of a longstanding community attitude of sexual
differentiation. On the other hand, it might be due to
prior negative experiences in the area of corporal punish-
ment involving female students. Clearly the context within
which the policy is framed can be influential in determining
the expfession of that policy.

Differences in the expression of policy might also be
explained by variations in the policymaking process. The
literature available 1in this area places a great deal of
emphasis on rationality in the process of deciding upon
policy. Some authors such as Harman [1978:9], Rein
[1971:304], Dye [1972:27], Caldwell [1976:55] and others,
although noting some limitations of a narrow vrational

perspective, nonetheless.  describe policymaking as an
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activity involving a degree of rationality. Policymaking to
these writers has as its point of departure, the recognition
of a problem and sequentially goes through steps of a) goals
priorization, b) option identification, c) alternative
outcome weighing, and d) policy selection, implementation,
and assessment. Other authors have a much more conditional
view of rationality in policymaking.

The preoccupation with rationality found in much of the
policy literature resembles the thinking which appeared in
early organizational theory. The school of scientific
mangement characterized by the writings of Taylor and Fayol
is a prime example of this type of thinking. This mode of

analyzing problems and building models has appeared in

various forms since the early 1930's, "Efficiency" (time-
motion) studies, theories of the "one best way", "systems"
theory, "management by objectives", and the variety of

"machine" models (input-throughput-output) found in organi-
zation theory are all examples of this rational approach
during the last half century. It is apparent from the more
recent writings of some academic authors, however, that
narrow rationality has served as a point of departure for
the development of broader approaches to wunderstanding
policy and policymaking. On the other hand, non-academic
writers such as national school board associations and prac-
titioners in the field have tended to adhere more rigidly to

models of pure rationality. The works of such people as
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Brodinsky [1974:6] and the Alberta School Trustces'
Association [1980:89] are but two examples of this approach
to policy.

The development of "modified rationality" approaches is
due in the main to several weaknesses identified in the
"pure rationality" school of  thought. Dye [1973:30]
outlines twelve obstacles to rational policymaking among
which are: 1) problems of societal values and priorization,
2) tendencies to "satisfy" as opposed to "maximizing", and
3) the realistic cost implications of information gathering.
Coleman [1972:8], drawing on the work of Simon, underlines
the impracticality of the purely rational model by virtue of
"the limitations on the time of the decision-makers." Pugh
[1963:41-46] draws attention to arguments presented by
Popper, Dewey, Simon, Snyder and Paige, and Myerson and
Banfield which support the view that a purely rational
method of policymaking is unworkable. He sums up by saying
that:

Except for very nicely circumscribed problems,
however, the method 1is an ideal, not an accom-
plishment.
Difficulties such as these have acted as catalysts for
policy analysts to develop models more closely reflecting
the actual process of policymaking. However, the rejection
of "pure rationality" has not necessitated the abandonment
of rationality in modified forms. It is from this premise

that "incrementalism" (Lindblom), mixed-scanning (Etzionni),
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elite theory, bargaining models, and a variety of eclectic
views have all developed.

Using the earlier example of the Interlake School
Division policy on corporal punishment, one can see where
procedural variations could account for the complexion of
policy expression. It may be, for instance, that the policy
as it is expressed is the result of bargaining between the
demands of parents to do away with corporal punishment
because of a young girl's degrading treatment, and the
insistence of staff members that they be 1left with some
ultimate form of student punishment. Equally plausible is
the possibility that this policy statement is an incremental
step towards the abolition of corporal punishment
completely,

Neither the contextﬁal nor the procedural explanations
seem fully adequate to the task of explaining noted differ-
ences in the expression of policy. It is far from clear how
general differences in social settings or how variations in
the rationality of policymaking operate so as to produce
differences of expression in terms of rule or guideline,
generality or specificity, and 1inclusiveness or exclusive-
ness. Woll"s observation [1974:52] seems appropriate:

None of the models that are most commonly used to
explain how public policy should be formulated, as
well as how the government works in practice,

fully reveals all of the dimensions of the policy
process.
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Available theories focus on certain aspects of policymaking,
but they do not fully illuminate how policies are formed and
cannot explain fully differences in policy.

It seems, then, that we must go beyond the usual contex-
tual and procedural accounts if we are to explain differ-
ences in the expression of policy. Yehezkel Dror [1968]
suggests attention to extrarational processes such as "intu-
ition" and "judgement" which he feels "play a positive and
essential role in policymaking." Eulau [1963:94] argues
that we should not ignore the importance of participants'
personal perceptions in influencing policymaking:

Knowledge of how man perceives himself as a polit-
ical actor, how he interprets the world of poli-
tics, how he values what he sees, and how he acts
politically in pursuit of personal values can tell
us a great deal about his political behavior.
To further reinforce this notion of the importance of
personal perceptions in influencing political behavior,
Moskowitz [1978:66] points out that:
Cognitive studies of decision making indicate that
given a very complex, uncertain environment, deci-
sion makers "depend on preset cognitive images to
process information, to order, understand,
remember, and interpret it, and to reach judge-
ments quickly". [Stassen.1972:99]
These are what Moskowitz calls "policy maps"; they represent
generic ways of thinking about policy. He later suggests
that "policy maps...may then influence the actor's policy

choices", and as such serve to channel policy thinking in

specific content areas.
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As policies are formed from the interactions of individ-
vals and a variety of influences, it is plausible to argue
that policy formation begins with built-in predispositions
of parties coming to the policymaking process. The "policy
maps" of these individual participants in the policy process
may exist prior to involvement in the policy decision making
and consequently must be viewed as pre-conditions influ-
encing the complexion of resulting policies. The argument
here is that the participant's "policy map" represents a way
of thinking about policy which is at his/her disposal upon
entry into and during the policy formation process. How
he/she handles, reacts to, and works through the policy
issues involved will be influenced to some degree by the
"equipment" initially brought to the policymaking situation.
If this 1is the case, then it is important to study fhese
views or "maps" to more comprehensively understand the poli-
cymaking process. As values, perceptions, mental (cogni-
tive) maps, and ways of thinking appear to be fundamental to
the policymaking process, the principle question arises:
How are policy and policymaking influenced by the "policy
maps" of individual policymakers?

The emphasis on the influence of belief and viewpoint in
policymaking is a relatively recent phenomenon. Bussis et
al. [1976:13] draw attention to Liebnitz's view that the
human mind is "active, purposeful, and intentional", and

suggests this as the origin of modern phenomenological
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thinking, Significant theoretical contributions have been
made to this school of thought by such writers as Snygg and
Combs, Cantril, Allport, Kelly, Maslow, Rokeach and‘Harvey,
Hunt and Schroeder [Bussis.l1976:13]. Of particular interest
to this study is the viewpoint shared by these authors which
suggests that:

...knowledge of reality is constructed or invented
by each person; that it is not represented in any
simple way as an aggregation of learned "facts";
that it is not restricted to the "information
input" received by an organism, and that it is
continually open to reinterpretation of meaning.?
Of studies in this vein, the work of both Stassen [1972] and
Moskowitz [1979] in the area of policymaking is particularly
interesting.

Stassen's work involved the «classification of United
States' senators on the basis of "individual cognitive
belief sets" and the development of an "individual prefer-
‘ence" typology for these politicians. This typology was
then used as both a predictive and explanatory mechanism,

The results were compared with those obtained by the use of

a strict "role typology". Stassen suggested that ‘the

' Although there 1is a body of theory which deals with the
influence of belief and perception on political action,
(what Kelly [1963:183] calls the "disciplined psychology
of the inner outlook"), there 1is comparatively little

actual reasearch done in the area. There also has been a
proliferation of terms representing theoretical perspec-
tives but none <clearly enunciated. Language such as

"policy maps", "cognitive maps", "mental sets", "predispo-
sitions", "platforms" and "personal constructs" abounds,
but little concrete research has been conducted to verify
the existence of such phenomena, and more importantly, to
study their significance as influential factors in policy
decision making and political action.
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greater accuracy of the "individual preference" typology was

due largely to having considered "cognitive processing

elements" such as thinking patterns, expectations, evalua-

tions, and belief sets in the formulation of the "individual

preference" typology.

Moskowitz's study concerned policy choices made by poli-

ticians with respect to the 1issue of neighborhood preserva-

tion. Using several dimensions, a variety of thinking

patterns were identified which Moskowitz called "core policy

maps" and which he characterized [Moskowitz.1978:67] as

consisting of "problems which are perceived, goals which are

valued, explanatory calculii which are accepted, and policy

positions which are decided upon." He then studied the

policy choices of actors involved in the "neighborhood pres-

ervation" issue and found [1978:86] that:

There was a widely held set of beliefs and these
beliefs were relevant to the policy options
chosen. Policy preferences were shaped and
constrained by the content of the core policy map.

Both the works of Stassen
the significance of beliefs
making process. Although
results of earlier research
the desirability and need of

The purpose of the study

whether or not a

knowledge

and Moskowitz lend credence to

and viewpoints in the policy-

by no means conclusive, the

studies such as these indicate
further such studies.
undertaken here was to explore

of trustees' thinking about

policy and policymaking might serve to illuminate our under-

standing of policy and

the

policymaking process at the
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school board level. The research questions addressed by the
sfhdy were:

1. What wviews are held by Manitoba school trustees
about the nature of policy and policymaking?

2. Why do Manitoba school trustees hold the views they
do with regard to the nature of policy and policy-
making?

3. How have these views come to exist in the minds of
the trustees involved?

4. In what ways do the views and perceptions that are
held by trustees affect their approach to the policy-

making process?

METHODOLOGY

This study was concerned with understanding the influence
of beliefs and thinking patterns in the policymaking
process. Using the preceding arguments, the research
focused on the personal mindsets of Manitoba school trustees
involved in educational policymaking. The purpose here was
to discover how school trustees thought about policy and the

policymaking process.

The Focused Interview

The highly personal nature of the information that was to
be retrieved in this study necessitated the selection of a .

methodology which enabled the respondents to speak freely
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and to disclose their personal views about policy and the
policymaking process. As the study was exploratory 1in
nature, it was also necessary to avoid the selection and use
of a tightly structured framework into which the respon-
dents' views might be placed. In short, it was important
that the methodology did not become a framework into which
the retrieved information would be located and to which the
data would have to adjust. On the contrary, 1if the study
was to be exploratory and 1if it was to yield an expanded
understanding of the policymaking processes of Manitoba
school trustees, then the methodology 1itself had to be
shaped-by the information received. To these ends, the
research technique deemed most appropriate was that of the
"focused interview" as described by Gergen [1968:222-223]
énd adapted from the earlier works of Merton, Fiske and
Kendall.

Although the decision to use the "focused interview" was
made quite early in the design stages of this study, further
thought and consideration had to be given to this method-
ology, particularly with respect to its implementation. The
original decision to use the interview as the means of gath-
ering data was reached after consideration of both the
benefits and limitations of this technique. On the positive
side, the "focused interview" allowed for a wide range of
responses which could be probed to gain understanding of the

respondents' meanings, interpretations, and ways of
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construing situations. The types of responses elicited by
use of this method were very personal and yielded insights
into the "cognitive maps" of the interviewees. Furthermore,
it was felt that the "focused interview" was a tool which,
although centering on policy and policymaking, had suffi-
cient flexibility to be sensitive to unanticipated responses
and which would allow the freedom to further explore such
responses should they arise. Apart from these positive
attributes of the "focused interview" method, it was felt
that this technique would allow for the accumulation of
large amounts of data. As well, the interviewing technique
insured that responses of all members of the sample were
recorded and that the response rate would of necessity be
one hundred percent of the total sample.

The "focused interview" aé a method appropriate to this
particular study was not without its limitations. Those
listed here are the ones deemed to be the most significant
for this research. In the first instance, responses
obtained might well have reflected temporary moods or atti-
tudes caused by influences external to the interview situ-
ation and unknown to the researcher, However, the ability
to probe responses and to "cross-question" as a means of
verifying responses insured some degree of built-in safe-
guard in the process. Secondly, the responses obtained from
trustees who had given little prior thought to policy and

policymaking were likely spontaneous and of questionable
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value. Once again, however, the adaptability of the
‘"focused interview" technique allowed for investigative
probes which aided in identifying such responses. The third
significant limitation of the "focused interview" was that
of the intrusion by the researcher 1into the respondent's
world., It was difficult to assess what effect (if any) the
researcher's presence had on the trustees' responses. The
final important limitation of this methodology was that of
"researcher bias". Regardless of the researcher's efforts
to ask open-ended questions and to probe for objective
clarity and understanding of the meanings of responses, he
still operated through his own personal perceptions. It was
impossible to eliminate this. However, this limitation is
one which would have been present regardless of the method-
ology used and it was felt that the writer's awareness 6f
this inherent problem would serve to minimize its influence.

In order to insure that the interviews were "focused", a
schedule of questions was used as a guide for the inter-
viewing activity. Basic descriptions and theories of policy
and policy formation found in the literature coupled with
personal experiences of the researcher suggested the
following guiding questions:

1. What is policy?

2. Is policy necessary?
3. Who makes policy?

4. How is policy made?

5. What are attributes of good policy?
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6. What constitutes poor policy?
These questions were viewed through the major research ques-
tions previously outlined. By application of the research
dimensions to these initial questions it was possible to

come up with a matrix yielding some thirty questions.? (See

Appendix A.) This matrix of questions is 1illustrated in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1l: Matrix of Focusing Questions

These questions were field-tested and further refined
through trial interviews with colleaques, professors of
education and school trustees not included in the study.

The final schedule of guiding gquestions can be found in

* It must be noted that these were guiding questions and
that the researcher asked additional questions based on
the responses of participants when such were deemed either
desirable or necessary.
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Appendix B.

The Respondents

The selection of a group of respondents posed certain
problems. Given the time constraints of the researcher and
the time-consuming nature of the "focused interview" method,
the number of respondents was limited to a maximum of
twenty. Such a number, while too small for statistical
generalization, had been found adequate 1in exploratory
studies and had been shown to generate a rich array of data
for subsequent analysis. [Barton and Lazarsfeld.1969:182]

Beyond the 1initial difficulties of selecting an appro-
priate number of respondents, the next problem to be
resolved was that of selection of individual respondents.
Due to the researcher's familiarity with several boards in
Manitoba and his prior work with trustees in the area of
policymaking, there existed a substantial fear of
"researcher bias" in the selection process. To reduce this
possibility, the names of possible respondents were gener-
ated by a third party who was not involved in the research
itself. The writer enlisted the aid of a staff member of
the Manitoba Association of School Trustees whose expertise
in dealing with school boards had been recognized provin-
cially for a number of years. His instructions were to
provide a list of twenty incumbent school trustees who might

be able to participate in the study. It was stressed that
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the respondents so chosen should be as heterogeneous a group
as possible, and that particular attention should be given
to avoiding over-representation on the basis of: a)
geographic residence, b) sex, <¢) age, d) employment, e)
education, f) ethnicity, g) experience as a trustee, and h)
executive membership on the school board. The purpose of
these instructions was to derive a group of respondents that
would be generally representative of trustees in the prov-
ince of Manitoba. It must be noted, however, that this
process although effectively‘eliminating "researcher bias"
nonetheless admitted the possibility of "expert bias".
This, however, was seen as an unsolvable limitation and was
accepted as being less detrimental to the objectivity of the
study than the researcher's biases might have been.

Once the sample had been chosen and the schedule of ques-
tions refined, letters were sent to the list of possible
participants., (See Appendix C.) After a two-week waiting
period to allow trustees to consider whether or not they
wished to be involved in the study, each individual was
contacted by telephone. Of the 1list of twenty-one names
generated by the Manitoba Association of School Trustees'
employee, two individuals were no longer active board
~members and were automatically disqualified from the study.
Of the remaining nineteen individuals, seventeen agreed to
take part in the study. Two trustees expressed their

regrets at being wunable to participate because of time
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constraints and prior commitments. It was felt that the
involvement of seventeen trustees was sufficient for the
purposes of this study and interview arrangements were
finalized. These took place at wvarious locations 1in the
province of Manitoba between December 20, 1982 and February
1, 1983.

Magnetic tape recordings were made as each interview took
place. Subsequent to this, ’verbatim transcripts were
prepared for each interview.?® At this stage, the data gath-
ering phase of the study was complete and analysis of the

respondents' interviews was begun.

ANALYTIC PROCEDURES USED

The study undertaken involved the analysis of the inter-
view transcripté. This analysis was based on ideas of
"content analysis" as described by Holsti [1968:597] and had
as its purpose:

...assessing the relative extent to which speci-

fied references, attitudes, or themes permeate a
given message or document.

3

The interview transcripts are too lengthy for inclusion in
the body of this study. However, as primary data, it is
impossible to analyze trustees' thinking about policy and
policymaking without reference to the original tran-
scripts. For this reason, interested readers are directed
to Volume 1II of this work which contains the interview
transcripts in their entirety. Reference numbers given in
this volume refer to transcript and page numbers in Volume
1T,
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The writings of Barton and Lazarsfeld [1969] and Glaser and
Strauss [1967] supported the appropriateness of this type of
analysis. Indeed, Barton and Lazarsfeld [1969:182] pointed
out that:

...research based only on qualitative descriptions

of a small number of cases can ... play the impor-

tant role of suggesting possible relationships,

causes, effects, and even dynamic processes.

Indeed, it can be argued that only research which

provides a wealth of miscellaneous unplanned

impressions and observations can play this role.
However, in order to gain the most information from the
interview data, the analysis was undertaken on two separate
levels.

The first level 1involved the analysis of the individual
interviews. In this analysis the following procedures were
used:

1) The interview transcripts were.given careful study
from an observational perspective. The purpose here was to
uncover trustees' thoughts about policy, and to discover
what Barton and Lazarsfeld [1969:169] called evidence of
phenomena "which are repressed or not easily articulated -
attitudes, motives, assumptions, frames of reference, etc."
In order to accomplish this with a minimum of distortion
each transcript was read several times. During these read-
ings notes were made of repeated ideas, of points in the
interview where stress had been given, and of apparent

patterns of interrelatedness between answers. Once this had

been done, the interview tapes themselves were replayed
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twice. The first time this was done without pause in order
to get a feeling for the tone and nuances present in the
interview. During this stage mental note was made of
pauses, articulateness, voice inflection and similar cues
which might provide a clearer sense of what wasn't being
said as well as what was. The second time the tapes were
played, notes were made and the tape was stopped whenever
necessary. Following this, the notes made through both
processes were compared and similarities as well as differ-
ences noted. For each transcript a 1list was made of the
main ideas in each of the answers. (This process approxi-
mated Barton and Lazarsfeld's notion of preliminary classi-
fication.)

2) From the list generated by the study of the individual
transcripf, a compilation was made of the key elementsv
involved in the respondent's thinking about policy. This

compilation was based on: a) the weighting accorded to

specific elements by the respondent, b) the frequency of
reference to specific elements by the respondent, c) the
amount of time spent on the elaboration of specific elements
by the respondent, and d) the perceptions of the researcher
based on previous experience working with school trustees in
the area of policy and policymaking.

3) A summary of these key elements was then written
noting the relationships that existed between them, as well
as some of their. implications. In order to arrive at a

presentable summary analysis of each interview, it was
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necessary to follow the strategy suggested by Glaser and
Strauss [1967:101] for the development of "grounded theory".
In their opinion, the researcher must be "constantly rede-
signing and reintegrating his theoretical notions as he
reviews his material.” This process of re-interpretation of
elements and their relationship to each other was funda-
mental in arriving at a meaningful summary of the individual
interviews.

Once all of the summaries had been completed, a copy of
both the original interview transcript and the summary were
sent to each of the respondents. This was accompanied by a
letter soliciting their reactions to the accuracy of the
summaries produced (see Appendix D). After receiving their
replies and contacting those who had not answered, the
writer wundertook to further synthesize their thoughts by
constructing the summary grid sheets found in Chapter 3.
This was done by taking techniques used 1in reducing the
original transcripts and by applying them to the interview
summaries. This had the advantage of reducing an unmanage-
able amount of data down to a useable size. Chapter 3
outlines more specifically the derivation of the summary
grids.

The second level of analysis was undertaken once all of
the individual transcript summaries and summary grids had
been completed. This level involved the comparative exami-

nation of the key elements and relationships identified in
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the summaries and grids. The purpose of this examination
was to identify similarities and differences which existed
in the individual analyses and to speculate about possible
patterns that seemed to appear. It was felt that any
patterns so derived might be wused as the hypothetical bases
for future inquiries into the area of policy and policy-
making for school trustees.

Although it was possible to make inferences from the data
generated in the study, analysis at the second level
appeared somewhat incomplete when performed in isolation.
As a result, the writer returned to the literature on policy
with a view to developing a better understanding of the
findings in the study. This process resulted 1in new
thoughts concerning policy and policymaking and suggested
different understandings of the evidence collected. This
marriage of both policy literature and the research findings
appears to have been the most fruitful aspect of this work.
The following chapters present in detail, the findings of

this study.

LIMITATIONS

When reading the subsequent pages it is important to bear
in mind certain limitations of the work. In the first
instance, the sample studied was small and represented
approximately 3.5 percent of Manitoba school trustees. As a -

consequence, generalizations on the basis of such a small
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group may be neither possible nor desirable. It was,
however, considered necessary to use a restricted sample in
order to effectively analyze the data generated.

Secondly, in the derivation of the sample group, an
attempt was made to arrive at a group representative of the
trusteefﬁbpﬁ>Manitoba. However, although a variety of vari-
ables w;é Cansidered, it is possible that some significant
dimensions were not recognized and taken into account. As
well, the size of the sample may have limited the number of
such variables that could be taken into account.

A third 1limitation of this study can be found in the
methodology used to gather and analyze the data. "Focussed
interviews" were necessary to ensure an unrestricted range
of responses, and "content analysis" seemed the most
fruitful analytical tool for investigating the data.
However, both "focussed interviews" and "content analysis"
are not without their drawbacks. Analysis based on this
type of methodology makes use of the researcher's subjective
interpretation of raw data. As pointed out, however, a
serious attempt was made to validate the analytic procedures
used. Nonetheless, another researcher dealing with the same
material might have analyzed portions of the data differ-
ently.

Finally, it must be realized that the presence of the
researcher and the abstract context of the interviews them- .

selves may have influenced the results. It is possible that
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trustees might have responded differently to other
researchers or to different data gathering instruments. As
well, trustees were asked to respond to questions about
policy and policymaking in a context removed from the
specifics of policy processes. The possibility exists that
trustees might have responded differently to some questions
had they been involved in policy and policymaking at the
time of the interviews.

As this study was exploratory in nature, it was felt that
the limitations outlined here did not invalidate the
research undertaken. However, it is important that readers
be made aware of these limitations in order to prevent
either inapporpriate 1interpretation or application of the

results.



Chapter II

WHAT TRUSTEES SAID

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize what each
individual respondent said in the interviews that were
conducted. Although greatly reduced 1in volume, the indi-
vidual summaries presented here have taken into account the
tone of the interviews and the content of the dialogues,
while focusing on elements that appeared central to the
individuals' thoughts concerning policy and policymaking. .
While it was necessary to synthesize the original data down
to a size which would be manageable for general analysis,
there existed three main dangers in this process. The first
was the possibility of oversimplifiying trustees' thinking
’by merely allocating responses to categories either arbi-
trarily or intuitively constructed by the author. Although
it was important for the writer to make sense of what was
said in the interviews, it was equally important not to
adopt restrictive ways of viewing trustees' thoughts. The
second danger inherent in reducing a large mass of informa-
tion into a workable guantity was that of t;eating answvers

to questions in isolation. This area presented perhaps the
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most difficulty in that one could either oversimplify by
viewing specific answers out of context from the balance of
the interview, or by creating artificial links between ques-—
tions and dissociated statements by attaching undue signifi-
cance to certain responses. The third problem inherent in
this process arose from this last one. Once the interview
had been summarized and analyzed, it was impossible to know
if the rewritten statement of the interview accorded suffi-
cient stress to the key areas in the trustee's thinking
about policy and policymaking.

In order to guard against the problems just outlined, all
participants were sent a copy of the transcript of their
interview along with a copy of the summary. Appended to
these was a letter (Appendix D) which asked the following
guestions: |

1. Does the analysis accurately represent your views
about policy and policymaking as communicated in the
interview?
" 2. Is the stress on and identification of key elements
in your thinking appropriate?
3. Does the analysis capture the tone and substance of
your thoughts on policy and policymaking at the time
of the interview?
Of the seventeen letters sent out, only four replied. As a
follow-up, the researcher contacted the remaining thirteen

individuals by telephone. Of these, two had not received
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their copies in the mail. A duplicate copy was immediately
dispatched to them. Upon talking to the remaining eleven,
all but one reported that they were basically in agreement
with the summary analysis of the interview, and that any
comments that they might make were very minor. They had not
replied because of this and because of the statement in the
letter which indicated that they did not have to 1if they
were comfortable with the summary of their particular inter-
view, One trustee had a strong negative reaction to the
summary of his interview. Trustee # 5 wrote a letter
voicing his objections to and dissatisfaction with the
process as it had been carried out. A copy of his letter is
found in Appendix E.

Although there were substantive problems in reducing the
original transcripts into more workable size, there. was a
high degree of agreement (94%) among the respondents that
the synthesis had been accurately performed. It was impor-
tant to have this verification by the participants as the
general summary analysis found in the next chapter was based
largely on Fhis work, |

It will be noted that throughout the pages that follow,
quotations are referenced with a decimal notation. These
numbers refer to the specific transcript location of partic-
ular comments. The numerals to the left of the decimal
indicate the interview (i.e. transcript) number, while the

figures to the right of the decimal indicate the page number
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within that particular transcript. This method of tran-
script referencing is employed throughout the balance of

this work.

INTERVIEW # 1 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee 4 1 was a thirty-six year old female nurse. She
had completed a Bachelor of Science degree in Nursing and a
Bachelor of Arts degree. A trustee for an urban school
division for six years, she had served as: the chairperson
for the salary negotiations committee; a member of the
board-teachers' liaison committee; and as a member of the
division's child guidance advisory committee.

Trustee # 1 had some very specific views about policy and
policymaking which she voiced several times throughout the
interview. To her way of thinking, policy was "a broad
outline of the way a board would like to see a certain
aépect dealt with." (1.1) At the same time she felt that
policies were developed "to meet a specific need."” (1.2)
These views appeared tinged with uncertainty. At four
distinct points in the interview she gave the impression of
being uncertain as to the nature, purpose, and functions of
policy. This she did by exhibiting a great degree of will-
ingness to be told what was appropriate with regards to the
nature of policy. When responding to why and how her views

had changed over time concerning policy, she pointed to
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"experience and discussions with other trustees", MAST func-
tions and seminars, and to an American school board publica-
tion. All of these she said "gives you an 1idea of what's
policy related."(1.4) Later, when explaining indicators of
the need for policy, she conceded to knowing these things
"basically through experience - and from the readings that
are available to trustees."(1.16) In the area of evaluating
whether policy was good or bad, trustee # 1 further indi-
cated her willingness to be told what was appropriate by the
statement (1.19):

Well you can compare it to other school divisions'

policies - things that vyou <can read from the

States again and whatever.

Trustee # 1 viewed policy as gquidelines for division
action. Her use of the term T"guideline" seemed to be
different from the <conventional use of the term which
implies a loose structure and a high degree of flexibility.
Later in the interview, it became apparent that her notion
of "guideline" referred more to the role of policy as estab-
lishing direction and giving guidance to those who had to
work within the division (1.5)

...1f you don't have policies, particularly on
those 1issues that frequently arise, you're
constantly making decisions in emotional situ-
ations...I think it's extremely important for the
employees - especially your administrators - so
that they know what direction the board wants to
go in any particular area.

This view of policy as providng direction reflected a

very important element in trustee # 1's thinking about
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policy. Throughout the 1interview, 1t was evident that
"functionality" played a large role in her views on policy
and policymaking. Policy was to be seen as a tool (1.2):

...policies are more specific in my mind than
general goals and objectives - and they deal with
a specific issue.

The view that policy should serve a wuseful function was
also echoed in the statement that "you save a lot of time if
you make it as specific as possible."(1.4) Indeed, when
discussing the attributes of good policy (1.17), her first
priority was with policy that addressed pa:ticular issues.
At a later point in the interview she described good poli-
cies as being specific and not open to interpretation "just
to reduce the hassles that are involved." (1.17) The example
of the transportation policy used to exemplify "good" policy
reflected her’strong feelings that policy should be utilita-
rian in nature. This particular example (1.18) provided a
formula approach to many of the problems of transportation
in her division. It even went as far as to provide a prior-
ization calculus for service delivery to different groups.

This strong emphasis on specificity in trustee $ 1's
views of policy was also attested to by her feelings about
policy evaluation. The prime method of evaluating whether
or not a policy was a good one was by how well it worked.
(1.19) In other words, trustee $# 1 felt that the prime
means of evaluating policy was through its functioning and
the efficiency with which it handled problems within the

division.
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Although not explicitly stated, these concerns with
specificity and utility as key elements in policy and poli-
cymaking also left the interviewer with the distinct impres-
sion that trustee # 1 viewed policymaking as largely a reac-
tive process (1.15):

And the same with revisions in terms of it's just
not working the way you had hoped, or 1if it's
causing problems somewhere else and it needs revi-
sion obviously.

The guotation just cited indeed appears to bear out the
notion that policy and policymaking for trustee # 1 were
reactive in the sense that problems were the impetus for the
formulation and evaluation of policy. Throughout the inter-
view, when given an opportunity to provide examples, refer-
ence was consistently made to policies that came about
because of specific problems. In fact, the clear distinc-
tion was made at the outset that "global statements" were
goals, while "specific" statements were policies (1.2).
Given this view of policy, it was only natural that policy-
making should be reactive to specific problems or concerns
in the school division, and trustee # 1's views in this
regard appeared to be quite consistent with her thinking
about policy versus goals.

Another key element in trustee # 1's views about policy
and policymaking was the notion of "fairness." In her own
words (1.5):

...I feel that policy is one way of ensuring that

people are treated justly and equal - more or
less.,
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Again, fairness was one of the evaluation criteria put
forward by this trustee (1.19). This was in keeping with
the view that clear policy helped the board to be viewed as
treating people fairly (1.17).

In trustee # 1's mind, the "school board members...are
the people who are going to have to make the policies..."
(1.14) However, the board received input from "...depending
on what your policy is on, it could be any number of people"
(1.8). This notion of input was closely allied to her
emphasis on fairness and usefulness in policy. Her utilita-
rian view of "input" appeared evident when she pointed out
that (1.9):

Well, what I like to know is like - how is this
going to affect people? Ok, what types of things
do we have to consider when we're making it?
Ultimately the decision 1is still the school
board's and it may in fact not be to the complete
liking of whoever is being affected by it. But,
at least I think you need to know that prior to
doing it - and you need to know how it's going to
affect people and if your decision - still the
wisest one seems to be that which may turn off
some teachers but is better for the students -
well, at least you know.

The implication seemed to be that the wutility of having
input from different quarters rested primarily with how this

input could alert the board to possible future actions or

problems. In an anticipatory sense then, input into the
policymaking process was a useful element to have. As has
been pointed out, trustee # 1 viewed the "board" as being

the policy makers. The individual trustee's role was seen
as that of providing another source of input into the

process and of trying to reach agreement.
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Trustee # 1 described policymaking as a process which was
essentially rational in nature. (1,12 - 1.13) To her way of
thinking, it consisted of gathering as much information as
possible (1.12):

+«. I think you have to gather all the facts in
terms of different situations that have occurred
in any particular area - and then, as I feel
strongly about - you contact people who will be
directly affected by it - hear from them, and then
after that, put down on paper...

Part of the process of policymaking to this individual
was evaluation of the information gathered before setting
policy. Trustee 4 1's view of policymaking had a strong
emphasis on evaluation. However, this process did not, for
her, end at the formulation of a specific policy. Rather,
she viewed evaluation as ongoing and as providing continuous
information for the board. (1.13) It was inferred from this
that such information served as part of the data collection
mechanism used by the board in the construction of new or
revised policies. It seemed from this then, that trustee #
1 viewed policymaking as a dynamic ongoing process as
opposed to discrete static and sporadic bursts of board
activity.

The views held by trustee # 1 about policy and policy-
making had changed over time (1.2):

I guess it sort of evolved being a school board
member. Prior to that I had never thought in

terms of who are the policy makers and who are the
"doers" sort of thing,
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Throughout the interview she referred to experience as well
as readings having taught her about policy and policymaking.
It appeared that policy in her mind was still somewhat of an
abstract concept which gave rise to some difficulties of
conceptualization, but that policymaking was a tangible item
with which she had had experience and from which she had
learned. Although the problems presented by the abstract-
ness of policy were sensed to a certain degree in the
responses to those questions, trustee # 1 had little diffji-
culty in relating the effect of her views on‘her approach to
both policy and policymaking. Because of her views, she
felt that she favored being "quite specific" when formu-
lating policy (1.4), béing "willing to spend time doing it"
(1.6), "contacting people who‘will be directly affected by
it" (1.12), and trying "to make it good." (1.21) In all
cases, she felt that the particular views she held influ-

enced her approach.

INTERVIEW § 2 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 2 was a male lawyer approximately in his late
thirties to early forties. His formal education included
high school standing, a Bachelor of Arts degree, and a
Bachelor of Law degree. He represented an urban school
board and had held office for approximately two years at the

time of the interview. During that period he had held the
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positions of Chairman of the Board, chairman of various
standing committees of the board, and of the Superintendent
Selection Committee.

From the outset of the interview, it appeared that
trustee # 2 viewed policy and policymaking as very important
functions of the school board. He referred to them "as
opposed to such mundane matters - which often times have to
be attended to anyway." (2.1) The apparent importance
assigned to policy and policymaking appeared consistent with
his wview that policy provided "general orientation and
direction." (2.1) Trustee ¥ 2 later specified to a greater
degree his views about policy. To him, policy had to
provide "guidance" (2.22) and at times this was necessitated
by the T"complete absence of guidelines by the provinée."
(2.8) It was noted that trustee # 2;s use of the terms
"guidance", T"guidelines", and "direction" in the interview
did not appear to imply wide latitude in the interpretation
of policy. Indeed, it was suggested that policy had to
spell "out in some detail" (2.9) to ensure implementation,
and that if a board were to give "wide...discretion...it
becomes a loophole in your entire policy and it defeats the
whole purpose really." (2.9)

Part of trustee ¢ 2's views about policy centred around
the notion that policies have "to have a real purpose."
(2.25)  More specifically, he felt that policy has "got to
be serving some need." (2.25) The implication was that

policy should be functional in dealing with problems (2.23):
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When we have a problem, we're either going to
suspend the policy, make an exception or amend the
policy...
This was further supported by the view that evaluation of
policy should be an "ongoing process" done on an "opera-
tional basis" by considering "what's going on in the school
division." (2.30) From these statements it was felt that
trustee # 2 viewed policy as a reactive mechanism.

It appeared, as well, that trustee # 2 viewed policy and
policymaking as having a considerable political dimension to
Vthem. He referred to issues which "nobody really wants to
address" because they were "politically dicey" (2.12) and to
"important points which should be covered by policy that are
not - for political reasons." (2.12) He reaffirmed the
significance of the political dimension of policy and poli-
cymaking when he stated that "public outcry"™ can have a
"strong impact on the direction of policy." (2.13) As well,
he suggested that policies are influenced by "any represen-
tations that are made in whatever form" (2.21) and that "a
lot of compromise" (2.21) was an integral part of the
"political process" (2.21) of policymaking.

Although trustee # 2 seemed for the most part to have
very clearly developed views with respect to policy, he
admitted early in the interview that it was not totally

clear in his mind, or in the minds of other trustees (2.8):

...a board that sets policy - whatever the hell
that is. Everyone doesn't have the same percep-
tion of policy unfortunately - we're all just

using the same word...
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It was hisvopinion that "some aspects of it cannot be -
cannot realiy be clearly defined" (2.1) and he gave the
example of the "line between policy and administrative func-
tions" (2.1) as being "fairly blurred." (2.1) It appeared
that because of these views, trustee # 2 was prepared to
respond to policy matters somewhat intuitively and that this
was because "judgement calls are involved." (2.7) It did
not appear that he was particularly pleased with the judge-
mental and intuitive aspects of policy and this was
reflected in his wishes to reduce "ambiguities” and "misun-
derstandings" by having policies written down. (2.11) As

well, although he "never had any real difficulty" (2.3) in

this regard, he consistently cited his "conscientious
efforts" (2.8) at "distinguishing between every matter."
(2.18)

In discussing policymaking, trustee # 2 felt that
"clearly that is the jurisdiction of the board and the trus-
tees" (2.2), and that "policy matters which are determined -
are at the discretion of the board really." (2.3) However,
this appeared to be his ideal view more than the reality of
the situation. When responding to questions about who makes
policy, trustee # 2 suggested that "nominally it's the board
that's doing it" (2.12) but that in reality "top adminis-
trators...influence it a lot." (2.13) 1t appeared that this
situation was not completely to his satisfaction and he
himself suggested that he'd "like to say it's the boargd"

(2.12) who makes policy.
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The reason for some of the dissatisfaction apparently
felt by trustee # 2 with the influence of "top administra-
tors" in policymaking seemed to stem from his view that
these individuals might have a tendency to act out of "self
interest." (2.13) Later in the 1interview he <cited an
example of administrators using a forgotten policy "to fend
off requests that they don't want to have to deal with."
(2.31) Although not explicitly stated by the respondent, it
was the interviewer's feeling that trustee # 2 was perhaps
somewhat wary of administrators and teachers, and perhaps
viewed them in a somewhat adversary position. He concluded
by saying (2.32):
I don't want to sound paranoid or describe some
kind of conspiracy theory - but there's a very
strong system out there between the teaching staff
and the administrators and all that, which they
can almost defeat any stated policy just in the
implementation of that.
From words such as "system out there" and "they can almost
defeat", a definite impression of distance between trustees
and employees was created in the researcher's mind. Input
from such employees almost appeared to be a necessary evil
(2.13):
...all these groups have input in the policymaking
process. Whether you want to or not - even if a
board tried to eliminate that, they would just
come down as a delegation.
It must be noted, however, that trustee# 2's misgivings

about input from such people appeared to be centred around

the political impact of such representations, and not around
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input as an information gathering mechanism. He suggested
that he was (2.14):

...quite prepared to hear them out - fully...but
in the end, still quite prepared to take the deci-
sion if it means that none of them are really
getting what they wanted.
He appeared to feel that their input "should be formalized
somehow" (2.14) and not necessarily limited.

Trustee # 2's views of the individual trustee's role in
the policymaking process was that of trying "to keep
abreast™ of the issues, and trying "to bring forward the
issues" to the board. (2.15) 1In his own words, he felt that
trustees individually had "a very limited role" (2.14) and
later suggested that ‘"perception" by the "majority" of the
board would be most influential in determining policymaking
outcomes. (2.34)

Trustee # 2 outlined the steps in the policymaking
process as being discussion, information gathering, further
discussion and finally drafting policy. (2.20) He was quick
to point out that circulation of the policy was also an
integral part of the policymaking process (2.20) and this
reinforced his previously stated bias towards "getting the
policies known to the public at large." (2.11) Again later,
when responding to questions about good policy, he suggested
that one attribute of a good.policy was "the whole matter of
being able to communicate." (2.26)

When discussing attributes of good and bad policy,

trustee # 2 focused on inclusive policy by stating that "we
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try not to make exceptions to policy." (2.22) He quickly
gave an example of an exception however, and remarked that
"the system can still respond to an individual's needs."
(2.22) This gave further support to his view that policies
had to serve needs. (2.25) It also reinforced the feeling
that policy had to be functional for this individual. It
appeared clear that policies were designed to serve individ-
uals and not the converse.

Apart from "inclusivity", trustee # 2 identified having
"a real purpose" (2.25), being "stated clearly" (2.26),
being "able to communicate it" (2.26), and "whether or not
it's observed" as being the key attributes of good policy.
Bad policy was characterized as "ones which you don't need"
and which were "innocuous" (2.31), as well as ones whose
implementation mechanism caused them to be "self defeating."
(2.32)

Throughout the interview, trustee # 2 appeared to have
clearly defined notions about the affects of his views on
policy and policymaking. His feelings in this regard were
summed up when he said (2.29):

I endeavor to a) ask myself why do we need this
policy, b) what's the problem we're trying to
solve here, what's the issue, and c) I'm very much

‘aware of then trying to get it drafted as shortly
and simply and clearly as possible.
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INTERVIEW # 3 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 3 was a sixty year old male with twelve years
experience on an urban school board. During his term of
office he had held the chairmanship of the board and had
also been chairman of the Negotiations Committee. Trustee #
3 was a methods analyst by profession and had completed two
years of university on his own time.

Trustee # 3 viewed policy and policymaking as "one of the
most important_functions that you have to help run the
school division" (3.30), and throughout the interview he
suggested that policy was a tool to be wused for accom-
plishing things. He proposed that policy was a "regulated,
written down way" (3.1) to deal "with the many conditions"
and "with propositions that arise." (3.1) This notion of
policy as a tool was further reinforced by his view that it
provided "a working formula for the board to do regular
things" (3.1), among which were "how to deal with public",
"how to deal with employees” and how to "deal with situ-
ations." (3.1) Although <clearly stated at the outset,
trustee $ 3 reiterated this notion of policy's functional
nature throughout the entire interview and referred to it as
"a regulating forum of discussion and decision =~ something
that gives us parameters" (3.3) and "a working guide." (3.4)
His view was that (3.12):

...we should have something regular - regulated,

that we can use to overcome these conditions, or
to help these conditions out.
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It appeared that his view of policy's functionality was the
result of his desire that "anybody looking at it" would
"have less trouble." (3.5)

This functional orientation 1in trustee # 3's thinking
about policy appeared to give rise to a somewhat reactive
view of policy as well. It was pointed out that "some
occurrence might change it" (3.20), and that policy would
need "to be made or revised when something” was "not being
fulfilled." (3.21) When later discussing the policymaking
process, trustee # 3 appeared willing to change policy in a
reactive fashion as well (3.23):

I've changed the way I formulate policy...I've

always been interested in people telling me some-

thing about why they're satisfied or dissatisfied.
BEarlier, he had suggested that "we change it because we
recognize sbme weaknesses...or some pressing need to
change..." (3.2)

Part of trustee # 3's views about policy included the
notion that two types of policy existed. Goals were viewed
as "long term policy" (3.3), while policy 1in the standard
sense was viewed as "an ad hoc decision after discussion.™
(3.3) Although viewed in this way, it was pointed out that
policy had a cumulative dimension to it as well. It was
suggested that not only "your experience" went into policy-
making, but that somebody else had "also had some experi-
ence..." (3.5) to which trustees added when formulating

policies.
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Although trustee # 3 had a strong orientation towards
regulating "actions of the board" (3.11), he did not equate
regulation with restriction. It appeared clear that he did
not "think policy should be negative." (3.3) Rather, he felt
that "it allows you to work" (3.8) and it allows trustees to
let the board operate. (3.8) When later describing good
policy, he pointed out that regulation of an activity was
not necessarily restrictive "so long as the activity is
allowed." (3.23) It appeared important to him that policy
be used to allow various activities rather than to restrict
them: "When I approach something, I always try to undo the
regulation that surrounds it." (3.28)

Other elements that appeared to constitute trustee # 3's
views about policy included the idea that policy should be
"something that is thought out." (3.23) VAs well, he felt
that there should be "a reason for making it" and this also
effected his earlier functional orientation. When
describing elements of bad policy, he suggested that "aboli-
tion" and "disallowance", as well as policies "that vyou
would have constant trouble with" (3.26) were undesirable
elements,

Trustee # 3 appeared to view policymaking as the "board's
perogative”™ (3.5) as well as a necessity for board survival.
(3.5) Nonetheless, he did not feel that policymaking
occurred in isolation and he suggested that input from all .

- sources was the most important component in the policymaking



47
process: "...they are our total resource...I think they have
great value for input..." (3.14) When recapping his views
on policymaking he stated "I want to emphasize that I
receive my information from a hundred places" (3.34) and "my
understanding, my learning, comes from everybody." (3.35)
This supported his earlier statement wherein he described
the policymaking process as "the in-gathering of informa-
tion." (3.15) 1In keeping with these views about information
gathering, trustee # 3 outlined the steps in policymaking as
"initiation", "discussion", "evaluation" and “"decision."
(3.20) These terms were acknowledged only after probing and
the respondent appeared more comfortable with terms such as
"listening to discussions" (3.13) and "listening to every-
body." (3.15)

The roie of the individual trustee 1in policymaking
appeared quite clear in trustee ¢ 3's mind. He outlined it
as follows:

You bring your bias - you listen to arguments -
you define somebody else's intentions - you
express your own opinion - you pick up different
pressure points in the discussion - you might
articulate the argument that you've listened to -
you have full participation in its development...
It was noted that the "in-gathering of information" stressed
by this respondent was as much for the education and devel-
opment of the individual trustee, as for the clarification
of policy decisions to be made. He suggested "that until

you develop your own resources...you really don't make

policy." (3.16)



48
An important element in trustee # 3's thinking about
policymaking was that of the many influences on the policy-

making process. These appeared in keeping with the somewhat

reactive views he held about policy. He pointed out that
(3.12):
R make our policies on many

factors...incidences, occurrences, circumstances,

pressure from the public, accidents, shortfalls of

money, administrative advice, teachers' advice...
As well, he appeared to view policymaking as having a
significant political dimension to it (3.23):

We're all conscious of the particular pressures

that people bring to you - or that occurrences lay

on you...
He suggested that some policy items arise "because the
public wants it" (3.14) and he cited an example of sensi-
tivity to political pressure when "a hue and cry from the
teachers and from everybody...caused us to take a second
look..." (3.22)

It was felt that although trustee # 3 viewed policymaking
as somewhat political 1in nature, he was perhaps not
completely happy with political pressure in the policymaking
process. In keeping with his views that policy should be a
tool to achieve something, and that information gathering
was a key element in the process, he appeared to welcome
representations for the information that they might provide.
However, while appearing to accept political awareness, he

apparently objected to political pressure (3.29):

I like a good discussion about how their condi-
tions affect them - that's
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a good learning process - but I don't like a
delegation coming to me and laying it on my lap so
that I have to accept it.

There was some 1indication by the respondent that polit-
ical expedience was also viewed as a part of policy and
policymaking. It appeared that the awareness of political
expedience gave rise to informal policy: "...it doesn't
really have any case in law, but we'll do it because it's an
expedient thing to do..." (3.10) It was noted, however,
that informal policy of this nature appeared to be closely
linked to existing formal policy and really constituted a
variation on it, This was reinforced by trustee # 3's
statement saying that "you've given them all the leeway the
policy says you can give them, and yet you stretch that..."
(3.11) At no point did he suggest the existence of informal
policies unrelated to formally written ones. Once again,
the functional orientation of trustee # 3 was reflected in
the statement that "those are the kind of 1little nuances
that occur and they're not serious - sometimes they cause a
discussion." (3.12) The implication seemed to be that these
informal variations helped in accomplishing desired ends and
were acceptable unless they caused major problems.

The reasons for the views held by trustee # 3 were basi-
cally those of experience on the board. (3.22) At one point
it appeared that intuition played a part in holding certain
views about good and bad poliéy : "I think I've always felt

that way. It's how I feel about things." (3.28) The impli-



50
cation seemed to be that these initial feelings had remained
and indeed been reinforced through experiences on the board.

When considering the effect of his views on his approach
to policy and policymaking, trustee 4 3 clearly identified
two areas. He suggested that he wanted "to understand"
(3.17) and that in order to do this, he would "ask why we
are doing this, or why we need this, or who's benefit is the
end of the policy?" (3.29) This appeared in keeping with
the high priority he attached to information gathering cited
earlier., As well, he indicated that when approaching
policy, he would always "try to undo regulations that
surround" things. (3.28) This appeared to be a reflection
of his view that policy should be non-restrictive.

In concluding the interview, trustee # 3 felt that "the
way trustees think certainly affects policy." (3.31)
However, he was quick to point out that such an effect was
dependent on getting boards that were not "highly fraction-
alized" (3.31) and on trustees who "occasionally" would "do

the same thing." (3.31)

INTERVIEW # 4 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 4 was a forty-four year old male serving on a
rural school board. At the time of the inter&iew, he had
spent four and a half years as a trustee and had been

chairman of the Negotiations Committee and a member of the
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Transportation Committee of the board. His occupation was
that of farming, but prior to that he had been a school
teacher and an assistant superintendent of schools. His
formal education included the completion of both a Bachelor
of Arts and a Bachelor of Education degree.

Trustee # 4 appeared to hold a very functional view of
policy. To him, policy was "a gquide for employees and
administrators in particular to carry out the business
affairs of the division." (4.1) The stress on policy
providing a mechanism for conducting the "business affairs"
of vthe school division was reiterated several times
throughout the interview. It was pointed out that policy
provided a "guideline" for the administrators who then "had
to make that work in a system." (4.1) Its purpose was that
"administrative people" might "know what it is they're
supposed to be doing" (4.3), and it was felt that "without
policy, administrators...have an impossible task." (4.10)
This concern with policy as a functional tool was made mani-
fest in the suggestion that "ongoing, day to day, decision
making requiring situations have to be covered by policy."
(4.11) At two points later in the interview, trustee # 4
suggested that policy should be developed 1in order to
streamline administrative functioning. (4.22) Although the
prime thrust of policy in trustee # 4's mind appeared to be
in the direction of getting things done, there was also the

suggestion that policy had its place in "trying to deal
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with" problems that arose. (4.20) Much of trustee 4 4's
functional orientation towards policy seemed to be derived
from his view of the relationship between policy and goals.
For him, "the board set out their operating objectives in
policy form" (4.2) and these '"policies ought to be the
instruments whereby" the goals were achieved. (4.2) The
fundamental premise underlying his views about ©policy
appeared to be that "policy ought to be the specific inter-
pretation of the broad goals and objectives." For him, the
link between policy and goals appeared to be so important
that he felt "you have to evaluate your specific policies in
specific areas in terms of how «critical they are in meeting
other objectives." (4.26)

A good portion of trustee # 4's views on policy dealt
with the notion of policy as a gquideline. It appeared
obvious from his comments that policy was not to be a rigid
and restrictive device (4.6):

I do recognize that there is a need often, to

react to a specific situation 1in a way that may

not be totally consistent with policy...
This view was consistent with his earlier concern about
policy being functional, The reason behind this less rigid
view of policy appeared to lie in his experiences as a board
member which had made him "more 1inclined to see some of the
weaknesses of too much policy." (4.5) As he pointed out,
"your policy" could "interfere with you doing the sensible

thing." (4.5) Although aware of the need for flexibility in
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policy, trustee # 4 did not appear totally at ease with this
notion. He admitted that the idea of flexibility presented
problems when deciding whether to adhere to policy or not,
but concluded that he didn't "think that there's ever a way
to avoid it for sure." (4.4) The implication appeared to be
that latitude in policy was sufficiently important to
warrant the risks involved with it.

When discussing policy, trustee # 4 was of the opinion
that "the fundamental responsibility for making policy lies
with the board as a corporate body" (4.15), and that policy
was "necessary and important." (4.11) 1In keeping with his
functional views on policy, he considered policymaking to be
largely "a matter of ammending, updating and altering to
suit changing circumstances." (4.19) He felt that good
policies "ought.to be consistent", "workable", "reasonable",
"understandable”, and "consistent with the overall goals and
objectives" of the organization. (4.24) More specifically,
it was felt that policies ought to "contribute to the
overall objectives" of the organization. (4.25) Although
not elaborated on extensively, trustee # 4 viewed "fairness"
(4.26) as an important element of a good policy and equated
that term with trying to "develop more semblance of equal
opportunity” for children's education. (4.27) When looking
at attributes of negative policies, he pointed to ones which
were "inconsistent with good education or meeting vyour

objectives", "counterproductive in terms of meeting goals"
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(4.28), ones that "antagonized people unecessarily or under-
mined the fundamental support for education." (4.29) This
last point related to his views about the political dimen-
sions surrounding policy and policymaking.

Trustee # 4's views about policymaking centred on the
notion that not only did the board make policy (4.14), but
that "board members are only effective if they see their
role as being basically a policy setting role." (4.3) Given
his views on the necessity of policy, it appeared fairly
obvious that policymaking was very important to trustee # 4.

Although suggesting that the board made poiicy, trustee #
4 made it clear that the board used "the guidance and
suggestions of the best people the board can get to advise
them" (4.14), and that a "wide variety of sources" (4.15)
were used in this endeavor. The board'svresponsibility lay
in actually making the policy, and in determining "who
should provide input" or whether input was "necessary or
even useful." (4.16) It was also pointed out, however, that

the "contribution of board members to policy" (4.]17) was

guite extensive, and that often the "nuts and bolts" of
policy were "being developed by board members themselves."
(4.18) When discussing the role of the individual trustee in
policymaking, he 1laid great stress on the idea that the
"fundamental responsibility is a voting responsibility - to
accept or not accept." (4.16) The implication appeared to

be that trustee involvement in the development of policy was
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indeed desirable, but that this was secondary to the indi-
vidual's voting responsibility. (4.16)

When discussing the policymaking process itself, trustee
# 4 outlined seven steps. (4.20) These included initiation,
referral to a standing committee, discussion of the issues,
interviewing those involved (i.e, soliciting feedback),
recommending to the board, discussion of recommendations by
the board, and voting. In detailing the procedure outlined
above, the respondent stressed ‘"collecting the necessary
information to make a decision" (4.21), and "recommending to
the board based on their best judgement of the situation."
(4.21) The impression left with the interviewer was one of
extreme caution and care in policy formation and this was
further wvalidated by the respondent's views about his
approach to policymaking.

Trustee # 4 described the effect of his wviews on his
approach to policymaking as basically making him more
cautious. Although questioned about the effect of his views
on his approach, he tended to base his responses on his
experiences: "...my experiences as a board member have made
me far more cautious about policy and its possible implica-
tions than I was before." (4.9) However, throughout the
interview he suggested that he had developed his views
through his experience as both an administrator and a
trustee, and so, one could equate the effect of his experi-

ences with the effect of his views. His concern with
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caution became evident when he suggested that "the more you
work with policy, the more cautious you become in how you
set it out." (4.7) He conceded that (4.10):

You can never cover all possible pitfalls, but you
can eliminate a lot of them if you're careful when
you're developing policy.
He also suggested that one has to be "more careful that the
policy really reflects what you want it to reflect" and
"that it doesn't end up creating other poblems down the
road." (4.24) Because of this, he indicated that he was
"more careful about radical policy changes." (4.30) Even his
stress on information gathering 1in the policy formation
process appeared tinged with a cautious outlook (4.31):
...you can forecast when you're likely to get in
trouble, and the time for the consultation 1is
maybe before the policy changes come into place
rather than after.
From all of this, it appeared that caution was a key element
in trustee $ 4's view of policymaking.

Perhaps as a further extension of his concern with
caution, trustee # 4 identified two other effects on his
approach to policymaking. The first was that he was "more
insistent...in taking part in policy development" (4.19) and
the second was that he encouraged "the board to make itself
available to meet with community groups." (4.30) Both of
these'appeared to further his cautious approach by allowing
him some control over, or at least input into the process,
and by encouraging the active solicitation of feedback which

would be necessary to "forecast when you're likely to get

trouble." (4.31)
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In his responses to policymaking questions, trustee # 4
identified what he considered to be key influences in poli-
cymaking. The first mentioned was that of economics, and it
appeared as an influence when assessing policy in the light
of whether or not it was "sensible and reasonable in terms
of...available resources." (4.22) It was felt that policies
ought to be consistent with goals, "and limited only by the
resources, personnel and financial" (4.25) at the disposal
of the board. Although obliguely referred to at several
points in the interview, it appeared to be a key element in
the light of trustee # 4's suggestion that "the major initi-
ator for policy evaluation in wvirtually all areas is finan-
cial constraint." (4.27)

The second influence in policymaking identified by
trustee # 4 was that of pdlitical consideration. Although
never explicitly stated, it was pointed out that "general
dissatisfaction" (4.23) 1indicated a need for policy change
and that a poor policy was one that "antagonizes people
unnecessarily.” (4.29) It was felt that policy needed "to
be at least acceptable" (4.29) and that board members were
"fairly sensitive to reactions" (4.33) from their elector-
ates. Given this, trustee # 4 conceded that "they are going
to react 1in terms of formation of policy to what will be
basically, at least acceptable." (4.33) In concluding the
interview, trustee $# 4 felt that (4.32):

...each one comes to the board with a 1little
different set of - not necessarily biases, but

maybe mental sets and that of course influences
the kind of policies that the board develops.
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INTERVIEW # 5 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 5 was a forty-nine year old male with eleven
years of school board experience in a rural division.
During his time in office he had held the chairmanship of
the board, as well as the vice-chairmanship and the chair of
the Negotiations Committee. Further to this, he had experi-
ence as a regional-director for the Manitoba Association of
School Trustees. His occupation was that of a cattleman and
his formal level of education was Grade 11.

Throughout the entire interview, trustee # 5 gave the
impression of being somewhat uncertain as to his views about
policy and policymaking., When queried about the effect of
his views on his approach to policymaking, his answer was
(5.6):

Yes - I think - to a degree - my views will affect

- oObviously we're all human beings and if I have a

strong feeling about something, then my interpre-

tation of policy could be different than someone

else's - that yes - I think I have strong views on

matters.
During discussion of written policies (5.9) he suggested
that minutes of meetings were "at 1least" one of the records
of policy. When queried further, however, he stated that
there were "not really" any others. On some questions such
as those dealing with limits to input into the policymakihg
process (5.14-5.15), trustee # 5 appeared quite undecided
and ended his answers without committing himself to a posi-

tion. This occured at other points in the interview as well

(5.19):
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I would say policymaking is often done after the
fact, although not always, and I would say that -
to generalize on this would be very difficult,
It's a broad thing to...
Again later, it was put forward "that it's very difficult to
answer that question." (5.21)

Trustee # 5 himself admitted directly to being uncertain
when he said: "Whether I'm right or wrong, I have no way of
knowing" (5.22) and later suggested that "maybe - there's no
way you can tell if policy is good or bad until it gets out
in the field..." (5.27) However, apart from acknowledging
his apparent uncertainty, he suggested a plausible explana-
tion for his feelings (5.23):

Really, you're focusing on something I haven't

thought of very much. This 1is something that we

did and not something that I was really analytical

about to any great extent.
Although it was difficult to assess the amount of thinking
about policy that had been done, the researcher was left
with the distinct impression that trustee # 5 had perhaps
not often had the opportunity or the need to articulate his
views on policy and policymaking. Nonetheless, despite the
underlying uncertainty to many of his answers, trustee # 5
did 1identify certain key elements in his thinking about
policy and policymaking.

To trustee # 5, policy was viewed as "the entire scope of
rules that you will run the division by." (5.1) This led
him to believe that "policy must be adhered to" and

"followed up on...where possible." (5.2) It appeared that
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these rules were functionally oriented in that they were
developed "after having found a need to set rules and to
make rules." 5.1)

...something happened that would create a need for

policy, or something that you're planning would

create a need for policy.
The notion of being functional was also reinforced by the
suggestion that if "it's not dealing with a situation, then
it has to be revised." (5.22) In fact, trustee # 5 gave the
impression of viewing policy as not only functional, but
reactive as well: "I quess what I'm really saying to you is
that situations create policy." (5.22) It was noted,
however, that this functional view of policy was not carried
over into the area of goals and objectives. Trustee # 5
viewed "senior educators" as the ones who "set goals and

objectives" (5.2) while the board had different ones. (5.3)

However, despite' these specific wviews on policy, he
concluded that "there are many areas where policy 1is
vague..." (5.1) and this reflected some of his underlying

uncertainties.

Trustee # 5 appeared to have strong feelings regarding
the necessity of policy. He felt it to be something "a
school board must have to function."™ (5.3) This was under-
scored by the affirmation that "There has to be policy in
the school division, there's no other way as far as I'm
concerned." (5.6) This viewpoint appeared linked to his

ideas about policy as rules to "run" the division, The
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implication was that in order to "run", the division had to
have rules and to his ming, "the board must be the ultimate
policymakers." (5.17)

Although trustee # 5 suggested "working within the guide-
lines" of policy and of having "to stretch the policy, or
remake the policy, or rethink it in some manner" (5.4), he
was careful to advocate being "flexible to a degree." (5.4)

The overall impression left was one of having a somewhat

stronger orientation towards rules than gquidelines. This
appeared to be the result of his "slanted" "view on
teachers." (5.14) It appeared that he had had some

distasteful experiences which had left him with the impres-

"

sion that teachers are largely a self-interest group"
(5.14) and that he felt the board to be in an adversary
position to the teachers (5.16):
The teachers, if they were different, could be
more of a part of it - and it's a fact that the
self-interest people are in a minority - are very
vocal that make it hard for boards because boards
have to be ever on guard to maintain their local
autonomy... If we're not, the teachers would in
essence take over,
This particular view apparently generated his feelings that
the board "must be the ultimate policymakers." (5.17)
Trustee # 5 identified several attributes of good and bad
policies. He felt that good policy "should be something
that's fair to all" (5.2), something that "solves a problem"
(5.24), something that "can reach out and touch all aspects

of  the subject" (5.24) and be "all-encompassing if
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possible." (5.25) At the same time, he felt that it should
be something that could "be administered...without diffi-

culty." (5.25) These views appeared supportive of trustee #

5's concern with functionality. In terms of poor or bad
policy, he 1identified "ill-conceived and hastily done"
(5.25) policy, "obtuse" policy that "the administration

couldn't really understand"”, and policy that "bothered
people or... made them angry..." (5.26)

From comments made throughout the interview, it appeared
that trustee # 5 viewed policy and policymaking as having a
decided political component to them. The identification of
poor policy as one that "bothered" people supported this.
When discussing the advantages of not having policies
written down, the "obvious advantage" was "not to upset"
people. (5.12) However, he was concerned that "you could be
criticized" for not having written policy.~ It was
suggested that "you don't want to do things that ruffles the
public's feathers" (5.21) and that "if something is making
your people wunhappy...then it has to be revised." (5.22)
Apart from underlining trustee # 5's awareness of the polit-
ical nature of policy and policymaking, these statements
were in keeping with his views about the reactive nature of
policy.

Trustee # 5 had some specific views about policymaking as
a process., In its simplest form, he stated that "Every time .

we make a board motion, we make policy." (5.8) In keeping
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with this viewpoint, he suggested that "policymaking is
happening all the time." (5.9) However, there appeared to

be some uncertainty surrounding these views as well, and

this was evident 1in the statement: "I don't think it's
highly structured - and yet it isn't totally spontaneous
either." (5.19) This nebulousness surrounding policymaking

was also apparent in his outline of the procedures involved
in policy formation. He identified four steps 1in policy-
making (5.20): a) identifying a need, b) discussion "around
the board table", c¢) "looking further into the matter”, and
d) making a decision. These steps were never further devel-
oped and this may have been attributable to the situational
and reactive views he held about policy itéelf. The impli-
cation was that the éituation itself would dictate the
specifics of the process in each case.

One area of policymaking on which trustee # 5 expanded
was that of outside input. It was pointed out that "very
often the recommendations of the senior administration, the
principals", and "the public” were considered when making
policy. (5.13) Given his self proclaimed bias against
teachers, trustee % 5 suggested that "the public should be a
part of policymaking." (5,15) However, he conceded that
there was in fact "very little public input" and "not too
much from the teachers." (5.22) Although not explicitly
stated, it was the researcher's opinion that he felt some-

what torn between a desire for input on the one hand, and a
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fear of losing board autonomy on the other. It appeared
that the wuncertainty he exhibited in some of his answers
might have been a reflection of attempts to find a happy
middle ground.

Given the acknowledged lack of input into the policy-
making process, trustee # 5 appeared willing to seriously
take on the responsibility for policymaking (5.16):

...the role of the individual trustee's first and

foremost to think of things in his ward that need

policymaking and then come to the board level and

help the other eight people to make proper deci-

sions on the policymaking that will stand for good

policy and will, indeed, serve in the future.
At the same time, however, he was aware of certain elements
that had a significant 1influence 1in the formulation of
policy by trustees. In the first instance, he acknowledged
that trustees are "political animals to a degree" (5.21) and
this was in keeping with his views about the political
dimension of policy and policymaking. As well, he recog-
nized that "having respect and understanding for the needs
of your employees influences policy." (5.21) Money and the
attendant financial restrictions and constraints were also
cited as influential. (5.32) However, trustee # 5's view
was that the most significant influence on policymaking was
"the needs" of students in the division. (5.21) Again,
there seemed to be some uncertainty hére for the notion of
how those needs would be ascertained was never addressed.

The views held by trustee # 5 appeared to have been

derived by "one . word - experience." (5.26) In fact, the
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developmental role of experience appeared so important to
him that at the very outset of the interview he indicated
that "policy 1is developed through experience." (5.1) This
again appeared in keeping with his situational view of
policy and policymaking and provided an explanation of the
effect of his views which was to "tread a little more care-
fully about setting policy" (5.26) and to be "careful" about

wording, policy conflicts, and clarity. (5.8)

INTERVIEW # 6 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 6 was a thirty-seven year old male who had been
sitting on a rural school board for eight vyears. During
that time, he had been Chairman of the Board and had also
chaired four different standing committees of the board. He
had completed four years of post-secondary education and was
a realtor by profession.

Trustee # 6 gave little hesitation when identifying
elements of his views about policy. He made it clear at the
outset that policy was "a guideline" and "a toél...by which
you can effectively run either an organization or a school
board." (6.1) The 1implication appeared to be that policy
was to be somewhat flexible, yet at the same time functional
in accomplishing specific tasks. This impression was
strengthened throughout the course of the interview when it

was noted that policy was "changeable" (6.1), and that it
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could be changed by the board "when it becomes obsolete or
whenever circumstances" altered. (6.1) The strongest indi-
cator of trustee 4§ 6's functional view of policy appeared
when he proposed that policies (6.14):

...free them from repititious details and provide
more time for planning, policymaking and evalua-
tion. Written policies make for efficiency in
operation and free teachers, principals and admin-
istrative staff for a maximum of effort 1in plan-
ning and teaching.
He felt that "it's a good administrative tool because of its
consistency, and it's just good business." (6.12)

Trustee $# 6's notions about flexibility 1in policy
appeared to centre more around policymaking than actual
policy implementation. (6.1) The suggestion was made that
policy can exist as "basically a broader statement of what
the school division's goals are", but hastened to add that
regualtions wunder a policy made it complete by giving
"specific guidelines as to what happens." (6.6) It was
suggested that "without the regulation” policy "wouldn't
really have too much bite or...too many teeth in it." (6.6)
He did not "think that it would be effective without the
regulation.”" (6.7)

Trustee # 6 also identified policy as something which "is
very specific and deals with a certain area of the operation
of the school division." (6.4) As well, it was noted that
"policy is a guideline for what's happening now" (6.3), and

that this present orientation distinguished policies from

goals. (6.3)
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To trustee # 6, policies had to be written. He pointed
out that "if they're not written down, they're not policy."
(6.9) At several points in the interview, however, he
cautioned that "sometimes some of it shouldn't be in the
policy handbook...because you can get mired down." (6.8) He
admitted to having "always thought that some things are
better left not written down." (6.7) Although at first this
appeared to contradict his earlier statement, it was felt
that this caution was directed towards the establishment of
too many policies rather than in support of unwritten poli-
cies, This feeling was later reinforced when he suggested
that "good policy isn't going to be overly restrictive"
(6.21) and the implication appeared to be that too many
policies would needlessly restrict individuals in the school
system., |

This cautious approach to policy appeared to influence
trustee # 6's views on the purpose of policy. He felt that
"if you deviate from...policy ...sometimes you get yourself
in trouble." (6.7) As a consequence, part of his functional
view of the purpose of policy was "to keep you out of
trouble." (6.22)

Trustee # 6 identified several attributes of good poli-
cies, but appeared to view one as particularly important.
That notion that "quidelines have to be consistent" (6.11)
was echoed at several points in the conversation. It .

appeared that trustee # 6 viewed consistency as the embodi-
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ment of "everybody" being "treated more or less the same"
(6.11), and policy that was "going to be fair to everyone"
(6.21) as the ideal. In keeping with this, he suggested
that bad policy would give people...certain privileges over
the people in" another area. (6.28)

Apart form consistency, trustee # 6 also viewed "clarity"
and being definitive as attributes of good policy. (6.25)
This was viewed as important in allowing one to "know that's
the way things are run and that's the way things are done."
(6.24) Not being "overly restrictive" (6.21), being "middle
of the road" (6.21), and being able to "stand the test of
time" (6.12) were all identified as desirable features of
good policy.

Attributes of bad policy, on the other hand, stressed
first and foremost inconsistency as "something that would
give a benefit to someone that wouldn't be able to be shared
by somebody else in the division." (6.26) Other negative
attributes included policies that "would get you in trouble
with the public and staff" (6.27), and that would not "work
for the good of the division." (6.28) Again,. however, the
summative thrust was that bad policy is "not consistent -
it's not fair - it's one-sided." (6.28)

The views that trustee # 6 had about policy appeared to
have been longstanding ones. Although he agreed that he had
learned as he had gone along (6.23) and that "you always .

learn...through experience" (6.25), he consistently
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suggested that his views hadn't changed since becoming a
trustee. (6.7/6.11/6.18) The feeling of the researcher was
that although trustee # 6 appeared willing to learn and view
his time on the board as a learning opportunity, it had not
significantly altered his thinking about policy.

In the area of policymaking, trustee # 6 suggested that
the "board" made policy (6.15) but that it was done with
significant input "through conversation with the administra-
tive staff - with the principals" and "with the teachers."
(6.15) He felt that "they should have a fair bit of input"
(6.15), but that "it could certainly come from anyone in the
division." (6.16) The role of the trustee appeared to fit
in well with this as it was suggested that the individual
"has an input as to what his feelings are and what he feels
should be for the benefit of the division." (6.18) He
underlined the role of the trustee, however, as ensuring
that "the policy that is being put into effect 1is going to
be beneficial to everyone in the division." (6.17)

The steps outlined in the policymaking process appeared

somewhat vague. This may have been in keeping with trustee

# 6's views on flexibility. If policies could be made,
altered or ammended depending on circumstances, it may have
. been difficult to make the process too stringent. By

keeping it loose, it would maintain more of its functional
elements. It appeared almost as if trustee # 6 did not want

to define the process too precisely for fear that it would
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then become restrictive and lose some of its utility as a
"tool", This would have been similar to his fear of
becoming "mired down" with policy. As a process for policy
formulation, he suggested that (6.20):

-..people...come up with an idea, or the general

public gives you an idea or whatever - then you

work on it and develop it through committee and

through board.
It was felt that the term "or whatever" somewhat signified
his desire not to fix the process too rigidly. He did,
however, expand on the policymaking process somewhat and
suggested that there were four Steps involved. These he
identified as: a) study in committee, b) drafting in
committee, c¢) study by the board, and d) adoption or rejec-
tion. (6.15) None of these steps were detailed further.

Trustee 4 6 did identify one influence on the policy-
making process. This was "a tendency to stay away from
trouble" (6.21) and this was in keeping with his views on
bad policy. (6.27) It appeard that given his desire for
"middle of the road policy" and for keeping "out of trouble"
(6.22), trustee # 6 viewed policy and policymaking as having
identifiable political components to them.

It appeared throughout the interview that trustee # 6's
ideas about policy and poiicymaking affected his approach to
the subject. He admitted to étriving "to make the best
possible policy for the division so that everybody benefits
by it." (6.8) In order to do that he asked "What's it for?

Is it good for the division, and are we covering all the
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bases? Are we covering all the aspects of it?" (6.12) He
reiterated his approach by saying that "to my mind you
develop a policy for the betterment of the division - for
the effective management and running of the division"
(6.23), and "you strive for that consistency." (6.28) It
appeared clear that trustee # 6's views did affect his
approach to policy and policymaking, and when it was
suggested that trustees' views might affect the kinds of
policy statements emanating from boards, he concluded that

he felt "that would be a pretty fair statement." (6.29)

INTERVIEW # 7 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 7 was a thirty-one year old male who had spent
two years on the board of an urban school division. At the
time of the interview he was serving as Chairman of the
Board and he had previously chaired two different standing
committees of the board. His occupation was that of a
teacher in a different school division, and his formal
education included two university degrees.

From the outset, trustee # 7's views of policy stressed
generality. It was his opinion that policy was "general
direction that the board gives to the administration" (7.1),
and that "there has to be guidelines or else." (7.5)
However, there appeared to be some uncertainty as to the .

level of flexibility that should surround policy. Although
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he suggested that "policy are guidelines on major issues"
(7.9), this appeared to conflict with the notion that "there
can be no exception whatsoever." (7.3) However, as the
interview unfolded the conflict appeared to be between
policy and policymaking. He professed that policy "should
be general directions for education and after that it should
be left to the administration," (7.10) and he cautioned
about letting the policy become "too detailed." (7.10)
Although he suggested that "policy 1is something that is set
down in black and white" (7.2) his desire for flexibility
seemed oriented towards policymaking (7.3):

If it's unworkable, then they 1let us know and we

either change it or drop it altogether or you

know.
Although it appeared obvious that the notions of generality
and guidance were key elements in his thinking about policy,
trustee § 7's views about policy as having "to be followed
to the letter” (7.2) appeared to create some uncertainty in
his mind. In responding to whether or not a memorandum (a
written guideline) to the administration would be policy,
his answer displayed this uncertainty (7.9):

No. 1If you - again policy are guidelines on major

issues - that's the way I see it. Board decisions

do not always strike policy - changes in policy -

give direction - now I see what you're getting at

- does policy need to be written - I see - I think

we should draw the difference as to what a policy

‘is and what, you know - direction is.

The overall impression left with the interviewer was that

trustee # 7 viewed certain key elements as endemic to policy
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but that as yet, his views on the matter had not fully crys-
tallized.

The uncertainty apparently felt by trustee # 7 appeared
at various points in the interview and may have been a func-
tion of the length of time he had served on the board. When
discussing the policy manual he pointed out that "some of it
is redundant and so on but I haven't really 1looked" at it.
(7.7) This he felt to be the norm as "our policy manual is
50 out of date and voluminous that nobody knows it." (7.10)
As well, he pointed out that he did not really know about
teachers' contracts as he hadn't readvthem: "I just sign
them - you know." (7.11) Part of the reason for the lack of
knowledge he suggested appeared due to the part-time nature
of trusteeship. He himself suggested that "I don't know
because I don't spend very much time here." (7.13) As
well, he intimated that training would be appropriate for
new trustees to aid in reducing confusion that exists
(7.32):

I think you should go through some sort of educa-
tional process of learning what trustee is and
what policy is and so on - because I sure the hell
didn't get it and I was lost for the first little
while,
It appeared from this that trustee # 7, although uncertain
about policy in some respects, had developed certain views
about policy and was continuing to do so.

Among the views held by the respondent was the opinion

that "policy is something that is set down 1in black and



74
white, and goals is something that you'd like to see." (7.2)
This appeared to be tied to his views that "there has to be
guidelines or else - I think the public demands it" (7.5),
and that teachers need "guidelines to work under for their
protection." (7.5) One of the functions of policy to
trustee # 7 was "to protect the board" (7.12) as well.
Given these views, it appeared consistent that policies
would be concisely specified. Although he did not elaborate
on any links that might or might not exist between policy
and goals, this appeared to be a reflection of his utilita-
rian-views about policy. It seemed that policy was designed
to accomplish specific ends, and that "if it doesn't work
out - fine - be willing to admit it and change it for some-
thing that will work." (7.28)

From the views expfessed by trustee # 7 about the purpose
of policy, it became apparent that he recognized a political
dimension to policy which required it to be somewhat reac-
tive in nafure (7.23):

Somebody pretty well has to make you aware of the
policy - that there's something wrong with the
policy which is probably too bad, but that's the
way laws are - whatever - you have to be a politi-
cian - when something's wrong with that policy and
something should be changed - whether the adminis-
tration informs you, a pressure group or individu-
ally or whatever.
kIn fact, his feelings in this regard appeared very strong
when he suggested that trustees have to be willing to change
policies. He stated that if one couldn't do that, "then you
shouldn't be a bloody polifician to begin with - which

really trustees are." (7.28)
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Apart from identifying Agenerality and adherence, and
apart from noting a political dimension to policy, trustee
# 7 also identified attributes of good and bad policy. As a
reflection of his wutilitarian thinking about policy, he
suggested that good policy was "something that is workable."
(7.25) 1In keeping with his thinking on the political nature
of policy, he proposed that "something that is justified"
presented another aspect of a good policy.v In discussing
bad policy, his political awareness appeared present once
again when something "the public reacts to negatively" was
.cited as an example,. Although this was his immediate
response, he did identify "something that just works
contrary to everything that education is about"™ (7.25) as
also being béd policy. This he later defined more precisely
as something "that limits growth" or "doesn't stimulate."
(7.25)

Trustee # 7's views on the policymaking process appeared
more devoid of the uncertainty exhibited in some of his
responses to questions on policy. To begin with, he felt
that "the board ultimately decides" on policy "with recom-
mendations sometimes from the administration - or a member."
(7.12) To him; input from other sources was particularly
significant as "the board are lay people and they have to
rely heavily on their administration." (7.1) This was
extended later to include input from teachers and "multicu-

tural" groups (7.14), although he did indicate that this was
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"probably not enough." (7.13) He suggested that "listening
to outside sources" was extremely important (7.27) and this
appeared directly related to his views on the role such
input played in policymaking. To him, 1input provided
"knowledge" (7.14) to a trustee and this he felt was neces-
sary as a "public representative has to be aware of what's
going on out there." (7.15) For this reason, he did not
advocate setting limits to input from outside sources. He
noted, howver, that external input was "more lobbying than
policymaking™ (7.14) and this was consistent with his views
of policy's political nature.

If there was uncertainty surrounding trustee # 7's views
of policymaking, it was in the area of the individual trus-
tee's role in the process. To'him, a trustee had "to repre-
sent thei; community" and "to represent education for the
whole division." (7.15) This he admitted was difficult to
do (7.15) and intimated that possibilities for conflict
existed. His uncertainty appeared clear in the statement
(7.16):

So your question was what is the role of the

trustee - I guess 1it's basically to your - but

then generally you have to - the good of the divi-

sion on major issues.
Although seemingly uncertain in this area, trustee § 7
appeared to haﬁe definite views with regards to fhe polit-
ical role of the individual trustee in policymaking (7.19):

...it's a board member's responsibility really, to

do the lobbying - lobbying 1is the big thing -~

you've got to know - if you're just going to put
out a policy and know that 1it's going to be
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defeated...you are going to make sure that you
have the votes.

When asked to outline the processes or procedures
involved in policymaking, trustee § 7 was somewhat vague.
He did not pinpoint specific steps in the process, but
rather focused on the politicél aspects of planning and
lobbying at the most effective time. (7.20) His view of the
processes involved appeared reactive as witnessed by the
statement "when something's wrong with that
policy...something should be changed." (7.23) Although
never specifying how the changes might take place, he did
reiterate the idea that policy should be reactive. He
pointed out, for instance, that "if there's a need, then
policy is developed" (7.18), and that the point of initia-
tion is "when something's not working." (7.23) He described
the board's policymaking style as follows (7.11):

...l guess people don't like to discuss that sort

of thing until a crisis hits, but what - you know,

that's the type of thing you should be looking at

- but this board never will - until we have prob-

lems.
He apparently felt that this was not completely desirable
and he suggested that policy ”be reviewed every three years"
(7.7) as a means of diminishing ﬁhe "reactiveness" of poli-
cymaking. He advocated a forward looking “seeing how it can
be improved" (7.7) approach which.he termed "evaluation" of
policy. (7.25)

During the course of the interview, trustee # 7 identi-

fied three factors influencing policy. The first and fore-
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most of these was how "feasible with budget" the policy in
question might be. He suggested that "a lot of things have
to do with budget" (7.20) and because of that "you can't do
a lot of the things that you want to do." (7.21) He
outlined the process of policymaking as follows (7.20):

...give it to the administration and bring it back

with budgetary concerns and other aspects that

it's going to affect the budget and then it will

be debated during budget and if it goes through

then it will become policy.
This view of the financial influence on policymaking
appeared to be of prime importance to the respondent. At
the time of the interview, however, he was involﬁed with
preliminary budget estimates for his division, and this may
have significantly colored his responses.

Apart from financial considerations, trustee # 7 identi-
fied two other areas as being influential in the policy-
making process. One was political forces in the form of
"labor movements",and "ethnic groups... and so on." (7.21)
This appeared in keeping with his political views of policy
outlined earlier. The second influence was that of "whether
or not it's worthwhile." (7.22) This he suggested was
fundamental and taken as a given, but, "The two after that
would be financial and political pressure from the commu-
nity." (7.22)

Because of his views about what influenced policy and how

policy was made, trustee # 7 felt that "you have to do a lot

of thinking about and a lot of evaluating before you put it
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in black and white." (7.4) He appeared cautious about poli-
cymaking stating that "before you can do policy you have to
make sure that it's right."” (7.4) This may have been a
reflection of his strong political orientation,

The views held by trustee § 7 about policy and policy-
making were in part the result of "experience" (7.24),
although he felt that he was limited by his "three years" as
it was "not very much." (7.26) Nonetheless, he admitted to
having changed since the time "at the beginning" when he
"didn't know what policy was." (7.18) He also suggested
that his views did affect his own approach to policy and
policymaking. He felt quite strongly that "you have to take
other people's views into account." (7.5) To him it was
imperative not to (7.27):

...lose touch with the field - you can't lose
touch with reality - with out there - and I think
that's going back again and listening to teachers
and 1listening you know - finding out - hey -
listening - you're not stuck.

He summed up the effect of his views by saying that "it's
what I believe in so it's what I - that's the way I do it."
(7.24) This was in keeping with his later affirmation that
"individual trustees are going to come with their own preju-
dices or biases or whatever" (7.30), and that these would be
significant: in the kinds of policies that were developed.
(7.31)

In closing the interview, trustee # 7 reaffirmed the .

notion that some wuncertainty -existed in his mind about
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policy. Although this problematic aspect of policy seemed
to underlie the whole interview, it was not easy to specifi-
cally pinpoint. The respondent put it into clearer perspec-
tive when he closed the interview on the note that "School
boards are so screwed up that somebody better do something."
(7.33) He personalized this feeling by stating: "I really
have a problem with policy because I think most trustees
don't know what the hell it is." (7.33) The interviewer
felt that the respondent was, at least to a certain extent,

including himself in this statement.

INTERVIEW # 8 -~ SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 8 Qas forty-five year old male with six years
experience on a rural school board. During that time he had
held the chair of three different board committees. His
occupation was that of farmer and his formal level of educa-
tion was Grade 9.

During the portion of the interview dealing with policy
guestions, trustee # 8 left the strong impression that
policy should be functional and practical. His immediate
description of policy was that of "quideline" (8.1) used to
"regulate work" (8.1), but he appeared to have some diffi-
culty differentiating between policy and goals: "I don't
know how to put it in words, but there's a difference in my

estimation, between policy and goals." (8.2) However, when
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attempting to distinguish between the two, he specified
policy's practicality by referring to it as "something that
you use as a guideline" (8.2), and as something that
detailed "what way to go." (8.2) This sense of a practical
element in trustee # 8's views about policy was reinforced
by his contention that "basically a policy is set up to
serve the operation" (8.18) and "there to serve us." (8.23)
It appeared from all of this that policy was viewed to be a
practical tool "made for the board." (8.1)

Apart from the practical and functional aspects of
policy, trustee # 8 identified other key elements of policy
as well. To him, policies were synonymous with "rules and
regulations" (8.6) and this appeared tied in with his func-
tional views as well, in the Sense that "parents are more
understanding...if they know what your rules and regulations
are." (8.5) Aiso, he identified policy as being flexible by
suggesting that the board constantly decided "whether the
policy needs reviewing or whether we would adhere to it the
way it stands." (8.3) He insisted that policy could "always
be looked at and revised" and that it wasn't "engraved in
stone." (8.4) This notion of flexibility was reinforced
later when trustee # 8 said "...we look at policy as an
ongoing thing. It's not something that you write:down and
that's it." (8.24) However, even this element was under-
scored by his practical view of policy. It was pointed out .

that the reason for flexibility was that policy is "supposed
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to serve wus to help in a better way to run our affairs."
(8.24)

A portion of trustee # 8's views about policy centred on
attributes of good and bad policy. To him, a good policy
"would treat all people evenly." (8.20) It would be "some-
thing that you can live with" (8.20), and it would be some-
thing that "serves the purpose from one year to the next."
(8.21) Upon further probing, it was revealed that the
ability to make exceptions also constituted an element of
good policy. (8.22) Bad policy, on the other hand, was
viewed as policy that "does not take into éonsideration the
whole - how it would affect the whole system." (8.22) He
pointed out that "it has to be a policy that treats every-
body evenly" (8.22) and this was in keeping with his view
that policy was necessary "because you want to treat
issues...with consistency." (8.4) The practical outlook
previously discussea was again reflected in his view that a
bad policy would be one that "would be a hindrance." (8.23)

In the area of policymaking, trustee 4 8 viewed the
"school board - with the help of your senior administration"
(8.9) as the policymakers of the division. It was stressed,
however, that "the corporate body" (8.13) and not individ-
uals made policy. There appeared to be a fair degree of
emphasis placed on the decision resting with the board. It
was reaffirmed, for instance, that "the final result would
be what the board wanted" (8.12) and that this was justified

because (8.15):
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...1if you are the employer, then you are the ones

that have to set up the guidelines for running the

operations. .
This emphasis on the board's control over policy was also
apparent in trustee # 8's description of the policymaking
process (8.12):

...if we feel that we need information about how

they feel then we can get that information from

the parties concerned.
The stress on board control over the policymaking process,
however, did not preclude external input from taking place
and trustee # 8 identified a variety of input sources that
were used in policymaking.

Although trustee # 8 at first indicated that policymaking
took pléce "with the help" of "senior administration" (8.9)
he soon expanded his list of input sources to include "the
teachers" (8.10), "bus drivers" (8.11), and "salaried
people" (8.11). He did not view parents as having signifi-
cant input other than in having "voted the board in." (8.11)
Consultation with groups such as these was based on "policy
that pertains to them" (8.10) and the implication was that
"if it affects them" (8.11) then they would have input into
policymaking "by suggesting" (8.12) policies or policy
changes. It appeared that trustee # 8 viewed controlled
input positively for he suggested that "you can never get
too much information on anything" (8.12) and the implication
was that such information was useful 1in the policymaking .

process. This appeared to be born out by his description of

the policymaking process itself.
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To trustee # 8, policymaking was a four step process. It
was felt that the initiation could "come from any area"
(8.15) and that that was dependent on "the base where the
concern is." (8.16) Once policymaking had been initiated,
the specific policy question would be 1looked at by the
appropriate committee of the board. At that 1level, the
thrust appeared to be "to study it and see how it would
affect the operation down the road" as well as whether or
not the board "would be able to 1live with it - under
different circumstances." (8.17) It was implied that the
various inputs into the process would take place at this
point. The third step in policymaking was to bring a policy
"proposal" (8.15) to the board for discussion and "clarifi-
cation." (8.17) This step served as the foundation for step
four which was to vote.on the particular proposal (8.17) and
was in keeping with trustee $# 8's view that one could "never
get too much information." (8.12)

In so far as the role of the 1individual trustee was
concerned, trustee # 8's views appeared to be somewhat
vague, In response to the particular question, he replied:
"Well, I gquess to express himself the way he sees things,
because it has to come from the way the individual sees the
situation.” (8.12) When asked 1later if the role of the
individual was to give his or her opinion, he answered with

"Yes." (8.13)
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In his answers to questions about policymaking, trustee #
8 again left the impression that practicality was a signifi-
cant element. He noted that policy needed "to be revised if
we can't live with it any more - and we see things working
better if it is revised." (8.18) As well, policy needed to
be created "if we feel that we could operate better and more
evenly throughout the whole division - if it was covered by
policy." (8.18) These answers left the interviewer with the
impression that trustee # 8 viewed policymaking as a some-
what reactive process. This was reinforced when the respon-
denﬁ agreed that "policies are made and revised in response
to a problem or something that 1is not working out." (8.19)
This notion was later expanded on (8.24):

...if a ceriain area in your policy creates prob-

lems on a continuing basis that there is concern

with it in whatever area it may be, then you would

look at it and see if maybe the policy wasn't the

best policy. :
It was felt that viewing policymaking as a reactive process
was indeed consistent with the earlier views of policy and
its practical dimension.

It appeared evident from all of this, that the major
influence upon policy and policymaking was practicality and
utility to the board. It seemed likely that policy would be
largely contingent on whether or not it "served" the board.
However, trustee # 8 did indicate one other influence on

policymaking. He suggested that "the urgency of the matter" .

would influence "how fast" a policy was arrived at. He did



86
not, however, elaborate on this notion and the interviewer
was left feeling that "urgency" was tied to the board's
- perceived need for a particular policy.

The views held by trustee # 8 concerning policy and poli-
cymaking appeared to be derived "from past experience"
(8.3), and through T"experience in the work - 1in the deci-
sions that you have to make from day to day." (8.20) As an
example, he cited having "run up...with a policy that I felt
was not a good policy and that has taught me..." (8.25) The
only exception to this was found 1in his views about the
elements of good and bad policy.' Here he stated: Well, I
guess I had that idea before I became a board member"
(8.21), and he was referring specifically to the notion of
treating "all people evenly." (8.20) |

When queried about the effect of his views on his
approach to policy and policymaking, trustee # 8 suggested
that he approached polidy "from the.sense that you know that
if need be, it can always be looked at and revised." (8.4)
As well, he felt his views caused him to "approach policy
with a 1ittle...caution" (8.6), and in such a way that
"would make sure you would set up policy that can be adhered
to." (8.20) He encapsulated the effect of his views in the
following manner: "...everybody tries to make something that
is positive and work with it." (8.24) The implication was
that trustees would strive for their beliefs about policy .

and policymaking and this appeared to be the reason for his
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view that "the way we feel about a certain issue...surely
would affect our policies." (8.26)

Trustee # 8 ended up the interview by indicating his
approval of the study as being worthwhile. In so doing, he
once again revealed his "practical" and "functional" lean-
ings by noting that the study might provide "some knowledge
that you could put to use." (8.27)

ENDNOTE: Trustee # 8 appeared to be a very soft spoken
individual not given to verbosity. As a consequence, many
of his answers were short and pointed. He was probed on
many of these, but only to the extent that the researcher
felt was not impinging on the personal relationéhip that
existed between the subject and himself. For this reason,
some questions were not fully developed during the inter-
view,.and this was deemed more desirable than destroying the

rapport between the interviewer and'respondent.

INTERVIEW # 9 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 9 was a forty-six yeér old female who had
served as a trustee on a rural school board for two years.
At the time of the interview her occupation was that of
housewife, but previously she had been engaged as a
Registered Nurse. Her level of formal education includea
four years of post-secondary education, During her tenure .

as a trustee she had not held any office at the board level.
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In her interview, trustee # 9 gave evidence of having a
number of thoughts about policy and policymaking. It
appeared that although she could identify a number of
elements involved in both policy and policymaking, she was
somewhat uncertain as to the relationship between these
elements. This impression was transmitted through the heavy
use of phrases such as "I guess", "I think", "I don't really
know", "sort of", "you know", and the like. The implication
seemed to be that she had a number of ideas about the ques-
tions, but that these were somewhat difficult to articulate
and to fix in relation to each other. There appeared to be
three possible causes for this, and these were 1) the rela-
tively short period of time she had been in office, 2) the
sfructured nature of the interview, and 3) her board's
preoccupation with policy problems since her election.
(9.38) Despite the apparent uncertainty surrounding her
responses, she did manage to identify several elements of
both policy and policymaking.

At the outset, trustee # 9 indicated that she thought
policy was a "statement of...your philosophy and your
approach” to education. (9.1) Later, she broadened this to
"sort of a statement of what you're doing =~ what you're
there for." (9.5) - The notion of both "philosophy" and
"approach", however, appeared to create problems for her
with regard to specificity of policy statements. She .

pointed out that "we have sort of general policies" but that
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these were "sort of 1like motherhood statements." (9.1)
These she differentiated from "specific policies" (9.2)
which she did not define. 1In order to more distinctly sepa-
rate the "general from the "specific", she distinguished
between policies and procedures (9.3):
I guess our policies are probably more with regard
to students and the schools and the education and
the services we deliver whereas procedure, I
suppose, would be more - you know - your staff -
what you expect of your staff...
However, »she appeared uncertain as to the validity of this
distinction when she said: "It's hard to say because - I
guess you would say the procedures are also our policies..."
(9.3) She appeared more comfortable with differentiating in
her "mind sort of that...policy...is more philosophy and
procedure is more administrative detail." (9.3) It was also
apparent that trustee # 9 viewed policy as being linked to
goals as .well, and this relationship appeared to be more
easily definable to her (9.4):
Goals and objectives are very broad statements,
but policy are sort of more a specific - the way
you're going to achieve these goals perhaps...
It was noted that this statement implied a view of policy
which she later described as "utilitarian" (9.8) in outlook.
It was her feeling that "policy should support...long range
goals." (9.4)
Trustee # 9 apparently viewed policy as necessary for

school board functioning: "Yes - I guess so - I think so -

yes." (9.7) 1In keeping with her "utilitarian" outlook, she
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viewed policy as being necessary to enable "you to kind of
treat everybody the same" (9.7) and to deal with "new situ-
ations" (9.8) that might arise as well as changes that might
affect school division operations. (9.8) This was under-
lined later when she suggested that "you know it needs to be
made if a situation keeps re-occurring..." (9.25)

Another element identified by trustee 4 9 as important to
policy was the notion of flexibility. It was her view that
policies "can always be changed and improved..." (9.10)
Indeed, she stressed that "we have to change our policies
from time to time" (9.10) and that "they have fo be changed
when...situations change..." (9.25) When later discussing
attributes of good and bad policies, it appeared evident
that flexibility would be necessary in order to arrive af
trustee # 9's ideal of good policy.

The first attribute of good policy identified by the
respondent was that of policy being "directed towards the
needs of some particular group." (9.27) This appeared in
keeping with her utilitarian outlook previously mentioned.
A second attribute was that of policy being "kind of just"
and trying not "to favor one group over another." (9.28)
This was consistent with her view of policy's purpose. (9.7)
Apart from these two attributes, trustee # 9 indicated that
good policy had to be "sound educationally" and serve to
improve education. (9.28) As well, it had "to be acceptable.

to the people who"™ had to "work with it..." (9.28) The last
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mentioned attribute of good policy was that it had "to be
affordable" because "finances are important." (9.28) The
notions of acceptability and financial feasibility were
echoed in later responses dealing with influences on policy
and appeared to be of significant importance to her.

Bad policies were characterized as those "the superinten-
dent and staff are really kind of against" (9.28) and which
were "violently opposed by the parents.” (9.28)
Acceptability appeared linked to political considerations as
it was pointed out that "it's not good policy if it upsets
people” or "if it causes a lot of conflict" because "you've
got to have a certain amount of co-operation." (9.29) She
underlined this by saying that "it has to be politically
viable." (9.29) Although the emphasis was on political
acceptability, trustée # 9 also identified insufficieht
study and too little input as being other characteristics of
poor policy. (9.30)

When discussing reasons for her views about policy,
trustee # 9 gave the 1impression that intuition played a
substantial role in her feelings: "Well, I guess it'é just
in my mind thaﬁ policies are the same for any organiza-
tion..." (9.4) In deciding about specific policies she
suggested . that it was done on the basis of "your own
personal feelings about it" (9.22), and that it was a matter
of "your own personal choice." (9.31) She stressed that "you .

have to have some personal feelings about things." (9.32)
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It appeared that this reliance on intuition or feeling may
have been the result of the uncertainties she felt about
policy itself.

In responding to questions about policymaking, trustee #
9 advised that policy was made by the board, but not by the
board alone. (9.13) She was quick to point out that "over
the years the trustees have at least approved" policy but
that the "administration had detailed it." (9.13) This
reflected her view that input from a variety of sources was
necessary in policymaking. According to her, "it's the
superintendent's job to...research" (9.10) for the board,
and this was in keeping with the steps she later outlined
for policymaking. She insisted that "teachers §hould have
input beforehand" (9.15)'also, but that "the public" should
not "unless it's very very major." (9.15) Again, | this
seemed linked to her notions of political acceptability.
She did not advocate 1limiting input by various groups.
(9.15) She felt "they should have a good deal of opportu-
nity"” (9.16) to present their views and that this would then
be used for deliberation by the board.

Trustee ¥ 9 outlined a four step procedure for policy-
making. The first was the initiation of policymaking.
This, in keeping with her utilitarian perspective, was to
happen "in response to situations"™ (9.19) and would centre
around "a problem" wherein a decision had to be made. (9.19) .

The impetus for initiation would wusually come from the
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superintendent or a board committee. (9.9) The second step
was to "throw it into the superintendent's lap" (9.20) and
although not explicitly stated, it was implied that research
through the use of various input sources would take place at
this stage. (9.20) The next step was to have a draft policy
"written up and presented to the board." (9.21) Again, the
implication was that the board would study this proposal and
then move onto the fifth step of adopting it, rejecting it,
or deferring it. (9.21) When queried about the individual
trustee's role in the process, she responded that she looked
upon her role as that of bringing a parent‘s "point of view
into the policy." (9.16)

In her responses, Trustee # 9 identified two elements
.that influenced policymaking. She suggested that "finance
would be the first one." (9.24) "How much does it cost?
That's...very important..." (9.17) As well, she acknowl-
edged the influence of outside groups: "I think we're prob-
ably as susceptible as anyone to pressure groups." (9.14)
Early in the interview, trustee # 9 suggested that prec-
edents might be inflﬁential in policymaking with her comment
that "policies have probably evolved out of the way things
have been done in the division." (9.11) She did not
however, elaborate on this point and it was felt to be
viewed as an influence of le;ser significance. There also
appeared to be an indication that personal intuition influ- .

enced policymaking, and this was felt to be inferior to both
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financial and political considerations as well. She summed
up her views about policymaking influences as follows
(9.23):

...then it gets down to the trustee's own experi-
ence and feelings about things - and costs - I
would say costs - if it doesn't cost much and if
it isn't going to create any political backlash -
then probably it will get passed but, either of
those two factors could weigh heavily in policy.

Although trustee # 9 appeared to rely somewhat on intui-
tion for her views concerning policy, her thoughts about
policymaking appeared, at least in part, due to her experi-
ences as a trustee. She admitted to arriving at many of her
conclusions "just by my experience on the board" and thét
she had "had, maybe a vague idea before" but that it was
"really just sitting there and dealing with things" that had
brought her to some of her views. (9.26) In support of
this, she cited the example of witnessing her board whose
"whole approaéh to policymaking™ had "been one of confronta-
tion - making policy without adequate consultation." (9.34)
She implied that she had seen the results of this approach
and had

learned from it.

The effects of trustee 4 9's views on her approach to
policy and policymaking were encapsulated in her statement
(9.5):

I approach policies with my own personal philos-

ophy and try to - you know -~ bring my own personal
view into the whole picture.
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‘She later went on to give  specific examples of her attempts
in this regard and suggested that she liked to "study things
and see them in writing" (9.9); to look at policies to see
if the arguments made sense (9.19); and to put policy "on
hold" in the face of opposition in order to further "study
it." (9.33) Consistent with this view, she felt strongly
that trustees' views affect policy. She stated that
"theré's a very individual approach in school divisions
and...this is important in policy." (9.37) To add credence
to this claim, she gave the example of policy related prob-
lems in her division and suggested thaf there might be a
"completely different story" (9.38) in another division.
The implication appeared to be that these problems had
helped shaped individuals' views of policy, and these in

turn would affect future outcomes.

INTERVIEW # 10 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 10 was a forty-nine year o0ld male with fifteen
years experience as a trustee on a rural school board. In
that time, he had been Chairman of the Board and had chaired
the Finance and Negotiations Committee as well. Apart from
this, he had served on the Manitoba Association of School
Trustees executive 1in the capacities of Diréctor-at—Large,
Vice-President, and President. He had five years of post-
secondary education and in private life ran a business

enterprise in the agricultural field.
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Trustee # 10 had no hesitation in identifying policy as
"a set of rules the division board sets out" (10.1) and that
these were- "directions for the school board." (10.1) He
viewed policy as necessary for "school divisions to func-
tion" (10.5) and he stressed that policy served "to focus
the board's thinking on broader aspects" (10.6) and to make
it "much simpler for the administrators to respond to a
given situation." (10.6) Trustee # 10 appeared to reveal a
somewhat functional view of policy. He felt that "rather
than taking every problem that arises to a board meeting" a
policy should be in place "that addresses that particular
situation." (10.5) This apparent practical orientation on
the part of trusfee # 10 was later reinforced by his state-
ments that "you set up a policy to cover that situation"
(10.22) and "when the policy that's in place is not working
- then obviously it needs to be revised." (10.21)
Underlying these views as to the nature of policy, trustee #
10 appeared to have committment to flexibility as an impor-
tant and integral part of policy. He indicated that
although policies were "rulés" of the division, they could
"be changed...at any given point...simply by a motion" if
the board decided to "take a slightly different direction on
a particular 1issue." (10.1) Marrying flexibility to his
functional views he added that (10.21):
...the board by motion can elect to take a
slightly different route in a particular situation

if they deem it necessary and if necessary, change
the policy to fit that direction.
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His views about flexibility appeared to extend to the imple-
mentation of policy as well (10.24):

I think you need to rely on the experience and

intelligence of the people that may be adminis-

trating this policy - give them a little bit of

room to use their own good judgement.
This notion was not‘expanded upon, however, and although it
seemed tied to his later views regarding input into the
policymaking process, it was felt that flexibility to
trustee 4 10 was particularly significant in the formulating
and changing of policy. In fact, he stated that he was
"becoming more and more a believer in...school divisions
having policy", but only "provided that it's flexible."
(10.5) |

Another element in trustee # 10's thinking about policy
was the notion that "policy generally sets out goals and
desires in the school division." (10.3) Further elabora-
tion on this point indicated that he identified two types of
policy. One consisted of "broad general statements" (10.3)
and the other comprised "specific directions." (10.3) To
him, both were policy and he indicated that broad and
general goél statements wére alsb policies of the board if
they appeared "in the policy manual." (10.3)

As part of his discussion about policy, trustee # 10
identified attributes which were in his view characteristic
of good and bad policy. Discussing good policy, he
suggested that "the first thing that comes to mind would be

flexibility." (10.23) This idea was in keeping with the
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overall tone of the interview described earlier and appeared
to be the most significant attribute of good policy. From
this, he felt that good policy "should be relatively simple
- relatively easily understood by anyone" who wasvreading
it., (10.24) In connection with this, he suggested that
"great care" was needed "in the actual language that is
used" when framing policy. (10.23) The final attribute of
good policy idehtified by the respondent disclosed an aware-
ness of a political dimension to policy. He suggested that
a good policy "would be a policy that...reflected what
people wanted." (10.26) This view of policy as being some-
what political in nature was harmonious with his later noted
opinions about the policymaking process. As for bad policy,
trustee # 10 noted that being “ambiguous" and not reflecting
particular goals" (10.25) were the major characteristics.

Trustee # ld appeared to hold his views about the nature
of policy for two reasons. His feelings about the necessity
of policy appeared to have been derived from the experience
of not having policy and then having "seen it in operation."
(10.7) However, his overall feelings about policy appeared
to be less the result of experience, and more directly
related to intuition. This impression was generated when he
admitted that (10.26):

...if you're 1looking for specific instances I
don't think that I would have any that I can think
of offhand - where I've seen something happen as a
result of some of the things we've been talking

about. I guess it's more a broad view that I have
about policy.
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His later views about the policymaking process, however,
appeared less intuitive and more experience based.

When discussing policymaking, trustee # 10 viewed policy
as being "set strictly by the school board." (10.1) It
became apparent, however, that his feelings in this regard
concerned the actual enactment of policy as opposed to its
formulation. This was witnessed by his claim that "in the
final analysis the board makes the policy - thrdugh the
procedure of approving particular policy" that was set
before it. (10.11) The notion of policy being "set before"
the board was a reflection of trustee # 10's view that a
number of other individuals or groups had input into the
formulation process. In fact, he suggested that it was the
"responsibility of the superintendent or the senior adminis-
trative officers" (10.11) to provide input to the board. As
a consequence, he viewed these individuals as exeréising "a
great deal of leadership" 1in policy formation. =~ (10.11)
However, the opportunity for input by non-board members was
not viewed as ending with senior administrators. It was put
forward that consultation took placé with "employees beyond
the administratqrs", "teachers", and with anyone on whom
policy might have "a direct relationship." (10.12) Trustee #
10 viewed such input as positive in that it contributed to
board decision making "based on as much information as" one
could "gather about a particular subject...under discus-

sion." (10.14) As a consequence, he did not advocate
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limiting the amdunt of input groups could have, provided
that their demands on the board's time were "within reason."
(10.13)

The policymaking process described by trustee # 10 iden-
tified four steps. The first was "recognition of the need
for a policy." (10.19) Step two was viewed as one of "study"
and examination of "the particular subject that was under
consideration.” (10.19) It was implied that the information
gathering through various sources of input would occur at
this point. Following this, an evaluation of the opinions
and options available would take place (10.20), and this
would result in a "recommendation™ (10.20) going to the
board. The final step in the policymaking process was
viewed as the board's adoption of the proposed policy. On
this point, trustee # 10 emphasized that "the only way a
policy is put into place is through motion of the board
which is written down in the minutes." (10.8)

Besides "senior administrators" having a "considerable
amount of influence" (10.12), trustee # 10 identified other
elements that might weigh significantly in the policymaking
process. One of these was the "need for expediency" and
"the pressure of time" under which trustees had to function.
However, the notion of political awareness and responsi-
‘bility was frequeﬁtly mentioned as well, and it was felt
that trustee # 10 probably viewed this as the most signifi-

cant influence on the policymaking process. He pointed to



101
"becoming more aware of the need to consult with other
groups in the community as far as policy is concerned”
(10.16), and he acknowledged the need for discussion with
those T"administrating... policies as to whether or not
they're comfortable with" them. (10.27)

The political dimension to policymaking appeared to be
reflected in trustee # 10's views about the individual trus-
tee's role in policymaking as well. It was noted that indi-
viduals "should make suggestions for policy." (10.13) It
was implied, however, that those suggestions should be at
least partially based on whether or not they were "accep-
table to themselves as individuals and to the people that
they" represented. (10.13) Part of their role was viewed as
trying "to sort out the opinions of the people” and trying
"from that to set a policy" that was "acceptable to the
community." (10.14) |

The essential reason for the views held by trustee # 10
on policymaking appeared to be experience. He did not
mention any intuitive component to his thinking about poli-
cymaking, but rather acknowledged that his views had devel-
oped "mostly through past experience." (10.23) As he put
it, "I don't know that I had any views...before I went on
the school board"™, but "I've been around the table long
enough to know." (10.23) The implication was that experience

had taught him how policymaking actually takes place.
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Trustee # 10 felt that "whatever views you hold tends to
influence your approach to any problem." (10.5) As a result
of this, he felt that his views contfibuted significantly to
his approach and that, because of them, he tended "to think
of things in terms of what" his "own beliefs were." (10.27)
His strong feeling about the efféct of his views was partic-
ularly noted when he suggested that they had to affect his
approach to policymaking. (10.26) He had previously pointed
out that "if you think something 1is more desirable than the
past, then you take it a little bit more seriously." (10.8)
However, despite his reiteration of the importance of his
views in their effect on policy and policymaking, he only
cited one specific example of how this effect manifested
itself. He stated that (10.18):
...what's déveloped in my mind is the obvious need
to seek the opinions of those who are directly
affected by any particular policy that you are
considering.
It éppeared obvious from this that he felt that "viewpoints,
of course are reflected in the changes in policy" (10.4),
and in this regard it appeared that he supported the study's
hypothesis. In support of this impression he posited that
"you will definitely have different policies from school
division to school division." (10.29) This, he felt, was

due to "the attitude of the people around the board table."
(10.29)
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INTERVIEW # 11 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 11 was a thirty-nine year old male who had
served two years as a member of a rural school board. At
the time of the interview, he was working as a farmer, but
he had previously been a school teacher for a number of
years. His formal level of education included both a
Bachelor of Science and a Bachelor of Education degree. As
a board member he had served as chairperson for both the
Public Relations Committee and the Negotiations Committee.

Trustee # 11 viewed policy as a set of "rigid guidelines"
"for the operation of the division." (11.1) He described
policy as a "series of procedures that an administrator was
to follow" (11.2) and it appeared clear that he felt policy
should be functional. To him, it wés the estéblished struc-
ture "for the day to day functions of the school" (11.4) and
was "designed in such a way as to attain the goals and
objectives™ (11.4) of the division. 1In fact, he agreed that
policies were the "tools" for approaching goals. (11.4) He
summed up these feelings by suggesting that (11.24):

...overall policy...is towards trying to have the
day to day operations that would make it possible
to meet your long range goals and objectives of
the division.
He differentiated goalé from policy by describing them as
"hopes and aspirations." (11.4)
Although he suggested that policy was sometimes "more

than a guideline" (11.3) having hardly "any latitude",



104
trustee # 11 appeared to view flexibility as being an impor-
tant aspect of policy's nature. He suggested that "there
may be certain flexibility...depending upon how rigidly we
strike a policy." (11.1) He felt that although policies
were "more or less the laws and rules of the division"
(11.5), there was still flexibility "not...within the policy
itself, but more in...the formulation and the method of
change." (11.9) His greatest emphasis appeared to be that
"there are methods of changing" policy. (11.12)

Trustee # 11 viewed policy as definitely being necessary
(11.6), and this he suggested had changed since first
becoming a trustee. (11.8) He appeared to feel that policy
was necessary to achieve goals of the school division and to
help new trustees "become much more knowledgeable much more
guickly." (1;.10) Another function of policy appeared to be
as a means of clarifying procedure (11.10) and as a means of
dealing with all people equally and fairly. (11.12) 1In his
statements about the purpose of policy, not only were
trustee 4 11's functional leanings felt, but there appeared
to exist some political dimensions to his views about policy
as well, He pointed out that a purpose of policy was "to
maintain the type of operation that local people" wanted
(11.6), and that it was "important .then_that there be some
policy that assures that acceptable procedure is going to be
followed within your school." (11.7) This notion of

acceptability within policy suggested a political element
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which appeared to be reinforced by his later comments about
the policymaking process.

In his views about elements constituting good policy,
trustee # 11 stressed that it had "to be flexible" (11.26)
and for this, "there must be a mechanism for changing the
policy if the need for change" was seen. (11.26) This
appeared to be the most significant attribute of a good
policy in his mind. He did, however, identify being "very
specific, very clear"™ and the ability to be "followed
easily" as being other important qualities of good policy.
(11.27) 1In expanding on his notion of being easy to follow,
he cited "clear language" that would be "easily understood",
and "accurate" wording as contributing to this attribute.
(11.27) He was also of the opinion that good policy would
be fairly inclusive, trying "to cover the waterfront" as
much as possible. (11.27)

Trustee # 1l's descriptions of good and bad policy also
reflected his views of the somewhat political nature of
policy. He put forward that good policy would be "something
that is mutually acceptable" to those involved and something
that "lends itself to"™ the "ultimate goals and ob%ectives",
as long as "it leads to those in a smooth manner." (11.32)
He emphasized (11.32):

If it does not easily lend itself to those goals‘

and objectives - and I stress the word easily -
then I would think that it's bad policy.
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It was felt that the terms "easily" and "in a smooth manner"
were being used synonymously by the respondent in this
statement.

In the area of bad policy, trustee # 11 identified two
attributes. The first dealt with flexibility in policy and
cautioned against policies that were "too flexible", thereby
becoming almost "non-policy" statements. However, there
appeared to be a very fine line with respect to flexibility
being either good or bad. He made it clear that in his view
(11.28):

...a2 policy that ties you 1in too rigidly and

doesn't give you the flexibility for changing when

the need for change occurs or makes it too long of

a process - I think that's bad policy.
The second attribute of a bad policy identified was that of
not lehding itself to goals in a smooth manner. (11.32) It
appeared, as a consequence of his statements, that trustee #
11 viewed the most significant elements of policy to include
notions of functionality, specificity, flexibility and
political accepatbility.

Trustee ¢ 11's views about policy appeared to have been
the result of both the experience of dealing with policy
(11.5) and from intuitive judgement. (11.33) 1In discussing
policymaking, he gave several examples of situations he had
encountered and thch had helped to form some of his views
about policy. However, he pointed out that the evaluation .
of policy had to be, at least in part, a "judgement call."

(11.32) He suggested that "in certain aspects, it's got to
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be an intuitive>thing." (11.33) He went on to add that
"depending on the situation it may be almost entirely intui-
tive or it may be something" that could be "judged almost
immediately." (11.33)

Trustee # 11's views about policymaking reinforced the
notion of a political dimension to policy. He identified
policy as being made by "the school board as such" (11.14)
but went on to stress the importance of other input into the
policymaking process. Although "the ultimate decision as to
policy" was "made by the board" (11.14) he suggested that
"we like to call upon those people who are involved to have
their input." (11.14) He felt that "the more input you
have, the better informed" would be the decision made.
(11.17) For this reason, he advocated that "the more input
you can have, the better." (11.16) The only limitation he
placed upon input was time énd he suggested that "for expe-
diency" you might "at some point...have to cut off input
with regard to policy." (11.16)

Although at first glance trustee $ 11's views with
respect to 1input into the policymaking process might not
appear to have a political dimension, his later statements
with regard to policymaking influences appeared to bear this
out. He admitted that "on important issues;..we do consider
ratepayer influence", and that "delegations...influence our
thinking to a large degree as to some policy." (11.15) He

‘pointed out that there was "concern about what the public
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does think"™ and he acknowledged that "public input...is
going to have a large say" in specific policies. (11.16)
His opirnion was that "public attitude...would be the biggest
influence" in policymaking, and he recognized this influence
when he said that (11.22):

-..you're guiding your decisions as to how you

view your ratepayers will accept this or whether

they feel it will be appropriate policy.
From these statements, it appeared that trustee § 11 was
aware of and aceepted the influence of input groups in the
policymaking process. His views about their importance and
necessity left the overal impression that he recognized
policy and policymaking as having somewhat political dimen-
sions to them.

Apart from identifying political influences on the poli-
cymaking process, trustee # 11 also identified "government
influence" as being "the wultimate ifluence upon policy"
(11.37), and suggested that "it's becoming more and more of
an influence on our policymaking than ever before." (11.20)
He cited witnessing "at every few meetings, another direc-
tive or another requlation coming out that I feel is inhib-
iting our ability to make policy."™ (11.37) It was suggested
that part of this influence was the result of grants from
the government (11.20), and the implication was that finan;
cial considerations also influenced policymaking to a
degree. Apart from this, trustee # 11 identified "time" as

a "factor" influencing policymaking and the amount of
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involvement of trustees in the policymaking process. (11.17)
The indication was that trustees "should
be...reviewing...policy - suggesting changes where they need
to be made, and...additions where no policy exists."™ (11.17)
However, it was implied that this was not always the case,
given the influence of "time".

The policymaking process described by trustee # 11 was
one consisting of five steps. To him, policy was initiated
when "first a need" became "apparent." (11.20) He suggested
that this recognition usually focused on a "problem" or a
"problem in the future." (11.20) At the outset then, it
appeared that policymaking was a somewhat reactive process
designed to respond to parﬁicular problems -~ either real or
anticipated and this impression was later reinforced. The
second step in policyhaking as viewed by trustee # 11 was to
"decide what group or groups are going to be involved in
consultation regarding the formulation of the policy."
(11.21) The next step was to "set up some type of a
committee or to have some type of a hearing that would
include as many of the affected groups as" possible. (11.21)
This was followed by "review and study" of the matter and
the development of a policy proposal to be brought before
the board. (11.21) Step five involved accepting, ammending
or fejecting the proposal. (11.22) |

Given the importance attached to input and its signifi-

cance as an influence 1in policymaking, coupled with the
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apparent "problem" orientation presented by trustee # 11, it
appeared that policymaking had a fairly strong reactive
component to it. This seemed harmonious with the political
dimensions of policy and policymaking outlined earlier, but
also appeared to perhaps be dysfunctional in ensuring that
policies would lend themselves to the goals and objectives
of the division. It was presumed that such goals might,
however, change in the light of the input from various quar-
ters, and if so, this would lend strength to the impression
that policymaking was somewhat reactive.

This impression of the reactive nature of policy and
policymaking was strengthened by several other of trustee #
11's statements. He quite candidly admitted that (11.23):

...I'd like to say that we are farsighted enough

and that we could foresee these things before

problems do exist, and that we would keep one step

ahead of the game - but to be honest, I don't

think we do - no.
He further stated that policies "tend to change when the
problems become apparent"™, and that "things that are working
adequately then do not get changed." (11.24) He felt that
- "changes tend to occur when problems occur." (11.24) This
seemingly reactive component to policymaking when viewed in
connection with trustee # 11's ideas about input and influ-
ence - contributed to the intérviewer's overall impression
that poliéy and policymaking had decided political overtones
in trustee # 11's mind. This appeared to be supported by:

his summative statement that "within the policies that we
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have, we help formulate things that are acceptable to our
communities." (11.38)

Trustee # 11's views about policymaking appeared to have
been gained largely "from viewing policies that have come to
the board table."” (11.19) He pointed out that as a result of
his teaching experience he was "reasonably familiar" with
policies affecting "academic operations of the school."
(11.25) However, he noted that 1in other areas he had
"developed” his ideas "through experience." (11.25) He
- appeared to have been particularly influenced by experiences
of bad policy or non-existent policy which to his mind led
to "all kinds of confusion.™ (11.30) He cited, in this
regard, the example of "rule...by precedent” which he indi-
cated "led...to a lot of controversy", and he suggested that
"the experience...felt being a new member" was most signifi-
cant in shaping his views about policy and policymaking.
(11.34)

The effect of trustee # 11's views on his approach to
policymaking appeared to correlate highly with those key
elements in hié views about both policy and policymaking.
In support of 1input and in recognition of the political
dimension of policy, he stated he was "an advocate of
committee work"™ (11.34) and that "policy should be thought
out...with input from various people that are concerned."
(11.33) He suggested that he was "quite willing to listen" .

(11.17) and felt that he was "forced to approach" policy
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"more open-mindedly because of the other people involved."
(11.20) His political awareness seemed apparent when he
stated "I...try to use a lot more diplomacy in trying to get
my objectives now...I find you have to convince people
rather than tell people." (11.26) He summed up the effect of
his views on his approach by saying "I relate back to what I
think of policy as being, and within those guidelines I...do
my formulation of what I think would be good policy." (11.6)
The high degree of correlation found between trustee #
11's views and his approach were very much in keeping with
his thoughts about the effect of trustees' views on policy
and policymaking generally. To him, (11.35):
Members of the board are the people who ultimately
develop policy and what their views are certainly
should have a very strong influence upon the poli-
cies that they are putting out.
In his own words, trustees' views were "the ultimate influ-'

ence upon the policies...coming out from boards of

Manitoba." (11.35)

SUMMARY ANALYSIS

INTERVIEW # 12

Trustee # 12 was a forty-five year old male who had
served on a rural school board for nine years. During that
time he had been Chairman of the Board, Vice-Chairman, and
had also chaired two standing committees of the board as
well. His formal level of education included two years of
post-secondary traininé, and he was employed as a social

worker.
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Trustee 4 12 viewed policy as a "framework™ which
"reflects the intent" of the school board by defining the
"parameters of operation, direction, planning, for all
employees in a school division." (12.1) Although he arrived
at defining policy, it appeared that some degree of uncer-
tainty might have existed in his mind as to the exact nature
of policy. This impression was derived from his use of
phrases such as "it sort of articulates, I think - consid-
ering a number of factors - again I guess one would have to
be specific...but, it defines, I think..." (12.1) He
appeared to have a number of specific views about the nature
of policy, but it also seemed, that these had, at least to
some degree, an element of ambiguity to them. This seemed
apparent when he suggested that "there might be some
overlap...between rules and policies." (12.2) Contributing
to this apparent uncertainty was his view that "there are
other things that are - policies that are perhaps
unwritten..." (12.,3) and it appeared that he acknowledged
the existence of informal policy. He strengthened this
impression by referring to "any policy that we adopt as
policy"™ and thereby suggesting that policies did exist
without formalization. It appeared that this acceptance of
‘informal policy perhaps blu:red the distinction of policy in
his mind.
The lack of distinction between formal and informal .

policy did not appear to be completely to trustee ¢ 12's
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liking. Although acknowledging that "you can get by without
it being written", he added that "in most cases it should be
written down for new people that come on board." (12.7) The
implications seemed to be that clarification of policy was
desirable.

Trustee # 12 did not identify any differences of purpose
between formal policies and policies which "rattled around
in the heads of administrators and trustees...without being
set down formally." (12.6) In his view, policy was "defi-
nitely" "essential for trustees to have." (12.5) Besides
offering a framework, he considered policy to offer "a
purpose...in and under .which people work and perform..."
(12.3) As well, he felt that policy was necessary because
the "staff of any school division want policy and welcome
policy." (12.5) It was his view that policy was welcome
because "it defines things a lot more - specifically for
people." (12.5) This viewpoint appeared to imply that
although policy existed both formally and informally, the
most desirable form was that of a specific written and
formalized sﬁatement. This was supported in his later views
about the attributes of good and bad policy.

Of the attributes identified as characterizing good
policy, trustee # 12 strongly emphasized flexibility. Hé
conceded that policy should provide "parameters", but should
at the same time "have some flexibility for specific cases." .

(12.20) To him, a policy was considered good if it was
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"malleable enough to work for the benefit of most people"
(12.20), and he emphasized the need to "examine specific
cases" and to "decide on the merits of that case - rather
than applying the exact letter of the policy." (12.20)
Other attributes of good policy identified by trustee #
12 included "workability", «clarity, and goal enhancement.,
He was concerned that good policy should "work for the
majority of the people" (12.19) and "be clearly set out so
that everybody can understand exactly..." (12.21) This was
in keeping with his earlier views on policy clarification.
(12.7) A final attribute of good policy to this respondent
was that of enhancing "the objectives that you have as a
school division..." (12.20)

When discussing bad policy, trustee ¢ 12 indicated that

being "not well defined" (12.21) was one attribute of poor
policy. (It seemed throughout that trustee # 12 had a
serious concern with clarification of policy. This concern

added strength to the 1initial impression of uncertainty
transmitted to the interviewer.) It was also trustee # 12's
view that an attribute of bad policy would be if it was
"unworkable" or if a majority of people "found" it "hard to
enforce..." (12.21) It seemed too, that trustee # 12 viewed
stability as desirable in policy. This was reflected in his
suggestion that "if you are always having to change policy,

then I think, it's probably not good policy." (12.29)
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Trustee # 12's views on policymaking were well presented
and appeared to revolve around the notions of input and
discussion. The great stress laid on input into the policy-
making process tied into his views on flexibility in policy
and were in keeping with the ideas about judging each case
on its merits. The emphasis on input and consultation also
suggested a political dimension to trustee # 12's views of
the policymaking process. He pointed out, for instance,
that (12.4):
-..policy 1is not something that is arbitrarily
laid down - we like to consult with the people
that are going to be affected by any policy - to
have their input.
In support of this claim he cited that "policy can be initi-
ated pretty well from anyone" 912.9) and that board "commit-
tees may look at it" but "they would probably consult with
affected people..." (12.9) He detailed the selection of
individuals who would have input as those being "the most
directly affected." (12.11) The political dimension of his
views seemed apparent when he explained that he "would like
to have as full a participation as is necessary to devel-
oping any policy" because " it gets you a policy that may be
helpful to everyone" and "it's good for staff relations as
well." (12.10)
In describing the actual policymaking process, trustee #
12 outlined five different steps. The first was the initia-
tion stage which he suggested started when "you begin to

receive feedback to the effect that maybe we need" changes
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in policy. (12.15) The second step involved developing
"points and soliciting input from other sources." (12.15)
The next phase was to discuss it amongst the board members.
(12.15) 1If agreement was reached at this point, it would
then be written up. Trustee # 12 also included as a part of
the policymaking process, making sure "it goes out." (12.15)
It appeared that circulation of policy to all affected by it
had a high priority in his mind. However, 1t appeared that
the most significant element of policymaking in trustee #
12's mind was that of discussion. He reiterated that "a lot
of discussion occhred outside of the board" (12.16), and it
appeared obvious that he viewed "a 1lot of talking" and "a
lot of discussion" as both valuable and desirable. (12.17)

A portion of trustee # 12's views on policymaking dealt
with influences on that process. Although he acknowledged
that T"ultimately trustees are resposible for endorsing
and...engraving...official policy" (12.9), he also suggested
that they were 1influenced by other factors as well. Once
again, the political dimension of policy and policymaking
appeared present when he stated that "trustees...represent
the taxpayers and obviously you have to be sensitive to
that..." (12.11) This tied in to his views that one must be
aware of "the cost factor and the impact this will have on
the community." (12.12) He further implied that a trustee's
knowledge and sensitivity would be influential and that the

ideal was to have trustees that were "alert and responsive
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and responsible - and know what's going on." (12.17) He
felt that it was important for the individuals to have "the
pulse" of the school system and of "what's happening in" the
"community" (12.17), and he suggested that he liked "to
consult” and "to have a sense about where people are coming
from." (12.24) It was his contention that he brought that
particular influence to policymaking. (12.24) 1In short, his
main emphasis was that "being sensitive to what's going on
around you...is what influences policy." (12.18)

Given the political dimension of trustee # 12's thinking
already outlined, coupled with his stress on sensitivity and
awareness, the interviewer felt that policymaking for this
individual was viewed, at least in part, as a reactive
process. In support of this impression, trustee § 12
suggested that policy needed to be made or revised "when
it's no longer effective." (12.18) He later elaborated to
the point of saying (12.21):

We have to change policy, for instance, to reflect

increasing costs - material, personnel, transpor-

tation - so we're always having to update policies

to reflect that.
This appeared to be a clear indication that policy was, at
least in part, reactive in nature. When it was suggested
that "usually you change policy when you get some kind of
representation to the effect that it's not working..."
(12.22) it was felt that the reactive nature of policy and
policymaking might well be linked to the political dimen-

sions previously noted.
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The view held by trustee 4 12 about the role of the
individual in the policymaking process appeared closely
related to the stress he placed on input and discussion. To
him, trustees could "individually...initiate ...discussion
on what they may see as a need for policy change or new
policy." (12.12) This appeared to be a way of enhancing and
adding to the information gathered through input and discus-
sion. He agreed that trustees "have an input role in areas
that have particular interest or of concern or of expertise
to themselves." (12.13)

The views held by trustee # 12 appeared to be derived
largely from his experience. Not only had experiences on
the board shaped his ideas, but experiences from his work
place as well. He pointed out that "as a social worker" he
had "been involved with policies for years and" he knew
"what it's like to work with..." (12.4) He suggested that
"through that experience" he had found it "very sensible to
have." (12.4) He did not, however, negate the impact of his
experience as a trustee in shaping his views on policy.
When asked how he had come to hold his views, he answered:
"I guess just the experience over the years with both
working under policy not only professionally, but also as a
trustee." (12.19)

Trustee # 12 identified some of the effects of his views
on his approach to policy and policymaking. Because of the .

views he held, he felt that he liked "to make decisions...in
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the light of consideration of all the facts..." (12.23) He
suggested that "one tries to consult with those people who
are going to be affected." (12.14) He did not wish "to
develop a policy that has to be rammed down people's
throats." (12.14) He ventured that over time, his thinking
had "changed to encompass perhaps more discussion and more
people." (12.13) He also pointed out that reviewing and
updating policies were now more important to him than
before. (12.16) The overall effect of his views on his
approach to policy and policymaking tied together his
thoughts and experiences. He stated that "it's what I am
outside of being a trustee that sort of enables me to influ-
ence some policies." (12.25)

When discussing the effect that trustees' views might
‘have on policy statements made by boards, trustee # 12 felt
that there would be significant correlation between trus-
tees' views and the resulting policy statements. (12.25) He
summed up his views in this regard by saying "We all have
our biases - you know - and obviously they're going to

affect policy." (12.28)

INTERVIEW # 13 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee ¢ 13 was a forty-five vyear old male who had
served two years on a rural school board. During that time

he had held office asg Chairman of the Board, and had chaired
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the Personnel and Salaries subcommittee of the board. His
formal level of education was Grade 11 and his occupation
was that of farmer.

Trustee # 13's views on the nature of policy appeared to
focus on the notion of a loose structure. Although he had
some clear ideas about what policy was, he tended to stress
generality in policy which allowed for T"interpretation."
(13.1) It was his view that policy was "something which
gives direction and - a philosophical sense..." (13.1) to
division operations. One of its chief purposes was "to make
the school division run to the ends that you want it to come
to" (13.1), and this was coupled to the view that "the
policy is something that hopefully will direct you to" the
goals of the division. (13.4)

Although he acknowledged the existence of "a stricter
sense to" policy, in the form of policies that say "you do a
specific thing", he appeared more favorably disposed to
policy that had some degree of latitude in it, (13.1) He
suggested that "there's always" an "interpretation factor"
in policy (13.1) and that this was necessary to allow "the
people that work for you to be able to put" policy into
"effect with some initiative and...imagination of their
own." (13.2) To him, this would have the effect of allowing
"professional people - to gain their potential™ by giving
them "room to expand and work within" it. (13.4) This he

felt, as he professed that the board determined "bare bones
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policy", while the professionals were "thinking people that
are putting it 1into effect." (13.3) The implication
throughout was that latitude was a means of maximizing the
benefits to be derived from policy in the school division.

Trustee # 13's views about the nature of policy appeared
to be supported by the attributes he 1identified as charac-
teristic of good and bad policy. To him, "good policy will
be specific to the point that it will give direction to the
matter that you want it to give direction to."™ (13.25)
Notwithstanding this, he felt that good policy would be
"general enough that it allows people with imagination and
the ability to expand on a particular subject." (13.25) As
well, he identified "direction" in terms of time and degree
of excellence as two other attributes of good policy.
(13.25) In later conversation, it became apparent that he
had a concern for covering or attempting "to cover all
aspects" of particular policy questions.‘(l3.27) When asked
if "comprehensive coverage of an issue" was an attribute of
good policy, his reply was "Uh-huh - yes - very much."

His views about the attributes of bad policy revealed
that he considered policies with "little or no direction"
and which were "very narrow" with "no room for those people
with abilities to enlarge on..." as policies. (13.26) He
also considered policies with no specification of duration
to be weak as well. One attribute of poor policy which he

identified left the impression that he viewed policy to be
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somewhat political in nature. As he put it, "When you don't
even have to go to consult...groups to hear what they think
about it - then that's bad." It appeared from this, that
policy in the mind of trustee # 13 should be as undisruptive
as possible. Further statements made in his description of
the policymaking process added to this impression of a
political dimension existing in policy.

To trustee # 13, policy was "necessary" as it provided
"direction" (13.7), and "local direction" in his view had
"to come from your board." In keeping with this viewpoint,
it was his position that policy was ultimately made by the
trustees, but not without a great deal of 1input by the

”

superintendent. (13.13) Trustee # 13 was not sure
whether" the superintendent "should or shouldn't have" the
influence that he did (13.13) and it seemed that he was
concerned with the board's retention of control over policy.
This seemed to coroborate an earlier impression noted when
he described policy as requiring latitude for interpretation
and expansion. Although he stressed this particular element
of policy, he added the caveat that policy "still" had to
"go the direction that the board" was "intending." (13.2)
There seemed to exist an undercurrent of concern with main-
taining the board's power and autonomy in tﬁe area of policy
and policymaking.

When describing the policymaking process, trustee # 13

outlined five steps.  The first of these was initiation in
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which "you start to establish a policy" when "you see there
is a situation...that 1is going to need some direction."
(13.21) 1It appeared that policymaking, therefore, was some-
what reactive and situational. Following this step,
"research" was done "on the pros and cons and numbers."
(13.21) Step three required the involvement of those
affected by the policy and "hearing their viewpoints on what
1s going to be needed." This point was quite heavily
stressed by trustee # 13 and appeared to be a key element in
his thinking about policymaking. The fourth stage of poli-
cymaking identified by the respondent was that of coming "up
with a recommendation to the board" (13.21), and the final
phase was that of adopting or rejecting the recommendation.
(13.21)

As mentioned, the involvement of outside sources in the
policymaking process was stressed by trustee # 13, He
suggested that the superintendent had a significant amount
of input (13.13) but added that maybe even "the public in a
number of ways" (13.14) had input too. He expanded his
thoughts on outside input by saying (13.15):

I think the public, whether it be teachers or
parents or whatever should have the opportunity to
voice their opinions, their feelings about what-
ever matter may be before them.
He did acknowledge the impossibility of consulting all
electors, but he nonetheless pointed out that "particularly
in major issues...or larger issues...they have to be givenA

the opportunity to have their say." (13.16) Again the inter-



125
viewer had the sensation that allowing input from all quar-
ters was perhaps 1linked to the political dimensions of
policy and policymaking in that being completely informed as
to people's feelings, the board could avoid policy decisions
that might create a needless uproar. This was the sensation
received by the interviewer when trustee # 13 said that "You
must consider all groups before you make policy." (13.29)

The feeling that there were political elements involved
in trustee # 13's views of policy and policymaking was
further strengthened when he discussed influences on the
policymaking process. His greatest emphasis in this area

was the electorate. More specifically, he suggested that

"the most 1important part of the electorate" were "the
parents who have students in school." (13.14) He also
recognized, however, that "you have to give some considera-
tion to the other people of the public too."™ (13.14) He

was quite specific in outlining what he meant by "giving
consideration." He stated that he had "to accept the
comments that they have made and sort of involve that in
making my decision." (13.16) The involvement that he spoke
of was in the form of putting "forward what they're saying"
(13.16) "not as I particularly may feel, but as I feel that
the people that I represent feel." (13.17) 1t appeared from
this, ‘then, that trustee # 13 viewed his role in policy-
making to have a distinctly political facet to it. He

seemed to verify this when he outlined the role of the indi-
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vidual trustee 1in policymaking. To him, the individual
performed three functions. The first was "to get all
possible information." (13.16) The second was to let "all
interested people have an input." (13.16) And the third was
"to make a decision as a trustee on behalf of the area that
you serve and not" as you might feel. (13.16)

Apart from the influence of the public in policymaking,
trustee # 13 recognized that the ‘"superintendent probably
has a very strong influence on what policy of a division
is." (13.13) As well, finances appeared to influence the
process in that it was stated "you have to have the money to
be able to implement the kind of policies that you would
like."™ (13.22) A significant influence in trustee # 13's
mind appeared to be that of time. It was considered to be
"a sort of major item lots of time" (13.22) and it was
pointed out that trustees might be able to make policy "even
better if...more time...was available to...study it."
(13.24) The significance of time's influence on policy-
making was underlined by trustee # 13's acknowledgement that
the only limit to input from outside sources was the "phys-
ical" limitation imposed by the "amount of time" that trus-
tees could "put into the job." (13.15)

From the amount of emphasis given to political elements
in policy and the policymaking process, the researcher was
left with the impression that to trustee # 13, policy angd.

policymaking had distinctly reactive components to them,
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This impression was heightened by the assertion that policy
was made "as the need arises" (13.9), and by the description
that suggested an incremental and situational approach to
policy formation (13.10):
..1f the situation arises where you see you need
a little more direction than what you've given
originally, then maybe you make a little more
policy...
This reactive approach appeared to be guite consistent with
trustee # 13's views of latitude in policy. It appeared
that perhaps formulating policy strictly as needed was maybe
one way of ensuring that a maximum amount of latitude would
be available to professionals.

All of the views expressed by trustee § 13 concerning
policy and policymaking were attributed to experience as a
board member and in life generally. In this connection he
stated that "it's been sort of a life time process in a
sense of sort of coming to the viewpoint that you do."
(13.5) He cited "seeing what I would consider poor policy
in action" (13.26) as having been influential in developing
his views, and he pointed to "being involved with profes-
sionals" as having had "a pretty strong effect" on his
thinking. (13.24) The latter he wunderlined by saying
"that's where you sort of develop the thoughts on policy and
how things should be done." (13.25)

According to trustee § 13, he attempted to approach
policy and policymaking in a fashion that was in keeping

with his views. He suggested that having "a specific direc-
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tion and philosophy about education" caused him "to approach
policymaking in a specified way." (13.7) Specifically, he
reported that he attempted to "give as much scope to profes-
sional people as possible."™ (13.10) As well, he admitted to
feeling that "you have to involve all parties concerned" in
policymaking (13.19), and that you have to try "to cover all
aspects of what we're making policy for." (13.27) When
discussing the likelihood of trustees' views being influen-
tial in determining the types of policy statements that
would be drawn wup by boards, he appeared to agree and
commented "I think you're right." (13.29)

INTERVIEW # 1 SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 14 was a forty-six year old female with two
years experience on an urban school board. During that time
she had chaired one of the board's subcommittees. Her
formal level of education was a Grade 12 standing and she
was employed in the field of motivation counselling.

Throughout the course of the interview, trustee # 14 gave

the impression of being uncertain as to what was expected of

her. This may have been a function of the interview's
structure or of the interviewer's presence. Although the
cause of her apparent discomfort was not clear, she gave

several indications of her uncertainty throughout her

responses. She, at one point, was apparently very concerned
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with responding appropriately and she asked "Is that what
you want me to say, or am I saying the wrong thing?" (14.5)

It appeared that she was looking for either cues or clues as

to what her responses should be. One of her questions was
"Can I use that as an example?" (14.6) As the interview
proceeded, she continued to apparently seek approval by

asking "Is that what you wanted? Does that answer your ques-
tion?" (14.8), and by making comments such as "...if that's
what you are talking about..." (14.20) As well, throughout
the interview she frequently repeated the guestions out loud
as if to verify them in her own mind and to check them out
with the interviewer. It appeared at the end of the inter-
view that a part of this apparent uncertainty might have
been related to the time constraints under which she felt
herself operating. In this regard she stated (14.31):

I think that probably if 1'd had more time to

really zero in on them I probably could have given

you a better hour on them, because I could have

probably gone back and maybe thought of a lot of

things - sort of in the back of my mind - but off

the top of my head - you know..."
This feeling of "time constraint" suggested that trustee #
14 perhaps felt that she had difficulty responding to gues-
tions without the opportunity to first mull over her
thoughts. This may have contributed to a second phenomenon
noted during the course of the interview.

It appeared at several points in the discussion, that

trustee # 14 had difficulty thinking about policy and poli-

cymaking in an abstract and generic sense. On several of
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the questions, she related very specific examples of policy
and policymaking with which she had been involved, but did
not address the questions posed to her. When asked, for
example, whether her "viewpoint about policy" had changed,

she replied (14.3):

My viewpoint of policy changed? Yes. Yes. I
would say so. Not the overall policy but I know
that some of the policies that we have in our
manual - we have changed because we Jjust didn't
feel that they were - wording had to be changed
or..."

Later, when asked "What kinds of things influence how policy
is made?" (14.17), hér reply was QWhat kinds of things? -~
bussing of students is one of them..." (14.17) It appeared
that her preoccupation with specific policies at times
interfered with either her ability or her willingness to
discuss policy and policymaking abstractly. When responding
to a question about what "roadsigns" might exist to indicate
the need for policy or policy revision, her reply was "Oh
yeah, 1 can see one I'd like to see go through - and that's
more resource at the elementary level..." (14.20) Again
later, she was asked "How have you arrived at your view of"
policy and policymaking. Her reply waé (14.21):

My view on it is I think policy is good - I think

we need it - I think, like I said, I personally

would like to see a change in one area - I don't

know if it'll come about or if it'll ever come

about."
It was from responses such as these, that the interviewer

was left with the impression that trustee # 14's views about

policy and policymaking had a tendency to focus on very
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tangible and specific elements as opposed to abstract
notions, Notwithstanding, however, she did identify key
elements in her thinking about policy.

To trustee ¢ 14, policy was "a guideline for the
...principals and staff to follow." (14.1) It was viewed as
giving "directions to the administrators to follow", and one
of its purposes was to keep "everybody on track." (14.1)
One aspect of policy that was stressed throughout the inter-
view was that of "utility." Trustee $# 14 felt that it was
"important™ to have policy (14.2) and suggested that one
reason for this importance was that "it helps us if we are
confronted by the public on different issues." (14.2) In
that instance she indicated that policy was wuseful in that
"we can go to the policy and say...this is the way it's set
up and this is the way we have to follow it." (14.2) It
appeared that one of the functions of policy, then, was to
protect the board and that policy had a certain political
element to it. The notion of policy being useful was reaf-
firmed by trustee # 14's comment that (14.4):

...1f something comes up, I know that I can go to

the policy and I know that I'm on track. If I

didn't have the policy then I would be floundering

all over the place.
She later added "I don't know what I'd do if I didn't have
it"™ (14.8), ™I rely on policy." (14.30) Part of policy's
functional purpose appeared to be that it helped her "to
cover all things in a proper way" 1in order to deal "with

them all equally and to the benefit of the student -
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taxpayer - and the whole division." (14.5) As well, it was
her feeling that policy was "built around" goals and objec-
tives of the division, and as such it functioned to approxi-
mate divisional aspirations. (14.3)

Trustee ¢ 14 also identified attributes of good and bad
policy. To her, a policy was good "if it sits good with
everybody" and "not just the board members or the adminis-
tration” but also "the ones that that particular policy is
made for." (14.22) In her own words, the best policy was
the one that "pleases everybody" (14.23) and would "meet the
needs" of the division. (14.25) Her view of poor policy was
in keeping with this and identified policies that created
"dissention and unhappy people" (14.24) or went "against the
needs" of the division, as bad. Trustee 4 14's views with
respect to good and bad policies appeared to have decided
political overtones to them as witnessed by her statement
that "a good policy can be bordering in between...the middle
mark..." (14.25) This impression was strengthened through
later responses dealing with policymaking. However, it
appeared that the three key elements in her thinking about
policy were 1) direction, 2) usefulness, and 3) politics.

When discussing policymaking, trustee # 14 affirmed that
the board made policy. (14.11) However, she acknowledged
that this was not done in isolation, but rather with "some
guidance from our administration on policy - wording and so
on." (14.11) She later went on to state that input from

"other groups or individuals" was also used in policymaking:
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"...1f we get something that comes up by an individual or by
individuals... then we go back...and have a 1look at that
policy..." (14.12) She did not advocate setting any limits
to the amount of input individuals should have. (14.13)

In describing policymaking, trustee # 14 outlined 1in
general terms a four step procedure. To her, "policy would
start if an issue came up" and would result in initiation of
the process if it was felt that "there's some need for
policy." (14.16) This would be followed by referral to a
committee where individuals "would look at it." (l14.16) It
would then "come back to the board" for discussion and clar-
ification, and would finally be voted upon. (14.16) She
made it clear that a policy could involve several moves from
the committee to the board and back again until "everybody
i1s in agreeance." (14.16) The phrasing of her description
of the policymaking process left a distinct impression with
the researcher that the process was somewhat reactive in
nature. This appeared harmonious with the political dimen-
sions of her views about policy and she gave several other
indications that policymaking was reactive. When elabo-
rating a bit on the policymaking process, trustee # 14
pointed out that the trustees looked at policy and would
"change it if there's a need for it" (14.12), or "if it
warrants changing." (14.8) She suggested that when a "situ-

ation arises...then we know we have to look at it." (14.29)
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This reactive element in policymaking also seemed
apparent in trustee # 14's description of influences
impinging on the policymaking process. A significant influ-
ence in her mind was that of "changing" times. (14.18) It
was her feeling that policies had to keep pace with changing
times and as a conseqguence had to react to changing consid-
erations. (14.18) To make her point, she cited the example
of changing economic conditions. (14.18) As well, she
identified "public pressure" (14.19) as making her aware of
the need for policy change or revision and this again
reflected her political considerations. It appeared that
trustee # 14 recognized a political influence on policy-
making itself. She reported that (14.21):

...we have to meet the needs of the people - we
have to meet the needs of the children - we have
to meet the needs of the parents - we have to meet
the needs of the staff and also we have to meet
the needs of the taxpayer right now.

The reactive and political views seemingly held by
trustee §# 14 appeared to have a marked effect on her
approach to policy and policymaking. She admitted to going
through policy to "find out what" people "want and if it's
satisfactory - to both sides" and to make "the appropriate
adjustment." (14.12) To this end she espoused a "sort of
leaning to the public for input"™ (14.15) which she viewed as
necessary in her role as an information gatherer. (14.14)

Part of the effect of her views on her approach appeared

clear when she said that "you really have to - in some cases
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you have to sort of order yourself in the middle." (14.23)
It was her feeling that she had "to be comfortable" with
policy and so she set out to develop policy that would "be
acceptable."” (14.26) This she did even with her fellow
board members and suggested that "we see each other's needs
as to policy and we do compromise." (14.27)

The views held by trustee # 14 with regard to policy and
policymaking had in her own words come about "through expe-
rience." (14.25) She felt that she had 1learned "by being
involved" in policy situations. (14.25) It was her feeling
that she had "found out the hard way" and "that these things
you're not aware of when you become a trustee - you find out
as you go along." (14.15)

INTERVIEW # 15 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Truste 4# 15 was a thirty-nine vyear old male who had
served on a rural school board for three and a half years.
During that time he had chaired three board committees while
performing his regular trustee duties. The holder of a
Bachelor of Physical Education degree, he was employed by a
government department as a recreation counsellor.

Trustee # 15 viewed policy as "quidelines of the board"
(15.1) which were used as a "way of setting direction."
(15.1) He felt that policy was necessary (15.5) and cited

that the board "would be a little disorganized" (15.6)
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without it. He suggested that part of the purpose "of
policy is to standardize procedures, goals, aims, that sort
of thing - in what we're doing..." and to try "to be equal
in each school." (15.6) He was quite concerned that the
school board "treat everybody equally throughout the divi-
sion..." (15.6) It appeared that he viewed policy as being
largely functional, and this was corroborated when he agreed
that policy was "a tool for accomplishing or achieving spec-
ified goals and objectives...set out for" the division.
(15.3)

Apart from this, trustee # 15 identified three differing
types of policy. The first he called "direct policy" and
suggested that 1t was to be stringently "adhered to" with
"no ands, ifs or buts." (15.2) The second type he classified

as "general" policies and characterized them as being "some-

times a little fuzzy." (15.2) These general policies were
exemplified as policies "in general philosophy or policy
having to do with education"™ (15.2) and were considered to

lay down "the general guidelines." (15.2) A final distinc-
tion in policy types made by trustee # 15 was that of
"commonsense policy or the unwritten policy." (15.9) This
type of policy he equated with "what went on in the past"
and he suggested that some policy was set "by past prec-
edent." (15.10)

The distinction of different types of policy by trustee #

15 appeared to reflect a desire on his part to 1include an
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element of flexibility in policy. Although he pointed out
the necessity of adhering to "specific policy" the presence
of "general" policy provided sufficient flexibility to allow
administrators some degree of latitude. He admitted that
"they do run their own ship to a certain extent but, under
the guidelines." (15.14) It seemed that a certain amount of
latitude appeared desirable and that "specific policy" could
be invoked as a safequard, should this latitude be abused.
In support of this impression, he later suggested that if
policy didn't work, he saw "nothing wrong with changing it
or reversing it or erasing it." (15.26) Trustee # 15's
ultimate view of policy was that it was "a professional
approach versus a common sense kind of amateurish approach.”
(15.28)

In his discussion about policy, trustee # 15 identified
three attributes of good policy. To him, a good policy was
one that was "well thought out", one that was "clear and
specific", and one which was "going to benefit the educa-
tional system." (15.23) In keeping with this he viewed bad
policy as being "not very well thought out" and with "no
background preceding it." (15.24) As well, policy with "no
outlook to the future" was also considered poor." (15.24)
In short, trustee 4 15 viewed poor policy to be "just the
opposite" of good policy. (15.24)

During the course of the interview, trustee # 15 identi-

fied several key elements of policymaking in his mind. In
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the first instance, it was his view that "the board sets the
policy" (15.1) through "motions" carried by a "majority" of
its members. (15.11) Although inherent in his views
appeared the notion that "the board is the boss" (15.13), he
appeared to believe strongly that "the most important job of
a school trustee" was that of "establishing policy." (15.31)
It seemed that his view of the board as policymakers was
directly linked with his strong feelings about the necessity
of policy. (15.5)

When asked to outline the specific steps involved in the
policymaking process, trustee 4 15 responded in somewhat
general terms, To him, "something happens in the division"
where "we don't have a policy to cover that", and this stim-
ulated investigation into "a policy to cover it in the
future." (15.17) From this intiation the gquestion would "go
through the proper committee for deliberation" and investi-
gation. (15.17) After this, it would go "back to the
board" where a decision would be made. (15.17) Although his
description of the process appeared to be quite general, it
was felt that this was a reflection of his desire to retain
flexibility in policy, and a great deal of emphasis was
placed on input into the policymaking process throughout the
interview,

According to trustee # 15, "most policies or directions
that the division's taking 1is in consultation with the

superintendent's department." (15.4) However, input from
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sources outside of the board extended beyond the senior
administration as it was pointed out that "if a trustee or
the superintendent or somebody in our staff has an idea"
related to policy, "we'll discuss it." (15.11) The implica-
tion was that the board looked favorably on this type of
input. It was noted, as well, that trustee # 15 stressed
input particularly from division staff (15.12):

..we do call the principals 1in from time to time

from some of the schools if there's a particular

policy that's going to affect them - or they can

come to us any time as a delegation to school

board meetings...
This appeared to be due to a desire to establish harmonious
working relations between staff and board members. It was
felt that this might have been in reaction to trustee # 15's
experiences with the previous superintendent of his divi-
sion. (15.13) 1In support of this, he suggested that princi-
pals 1initiate "some changes" (15.13) while working with
trustees "as a team as much as possible." (15.16) He noted
téo, that "trustees have a lot more input "than they had
previously. (15.16)

Although stressing input from division staff 1in the
formulation of policy, trustee # 15 hinted that input from
the public was also taken into account and at times actively
solicited by trustees. He cited an example dealing with the
establishment of a French Immersion program and pointed out

that "we talked to people in the community" and "had our own

public meeting." (15.19) As well, this example appeared to
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provide evidence that trustee # 15 looked favorably on input
from a variety of sources., He mentioned having "talked to
the French Bureau" in connection with this specific example
(15.19), and at another point suggested "looking at what
other school divisions do or by getting help from the prov-
ince or whatever." (15.18) It seemed from all of this that
trustee # 15 held input from all sources to be an important
element in the policymaking process.

Trustee # 15's view of the individual trustee's role in

policymaking also appeared very general. He advocated that
a trustee should ™"initiate changes" and "lobby 1if he can."
(15.14) However, at several points in the interview he

emphasized that the individual's role was in "establishing
policy." (15.31) This he described as setting "down guide-
lines and policy" and "saying this is the way we want to go
within this division." (15.29) He considered the role of
the trustee as "not getting directly involved in...the deci-
sion making of the schools", but rather in trying "to make
policy and trying to see that it's carried out" (15.7), and
he described the individual's action as that of a
"watchdog." (15.7) The implication appreared to be that the
role of the individual was to gather as much information as
possible from the various sources of input, and then to make
policy decisions based on that information. It was,
perhaps, for this reason that he stated "...there's probably

no limit..." to the amount of input that should be allowed
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as "we like to look at all avenues and different ideas..."
(15.14X

In his thoughts on policymaking, trustee # 15 identified
certain elements that he felt were a significant influence
on the process. To his mind there were "a lot of things
that" could "influence it." (15.19) One particular influ-
ence was "how strongly the superintendent" felt "about some-
thing." (15.19) Although partially a reflection of his
experiences with the former superintendent, he nonetheless
suggested that the superintendent still had significant
impact on policy by stating (15.27):

...the making of policy and direction has changed

and the major change there would be the change of

the superintendent who is the <chief executive

officer...
He went on to state that "in any division...the superinten-
dent 1is probably the key personnel in policymaking - policy
changes - that sort of thing." (15.23) Another influence,
he felt, was the political ability of trustees. To that end
he suggested that policy "could depend a lot on the lobbying
of some trustees." (15.20) As well, it appeared that knowl-
edge was considered an influencing factor as he considered
that "some policies are made through ignorance and lack of
information." (15.20) The last policymaking influence he
identified was that of financial constréint.r He pointed out
that "we are in a recession and cutting back" and that this

presented "a problem", 1if you "set policy" but then find

that "you can't carry them out." (15.31)
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It appeared evident from trustee ¢ 15's views that there
was a political dimension to his thinking about policy and
policymaking. One example of this political element showed
itself in his discussion of informal and unwritten policy.
It was suggested that "if it's down in writing, then there's
no area to manoeuvre" (15.10), and this was apparently
considered undesirable, particularly when dealing with "grey
areas or very touchy areas." (15.10) At another point, he

"

suggested that when making policy, you can also...cover
your butt by having a trial period..." (15.26) and at the
same time indicated that it was desirable to make sure that
"the public is happy with it." (15.26) Statements such as
these coupled with the attention to staff input and the
various types of policies existing in trustee # 15's mind
all contributed to the impression that policy and policy-
making had political components to them.

This impression was heightened by some of his statements
which projeéted policy as being reactive 1in nature. He
indicated that "as something comes up" then policies would
"be changed" according to the different "situations" that
arose (15.20), and he strongly advocated being "constantly
ready for change..." particularly if things weren't
"working." (15.26)

The views held by trustee # 15 appeared to be the result

of experience as a board member. He suggested that as a

trustee "you learn the system" (15.15), and that his view
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had "changed - in the last three and a half years." (15.17)
It had "developed" (15.21) through the experience of having
seen both and good and bad policy. (15.24) The extent to
which he felt that he had learned through experience
appeared evident in his comment that "every meeting 1is an
experience and you" learn from it. (15.26)

To trustee # 15, the views he held affected his approach
to policy and policymaking. He felt that és a result of his
thinking, he tried to approach policy and policymaking "with
first of all getting as much knowledge about the subject as
possible." (15.25) He felt that it was importént to be
"well informed" and to try to "improve...whatever area you
are dealing with" (15.25) and that ‘"rather than 1leaving
things to chance" (15.8), he would actively pursue policy-
making. One of the effects of his views on his approach
appeared to wunderline the political dimensions to his
thinking (15.16):

...I have learned to play'the game quite well, I

know how to talk to people, debate, 1line up

support, lobby - which is very important.
In concluding the interview, he indicated that trustees'
views on policy and policymaking would “"certainly" be
reflected in the "kinds of policies" that come out of a

board. (15.29)
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INTERVIEW # 16 — SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 16 was a thirty-seven year old female who had
served three years on a rural school board. During that
time she had held office as Chairman of the Board, and had
served as chairperson on two standing committees. She was
employed in a supervisory capacity with a government agency
and had completed two years of post-secondary education,

A key emphasis in trustee # 16's views about policy
appeared to be that of generality. To her, policies were
"things that are written down that direct our administra-
tion." (16.1) She pointed out, however, that although they
were "written directions”, they were "not specific in
nature." (16.1) Policies served as "guidelines" (16.1) and
provided "a focal point" (16.6) for people in the division.
Her stress on the non-specific nature of policy appeared to
be the result of hgr desire to prevent trustees from
injecting themselves 1into administrative areas. In this
regard she said (16.4):

I would 1like to see an overall policy that all

people in the division are aware of and adhere to.

But, I don't want to get into making a decision

for this school and a decision for that school...
In support of this feeling, she pointed out that a certain
"degree of latitude in the interpretation of" the "guide-
lines" existed. (16.1)

Another element in trustee # 16's views about policy was

the relationship between policies and goals. In keeping
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with her desire to have general policy which was somewhat
flexible in nature, she felt that policies should "suit the
long term goals." (16.2) In order to ensure this, she
recommended that "long term goal setting...have a review of
policy sort of innate in the process." (16.3) Her desire
for flexibility appeared evident in the statement that
"there has to be some room for manoeuverability in the
policy." (16.22) .The implication seemed to be that policy
should serve goals of the division, but if over time these
goals changed, then policy should be able to change in the
same direction. This appéared to indicate a somewhat func-
tional view of policy by trustee # 16, and was reinforced
when she said that "there has to be some sort of process
that's there to either formulate a new.policy or to revise
it so that it answers people's needs." (16.20) |

Trustee # 16 expressed quite succintly her views of what
characterized good and bad policy. 1In her mind, good policy .
should direct "itself to a specific issue." (16.20) At the
same time, it was to be "easily understood" and "not vague."
(16.20) A third attribute of good policy identified by
trustee # 16 was that policy should have been formulated
with "some input” by the "people who have to implement" it.
(16.20) And finally, a good policy had to be "workable."
(16.21)  Bad policy, on the other hand, was deemed to be
policy which "no one really understands... or knows why"

it's "there." (16.20) Such policy in her mind would
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"confuse an issue more than clarify it." (16.20) As well,
bad policy would be policy that tried to "be all things to
all people." (16.20) It was felt that the emphasis here was
also with T"generality." It appéared that in order for a
policy to be all-encompassing, it would have to be either
extremely vague or very specifically constructed. In the
first instance the policy would be ineffective, while in the
second case it would be overly constricting. This appeared
to be a primary concern in her views about the attributes of
good and bad policy.

To trustee # 16, policy was "very definitely" necessary
for .the school division. (16.15) 1In her words, "policy has
to be there as far as 1I'm concerned" (16.4) and she felt
that her "whole Jjob as a trustee" was "to set...policy
and...guidelines." (16.4) She pointed out that "as a
‘trustee I see myself and my fellow board members as making
the final decision" with respect to policy. (16.12)
However, she emphasized that policymaking was a "joint
effort between the trustees and the administration." (16.11)
Although she 1indicated that this had ﬁot always been the
case, she strongly affirmed that trustees and administration
now worked "as a team making policy." (16.11)

When describing the policymaking process, trustee # 16
stressed the notion of input, particularly from administra-
tion and staff. Through the examples she used (16.11) it

became apparent .that the superintendent's department, the
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principals, and ‘the teachers had the most input into the
policymaking process. Although stating that the board tried
"not to impede input" as it 1liked "to hear from all"
(16.13), she admitted that "the local parents in the commu-
nity don't seem to have very much involvement in policy."
(16.11) Even with the "odd delegation" appearing before the
board, she felt that "we never have any input from the
community." (16.12) This situation appeared somewhat unde-
sirable in her eyes, but she seemed to be at least partially
reconciled by the view that "trustees" were "representatives
of the community." (16.13) AAs well, she indicated that
efforts were being made to increase parental input through
“having a once a year revision" where '"people were invited
to come to a policy review meeting."” (16.18)

Policymaking to trustee # 16, appeared to.be a somewhat
reactive process and this was in keeping with her views of
policy being functional. She reflected that "you know when
a policy has to be made 1if you're continuously faced with a
particular problem." (16.17) This functional approach
seemed to wunderlie the policymaking process which she
outlined as consisting of five steps. (16.14) According to
her, one first of all needed "a reason to have a policy."
"Having determined such a need, one then had to figure out
who should be making this decision and why." The third step
consisted of gathering "information" and this was the step

in which input from all sources would be used. This would



148
be followed by the board attempting to "cull it...sort it
out...and priotize" it. The final step in the process would
-be to write up a policy and adopt it.

Trustee # 16 saw the role of the individual trustee in
this process as that of gathering (16.13):

...as much information as they as an individual

can and to give the benefit of their knowledge on

any particular part of the policy, and then to act

as a group - hopefully to reach consensus.
Again, there appeared to be a strong concern with making an
informal decision, and this was very much in keeping with
her previous views about soliciting input and working as a
team. It was felt here, that trustee # 16 viewed the team
approach as one in which members would add to each other's
knowledge even though the board had the "final decision."
(16.13) The concern or desire to reach a consensus appeared
to reflect some political concern and awareness on the part
of the respondent. Although not frequently mentioned, she
did appear to recognize at least the potential for political
elements in policy and policymaking when she discussed
unwritten policy. In her mind, policies should be written
down as people might protect "their hidden agendas" if they
were not. (16.10)

During the interview, trustee # 16 identified what she
considered to be three significant ihfluences on the policy-
making process. The first of these could best be described
as trustees' projections about the impact of specific poli-

cies. To her mind the policymaking process would be influ-
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enced by the perception of "how policy is going to affect
people." (16.16) The second influence was that of "person-
alities" and their compatability with specific policy propo-
sals. Both of these considerations appeared to have polit-
ical dimensions to them in that there appeared to be a
concern with the acceptability of the proposed policies.
This appeared consistent with the earlier allusions to reac-
tivity in policy and policymaking. The last influenc iden-
tified by trustee # 16 was that of financial limitation. 1In
her words, "budgetary restrictions impact on bolicy."
(16.16)

The views held by trustee # 16 appeared to be largely
derived from "experience as a trustee" (16.3), coupled with
her "own experience in administration." (16.5) She remarked
that she had been "aware" of other people on the board "that
had some problems with a lack of policy" (16.7) and that she
worked "with policies jobwise." (16.19) Her emphasis
appeared tb be on the experience she had gained as a trustee
during which time she had had to live "with some really bad
policies" and had seen "the results of really bad poiicies."
(16.21)

The effects of trustee # 16's views on her approach to
policymaking centred on two aspects. According to her, she
had "learned through experience not to make policy too
rigid" (16.22), and this corresponded to her views on the

generality of policy. However, the greatest stress was
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placed on input into policy. She felt that "you have to get
input from the people that" policy "affects" (16.19), and
that because of that,

she was "a little more ready to listen to people." (16.14)
She admitted to liking "to open a dialogue" (16.5) and reit-
erated that input should come from "the people that policy
is going to affect." (16.5) Once again, there seemed to be
a political dimension underlying her concern in this area
and this appeared evident when she suggested that "People
who don't have any input into anything" are "not very
willing to live with a policy or enforce that policy."
(16.19) This sentiment was in keeping with her desire for
"workable" policy.

Trustee # 16 appeared to feel quite»strongly that the
views held by school board members would be influential.in
deterhining the kinds of policy statements that. would come
from boards (16.25) and it was evident that she felt her
views influenced her own approach to policy and policy-

making.

INTERVIEW # 17 - SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Trustee # 17 was a thirty-seven year old male. His
formal level of education was a Grade 10 standing and he was
employed in a middle management capacity with a banking .

company. He had served two years as a trustee on an urban
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board, and during that time had held the positions of
Chairman of the Board, Vice-Chairman and chairperson for the
Negotiations Committee.

In trustee # 17's view, policy was considered "necessary
for the working of a school district." (17.7) He felt that
"you have to have guidelines for people to work by" (17.6)
and that "without policy there's chaos."” In keeping with
this view, he recognized policies as "the.rules that are set
for the standards of education and how education is going to
be delivered within" the "district." (17.1) Although he was
emphatic that "policy, once it's laid down, 1is there to be
obeyed or to be followed" (17.1), he indicated a concern
with flexibility in policy. It appeared that he felt policy
should not be constricting in nature and that the way to
ensure this was to make sure that "boards are flexible."
(17.1) When he suggested that policies Qere "not carved in
stone”, he appeared to be alluding to the possibility of
changing policies by maintaining flexibility in the policy-

making process. (17.1) In this regard, he suggested that " a
| board should be flexible ehough - if it's proven that the
policy is 1incorrect - they're there to change it." (17.1)
. It was his opinion that "policies have to be looked at all
the time and as necessary, ammended" (17.6) in order "to do
what 1is best finally for the school district...and the
pupils in the district." (17.4) This appeared to be one of
the underlying purposes of policy in his mind, and seemed to

reflect the notion that policy had a functional purpose.
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In his thoughts on policy, trustee # 17 discussed the
relationship between policies and goals. He suggested that
"very tenuous links sometimes" existed "between policy and
goals" (17.2), but that this was not necessarily the ideal.
He stated that "although you would hope that your policy
always does contribute towards your goal", this was "not
necessarily" the case. (17.2) To make his point, he cited
the example of student exclusion in a system whose professed
goal was to keep "students within the system for the maximum
amount of time." (17.2)

There appeared. to exist a degree of uncertainty in
trustee 4 17's views about two aspects of policy. Although
he identified policy as being "rules" from which there was
to be no deviation (17.1), he later suggested that "policy
itself can have a certain amount 6f leeway" (17.10) built
into it. However, he pointed out that he couldn't think of
an example to illustrate his views, and it was felt that
perhaps he was projecting a desire for increased flexi-
bility. Another area in which there appeared to exist
uncertainty was that of informal policy. When asked if
policy could exist without being written down, trustee # 17
was quick to respond "Yes it can exist." (17.9) Again,
however, he could not think of an example and it appeared
that he was responding from a sense of intuitive feeling
which had not yet crystallized to the point of clear articu-.

lation. This apparent uncertainty about informal policy may
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have contributed to his view that policies should be written
down to provide "an orderly way of referring to" them
(17.9), and to his feeling that policy "has to be in black
and white." (17.9)

Trustee # 17 identified, in his discussion, attributes of
both good and bad policies. To his mind, policy had to
first of all "be workable." (17.22) This appeared to be a
reflection of hié functional orientation previously
mentioned. As well, policy had to "have a certain result"
(17.22), and it had "to work towards the betterment of the
system." (17.22) Again, his orientation towards policy being
functional appeared to be present. One attribute of a good
policy mentioned by trustee # 17 was that of policy being
"understandable." It was his feeling that even if policy
was "not agreed upon...you have to be able to give good
reason as to why you'want that policy." (17.24) The impli-
cation was that such a reason had to at least be understand-
able to the public, and this particular attribute appeared
to reflect a political dimension to his thinking about
policy. His desription of bad policy heightened this
impression as he suggested only one attribute in this area.
To him, a bad policy was one which "may cause later on more
problems than existed in the first place." (17.23)

The importance of political coﬁsiderations was not
limited to trustee # 17's thinking on policy alone. It .

extended to his views about the policymaking process as
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well. He suggested that "a tremendous amount of pressure"
exisfed in "policymaking" and that part of this pressure was
"political." (17.27) By his own admission, "school boards
are...a lot more political than they once were", and now
trustees are "sometimes prepared to make trades" in the
policymaking process. (17.4) Because of this, he felt that
bargaining "sometimes" impinged on policymaking. (17.4) 1In
further support of this political dimension to policymaking
he suggested that smooth working policies had to be devel-
oped in order to gain "the confidence of the parents that
put their kids in our district." (17.7) From this, it
appeared clear that political considerations constituted one
element in trustee # 17's views about policymaking.

Trustee # 17's thoughts on policymaking also appeared to
have a certain degree of caution underlying them. When he
suggested that the "board makes school division policy"
(17.11) he was quick to note that "if you're not careful
‘administration can make it and just get it endorsed by the
board." (17.11) At a later point he indicated that "at
least once a year we meet without | any administra-
tion...present", and that "quite a bit of policy has come
out of those meetings because we haven't had the administra-
tion there." (17.12) Even when discussing the process of
adopting a policy, he suggested that when a policy proposal
"comes back" from the administration, that the trustee "want

to just make sure that it's written as" they "want." (17.18)
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It appeared from these statements that there was a cautious
approach by trustees and that ‘this perhaps influenced poli-
cymaking in the division. It also seemed that this careful
approaéh was likely the result of some negative experiences
in trustee # 17's background.

Notwithstanding the underlying degree of caution appar-
ently present in his thinking, trustee # 17 outlined policy-
making as essentially a three step process in which a great
emphasis was placed on the notion of input. According to
him, when it was felt that "something or other should be
changed", or that something...should be put down", or that
"something should be reqgulated" (17.16), then the policy-
making précess was initiated. Following this, the second
step in the process was to approach the administration and
"ask them to come back with their recommendations as to what
can be done." (17.16) The final step was to place the
recommendation before the board where a decision would be
made., (17.16) |

The high priority placed on input appeared obvious from
the outset of the steps outlined here. Trustee # 17
suggested that although "recommendations normally would come
from the superintendent...the actual start on making...
policy or changing...policy could quite easily...come from
the grass roots." (17.12) Furthef in his discussion he
agreed that he "definitely" looked favorably on input from
various areas (17.12) and he outlined his feelings  as

follows (17.13):
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I have no problem at all with receiving

deputations - talking to teachers - talking with
everybody that wants to talk to us from - you know
- parents and students as well - because I think

it's important.
The reason for his apparent emphasis on input into policy-
making was reflected 1in the statement that "we have to get
as much information from different parties as we can"
(17.13), and in a particular vision of his role in the poli-
cymaking process. |

With this role of the individual trustee in policymaking,
trustee # 17 reflected, once again, the importance he appar-
ently attached to input in policymaking. It was his opinion
that trustees had to "weigh up...where...input is coming
from" and the reasons why it was being given. (17.14) Apart
from this, he felt that an idividual had to put. his "own
personal philosophy into 1it" and that, he acknowledged,
"sways you." (17.14) Although he apﬁeared to consider input
into policymaking as a very significant element which had
implications for the view he held of the individual trus-
tee's role, he did not advocate totally unlimited input. He
suggested that "time constraints" would 1limit the amount of
input any group had. (17.13)

Trustee # 17 also identified, what he considered to be,
significant influences in the policymaking process. 1In this
regard he acknowledged that "power groups" and "pressure
groups" attempted to sometimes "make big changes" in policy

(17.13) and he implied that at times it was necessary to
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limit their input 1in order to reduce undue influence.
However, it was his feeling that by far the most significant
influence on policymaking was in fact the - individual trus-
tee's personal feelings. He voiced this viewpoint by saying

"I still 1lay down that it's whatever the trustees feel is

for the school district - best for the school district."
(17.18) To him, that had "to be the total and top
criteria." (17.18) It apppeared that trustee # 17 felt

that intuition had at least a part to play in policymaking.
He suggested that although he didn't "think you'd neces-
sarily know. - you would hope it was going to be a good
policy", and that "you would" have to "just try in your own
mind to work out if" it would be good. (17.26)

- Much of trustee # 17's description of policy and policy-
making appeared to provide'a reactive framework for board
action. Although it was felt that this was true to a
certain extent, it was also felt that this was in part due
to his desire to ﬁave functional policy that was at the same
time flexible. For these reasons, he was concerned that
policy should "be brought up to date because things aré
changing all the time."™ (17.20) He felt that (17.27):

...you have to be prepared to change your mind
because somebody's put a very good reason as to
why that's not working - you have to be prepared
and able to put your own views and maybe change
other people's minds.

However, he did give -evidence that policymaking was not

totally reactive to problem situations or decisions that had
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to be made. He made the point that policy could be initi-
ated by "just...an idea", and implied that it did not have
to be in response to a crisis situation.

The views held by trustee # 17 appeared to be largely the
result of his own experiences. He pointed out that after
leaving school, he "had no real idea at all about what
policy was or how you could lay it down..." (17.3) and
suggested that- it was only "through experience” that you
"learn the ramifications of doing certain things." (17.4) as
an example, he stated "...now I can see both sides of an
argument." (17.7) The importance of experience in devel-
oping trustee -4 17's views was not limited to his time in
office. He pointed out that "I do know what effects policy
has on myself" (17.25), and remarkea"that "we all work in an
organizational type of system and so we all know what poli-
cies are and what they can be." (17.25) It seemed apparent
that his views had been developed through a process of life-
long learning, and that his entire range of experiences had
contributed towards his views of both policy and policy-
making.

Trustee # 17 appeared to feel that the views held by
trustees would, in fact, be influential in determining the
kinds of policy statements that would emanate from a school
board. In rsponse to that particular question, he stated
"Yeah, I suppose you have to look at each person individu-

ally." (17.27) For himself, he was able to identify ways in
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which his approach to policy and policymaking were affected
by his views, He acknowledged feeling "that sometimes we
have to go out and seek other people's views" before making
policy, and that it made "yoﬁ careful as to how you make
your decisions.”" (17.8) He professed wanting "to go into
the schools personally", and having a need "to understand
what it's 1like in" his community. (17.22) The overall
effect of his views appeared to be twofold. In tﬁe first
instance he seemed to want to get as much information as
possible, and, in the second place he appeared to desire a
certain degree of’caution in making policies. These two
sentiments appeared evident when he summed up the effect of
his views by saying (17.22):

...you have to make certain - és far as is humanly-
"possible - that you are aware of the results of
that policy and how it's going to affect - and

that there are no negative things for the students
themselves. '



Chapter III

GENERAL SUMMARY ANALYSIS

The purpose of this chapter is to identify recurrent
themes and areas of emphasis found in trustees' responses.
Focusing on trustees' views about policy and policymaking,
on the attributes assigned to good and bad policy, and on
the perceived effects of individual views, the presentation
that follows is a general analytic summary of the raw data.
To facilitate this presentation, summary charts have been
prepared for each interview. These charts were constructed
by replicating the matrix of focussing question (Figure 1)
found in Chapter 1. The interviews and the participant
validated summaries were each carefully studied, and both
statements and sentiments corresponding to the questions
addressed in each cell were then noted in the appropriate
spaces. The resulting seventeen grid sheets presented -here
are consequently a further distillation of the original
research data and their development was guided by the pheno-
menological validation of the earlier individuai interview
summaries. The end result is seventeen single charts noting
the key elements of trustees' thoughts about policy and

policymaking at the time of the interviews.

- 160 -



161

The summary sheets that follow contain both direct quota-
tions and sentiments expressed by the participants. In some
cases, ideas were expressed piecemeal over an extended
portion of the interview and it was not possible to provide
direct guotations because of the restricted space of the
grid cells. For this reason, although each 1ideas on the
summary sheets is indicated by a dash (-), not all of these
are in quoﬁation marks., Those which aren't represent the
author's interpretation of the respondents' views about a
specific area. Using this method of recording, it was
possible to develop single page summaries for each interview
which not only reported actual phrases of the subjects, but
which also allowed for the representation of frequency,
emphasis and intonation in the fesponses. It will be noted
that each summary sheet deals with only one interview,. The
numbers thét appear next to ideas and quotations in the grid
cells refer to the pages in the original interview tran-
script wherein the recorded ideas can be found. These
numbers have been provided for readers wishing to examine
the complete context of specific statements or ideas.

Two points are of particular note when examining the
summary grids. The first is that the row labelled "REASON
FOR VIEWPOINT" specifically addressed the question of why
certain views were held. The "HOW VIEWPOINT DEVELOPED" row
concerned itself with the development of the viewpoint and.

sought to clarify responses to why specific views were held.
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"requiation of erpsaditure that
-2

trustees o

-delegations and how they are
jrequlated - "you have to know
jwhat to do with thea® §

~tchosl selicitation of Tundy 24
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¥XAl 1S pOLICY Y

1S POLICY BECHSSARY 2

yHO RArFS POLICY ?

wow 1S FOLICT Mapt Y

whii 1S GNOD POLICY P

WHAT |5 82D POLICY 2

“broad statesent of position...
serves...21 2 quide for eo-
elovees™ 1

~quide for board” 1

"gwideline for adsinstrators™ |
"specific interpretation of
qosls and abjectivns® 2
"instewseats” te "achieve” 1
“3s the adainistrator Mav soee
guidelires a3 to how he is te
preceed™ |0 .

-pslicy Decones policy whem it
is officially adopted by dosrd
resolution 11

“the lav sight say that past
practice comstitutes policy™ 12

"without policy sdeinistrators
<o have an ispossible task™ 10

"ol courre the bosrd sakes the
pelicy” 14

~wnder guidance and suqgestions.
"hopefully the dosrd gets the
Best advice paasidle” )4

"uide voriety of sources® 13
"board decides...te what entent
co.qroups eight be invelved” 13
~individual trustee has "voting
responsidilite™ 18

“the nuts and belts of it being
developed by board sesbers
theaselves® 18

"reviewing and updating and
altering eristing palicies” 19
-initistion, discussion, infor-
astion qathering, recoseenda.
tlens, discussion and tKen de.
tisien 20

-wsing "best judgement of the
titeation® 21

~influenced by "commonsense™ 72
Meeasonable cost™, "avaiiable
resources® 22

-repeated regquests to the board
indicate need For palicy 22
*qeneral dissatisfaction™ indi-
cates seed for pelicy 22
~esaluation “angoing thing® 27

{"specific” 2

~elarity ¢

["policy owght ta cover sitws-
tioms that ceme wp vith resson.
able frequence™ 11

“workatie and reasenable and
junderstandable and. .. consistent
with the...qoals and objectives
of vour orqamizatien™ 24

"the weasure of all effective
policy Aas te Be...qemeral ac-
cestance™ 27

“it has te Be at lesst 2ccep-
table™ 21

“too detailed™ $
“too such policr...can soertine
qet in the rosd™

"iacansistent sith good ed:

cation, .. or...tounterproductive

k43
"one that antagenires people~2¢
“eadersines suppert for sdvea-
tion™ 29

"had adainistrative respon.
sivilities® 8

"basically from experience” 2}

"It jest seees to me s watter of logic” 25

®always Felt that vay™ 10

areater apprecistion of the
contribution of board sesbersn?

qet in trevbie® }

"siswnderstandings® 31
“vow can forecast where rew're litely to

“eare inclined 10 see sone of
the weabnesses of too such.. .S
®s little sore tolerant about
Beards trying to react in 2
coenonsense way”

“the aore tautiows yvow becoee™?
tiows abaut policy
and ity pessible implications™)

“Far sore ¢

"approach it with joee cavtion”
n

*intist on Naving enre inpul in
the derelopaent of palicy™ 18

"aore caeticws™ 24
“vou take tare in aetting up
the palicy™ 26

grouss™ )0
listea st lesst™

“careful sbout radical palicy changea® 30
"wore inclined te aret with comeunity

1o

“nvebers of professional penpl/|
to be eaplored |

L ese of grenaziua

-developaent of redundancy
clavse 17

“breadth of progras offering 25
~basic metinas af individual
difforences 2%
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AT 1S POLICY ?

1S POLICY RECESSARY ?

IO Anrfl POLICY ?

*Ow 1S POLICY Map( 2

wndt [5 GOON POLICT 2

¥uil 15 BaD POLICT ?

Tthe eatire scope of rules thad
vow fun 2 division by !

Rareay where pelicy is vaque ded
cause of legal aspects® |
“reeething...veu can adhere te®
“quidelines For the people
king for you 3

“Every tise se wabe o beard so-
tien, ve aske pelicy® 8

"policy v what 2 sche
sust have te Function® 3
*1 can't
sion witheut pelicy”™ &

through teachers, princi
foriearily the seperintendent,
and the beard™ 14

-individval rale- “te think of
things In Nis word that need
policyraking® 18§

board ["whatessr it in owr ainutes sets]"policy it develaped throwgh
policy® ¢

gine 2 schosl divi-["the bosrd...vith...reconsen
datiens of the adeimistration,

the pe
o

ipals, the public™ 12
policynaking is sere done

Paperience™

"if there's teovdle, then peopl
are invelved jesediately® 13
“soaething that wosets the
peblic™ 14

"1 den’t think it's Nighly
steectured” 19

*pelicynaking is often dune
after the fact, althosgh not
alwavs™ 13

~starting peint-"semething hap.
pening® er "soecthing yeu're
slamning™ 20
-process-identify/studr/discury]
wake policy .

-sebject to "palitical influ.
ence” 21

“respect and wnderstanding
needs™ 21

Tsiteations create policy” 22
“we set policy...and ve're in-
fiwenced by soney™ 32

["reoething that's fair to ali” 7

licveahing is hagpening 311 klear to everynne™
the tine® § it public is hepoy with your

"hat to be set in 2 eanner that

srites” 23

f it sppears te be 2 good sya-

tee® 2)

"it werks® and "there’s me prob-

Teas with it™ and it *1eives a2

orobles” 24

~touches "all aspects of the

swbject™ 24

“showtdn't create inequalities~
2%

"can be adeinistered eithest
difficelty 29

"if x policy isn't workiag, it
needs to be reviged”

key people angry 76
"perhaps obluse” 26

“evervone asky Fer 17 &

P30acthing that eeperience has
taught se” 27

- eaperience 26

"developed over time® &

"L grov te wnderstand that therd
was wisdow in having pellcy® 7
"ne epinion in the beginaing® 7

"it'y evolved-1 do firely be-
Tieve the bosrd avat be the
sltinste pelicrasher® 17

it Mas evalved in 2 learning
pracess” 17

“eoy vitus will sffect™ §

~tealites "poticy Iy inportamt”
L}

"I's very conscisws abowt pol-
ey and saking policy™ 19

~thinky his viewpoint affects
his approach to pelicysaking 23

Tit astes vow tread
corefully abowt st
Tearn to tate a lit
at ell 2epects® 28

& little mere
ting policy and rou
tir tise ts lool

~tresncy, transpertation, Peblic
Sehenls At f

~discipline probleas on bduses
12

-transportation pelicy 24
-attendance roning 28
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yuil [5 POLICY ?

1S POLICTY SLCISSANY 2

HOM 15 POLICY maDf ?

yna1 135 GOOO POLICY *

“guideline™ | “taal® )

“sethed™ of renning "organi-

ration or 5 scheel beard™ |

“direction® =g clear defi-

sition...hov 2 particular pre.

cedere verks® 2

“guideline for what'y happening

LU |

“what rew ren veur division by
7

“it's very mecessary® 8

P'eith the aduinistrative stoff,
i th the peincipals, wilh the

[everyone that it concerns Nas

Findividus] trustee insures that)
pelice iy deneficial te every-

“can be changed vhen obsolete™
"done throwgh comsittee struce
tore™ 19

~steps: beard Tdentifies concer
and gets varisus fnputsfbesrd-
ttee discwsalonfpelicy

1%

Pstay sway fros trewble” 21
“tey te develop a policy that's
aiddle of the read™ 21

-pelicy to tever areas 22
~pelicy changes te be sore of-
fective 22

“in its peoper vemse™ 5 "guide-
line" 1

“very specific and desls with
8 certain ares™ &

"unless vou have the reguia-
tiems and the quidelines that
vow specifically set out vou
really don't have tes swch te
ge by 8

“everybody benefity by 2" 4
"censistency 9

“heneficisl te evervene® 12
“there's ne agitation, therets
#3 particular squaddles abest
it

“everybedy hnovs ané wnder.
stands® 2%

~found that *if you deviste
fros® policy “you get yourself
in trowble® 7

"schosl division has te have
quidelines wnder which it sper~
ates* 11

“everpbody is treated...the
sene” 1]

~learned throogh eeperience 23]

“froe the very nsture of ohat
this policy handbook containg™
2%

-has met changed since Laving
office ?

-#ot changed at all 11

“yew alwvays leaes that through
eaperience” 2%

Tyew strive...to eake 1t the
best pessidle” 4

“the vay T Took af 18...13 11
good, necessary, Fair ote,?m 12

*vew develop a policy for the
bettersent of the division® 23

"bad pelice i3 sosething thet vou 23b

for trovdlem 28

“good policy i evactiy the epposit
12 you steive For that comsistency”

"palicy with reqards to travel
and erpenser” 1

-personsl leave, drreavesent
leave, leave for educational
purposes ?

“energr conservation prograa® &

f-developeent of teaching

-tonservation policy 19-20

-gives benefits to soee over

“get pow ints trowdle with the
pedlic and the staff”

Liewuns - 9 $§ mat1AIadjul
9 dI19VY.L
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¥NB) {§ POLICY *

15 P0UICT MICISSARY 2

UMD RIIES POLICT 7

Hhe 1Y POLICY RADE Y

WMLD 1L oLpen eogICr 2

“qeneral direction to sdainis-
teation® | It
“pelicr is sosething that is ™.
set down in black and white” 2 |t

“has te be fellowed to the Lot ["definitely it showld be there™?

ter® 2 J
Tthere can be no exception
whatseever® )

"solicy are quidelines on major
[RTTTILE |

there has Lo be quidelines...
he pudlic demands it* $
idelines are given for the
eachers’ protection™ §

te pretect the bosrd™ 12

"rely Reavily on adeinistrationt
1
“get the adeinistration's yieu®
1
“the doard with recensendations
fres the adsinistration™ §2
“the board witioately decides”
1
“teschers have soee input® 13
eselticeltorsl inpet ¢
"prevavre greups...come forvard
with ideas™ I\

"do & 1ot of thinking sbowt andi"uardatle™

2 ot of evalvating™ ¢
"Be avare of what'y
<infersation gathering 18
®isportant...to conswil ewtaide]
qrowps” 19

*lebbring i3 the big thing® 19
~inforaation gathering/leddying
Histussion/voting 19.20
~tcenceics a strong influence?l
laber grovps/ethnic qroups »
strong influence 21

*shen soeething's wrong with
that pelicy...something shoutd
be changed” 23

*xhen something's not working®

» =seecthing.
te aeqatively™ 25

[} »

*lisitation™ 78

“1tve learned vhat policy iv andf
what adeinistration s &

“llve learned™ 20

"erperience” 2%
"a qut feeling 1 quess® 28

“feelingy of the trustee's job
Ner changed® o

'l didn't realire that there
bere such things 83 beard
policies” &

"doing adwinistration's werk...
I thouwght was pelicy” I8

"i didn't knov what policy was™
"

“yow wake sistabes 2ad voo learn Froa
thea™ 29

“row have te take ether peoples
siews inte sccevnt® 5

“if there's 3 ared, them policy
i3 developed 18

®l deliere in it se that's the
ey 1 de it™ 2

“yow tan't lete tewch with the field -
vou cantt Lose tewch with reality” 27
“listening™ and *finding ovt™ 27

“be willing te adnlt snd change® 78

creligisus tesching 1

-ser edwcation policy 12

~Freach fesersion 18
-bussing 18

-schanl closwres 17
~eulticultural poliey 17

wHET 15 93D ROLJCY 0
the public reacts

-not fer the good of the disi-

-testrary to edwcatien

Tputs teachers in 4 pasition
where ther can't grow”
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wHAT 1S pOLICY ¥

IS POLICTY MECESSARY ?

WD RASES POLICY ?

wO¥ 1S POLICT Mant

kT 1S LO0D POLICY 7

¥HB1 1S BAD POUICY ¥

rqwidelines” |

“pelicy is made for the bosrd™ 1
“pressure "net te deviate fren
it 2

Seare detail in what vay te got7]
elity it vencthing pow vie
23 guidelines 2

“ee talk abowt It as reguiations
that we Mhare™ §

"mot mersally considered policy
Yefere they are entered inte
the val® 8

"ve leok at palicy a3 an engeing
thi 2

e I

pelicy”

“the school board with the help.
of your senior adaisistratisa™y

~teachers conselted 11

Tthe 1alaried people that are

eoncerned™ 11

~individoal®y rule is “to s
press hinself the var he sees

things® 13

"the corporate body™ of the

bosrd 13 :

rd*s position §s “setting

"you can never get teo wuch im-

foraation on anything® 12
~concern drowght te the board 1
-goe3 to comsittee |5

~they stedy it 17
-retosarndation 17

"dizcwssed at board level™ 1%
«vated 2n  }7

~inflvenced by the "wrgency of
the sattec” 18

"if we can't Live with it any
sere” 18

we Teel that me covld oper.
ate better...if it vas covered
by pelicy™ 18

-poticies showld be written

"if it dorsm't trest everybody

down to pravide “coatinuite™ Mevenie® 22

"treat all peeple tvenly® 20

L]

~restrictive pelicy 23
“soarthing you can live with"20[%crestes prodless on o continual

Bt 24

“past esprrience” a1 trwstee 3

“te treat [asves sosewhat with
consistency™ 4

aved aithoet policy &
Teasier...if they hnow what
vour rules and regulations are®

~aleays held 14

Tthrough sy esperience in the
werd® 0

~dwty of bosrd sesber to see
that edecation iy cwn in
"fair ond juit sammert 21

-erperience in early rears 25

s
“tend te lean towsrds policy -net thanged over tise § "1 %ad that ides before | be-
aoe” 3 . cave » board mesber® 21
"1 Nad the feeling that pelicy
vas engraved in stene - peras-
neat and rlgid™ &
-veew that "it can slvays be | "agpreach it with cantion® & | ®you hnow that the Fimal say | "7OW know tAot ence voy sabe & Teverybody teies te sate something that

revived o

e pelicy that veu can
Tive with wader ¢iffering cir-

cvastances” €

3o i3 with the board" 13

pelicy vou try te live by it"20
"rew would set wp pelicy that
can be sdhered to" 20

iy psitive and work aith it* 2

"eareful about B
the pelicy - tonethi
with® 2%

ov sut things in
nq vou ¢an live

-treansportation pelicy 1

~transportalien policy

“sick leave 18

~transportation policy 21 -
t

teanaportation sileage |
aties 23
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wnat 13 POLICY ?

IS _POLICY MCEssany

N0 AAfS PapICY 7

HOM 1S POLICY Ranf 7

yuat [5 GOOD POLICY *

wxat 1S 840 POLICY *

"statesent of philesophy and
seprasch te education® |
"pelicies are prodably sore ui

regard to studests/schools/edu-

cationfeervices we delivert 2

“procedwres are alve avr poli.

ciny® 3

"I thisk golicy vovid be wore

specific® &

“pelicies vhowld suppert loag.

range geals” &

“vtilitarioet 8

-precedest Is 2 type of policr
131

“yes-l think ye"

e

[*tisivon comeittee can re
wend policy” 3

"1 suppase 1 covld write &
poticy and preseat it" 10

"1 ceally think it’s the super-
intendent’s job to research it®
10
-superintendent discusses with
priscipsls then discossed by
board 10

"l gueas we do™ 1)

"prodably adsinistestion has
detailed it 13
~swperintendent erites it and
sodifies it 13

“we're as susceptidle 2y anyene
te pressure groupa™ 14
-tewstee's role te bring lay
point of vies 186

*policies are made in response
to situstiens® 19
-oreblem injtistes palicraabing
15
~steps: decide pelicy needs/
glee to superintendent to re.
aearch/solicit group input/
written wpfvoted on 21
-rejectian of propesals on
basis of personsl Feeling 77
“tospronive at board level™ 23
~influenced by financial/poli-
ticsl palatabitity 23-20

seritten dnun

“Fair~ &

-accessible and circwlated to

att 12

“directed towsrds needs” 77 -if
"fair te everybode® 2}

"1ound educationally” 28
"in tyne vith ohat parents

thind" 28
“acceptonce™

st1e "showldn't fagor ene grou ever
snother™ 28

-one that gors aqainst sdeinis-
trat recoseendations I8
t's vielestly “opposed dy
the parents™ 78

"if it upsets people™ 29
“whea you dan't 1tudy soerthiag
befarehand.. . qet input and resl
28 uate the arguesats® 30

"t vas Faeiliar oith schosl
beards® $

*pelicy enables you to hind of
trest everybody the saee® 7

~arrived 2t From erperience 26]

-rsperiences on the board o

-Masa’t changed since becosing

trustee 3

*been strongthened® 8

oretty such the same” 18

-had "» vague idea before™ 28
~developed theough desting with|
eolicy 28

T approach pelicies with oy
sen persenal philosophy and

bring ay ewn personal view inte

the vhole pictere” §

BT T stedy things and 66
thea in writing® 9

"1 don't thint yau showld pass soeething
that really gets ane group or snsther
qrowp rrally wptight* 3]

“1'e sarbe & pescessher” 1)

"1 don't like confrontation vitestiens is
education™ 33

-¢autious spproack te policesaking 1)

“eatherbeod statesents® and
“specific palicies” for progr
ete. 1-2

ny

~palicy desling with avsign.
seet of principals I/

<policy dea
went of principals to schools

ing with 2ssign.

Lchanging the Foesula far cown.
[<elling sitheut studr JO
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a1 1S POLICY Y

I3 POLICY MECESSARY ?

MNO Mir(2 PaLICY ?

»Oov 1S POLICY mant

WNRT 13 LOOD POLICY ?

¥HAT 1S #AD POLICY *

~set of cules® for board |
-indication of direction 1
“generally sets eut geals and
desires™ )

we diffecent parts to the
policr.:.broad general o
wore specific sress® )

"not sowething set in stome® 21

-res - "pravided that it's
Flesible™ 3

"set strictly by the school
board™ |

"in the Final analysis the
board ajzkes the policy™ 1
“eciting...respamyidility of
the superintendent® |1
~aduinistrators have a consi-
derable ssount of influence” 12
peblic hav influence 12
o3t esplerees 12

crole of individval ta sabe
suggestions snd te protect ja-
tecests of electorste 13

can Be changed af any givrn

aint® 1

fronty through motion of the

jboacd” &

“teesters “yoet owt opiniens” 14

. judgenent based on inforsation
14

["recognition of the need® iy

starting point 19

-3teps: need/study/evaluate ol

ternatives/reconsend 19-20

~infivenced by "need for espe-

dience”

“aeeds te be revised if it's nod

working™ 21

"how often 2 decision will be

repeated deteraines shether or

net pelice vill be vade” 27

"cosean tenyen 27

~acteiyibie ta all T
“sesething that the sdsinistra.
tore are coefortable with® |}
“acceptable 14

"workadle® 14

“fleribilive” 23

“easily wndrritoed by anvone
wha's reading it® 24
~reflects what people want 28

wnTarr = or Tasbrquavet T
“dnesntt reflect™ comaunity or
schonl Baard qoala 78

-erperieace

“feces the basrd's thinking on
breader aspects® ¢

“ewch sispler for the aduinis-
traters to respend” &
~conplesity of divivien in-
creased 7

-experience

~esperience

T quers 1073 sare

1 have about pelicy™ 26

of 2 beard view that

~considersble change &

<had ne pelicy aanval &
~developed coe &

~review it 4

Sl dontt koow that 1 had any
views on policy before | went
on the deord™ 23

~changed over tise 7

"having policy in place and
seeing it in operation™ cavsed
change of view ?

~experience sver time gyince
forsation of unitary division
17

“whatever viess vou hold tends
te influence your approach to
aay problest 8

“you take it » little dit more
seriowsiy™ 8

"ue're becoaing mare susee of
the aeed to comsult with sther
grevps.
conceraed™ 18

“need to seet the epinions of
these people she are...affec~
ted" 18

"rou tend 1o thini

your onn beliefy are” 27

in terss of what

-enewunity e of schools &

-coneunity wie of achoels §
-Migh avaber of reqursts for
schogly &

~comsunity vse of schools -
surveyed comaunity opinises,
aduinistrators and caretakers B

-transportatian palicy dealing
with stere days 22

.
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uwal 1S POLICY ?

IS _POLICY RICESSARY

WHD RARS € POL T

Mg 1h CDEICY RADE Y

WHRS 1% L0008 POUICY ¥

wER1 15 BAD SOLICY

“quidelines® set by deard |
"rigid guidelines™ with possidle
Flesidility 1

“structure...for day te day
functions of the achoel™ &
"policy te attain goals and ob.
jectives® &

"the Laws and reles of the die
[STILE ]

“very definitely™

"board™ has "ult

te decision

t
~recosaendations of adminis.
trators - “definitely other
LTI 1Y

te Rave imput 4 .
*teacher cownittees Jointly
vith the board™ 1%

“consider rateparer infleence®

“those people whe are lavelved™|.steps: nerd recagnizedfconul-

"f-Tlesidility aust be available

Afte alter golicy if need be 9§
~expediency detereines imput ¢
-seperintendent brings forvard
pr s and concerny §7

tation/research/recosnendstian/
beard stedv/revision/vete 21
~infleenced by: public attitede
adainistratars 23

S-preblees initiate change in
policies 24

-qeals and objertives give rise
to palicr 7%

"acceptable procedures” 7
“writtes down" 10

“easily sccessidle 33
*Flesidle” and sisple chomge
sechanise to be included 26
“specific®, “clear™, and
Teasily felloweda™ 21
~toaething "extually acces-
tadble® 32

“lends ittelf to goals and ob-
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In some instances,  trustees did not separate the evolution
of their views from the reasons for their views and as a
consequence some cells have been 1left blank. The second
point is that in other areas of the grid, one finds empty
cells as well. These cells appear empty for a variety of
reasons:
a) In some instances, it was possible that trustees
had not conéidered the questions put to them in isola-
tion from the process of policymaking and rather than
give a response which had not been thought 6ut, some
chose to avoid specific replies to certain questions
posed.
b) At times some of the trustees asked for clarifica-
tion about certain questions. It appeared that the
contrived nature of the matrix did not follow the
patterns of(thinking about policy held by the respon-
dents in those instances. For some, then, not specif-
ically answering the question did not mean that they
had no thoughts on the subject, but rather that their
thoughts did not naturally flow in the artificial
context of the matrix presented.
c) There was no way of measuring the impact that the
interview or the interviewer himself had on the
respondents. It was possible that certain trustees
might not have felt at ease in the situation and might

have withheld specific responses to certain questions
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as a means of reducing their vulnerability to criti-
cism, ridicule or the possibility of similar uncomfor-
'table treatment.

Although blank cells may at first glance appear to indicate
incomplete findings, such is not necessarily the case. It
was felt that forcing individuals to respond in a manner
which would facilitate completing all_ grid cells would have
both destroyed the relationship within the interview and
invalidated the findings by artificially imposing the matrix
on trustees' thinking about policy and policymaking. As the
study was exploratory in nature, it was éoncerned with
discovering elements of trustees' thoughts and not with
directly or indirectly manipulating them to fit some precon-
ceived, author-cohstructed, pattern.
This study had as its focus the investigation of three
major questions. These were:
1) Do trustees"views of policy affect their approach
to policy and policymaking?
2) Are there any patterns which appear to exist in the
thinking of trustees about both policy and policy-
making?
3) What accounts for trustees' thoughts about policy
and policymaking?
In order to attempt to answer these questions, it was neces-
sary to study the data information presented on all of the

Ssummary grids. This was done by isolating each cell in the
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seventeen sheets from each other and then by grouping them
together in various ways. Although looking at all identical
cells together (eg. WHAT IS POLICY? / TRUSTEE'S VIEWPOINT)
provided a fair degree of insight into how trustees' thought
about that particular subject, the information so derived
was felt to be incomplete in that it represented a
restricted view without reference to other elements of the
matrix, Although not discounting this approach as a
valuable source of understanding, it was felt that a more
fruitful method of investigation was to examine the summary
grids along both vertical and horizontal columns. In this
way, it was possible to obtain a fuller wunderstanding of
particular viewpoints and to get a sense of the pervasive-
ness of an individual's thinking by comparing answers to the
different questions across the.grid. It was by this method
that one was able. to arrive at certain conclusions
respecting the first major question of the study: Do trus-
tees' views of policy affect their approach to policy and

policymaking?

EFFECT OF TRUSTEES' VIEWS

In order to arrive at any determination to this question,
it was first of all necessary to examine the row of
responses entitled TRUSTEE'S VIEWPOINT and then the row .

entitled EFFECT OF VIEWPOINT. More specifically thereafter,
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it was necessary to compare the "viewpoint" cell with the
"effect" cell in each of the question columns.

Inspection of summary sheets will show that eighty-two
cells hold answers or statements which indicated that trus-
tees were indeed influenced 1in their approaches by their
thoughts regarding policy and policymaking. From the
perspective of the respondents it appeared that they
believed this fo be largely the case and 1in this regard
trustee # 9 said (9.5):

I approach policies with my own personal philos-

ophy and bring my own personal view into the whole

plcture.
Trustee 4 10 succinctly echoed this sentiment with the
suggestion that "whatever views you hold tends to influence
your approach to any problem." (10.5)

As a means of checking the accuracy of these views, it
'was necessary to(compare the "effect" cells with the "view-
point" cells for the same question. Throughout all seven-
teen grids, it was noted that a high degree of congruence
existed between what trustees expressed as their viewpoints
and what effect they suggested this had on their approach to
policy and policymaking. Although impossible to replicate
in its entirety here, the comparison between "viewpoint" and
"effect" is well represented by the following examples:

QUESTION: Who makes policy? (Interview 11)

TRUSTEE'S VIEWPOINT - "board" has "ultimate deci-
sion" / recommendations of administrators - "defi-
nitely other input"” / "those people who are
involved" to have input / "teacher committees

jointly with the board" / ‘"consider ratepayer
influence" :
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EFFECT OF VIEWPOINT - "I...discuss things with
ratepayers" / "forced to approach it more open
mindedly" / "less dictatorial" / "try to use a lot
more diplomacy" / "convince" rather than "tell"

QUESTION: What is good policy? (Interview 4)
TRUSTEE'S VIEWPOINT =~ ‘"specific" / clarity /
"policy ought to cover situations that come wup
with reasonable frequency" / "workable and reason-
able and understandable and...consistent with the
...goals and objectives of your organization" /
"the measure of all effective policy has to be
...general acceptance" / "it has to be at least
acceptable"

EFFECT OF VIEWPOINT -~ ‘'"careful about radical
policy changes" / "more 1inclined to meet with
community groups" / "listen at least"”

QUESTION: What is good policy? (Interview 14)

TRUSTEE'S VIEWPOINT - "if 1it's satisfactory to

both sides" / "if it sits good with everybody" /
"pleases everybody" / "will meet the needs of the
division"

EFFECT OF VIEWPOINT - "I have to be comfortable

with it" / sets out purposely to develop accep-
table policy '
‘Careful comparison of the "viewpoint" and "effect" cells
throughout the summaries yields similar patterns of agree-
ment between answers and appears to support the respondents'
views that their thoughts did affect their approaches to
policy and policymaking.

Only four cells contained statements which indicated that
the viewpoint in question had no effect on the individual's
approach to policy and policymaking. Trustee # 6, for
instance, did not feel that his views about who made policy

affected his approach. Trustee # 13 felt that his views

about the neceséity of policymaking did not influence his
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approach to policymaking, while trustee # 17 didn't feel
that his thoughts on what policy is, or on who makes policy,
were particularly significant in their effect.

Given the few instances wherein trustees did not feel
that their view affected their approach to policy and poli-
cymaking, it would appear that overall trustees' approaches
to policy and policymaking were affected by their thoughts
on those matters. Even in the case of the four exceptions
cited here, one can easily argue that the responses appeared
to reflect weaknesses of the research methodology rather
than significant exceptions té the pattern of thinking among
trustees. Surely trustee # 6, who felt that the "board"
made policy and that the individual role was to insure that
policy was beneficial to everyone, was affected by these
thoughts. The fact that he saw himself as é part of the
policymaking process was the result of his view that the
"board" made policy and that he was a part of that board.
In this case, the question or perhaps the questioning tech-
nique appeared to have been weak in unearthing the under-
lying assumptions present in his thinking. Similarly with
trustee # 13, although he did not feel that his views about
the necessity of policy had an effect on his approach to
~policymaking, one can argue that he would not have involved
himself in policymakidg were it not for his strong belief
that "somebody has to set a direction." (13.1) Like argu-

ments can be used for trustee # 17's responses as well.
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Given fhe evidence from the data collected, and in view

of the very few indications to the contrary, it would seem
that the trustees in this study felt that the views that
they held about policy and policymaking were, in fact,
influential in how they themselves approached both policy
and policymaking. The author's feelings and perceptions
throughout the study also bore this out and when compared to
the evidence found in the summary éheets, it was noted that
indeed a high 1level of agreement existed between the views
professed by trustees and their recounting of the effects of
these views. It appears from this, then, that one must
accept that the views held by trustees about policy affected

their approach to policy and policymaking.
WHAT IS POLICY?

Perhaps the most fundamental question put to the trustees
in the sample was that of "What is policy?" Analysis of the
appropriate grid cells yielded a variety of answers.
However, the variéty of responses appeared to take place
more on the semantic level than on the substantive level and
it is the author's contention that much of the terminology
used for describing policy was synonymous at the level of
meaning in trustees' thinking. Consider the following terms

that were used to describe policy:

broad outline 1.1 direction 2.1

guidelines 1.1 set the course 2.35
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regulated 3.1 regulations 8.6

working formula 3.1 | statement of approach 9.1
operative manual 3.5 utilitarian 9.8

position 4.1 stfucture 11.4
interpretation of goals 4.2 laws and rules 11.5

how to proceed 4.10 framework 12.1

rules 5.1 parameters of operation 12.1
method of running 6.1 interpretation factor 13.1
procedure 5.2 guidance for staff 14.1

what you run division by 5.7 tool to achieve goals 15.3

It appeared that these descriptions of policy, although
differing in the words used, nonetheless contained common
elements or concerns within them. For all, there was a
pre~occupation with structure and direction, as well as an
orientation towards function. It appeared clear that policy
in the minds of the respondents had the definite purpose of
providing direction to the operations of school divisions.
It appeared to be viewed as an instrument for the clarifica-
tion of goals and for implementing philosophies in concrete
form,

Although the overall views held by trustees appeared to
focus on function and direction, one cannot simply overlook
the variety of terms used to describe policy. Even though
one cannot definitively interpret the noted variations, it
is possible to at least speculate as to the significance of

such differences. From the writer's experience of the
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interviews, it appeared that the wuse of differing terms to
describe eséentially similar views reflected personal biases
of the respondents. It is possible to construct continua
for directiveness and function, and to place the respective
viewpoints along such continua. For example; as end points
of the directiveness continuum, one might chose "minimum
direction necessary to insure survival of the system" and
"totally directed system." If such were the case, then one

might locate trustees' views as follows:

MINIMUM .
OIRECTION TOTAL
FOR SYSTEM DIRECTION
SURVIVAL

direction 2.1 ‘ [ rules 5.1

framework 12.1 ,,22:'.4(:_10

brosd outline 1.1 .
working formulas 3.1

Figure 2: Directiveness Continuum

The point here 1is that although all views held by the
respondents were concerned with direction, structure and
guidance of the individuals in the system, the emphasis
placed on this concern varied from individual to individual.
This variation was in turn reflected by the terminology used

to describe policy.
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At the outset of the study, it had been assumed that
certain aspects of trustees' thinking about policy might be
dichotomous in -nature. One such example of this was the
"guideline" versus '"rule" orientation suggested by the
author, However, the evidence from the research did not
provide support for such a simplistic dichotomy. Rather, it
was discovered that "guideline" in the minds of the respon-
dents meant rigid gquidelines as opposed to suggestions which
could either be accepted or rejected. In other words,
guidelines, in the minds of the trustees interviewed, meant
directive statements of the board and could perhaps be
phrased somewhat more loosely than rules. Nonetheless, any
such gquidelines were still concerned with directing the
activities of the school division. The rule versus guide-
line dichotomy posited at the outset of the study was really
an oversimplification. The data suggested fhat any such
thinking is more a reflection of different biases within the
same area of concern rather than distinctly opposing view-

points.

WHAT IS GOOD POLICY?

Although directiveness and function were the two key
elements prevalent in trustees' first responses to the ques-
tion "What is Policy?", other elements became apparent by

examining the statements found in the columns asking "What
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is Good Policy?" and "What is Bad Policy?" Again, as one
might expect, a variety of terminology was used to answer
these two questions, but close examination revealed recur-
rent themes in the respondents' thinking.

When attempting to discover patterns of thinking among
individuals on a given topic, there 1is the danger of
misrepresenting the respondents on the basis of what they
have not said. In the case of the summary grids at the
beginning of this chapter, one must guard against the
assumption that because a certain aspect of policy or poli-
cymaking is not mentioned by an individual, that he or she
of necessity finds that aspect unimportant or disagrees with
the notions put forward by other respondents pertaining to
that subject. The grids, and indeed the interviews them-
selves represent those ideas which the fespondents felt were
appropriate to the questions being posed at the time.
Although one can reasonably infer that the ideas put forward
were in all 1liklihood those most important to the partici-
pants about the specific topic, one cannot infer that other
ideas not mentioned had no place in their thinking.

The observations that follow are presented in order of
the frequency with which they were mentioned by partici-
pants. It can be reasonably argqued that this reflects the
emphasis in trustees' thinking about policy. However, it is
acknowledged that most respondents would likely find little .

issue with any of the elements identified. Nonetheless, it
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is important to see the stress accorded to these various
elements 1in order‘ to more fully wunderstand trustees'
thoughts about policy.

From the thoughts expressed about good policy, it was
possible to identify seven key concerns of the trustees
involved in this study. These were: 1) acceptability, 2)
specificity and clarity, 3) utility and problem-solving, 4)
workability, 5) fairness,} 6) flexibility and 7) accessi-
bility and communication. The area which received most

attention was that of acceptability.

Acceptability

Of the seventeen trustees interviewed, thirteen mentioned
acceptability as being an attribute of good policy. The
following examples illustfate some of the various ways in
which the notion of acceptability was transmitted:

- people are generally happy (1.8)

- at least acceptable (4.27)

- if public are happy with your system (5.23)

- in tune with what parents think (9.28)

- reflect what people want (10.26)

- those it affects are satisfied (13.28)

- mutually acceptable (11.32)

- there's no agitation, there's no particular squab-

bles about it (6.24)
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Although the phraseology was different for each of the
respondents, there appeared to be little doubt that the

underlying sentiments were the same.

Specificity and Clarity

Of almost equal emphasis was the notion that policies
must be specific and clear. Twelve of the seventeen respon-
dents made specific mention of policies being "as specific
as possible" (1.4), "easily understood" (10.4), "clearly set
out"™ (12.21) and "understandable." (17.24) This high degree
of concern with specificity and clarity may have been linked
to the overriding concern with acceptability. It appeared
that trustees might have felt similar to the administrators
described by Grasmere [1975:15] :

The administrator too will have to see that his

methods are "acceptable” and it will be for him a

far more complicated and never-ending business to

make everything that he does comprehensible, as it

will have to be if it is to be acceptable.
However, given the findings in this study, Grasmere's
thoughts about acceptability do not accurately describe the
trustees interviewed. Given the six other areas of concern
identified in their thoughts on good policy, it is impos-
sible to equate a school trustee with the democratic leader
he characterizes [Grasmere.1975:15] as one who:

...simply tries to work out some kind of action

which will prove to be "acceptable"; acceptable in

the short run within the requirement of main-

taining unity among his supporters, and acceptable
for the next two or three years in the wider field
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of the community where the proposed line of action
has to be effectively carried out, and of course
defended.
Instead, it appears more accurate to suggest that Grasmere's
identification of acceptability as an increasingly important
factor in decision making appears supported by the evidence
of this study. It is perhaps for this reason that it was

the element most frequently mentioned by the trustees inter-

viewed.

Usefulness and Problem-Solving

For eleven of the seventeen interviewed, there was
obvious concern with policy's usefulness in dealing with
specific items or in addréssing specific needs and problems.
This concern was manifested through statements which
described good policy as policy that met the needs of the
division (14.25), touched all aspects of a problem (5.24),
helped to fulfill goals (12.20), addressed a particular area
(1.19), solved problems (5.24), and achieved the desire that
had been laid down by the board. (17.22) This element in
trustees' thinking about policy appeared to be further
evidence of the "functional" orientation trustees had with
respect to policy and which was mentioned earlier. It
appeared clear that in the minds of the respondents, policy
existed (or was created) largely to fulfill some specific

purpose or to address a particular problem or need. Giving

3
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even further support to this notion was the noticeable
absence in the interviews, of examples of policy which were
not either problem or function oriented. Of the seventy-
four examples cited in the interviews, only six dealt with
curricular matters such as "level of courses" (2.7) and
breadth of program offering. (4.25) However, even these
were mentioned in the context of addressing specific prob-
lems of financing, staffing and addressing parents' wishes.
As a consequence, functionality appeared to pervade much of

the respondents' thinking about policy and policymaking.

Workability

Of the seventeen individuals interviewed, nine of them
specifically mentioned that good policy had to be "workable"
(10.14), "easy...to implement" (1.18) and "administered
without difficulty." (5.25) Although not specifically
articulated, it appeared that workability was in large
measure related to acceptability and functionality. The
inference seemed to be good pblicies did not create adminis-
trative problems (and thus insured their acceptability) and
at the same time "worked" to solve the problem or address
the issue in question (thus fulfilling the " functional

concerns of trustees).
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Fairness

Almost equal emphasis was placed on the element of "fair-
ness" in trustees' thoughts about policy. Eight of the
respondents expressed concerns that good policy should be
"fair to all" (5.2), "shouldn't create inequalities" (5.25),
should "treat everybody equally" (15.6) and should "treat
all people evenly." (8.20) Although the term "fair" was
used several times by the different respondents, the word
itself appeared to be loosely interpreted to mean everyone
receiving the Same treatment. Although the next major
element of emphasis was flexibility (presumably to allow
deviation on situational grounds), it appeared that the
trustees were slightly more concerned with the equal treat-
ment of people. It is intereéting to note the identifica-
tion of both "equal treatment"™ and "flexibility" as key
elements, for it suggests that the trustees concerned recog-
nized a necessity to balance their decisions between the
two. Clearly, the ability and freedom to do this would
allow for the most acceptable decisions being made most

frequently, depending on the circumstances involved.

Flexibility

The identification of flexibility as an important element .

in policy deserves attention in that - it appeared to be
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specifically directed towards trustees and not administra-
tors. The flexibility referred to by the respondents was
the ability of trustees to change, suspend or remake policy.
It did not refer to latitude of interpretation on the part
of policy administrators. In fact, some trustees made
comments such as "policy has to be followed to the letter.
There can be no exception whatsoever," (7.3) and "once you
set policy theré is a certain amount of pressure to stick to
what you have set up in policy and not to deviate from it."
(8.2) The element of flexibility appeared to be viewed as a
means of allowing trustees to rework policies into more
acceptable forms. There was, however, one notable exception
to this pattern of thinking. Trustee # 13 advocated flexi-
bility in the interpretation of policy. He. advocated the
construction of policy with "some room for initiative"
(13.13) on the' part of those charged with its implementa-
tion, and he felt that it should be "general enough" for the
use of imagination. (13.25) However, his was an isolated
viewpoint and ran contrary to the general pattern of

thinking found in the sixteen other responses.

Accessibility and Communication

The final area of major emphasis 1identified in the
participants' thoughts on policy was that of accessibility

and communication. Five of the respondents suggested that
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good policy ahould be "accessible and circulated to all"
(9.12), T"available for all the public that it affects"
(16.9) and "communicated to all people in the school divi-
sion." (2.27) One can quite clearly see the relationship
between "accessibility and communication” and "specificity
and clarity". Making policy available and communicating
school division policies would lead to understanding in a
specific and clear fashion. This in turn would conﬁribute
towards the overall acceptability of such policies.

Although five of the seventeen respondents represents
only 29.4% of the sample in this study, it is still consid-
ered a sufficient number to warrant mentioning here. It
must be remembered that the questions used during the inter-
view were open ended and non-directive in and of themselves.
Although only five trustees made specific mention of acces-
sibility and communication in their answers, it 1is likely
that most others would agree with their sentiments. The
respondents who did make mention of this element probably
placed higher priority on this than on others. It has been
the author's experience in dealing with trustees throughout
Manitoba that they are concerned with communicating their
policies to those affected by them, and as a consequence it
appears safe to say that the identification of this element

by 29.4% of the sample group was significant.
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WHAT IS BAD POLICY?

Other insights into the respondents' thinking about -
policy were possible through the examination of their opin-
ions about what constituted bad policy. As was to be
expected, a large portion of their thoughts concerning board
policy centred on the same elements identified in their
discussion about good policy. This was most usually mani-
fested by negative statements such as "it doesn't treat
everybody evenly" (8.22) or "it provides little or no direc-
tion." (13.26) Upon close éxamination, it was discovered
that all of the comments made about bad policy reflected
precisely the same concerns as had been identified in the
analysis of statements dealing with good policy. The

following examples illustrate this point:

"if it's too wide open" (1,4) - specificity and
clarity
"one which you don't need" (2.31) - utility and

problem-solving

one "you could never enforce" (3.26) - workability
"too detailed" (4.5) - flexibility

"get you into trouble with the public and the staff"
(8.22) - acceptability

"if it doesn't treat everybédy evenly" (8.22) - fair-

ness
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Although it was possible to assign different names to some
of the concerns identified, this reflected a variation in
semantics, but not in substance. As an example, there
appeared to be a fair degree of concern with restrictiveness
as an element of bad policy. Six of the respondents made
mention of policies that were limiting (7.26), too detailed
(4.5), restrictive (8.23) and very narrow (11.28). Although
it was possible to identify ﬁrestrictiveness" as a key
element in trustees' thinking about policy, this would have
constituted a replication as restrictiveness addressed the
concerns of flexibility, wutility and problem-solving previ-
ously mentioned. The responses given to the question "What
is bad policy?" served more to underline the key elements
identified 1in the earlier analysis than to disclose new

areas of emphasis.

IS POLICY NECESSARY?

Of all the qguestions put to the respondents, the one
concerning the necéssity'of policy was noteworthy in that it
was thé only one on which there was unanimous agreement.
Answers to this question ranged from moderate support (eg.
"I think so." [15.5]) to strong affirmations such as "very
definitely." (11.6) There appeared to be three major
reasons for this viewpoint. Two of these were articulated .

guite clearly by trustees in the study. In responding to
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why  they felt this way, there was a fairly even split
between those who <claimed to have always felt policy to be
necessary, and those who claimed to -have learned of its
necessity from experience. However, through the course of
the entire interview, several allusions were made to the
Manitoba Association of School Trustees (MAST) and its
emphasis on policy and policymaking. It was felt that as a
result of this, some of those individuals who <claimed to
have learned of policy's necessity from experience might
also have been somewhat influenced by MAST's input as well.
For thoée who had always believed that policy was necessary,
the emphasis by the provincial association may well have

served to reinforce their prior feelings.

WHO MAKES POLICY?

Sixteen of the seventeen respondents indicated that the
board ultimatély made policy. However, all of these worded
their responses 1in a very conditional fashion. Everyone
included the notion that boards did not act in isolation
when formulating policy and that input was an extremely
important element. Trustee # 16's view of who made policy
was so "input" oriented that she did not suggest that the
board ultimately made policy. Rather, she described policy-
making as a "joint effort between the trustees and the

administration."™ (16.11)
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When examining the notion of "input" and who was involved
in policymaking, it was found that fourteen of the respon-
dents advocated input from all people concerned or affected
by the specific policy. Two of these made specific mention
of being "susceptible...to pressure groups" (9.14) and one
pointed out that the public has influence. (10.12) Once
again, it appeared that trustees' views about policy and who
should be involved in policymaking were at least in part
concerned with acceptability. The involvement in the devel-
opment of ©policies by pressure groups and individuals
affected by those policies appeared partially motivated by
the desire to reach mutually acceptable policies.

The group most frequently mentioned as having input in
making policy was that of the administration. Although the
superintendent was most often referred to specifically,
several reférences were made to principals as well., Fifteen
trustees cited the administration as being involved in
making policy while only six referred to teachers taking
part in the process. The amount and type of involvement by
administrators varied from respondent to respondent. Some
advocated that the superintendent should research and write
out draft policies for boards (9.10), while others cautioned
that "if you're not careful, administration can make it."
(17.11) Although there was no apparent uniformity as to the
type and amount of input administration should have in_

making policy, there was a high degree of acceptance that
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administrators, and particularly senior administrators, were
involved in policymaking. It was noted that although three
trustees specifically mentioned the provincial department of
education as having significant control over what kinds of
policies could be framed by boards, none of the respondents
considered the department to be an active participant in
schoolboard policymaking.

In responding to the question "Who makes poliéy?", the
participants identified. four major aspects to their indi-
vidual role in policymaking. These were: 1) information
gathering, 2) protecting the interests of the electorate, 3)
initiating policymaking and 4) providing a lay point of view
in the proceés. Although these were not the sole individual
functions identified, these four were discovered to be the
most recurrent themes in the answers provided. In keeping
with their descriptions of input into policymakiné, it was
found that six trustees viewed active solicitation of input
and information gathering to be an important function of
their 1individual trusteeship. Five of the participants
referred to notions of political aéceptability with state-
ments such as: "insuring that policy is beneficial to
everyone" (6.17) and that it "protects the interests of the
electorate” (10.13) and this appeared to enjoy concern
almost equal to information gathering. 1Initiation of poliéy'
and providing a 1lay point of view appeared to be secondary
concerns of the group as a whole. These elements were

mentioned by four and three trustees respectively.
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Although the number of trustees who cited these elements

in their replies was small, it must be understood that the
individuals answered the question posed in one or two
sentences. Had responses been expanded, it can be predicted
that the numbers would have been higher 1in all categories,
and that the patterns which presented themselves in the
interview data would have remained substantiaily unchanged.
Again, the argument here is not to depict, with any great
degree of statistical accuracy, the views of Manitoba trus-
tees, but rather to identify patterns of thinking about
policy and policymaking which present themselves in this
study. Using the arguments presented earlier, it 1is
possible to infer that those areas in which there appears to
be repeated agreement likely represent a priorization of

concerns and thinking within the sample gfoup generally.

REACTIVE POLICYMAKING

Of the four priorities 1identified by trustees describing
their individual roles, the third (initiation of policy) is
worthy of note. That fact that it appeared to be viewed
less significantly than "information gathering” or
"protecting the interests of the electorate" suggests that
"policymaking might have been considered somewhat reactive in
nature by the participants. It appeared obvious from their

statements that they did not consider initiating. policy to
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be their prime function. Rather, they felt that obtaining
information and protecting the electorate's interests during
policymaking was their first priority. It seemed that they
did not primarily set out to make policy, but rather
attempted to regulate its formation when it became necessary
to construct policy. Initiation of policy by trustees
appeared most likely to occur in reaction to protecting the
interests of their electorétes and as later 1indicated,
usually in response to some event, incident or problem
requiring attention.

Reactive thinking with respect to policy was perhaps most
clearly evideht in the responses given to the question "How
is policy made?" Consider the following answers to the
qguestion: |

- "policies are made in response to situations" (9.19)
- "problems initiate chénge in policies” (11.24)

- initiated by "situation" or "group" needing direc-
tion (13.21)

- initiated when "continuously faced with a particular
problem"v(16.l7)

- initiated when "something happens in the division
and we don't have a policy to cover" (15.17)

- policy initiated "as situations come up" (15.20)

- "policy would start if an issue came up" (14.2)

- "we recognize some weaknesses" (3.2)
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- repeated questions to the board indicate need for
policy (4.22)
- "policymaking is often done after the fact, although
not always" (5.19)
- "situations create policy" (5.22)
- "when something not working" (7.23)
- "if it's causing problems" (1.15)
It appeared clear from the participants' responses that
policymaking was overwhelmingly viewed as a process which
took place in reaction to some initiating event or circum-
sﬁance. Only three of the respondents made particular
mention of non-reactive policymaking. These suggested that
"goals and objectives give rise to policy" (11.25), and that
the starting point could be "something you're planning.”
(5.20) Trustee # 17 even suggested that policy initiation
could come from "just an idea." (17.16) However, given the
large number of comments made which described policymaking
as a reéctive tool to address specific situations, it
appeared that the tendency was to think about policy 1in a
reactive as opposed to pro-active fashion. |
Using the examples just cited, it would be easy to accept
this reactive view of policy at face value. However, this
would result in a somewhat inaccurate interpretation of the
data. One must note that although the participants consid-
ered policy in a reactive fashion, they also incorporated a

future orientation into their thinking about policy. While
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it was true that certain events, incidents and situations
gave rise to the formation of policy, it was also true that
policymaking took place with a view to avoiding the repeti-
tion of similar problems in the future. Trustee # 10
pointed out that "how often a decision will be repeated
determines whether or not policy will be made" (10.27),
while trustee # 13 advocated the desirability of trying to
"establish policy ahead of time." (13.9) 1t appeared from
the comments of the respondents that the initiation of poli-
cymaking was generally a reaction to a specific event, while
the formulation of the policy itself waé more pro-active and
future oriented. This appeared to be in Kkeeping with the
earlier observation that 1initiation of ©policy appeared
subordinate to "information gathering"” and "protecting the
electorate's interests" in the minds of the participanté.

When answering the question "How is policy made?", all of
the respondents had very clearly defined views of the
process, and there was a high degree of coﬁgruence in the
answers given. Although using different words, all of the
trustees described policymaking in a fashion resembling that
found in the policy accounts of writers such as Caldwell
[1976:55], Dye [1972:27], Rein [1971:304] and Harman
[1978:9]. All of the participants acknowledged a point of
initiation (most usually a problem or a difficulty), and all
described the identification of options, the weighing of

alternatives and the selection of a specific option as the
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fundamental elements of policymaking. As well, ten trustees
either alluded to or directly cited evaluation as being an
integral part of the process. Although resembling models
found in policy literature, there was one noted deviation
from the normative design of policymaking. Whereas signifi-
cant mention is made of "goals priorization" by several
authors, this did not appear to be a consideration among
respondents. It appeared, from trustees' earlier views
about policy, that their main priorities lay with accept-
ability, utility, workability, and fairness, and that these
priorities carried over 1into the realm of policymaking.
There was no evidence to suggest that goals were priorized
for each and every policymaking decision. Rather, there
appeared to be an understanding that policymaking decisions
would take place within the context of political feasibility

and acceptance.

POLICYMAKING INFLUENCES

This perception of policies being made within an environ-
ment of political acceptability was strengthened by the
examination of the elements identified by trustees as influ-
ential in the policymaking process. Of the seventeen
respondents, fourteen made either direct or inferential
remarks concerning political acceptability. This repre-

sented the most frequently mentioned theme found 1in trus-
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tees' views of influences of policymaking. The following is
a representative selection of comments and ideas mentioned
by participants in their discussions pertaining. to policy-
making influences:

- "you must consider all groups before you make

policy" (13.29)

- labour groups/ethnic groups as strong influence

(7.21)

- pressures from the public (3.12)

- sensitive to taxpayers (12.11)

- politicai influence (5.21)

- public attitude (11.23)

- political palatability (9.23)
Once again, although not the sole influence on policymaking
in the minds of the respondents, political acceptability was
the most prevalent and obvious element in trustees' thinking
about the influences on policy and policymaking and repre-
sented a significant battern in their views of policy and

policymaking.

Financial Considerations

The second most significant influence on policymaking
mentioned by the respondents was that of financial consider-
ations. Eight of the respondents specifically stated that

they were "influenced by money" (5.32) and that "economics"
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were "a strong influence" in policymaking. (7.21) Although
concern with financial implications might at first glance
seem somewhat out of character with the participants' views
thus far identified, careful consideration reveals that
financial concern was quite 1in keeping with the focus of
acceptability previously identified. From the author's
personal experience in dealing with trustees in a policy-
making setting, it can be argued that fiscal responsibility
and concern are inevitably linked to thoughts of political
feasibility. One of the primary questions asked by trustees
is "Will we be able to justify the cost of this decision to
the ratepayers, and will the taxpayers accept this increased
cost?" It hés been the writer's experience that discussions
about how much the ratepayers could be expected to pay for
particular services or programs were really discussions
about the limit to thch financial burdens could be placed
upon the electorate before losing its support. The state-
ments and comments made by the participants in this study
appeared in keeping with this way of thinking. Phrases such
as "reasonable cost" (4.22) and "budgetary restrictions"
(16.16) cannot be defined in any absolute terms. Because of
this, it is possible to argue that the relative definitions
accorded to these notions by respondents were likely steeped .
(at least to some degree) in considerations of political

acceptance and feasibility.
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Time Constraints

Beyond "political acceptability" and "financial consider-
ations", the only other influential element in policymaking
identified by the respondents was that of time. Five of the
participants alluded to time being a "restrictive" factor.
(13.23) It was felt that both the "urgency of the matter"
(8.18) and the "need for expediency" (10.20) influenced the
policymaking process. Again, acceptability appeared to
underline concern with time as well, Although not specifi-
cally stated, urgency and expediency both appeared linked to
notions of hasty problem resolution and the provision of
acceptable alternatives. If a problem was perceived, the
severity (i.e. the degree of unacceptability accompanying
the problem) appeared to influence policymaking., The impli-
cation was that the more severe a problem was, the mére
quickly it needed to be dealt with. In this way, time was a
éignificant influence in the sense that it dealt with the
relative duration of unacceptable situations, events or
problems. From all of this, then, it is possible to see
that although participants identified political considera-
tions, financial concerns, and time as significant influ-
_ences in policymaking, these appeared to be developed facets
of the broader overriding concern trustees had with accept-

ability.
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- REASONS FOR VIEWPOINTS

The views just outlined represent the major trends in the
respondents' thoughts about policy and policymaking.
Although couched in a variety of terms which indicated
personal biases or priorization schemas, the key elements
were nonetheless substantively the same. In order to under-
stand this high degree of similarity in trustees' thoughts,
it is necessary to examine the reasons given for the views
held by the respondents.

Again, although a variety of .responses was given to the
question "Why do you hold this particular viewpoint?", these
all fit into two broad categories. These were "experience"
and "intuition". = All trustees stated that many of their
views were held because of their experiences. Some differ-
entiated between first hand experiences and vicarious expe-
riences such as "reading" (1.16) and "seeing poor policy in
action." (13.26) However, all mentioﬁ of experience as a
determiner of viewpoints was in the context of school board
operations. For example, the readings alluded to by trustee
# 1 were in publications of the National School Board
Association and similar organizations. It appeared obvious
that when the trustees interviewed mentioned experience,
they referred to learning derived frbm functioning in the
role of trustee, or from involvement with the public educa-

tion system in a non-elected capacity. The point here is
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that there was a very strong indication that trustees
learned from their involvement with the system. It was
inferred that the longer the association with the system,
the more one could learn, and it appeared that the views
held by the respondents were predominantly reflections of
the systems in which they found themselves. It seemed that
the use of the term "should" in descriptions of policy and
policymaking were not indications of philosophic orienta-
tions but rather of needs within the specific systems in
which the respondents functioned.

Although there was unanimous indication that experience
was in very large part responsible for opinions held about
policy and policymaking, it was not the sole reason given.
There were occasional comments made by individuals which
indicated that intuition was also at times responsible for
certain views:

- "I think I've always felt that way." (3.28)

- "It just seems to me a matter of logic." (4.25)

- "a gut feeling I guess" (7.26)
Even though these comments were very few by comparison to
those about experience, it is interesting to note that such
comments were made in response to questions about policy,
and never policymaking. It appeared that trustees thoughts
about policy were perhaps somewhat amorphous by comparison

to their views about policymaking.
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When attempting to discover the reasons for the views
held by thé respondents, individuals were asked to outline
how their thoughts had developed over time. As might be
expected, all of the participants referred to examples of
experience (either specifically or generally) shaping their
thinking. However, as respondents were asked to outline the
development of their views with respect to each of the six
guiding questions, some of their responses did not refer to
either experience or intuition. 1In fact, ten of the respon-
dents indicated, on one or more of the questions, that their
particular Qiewpoint with regards to that topic had not
changed since becoming a trustee. It can be conjéctured
from these responses that prior to assuming school board
membership, these participants had formulated certain ideas
about aspects policy and pblicymaking. The subsequent
failure to change these views in light of school board expe-
rience suggests that such opinions had been reinforced by
their experiences in the school board setting. In this
sense, it can be seen that experience played an important
part in the reinforcement of certain views even 1if those
opinions had not changed over time.

Of the various viewpoints expressed by participants, six
reported no change in their views of what policy was. Five
indicated no change in their thoughts about who makes policy
and four said that their views about the necessity of policy

had remained constant. With respect to views about good and
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bad policy, two trustees reported no change in their views
about good policy, while only one held his previous convic-
tions about bad policy. All other respondents indicated a
change in their thoughts basically attributable to experi-
ence. Particularly noteworthy among the accounts of view-
point development was the fact that none of the participants
suggested maintaining earlier views of how policy was made.
1t appeared that all trustees in the study felt that their
opinion about how policies were made had changed over time
due to their experiences., This 1is not surprising if one
recognizes the distinction between experiencing policymaking
in specific, sometimes controversial and emotional situ-
ations, and merely thinking about policy abstractly and in
general terms, without reference to particular issues. This
perhaps, in part, accounts for the noted difficulty respon-
dents had in'thinking about policy generically.

In support of the observation that trustees had greater
ease responding to questions of a concrete and temporal
nature, one can examine the examples used by participants to
illustrate their particular views. Of the seventy-four
examples used, only five cited concerns were somewhat
abstract in content and focused on issues of an educational
nature. These were:

- introduction of course programs (2.7)
- breadth of program offering (4.25)

- basic notions of individual differences (4.25)
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- driver training program for fifteen year olds

(12.17)

- program development for gifted students (16.2)
However, these examples were not necessarily thought of in
terms of the educational issues and implications involved.
From the general tone of the interviews it was felt that
examples of policies concerning the introduction of course
programs and the breadth of program offerings, were concerns
more with political and fiscal overtones than with any peda-
gogical implications. Trustee # 12's example of the driver
training program and trustee # 16's illustration of programs
for the gifted appeared to be the only instances wherein a
significant portion of the thinking addressed more abstract
issues such as optimizing learning environments and
improving student motivation., Without exception, all other
examples used to illustrate views about policy énd policy-
making dealt with very specific and concrete items such as
transportation policies, redundancy clauses, workload
assignments and the like. It appeared from the data that
the seeming lack of abstract thinking by respondents about
both policy and policymaking was a reflection of trustees'
concern with utility and problem solving noted at the outset

of this chapter.
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SUMMARY

The points outlined in the preceeding pages represent the
general patterns of thoughts and concerns that were present
in the responses made by trustees to the questions about
policy and policymaking. In capsule form, the trustees
interviewed thought about policy and policymaking in terms
of acceptability, utility, specificity, workability, fair-
ness, flexibility and accessibility. The overriding concern
appeared to be with acceptability, and virtually all other
elements identified as significant seemed to lend themselves
to that particular focus. There was consensus among the
respondents as to the necessity of policy, and general
agreement about the policymaking process. Noteworthy in the
views about policymaking was a stress on input and involve-
ment by other groups. The key functions of individuals in
the policymaking process were 'identified as information
gathering, protection of the electorate's interests, initia-
tion of policy, and the provision of a lay viewpoint in the
process. Policy and policymaking were generally viewed as
reactive in the initiation stage, but future oriented in the
development phase. The descriptions of the policymaking
process provided by trustees were similar to those found in
much policy literature and focused on the elements of initi-
ation, option identification, alternative weighing, and

option selection. The key influences on policymaking iden-
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tified by respondents were political acceptability, finan-
cial consideration and time. The views put forward by
participants and the patterns of thinking found therein were
the result of both experience and 1intuition. Experience
with school board affairs, however, was considered to be the
major determinant of the views held. Further, there was a
strong feeling among the respondents that the views they
held about policy and policYmaking affected their approaches

to those areas.



Chapter IV

INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA

It is important to distinguish between the two types of
thinking that appear in the trustees' responses if we are to
achieve an expanded understanding of how trustees think
about policy and policymaking. Literature in the areas of
"pblicy analysis" and "policy sciences" makes no distinction
between thoughts about policy and thoughts about policy-
making. Indeed, little consideration is given to the ques-
tion of how individuals think at all. Rather, the litera-
ture is composed of policy definitions followed by models of
policymaking with the major emphasis placed on the latter.

During the proposal stage of this study, it was argued
that insﬁfficient attention was paid by most policy writers
to the guestion of how individuals think about policy and
policymaking. Moskowitz's argument [1978:66] "that the
cognitive structures of policymakers must be taken into
account" and that "decision makers depend on preset cogni-
tive imgges to process information...and to reach judgements
quickly" was used to make the point. The "cognitive images"
referred to are the "policy maps" identified in Chapter 1 of

this study. Such maps can be separated into two parts. The

- 217 -
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first part is the "shape" of the map, and the second is the
"content" of that map. While much attention has been paid
to the content in terms of beliefs about policy formation,

little attention has been accorded the shape of such maps.

GENERIC AND SPECIFIC VIEWS OF POLICY

Viftually all interviews were marked by a distinction in
the way in which trustees responded to questions about
policy and questions about policymaking._ This distinction
was characterized by vague and indeterminate responses to
generic policy questions, and were in sharp contrast to the
highly specific and articulate answers given to policymaking
questions, Most often, trustees experiencing difficulty in
expressing ideas about policy, resorted to discussing
particﬁlar policy issues such as transportation and the
public use of school facilities. Policymaking questions
were also invariably related to such specifics. It appeared
that, for trustees in this study, policy and policymaking
were thought of in terms of the resolution of particular
issues.

Notwithstanding, trustees appeared to have certain
generic ideas about policy. These ideas were .either stated
briefly (as in the case of rule, guideline, and direction)
or could be inferred from the many statements made about the

attributes of good and bad policy. These ideas about policy
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in the abstract sense appeared to provide a fundamental
platform from which specific policy thinking flowed. Two
apparent elements of this platform appeared to be "direc-
tiveness" and "acceptability". As pointed to earlier, all
trustees thought of policy in terms of providing direction.
Although the amount and intensity of such directiveness
varied, all respondents were concerned with some portion of
the previously outlined "direction continuum". (See Fig. 1)
As well, thoughts on policy appeared to contain a great deal
of concern with public acceptability.

The platform of generic ideas held by trustees about
policy appeared significant in influencing specific ideas
trustees had about policy. When using particular examples
of policy and policymaking, trustees' comments reflected the
"platforms" from which they were operating. For example,
trustee # 3 suggested that it was imporfant, when developing
policy, to "see how we can strengthen the wording and
explain better the intentions of the board." (3.5)
Similarly, trustee # 7 remarked that "you have to take other
people's views into account™ (7.5) when formulating poli-
cies. Both of these statements reflect the concern trustees
had with acceptability and it is possible to see here the
translation of generic policy ideas into specific thoughts.
In the same way, the other identifiable element in trustees'
policy platforms (i.e. directiveness) was reflected in

comments such as "if there's a need, then policy is devel-
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oped" (7.18), and that policy "defines things specifically
for people." (12.,5)

Although it 1is possible to distinguish between the
generic and specific views of.policy held by trustees, it is
not possible to divorce the two from each other. Indeed
there appears to exist a close relationship between the two.
It seems apparent that specific thoughts are directed or
influenced by the more general platform ideas of trustees
and this at times serves to blur the distinction between the
two. Nonetheless, the data generated in this study provides
evidence of ‘two distinguishable types 6f thought about
policy by trustees.

The important distinction being made here is between two
different shapes for "policy maps" of trustees. It is
important to differentiate between the two for in the same
way that the content of a geographic map is governed by its
boundary 1limits, the cognitive boundaries of trustees'
"policy maps" regﬁlate the allowable content of their
thoughts. As the boundaries surrounding policy are abstract
and unclear, the range of thought within that area is far
wider than that found in policymaking which has as its
boundaries the fixed lines of experience. Understanding
this distinction between thinking about policy and thinking
about policymaking‘helps to explain why there appears to be
a great deal of congruence in trustees' notions about poli-

cymaking itself.
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Apart from the noted differences in how trustees think
about policy and policymaking, there 1is one other facet of
how trustees think about policy and policymaking that is of
particular interest. Whereas much of the policy literature
(and particularly that of the "rationalist" school of
thought) describes policymaking as a reactive process,
little attention is given to any pro-active or future
oriented thinking in the minds of policymakers. Yet, from
the data collected in this study, it would appear that trus-
tees think a great deal in terms of the future when framing
policy. Although the initial impetus for policymaking often
comes from events, problems or situations which are already
present, continued deliberation and policy formulation are
future oriented. This kind of policy thinking is based on
the supposition that the same or similar sets of circum-
stances are likely to occur in the future. It is for this
reason that trustee # 9 suggested that:
...if we're not going to repeat it, there's no
point in writing a whole policy for one decision -
but if it's something that's re-occurring and it's
going to occur again, then we need to write a
policy about it...
Trustee 4 10 shared similar thoughts when suggesting that
the expectation of a "situation to come up again in the
future" (10.22) would determine whether or not policy was
formulated. A statement: made by trustee # 16 syntheéized

both reactive and pro-active elements present 1in trustees'

thoughts about policymaking. She stated that "...you know
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when a policy has to be made if you're continuously faced
with a particular problem." (16.17) The implication here
appears clear. If one is faced with a repeated problem, a
policy must deal with not only the immediate situation (i.e.
reactively), but also with any future such occurrences.

The emphasis here on the future orientation of trustees'
thoughts about policy and policymaking is not to draw atten-
tion to what one might perceivé as a shortcoming in policy
literature. Rather, this particular element contributes to
our more complete understandingb of how trustees think in
terms of policy and poliéymaking. It appears from the data
gathered, that policy formation by trustees has as a pre-
condition, the anticipation of similar events, situations or
problems in the future which will require attention.
Indeed, as has been pointed out, without this anticipation
it appears that policy formatioﬁ does not take place.

This facet of how trustees think about policy and policy-
making is much in keeping with ideas put forth by Kelly
[1963], Bussis [1976]), and Bannister and Franéella [1971] in
their writings about personal construct psychology. These
authors have advanced the idea that one's views are the
"result of an individual's interpretation of his world."
[Bussis.1976:16] In the case of trustees, it can be argued
that their views about policy and policymaking are the
result of their interpretation of the experiences they have

had both in private life and as school board members. This
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might in part account for the distinction in thinking previ-
ously noted between policy and policymaking. As policy-
making is directly experienced in a tangible fashion, the
range of interpretations that could be attached to it is
likely less than the latitude of interpretation one could
apply to 1ideas about policy. Bannister and Fransella
[1971:17] point out that "...all our present perceptions are
open to question and reconsideration” and, indeed, this
appears to be the case concerning trustees' thoughts on
policy. Although Bannister and Fransella go on to suggest
that "even the most obvious occurrences of everyday life
might appear utterly transformed if we were inventive enough
to construe them differently", it appears that this inter-
pretive inventiveness, when applied to ideas about policy-
méking, may be somewhat dulled and constrained by the param-
eters of the individual's experiences. It is perhaps to
this that Dewey [1933:135] alludes when suggesting that
"ideas may lose their 1intellectual quality because of
habitual use."

When examining how trustees apparently think about policy
and policymaking in the light of personal construct theory,
many parallels can be drawn. Although it is beyond the
scope of this study to delineate a "construct theory of
policy thinking", it is still useful to examine some of the
basic tenets of construct theory in that these provide us
with plausible possibilities that can serve to more fully

understand policy thinking by some Manitoba trustees.
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Bannister and Fransella [1971] synthesize into a number
of postulates, the key propositions involved 1in construct
systems. Of these, the most fundamental ideas is that "...a
person's processes are psychologically channellized by the
ways in which he anticipates events." [Bannister and
Fransella.1971:1] They further state that "man 1is not
reacting to the past so much as reaching out for the future"
and then present the argument that "...a person anticipates
events by construing their replication." [Bannister and
Fransella.1971:20] The evidence gathered from the respon-
dents in this study suggests that this is indeed what occurs
in policymaking. As was pointed out earlier, the initiation
of policy formation is most commonly 1in reaction to a
specific difficulty engaging trustees at that point in time.
However, the decisibn to make a policy appears directly
linked to the trustees' anticipation of the problem's future
replication. In situations where the problems are deemed to
be 1isolated occurrences and wheré replication is not
construed, policy formulation is arrested and replaced by
independent decision-making. Bussis [1976:17] poihts out
that "constructs...are the means by which we predict and
anticipate events, as a forerunner of action", and this
appears to be a fairly accurate description of how trustees
think about policy and policymaking, at least in part.
Other postulates put forth by Bannister and Fransella

further suggest that construct theory may be helpful in
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expanding our understanding of how trustees think. For
example, the notion that "persons differ from each other in
their constructions of events" [Bannister and Fransella.
1971:22] can be used to account for the variety of views
presented by individuals having experienced essentially the
same things. Although the experiences may have been
similar, the meanings attached to those experiences have
differed. Following farther in these construct theorists'
arguments, it is pointed out that "...a person's construc-
tion system varies as he successively construes the replica-
tion of events", and that "as the evidence comes in we tend
to modify the individual construct or parts of our construct
system." [Bannister and Fransella.1971:27-28] If it is
accepted that tfustees thoughts on policy and policymaking
are at least 1in part personal constructs, then one can
accept that individuals' thoughts will change depending on
how they construe replications of events. All of the
respondents in the study suggested that experience had, in
large measure, been most influential 1in the formulation of
their ideas. However, experience is really no more than the
validation or the negation of construed replications. In
situations where trustees' anticipated outcomes are without
support, it is logical that the constructs will be changed.
In those situations where constructs are validated, the
reinforcement of anticipated outcomes more firmly fixes

trustees' thinking in those areas. ‘The risk involved here
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appears to be that of becoming rooted in one's own
constructs. It is interesting to note that construct theo-
rists' beliefs which appear to be plausible explanations of
how trustees think, are also closely aligned with Dewey's
thoughts about ideas and knowledge. [Dewey.1933]

In the same way that Thompson [1959] describes beliefs as
habits, constructs which are continually validated may give
trustees knowiedge of a particular situation. At the same
time, however, this knowledge might indeed limit one's
inventivenéss in construing these situations differently.
The earlier noted differences between thoughts about policy
and thoughts about policymaking can be viewed as a function
of construct validation. Because policy in the generic
sense is an abstraction for trustées, it lacks tangibility,
measurability, and substance. Policymaking on the other
hand is a concrete experience for them and as such is more
easily verifiable. As a consequence, trustees who tangibly
experience policymaking can validate, and eventually crys-
tallize, the constructs they have about it. With policy,
however, the inability to make concrete the abstraction
results in trustees espousing constructs of a more open and
shifting type. Although the initial apperance may be one of
uncertainty and could be regarded as indicative of trustees’
failure to think about policy, it can also be interpreted as
evidence of an ongoing interest and desire to arrive at a

better understanding of their role as policymakers.
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Although the arguments presented here are by no means
definitive and comprehensive in describing how trustees
think about policy and policymaking, they are nonetheless
useful 1in suggesting possible explanations for perceived
differences in responses to interview questions. As such,
the particular theoretical models presented by Dewey and
construct theorists such as Kelly, Bussis, and Bannister and
Fransella provide useful frameworks within which the infor-
mation retrieved in this study can be interpreted. Even if
such theories cannot conclusively explain differences in
policy statements or 1in policymaking processes,. they do
allow us to expand our own field of interpretations and as
such contribute to the free play of thought which Dewey
[1933:224] suggests is "necessary to the emancipation of

life"™ in order to make it "rich and progressive."

SPECIFIC VIEWS ABOUT POLICY AND POLICYMAKING

In order to more fully wunderstand the thinking of
Manitoba trustees about pélicy and policymaking, it is
necessary to go beyond a discussion of different modes of
thinking on these subjects. As the trustees themselves have
strongly suggested a high degree of congruence between their
thoughts and their approaches to policymaking, it is neces-
sary to examine in some detail the content of those

thoughts. Again, in order to expand our understanding, it
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-is useful to compare trustees' views with those put forth in
policy literature. By so doing it may be possible to
suggest new or varied understandings of policy and policy-
making in education.

The literature related to policy and policymaking is
vast, and not without a substantial number of models posited
to explain policymaking.* Dror [1968:137-153] discusses
models of pure-rationality, economical rationality, sequen-
tial decision-making, incremental change, satisfying, and
extra rationality. Dye [1972:18] suggests that:

...most policies are a combination of rational
planning, incrementalism, interests groups'
activity, elite preferences, systemic forces,
competition, and internal influences...
and discusses at some length - institutionalism, elite
theory, rationalism, incrementalism, game theory and group
theory. Woll [1974:21-52] limits his writing to a pure
classical model, a liberal-democratic model, - group theory,
elite theory and systems theory. Harman [19781, when
talking of policy processes in education, pays attention to
the rational or classical model, incrementalism, political
interest groups, bargaining, political systems, democratic
voting, and several other influences. Ralph [1978:18-39]
discusses policymaking 1in terms of a systems approach, a

rational approach, a formal-organization model, a democratic

* It has already been ' pointed out that policy 1literature
deals almost exclusively with policymaking and relegates
discussion of policy to somewhat simplistic and arbitrary
definition.
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bargaining typology, pluralistic bargaining, and a process
model. He points to the large number of policy models
present in the literature by <citing that Anderson, Downey,
Dye, Harman, Letourneau, Thompson and Schoettle alone
present forty-two different approaches to understanding
policy and policymaking. [Ralph.1979:18] It is because of
this diversity of models that he argues for an eclectic
approach to policy analysis. This point 1is similar to
Aucoin's who states [1971:33] that:

If there 1is one major point that should emerge

from the foregoing... it is that there is not an
accepted paradigm for the study of policy-making
as yet.

Woll [1974:52] makes the same point when he says that:

None of the models that are most commonly used to

explain how public policy should be formulated, as

well as how the government works in practice,

fully reveals all of the dimensions of the policy

process.
Many reasons fbr the apparent failure to find "an accepted
paradigm" have been posited by various writers. Mann
[1975:18] argues that "policymaking 1is an extremely frag-
mented business" and perhaps does not 1lend itself to a
single approach. 1In support of this, Harman [1978:1] points
out that "policy processes are complex activities...often
characterized by diversity and apparent disorder."

Because 6f the wide range of possible approaches to the

study of policy and policymaking, and because of the

apparent insufficiency of the models thus far developed,

more recent writers have argued the case for an eclectic
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approach. The most prevalent argument for such a thrust is
reflected in Anderson's opinion [1975:162] that:

Eclecticism in approach helps ensure that fruitful

avenues of inquiry will not be closed off by

narrow or particular theoretical concerns.
In the same way that this study attempts to expand the
understanding of educational policy and policymaking by
considering areas which have previously been neglected,
eclectically oriented writers propose that the study of
policy needs to be less constrained by the specific models
that have been put forth. Although writers such as Anderson
[1975:26] warn that "it 1is not now possible to develop a
'grand theory' of ©policy formation", they nonetheless
suggest that a good start can be made towards "theory

buildihg" by using an eclectic framework.

Eclecticism and Trustees' Views

In view of the data generated in this study, the propo-
nents of eclecticism appear to have valid grounds for their
views. If one examines the responses provided by partici-
pants, one soon recognizes similarities between trustees'
~thoughts and normative models of policymaking in the litera-
ture. Of the wide range of possible models which might be
used to explain educational policymaking, four are most
prevalently cited. These are the rational or classical

model, the incremental model, the elite preference model and
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various bargaining  models. Of these, the rational model
appears to be the most frequently cited while the others
appear to be variations of processes occurring within that
rational framework. For instance, Edwards and Sharkansky
[1978:87-262] recognize eight facets of the rational policy-
making process. These are 1) 1identifying the problem, 2)
setting the policy agenda, 3) classifying and ranking goals,
4) discovéring options and information, 5) assessing alter-
natives, 6) decision-making, 7) the economic constraints on
decision-making, and-8) political constraints on decision-
making. While it is easy to recognize the similarities
between this model and the descriptions of policymaking
provided by the respondents in the study, one must also note
that the political and economic considerations mentioned
give room for many aspects of various bargaining models
within tﬂis rational framework.

Although at first glance one might be tempted to suggest
that policy thinking by trustees occurs strictly within the
rational mode just outlined, this would be an oversimplifi-
cation. . Many of the comments made by participants suggest
that several influences are 1involved 1in any attempt to
understand policy and policymaking as viewed by trustees.
For example, trustee # 4's response to the question dealing
with the reason for his views about good policy was "It just
seems to me a matter of logic." (4.25) Even though ration- .

ality is indicated in this response, it suggests as well, an
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element of intuitiveness. 1In this instance, the writings of
Dror [1968] with his "extra rational model"” might prove
productive in providing an enlarged understanding of this
respondent's thoughts. Similarly, trustee # 7's view that
"when something's wrong with...policy...something should be
changed" (7.23) 1is in keeping with Lindblom's [1968] incre-
mental model. As well, those participants who described the
policymaking process as one of input from a variety of
sources, with different weightings being accorded to ideas
depending on their sources, might well be considered advo-
cates of elite preference models found in the literature.
All of these schools of thought, however, do not preclude
the use of the rational model to explain policy thinking.
Rather, as pointed out by Ralph [1979:24], "the constraints
upon policymakers in the system limit their use of purely
rational procedures." The myriad of models which have been
developed in the area of policy studies bears testimony to
the insufficiency of the rational model in explaining policy
and policymaking, and it is on arguments such as this that
proponents of‘eclecticism plead their case.

The eclectic approach has much to offer in that it
suggests a selective approach to theory building which
allows one to choose what is most appropriate or best from
the different models. However, as with models, the eclectic
approach also has certain weaknesses. While eclecticism may

provide an expanded way of explaining policy thinking by
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allowing several elements of different models to complement
each other, there 1is no one eclectic model. Although an
eclectically constructed explanation of policy formation
might, in one instance, wuse elements of rationality,
economic bargaining and incrementalism, another situation
might require the explanation of policymaking on the basis
of rationality and elite preferences. The resulting policy
might well constitute a radical change as opposed to the
"satisfying” which 1is posited by March and Simon, or the
"incrementalism" described by Lindblom. The problem here is
that while an eclectic approach may have served to under-
stand both instances of policymaking, it also resulted in
two very different explanations, neither of which would have
been adequate to fully understanding both situations if they
had beeh used alone. Indeed, it is possible to see that a
~certain amount of tension exists between elements within the
two eclectically constructed explanations presented ‘here.
It is for this reason that the development of an eclectic
model cannot be undertaken. Rather, eclecticism must remain
as an approach, and can only contribute to expanded under-
standing of policy thinking if it 1is used as a style of
investigating possibilities. Any attempt to arrive at a
grand theory or model (no matter how eclectically derived)
will ultimately result in a restricted understanding similar
to that which has been characteristically provided by the

narrow confines of traditional policy models.



234
As the advocacy of eclecticism 1is not a new phenomenon
and has been argued by such writers as Anderson [1975], Dye
[1972], Aucoin [1971], Harman [1978] and Woll [1974], one
must look further in order to more fully understand policy
thinking of trustees in this study. When examining the
responses of participants in this study, it becomes readily
apparent that one must engage in an eclectic approach in
order to explain sentiments expressed by respondents in the
interviews. It becomes equally apparent that trustees them-
selves do‘ not have one single vision from which they
operate. Statements of apparent conflict abound throughout
many of the transcripts and it would appear that trustees
themselves use an eclectic approach when making policy deci-
sions or when thinking about policy. Consider the following
sets of statements:

I would say that policy is a broad outline of the

way a board would 1like to see a certain aspect

dealt with - guidelines more or less within which

the administration that you've hired can then go

ahead and implement any types of programs etc.

%hat)may be wanted in the division by the board.
1.1

I tend to see that if a policy is too broad that
there is too much room still for things not to be

done the way - for instance the board or myself

would like them done. So in policymaking I would
tend to be. - I tend to be quite specific so that

%her? is no room for very much 1interpretation.
1.4
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Well now, what do I - well I think that policy is

a statement of your - really your philosophy and
your approach to education in your division. (9.1)

Well, I think first of all you have to have -

policies I think are made in response to situ-

ations - as I say we're not sitting around saying

"Oh we haven't got a policy about this." (9.19)
It becomes apparent that trustees can and do, at times,
concurrently hold incongruous views. However, this does not
of necessity imply confusion or uncertainty on the part of
the respondent. Rather, although that possibility might
exist, it is also‘possible that conflicting statements such
as these are merely representative of the wide array of
possibilities open to the individual's fhought. Indeed, if
trustees apply an eclectic approach in their thinking about
policy and policymaking, a wide range of ideas and beliefs
on these subjects are possible. 1In any given situation, the
viewpoint adopted would be largély determined by the various
contextual and situational constraints present at that time.
In an interview situation wherein participants are required
to respond to questions without reference to specific
contextual or situational cues, these must be imagined by
the respondent. As conflicting statements such as those
presented were elicited at different times during the inter-
views, it is possible that such conflicts were more apparent
than real. If one believes the construct theorists, then it

is possible to see these apparent contradictions as

resulting from the presence of different constructs at
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different times in the interview. Respondents had to
mentally construct a context within which they could answer
questions posed to them, and varying answers by the same
individual could well have been a reflection of a differ-
ently constructed context at a different point in the inter-
view.

It seems apparent from the interviews conducted that
trustees think about policy and policymaking in a variety of
ways. Indeed, it has been shown that individual trustees
may simultaneously hold several views about policy and its
formation. It would appear that none of these are consid-
ered to be inviolate and that trustees apparently subscribe
to different views depending on different circumstances. 1In
this sense then, one can suggest that trustees appear to
employ an eclectic approach in their thinking about policy
and policymaking.
| Although a reasonable argument can be mounted to profess
that trustees wuse an eclectic approach in their thinking
about policy and policymaking, this does little to increase
oﬁr understanding of their thinking in these areas. It
merely points out that their thoughts may be many and varied
without indicating any organizing principles surrounding the
selection of such thoughts, views or beliefs,

At the outset of this study it was acknowledged that
contextual and procedural considerations could be wused to

partially explain policies that had been adopted. It was
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noted, however, that these were inappropriate for revealing

complete understanding of differences between policy state-
ments on similar items. The acknowledgement of an eclectic
approach in trustees' thinking about policy and policymaking
may allow us to wunderstand that individuals can have
different views at different times about the same area,
depending on the particulars of the situation. However, we
are left with the same weakness pointed to earlier. If our
understanding of trustees' thinking is to be more fully
developed, then we must address the question of what influ-
ences trustees to select particular ideas or views over

others.

THE INFLUENCE OF ACCEPTABILITY

During the proposal stage of this work, much attention
was focused on the context of trustees' thoughts about
policy and policymaking. As the study unfolded, it became
clear that although patterns of thinking existed in certain
“areas, expected paiterns did not. appear in others. This
created considerable doubt in the researcher's mind as to
the utility of the undertaking. Although it was possible to
suggest that in certain areas trustees apparently thought in
specific ways, it was always possible to recognize one or
two individuals who were an exception to the pattern. As

there appeared to exist very few categories in which one
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could find unanimous congruence of thought, it seemed that
the study was more likely to confuse our understanding of
trustees' thinking than it was to help clarify it. It
wasn't until the writer's analysis focused on the "why"
questions of the study, and on the inferences that could be
made with respect to the content of certain responses, that
this work appeared to promise at least some expanded under-
standing in certain areas.

In reflecting on the analyses and considerations that had
taken place, it was felt that a large number of discrete
ideas about trustees' thoughts had been either discerred or
exposed, and these appeared useful 1in contributing to an
understanding of either specific areas or situations.
However, the writer suffered from the "malaise" of simply
having disjointed ideas without really being'able to explain
the relationship of these ideas to each other. Even after
having considered the data ‘in the 1light of a variety of
literature, there still remained some unanswered questions.
How could so many different policy models appear to explain
policy decisions? On what béses would particular models be
appropriate or inappropriate? Because of these questions,
the writer's attention was once again directed to the data
in search for some common ground upon which all of these
discrete ideas might sensibly fall, and which might provide

a more ordered understanding of trustees' policy thinking.
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When re-examining the interview findings, the writer was
continually drawn back to the key concerns identified by
trustees when they spoke of good and bad policy. It was
felt that strongly noted concerns migﬁt influence policy-
making, particularly if these concerns were highly general-
ized among the respondents. Further, it was felt that
substantive concerns might well override situational consid-
erations and provide some basis for decision making. In
short, 1if certain concerns were pervasive enough, these
might account for the specific selection of ideas made by
trustees who seemingly had an eclectic approach to their
thinking about policy.

Although seven key concerns were identified, not all of
these were accorded equal status. In diminishing order of
importance, | trustees concerned themselves with
l)acceptability, 2) specificity and clarity, 3) wutility and
problem-solving, 4) workability, §5) fairness, 6) flexi-
bility, and 7) accessibility and communication. This
presented a problem 1in that not all respondents subscribed
to any one of these concerns. Consequently iﬁ could not be
suggested that any of these were sufficiently generalized to
provide the basis for why trustees thought as they did.
However, further examination of the identified concerns, as
weil as continued thought on the matter, eventually yielded

a different perspective.



240

Chapter 3 discussed 1in detail each of the concerns
dealing with policy and policymaking, identified by trustees
in this study. It was pointed out that "acceptability" was
the most frequently cited varea of concern and that it
appeared to be the most significant area as well. Brief
allusion was made to the notion that the remaining six
concerns contributed towards "acceptability". It is the
pursual of that notion which appears fruitful in adding a
plausible dimension to our understanding of trustees'
thinking about policy and policymaking.

Taking the remaining six concerns identified by trustees.
~in the study, it is possible to examine them individually
and to see that each' does indeed contribute to T"accept-
ability". Following the arguments of Graémere [1975] one can
accept that policies which aré "specific" and "clear" have a
far greater likelihood of finding acceptance than those
which are vague and ill-understood. Similarly, it is not
unreasonable to assume that policies which perform needed
functions and which solve identified problems are more
likely to be accepted than those for which there is no
apparent reason. Workability, the fourth identified
concern, can be seen to contribute towards "acceptability"
as well, Surely. a workable policy is far more acceptable
than one which is unmanageable by those charged with imple-
menting it. And so it is with the remaining concerns of

fairness, flexibility and accessibility. All of these iden-
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tified concerns deal with the promotion of acceptable poli-
cies to various groups.

It is possible to view the concerns of specificity/
clarity, problem-solving, workability, fairness, flexi-
bility, and accessibility/communication as elements of
acceptability. Although not meant to be a comprehensive
listing of the components of acceptability, it is possible
to visualize the identified concerns as elements which are
directed towards producing acceptability. Following this
argument, the subordinate concerns 1identified in the study
appear to be a reflection of individuals' biases towards
specific elemen&s of acceptability. If this is the case,
then it suggests a different interpretation than was first
placed on the identification of the various concerns. Now,
rather than having a 1list of different intefests which
provide no unanimous focus, we have the single concern of
"acceptability" identified through respondents' orientations
towards some of its specific elements. Although it might be
possible to construct interesting arguments which would
relate individuals' degrees of concern for acceptability to
the particular element(s) on which they focused, these are
best left to further studies. Rather, it is felt that if
one can accept the notion of "acceptability" as just
outlined, and if it is plausible that all trustees in their
responses identified T"acceptability" (either directly or

indirectly) as a concern, then it is important to examine
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what might be revealed to us about trustees' policy thinking
because of this.

The discovery of a pervasive concern with "acceptability"
in trustees' thinking about policy and policymaking was not
a radical finding. It served to confirm in the writer's
mind experiences he had undergone while working with trus-
tees in a variety of policymaking settings. However, the
identification of "acceptability" did more than just confirm
his experiences. It isolated and identified in a much
clearer fashion what he had previously only been able to
label as "the politics involved in policymaking." Now, with
a clearer grasp of what these so called "politics" entailed,
it was possible to more fully understand how trustees think
about policy and policymaking.

Barlier in this discussion, considerable reference was
made to various pol%c& models and the eclectic approach
trustees appeared to use when thinking about policy. In
order to understand how trustees appear to think about
policy and policymaking, it is first of all necessary to
understahd their eclectic approach and the variety of
choices that this approach offers to them. Examination of
the data generated reveals that many if not all policy
models in the literature can be used to explain processes
involved in educational policymaking. However, not all
models can be wused simultaneously to understand specific

policy processes. 1t appears that various models of, and
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approaches to, policymaking are used at different times. As
pointed out in Chapter 1, situational and contextual vari-
ables can in part account for some of this variation, but it
does not fully explain differences 1in policies which deal
with the same issues and which are subject to the same
influences. The ultimate question is then one of the basis
on which trustees select and adopt ideas, models or
approaches when formulating policy.

By considering both the notions of T"acceptability" and
"eclecticism" just presented, and by linking these to what
has been said previously, it is now possible to describe
what appears to happen in trustees' minds when faced with a
policy issue. To start with, it appears that trustees begin
to think about policy in very specific terms as a direct
»result of some event, issue or problem which cqnfronts them.
At that point, they either construe future replications of a
similar nature or they don't. If they do not, policymaking
is abandoned in favor of immediate, specific decision making
and the process terminates. If replications are construed,
policymaking continues and trustées examine as wide a range
of possibilities as are available to them. These specific
considerations are influenced by each individual's partic-
ular "policy platform” as well as by contextual and situ-
ational wvariables. From their deliberations, trustees
select a mode or combination of modes which they feel are

appropriate for dealing with the problem facing them.
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Having made the selection of an appropriate mode or modes,
trustees then proceed to the actual policy striking phase,
after which the process is taken over by administrators who
implement it. Although trustees might again become ihvolved
in the area if the particular policy developed proves to be
unacceptable, this will occur through the initiation process
previously mentioned and will constitute a reactivation of

the cycle.

BOUNDED ECLECTICISM

- The eclectic approach to policymaking which 1is apparent
in many of the respondents' statements does not occur in
isolation. Rather, the selection of policy options is
continually considered in 1light of the construed accept-
ability of any proposed alternatives. Trustee $# 3 describes
the process as follows:

...1in the stétements you listen to, you kind of

chew them up in your mind and then ask your ques-

tions, and then finally you may agree or disagree

or want to alter, or take a different tack. (3.17)
Although some of the questioning alluded to here will no
doubt deal with specifics of proposed policies, there is no
doubt that questions of acceptability are an indispensable
part of the process. Given the argument that acceptability
forms a part of trustees' "policy platform", it is reason-

able to propose that much of this determination about

acceptability occurs as part of the "chewing up" that takes
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place in trustees' minds. It seems that trustees compare
their various thoughté with their constructions about what
will be acceptable to their various publics, and then pursue
those ideas which survive this assessment. Policy thinking
and alternatives appear to be measured against and
controlled by "acceptability". As trustee # 4 indicated,
"it has to be at least acceptable." (4.27) This minimum
requirement, which is reiterated by all of the respondents
through various phrases and sentiments, represents a caveat
upon trustees' eclectic approach to policymaking. Whereas
there 1is 1it£1e doubt that trustees select, from as wide a
range as possible, ideas and thoughts about policy and poli-
cymaking, this selection 1is confined to those items which
fall within the parametérs of acceptability. Because of
this, it appears that the approach used by trustees in their
thinking about policy and policymaking 1is one of "bounded
eclecticism" and that the boundary in any given situation is
"acceptability".

One way of representing the process being discussed here
is by use of a flowchart.
In Figure 3, box E plays the critical role in determining
trustees' thoughts and actions. Unacceptability results in
a return to box D and policy striking can only take place if
the criteria of acceptability represented by box E are

fulfilled.
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Figure 3: Steps Involved in Policymaking

l-

Although one might argue that there could be other deter-

minants of trustees' policy thinking, no evidence in the
data from this study suggested any other element that was as
pervasively and cohsistently present as "acceptability".
Indeed, trustees themselves appearéd to acknowledge the
importance of this element in their responses. The tran-
scripts show that all of the respondents were either
directly or indirectly concerned with "acceptability". This
obvious concern coupled with an examination of wvarious
statements ébout policy and policymaking left the writer
with a more explicit understanding of "the politics involved

in policymaking." The author now feels that the "politics"

of policymaking appear to be primarily the politics of"

" public satisfaction.
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At the outset of this study it was argued that neither
contextual nor procedural explanations appeared adequate to
the task of explaining noted differences in policy state-
ments. Rather, it was felt that any hope of expanded under-
standing must 1lie in areas beyond such considerations.
Based on suggestions by writers such as Dror [1968], Woll
[1974], Eulau [1963], and on research conducted by Moskowitz
[1978] and Stassen [1972], this study focused on the "policy
maps" of trustees. In its simplest terms, "policy maps"
referred to preconceived notions held by trustees about
policy and policymaking. The concern was with ways in which
trustees thought about policy and policymaking devoid of
specific content. Although it was possible to identify key
elements and patterns in trustees' generic thoughts about
policy ana policymaking, reasons for the existence of such
patterns were not readily apparent. By going beyond this
. simple identification process and by analyzing the findings
in the light of some of the literature on human thinking and
on policy analysis, it was possible to develop a plausible
and expanded wunderstanding of trusteeé' thinking about
policy and policymaking. Although the author feels that
this analysis is indeed accurate, it is recognized that the
understandings presented here are, at least in part, a func-
tion of his experiences and personal ontology. Different
experiences and ontological perspectives might generate

different understandings. However, this was an exploratory
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study to determine whether or not investigation of trustees’
"policy maps" might be a fruitful avenue for increased
understanding of policy processes in education. In the
writer's case, this type of investigation did yield new
insights and one must suppose then, that others could also
develop expanded understandings from this and similar

studies.



Chapter V

SUMMARY, MAJOR FINDINGS, AND IMPLICATIONS

This study arose out of the author's interest in under-
standing variations among school boards in policy statements
dealing with identical topics. It was the author's percep-
tion and understanding that trustees viewed policymaking as
one of their prime functions. This perception had been
derived from experiences working with trustees in a variety
~of situations in Manitoba school divisions and districts.
During that time, several instances came up where different
trustees framed differing policies about the same issues.
The reasons for arriving at such different policy statements
were not readily apparent. This prompted the writer to
investigate policy literature in an attempt to understand
the processes which resulted in discrepant policy state-
ments. Out of this reading, the writer emerged with é
variety of perspectives about policy and policymaking, but
still with an understanding insufficient to explain noted
differences in  statements. However, when reading in the
policy area, it was noted that certain authors posited the
notion that individuals have preconceived views or "maps"

about policy, and that these were influential in determining

- 249 -
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their subsequent thoughts. In view of the lack of research
into the idea of policy maps, particularly with respect to
school trustees, it seemed worthwhile to investigate the
existence of such "maps" in trustees' policy thinking.

The research that arose from this was to be exploratory
in nature. Its design was to investigate whether or not
"maps", as described in some of the literature, appeared
present in trustees' policy thinking, and whether or not the
study of such "maps" might be useful in more fully

explaining policy processes for trustees in Manitoba.
SUMMARY

The purpose of the study was to find out how Manitoba
school trustees thought about policy and policymaking. Any
attempt to examine how trustees thought could ohly be
approached inferentially from a solid understanding of their
ideas about policy and policymaking. In order to make
reasonable inferences, it was important to design the study
in such a way that large quantities of data would be gener-
ated for analysis.

The format selected for the research was that of an
interview study. The nature of this work required that
participants be allowed to express themselves as freely as
possible on the questions under investigation. This was

crucial in order to gather sufficient information for making
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inferences later on. The use of questionnaires and other
survey instruments was considered, but discarded in favor of
the interview. It was felt that other techniques, although
appropriate for statistical and quantitative studies, would
serve to limit the responses of participants and in that way
confine the possible findings of the study.

The interview format used was open-ended in that respon-
deﬁts were free to answer in whatever way they felt appro-
priate. However, although the direction of the interviews
was influenced by the responses given to questions, the
overall structure was guided by a matrix of six key ques-
tions and five dimensions to each of these.

The sample used for this study consisted of seventeen
Manitoba school trustees who were all serving on boards at
the time of the interviews. In order to elimiﬁate pefsonal
biés, the writer asked an employee of the Manitoba
Association of School Trustees to generate names of trustees
who might be contacted. This was done on the basis of
regional representation in the province and paid particular
attention towards arriving at a sample evenly represented on
the basis of sex, residence, age, socio-economic level,
education, and employment status. Once the sample had been
generated, the interviews were arranged and carried out.

Interviews were held with each member of the sample.
Locations for the interviews were arrived at by mutual

consent and included private homes, places of work, and
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hotel rooms. Bach participant was asked the same guiding
questions with additional variations being made depending on
the responses received. All interviews were recorded on
mégnetic tape, and the average length was between sixty and
seventy-five minutes.

After the interviews, transcripts were made for each one,
and a summary of each interview was written as well. These
were mailed out to respondents for their comments.
Following this, individual summary grids were constructed
and a collective summary of all interviews was written.

Analysis of the data took place‘thereafter.

MAJOR FINDINGS

From the experience of the interviews and from analysis
of the data generated in this study, it is possible to iden-

tify a number of key findings:

1) Trustees in this study hold mental "maps" about

pelicy and policymaking. None of the respondents

interviewed had ahy difficulty in providing answers to
guestions posed, even though such questions were
removed from any policy or policymaking context. It
was obvious that each individual had preset ideas
about policy and policymaking, and that these could be
elicited by non-specific questioning. Although it is

not possible to generalize to the entire trustee popu-
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lation of Manitoba, the evidence from this research
gives credence to the existence of "policy maps" as

‘suggested by writers such as Moskowitz [1978].

2) Trustees' "policy maps" are influential in deter-

mining how they think and act in policymaking areas.

The respondents in the study professed the existence
of a strong 1link between their thoughts about policy
and policymaking and their approaches to these areas.
Apart from this admission by the participants, study
of the transcripts showed that there was a strong
similarity between ideas related and examples given;
As well, different but related gquestions were answered
in such a way as to lend credibility to the claim that

personal views had an effect on approaches.

3) The manners in which trustees think about policy

and policymaking are notably different. The partici-

pants in this study had much clearer thoughts about
policymaking than about policy. While policymaking
wasvdefinitively thoughﬁ of in terms of a process with
a discrete beginning and end, policy was much less
clearly defined. Trustees' notions about policy were
in large part nebulous with only two readily identifi-
able elements. These were acceptability and direc-
tiveness, and formed part of a general policy platform

-held by respondents. This platform of policy thinking
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influenced policy ideas in <content specific areas and
in policymaking. Trustees in this study were more
comfortable talking about- policymaking as opposed to
policy. This appeared due to the more tangible and

observable nature of policymaking.

4) Trustee thinking about policy and policymaking is

pro-active as well as reactive. Although much of the

normative literature in the area claims that the poli-
cymaking process is largely reactive and conducted
ﬁithout reference to long term goals [Braybrooke and
Lindblom. 1968; Mann. 1975; Harman. 1975; Smith. 1976;
Meier. 1979; Haner. 1976.], Manitoba trustees think
pro-actively with respect to policy and policymaking.
The emphasis on the reactive nature of policy as found
in the literature is accurate in describing the initi-
ation stages of trustees' policymaking. However, it
is inaccurate for subsequent stages. If policymakers
anticipate that 1issues will be recurring, they will
approach them pro-actively. That is, they will be
concerned about such things as their goals, the long-
term implications of the policies, the attributes of
good and bad policies, and about the effectiveness and

" acceptability of such policies.

5) Trustees think about policy in terms of directive-

ness. In keeping with the suggestions of many policy
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writers, all respondents viewed policies as directive

in nature. Although variations existed in descrip-
tions of directiveness, these were indications of
personal orientation. Whereas it had been supposed

that trustees thought dichotomously about policy by
identifying rule versus guideline characteristics, it
was discovered that such was not the case. No consid-
eration was given to non-directiveness in policy. In
fact, policy by definition included directivenesss in

trustees' thinking platforms on the subject.

6) Trustees' understanding of the terms "quideline"

and "flexibility" are somewhat specialized. A great

deal of emphasis was given by respondents to the
notion of flexibility in policy and policymaking.
When describing policies as "guidelines", trustees'
thinking did not by and iarge include ideas of inter-
pretational latitude. " Flexibility for the partici-
pants was only viewed as a characteristic of the poli-
cymaking process and not of its implementation. The
term "quideline" referred to the direction provided by
the board and was devoid of any discretionary implica-

tions.

7) Trustees think about policy and policymaking in an

eclectic fashion. Many of the answers provided by

respondents suggested that trustees thought about

policy and policymaking in a variety of ways. These
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variations in thoughts were not restricted to
differences between individuals. Rather, many respon-
dents suggested a combination of thoughts about policy
and policymaking within their own interviews. Some of
these simultaneously held ideas appeared contradictory
to each other, However, analysis of the interviews
revealed that trustees think abstractly about policy
and poliéymaking in a variety of ways and then select
from this variety, those 1ideas most appropriate in

specific situations.

8) Trustees' thinking about policy and policymaking ig

bounded by considerations of public acceptability.

The most pervasive concern of trustees in the areas of
policy and policymaking was that of acceptability.
Although ‘the array of possible policy thinking open to
trustees was vast, only ideas and actions which met
trustees' perceptions of public acceptability were
adopted. This was very much in keeping with
Grasmere's ideas about the direction of educational
administration [Grasmere. 1975]. For trustees, contex-
tual and situational variables affected what would be
deemed acceptable and it was for this reason that
seemingly anomblous ideas could be adopted by the same

individuals at different times.
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9) Trustees can readily identify desirable elements of

good policy. While attributes of good policy are to a

certain extent subsets of public acceptability, trus-
tees noneﬁheless identify other elements of good
policy. The most frequently used descriptors charac-
terize good policy as policy that 1is a) fair, b)
clear, c) useful, d) workable, e) fair, £) adaptable
and g) widely communicated. .Trustees almost exclu-
sively constrain themselves to these items in their
descriptions of good policy. It appears that these
~constitute the fundamental elements of good policy in

trustees' minds.

10) Trustees' views of bad policy centre on one theme.

Trustees frequently characterize bad policy as policy
which lacks some or all of the previously mentioned
elements of good policy. However, the point of
emphasis in trustees' thoughts on bad policy is that
bad policy does not work. It does not accomplish what
it sets out to do, and at times creates more difficul-

ties than it overcomes.
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Educational policy and policymaking by Manitoba school
trustees is a complex topic. Much 6f the writing 1in the
areas of "policy sciences" and "policy analysis" can add to
our understanding of the educational policy processes of
trustees. However, given the abundant sﬁpply of models and
theoretical frameworks posited in the literature, it is no£
the purpose here to expound on yet another paradigm.
Nonetheless, the evidence from this study 1indicates that
attention to thinking patterns of trustees with respect to
pblicy and policymaking is important in providing an
expanded understanding of overall policy processes.

The findings of this study are, by design, inconclusive
in and of themselves. However, the exploratory nature of
this work was to investigate the utility of studying trus-
tees' "policy maps" as a means of adding to our under-
sténding of policy and policymaking in education. This
exploration was fruitful, and it is now possible to give at
least partial answers to the research questions originally

posed:

1) What views are held by Manitoba school trustees

about the nature of policy and policymaking?

From The data generated by this study, it appears that

Manitoba trustees think of policy as a functional
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tool, primarily designed to assist in directing opera-
tions of the school division. It is felt that policy
is derived from a variety of sources but controlled by
the school board and that it is inexorably bound up

with political satisfaction and public acceptability.

Policymaking is considered to be a process which is
deliberate, planned, sequential in nature, and which
will produce policies that are acceptable to a board's
various publics while at the same time achieving a
desired goal.  Policymaking is viewed as a both reac-
tive and forward looking in its attempt to develop
policies that will solvé immediate problems, as well

as ones anticipated at some later time.

2) Why do Manitoba school trustees hold the views they
do with regard to the nature of policy and policy-

making?

According to respondents in this study, the views held
about the nature of policy and policymaking come from
two sources. The most prevalent source is that of
experience with policies and policymaking. Although
experience on a schoolboard appears to be the most
significant type of experience contributing to the
views held, trustees also acknowledge as important,
experiences within the education system as parents,

students, and taxpayers. As well, experiences from
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various 1life situations are <cited as contributing
towards viewpoints, but these wusually relate to

initial views held.

A second and lesser source of respondents' views is
intuition. Frequently trustees cite "feeling" as
responsible for their thoughts. This is particularly
-the case when discussing views of policy 1in the
generic sense. It appears that trustees have diffi-
culty thinking of policy in an abstract, content-free
manner. However, although some respondents have
difficulty articulating their ideas, all have views on
the nature of policy. It seems that what the respon-
dents describe as intuition may well be the accumula-
tion of past experiences dealing with content-specific
-policy matters and which, over time, have given rise
~to their views. The inability to pinpoint any single
experience, coupled with the inability to recall all
the experiences leading to a particular viewpoint
appears to have resulted in trustees' perceptions of

“intuition as a source of their views.

3) How have these views come to exist in the minds of

the trustees involved?

To the respondents in this study, the development of
the views that they held was considered to be directly

related to experience. From the responses given, the
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experiences one has as a trustee appear to be almost
the only formative influence in viewpoint development.
Although trustees begin their terms of office with
views about the nature of policy and policymaking, and
although these may have been developed through a
series of life experiences unrelated to education or
trusteeship, any further growth and development of
their views appears to be élmost exclusively influ-

enced by their experiences as board members.

4) In what ways do views and perceptions that are held
by trustees affect their approach to the policymakidg

process?

Although this study did not attempt to measure observ-
able effects between viewpoints and approaches to
policymaking, trustees believe that there is a high
degree of congruence between their views and their
approaches. All trustees feel that they act in accor-
dance with their viewpoints. However, it was pointed
out by severai respondents that they had not given too
much thought to policy and policymaking. As a conse-
quence, it appears logical that individual approaches
to policymaking which might appear incongruous with
the views generally put forth by trustees are not
indicative of a lack of effect between views and .

approaches. Instead, they more likely result from
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insufficient thought and clarification of individual

viewpoints.

Although it 1is possible to reach téntative conclusions
such as those just outlined, it appears obvious that
numerous questions and speculative possibilities arise from
this study. Such speculation should not be overlooked or
minimized as it provides an important basis for future
research and development in the areas of policy and policy-
making for school trustees. The following outlines two
areas which raise interesting and critical questions

relating to educational policy processes.

Policy Thinking as a Basis for Policymaking

Throughout the course of the interviews, several trustees
made comments with respect to the utility of the study and
the methodology used. At the same time, many respondents
indiéated that it would have been useful to have had the
interview questions beforehand 1in order to prepare for the
interview itself. Frequently trustees suggested never
having thought about policy and policymaking in the fashion
demanded by this study. Yet, it was generally felt that the
intprviews had helped them to organize their thoughts more
cleérly by making them articulate the views they held about
policy and policymaking. If, as suggested by the respon-

dents, there exists a high degree of congruence between
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trustees views and their approaches to policymaking, one
must ask how trustees who have not thought about policy and
policymaking can function. The claim made by the respon-
dents was that the ways in which they thought about policy
and policymaking directly affected their approaches to poli-
cymaking, In other words, the trustees interviewed claimed
that their policy actions were the direct result of their
policy thinking.

One might speculate from this claim that trustees who
feel wuncertain about their views of policy must then
“approach policymaking with‘a similar uncertainty. However,
trustees who state that they have never thought about the
subject pose a peculiar problem. Although the claim is made
linking thought to action, it is obvious that action occurs
even though policy thinking may not be presént. If such is
the case, then one is left wondering about the basis for
these individuals' actions when involved in policymaking.

The high degree of concern wifh public acceptability in
policymaking pointed to earlier might be accounted for by a
lack of policy thinking on the part of trustees. Because of
the political nature of a trustee's office, one can under-
stand that political thinking takes up a good portion of a
board member's time. It is possible that if policy thinking
is not well developed, then .trustees turn to political

thinking as a more familiar substitute.
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Without doubt this holds implications for the design and
delivery of trustee training and development programs. of
more interest, however, are the possibilities which might
arise from training programs that would introduce and demand
policy thinking of trustees. For example, would such
programs result in educational policymaking distinctively
less concerned with the politics of public acceptability?
If such were the casé, would it be desirable? It appears
obvious that a great deal more research 1is necessary.
Although the respondents claim that their thoughts govern
their actions, this statement needs validation. 1f iﬁ is
proven to be true, we are faced with one set of questions.
I1f false, then the entire area of "effect on approach to

policymaking" must be examined in great detail.

The Nature of Educational Policymaking

As pointed out earlier, trustees describe the’development
of their viewpoints as occurring strictly within the context
of school board policymaking. Although they acknowledge
that a variety of 1life experiences gave rise to their
initial views about policy and policymaking, few give any
evidence of having had developmental experiences outside of
schoolboard activities.  There appears to be a marked .
differentiation between trustees' professional activities
and the balance of their 1lives. Even though this distinc-

tion is understandable, the development of policy viewpoints
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in isolation from all other 1life situations poses problems.
One must ask what so distinguishes edhcationAfrom all other
of life's activities,- that only educational experiences can
play a formative role in the de§elopment of trustees' policy
thinking. Education, which draws from a wide variety of
disciplines, and which stresses integration into all facets
of life does not seem to demand such isolationism. Yet, few
of the trustees interviewed in this study attributea devel-
opment of their policy thoughts to any experiences occurring
outside of the educational system. It is perhaps for this
reason that such é high degree of agreement was found to
exist 1in trustees' views about the policymaking process.
While such agreement may not of necessity constitute a
problem in and of itself, the possibility exists that growth
and dévelopment of policy thinking may be severely limited
if it is believed to occur solely in the context of school-
board experience. It seems possible that one of the reasons
that schoolboards experience very similar problems and
construct fairly similar policies is that they all constrain
their learning to the same environmenf.

Again, one can speculate as to the implications that such
a finding holds for trustees' work. Does the heavy reliance
on schoolboard experience to develop policy viewpoints of
trustees result 1in a narrow parochialism? Would efforts
through training programs designed to bring in learning

experiences from outside of the educational environment
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produce different or improved policy thinking? As is often
noted, trustees at times appear to operate in isolation from
teachers, departments of education, administrators, students
and parents., Indeed, the same can be said of each of these
groups. Nonetheless, it is perhaps possible that, if trus-
tees focussed on developing their viewpoints by using the
entire range of their life experiences, some of the educa-
tional isolationism that presently exists might disappear.

Surely such a possibility warrants investigation.

There is little doﬁbt that, as a result of this explora-
tory study, speculative possibilities are endless. One
could go on interminably posing possibilities and outcomes.
However, the importance of this work lies not so much in the
content of the speculations that arise, but in the genera-
tion of such speculation. Given the well established
history of schoolboards in Manitoba, it appears that little
is likely to change in the .areas of'policy and policymaking
unless some catalyst stimulates the development of policy
thinking. Concern with "public acceptability" and "direc-
tiveness"y is not a new phenomenon for board members.
Nonetheless, there is little reason to believe that change
or development in trustees’ policy thinking has occurred
over the last ten years. it is time, therefore, to investi-
gate and speculate about possibilities within the educa-

tional policymaking area. Failure to do so will result in
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policy processes which are stagnant and which prevent trus-
tees from reaching their full potential as policymakers. As
well, policy processes which are static instead of dynamic

‘will result in policies which are, only marginal in their
effectiveness. Given the ever increasing demands and
complexities of educational systems, trustees need the
increased opportunities which might be provided by creative
and dynamic policy pfocesses. Such opportunities will come
about only by careful examination and thinking in the areas
of policy and policymaking, Speculative musings about
policy processes such as the ones just presented cannof be
considered indulgent luxuries. Rather, they must be viewed
as an essential part of policy and policymaking in educa-
tion.

Accepting that speculation is necessary for the develop-
ment of policy thinking, it becomes obvious that additional
research is also needed. The following three suggestions
are immediate areas 1in which further study could be under-

taken:

1) Given the strong agreement by respondents that
their approach to policy and policymaking is affected
by the "policy maps" that they hold, studies should be.
‘undertaken to verify this. Such studies should focus
on the identification of "policy maps" of specific
trustee groups and then comparatively analyze policy

statements of these groups. In this manner, it should
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be possible to more clearly delineate the effects of
various "policy maps" on both approaches té, and the

framing of, policy statements.

2) In view of the necessity and importance of input in
policymaking, as acknowledged by trustees, further
studies should focus on idehtifying "policy maps" of
other involved groups. Investigation of how superin-
tendents and other administrators think about policy
and policymaking would add to an overall understanding
of the interactive aépects of educational policy

processes.

3) One area not addressed in this study is that of a
collective "policy map" for a single board. Whereas.
the existence of individual "policy maps" helps to
explain specific approaches and ways of thinking aﬁout
policy and policymaking by individuals, examination is
needed into how boards acting with one voice (i.e.
corporately) proceed through policy thinking and poli-
cymaking. Although political bargéining and simple
majority vote appear to be likely explanations of what
occurs, this should be either verified or refuted
through in depth study. Investigation of the interac-
tion between differing or conflicting individual
"policy maps", and how these differences are trans-

formed into a collective "policy map", would add to
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our 1increased understanding of educational policy

processes.

Apart from the implications that can be drawn for further
study, the findings of this research hold at 1least five

immediate suggestions for the training of school trustees:

1) Given that trustees do possess "policy maps" and
that these in turn are influential in affecting their
approach to policy and policymaking, those responsible
for trustee training should determine the desired
shape and contents of such maps. Knowing the desired
outcomes, training should focus on the identified
elements of such "maps". In this way it would be
possible to reduce conflicting mindséts which might

stand in the way of productive policy processes.

2) Given that policy thinking by trustees centres, at
least in part, on directiveness, trustees should be
given the opportunity to study and examine organiza-
tional models and theories 1in order to arrive at a‘
determination of the appropriate 1level of direction
for their particular policies. This would allow for a
reduction  of internal «conflicts based on different

orientations towards directiveness.

3) As trustees approach policy thinking in an eclectic

fashion bounded 1largely by their notions of accept-
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ability, a component of trustee training should
include exposure to a wide range of policy models,
theories, options, and alternatives. By exposing
trustees to such an array of ideas, the stock of
"tools" from which they could eclectically draw in a
specific situation would be greatly increased. This
would result in trustees better prepared to handle

policymaking situations.

4) In view of the fact that trustees' thinking about
policy and policymaking is bounded by their percep-
tions of acceptability, it appears appropriate to
train trustees in methods of assessing public accept-
ability. Although trustees are concerned with accept-
ability presently, they need training in how to deter-
mine acceptability and the degree of acceptability
present in any of their various pubiics. Coupled with
this, trustee development should include an under-
standing of the varying significance to be attached to
different publics 1in specific situations. In this
way, trustees will be able to maximize their role as
policymakers by quickly determining acceptability
levels and by wusing their time more productively

assessing the options open to them.

5) As trustees appear to learn particularly from expe-

rience, it is important that they be given at least
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the vicarious experience of learning from other boards
in policymaking situations. This can be accomplished
by familiarizing them with examples of policy deci-
sions of other boards dealing with similar subjects.
Although a poor substitute for direct experience, such
exercises will broaden the base from which they
operate. As well, as trustees continue 1in office,
they should be givén both the time and opportunity to
become involved in policymaking. Providing trustees
with opportunities to make policy will accelerate the
learning process that must take place to provide for

the individual's professional growth,

The suggestions presented here are not claimed to be
panaceas in and of themselves. However, taking them
together and implementiﬁg them simultaneously in a program
for trustee training would result in capitalizing on how
trustees think about policy and policymaking. Further
research in this area would no doubt suggest additional
training ideas. Without doubt, these would also contribute
to our understanding and practice of educational policy

processes,
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Appendix A

PRELIMINARY INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

1. In ybur own words, tell me what you feel policy is.

2. Why do you hold this particular viewpoint?

3. Has this viewpoint developed or changed over time? If
so, how? |

4, Does this view of policy which you hold affect the way
you approach policymaking at the board table? How?

5. Can you give me some examples of policy?

6. Do you feel policy to be necessary? (Could school boardé
do withéut policy?)

7. Why do you hold this viewpoint?

8. Has you opinion changed in this regard? If so, how and
when?

9. Does this opinion affect your approach to policymaking?
How?

10. Can you give me some examples of why policy is necessary
(or unnecessary)?

11. Who makes school division policy?

12, Why do you say that?
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13. Can you give me examples of policies that have been made

by ?

l4. How have you arrived at this perception of who makes
policy?
15, Does the viewpoint you hold about who makes policy
affect the way in which you approach policymaking? How?
l16. How is policy made? (What are the processes or proce-
dures?) |
17. Can you give examples of this?
18. How have you arrived at this conclusion about the poli-
cymaking process?

13. Does this viewpoint of the policymaking process affect
your 6wn approach to policymaking? How?
20. What are the attributes (elements) of a good policy?
21. Why do you say that?
22, How have you arrived at this éonclusion?
23. Does this opinion affect yourh to policymaking? How?
24, Can you give examples of good policies?
25. What constitutes a bad (weak/poor) policy?
26. Can you give me.examples of this?
27. How have you come to hold this point of view?
28. Does your viewpoint about what constitutes bad (weak/

poor) policy affect your approach to policymaking? How?



Appendix B

REVISED INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Demographic Data

Sex.
Age.

Occupation.

Length of time as trustee.

1.

2.

3.

4. School Division,
5.

6. Offices held as trustee.
7.

Education.

Focused Questions

1. What is policy?

2. Can you give me some examples?

3. How is policy different from goals, objectives or
desires?

4. Why do you hold this particular viewpoint?

5. Has your view of the nature of pelicy changed since first

becoming a trustee? Why? How?
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6. Does your view of the nature of policy affect your
approach to policymaking?
7. Do you think policy ié necessary? Why?
8. Can you give me some examples of this?
9. Has your opinion changed in this regard? How? Why?
10. Does your opinion about the necessity of policy affect
your approach to policymaking?
1l. Should policy be written down? Always? Why?
12. If policy should be written down, how should it be
organized?
13. Who makes school divisioﬁ policy?
14. How much input should these individuals have?
15. What is the role of the individual trustee in the poli-
cymaking process?
16. Can you give me examples of policies that have been made

by ?

17. Has your view of who makes policy changed from when you
were a beginning trustee? 1In what-way? Why did this change
come about?

18. Does the viewpoint you hold about who makes policy
atfect the way in which you approach policymaking? How?

19. Can you give me examples of this?

20. How are policies made? What processes or prbcedures are
involved? |

21. What things influence how policy is made?
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22. How do you know when a policy needs to be made or
revised?
23. Can you give me some examples?
24, How have you arrived at these conclusions about the
policymaking process?
25. Does this viewpoint of how policy is made affect your
own approach to policymaking? How?
26. What are the attributes (elements) of a good policy?
27. Why do you say that?
28. How have you arrived at this conclusion?
29. Can you give me examples of good policies?
30. Does your view of the attributes of good policy affect
your approach to policymaking?
31. How do you evaluate policy?
32. What constitutes a bad (weak/poor) policy?
33. Can you give me exahples of this?
34. How have you come to hold this point of view?
35. Does your viewpoint about what constitutes bad (weak/
poor) policy affect your approach to policymaking? How?
36. Have you had any particular experiences as a trustee
which have shaped your views about policy? Describe them.
37. This research is concerned with how trustees think about
policy and policymaking. I feel that the way trustees think
about policy and policymaking might be influential in deter-
mining the kinds of policy statements that are made. How do
you feel about this?

38. Do you think that this kind of research is worthwhile?
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39. Why do you say that?
40. Do you feel that the questions you've answered are suit-
able for gathering the kind of information I am looking for?
41. 1Is there anything that you'd like to add which you feel

is important to this study and which has not been covered?



Appendix C

LETTER SOLICITING PARTICIPATION

November 24, 1982.

Dear '

I am a graduate student in Educational Administration. The
proposal for my doctoral dissertation involves research in
the area of trustees' thinking about policy and policy-
making. In order to complete fhis project, I will need to
interview some twenty incumbent trustees. In attempting to
choose participants, your name has been suggested by the
MAST office as a possible interviewee. I am writing there-
fore to give you time to consider whether or not you might

be willing to take part in this study.

What will be required of the participants will be to respond
to a series of questions about policy and policymaking,

which I have prepared. The interview will last approxi-
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mately one hour. - Although interviews will be taped for
later analysis, I do guarantee absolute anonymity to the

respondents.

I will be contacting you by telephone in the middle of
December to find out whether or not you are willing to
participate in this study. Should you be willing, we will
be able to schedule the interview at that time. All inter-
views will take place in January. In the meantime, I would
ask that you give this request some thought and considera-

tion.

Thank you in advance for your anticipated co-operation.

Respectfully yours,

Ken Woodley
Graduate Student
Rm. 145

Faculty of Education



Appendix D

SUMMARY VALIDATION LETTER

May 25, 1983.

Dear Participant:

As a follow-up to the interview that we had some months
back, I am sending you my analysis of our conversation; As
I mentioned at the time, I am soliciting your reactions to
this analysis and I would ask that you respond to the ques-
tions at the bottom of this page. Once you have commented,
Please return this sheet in the enclosed self-addressed
envelope by June 8, 1983. If I have not received a response
by this date, I will assume that you do not wish to comment

on the analysis.

In order to refresh your memory with respect to our conver-
sation, I have also included a copy of the interview tran--

script. I would point out that this is only a working copy;
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the transcript that will appear in the finished study will

have all identifying names and references deleted from it.

I would ask that you base your response about the analyéis
on your thinking at the time of the interview. I appreciate
that your thoughts and feelings may have changed since that
time, but I can only analyze the data that was presented at

the time.

Thank you in advance for your anticipated co-operation in

this matter.

Respectfully yours,

Kenneth Woodley

1. " Does the analysis accurately represent your views about

policy and policymaking as communicated in the interview?
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2. Is the stress on and identification of key elements in

your thinking appropriate?

3. Does the analysis capture the tone and substance of your
thoughts on policy and policymaking at the time of the

interview?



Appendix E

LETTER OF OBJECTION FROM TRUSTEE # 5

June 3, 1983,

Dear Mr. Woodley,

Your analysis‘is based on assumptions and appears centered
on proving a certain philosophy. I am most unhappy with the
entire interview, The questions were highly philosophical
and' I had not seen them prior to the interview. As 1
answered the questions, very often you received musings on
points which were not always related to the qﬁestions as it .
was very difficult to answer them without prior thought.
Your prognosis of this difficulty I had is that I was uncer-

tain. I feel no such emotion on the subject.

I feel it is only fair if I too may be analytical. The
interview was not set up in a manner that would draw out

main points. For example:
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l. When a school division is first formed, a highly
Structured set of gquidelines and goals have to be
Created.
2. The policies we discussed would be secondary to
this and complimentary to it: thus not needing the
same structuring that original policy required. Your
questions ignored this.
3. Policy making, however accomplished must be by
practical means and cannot be accomplished by some
philosophical avenue, yet your interview seems struc-

tured toward philosophy.

I am not happy with the interview as it does not correctly
reflect what policymaking has been like in our division. As
well, you analyze some points, ignore others, showing a
. decided bias towards specific philosophies. If you use the
interview in your thesis you are coming to conclusions that
.may not be fair to you or your reader. The interview does
not actually reflect what is, so your analysis could well
come to false conclusions. It is for this reason that I
suggest you conduct your thesis on. other interviews and
discard mine ‘as not being appropriate information to

include.

Cordially,

Trustee # 5 .





