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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
Though education is defined as a function of the
state, the bulk of the decisions and policies that govern
the operation of schools are made on the school district
level. 1

The quality of the educational offering that

results is as varied as the districts that provide them vary
in size, financial base, type of students, leadership, etc.
Gerald Firth pointed out that many school boards

2

fail to develop written school board policies.

This

knowledge is sadly noted when the many benefits of having
written board policies are viewed.

The American Association

of School Administrators has listed several benefits of
having written policies.

Among these benefits are found:

(1) saving time and money; (2) clarifying relationships of
board and staff; (3) helping to reduce criticisms: and W
assuring greater uniformity and fairness of treatment.

3

1Ronald

F, Campbell, The Organization and Control
of American Schools (Columbus, Ohio: Chailes 1. heiiilx,
1970)rpT%5"•
~
2Gerald

R. Firth, "Use the Board Handbook for

Policy and Rules," The American School Board Journal, CXLI
(November, 19o0) • 3-3*

^American Association of School Administrators and
National School Boards Association, Written Policies for
School Boards (Washington, D.C.American Association of
School Administrators, 1955). PP* 8 ~9.

2

Another authority has also listed some further benefits,
namely:

(1) eliminating recurring problems; (2) easing

outside pressures on Individual board members; (3) detection
of inefficient practices; and (4) more careful consideration
ii
of policies are fostered.
Neal Gross stated that "whether a school system is
excellent or poor is in part attributable to the decisions
of past school board members.""''

He further pointed out the

need for clear statements and understandings (policies) that
set forth the rights and obligations of both the school
board and the superintendent In every school district as
being urgently needed.^

Thus, in spite of benefits that can

be derived from writing policies, there are still many
7
school districts that have no written board policies.

It

is hoped that this study will help school boards In smaller
California school districts by Identifying potential board
policy content Items and procedures for the development and
the implementstion of these policies.

^Harlan L. Hagman, The Administration of American
Public Schools (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1951) » P» 132.
^Neal Gross, Who Runs Our Schools (New York: John
Wiley and Sons, 1958. P»
^Gross, p. 1^0.
?See Appendix A.
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BACKGROUND
Historical Background and
Developmental Growth of Schools
It is enlightening to briefly thumb back through the
pages of the history of American education to discover where
and how school board policies developed.

At first, educa

tion in the English colonies was of a voluntary nature with
the people of each town being responsible for the education
of their children.

Only twenty-two years after the landing

of the Pilgrims in 1620, the colony of Massachusetts passed
the famous Law of 1642.

This was the first time that a law

was passed, in the English-speaking world, making education
g
in reading at least, mandatory for all children.
In 1647
Massachusetts passed another law which made it mandatory
that schools be established in all towns of over fifty
households.

In the South, the colony of Virginia did not

require education of all children until the late date of
1705-9
In these early public schools, committees were
selected with the assignment to inspect the schools and
report back to the town council on the status of the
school's progress.

In practice the school was run and

8Grover

Cleveland Morehart, The Legal Status of
City School Hoards, Contributions to Education, No. 2?0
(New York: Columbia Univex*sity ri'ess, 1927), p. 32.
^Morehai't, p. 32.

operated by the town council; and, since the school and the
committee were usually relatively small, this practice
worked adequately.3'0
As the school systems grew larger, the practice of
direct supervision became less manageable and head teachers
or principals were hired to do the direct supervision and
reporting back to the town council on school matters.^
A parallel development was the creation of a specialized
governmental body, the board of trustees or school board,
which was created to administer the school system exclusively.
Though principals were hired, they were but agents of the
trustees, who made all the decisions on how the district was
12
to be operated.
Around the mid-eighteen hundreds, trustees began to
hire a superintendent to be their chief executive officer.
His role was to carry out the policies of the board.

With

this responsibility taken off the board's shoulders, the
13
school board became mainly a legislative body.
Howevei ,
the growing complexity and sophistication in education that
developed made the school board increasingly reliant on the
the superintendent for advice and knowledge of what should

10Hagman,

p. 132.

^^Hagman, p. 132.
12Carroll

Atkinson and Eugene T. Maleska, The Story
of Education (New York: Bantam Books, 196^), p. 228.
^Atkinson and Maleska, p. 225«
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be done to solve district problems.

The more the board

relied on the superintendent's expertise and guidance, the
more urgent it became for the board to maintain its status
as the traditional governing body of the school system.
The stress on the relationship of the superintendent
to the board evolved from the need to establish where the
authority for governing how districts were to be operated
was to come.

The need for school board policies to define

each side's duties and responsibilities therefore emerged.
Legal Development and Status
of Schoo-L Board Policies
A parallel, but strictly legal, historical develop
ment can also be made of the evolution of education in
America.

School systems, as we know them today, originated

with the Massachusetts laws of 1642 and 164? as previously
noted.

Both the Articles of Confederation and the

Constitution of the United States are mute on the matter of
education.

In the Tenth Amendment of the Constitution all

powers not given to the Federal government nor denied the
states, were given to the states.

Through this, each state

developed its own systems of education. Though each state
system of education is different, on the whole, education
throughout the many states is quite similar.

"^Campbell, p. 195*

6
A s to school board policies, the courts have set

down many fundamental principles--the most important being
the right of a board to make its own policies for the operation of its schools.15 These policies, of course, cannot
violate statutes of laitf,^ nor can they deprive beneficiaries
of their rights.

Furthermore, in an Ohio case it was ruled

that, except for fraud and the abuse of discretion, Ohio
courts would not Interfere with the decisions of school
boards.1"^

The New York State Supreme Court furthermore went

so far as to rule that:
. . . (1) where boards of education are
expected to establish rules and regulations in order
to insure the efficient operation of the schools, a
board must not only adopt such rules, but must also
see that they are enfoi'cea; and (2) liaoillty may be
Incurred for" failure to either make or enforce the
lg
necessary salutary and adequate rules and regulations.
The History of Theory of
Written Policies
The actual theory of written school board policy as
it is known today has its origins in the period of 19151927, as is seen in the writings of educators such as

15Eobert

E. Cralle, "Reasonableness of SchoolBoard Rules and Procedure," American Schoo- aoard Journal,
LXXXVII (April, 193*0* 2?l8E

Edmund Reutter, Jr., end Robert R. Hamilton,
The Law of PuSSe Edueatloa (Mineola, New York: The
Foundation Press, inc., 1970). P«
^^Cralle, P• 27.
l8"Written

School Board Policies," California
School Boards Journal• XXII (March, 1963). VT"
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Ellwood Cubberley and his contemporaries.The concept of
how school board policies were to be created prior to that
period seemed to center on the idea that the staff would
decide on needed policies and the school board would either
20
approve or reject them.
From the period of the 1920's to
the present day there has been a definite sophistication of
how policies should be developed and implemented.
The whole concept of written school board policies
being codified is not really new.

As early as 1870 the

great American pioneer of education, Henry Barnard, was
stressing the need for written school board policies in city
school systems.21

In 19^2, Hardesty wrote about how many

policy books were simply modified Roberts' Rules of Order—
that is board by-laws, or just superintendent-board relation
ship statements.

He went on to point out that the trend was

to condense those areas and add policies on many othei*
topics.22

Since that day there has oeen no significant

philosophical advances on the subject of content of school
board policy.

Boards."

19Abel

A. Hanson, "Rules and Regulations of School
^noationl Research, X (October, 19W).

339.
2°„rQr1.1{! T Brady, "Policy Determination: The
Fundamental Purpose"School Board,• ^ert^Scnool
Board Journal, C (April, 19^0), 5*
21Roy

C. Turnbaugh, "Developing a School Board
Policy Manual," Am^can_School_^
CXkXI,
(March, 1956)» 7522Cecil
, -i D.
t-, Jardesty,
uar^ctv "The
Its
in School Board Publishes^
Rules," American __School_Bo^ro_Joui

8
History of the Use of
Written School Board. Policies
The actual practice of writing school board policies
has talcen a slightly lower developmental course than has the
growth of school board policy theory.

The first written

school board policies were most likely school board minutes.23
There are numerous accounts of written school board
policies dating back into the latter nineteenth century; but,
as already noted, these were largely restricted to statements
of board by-laws or superintendent-board relationships.

Prom

the period of 1951 on, the emphasis appears to have been on
expanding the number of areas that were covered into the
written policy statements,2^ until what might be called the
"Golden Age" of written policies was reached in the period
between 1950

an(i

1965*

The decade of the 1950's and on into the early 1960's
was a period of great advances in the writing of school board
policies.

Most of the credit for this great surge to have

school board policies written was due to the American
Association of School Administrators, the National School

Boards Association, and on a smaller scale, various state
and regional associations.25

This was also the period in

23,,
_ o Tsseks, "The Rules of a School Board,"
?!
American School Boaid Jcrnal.
jpu.nd_> CI (July. 19W), 22.
2Slardesty,

21.

2^Turnbaugh,

75 -
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which the greatest amount of literature was located on this
subject by this vrriter.

Also, the first commercial school

board policy package, the Davies-Brickell system, was
produced during this period in 1958.2°

in addition to the

foregoing, there have been several board policy libraries
established in the last ten years.

One, the California

School Boards Association library, which was visited by this
writer, has a large collection of school board policy
manuals.

Another example of interest in school board

policies comes from the National School Boards Association
which established the Educational Policies Service as a
school board policy information clearinghouse to which school
27
boards may subscribe for a yeaz-ly fee.
In spite of all the
foregoing, it is apparent that a majority of school districts
still have no written school board policies, as recorded in
Appendix A.
THE PROBLEM
Question
What are the content items and procedures that are
necessary in the development and Implementation of school
board policies?

26Maurice

E. Stapley, "Don't Write-Until Ready,"
The Nation's Schools, LV (January, 1955)» 70.
^William E- Dickenson, Development of School Board
Policy Codification Systems and School Board Policy Information C1earin°-house, Final noport,
, Educational
Resources"Informati on~Center, ERIC Document ED 037 822,
February, 1970» P- J-0,
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Hypothesis
There are identifiable content items and procedures
that are necessary in the development and implementation of
school board policies.
DELIMITATIONS
1.

The readings for this study will be limited to

those books and articles that discuss school board policies
in the United States of America.
2.

This study will focus on the public schools in

the state of California.
3.

This study will focus on developing policy

suggestions for elementary school districts with enrollments
under 1,000 pupils.
^.

This study will be restricted to surveying, by

oplnlonnaire, only school board leaders and district
administrators in Fresno County.
ASSUMPTIONS
1.

School board policies can be written and

codified.
2.

Written school board policies can help a school

board and district administrator more effectively govern the
operation of a school district.
3.

Both school district administrators and school

board members are sufficiently knowledgeable in school board
policy matters to make useful responses to an opinionnaire

describing potential content items and procedures for
developing and implementing school board policies.
eleraentary

school districts in Fresno County

with less than 1,000 pupils are somewhat representative of
small districts throughout the state of California.
RESEARCH DATA -AND PROCEDURES
The first phase of the study consisted of a review of
the related literature to identify what the writers in the
field of education have suggested as content items for school
board policies and procedures for the development and
implementation of school board policies.

These suggestions

were tabulated on charts showing each author and his
suggestions.
In the second phase, all suggestions in ten percent
or more of the articles were stated in interrogative form.
An opinionnaire was constructed using these questions; it was
mailed to school board leaders and district administrators
in elementary school districts of under 1,000 pupils in
Fresno County, California.

The responses to the opinionnaire

items were categorized as favorable or unfavorable and the
total responses were then tabulated to determine into which
classification the majority of the replies to each item were
marked.

Those items responded to favorably by a majority of

the respondents were selected, for the purpose of this study,
as the identifiable items of school board policy content and
procedures for the development and implementation of those
policies.
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DEFINITIONS
Content
The specific topics contained within written school
board policies.
Development
A process of working out policy in detail or
bringing policy into existence.
Identifiable
The condition of being capable of discovery through
investigation.
Implementation
Carrying out or putting policies into operation.
Necessary
The condition of being indispensable to the
achievement of creating written school policy.
Policies
The statements of method, or course of action,
adopted by a school board for the purpose of guiding school
related decisions.
Procedures
A method of getting things done or accomplishing an
objective or goal.

13
School Board
The locally elected governing body of a school
district charged by the State with the responsibility for
the development and implementation of the local school
district policies.

Chapter 2
REVIEW OP THE RELATED LITERATURE
In keeping with the purpose of this study—to
ascertain what content items and procedures ax-e needed for
the development and implementation of school board
policies—a review of the related literature was conducted
covering the years 1925 to 197^+»

It is worth noting from

the onset that this is not a field that has a wealth of
written material.

In fact, were it not for the American

School Board Journal, written evidence of past thought and
research in the field of school board policies would be
meager at best.
This review of literature is structured to follow
the three main points of emphasis of this study:

content,

development, and implementation of school board policies.
Each of these subdivisions is broken down into an Introductory statement, a description of research studies, and
the findings of

-research study literature.

non

CONTENT
in a discussion of school board policies there
should be careful note made of two related pitfalls in
comparison of past writings with those of the present.

The

first problem area is In discussing specific policies. It
is worthwhile to note that many school boards have had

15
policies concerning subjects such as teachers for many years,
but the act of comparing specific teacher policies of the
past with the present would be of little value in developing
a statement on the trends of board policy content.

This is

because the mores of society have changed so much in the
past fifty years that specific statements of policy recorded
many years ago seem almost laughable to educators today.

A

single case in point will be sufficient to exhibit this.

In

1933 "the school board at Lake Orion, Michigan, adopted
regulations concerning teachers which included, among other
things, that teachers must spend their weekends at Lake
Orion; female teachers would lose their jobs if they married;
and all teachers were required to attend the church of their
choice regularly.The purpose of this review of literature,
then, is to discover general areas of content statements and
not the specifics of those statements.
The second pitfall is in confusing "rules and
regulations" with "policies."

Originally, whether called

policies or rules, the policies of school districts were
quite specific In nature.

Over the years these specific

statements have been turned over to the administrative
branch of the school organization.

As Hatthews has pointed

out:
1
+.+. „q.hool
Policies: The Right Approach,"
T
A. J. Huggett,
"soh°°'Lr„iiI (Kay, 1943), 22.
American Scho"'' """-d J<n»'nal, L XXXVI I Lay. lywj,

16
. . . policies issued by school boards should
be very broad statements of principle designed to
serve as guides for action by the superintendent or
other agents of the school board, and that such
policy statements should avoid spelling out the
conditions of their applicability. . . . The "rules"
implementing the policy would be detailed statements
Issued by administrators specifying the manner in
which the policy would be carried out.2
Because of this widespread mingling of rules with
policies, even today, it is important to remember to
separate the two when describing policies.

As Shannon has

noted, it is important that school boards in California
should provide general guidance which should serve as a
basis for the administration's rules for the day-by-day
decisions needed to run the school."^

The foregoing helps to

point out the need to describe general trends in content and
not specific content items that are more correctly labeled
as rules and regulations.
As one writer has noted, "There is a wide variation
in the areas covered in policy statements."

Because of

this, it is impossible to make a simple, all-inclusive
statement about the content of school board policies.

A

satisfactory way to approach this topic Is to look at some

and

^Howard A

Matthews, "Differentiate Between 'Rules'
American Schorl Board Journal. CL1V

(May, 1967). 16.

^Thomas A. Shannon, "Guidelines for Formulating
Written Pol?^?" CallfgBli^^"1 Board J°Urna1' ™
(March, 1971).

20•

h
-rii
u nA
of* tli© Qn3.J?3.c>t©pfstics
"Frank F.
S (unpublished Master's
of Effective School Board Policies. IP
12_
thesis, California Stare Uni/ex^x jr.
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of the different studies of school board policies that have
been made over the past fifty years.
The earliest study known to this writer was done by
Morrison in the state of Illinois in 1925«

The forty-four

districts whose school board policies were reviewed showed
a heavy emphasis on the board and its role, and fifty
percent of the districts also covered the powers and duties
of all of the employees and the pupils.-' In contrast to
this 1925 study is one done in 1959 by White,^ which was one
of the more exhaustive studies located in this review because
of the number of school board policies reviewed (sixty
manuals), and, more importantly, because of its national
nature (seventeen states covered).

White discovered no

common pattern of organization and also no pattern in the
number and sequence of major topics.7

After an extensive

comparison of all of the manuals at his disposal, White's
study resulted in a compilation of nine major divisions'
(1) Board of Education By-Laws; (2) Employed personnel
Administration; (3) School Management; W Pupil Personnel;
(5) Educational Program; (6) Curriculum; (7) Auxiliary
Services; (8) Business Management; and (9) School Community
c

4
"The Value of Carefully Defined
cohering the Work of the School Board
Rules and Regulations C
M ^rhnnl Board Journal,
and the Superintendent," American ,
LXXII (February. 192o),
A
.
v ,.rv,4fo ^-n'oct.prlfitics of Local School
Alpheus L. White,
^^TEducation Bulletin
Board Policy Manuals, u.a • • ^ _ f-,^7<37ir,rafint Printing Office,
19*9. No. li (Washington, D.C.. uo^e
1959), pp. 5-6.
J*

7White,

„

p. 7•

Relations.

White further discovered that school district

size made little or no difference to what was covered in the
His reasoning on this was that ". . . perhaps this

manuals.

was due to the fact that education is basically composed of
the same elements regardless of the size of the school
district.
Only two other studies come close to the comprehen
siveness that White exhibited.

Magoulas'^ study must be the

classic in the field, as it covers 250 manuals from thirtysix states.

His ten major divisions are:

(1) School Board;

(2) Administration Organization; (3) Instructional Personnel;
(*0 Non-instructional Personnel; (5) Instructional Programs;
(6) Pupil Personnel Administration; (7) Auxiliary Services;
(8) Financial and Business Management; (9) School-Community
Relations; and (10) Rules and Regulations.

If the last

subdivision—Rules and Regulations—is dropped and some of
the others were slightly reorganized, the system that White
devised would be essentially duplicated.

their study of eighteen Connecticut school board policies.

^White, p. 9.
^Jimmy M
book," American

1
Written
HI 4. U UCU
Schools, LIII (April. 195^) >
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Their eighteen subdivisions11 cover the same basic areas
as those of White and Magoulas, but obviously broke the
other's nine or ten areas into twice as many smaller
groupings.
Other non-research writings on the content of school
board policies have been written for several reasons: (1)
autobiographical accounts of a district's writing its
policies; (2) county office bulletins on how to write
policies; (3) state departments of education and state
school board manuals; (4) textbooks that have sections on
school board policies; and (5) articles in periodicals with
no specific origin for the listed policies.

Appendix B

shows sixteen such sources and lists the author, year
published, the reasons the articles were written, and the
number of major divisions in the school board policies that
are listed.

It should be noted that the mean, median, and

mode number of subdivisions of policies for these sixteen
articles is nine, which is essentially the same number that
Magoulas and Smith chose, as has been noted earlier in this
chapter.
For the sake of this review, only a few of the
n
* „ Appendix
a-rmandix n
B need to be discussed because
sixteen articles
in
12 is a good example
e M u l f o r d ' s list
of their similar content, mun
HAT.thur P Bixby and Eric Hirst, "Procedures for
Arthur P.
N3tion's Schools, LIII
Compiling Board Policies, x—__—
(May, 195^)• $3•
-i o
""Rv—Laws for Boards of
Herbert B. I^lfo ^
journal, XCVII (August,
Education," Amerlcan^Sct^ol_j^gra
1938), 25-26.
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of school board policies being interpreted as being mainly
by-laws of a school board.

The first source identified in

Appendix B, Melby1^ recognizes only four subdivisions that
mainly stress the school board and administrative staff's
duties; yet Melby also covers all employees and students and
the use of the plant.

Though this specific school board

policy list does not treat all the areas equally, it touches
on almost all the areas that writers agree are important
today.

This is in spite of the great change in education in

the fifty years since Melby wrote this article.
Notable additions to the concept of written policies
are the Davles-Brlckell System of School Board Policy Making
and Administration, which as noted earlier was one of the
first commercial board policy systems; and the National
14
School Board's A School Board Policy Development Kit,
which
is very similar to White and Shannon in content.
DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES
A review of the literature about school board policy
development surprisingly shows that there has been almost no
change in the practice and philosophy of how to develop
school board policy since 1925—m sp"e °f

13Frnest

the

changes

0 Melby, "A Cheek list for the Preparation
cf Rules, Iegu!at?ins and Written Instructions,^^erlcan
.School Board Journal, LXXIII (Aprix, 9 7) »
^Dickenson, p. 10•
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that have been made In almost all other areas of education.
It Is worthwhile to note that there has been quite a bit of
writing done on school board policy development over the
years and that most of the suggested steps in developing
policy have been repeatedly suggested over the decades.
This fact leads one to the conclusion that, at least among
those people writing about this process, there is a generally
understood procedure that, if followed in a general way, will
lead a board in making useful school board policy statements.
Only one actual research study relating to develop
ment of school board policies was found. Tuttle,^"^ in his
study of 298 participants at the National School Boards
Association convention in 1952, compiled five steps to use
in developing a set of school board policies.
a review of the minutes of the board.

The first is

Second, there is a

study of written school board policies of similar districts.
Third, there is the use of an advisory committee composed of
board, professional and lay members.

Fourth, there is a

review of literature on school board policies.

Finally,

there is consultation with state and national departments of
education and school boards.
The five themes that Tuttle arrived at in his study
t majoi
i or themes tnat can be
are quite similar to the ci
six
. .
literature on this topic,
discerned by reviewing the

15
, M rp„i-tle "Written Policies for Boards of
^Edward M. _Tuttle. W
Journal, CXXIV (June,
Education," American scnoox c
—
—
1952), 5-

22
These themes are:

(1) Direction; (2) Involvement; (3) Data

Gathering; (4) Data Organization and Writing; (5) Review;
and (6) Adoption.

Each of these themes will be treated

separately in the following paragraphs.
The theme of "direction" is actually the most
recently ari'ived at concept in detail as far as specific
mention is concerned.

Actually as early as 1934 Eginton

proposed that a leader be chosen to head up a project of
school board policy development; yet it was not until 19&9
that Miller17
' specifically suggested the idea of setting
objectives and priorities along with the selection of an
individual to lead the project.

The concept of the super

intendent or his staff doing the actual supervision of all
the steps in developing the proposed school board policies
is a commonly held one dating back to Melby's article in
1927.18
Involvement, the second theme, is the single most
written about theme in the literature.

Isseks19 in 1940 saw

this involvement in a narrow way—being simply an agreement
that the proposed school board policies that had been

16^

* 1 TD

Board of
(March, 193*0.

TTO- 1 fiton

Edition!3

"Rules and Regulations of the

° *

r

d

*>urn.l. "XXVIII

14 •

17r,
-10 p
Miller, A Pchool District Plan 01
Donald R.
—"Educational Resources
Functional Organization, U. ^^
Q22 2$lf May 1968>
Information Center, &RIC Documen
l8Melby,

41-42.

19Isseks,

23-

p>15>

23
written by the administrator were agreeable to the employees.
20
In contrast, Turnbaugh
found it quite valuable to obtain
all the participation that he could from the staff.

An

article in the California School Boards Journal in 195^
•?1
proposed that parents be involved In the writing of policy."
In fact, this proposal in detail is strikingly similar to the
district goal selection procedure used in California today.
22

Harmon

in 1966 was the first writer to specifically

suggest that students be Involved in this process.
Data gathering, the third theme, encompasses the
review of all potential sources of data for use by the
district in writing school board policy.

The most frequently

suggested source Is a review of the minutes which was fiist
mentioned by Eginton in 193^•

He also was the first to

mention a review of written school board policies of other
d i s t r i c t s. T u t t l e p r o p o s e d t h a t p r o f e s s i o n a l m a g a z i n e s
2k

and state departments of education be consulted.

Stapely25 suggested attendance at regional school board
meetings as a way to gather fresh thought on the subject.

Turnbaugh, 76.
21
_
„ io Tnint Venture, Study Finds,"
"Board Policy
XIII (December, 195^) » 2.
n„rnai
California School Boai^s_ji£i£-.— *
op
iiTTr.o pnrmat to Codiiy Policies,
22Jim Harmon. 'Use Fori11
(December, 1966), 59.
American
Board Jouinai.
^ i

2^Eginton,

2k

1^«
r-

Tuttle, 5-

2^Stapley,

7°•
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The fourth theme, data organization and writing, is
centered around the concept of choosing a writer, usually
the superintendent,

and the creation of a rough draft.^

Involvement, of course, enters into this phase as many
writers prefer to have those who are affected by the school
pO
board policies help write them.
The fifth theme, review, encompasses several
29
different steps. Matthews ' has proposed a very legalistic
approach to review which includes the use of a school
attorney and also the use of a very detailed system of
hearings and procedures to follow to handle complaints and to
see that the task of revision is accomplished in an orderly
fashion.
The last step, adoption, can be discussed with but
one note.

There is a general agreement among the writers in

the field that all school board policies should be adopted
in an open meeting of the school board after notice has been
posted for a reasonable period (thirty days or so) and that
30
a vote be taken.
TMPT ..KMENTATION

PB0CEDUB5S

The most striking thing to note about the literature
on implementation of school board policy is the lack of such

26
^ Melby,
28
Melby,

1,1
41.
i,i
41.

-^Morrison, 49-

27Hardesty,

22.

29Matthews,

43-44.

writings.

Not a single source was located that was wholly

devoted ^o the process of implementing school board policy.
The single most prevalent suggestion, and often the
only suggestion, was that school board policies should be
revised frequently.

Morrison was the first to state this.-^

Several different writers suggested a time interval of every
three years that revision should take place

yet, others

state that this should be a continuous process.
Another frequently stated suggestion was that all
concerned Individuals be allowed access to the adopted
school board policies.^ The teaching staff, other
employees, the students, the board, the administration,
parents, and the lay community were all suggested by Bixby
as needing copies of the school board policies.

Hardesty

suggested that the written work be either printed 01 dupli
cated.

Finally, Matthews-^ was the first to propose that

rules and regulations be devised to actually put the school
board policies into effect and that these rules be printed
right in the school board policies.

Morrison. *9-

One last suggestion was

^Matthews. 43.

-^Miller, Donald, 15«
3^Tq„v

Rand and Richard Stafford, "Compile Board
procedural Guide," The School
Decisions into a Polic/-^° ia,^ 68-69.
Executive, LXXIII (October, 1953)»
Jack

m

M*

35Blxty and Hirst, "Preparing . .
qA
^
01
^Hardesty, 21.

81.

37Matthews, *14.
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the one made by S m i t h 8 8 i n 1 9 5 2 t h a t the school should
conduct a p u b l i c r e l a t i o n s program a f t e r the school board
p o l i c i e s had been adopted t o i n t e r p r e t them t o the public.
SUMMARY
I n r e v i e w , i t i s apparent t h a t there never was, and
probably never w i l l b e , a way t o make a l i s t o f what should
comprise t h e s p e c i f i c content o f school board p o l i c i e s s i n c e
the needs of d i s t r i c t s vary s o g r e a t l y .

I t has been noted,

though, t h a t the g e n e r a l content themes have remained some
what s t a t i c over t h e p a s t few decades, even i f the s p e c i f i c
contents have changed a s the t i m e s have changed.
The s i m i l a r i t y of s u g g e s t i o n s on how t o develop
these sch o o l board p o l i c i e s was noted, e s p e c i a l l y i n how the
s i x themes ( d i r e c t i o n , involvement, data gathering, data
organization and w r i t i n g , r e v i e w , and adoption) were so
commonly accepted a s s t e p s i n formulating p o l i c y .

I t was

also noted t h a t t h e r e i s a d e f i n i t e lack o f a c t u a l research
studies on t h i s t o p i c .
F i n a l l y , i t i s even more apparent when discussing the
, „ - i board p o l i c i e s that there has been
implementation o f s c h o o l
+•0 t h i s t o p i c i n the past f i v e
almost no emphasis g i v e n
of a c c e s s t o the school board p o l i c i e s
decades. The p r o v i d i n g of
o f them seems t o be the only well agreed
and regular r e v i s i o n , o f
upon s t e p s t o t a k e .
3 W s . s m i t
o n ' s S c h o o l s , XLIx
The Nation

1 r n *i 4 . I nq should Be Codified,* 1
h 1 9 5 " ^ 3 -

Chapter 3
METHOD AND MATERIALS
The purpose of this research project was to develop
a set of appropriate content items of school "board policy
and lists of procedures for the development and implementa
tion of items of policy in elementary school districts under
1,000 pupils in the state of California.

Chapter 3 will

describe in detail (1) the needed data, (2) the sources of
the data, and (3) the tools and techniques employed in the
study.
DATA NEEDED
Data were needed from writers In the field of
education. This initial phase of research was a review of
the related literature conducted during the summer and fall
of 1974.
The data thus obtained from the preliminary research
were organized into opinlonnaire form.

In October. 1975.

h 1 «?tributed to appropriate present
dis^rx
onH school administrators for their
and s
_
WW. current necessity for the originally
opinions as to the curre

o
the opinlonnaire was
„
school board members

Identified items.
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SOURCES OP DATA
The first step in the review of related literature
was a survey of the Education Index for the period of 192^
to 197^ for articles relating to this study.

The intent was

to limit this research to those periodicals and other
materials located in the California State University, Fresno,
library.

All pertinent books were also searched. The

bibliographies of related theses and independent study papers
at California State University, Fresno, were also checked for
possible overlooked references.

It became apparent that one

major publication that was a unique source of valuable
information to this research, the California school Boards
Journal • was not available locally.

A special visit was

made to the library of that association in Sacramento so
that its articles could be Included in this phase of
r0S6£Ll%Cl'l m
The information thus obtained and later organized was
restructured into oplnionnaire form.

The opinionnaire thus

created was submitted to two groups-current school board
members and school administrators.

The study was limited to

rmmtv elementary school districts
the thirty-two Fresno County ex.
•n A total of less than 1,000 pupils,
each with a 1973-7*+ A.D.
froE twenty-two pupils to 829 pupils.
The actual range was fiom
i

^.*1 districts in this classifica-

The list of elementary scno
—
American Union, Auberry, Big Cieek,
tlon included:

Alvina,

Rurrel

Biola -Pershing, Buiiex,

Cantua, Caruthers, Chawanakee,
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Clay, Fresno Colony, Friant, Helm, Herndon, Houghton-Kearney,
Las Deltas, Kadison, Monroe, Orange Center, Oro Loma, Pacific
Union, Pine Ridge, Raisin City, Riverdale, San Joaquin,
Sierra, Sun Empire, Teague, Tranquillity, Washington Colony,
West Park, and Westside.
The school board members selected to receive the
oplnionnalre were the chief officers of their boards, the
board president or the clerk if no board president was
chosen.

The school administrators that were chosen were the

chief administrators of their districts. These positions
ranged from district superintendents in larger districts to
principals in smaller units.
TOOLS AND TECHNIQUES
The theoretical and practical recommendations for
content development, and implementation of school boaid
policies that were identified in each pertinent literary
source were tabulated and organized in chart form.
three charts thus developed were entitled:

The

"Content

References," "Steps in Development of School Board Policies."
and "Steps in Implementation of School Board Policies."
Each Identified source was reviewed for Items pertinent to
the three charts.

In final form these charts provided the

basis for the development of the oplnionnalre.

These charts

are presented as Appendlces C. D.
To determine the preliminary Items for the oplnion
nalre all Items occurring In fewer than ten percent of the
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sources were discarded.

The remaining items in each table

were then grouped together into the following loosely defined
classifications solely for the purpose of order.

For the

items on the "Content References" table, the following
gioupings were used:

(1) Board By-Laws, (2) School Adminis

tration and Organization, (3) Employed Personnel,

) Pupils,

(5) Business Management, (6) Auxiliary Services, and (7)
School Property.

The groupings for the "Steps in Development

of School Board Policies" table were: (1) Beginning the
Project, (2) Deciding Who Should Write the Policies, (3)
Sources of Information, (b) Procedure in Writing Out Policies,
and (5) Involvement of People in Writing Policies.

The

groupings for the items on the table entitled "Steps in
Implementation of School Board Policies" were:

(1) Publishing

the Adopted Policies, (2) Providing Access to the Policies,
and (3) Revision of Policies.
In this form each item had then to be translated into
Interrogative form for the opinionnaire, and each classifica
tion grouping had to have a response key devised.

The items

from the "Content References" table were keyed: (1)
Definitely should be included, (2) Possibly should be
Included, (3) Possibly should not be included, ana (4)
Definitely should not be included.
items were keyed with:

(D

Most of the remaining

Definitely "yes," (2) Possibly

"yes," (3) Possibly "no." and (4) Definitely "no."

The

section on Involvement of people in writing policies needed

the following key because of its unique nature:

(1) Have

final control, (2) Allowed to give advice, (3) Permitted to
share information, and (4) Not to be involved.
The opinionnaire in its final form with its
accompanying cover letter was sent to twenty randomly
selected school board leaders and school administrators.
The opinionnaire is presented in Appendix P.

A little over

one month after the original distribution, a follow-up
letter was attached to the original material and this
material was again distributed to those who had not yet
replied.

The follow-up letter is presented in Appendix G.

The responses from the opinionnaires that were
returned were tabulated into two tables:

"frequency Totals

for Each Statement on the Opinionnaire" and "Combined
Frequency Totals for Each statement on the Opinionnaire."
Those tables are presented in Appendices H and I. Those
items receiving a majority of positive replies ("should be
included" or "yes") from all returned opinionnaires were
selected as the necessary items for the purposes of this
on inVolvement of people in writing
For the section o.^
rpsoonses were accepted as the
policies, the most frequent

study.

identification of necessity.

Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The initial step in this study was to identify what
the writers in the field of education felt were useful
content items of school board policy and procedures for the
development and implementation of these same policies.

The

next step was to take all the identified items from the
writers of education and test them with current school board
members and school administrators.

Chapter

on the

analysis of the data, is divided into the following sections:
(1) Data—Review of the Literature, (2) Data—The Opinionnaire, and (3) Summary of the Data.
DATA—REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Content References
Appendix C consists of the compilation of content
items for school board policies expressed by twenty-seven
different writers between the years 192'' to 197^.

Of these

twenty-seven articles, eleven-of over forty percent-were
written in the 1950's.

Prom these articles forty-four

content items, or seventy-five percent of the total items
identified, were Included in more than ten percent of the
references and thus qualified for inclusion in the
opinionnaire for further study.
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All together there were sixteen items, or twentyseven percent of the total items identified, that did not
qualify.

These items were on the following topics:
1.
2.
3«
4.
5«
6.
7.
8.
910.
11.
12.
13•
14.
15«
16.

Interschool Relations
Legal Counsel
Adult Classes
Authorized Services
Released Time—Religious Instruction
Politics
Printing in the School Shop
Athletics—Extracurricular
Summer School
Insurance
Parents
Rules and Regulation Development
Auxiliary Services
Para-professionals
Negotiations
Relations with Other Educational
Agencies

Steps in Development of School
Board Policies
Appendix D presents the twenty-nine articles
published between the years 1924 and 1974 that were devoted
at least partly to the process of development of school
board policies.

Twenty-two items, forty-five percent,

occurred in at least three references which qualified them
for inclusion in the opinionnaire.

There were sixteen items,

or forty-two percent, which were referred to only once or
twice.

These items were:
1
2

7!

involve people
Apply Administrative Conditions to
Local Principals
Write Final Copy
See How Corporations Work
Ancivze Each Staff Member's Job
Fix Each Person's Responsibility
Aii' proposed Policies at at Least Two

3

LetAdministrative

2
4*
C

Staff Discard
Obsolete Minutes and Folicies
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9.
10.
11.
12.
13•
14.
15«
16.

Board Weed Out Obsolete Policies
Hearings on Proposed Policies
Help From State and National School
Board Organizations
Include Traditions and Customs of the
Community
Analyze Educational Program
Set a Time Schedule
Send a Questionnaire Out
Publish Proposed Policies Thirty Days
Prior to Vote

Steps in Implementation of
School Board Policies
Appendix E presents ten articles that were identified
which contained suggestions on steps to implement school
board policies.

The time period covered by these articles

was 1924 to 1974.

There were four other articles that

contained only one suggestion—frequent revision of policies.
Because of their non-representative nature, and the fact that
several other articles had this same suggestion, these
articles were not Included In Appendix E.

All suggestions,

one hundred percent, qualified for Inclusion on the oplnlonnaire since being mentioned In only one article constituted
being in at least ten percent of the articles.

In total

there were twenty different suggestions that were Identified.

HATA

THE OFINIONNAIBE

The oplnionnalre, presented in Appendix F. was
distributed to a total of twenty school board members and
twenty school district administrators.

From the initial
(thirty-five percent) and
tailing, seven school board members (thlr y
.
('fifty pei'cent) responded,
ten school district administrator
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A second mailing was made to those who failed to reply.
Three school board members and two school administrators
replied to this mailing, bringing the final totals of
returned opinionnaires to fifty percent of the school board
members and sixty percent of the school district adminis
trators.

The combined total of the two groups was fifty-

five percent.
In general this study showed that, for those who
returned the opinionnaire, there was much agreement between
them and the people who wrote the articles included in the
review of the literature on the topics of school board
policy content, development, and implementation.

Of the

eighty-one different items on the opinionnaire, only six
were rejected by the school board members, and six were
rejected by the school district administrators.

Those Items

that were rejected by both groups were.
1'

F.
XL-*XII-D;

A

YTTI-EXIll a.

2

3.

should the board adopt a proposed
policy on its first hearing?
Should the policies be bound like
a book?
Should students be given copies
the poll=les?

jected only by school board members
Those items that were re
were:
1.

v -a
IX-B:

Should those who are affected by
g poiicy be permitted to write

2.

XI-D:

Sh°lltelhed

,
3.

flW.

XII-A.

brSrsta^^DepaJtment

sh^lftSfpoficles be printed at
& printer's?
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Those Items that were rejected only by school district
administrators were:
1.

I-B:

2.
3*

XII-B:
XII-C:

There should be a listing of
temporary (school board)
committees and an enumeration of
their duties.
Should the policies be mimeographed?
Should the policies be duplicated?

Of these nine Individually or mutually rejected items,
only five were mathematically eliminated since the criterion
for rejection was a negative response by a majority of all
those who responded to the opinionnaire.

Those items that

ultimately were rejected were XI-D, XI-E, XII-A» XII-D, and
XIII-E.

Those suggestions of content items and procedures

for the development and implementation of school board policy
that were identified as necessary are presented as Appendix
I.
The groups of individuals that should be involved in
the process of writing school board policies and their kind

of involvement are as follows:
Board Members
School Administrators
School Staff
Parents
Lay Leaders
Students

-Have Final
n-wed to
"Allowed to
-Allowed to
-Allowed to

Control
Give Advice
Give Advice
Give Advice
Give Advice
-Permitted to Share
Information

The above Is presented as part of Appendix J-

..mwtRY OF THEJgAM
,

or ...

and 1974 identified

twenty-

seven reference so
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fourths (seventy-three percent) of all the items listed from
these sources were in ten percent or more of the references.
For the area of development of school board policies, a total
of twenty-nine articles was located and almost six tenths
(fifty-eight percent) of all procedural steps listed were
found in ten percent of the total references.

In implementa

tion of school board policies, only ten articles had more
than one procedure mentioned.

A total of twenty-two

different items was mentioned, of which all (one hundred
percent) was accepted since just one reference equaled the
needed ten percent of the references.
The eighty-one items identified in over ten percent
of the literary references were submitted to individuals
currently serving as school board members and school
district administrators.

Of the eighty-one Items, only five

(sir percent) were rejected.

This showed a high degree of

agreement between the writers in the field of education and
-1-,.^ in school boards and school
those currently involved in scnoox
administrators.

Chapter 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
RESTATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
There are identifiable content items and procedures
that are necessary in the development and implementation of
school board policies.
CONCLUSIONS
1.

Forty-four content items were identified.

2.

Twenty-one development procedures were identified.

3.

Seventeen implementation procedures were
identified.

The detailed lists of these items and procedures are

presented in Appendices C through P.

A summary of the

findings is presented in Appendix J.
RECOMMmmATIONS
iratlonal
of the findings might be used by
The summary 01 une
oi omentary school districts as a guide
tool boards of small ele
1.

' writing school board policytmpnts of Education could Incorporate
2. County Depaitmen
into a program to help school
5 summary of the findings -tricts write school board
trds in small elementary
-icies.
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3-

The summary of the findings could be used by a

district that has a set of written policies to identify
missing policy topics.
Further Study
1.

The small elementary school districts failing

to have written school board policies need to be identified,
along with an assessment of why they do not have written
policies and how they can be helped in writing them.
2.

The model set of content items and procedures

for development and Implementation of school board policies
that are the summary of the findings of this study could be
modified, expanded, or amended by some means so as to fill
in the gaps which exist in them at this time.
3.

A study set up like this one could be constructed

using currently adopted school boaid policies of sma
elementary school districts in place of the data obtained
from the writers in the field.
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