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FORWARD
At the request of the officials of the district chosen'
as the study site, the names of the district, community, and
key actors have been changed.

Therefore,

should be assumed to be fictitious.

any name used

Consistency in the use

of fictitious names is maintained in the bibliography,

as

well.
If anyone wishes to replicate this study, the original
data

is

on

file

and may

researcher directly.

be

analyzed

by

contacting

the

6

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page

1.

2.

3.

4.

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS.........................

9

ABSTRACT. . • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10

INTRODUCTION ................................. .

12

Purpose of the Study........................
Research Questions..........................
Significance of the Study...................
Definition of Terms.........................

14
14
15
16

LITERATURE REVIEW .....................•....•.•

18

School Governance...........................
The continuous Competition Theory/
Professional Dominance............
Decision Output Theory/
Community Dominance...............
Dissatisfaction Theory/The
Balanced View.....................
Boyd's Analysis........................
The Hiring of School Administrators.........
Selection. . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . . • . . . . . .
Career Patterns........................
Success ion. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Socialization..... .......... ...........
Summary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

18

26
27
29
29
33
35
36
37

METHODOLOGY .................................. .

39

Restatement of the Problem..................
Research Methods. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . .
Data Collection.............................
Data Analysis...............................
Summary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

39
4a
42

THE GUERRERO SCHOOL DISTRICT ................. .

49

Introduction................................
The Community...............................
The Guerrero School 01strict................

49
49
52

-'

- - - - - - - - - - - - _ . - - ---. --

.-

22

24

44

47

7

TABLE OF CONTENTS--Continued
Page
4.

continued
The History of ·the
District Prior to 1975.................
The study Period 1975-1985: An
Edited Topical History................
The Era of Transition, 1975-1977............
The Hiring of Principals During the
Era of Transition, 1975-1977...........
Principals Perceptions Affected by the
Hiring Process During the Era
of Transition..........................
The Era of Conflict, 1977-1979..............
The Hiring of Principals During
the Era of Conflict, 1977-1979.........
Principal Perceptions Affected by
the Hiring Process During
the Era of Conflict....................
The Era of Reorganization, 1979-1985........
The Hiring of Principals During
The Era of Reorganization
1979-1986. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Principals Perceptions Affected by
The Hiring Process During the
Era of Reorganization..................
Summary of Findings.........................

5.

54
63
66
77
82
88
103
107
113
128
133
153

CONCLUSIONS, OBSERVATIONS, IMPLICATIONS •.••...

158

Review. . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Implications and Observations...............
Future Directions in Research...............

158
166
169

APPENDIX A: SELECTED EVENTS IDENTIFIED
IN LOCAL NEWSPAPERS
1975-1986.........................

170

APPENDIX B: CHARACTERISTICS OF PRINCIPALS
HIRED 1968-1987 STILL
EMPLOYED BY THE DISTRICTS.........

183

APPENDIX C: PRINCIPAL TRANSFERS WITHIN
THE DISTRICT......................

187

8

TABLE OF CONTENTS--Continued
Page
APPENDIX D: SUPERINTENDENTS AND MEMBERS
OF THE GUERRERO SCHOOL
DISTRICT, 1975-1985...............

191

APPENDIX E: PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE...........

193

APPENDIX F: PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW,
GENERIC/SPECIFIC.................

195

REFERENCES. . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . • • . . • . . . . . .

200

9

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS
Figure
1
2
3

Characteristics of principals interviewed
H. Heazel...................................

83

Characteristics of principals interviewed
J. Johlfs...................................

86

Characteristics of principals interviewed
H. Posner ••••••...•••.•.•.•.••.••.

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Page

6

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

108

Characteristics of principals interviewed
A. Hestad...................................

110

Characteristics of principals interviewed
B. Eastgate.................................

135

Characteristics of principals interviewed
Dr. D. Bowie................................

139

Characteristics of principals interviewed
P. Dryerson.................................

140

Characteristics of principals interviewed
P. Clayton..................................

143

Characteristics of principals interviewed
D. Nieblas..................................

146

Characteristics of principals interviewed
Dr. A. Gomez................................

148

Characteristics of principals interviewed
R. Lawler...................................

150

10

ABSTRACT
The Zone of Tolerance is a concept which describes the
latitude of control that a community gives to its
professional educators.

Current research which attempts to

delineate this zone indicates that community control of a
district will vary, but is predictable when variables are
arranged to meet certain criteria.

Specifically, William

Boyd (1976) concluded in a summary of the research that in
large heterogeneous urban districts professional interests
will dominate in routine internal issues such as personnel.
This study used multiple qualitative methods to examine
Boyd's contention by analyzing the hiring of successful
principal candidates in a large heterogenous school
district.

Interviews were conducted with principals

selected by questionnaires and hired in the district during
the period of time from 1975 to 1985.
Corresponding data about school district events for the
period were also collected from newspapers and other public
archives.

In addition, principals' perceptions of

legitimacy affected by changes in influence on the hiring
process were gathered.

Data were then reduced, categorized

and analyzed on the basis of shifting patterns of community
and professional dominance.

Results indicated that an

11

increase in minority rights issues and the community's
changing demographics shifted control of the hiring process
from the school professionals to a newly elected school
board more representative of community interests.
Principals' perceptions of legitimacy affected by the
changing patterns of dominance were varied and inconclusive,
however the shift in control over personnel decisions
regarding the hiring of principals was conclusive and
contradicted Boyd's contention.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Over the last thirty years educational research has
examined community input into decisions made in a school
district, seeking to understand the power a community exerts
over its schools.

W. W. Charter's (1953) concept of the

"margin of tolerance"! which describes the latitude of
control that a community gives its professional educators,
is central to this research.

However, recent research that

attempts to delineate the zone of tolerance is inconclusive.
Some researchers believe that within a school district
professionals dominate decision-making, while others
suggest that communities ultimately control the direction a
district takes.

However, William Boyd's (1976)

comprehensive discussion of this research indicates that
these discrepancies suggest that the zone of tolerance is
actually comprised of a number of variables.
Recent research also suggests that the zone of
tolerance in a particular district is reflective of a
community's interest in its school system.

For example,

ziegler and Tucker (1978) found that a community's apathy
and a superintendent's ability to control information
enabled school officials to control district decisions.

--------------------------,~--

...

--

.....

.
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Conversely, Lutz and Innacconne (1976), in longitudinal
studies of board

turnovers~

suggested that school districts

were controlled by the public.

William Boyd, however,

argues that the governance of a school district continually
varies, depending on the characteristics of the district at
a given point and the decision itself.

Boyd suggests that

decisions made within a district are a function of such
variables as the size of a community, its population, and
the type of decision that is under consideration.
Boyd concludes that in large, heterogeneous urban
districts, professional interests normally will dominate in
routine internal issues such as curriculum and personnel.
However in smaller, homogeneous districts, community
interests dominate, especially in strategic matters such as
zoning and finances.

Boyd indicates that depending on the

configuration of variables, community control over a
district will vary, but is predictable when the proper
contingencies are weighed.
Boyd's conclusion has significance for school officials
as they make decisions about district operations.

If school

officials can rely on Boyd's predictions, their ability to
deal with community demands may be enhanced.

Likewise, if

Boyd's contention cannot be sUbstantiated then the
assumption of predictability by school officials may become
a detriment to the decision process.

-----------------------,~--

...

-

-

...
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Purpose of the study
This study investigated William Boyd's contention that
the "zone of tolerance" within a school district varies
according to the situational factors and issues within that
district.

The study examined local factors that

migh~

override Boyd's contention that, in large heterogeneous
school districts, professionals dominate personnel
decisions.
The zone of tolerance's impact on personnel decisions
is evaluated by analyzing the process by which a large
heterogeneous school district hires the principals for its
schools.

This study analyzed the perceptions of principals

hired in that district over a ten year period, and compared
them to factors and variations in the zone of tolerance.
If principals believe that the community has intruded
in a process expected to be dominated by professionals, they
may infer that decision making in the district has been
completed by illegitimate processes.

The effects that this

perspective might have on a newly hired principal were also
considered.
Research Questions
The study is guided by the following questions:
1.

Does the process of selecting school principals in
an urban school district change during a ten year

15

period in a manner suggesting variations in the
zone of tolerance?
2.

If variations are apparent in the zone of
tolerance, what factors or contingencies might
explain that variance?

3.

Do successful applicants for the principalship
interpret the process of their selection as
legitimate across the 10 year period studied?

4.

Is there a relationship between variations in the
zone of tolerance and the principals' perceptions
of the legitimacy of the selection process?
Significance of the Study

This study's investigation of the hiring process tests
William Boyd's assertion that in large, heterogeneous
districts, professional interests should dominate in
personnel decisions.

The study also provides insight into

perceptions principals may have about the selection process.
This study is therefore significant because current research
in both of these area is limited and inconclusive.
Some researchers suggest that the political pressure
created by district constituents limits the degree to which
school districts are in charge of their own destiny
(McCarthy & Ramsey, 1978; Gross, 1958; Charters, 1953).
Other researchers (Ziegler & Jennings, 1974; Tucker &
ziegler, 1980) have concluded that the reverse is true, and

16

that community influence has very little effect on district
decision making.

Finally, an attempt to integrate these two

camps (Boyd, 1978) suggests that control shifts according to
the makeup of the district and the nature of the decision to
be made.
Boyd's statement about the predictability of
professional domination over personnel decisions is
investigated in order to gain a better understanding of the
effect that a district's zone of tolerance may have on its
decisions.
Definition of Terms
Community.

Public or lay voting members having the

power to make or revise decisions within a school district.
Includes school board members.
Governance.
Mission.

The exercise of authority.

The direction or goal that an administrator

feels his/her school should be working towards.
Professionals.

Those paid members of the school

district within the community and the staffs of federal,
state, or university institutions in the education
profession that impact local school districts.
Selection Process.

The hiring of school personnel

either formally or informally.
Succession.

The change in a school from one

administrator to another.

17

Zone of Tolerance.

Describes the school community

relationship as a conflict in which the community and
professionals are continually negotiating boundaries of
influence and control.

----

-

.

---

--

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
The review of the literature will focus on the areas of
school governance, and school administrator hiring.
School Governance
During the past thirty years, research on school
governance has tended to focus on one basic question:
governs, the public or the school professionals?

Who

Since

1953, research on this question has been directed by a
concept developed by W. W. Charters (1953) in his article
titled Social Class Analysis and the Control of Public
Education.

In the article Charters took issue with the

prevailing view that school systems supported the values of
the dominant social class of their districts.
Charters proposed that the data used to support such an
argument was inadequate.

He suggested instead that a theory

adequate for understanding the social control of public
schools must take into account the powerful forces emanating
both from within the school system and from the education
profession at large.
Charters believed that the professionalization of
educators tended to produce a basic conflict between the
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cosmopolitan values of the professionals, and the provincial
values of the community.

His concept of the "margin of
"

tolerance" was used metaphorically to describe the tense
school community relationship which resulted from the
conflict.
Charters (1953) describes the relationship in the
following manner:
It is possible that something which we shall call
a margin of tolerance describes the schoolcommunity relationship.

citizens of each

community may delegate to school personnel the
freedom to educate youth according to their
professional consciences, but within certain well
defined (or ill defined) bounds.

The boundary is

composed of values dear to the particular
community.

If school personnel overstep the

boundary, crisis ensues and community values enter
into the determination of school affairs.

The

margin of tolerance allowed the school may be
narrower or broader in different communities; the
boundary may contain values which from the
professional viewpoint have no clear relationship
to the educative process.

Values concerning the

administrator's selection of housing or concerning
the teacher's presence in the community on

20

weekends are examples.

However unreasonable or

irrelevant the components of the boundary

li~es

may seem, the community is in a position to
enforce them (p. 282).
Although Charters suggested that school professionals
dominated school district decisions, his indication that
community boundaries could override that dominance led to
opportunities for additional research.

Thus, scholarship on

school governance has focused substantially on the
delineation of influence exerted by the community and the
school professionals.

The margin of tolerance concept,

renamed the "zone of tolerance" by McGivney and Moynihan
(1972), has subsequently been investigated by several
authors.
One aspect in the line of research that has developed
is a debate on where in the school district the focus of the
researcher should take place.

Boyd (1978), for example,

proposes that the superintendent, the supporting
administrative bureaucracy and their ability to control the
school board is the point where dominance patterns can be
best seen and understood.

Others, such as Kerr (1964) and

Dickinson (1969), argue that because school boards are
taking on more managerial tasks, they are a better
reflection of who exerts more control.

Dickinson (1969)

sees boards as a key to discovering dominance in a district.
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He states:
The school board makes policy; the administration
executes it.

This is a nice neat division of

responsibility--on paper.
holding fast.

But the line is not

Citizens, especially in the cities,

are bypassing the superintendent's office and
taking their grievances right into the boardroom
(p.112).

Lutz and Innacconne (1978) summarized points of
agreement over the debate on dominance, then suggested that
both the school board and the superintendent are
influential.

The board, the superintendent, as well as

district citizens, are all considered key actors, whose
interaction is significant to questions of school district
control.
Lutz and Innacconne (1978) suggest the question of
control (i.e., dominance) is subordinate to a larger issue
of whether a school district can be characterized as being
governed democratically.

They indicate that the focus of

the debate rests on separate researcher's definitions of
democracy, as either "participatory",
"dissatisfactional".

"represen~ational"

or

They have identified participatory

democracy in the broad public sense and refer to it as the
continuous competition theory.

Representational democracy

is identified as the decision output theory, and refers to a
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district's constituent demands and subsequent administrative
decisions.

Finally, dissatisfaction theory is concerned

with the changes in a district that result from public
dissatisfaction with its operation.
Lutz and Innaccone's summary of the research has led
many, including Boyd, to consider the zone of tolerance as a
much more variable parameter of school district control than
was previously thought.

Boyd's contention that specific

district characteristics can be considered as predictive of
variances in the zone is based in large part on Lutz and
Innaccone's work.

As such, a short description of each of

the three research strands is provided.
The continuous competition Theory/
Professional Dominance
The continuous competition theory synthesizes many of
the studies that suggest that the professionals are dominant

in the control of public education.

A primary feature of

this strand of research is the role of the school board as
an agency of legitimation.

In studying two suburban

districts, Kerr (1964) argues that a board's relationship
with its constituents diminishes, as it is socialized and
coopted into adopting the viewpoint of the school district
administration.
In a survey of time spent on agendas during board
meetings, Kerr found only 2-6% was spent on requests or

--------_._--_._-_._--

. - _ ...

--

_.-

....
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questions from the public (p. 50).

Kerr identifies two

primary reasons:
(1)

the relative absence of clear cut

constituencies • • • (wherein) • • • the mandate
which board members receive, permits considerable
freedom in adjusting to the expectations of school
administrators and older board members, and (2)
the candidate's lack of familiarity with school
board activities and with the educational program
(p. 38).

In a survey examining the socialization of new board
members, Gross (1958) found that 64% in his sample of
Massachusetts school board members were motivated by civic
duty as the reason for becoming a board member (p. 238).
Moreover, Gross found that the motive of civic duty was
highly related (.52) to conformity with the expectations of
the

superinten~ent

(p. 239).

Although focusing on boards' relationships with the
community and the professionals, Kerr also reflects on the
significance of the superintendent to the board: "it was the
decisions of the administration that were legitimated
through recurrent expressions of unanimity among board
members."

Kerr suggests this occurs because "the school is

judged by the effectiveness with which the superintendent
performs his/her duties" (p. 56).
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studies done by ziegler and Jennings (1974) reinforce
this perspective.

They found that far from being

representatives of the community, boards are more likely "to
become spokesmen for the superintendent to the community"
(p. 41).

Later, Tucker and Ziegler (1980), commenting on

the earlier study by Ziegler and Jennings, suggested that
school districts are generally undemocratic.

Indeed, Tucker

and Ziegler proposed that although school districts are
based on a formula of democracy, instead of being
politically driven, are

s~ructurally

hierarchical in their organization.

and primarily
They found that only a

small amount of conflict was particularly troublesome to the
district.

The result is that discussions which generate

conflict are therefore well remembered.

Tucker and ziegler

found that conflicts which politicize a school district are
the exception not the norm.

In summation Ziegler and

Jennings conclude that "school boards should govern or
abolish" (p. 158).

Their suggestion is that boards need to

be more responsive to the public by embracing partisan
politics as a method of promoting democratic governance.
Decision output Theoryl
Community Dominance
Studies based on decision output theory take issue with
the concept of professionally dominated school districts,
suggesting instead that the community dominates.

This

25

particular point of view is seen in the work of wirt and
Kirst (1972), where the primary concerns are the product of
political and administrative decisions, the delivery of
services, and the responsiveness of the school district to
its constituents.

wirt and Kirst, for example, propose that

."school authorities are guided by the law of anticipated
reaction shaping their actions in response to what they
believe the board or public will permit" (p. 77).
A study by McCarthy and Ramsey (1971) also implies that
as a result of increasing politization in education, "one
can hardly avoid the view that today's educational
administrator is engulfed in a pressure-packed set of
constraints" (p. 153).

"The superintendent is restricted in

his acts of leadership by the nature of the power structure
in the community in which he serves" (p. 154).
McCarthy and Ramsey carne to this conclusion from
studying fifty-one communities in the midwestern and
northeastern united states.

They were able to document the

power structures present in these communities, and to
identify the effects of these structures on the school board
and superintendent.
Four distinct situations were identified in the study.
The dominated community was one where special groups
exercise considerable control over board policies and the
superintendent's role becomes that of a functionary.

The
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superintendent implements policy, services the organization,
and anticipates trouble.

The factional community is one

where at least two pyramids of power square up against each
other on almost every issue of importance.

The

superintendent's role is tha-t of a political strategist.
The pluralistic community is one in which groups siding
together on issues are constantly realigning.

As such,

school board members must pay constant attention to
community sentiments, and be able to articulate the board's
positions.

The superintendent's role is that of a

professional advisor.

Finally in the inert community the

flow of power relative to the other three is reversed.
Here, the superintendent is the expert and the decision
maker, with the board sanctioning the superintendent.
Dissatisfaction Theory!
The Balanced View
A more balanced view of the influence over school
district decisions is based primarily on research done by
Lutz and Innaccone (1978).

Lutz and Innaccone that the

dominance of either community or professional influence is
too simplistic:
The respective central concepts of participation
and sUbstanatative representation doom the local
school district to disappearance as a democratic
governmental unit, the one by calling for an
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factors such as the local environment and the particular
issue.
The Hiring of School Administrators
The major theme in this section of the literature,
review will encompass the process through which school
professionals become administrators.
divided into four sections:

The material will be

(a) recruitment and selection,

with an overview of the process derived from a study on this
issue by Baltzell and Dentler (1983),

(b) career patterns,

(c) succession, and (d) socialization.
Selection
In a review of information derived primarily from
doctoral theses, Miklos (1988) found that districts could be
divided into two types:

those in which procedures were

known and understood through the use of written policy,

and

those in which there were "noteworthy differences between
actual and recommended or ideal selection practices" (p.
54) •

Miklos also found general and observable trends in the
criteria used by both types of districts in the selection of
candidates.

For example, there is an indication that

districts prefer various ages for specific administrative
positions (March & March, 1972; Carlson, 1972).

Preferred

ages for entry into an administrative position are middle to
late twenties, early thirties into a principalship, and
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The local citizenry and the board will tend to
have influence in external, redistributive, and
strategic policy decisions, and in smaller and
more homogeneous communities where the
professionals tend to anticipate or reflect
community demands.

The professionals will tend to

have more influence in internal and routine policy
decisions, and in larger and more heterogeneous
communities «p. 573).
Therefore, Boyd concurs with Lutz and Innaccones' basic
assertion that the separate strands of literature are based
on different definitions of democracy, and that the type and
amount of influence depends on the characteristics of the
district and the particular situation.

For example, in the

case of a smaller rural district, democracy would prevail
when community influence dictates that school buildings
would be available for community use for nonschool
activities.

Conversely, democratic input normally would be

nonexistent when building level administrators are hired in
large diverse metropolitan districts.

Boyd argues, then,

that it is possible to predict whether community or
professional influence will dominate by utilizing contextual
factors such as the local environment and the particular
issue.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _0_ _ - _ __0

• -0-
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to status guo male candidates, restricting women to
primarily staff positions, and expecting them to have higher
qualifications (Cottrel & Hughs, 1978).

The result is that

over the years the proportion of women administrators

~as

actually declined (Hansot & Tyack, 1982).
Minorities of color have also seen a reduction of
administrators relative to white populations.

Education

Week (1982) identified a drop in the number of black U. S.
school superintendents from 11.7% to 8.7% since 1969.
number of black principals has dropped as well.

The

For

appointments to match present black school age populations,
the number of black school principals would have to increase
by 50%.

Although affirmative action has attempted to

rectify the situation, there is some doubt as to the extent
that it has been adopted by school districts or its
effectiveness when pursued (Schmuck & Wyant, 1981).
The view that criteria other than professional
expertise or experience are important to the selection
process has led Miklos to observe:

"Political factors may

be an inescapable aspect of administrator selection" (po
55).

Miklos indicates that selection committees and school

boards. appoint candidates who hold similar liberal or
conservative views.

The implication is that the political,

racial, and sexual, homogeneity of a district's board and
administrators is a significant feature in the selection of
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Socioeconomic background, education, marital status,
religion, and political affiliation are other personal
characteristics which school boards consider (Carlson,
1972).
Gross and Heriott (1965) suggest four broad areas of
competence for a qualified principal.

These include

academic achievement, interpersonal skills, motive of
service, and a readiness to commit off-duty time to the job.
Miklos (1988) cites other criteria including personal
characteristics such as judgment, personality, character,
openmindedness, physical and mental health, poise,
intelligence, sense of humor, voice, and cultural
background.

His roster of desirable general professional

characteristics include; previous preparation, experience,
and competence.
The development of candidate pools and recruitment
strategies also gives some indication of district
preferences in the selection of administrators.

soclow

(1978) found, for example, that most candidate pools are
composed of traditional" white male populations.

Members of

minority groups and women are usually not included.

This

fact leads to a perception of barriers to entry into
selection poels.

For women, these include not encouraging

them to compete, restricting information about opportunities
to male candidates, restricting women to primarily staff
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positions, and expecting them to have higher qualifications
(Cottrel & Hughs, 1978).

The result is that over the years

the percentage of women administrators has actually declined
(Hansot & Tyack, 1982).
Minorities of color have also seen a reduction of
administrators relative to white populations.

Education

Week (1982) identified a drop in the number of black U. S.
school superintendents from 11.7% to 8.7% since 1969.
number of black principals has dropped as well.

The

For

appointments to match present black school age populations,
the number of black school principals would have to increase
by 50%.

Although affirmative action has attempted to

rectify the situation, there is some doubt about the extent
that it has been adopted by school districts or its
effectiveness when pursued (Schmuck & Wyant, 1981).
The view that criteria other than professional
expertise or experience are important to the selection
process has led Miklos to observe:

"Political factors may

be an inescapable aspect of administrator selection" (p.
55).

Miklos indicates that selection committees and school

boards appoint candidates who hold similar liberal or
conservative views.

The implication is that the political,

racial, and sexual, homogeneity of a district's board and
administrators is a significant feature in the selection of
a candidate.
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Baltzell and Dentler (1983) analyzed ten geographically
diverse school sites throughout the country.

Their

investigation into the hiring of school principals produced
five salient components in the process of selection: (1)
vacancy announcements, (2) the selection criteria used, (3)
generation of the applicant pool, (4) screening of the
candidates, and (5) the employment decision.
Conclusions drawn from their r.esearch indicate that the
controlling forces in principal selection are the
superintendent and the power of the local culture.
Additionally searches are generally limited in outreach, the
volume of applicants is small, and specific openings are
seldom clearly identified.

The criteria for selection are

usually more concerned with appearance and other personal
data than with some concept of educational leadership, which
generally leads to the formation of an applicant pool that
is made up of candidates who are local and have been
interested in the position for several years.

Baltzell and

Dentler found that less 'chan 10% of the districts studied
use recruitment as a method of enlarging the applicant pool
(p.4).

In the screening process the group interview is viewed
by Baltzell and Dentler (1983) as most important, because it
requires applicants to think on their feet.

Again the

question of educational expertise is subordinated to
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candidates' general appearance and background.

The

screening interview itself is used symbolically to
legitimatize the selection.

"It mediates and affirms the

appointive authority exercised by the superintendent"
(Baltzell & Dentler, 1983, p. 5).

The final decision is

often left to the superintendent, contingent on board
recommendations.

Although the superintendent is not bound

by these recommendations, the political, cultural and
symbolic pressures are so strong rarely are the
recommendations ignored.

Hence, with each decision, the

superintendent is typically trading off among several
educational, political, and administrative goals for both
the individual school and district as a whole.
Career Patterns
Patterns of educational career advancement over the
past twenty years also provide observable trends in hiring
practices.

In the mid-1960's, high school principals

normally had backgrounds as elementary principals or
guidance counselors.

By the mid-1970's, however, the

majority of high school principals had backgrounds as middle
school administrators or assistant high school principals.
The tenure that administrators had in their entry level
positions also increased during that ten year period
(McCleary & Thomson, 1979).

Career paths for administrators

-------------------------_
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since the 1970's, follow three primary routes (Gaertner,
1980), and usually include sops in the classroom and several
different administrative offices (Cuban, 1976).

Entry level

positions in the first route include high school curricular
advisor, or assistant elementary principal, followed by a
term as assistant high school principal, then the high
school principalship and finally the superintendent.

The

second route bypasses the principalship, beginning with the
position of high school curriculum advisor, followed by
administrator of instruction, then assistant superintendent,
and then the superintendency.

The third route is from the

assistant elementary position to the elementary
principalship as a terminal point.
Although generally overrated by many administrators,
some degree of geographic mobility seems necessary for
career advancement (Miklos, 1988).

However, when movement

does take place, administrators rarely move very far,
usually staying within the confines of their own state or
regional areas.

As Miklos indicates: "a readiness to

relocate may be important, but the distance normally
involved may not be very great

• confirming a within

state localism to careers" (pp. 61-63).
March (1978) agrees suggesting that as many as 90% of
all administrators have served in only one state during
their entire career in education.

He states:
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Most administrators stay fairly close to where
they start; most have fairly short careers
(defined in terms of number of jobs).

If they

move they are more likely to move up the hierarchy
than down and more likely to move to larger
districts than smaller ones (p. 227).
Analysis by Gaertner (1980) and Carlson (1979) revealed
that considerable lateral movement does take place across
the same or similar positions in different, if relatively
close districts.

March and March (1977) concluded that the

majority of these moves "reflect either the improvement in
mutual compatibility produced by additional perseverance in
a match, or the exploitation of chance successes to move to
higher status districts" (p. 406).
Succession
Administrative succession is normally significant to
the district and helps identify the type of administrator
that a district is generally interested in hiring.

In a

study on the succession of superintendents, Carlson (1961)
argued that there are two types of administrators, place
bound and career bound.

Place bound are portrayed by a

passive orientation toward upward mobility; they reinforce
and maintain the status guo and are hired as a reward for
long years of service and knowledge of the organization.
Career bound are hired specifically when boards are
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interested in change.

The career bound administrator is

portrayed as one who has made an early commitment to the
superintendency, and engages in deliberate career planning
to achieve the goal.
The ramifications of a district hiring either a place
bound or a career bound administrator vary, according to
researchers.

Gruskey (1960) indicates that place bound

administrators or administratQrs hired from inside produce
less short term instability, but Gordon and Rosen (1981)
suggest that promotion from within is not necessarily
functional, and that outsiders may produce better results.
Socialization
In a longitudinal study on fourteen teachers trying to
become administrators, Greenfield (1985) refers to the
process of socialization as "acquiring the knowledge,
skills, and dispositions needed to adequately perform a
social role" (p. 2).

He found that most socialization of

administrators is informal and unplanned, and that
administrative culture is transmitted through interpersonal
interaction among an administrator group.
Cuban (1976) suggests that administrators value
rationality, impartiality, acceptance of authority and
hierarchy, and emotional restraint because of their
experiences as teachers.

ortiz (1978) also feels that

movement through a school district's hierarchy contributes
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different socializing elements to an administrator.
Programs of preparation, researchers have found, seem to
have a very limited effect on the socialization process
(Greenfield, 1985), or on the initial experiences in an
administrative position (Duke, Issacson, Sagor, & Schmuck,
1984).
Summary
The literature on school governance was framed
initially by W. W. Charter's zone of tolerance concept.
Since the concept was presented in 1953, governance research
has centered largely on the question of community versus
professional influence.

Although researchers have varied in

their responses to the question, Boyd (1976) suggests the
need to move to a more balanced dynamic view.

His premise

is that by using school district characteristics and
community issue types, it is possible to predict when
community or professional influences will dominate.

One

example, according to Boyd, occurs in districts where there
are large, complex community populations; the professionals
normally will dominate in the hiring of school
administrators in such environments.
scholarship and discussions on school administrator
selection suggest that Boyd may be correct.

School boards

often have no explicit policies to guide the process,
candidate pools and recruitment are limited in extent and
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candidate pools and recruitment are limited in extent and
characterized as traditional, and the selection criteria are
often based more on physical and personality characteristics
than professional expertise.

Women and minorities encounter

hurdles more so than status guo males, and administrative,
career paths are generally predictably short and
geographically restricted.
However, there is an indication that the apparent
subjectivity in administrative hiring, due to the process
may be politicized.

If that is true then, Boyd may be

incorrect as to the internal professionalized domination of
the process.

This review of the literature, therefore

indicates that given certain configurations of the variables
identified by Boyd, the initial question of who governs
still remains a question.

---------------------_."--.-----

""

.. ".

38

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
This chapter details the design and methodology used in
investigating the research questions identified in chapter
one.

SpecificallYf this chapter discusses the research

strategies and qualitative data selections utilized in the
study.
Restatement of the Problem
This study examines variations in the zone of
tolerance, testing William Boyd's contention that patterns
of variation can be predicted by considering school district
characteristics and the types of issues under consideration.
As Boyd suggests:
The influence of the community and the board are
likely to vary primarily with the type of school
district and the type of policy issue that is
faced.

The local citizenry and the board will

tend to have more influence in external,
redistributive and strategic policy decisions, and
in smaller and more homogeneous communities.
professionals • . . will tend to have more
influence in internal and routine policy

The
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decisions, and in larger more heterogeneous
communities (pp. 572-573).
A central query in this study was Boyd's contention
that professional influence dominates in internal and
routine policy issues in large districts.

Boyd contends

that personnel decisions are an example of routine and
internal decisions.

School district hiring practices were

therefore a major focus of this study.

Specifically, the

study investigated the hiring of school principals, and the
perceptions of successful principalship applicants in a
large, urban school district.
The candidates' perceptions of the hiring process
indicated that community intrusion was intermittently
present; therefore, the secondary focus of the study was to
determine whether the process was still perceived as
legitimate by the candidates.
Research Methods
This study used multiple qualitative methods rather
than a statistical analysis.

McCarthy (1986) has noted

recently that:
In educational administration there is increasing
interest in research grounded in the naturalistic
paradigm, based on the assumption that reality can
only be portrayed as subjective and value
bound. • . •

The use of multiple methods to
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investigate diverse problems holds promise for
richer, deeper understanding (p. 5).
Others also advocate the use of multiple methods (e.g.,
vidich & Shapiro, 1955; Webb, 1966; Reiss, 1968; McCall &
Simmons, 1969; Spindler, 1970; Deising, 1971; Sieber, 1973;
Guba, 1978; Denzin, 1978; Jick, 1983).
Semantically, multiple methods have been referred to in
a number of different ways:
~ultimethod/multitrait

Convergent methodology,

(Campbell & Fiske, 1959), and

convergent validation or triangulation (Webb, 1966).

Webb's

term triangulation has been used most often to refer to
multiple methods, and therefore was used to characterize the
investigative process in this study.
While Webb (1966) coined the term triangulation, Denzin
(1978) articulated the process through which triangulation
could be applied to research questions.

Denzin refers to a

concept called "life history", in which "the use of several
(research) methods must be simultaneously combined to yield
the final results" (p. 237).

The combination of these

methods is then used to describe "the experiences and
definitions held by one person, one group, or one
organization as this person, group or organization
interprets those experiences" (p. 220).
In addition, Denzin suggests that the life history
method can incorporate a more specific application of the
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process wherein "one phase of a subject's history is
presented" (p. 222), and that phase of history concurrently
"is edited and interspersed with observer comments" (p.
223).

Denzin refers to this triangulated research strategy

as an "edited topical history".
In this study, an edited topical history was presented
by triangulating three data sources which include public
archives,. questionnaires, and interviews.

These data

sources provided information about the Guerrero school
district for a ten year period of time from approximately
1975 to 1985.

Data Collection
As Denzin points out, the tension between public
archival records and the personal records and opinions of
the people identified in those records where triangulation
takes place.

Considering Denzin's premise, data was

collected from the following three sources:
1.

Public Archives.

This source included newspaper

and magazine articles on the Guerrero school
district, school district documents, research
already completed on the district, and statistical
and demographic data on the district and its
community from a variety of different publications
and records (see Appendix A) .
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2.

Questionnaires.

Questionnaires were used to

gather information from presently employed
Guerrero school principals.

Data included both

personal characteristics and professional
experience.

Over ninety percent of those

principals presently employed completed
questionnaires (see Appendices B, C, and E).
3.

Interviews.

Semistructured field interviews were

recorded on cassette tapes and transcribed.
Interviews ranged in length from fifteen minutes
to over two hours.

Thirty-two people were

interviewed, including school district employees
and community members identified in the content
analysis, as well as principals selected from the
questionnaires.

Principals were selected from the

questionnaires based on the year they were hired,
personal and professional characteristics and the
richness of their response.

Eleven principal's

responses were used out of a possible twenty,
which illustrated as closely as possible general
themes on principals' perceptions of the hiring
process.

Two types of questions asked include:

(a) generic questions relating to a respondent's
role during his/her involvement in the district,
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and (b) probe questions asking for an individual's
specific attitude or perception.
Data Analysis
Data were analyzed by reducing and categorizing
information according to three distinct steps.

Initially

data were matched to an outline provided by Kerchner,
Mitchell, Erck, and Pryos (1981).

The outline originally

designed to categorize data for the study of unionism in
school districts also lends itself very well to categorizing
data in other areas of school district operations.

Minor

modifications to the outline made, were necessary to
exchange components designed for questions regarding
unionism for questions regarding principal selection.

The

outline follows:
A.

B.

Identifying Information.
1.

Current Enrollment.

2.

organizational Chart.

3.

Administrative Roster.

School district Environmental Information.
1.

Number and story of superintendent turnovers.

2.

School board election history.

3.

Major incidents, disturbances, interventions
by state or federal officials, court suits and
their importance.

--------------------------------------------------------- ---
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c.

community Participation and Influence structure.
1.

committees sanctioned by the district.

2.

committees, organizations, etc. concerned with
educational matters that are not sanctioned by
the school district.

3.

Instances in which the values or preferences
of a segment of the community are to have
altered school decisions, without explicit
voice being given to those positions.

4.

Segments of the community that school board
and/or superintendent believe it advisable to
consult prior to making decisions.

D.

Principal Selection Information.
1.

District methods for the generation of
applicant pools for administrative openings.

2.

District criteria and procedures for the
hiring. of administrators.

3.

Notable consistencies in the personal and
professional characteristics of administrators
hired.

4.

Perceptions of successful applicants towards
the legitimacy of the selection process.

5.

Notable district routes for career advancement
for administrators.
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The second step in data reduction and categorization
was an analysis specific to the research questions.

The

data arranged in the Kerchner, Mitchell, Erck, and pyros
outline was then aligned with the following statements drawn
from the research questions.
1.

An historical timeline with specific events
indicative of variations in the zone of tolerance.
(Research Questions 1, 2, 3.)

2.

Parent and community participation in district
decisions."

3.

(Research· Questions 1, 2.)

Conflict and the intrusion or dominance of the
community or district professionals.

(Research

Questions 1, 2.)
4.

The presence or absence of state and federal
intrusion into the district.

(Research Questions

1, 2.)

5.

The district's methods of hiring principals and
the principals' perceptions as to the legitimacy
of those methods.

6.

(Research Questions 3, 4.)

Whether the perceptions of individuals interviewed
corresponded to the same observations provided by
newspapers, district documents, and survey
results.

(Research Questions 2, 3, 4.)

Ultimately the data were organized into the narrative
format of an edited topical history.

The data are arranged
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by historical eras, 1975-1977, 1977-1979, 1979-1985.

within

each era, a narrative was used to describe (1) selected
events, key actors, and the observed presence of conflict"
intrusion, or dominance in the district; (2) the effects of
these phenomena on the district's methods of hiring school
principals; and (3) the perceptions that principals hired
during these eras have regarding the legitimacy of the
selection process.
In addition, historical and demographic data are used
to introduce the district more generally.

Historical data

help to delineate the significance of the decade selected
for the edited t,opical history, and the demographic
information identifies the presence of characteristics that
Boyd contends are consistent with professional dominance in
personnel decisions.
Conclusions about the material and its bearing on the
research questions are presented in Chapter 5.

Also,

observations about Boyd's contentions are offered as well as
recommendations for further research.
Summary
This research project investigates William Boyd's
contentions that patterns of variation in a school
district's zone of tolerance can be predicted, and that
personnel decisions will be dominated by district
professionals.

The study analyzes the selection of school

--------------------------~.
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principals in a district where hiring is predicted by Boyd
to be dominated by the professionals.

The study also

evaluates the relationship between variations in the zone of
tolerance and the principals' perceptions of legitimacy of
the hiring process.
The format of the study is an edited, topical history
triangulated through three data sources:
questionnaires, and interviews.

public archives,
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Chapter 4
THE GUERRERO SCHOOL DISTRICT
Introduction
Hiring practices in the Guerrero school District during
the selected decade can be divided into three distinctive
eras.

These eras coincide with events that changed the

organizational profile of the district.

The first

historical era is represented by a change in the power
structure of the school board.

The second era is shaped by

the mandatory desegregation of the district, and the third
is a period of district reorganization and political
turmoil.

This chapter addresses the environment of the

Guerrero School District, district demographics, its history
preceding the ten year period to be studied, a description
of the district events during 1975-1985, a description of
hiring practices from 1975-1985, and the perceptions of
successful principal candidates as to the legitimacy of
those hiring practices.
The Community
The community surrounding Guerrero School District,
like much of the American sunbelt, has experienced
tremendous growth.

Information used to describe this growth

as well as the statistical and descriptive materials on the
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Guerrero School District were drawn from Guerrero district
publications (1970-1989), Forecast Magazine (1987), and
Trends Magazine (1975-1988).

In 1970, for example, the area

was identified as one of the third fastest growing areas in
the country, with unemployment figures at the beginning of
the decade consistently one or two percent below the
national level.
Seaside, the community within which the Guerrero
schools are located, is consistent with regional patterns.
During the 25 years preceding 1986, Seaside grew from a
small ranch and farm community of 50,000 to a burgeoning
city of 300,000, with another 300,000 in the surrounding
suburban areas.

Population increases of three to seven

percent a year were not unusual, with economic development
in high-tech, tourism, and service industries providing
employment.

Projections now suggest Seaside will reach the

one million mark by the turn of the century.

Recent surveys

indicate that citizen concerns over crime and traffic
congestion have accompanied the urbanization of the
environment.

Seaside is the county seat and home to a

university that has grown in stature and size along with the
community.

Once referred to as Mananaland, the changes

Seaside has experienced are noted in an article published in
Southwest Magazine (1986).

The tone of the city is

remarkably less informal, less relaxed, than it was 10 years
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ago.

Our pulse today is that of a grown city.

with

increased populations have come higher salaries, higher
productivity, higher expectations, higher profitability.

No

longer is it an outpost, the city is plugged into the
multinational world.

Marana is history here.

Population characteristics of Seaside indicate a
diverse conglomeration of people who stay in the area once
they have arrived.

Percentages of population stability

indicate that 36% of Seasidians have been in the area for
more than 20 years, and 47% for 11 years or more.
Ethnically,

the c.ity is 72% white, 21% Hispanic, 3% Black,

and 4% other (predominantly American Indian and Asian).
Patterns of growth in the metropolitan area start at the
city center, then shift towards the eastern and northern
mountains.

As these areas filled, building moved toward the

northwest, skirting the surrounding mountains as it
progressed.
The growth of Seaside, as might be suspected, also
affected its political make-up.

Concerns for growth were a

key political issue during the mid-1970s.

In 1975,

controlled growth advocates won a majority of the city
council seats, defeating the traditional, growth oriented
conservative majority.

Yet within a short time, in what

some observers have called rodeo politics, local citizens,
outraged over sUbstantial increases in city water rates,
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collected enough petition signatures to force a recall
election.

The new liberal, controlled growth majority was

removed from the council for tapping into the politics of
Seaside's limited water supply.

Today, Seaside's political

profile is considered to be moderately liberal, composed of
a diverse group of changing constituents and somewhat more
stable than in 1975.
The Guerrero School District
The Guerrero School .District, following the physical
boundaries of Seaside, spreads over a 228 mile area.

The

district has 99 separate schools on 97 separate campuses.
In 1987-87, the district had a combined operational budget
of $189,321, 764.
Student enrollment in the district peaked during the
years 1972-1975, with an all time high in 1973 of 63,647
(Kappan, 1982).

A decline in enrollment, varying between

5,000 and 10,000 students, took place as enrollments
increased in the suburban districts surrounding Guerrero
during the years 1975-1984.

Since 1984, enrollment has

shown modest increases as undeveloped areas of land within
the district's boundaries that were "leapfrogged" during the
community's initial
growth are now being developed .
.........
,

Conservative projections are that enrollments will continue
to increase assuming the community can broaden its
commercial base and maintain sufficient supplies of water
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(Trends, 1988).

Enrollment figures for the 1986-87 school

year were 54,873.
The ethnic makeup of the district largely reflects the
community, with 1986-87 percentages showing 57.7% White,
31.9% Hispanic, 5.4% Black, 2.7% Native American, and 2.1%
Asian.

Programs available to this relatively heterogenous

population include; bilingual programs in 24 of the
district's elementary schools, four middle schools, and two
high schools.

English As A Second Language programs serve

1,800 students in four elementary schools, two middle
schools, and two high schools.

Special needs are serviced

exclusively in four schools for the severely handicapped.
Throughout the district special education programs include
instruction for students with learning disabilities,
emotional disorders, hearing impairments, physical
handicaps, visual handicaps, multiple handicaps, and speech
and language disorders.

Alternative school programs are

available through the teenage parent programs, evening
programs for students with fulltime employment, and a middle
and high school bootstrap program.

There is also a high

school available for gifted students and 11 magnet schools
in the district with specialized curricula.
In 1986-87, the district employed 8,410 full and parttime people, including 3,851 teachers and 212
administrators.

The teaching staff generally has been on
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the high end of the experience continuum, and represented
by an active teacher association since the late 1960s.

The

district, one of the largest and oldest in the state, has
also been one of the community's largest employers.

As

such, employment in the district has often been a family
affair, with more than one family member on the payroll and
more than one generation.
The Seaside community characterized by a variety of
ethnic and socioeconomic interests meets the criteria of a
large heterogeneous urban area.

The Guerrero school

district encompassed by the community should therefore, as
Boyd contends, be dominated by school professionals in
decisions regarding routine and internal issues such as
personnel.

In the history of the district prior to the

study period in 1975 this appears to be the case.
The History of the District Prior to 1975
Hiring in the district began in 1867 when the
district's first teacher, a young woman from New York city,
began class with 55 Mexican boys.

The first administrator

was hired in 1875 to manage two teachers, one for the boys
and one for the girls.

The principal at the time was also

expected to teach classes.

From 1875 to 1906, the words

"Principal" and "Superintendent" were used interchangably to
identify the district's only administrator.

It appears that

all administrators were required to hold an appropriate
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diploma, and most, if not all, were hired from outside the
community.
with minor exceptions, the position of
principal/superintendent was held by men.

As noted in the

board minutes, the board members objected "to a woman
assuming such a high and responsible office" (Cooper, 1967).
The selection of the administrator was done through
appointments based on a board vote.

The votes were almost

always unanimous, with the exception of a vote in 1884, when
board chairman F. F. smith protested that Principal Elect H.
Bession was the brother of board member T. B. Bession, and
so, should not get the job.

Bession was appointed anyway.

In 1906, the division between superintendent and
principal was created when it was decided that the district
had grown too large for one person to handle.

certain

teachers were therefore designated as principals of the five
schools.

Because most teachers in the schools were women,

the five new principals were all women.

The first male

principal was not appointed until 1909.

In 1913, the

"colored school" was built and the first black principal was
appointed.

During the 1920s and 1930s, the population of

school administrators continued to reflect a white male
hierarchy with female appointees generally taking positions
in the lower grades.

segregation of blacks through the

"colored school" was maintained until the early 1950s and
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Hispanic surnames are only occasionally listed as principal
appointees throughout the period (Cooper, 1967).
Up until 1920, the district on the average had changed
superintendents every other year, but in 1920, with the
appointment of A. E. Clark, the district began a period of
unprecedented stability.

Only three individuals would hold

the office of superintendent over the next 57 years; A. E.
Clark, 1920-1941; Dr. Joseph Eccles, 1941-1968; and Dr.
Thomas Cox, 1968-1977.

It was during this time, primarily

under the tenures of Eccles and Cox, that the district grew
into the large district it is today.

Although Clark was

considered a progressive educator, it is Eccles who was seen
as bringing the district into the modern world (Mcarther,
1989).
Dr. Eccles' 27 year tenure, the longest in the
district's history, was viewed as a time of consensus
between the board, the superintendent, and

th~

community.

In part, this may have been the result of the remarkable
homogeneity by which the three and later five person board
was characterized.

The board, during Eccles' time and into

the first half of Cox's tenure, consisted of primarily
Protestant businessmen or other notable community members,
such as doctors and judges.

These were people who were

active in a number of similar social and service
organizations and lived in areas of the community quite
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This was the beginning of a transition in the district
between the era of consensus marked by the stability of the
Eccles administration and the turbulence and conflict that
was to mark the district in later years.

Retrospectiv~ly,

Dr. Cox would identify this lias a time when he had lost his
understanding of what the parameters of school district
operation were ll (1989).

He felt that the district:

began to shift to the left side of the scale.

The

death, to the solid majority conservative, was
when the legislature made school board elections
on general election day.

It has thrown schools

into political turmoil where they have remained
ever since.

Because before (in the special

October elections) only those who were interested
in the schools voted or ran for office.
Subsequently,

(in the general elections) the

political parties took notice, and it (the general
election) became a political stepping stone.
serving on the board was not an honor any more and
the bad board members drove the good ones out
(1989).
Other legislative actions that Dr. Cox believed altered
the way the district had to operate included measures that
limited the length of board member's terms, school finance
limits, and the sunshine laws.

The sunshine law (A.R.S. 38-
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destablizing the city council, the dynamic of the school
board was changed by the election of a self proclaimed
liberal.

Anne Winn became the district's first dissenting

liberal vote.

Although Cox viewed her as a valuable board

member, he felt the politics bothered her.

Cox described

her as one "who's intelligence got in the way of her
liberalism" (Cox, 1989).

Winn, in turn, appeared to value

Cox as a professional, indicating that "he treated everyone
on the board with respect and dignity" (Hoffman, 1982).
This was the beginning of a transition in the district
between the era of consensus marked by the stability of the
Eccles administration ,and the turbulence and conflict that
was to mark the district in later years.

Retrospectively,

Dr. Cox would identify this "as a time when he had lost his
understanding of what the parameters of school district
operation were" (1989).

He felt that the district:

. • . began to shift to the left side of the
scale.

The death, to the solid majority

conservative, was when the legislature made school
board elections on general election day.

It has

thrown schools into political turmoil where they
have remained ever since.

Because before (in the

special October elections) only those who were
interested in the schools voted or, ran for office.
Subsequently, (in the general elections) the
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political parties took notice, and it (the general
election) became a political stepping stone.
serving on the board was not an honor any more and
the bad board members drove the good ones out
(1989) •
Other legislative actions that Dr. Cox believed altered
the way the district had to operate included measures that
limited the length of board member's terms, school finance
limits, and the sunshine laws.

The sunshine law (A.R.S. 38-

431, 1974), Dr. Cox felt, restricted the board's ability to
function.

He suggested:

Before the sunshine laws, the board was able to
get together privately and kick around issues and
draw up a consensus.

But with public attention,

it became impossible for the board to function.
The board was treated as if every thought they had
was known by everyone in town.

It's an assumption

that affects school districts, as well as other
agencies, to the detriment of democracy in general
(1989) •
In addition to the legislature and a liberal dissenter
on the board, the teachers' association was also becoming
more militant.

In 1968, when Cox first became

superintendent, the ,local teachers' association included
both administrators and staff.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

The relationship, between
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the board and association, was such that often the
association would support the board when it came under
scrutiny by the public.

In 1974, this was to change when

negotiations over salaries went to non-binding arbitration
for the first time in the district's history.

Subsequently,

a law suit, which the association would lose, was filed over
the board's rejection of the arbitration committee's
compromise recommendation.

As a result of the suit,

Superintendent Cox resigned from the association, setting
tbe precedent for a division between labor and management
within the district.
Ultimately, the challenge that was to gain the most
space in the local papers, and the one that would serve as a
platform for much of the criticism the district began to
receive, was the issue of desegregation.

During the early

1950's, Dr. Eccles had partially desegregated distr.ict
schools after state legislation was passed which allowed
individual school districts to choose whether to segregate
their schools or not.

Dr. Eccles received national acclaim

in a short article in Time magazine for his work against
"Jim Crow".

The result was that federal officials indicated

to the district that they would not prosecute the district
for civil rights violations under the 1963 civil rights act,
because of Dr. Eccles' strong reputation.

---------"-"-- -

-"
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However, in 1968, within days after Dr. Cox took
office, the Department of Health, education and Welfare
informed him that they were considering action against the
district for racial imbalance in certain schools within the
district.

Later, in 1973, charges were brought calling for

the "prompt and complete desegregation of at first three and
ultimately all ninety four district schools.

The district

refused to comply because of a demand for crosstown busing,
something neither Cox nor the conservative board majority
would tolerate.

In 1974, a second challenge to district

segregation developed when the local chapter of the NAACP,
combined with a group called the Mexican-Americans for Equal
Education, began the process of suing the district for
violations of Title VI of the 1964 civil rights act.

within

two years the district would be in court.
As arguments emerged over the desegregation issue, many
in the community began to perceive Dr. Cox and the board
majority as racially bigoted.

Anne Winn's perception of the

desegregation issue was, indeed, that Dr. Cox and the
conservative majority held racist ideas (Hoffman, 1982).
Dr. Cox, on the other hand, felt that "some of the blacks
who were working for the federal government got some of the
blacks who lived in the district to sign on and bring suit
against the district, and then the Mexican contingent jumped
on the bandwagon" (Cox, 1989).

Whether or not Dr. Cox was
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prejudiced in his views towards district minorities, his
opinions toward many of the issues favored by minority
groups produced a sUbstantial amount of criticism against
him.

Cox referred to these criticisms by blaming a handful

of militants from minority communities for the sentiments
expressed against the school district (Clarion, March 13,
1972; January 17, 1974).
One ongoing issue, during this period, exemplifying the
conflict was the attempted closing of two neighborhood
schools.

The district said it was necessary to close the

predominately Hispanic and Black schools because of low
enrollment.

The board was criticized for not consulting

with the communities ahead of time.

There were also hints

that white students already being bused to white schools
could be bused shorter distances to the minority schools.
Parents protested the attempted closings by boycotting the
schools and through marches on the district office.

The

district reacted by placing armed guards at district
headquarters and minimizing meetings with the parent groups.
Ultimately, the decision to close the schools was tabled,
until the charges brought by HEW were investigated (Clarion,
April 12, 1974).
One group in particular that Cox would clash with was
the Mexican-American community.

Cox would often draw

criticism by coming out against issues such as bilingual
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education which the Mexican-American community supported.
He also drew criticisms for referring to the group, MexicanAmericans for Equal Education, as vigilantes and refused to
give them formal status (Clarion, April 30, 1974).

In

addition, he frequently criticized Mexican-American leaders
such as Paco Gonzales, Tom Figueroa, and Richard Calzones,
hinting they were troublemakers and activists.

One of these

leaders, Paco Gonzales, was elected to the Tucson School
Board in November of 1974, and would act as a catalyst for
change on Mexican-American issues .over the next several years.
In 1975 when the analysis of Boyd's contention begins,
dominance by school professionals over many of the
operational decisions of the Guerrero district is beginning
to come under attack.

The change in the laws, regulating

school activities and the change in the socioeconomic traits
of the community caused the boundaries of Seaside's zone of
tolerance to begin to vary.

In the study period from 1975

to 1985 this variance continues, illustrating an
inconsistency in Boyd's contention, that routine issues like
the hiring of principals in large heterogeneous school
districts is generally predictable.
The Study Period 1975-1986
An Edited Topical History
The history of the district from 1975 to 1985 is in
stark contrast to the relatively peaceful time of the
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preceding years.

The consensus years of the Eccles

administration and even the first years of Dr. Cox's tenure,
can be seen as placid in comparison.
In the ten years between 1975 and 1985 the district is
characterized by three eras of political and organizational
turmoil.

These eras can be defined by district events, the

subsequent political ramifications of the events, and the
dominant superintendency of each time period.

Included are

the last years of Dr. Cox, 1975 to 1977, referred. to by many
as a time of transition, the years of conflict under Dr.
Daniel Estes, 1977 to 1979, and the years of reorganization
under Dr. Vernon Frame, 1979 to 1985.
The transition era of Dr. Cox is characterized by
continuing conflict over desegregation, which went to court
in 1977, and by the election of Paco Gonzales to the board
in late 1974.

Accusations of racial bigotry and inequitable

treatment of minority populations reached a peak during this
era.

Gonzales, already recognized as a community leader for

minority

~ights,

immediately gained the public's attention

with his strong statements on the desegregation issue and
his confrontations with the white, conservative board
majority.

These two events, characterizing this era had far

reaching effects on district operations, and stimulated
future events and changes throughout the study period.
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The events distinctive to the era of superintendent
Estes, who followed Dr. Cox in 1977, provide the district
with what many feel was the district's most tumultuous
period.

From 1977-1979, the district was just beginning to

deal with court-ordered desegregation when it was rocked by
a teachers' strike.

The strike, which lasted seven days,

ended a long period of relative harmony between the teachers
and the administration.

In addition, the board, which up

~o

this time had maintained an outstanding relationship with
the office of the superintendent, suddenly found itself
intensely dismayed by the newly hired Estes.

The quarrel

between the superintendent and the conservative board
majority became a public spectacle, with Estes having to
resign within 18 months after being hired.

Deputy

superintendent Mcarther was left as acting superintendent,
until a replacement for Estes could be found.
The era of Dr. Vernon Frame spans the period from 1979
to 1985.

During this time, the reorganization of the

district, by Frame and a new liberal board majority, caused
many in the community to question the district's basic
management structures.

An ad hoc community organization,

"The Coalition for Quality Education," was formed as a
result.

The Coalition was accused of racism and being a

conservative backlash, and in turn accused the district of
poor management practices and called on the county
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attorney's office to investigate. Dr. Frame, pressured to
resign by the coalition, finally did so, leaving behind his
handpicked deputy as the interim superintendent.
The hiring of school principals during the study period
reflects the turmoil of the time.

The hiring process

changed during the 10 years to meet the demands of a
changing school board, new state and federal laws, including
affirmative action.

The principals who were hired during

this 10 years varied as to their perceptions of the
selection process.

To many, the hiring process seemed

inconsistent as the district shuddered in starts and stops
from superintendent turnovers and reactive board policies.
others noted an increasing formalization of the process, and
a developing discrepancy between who was hired and whom they
thought should be hired.

All indicated that the period from

1975-1985 was a period when hiring practices changed from a
closed to an open process.
The Era of Transition, 1975-1977
Indications that the last few years of Cox's
administration would be far more turbulent than its early
years were to be proven correct.

Increasing teacher

militancy, minority rights, and desegregation issues all
began to affect the perceived stability of the district.
Additionally, the basic structures of district governance
were changing, stimulated by changes in community attitudes,
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and state and federal legislation.

The election of Anne

Winn, to some degree, and Paco Gonzales, who pursued what
was called protest politics, by the local newspapers
portended an end to the unified political strength of the
conservative board.
The old patterns of board homogeneity prevalent before
1975 were breaking down.

The new board members, no longer

belonged to similar social and civic organizations that met
on a consistent basis.

Also, they no longer lived in the

same neighborhoods, nor were they all affiliated with
Protestant religions.
elected.

Catholics and Jews were also being

Additionally, the professional backgrounds of the

new board members were different.

Whereas the Eccles and

early Cox administrations encountered boards with strong
backgrounds in business, the new board members had
qualifications and experiences in fields as discrepant as
secondary education and social work.

The result was that

the majority of campaign platforms before 1972 were business
issues and problems concerning social issues were almost
completely ignored.

After 1968, the appearance of business

issues in the newspapers as campaign issues showed a steady
decrease, to the point of nonexistence.

Conversely, social

issues between 1968-1977, such as desegregation,
neighborhood schools, and minority rights, dominated during
the campaigns.
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As the board began to lose its homogeneous membership,
the image of unanimity the board had held before 1974 also
began to dissolve.

For example, during the first six years

of Cox's tenure, an average of 99.9% of all board
considerations passed with no dissenting votes (Hoffman,
1982).

After the elections of Winn and Gonzales, this

dropped to a point where there were almost no unanimous
votes.
When Paco Gonzales was elected to the board in November
of 1974, he was already well known to the conservative board
as a .young, radical, street level politician.

Born in

seaside, Gonzales had led protests on Mexican-American
issues in both high school and college.

As a leader in the

Mexican-American community, he had confronted city hall, as
well as the school board, during public meetings (Hoffman,
1982).
His first run at a board seat, in the 1972 special
elections was unsuccessful, but two year later, in the
November general election, using the same platform of
minority and bilingual issues, he was successful.

Gonzales,

in an interview reflected on the effects of the change in
election dates (Mayhall, 1987):
The politics of the school board was controlled
primarily by the employees of the school system,
and by the real close affiliation of parent's
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groups, PTA, etc., retired personnel, and
administrators.

Among those four groups, they

basically decided who was on the board and who was
not.

When it moved into the general election, you

went from 8 to 9 percent of public voting to 30,
35, 40 percent.

The bulge of 20 percent extra

voters, in that election, obviously meant that you
had franchised a whole different group of public
voting.

Consequently, political organizations

began to have more effect on school board
elections.

I mean partisan politics, Democrat and

Republican.

You also had issues that determined

who voted for you.

There was a tremendous

increase in the number of minority voters in
school board elections, and organized labor came
to have an impact on the elections.
Cox viewed the election of Gonzales as troublesome, but
with a strong three vote majority to back Cox up, Gonzales'
effect on board policy was not immediate.

As Dr. Cox points

out:
I had no problems until Mr. Gonzales was elected
to the board.

No real trouble, but more of an

aggravation or irritation.

He saw the

opportunities for agitation and naturally, my
being from the south, I became, in his case,
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automatically suspect as a bigot.

I was not

troubled, because I knew myself better than Mr.
Gonzales.

I understood the tactics, that when I

approached the resolution of one problem, then the
ground shifted and another issue replaced that
one.

So, the thing was not to solve problems but

to create issues.

I don't recall that Mr.

Gonzales ever voted for anything I proposed (Cox<
1989).
Gonzales, himself, seemed to agree with Dr. Cox's
perception of the situation.
the Seaside Clarion

Two days after the election,

published an interview with Gonzales in

which he claimed he saw himself as an outsider, ready to do
battle against the status quo (Clarion, November 3, 1975).
Other articles in the local newspapers ran headlines that
said, "District colleagues react sharply to Gonzales."
Recurrent news articles described the conflicts on the board
(Herald, November 3, 1975;

Clarion, November 19, 1975).

This type of news coverage of Gonzales' methods and the
majority's responses to his accusations of board dishonesty
and racism continued throughout the era.
In 1975, Anne Winn also made headline news when,
frustrated by what she felt was a lack of support and the
coercion by the board majority for unanimous votes, she
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resigned two years before the end of her term (Herald, June
19, 1975).

Three areas of concern characterized her

resignation (Hoffman, 1982):

(1) During the attempted

closings of the two minority schools, Winn became the object
of an attempted recall, along with the conservative
majority.

The liberals in the district accused her of not

being aggressive enough in her stance.

Winn felt just the

opposite, indicating that she had received very little
support from the liberal community when she did take a
stand.

(2)

Winn also was unhappy with the conservative

majority's constant attempts to pressure her into voting
along majority lines, especially coming from Wilma Adams,
who was seen as the most influential of the board members.
The board majority implied that a dissident vote would cause
serious problems for the district, and that the appearance
of loyalty and unity were paramount.

(3)

The last straw

appeared to have been a workshop arranged by the board
majority and given by Dr. Nolen Atherton, a university
professor on the district payroll as a part-time consultant.
Both Gonzales and winn walked out of the workshop, calling
it abrasive and political when they realized it was aimed at
coercing them into protecting the board's image of group
unity.
On June 17th, 1975, Winn submitted her letter of
resignation.

The letter was also published in the press and
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cited the majorities discouragement of open discussion on
complex and important issues, the unanimity of three
trustees on almost all issues, personality conflicts with
other members, feelings of overt hostility among board
members, conflicts over construction and curriculum matters,
the workshop incident, the absence of support from the
liberal community, and the fact that the board had refused
to elect her chairperson even though she felt that her turn
had come (Clarion, June 19, 1975).
Later, Winn was to regret the incident, calling her
resignation one of the greatest mistakes of her life.

In

retrospect, she felt that at first her one lone dissenting
vote made no difference, and after Gonzales was elected, she
regretted leaving him after only a year, as the lone board
dissenter (Hoffman, 1982).
The resignation of Winn brought the conflict within the
board into sharp focus.

This in turn provided some validity

to Gonzales' adversarial position, illustrating his premise
that for decades Hispanics and other minorities had been
ignored by the board.

In a deposition given in

u. s.

District Court in 1976, Gonzales stated that there had been
a historic pattern of inequality in the district when it
came to educating minority people, and that he ran for the
school board to attempt to reverse the pattern.

Winn's
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perception of the desegregation issue was also that the
district was racist.
The imputation that by the board majority was racist
increased with what was to become known as the "Nogales
statement."

Donald Hum, a longstanding member of the

conservative majority, remarked in a conversation with
several high school students, that if students want to speak
spanish, they could go down to Nogales and speak Spanish
there (Clarion, March 3, 1975).

The circumstances

surrounding the statement were cloudy, so even though many
said that Hum had made the statement jokingly, Gonzales
still referred to it as a slap in the face.

For many others

it reinforced their feelings that racism existed in the
district.
The conflicts that had been developing since HEW first
brought the issue of desegregation to Cox's attention in
1968, were brought into sharp focus during this time period.
In January 1975, Cox and the. board repeated their stand on
forced busing and received some

~ommunity

support.

A

coalition, referred to as PROBE (Parents Rights on Busing
and Education), filed a motion with the court to intervene
on the side of the district against the NAACP, and, in May,
the Governor issued a statement against forced busing to
achieve racial balance (Clarion, January 17, 1975; February
7, 1982).
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Dr. Cox, in an interview with Hoffman (1982), explained
his stand against busing:
If you can disregard the fact that children are
people, and that their parents are people, then
you can pick them up and move them around willynilly •

without any problem.

But, I think the

board felt, and I agree with them, that to do
that, you would be saying to a person who had just
bought a house out here . . . on the east side in
expectation of sending his child to a neighborhood
school that we're not going to let you do that,
we're going to put him on a bus and haul him
around.
Also in May, the suits filed by the Mexican-American
Coalition for Education and the NAACP were combined, and an
offer was made to the district to settle out of court.

The

attorneys for the NAACP and the coalition indicated that if
Cox were willing to sign a consent decree that admitted
segregation in the district, and would also promise that the
board and administration would do all they could to rectify
the situation, then the pending suit would be dropped.
Initially, the district agreed to talk, but in August the
board rejected the plan claiming it would be an admission of
guilt (Clarion, February 12, 1975; December 3, 1976).

In

both instances, the newspapers noted that the community went
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through a period of posturing, with ad hoc coalitions and
individual opinions being generated on both sides of the
issue.
Paco Gonzales, active against the district as a
witness, had obviously been a thorn in the side of the
conservative majority throughout the period.

As Gonzales

had access to district files and his opinions received
public exposure, the board voted to request a gag order to
restrict those involved from making comments on the case or
making documents public.

Gonzales, who according to Cox and

the board majority, had burdened the district by requests
for voluminous quantities of materials, stopped after the
board broached the subject and the board action was dropped
(Clarion, July 3, 1976).

As the court date drew nearer,

public furor over desegregation finally resulted in both
sides asking for gag orders.

On January 9th, 1977, the

trial to determine whether the district was segregated began
with eight attorneys and seventy-five scheduled witnesses.
As the school board grappled with the challenges of the
era, Superintendent Cox was nearing retirement.

In 1975,

Cox announced that he would offer to retire early,
eliminating himself as an obstruction to some of the
district's legal problems.

Cox had always felt that a part

of his job as a hired administrator "was to take the heat"
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away from the elected board members (1989).

By retiring,

Cox was indicating that he could do just that.
Gonzales protested, saying that the 1976 election
taking place before Cox's regular retirement date could
result in a liberal majority on the board.

Gonzales

suggested that it would be helpful to the conservative
majority to hire the new superintendent before that took
place.

Rather than produce a new issue, Cox stayed until

after the election.

Wilma Adams later admitted that the

possibility of new members was one reason Cox offered to
retire early (Hoffman, 1982).
Although Cox's move to retire early did not affect the
election, the ongoing animosity between Gonzales and the
board majority still made for a very interesting event.

For

the first time in history, a board member not running for
reelection decided to campaign against two fellow board
members.

Led by Gonzales, a coalition of Seasidians

endorsed three outside candidates on an anti-administration,
anti-status quo platform.

The two incumbent conservatives,

both taking anti-bus stands, combined forces announcing that
they would run together (Herald, August 6, 1976).

The

additional third seat opened up when Linda smith, Anne
Winn's appointed replacement, announced that she would not
seek reelection.

Ultimately, only one of the liberal, anti-

administration candidates won.

But the political strength

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- ..
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of the conservative majority had been underrnine,d, as 68
percent of the vote had gone to candidates other than the
incumbent conservatives.
In the year 1977, the era of transition carne to a
close.

The district had changed from a period of consensus

and was now moving into an era of unprecedented conflict.
with the homogeneity of the school board and a unanimous
vote no longer sacrosanct, complete professional dominance
over school district operations was corning to an end.
community influence represented through the election of
Gonzales and the

increa~ing

political strength of liberal

anti-administration candidates, emphasized the changing
boundaries of community values.

The implications of these

changing values towards the selection of district principals
is examined in the next section.
The Hiring of Principals During the Era
Of Transition, 1975-1977
Hiring processes, at the beginning of the era of
transition, were very similar to those used during the
Eccles administration and before.

In almost all cases the

selection of principals and other administrators was
accomplished at the discretion of the superintendent with
subsequent, automatic board approval.

Additionally, because

of the remarkably unclouded relationship between the board
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other things during this era the process through which
administrators were being hired was beginning to change.

In

1976, community influence on the process of selecting school
administrators began to grow.
The reasons for this increasing influence can be seen
in part by tracing back to Dr. Eccles' desegregation of the
colored school in 1951.

The immediate consequence of this

action was the transfer of black teachers and principals to
other schools in the district.

Yet this early attempt by

the district to open up all district positions to all
qualified candidates irregardless of race was overshadowed
by the placement of black teachers and students into schools
with predominately Hispanic populations.

In addition,

Hispanic educators felt that they were also being excluded
from many of the administrative positions available to
whites in the district, and for all the community's growing
minority groups a general dissatisfaction with the hiring
process became evident.
In 1976 this dissatisfaction would result in a change
in the way administrative candidates were selected.

As

minority rights issues were affecting the district's
dominance in several areas, recently elected board member
Gonzales initiated a change to the administrative selection
process.

Gonzales indicated in the local press that he was

unhappy with the way that administrators were being
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and the district's top administrative officials, personnel
selections rarely were questioned by the board before
approval.

Personnel decisions, with few exception came

under the dominance of the district professionals.
Historically, the school board had selected principals
through a process of appointment.

In the early years of the

district, this was done directly by the board, and in later
years, a recommendation by the superintendent was added.
The actual process of hiring principals was generally
informal, with recommendations on potential appointees being
given by otner district administrators to the
superintendent.

The superintendent would then informally

discuss the candidate with the board before making a formal
recommendation for hire.

Dr. Cox, reflecting on the hiring

of school administrators, summed up the process in the
following manner:
Being from the old school, my assumption was that
it was my obligation to recommend to the board the
best people I knew for the job.

If I have known

and worked with these people for 15 years and I'm
not able during that time to make a valid judgment
about that person's acceptability in a particular
role, then I don't belong in the job I've got.
So, that's the way we proceeded (Cox, 1989).
Elaine smith, a principal hired at the beginning of
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Cox's tenure, remembered the informality of the process in a
similar manner.

She noted:

I don't ever technically remember applying for the
job per se.

Most of the time, it was done on the

basis of recommendations from your principal or
the people you were working with.

The next thing

was just hearing you had been appointed.

I think

people knew each other well enough that it wasn't
a matter of a formal process like it is now.

It

wasn't the interview process as we know it today.
I talked with my principal and Dr. Cox.

I think

it was based more on the recommendation from your
own administrator, that you would be a good
person, or that it might be wise to consider you,
sort of thing.

I know my own administrator

encouraged me a lot.

I was never really

interested in administration, my goal wasn't from
an intense interest in the field itself, it's
something more or less I took on--I grew in the
profession.

It was kind of a side thing for me

rather than a pathway I took.

I'm more interested

in people doing a super job with kids than in if
they choose to be an administrator (Smith, 1989).
To many principals in the district during the early
years of the Cox administration, the preselection and
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appointment of school principals by district officials was
considered an acceptable process.

However, like so many

other things during this era, the process through which
administrators were being hired was beginning to change.

In

1976, community influence on the process of selecting school
administrators began to grow.
The reasons for this increasing influence in part trace
back to Dr. Eccles' desegregation of the colored school in
1951.

The immediate consequence of this action was the

transfer of black teachers and principals to other schools
in the district.

Yet this early attempt by the district to

open up all district positions to all qualified candidates
regardless of race was overshadowed by the placement of
black teachers and students in schools with predominantly
Hispanic populations.

In addition, Hispanic educators felt

that they were also being excluded from many of the
administrative positions available to whites in the
district, and for all the community's growing minority
groups a general dissatisfaction with the hiring process
became evident.
In 1976 this dissatisfaction would result in a change
in the way administrative candidates were selected.

As

minority rights issues were affecting the district
professionals' influence in several areas, recently elected
board member Gonzales initiated a change in the

81

administrative selection process.

Gonzales indicated in the

local press that he was unhappy with the way that
administrators were being selected, in that administrators
were inappropriately being preselected "and that minority
candidates were not allowed to compete fairly for positions.
Pointing to the legislature's recent passage of an open
meetings law, Gonzales suggested that he would begin to
publicize the names of candidates being considered.

Dr. Cox

indicated that after this incident it became impossible for
him to discuss candidates with the board prior to a public
vote "because he (Gonzales) would break the confidence"
(Cox, 1989).
The result of this incident was to modify district
professionals' dominance over the hiring process and allow
more community input into what type of principals would be
selected.

Specifically, to Gonzales and the changing

constituency of the district, this shift meant that more
minority principals should be hired.

This result is

consistent with the research of Lutz and Innacconne (1978),
who found in other school districts that a socioeconomic
change in the community will usually result in increased
community influence channeled through changes in board
composition and conduct.

The Guerrero district which had

undergone tremendous change, as Seaside grew from a small
homogeneous community to a large heterogeneous one, had
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elected Gonzales who was now acting as the representative of
minority issues and an example of the changing values of the
district.
Principals Perceptions Affected by the Hiring
Process During the Era of Transition
Two principals that experienced the era of the
transition and the hiring process that characterized it are
J. Johlfs and H. Yeazel.

These principals are

representative of the few remaining principals, given normal
attrition, who were hired at the beginning of the study
period and are still presently employed by the district.
Both Mrs. Johlfs and Mr. Yeazel had gained classroom
experience in the district before becoming principals, and
both had been hired when they were in their 30's.

They are

both Caucasians and had begun their careers as teachers in
the Midwest, before coming to Seaside.
The only real difference between the two, besides their
gender, was that Yeazel came into the district with six
years experience as a principal already on his resume.

His

perceptions of legitimacy therefore were focused more on the
internal politics of the district than those of Johlfs.

His

reaction was precipitated by an unwritten policy of the
district which precluded his being hired laterally from his
principalship in the midwest to a principalship in the
Guerrero district.

At that time top district officials only
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appointed people to principalships with whom they were
personally familiar, because the district's practice was to
promote only from within.

Yeazel was required to return to

a teaching position before the district would consider him
for a principalship.

His frustrations about working his way

back up to a principalship are evident.

White, Male ..
First hired as an administrator, 1972 (in district).
Present position, Elementary principal.
Age when first hired as a district administrator, 39.
Education and administrative experience to date.
MA +24

Elementary Principal
6 years, Out of district
Elementary Principal
5 years, In district
-TransferredElementary Principal
4 years, In district

Figure 1. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
H. Yeazel
perceptions of Illegitimacy:

"In 1965, I applied for

an administrative job (in the district), but at the time, no
administrators were hired from outside the district, so I
accepted a teaching job."

Then the period of 1965-1972,
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Yeazel began the process of applying for an administrative
position within the district.
I had talked with (the Assistant Superintendent
for Elementary Education) and to Wilma Adams
(board member).

I asked if it was necessary to

transfer to other schools to become an
administrator.

(Adams) said that, yes, they did

like to see their administrators with some
experience around the district, but because of my
previous experience, out of district, that wasn't
really necessary.
A year later I put in for a couple of schools that
were opening.

They asked if I was interested in

an exploratory school and I said, 'No, I wanted a
regular school.'

So then they asked that I get my

resume in (to the central office), which I did,
and within a week all the appointments were out.
I remember thinking at the time, 'Christ, they had
already made up their minds before they had even
talked to you.'

It kinda irked me.

Then (in 1969), they had me go over and look at a
school, but by the time I had gotten there, it had
already been filled, and I asked them how could
that be, because I had filed my application the
day it had opened and there wasn't time.

A young
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lady, who had been helping Dr. Cox write his
dissertation, had gotten the position.

She had

been promised the position as part of the perks
for helping him write the dissertation.
that's the story.
not.

Anyway,

I don't know if it's true or

So, after that, I just kinda quit

(applying).

For about two years, I didn't apply

for anything.

Then, after sending in an

application form a little later on, I was notified
I got the job (1972).
In comparison to Yeazel, Mrs. Johlfs followed the
relatively simple path of a district insider to the
principalship.

originally encouraged by her supervisors,

she basically believes that her successful transition was
due to her hard work and professional expertise.

Her

perceptions of the hiring process during the early years of
the era of transition and of her own appointment in the
years prior to the era were that both were legitimate.
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Wni te, Female
First hired as an administrator, 1968.
Present position, Elementary Principal,
Age when first hired as a district administrator, 34.
Education and Administrative experience to date:
MA +60

High School Principal
8 years, In district
-TransferredJunior High Principal
5 years, In district
-Transferred-

Figure 2. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
J. Johlfs
Perceptions of Legitimacy:
My first inclination that I was being considered
for a school was when my principal suggested I
send a resume over to the district office.

I

don't remember now who I talked to when I dropped
it off.

I believe it was a personnel secretary.

Sometime later, probably several months, Dr. Cox
spoke with me and asked if I would be interested
in a position.

I said yes and within that next

year, September I think, I started the job
(principalship).

I had done a lot of work on
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student activity things and had spent a lot of
time on committees for parent's groups and those
kinds of things. •
why I was chosen.

I think that's probably
Maybe I'm naive but I

think if you work and keep at it long enough
that someday it comes back to you.
It appears from both principal's descriptions of the
process they went through that at this point in the
district's history the effort by Gonzales to open up the
hiring process to community

scru~iny

have any impact on their perceptions.

was still too new to
Instead the

. circumstance that is significant to both Johlf and Yeazel is
contact with key school officials especiallY the
superintendent.
school officials' dominance over the hiring process is
identifiable in the perceptions of both successful
candidates.

In the case of Yeazel, this perspective is

obvious in his references to the advantages available to
other principal candidates when their relationship with the
superintendent is good, and in his memory of discussions
with the Assistant Superintendent and a board member about
the worth of his professional experience.
Johlfs also indicated that a recommendation from he
principal and contact with the superintendent were important
to her successful appointment as a district principal.

In
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both cases a "tap on the shoulder" by a district official
appears to be the prerequisite for placement into a school
principalship.
In all the process was casual with very little
procedure.

Although the process was not open in the sense

that all candidates were treated equally, candidates
familiar with the school districts methods did not see
supervisory influence as inappropriate.

Superintendent Cox

was viewed as simply assembling "his team" a function which
the community, up until Gonzales was elected, was content to
let happen.

In the following era with Cox's retirement and

questions of desegregation about to be resolved in the
courts, the perceptions of principals hired are affected by
increasing community influence over the hiring process.
The Era of Conflict, 1977-1979
The search for Dr. Cox's successor began at a time when
the feud between Gonzales and the conservative majority had
reached such proportions that some observers doubted that
the board would be able to agree on any candidate (Clarion,
March 2, 1976).

Yet, out of a field of 72 candidates,

Daniel Estes, a superintendent from Blyth, Illinois was
finally chosen.

Using a blind process of paper screening,

the board took great pains to avoid the overt politics that
had engaged the board on so many other issues.

Utilizing a

set of publicly established criteria, they advertised for an

-------------------------
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individual with: (1) an open mind who can deal with problems
such as desegregation, (2) the ability to listen and
communicate effectively with sincerity and human
understanding, (3) experience in teacher negotiations and
good relations with teachers and administrators, (4) a
desire to remain in Seaside for at least four or five years,
(5) the ability to work in a multi-ethnic, multi-cultural
setting, (6) familiarity with the laws affecting schools,
(7) the ability to lead and work compatibly with others, and
(8) an understanding of management and education (Clarion,
November 10, 1976).
In retrospect, the board majority felt that the
criteria, although not originally designed to be so,
reflected many of the same characteristics that had been
shown by Dr. Cox.

They also felt, after conversations with

Estes' previous board in Illinois, that Estes had many of
these characteristics.

The board majority indicated that

they viewed Estes as a stable, up the ladder kind of career
educator (Hoffman, 1982).
Relatively quickly, however, the board reversed its
opinion,

within 18 months after Estes was hired, the board

asked for his resignation.

Vaughn, a member of the board

majority would say that "[t]he Blyth, Illinois board had
sold them a bill of goods just so they could get Estes out
of the district" (Hoffman, 1982).

Estes' fall from grace
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with the board is thought to have occurred for a variety of
reasons, but most people agree that the entirely different
ways that Estes and the board majority viewed district
operations was critical.

Estes was seen as an autocrat

particularly in comparison to the democratic and laidback
styles of Cox and Eccles, and this did not sit well with the
board majority.

The board majority struggled continuously

with Estes over the right to govern the district.
Also, Estes, unlike his predecessor, did not align
himself with the board conservatives against Gonzales.

In

1977, for example, Gonzales felt that it was his turn to
take the largely symbolic office of board chairman.

The

three member, conservative, board majority had each held the
position in previous years, and Gonzales felt it was now his
turn.

Although no real policy had ever been developed,

Gonzales made the chairmanship an issue, publicly
campaigning for the position, and losing by a 3-2 vote in
both 1977 and 1978.

It was not until 1979 that Gonzales

finally gained the chairmanship.

In many ways, this issue

symbolized the friction apparent between the conservative
majority and the liberal minority during this era.

Dr.

Estes, in an interview after he left the district, noted:
Gonzales said he felt like a full-fledged member
of the board after I arrived.
said he didn't.

Before that, he

I think they (the board majority)
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made a mistake (not giving the chairmanship to
Gonzales).

I mentioned it to them.

In executive session, the three (Conservative
Majority) would come in on time.

They knew the

other two were frequently late, and they would try
and get everything done before the others arrived.
Then, they would say that because it was an
executive session, they didn't have to tell the
other two what had happened.
Also during that first summer, she (Wilma Adams)
let it slip to a staff member of mine . • . that
she and the other two board members she was buddy
buddy with . . . (if they) weren't convinced that
I was going to do the job the way they wanted it
done • • • that they would buy my contract. .
They really didn't want me to work with Gonzales.
They wanted me to work with the three of them
(Estes, 1988).
Estes also may have inadvertently stepped on some toes
when a newspaper account in the Clarion indicated that the
open door policy of Cox and Eccles had come to a halt.

It

was much more difficult to see Estes than it had been with
the other superintendents.

One story that had circulated

through the district indicated that Wilma Adams was once
told she would have to wait two weeks for an appointment to

----.

__
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see Estes, making her and other board members very upset.
Estes said at the time he was unaware of the incident, and
it was a mistake (Herald, June 14, 1977).
An additional incident, illustrating the polarity
developing between the board majority and Estes, was a
question that arose over the payment of tuition by parents
of foreign students (primarily university dependents).
Although the issue involved a relatively simple problem,
Estes, in the way he handled the problem, barely avoided a
public rebuke from the board.

At issue to the board was

Estes' public expression of his own opinions, without
consulting the board first.

Estes' actions were seen as an

example of the superintendent not simply executing policy,
but actually making policy decisions, which the board
considered one of its powers and responsibilities (Herald,
February 1978).
In March of 1978 a study of the district, conducted by
a private consulting firm, suggested that the district make
some changes, including better budget planning, the division
of the district into four geographic wards, streamlining the
central administration by consolidating duties, and the
creation of teacher task forces to study specific areas
relating to education.

The study was criticized by the

board majority, especially Wilma Adams, who was not
interested in seeing it implemented.
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Estes, however, was interested in the study, and felt
that several of the consultants' suggestions should be acted
upon.

However, when Estes tried to reorganize the district

according to the suggestions in the study, the board blocked
his efforts.

The Herald saw this as "further evidence that

his stock with the board is slipping badly" (Herald, March
29, 1978).
The issue that was interpreted as the beginning of the
end for Estes was the

Athe~ton

incident (Hoffman, 1982).

Dr. Nolen Atherton, a local college professor, had served as
a part-time consultant to the district under Thomas Cox.
Estes suggested, during a review of the district's budget
for consulting, that a number of the consultants be cut,
including Atherton.

In the process of making those cuts,

Estes was accused of trying to undermine the authority of
several district level employees who had served under Cox.
One in particular was Cox's, and now Estes', Deputy
superintendent Claudine Mcarther.

The board immediately

held a special meeting to determine whether Estes was
deliberately attempting to undermine the influence of the
trustees by discrediting "a longtime district consultant"
and others who were advisors to Thomas Cox (Herald, February
7, 1978).

Eventually, Atherton did leave'the district, but

Estes' credibility, as the district's executive officer, had
suffered from the event.
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Between February 1978 and August 1978, numerous
articles in Seaside's two major newspapers attested to

as

the apparently worsening relationship between Estes and the
school board.

The Herald, through reporter Terry Charles,

was especially persistent in printing a number of articles
on the board-Estes relationship.

Later, Estes (1988) would

suggest that a lot of the information that Terry Charles
received derived from Wilma Adams.

.Quotes in the

newspapers, given by anonymous board members, indicated that
the behind-the-scenes power struggle had escalated.
His (Estes') first year should have been a smooth
one.

He had everything to gain and nothing to

lose when he arrived.
out that way. . • .

But things haven't worked
We're surprised, frankly.

At

first we thought he was just making some mistakes
because he was new • . . but he keeps making them,
and we think this may be his real style.

We

thought we knew what the man was like when we
hired him, but we just don't understand some of
the things he's doing.

It may be that we made a

mistake, and if we did, we're going to have to
face up to it (Herald, July 6, 1978).
The same articles also reviewed reactions to the
tuition and the Atherton episodes.
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His problem is, that he wants all the power.

He's

allowing his ego to get in the way of things.

But

the board is not going to sit by and just allow
that to happen.

I don't care how big his ego is

but when he starts doing things for his own
glory

• then it's time we put a stop to it (Herald,

February 7, 1978).
A board member noted, anonymously:

"We hope to clear the

air, but he's going to have to change or the board will do
anything in its power to deal with the problem" (Herald,
February 7, 1978).
The board, embarrassed by a negative public response
toward these comments, soon recanted.

The next day, in the

Clarion (February 8, 1978), all five board members denied
making the remarks quoted in the Citizen.

Laura Ackerman

and Paco Gonzales even stated that Estes was doing an
acceptable job up to that time.

Gonzales went on to say

that Estes should be given more of a chance, as he was still
having to work with the legacy of the past administration.
In the days that followed, the board met with Estes,
creating an additional series of newspaper articles,
emphasizing that deepset disagreements indeed existed
between Estes and certain board members.
Community reaction toward the board's attacks on Estes
was in favor of the superintendent.

An editorial on local

96

television called the board's criticism of Estes shocking,
and accused the board majority of having gone power mad,
suggesting that Dr. Estes should be left alone to do his
job.

Also, an angry letter, drafted by some of Tucson's

noted business leaders, suggested to the board that they put
aside their "petty differences" and allow Estes to run the
district without hindrance from the board members (Hoffman,
1982) .
Additional conflicts, reported in the Herald over the
next few months, chronicled the unabated deterioration of
the board-superintendent relationship.

In August, Estes

attempted to alter an employee grievance policy, much to the
chagrin of the board members.

At issue was the amount of

participation the administration would have in the grievance
process.

The original plan, envisioned by the board, did

not include Estes.

In a later interview, Estes suggested

this was the board's way of reducing his influence, by
creating a committee composed of anti-Estes personnel, such
as Claudine Mcarther, the assistant superintendent under
Cox, and Les scrimaa, a leader of the teacher association
(Hoffman, 1982).

Later, both the board and the teachers'

association would reject the policy (Herald, August 29,
1978).
When Estes was first hired by the district, he came in
with a reputation for taking a hard line against teacher

97

strikes.

Previously, in Illinois, Estes had, with community

support, successfully broken a teachers' strike.

As he

began the Guerrero superintendency, he was therefore viewed
with suspicion by the Guerrero Teachers Association.

Later,

the association would publicly air its feelings, identifying
Estes' behavior during his entire tenure as an "apparent
determination . • . to break the association" (GEA
President's speech on September 19, 1978; in Mayhall, 1987).
Tensions had been growing between the board and the
association since the board's rejection of the arbitration
recommendation in 1974.

With the court decision ruling in

favor of the district in October of 1977, the board
began to question the strength of the GEA and its
negotiated agreement.

In January, the board formally

rescinded the 10 year negotiations policy, creating an
uproar of teacher dissatisfaction.

Board meetings were

filled to the point that they were moved to the local high
school auditorium, and teachers demonstrated outside
district headquarters in protest.
Estes, in an interview some years later, commented:
Their (the board) number one error is that the
board members themselves tried to negotiate . . •
of course, at that time you couldn't have five
board members in the room (they would argue with
each other).

So they would send a couple in . . •
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they would become emotionally involved . • • they
would put up a front and reject everything.

If

the board had delegated to me the authority to
negotiate a new negotiations procedure the year
before, we'd of had no strike that year.

I could

have negotiated a win deal for them, no problem at
all.
Although I disagreed with the idea of a
superintendent negotiating, I did say, because of
my experience, I would negotiate with the GEA to
set up procedures, but that I would not do the
actual negotiations.

(At that point) wilma Adams

said 'As far as I'm concerned, there will be no
negotiations.

We're going to decide what to do.'

So the first thing I had to say to the union, when
I sat down, was we are not here to negotiate.

But

then, after the big meeting at the high school,
the board started to think maybe it shouldn't be
so unilateral.

In January they got together for a

very narrow meet and confer document • . . but it
was too late.
Throughout the spring and summer, tensions ran high as
both the board and association rejected each other's points
of view.

Teachers and individual board members

criticized each other publicly (Mayhall, 1987), and GEA
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initiated a recall against all board members, except
Gonzales, who had spoken out for the teachers during the
January meetings.

In September, on the recommendation of

Dr. Estes, Myron Liberman, a nationally known strike
breaker, was hired as the district negotiator.
The conflict culminated when the association voted to
strike the district on october 1st.

Although most people

felt that the five day teachers' strike was not Estes'
fault, the suggestion remained that Estes' hard line
approach may have been more than was needed.

By the end of

October, the board feud with Dr. Estes was back in the news.
Reports that board dissatisfaction would result in
Estes' dismissal began to appear in the Herald on October
25th, and in the Clarion the next day.

The board indicated

that Estes had not filed appropriate documents for travel
and was using vacation time inappropriately.

The reports

also indicated the board's frustration with Estes'
unilateral method of making decisions, and his failure to
communicate with the board and his staff (Herald, October
25, 1978; Clarion, October 26, 1978).

Rumors were also

circulating that Estes himself had been an issue in the
teachers' strike, and that the now strengthened union would
like to see him gone (Clarion, October 11, 1978).
The last three months of Estes' tenure were filled with
complicated incidents, including Estes' admittance to the
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hospital for chest pain, apparently unauthorized trips out
of state, and school board meetings that Estes missed, to
the dismay of board members.

Estes, remembered the time

this way:
On Tuesday after the strike, I went into the
office.

I wasn't feeling well, so about midday I

told my secretary that I was going home and try
and get some rest.

I never came back.

I sent to

the doctor and he just said, 'No way,' (could I
continue working) and told me I ·needed to get back
on track or he was off the case.

So, I notified

the board, and gave directions to the staff on as
many things as I could.

In spite of this, those

bastards continued to call me and my wife, right
up into the time I went into the hospital.

The

night she took me to the hospital I knew Wilma
Adams and Donald Hum were going to stick it to me.
I remember telling my wife to get in touch with a
close friend of mine, to help find a couple of
good attorneys.
Ultimately, citing certain and sUbstantial differences
of opinion as to procedures and policies, on how the
district should be operated, the board called for Estes'
resignation on December 21, 1978.

In an unusual display of

board unity, all five trustees voted to accept Estes'
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resignation.

Claudine Mcarthur was named acting

superintendent; she would subsequently submit an application
for the position of superintendent, after receiving support
from some community members.

Later, she withdrew her

application, when it became obvious that the board was
looking for someone from outside the district.

Dr. Claudine

Mcarther remained as acting superintendent for eleven
months, overseeing the recovery of the district, from the
strike and the implementation of the court ordered
desegregation ruling.
Estes, one district administrator would later say, was
walking into three buzz saws at the same time (Herald,
August 19, 1980).

In addition to the increasing conflict

among the teachers, and conflicts with the board, the
desegregation of the district was still a major issue.

When

school began in 1977, both Estes and board chairperson Adams
admitted publicly, for the first time, that the district
would probably lose the suit.
In June of 1978, Judge Plye ruled that nine schools
were to be desegregated.

Dr. Cox, who had been under

questioning for nine consecutive days, by relays of lawyers,
felt that the district had, "gotten off scott free" (Cox,
1989).

In fact, the court had ruled on the very narrow

issue of whether the district had discriminated when the
elementary schools in question were built and the attendance

102

lines were drawn.

The remedy that Judge Plye ordered

required that problems within those specific schools be
addressed, rather than racial balancing of the whole
district.

Subsequently, under the direction of Dr. Estes,

Phase I of the desegregation of the

~istrict

was initiated,

which was primarily a period of negotiation on how best to
implement the court's order.
The plaintiffs in the case, though, were not happy and
appealed the court's decision.

The district, worried that

it would lose even more ground in the appeal, began "giving
away the: store," according to Dr. Cox.

The result by 1979,

was that over 1300 elementary students were being bused.
The newspapers carried articles of white flight, and
teachers in the district were complaining about being moved
into desegregated schools.

In 1981, the desegregation plan

was finally given the green light when the united states
Supreme Court refused to hear the case, leaving intact the
Appellate Court's ruling in favor of the district.

By this

time, the plan had already been in effect for over a year,
and Dr. Vernon Frame had been hired to replace acting
superintendent Claudine Mcarther.
In the context of the professional and community
frameworks presented earlier, the forces of desegregation
and board turnover present during this period appear to have
contributed to the expanding influence of the community.
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The next section illustrates how this community influence
continues into the next decade.

This trend is expected to

correspond with principal's perceptions of the hiring
process during this period.
The Hiring of Principals During the Era
Of Conflict, 1977-1979
Personnel practices during this era continued to change
shaped by what many principals consider the two most
significant events of the past 20 years:

the teachers'

strike and a court order to desegregate the district.
The teachers' strike came as a cUlmination of a period
when teachers perceived district fragmentation, board
inefficiency, and a general disdain for administrative
direction.

Although not specifically affecting the hiring

process of building principals, the strike served to
redefine general attitudes toward employee rights throughout
the district.

Aspects of these attitudinal changes appear

years later, when practices negotiated for teachers during
the strike were used to develop procedures for other
district job classifications.

For example, questions raised

over teacher transfers during the era of conflict would lead
to the formalization of a principals' transfer eight years
later.
Desegregation, however, had a more direct and immediate
effect on personnel practices.

community influence in the
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selection of administrators and other staff continued to
increase as Dr. Cox retired and the traditional homogeneity
of the board and top district officials began to crumble.
Community influence also increased when Paco Gonzales in the
vanguard of the community intrusion, picked up additional
support, new liberal board member Ackerman was elected, and
new Superintendent Estes was found to be sympathetic to
minority rights issues.

Dr. Estes noted shortly after he

was hired that:
I found a proclivity on the part of the people
making the decisions at the time (district
professionals) . • • to want to hire either
anglos, or they might be broadminded enough to
hire a safe Hispanic, or a safe black, or I'm not
sure they even wanted to do that.

I had to have a

knock down, drag out with them, indicating I would
not tolerate any interference in personnel
decisions.

I had the district as an Equal

opportunity Employer placed on the bottom of all
district stationary.
Estes also attempted to change the longstanding
practice of only hiring administrators internally.

He

indicated:
I didn't know of a single administrator that did
not start his/her administrative career in the

105

district.

When I came here, I said, 'Look, when

jobs are open in the district, we accept
applicants from both inside and outside the
district,' and directed personnel to actively
recruit outside of the district.
However, entangled by district politics and limited by
his short time in the district, Estes was unable to make
more than minor changes in district hiring practices.

To

some degree, Estes blamed the personnel department he had
inherited from Cox for the lack of change.

He noted:

The job was a little too big for him (the director
of personnel).

He never really got on top of it.

I thought computerizing the department might have
helped, but it seemed to threaten him, so I never
pushed it.

So, I found myself hiring or promoting

people that were not qualified for the position,
. • . the supervisors handled it incorrectly.
ultimately, many of the changes in the method of hiring
principals would come during the tenure of Claudine
Mcarther, the interim superintendent between Estes and
Frame.

Under Mcarther, a formal application procedure was

established, requiring the posting of all job openings, an
application procedure, and an extensive interview.
Interviews were done by a committee, consisting of
administrators, teachers, and parents.

In the years
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following its creation, the interview committee would vary
in size, from five members to as many as ten.
The development of this process was the result of the
desegregation of the district and a consent decree worked
out between the Hispanic and black plaintiffs and the
district.

One provision of the agreement was that a fair

and equitable process for the hiring of certified staff be
implemented.

The goal of the provision was that a formal

hiring process would replace the "tap on the shoulder
method".

Through this agreement the minority community

began to limit the dominance of the school professionals and
to influence the method in which school administrators were
to be selected.
In part this shift in influence was done through the
election of a more representative school board, but also was
a consequence of recent national changes in social policy,
and federal and state law.

Interest in minority rights

issues had been growing nationally for 20 years by the late
1970s and enabled local minority groups access to areas in
the district where previously they had been excluded.

Thus,

the creation of a formal hiring process serves as a
mechanism of increased community influence over personnel
issues in the Guerrero district.
This formalized process of hiring principals has
continued to the present time, but it has not always been
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seen as legitimate.

The perception of illegitimacy was

produced when the new method of application and interview
was superceded by backroom intrigue, and accusations of
political patronage.

During the next era, with the hiring

of Dr. Vernon Frame, this discrepancy, between what was
being said by the district and what was being done, would
reach its zenith.
Principal Perceptions Affected by the Hiring
Process During the Era of Conflict
Some principals hired during the era of conflict were
hired before the formal hiring process was put in place;
others were selected through the new procedures.

Of the

five principals still employed by the district and hired
during this era, the two who were interviewed that help to
demonstrate the procedural contrast.

Posner was hired in

the beginning of the era and perceived the process
differently than Hestad who was hired near the end of the
ear.

In considering the perceptions of each principal,

Posner indicated she had probably been preselected for the
position, but was comfortable that legitimate hiring
criteria had been in place and were followed.

Her comments

of the process indicate her perception of it as legitimate.

------.----- -
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White, Female
First hired as a district administrator, 1977.
Present Position, Elementary Principal.
Age when first hired as a district administrator, 40.
Education and Administrative Experience
MA/3

Elementary Principal
5

years.

In district

Figure 3. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
H. Posner
Perceptions of Legitimacy:
For my first (principalship), I was asked by the
assistant superintendent if I would be interested
in becoming a principal.

Later, the

superintendent (Estes) called and invited me in
for an interview.

He appeared to know something

about me and had written out a series of questions
that he asked me . . . the policy at the time was
not followed as closely as it is now

. or

we're paying more lip service to it now . .
The school board has influenced the choice of
principals a little bit, if they know the person,
(but) I didn't know any of the school board
members . . . I think my immediate supervisor had
something to do with me being appointed . . . I
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think, even though the policy was not as stringent
or structured as it is now, I still think it
existed and was followed.
Posner's sentiments indicate that professional control
of the hiring process still is an apparent characteristic of
the first part of this era.

Posner was first approached by

a district administrator who recommended her to the
superintendent as a potential appointee.

Later, the

superintendent talked to her and she was appointed to a
principalship.

Although Superintendent Estes appeared to be

more personally formal in his chats with potential
principals, this format was not very different from that
used by Cox and earlier superintendents.
Hestad, however, was hired near the end of the era and
his perceptions of the principal selection process are
somewhat different.

When Hestad first became a principal,

he was 32 years old, making him one of the youngest
principals hired during the study period.

Mr. Hested's

skills as a principal in the district are considered "top
notch" and he has often been given tougher building
assignments, because of his capabilities.

Hired during the

short period that Claudine Mcarther was superintendent,
Hestad perceived the process as illegitimate, because of the
discrepancy he sees between the formal and informal hiring
processes.

-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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White, Male
First hired as an administrator, 1978.
Present position, Junior High Principal.
Age when first hired as a district administrator, 31.
Education and Administrative Experience:
MA +45

Elementary Principal
2 years.

In district.

-TransferredElementary Principal.
6 years.

In district.

Figure 4. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
A. Hestad
perceptions of Illegitimacy:
When I was first hired as an administrator, if you
did your internship with a key person . . . if you
did your indentureship . . . I felt like that was
the key issue.

I still feel it's important to do

internships with people who are movers and
shakers, but before it was more that there were
people who were known, that you needed to be with
(to become an administrator).
much more formalized. . . .

The process now is
Affirmative action

was almost an inducement not to apply, because you
heard, informally, that what people are really
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looking for, are minority males and females, for
administrative positions.

You know, if you take

that stuff seriously.
My first principalship I did a generic interview,
and then I didn't interview again (for any of the
other jobs I received).

Then they just called me

up sometime later, said, 'We have a school in
trouble if you want it.'

Normally, there was a

job application that carne out . . . informally, I
knew the principal was in trouble.

There has

always been a whole mentoring process.

I guess

that's the nicest thing to call it.
Bullshit, it's more like, "you will apply for
this."

I guess if I had a complaint, I'd say if

they would just corne out and say, "Hey, this is
who we are looking for" but they don't.

They keep

it away from the top levels of administration, but
other people corne up and say we think you'd be
great in this program.

I guess, because of my

management skills, I was encouraged by several
people to take the job I have now.

The

superintendent never sat down with me and gave me
a 'good old boy chat,' he's way too smart to do
that.
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Hired after the installation of the district's formal
hiring process, Hestad obviously perceived hiring practices
differently than Posner.

He alluded to the informal tap on

the shoulder, but indicated that he found it inappropriate
because of the deceitful manner in which it was practiced.
The indication is that at the time Hestad was being hired,
the recently instituted formal hiring process was being
subverted by district officials.

These officials were still

actively directing the hiring of principals by directing
preselected candidates into the formal process.
During this era the confrontation between the changing
community and the traditional school professionals was
apparent in the power struggle between members of the board
and the board and Superintendent Estes.

It appears that

this confrontation's effect on the hiring of school
principals was the development of a formalized procedure,
but a concurrent discrepancy between the formal and informal
hiring processes.

At least for Hestad, his perception of

illegitimacy is not based on the intrusion of the community
into the hiring process but that the district professionals
were subverting or at best ignoring the community's
influence.

This sense that a discrepancy exists and

therefore delegitimates the process is apparent in the
perceptions of principals in the next era as well.
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The Era of Reorganization, 1979-1985
When Dr. Vernon Frame was hired as Guerrero's
superintendent in 1979, the press characterized him as a
tall, athletic looking man, personifying an understated
confidence that the board obviously found agreeable.

The

board, still reeling from the criticism over their conflict
with Estes, noted that Frame would be able to fit into their
plans for "tight basic management" (Clarion, June 19, 1979).
The loss of public confidence during the previous era had
weakened the district and it was hoped the hiring of Frame
would provide new leadership and direction for Guerrero.
The retirement of the three member conservative
majority was also viewed as a positive change towards the
future.

Wilma Adams, the conservative whip, had decided not

to run for reelection in 1979, and Hum and Vaughn both
stepped down in 1980.

An editorial, in the Clarion,

indicated that the 1980 election: "Shows a trend away from
the antiquated board majority that used to reign. • • •

The

decisions of longtime board members Hum and Vaughn not to
run offer the opportunity for new thought on the board."
The editorial reflected on the Estes years, noting that the
three new election winners, Ackerman, Meyers, and Mesquita,
supported restricting the board to policy and letting the
school policy and letting the school superintendent and his
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staff run the district's day to day operations (November 6,
1980).
The district, under the dire.ction of the changing board
began the era with finance as an impending issue.

Just

before Dr. Frame's arrival, the board announced that a
budget cut of 3.1 million dollars would be necessary for the
1979-80 school year.

The district indicated that a newly-

imposed, state spending limit of seven percent was the
problem, and that proposed district increases in the
upcoming year would go over fifteen percent.

The board

noted that some special student programs may have to be
dropped.
The community reacted by demanding that the cuts be
made in the district's nine top administrative positions
instead.

Angry parents referred to the administrators as

the district's "gas hogs" that could be sold for more
economical models (Clarion, April 6, 1979).
Several days later, the district reversed its stand
when the district business manager announced that he had
found 1.2 million in alternative savings.

Coupled with a

hiring freeze, this sum would allow the district to get
through the year without cutting programs or staff.
Newspaper editorials sarcastically questioned the district's
fiscal abilities, suggesting that it stay away from
"creative accounting" (Clarion, June 20, 1979).
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In the following year, the district's financial picture
grew worse.

The board was eager to make peace with the

community and the teachers union, and tried to provide
higher salaries and improved working conditions.

However,

coupled with a drop in student populations, and the burden
of lowered state spending limits, this resulted in the
district hiring more teachers than it could pay for.
Frame reacted by unveiling a plan to cut several
administrators from the payrolls.

citing

at

ove~staffing

higher levels and a need to save money, Frame said "His
recommendations came after a two month review of job
functions in the district" (Clarion, March 7, 1980).

In a

marked reversal from the bitter antagonism of the previous
era, the board approved Frame's proposal and identified
their "commitment to change" (Clarion, March 7, 1980).
Near the end of 1980, it appeared that the cuts would
not be enough.

The district announced that because it was

operating with a deficit of $910,000, and spending over 90
percent of its budget on personnel, another hiring freeze
would be necessary in the spring.

The freeze would be

implemented by cutting sUbstitute costs and not hiring any
new certified teachers.

Substitute teachers were to be

drawn from in-house, and certified resource specialists
would be reassigned as classroom teachers when positions
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opened.

Frame himself promised to sUbstitute for teachers

who were ill at least once a week.
Setting the stage for additional austerity measures,
Frame declared that eleven million dollars in cuts would be
necessary to avoid a deficit in the upcoming year.

The

result in the spring of 1982 was the removal of twenty more
of the district's administrators.

Fourteen were taken from

central office and six from unspecified schools around. the
district.
Teachers also were affected.

The district began a

practice during this time of notifying nontenured teachers
that their contracts might not be renewed in the fall.

The

board contended that due to a new state law requiring that
notification of dismissal be given to teachers by April 14th
of each year, and because it could not project that early
how many teachers would be needed each year, all nontenured
teachers would be laid off each spring.
Although only ten to fifteen percent of the teachers
laid off were not rehired in the fall, the effect on the 200
to 500 teachers laid off each spring was very unsettling.
The community voiced fears that it would lose many of its
better teachers and the Guerrero Teachers Association
deplored the action, charging the district with poor
personnel practices and a lack of administrative expertise.
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Ultimately the movement of staff and the constant
juggling of funds would create more problems than it would
solve.

By 1983, parents in the southwest part of the

district were complaining about the lack of maintenance in
their schools.

They were unhappy with overcrowded

classrooms, and noted that throughout the district school
buildings were in need of repair and in violation of state
fire codes.

The district was also accused of having poor

staff morale and Dr. Frame was being blamed for much of the
discontent.
Frame viewed his role as being a change agent.

It was

his job to improve the district by streamlining the
administration and central office staff.

He particularly

sought to improve the ethnic balance and to bring in new
people from the outside.

In the time he served the district

Frame took credit for moving over 80% of the district's
administrative staff in one direction or another.

One

result of making these changes in the district, many felt,
was that Frame was finally asked to leave.
Others indicated that a large share of the problem was
Frame's own personality and his political style of
leadership.

One district principal, taking issue with

Frame's approach,

indica~ed

that he was arbitrary and

capricious at a time when it was important to be fair and
impartial.

critics generally saw Frame as a politician, not

118

as a manager.

The implication was he would make any

compromise with the board for three votes.

One top level

administrator noted:
Vernon would work for three votes • . • he would
angle for three votes

if two of the board

members were outside, they wouldn't get any
information
the other.

. he would play one off against
So, there's this perception of people

coming in and out of (Frame's office), working one
on one with the superintendent, until they would
work up a three-coalition vote.

The general

impression was that he finally ran out of
combinations.

He worked it hard enough • . . till

it cost him.
Frame's vehicle for relocating the district's
administrative staff was the reorganization of the district,
based on the study done by a consulting firm several years
earlier.

originally, the proposal had been rejected during

the era of conflict by the conservative board majority by a
3-2 vote.
vote.

In late 1979, however, the plan passed by a 3-2

Gonzales praised the action, saying "the plan has

been on the shelf for three years, the leadership is now
here, and it is important to take bold steps and decisive
action now" (Herald, October 5, 1979).

Shortly thereafter,

Frame held a news conference and announced staff
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reorganization as his first priority.

calling it

decentralization, Frame divided the district into four
administrative areas.
Yet, indications that Frame was reorganizing the
district for reasons other than just decentralization
surfaced immediately.

In the process of establishing the

four new administrative districts, the pecking order of the
district's top administrators was altered.

It appeared to

many that Frame was trying to push out the top officials who
were still loyal to the ideas and practices of the Cox
administration.

One conservative board member publicly

asserted that the reorganization was designed primarily to
oust Dr. Claudine Mcarther, deputy Superintendent to both
Cox and Estes.

Dr. Mcarther, who had also acted as the

interim superintendent between Estes and Frame, disagreed
and supported Frame's decision, describing her move from
Deputy Superintendent to district liaison officer as a
transfer rather than a demotion.

Amid continued rumors, the

controversy became moot when the district offered Mcarther
and several other "old guard" administrators the opportunity
to retire from the district early.
One top administrator, reflecting on Mcarther's
retirement, observed:
A lot of the negatives grew out of who was in and
who was out, and part of that was the racial
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stuff.

Under Cox, you had a system that was run

by the white folks
system
up.

• it was a growing minority

there was a lot of pressure building

So Frame came in and said, 'Come on, we've

got to move some of this stuff around and we've
got to displace some of these folks' • . . and so,
suddenly, people who had been on top weren't on
top anymore.

You find out very quickly that in

Guerrero everything is a power issue (1989).
The notion that Frame used the reorganization to rid
the district of personnel he did not want became a source of
controversy a second time, when he asked the board to
provide him with a deputy superintendent.

The district had

not had one since the four regions had been established.
Frame indicated that this new position would be a finishing
touch to the reorganization he had started two years
earlier.
The board approved Frame's request and appointed
Frame's recommendation, Barbara Lowery,

a black woman whom

Frame had recruited as an assistant superintendency shortly
before the Deputy Superintendent position was created.
Frame said he asked Lowery to apply for the assistant
superintendent job with the hope that if the board approved
the deputy position, she would fill it (Clarion, March 6,
1983) •
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Lowery, who had originally corne from an assistant
superintendency on the west Coast, was seen as an outsider,
and her appointment was criticized by some blacks in the
district, who felt there was enough minority talent in the
district already.

Other reactions to Lowery were mixed, but

most saw her as a tough aggressive, ambitious administrator.
The newspaper printed an article that said, "since Lowery
has joined the district, some principals and teachers have
said she expects too much and is heavy handed" (Clarion,
March 6, 1983).
The hiring of Lowery also created one other problem.
When the position of deputy superintendent was created, the
position of superintendent of instruction was eliminated,
which was held at the time by Lynn Marie Siminski.

During

the board meeting where Lowery replaced Siminski, supporters
of Siminski showed up with a petition signed by over 1,850
employees

a~d

parents.

Supporters said they believed

Siminski was being punished for asking questions about
decisions she believed were not in the best interest of
children.

One teacher said, "The board was setting an

example of what happens to you if you question city hall"
(Clarion, May 3, 1983).
One district administrator, commenting on the
elimination of Siminski's position said:
Frame and Siminski got crossways with each other.
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I don't know all the ins and outs of it, but it
was a pretty dirty picture from all everyone says
• no heros and a lot of villains • • • and he
(Frame) organized her out of a job.

He did away

with her position, and she went back to the
principalship.
For many people, the Siminski incident exemplified the
political deviousness that had characterized the district
for the past few years.

Dissatisfaction with the many

changes, and Superintendent Frame's seemingly arrogant
disregard for the traditional organization of the district
led many within the district to seek support outside the
district.

Paco Gonzales, then chairman of the board,

commented on the growing discontent saying:
Changes in Guerrero in the past decade are the
source of some of the unrest.

We have broken with

tradition, a tradition that was a very closed
system where the only criteria for assignments and
programs was l6ngevity.

Frame, in changing that,

has created a significant group of enemies.
People are always threatened by change

and

because he's not from the system, he's receiving
criticism from the sector that thinks it is the
system.
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In March of 1984, these undercurrents of
dissatisfaction that had been developing in the district
were voiced through a group calling themselves the Coalition
for Quality Education.

The group's presence was first noted

in a newspaper article that described a meeting in which 200
gathered to discuss concerns about morale and leadership
within the district.

The group's chairman, Gordon Wambach,

declared that the meeting would be closed, "To allow safety
for people who would not otherwise speak freely."

Wambach

noted, "There is a thread of fear in the district which is
unfortunate" (Clarion, March 15, 1984).
Several weeks later a second meeting was held, this
time to a reported 550 concerned parents and school people.
Issues that were being raised by the C.Q.E. were varied, but
seemed to center around problems with the district's budget,
its leadership, and the low morale.

Complaints centered on

the district's failure to implement recommendations from
various citizens committees and inconsistencies in
administrative appointments.

Some observers reported, in

the newspapers, that the group might also have a hidden
agenda, such as revenge for unpopular administrative
appointments or demotions (Clarion, March 22, 1984).
One anonymous quote, from a top level administrator,
noted:
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Lynn Marie (siminski) was wired into Gordon and
that group.

There was a very strong connection

between a number of those people that got moved
around and shuffled and the people who attacked
the system from the outside.

A lot of that came

out of that dissatisfaction.
As the C.Q.E. continued to meet, racism became an
issue.

Near the end of April, the first public meeting was

held in the high school auditorium, with over 600 in
attendance.

Articles in the next days paper noted racist

comments by people who had attended the meetings, including
references to the district's central office as "little
Mexico."

The result was the formation of two groups opposed

to the C.Q.E.

One was spearheaded by Tom Figueroa, who had

been active with Gonzales in the early 1970's, and the other
was called A.C.E. (Anglos Care About Education).

Both

groups charged C.Q.E. with wanting to return to a raciallysegregated district.
In addition to charges of racism, the issue of partisan
politics was also raised.

The accusation was made that the

C.Q.E. was being manipulated for the political advancement
of its chairman Gordon Wambach.

Wambach was a local

businessman who had once held a prominent position in the
presidential administration of Gerald Ford.

Before he had

become involved with the C.Q.E. Wambach had served as
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chairman on several district committees.

He had also met

quite frequently with the various superintendents throughout
the years including, until recently, Frame.

Because of his

ties with national politics and his influence on previous
district matters, the local press hinted that Wambach may
have been trying to build a political base for future
activity.
Politics also played a part when C.Q.E. indicated that
the district may be in violation of state statutes.

The

board, eager to eliminate any charges of wrongdoing, invited
the county attorney to investigate.

The C.Q.E. worried

because the county attorney and most of the board members
were democrats, also asked that the Republican state
attorney general's office be involved.

In June, a

bipartisan compromise was reached, and negotiations between
the C.Q.E. and the district became confidential.

Meanwhile,

Frame, against the advice of the district's management
consultant, and despite resistance from the board, continued
reorganizing the district, from four regions to three.
In October, the confidentiality of the negotiations was
broken, when a front page headline in the Clarion indicated
that board members Gonzales, Mesquita, and stein were being
blackmailed into meeting the demands of the C.Q.E.

The trio

said that the Coalition had given them thirty days to comply
with several demands, including the removal of
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superintendent Frame, or they would face an end to their
public future.
Several years later, when Frame was asked why the
Coalition had asked for his resignation, he replied:
I made a lot of changes in the district.

Ninety

percent of my administrative staff was either
moved, promoted, or demoted.

I was a change agent

• . • turned it upside down in 3 or 4 years.

You

make that many changes, you are not going to
please everybody.
everybody.

I wasn't there to please

I was there to make decisions, to

protect kids, and to implement court-ordered
desegregation programs.
action.

To set up affirmative

I think, in most cases, the district is

profiting from those changes now.
turned the staff over. . • .

We really

We really identified

a lot of minority persons for leadership positions
(Frame, 1989).
Gordon Wambach viewed the situation differently.
he was asked to respond to Frame's statement he stated:
Dr. Frame was someone who was continually
controlled and dominated by the majority of the
board, who was deeply involved in political
patronage, who was acquiescent to the whims of
particular board members, who was a classic
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example of style over substance, who clearly did
not understand the issues in education, and was
unprepared to deal with them.

So, I think the

coalition was frustrated with those issues.

Now

the changes he is talking about was [sic] to allow
totally inappropriate people to hold positions.
December began with the C.Q.E.'s formal call for
Frame's resignation and ended with the county
attorney's report that although the district was
responsible for some poor management practices in
personnel and finance, it was not criminally liable.
In summation, an editorial in the Clarion thanked the
C.Q.E. for bringing the district's problems to light
and suggested the district should "clean up the
improprieties that remain" (December 14, 1984).
In February, Frame, who had been applying for a number
of big city superintendencies, resigned to take a position
as an interim superintendent in a small, rural district on
the edge of Seaside.

When he was asked at his last news

conference, whether the C.Q.E. had forced his decision,
Frame replied, "I'd be less than honest if I said no"
(Clarion, February 7, 1985).
Frame was replaced by his deputy superintendent,
Barbara Lowery, who held the position of interim
superintendent and competed for the full superintendency
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during that spring and summer.

Although she had two board

votes, calls by the head of the district employees' group
for her suspension as acting superintendent and her close
affiliation with Frame prevented her from receiving the
appointment.

In November, Dr. John Samuels was given the

position.
During this last era the boards involvement in most,
district operations reached its peak.

community control of

the management o.f the district and concurrence with the
board by Superintendent Frame brought many issues into the
public arena.
issue.

The selection of principals was one such

In the next section the development of hiring

mechanisms affected by this situation are examined and
considered as they relate to Boyd's contention of predicted
professional dominance.
The Hiring of Principals During the Era
of Reorganization, 1979-1986
The intrusion of the community influenced board upon
the remnants of Cox's professional staff reached its height
during this era.

Those board members who had acted as a

rubber stamp on the selection of administrators under Cox's
tenure were virtually all gone.
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representative of the changing demographics of the
community, was zealously implementing the agenda begun by
Gonzales during the era of transition.
Minority issues in hiring practices in the district
contributed to increasing formalization.

The consensus

decree signed under Estes was actively being implemented and
an affirmative action plan was published in 1984.

A

statement provided in the affirmative action plan indicated
in a formal manner the direction which the district was
taking:
In order to correct underutilization of minorities
and women, the Guerrero School District shall
institute a recruitment program to attract
qualified candidates . .

The Personnel

Department shall • • • ensure that vacancies are
announced through the District's process as
provided in the Consensus Agreement and Memoranda
of Understanding, (and) ensure that the hiring
process is conducted in a non-discriminatory
manner (Affirmative Action Plan, 1984).
The new board, which now included both minorities and
liberal whites, was interested in effecting those types of
changes even before they were formalized in the Affirmative
Action Plan.

This attitude would subsequently lead the

board to become more involved in day to day operation of the
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district, including the hiring of administrators.

Dr.

Mcarther observed that:
the new board felt that we had not moved fast
enough, particularly with minorities.

We were in

a new era: the new board wanted more involvement.
Traditionally, in the past, boards had taken the
recommendations of the professionals, but the new
board wanted to be involved . • . in management
decisions.
prompted by the board's interest in change, Dr. Frame
began to make administrative staff changes at an
unprecedented rate.

After more than 80 percent of the

district's administrators were moved through promotion,
transfer, retirement, or termination much of the staff felt
confused and distrustful.
said:

One principal commenting on Frame

"I just wanted to stay in my school and stay out of

the gunfire • • . that man intimidated me.

He'd do things

like bring in Lowery, which was like bringing a
streetfighter into a preschool."

Other specific events

helped to provide these types of feelings, such as the
elimination of nine administrators, including principals, in
1980, the elimination of 20 more in 1981, the dissolution of
the position of high school dean in 1982, and the constant
juggling of central office staff in and out of the district.
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This combination of staff turnover and the new board's
direct involvement in many of the staff changes ultimately
led to accusations of political patronage and cronyism.
These accusations were heightened when the Coalition for
Quality Education brought public attention to the
appointment of a new district director of personnel.

Public

condemnation followed the disclosure that the new director
of personnel had been a board member's campaign manager, and
that records had been falsified during the application
process to give the former campaign manager nonexistent
credentials.
Similar cases of politically motivated appointments
were also identified with reference to minority hires,
especially associated with board member Gonzales.

One

district employee, commenting on Gonzales' zeal in bringing
Hispanic staff into the district, compared him to a big city
political boss.

As one top level district administrator

would explain some years later:
You had a district that was one-third Hispanic
with virtually no Hispanic administrators, and
Gonzales came on with a certain sense of
revolution about what had to be achieved.

I think

he would honestly tell you there were some
appointments.

But barriers had to be broken.

You

had people who had not had the opportunity to have
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any experience.

Then, suddenly, we need some

Hispanic administrators.

Obviously, you will be

putting some people in who don't have that
experience by definition.

I think some of those

appointments worked out beautifully and some of
them didn't.

Paco has said to me about certain

Hispanic administrators that we've gone after (to
fire) that 'they should have been popped a long
time ago, but I (Gonzales) probably got in the
way. '
Hiring practices during the era of reorganization in
one respect were very similar to the practices used during
the other two eras.

In each era the preselection of

successful administrative candidates was a constant feature
of decisions made regarding the hiring of school principals.
However, one of the differences that arose was the apparent
increase in the amount of board involvement in the
development of selection procedures and in the types of
candidates hired.

These considerations were left to the

discretion of the superintendent and his staff in the Cox
administration, but as the district moved through the era of
conflict and into the era of transition the board took over
these responsibilities.
The new board under the direction of Gonzales and
composed of other minority community members and liberal

----------------------._--_._--
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whites had appropriated the power and discretion previously
exercised by the district professionals.

The backlash of

community dissatisfaction aligned with the Coalition for
Quality Education was, in effect, an attempt by the district
professionals to regain control over the direction the
district was taking.

The professional demise of

Superintendent Frame was in part the result of this effort.
Nevertheless, the board as elected community representatives
was able to maintain control of the district and of the
hiring of the district's

principals~

The impact of

community control on the perceptions of principals hired is
analyzed in the next section.
Principals' Perceptions Affected by the Hiring
Process During the Era of Reorganization
The perception of a discrepancy between the formal and
informal hiring process is an issue which divided the
principals selected for interviews among those hired during
the era of reorganization.

Of the seven principals

interviewed, four principals considered the process
illegitimate, and three legitimate.

Those principals who

saw the process as illegitimate were primarily concerned
that influence exercised by the board supplanted the open
competition outlined in the formal process.

Principals who

perceived their selection as legitimate either viewed their
selection as openly competitive and argued the alleged
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discrepancy did not exist, or argued that the discrepancy
between the formal and informal mechanisims methods was
either insignificant or necessary to maintain the informal
and circumvent the newer established formal process.
B. Eastgate, who started her administrative career as a
high school dean during Cox's administration, perceived the
selection processes she had gone through during her rise
through the ranks as legitimate.

Her perceptions were based

on her belief that the informal process was the preferred
method through which to select an administrator.

Eastgate's

placement into her present principalship was also
characterized by a tap on the shoulder, even though the
formal process had already been in place for four years.
The circumvention of the formal process in her case though
is to her liking, and her disdain for the formal process
both as a candidate and an interviewer are evident in her
statements.
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White, Female
First hired as a district principal, 1981
Present position, Junior High Principal
Age when first hired as a district administrator, 41
Education and Administrative Experience:
MA

+

30

High School Dean.
8 years.

In district.

-TransferredAssistant Principal High School.
1 year.

In district.

-TransferredAssistant Principal High School
2 years.

In district.

Figure 5. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
B. Eastgate
Perceptions of Legitimacy:
I had been a dean or assistant principal since
1971 when I got a call from Dr. Frame asking me if
I wanted to go to a middle school as a principal.
So I negotiated for the school I thought I would
be best at and Dr. Frame agreed.

So the job was

posted and I interviewed for it.

Obviously you

have an advantage if you know the school and I had
already velcroed myself to two university
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professors who were knowledgeable on middle
schools, so I received the job and I've been here
ever since.
I think the hiring process (now) is very formalized.
I've been part of this interview committee, and
actually I think the system is too formal because
sometimes people who are inadequate get in jobs because
they interview well.

I know that's not the gossip.

I

think the thing we are missing in our interview process
is some kind of survey sent out to see how these guys
are doing in the field.

I've been in interviews where

people have done real well, but I know they can't
function in a building, and they'll win the job cause
it's done on a point system.

It's whoever gets the

most points and I think that's why they get so many
clunkers. •

I think sometimes in the past that

people they have asked to become administrators are
much more effective than people who decide 'I want to
be an administrator.'

People are recognized - 'hey,

this person has good judgment,' and this is hard to
recognize in the interview process.

I think we've got

more clunkers through the interview process than a
school board member who hired a friend.
Similar to Mrs. Johlfs, hired during Cox's tenure, and
Mrs. Posner, hired during Estes, Eastgate perceives her
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selection as a principal through the informal process as
legitimate.

Unlike Hestad, however, Eastgate does not view

the circumvention of the formal hiring process as
discrepant.

Her rationale is that the formal process

results in the selection of poorly qualified people and she
implies that the intrusion of a board member may in fact
produce a better outcome.
Johlf's perceptions of legitimacy regarding the formal
process in place some ten years later are similar to
Eastgate's.

The two principals familiar both with the

informal and formal methods perceive the newer formal
process as illegitimate.

Johlfs noted:

Dr. Cox did a good job of assessing personnel.
me, that would be one of the major criteria.

To
The

fact that the person who has the ultimate
responsibility for it, really knows the people.

I

feel that happened.
We are so hung up on that (affirmative action)
now, that we get away from the criteria that could
be more important, and should be more important. .
We are using things that don't translate into
better administrators.

I don't think that

translates into better administrators, just
because you have a label.

I don't think it's a

choice between people and expertise.

I think we
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are less people-oriented now, maybe that's a
quality of bigness.
I went through the interview process the other day
(as a member of the interview committee).

I

understand that there needs to be different people
on the committee, but it's awfully interesting to
sit back, after my experience in the district, and
think, 'My goodness, if this is how we are
evaluating somebody.

. whether she smiled nice,

whether I liked her . . . I don't know • • . I
don't know the answer.'

I think we are going to

have to look carefully at that.

We are getting

committees that are large and have a preponderance
of nonprofessional people.

I'm not an elitist,

but you still have to have some understanding of
what the job entails, and the enormity of the task
ahead, when you interview and look at people.
Unlike Eastgate and Johlfs, principals Bowie and
Dryerson were not familiar with the distinctions between the
two separate hiring processes.

D. Bowie was transferred

from a central office position, and P. Dryerson was selected
after applying for several principalships for which she was
unsuccessful.

Both only experienced the administrative

selection process during the era of reorganization.

As such

both considered the formal process from a slightly different
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viewpoint than those principals starting their careers in
earlier eras.

Bowie perceived the process as legitimate

because she felt she had been hired through a fair and
legitimate process.

Dryerson also perceived the process as

fair but noted her selection was in part due to board
intrusion.

However, she did not feel it created a

discrepancy in the formal process and also perceived her
selection as legitimate.

Black, Female
First hired as a district principal, 1983.
Present position, Elementary Principal.
Age when first hired as a district administrator, 33.
Education and Administrative Experience:
Ph.D.

Central Office
4 years.

In district

Figure 6. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
Dr. D. Bowie
Perceptions of Legitimacy:
I did my administrative internship in central
office, in a situation that allowed me high
visibility.

A lot of the material I produced went

across Dr. Frame's desk and so he approached me
and said would you like a principalship or do you
think you would like to stay in central office.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ . - - ----.--- -- -
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So I interviewed for 'the director of a central
office position and got it in 1980.
applied for a position at a site.

Then I
I thought it

was just going to be a lateral move • • • but it
was actually a competitive process.

I applied for

two positions, and I got the one I'm at now.
I wasn't preselected . •

I was invited to

apply, but I still felt very competitive.

I·don't

think there is a lot of school board influence,
not generally:

Two that I'm aware of, they did

with very poor results.

Not in my case, I didn't

even know any school board members.

The two that

I was aware of were administrative hires that had
been campaign managers of board members.

White, Female
First hired as a district principal, 1984.
Present position, Elementary Principal.
Age first hired as a district administrator, 35.
Education and Administrative Experience:
MAj2

Elementary Principal
2 years.

In district

Figure 7. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
P. Dryerson
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perceptions of Legitimacy:
I did a phone interview (for the first job), I was
on vacation.

The second was a lateral

appointment.

I didn't feel in either interview I

had been preselected for the job.

Other

candidates who were interviewing with me though
thought I had been, but they were my friends and
were probably lying.

I was encouraged to

apply for the job by the superintendent. . . •
Yes, I think there is school board influence.

In

my case (there was), not for this job but in
another one . . . I applied for three (jobs)
before I got one. .
someone called me.

When I got a job,
When I didn't get them (jobs),

I read it in the paper.

(During the process) I

was aware of the policies and I felt they were
followed.
P. Clayton who was hired in 1980 also believed that a
policy on hiring existed and was followed.

Her perception

of the hiring process for her first job was that it was
legitimate, but her perception changed when she was
transferred to a different principalship within the
district.

As Mrs. Clayton was one of the few principals

hired from outside the district, the change in her
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perception of the hiring process appears to derive from her
increasing familiarity with it.
Although administrative hiring practices since the era
of conflict had emphasized a broadening of the candidate
pool, the results did not correspond with the stated goal.
Of the 56 principals hired between 1977-1989, only four
principals were hired directly from out-of-district
positions and only two including Mrs. Clayton, received
immediate principalships.

The other two were forced to move

either into a classroom first or a lesser administrative
position.
Clayton was the only administrator who initially moved
into the district in what could be considered an upwardly
mobile fashion.

Mrs. Clayton had worked as a principal in a

smaller neighboring district for several years before
changing districts.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----.--

-

-

._-

143

White, Female
First hired as a district principal, 1980.
Present position, Alternative High School Principal.
Age when first hired as a district administrator, 39.
Education and Administrative Experience to date:
MA +60

High School Principal
2 years.

Out of district

High School Principal
2 years.

Inside district

Figure 8. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
P. Clayton

Perception for Illegitimacy:
Corning into the district was a broad kind of process.
One of the district (Guerrero) personnel gave my spouse
an application and said I was perfect for a
principalship, tell her to apply.

I hadn't planned on

working that year, I was going to graduate school, but
I applied for the experience of it.
written comprehensive statement.
the breadth of the questions.

I filled out a

I was impressed with

Then, when I was

interviewed I expected one person, but carne into a room
that must have had eight to ten people, all, I guess,
central office and superintendents.
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I went through that, then the part I thought was
really excellent was a public forum that was held.
I was brought into a room that was filled with
members of the community from all walks of life
and they fired questions at me.

I responded to

those questions, then the final step was a meeting
with the superintendent (Frame).

It was a very

comprehensive process, one that said to me--what I
had heard what was happening in the district.
That it had been broadening out, that there was
better recruitment of women and minorities, people
who wanted to start to move in a different
direction.

That process confirmed that to me.

The next job I had I was appointed to.
it was pretty notorious.

Actually,

My relationship with the

superintendent didn't last very long, we really
had a falling out at the end of the second year.
He was after me.

I felt sorry for Frame, really

an ugly, vindictive person.
one he went after.

I wasn't the first

He was trying to get me out of

the district, but the board wouldn't support that.
They recommended instead that I be moved to the
new position.

We used to call it the "kick ass

era."

---------
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There is an informal hiring process, ooh yea!
It's changed under each leadership.

I'm still

hearing a little bit of flack that people apply
and then board members get involved and make the
decision and it may not really be an open process.
They take care of friends, that's been going on a
long time and (presently) they are trying not to
appear so blatant, but they're still human.
Clayton's change in her perception of the hiring
process appears to be due in part to an increasing
familiarity with the relationship between formal and
informal procedures.

Also, as her familiarity increased,

Clayton in a manner similar to Hestad, perceived a
discrepancy between the two processes.

However, Clayton

noted that the type of intrusion into the formal process had
changed since Hestad first noted it during the era of
conflict.

The perception of illegitimacy that Clayton drew

from the intrusion appeared to be due not to an attempted
subversion of community interests by school officials, but
an intrusion by the school board without regard to
representation of the community.

The implication was that

the board when dominating district personnel decisions was
engaging in the same type of preselective exclusionary
practices for which it had criticized the school officials
during the earlier eras.
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Th.e perceptions of illegitimacy that Clayton held
because of perceived board intrusion are similar to several
other principals hired during this era.

D. Nieblas a fourth

generation Seasidian and long time district employee also
interpreted her experience and the process as illegitimate.

Hispanic, Female
First hired as a district principal, 1981.
Present position, Elementary Principal.
Age when first hired as a district administrator, 38.
Education and Administrative Experience:
MA +60

High school Dean
2 years.

In district

-TransferredJunior High School Principal
1 year.

In district

Figure 9. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
D. Nieblas
Perceptions of Illegitimacy:
I probably lost more interviews than I won.

I

interviewed three times at the invitation of the
superintendent, and three times at my own
invitation.

When I won, I got a call to see if I

was interested in being dean of students at a high
school.

The guy (from central office) told me
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that this was my only chance.

There were four

deanships open in the district, and if I didn't get
this, I was out.

So I interviewed and it went well.

Monday I got a call that I couldn't tell any of the
conversation I was going to hear, because the
principal I was going to work for didn't know I was
being appointed.

The principal would not receive my

calls for five days to meet her because no one ever
told her I was appointed.

Her secretary kept saying

to me the principal wants to know what I want . .
Finally, a day before the beginning of contract I
told the
dean.'

secr~tary,

tell the principal, 'I'm the new

After I hung up, the principal called me back

about ten minutes later and said maybe we should
start this conversation again.

So here I was with a

junior high background, a Mexican American from a
Mexican high school starting my administrative career
in a redneck high school that had racial problems
already.

I could never understand that.

Some years later I got a call that they were
disbanding the deans.

There were 13 of us left, and

I was going to be principal of a K-8 program.

I told

them I didn't have an elementary certificate.

So

what they did was like give mea kind of overseer
'til I got my degree.

I told him (Frame) I didn't
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want to do that.

He said 'Don't worry, it'll work.'

So for the next year, while I was still dean, I took
some 32 credits.
really fast.

So I learned Elementary Education

I tell the teachers that the day I tell

them what to do in the classroom they had better
quit.
other principals also felt confused when decisions were
made about placements that appeared to undermine the formal
hiring process.

A. Gomez was hired for his first

principalship the year that Dr. Frame resigned remembered it in
the following fashion:

Hispanic, Male
First Hired as a district principal, 1985.
Present position:

Elementary Principal

Age when first hired as a district administrator, 43
Educaiton and Administrative Experience:
Ph.D.

Asst. Principal Junior High School
3 years.

In district

-transferredElementary Principal
1 year.

In district.

Figure 10. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
Dr. A. Gomez
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perceptions of Illegitimacy:
"I had found that t had placed number one in the
interview.

Yet a second round of interviews were

declared with a new slate of candidates except for the
top three form the first interview • • • who were
automatically given interviews in the second round and
I again placed first, but heard through the grapevine
that I would not receive the position.

At that point I

confronted the deputy superintendent about the problem,
who suggested that although I was not getting the job I
was applying for,. that that didn't mean I wouldn't. get
a different assignment.

In the fall then I received

notice that If was being transferred (but not to the
principalship) .
So my next thing was to schedule a time with the deputy
superintendent to recount the events.

She (Lowery)

very candidly told me that there were political
appointments that were made for "X" number of reasons
and moves that had to be made within different sites to
accommodate personal differences.

My personal feeling

was that I had not been dealt with above board and that
there was quite a lot of politics.

A year later I did

receive an appointment to a principalship, but quite
frankly it was the worst I have ever done in an
interview."
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Dr. Gomez's indication that he perceived the process he
went through an illegitimate can be seen in his statements
that refer to the political nature of the process and his
feeling that he "had not been dealt with above board."

R.

Lawler also hired near the end of the era indicated a
similar opinion.

White, Male
First hired as a district principal, 1984
Present position:

Elementary Principal

Age when first hired as a district administrator, 36
Education and Administrative Experience:
MA

+

45

Central Office
1 year.

In district

-transferredAsst. Junior High School Principal
1 year.

In district.

Figure 11. Characteristics of principals interviewed.
R. Lawler
Perception of Illegitimacy:
There is too much politics, too much 'back-stabbing' in
the district. .

I would not encourage anyone who

values personal time, values family time, values sanity
to go into school administration.

I am aware of hiring
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policies and essentially they're followed, but it's
still the fold problem:
know.

who you know, not what you

I think some people are told to interview by

school board members;

I think school board members

have an influence on who is appointed.

In my case, a

school board member became involved after there was a
problem.

In this district it's a question of who you

know, it's a question of your ethnic background, and
being at the right place at the right time.
principals hired during the era of reorganization
a~pear

divided in their perceptions that the intrusion of

the new board resulted in a legitimate or illegitimate
selection process.

One aspect of this perception is the

principal's interpretation of the district's use of formal
and informal methods of hiring.

During this era the formal

method was the only procedure officially sanctioned by the
district for new hires moving up the career ladder, but some
principals believed that an informal method was used to
either manipulate or usurp the formal method, consequently
interpreting the whole process as illegitimate.
However, principals who were familiar with hiring
processes during the Cox administration disliked the newer,
formal method ostensibly used for hiring principals, and
preferred the sanctioned informal method used during the Cox
era.

Principals preferring this informal method interpreted
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the community-influenced formal process as illegitimate, and
in some cases actually felt that the informal intrusion of a
board members was an improvement to the

proc~ss.

In

addition, other principals, who were not familiar with the
sanctioned, informal method characterizing the Cox
administration perceived the community influenced,
unsanctioned, informal method as legitimate because they
felt it was fair and competitive, or that the intrusion of a
board member was simply not significant.
By comparing the principals' perceptions of legitimacy
during this era several interpretations of the hiring
process can be considered.
1.

Principals hired through the formal process do not
necessarily perceive it as legitimate.

2.

Principals hired through the informal process do
not necessarily perceive it as illegitimate.

3.

Principals hired through the professionallydominant, informal process see the community
influenced formal process as, illegitimate.

4.

Principals hired through the community-influenced,
formal process who are not familiar with the
older, overtly informal process see the intrusion

- - - - - - - - - - - - --- -
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of individual board members or administrators as
illegitimate.
These perceptions by successful principal candidates
during the era of reorganization are indicative of the
variability of perceptions held by principals throughout the
ten year study period.

The effects of community influence

on professional dominance within the district appears to
have provided different perceptions of legitimacy depending
on each principal's unique set of

circumstanc~s.

Nonetheless within that variability, four major
interpretations give insight into principals' perceptions of
legitimacy as affected by an increase in the community's
influence on the hiring of district principals.
Summary of Findings
The influence of the community displacing the influenco
of the district professionals is consistent with past
research which describes the parameters of the zone of
tolerance as variable.

As Charters (1953) has pointed out

"If school personnel overstep the boundary, crisis ensues
and the community values enter into the determination of
school affairs" (p. 282).

In the case of the Guerrero

district, the boundary of the zone was moved, as Lutz and
Innacconne suggest happens when sUbstantial socioeconomic
changes take place in a district.

The three eras in this

chapter served to describe aspects of the movement of that
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Moreover, strong patterns of difference between
principals' perceptions of legitimacy do not correspond to
the primary events which created variances in the district's
zone of tolerance.

Principals hired in each era hold both

perceptions of legitimacy and illegitimacy.

In addition,

statements given by the principals that characterize their
perceptions of the hiring process, vary as to why they feel
the process was illegitimate or legitimate.

Therefore, the

indication that variances in the zone of tolerance may
affect principals' perceptions of legitimacy, can only be
considered as a possibility.

The data are inconclusive and

do not provide sufficient evidence that a relationship
exists between principals' perceptions of legitimacy and
variance in the district's zone of tolerance.
Implications and Observations
originally Boyd's contention that personnel decisions
are dominated by school professionals was correct.

In 1976,

when Boyd's article on the zone of tolerance was published,
personnel decisions characterized by the hiring of school
principals were dominated by school professionals in the
Guerrero district.

Within two years, however, Boyd's

contention was undercut by increases in community influence
over the hiring processed.

It appears that Boyd failed to

take into account two additional variables when he
hypothesized that routine internal issues, such as personnel
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During the era of conflict a formalized process of
hiring principals was introduced.

The procedure was

developed when the community's minority groups were
empowered by changes in state and national law, and changing
district demographics.

As the community's influence over

the district method of hiring principals grew, the district
officials in an effort to maintain control introduced
preselected candidates into the process.

As such the tormal

process developed a de facto operating process congruent
with the preexisting informal process.

However, as the

conseryative board majority and the number of school
officials left over from the Cox administration were
replaced, the ability of school professionals to continue to
introduce candidates into the process was substantially
diminished.
In the era of reorganization, control of the hiring
process was completely in the hands of the community.
superintendent Frame, acquiescent to the needs of the board,
was directed by the community agenda.

Personnel issues were

consistently discussed in the public arena and individual
board members began circumventing the formal hiring process
through the preselection of their own candidates.

In the

context of the zone of tolerance, the boundaries of the zone
had changed during the years form 1975 to 1985.

As the

boundaries changed, crisis ensued and professional control
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over routine and internal issues were abrogated, thereby
confounding Boyd's contention.
Principals' perceptions of the hiring process differed
as the boundaries of the zone varied.

However, each

principal views the variance differently, depending on the
era during which they were hired, their familiarity with
both formal and informal processes, whether they were hired
from within the district or came from outside and whether
they viewed an intrusion into the formal process as
illegitimate or legitimate.
Throughout the ten year study period, the shifting
balance of control is a predominant feature.

Its effects on

the hiring process and the perceptions of legitimacy
principals had towards that process are discussed in the
next chapter.

Each research question is listed and the data

are used to draw conclusions about the questions.

The

implications of those conclusions for further research are
also considered.
The perception of the hiring process differed depending
on various principals it affected.

Characterizing these

perceptions were the era during which the principals were
hired, the familiarity of the principals with both formal
and informal processes, whether a principal was hired from
within the district or came from outside, and whether the

------------------ -
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principal viewed an intrusion into the formal process as
illegitimate or legitimate.
Throughout the ten year study period the shifting
balance of control is a predominant feature.

Its affects on

the hiring process and the perceptions of legitimacy
principals had towards that process are discussed in the
next chapter.

Each research question is listed and the data

is used to help in drawing conclusions about the questions.
The implications of those conclusions for further research
are also considered.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS, OBSERVATIONS, IMPLICATIONS
Review
This study has analyzed the Guerrero School District
from 1975-1985 for variances in the zone of tolerance and
any accompanying effects on the hiring of school principals.
The zone of tolerance, defined as "the latitude of control
that a community gives its educators," is used to describe
the degrees of influence over district decisions enjoyed by
either the professionals or
to the investigation.

~he

lay public, and is central

This study also analyzes the

perceptions of successful principal candidates as to
legitimacy of the hiring process, and seeks to identify a
relationship between variances in the zone of tolerance and
changes in the perceptions of the principal.
The impetus for the research project is

William Boyd's

(1976) contention that the zone of tolerance varies
according to the situational factors and issues within a
district.

Specifically, Boyd contends in large

heretrogeneous school districts that professionals normally
dominate personnel decisions.

The intent of this research

project is to investigate empirically Boyd's proposition.
Central to the query are four research questions on which
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the study as based.

The implication of these conclusions

provide insight into the bases of Boyd's contention and the
potential for further research.
Question #1:

Does the process of selecting school

principals in an urban school district change during a ten
year period suggesting variance in the zone of tolerance?
Findings in this study generally support the notion
that selection processes in the Guerrero School District
changed during the ten year period studied.

In addition,

these changes have taken place in a manner suggesting
variations in the zone of tolerance.

The most obvious

change was increasing community influence over the district
professional's control of personnel decisions which resulted
in the creation of a formal hiring process.
Before the implementation of a formal process in 1979,
the selection of principals had occurred through an process
of appointment.

The superintendent would rely on input from

his midlevel managers and his own observations as to who on
staff would make a good administrative candidate.

Openings

were not consistently posted, interviews were rare, and
candidates were not selected because of a consistentlyapplied criterion.
After 1979, a formal application procedure was
established for posting position openings and receiving and
processing applications.

Avuncular administrative chats
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were replaced by structured interviews of ten-member
committees of teachers, administrators, and community
members.

In 1984, an affirmative action plan was published

by the board, formalizing the hiring process even further.
The plan provided for a minority recruitment program and
directed the personnel office to insure that hiring
practices were nondiscriminatory.
An additional, subtle change resulting from the
community influenced formal practice was moving from hiring
only from within to also hiring from outside the district.
Superintendent Estes, in 1978, attempted to change this
longstanding policy of only hiring from within.

Based on

the small number of actual outside hires, the impact in
practice was minor, but the implications were significant.
The longterm result is that currently national searches for
principal candidates are conducted through placement
offices,

pr~fessional

publications, and newspapers.

The

result has been an increase in the depth of the candidate
pool and the lateral hiring of at least two new principals
into the district during the past few years.
The primary impetus to setting up a formal process and
moving to outside hires was the mandatory desegregation of
the district.

After the court ordered the district to

desegregate in 1978, the district negotiated a method of
hiring staff with the plaintiffs in the case.

The result
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was a changeover from a very closed hiring process to one
touted as very open.
The change in district policy from an informal to a
formal hiring process did not, however, totally eliminate
the use of the informal process.

Initially, during the era

of conflict, the professionals, recognizing that the
community-influenced formal hiring process was undercutting
their dominance over administrative selections sought to
maintain control by directing the type of candidates going
through the' formal process.

Later during the era of

reorganization, the new board sought to solidify their
gains, utilizing the same practice.

The new board would

often subvert the formal process that they originally
designed to prevent just such types of principal selection.
The implication is that as the parameters of the zone of
tolerance changed, the influence that the community had over
the hiring process grew.

The inference made is that

variations in the zone of tolerance affected the hiring of
principals in the Guerrero district.
Question #2:

If variations are apparent in the zone of

tolerance, what factors or contingencies might explain that
variance?
The impact of three events that dominated the years
1975-1985 in Guerrero's history help explain variations in
the zone of tolerance.

These events include the election of
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Paco Gonzales, a Mexican-American activist, to the board at
the end of 1974, the court-ordered desegregation in early
1978, and the teachers' strike in late 1978.

The influence

of the community is a factor in each of these events.
Community influence in the district is apparent in
several ways.

Initially, the establishment of the

coalition, Mexican-Americans for Equal Education, provided a
base for increased political activism by community minority
populations.

Subsequently, a change from special to general

school board elections increased minority voter
participation and provided political partisan support to
minority candidates.

Paco Gonzales was able to franchise

the new political configuration and gain enough votes to be
elected.
Minority influence also increased as the district was
desegregated.

Bolstered by federal investigations of

segregative practices and drawing from the passage of the
civil Rights Act, the minority community was empowered
legally to influence district direction.

The school board,

traditionally a bastion of the white protestant upper middle
class, became factionalized as the minority community
struggled for its desired share of control.
During the era of conflict, the board's public
squabbles grew, undermining general public support.

When

the teachers' strike took place, the community consequently
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supported the teachers against the board.

Union officials

agreed that they probably would not have won the strike
without that support (Mayhall, 1987).
During the era of reorganization, community influence
reached its peak.

Conspicuous changes in district policy on

transportation, personnel, curriculum, and finance were the
result of court created community advisory groups, a
turnover of longtime board incumbents, and the community's
support of teacher unionization.

In 1975, the district had

been dominated by the homogeneous unanimity of a board which
delegated broad managerial. powers to its professional
administrators.

By 1985, community influence was strong

enough to force the resignation of the superintendent.

The

latitude of control characterizing the zone of tolerance had
been altered to meet the changes produced by events during
the ten year period.
Question #3:

Do successful applicants for the

principalship interpret the process of their selection as
legitimate across the ten year period?
The evidence is mixed on principal's interpretations of
the process of their selection across the ten year period.d
Principals' perceptions are varied and no strong patterns
exist.

Surprisingly, principal's perceptions of legitimacy

were not tied particularly to either the professional's or
the community's control of selection.

Some were offended by
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the circumvention of formal procedures (i.e., politics),
while others saw the intrusion as necessary to achieve a
particular goal.

still others perceived variability in the

legitimacy of the process as it corresponded to changes in
procedure.

In addition, the number of those principals

perceiving the process as legitimate are countered by an
approximately equal number who perceive it as illegitimate.
Johlfs, Eastgate, Posner, Bowie, and Dryerson described the
hiring process as legitimate, but Yeazel, Hestad, Nieblas,
Gomez, Lawler, and Clayton perceive the hiring process as
illegitimate.
The variety of interpretations is illustrated by
several of the statements provided in the principal
interviews.

Bowie and Dryerson perceived the hiring process

as legitimate, as did Johlfs and Eastgate.

Yet Johlfs and

Eastgate, who were hired through an informal process,
indicated that the formal process Bowie and Dryerson went
through was illegitimate.

Clayton began her career in the

district with strong perceptions of legitimacy towards the
hiring process, but in a short time changed her perception,
interpreting the process as illegitimate.

Posner felt the

process was illegitimate regardless of the formality or
informality of the process, and Nieblas perceived the
process as illegitimate because of her poor placement.
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An analysis of the perceptions of principals hired
throughout the ten year period provides insufficient
evidence to support the contention that principals
interpreted the process as legitimate.
Question #4:

Is there a relationship between

variations in the zone of tolerance and the principals'
perceptions of the legitimacy of the selection process?
Alterations to the zone of tolerance within the ten
year study period appear to have affected principals'
perceptions as to the legitimacy of the hiring process.
strands of consistency are evident, for example, in the
perceptions of Johlfs and Eastgate.

They both perceived a

change in the legitimacy of the hiring process as it became
formalized.

Another example is the perception of

illegitimacy held by some principals during the era of
conflict and reorganization because they felt that a
discrepancy existed between the informal and formal
processes.

In both cases, variance in the zone of tolerance

was the result of increased community influence driven in
this case, by minority issues.
However, several examples also exist that indicate
principals' perceptions of legitimacy are not affected by
variance in the zone of tolerance.

Yeazel sees no changes

in the district over the ten year period studied that alter
his perception that the hiring process is illegitimate.
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Posner, Bowie, and Dryerson also maintain an attitude that
any changes to the selection process have been primarily
superficial or nonexistent.
Moreover, strong patterns of difference between
principals' perceptions of legitimacy do not correspond to
the primary events which created variances in the district's
zone of tolerance.

Principals hired in each era hold both

perceptions of legitimacy and illegitimacy.

In addition,

statements given by the principals that characterize their
perceptions of the hiring process vary as to why they feel
the process was illegitimate or legitimate.

Therefore, the

indication that variances in the zone of tolerance may
affect principals' perceptions of legitimacy can only be
considered as a possibility.

The data are inconclusive and

do not provide sufficient evidence that a relationship
exists between principals' perceptions of legitimacy and
variance in the district's zone of tolerance.
Implications and Observations
Boyd's contention that personnel decisions are
dominated by school professionals was correct when it was
made.

In 1976, when Boyd's article on the zone of tolerance

was published, personnel decisions involving the hiring of
school principals were dominated by school professionals in
the Guerrero district.

Within two years, however, Boyd's

contention was undercut by increases in community influence
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over the hiring process.

Two additional variables vitiated

the hypothesis that routine internal issues, such as
personnel matters, in large heterogeneous districts would be
dominated by the professional educators.
First, Boyd did not foresee the impact of rapidly
changing community demographics.

In many areas of the

country, large swings in community populations and
neighborhood shifts in racial, economic, and age profiles
are becoming

inc~easingly

common.

Secondly, Boyd did not consider the influence of
federal and state mandates.

In Guerrero, statutes that

appeared to directly or indirectly influence changes in the
hiring process included the sunshine laws, the change from
special school board elections to general school board
elections, and Title VI of the 1964 civil Rights Act, which
became applicable to public employers after 1972.

Pressures

that developed from these legislative and social policy
changes may have not only affected the district directly,
but also accelerated growing community influence produced by
the district's changing demographics.

The resultant

instability drew normally routine and internal issues, such
as personnel processes into the public arena.

In 1985, at

the end of the study, this systemic instability is how the
district was defined, thereby contradicting Boyd's
contention.
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However, considering the entire period, from 1985 to
1989, when the study was finished, the instability of the
district seems to be lessening.

The school board appears to

be defining itself once again as homogeneous in its outlook
and unanimous in its public decisions.

The new

superintendent John Samuels, unlike Frame, has worked hard
to depoliticize the district and has been referred to
local newspapers as "healing" the district.

~y

The result is

that personnel issues are no longer headline stories and
Boyd's contention may again be valid in describing the
Guerrero school district.
The indication is that in large heterogeneous districts
routine and internal issues may become connected to highly
public issues.

This connection may in turn destabilize

professional dominance in a district as the boundaries of
the zone of tolerance vary to meet the changing values of
the community.

Boyd's contention is contingent on the

effects of this changing context and, therefore, as a theory
of prediction is somewhat limited.

The knowledge of where

the limits of community's boundaries of tolerance lay must
still be generated form each individual administrator's
professional repertoire of experience and must be based on
"local" knowledge.
School officials working with their communities still
do not have a theory that suitably predicts necessary
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behaviors for meeting community demands.

The indication is

that even in routine and internal issues, large heterogenous
districts can become subject to community dominance, and
predicting shifting patterns of political influence is still
a very complex issue.
Future Directions in Research
Data regarding aspects of this study which analyze
variance in the zone of tolerance should not be generalized
to other districts.

The history of other school districts

may provide additional insight into what factors would
affect variance in the zone of tolerance.

A review of the

literature also indicates that very little research has
considered the effects of other governmental levels of
influence on the control of school districts.

An analysis

of this type of influence may also be profitable.
The relationship between variance in the zone of
tolerance and its effects on principals' perceptions of the
hiring process may still be considered.

Because the data in

this research study are inconclusive, a more appropriate
approach may be to consider a quantitative analysis with a
larger sample.

This study hopefully provides points of

departure from which further research may be conducted •

_-------- -
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APPENDIX A
SELECTED EVENTS IDENTIFIED IN LOCAL
NEWSPAPERS 1975-1986
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1975
Board/General:
Jan. 8 -

Gonzales, won.

Beat out eight others for seat

on board of trustees, makes presence felt.
Jan. 13 -

Three to two equals zero; editorial on the
strong voices of two dissenting board members,
Winn and Gonzales.

March 19 -

Gonzales to open westside center to hear
complaints of parents.

June 4 -

Consultant tells board members to present united
front to public by voting together, work shop
called abrasive by members Gonzales and Winne

June 20 -

Board member Anne Winn quits in frustration,
opinions, comments.

July 4 -

County Superintendent will appoint Winn
replacement.

sept. 18

Frans appointed to fill vacancy on board.

Dec. 5 -

Is board manuevering to avoid a liberal
superintendent to replace Dr. Cox.

Desegregation:
Jan. 17 -

Superintendent Cox repeats stand against forced
busing.

Feb. 7 -

P.R.O.B.E. file motion to intervene on side of
district one in lawsuit against NAACP.
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May 6 -

NAACP and Mexican American group's suits to be
combined.

May 30 -

Governor says he is opposed to forced busing to
achieve racial balance.

July 17 -

District board agrees to allow attorney to
discuss out of court settlements.

Aug. 27 -

District rejects plan to enforce desegregation
claim is that it would be an admission of guilt.

Dec. 2 -

Notices to parents on opportunity to participate
in desegregation lawsuit to be sent home with
all nonminority students.

1976
Board/General:
March 2 -

Board begins search for Superintendent Cox's
successor.

May 6 -

Gonzales criticizes D. Hum and M. Vaughn, who
are running for re-election to board.

May 13 -

Board members call Gonzales' criticism unfair.

May 15 -

Misdirected campaigns Editorial on Vaughn and
Hum campaigns against fellow board member
Gonzales.

oct. 1 -

Fifty-six apply for position being vacated by
Superintendent Cox.

Nov. 10 -

Profile of the perfect candidate for
superintendent post.
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Desegregation:
Feb. 18 -

Parents of 17,000 Mexican American students to
receive notices that they are members of a class
action lawsuit.

1977
Board/General:
Jan. 5 -

wilma Adams defeats Gonzales to become president
of board.

Jan. 13 - Gonzales claims other board members are arrogant
towards Mexican Americans.
March 30 -

Educator Estes named superintendent of district
to replace retiring Dr. Cox.

Aug. 30 -

District stops admitting foreign students due to
suspicion that they have not always paid
required tuition.

sept. 16 -

Foreigners may stay in school pending suit.

Dec. 19 -

Mick, Hessick, and Hessling study recommends
division of district into four administrative
areas, ramifications of report, called
bombshell.

Desegregation:
Jan. 9 -

suit starts today.

March 17 -

Board votes to request gag order to restrict
those involved from making comments on case or
making documents public.
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March 31 -

District drops plan to seek court order
forbidding public discussion of case by those
involved.

June 17 -

Gonzales and Jones criticize selection system
for administrative appointments.

1978
Board/General:
Jan. 4 -

Hum chosen president of board over Gonzales who
had requested it.

Jan. 5 -

Tuition for foreign students still a clouded
issue.

Feb. 8 -

All board members agree Superintendent Estes'
job not in jeopardy.

Feb. 9 -

Gonzales denies that all members reconciled.

Feb. 12 -

The board's problems:

Editorial on board

members calling Estes power hungry.
oct.

29 -

School board express derailed, on relationships
between Estes and board members.

Dec. 23 -

superintendent Estes to leave post:

Claudine

Mcarther to be acting superintendent.
Desegregation:
June 6 -

Judge orders nine city schools desegregated.
will affect relatively few.

June 7 -

District plans no appeal.
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June 16 -

Lawyers for Blacks and Mexican Americans ask
court to expand desegregation order from 9 to 20
schools.

July 13 -

Nine school desegregation plan approved.

July 30 -

sixteen schools to feel effect of plan.

sept. 1 -

Mexican Americans and Blacks say they will file
appeal.

oct. 18 -

Sixty-three named to panel on desegregation.

Teacher's strike:
Jan. 14 -

Teachers strongly reject boards proposed policy
on negotiating employee contracts.

Jan. 18 -

Angry teachers jam board meeting.

Feb. 22 -

District employees walk out over limited policy.

April 19 - Employees picket board meeting demonstration
aimed at Wilma Adams.
May 17 -

Superintendent Estes waylays plan to set up 100
committees to field gripes of teachers.

sept. 8 -

GEA President says teachers preparing for
strike.

oct. 2 -

strike is on.

Oct. 9 -

Strike over teachers going back to 6.4%

Nov. 3 -

Board votes to retain negotiator M. Lieberman.

--------------- -

-
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1979
Finance:
May 26 -

Board OK!s plans for using advisory panel on
budget cuts.

June 1 -

Irate parents demand a cut in chiefs instead of
indians at study center.

June 7 -

Business manager says he has found nearly 1.2
million in alternative savings to aid budget.

June 13 -

Budget adopted that retains major problems.

Reorganization:
Oct. 4 -

District to be divided into four admini.strative
units as part of reorganization aimed at cutting
red tape.

Board/Genero,l:
July 19 - Interview with new superintendent.
sept. 19 - New Superintendent Frame to cut number of board
meetings by 75%.
oct. 10 -

Frame visits Holladay magnet School hopes to
visit all 99 schools in the district.

oct. 18 -

Frame has idea session with high school
students.

1980
Finance:
March 5 -

Plan of Frame's would cut 9-10 administrators.

March 7 -

Board approves Frame's plan to trim 9 posts.
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Dec. 20 -

$99,000 deficit in budget calls for hiring
freeze, other cuts.

Reorganization:
Jan. 4 -

District fills six top superintendent posts.

Jan. 6 -

Appointments encouraging.

(Editorial on new

superintendents.)
Jan. 16 -

Four new assistant superintendents given four
new sUbdistrict.

Board/General:
Jan. 28 -

Lynn Marie Siminski new assistant superintendent
is product of the 69's.

May 1 -

Vaughn, says he will not seek third term on
board.

Nov. 5 - Ackerman, Mesquita, and Meyers win school board
posts.
1981
Finance:
Feb. 13 -

Deficit of 5.8 million will force cuts.

Feb. 18 -

Superintendent Frame says 11 million in cuts
needed to avoid deficit.

April 1 -

Twenty administrators cut from payrolls.

April 8 -

District cuts 454 teachers says most will be
hired back.

May 22 -

superintendent Frame says state spending limit
is threatening district.

_ _ _ 0_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ "
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May 24 -

Budget restrictions will strain the system,
analysis summary of budget.

June 17 -

Twenty changes in school and departmental
assignments approved.

June 26 - Claudine Mcarther cut in budget cut.
1982
Finance:
Feb. 1 -

District agonizing over budget cuts:

declining

enrollment means an increase of only 5.9%.
April 13 -

One hundred eighty five teachers, others may be
laid off in reduction of force.

April 14 -

Two hundred twenty one employees laid off in
annual reduction, list of areas affected.

Reorganization:
April 28 -

Board votes to eliminate district's high school
deans next year.

April 30 - GUSD teacher bingo, criticism of reduction in
force.
May 19 -

List of administrative transfers board to hire
west coast educator Barbara Lowery to replace
Lynn Marie Siminski.

June 9 -

List of approved transfers.

June 15 -

New Assistant Superintendent Barbara Lowery is
praised, but also picketed as an "out of
towner".
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oct. 14 - District parents trying to sell GUSD because
students are leaving for private schools or for
other districts causing declining enrollment.
1983

Reorganization:
Feb. 27 -

Superintendent Frame wants GUSD restructured
proposes deputy superintendent.

March 2 -

Board approves creating position of Deputy
Superintendent and appoints Barbara Lowery.

March 3 -

Assistant Superintendent Lynn Marie Siminski is
in limbo after the job is eliminated in district
reorganization.

March 30 -

District votes to award school principal
contract to L. M. Sminiski.

July 10 -

West Coast man B. Chase and Kansan M. Block
recommended for two top administrative jobs.

Aug. 31 -

Board votes to extend Superintendent Frame's
contract and to appoint Director of Programs for
gifted students, both by narrow margin.

Dec. 17 -

District negotiator Torn Solomon promoted to
personnel director.

Finance:
Nov. 2 -

Budget juggling catching up with district, as
officials worry that they have robbed Peter to
pay Paul.
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1984
Board/General:
May 3 -

Superintendent Frame is one of four finalists
for top position in Albuquerque Public SchoolS.

May 11 -

Superintendent Frame eliminated from
consideration for top job in Florida school
district.

Nov. 17 -

Superintendent Frame is being considered for two
top jobs in two large districts, in Texas and
Denver.

Sept. 5 -

District enrollment is up on 1st day:

12 year

decline may be over.
District approves affirmative action plan.
March 18 -

GUSD parents await solution to teacher transfer
problem.

May 30 -

District is considering two plans which would
cut top administrators.

June 14 -

Parents, teachers shocked at drastic changes at
two elementary schools.

June 19 -

vexing changes (editorial).

July 4 -

Consulting firm, Mick, Hessick, Hessling, and
Company, says too many changes and communication
problems are frustrating employees .
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July 19 -

District to undergo major reorganization before
fall, from four to three regions, against advice
of consultants.

Aug. 8 -

Superintendent Frame's three proposals for
management changes meet with dissent from
district board members.

Aug. 15 -

District beefing up regional staffs with three
new administrative posts.

Aug. 21 -

District opening school with reorganization from
four to three regions.

Finance:
April 11 -

District to layoff 40 teachers, due to unknown
factors in budget.

June 13 -

District adopts $161 million dollar budget, list
of cuts incorporated.

Coalition for Quality Education:
March 15 -

Two hundred gather to discuss concerns about
morale and leadership in district.

April 25 -

Coalition thinks moral is GUSD's worst problem.

April 28 -

District board to bring in outside agency to
investigate alleged violations of state law,
cited by C.Q.E.

May 3 -

Gordon Wambach, one of organizers of C.E.E. is
launching fund raising efforts for reform in
District.
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May 4 -

Politics and GUSD; Editorial criticizing the
coalition.

June 5 -

City and state join in investigation of
administrative misconduct charges against
district.

Aug. 18 -

District personnel director Tom Solomon asked to
resign because he lacks a college degree.

Oct. 2 -

Board members Frank, Mesquita, Gonzales claim
the coalition for education excellence is trying
to blackmail them into meeting their demands.

Dec. 6 -

Local group calls for immediate departure of
GUSD Superintendent Frame.

Dec. 8 -

citizens group says district decisions should be
made by board and administration, not by C.Q.E.

Dec. 12 -

Investigation by county attorney finds no
evidence of wrong doing.

1985

Board/General:
Feb. 7 -

Frame resigns as superintendent of GUSD.

April 4 -

Gonzales wants to end search for superintendent
post, give lowery job.

Oct. 14 -

Lowery is competing against five men.

Nov. 14 -

East coast man, John Samuels, named
Superintendent of GUSD.
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APPENDIX B
CHARACTERISTICS OF PRINCIPALS HIRED 1968-1987
STILL EMPLOYED BY THE DISTRICTS
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NAME

AGE

SEX

RACE

Johlfs

34

Female

White

1968

Brown

45

Female

White

1969

Shire

43

Male

White

1970

Castillo

33

Male

Hisp.

1971

Casoni

32

Male

Hisp.

1971

Yeazel

39

Male

White

Daugherty

38

Male

White

1972

Cates

37

Male

Black

1972

Branock

29

Male

White

1973

Tharp

41

Male

White

1974

Keppel

34

Male

Hisp.

1974

Wilke

37

Female

Hisp.

1975

Jones

46

Female

Black

1975

Barnes

36

Male

White

1976

Posner

49

Female

White

1977

Contardo

36

Male

White

1978

Hestad

31

Male

White

1978

Pritchet

47

Female

Black

1979

Fedrico

41

Male

Hisp.

1979

Radford

40

Male

White

1980

Clayton

39

Female

White

Marquez

31

Female

Hisp.

~------

- - - --

_._..

PHD/ElJD

EXE

Yes

Yes

Year

1972

1980
1980
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Lupo

40

Female

Hisp.

1980

Blevins

35

Female

White

1980

Prescott

42

Male

Black

Yes

Esposido

38

Male

Hisp.

Yes

Cisnero

35

tvIale

Hisp.

1981

Eastgate

41

Female

White

1981

Hepp

46

Male

White

1981

Hernandez

41

Female

White

1982

Mertz

49

Female

White

1982

Hoche

39

Female

\vhi te

1982

Linz

41

Male

White

1982

Nieblas

38

Female

Hisp.

1982

Llamas

36

Male

Hisp

1982

Austin

49

Male

White

1982

Villa

37

Male

Hisp.

1982

Berman

50

Male

White

1983

Cortez

44

Male

Hisp.

1983

Lee

37

Female

Black

1983

Washington

42

Female

Black

1983

Bowie

33

Female

Black

Corona

53

Female

Hisp.

1983

Dryerson

35

Female

White

1984

McCormack

47

Male

White

1984

Bautista

3S

Male

Hisp.

1984

Gomez

43

Male

Hisp.

1984

Nixon

56

Male

White

1985

~-----------------

-- _.

- -

Yes

1981

1983

Yes

. - .. -

1980

-
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Golden

43

Female

White

Lawler

36

Hale

White

Schultz

52

Female

White

Kelly

37

Male

White

1985

Lemos

36

Male

Hisp.

1985

Dight

44

Female

White

1985

Gregg

43

Female

Black

1985

Munez

38

Female

Hisp.

1986

Thompson

39

Female

White

Yes

1986

Johnson

40

Female

White

Yes

1986.

Flores

40

Male

Hisp.

Foley

39

Female

White

Fields

38

~1ale

White

1987

DeStrefo

38

Male

White

1987

Smith

39

Female

Black

Weir

36

Male

White

Lewis

50

Male

White

Yes

Gunther

33

Female

White

Yes

Yes

1985
1985

Yes

1985

1986

Yes

1986

Yes

1987
1987
1987

Yes

. _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----.-- -

1987

-

.-
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APPENDIX C
PRINCIPAL TRANSFERS WITHIN THE DISTRICT
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YEAR 1968 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 7b 77 78 79 BO 81 82 83 B4 85 a6 ti7
NAME

Johlfs

+-----------------------T

+-----------T +_____________ w __ _

Brown

+-------------------------------------------------------

Shire

+-----T +---------------------------T +--------------

Casoni

+--------------------------------T +------------T

Castillo

+--------T +------------------T +-----------------

+-----------------------

Daugherty

+--------------------T

Cates

+--------------T +---------------------T +-----

Yeazel

+--------------------T +-----------------------

Branock

+-------+----------- T +--

+---------------------------------T

Tharp

+--------------------T

Keppel

+--------------T +------T +--------------

+--------------

Jones

+--------------------T

\~ilke

+--------T +------T +------------T +--

Barnes

+--------------------------T

+-----

Contardo

+----------------+--------------------T +-----

Hestad

+-----T +---------------T

Fosner

+-----------T

+--

+----+--------

Fritchit

+--T +------------T

Fedrico

+--------------T

Radford

+----------------------

Clayton

+-----T

+--------------
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YEAR

1~68

69 70 /1 72 73 74 75 7b 77 7tl

7~

BO Bl ij2 83 u4 85 tic til

NAME

Lupo

+--T +---- T +-----+--------------------T

Blevins

+--------------'r

Prescott

+-----------------T

Marquez

Esposido
Cisneros
Eastgate
Hepp

+------------------+------------------+------------------+-------------------

Hernandez

+--------T

Hertz

+---------------+--T +----------

Hoche
Linz
lheblas

+----------------

Llamas
Austin

+---------------+--------T +----

Villa

+-----T

+-------

Berman
Cortez
Lee
Washington
Bowie
Corona

+

Dryerson
McCormack

--- - -.._-- ._--.----

-----w- ---- --+--T
+----------
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NAME

Bautista
Gomez
Nixon
Golden
Lawler
Schultz
Kelly
Lemos
Dight

+----------

+---------+------+------+------+------+------+------+------+-------

Gregg
~lunez

Thompson
JOhnson
Flores
foley
Fields
l)eStrefo
Smith
weir
Lewis
Gunther

+---+++++-
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APPENDIX D
SUPERINTENDENTS AND MEMBERS OF THE
GUERRERO SCHOOL DISTRICT, 1975-1985
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Board Members

Superintendent
1975

Cox

Gonzales Vaughn

Hum

IIdams

I

1976

1977

Winn

Smith

ETes

.L97tl

Mcarther

1979

frame

Ackerman

.;;tien

I

19BO

Mesquita Meyers

19B1

19B2

19B3

1984

19B5'

Lowery

19B6

Samuel·s

\
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APPENDIX E
PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE
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I.

II.

Personal Data.
A)

Age_____ , Age first hired as a principal_____

B)

Sex,_____

C)

Race________________

Administrative positions.
A)

Number of years in your previous position

B)

List any other positions you have held.
position

No. of Years

Year Hired

Where
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APPENDIX F
PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW, GENERIC/SPECIFIC
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Principal Interview, Generic
1.

Tell me about the process you went through to
become a principal.

2.

How did you feel about the process?

3.

Do you think the district selects its
principals in a fair and legitimate fashion?
Principal Interview, Specific

1.

District criteria
A)

When you were hired for your first principalship
in the district, were you aware of school board
policies or procedures regarding the hiring of
administrators relative to:
1) Affirmative Action?
2) Minimum Qualifications?
3) Application Procedures?
4) position Advertisements?
5) Tab?

B)

If these pOlicies did exist did you feel they
were followed?

C)

Are you aware of any policies or procedures
which are now in effect and are they being
followed?

D)

Do you feel the district has an informal
criteria which is used to hire administrators?
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II.

Applicant Pool.
A)

how did you find out about the job you presently
hold?

B)

Have you ever applied for any other
administrative positions within the district in
which you were not successful?

C)

Did anyone encourage you to apply for this or
any other administrative positions in the
district?

D)

Did you know any of the other applicants that
were applying for the same jobs that you were?
How did they react to the distr,ict' s methods for
hiring applicants?

III.

Interview.
A)

How were you notified that you were selected to
be interviewed?

B)

How was the interview structured?
1) Where did it take place?
2) Who was present?
3) Did it appear that the interviewers had an
opportunity to review your file before the
interview?
4) Did it appear as if the questions used during
the interview were developed in advance of
the interview?
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C)

Did you feel that you had already been
preselected for the job before the interview?

D)

Do you think generally that school board members
exert influence in the selection of candidates
to be interviewed?

Do you think that happened

in your case?
E)

How much influence do you think the school board
has in directing the process of administrative
selections before the candidates come before a
formal board vote?

F)

How much influence is exerted in the process of
selecting administrators by:
1) The superintendent?
2) Other district level administrators?
3) Other building level administrators?
4) Teachers?
5) Parents and community?

IV.

Career Paths.
A)

If you were mentoring a teacher on becoming a
school administrator in GUSD, what advice would
you give to them?

B)

Do you feel that you will continue to advance in
the district?
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C)

Do you feel that women and minorities are
properly represented in the district·s
administrative positions?

V.

General.
A)

How does the district make its decisions,
including the hiring of its principals?
1) Hierarchial?
2) Politically?
3) Through professional consensus?
'4) Community influence?
5) Preemptively?
6) Reactively?

B)

Has this changed over the past 10-15 years?

C)

To your knowledge has there been any specific
events in the last 10-15 years that may have
changed the way district decisions are made.

------------------------~.

- .. - -

....
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