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organizational psychologist, forcefully states the need for such cultural leadership stating,
“the only thing of real importance that leaders do is create and manage culture” (p. 2).
Many of School A’s philosophies are supported throughout the literature. Evidenced by
school board members, leadership is extended to the professional staff in such a way that
both leaders and followers alike are imbued with the authority to raise one another to
what Couto (1995) calls higher levels of motivation and purposeful action. In the culture
practiced by School A, even less animate indicators such as curriculum and funding are
person-centered. This can be seen in one teacher’s description of an integrated and
appropriate curriculum as one that incorporates the arts, civic responsibility, and
character education in a way that builds esteem and helps students realize their potential.
In this sense, curriculum serves as a vehicle for realizing the multiple indicators that
measure the diversity of students’ learning experiences (Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Keedy &
Allen, 1998). Where effectiveness is described by NCLB as a target score to be attained
or surpassed, School A’s respondents disagree with using test scores as a sole criterion of
a school’s effectiveness, viewing indicators, instead, as multiple and embedded in
positive social relationships created among teachers, administrators, students, and
parents; implying the existence of the trusting culture essential for realizing effectiveness
in education (Bryk & Schneider, 1996, 2002; Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001;
Hoffman, Sabo, Bliss, & Hoy, 1994; Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985; Hoy, Tarter, &
Witkoskie, 1992; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Smith, Hoy, & Sweetland, 2001;
Tarter et al., 1995; Tarter & Hoy, 2004; Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Tschannen-Moran &

Hoy, 1998; Uline et al., 1998). Those from School A do, though, see a positive side to
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accountability measures, feeling that they have forced schools to more closely examine
how they are educating their students, a practice that is helping schools to become more
effective.

This is not to say that things are perfect in School A. Board members talked of a
colleague acting on behalf of special interests, while a teacher and board member spoke
at length about teachers’ resistance to change. Opinions regarding their success ranged
from one teacher’s “probably not” to another’s “very successful,” with board members
seeing schools edging toward improvement on the continuum. Despite such misgivings,
though, it appears that School A’s definition of school effectiveness approaches that put
forward by NSBA, perhaps even exceeding it in the concept of effectiveness as shared
values.

School A’s characterization of school effectiveness was similar to responses
obtained from school board members and teachers who returned the opinion inventory,
the difference being that the inventory’s results were concrete and observable while
School A’s replies were embedded in conversation that broadly encompassed or implied
all of the inventory’s indicators. Although not conclusive, the scope of their definition is
promising. According to Hoy and Miskel (2001), parents, citizens, policymakers, and
scholars often define school effectiveness too narrowly, equating it with academic
achievement and ignoring the school’s role in developing the additional attributes
necessary for future success. In addition, School A’s indicators are embedded in a
covenant of shared values, one that serves as a beacon to guide its people through the

rough seas of 21* century reform.
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In beginning the discussion of School A, a paradox was described, one in which
the literal meaning of each individual’s remarks belied the principles that emerged from
their analysis as part of an interdependent whole. Applying to School B as well, this same
paradox was apparent through comments made regarding school effectiveness by a board
member and teacher. Where their initial remarks were positive in nature, responses made
as they became immersed in the interview indicated a lack of respect for each other’s
colleagues. An example was the board member’s statement concerning the significance
of staff satisfaction as an indicator of effectiveness. This was later followed by her
opinion that teachers should experience a real job where they have to work for a boss and
get along with their coworkers, calling into question the presence of respect for workers
mentioned by Creed and Miles (1996). Once again, such contradictions are not the focus
of this section, but provide a backdrop for the interpretation of School B’s beliefs about
effectiveness.

Two foci characterized School B’s interpretation of school effectiveness, a
concern for human resources driven by the goal of student success, and standardized test
scores. Sounding much like a person-centered philosophy, it is actually quite different,
with administrative leadership and a quality staff seen as cogs in the production of
student results, with a secondary concentration on parents and other community members
as customers to be satisfied. Suggestive of a district philosophy comprised of a one-way
flow from teachers to student success, Bryk and Schneider (2002) recommend otherwise,
asserting that the presence of reciprocal exchanges among those in the school community

have important consequences for a school’s functioning and capacity to engage in
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fundamental change.

During the interviews, all NSBA effectiveness indicators were acknowledged; one
directly stated and others implied by the participants. When asked about the latter through
direct questioning, respondents agreed with and elaborated on them. In contrast with
comments made by three of School B’s participants, one teacher’s remarks consistently
reflected a student-centered philosophy expressing a values-base similar to that described
by School A. Although these concepts were also touched on and described by others
representing her school, the majority of their responses focused on student results,
primarily standardized test scores. This outlook was reinforced by the District Report
Card, whose contents were largely devoted to reporting PSSA scores, implying the
presence of NSBA indicators through the mission statement only.

Such an approach is indicative of effectiveness’ narrow definition as outlined by
Hoy and Miskel (2001). While implying and agreeing to other indicators, School B’s
board members and teachers always returned to academic achievement, even though
citing it as a characteristic with which they disagreed. This was further supported by their
replies of “very successful” when asked to judge their efforts to realize effectiveness
indicators, attributing their success to small class sizes, a high degree of parent
involvement, and the achievement of above average test scores, with an emphasis on the
latter. Although Hoy and Miskel ascribe this test score emphasis to political factions who
see it as having intrinsic value, and also on the availability and publicity of achievement
data, this seems to be only part of the answer in the case of School B. In contrast to

School A, whose board member participants both have backgrounds in education, board
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members representing School B come from the business world where results are
observable and more easily quantified. As it is human nature to construct meaning from
prior knowledge, it is not surprising that School B’s board members would tend to look at
test results to determine the school’s efficacy. Although such a philosophy would not
necessarily be shared by the teachers, as time progresses it is easy to become
professionally, if not personally, acculturated to a manner of thinking, particularly if one
wishes to remain in the good graces of those in authority. One teacher summed this up by
saying, “Even with the change in administration that will be occurring, I will probably
never feel comfortable expressing my true feelings before the day I retire.”

Relationships also appear to be a possible impediment to the realization of
effectiveness indicators. While this will be discussed in more detail in the section on
teacher-school board member relationships, the lack of collaboration and communication
described by a teacher and one board member deter the formation of the professional
structure associated with maximum effectiveness (Hoffman et al., 1994; Hoy et al., 1992;
Tarter et al., 1995; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998).

School B’s characterization of school effectiveness was somewhat similar to
responses obtained from school board members and teachers who returned the opinion
inventory, the difference being that the replies obtained from the representatives of
School B did not mention or allude to understanding the diversity of American society or
the realization of sound physical health. As such, School B’s collective beliefs closely
matched the indicators set forth by NSBA with the exception of their focus on test scores,

particularly the PSSA. Although this indicator appears to be the school’s most
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compelling, the presence of other criteria mitigates the concern that the students’
education will become too narrowly focused. This will be highly dependent, though, on
personnel, with changes that could occur in school board membership or the teaching
staff having the potential to considerably alter the school’s course.

In summary, while School B’s board members and teachers identified fewer
indicators of effectiveness than those of School A, neither varied much from the
responses obtained on the inventory, reflecting the concept’s elusive nature and
difficulties defining it over the years (see Table 18). The fact that neither school
characterized the term narrowly is promising, as it is often equated with academic
achievement while ignoring the school’s role in developing additional attributes
necessary for future success (Hoy & Miskel, 2001).

The greatest difference between the indicators identified by the two schools is that
those of School A are guided by a covenant of shared values, with School B’s appearing
to be more amorphous. Both have been shaped by the culture that they serve, and are a

function of the philosophies and relationships discussed in the next sections.

The Role of School Board Members in the 21* Century

Findings of the lowa Association of School Board’s Lighthouse Study indicated
that the knowledge and beliefs of teachers and school board members in high achieving
districts differed significantly from their low achieving counterparts (Iowa School Board
Compass, 2000). To help determine their beliefs, each interview participant’s perceptions

of board members’ roles and responsibilities was explored and analyzed on



Table 18

Characteristics of School Effectiveness as Indicated by Study Participants
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School effectiveness is helping students: Inventory School A School B
respondents participants participants

meet Adequate Yearly Progress goals in X X X
reading, math, and writing as established
by the state of Pennsylvania
attain academic achievement that goes X X X
beyond what the Pennsylvania System of
School Assessment currently measures
(e.g., intellectual curiosity and creativity)
attain job skills and preparation for the X X X
work force
understand and value the growing diversity X X
of American society
develop citizenship (e.g., volunteerism, X X X
voting, community service, abiding by
laws)
realize sound physical development and X X
optimal health
develop an appreciation of the arts X X X
develop character and values X X X

(e.g., integrity, responsibility, courtesy,
patriotism, and work ethic)
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the school level. Not only did their responses yield information regarding their
philosophy of school board governance, through their analysis a picture began to emerge
of the organizational structure within which each school operated.

Among those in School A, consensus was reached that board members’ primary
role is policymaking, with attention being paid to the ways in which policy affects
students. In so doing, they stressed the importance of acquiring accurate knowledge about
a school’s programs within the context of its daily functioning but adamantly opposed
micromanagement, feeling that daily decision-making should be left to administrators
and teachers. Teachers and board members also expressed a belief in attending to their
peers’ views as well as those of constituents while, at the same time, taking care not to
act according to personal agendas. In fact, board members were quick to point out that
they have no individual authority, although they do capitalize on individual strengths.
When viewed in light of literature and research stating that boards’ responsibilities should
include planning, policymaking, communicating, advocating for youth, developing
positive relationships with staff, and monitoring progress, personnel, and its own
performance while avoiding the micromanagement of school operations (ECS, 1994;
EPLC, 2004; Goodman & Fulbright, 1998), School A’s beliefs revealed a philosophy of
school board governance in accordance with those of effective schools.

Many statements of practice substantiated School A’s philosophy. Anecdotes
regarding student-focused policymaking, acquiring the knowledge necessary to make
informed policy, and adjusting policy to achieve forward momentum spoke to the board’s

interest in planning, policymaking, youth advocacy, and progress monitoring. Efforts to
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develop positive staff relationships were chronicled in stories of the teachers’ voice in
curriculum development and the hiring of a superintendent, while various publications
and media, along with opportunities for input concerning school-community issues,
documented communication with the public. Communication with teachers was less
direct, though, usually occurring through the superintendent.

Through discussions of their own performance, board members demonstrated
their willingness to self-monitor. In agreement with works regarding effective
governance they felt that, although micromanagement should not occur (ECS, 1994;
EPLC, 2004; Goodman & Fulbright, 1998), board members often get too involved in the
daily running of schools, particularly in the presence of a weak superintendent. Instead,
they feel daily decision-making should be left to administrators and teachers. There was
also mention of a fellow board member whose agenda was not educationally centered,
but motivated by a special interest. The board members who were interviewed discussed
the strain this placed upon those working toward a quality education for the school’s
students and, like Goodman and Fulbright (1998), viewed it as a problem that could lead
to less effective governance.

From School A’s philosophy of board governance, a portrait of their school
structure began to be painted. At first glance, the school’s structure appears to be
professional as described by Hoy and Miskel (2001). Much decision-making is delegated
to a staff viewed as professional and as having the expertise and competence necessary to
make important organizational decisions. Teachers appear to have much power in

decision-making, as demonstrated by the board’s acceptance of their recommendations
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regarding the adoption of pilot programs and textbook series, not to mention their
inclusion in the hiring of the new superintendent. They are also quite autonomous, as
indicated by the respect for individual teaching methods and the lack of scripted
programs to be uniformly followed, with micromanagement appearing to be nonexistent.
Multiple goals are also in evidence, as can be seen by the presence of multiage
classrooms using nontraditional approaches alongside those that are traditionally based,
an emphasis on creating a positive school environment, the board members’ desire to
effect academic growth at the school level over time, and a teacher’s passion for helping
each child find his gift.

Upon using a more powerful lens through which to view their comments, details
appeared that might have been missed by less careful analysis. Although much decision-
making is delegated to the professional staff, the staff sometimes gives this authority back
to those at the top of the traditional hierarchy by not taking advantage of the opportunities
that are offered. Such can be seen by the small number of teachers responding to the
invitation to attend meetings for the purpose of offering opinions on major issues being
considered for adoption by the board. This has not gone unnoticed by one board member
who, though not questioning the teachers’ expertise and competence, has questioned their
attitude and based some of her actions on this perception. In addition, many of the school
goals thought to be separate items by the participants were, in fact, directed toward the
overarching objective of improving academic achievement, certainly laudable but not a
balanced education as defined by NSBA.

Another factor of note is that, through their own admission, not all board
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members and teachers shared the participants’ points of view. This was confirmed
through the examination of various documents and media, where statements conflicting
with those of the study participants were discovered. While dissenting opinions from
teachers were very rare, numerous statements were published from a fellow board
member who disagreed with a preponderance of district incentives. These differences of
opinion, although concerning a variety of issues, seemed to have funding as a root cause,
thereby adding credibility to both school board members’ comments regarding this
colleague’s primary goal of preventing tax increases.

Perhaps the most interesting topic, though, was that of micromanagement;
particularly the board members’ statement that a district must have effective leadership to
deter micromanagement by the board. This was narrowed even more by a board
member’s assertion that micromanagement should not occur, but happens much when
there is a weak superintendent. As conversation with the board members progressed, the
rationale for such thinking came as they discussed the significance of administrators to
school effectiveness. Their talk painted superintendents as a gatekeeper of sorts, through
whom information flows between teachers and school board members. When
superintendents adequately perform administrative duties, the gate serves as a stop-cock,
regulating the flow in each direction so as to achieve maximum efficiency. When such
duties are not well performed, the gate is weakened, causing board members to pass
through in an attempt to regain equilibrium through assuming the responsibilities of the
superintendent.

In contrast with the opinions shared by board members, teachers made few



276

mentions of micromanagement, suggesting that they did not feel that board members
tried to control their daily instruction. One teacher did state, though, her feeling that
board members who are not educators should not be making policy governing those who
had been trained in the profession.

Constructing from this information a meaningful whole, School A’s teachers’ and
board members’ beliefs regarding the role of school board members describe a
philosophy aligned with guidelines and research describing effective governance. One of
the most striking characteristics is that of self-awareness, manifested through both
groups’ honest reflection on various aspects of their own practice such as board
members’ recognition that they sometimes micromanage. In addition to the determination
of the school’s philosophy, the framework of its structure begins to emerge from
teachers’ and board members’ descriptions of school board members’ roles.

Beginning with the integrating principle, a dichotomy of authority is in evidence.
Teachers, though engaging in many leadership roles, do not have the principal
responsibility for integrating the activities of the school, thus situating them on the path
from Weberian to a professional structure. With regard to goals, their multiplicity
indicates a structure that is professional. Although the governance system affords the
teachers considerably more power than that of other districts, the apparent hierarchical
mindset of a board member frequently reported on in newspaper articles along with a few
similar statements made during interviews suggests that the dominant source of power is
both bureaucratic and professional, a hallmark of Weberian structure. Decision-making is

similarly Weberian, as teachers are given much say but do not control the process, instead
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sharing it with administrators and school board members.

This analysis of properties leads to an emerging framework that meanders
between paths of professional and Weberian structure (Hoy & Miskel, 2001). The
developing openness, collegiality, and authenticity described by board members and
teachers hints of movement toward a professional, rather than bureaucratic model, in
which teachers are pivotal in effecting student performance. While the Weberian and
professional structures are both predicted to be effective, movement from Weberian to
professional is a shift undertaken by few school entities (Hoy & Miskel), and one that
could result in the highest possible level of effectiveness.

Similar to School A, those from School B concurred that policymaking is school
board members’ foremost responsibility, although its board members expressed divergent
beliefs concerning the need to obtain a working knowledge of programs and practices.
Another responsibility all agreed with was board members working toward the goal of
achieving standards and advancing the school’s educational programs. This also elicited
different points of view from board members, with one feeling that the board should trust
administrators to carry out policy, and the other recommending that board members
witness policy results for themselves through direct school involvement rather than rely
on the word of administrators. The same board member later contradicted this statement.
Along with the others, he voiced opposition to micromanaging schools’ daily operations,
agreeing that such responsibilities belonged to administrators.

Another area of consensus among those in School B included listening to fellow

board members and constituents, but using personal judgment to make the best possible
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decisions for all. This was closely tied to their unanimous disregard for acting out
personal vendettas, although the teachers questioned the objectivity and motivation of
some board members whose children currently attend their school. Finally, all those
interviewed expressed the belief that all board members should support the group’s
decisions.

While these presumptions were evaluated against the same literature and research
used with School A, the results were different. As with School A, the philosophies of
School B’s respondents were aligned with the planning, policymaking, monitoring of
progress and personnel, and youth advocacy components of effective governance,
although the depth of response for the latter was less marked. Where communication
between the two groups was implied, statements regarding the development of positive
staff relationships and avoidance of micromanagement lacked in consistency, while the
self-monitoring of performance was never mentioned. When viewed in whole,

School B’s beliefs revealed a philosophy of school board governance exhibiting some
effective schools characteristics, but closely bordered beliefs that typified more
ineffective practice.

Anecdotes shared during School B’s interviews, along with supporting documents
and media, provided evidence that these philosophies were, in fact, practiced. A school
board member’s comments about “standards that our district has set” and whether
students “feel successful” served as examples of the planning, policymaking, and youth
advocacy exhibited by boards of effective schools, while communication, thought by

board members to be open and free flowing, varied depending on the intended audience.
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Where several means of exchange were offered to community members, communication
with the staff was more limited, occurring between certain teachers and board members
when the latter visited the schools or, more globally, through the superintendent. Staff
relationships were strained, as evidenced through comments regarding teacher reductions
in time, with self-monitoring of performance not addressed. One board member’s
philosophy of micromanagement was contradicted in both word and deed, although his
interpretation of such events was phrased as “being actively involved” rather than
micromanaging. In contrast, the other board member’s actions firmly supported her belief
that administrators should manage the schools while board members enact policy.

Although not mentioned directly, the board member who appears to micromanage
alluded to communication as an underlying reason for his actions. The infrequent
mention of administrators leads again to the concept of superintendent as gatekeeper of
communication flow. The fact that, in School B, the superintendent was virtually absent
from comments made by board members, lends credence to the conjecture that the
absence of effective leadership opens the way for more directive involvement by those in
positions of authority.

Through applying their philosophies and practice of board governance to Hoy and
Miskel’s (2001) school structure typology, a framework of School B’s structure begins to
emerge. Appearing in sync on the surface, closer examination of board members’ and
teachers’ remarks reveal a disjuncture that requires careful analysis to appropriately
categorize the school’s organizational properties. A prime example occurs in determining

the type of authority that best describes the school’s integrating principle. At the start of
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each interview board members and teachers cast each other in a positive light, speaking
of strengths and a working relationship shared between bureaucratic and professional
authority. The talk by one board member of staff satisfaction and its impact on student
learning pointed toward respect for teachers as individuals and professionals, indicating
reliance on their expertise and competence. Later, though, as conversation shifted to a
different focus, talk of the teachers’ frequent grumbling and her desire that they might
sometime have a “real” job disclosed a different attitude, one that spoke less of shared
authority and more in favor of a structure that is bureaucratic. Such an outlook also
defeated work toward school effectiveness as described in IASB’s (2001) Lighthouse
Study, where positive attitudes about personnel were cited as a requisite for efficacy.

Her colleague evidenced a similar shift, but in a different manner. Criticizing the
grandstanding engaged in by members of some boards, his later discussion of personal
practice as a board member described his enjoyment of the stature incurred by his
position. Comments such as, “Before, I think we were taking the advice of
[administration], now [we say] show me how you feel that’s best for the district,”
expressed his need for first hand knowledge of programs and practices rather than relying
on practitioners’ words. They also indicated a level of distrust and a public statement of
his own importance, implying a preference for bureaucratic authority despite his words to
the contrary.

Disjuncture was present in the words of the teachers as well. The teacher who
consistently disparaged the board for staff reductions in time later spoke of the good

working relationship that exists between teachers and board members. Her opinions were
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also disjointed from those of her colleague in their lack of optimism, although her
colleague did express concerns that included a desire for increased board reliance on
professional expertise.

Through interpreting their statements in light of the whole rather than as separate
entities, the apparent presence of bureaucratic and professional authority gives way to an
integrating principle based primarily on authority that is bureaucratic. This, when
combined with the formal goals of achieving standards and advancing the school’s
educational programs, identifies the property as authoritarian in structure. The formality
of such goals, when linked with their singularity of purpose, serve to categorize the goals
property as authoritarian as well.

Discussions relating to the school’s source of power also unveiled disjuncture.
Speaking of the need to follow the chain of command, one board member cautioned
against stepping into the role of administration, her omission of applying the same
principle to teachers indicative of a belief in the power of hierarchical practice. Despite
words to the contrary, her colleague’s practice of micromanaging also consumed
teachers’ power, leaving them the task of delivering instruction while input concerning
school operations was received at the board members’ discretion. Teachers’ self-
perceptions of power seemed moderate as indicated by their talk of being members of the
design committee for school renovations. As there was little mention of their involvement
in education related committees, though, such participation appears superficial to the true
purpose of education. Even their inclusion on the renovation committee hinted of

appeasement, as one board member spoke of their membership, but added, “they are not
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going to get everything they want.” Although there was some sharing of power, the
power represented by these practices is fundamentally bureaucratic.

A good deal of School B’s decision-making occurs at the school level, where
teachers collaborate in grade level meetings to coordinate instruction with the aim of
improving students’ attainment of standards and increasing PSSA scores. Based on
teachers’ accounts, such meetings are quite productive but fall a bit short of an optimal
decision-making process by including only staff who teach academic subjects. From
other accounts, some instances of decision-making happen by default, as in the case of
the arts education teacher left to write her own curriculum. Board members’ talk of
decision-making occurred in relation to school renovations, but more often indirectly
through discussions of planning and policymaking. Although no mention was made of
teachers having a voice in this process, the discussion was short and there is no
conclusive evidence that it did not happen. Taking these various practices into account, it
appears that the school’s decision-making process is shared and characteristic of a
Weberian structure.

Assimilating these various components into a meaningful whole, School B ‘s
philosophy of school board governance is aligned with some characteristics practiced by
effective schools, but is close to the realm of practices engaged in by schools described as
less effective by the IASB (2001) Lighthouse Study. Of the structural properties
discussed, all but one is characterized as authoritarian (Hoy & Miskel, 2001), resulting in
School B being categorized as having an authoritarian structure but beginning an

evolution toward a Weberian configuration.
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In summary, both School A’s and School B’s philosophies and practices of school
governance are effective when viewed in light of literature and research stating that
boards’ responsibilities should include planning, policymaking, communicating,
advocating for youth, developing positive relationships with staff, and monitoring
progress, personnel, and its own performance while avoiding the micromanagement of
school operations (ECS, 1994; EPLC, 2004; Goodman & Fulbright, 1998). Where School
A is soundly rooted in this domain, though, School B is close to exhibiting characteristics
that would categorize it as less than effective. Regarding the analysis of properties based
upon their responses indicating governance philosophies and practices, the framework
emerging for School A meanders between paths of professional and Weberian structures,
both of which have high levels of predicted effectiveness, while School B is beginning an
evolution from the moderately effective authoritarian structure to the highly effective
Weberian (Hoy & Miskel, 2001) (see Table 19).

In the case of School A, a higher achieving school, the developing openness,
collegiality, and authenticity described by board members and teachers are confirmed by
research (Hoffman et al., 1994; Hoy et al., 1992; Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985; Tarter et al.,
1995; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998) as progress toward a professional model in which
teachers play a pivotal role in effecting student performance. Although their
communication with teachers is not direct, the opportunities for interaction between
board members and various constituencies serve as the springboard necessary for creating
the support and trust necessary to build an effective educational system (EPLC, 2004;

Goodman & Fulbright, 1998; Goodman & Zimmerman, 2003; Iowa School Board
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Table 19

School Structure Properties of School A and School B

Property School A School B
Integrating principle Weberian—>Professional Authoritarian
Goals Professional Authoritarian
Dominant source Weberian Authoritarian
of power

Decision-making Weberian Weberian
process

Compass, 2000). On the other hand, while some individuals in lower achieving School B
manifest more of these characteristics than others, as a whole, they are just beginning the
journey. This affirms the section’s opening statement; the knowledge and beliefs of
teachers and school board members in high achieving districts differ significantly from
their lower achieving counterparts (Iowa School Board Compass, 2000).

Despite the differences between schools, a common theme emerged during the
examination of philosophies and structures, the concept of superintendent and effective
leadership skills as gatekeeper. Such a premise suggests that leadership channels the flow
of communication that serves as the foundation of a school’s structure. When leadership
is effective, the gatekeeping functions well, helping to maintain the balance necessary to
build the most effective structure. In contrast, with weak leadership the gate gives way

under pressure, swinging in the direction of least resistance, upsetting the equilibrium
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necessary for maximum efficacy. This concept will be explored in the next section.

Relationships and their Perceived Influence on Effectiveness

As increasing attention is devoted to improving school effectiveness, the value of
teacher-school board member relationships is emerging as an element common to
districts successfully meeting identified goals (IASB, 2001). Of all the qualities present
in such a relationship, trust has assumed increased significance in education (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 1998), being called the foundation of school effectiveness due to its
pivotal role in fostering those attributes by which schools are most often judged to be
effective (Cunningham & Gresso, 1993). To help determine the perceived influence of
teacher-school board member trust relationships on school effectiveness, each interview
participant’s responses to relationship oriented questions were explored and analyzed on
the school level. Their responses answered the final two research questions:

3. What perceptions do rural and suburban elementary teachers possess regarding
trust relationships between policymakers at the school board level and
themselves? What perceived impact does this relationship have on school
effectiveness?

4. What perceptions do policymakers at the school board level possess regarding
trust relationships between rural and suburban elementary teachers and
themselves? What perceived impact does this relationship have on school

effectiveness?
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Participants were first asked about the type of relationship that exists between
teachers and school board members. Where all questions prior to this had elicited
immediate and assured discussion, the pause that ensued from those in School A, though
brief, was notable, the time taken to assimilate their thoughts suggesting that this was
something they had never previously contemplated. Adding to its import was that their
responses, when they did reply, were similar in that all agreed they were not sure whether
there even was a relationship, citing little direct communication and contact as the reason
for their replies. This is interesting to note, particularly in light of previous conversation
in which teachers and board members freely included the other group in their comments
and expressed a degree of knowledge about their responsibilities and practices. Such a
collective response suggests that their definition of a relationship includes direct contact,
a supposition supported by their statement that the groups have little direct
communication or contact with each other.

The subject of communication reappeared several times during the discussion of
relationships between teachers and board members. Both groups talked of the need for a
direct line of communication with each other. Board members underscored this necessity
in speaking of members’ tendency to base their actions on a picture of school as it was
when they attended, rather than as it is in the 21* century. Teachers felt it imperative to at
least be introduced to the board and know who the members are, even though much of
the communication between groups flows through the superintendent. This need for
professional relationships is found in the literature as well, where the IASB (2001) talks

of teachers in effective schools knowing who their board members are, the EPLC (2004)



287

speaks to the importance of ethical relations, and by Wilkins (1989, p. 41) who says,
“Organizational competence typically resides in the relationships, norms, memories,
habits, and collective skills of a network of people.” Intermingled with this is research
that cites the importance of communication in creating the support and trust necessary to
build an effective educational system (EPLC, 2004; Goodman & Fulbright, 1998;
Goodman & Zimmerman, 2003; Iowa School Board Compass, 2000). It is interesting to
note teachers’ talk of communication flowing through the superintendent, giving rise,
once more to the idea of superintendent as gatekeeper.

Other relational attributes also emerged through the discussion of teacher-school
board member relationships. Both teachers and board members agreed with the presence
of shared decision-making and teacher autonomy, while descriptions of practices by
board members included teacher empowerment, the use of research-based practices, and
the building of teacher esteem. Although teachers did not mention such practices directly,
their accounts of the school’s culture supported these attributes’ presence and also
portrayed it as flexible and respectful of professional abilities. Like those presented in the
previous section, these properties can also be evaluated against Hoy and Miskel’s (2001)
school structure typology. While the presence of shared decision-making is characteristic
of a Weberian structure, the added emphasis on teacher autonomy and empowerment
indicates the source of power moving from Weberian to professional, with the integrating
principle even further along this journey than previously specified. The portrayal of the
school’s culture as flexible and respectful of professional abilities represents a

coordination of instruction that falls in the Weberian structure, with its loose coupling
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indicative of a structure that is professional. Adding these insights to those obtained
through the analysis of school board members’ roles points to a school structure well on
its way to becoming professional, one in which the predicted effectiveness is high, the
expected level of conflict is moving from limited to low, and the expected environment is
transforming from stable and simple to one that is stable and complex (see Table 20).
These characteristics and their representation of movement toward a professional
structure are supported in the literature and by research as indicators of increasing
efficacy. In his work regarding total quality management, Deming talks of ceasing
dependence on inspection to achieve quality, driving out fear, breaking down
departmental barriers, and. most important, employee ownership through valuing and
appreciating the individual (Rebore, 2004). Trusty and Sergiovanni’s (1966) finding that
professional educators’ greatest need deficiencies occur at the esteem and autonomy
levels reinforces Maslow’s theory that esteem needs must be met in order for self-
direction to occur (Hoy & Miskel, 2001; Wilson et al., 1974), as well as reinforcing the
IASB (2001) finding that a supportive workplace allows the staff to succeed in their
roles. Perhaps most significant is that effective school boards are increasingly moving
away from bureaucratic systems and top-down decision-making to a collaborative model
of mutual support in which authority is delegated to building and classroom levels (ECS,
1994; EPLC, 2004; Goodman & Zimmerman, 2000; Ouchi, 2003). These statements,
when added to the finding that School A, highly effective as indicated by its PSSA scores
and agreement with NSBA school effectiveness indicators, is moving from a Weberian to

professional structure, both having high predicted effectiveness, suggest that School A’s
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Table 20

School Structure Properties of School A

Property School A
Integrating principle Weberian—>Professional
Goals Professional
Dominant source of power Weberian—->Professional
Decision-making process Weberian
Coordination of instruction Weberian
Coupling Professional

efficacy results from the nature of relationships existing between teachers and school
board members.

But what of trust? If the pause that occurred when asked about relationships in
general was notable, that which followed being asked whether trust is a component of
teacher-school board member relationships was profound. Considering that the teachers
and board members had most likely not pondered their general relationship, it is not
surprising that the thought of trust as part of that relationship might never have occurred
to them. Solomon and Flores (2001) relate such a response to a story of St. Augustine:
“The great philosopher, St. Augustine, when asked to define what time was, found

himself puzzled. Until he was asked, he knew perfectly well what time was. But once
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asked, he had no idea what to say” (p. 3). Such is the case of trust; its importance is
widely accepted, but not as obvious in practice as it should be (Sergiovanni, 2005).

Although it took a few moments to process the question, their collective response
was emphatic concurrence that trust is essential in the relationships of all those working
toward educational goals. One board member enumerated several of the properties
discussed earlier in the interview, saying that the majority of such professional authority
and shared decision-making is based on trust. This perception is supported in the research
of Bryk and Schneider (2002), who say that trust fosters the organizational conditions
that are conducive to individuals uniting and sustaining the types of activities necessary
to affect improvement in productivity.

Despite their agreement regarding its existence, there was no common view
concerning the level of trust currently present. Board members and teachers agreed,
though, that there is always room for improvement and that each should practice seeing
an issue from the other’s perspective. In addition to the self-monitoring represented by
this statement, its mutual understanding is supported by Bottery’s (2003) comment that
those outside of education, such as school board members, should place greater value on
practitioners’ descriptions of their work.

All School A respondents firmly believe that teacher-school board member trust
relationships influence school effectiveness, and supported their beliefs by citing current
practices and their impact on efficacy. Open communication, teacher input, teacher “buy-
in,” the freedom to individualize, and a positive culture were all mentioned as integral to

effectiveness, and all thought to stem from the trust that the majority of each group has
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for the other. That these practices are components of school structures that predict high
effectiveness has already been established, that they are grounded in trust is corroborated
by Cunningham and Gresso (1993) who maintain that trust is the foundation of school
effectiveness and has a pivotal role in fostering those attributes by which schools are
judged to be effective. Tarter, Sabo, and Hoy (1995) also talk of the need for a culture of
trust to realize effectiveness in education, a need that is verified by Bryk and Schneider’s
(2002) strong statistical evidence linking relational trust to improved student learning.
More specifically, in the IASB (2001) Lighthouse Study, those districts whose student
achievement was above the norm and increasing had teachers who felt trusted by school
board members.

This school, instead of having student achievement as the primary focus of its
teachers and board members, had a teacher-school board member relationship centered
on valuing people. Characterized by a move away from top-down management, those
interviewed spoke of communication, shared decision-making, district support of
professional development, and personal accountability. Also mentioned were
collaboration, teacher autonomy, empowerment, and a concern for teacher esteem, but
most important of all was mutual respect. The significance of respect, along with ethical
relations, was advanced in EPLC’s (2004) study of effective board governance, findings
that were echoed in research concerning effective schools conducted by the lowa
Association of School Boards (2001).

Teachers’ and school board members’ trust for one another can also be interpreted

according to the definition advanced by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999); an individual
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or group’s willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the
latter party is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open. Although quantitative
trust scales based on this definition are available for determining the trust that exists
between teachers and other referents such as principals, colleagues, and clients, the fact
that there is no scale for assessing the trust relationship between teachers and school
board members requires the use of a qualitative approach.

Beginning with board members’ trust in teachers, comments such as, “so much
good is happening,” express benevolence, the confidence that something one cares about
will be protected. Feelings that teachers are competent and reliable are attested to by their
presence on committees, while their willingness to discuss controversial issues with
board members suggests little or no withholding of evidence, pointing to the presence of
openness. The status of honesty, defined to include character and integrity, is not so
easily determined, however. Although one board member casts doubt upon the teachers’
character through comments about their negativity and resistance to change, her
descriptions of their practice, along with articles in the media, tell of teachers going out
of their way to help students. The latter, when combined with her colleague’s talk of
respecting teachers, suggests that board members do have confidence that teachers are
honest, but that such confidence is not as strong as trust’s other attributes. Considered as
a whole, the presence of benevolence, competence, reliability, openness, and honesty in
their discussions indicates the likelihood that the board members interviewed trust
teachers.

Regarding teachers’ trust for board members, the comment made by a teacher that
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her colleagues’ attitudes may differ is evidenced in the present study. One teacher
participant’s attitudes are grounded in the belief that non-educators should not be making
educational decisions. Her responses, predicated on this belief, cast doubt on the presence
of benevolence, competence, reliability, openness, and honesty in the relationship. In
contrast, though, comments made by her fellow teacher indicate the opposite. The lack of
consensus between the two leads to inconclusive results concerning the nature of
teachers’ trust for board members. It is interesting to note that the teacher whose beliefs
are more positive has been in the school longer and is better acquainted with the board
members, while the teacher who questions their presence has only been in the school
three years and, by her own admission, spends most of her time in her room.

Evaluated in light of the primary trust types identified by Shapiro, Sheppard, and
Cheraskin (1992) as well as Lewicki and Bunker (1996), the trust relationship between
School A’s teachers and board members is closest to knowledge-based trust, the third
step in the hierarchy. Such trust relies on understandings developed through multifaceted
relationships, in which the reliability and predictability in previous interactions fosters
positive expectations (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Sheppard & Tuchinsky, 1996; Rousseau
et al., 1998). Knowledge-based trust can also give rise to the psychological identity
(Rousseau et al.), or professional competence, trust, and respect, that is advanced as being
most significant in the development of educational professionals (Hoy & Miskel, 2001;
Wilson et al., 1974).

Summarizing the interpretation of results regarding School A, the teachers and

school board members consider school effectiveness to include not only academic growth
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over time as evidenced through standardized test scores, but also components such as
achievement in character, civic responsibility, the arts, and preparation for the work
force. Their philosophy and practice of school governance is aligned with those found
through research to be effective, while their organizational structure is moving from
Weberian to professional, both with high predicted levels of efficacy. Teachers and board
members firmly believe that their trust relationships influence school effectiveness, with
those board members interviewed indicating trust in teachers. Although the reciprocating
relationship is inconclusive, the collective statements of all participants imply a level of
trust that promotes the development of the properties comprising a school structure with
high predicted effectiveness. Such a philosophy and structure are consistent with School
A’s achievement of PSSA scores that rank in the top 15% of suburban and rural
elementary schools in Erie County, Pennsylvania.

As with School A, participants representing School B first discussed the general
relationship that exists between teachers and board members. Teachers, using anecdotes
as a vehicle, described the same guarded relationship that was identified by board
members. The attitudes emerging from their descriptions characterized a management-
union relationship in which the board assumed the managerial role and the teachers
carried out specific tasks. Repeated talk of fighting for wages and staff reductions in time,
along with a board member’s comment concerning Pennsylvania’s strong union ethic,
indicate the prominent role employer-employee interactions play in their relationship.
Considering that the school had recently experienced a strike followed by a lengthy

negotiation process, the tenuous nature of the relationship is not surprising, nor is the
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resultant lack of professional integrity, felt in varying degrees, by the teachers. Such
feelings are discussed in the research of Trusty and Sergiovanni (1966), where the
greatest need deficiencies of professional educators were found to occur at the esteem,
autonomy, and self-actualization levels, inhibiting teachers’ abilities to optimize their
performance. To maximize instructional delivery, however, Maslow’s theory of self-
actualization says that teachers must feel professional competence, trust, and respect;
needs that may only be fulfilled by others (Hoy & Miskel, 2001; Wilson et al., 1974).
Although one of the board members spoke of the need for this “staff satisfaction” and its
corresponding influence on student learning, she also conversed at length about the need
for staff members to experience a real job where they had to work for a boss and with
coworkers. The duality of these statements, in addition to the conviction with which the
latter was voiced, suggests an inconsistency of thought and deed that is most likely as
apparent to the teachers as it was to me, and would almost certainly not serve to satisfy
teachers’ needs for the professional competence and respect necessary for maximum
efficacy.

As the board members and teachers discussed this management-union
relationship, much of their conversation pointed to communication as playing a pivotal
role, a concept supported by both the EPLC’s (2004) K-12 Governance Study and the
IASB’s (2001) Lighthouse Study. Although all agreed with communication as central to
working together, many of their comments described it as a one way transfer of
information, with the person being interviewed providing information to another party,

seemingly unaware that the exchange could flow in the opposite direction as well. Much
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of this would appear to stem from the focus on employer-employee relations and its
resultant need deficiencies, as mentioned in the work of Trusty and Sergiovanni (1966).
In fact, a great deal of the school’s work seemed to revolve around this concept,
consuming much of the teachers’ and board members’ energy and leaving a smaller
amount to carry out the responsibilities associated with their positions. The most notable
exception to this came from a board member who discussed visiting the schools, talking
with teachers and listening to their concerns. His statement that it was board members’
responsibility to initiate such open relationships is supported in research calling for the
board to develop positive staff relationships (ECS, 1994; EPLC, 2004; Goodman &
Fulbright, 1998). Similar to School A, the administrative staff was identified as critical in
realizing honest communication. Also similar was the administration’s being described as
a liaison, controlling the information that was passed between school board members and
the teachers.

Few additional items were mentioned as board members and teachers described
their relationship. The teachers agreed that one board member’s actions were oriented
around personal agendas regarding her children, while a board member felt that many of
the teachers acted in their own best interests. Respect was mentioned as a primary
component of the relationship by the other board member, while a teacher stated her
feeling that the teachers were neutral toward the board as a whole. All termed the
relationship as adequate, saying that it could improve.

Evaluating these properties against Hoy and Miskel’s school structure typology

serves to refine and expand upon the preliminary analysis of the previous section.
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Characterizations of the relationship are consistent with those identified through the
examination of school board members’ roles, resulting in an integrating principle and
source of power that is typical of an authoritarian structure. As there was no additional
discussion of the goals, this property remained authoritarian while decision-making was
unchanged in its movement from authoritarian to Weberian. The belief in bureaucratic
attributes alongside teachers’ technical competence indicates coordination of instruction
that is Weberian, as does the moderately tight coupling among various parts of the
organization. Adding these refinements to the previously identified properties points to a
school structure on the move from authoritarian to Weberian, one for which the predicted
effectiveness is beginning to move from moderate to high, the expected level of conflict
is progressing from moderate to limited, and the expected environment is simple and
stable (see Table 21).

School B’s movement toward a Weberian structure is characteristic of Hoy and
Miskel’s (2001) theory of school development. This theory proposes that schools are
identified as having a certain structure based on their properties and, as the properties
exhibit progressively less chaos and bureaucracy, the school increases in effectiveness.
Depending upon their structure, schools may move from the least effective chaotic
structure to authoritarian, Weberian, and ultimately the highly effective professional
structure, with each transition increasingly difficult. School B’s evolution from
authoritarian to Weberian represents the midpoint of this complexity continuum, with the
change from chaos to authoritarian being relatively straightforward, and Weberian to

professional accomplished by only a few.
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Table 21

School Structure Properties of School B

Property School A
Integrating principle Authoritarian
Goals Authoritarian
Dominant source of power Authoritarian
Decision-making process Weberian
Coordination of instruction Weberian
Coupling Weberian

For School B to continue its movement toward a Weberian structure, positive
relationships are vital. W. Edwards Deming, in helping Japan rise from post-war
devastation to being a leader in the economic world, voiced this directly in saying, “you
don’t just do business. You build relationships” (Solomon & Flores, 2001, p. 100). In the
case of School B, one of the board members interviewed is attempting to build such
relationships. The fact that newly elected board members will replace some who were
viewed less favorably provides hope that progress toward a Weberian structure will
continue. In contrast, though, such movement could be delayed if board members
continue to create relationships in which they must see things for themselves rather than

rely on the word of others.
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Psychological foundations of motivation are also closely intertwined with the
functioning of organizational management structures. In addition to Maslow’s and
Erickson’s theories of motivation (Hoy & Miskel, 2001; Wilson et al., 1974), Creed and
Miles (1996) discuss workers’ need for respect as well as their desire for recognition and
belonging. Such relational items are the seeds of change, as can be seen in the IASB’s
(2001) Lighthouse Study that says a supportive workplace allows the staff to succeed in
their roles. At first, both board members’ comments were consistent with providing the
support and satisfaction of needs that would steadily move structural properties such as
the integrating principle and source of power toward a more Weberian format. As the
discussion progressed, though, and conversation became more candid, comments made
by one board member implied a lack of respect for teachers while the other member
clearly enjoyed the status and power of the position. In addition, the discord in thinking
between the two board members along with their descriptions of board practice suggest a
lack of philosophical and practical unity that could impede advancement to a Weberian
structure if not stopping it altogether. These findings, when considered in light of School
B’s high efficacy with regard to NSBA school effectiveness indicators but lower
effectiveness in relation to PSSA scores, indicates slow and incremental movement from
an authoritarian to Weberian structure that could easily grind to a halt due to the fragile
nature of teacher-school board member relationships.

Upon moving to the question of trust as part of teacher-school board member
relationships, everyone stopped to consider their responses, even the board member who

briefly mentioned it in a previous reply. This pausing to answer, especially when coupled
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with the term’s prior use, is a convincing indicator that people seldom consciously
contemplate the workings of trust in a relationship, despite their casual inclusion of the
word in conversation. Following their reflection, all emphatically agreed that trust is the

gateway to achieving a quality school. Statements of explanation included terms such as

99 ¢ 29 ¢

“communication,” “respect,” “rely on, “ and “flow in both directions;” expressions
indicating the interpersonal dynamics that, according to research, create the environment
requisite for promoting student achievement (Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Hoy, Sabo, &
Barnes, 1996).

A closer examination, though, unveiled a more tenuous level of trust between the
groups than existed on the surface. Through their own admission, teachers and board
members talked of trust’s decline in the wake of negotiations, staff reductions in time,
and actions perceived to have an underlying motive. Such declarations, following
discussion of a more positive nature, are consistent with the writing of Solomon and
Flores (2001) who offer that people often overestimate the trust that exists in their
organization, being polite out of loyalty or fear when, in fact, cynicism and distrust are
the prevalent agents at work. Sergiovanni (2005) concurs, saying that even though the
significance of trust is widely accepted, it is not as evident in practice as is necessary.

Regarding the adequacy of the existing trust level, everyone replied that there is
always room for improvement. In effecting such change, one board member cited the
need for each group to work on understanding the other’s position but also felt that the

responsibility for initiating improved relationships begins with the board. Supported by

EPLC’s (2004) governance study that places the responsibility for school improvement
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with school board members, such an opinion is also underscored by the governance study
conducted by the TASB (2001) in which board members in effective schools were found
to display positive attitudes about personnel as well as a high level of confidence they
would succeed. Teachers interviewed in the IASB study reflected this outlook, stating
that their district’s leadership was supportive and they were trusted. Talk of leadership
was also reflected in comments made by the current study’s second board member, who
spoke of administrators’ importance as stewards of the communication flowing between
board members and teachers.

All participants agreed that both the relationship between teachers and school
board members in general and their trust relationships influence school effectiveness.
Everyone spoke knowingly about the domino effect occurring when trust is passed from
the board through the administration to teachers whose response is the improved
instructional delivery leading to increased efficacy. Research supports this claim, with
Bryk and Schneider (2002) providing strong statistical evidence that relational trust is
linked to improved student learning. One board member described trust relationships as
affecting individuals’ mindsets, a concept that parallels that of Sergiovanni’s (2005)
mindscapes, described as the metaphors, theories of practice, and issues that shape a
person’s reality. Board members and teachers alike described an optimal mindscape as
one based on respect and including honest communication, morality, a willingness to
learn, familiarity with one another, and consideration; most of these also components of a
professional structure.

To result in effectiveness, though, mindscapes must be translated into action.
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From conversations with those representing School B, it appears that such translation is
the weak link in converting trust relationships to school effectiveness. Comments
focusing on difficult contract negotiations and staff reductions in time suggest a culture
that is functioning on the second level of Maslow’s hierarchy, working at satisfying the
needs for safety that must be met prior to an individual feeling the motivation necessary
to achieve maximum self-direction and efficacy.

Another mindscape was held by school board members, who believe that trust
relationships between teachers and board members are primarily reflected in outcomes
such as scores on the PSSA. Although standardized test scores are not an NSBA indicator
of school effectiveness, this thinking serves to illustrate the impact that mandated
legislation has on the work of some schools, transforming a focus on educating the whole
child to one that is reduced to a single set of quantifiable statistics that determine the
quality of a child’s education, not to mention shaping the course of his future. Such a
focus on outcomes, along with negativity toward teachers and some teachers’ feelings of
isolation, characterize the school’s trust relationships as closer to those in the IASB’s
(2001) “stuck™ category, in which student achievement is relatively stable and below the
norm of other suburban and rural elementary schools in Erie County, Pennsylvania.

As with School A, the trust between teachers and school board members in
School B can be interpreted according to Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s (1999) definition
of trust as an individual or group’s willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on
the confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open.

Once again beginning with board members’ trust in teachers, comments concerning staff
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self-interest, a lack of honest communication, and an implied need to micromanage call
into question the presence of benevolence, honesty, openness, and reliability. Mitigated
to some extent by the sharing of remarks demonstrating these qualities, the overall sense
is that they are lacking in the relationship. Board members do believe in the staff’s
competency, however, as evidenced by statements directly attesting to their expertise.
Despite the words of a board member and teacher that board members do trust teachers, it
appears that such trust is, in fact, wanting, but possibly growing toward a healthier state.
Similar results emerged regarding teachers’ trust in board members. Talk of
negotiations and staff reductions in time, implied top-down decision-making, and a
wariness of non-educators making educational decisions, indicate deficits in the areas of
benevolence, competence, honesty, openness, and reliability. In agreement with
assessments made by a teacher and one board member, teachers’ trust in board members
appears to be less than what exists when the relationship is reversed, with teachers
continuously on guard and questioning board members’ motives. In sum, the trust
relationship between the groups is calculus-based, with the trustor calculating the
likelihood of the trustee performing a beneficial action (Dasgupta, 2000; Gambetta, 2000;
Rousseau et al., 1998). Such trust is partial and quite fragile (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996).
Summarizing the interpretation of results for School B, the teachers and school
board members consider school effectiveness to include not only academic growth over
time as evidenced through standardized test scores, but also components such as
achievement in character, civic responsibility, the arts, and preparation for the work

force. While their philosophy of school governance is aligned with that found through
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research to be effective, its practice is not in keeping with that discerned through the
discussion of board members’ roles, but rather that of the IASB’s (2001) stuck districts as
determined through conversations about teacher-school board member relationships. At
the same time School B’s structure is inching from authoritarian to Weberian, with its
predicted effectiveness currently closer to moderate. Even though both teachers and
board members firmly believe that trust relationships influence school effectiveness,
reciprocal trust levels are lacking with teachers evidencing less trust for board members
than the other way around. In carefully evaluating the statements of all participants, a
level of trust is implied that is in accord with a school structure yielding moderate
efficacy. Such a philosophy and structure are consistent with School B’s PSSA scores
that rank in the bottom 15% of suburban and rural elementary schools in Erie County,

Pennsylvania.

Synthesis of Structure and School Effectiveness

Combining the interview interpretations for School A and School B into a
coherent whole affords a view of their teacher-school board member relationships and
how they are perceived to influence school effectiveness. In so doing each of the four
research questions will be addressed, bringing the study close to full circle.

In response to the first two research questions, which ask how rural and suburban
elementary teachers and policymakers at the school board level define school
effectiveness, the teachers and board members from both schools identified or agreed

with all of the indicators set forth by NSBA. While those representing School A were in
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concurrence with all of the indicators listed on the inventory, even the three that were
false, School B’s collective beliefs were an even closer match in their agreement with
only one non-indicator, a focus on standardized test scores. It must be mentioned that
none of the respondents listed all of the indicators on their own. In fact, after naming two
or three, one of which was always students’ performance on the PSSA, everyone stopped
to think. Following this pause, some added another item while others indicated their
readiness for the next question. At this point the researcher provided some prompts in the
form of indicators from the inventory with which the respondent could agree or not.
Although each participant responded affirmatively to every prompt, some exhibited more
knowledge and went on to discuss the indicator and its importance at length. This
behavior reflects the elusive nature of school effectiveness, and also the difficulty
defining it over the years.

Perhaps of most significance is that every respondent identified test scores,
namely the PSSA, as an indicator of effectiveness, even if they disagreed with its worth.
As a matter of fact, all did disagree with its use as a sole criterion of effectiveness while
still appreciating some of the improvements to education brought about by the
accountability initiative from which it evolved. Especially disheartening about the
selection of this indicator is respondents’ feelings of helplessness with regard to halting
its continued use. On the other hand, it was inspiring to hear talk of complying with goals
while, at the same time, keeping people as the focus of the educational process. All from
School A, and teachers from School B, embodied the latter trait, with School B’s board

members focused more on their duties and quantifiable results. The greatest difference
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between the groups is that the indicators identified by School A appeared to emerge from
shared values, with the source of School B’s being more amorphous.

It should also be mentioned that both schools’ mission statements embrace the
indicators named by teachers and board members, while many other documents and
media sources from School A advanced the same. Although documents and media from
School B also touched on these indicators, they emphasized more quantifiable items such
as test scores and funding. Information from these various sources served to triangulate
that which emerged from the interviews, lending credence to their analysis. The fact that
neither school characterized the term narrowly is promising, as its frequent equation with
academic achievement often ignores the school’s role in developing attributes necessary
for future success (Hoy & Miskel, 2001).

The final research questions address two issues: (a) What perceptions do rural and
suburban elementary teachers possess regarding trust relationships between policymakers
at the school board level and themselves? What perceived impact does this relationship
have on school effectiveness? and (b) What perceptions do policymakers at the school
board level possess regarding trust relationships between rural and suburban elementary
teachers and themselves? What perceived impact does this relationship have on school
effectiveness? To answer these questions, perceptions of school board members’ roles as
well as trust relationships were analyzed and added to what was known about the
school’s efficacy.

Beginning with the role of school board members, both schools’ philosophies are

effective when viewed in light of literature and research stating that boards’
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responsibilities should include planning, policymaking, communicating, advocating for
youth, developing positive relationships with staff, and monitoring progress, personnel,
and its own performance while avoiding the micromanagement of school operations
(ECS, 1994; EPLC, 2004; Goodman & Fulbright, 1998). School A was particularly
strong in the area of board members’ monitoring their own performance. Where School A
is soundly rooted in efficacy, though, School B is close to exhibiting characteristics that
would categorize it as less than effective. In fact, the upcoming analysis of comments
regarding teacher-school board member trust relationships will alter its classification.

To begin the initial determination of each school’s structure, properties emerging
from the interviews were analyzed in light of Hoy and Miskel’s (2001) school structure
typology. Characteristics of School A, including the delegation of decision-making to the
professional staff, teacher autonomy, the presence of multiple goals, and a lack of
micromanagement, initially indicated a professional classification. Upon examining the
essence of their comments, though, details appeared that could have been missed by less
careful analysis. Considering that: (a) teachers sometimes give their decision-making
authority away by not participating when given the opportunity; (b) different
philosophies and practices are expressed by some teachers and a board member, and,

(c) in their own words, board members have micromanaged due to a less than optimal
superintendent; School A’s structure was categorized as moving from Weberian to
professional, both predicted to be highly effective.

Comments pertaining to school structure made by those in School B exhibited a

disjuncture both within and among school board members and teachers. After careful
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analysis indicating formal goals and bureaucratic authority, School B’s integrating
principal, goals, and dominant source of power were found to be authoritarian. Its
decision-making process, though, was shared among teachers, administrators, and board
members resulting in a Weberian classification. In looking at the whole, School B was
categorized as beginning to move from authoritarian to Weberian, transitioning from a
predicted moderate effectiveness level to one that is highly effective.

Perhaps most interesting, though, was a common theme that emerged despite the
differences between schools; the concept of the superintendent and effective leadership
skills as gatekeeper. Such a premise suggests that leadership channels the flow of
communication that serves as the foundation of a school’s structure. When leadership is
effective, the gatekeeping functions well, helping to maintain the balance necessary to
build the most effective structure. In contrast, with weak leadership the gate gives way
under pressure, swinging in the direction of least resistance, upsetting the equilibrium
necessary for maximum efficacy.

The final domain to be discussed is teacher-school board member relationships
and how such relationships, particularly those involving trust, are perceived to influence
school effectiveness. Responses from those representing School A indicated that they had
seldom, if ever, thought about a relationship between teachers and board members, most
likely due to a lack of direct contact and communication. Upon considering the concept,
they once again talked of communication as flowing through the superintendent, but
expressed their desire to work on building this professional relationship. Taking into

account the additional information gained regarding its structural properties, including
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Weberian coordination of instruction and the loose coupling of a structure that is
professional, School A was determined to be well on its way from a Weberian to
professional structure. Such movement predicts high effectiveness, a level of conflict
moving from limited to low, and an expected environment that is progressing from stable
and simple to stable and complex. These characteristics, as demonstrated by School A,
are supported in the literature and research as increasing school efficacy.

Those from School A feel that trust as part of the teacher-school board member
relationship is essential, and named many relational qualities that evidenced its presence.
Evaluated in light of Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s (1999) definition of trust, comments
suggest that School A’s board members trust its teachers but that the reciprocal
relationship is inconclusive. They also firmly believe that the trust relationships between
teachers and school board members influence a school’s effectiveness.

Teachers and school board members from School B described their relationship as
guarded, due to a recent strike and lengthy negotiations process. They talked of the need
for honest communication and, like those from School A, considered administrators the
liaison for communication between teachers and board members. Also mentioned was the
desire to improve relationships between the two groups. Yielding further information
concerning school properties, their comments unveiled the tight coupling and
coordination of instruction typical of a Weberian structure. This, in addition to other
comments, indicated a school structure on the move from authoritarian to Weberian, with
its predicted efficacy beginning to transition from moderate to high, predicted level of

conflict progressing from moderate to limited, and its predicted environment remaining
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simple and stable. Such movement could easily halt, though, due to the relationship’s
fragile nature.

After stopping to think about teacher-school board member trust relationships, all
emphatically agreed that they were vital. Although many of the requisites for such a
relationship were cited, these qualities appear intermittently and, along with mention of
the strike and negotiation process, suggest a trust relationship that is tenuous. In fact, both
groups agreed that the relationship could improve. Evaluated in light of Hoy and
Tschannen-Moran’s (1999) definition of trust, their comments suggest a lack of trust
between each group and the other, although School B’s board members appear to trust
teachers more than teachers trust board members. They also believe that the trust
relationships between teachers and school board members influence a school’s
effectiveness.

From these findings emerges a profile of each institution of learning. School A, a
suburban institution that values people, is characterized by PSSA scores in the top 15%
of rural and suburban elementary schools in Erie County, Pennsylvania. This indication
of school effectiveness, when coupled with evidence demonstrating their practice of the
NSBA school efficacy indicators, points to an organization that is highly effective.
School A also exhibits philosophies and practices consistent with effective school
governance (EPLC, 2004; IASB, 2001), a structure that is moving from the highly
effective Weberian to the equally effective professional (Hoy & Miskel, 2001), and trust
relationships between teachers and school board members that are on the positive end of

the continuum. The consistency of the predicted effectiveness of School A’s
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Weberian/professional structure and their actual efficacy, along with the demonstration of
philosophies and practices of effective school governance that include positive trust
relationships between teachers and school board members, suggests that School A’s
effectiveness is influenced by its teacher-school board member trust relationships.

School B, a suburban institution with a focus on human resources and
standardized test scores, is characterized by PSSA scores in the bottom 15% of rural and
suburban elementary schools in Erie County, Pennsylvania. Despite this positioning,
though, the school is still meeting AYP targets. This measure of school effectiveness,
when joined with evidence demonstrating their practice of the NSBA school
effectiveness indicators, points to an organization that is moderately effective. School B
also exhibits philosophies consistent with effective school governance but practices that
are not (EPLC, 2004; IASB, 2001), a structure that is moving from the moderately
effective authoritarian to the highly effective Weberian (Hoy & Miskel, 2001), and trust
relationships between teachers and school board members that are slightly below the
midpoint of the continuum. The consistency of the predicted effectiveness of School B’s
authoritarian/Weberian structure and their actual efficacy, along with a slight deficit in
the practices of effective school governance that include a lack of trust between teachers
and school board members, suggests that School B’s moderate degree of efficacy is
influenced by its relationships between teachers and school board members. Their
combined analysis suggests the perception that, for these two cases, teacher-school board
member trust relationships do influence school effectiveness.

In summary, this study addressed four research questions:
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1. How do rural and suburban elementary teachers define school effectiveness?

2. How do rural and suburban policymakers at the school board level define school
effectiveness?

3. What perceptions do rural and suburban elementary teachers possess regarding
trust relationships between policymakers at the school board level and
themselves? What perceived impact does this relationship have on school
effectiveness?

4. What perceptions do policymakers at the school board level possess regarding
trust relationships between rural and suburban elementary teachers and
themselves? What perceived impact does this relationship have on school
effectiveness?

The first two questions were answered through an opinion inventory completed by school
board members and teachers in suburban and rural Erie County, Pennsylvania elementary
schools that house Grade 5, the results of which are presented in Table 22. The answers
for Questions 3 and 4, and factors from which these answers were generated, are

summarized in Table 23.

Limitations
As a qualitative study, the findings of this research cannot be generalized to a
larger population. In fact, it is possible that different school board members and teachers
from the same schools might have provided responses leading to interpretations different

from those presented.
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Table 22

Agreement and Strong Agreement with Opinion Inventory Definitions of School
Effectiveness

Statement Percentage of Percentage of
School Board Members Teachers
Agreeing or Agreeing or
Strongly Agreeing Strongly Agreeing

School effectiveness is helping students:

1. meet adequate yearly progress goals in 99.9% 93.0%
reading, math, and writing as established
by the state of Pennsylvania*

2.  attain academic achievement that goes 94.6% 80.6%
beyond what the Pennsylvania System
of School Assessment currently measures
(e.g., intellectual curiosity and creativity)

3. acquire job skills and preparation for the 89.4% 85.5%
work force

4.  understand and value the growing 57.8% 75.6%
diversity of American society™

5. develop citizenship (e.g., volunteerism, 73.6% 86.5%
voting, community service, abiding by
laws)

6.  realize sound physical development and 68.3% 82.1%
optimal health*

7. develop an appreciation of the arts 84.1% 82.5%

8. develop character and values 78.9% 86.5%

(e.g., integrity, responsibility, courtesy,
patriotism, and work ethic)

Note. * signifies a statement that is not an NSBA indicator of school effectiveness.
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Factors Leading to Perceptions of Teacher-School Board Member Trust Relationships
for School A and School B and their Perceived Influence on School Effectiveness

School A School B
Factors:
Demographics Suburban Suburban
Philosophical focus Valuing people Human resources
Standardized test scores

Presence of effective

governance philosophies Yes Yes
Presence of effective

governance practices Yes No

School structure

Predicted effectiveness based

on structure

Weberian—> Professional

High>High

Authoritarian=> Weberian

Moderate>High

Characterization of trust relationships

Positive

Guarded

Actual effectiveness:

Presence of NSBA indicators to
characterize effectiveness
Academic achievement/effectiveness

All 5 present
PSSA scores in top 15%
Made AYP
High effectiveness

All 5 present
PSSA scores in bottom 15%
Made AYP
Moderate effectiveness

Regarding the opinion inventory, a higher response rate from school board

members would have increased the likelihood of more equal representation of rural and

suburban districts to which the inventory was sent. Although the identities of those who

returned the inventories are not known, it is possible that several are from the same

district with none being returned from others.

The wording of the interview question that asked respondents to characterize

school effectiveness was sometimes answered in terms of the factors that help a school to
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be effective rather than the definition of the phrase itself. Even with rephrasing, it was
sometimes necessary to provide an example to help participants understand the type of
response desired. Although it is suspected that the ambiguity of the term itself detracted
from clearly phrasing the question, the use of school effectiveness was necessary because

of the desire to capture more than academic achievement.

Implications and Recommendations

To determine how effective a school is, it is first necessary to determine what
effectiveness is. No matter whether the person asking the question is a government
policymaker, community member, or educator, a definition of school effectiveness must
first be established that is common to all. In reality, many believe that there is a standard
definition for the term, equating school effectiveness with academic achievement.
According to Hoy and Miskel (2001), this is a misconception as school effectiveness also
involves the development of attributes necessary for future success. The search for these
attributes, and a corresponding definition, reveals the problem; for every manuscript that
has been written about school effectiveness, there is also a definition, usually slightly
different from all the rest. The resulting absence of a commonly accepted meaning of
school effectiveness greatly impacts the formulation of plans for its improvement.

This lack of certain understanding is apparent in the current study as well. On the
opinion inventory, one respondent wrote, “It depends how you define school
effectiveness.” Nonetheless, the majority of school board members and teachers agreed

that all were indicators of efficacy, even the three that were not identified by NSBA. The
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fact that board members ranked two of the false statements at the bottom of the list as
compared with one by the teachers, may suggest their familiarity with these indicators.
This would not be unusual for knowledgeable board members, since the indicators were
those published by the National School Boards Association. If this is the case, though, it
is surprising that they unanimously chose the indicator dealing with Pennsylvania’s AYP
targets, as this is also a false statement.

The interviews demonstrate the same lack of understanding, with every
respondent, whether they agreed with it or not, mentioning test scores as an indicator.
Aside from that, their replies were varied as they attempted to give meaning to the term.
Their agreement, when asked if they felt a specific item was an indicator, suggests that it
is easier to identify an indicator from a list than to pull it from thin air, which is not
surprising given the ambiguity of the phrase. What is surprising, though, is that these
teachers and school board members are some of those who have positions in or related to
education; if they can not voice a concise definition, who can we expect to do so?

Coupled with this dearth of concurrence is the widespread agreement with
achieving AYP as an indicator of school effectiveness, even though it is a false statement.
This is especially interesting given that it was rated above an actual inventory indicator
regarding the attainment of academic achievement that goes beyond what the PSSA
currently measures. Interview responses were quite similar, with everyone citing test
scores but no one voicing academic achievement that was all encompassing. Such results
suggest that despite what we have learned about the nature of education, despite our

desire to provide a well-rounded education, and despite what we know to be best for
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children, we have been conditioned to reduce school effectiveness to a single percentage,
and in so doing we may be dehumanizing a process that is, conversely, about people. In
light of all that we know and all we can become, wisdom indicates the need for a
consistent, multidimensional definition of school effectiveness.

Recalling the story of St. Augustine and his inability to describe time brings to
mind the elusive nature of trust. Used casually in conversation, when confronted with it
directly and asked to discuss its traits we often find ourselves puzzled and unable to
identify its place in a relationship. Such was the nature of trust in this study, with the
participants not only puzzled regarding its place but perplexed that they were even asked
about it at all. Once past their initial surprise, though, each person warmed to the topic,
eager to share examples that were both positive and negative. In fact, some respondents
labeled it as the source from which other attributes evolved; an interesting statement
given Cunningham and Gresso’s (1993) calling it the foundation of school effectiveness.
It is even more interesting when realizing that most had never before given thought to
trust’s presence in their relationship with the other party.

Where some of those interviewed discussed trust directly, more often than not it
was described through anecdotes that detailed the richness as well as frustration
concerning some of their relationships. When listening, it was necessary to keep an open
mind and wait to analyze until all was said, for direct statements were often contradicted
by remarks made throughout the interview process, the whole of which revealed the true
essence of the trust relationship. Interwoven with these conversations were comments

about respect and belonging along with those that alluded to the esteem of students,
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teachers, and board members, giving weight to Maslow’s theory of motivation. Through
such discussions the school’s interpersonal dynamics emerged, in the case of School A
describing an environment requisite for student achievement, but not quite so for School
B. Such a finding is in line with research conducted by Hoy and Hannum (1997) as well
as that of Hoy, Sabo, and Barnes (1996) who assert that a culture of trust is necessary for
realizing effectiveness in education.

While the part of the interview dealing with trust was short in time, its potential
influence is great. Not only can its future study unveil deeper understanding regarding the
perceived influence of teacher-school board relationships on school effectiveness, its
pointing out the presence of trust to those who had previously not recognized its
existence provides a vehicle for realizing the relationships characteristic of schools with
effective governance. Furthermore, it affords a cost efficient means of reforming
education that is shored in community values and accomplished by those closest to the
situation rather than from afar.

From the interviews’ analyses evolved two distinct school cultures, one person-
centered with the other focused on human resources and standardized testing. Such
unmistakable delineation of cultures was unexpected, as responses were anticipated to be
more personal and less related to the workings of the school. This, in itself, poses an
interesting question that concerns the interaction of a school’s culture with its people as
well as how best to transform a school’s culture when such a change is indicated.
Returning to the two schools’ cultures, the person-centered culture of School A is a

logical match for structures that are Weberian or professional. Focused on people, rather
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than a product, a person-centered culture involves complex, multidirectional relationships
that are grounded in values, stewardship, and responsibility. Such a culture, referred to as
a community of responsibility by Sergiovanni (2005), has as its center an idea structure
and the presence of common commitments that bonds people in a relationship of trust and
caring as well as binding them to values, purposes, and responsibilities. The genius of
this community, according to Sergiovanni, is its ability to generate distributed leadership
as a source of authority rather than hierarchy. When situated beside a Weberian or
professional structure, the parallels are obvious in the sharing of power, authority, and
decision-making.

On the other hand, School B’s focus is on how people can best be utilized to meet
the school’s objectives; a human resources culture centered on standardized testing. In
this scenario, people are seen as individuals with a responsibility to carry out, fulfilling a
specific role in the organization. In this type of culture there are some who have greater
authority and some who have less, but everyone is viewed as having a specific function
that seldom overlaps another. Individuals carry out their responsibilities based upon the
description of their particular role rather than from a common mission or set of values.
The culture’s philosophical underpinning is that, if everyone performs his responsibilities
capably, the result will be a quality product. Parallels are can be seen between this culture
and an authoritarian structure in their bureaucratic authority and source of power as well
as in the presence of a single set of formal goals.

The implication of this association is that a school’s culture shapes its properties,

thereby defining the school’s structure and predicted level of effectiveness. Those that are



320

rooted in values appear to be more stable as, though times change and reform efforts
come and go, relationships of trust and caring that are grounded in values keep those in
the schools focused on what really matters; people. For those whose culture is focused on
products, changing times can be disruptive when current reform efforts are replaced by
the new, as much of the school’s work is geared to achieving the former. Not having a
values base to guide them, the school must restructure its workings to be aligned with the
new requirements while concurrently experiencing decreased effectiveness as they work
to adjust.

Related to the leadership inherent in a school’s culture, the superintendent’s role
as the gatekeeper of communication was mentioned throughout the interviews. Those in
both schools discussed the significance of the superintendent in channeling information
between the teachers and board members as well as controlling what information is
passed, stating that the relationship between the groups is highly dependent on this
process. Sergiovanni (2005), talks of a similar process that he labels indirect leadership.
In such a method, leadership that relies on good instructional delivery realizes positive
results. Sergiovanni refers to leadership as the initiating variable, instruction as the
mediating variable, and results as the results variable, depicting the relationship as a one-
way flow from leadership through delivery to results.

This approach serves as a springboard from which a model of optimum teacher-
school board member communication may be created. In this model, the superintendent
exhibits indirect leadership through enabling an open flow of communication between

school board members and teachers. Board members, assuming the role of initiating
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variables, create policy while teachers, or results variables, translate policy into the daily
practices that influence school effectiveness. Meanwhile, the superintendent acts as the
mediating variable that controls the flow of information. Except for information that is
confidential and cannot be shared, the ideal model depicts a wide open gate that provides
for an unrestricted flow of information in both directions (see Figure 36).

Variations of the model can occur as well. In the case of a weak superintendent
who succumbs to pressure exerted from one of the groups, the gate may be only partially
open with information flowing in a single direction (see Figures 37 and 38). Such may

also be the case with a bureaucratic superintendent who controls what is transferred

School Board Members I Teachers

/‘ >
Initiating Variables | Results Variables
Superintendent

Mediating Variable

Figure 36. Indirect leadership with unrestricted flow of information in both directions.

School Board Members L Teachers
- | -

Initiating Variables | Results Variables
Superintendent

Mediating Variable

Figure 37. Indirect leadership with partial flow of information from school board
members to teachers.
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Initiating Variables Results Variables

Superintendent

Mediating Variable

Figure 38. Indirect leadership with partial flow of information from teachers to school
board members.

between groups, or who may not pass any information at all, resulting in a gate that is
closed (see Figure 39). In the case of the open gate, the superintendent’s indirect
leadership sets the stage for the distributed leadership and relationship building that is
characteristic of Weberian and professional structures. In the remaining examples, the
superintendent’s bureaucratic authority reduces or inhibits the groups’ communication, an
essential component in the building of trust relationships.

In light of respondents’ comments expressing uncertainty as to whether a

relationship between teachers and board members exists due to their lack of direct

School Board Members | E Teachers

Initiating Variables Results Variables
Superintendent

Mediating Variable

Figure 39. Indirect leadership with no information flow.
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communication or contact, indirect leadership could explain a school still being
considered effective. It should also be noted that, because of the amount of information
teachers receive each day, they may not be aware of that which originates with members
of the school board. Such a model has many implications with regard to school
effectiveness, suggesting that the superintendent is a critical factor in the development of
teacher-school board member trust relationships. Before adopting the model, though,
more research involving its use would need to occur.

The establishment of a professional relationship between teachers and board
members, even if it is one of introductions only, appears to be a prerequisite for the
development of trust relationships. Although the existence of a relationship is important,
as is shown in research (IASB, 2001), that the relationship is professional seems just as
significant. Several teachers expressed concern that non-educators with no training are
making decisions that impact many students over the years. Although boards that are
successful as a whole frequently self-monitor their own performance, individual members
who advance interests supported by popular opinion often see their initiatives enacted by
less vocal colleagues. Training for board members, as supported by the EPLC (2004),
could provide the knowledge necessary to bring more professionalism to the relationship,
helping both teachers and board members see an issue through the eyes of the other.

As this is the first known study to explore teacher-school board member trust
relationships and the influence they are perceived to have on school effectiveness, more
research must be conducted to begin building a body of knowledge on the topic. In

addition to studies of rural and suburban elementary schools, research should also include
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middle and high schools as well as those in urban areas. Not only are qualitative studies
needed to fully understand the nature of such relationships and how they affect the
educational process, the development of teacher-school board member trust scales and
quantitative explorations would add yet another dimension to this evolving topic.

Two other avenues emerging from this study also merit further exploration. First
are the ramifications of teacher-school board member trust relationships in light of the
political climate surrounding educational issues. How, when under such intense pressure
to perform, will schools not making adequate yearly progress forego the use of more
“scientific” methods of reform in favor of building a culture of trust? The second avenue
involves investigating the indirect leadership model evolving from this study. Such
explorations should be conducted in elementary schools as well as expanded to the
middle and high school levels of various demographic and socioeconomic strata so as to
gain a broader understanding of the model’s operation. As there are currently no scales to
quantifiably measure indirect leadership, the development of such an instrument is one
topic for future study, while qualitative investigations probing the nature of the model

would yield a depth of understanding not possible through more quantitative endeavors.

Conclusion
When introducing this study it was written that, since the 1957 launch of Sputnik,
mandated legislation has been the response to the call for reform. The results of this study
suggest an alternate route; one built on the shared values and relationships of trust

necessary for positive, lasting change. As time moves on, it is hoped that policymakers
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and others who care about our youth heed the counsel of Carlina Rinaldi (2003):

Often in our work, and in our lives, we tend to look for confirmation of what we
think and what we believe. We identify our selves with our ideas and our theories.
To change our minds, to reconsider our basic theories and beliefs so as to see their
limitations, is often perceived as a personal defeat. Often the ensuing crisis is
experienced as a loss rather than the beginning of something new. The fact is that
we are too firmly attached to our theories and to our ideas and thus we often close
the door to new ways of seeing and understanding. (p. x)
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® 4281 Dunn Valley Rd.

® McKean, PA 16426

® plenz@nwsd.org
April 29, 2005

Dear Superintendent,

Standards, Adequate Yearly Progress, and No Child Left Behind are growing concerns for many
school districts. Today's school board members are challenged with mandated educational
reforms such as increasing school effectiveness and accountability for student progress. As a
respected superintendent and someone greatly affected by these changes, I am requesting your
assistance with my doctoral dissertation at Duquesne University. Please note that I have been
designated a Research Fellow by the Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators and, as
such, this study carries their seal of approval.

The purpose of my study is to explore school board members' and teachers' perceptions of school
effectiveness and how the same might be influenced by teacher-school board member trust
relationships. Toward this end, I am asking for your support in facilitating the administration of a
brief opinion inventory (10-15 minutes) to your school board members.

Should you agree, I have enclosed the inventories, consent forms (to inform board members about
the nature of the study; they do not need to be signed or returned), and stamped, pre-addressed
envelopes through which the inventories may be returned to me. Please be assured that board
members' responses are strictly confidential; only statistical summaries will be reported and at no
time will individuals, schools, or school districts be identified. Receipt of completed inventories
will be considered informed consent to participate in the survey. Should you prefer, I would also
be happy to meet with the school board and personally administer the inventory. A phone call
will follow this letter to determine your preference and also so that I may answer any questions
you may have.

I so appreciate your support and help in the administration of this inventory. If you have any
questions or concerns about this research and/or the completion of the inventory, please contact
me at 814-476-0409 or my advisor, Dr. Helen Sobehart, Director of the Duquesne University
Leadership Institute at 412-396-4524. Any additional concerns regarding this research can be
directed to Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne University Institutional Review Board at
412-396-6326.

Thank you so much for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Pamela A. Lenz, Principal

Springfield Elementary School

Northwestern School District
Enclosures



340

Appendix B

Letter to Principal Regarding Opinion Inventory



341

B 4281 Dunn Valley Rd.
B McKean, PA 16426

B plenz@nwsd.org
April 29, 2005

Dear Principal,

Standards, Adequate Yearly Progress, and No Child Left Behind are growing concerns for many
school districts. Today's principals and teachers are challenged with mandated educational
reforms such as increasing school effectiveness and accountability for student progress. As a
respected principal and someone greatly affected by these changes, | am requesting your
assistance with my doctoral dissertation at Duquesne University. Please note that I have been
designated a Research Fellow by the Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators and, as
such, this study carries their seal of approval.

The purpose of my study is to explore teachers' and school board members' perceptions of school
effectiveness and how the same might be influenced by teacher-school board member trust
relationships. Toward this end, [ am asking for your support in administering a brief opinion
inventory (10-15 minutes) to your certified teachers during a faculty meeting held prior to the end
of this school year.

Should you agree, I have enclosed the inventories, consent forms (to inform teachers about the
nature of the study; they do not need to be signed or returned), brief directions for administration,
a form on which you can indicate the percentage of certified teachers completing the inventory,
and a pre-addressed envelope through which they may be returned to the Intermediate Unit on
your regularly scheduled pick-up/delivery day. Please be assured that teachers' responses are
strictly confidential; only statistical summaries will be reported and at no time will individuals,
schools, or school districts be identified. Receipt of completed inventories will be considered
informed consent to participate in the survey. Should you prefer, I would also be happy to meet
with the teachers to personally administer the inventory. A phone call will follow this letter to
determine your preference and also so that I may answer any questions you may have.

I so appreciate your help in administering this inventory to your teachers. If you have any
questions or concerns about this research and/or the completion of the inventory, please contact
me at 814-476-0409 or my advisor, Dr. Helen Sobehart, Director of the Duquesne University
Leadership Institute at 412-396-4524. Any additional concerns regarding this research can be
directed to Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne University Institutional Review Board at
412-396-6326.

Thank you so much for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Pamela A. Lenz, Principal
Springfield Elementary School

Northwestern School District
Enclosures
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INVESTIGATOR:

ADVISOR:

SOURCE OF SUPPORT:

PURPOSE:

RISKS AND BENEFITS:
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DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY

600 FORBES AVENUE ¢ PITTSBURGH, PA 15282

Teacher-School Board Member Trust Relationships and
their Perceived Influence on School Effectiveness

Pamela A. Lenz

4281 Dunn Valley Rd.

McKean, PA 16426

Home Phone: (814) 476-0409

Work Phone: (814) 756-9400, Extension 3310

Dr. Helen Sobehart, Dissertation Chair,

Director of Duquesne University Leadership Institute
(412) 396-4524

This study is being performed as partial fulfillment of
the requirements for the doctoral degree in education at
Duquesne University.

Teachers and school board members in rural and
suburban Erie County school districts, having
elementary schools that house grade 5, are being asked
to participate in a research project that seeks to
investigate their perceptions of school effectiveness,
how school effectiveness may be improved, and
teacher-school board member trust relationships. You
are being asked to complete an opinion inventory which
will take approximately 10-15 minutes. Following
completion of the inventory, districts will be contacted
on the basis of their 5" grade PSSA scores at which
time teachers and school board members may be asked
to participate in follow-up interviews. These are the
only requests that will be made of you.

There are no risks due to your participation in this study
beyond those that you would normally experience in
daily life.



COMPENSATION:

CONFIDENTIALITY:

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW:

SUMMARY OF RESULTS:

VOLUNTARY CONSENT:
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The benefits of this study include contributing to the
understanding of how teacher-school board member
trust relationships may influence school effectiveness.

There is no compensation for participation in this study.
However, participation in the project will require no
monetary cost to you. After completing the inventory, it
will be placed in an envelope with all other completed
inventories from your school and returned to the
Northwest Tri-County Intermediate Unit #5 where it
will be picked up by the investigator.

Your name will never appear on any inventory or
research instrument. No identity will be made in the
data analysis. All written materials will be stored in a
locked file in the researcher's home. Your response(s)
will only appear in statistical data summaries. All
inventories will be destroyed at the completion of the
research.

You are under no obligation to participate in this study,
and do not have to complete and submit an inventory.
You are free to withdraw your consent to participate at
any time.

A summary of the results of this research will be
supplied to you, at no cost, upon request.

I have read the above statements and understand what is
being requested of me. I also understand that my
participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw
my consent at any time, for any reason. On these terms,
I certify that I am willing to participate in this research
project. Receipt of your completed inventory will be
considered informed consent to participate in the study.

I understand that should I have any further questions
about my participation in this study, I may call Dr.
Helen Sobehart, Dissertation Chair and Director of the
Duquesne University Leadership Institute (412-396-
4524), Pamela A. Lenz, Investigator (814-476-0409), or
Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne University
Institutional Review Board (412-396-6326).
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~ OPINION INVENTORY ~

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS AND

TEACHER-SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER RELATIONSHIPS
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PART I: Please indicate your current status: School Board Member { hcher O

PART II: SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

Directions:

The following are statements about school effectiveness. Please indicate the extent to
which you agree with each statement along a scale from Strongly Agree to Strongly

Disagree.

School Effectiveness is helping students:

meet Adequate Yearly Progress goals in reading, math, and
writing as established by the state of Pennsylvania.

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

attain academic achievement that goes beyond what the
Pennsylvania System of School Assessment currently
measures (e.g., intellectual curiosity and creativity).

acquire job skills and preparation for the work force.

understand and value the growing diversity of American society.

develop citizenship (e.g., volunteerism, voting, community
service, abiding by laws).

realize sound physical development and optimal health.

develop an appreciation of the arts.

develop character and values (e.g., integrity, responsibility,
courtesy, patriotism, and work ethic).
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PART III: IMPROVING SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

Directions:
The following are statements about education related practices. Please indicate the
extent to which you agree that each could improve school effectiveness along a scale
from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree | Disagree | Disagree

Establishing rules, directives, and procedures at the school board/
superintendent level that teachers must uniformly follow

Establishing positive trust relationships between school board
members and teachers

Delegating most decision-making to the professional staff
(e.g., teachers and principals) at the school building level

Opening lines of communication between school board members/
superintendents and teachers

Adopting board policies to address immediate needs and issues.

Creating an environment in which teachers have a high degree of
autonomy

Basing board policy on requests and information provided by
interest groups including teachers, the business community,
parent organizations, and other external constituencies

Establishing a centralized management structure for all school
buildings in the district

Involving school board members in the day-to-day management
of schools

Creating a district culture that actively fosters teachers' esteem

Adopting board policies that reflect research-based information
and known best practices




PART IV: TEACHER-SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER RELATIONSHIPS

Directions:
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The following are statements about teacher-school board member relationships.
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement along a scale from

Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree.

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

School board members determine what is taught and the
instructional strategies to be used by teachers.

There are few collaborative efforts between school board members
and teachers.

School board members do not encourage teacher autonomy.

School board members work to empower teachers.

School board members engage in top-down decision-making.

School board members work in partnership with teachers
toward a common set of aims.

Rules and procedures established by school board members are
uniform and apply to all teachers.

School board members support the teaching staff.

There is little communication between school board members
and teachers.

School board members trust teachers.

School board members support staff professional development.

School board members respect teachers.

THANK YOU!
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® 4281 Dunn Valley Rd.
® McKean, PA 16426
® plenz@nwsd.org

May 13, 2005

Dear Superintendent,

Thank you for agreeing to help me with my doctoral dissertation, the purpose of which is to
explore teachers' and school board members' perceptions of school effectiveness and how the
same might be influenced by teacher-school board member trust relationships. By sharing the
accompanying letter explaining the study's purpose and the nature of the interviews in which
board members would participate, and also by returning the enclosed form (containing the names,
contact information, gender, and years of experience of those willing to take part) in the envelope
provided, I will randomly select two board members who will be asked to participate in up to
three rounds of interviews. (Board members may also contact me directly at 814-476-0409.) It is
estimated that interviews will take from 30 minutes to no more than one hour, depending on the
length of participant responses. Please note that [ have been designated a Research Fellow by the
Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators and, as such, this study carries their seal of
approval.

Please be assured that this research is voluntary in nature, that participants have the right to
withdraw at any time, and that board members' responses are strictly confidential. No schools,
districts, or individuals will be identified at any time; all identities of school board members, your
school system, and anyone they talk about will be deleted or disguised, with other responses
contributing to the collective analysis of all cases. Interviews will not be shared with anyone and
will be secured in a locked file cabinet in my home. An informed consent form will be given to
those board members selected to participate that must be signed, dated, and returned to me prior
to any interviews taking place. There will be no cost or compensation for anyone agreeing to
participate.

Your help in completing and returning the enclosed form to me by May 27, 2005 is greatly
appreciated.

Thank you for your recommendations. If you have any questions or concerns about this research
and/or the interviews, please contact me at 814-476-0409 or my advisor, Dr. Helen Sobehart,
Director of the Duquesne University Leadership Institute at 412-396-4524. Any additional
concerns regarding this research can be directed to Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne
University Institutional Review Board at 412-396-6326.

Thank you so much for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Pamela A. Lenz, Principal
Springfield Elementary School

Northwestern School District
Enclosures
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® 4281 Dunn Valley Rd.
® McKean, PA 16426
® plenz@nwsd.org

May 13, 2005

Dear Principal,

Thank you for agreeing to help me with my doctoral dissertation, the purpose of which is to
explore teachers' and school board members' perceptions of school effectiveness and how the
same might be influenced by teacher-school board member trust relationships. From your
recommendation of six teachers, as well as the information provided about their professional
experiences on the enclosed matrix, I will select two teachers who will be asked to participate in
up to three rounds of interviews. It is estimated that interviews will take from 30 minutes to no
more than one hour, depending on the length of participant responses. Please note that I have
been designated a Research Fellow by the Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators
and, as such, this study carries their seal of approval.

Please be assured that this research is voluntary in nature, that participants have the right to
withdraw at any time, and that teachers' responses are strictly confidential. No schools, districts,
or individuals will be identified; any quotations, references to statements, and analyses will be
attributed to a coded name (alias), with other responses contributing to the collective analysis of
all cases with absolutely no identification being made. Interviews will not be shared with anyone
and will be secured in a locked file cabinet in my home. An informed consent form will be given
to those teachers selected to participate that must be signed, dated, and returned to me prior to any
interviews taking place. There will be no cost or compensation for anyone agreeing to participate.

Your help in completing and returning the enclosed matrix to me by May 27, 2005 is greatly
appreciated.

Thank you for your recommendations. If you have any questions or concerns about this research
and/or the interviews or matrix, please contact me at 814-476-0409 or my advisor,

Dr. Helen Sobehart, Director of the Duquesne University Leadership Institute at 412-396-4524.
Any additional concerns regarding this research can be directed to Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the
Duquesne University Institutional Review Board at 412-396-6326.

Thank you so much for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Pamela A. Lenz, Principal

Springfield Elementary School

Northwestern School District
Enclosures
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Letter to School Board Member Regarding Interview
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® 4281 Dunn Valley Rd.
® McKean, PA 16426

® plenz@nwsd.org
May 13, 2005

Dear School Board Member,

Standards, Adequate Yearly Progress, and No Child Left Behind are growing concerns for many
school districts. Today's school board members are challenged with mandated educational
reforms such as increasing school effectiveness and accountability for student progress. As a
school board member and someone greatly affected by these changes, I am requesting your
assistance with my doctoral dissertation at Duquesne University. Please note that I have been
designated a Research Fellow by the Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators and, as
such, this study carries their seal of approval.

The purpose of my study is to explore school board members' and teachers' perceptions of school
effectiveness and how the same might be influenced by teacher-school board member trust
relationships. Toward this end, I am asking for your support by volunteering to participate in up
to three rounds of interviews. It is estimated that interviews will take from 30 minutes to no more
than one hour, depending on the length of participant responses. All interviews will be scheduled
for a mutually agreed upon time and location. Your district has been selected based upon 2003-
2004 PSSA results for grade 5.

Please be assured that this research is voluntary, that participants have the right to withdraw at
any time, and that board members' responses are strictly confidential. No schools, districts, or
individuals will be identified at any time; all identities of school board members, school systems,
and anyone they talk about will be deleted or disguised, with other responses contributing to the
collective analysis of all cases. Interviews will not be shared with anyone and will be secured in a
locked file cabinet in my home. An informed consent form will be given to board members
selected to participate that must be signed, dated, and returned to me prior to any interviews
taking place. There will be no cost or compensation for anyone agreeing to participate.

If you are willing to volunteer, please notify your superintendent by May 24, 2005 and provide
contact information. Should you prefer, you may contact me directly at 814-476-0409. Two board
members will then be randomly selected from those who volunteer, and sent a confirming letter
and informed consent document that must be signed, dated, and returned to me.

Thank you so much for your assistance. If you have any questions or concerns about this research
and/or the interviews, please contact me at 814-476-0409 or my advisor,

Dr. Helen Sobehart, Director of the Duquesne University Leadership Institute at 412-396-4524.
Any additional concerns regarding this research can be directed to Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the
Dugquesne University Institutional Review Board at 412-396-6326.

Sincerely,
Pamela A. Lenz, Principal

Springfield Elementary School
Northwestern School District
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SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER
INTERVIEW CANDIDATES

Completed for the School District

Directions:  On the following form, please print the names of any school board

members who would be willing to participate in interviews regarding their
perceptions of teacher-school board member trust relationships and how
such relations may influence school effectiveness. Please complete all
columns for each board member. Two samples are provided at the
beginning of the list.

Years Contact Information
Board Member's Name Gender of (Phone Number Preferred;
Service Home Address May Also Be Included)
814-555-1212
Sample |Betty Wilson F 10 100 Smith St.
Erie, PA 16509
814-555-1234
Sample |Jamie Randall M 2 1400 PSSA Way
Erie, PA 16509
1
2
3
4
5
6
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Teacher Interview Candidate Matrix
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TEACHER INTERVIEW CANDIDATE RECOMMENDATION MATRIX

Compiled by

Directions:

(Building Principal)

On the following matrix, please recommend six teachers who would be willing to

participate in interviews regarding their perceptions of teacher-school board member trust
relationships and how such relations may influence school effectiveness. Please print responses
and complete all columns for each teacher. Two samples are provided at the beginning of the list.

Past or Present Member of

Contact Information

Grade Years
' . . School, District, or State (Phone Number Preferred;
Teacher's Name TLeve}ll ¢ Subjects Taught ETeacl.ung Level Committee Regarding)| Home Address May Also Be
aug Xperience Educational Issues? Included)
Laneuage Arts 814-555-1212
U
Sample |Betty Wilson 5 Socigal ,;?t o 3 No 100 Smith St.
!
Erie, PA 16509
814-555-1234
Sample [Jim Randall 2 All 27 Yes 1400 PSSA Way
Erie, PA 16509
1
2
3
4
5
6
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360

DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY

600 FORBES AVENUE ¢ PITTSBURGH, PA 15282

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY

TITLE:

INVESTIGATOR:

ADVISOR:

SOURCE OF SUPPORT:

PURPOSE:

Teacher-School Board Member Trust Relationships
and their Perceived Influence on School
Effectiveness

Pamela A. Lenz

4281 Dunn Valley Rd.

McKean, PA 16426

Home Phone: (814) 476-0409

Work Phone: (814) 756-9400, Extension 3310

Dr. Helen Sobehart, Dissertation Chair, Director of
Duquesne University Leadership Institute
(412) 396-4524

This study is being performed as partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the doctoral degree in
education at Duquesne University.

Teachers and school board members in rural and
suburban Erie County school districts having
elementary schools that house grade 5 are being
asked to participate in a research project that seeks
to investigate their perceptions of school
effectiveness, how school effectiveness may be
improved, and teacher-school board member trust
relationships. You are being asked to participate in
a follow-up study based upon the 5" grade PSSA
scores of your school (for teacher participants) or
that this school is located in your district (for school
board member participants). You will be asked to
allow me to interview you, with these interviews
being audio taped and transcribed. These are the
only requests that will be made of you.



RISKS AND BENEFITS:

COMPENSATION:

CONFIDENTIALITY:

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW:

SUMMARY OF RESULTS:

VOLUNTARY CONSENT:
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There are no risks due to your participation in this
study beyond those that you would normally
experience in daily life.

The benefits of this study include contributing to the
understanding of how teacher-school board member
trust relationships may influence school
effectiveness.

There is no compensation for participation in this
study. However, participation in the project will
require no monetary cost to you.

Your name will never appear on any interview or
research instrument. No identity will be made in the
data analysis. All written materials will be stored in
a locked file in the researcher's home. When audio
tapes are transcribed, all identities of you, your
school system, and anyone you talk about will be
deleted or disguised. All audio tapes will be
destroyed immediately following their transcription,
with all transcribed materials being kept for five
years following the completion of this research
study.

You are under no obligation to participate in this
study. You are free to withdraw your consent to
participate at any time.

A summary of the results of this research will be
supplied to you, at no cost, upon request.

I have read the above statements and understand
what is being requested of me. I also understand
that my participation is voluntary and that I am free
to withdraw my consent at any time, for any reason.
On these terms, I certify that I am willing to
participate in this research project.
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I understand that should I have any further
questions about my participation in this study, I
may call Dr. Helen Sobehart, Dissertation Chair and
Director of the Duquesne University Leadership
Institute (412-396-4524), Pamela A. Lenz,
Investigator (814-476-0409), or Dr. Paul Richer,
Chair of the Duquesne University Institutional
Review Board (412-396-6326).

Participant's Signature

Date

Researcher's Signature

Date
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Interview-School Board Members



INTERVIEWEE (Alias) DATE
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

. What is it that makes a school effective? Why are these items necessary for school
effectiveness? Which do you feel is most important? Why? Are there characteristics
of school effectiveness mentioned by others (individuals, organizations, articles) with
which you disagree? Why? (Interviewees may respond both in generalities and from
personal experience.)

How successful do think schools have been in realizing the previously mentioned
characteristics? Why do you feel this way? What is helping us accomplish these
goals? How is it helping? What is keeping us from realizing these ends? How is it
hindering? (Interviewees may respond both in generalities and from personal
experience.)

What do you feel is the role of school board members in 21* century education? What
do you feel is your most important responsibility? Why? Should board members act:
(1) individually or as a group; (2) according to their own beliefs or those of their
constituents? Are there any actions or roles that you feel are not the responsibility of
school board members? Why do you feel this way?

In general, what type of relationship do you feel exists between teachers and school
board members? Why do you think this is so? Do you feel this relationship is
adequate or that it should be changed in any way? What type of relationship do you
try to foster between the two groups? What do you feel is the most essential
component in teacher-school board member relationships? Why? Do you feel that
trust is an important component in this relationship? Why? What do you feel is the
level of trust that currently exists between teachers and school board members? Do
think this level is adequate or that it should be changed in any way? (Interviewees
may respond both in generalities and from personal experience.)

Do you feel relationships between teachers and school board members influence
school effectiveness? Why? Do you think that the level of trust between teachers and
school board members influences school effectiveness? If so, how? If not, why? What
characterizes a trusting relationship between teachers and school board members?
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Interview-Teachers



INTERVIEWEE (Alias) DATE

6.

10.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

What is it that makes a school effective? Why are these items necessary for school
effectiveness? Which do you feel is most important? Why? Are there characteristics
of school effectiveness mentioned by others (individuals, organizations, articles) with
which you disagree? Why? (Interviewees may respond both in generalities and from
personal experience.)

How successful do think schools have been in realizing the previously mentioned
characteristics? Why do you feel this way? What is helping us accomplish these
goals? How is it helping? What is keeping us from realizing these ends? How is it
hindering? (Interviewees may respond both in generalities and from personal
experience.)

What do you feel is the role of school board members in 21* century education? What
do you feel is their most important responsibility? Why? Should school board
members act: (1) individually or as a group; (2) according to their own beliefs or
those of their constituents? Are there any actions or roles that you feel are not the
responsibility of school board members? Why do you feel this way?

In general, what type of relationship do you feel exists between teachers and school
board members? Why do you think this is so? Do you feel this relationship is
adequate or that it should be changed in any way? What type of relationship do you
try to foster between the two groups? What do you feel is the most essential
component in teacher-school board member relationships? Why? Do you feel that
trust is an important component in this relationship? Why? What do you feel is the
level of trust that currently exists between teachers and school board members? Do
think this level is adequate or that it should be changed in any way? (Interviewees
may respond both in generalities and from personal experience.)

Do you feel relationships between teachers and school board members influence
school effectiveness? Why? Do you think that the level of trust between teachers and
school board members influences school effectiveness? If so, how? If not, why? What
characterizes a trusting relationship between teachers and school board members?



