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A COMPAPATIVE STLDY OF THE ROLE EXPECTATICHS OF
COUNTY- SCHOOL SUPERLNTENDENTS Il CALIZORNIA

Abstract of Dissertation

The purpose of this study was to cowpare the expectatioans as to the role
function of thka county school superint&. dent of schooZs in Caiffornia as perceived
by county school superintendents and four of vheir rarerent groups. Specifically, an
exanination was made of the similarities and differcnces ex;aana betwesn and/or

ameng the following two sets of data: (1) county superintzudant's perceptions or
judgments sbout selected functions partafning to their vcle as adm1 1f"at“ra and

(Z) the judgrients or evpectations of four refersrt groups. i.e.,

county 2ohonk booxds, district school bosras and district szhecd supcr§rrvnu<nts

It was bypothesized that significant differences exist betwe the per
county school superintendent and the expectations of these referanli grotms with

teapect to the role of the county scrocl superintendent. The hypotbeses were stated
1a the null forw, that no diffzrences exiskh, TFu er investizstions woce made as to
diffecences existing between counties of differenc average daily attendance (county
clessifications 11 - VI), The nead for the studv centers lavgely ou the fact that

the public’s insistence upon accountability end efflciency demand comstructive chaages
in the system, Increasivngly., quescions are being raised as to the potentisiities

of the role of the county schoel sucerintendency in Casliforania,

Hethodology: Questionnalres were sent to a stratified random sample of 12 ceounty
scheel superintendents ln Califernia and to four of their referent zxcuuq, 31 state
legislators, 12 county school boards, L87 district scionl Boards, and distxict
gcheoel superintendents. The questiounaire delineated sixteen functions of the county
echool superintendents in Califernia. These Funchtions were arrangad with o five-
point likert-type 3cale with alternatives ranging from "Strongly agree" to “Streugly
Digngree",

Firsk, the basic statistics ottained by the tozal sub by each group was found
to show how the subjects regponded tec the quastionraire item for ftem, and as a2 whole.
Secondly, analysis of varisuce procedure were cmploved ro deterwine the intergroup
consensus, Finally, Duunett t-tests were made for ihe means of each of the four pairs
of grovps as follows: county SLaer’ntcﬁdtan with state legislators. couuty suvperine
tendents with county scliocl boards, county superintendanrs witn distyict scheol
boards, county superintendents with district echool supcrincandents.

Findings: The analysis of variance procedure3 vevealed a siguificant difiarence
existlng among these five groups <n 10 of che 16 items, Dunneit t-test analysis
indicated differences whizh were significant &t the .05 and .01 level. These differ-
ences were found between county sctonl superintendents and legisfators on 2 of 16
itews, between county scheol superintendents aud district Gehoel beavds in 8 of 16
itews, betwnsn county school superintendenta znd district schnool superiatendents on

3 of 16 iters, Thus, the findings obtained for the items abeve dis not support the
pull hypotheses of no difference, However, the cignificant differenc found were
only in degree of agreement, i.e. uncertain to strongly agree. Counties cver 140,000
average dally attendance had the lovest mean scores (Class T11 counties).

stong: Meaa Judgments of county school superintendents and county achool

s were generally nigher cn all funsticons., Thelr respoases sszemed to reflect

sn ewareness cf the ktivd of role which they are woat Lommunly expaated to perform

aad which they themselves hsve long asserted to be the primary rveasonm o7 the existance
of tha county gchool supariuteadent, to provife servises ¢ locs! districes.

This study confirmed that sfgniflesnt difforences exlste between the perceptions of
county school suvperintendsnts and the percepiious of gtate legislators, district school
beards and district school superinteudsats 4s te the role of the counily school super~
iatendents, This 3tudy also found that lar ics had t lowest consensug of
opiunlon as to the role aud functicn of the Lﬂunly school superintendents.

ioy Turther research should be concerned with (1) those legislators who
rect control over cducaitional le lation, {.¢. Stste Education Corwmitiee,
should be zurveyed to ascertafn their perception of the rele and function of the county
gchool superinteudent (2) teachers end principsls fur whew the services of the cocunty
offices are provided snould be surveyed to ascertain their perception c¢f the role and
function of the county scioel superintendent {3) the State Ceprriment of acation as
"elfentele' should be Investigated (4) making effort to ohtaln date cone g the
attitudes aud cpirdons of the non-vespondents (3) a cost~analysis gtudy should be
investigated (£) a method to relate type of community or fimancial disposition ot
districts to need for specific services.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Office of the County Superintendent, referred
to as the intermediate unit in the state's educatiocnal
structure, has been provided under Article IX, Section 3
of the California Constitution as a part of the educa-
tional system since 1852. The county superintendency in
California was not mentioned when the state was established
in 1850. Two years were to pass before the first legis~
lation was enacted which indicated a recognition of the
need for some attention tc be given to functions of an
intermediate agency between the state and local districts.
A law passed which required that

The county assessor of each and every county
in the state shall be, and is hereby consti~
tuted the superintendent of Common Schools
within and for his county.

Provisions for the actual 0Office of the County
Superintendent were not made until 1855 when the following
act provided that

A county superintendent of Common Schools

lCompiled Laws of the State of California, Chapter

CLXXIX (Boston: Press of the Franklin Printing House,
1853), p. 231.




shall be elected in each county, at the
general elections, and enter on the duties’
of his office on the first Monday of the
month subsequent to his election.
This statute also delineated his duties, which
were mostly clerical. By 1866, Soso points out, "that
the county office had evolved into a secure organ of
government in the administration of state education.“3
Soso also concluded that "the statutes of that year
established all the basic duties, powers and functions
that the superintendency was to have until recent years.“4
The California Association of Public School Ad-
ministrators, in what is probably the most definitive plan
for schecol administration in Califorrnia, recognized the
county superintendency as the most controversial unit of
administration in the structure of public education today,
but, at the same time, the commission assumed that there

is and will continue to be for some time to come, an im-

portant place for the intermediate unit in the organiza-

Y .
“The Statutes of California Passed at the Sixth
Session of the Legislature, Chapter CLXXXV (Sacramento:

. State Printer, 1855), pp. 229-237.

3Mitchell Soso, "A Century of County Superintendency
in California." (Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Depart-
ment of Education, University of California, Berkeley,
1954), p. 64.

‘Ibia., p. 283.



tional structure of public education.5

The emérging edﬁcational needs of chilafén dic--
tated by changes in life styles, values and modes of
communication, plus the rapid development of technology
supporting school services, along with the public's in-
sistence upon accountability and efficiency of operation,
demand constructive changes in the system. Increasingly,
questions are being raised as to the potentialities of
the role of county superintendency in California. Dis-
cussions with local county adﬁinistrators, school board
members and state legislators elicit information pointing
towards varying perceptions of the present and future role

of this intermediate official.

The Problem

The purpose of this study was to compare the ex-
pectations as to the role and function of the county
superintendent of schools in California as perceived by
county superintendents and four of their referent groups.
Specifically, an examination was made of the similarities

- and differences existing between and/or among the following

5

"A Pattern for School Administration in Cali-
fornia," Report from the California Commission on Public
School Administration (Burlingame: California Associa-
tion of School Administrators, 1955), p. 34.



two sets of data: (1) county superintendent's perceptions
or judgments about selé§£ed functions pertainiﬁg to their
role as administrators, and (2) the judgments or expecta-
tions of four referent groups, i.e., state legislators,
county boards, district boards and district superin-
tendents.

Several other referent groups of the county super-
intendent can be identified: the State Department of
Educaticn, professional associations, professional and
classified staffs of county school offices, school prin-
cipals, business groups, religious groups, and the lay
citizens. The inclusion of all or any part of these,
however, was beyond the sccpe of this study, which was
delimited to (1) a comparison of the perceptions or judg-
ments which county superintendents hold concerning their
own role with the expectations which state legislators
hold for the same role, (2) a comparison of the same per-
ceptions of county superintendents with the expectations
county boards hold for this role, (3) a comparison of the
same perceptions of county superintendents with the ex-
pectations of district boards for this xole, and (4) a
comparison of the same perceptions of county superin-
tendents with the expectations which district superin-

tendents hold for this role.



Importance of the Study

The county schools office--and with it, thé county
superintendency--has been an essential part of the struc-
ture of the public school system in California for the
past century. As an arm of the state, it has served as
an intermediate unit providing important services to local
school districts which they could not in many instances
provide for themselves. It has at the same time carried
out such responsibilities as have been assigned to it by
the Legislature and the State Department of Education. As
might be expected, kinds and amounts of services have
varied from county to county.

Arthur D. Little, Inc., concluded in its report,

The Emerging Requirements for Effective Leadership for

California Education, that "Many counties are too small

or too thinly populated to form an appropriate region to
be covered by the services of the intermediate unit."6

Statutory changes to permit two or more counties to merge
to form an intermediate unit were recommended in 1966 by

the California Association of County Superintendents of

\

Arthur D. Little, Inc., The Emerging Reguirements
for Effective Leadership for California Education

(Cambridge, Mass., 1964), p. 50.



Schools.7
The Report bf the Governor's Comﬁiséibﬁron Educa-
tional Reform concluded that the Office of the County
Superintendent of Schools no longer serves the purpose
for which it was originally established. According to
the report, "it is costly to operate and it duplicates
the work of the larger school districts, most of which
have acquired the staff necessary to perform all needed
services and make minimum use of the services of the county
offices. Small school districts in the more sparsely
populated counties, where the need is greatest, do not
receive adequate services since the counties lack the
resources to provide them.“8
In a report to the 1971 Regular Session of the
Legislature, Chapter 784, Statutes of 1969 (AB 606 Veysey),
it was concludad that county superintendents' offices
in the sparsely populated counties operate less ef-
ficiently than those in the more densely populated
counties. In addition, the county superintendents in

sparsely populated counties offer fewer services to local

7Committee of Ten, The Future of the Intermediate
Unit in California (California American Yearbook Company,
1%66), p. 3.

8Governor's Commission on Educational Reform,
Report (Sacramento, January 1, 1971), pp. 52-53.



districts than county superintendents in more populated
counties.9
In the Special Report by the Association of

California School Administrators, The Office of the County

Superintendent of Schools (the Intermediate Unit) Locks

to the Future, it was concluded that there is still a

strong need for three levels of administration within the
State of California: the State Department of Education,
the intermediate unit, and the local school district.
It was further concluded that, "while the future organ-
ization of the intermediate unit remains unclear, it is
vital that any restructuring cof this unit be viewed most
carefully in relation to the effect it will have on the
entire governance structure of education in California.“lo
In 1973, California Assemblyman Ken Cory intro-
duced Assembly Bill 746 which would have eliminated most
of the state support for the County School Service Fund.

Had it passed, this measure would have practically elim-

inated the possibility for continuing any of the services

9The Intermediate Unit in California Educational
Structure (A Study of County Superintendent cf Schools)
(Sacramento: Legislative Analyst, 1971).

lOSpecial Report, The Office of the County Superin-
tendent of Schools (The Intermediate Unit) Looks to the
Future, Vol. 2, No. 8 (Association of California School
Administrators, March, 1973).




now provided by the County Schools Office. Th;s bill was

defeated in the Assembly by a vote of 46 to 17. According
to Mike Dillon, Legislative Advocate, "this vote is not to
be taken for granted, as many legislators were under pres-
sure to vote for the bill." It is anticipated that a new
bill will be introduced which would call for progressive

changes at the county office level as well as other levels

of the public school system.ll

Background of the Study

A school system is a kind ¢f social system which
may be conceptualized as an institutionalized organization,
with a service function of moral and technical socializa-
tion, established under the needs and pressures of the
society. The administrators of a school system execute
educational policy, operate educational programs, and
provide services by influencing the conduct of all per-
sonnel within the context of an interperscnal setting.

The effectiveness and the efficiency of a schocl system
as well as other organizations, depends to a certain degree
- on whether the people in the organization do what is

expected of them. Several studies have demonstrated that

1.. .
1 Mike Dillon, "Memo to County School Superintend-

ents: RE: A.B. 746," January 30, 1974.



proper functioning of actual role behavior is not likely
to occur where incumbents of roles find themselves exposed
to conflicting expectations held by those in influential

12 Sarbinl3).

counter positions (Krech, et al.,
In the case of the county school superintendent,
Ingraham14 reported that in spite of identical schools,
laws and regulations, the educational services provided
by the school superintendents were different from one
school system to another. This situation resulted from
variations among role perceptions of county school super-
intendents. In addition, conflicting expectations for the
role of the superintendent held by incumbents of policy-
maker positions or cother influential groups were found to

cause anxiety among the superintendents and were considered

to affect the conduct of their administrative programs.

Hypotheses

General Hypothesis: A significant difference

lzDaVid Krech, R. S. Crutchfield, and E. L. Ballachey,

Individual in Society (New York: McGraw-Hill Bock Company,
1962): p- 338* :

lBTheodore R. Sarbin, "Role Theory," in Gardner
Lindzey, ed., Handbook of Social Psychology (Reading,
Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1954), p. 229.

l4R01and J. Ingraham, "The Role of the County Super-
intendent of Schools in California" (Unpublished Ph.D.
dissertaticn, Stanford University, 1953).
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exists between (1) the perceptions that county school

superintendents in California hold for their own role, as
indicated’by each of the guestionnaire items, and (2) the
expectations that four of their referent groups hold for
the same role. Specifically, four null hypotheses can be

stated for each guestionnaire item, as follows:

Hypothesis 1l: No.difference exists between the
expressed judgment of the guestionnaire items that county
school superintendents in California hold as to their own
role and the expressed judgments that state legislators
hold as to the same role.

Hypothesis 2: No difference exists between tha

expressed judgment of the questionnaire items that county
school superintendents in California hold as to their own
role and the expressed judgments that county school boards
of education hold as to the same role.

Hypothesis 3: No difference exists between the

expressed judgment of the questionnaire items that county
school superintendents in California hold as to their own
role and the expressed judgments that district egchocl
boards of education hold as to the same, role.
Hypothesis 4: No difference exists between the
expressed judgment of the questionnaire items that county

school superintendents in California hold as to their own

role and the expressed judgments that district superin-



tendents hold as to the same role.
In addition, further investigation of the possible
relationships between counties through classifications

based on the average daily attendance (ADA} were studied.
Procedure

Questionnaires were sent to a stratified random
sample15 of 12 county superintendents in California and
to four of their referent groups, specifically: 31 legis-
lators, 12 county boards of education, 187 district boards
of education, and 187 district superintendents.

The questionnaire delineated 16 functions of the
county superintendent in California. The functions con-
tained in the questionnaire were determined by:

1. Perusal of the Education Code;

2. Literature dealing with the position of the
County Superintendents;

3. Actual discussion with practicing County
Superintendents;

4. Actual Survey--Santa Clara County.
In order to facilitate immediate feedback, this
study was endorsed by the California School Boards Asso-

ciation. To further assure adequate responses, a stamped,

15 . .
Deobold B. Van Dalen, Understanding Educational
Regearch {(San Francisco: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1973),
p. 322,

S

S ———

R
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special delivery envelope was enclosed with each question-

naire.

Assumptions and Limitations

The study was guided by the following assumptions
and limitations:

1. Respondents of each referent group are
representative of the total group.

2. All of the groups are considered to be
influential counter positions.

3. No investigations were made for determina-
tion of perceptual reasons for the re-
spondents' ZIudgments.

4. The study was limited to an investigation
of the expressed opinicns of the four re-
ferent groups as to the selected functions
of the County Superintendent of Schools.

5. The study was limited to the 16 functions
of the county superintendent, as stated
in the California Education Code, as
practiced by county superintendents, from
school surveys and as stated by superin-
tendents on personal contact.

6. Although the researcher had complete faith
in the data-gathering instrument used, no
tests were carried out previous to this
research using this particular instrument.

7. The rationale for using the four referent
groups was that, a) legislators may de-~
termine educational priorities through
the legislative process, b) school boards
are policy-making bodies, and ¢} school
superintendents administer policy.
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Definition of Terms

Intermediate unit. The intermediate unit is de-

fined as an agency that operates at a multi-district
level, providing coordination and supplementary services
and serving as a link between the district units and the
state. The traditional intermediate unit in California
has been the Office of the County Superintendent of
Schools.lG

Administrative functions. These include activ-

ities carried on by a county school office which brings
together persconnel from gchool districts and/or other
agencies to solve their common problems. Such services
generally are performed at the district level rather than
at the classroom level. Typical examples would be in-
service educational programs which comprise curriculum
planning and course of study development, teachers' work-
17

shops, institutes, and special study committees.

Supplementary service functions. These consist

of direct educaticnal services rendered at the classroom

. 16The Committee of Ten, "The Future of the Inter-
mediate Unit in California" (The California Association
of County Superintendents of Schools and County Boards
of Education Section of the California School Boards
Asgociation, 1966), pp. 12-14.

171pia.
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level to supplement the local instructional programs or

to assist teachers in their classroom work. Typical
examples of such servicés would be supervision of instruc-
tion, guidance counseling, psychological service, attend-
ance service, library service, audio-visual services,
special classes for handicapped children, audiometry, and
18

nursing.

Operational functions. The law now assigns

specific responsibilities to the County Superintendent of
Schools Office for the operation of special classes for
mentally retarded and physically handicapped students.
It permits specific assignments to operate juvenile hall
schools. There is legal authorization for the office to
provide instructional television and data processing

. 19
services.

Instructional media center. An administrative

unit which keeps a large variety of instructional materials
needed in the classroom, including such itemg as books,
films, film-strips, records, projection materials, repair

facilities, tapes, and the like. It may supply a district,

- county, or more than -one county. It may have one or more

depositories. Its size and location are dependent upon

181pia.

1bid.
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roads, geography, and its accessibility to schools and
districts.20

Inservice education. Inservice education is a

procedure for continuous re-training of personnel. One
of its aims is to combat obsolescence. It deals with
curriculum content, emphasizing new information and new
materials. It deals with persons and the methodology
with which they approach their work. There will be in-
creased emphasis on specific subject matter with the
phasing-out of generalized inservice education.21

Courses of study. A course of study is an outline

which indicates the general areas or fields to be covered
in any given study filed, which makes references to
certain sources of information. It is not a comprehensive
and detailed document, and should not be confused with
curriculum or study guides.22

Curriculum or teachers' guide. This is a guide

which is a comprehensive document for use by the teacher
in the classroom in teaching a given subject at a given
grade level. These guides are prepared for use at the

“local level and recognized in their preparation the many
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variants that exist intellectually, socially, and econ-
omically within the classrooms and districts throughout
the state.23

Countvy Boards of Education. Except in a city and

county, there shall be a county board of education, which
shall consist of five or seven members to be determined
by the county committee on school district organization.
Each member of the board shall be an elector of the
trustee area which he represents and shall be elected by
the electors of the trustee area.24

School District Governing Boards. Every school

district shall be under the control of a board of school
trustees or a board of education. Except as otherwise
provided, the géverning board of a school district shall
consist of five members elected at large by the qualified

voters of the district.25

sSummary

This first chapter outlined the problem of com-
paring expectations as to the role and function of the

»

“1bid.

240a1ifornia Education Code, Vol. 1, Chapter 1,
Section 01 (1972), p. 66.

25
“®1bid., Section 921, 923, p. 124.
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County Superintendent of Scheols in California as per-
ceived by four of their referent groups. Specifically,
the four referent groups were designated as state legis-
lators, county boards, district boards, and district
superintendents. The inclusion of cther referent groups
was beyond the scope of this study.

The county school superintendency has been an
egssential part of the structure of the public school
system in California for the past century. Various kinds
and amounts of services have heen provided by the county
superintendents. Studies and reports, such as the pre-

viously cited Educational Reform, The Intermediate Unit

in California's Educaticnal Structure, The Office of the

County Superintendent of Schools (The Intermediate Unit)

Looks to the Future, and recent legislation, AB746, have

indicated that there is a need for progressive changes in
the amounts and kinds of services provided by the county
gchool superintendents.

As an institutionalized organization, a school
system is a kind of social system. The effectiveness and
efficiency of a school system, as well as other organiza-
tions, depends to a certain degree on whether the people
in the organization do what is expected of them. Several
studies (Sarbin,.Krech, et al., and Ingraham) have demon-

strated that proper functioning of actual role behavior



18

is not likely to occur where incumbents of roles find
themselves exposed to conflicting expectations held by
those in influential counter positions. It is hoped that
the opinions of county superintendents, state legislators,
county board members, district board members, and district
superintendents will elicit information pointing towards
varying perceptions of the present and future role of the
County Superintendent of Schools.

The chapter sets forth a statement of the problem,
importance ofﬁthe study, background of the study, hypo-
theses to be tested, prccedures, assumptions/limitations,
and important terms that were used.n

Four additional chapters complete the remainder
of the study. A review of related literature concerning
the present study is inc¢luded in Chapter I1I. Chapter 1III
deals with the research design and methodology uéed in
this study. Chapter IV presents an analysis and inter-
pretaticn of the obtained data. The final chapter con-
cludes the dissertation with a general summary and discus-

sion and recommendations for future study.



CHAPTER II
A REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The literature and research related to the school
system and the role and function of the school adminis-
trator are reviewed in this chapter.

The effectiveness and efficiency of a school
system depends upon the congruence between role expecta-
tions and actual role behavior of incumbents of roles
within the school system. The school as a social system/
an institution or organization is described in the first
section. The second section includes a review of the
literature and research regarding the concept of role.
The third section includes a review of selected studies
in role analysis.

The Concept of a School as a Social System/
an Institution or Organization

Various views prevail in the literature regarding
the school system as a social system. Some writers define
a school system as a social system termed an institution;
others prefer to identify it as an organization. On the

grounds that a school system has imperative functions to

19
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be carried out in a certain routinized pattern, Getzelsl
refers to a school system as an institution.

3
Parsons™ '

defines an organization as a system of
cooperative relationships. This system, according to
Parsons, is distinguished from other types of systems by
its goal-attainment pricrity operating in relation to
the external situation. Normally, Parsons contends, the
organizational goals are compatible with the cultural
values of the society.

Simon's4 definition of an organization fits well
with Getzels' and Guba's5 concept of social behavior in a
social system. Simon states that an organization is a

complex pattern of communications and relations operating

among a group of human beings. This pattern provides each

lJacob W. Getzels, "Conflict and Role Behavior in

the Educational Setting," in W. W. Charters and N. C. Gage,
eds., Readings in the Social Psvchology of Education
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1964), p. 311,

2Talcott Parsons, The Social System (London: The
Free Press of Glencoe, 1964}, p. 72.

jTalcott Parsons, "Suggestions for a Sociological
Approach to the Theory of Organization," in Amitai Etzioni,

~ed., Complex Organizations (New York: Holt, Rinehart and

Winston, 1965), p. 33.

4Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior, 2nd ed.
(New York: The Free Press, 1966), p. 16.

°Jacob W. Getzels and E. G. Guba, "Social Behavior
and the Administrative Process," School Review, 65 {(Winter,
1957), 423-441.
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member of the group with much of the information, assump-
tions, goals, and attitudes that enter into his decisions.
Furthermore, it provides him with a set of stable and
comprehensive expectations as to what the other members
of the group are doing, and how they will react to what
he says and does.

According to Schmuck, Runkel, Stauren, Martell,
and Derr,6 an organization is comprised of persons inter-
acting in certain roles. They contend that it is possible
to understand much of an individual's bkehavior in an
organization by comprehending his role relationship with
cthers.

Lawrence and Lorsch7 define an organization as a
system of interrelated behaviors of people who are ful-
filling a task which has been differentiated into several
distinct subsystems. Thus, each subsystem is responsible
for a certain portion of the task, leading to an effective

perfocrmance of the system.

6Richard A. Schmuck, Philip J. Runkel, Steven L.
Saturen, Ronald T. Martell, and C. Brooklyn Derr, Handbook
of Organization Development in Schools (University of
Oregon, Center for the Advanced Study of Educational
Administration: National Press Books, 1972), p. 139.

7Paul R. Lawrence and Jay W. Lorsch, "Differentia-
tion and Integration in Complex Organizations," in Joseph
A. Litterer, ed., Organizations: Systems, Control and
Adaptation, Vol. II (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
1969), p. 230. :




22

In line with the definition furnished by Lawrence
and Lorsch, then, a school system may be conceptualized as
an institutionalized organization. It is a responsible
and adaptive client-serving organization, with a service

function of moral and technical socialization, estab-

~ lished in response to the perceived needs and pressures of

society. This type of organization displays some basic
forms of bureaucracy, as defined by Max Weber,8 such as
functional division of labor, the definition of staff
roles as offices, the hierarchy of authority, and the
carrying out of the operation according to certain pro-
cedural rules. Two main categories of staff roles--
teachers and administrators--function within the organ-
ization of a school system. These staff roles are
professionalized, since the requirements for entrance
to teaching or administrative positions include special=-
ized training, a teaching license, evidence of adminisg-
trative skills (in the case of administrators), and a
recognized professional code of ethics for schocl per-

gonnel.

LS

8Max Weber, "Bureaucracy," in H. H. Gerth and C.
Wright Mills, eds., From Max Weber (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1958), pp. 196-244,




The Concept of Role

The concept of role relates to the activities of
an individual in a particular position. It describes the
behavior he is expected to exhibit when occupying a given
place in the societal or organizational system.9 Sarbin
writes: "All societies are organized around positions
(statuses), and the persons who occupy these positions
perform specialized actions or roles. . . . Roles and
positions are conjoined. Roles are defined in terms of
the actions performed by the person to validate his occu-
pancy of the position."lo

According to Litterer,ll each of the roles exist-
ing in any bureaucratic organization is systematically
related to the outside world. The organization must
manipulate several aspects of its external environment
(e.g., directors must deal with boards of trustees and
legislative committees). The necessary contact between

the incumbents of such roles and parallel role incumbents

in other organizations may establish professional

LY

9Fremont E. Kast and James E. Rosenzweig, QOrgan-

e rnn A,

ization and Management: A Systems Approach (New York:
McCGraw-~Hill Book Company, 1974), p. 275.

lOSarbin, op. ¢it., p. 224.

1 . . .

Jcseph A. Litterer, Organizations: Systems,
Control and Adaptation, Vol. II, 2nd ed. (New York:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1969), p. 257.
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solidarity or conflict relations, and various reference
orientations and identifications. The relations resulting
from such contact may cut across any given orgaﬁizafion
and at the same time greatly influence the behavior of
the incumbents in their organizations, consequently af-
fecting the performance of these organizations. The
relations with different types of clients and sections
of the general public with which the incumbent of a
bureaucratic role comes into selective contact might
place him under pressure with respect to the performance
of his bureaucratic roles.

A typical incumbent's role in any reccgnized
position is composed of those tasks which he is expected
to carry out. Encompassed in this role are the duties or
obligations and rights of his specific placement in the
hierarchy in relation to those contained within éll other
positions in the social system. According to Krech,
Crutchfield, and Ballachey,lz the expectancies making up
a role are not restricted to actions alone. Included are
the patterns of wants, goals, beliefs, feelings, values,
and attitudes that characterize the typical occupant of

the position. The perception of all these aspects of a

lzKrech, Crutchfield and Ballachey, Individual in

Society (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1962),
p. 338.
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given role that the occupant has from his part%cular
vantage point shapes the behavior of the incumbent.

Kast and Rosenzweing posit that acéuracy in role
perception has a definite impact on effectiveness and
efficiency in organizations. Individuals have certain
abilities, and they are motivated in varying degrees to
perform designated tasks. However, if a task is incor-
rectly perceived, the result may be quite ineffective
from the organizatidn point of view. On the other hand,
an activity or role associabed with a particular position
could be perceived quite accurately and yet inefficient
performance could result because of deficiencies in
ability and/or motivation.

Sarbin14 contends that the behavior of an in-
cumbent in any position is organized against a cognitive
background of role expeétations. The individual appraises
the positions of others in order to perceive his cwn
status more clearly. In his role behavior he responds
in a manner which he perceives as being appropriate to

his location among such positions. Thus, the role be-

“havior of a role incumbent, at least in part, is a response

to the perceptions of the expectations which others hold

l3Kast and Rosenzweig, op. cit., p. 289.

J'4$ar}:>in, op. cit., p. 229.
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for him. In actuality, expectations by others towards a
role incumbent in any social system do not necessarily
overlap. Accordingly, the role incumbent may feel dis-
satigsfied. This situation affects his role behavior.

Katz and Kahnl5

define role expectations as
evaluative standards applied to the behavior of any
person who occupies a given organizational office or
position. Newccmb16 says that, "The ways of behaving
which are expected of any individual who occupies a cer-
tain position constitute the role . . . associated with
that position.”

Willeyl? advances the theory that one should
consider role expectations as givens, for these exist
whether or not a particular person is occupying a speci-
fied role. Moreover, one relates to these as the idio-
syncratic role perceptions of an actual role incumbent.

A county superintendent in California will find his role

expectations largely defined by statute, but alsc in part

15Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social
Psychology of Organizations {(New York: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc., 1966), p. 182. >

l6Theodore M. Newcomb, Social Psychology (New York:
The Dryden Press, 1951), p. 280.

l?DaVid Willey, "Comparative Study of the Percep-
tions and Expectations for the Role of the Ccunty School
Superintendent in California," Unpublished Ph.D. disser-
tation, Stanford University, 1964, p. 16.
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by those with whom he works--his referent groups—--who may
or may not be aware of the legal requirements forrthe
role. In addition, he will bring to this role his own
perceptions which are modified by his particular need-
dispositions.

Bennett and Timin18 define a role as ". . . what
the society expects of an individual occupying a given
status.” This implies that any status is functionally
defined by the role attached to it.

Concerning an individual or a group of individuals
whose expectations affect the role behavior of a role
incunbent, Krech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey19 speak of a
"reference person" or a "reference group." These authors
contend that normally in a social system a role incumbent
identifies himself with certain clusters of persons who
become his reference groups. He tends to use the groups'
perceptions and ideals as standards for his own self-
evaluation and as sources of his personal values and
goals. The reference groups therefore influence the

role behavior of a role incumbent. Krech, et al. declare

.
*8John W. Bennett and Melvin M. Timin, Social Life,
Structure and Function (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1948),

p. 96.
19
p. 102.

Krech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey, op. cit.,
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that a role incumbent's reference groups may include not
only membership groups to which he actually belongs, but
also groups in whose membership he wishes to be included
or those by which he aspires to be recognized. In addi-
tion, the groups which a role incumbent regards as his
superiors in the ranking system of his organization may
also influence his role behavior, whether or not they are
reference groups, because they control his organizational
rewards and sanctions.

In the case of an administrator, Getzels and
Guba20 indicate that each of the groups with which an
administrator works holds certain expectations for him.
These expectations causatively determine at least part of
the administrator's aétions in his role. As conceptual-
ized by Getzels and Guba, an administrator's behavior
reflects the interaction of three categories of factors:
(1) culture, ethos, and wvalues; (2) institution, role,
and role expectation; and (3) individual, personality,
and need disposition. These factors influence a role
incumbent in any time of social system to respond in one
of the following ways: (1) with behavior that stresses
nomothetiz considerations--the primacy of institution,

role, and role expectations; (2) with behavior that

zoGetzels and Guba, op. cit.
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stresses idiographic considerations--the primacy of indi-
vidual, personality, and need disposition; or (3) with
behavior that utilizes a judicious combination of the

two modes of action referred to above.

Considering the role behavior of a position in-
cumbent within an organization in terms of organizational
effectiveness and efficiency according to Barnard's21
theory, the mark of organizational effectiveness 1is
indicated by a congruence between the actual behavior
of the incumbents and the role expectations which their
superiors hold for them. When this congruence is
achieved, it contributes to the satisfaction of the
role incumbents, as well asAto that of others within
the hierarchy. Such satisfaction normally results in
organizational efficiency.

In Getzels'22 view, the proper functioning of role
relationships in a social system such as a school system
depends on the degree of congruence bhetween the percep-
tions and expectations of several complementary role
incumbents. In other words, proper functioning of role
behavior of position~holders is not likely to occur where

role incuwnbents find themselves exposed to conflicting

ZlBarnard, op. Cit., pp. 44, 92.

22Getzels, op. ¢it., p. 318.
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expectations held by groups which they perceive as being
influential. Brown23 suggests that the number and char-
acter of the conflicting expectations found in any organ-
ization may be either well designed or badly designed.

The perception of these conflicting expectations would

have a definite bearing on the behavior and satisfaction
of position-holders and, correlationally, upon organiza-

tional efficiency.

Selected Studies in Role Analysis

Ingraham24 based his survey of the scope and
quality of educational services on a random gsample of
twelve county school superintendents in California. The
educational services supplied were found to vary from
county to county, despite the fact that the laws of the
State of California, the rules and regulations of the
California Board of Education, and other governing bodies
granted identical amounts of authority and responsibility
to each county school superintendent's office. Ingraham

concluded that the county school superintendents in his

sample possessed differing views of educational philosophy.

23Roger Brown, Social Psychology (New York: The
Free Press, 1967), p. 156.

24Ingraham, op. cit., pp. 2, 12, and 191-192.
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Because of this perceptual divergence, they interpretgd
the léws, the rules, and the regulations issued for them
in a wide variety of ways. Obviously, each county super-
intendent saw his role as encompassing different duties
and responsibilities. This situation, at least in part,
caused the variation in the services offered in each
county.

25 conducted a study involving

Getzels and Guba
several groups of instructor-officers at a school at an
American Air PForce base. The authors reported that a
positive relationship existed beﬁween the degree of in-
volvement and conflict within a role performance. Sub-
jects who experienced conflicting expectations for their
roles as instructors and as military officers were found
to be relatively ineffective in the performance of their
duties at the school.

Two years after the study by Getzels and Guba,
Savage26 reported on the research conducted by Elmer F.

Fernecau of the Midwest Administration Center concerning

the effect of conflicting role expectations between the

Y

-
293. W. Getzels and E. G. Guba, "Role, Role Con-

flict, and Effectiveness: An Empirical Study," American
Sociclogical Review, 19 (1954), 164-175.

26, . . .

“®William W. Savage, "State Consultative Services
in Education," Phi Delta Kappan, 37, 7 (April, 1956),
291-294.
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school administrators and the state consultants. The
findings revealed that conflicting expectatiocns for the
roles of the state consultants affected the perceived
value of consultative services. The administrators who
expected the "expert" approach from the consultants
rated "process" approach consultants' services of low
value. On the other hand, the administrators who looked
upon consultants as "process" approach persons ranked the
services of the consultants who behaved as "experts" as
being of low value. 1In Savage's definition, an "expert"
referred to the person who directed his efforts at ar-
riving at the right answer for a particular problem in a
particular gsituation. The "process" approach person was
the one who directed his efforts at working with all
persons concerned to bring about behavioral changes
which in turn would enable them to solve their own
problens.

Gross, Mason, and McEachern27'conducted a study
regarding the roles of school superintendents in Massa-
chusetts. Their findings indicate that when an educa-
tional administrator perceived that othexs held’conflicting

expectations of the way his role was to be conducted, his

27Neal Gross, Ward $§. Mason, and Alexander W.

McEachern, Explorations in Role Analysis (New York: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1965), pp. vii, 116-121, and 280.




33

conduct of administrative programs was jeopardized. This
study found that role perceptions and expectations between
the school superintendents as incumbents of administrative
positions and the school board members as incumbents of
policy-making positions differed significantly. Exposure
to such conflicting expectationé was associated with
anxiety among the school superintendents.

Gross, et 35;28 theorized that the mode of role
conflict resolution used by these superintendents could
be predicted partly by the superintendent's orientation
to: (1) the legitimacy of the expectations, (2) the
possible sanctions for nonconformity, and (3) the bal-
ancing of both the legitimacy and the possible sanctions
for nonconformity. |

Sweitzer29 reported his investigation cof factors
influencing the effectiveness of the school supefin~
tendent's leadership in improving the instructional
program. Sweitzer attempted to discover the character
and extent of agreement between the role perceptions and
expectations held by the school superintendents, the

school board members, the school principals, and the

281pia.

2 . , -
9Robert E. Sweitzer, "The Superintendent's Role

in Improving Instruction," Administrator's Notebook,
Vol. C, No. 8 (April, 1958).
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teachers of 17 school systems concerning the selected
roles of the school superintendents. The findings re-
vealed that perceptions and expectations of the sample
groups were not the same. There was a slightly higher
level of similarity among the school superintendents'
perceptions of their own roles than between their ex-
pectations and those of the other groups for the same
roles. This situation tended to cause difficulty for
the school superintendents in gaining approval of the
majority of those with whom it was necessary to interact
when dealing with instrvctional problems.

Jones, Davis, and Gergen3o performed an experi-
ment in 1961 to test their hypothesis that social ex-
pectations or externally imposed norms affected the role
behavior of an individual. They arranged 134 subjects
in groups ranging in size from five to twenty pefsons,
and assigned them to listen to a particular tape record-
ing used as an externally imposed norm. Both before and
after listening to the tape recording, each subject was
asked to state his general impression of a certain sub-

ject. The analysis of this experiment demonstrated that

3 .
OE. E. Jones, K. E. Davis, and K. J. Gergen,

"Role Playing Variations and Their Informational value
for Person Perception,"” Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 63 (1%61), 302-310.
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the opinion expressed before the tape was heard‘was dif-
ferent from the one given after listening to the tape
recording. The tape recording (the externally imposed
norm) was shown to influence the subjects' judgments.
WilleyBl reported his study on role perceptions
and expectations concerning 50 selected functions asso-
ciated with the position of the county school superin-
tendents of California. The subjects in the study
consisted of 55 county school superintendents, 147 dis-
trict school superintendents, and 50 legislators in the
State of California. The findings showed a fairly posi-
tive relationship (r = .65) among the judgments of the
three groups. An analysis of variance applied to test
the differences of mean judgments among the three groups
demonstrated that a significant difference existed on
49 of the total of 50 functions. There were conflicting
expectations for the role of the county school superin-
tendents themselves, the district school superintendents,
and the legislators. The sole statement of function

found to be accepted by all the sample groups was that

“the county school superintendent should reduce involve-

ment in providing supervision and special services to

the public schools. This implied that such a function

31Willey, op. cit., pp. 93, 95.
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was perceived as not beihg associated with the‘position
of the county school superintendent.

Later, Kahn, et 32;32 studied role conflict and
ambiguity in an organization. They reported that role
conflict was related to low job satisfaction, low con-
fidence in the organization, and a high degree cf job-
related tension. The location of positions within the
organization was discovered to be related to the degree
of conflict to which the incumbent of the position was
subjected. Results indicated that positions deep within
the organizational structure were relatively conflict-
free, while positions located near the boundary of the

organization were likely to be conflict-ridden. The

role incumbents who wanted to retain the status gquo and

the old tradition of the organization tended to become
engaged in conflict.

Satorn33 concluded in his study that an incon-
gruence of perceptions and expectations existed regarding
the roles of the school superintendents between provincial

governors and the provincial school superintendents in

2
3“Kahn, et al., op. cit., p. 190.

3Pinyo Satorn, "The Provincial School Superin-
tendent in Thailand--A Study of Role Perceptions and
Expectations," Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford
University. Stanford International Development Education
Center, 1971.
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Thailand, but not between the provincial school superin-
tendent and senior administrators. The purpose of his
study was to identify consensus or conflict in the per-

ceptions of the role of provincial school superintendents

in Thailand held by (1) provincial school superintendents, -

(2) provincial governors, and (3) senior administrators
of The Ministry of Education. Administrators were asked
to indicate the strength of their agreement with 50 items
of expected administrator behavior.

The educational system in California is an
integral, single unit, functioning to achieve a common
purpose. The county superintendent is the administrator
of the intermediate unit, an agency positioned between
the district school system and the state. The effect-
iveness and efficiency of the educational administration
at the county level depends upon the contributions of
four major groups: the state legislators, the county
school boards, the district school boards, and the dis-
trict school superintendents. Congruence between the
perceptions and expectations regarding the role of the
county school superintendent held by these four groups
is necessary to promote and achieve educational progress
in California.

Identification of conflicting perceptions and

expectations for the role of the county school superin-
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tendent as held by four of his referent groups was the

task set for this study.

Summary

The literature and research related to the con-
cept of a school as a social system/an institution or
organization, the concept of role and role analysis were
reviewed and reported on in this chapter. A review of
relevant literature indicated that a school system is a
type of a social system, seen by most authors as an
institutional organization. The school system has a
service function established under the needs and pres-
sures of the society. Educational policies, educational
programs, and services in a school system are executed
by school administrators. In turn, school administrators
influence the conduct of all personnel within the context
of the interpersonal setting. The congruence between
role expectations and actual role behavior of incumbents
of roles within the school system will determine the
effectiveness and/or efficiency of a school system.
Studies have shown that variations among- role perceptions
of the schocl superintendent resulted in dif erent kinds
of services being provided from cone system to another,
in spite of the fact that all shared identical school

laws and regulations.
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The research design and methodology used in this

study are detailed in the next chapter. The analyses of

the data are reported in Chapter IV.

conclusions are given in Chapter V.

Recommendations and



CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

A description of the study, the subjects, the
methodology used to collect the data, the instrument used,
and the hypotheses tested are presented in this chapter.
The methceds of analyéing the data collected in the study

are aiso presented,

Description of the Study

The study inveslticgated the degree of agreenment
between expectations of the county school superintendent
for hig own role and the expectations held by four of his
referent groups for the same roie. Further investigation
of the possible relationship between counties through
classifications based on the average daily attendance

(aANa) was also made.
Subjects

. . . s
At the present time, California has 58 county
school superintendents who serve as chief administrators
of each of their respective county cffices of education.

A stratified random sample of 12 of these administrators

40
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were the subjects of this study.l The California State
Education Code cateqgorizes the 58 counties of the state
into eight classes, in descending size of average daily
attendance. Class I contains only one county (Los
Angeles), the largest in ADA. Class VIII contains only
two counties, both very low in ADA. These extremes were
eliminated from consideration in this research, since it
would not have been possible to choose a random sample
from within these classes. Using Classes II-VII, two
counties were chosen at rardom from each catecory to make
up the sample population of the study. The four referent
groups identified for the study were the 31 state legis~

2,3

; . 4 A .
lators and 12 county bcard of education menbers

Selection of counties based upon the 1974 Cali-
fornia Education Code, paragraph 756, p. 255, Classifica-
tion of Counties for Salary Purposes. "For the purpcse
of prescribing the quilfloatlon reguired of County
Superintendents of schools and fixing their salaries, the
counties are classified on the basis of the average daily
attendance in the pub]ic schools of the state in the
respective counties.

2, . . o _ .

Selection of legislators based on the list
provided by the Sacramento Newsletter, "Your List of
Califcornia Legislators, Congressien, and Other Elected
Officials,"” 3362 Fuliton Avenue, Sacramento, California.
iffective Decenmber, 1974.

3Information as to assignment of legislators to
new State Senate and Assembly district boundaries was
provided hy the Secretary of State's office, 925 L Strect,
Suite 605, Sacramento, California, and through the office
of Assemblyman Alister McAlister.

4§}assification of Counties . . ., op. cit.
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representing the selected counties. All of the schocl

district superintendents (187) and school boards (187)

(8]

within the selected counties were also surveyed.

Methodology

Packets containing an introductory letter from
the researcher with encouragement to respond from Dr.
Glenn Hoffmann, County Superintendent of Schools, Santa
Clara County (see Appendix A); a letter of endorsement
from the California School Boards Assoclation (see
Appendix B); the questionnaire with explanations (see
Appendix C); and a self-addressed, stamped return envelope
were sent to 429 selected legislators, couniy beoard
members and district supefintendentsa A follow-up letter

was sent four weeks after the first mail out to those not

responding to the initial contact (see Appendix D).
Researcn Instrument
A self-report guestionnaire waz used Lo secure

the information for the study. Pructical congiderations,

such as time and money necessary to persona. intexrview

;._..
-
G

all of the subjects, precluded the interview as the means

5

‘alifovnia Public 8chool Directory (Sacramento:
Bureau of Publications, Sacramento State Department of
Bducation, 1274).




of data gathering.
In the construction of the instruments, the follow-
ing procedures were considered and performed:

Delineaticon of the Functions
of the County Superintendent

The first step was to delineate as many as possible
of the functions of the county superintendent of schools
in California. This information was obtained from the
following sources:

(1) a perusal of the California Education Code;

(2) an examination of professional literature

and research studies describing the functions
of the county superintendent;

(3) discussion with county superintendents and

their assistants in the Bay Area;

(4) the researcher's experience as an empioyee

of the county office of education.

Item validity

The test of content validity feor each item in the

3]

o3

questionnaire is defined as the univerze of functions of
the county superintendent of schocols. Determination of
such validity for every statement by experts in adminis=-

tration of the county scheols office was imposgible. To

assesg the content validity of the guestionnaire,
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administrators in Santa Clara County were asked to judge
every statement before it was included in the question-
naire. Content validity was established by:

(1) California Education Co e;6

(2) State Governance Study by Dr. L. N.

. 7
Garrison;
(3) Selected administrators in Santa Clara

County.

Format of the Questionnaire

Bach item in the questionnaire was written in
the form of an infinitive phrase under an independent
clause, and was followed by five full assigned responses
identical in every item. The subjects were requested to
circle the appropriate response for each item. The
format of the guestionnaire was as is shown on p. 45.

This procedure was followed to remind the re-~
spondents guickly and coastantly of the five possible
slternatives for their selection and also to minimize

potential error that might occur from marking a check in

Caiifornia Education Code, State of California,
Department of General Services, Documents Section
Sacramento, 1973), pp. 66-121.
7 . . - .
L. N. Garrison, State Governance Study, Planning
Model for Intermediate Unit of Educeation, Preliminary
Report 10 004 714 (January, 1973).
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the wrong place in case all responses were put together
in columns at the right margins, at the bottom of the

page, or on a separate answer sheet. Thus, the format

appeared as follows:

=
> - ) > U
~— o o 9~ 0
o D4 oy
oo o Mo oo
o @ ¢ ®© O
54 v 3] W Snm
2o o =B R e
I expect the Countyv Superintendent: @< < B2 0 uAQ
1. To provide educational programs
and coordination services. SA A U D SD
2. To provide supervision and co-
ordination of curricular and
instructional services. SA A U D SD
3. To provide special education
programs and services. 54 A U D Sp
4. To provide pupil personnel
programs and services. SA A U D SD
5. To provide. . . .

Scoring Method

As previously indicated, the subjects were asked

to respond to the statement in each item by circling the

appropriate response. they selected.

o1

Gcores were given

a weighted basis according to the method of summated

ratings as suggested by Edwards.8

For the statement

8. . . :
Allen L. Edwards, Techniques of Attitude Scale



"strongly agree" response is given a weight of 5, the
"agree" response, a weight of 4, the "uncertain" re-
sponse, a weight of 3, the "disagree" response, a weight
of 2, and the "strongly disagree” response, a weight

of 1. The item having more than one response mark or

n.

no response mark was coded as "uncertain" and given the

weight of 3.

Format of the Final Questionnaire

Since a self-report guestionnaire was selected
as the instrument of data gathering for this study, one
of the greatest problems facing the researcher was re-
spondent motivation. Every effort has to be made to
elicit the same cooperation from each respondent as he
would receive if the interview method were used. Thus,
it was incumbent upon the researcher to design the ques—
tionnaire from beginning to end with respondent motivation
in mind.

In construction and revisicn of the final iten,
each statement was written in a brief and precise manner.
The explanation and directions were clearly stated. A
brief indication of the pufpose and natd&e of the study

3 -

followed hy a statement that it is a general survey of

Construction (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc.,
1857), Chapter 6, pp. 149-171.
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professional judgments and opinions pertaining to the
role and function of the County Superintendent of Schools
in California was included. 1In the directions, the
respondent was asked to make one judgment on each par-
ticular function of the County Superintendent as related
in the guestionnaire item. The respondent was requested
to make such judgment on the basis of his or her cwn
verception of the "ideal role" of the County Superin-
tendent of Schools, and not on his cor her knowledge of
how other people might judge. It was emphasized that
sincere expression of the respondents' own opinicn is

most important.

Administration of the Final Questionnaire

Sent to all referent groups - March, 1975
Follow-up four weeks -~ April 1, 1975

Termination of data gathering - aApril 11, 1975.

Data Organization of the Final Questionnaire

The responses were coded with the scorxing method
as previously indicated. Cards were key-punched onto
IBM cards by RECAP (Regional Educational Center for
Autcmated Processing), Office of the Superintendent of
- Schools, Santa Clara County, to make data ready for the

computer. The data were run at the Computer Services

Department, Univergity of the Pacific, Stockton, California.
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Statistical Method for Data Analysis

As previously indicated, the main purpose of
this study was to investigate the perceptions and ex-
pectations for the role of the County Superintendent of
Schools held by the County Superintendents themselves,
and four of their referent groups, i.e.: (a) State
legislators, (b) county boards of education, (c¢) district
boards of education, and (d) district superintendents.
It was hypothesized that significant differences existed
among the perceptions and expectaticns for such roles
held by these referent groups. However, for ease of
analysis, four statistical gquesticns that no difference

g

existed were stated in Chapter I. According to Anderson,

ata of this type are amenable to parametric analysis.

&

The data analysis was treated in three ways:

First, the basic statistics of the total scores
obtained by the total subjects and by each group, i.e.,
mean and standard deviation, were found to show how the
subjects responded to the questionnaire iﬁem~for~item,

and as a whole.

63]

- . . 1
Secondly, analysis of variance procedures 0 were

9Norman H. Andersocon, "Scale and 3tstistics: Para-
metric and Non-parametrics,” in Emil F. Hiermann and Larry
A. Braskamp, eds., Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences
{(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970), p. 54.

10 ) \
John ', Roscon, Fundamental Research Statistics
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employed to determine whether inter-group differences
exist in the perceptions and expectations for the role
of the County Superintendent of Schools held by the five
defined grcups. The .05 level of significance was adopted
as being most appropriate to balance the probabilities
for both typeAI and type II error.ll’ 12

Thirdly, the Dunnett t—test13 for the difference
between means was the multiple comparison used to examine
the data differences between the perceptions of the county

superintendents for their role and expectations with each

of their four referent groups for the same roles.

Hypotheses of the Study

The study was based cn the following null hypo-
theses for each questionnaire item:

Hypothesis 1. No difference existe between the

expressed judgments to the questionnaire item that county

for the Behavioral Sciences, 2nd ed. (New York: Holt,

Rinehart & winston, 1975), p. 220.

1 . S C :

Type I error rejects the null when it is actually
true. Type II error fails to reject tha null when it is
actually false. Audrey Haber and Richard Runyon, General

Statistics (Menlo Park: Addison~Wesley Publishing Company,

1971y, pp. 177-178.

4
4

“Ven Dalen, op. cit., pp. 490-506.
1



schocl superintendents
role and the expressed
as to the same role.

Hypothesgis 2.

expressed judgments to
school superintendents

role and the expressed

50

in California hecld as to their own

judgyment that state legislators hold

No difference exists between the
the questicnnaire item that county
in California hold as to their own

judgnent that county school boards

of education hold as to the same role.

Hypothesis 3.

expressed judgments to
school superintendents

role and the expressed

No difference exists between the

the questionnaire item that county
in Califernia hold as to their own

judgment that district school

hoards cf education hold as to the same role.

Hypothesgis 4.

expressed judgments to
school superintendents

role and the expressed

No difference exists between the

the guestionnaire item that county

in California hold as to their own

judgments that district school

superintendents in California hold as to the same role.

Sumnary

The description of the study and procedures were

presented in this chapter. The study focused on the com-

parison of county school superintendents' judgments on

roie expectations with four of his referent groups, i.e.,

state legislators, county buvards, district boards, and
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district superintendents. The subjects were selected from
a stratified random sample of counties according to class
size; 12 counties were selected. State legislators were
selected according to their assignment in the new state
senate and assembly district boundaries. All of the
school district superintendents and school boards within
the selected counties were included in the survey. The
hypotheses of the study were stated in the null form in
this chapter. The statistical treatment of the data
involved the uge of analysis of variance; the data were
run at the University of the Pacific's Computer Services
Department, Steockton, Califcrnia. The presentation and
analyses of the data will appear in Chapter IV; the
findings will be interpreted and stated. The conclusion

and recommendations will be presented in Chapter V.




CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The purpose of this study was to compare the ex-
pectations as to the role and function of the County
Superintendent of Schools in California as perceived by
County School Superintendents and four of their referent
groups. Specifically, an examination was made of the
similarities and differences existing between and/or among
the following two sets of data: (1) County School Super-
intendent's perceptions or judgments about selected func~
tions pertaining pertaining to his own role as an admin-
istrater, and (2) the judgmerts or expectations of four
referent groups, i.e., state legislators, county boards,
district boards and district superintendents as to the

same role. The analyses of the data collected for this

i
p

study are included in this chapterx.

Analyges of the Sample

Table 1L shows that a total of 429 questionnaire
forms were distributed to selected California state legis-
lators, county and district board members, county and

district superintendents. The number of returns received

52
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was 229, or 53.4 percent of all the forms sent. Five of

the forms were not completed correctly, one was not filled
out because the legislator indicated he did not have suf-
ficient background information, and two arrived after the
data were run. The 221 (51.5 percent) usable returns
contained the responses of 12 of 12 (100 percent) County
School Superintendents, 121 of 187 (64.7 percent) district
superintendents, 6 of 12 (50 percent) county board members,
12 of 31 {38.7 percent) state legislatcrs, and 70 of 187
{37.4 percent) district board members. The 221 question-
naires were used as the basic data fcr statistical analysis

in this study.

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF THE NUOMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SELF-REPORT
QUASTICHNNAIRES SENT TO AND RETURNED BY THE
FIVE SELECTED GRCUPRS

Grou Numbers Nunbexrs Percentages
FOMP Sent Returned ' Tercentages
Legislators 31 14 12 45.0 37.4
County Boards 12 7 6 58.3 50.0

County
Superintendents 12 .12 12 Jo0o.0 100.0
District Boards 187 73 70 39.0 38.7
District
Superintendents 187 123 121 65.5 64 .7
Totals: 429 229% 221 %% 53.4% 51.5%=%
*

Total returned/total percentage.

94
Total usable returns/percentage.
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Analysis of Intergroup Consensus

1. The means and standard deviations of the six-

‘teen guestionnaire items for the five groups are tabulated

in Table 2. Since "5" connotes "strongly agree" and "1"
"strongly disagree," a "4.5" could be interpreted as
"strongly agree," "3.5" as "agree," between "2.6" to "3.,4"

as "uncertain," Y2.5" ag "disagree" and "1.5" as "strongly

2. Total group means for each of the 16 items of
the self~report guestionnailre are shown in Figure 1. The
lowest group mean of 3.44 was‘indicatﬁd for iﬁem 2, "that
the county superintendent will provide supervision and
coordination of curricular and instructional services,”
and the highest group mean of 4.31 wae for item 5, "that
the county superintendent will provide educational media

center programs and services." Itemg 2 and 4 were in the

"uncertain"” category; the rest of the items were in the

3. The four null hypotheses were stated as
follows: 1} No difference exists between the expressed
judgments to the questionnaiire items that county school
superintendents in California hold as to their own role

and the expressed judgments that state legislators held

for the sawe role. 2) No difference exists between the




TABLE 2

TABLUATICN CF MEANZ (x) AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS (s) COF THE 16 ITEMS CF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE
FOR COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

ITEMS LEGISLATORS COUNTY BCARDS COUNTY DISTRICT BOARDS DISTRICT

PRI - SUPERINTENDENTS SUPERINTENDENTS
I expect the Ccunty

x X s X S X s

»
¢
9]

Superintendent:

1.

(S
0
(9}
]
Q
<
H

o
a
O

< educa- 4.42 .515 4.83 . 408 4.67 .651 3.90 1.136C 3.79 1.142

n o
G Do
N oo

2. To provide super- 4.00 .853 4.80 .447 4.50 .674 3.54 1.208 3.23 1.340
vision and coordin-
ation of curricular
and instructional
servicesg.

3. To provide 4.33 . 985 5.00 - . 000 5.00 .C0D 4.01 .999 4.31 .938
special educational
pregrams and Ser—
vices.

de pupil 3.58 1.084 4.00 1.044 3.43 1.150 3.43 1.150 3.53 1.145
L

5. To provide educa-~ 4.17 .718 5.00 .CCO 5.00 . 000 3.99 .893 4,41 .813
tional media
center programs
and services.




TABLE 2 (Continued)

e

ITEMS

expect the County

Superintendent:

ol
[Eal
[}

¥

®

wn

gl

ATORS

n

COUNTY

BOARDS

COUNTY
SUPERINTENDENTS

DISTRICT BOARDS

DISTRICT
SUPERINTENDENTIS

X

S

To provide re-
gional programs
and coordina-
tion services.

.718

4.83

.408

3.87

4.14

.Sle

To provide leader-
ship in educational
and professional
innovatiocns. .

4.17

.515

i

.58 .515

1.182

4.14¢

\O
N
O

To provide ccordina-
tion of services

for school board
members.

4.25 . 866

3.64

1.1¢C4

3.7¢8

1.078

To provide cocrdina-
tion among comrmunity
and institutional
agencies.

1.138

.817

Ny
[\
bt

4.09 1.

(8]
.

(o))
Y]

.944

1.049

10.

To provide rese=arch,
plannirng, and ae-
velopment services.

3.50

.674

.674

1.067

. 848

11.

To provide data
processing and
school testing
services.

3.50

-905

.548

1.084

3.79

1.128

1.054




TABLE 2

{Continued)

ITEMS

I expect the County
Superintendent:

COUNTY EOARDS

COUNTY

SUPERINTENDENTS

S

DISTRICT BOARDS

DISTRICT
SUPERINTENDENTS

s

12. 7o prcvide
information and
communication
services.

1=y

.17

-389

4.50 .548

.985

. 935

.707

13. To provide
scheoel district
organization
and management
services.

3.75

.754

4.50 .837

4.75

.452

1.073

3.64

1.114

14. To provide
public school
legislative and
administrative
services.

4.17

4,33 .817

. 669

3.70

1.047

. 791

15. To provide
certificated
and classified
personnel
services.

.77%

4.17 1.602

4.27 1

.009

1.126

3.720°

1.085

16. To provide
business manage-
ment services.

3.67

. 888

4.58

1.165

4.17

o
~



FIGURE 1.

TOTAL SAMPLE MEANS FOR EACH OF THE 16 ITEMS

OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Item Means for Total Sample
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the expressed judgments to the questionnaire items that

county school superintendents in California hold as to
their own role and the expressed judgments that county
school boards hold for the same role. 3) No difference
exists between the expressed judgments to the question-
naire items that county school superintendents in Cali-
fornia hold as to their own role and the expressed
judgments that district school boards hold for the same
role. 4) No difference exists between the expressed
judgments to the questionnaire items that county school
superintendents in California hold as to their own role
and the expressed judgments that district school super-
intendents hold for the same role.

Each cof the guestionnaire items was subjected to
an analysis of variance for the five groups. Significant
group differences were subjected to the Dunnett t—tests.l

4. An analysis of variance was applied to test
the significance of the differences among each of the
above reported group means. The summary table for the
analysis of variance for item 1 is weported in Table 3.
The F-value for item 1 was 3.606. The fabled F-value
with four and 213 degvees of freedom was 2.41 at the

five percen=z level of significance and 3.41 at the one

1 .
Roscee, op. cit.
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, me%amlﬁwﬁz

it was ccncluded that the differences among the five means

were significant at the one percent level.

TABLE 3

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE Cf ITEM 1
OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONMNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GRQUPS

Sou#Cf‘of gs DF MS ) B
Variation

Between Groups 16.387 4.00 4,22 3.61%*
Within Groups 349,10 213.00 1.17

TOTAL 266 217

*

Significant at the .0l level.

Critical F-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

5. Since the ¥ test revealed that the means of
the five groups of subjects statistically differed, the
Dunnett t~test was used to detexmine the tenability of the

null hypotheses that no differences existed between the

2 . :
Audrey Haber and Richard P. Runyn, General Sta-
tistics (Menlo Park, CA: Addison-~Wesley Publishing Co.,

Since the obtained F-value exceeded 3.41,
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means of the County Superintendent and each of the four

referent groups; i.e., the county school superintendent
and the state legislator, the county school superintendent
and the county board, the county school superintendent and
the district board, and the county school superintendent
and the district superintendent for item 1 of the ques-
tionnaire. County school superintendents had the highest
mean scores and the district school superintendents had

the lowest mean scores on item 1.

TABLE 4

DUNNETT t-TEST COMPARING COUNTY SCHOCL SUPERINTENDENTS'®
MEANS FOR ITEM 12 AGAINST FOUR REFERENT GROUP MEANS

Group Pairs Means Dunnett t-values®

Co. _— 4.67"

e

S'U.pt. / 0.57
Legislator 4.42
/ g

Co. 4.67
Supt. o -0.31

///,ff"Co. Roard 4,83
co. _— 4.67

/
Supt. e 2.28
ist, Board 3.90
Co. _ 4.67
Supt. f,//’// , 2.70%
_—Tist. Supt. 3.79
=
a . .
Item L reads: "to provide educational programs and coordination
services."

b_. ) . .
Item scale values: 5--strongly agree, 4--agree, 3-—uncertain,
e Z--digagree, l--strongly disagree.
Critical t-ratio: .C5 > 2.51
.01 > 3.08
*Significaut at the .05 level.
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The Dunnett t-tests in Table 4 above revealed a

significant t-value between the county school superin-
tendents and the district superintendents. The t-value

of 2.70 was greater than the critical value at the .05
level.3 Therefore, the null hypothesis of no difference
between the expressed judgments that county school super-
intendents in California hold as to their own role and the
expressed judgments that district school superintendents
hold as to the same roLevfor item 1 was rejected. However,
null hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 were accepted. It was con-
cluded that there was no significant difference between
the expressed judgments cf county school superintendents,
state legislators, county boards and district school
superintendents as to their perception that the county
school superintendents will provide educational programs
and cocrdination services. It was also concluded that
there was a significant difference between the expressed
judgment of county school superintendents and district
superinterndents. These two grouprs demonstrated different
perceptions and expectations for the role of the county

- school superintendent for item 1 of the guestionnaire.

6. The summary table for the analysis of variance

cf the five groups for item 2 is reported in Table 5. The

2
Roscoe, op. c1§.
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TABLE 5

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CF ITEM 2
OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

= | e |
Between Groups 32.13 4.00 8.03 5.23%
Within Groups ’ 328.48 214.00 1.54

TOTAL 361 218

*
Significant at the .01 level.

Critical FP-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

F-value found for item 2 was 5.23, with four and 214
degrees of freedom, indicating that the differences among
the five group means were significant at the one percent
level. Since the F test revealed that the means of the
five groups of subjects statistically differed, the Dunnett
t-test was used to determine the tenability of the null
hypotheses that no differences existed between the means

f the county school superintendents and each of the four

referent groups.



TABLE_ 6

DUNNETT t-TEST COMPARING CQUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS' MEANS
FOR ITEM 2a AGAINST FOUR RZFERENT GROUP MEANS

. c
Group Pairs Means Dunnett t-values

-

o / 4-50b
Supt. : 0.99

////Eegislator _ 4.00

Co. 4.50

Supt. ,////// : ~0.45
Co. Board 4.80

Co. 4.50

Supt. 2.49

- Dist. Board 3.54

Co. — 4.50

o

Supt. //////// 3.39%
— Dist. Supt. 3.23

*
Significant at the .01 level.

a . o . . .
Item 2 reads: "to provide supervision and coordination of curricular
and instructional services."

Item scale values: 5--strongly agree, 4--agree, 3--uncertain,
2--disagree, l--strongly disagree.

CCritical t-ratio: .05 > 2.51
.01l > 2,08

The Dunnett t-test in Table 6 above revealed a
significant t-value between the county “school superin-
tendent and the district superintendent. The t-value of
3.39 was greater than the critical value at the .01 level.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of no difference between

the expressed judgments that county school superintendents
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in California hold as to their own role and the expressed

judgments that district school superintendents hold as to
the same role for item 2 was rejected. Null hypotheses

1, 2, and 3 were accepted. It was concluded that there

is no significant difference between the expressed judg-
ments of county school superintendents, state legislators,
county school boards, and district boards as tco their
perception that the county school superintendent will
provide supervision and coordination of curricular and
instructional services. It was also concluded that there
was a significant difference between the expressed judg-
ments of county school superintendents and district boards.
These two groups demonstrate different perceptions and
expectations for the role of the county school superin-
tendent for item 2 of the guestionnaire.

7. The summary table for the analysis of wvariance
of the five'groups for item 3 is reported in Table 7. The
F-value found for item 3 was 4.19, with four and 216
degrees of freedom, indicating that the differences among
the five group means were significant at the one percent
level. Since the F test revealed that the means of the
five groups of subjects statistically differed, the Dunnett
t-test was used to determine the tenability of the null
hypotheses that no difference existed between the means

of the county school superintendent and each of the four
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TABLE 7

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 3
OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BLETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

Variacion ss oF s F
Between Groups 14.37 4.00 3.59 4.19%
Within Groups 185.34 215.00 0.86

TOTAL 200 220

*
Significant at the .01 level.

Critical F-ratios: .05 >
0L > 3.41

referent groups.

The Dunnett t-test in Yable 8 below revealed a
significant t-value between the county school superin-
tendents and the district boards. The t-value of 3.44
was greater than the critical value at tha .01 level.
Therefore, the null hypothesis of no difference between
the expressed judgnents that county schocl superintendents
in California hold as to their own role and the expressed
judgments that district boards hold as to the same role
for item 3 was rejected. Null hypotheses 1, 2, and 4

were accepted. It was therefore concluded that there is
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TABLE 8

DUNNETT t~TEST CO%PARIN\ COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS' MEANS
FOR ITEM_3c AGAINST FOUR REFERENT GROUP MEANS

. c
Group Pairs Means PDunnett t-values

. / b
Co. 5.00
Supt. //////// 1.76

,//’/////:;qlslator 4.33

Co. ,/”’////
Supt. ////,///’
B

oard 4,00 .00
Co. 5.00
Supt. - : 3.44%
’//,//" Dist. Board 4.01
Co. _— 5.00
Supt. o 2.48
" Dist. Supt. 4.31
/,/

*
Significant at the .0l level.
®Item 3 reads: "to provide special educational programs and services."

Item scale values: 5--strongly agree, 4-~-agree, 3--uncertain,
2--disagree, l--strongly disagree.

“Critical t~ratio: .0

nc significant difference between the expressed judgments
of county school superintendents, state legislators, county
school bhoards, and district superintendents as to their
perception that the county school superintendent will pro-
vide special education programs and services. It was also

concluded that there was a significant difference between
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the expressed judgments of county school superintendents

and district school boards. These two groups demonstrated
different perceptions and expectations for the role of
the county school superintendent for item 3 of the ques-
ticonnaire.

The summary table for the analysis of variance

of the five groups for item 4 is reported in Table 9.

TABLE 9

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 4
OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

Source of
@ ; .

Variation 85 bF = F
Between Groups 5.79 4.00 1.45 1.13
Within Groups 269.75 211.00 1.28
TOTAL 276 215
Not significant.
Critical F-ratios: .05 > 2.41

.01 > 3.41

The PFP~value found for item 4 was 1.13, with four and 211
degrees of freedom, indicating that the differences among

the five grcup means were not significant. The null



hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were accepted.

[ox

These five

0

groups demonstrated no difference in their perceptions

and expectations for the role of the county school super-

intendent for item 4 of the questionnaire.

The mean

scores on item 4 ranged from 3.43 to 4.00, between Un-

certain to Agree that the county schecol superintendent

will provide pupil personnel programs and services.

9. The summary table for the analysis of vari-

ance of the five groups for item 5 is reported in Table

TABLE 10

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE PRLETWEEN

244

COUNTY SCHOCOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND

FOUR REFERENT GRCUPS

OF ITEM

[~
<

Source of

Variation SS DF MS F
Between Groups 17.47 4.00 4.37 6.74%
Within Groups 139.99 216.00 0.65

TOTAL 157 220

*
Significant at the .01 level.

Critical pF-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

The F-value found for item 5 was 6.74, with four and 216

10.



degrees of freedom, indicating that the differences among

the five group means were significant at the one percent
level. Since the F-test revealed that the meanswof the
five groups of subjects statistically differed, the
Dunnett t-test was used to determine the tenability cf

the null hypotheses that no difference existed between the
means of the county school superintendent and each of the

four referent groups.

TABLE 11

DUNNETT t-TEST COgPARING COUNTY SCHCOL SUPERINTENDENTS' MEANS
FOR ITEM 5 AGAINST FOUR REFERENT GROUP MEANS

Group Pairs Means Dunnett t—va]uesC
Co. 5.00
Supt. 2.53%*
Legislator 4.17
]
Co. _— 5.00
Supt. — 0.00
Co. Board 5.00
Cc. 5.00
Supt. /////’ 4.03%*%
— Dist. Board 3.99
/ :
Co. 5.00 :
Supt. ‘ 2.41
- Dist. Supt. 4.41 >

*
Significant at the .05 level.

*¥Significant at the .0l level.

4Ttem 5 veads: "To provide educational media center programs and services."
PItem scale values: 5--strongly agree, 4--agree, 3--uncertain,
2--disagree, l--strongly disagree.

C. ... .
Critical t-ratio: .05

> 2.51
.01 >

-~ 3.08



The Dunnett t-test in Table 11 above revealed

significant t-values between the county school superin-
tendents and legislators and county school superintendents
and district boards. The t-values of 2.53 and 4.03, re-
spectively, were greater than the critical values of .05
and .01 for the latter. Therefore, the null hypotheses of
no difference between the expressed judgments that county
school superintendents in California hold as to their own
role and the expressed judgmentsvthat state legislators
and district boards hold as to their own role for item 5
was rejected. Null hypotheses 2 and 4 were accepted. It
was therefore concludaed that there is no significant dif-
ference between the expressed judgments of county school
superintendents, county school boards and district super-
intendents as to their perception that the county super-
intendent will provide educational media programs and
services. It was also concluded that there was a sig-
nificant difference between the expressed judgments of
county school superintendents, stéte legislators and
district hoards. These three groups demonstrated differ-
ent perceptions and expectations for thg role of the
county school superintendent for item 5 of the ques-
ticnnaire.

10. The summary table for the analysis of variance

of the five groups for item 6 is reported in Table 12.
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TABLE 12

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 6
OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

Sou;ce'of SS DF MS F
Variation

Between Groups 10.99 4.00 2.75 3.50%
Within Groups 169.62 216.00 0.79

TOTAL 181 220

*
Significant at the .Cl level.

Critical F-ratiocs: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

The F-value found for item 6 was 3.50, with four and 216
degrees of freedom, indicating that the differences among
the five group means were significant at the one percent
level. Since the F test revealed that the means of the
five groups of subjects statistically differed, the
Dunnett t~test was used to determine the tenability of
the null hypothesis that no difference existed between the
means qf county school superintendents and each of the
four feferent groups.
The Dunnett t-test in Table 13 below revealed a é

significant t-value between the county school superin-



TABLE 13

DUNNETT t~TEST COMPARING COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS' MEANS
FOR ITEM 62 AGAINST FOUR REFERENT GROUF MEANS

Group Pairs Means Dunnett t-values®
Ca. 4,67b
Supt. 1.38
- Legislator 4.17
Co. 4.67
Supt. L -0.38
_—" co. Board 4.83
Co. ,»/f’/’/// 4.67
Supt. ” 2.87%
-~ Dist. Board 3.87
/
T
Co. 4,67
Supt. /,///’/M/w 1.96
" Dist. supt. 4.14
e

*
Significant at the .05 level.

a ) . , . . .
Item 6 reads: "“to provide regional programs and coordination services."

b
ITtem scale values: S5--strongly agree, 4--agree, 3--uncertain,
2--disagree, l--strongly disagree.

CCritical t-ratio: .05 > 2.51

.0l > 3.08

tendents and district boards. The t-~value of 2.87 was

greater than the critical value at the .05 level. There-
’ .\

fore, the null hypothesis of no difference between the

expressed judgments that county school superintendents

hold as to their own role and the expressed judgments that

district boards hold as to that same role for item 6 was



rejected. Null hypotheses 1, 2, and 4 were accepted. It

was concluded that there is no significant difference
between the expressed judgments of county school superin-
tendents, state legislators, and district superintendents
as to their perception that the county school superin-
tendent will provide regional programs and coordination
services. It was also concluded that there was a sig-
nificant difference between the expressed judgments of
county school superintendents and district boards. These
two groups demonstrated different perceptions and expecta-
tions for the role of the county school superintendent for
item 6 of the questionnaire.

11. The summary table for the analysis of vari-

ance of the five groups for item 7 is reported in Table 14.

Table 14

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 7
OF THE SELPF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

Source of

. . SS DF MS F
Variation
Between Groups 13.04 4.00 3.26 3.40%
Within Groups 206. 31 215.00 0.96
TOTAL 219 219

*Significant at the .05 level.

Critical F-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41
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"

The F-value found for item 7 was 3.40, with four and 215

degrees of freedom, indicating that the difference among
the five group means was significant at the five percent
level. Since the F test revealed that the means of the
five groups statistically differed, the Dunnett t-test was
used to determine the tenability of the null hypotheses
that no difference existed between the means of the county

school superintendents and each of the four referent groups.

TABLE 15

DUNNETT t-TEST COMPARING COUNTY SCHOOL SUPEPINTENDENTS' MEANS
FOR ITEM 72 AGAINST FOUR REFERENT GRCUP MEANS

Group Pairs Means Dunnett t-values
ny. 4.58
Supt. 0.29
f//f’“iffliegislator 4.42
el
Co. / 4.58
Supt. - -0.170
,,/////f Co. Board 4.67
Co. / 4.58
Supt. - 2.57%
l .
//,,//”’ Dist. Board | 3.77
o
Co. 4,58
P n/ . 1.63
- Dist. Supt. 4.10 *

*
Significant at the .05 level.

a . C . .
Item 7 reads: "to provide leadership in educational and professional
innovations,"

b
Ttem scale values: 5S5--strongly agree, 4--agree, 3--uncertain,
2-—-disagree, l--strongly disagrese.

CCritical t~ratio: .05
.01

.

2.51 .
3.08

vl v
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The Dunnett t-~test in Table 15 above revealed a significant

t-value between the county school superintendents and dis-
trict bcocards. The t-value of 2.57 was greater than the
critical value at the .05 level. Therefore, the null
hypothesis of no difference between the expressed judg-
ments that county school superintendents hold as to their
own role and the expressed judgments that district boards
heold as to that same role for item 7 was rejected. Null
hypotheses 1, 2, and 4 were accepted. It was concluded
that there is no significant difference between the ex-
pressed judgments of county school superintendents, state
legislators and district superintendents as to their per-
ception that the county school superintendent will provide
leadership in educational and professional innovations.
It was also concluded that there was a significant differ-
ence between the expressed judgments of county school
superintendents and district boards. These two groups
demonstrated different perceptions and expectations for
the role of the county school superintendent for item 7
of the guestionnaire.

12. The summary table for the analysis of vari-
ance of the five groups for item 8 is reported in Table 16.
The F-value found for item 8 was 2.17, with four and 215
degrees of freedom, indicating that the differences among

the five group means were not sicnificant. The null
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hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were accepted. These five groups

demonstrated no difference in their perception and expecta-
tion for the role of the county superintendent for item 8
of the questionnaire. The mean scores on item 8 ranged
from 3.78 to 4.67, between uncertain to agree that the
county school superintendent will provide coordination of
services for school bcard members.

TABLE 16

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 8
OF THE SELF~REPCRT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR RETERENT GROUPS

Source of .
. . SS DF MS F
Variation
Between Groups 9.¢6 4,00 2.41 2.17
Within Groups 238.94 215.00 1.11
TCOTAL 249 219
Not Significant.
Critical P-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

13. The summary tahle for the analysis of variance
of the five groups for item 9 is reported in Table 17. The
F-value found for item 9 was 0.89, with four and 215 degrees
of freedom, indicating that the differences among the five
group means were not significant. The null hypotheses 1, 2,
3, and 4 were acceptéd. These five groups demonstrated no
differences in their perception and expectation for the role
of the ccunty school superintendent for item 9 of the ques-
tionnaire. The mean scores on item 9 ran from 3.67 to 4.33,

between uncertain to agree that the county school superin-



78

tendent will provide coordination amcng community and

institutional agencies.

TABLE 17

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 9
OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

a
“Oche.Of SS DF Ms F
Variation
Between Groups 3.72 4.00 0.93 0.89
Within Groups 225.99 215.00 1.05
TOTAL 230 219
Not Significant.
Critical F-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

14. The summary table for the analysis of variance

of the five groups for item 10 is reported in Table 18.

TABLE 18

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 10
OF THE SELF~REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

S?urce.Of SS DF MS F
Variation
Between Groups 16.59 4,00 4.15 5.03%
Within Groups 178.25 216.00 0.83
TOTAL 195 220
*Significant at the .01 level.
Critical F-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

The F value found for item 10 was 5.03, with four and 216

degrees of freedom, indicating that the difference among
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the five group means was significant at the one percent
level. Since the F-test revealed that the means of the
five groups of subjects statistically differed, the Dunnett
t-test was used to determine the tenability of the null
hypotheses that no difference existed between the means of
the county school superintendent and each of the four

referent groups.

TABLE 19.

DUNNETT £~TEST CO%PARING COUNTY SCHQOL SUPERINTENDENTS' MEANS
FOR ITEM 10  AGAINST FOUR REFERENT GROUD MEANS

Group Pairs Means Dunnett t*valuasc

co. 4.50"

Supt. 2.70%
o Legislator : 3.50

Co, 4,50

Supt. 0.37

Co. Board 4.33

Co. T 4.50

Supt. //,w/’// 3,13%%
e Dist. Board 3.61

Co. ,/’/////// 4.50

Supt. - 1.55

//////’ Dist. Supt. 4.07 '

*

Significant at the .05 level.
* %

Significant at the .01 level.

a . . . .
Ttem 10 reads: "to provide research, planning, and development ssrvices.”

Item scale values: 5--strongly agree, 4~-agree, 3--uncertain,
2--disagree, l-~gtrongly disagree.
“Critical t-ratio: .05 > 2.51
.01 > 3.08
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The Dunnett t~test in Table 19 above revealed a

significant t-value between the county school superin-
tendents and state legislators and county school super-
intendents and district board members as 2.70 and 3.13,
respectively. The t-value of 2.70 was greater than the
critical value at the .05 level. The t-value of 3.13

was greater than the critical value at the .01 level.
Therefore, the null hypotheses of no difference between
the expressed judamesnts that county schcol superintendents
hold as to their own role and the expressed judgments that
state legislators and district boards hold as to that

same role for item 10 was rejected. Null hypotheses 2

and 4 were accepted. It was concluded that there was no
significant difference between the expressed judgments

of county school superintendents, county boards and dis-
trict superintendents as to their perception that the
county school superintendents will provide research,
planning, and development services. ‘£ was also concluded
that there was a significant difference between the ex-
pressed judgments of county school superintendents, state
legislators, and district. boards. These three groups
demonstrated different perceptions and expectations for
the role of the county school superintendent for item 10
of the questionnaire.

15. The summary table for the analysis of variance
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of the five groups for item 1l is reported in Table 20.

The F-value found for item 11 was 1.47, with four and 214
degrees of freedom, indicating that the differences among
the five group means were not significant. The null hypo-
theses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were therefore accepted. These five
groups demonstrated no difference in their perceptions and
expectations for the role of the county school superin-
tendent for item 11 of the questionnaire. The mean scores
on item 11 ranged from 3.50 to 4.50, between uncertain to
agree that the county school superintendent will provide

data processing and testing services.

TABLE 20

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 11
OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOIL. SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

o of s e | o |
;;;Qeen Groups 6.64 4.00 1.66 1.47
Within Groups 242.19 éI;.OO 1.13

TOTAL 249 218

Not Significant.

ritical F-ratios: .05
.01

fviv
w
[iaS
H
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16. The summary table for the analysis of variance

of the five groups for item 12 is reported in Table 21.
The F~value found for item 12 was 2.12, with four and 216
degrees of freedom, indicating that the differences were
not significant. The null hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were
therefore accepted. These five groups demonstrated no
difference in their perception for the role of the county
school superintendent for item 12 of the questionnaire.
The mean scores on item 12 ranged from 3.90 to 4.50, be-
tween uncertain to agree that the county school superin-
tendent will provide information and communication

services.

TABLE 21

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 12
OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

Source of s DF MS P
Variation
Between Groups 5.26 4.00 : 1.32 2.12
Within Groups 134.13 216.00 0.62
TOTAL 139 220
Not Significant.
Critical F-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41
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17. The summary table for the analysis of variance

of the five groups for item 13 is reported in Table 22.

The F-value found for item 13 was 4.40, with four and 215
degrees of freedom, indicating that the difference among
the five groups' means were significant at the one percent
level. Since the F-test revealed that the means of the
five.groups of subjects statistically differed, the Dunnett
t-test was used to determine the tenability of the null
hypotheses that no difference existed between the means

of the county superintendents and each of the four referent

groups.

TABLE 22

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 12
OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

e e F
Between Groups 19.56 4.00 4,89 4,40%
Within Groups 239.04 215.00 1.11

TOTAL 259 219

*
Significant at the .01 level.

Critical F-ratios: .03 >
.01 > 3.41
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MARRT-I O
LADLET 20

DUNNETT t-TEST COE«%ARING COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS' MEANS
FOR ITEM 13 AGAINST FOUR REFERENT GROUP MEANS

Group Pairs Means Dunnett t-valuesc
—
Co. _— 4.75"
Supt. _— 2.32
,////”’ Legislator 3.75
/"{
Co. _— 4.75
Supt./////,///// : 0.47
- Co. Board 4.50
o '
co. — 4.75
Supt, ’// 3' 82**
" Dist. Board 3.53
et
/
Co. // 4,75
Supt. //,//// 3, 50%*
— Dist. Supt. 3.64
— ]
® Kk

Significant at the .01 level.

a . . . . .
Item 12 reads: "to provide schcol district crganization and manage-
ment services."

bItem scale values:

2--disagree,

cCritical t-ratio: .05

The Dunnett t~test in Table 23

5--strongly agree,
l--strongly disagree.

N

.51

>
.01 > 3.08

w

4~-agree, 3--uncertair,

above revealed a

significant t-value between the county school superin-

tendents and district boards and county school superin-

tendents and district superintendents of 3.82 and 3.50,

respectively.

The t~values of 3.82 and 3.50 were greater
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thap _the c¢ritical value at the .01 level. Therefore, the

null hypotheses of no difference batween the expressed
judgments that county school superintendents hold as tc
their own role and the expressed judgments that district
boards and district superintendents hold for that same
role for item 13 were rejected. Null hypotheses 1 and 2
were accepted. It was concluded that there is no sig-
nificant difference hetween the expressed judgments of
county school superintendents, state legislators, and
county boards as to their perception that the county
school superintendents will provide school district
organization and management services. It was also con-
cluded that there was a significant difference between the
expressed judgments of county school superintendents, dis-
trict boards, and district superintendents. These three
groups demonstrated different percepticns and expectations
for the role of the county school superintendent for
item 13 of the questionnaire.

18. The summary table for the analysis of variance
of the five groups for item 14 is reported in Table 24.
The F-value found for item 14 was 3.76, with four and 215
degrees of freedom, indicating that the difference among
the five group means was significant at the one percent

level.
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TABLE 24

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 14
OF THE SELF-REFPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

o ot s w o |
Between Groups 11.29 4.00 2.82 3.76%
Within Groups 161.67 215.00 0.75

TOTAL 173 219

*
Significant at the .01 level.

Critical F-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

Since the F-test revealed that the means of the
five groups of subjects statistically differed, the Dun-
nett t-test was used to determine the tenability of the
null hypotheses that no difference existed hetween the
means of the county superintendents and each of the four
referent groups.

The Dunnett t-test in Table 25 below revealed a
significant t-value between the county school superin-
tendents and district bcards of 2.66. The t-value of
2.66 was greater than the critical value at the .05 level.

Therefore, the null hypothesis of no difference between
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oy

DUNNETT t-TEST COMPARING COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS' MEANS
FPCR ITEM 14 AGAINST FOUR REFERENT GROUP MEANS

Group Pairs Means Dunnett t-values®
Co. V///,,,//»”’ 4.42°
Supt. — 0.71
jxwfw/”// Legislator 4.17
o /
Co. _— 4.42
Supt. — 0.19
3% _— A
e Co. Boaxd 4.33
/
e
Co. P 4.42
Supt. //,//’ 2.066%
ﬂ/,///’f Dist. Board 3.70
Co. o 4.42
Supt. T 1.12
/ .
P Dist. Supt. 4.12
L

*
Significant at the .05 level.

a._ . . . .
Ttem 14 reads: "to provide public school legislative and ad-
ministrative services.”

Item scale values: 5S--strongly agres, 4--agree, 3-—uncertain,
2-~disagree, l~-strongly disagree.

Critical t-ratio: .05 >
.01 > 3.08

the expressed judgments that county school superintendents
hold as to their own role and the expressed judgments that
district boards hold as to that same role for item 14 was
rejected. Null hypotheses 1, 2, and 4 were accepted. It
was concluded that there is no significant difference be-

tween the expressed judgments of county school superin-~
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tendents and district _bocards. These two groups demon=
strated different perceptions and expectations for the

role of the county school superintendent for item 14 of

the questionnaire.

19. The summary table for the analysis of variance

of the five groups for item 15 is reported in Table 26.

TABLE 26

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 15
OF THE SELP-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE BETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

Sou?CGLOf 88 DF “s F
Variation
Between Groups 8.52 4.00 2.13 1.77
Within Groups 254,90 212.00 1.20
TOTAL 263 216
Mot Significant.
Critical P-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

The F-value found for item 15 was 1.77, with four and 212
degrees of freedom, indicating that the differences were
not significant. The null hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 were
therefore accepted. These five groups demonstrated no
difference in their perceptions and expectations for the

role of the county schocel superintendent for item 15 of
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the gquestionnaire.

The mean_scores on item 15 ranged
from 3.33 to 4.27, between uncertain to agree that the
county school superintendent will provide certificated
personnel services.

20. The summary table for the analysis of variance

of the five groups for item 16 is reported in Table 27.

TABLE 27

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ITEM 16
COF THE SELF-REPCRT QUESTIONNAIRE BRETWEEN
COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS AND
FOUR REFERENT GROUPS

Source of

TR Ss DF MS F
vVariation

Between Groups 25.14 4.00 6.29 5.38%*
Within Groups 248,69 213.00 1.17

TCTAL 274 217

*
Significant at the .01 level.

Critical F-ratios: .05 > 2.41
.01 > 3.41

The F-value found for item 16 was 5.38, with four and 213
degrees of freedom, indicating that theldifference among
the five group means was significant at the one percent
level.

Since the F-test revealed that the means of the

five groups of subjects statistically differed, the



punnett t-test was used to determine the tenability of
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the null hypotheses that no difference existed between
the means of county school superintendents and each of

the four referent groups.

TABLE 28

DUNNETT t-TEST COMgARING COUNTY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS' MEANS
FOR ITEM 16 AGAINST FOUR REFERENT GROUP MEANS

Group Pairs Means Dunnett t-values®
b
Co. 4.58
Supt. 2.08
Legislator 3.67

Co. 4.58
Supt. ’/,,»/”// 0.15
///,//// Cc. Board 4.50

Co. ‘ 4.58
Supt. 3.14%%
Dist. Board 3.53
Co. 4.58
Supt. 1.27
Dist. Supt. 4.17
* % Lo
Significant at the .01 level.
“Item 16 reads: "to provide business management services.”

Item scale values: 5~--strongly agree, 4--agree, 3--uncertain,
2~-disagree, l--strongly disagree. .

“critical t-ratio: .05 > 2.5l
.01 > 3.08

The Dunnett t~test in Table 28 above revealed
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significant t-value between the county school superin-

tendents and district boards of 3.14. The t-value of
3.14 was greater than the c¢ritical value at the .01 level.
Therefore, the null hypotheses of no difference between
the expressed judgments that the county school superin-
tendents hold as to their own role and the expressed
judgments that district boards hold as to that same role
for item 16 was rejected. Null hypotheses 1, 2, and 4
were accepted. It was concluded that there was no sig-
nificant difference between the expressed judgments of
county school superintendents, state legislators, and
éounty boards as to their perception that the county
school superintendents will provide business management
services. It was also concluded that there was a sig-
nificant difference between the expressed judgments of
county school superintendents and district boards. These
two groups demonstrated different perceptions and expecta-
tions for the role of the county school superintendent
for item 16 of the questionnaire.

21. The means of the sixteen questionnaire items
for the six county classes are tabulated in Table 29.
The lowest mean score of 3.50 was in Class II and the
highest mesan score of 4.10 was in Class VI. Class ITI
counties had an average daily attendance of between

140,000 - 749,999, and Class VI counties had an average



TABULATION OF MEANS

TABLE 29

FOR COUNTY CLASSIFICATIONS II - VII

OF THE 16 ITEMS OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE

County Questionnaire Items Total
Classifi- Mean
cations®* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1 16 11 12 13 14 15 16 |Scores
II. 3.38 12.79 {3.52} 3.041{ 3.82} 4.05; 3.57} 3.41} 3.554} 3.70}| 3.68} 3.93 1} 3.34} 3.82) 3.18{ 3.25| 3.50
IIT. 4.03 |3.44 14.3871 3.91} 4.271| 3.94! 4.181 4.12} 4.00{ 4.03 | 3.82}| 4.09} 3.74} 4.09| 3.91}| 4.12| 4.00
Iv. 4.03 13.73 14.49 3.49} 4.43| 4.06} 4.271 3.91! 3.641{ 3.86} 3.83| 4.16 3.87 | 4.06| 3.94 | 4.23! 4.00
V. 4,08 {3.79 {4.46} 3.711} 4.63} 4.08| 4.17} 4.00} 3.83| 4.21 1} 4.21| 4.381} 3.63| 3.88| 3.71| 4.21} 4.06
VI. 3.96 {3.48 |4.80 3.40} 4.80!} 4.56] 4.361! 3.76| 4.081} 4.16| 4.32{ 4.16{ 4.081} 4.04| 3.52 1 4.04] 4.10
VIiT. 4.33 {4.02 {4.75} 3.75¢ 4.42{ 4.17}| 3.5C| 3 SO 3.67) 4.081 3.921} 4.084 3.58} 4.33| 3.17} 4.17; 3.97
* -

Class designations by ADA: Class 1II. 140,000 - 749,999

III. 60,000 - 139,999

IV. 30,00C - 59,999

V. 15,000 -~ 29,999

VI. 7,000 - 14,99%%

VII. 1,000 - 6,999

Z6
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daily attendance of 7,000 = 14,999,

Class—II-—counties

were uncertain on six of the sixteen items of the ques-
tionnaire. These items were Numbers 2, 4, 8, 13, 15, and
16. Class III counties were uncertain on only one of the
sixteen items of the guestionnaire--Item No. 2. Class

IV counties were uncertain on one of the sixteen items

of the guestionnaire. This was item No. 4. Class V
counties agreed on all the sixteen guestionnaire items.
Class VI counties were uncertain on two of the sixteen
items of the gquestionnaire. These items were Ncs. 2 and
4. Class VII counties were uncertain on one of the six-
teen items of the questionnaire. This was item No. 15.

Classes II, III, and VI all were uncertain as to
questionnaire item 2. This item stated that the county
superintendent will provide supervision and coordination
of curricular and instructional services.

Classes II, IV, and VI all were uncertain as to
questionnaire item 4. This item stated that the county
superintendent will provide pupil personnel programs and
services.

Classes II and VII were uncertain as to gquestion-
naire item 15. This item stated that the county superin-
tendent will provide certificated and classified personnel
services.

Although the above classes were uncertain as to
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the--speci fonnaire—items; the-total—consensus of
all the classes for all the questionnaire items was that
they agreed that the county school superintendent should

provide the selected services.

Summary

The data in Table 30 summarize the analysis of
variance results comparing the mean responses of the five
groups for the sixteen items of the guestionnaire.

Significant group responses were indicated for
guestionnaire items 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 13, 14, and 16.
The F-test revealed that the means of the five groups of
subjects statistically differed. The F~test was not able
to reveal significant differences among the five means for
items 4, 8, 9, 11, 12, and 15.

Subsequent to the ANOVA procedures, the Dunnett
t-test was used to determine the tenability of the null
hypotheses that no difference existed between the means
of the county school superintendents and each of their
referent groups: state legislators, county boards, dis—
trict boards and district superintendents, for each ques-
tionnaire item.

In analyzing the groups with significant F's, the
Dunnett t-values indicated a significant difference in

the expressed judgment of county superintendents and



ANALYSIS CF VARIANCE AND DUNNETT t~TEST RESULTS COMPARING MEAN RESPONSES OF THE 16 ITEMS

TABLE 30

OF THE SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COUNTY SUPERINTENDENTS AND FQUR REFERENT GRGUPS

I

ITEMS
expect the county

superintendent:

LEGISLATORS

= S

COUNTY BROARDS

COUNTY sUp-
ERINTENDENTS
X =)

DISTRICT
EBOARDS
X S

DISTRICT SUP-
ERINTENDENTS

X 8

)

UNNETT -
~-TESTS

o

To provide educa-
tional programs
and coordination
services.

4.42 .515

.408

4.67 .651

3.90 1.130

3.79 1.14z2

3.606%*%

]

©o. Supt./
ist. Supt

lw)

To provide super-—
vision and co-
crdination of
‘curricular and
instructional
services.

4.00 .853

4.80 .447

4.5 .674

3.54 1.208

3.23 1.340

5.233%%*

Cp. Supt./
Dist. Supt.

To provide special
education programs
and services.

4.33 .985

5.00 . 000

5.00 .000

P

.01

4.31

4,.187%%*

Co., Supt./
Dist. Bd.

To provide pupil
personnel programs
and services.

1.084

4.00 1.044

3.43 1.150

1.150

1.145

1.132

To provide educa-
tional media
center programs
and services.

4.17 .718

5.00 .000

5.00 .000

.99 .893

w

4.41 .813

6.737%*

Co. Supt./Leg.
Co. Supt./
Dist. Bd.

a
Dunnett t-test:

b e .
Classifications:

*
2.41

.
£

(@]
P-4

[&]

Determine what pair of means has a significant difference.

5~8trongly Agree, 4-Agree, 3-Uncertain, 2~Disagree, l-Strongly Disagree.

Significant at the .03
3.41 Significant at the .05

level.
and .0L

levels.

S6




TABLE 30 (Continued)

ITEMS

I expect the county

superintendent:

LEGISLATORS

COUNTY BOARDS

COUNTY SUP-
ERINTENDENTS

X

S

DISTRICT
BOARDS

S

DISTRICT SUP-

ERINTENDENTS

S

o]

UNNETT
~-TEST

rt

To provide re-
gional programs
and coordina-
tion services.

.718

4.83

. 408

4.67

.651

. 916

.916

3.497%%

(@]

o. Supt./
ist. B4.

]

To provide lead-
ership in educa-
tional and pro-
fessional
innovations.

4.17

.515

.516

1.182

4,10

.929

3.396%*

Q

o. Supt./
Dist. Bd.

To provide co-
ordination of
services for
school board
members .

4.08

.793

.516

.866

1.104

1.078

2.172

To provide co-
ordination among
community and
institutional
agencies.

3.75

4.33

.817

4.09

1.221

3.67

.944

3.76

1.049

.886

10.

To provide re-
search, planning,
and development
services.

3.50

.674

.817

4.50

.674

3.61

1.067

.848

5.026**

Co. Supt./Leg.
Co. Supt./
Dist. EBd.




TABLE 30 (Continued)

=

ITEMS
gct the County

uperintendent:

LEGISLATORS

a

COUNTY

BOARDS

COUNTY SUP-
ERINTENDENTS

X

s

DISTRICT
BOARDS

X

s

DISTRICT SUP-
ERINTENDENTS
X S

o

UNNETT
~TEST

To provide data
processing and
school testing
services.

905

4.50

. 548

4.08

1.084

3.79

1.128

4.01 1.054

1.466

To provide in-
formation and
communication
services.

4.17

.389

.548

4.33

.885

707

2.118

13.

To provide school
district organiza-
tion and manage-
ment services.

3,75

.754

.837

4.75

.452

3.53

1.073

3.64 1,114

4.399%4

Co. Supt./ Dist.
B4, ;

Co. Supt/
ist. Supt.

14.

To provide public
school legisla=-
tive and admin-
istrative
services.

4,17

. 577

.817

4.42

.669

3.70

1.047

4.12 . 791

3.755%%4

Q

0. Supt./
ist. Bd.

15.

To provide cer-
tificated and

classified per-
sonnel services.

4.17

1.602

4.27

1.009

3.53

1.126

3.72 1.085

1.772

16.

To provide busi-
ness management
services.

3.67

. 888

4.50

.837

4.58

.515

3.53

1.165

4.17 1.095

5.384*%

G

5. Supt./
ist. Bd.

L6
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he—sixteen—-items—ofthe
guestionnaire. These items were: 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 13, 14,
and 16. Between the county school superintendent and
district superintendent, three of the sixteen items indi-
cated a significant difference. These items were 1, 2,
and 13. Between the county school superintendent and
state legislators, two of sixteen items were considered
significantly different. These items were 5 and 10.
There was a consensus of opinion between district
boards and state legislators on items 5 and 10; both had
low mean scores but in the positive direction of "agree.”
There was a consensus of opinion between district boards
and district superintendents on item 13; both had low mean
scores but again in the positive direction of "agree."
Hypothesis 1 stated that no difference existed
between the expressed judgments that county school
superintendents in California hold for their own role as
to each item of the questionnaire and the judgments of
state legislators for the same role. The results indi-
cated that there were no significant differences between
the expressed judgments of county school superintendents
and the expressed judgments that state legislators hold
for 14 of the 16 items of the questionnaire. Therefore,
null hypothesis 1 was accepted for items 1, 2, 3, 4, 6,

7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16. However, the results
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indicated that there was a significant difference for
items 5 and 10. The null hypothesis was rejected for
these items.

Hypothesis 2 stated that no difference existed
between the expressed judgments that county school super-
intendents in California hold for their own role as to
each item of the guestionnaire and tﬁe judgments of county
school boards of education for the same role. The results
indicated no significant difference for all 16 items. The
null hypothesis of no difference was accepted.

Hypothesis 3 stated that no difference existed
between the expressed judgments that county school super-
intendents in California hold for their own role as to
each item of the questionnaire and the judgments of dis-
trict school boards of education for the same role. The
results indicated no significant difference for eight of
16 items. Therefore, null hypothesis 3 was accepted for
items 1, 2, 4, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 15. However, the results
indicated that there was a significant difference for
items 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 13, 14 and 16. The null hypothesis
was rejected for these items.

Hypothesis 4 stated that no difference existed
between the expressed judgments that county school super-
intendents in California hold for their own role as to

each item of the questionnaire and the judgments of
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district superintendents for the same role. The results
indizated no significant difference for 13 of i6 items.
Therefore, null hypothesis 4 was accepted for items 3,
4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, and 1l6. A sig-

nificant difference was indicated for items 1, 2 and 13.

" The null hypothesis was rejected for these items.

The relationship of responses to county classifi-
cations was also investigated. It was found that Class II
counties {average daily attendance of 140,000 to 749,999)
had the lowest mean score (3.50) of the six classes.
Class VI counties (average daily attendance of 7,000 to
14,999) had the highest mean score (4.10). As a whole,
all county classifications responded between uncertain
to strongly agree that the county school superintendent
should provide the 16 functions as stated in the self-

report questionnaire.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents the major results of the
study pertaining to the role of the county school super-
intendents in California. The summary, conclusions and
recommendations in this chapter follow closely the sta-

tistical data summarized in the previous chapter.
Summary

The question raised in this study pertained to
the role of the county school superintendent as perceived
by four groups: state legislators, county school boards,
district school boards and district school superintendents.
It was the position of the study that the effectiveness
of the county school superintendent will be greater where
there is consensus of opinion as to how these groups per-
ceive the role of the county superintendent. Accordinagly,
a stratified random sample of all five groups including
the county school superintendents were ésked a series of
16 questions relating to functions of the county superin-
tendent which was scored in terms of degree of agreement,

disagreement or uncertainty. The reader is reminded that

101
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any findings relative to the legislators and district
school board members should be interpreted in the light
of the fact that less than 50 percent of the legislators
and district school board members responded to the ques-
tionnaire. While this may not necessarily influence the
findings, it should be given due consideration.

The findings summarized in Chapter IV indicated
the existence of incongruence of perceptions and expecta-
tions for the role of the county school superintendent
among the state legislators, district school boards and
district school superintendents. Of these three groups,
the district schocl boards showed the mcst incengruence
as torhow they perceived the role of the county school
superintendent. They had the lowest mean scores of all
the groups.

These findings are consistent with those of
Gress, Mason, and McEachern,l who found significant dif-
ferences 1n role perception and expectations between school
supevintendents as incumbents of administrative positions
and the school board members as incumbents of policy-
naking positiens. Gross and his colleagues obtained a
much higher response from their study by involving both

focused interviews and by forced-choice questionnaires.

3‘Gross, Masor:, and McEachemm,op. cit., pp. 116-121.
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Sweitzer2 also found that perceptions and expectations of
the school board members and school superintenéents were
not the same. There was a slightly higher level of simi-
larity amcng school superintendents' perceptions of their
own rcles than between their expectations and those of the

schocl beoard members for the same role.

Conclusions

Hypothesis 1: No difference exists between the

expressed judgments that county school superintendents in

California hold for their own role as to each item of the

questionnaire and the judgments that state legislabors

hold for the same rcle.

The acceptance of the null hypothesis foxr 14 cof
the 16 itemg of the guestionnaire indicates that the state
legislators' perceptions of the role of the county super-—
intendent were found not toc be significantly different
from these of the county superintendents themselves.
However, the null hypothesis was rejected for two of the
16 items. There was a significant difference as to how
state legislators perceived the county school superin-
kN

tendent of providing educational media center programs

and services. The difference, however, was in the degree

2 . .
Sweitzer, op. cit.



of agreement between "uncertain" to "strongly agree."
County superintendents had a mean score of 5.00 (strongly
agree) and state legislators 4.17 (agree). Thus, it was
concluded that both the county school superintendents and
state legislators agree that the county school superin-
tendent should provide educational media center programs
and services. There was also a significant difference as
to how state legislators perceived the county school

superintendent of providing research, planning, and de-

velopment services. Again the difference was in the degree

of agreement. However, state legislators were somewhat
more uncertain as to this particular role for the county
school superintendent. The mean score for state legis-—
lators was 3.50 ({between uncertain and agree), and for
the county school superintendents, 4.50 (towards strongly
agree) .

The rationale for obtaining lower consensus on
thege items is probably due to the fact that state legis-
Lators do not interact with the county school superin-

tendent as much as do the local districts. Providing

services to the local ‘districts is one of the main funo-

tiens of the intermediate unit. Providing media center
programs, research, planning and development services were

considered high priority by the participants of the Bay
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Area Regionalization Workshops3 at Konocti Harbor,
California.

Hypothesis 2: No difference exists between the

expregsed judgments that county school superintendents

hold for their own role as to each item of the question-

naire and the judgments that county school boards of

education hold for the same role.

The acceptance of the null hypothesis for all 16
items of the questionnaire indicates that county school
board of education's perceptions of the role of the county
school superintendents were found not to be significantly
different than those of the county school superintendents
themselves. These findings are consistent with Wil}.ey's4
study, which found that the mean judgments of county
superintendents are generally higher on those items which
directly and sometimes indirectly pertain to service. The
nmean scores of both these groups fell within the range of
agree (4.00) to strongly agree (5.00) for 15 items. One
item, to provide pupil persornel programs and services,

had a mean score for county superintendents of 3.43

3Nelson C. Price, Reorganizing the Intermediate
Unit_of California's System of Public Education, A Report
of the Bay Awxea Regionalization Workshops, Konocti Harber,
California, August 26-28 (Hayward, California, October
18-19, 1871), p. 67.

4o, .
Willey, op. cit., p. 97.

S —




106

{between uncertain and agree) and county school boards
of 4.00 {agree).

These results are also consistent with the con-
clusions of the Committes ofvTens{California Association
of County Superintendents of Schools and County Boards of
BEducation Section of California School Boards Association)
that the major function of the intermediate unit is to
serve as a coordinating agency and regional service agency
for the local districts.

The high degree of consensus between county school
superintendents and county school boards is associated with
high job satisfaction and probably greater effectiveness.
These findings are consistent with those of Gross, el gi.,G
who obtained similar results.

As might be expected, consistency between county
school boards as policy-making positions and county
school superintendents as administrators of policy was

anticipated.

Hypothesis 3: No difference exists between the

expressed judgments that county school superintendents

hold for their own role as to each item.of the question-

5 . .
Committee of Ten, op. cit., p. 1.

6Gross, Mason, and McEachern, op. cit., p. 190.
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naire and the -judgments that district school hoards of

education hold for the same roles.

The acceptance of the null hypothesis for eight
of the 16 items of the questionnaire indicates that dis-
trict school boards' perceptions of the role of the
county school superintendents for those specific eight
items were found not to be significantly different than
the perceptions of the county superintendents themselves.
However, the null hypothesis was rejected for the other
eight items. There wag a significant difference as to
how district school boards perceived the county school
superintendent of providing special educational prograws
and serviceg. The difference, however, was in degree of
agreement. County school superintendents had a mean score
of 5.00 {(strongly agree) and district boards 4.01 (agree).
Thus it was concluded that both the county school superin-
tendents and district school boards agree that county
school superintendents should provide special educational
programs and services.

There was a significant difference as to how
district school boards perceived the county school super-
intendent of providing educational nedia programs and
services. The difference was in degree of agreement,
between uncertain to strongly agree. County school super-

intendents had a mean score of 5.00 (strongly agree) and

S —

o g
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district school boards, 3.99 (agree)}. Thus it was con-
cluded that both the county school superintendents. and
district school boards agree that county school superin~‘
tendents should provide educational media center programs
and services.

There was a significant difference as to how
district school boards perceived the county school super-
intendent of providing regional programs and coordination
services. The difference was in degree of agreement be-
tween uncertain to strongly agree. County school superin-
tendants had a mean score of 4.67 (towards strongly agree;
and district school boards had a mean score of 3.87
(towarde agree). Thus it was concluded that both the
county school superintendents and district school boards
agree that county school superintendents should provide
regional programs and coordination services.

There was a significant difference as to how
district schoel boards perceived the couanty school supar-
intendent of providing leadership in educational and
professional innovations. The difference was in degree
of agreement between uncertain to strongly agrece. County
schocl superintendents had a mean score of 4.58 (towards
strongly agree) and district school boards had a mean
score of 3.77 (towards agree). Thus it was concluded that

both the county school superintendents and district
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school boards agree that the county school superintendent
should provide educational and professional innovations.

There was a significant difference as to how

tendent of providing research, planning, and development
servicaes. The difference was in the degree of agreement
between uncertain tc strongly agree. County school super-
intendents had a mean score of 4.50 (agree) and district
school hoards had a mean score of 3.61 (towards agree).
Thus it was concluded that both the county school super-
intendents and district school boards agree that the
county school superintendent should provide research,
planning, and development services.

There was a significant difference as to how
district school boards perceived the county school super-
intendent of providing school district organization and
management services. The difference was in degree of
agreement, between uncertain to strongly agree. County
school superintendents had a mean sgcore of 4.75 (towards
stronaly agree) and district schocl boards had a mean
score of 3.53 (towards agree}. Thus it was concluded

N
that both the county school superintendents and the dis-
trict school boards agree that the county superintendent
should provide school district organization and manage-

ment services.
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There was a significant difference as to how
district school boards perceived the county school super-
intendent of providing public school legislative and
administrative services. The diffexrence was in degree of
agreement, between uncertain and strongly agree. County
school superintendents had a mean score of 4.42 (agree)
and district school boards had a mean score of 3.70
(towards agree). Thus it was concluded that both the
~ceounty school superintendents and district school boards
agree that county school superintendents should provide
public school legislative and administrative services.

Pinally, a significant difference occurred between
the perception of the county school superintendents and
district school bhoards as to how they perceived the
county superintendent of providing businesg management
gervices. County school superintendents had a mean score
of 4.58 (towards strongly agree) and district school
boards had a mean score of 3.53 (towards agree). Thus
it was concluded that both the county school superin-
tendents and district school boards agree that county
school superintendents should provide business management
services.

Hypothesis 4: No difference exists between the

expressed judgments that county school superintendents hold

for their own role as to each item of the guestionnaire
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and the judgments that district school superintendents

hold for the same role.

The acceptance of the null hypothesis for 13 of
the 16 items of the questionnaire indicates that district
school superintendents' perceptions of the role of the
county school superintendent for those items were not
significantly different than those of the county school
superintendents themgelves. However, the null hypothesis
was rejected for three of the 16 items. There was a sig-
nificant difference as to how district school superin-
tendents perceived the county school superintendent of
providing educational programs and cocrdination services.
The difference, however, was in degree ¢i agreement, be-
tween uncertain and strongly agree. These results concur
with Willey‘s7 conclusions that, although differences
are consistently found that are statistically different
at the .0l level, instances occur in which the district
superintendents agree in expecting the latter to perform
stated fundamental items. County schocl superintendents
had a mean score of 4.67 (towards strengly agree) and
district superintendents 3.79 (towards agree). Thus it
was concluded that both the county school superintendents
and district school superintendents agree that the county

school superintendent should provide educational programs

/Willey, op. cit., p. 96.
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and coordinating services.

There was also a significant difference as to
how district school superintendents perceived the role
of the county school superintendent in providing super-
vision and coordination of curricular and instructional
services. County school superintendents had a mean score
of 4.50 (between agree and strongly agree) and district
school superintendents had a mean score of 3.23 (between
uncertain and agree, more towards uncertain). It was
concluded that for this item county school superintendents
and district school superintendsnts lacked congensus of
opinion that the county school superintendent should
provide supervision and coordination of curricular and
instructional services.

Finally, a significant difference occurred between
the perception of the county school superintendent and
district school superintendents as to how they perceived
the county school superintendent of providing school dis-
trict organization and managenment services. County school
superintendents had a mean score of 4.75 (towards strongly
agree) and district school .superintendents had a mean score
of 3.64 (between uncertain and agree, more towards agree).
It was concluded that both the county school superintendents
and district school superintendents somewhat agreed that

the county scheool superintendent should provide school
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district organization and management services.

As a result of comparing the expectations as to
the role of the county school superintendents in Cali-
fornia as perceived by county school superintendents
themselves and four of their referent groups, i.e. state
legislators, county school boards, district school boards,
and district school superintendents, the follcwing con-
clusions were drawn:

1. State legislators tend to agree with county
school superintendents as to how they perceive the role
of the county schoel superintendents in California. Al-
though there were significant differences in two items;
both were in a positive direction. The degree of con-
sensus was a factor in eliciting a significant difference.
That isg, both the legislators and the county school super-
intendents agree (strongly agree for the county schocl-
supérintendents and agree for the legislators) that the
county school superintendent should provide educational
media center programs and services. County. gchool super-
intendents and legislators differed in their perception

that county superintendents ghould provide research,
N

planning, and development services. County superintendents

were between agree and strongly agree, whereas legislators
were somewhat uncertain to agree.

2. County school boards' perceptions of the role
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of the county school superintendents did not differ sig-
nificantly with the perceptions of the county school
superintendents themselves. Both agreed or strongly
agreed with the role and function of the county school
superintendent, with the exception of one item, to pro-
vide pupll personnel programs and services, which was
between uncertain to agree for county superinterndents and
agree for county boards.

3. District school boards' perceptions of the
role of the county school superintendent differed sig-
nificantly with the percepticons of the county school
superintendents themselves on the following eight items:

-~ To provide special educational programs and
services (strongly agree [county superin-
tendents] to agree [district boards]).

-— To provide educational media center prégrams
and services (strongly agree [county superin-~
tendents] to agree [district hoardsj).

~~ To provide regional programs and coordination
services (agree to strongly agree [county
superintendents] to agree to agree [district
boards]).

—-- To provide leadership in educational and pro-
fessional innovations (agree to strongly agree

[county superintendents] to uncertain to agree
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[district boards]).

-~ To provide research, planning, and development
services {agree to strongly agree [county
superintendents] to uncertain to agree [dis-
trict boardsl).

-- To provide school district organization and
management services (agree to strongly agree
[county superintendents] to uncertain to agree
[district boards]).

-- To provide public school legislation and
administrative services (agree [county super-
intendents] tc uncertain to agree [district
boards]) .

-~ To provide business management services (agree
to strongly agree [county superintendents] to
uncertain to agree [district boards]).

4. District schocl superintendents' perceptions
of the rcle of the county school superintendents did not
differ significantly with the perceptions of the county
schooli superintendents themselves. Although there were
significant differences in three items,.all of these were
in a positive direction. That is, district superintendents
(agree) and county school superintendents (strongly agree)
agreed that county schcol superintendents should provide

educational programs and coordination services. District
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superintendents (agree) and county schcol superintendents
(strongly agree) agreed that county school superintendents
should provide supervision and ccordination of curricular
and instructional services. District superintendents
{agree) and county school superintendents (strongly agree)
agreed that the county school superintendents should
provide school district organization and management
services.

It was concluded that although there were sig-
nificant differences between the county school superin-
tendents and four of their referent groups, all the groups
generally agreed that the county school superintendent
should provide the services as listed on the guestionnaire.

Consistent with these findings, a study conducted
by the 11 Bay Area CountiesS found that there was consensus
indicated for the following high priority functions: 1)
Operation of Special Education Programs; 2) Provide in-
styuctional media-services; 3) Information services; 4)
School business services; 5) Management consulting ser-
vices; €) Operate specialized (area—wide) instructicnal

programs; 7) Planning services; 8) Inservice training--

SBay Area County Superintendent: of Schools,
Criteria for Regionalization: & Report of the Bay Aresa
County Superintendent of Schools, 1971 Workshops cn
Reorganization of the Intermediate Unit (November 22,
ie71).




certificated; 9) Develop exemplary programs; 10) coordina-
tion.

‘Basea on the findingg of this study, it is con-
cluded that there is agreement between the county school
superintendents and state legislators, county school
boards, district school boards and distiict school super-
intendents as to how they perceive the role of the county
school superintendent. Lack of consensus or incongruence
of perceptions dealt mainly with the degree of agreement,
i.e. uncertain to agree, agree to strongly agree, aund
strongly agree. No disagreements were elicited. The
results of these data tend to support the need for some
form of educational unit between the State Department of
Education and the districts.

These findings are consistent with Garrison’39
results, where there was agreement from district superin-
tendents, district board members, State Department of

ducation ExXecutive Committee, county board members, county

=

-

ificated staff members who previded direct service;,

I

cax

board members, central staff members, and principals and

9, . . .
L. N. Garrison, Planning Model for Intermediate

———— Unit_cf Education--The Garrison Studv (January, 1971).
In Don E. Halverson, A Multi-Agency Center for Educa-
ticnal Planning in Santa Clara County. Research Report

Number Six of Project Simu School (San Jose: Santa Clara
County Component), p. 28.




teachers of direct service size districts, tha? these
functions are important and that the Intermediate Unit of
BEducation should assume the primary responsibility.

The Committee of TenlCl recommended that, 1) the
major function of the intermediate unit is to serve as a
coordirating and regional service agency for the local
districts, 2) the county office assumes a leadership role
in program planning, development, and evaluation, and in
spearheading research, experimentation, and followup
studies, 3) that the intermediate unit be a planning
office, capable of identifying emerging and chanyging
demands of our society, and 4) that the intermediate unit
be assigned the responsibility for coordinating the identi-
fication of problems needing research and resources with
which to attack the problems.

Littlell concluded that there is a clear need for
some form of intermediate unit to function as a regional
extension of the State Department of Education, as a focal
point for interdistrict services and collaborationg, and
as a vital link in the process of planning educational de-

_ ~velopment in California. Although the need for inter-

mediate administration is clear, it does not appear

e

YWihe comittee of Ten, op. cit., p. 27.

llLittle, op. cit., p. 2.
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necessary to base the intermediate unit on cou?ty polit-
ical boundaries, nor is it necessary to pattern its
functiong on the model of the present office of the
County Superintendent of Schools.

The California Commission on Public School Ad-
ministration12 recognized the county superintendency as
the most controversial unit of administration in the
structure of public education today, and, at the same
time, assumed that "there is, and will continue to be for
some time to come, an important place for the intermediate
unit in the organizational structure of public education."

In general, the total mean judgments of the five
groupe were the lowest for the Class IT counties (ADA of
over 140,000). Larger countiesg, perhaps because of
greater availability of funds and personnel, indicate
less need for such services as the county schocl superin-
tendent is able to offer. As districts within counties
with high average daily attendance reorganize or unify,
perhaps they develop more of a feeling of independence
from the county school superintendent. Consistent with

13 : . .
these raesults, Gross, et al. found that organizational

0

12 . . . \ ) , .
California Commission on Fublic School Administra-

tion, A Pattern for School Administration in California
(Burlingame: California Asgoclation of School Adminis-
trators, 1955), p. 8.

1
3Grass, Mason, and McEachern, op. cit., p. 191.




gize was a determinant of the pattern of role expectations.
According to their study, lack of consensus was more fre-

gquent in large school systems.

Recommendations

‘In view of the above conclusions, investigation in
the following areas is recommended:

1. Those legislators who have more direct control
over educational legislaticn, i.e. State Educaticn Com-—
mittee, should be surveyed to ascertain their perceptions
of the role and function of the County Superintendent.

2. Teachers and principals for whom the services
of the county offices are provided should be surveyed to
ascertain their perceptions of the role and function of

the County Superintendent.

3. The Stale Department of Education as "clientele”

should be investigated. According to Nelson Price,14 the

neads of the state educational agencies are best served
when the intermediate unit {(county superintendent's cffice)
facilitates communication between the gtate and the local
districts, supervises district complianve with applicable

state law and regulations, and ccordinates the collection

of data regarding school district operation.

lé?fice, op. cit., p. 67.
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4. Every effort should be made to obtain data
concerning the attitudes and opinions of the non-
respondents.lS One way tc accomplish this task would be
to hold perscnal interviews with all subjects in a study.

5. A cost-analysis study could be made to
ascertain the amount of money spent on a particular
service provided by the County School Buperintendent's
Office.

6. Methods should be constructed to relate the
types of communities and/or financial disposition of
districts to the need for specific services previded by

the County School Superintendent's Office.

15 . . .
Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Re-
search second edition (San Francisco: Holt, Rinehart

and Winston, Inc., 1973), p. 414.
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February, 1975

0:  Salected Lepislators, Roard Fembers, School Superintendents

T need to have eight minutes of vour professional th‘]king. A5 a
public school administrator in the O0ffice of rhe Sants Clara County
Superintzndent of Bchools who i3 comvleting an advanced degree, 1 have
selected 8 topic dealing with the office of county superintendevt of
schools in Califorvia

In tha 1ast five y
schools have been under
the process change may

ihe offices of the county superintendent
’K*Cﬂsl”? study by varioug agencies, Tu

f this studr to provide current information to
decision-maker 'vgaruing the attitudes of significant people in fhe
state school sysiem.

Tt would be mwost helpful to me if vou would couplets the guestionn
zad returo it to me 1o the enciosed, sel 1*“4or sesed envelope. The exp
incurred in this study will be paid for by ne.

Sincerely,

3 :

G, 4»~.T W,

Senta Clar
-

of Schools

o
th

P
oty
sgirre

CH3es

The informatiun
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BOC Tth Sheeas Sufto 00 Sacmimento Calfarmg 95014

telephon? (e 4473 4691

Fehruary 19, 1875
Mr. Mitsu Kumagadl
Office of the County Superintendent
of Schools, Santa Clara County
100 Skyport Drive
San Jose, California - 95110
Dear Mr. Kumagai:

This is to advise vou that at its February 9 measiirg, the
Board of Directors of the California School boards Assoclation
approved a motion to be listed @s a sponsor ing crgapization o
encourage member participation in your di ssertation study,

Sponsorship by this Asscciation does not invelve any fin~

ancial commitments to the Agsociation in S*p cort of the expenses

of the study nor does it mean that the Asscoialion is in agree-

‘ment with any conclusions or summaries 1¢w“-". It marely means
2 Aasglslh vou in

that the Asscclation encourages its members o ahﬁLn-
furnishing the necessary materials to comploete
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We would appreciate receiving a cooy of your finished
study for our reference.

Sincexrely yours,
0
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Executive Secretary
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SURVEY OF ROLL FIPECTIONS

The emerzing eddcational needs of children dictated by changes in life styles,
values, aad medes of communication, plueg the rapid development of Lechnology
SUTPeTY] hool sevvices, along with the public's insistence upon accountabiiity

and ¢ft tem. Incrcasingly,

Juest J.OT

'y of onevation demand construc LLVP PhJ*G s inn che sy
2 beiag raised as to the pocential: £
SUﬁormntonﬂency in California. Your response to thlS survey wiil help to o
information pointing towards varying perceptions of the present and future ro
of thig intermediate official. Thank you for your help.

EXPLANATICN

is questicanaire contains sixteen areas of service, zs defined irn the California
Education Code, perficrmed by at least some of the county superintendents in
1 )f

. ey

iifornia., The purpose cf this study is to detaernine vour eupectation

¢

.
o =
]

counly supevint nwlrni in panOLmJng each of these particular services. Thes
expectations should be determined according to what yvou expect him fo do ia cach
instance in your county.

yaur .

IMPLICATTIONS

Strongly azree impiies that you strovgly agree to the statement and expect that
i

che County Superintendeant definitely must provide the stated function.

statement and expoct that the Counfy Super-
stated function,

biies rhat you agree to the
intendenc preferably should perform

an“

the st
eitter to perform ov not perform the stated Fanction.

you canuot make definite judgrent to agrez or disagree to

you cxpect rhat it dees aot matter fov the Councy Superintendent

implice that you disagres o the statement and cxpect chat tha County
sreferably shoutd not perforam the stated function
3 s i

Dmpties that vou strongly disagrec Lo the statomenf and expoct
uperintendent definiteiy must not perfeorm the stated Tunction.
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CIRCLE S RECPONSE FOR EACH T'TiM oo
. [l U [ [
UHh w2
. . 2 £ A L need

T exrect rhe County Supevintendent: R B - < T i
1. %Yo provide educational programs and coordination cervices. S A v S
2. To pravide supervision aund coordination of curriculav and )

“instivctional serviced. S & U D 8D
3. o provida epecial education programs and services. sa A U U sp
4, To provide pupil serscnnel programs and services. s A ¥ D sp
S. To provida educaticnal medis center programs and services. s A VI sp
&, To provide reglonal pregraems ond coordinacion services. ¢ 8 A U D ¢p
7. To provide icadership in educational and professional

{fanovaticas. ' S\ A U D sp
B, To provide coordination of services ot .schonl board

amembers, g2 A O L gp
8. To provide coordipation among communicy and fnstitutica- 8 & VU D gp

a: agencies.
10. To provide reseavch, planning, and development services.

y
>
B
c?

D&D

5

11, To provide data processing and schocl teiting secvices. A U D g

g.;,

£
>
(=
L=
@

12, To provide information aad communicztisn cervicee,

13, To provide school district orgacization and manazement
services. §

=

k2
[
o=
(7]
Lo

14, To provide public schiool lsgislacive and zdministrative
sexvicea. ' 32 A U D Sb

15, To provide certitficated and classified personnel

services, 8 A U D #p
16, To provide business management services, s% A U D sn
Please © propriate poxes below, T am a:
[ ] 17. State lsgislator
[7] 18, cowaty soavd Mesber
EMJ 18, Councy savintendent
E_ 20, Detrict Board Mewber
LﬂJ 2%, Uistvict Superintendent ©of:
[‘ 1 4. Elementary pietviet wich e
’—] B, Sccondory District with . ) . DDA
L “} ¢, Unified Distrlet with e CADA
— : ;
i
[MJ Ml County Weme

sat of

WL bivhwe, San Jesa, O

BRTHRR T0; M, Mivsu Kuz Qifice of th

Santr Cluare. Counay, 1005

Superfaten
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March, 1975

To: Belected Legislators, Beoard Members, School Superintendents

Res Survey on Role Expectation of County School Superintendents. Plezse
disregard 1f vou have already returned the questiouvnaire.

I nead to have eight minutes of your professional thinking. As a
public school admiristrator in the Office of the Sauta Clara County
Superintendent of Schoels who is completing an advanced degree, 1 have
selected a topic dealing with the office of ccunty superintendent of
schools in Califorunis.

In the last five vears, the offices of the county superintendent of
schools have been undergeing evtensive study by variocus agencies. 1In
the process, change way be taking place.

g

It is the purpose of this study to provide current i{nmformation (o
decision~makers vegavding the attitudes of significant paovle in the

state school syvstem.
It would be most helpful tc me if you would complete the questionnaire
and return it to we in the enclosed, self-addressed envelope. The expenses

incurred in this study will be paid for by me,

Sincerely,

- IS
L~ A2
6; f vl

MITSU KUMAGAL

MK/ 1k

Enclosures
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