
How Do Minnesota School Board Members Learn to Do Their Jobs?

A DISSERTATION

SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF THE GRADUATE SCHOOL

OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

BY

Thomas Julius Conlon

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS

FOR THE DEGREE OF

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Dr. Gary N. McLean, Advisor

June 2009



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright © 2009 Thomas Julius Conlon 



 

i 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to thank various individuals for their encouragement and support 

during my dissertation journey. Dr. Gary N. McLean, my advisor during my entire time 

at the University of Minnesota while in the Human Resource Development’s M.Ed. and 

Ph.D. programs, provided support academically and personally and, when needed, 

motivated me to get through the challenges and rigor this study required. His mentorship 

has been invaluable in seeing this dissertation to its completion. 

In addition, my committee members--Dr. Rosemarie Park, Dr. Jim Brown and Dr. 

John Remington--each played a valuable support role by challenging me to explore 

further the scope and possibilities that this study could address and how I could provide 

more meaningful research. 

In addition, Dr. Donald B. Hayman, retired professor of public administration 

from the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, has mentored me both during my 

undergraduate days at that institution and later during my studies in its Master of Arts in 

Public Administration program. Our continued contact to this day played a key 

motivational role in helping me recognize the implications of the need to complete this 

study successfully. 

Finally, my parents, Thomas and Odelia Conlon, who have stood by me during 

personal challenges in my life that impacted successful completion of this dissertation, 

were key in my remaining committed to attaining this achievement. For others whom I 



 

ii 

may have neglected to mention, but who played an important role in their support 

through conversation or advice at various times, I thank you as well. 



 

iii 

DEDICATION 

This dissertation is dedicated to those who seek to attain a doctoral degree and 

who may believe the dissertation journey is an impossible goal to attain. May it give you 

encouragement that, with hard work, time management, developing critical mentor 

relationships, and a supportive advisor, you can achieve your dreams. 



 

iv 

ABSTRACT 

School boards in Minnesota largely function as volunteer or lowly-compensated 

elected bodies whose members are not professionally trained for their jobs, yet the public 

demands accountability and results from their local public school districts. This 

descriptive study examined how a random sample of 322 Minnesota school board 

members learned to do their jobs under such conditions, as largely autonomous bodies 

with various differences between school districts. A hard copy of a survey was sent to the 

identified sample, with a response rate of 66.1%. The study found that, while neither 

informal, formal, nor external professional transfer skill learning methods solely 

dominated, whereas Marsick and Watkins (1992) believed that 90% of workplace 

learning takes place through informal means. Skills requiring large degrees of 

interpersonal interaction, negotiation, or political awareness were learned predominantly 

through informal (and to a lesser extent external professional transfer) means, while skills 

in key duties were largely learned through formal means. Demographic characteristics 

gathered yielded virtually no differences among groups. Challenges faced by formal 

training providers of school board members included whether or not the training methods 

(formal versus informal) were effective for certain tasks or duties, if learning improved 

using formal methods, and if certain areas not currently covered in formal training might 

be needed. The study concludes with a call for further research into the experiences of 

learning to be a school board member. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

“The local school board is a uniquely American institution. The board makes 

public schools responsive to the needs and concerns of local communities... and assures a 

measure of local control in education decision-making” (Kansas Association of School 

Boards, 2001). 

Public school districts throughout the United States are governed by elected 

school board members (or, in a few cases, by appointed school boards chosen from a 

higher elected body or governing officials). Elected members are chosen by voters from 

within the jurisdiction or community that the school district serves. Many come from a 

variety of backgrounds and often are not professional educators or full-time school board 

members. 

Historically, school boards evolved from the locally controlled schools of the 

New England colonies and the common school movement of the mid-19th century, yet, 

despite their long history and important responsibilities, little statistical information is 

available on these public bodies (Danzberger, Kirst, & Usdan, 1992; Hess, 2002; Land, 

2002; Grissom, 2005). 

A school board is defined as “a local board that oversees public schools” 

(American Heritage Dictionary, 1985), which is consistent with the scope of this research 

although non-public and public charter schools also are often governed by a school board 

from among its school families or interested community members. 
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The Minnesota School Boards Association (MSBA, 1995) defined school boards 

as elected boards of their respective communities that are given their authority to exist, 

act, and be regulated by the Minnesota State Legislature. Its duties include the power to 

levy and set tax rates, approve personnel transactions (including the hiring and firing of a 

school district superintendent, who serves as the daily operations executive of the 

district), prioritize and pass a budget, set local school policies, approve legal and 

collective bargaining employee contracts, and other duties as assigned. In Minnesota, 

school boards range from five to seven members each and may be elected at-large, by 

wards or sections of their jurisdiction, or a combination of both. 

Despite these important responsibilities, today’s school boards often operate in 

the shadow of more visible federal, state, or municipal elected bodies who may also deal 

with public education issues. In some communities, usually small or rural districts, school 

board members serve without compensation. Hess (2000) reported on a national survey 

of school board members that found that they spent approximately 25 hours per month on 

board business; larger and urban district members spent closer to 20 hours per week. 

Given their de facto volunteer and community service status, and that their appeal 

may have little interest to citizens without children in their local public school district, 

few professional educators or others with key management or leadership skills appear 

likely to gravitate towards school board service. Furthermore, motivations for school 

board members’ service may vary. In a study of organizational citizenship behavior 

examining worker motives, motive fulfillment, and role identity when interacting with 

their co-workers and the organization, Finkelstein (2006) found that employees in both 
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public and private sector organizations were more likely to demonstrate positive 

organizational citizenship behavior when employees were able to satisfy their specific 

motivations for helping. The study also found that private organizations offered more 

discretion in providing tangible rewards, such as salary and advancement, than public 

sector organizations. As such, private companies may attract a greater proportion of 

employees for whom extrinsic incentives are important (Karl & Sutton, 1998). As school 

boards are public service and offer fewer such tangible rewards to attract high skill, 

extrinsically motivated board members, lesser skilled individuals may populate board 

ranks. This may tend to empower superintendents in areas where school board members 

lack the capacity or desire to deal with important education policy issues, or who are 

narrowly focused on issues of personal interest. 

Despite these conditions, the public has high expectations for school boards, as 

evidenced by a 2006 survey of Michigan voters released by the Michigan Association of 

School Boards (MASB, 2006). A third of the respondents graded their local school 

boards a “C” when asked to assess their job performance, and 66% agreed that training of 

school board members should be mandatory. An even larger group (80%) felt that 

training is necessary, if not mandatory, in order for school board members to fulfill their 

legal and elected functions. 

While an abundance of training materials and programs has been developed over 

the last 25 years (often through the National School Boards Association, its state 

affiliates, or private training companies) to train school board members to become 

effective school officials, there is virtually no agreement “over the form, content, and 
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length or training/development that board members should receive, who should provide 

it, whether it should be required, and whether it actually enhances governance 

effectiveness” (Schmidt, 2002, p. 19). Land (2002) concurred that no consensus exists 

over the merits of mandatory school board training. Bianchi (2003) reported that only 17 

states required mandatory training of school board members (including Minnesota); in 

2004, the National School Boards Association reported that 18 states required it (NSBA 

Survey of State School Boards Association, 2004). 

Definitions 

School board member learning, training and job performance fall within the 

parameters of Human Resource Development (HRD). Swanson (1997) stated that 

“Human Resource Development has a strong propensity to help solve problems in 

organizations, to improve organizational effectiveness by developing people and people-

related processes that lead to improved outcomes and more productive behavior” (pp. 3-

20). Chalofsky and Lincoln (1983) defined the discipline of HRD as the study of how 

individuals and groups in organizations change through learning, while Jones (1981) 

stated that HRD is a systematic expansion of people’s work-related abilities, focused on 

the attainment of both organization and personal goals. 

This study accepts these definitions and assumes that a school board is an 

organization (representing a school district), composed of individual board members 

who, individually and collectively, can improve the performance of their duties, change 

their capacity and skills in the process, and link individual development to improved 

organizational performance. 
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According to McLagan (1989), HRD is the integration of training, career and 

organization development to improve individual and organizational effectiveness. This 

study accepts the definition that school board member learning can and does take place, 

at least in part, through training. Watkins (1989) included both study and practice as 

responsible for fostering long-term, work-related learning at individual, group and 

organizational levels. Learning, however, may occur inside or outside of formal networks 

or training. 

But McLean and McLean (2001) took the definition beyond organizations (such 

as a school board), adding that HRD also has the capacity to develop adults’ work-based 

knowledge, expertise, productivity, satisfaction (whether personal, professional or for a 

team) for communities, nations, or the whole of humanity. As school board members play 

a dual role of representing both a school district (the organization) and their communities 

(constituents), HRD interventions that could follow from knowledge on how school 

board members learn could apply to either context, not just their organizational duties. 

For example, political advocacy for policy is not always appropriate for school 

district staff (unless approved by its governing board), but a school board member can 

lobby communities or other elected bodies for the betterment of its schools. As HRD may 

be one way to help school board members learn how to play this role outside of the 

formal organizations they represent, this researcher accepts the view that HRD applies 

both organizationally and externally as both impact school board member performance of 

their duties. 
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Developing work-based knowledge is likely to include at least four types of 

learning: formal, informal, experiential and incidental. Formal learning is defined as 

structured, institutionally sponsored, often classroom-based, with an instructor or trainer 

planning, implementing and evaluating the learning taking place (Merriam & Caffarella, 

1991). 

Formal is defined as “characterized by or given to observance, especially strict 

observance, of the requirements of form, convention , or etiquette…(and) that is a matter 

of form only; perfunctory; nominal…or of relating to form or structure, as distinguished 

from content…(and) received in school; academic: formal education…(and) having a 

regular, symmetrical, or orderly pattern or arrangement” (Scribner Dictionary, 1986, p. 

404) 

Formal, when combined with training in this researcher’s context, is also 

interpreted as school board learning that comes from a newly-elected or incumbent 

school board member’s participation in a class or seminar sponsored by the Minnesota 

School Boards Association, National School Boards Association, a contracted consultant 

with school board expertise, or related affiliate. 

Informal is defined as “not bound by or observing fixed customs, rules or 

ceremonies…(and is) characteristic of, or suitable for everyday or ordinary use or 

occasions…(is) lacking or not requiring ceremony or elaborate detail…(and) 

characteristic of, or appropriate for the usual of everyday language used in speech or 

writing” (Scribner Dictionary, 1986, p. 528),  
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For this study, this is interpreted as training or learning that takes place outside of 

a formal classroom, or structured course environment. Instead, it covers any experience, 

mentoring, conversation or independent research in which school board members are 

involved, and when such knowledge gained helps them perform their duties more 

effectively. 

Self-directed learning is “a process in which students take the initiative to 

diagnose their learning needs, formulate learning goals, identify resources for learning, 

select and implement learning strategies, and evaluate learning outcomes” (Northeast 

Texas Consortium, 2007). In the event it is a part of formalized training, an instructor’s or 

trainer’s role shifts from being “the 'sage on the stage' to the 'guide on the side' in a self-

directed learning environment” (Northeast Texas Consortium, 2007). 

For purposes of this study, I accept Northeast Texas Consortium’s individual 

learning definition. In the latter, which also includes an applied component of formalized 

learning (or training), I will interpret this latter as simply part of formalized learning as 

that is likely the context in how study participants will respond to their learning source(s) 

questions. 

Moore and Salimbene (1981) defined mentoring as an intense, lasting and 

professionally centered relationship between two individuals. In such a relationship, the 

more experienced and powerful individual (the mentor) guides, advises and assists in 

various ways the career of the less experienced, often younger, upwardly mobile protégé. 

Durnovo (1990) found that mentors provided encouragement and opportunities, shared 

information, acted as role models, encouraged continued education and taught the protégé 
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how to be politically astute. As school board members can develop mentors on their 

boards, or between past or present colleagues from other school boards, the mentoring 

relationship can play a big role in informal learning that may not be available to a 

colleague. 

In contrast to formal learning, informal learning and incidental learning refer to 

learning resulting from natural opportunities for learning that occur in everyday life when 

the person controls his or her own learning (Cseh, Watkins, & Marsick, 1999). Informal 

learning is predominantly experiential and non-institutional; incidental learning is 

unintentional or a byproduct of a different activity (Cseh et al., 1998; Marsick & 

Watkins, 1997b). Other definitions of informal learning by Marsick and Volpe (1999) 

concluded that it is an integration of work and daily routines, triggered by an internal or 

external jolt, not highly conscious, often haphazard, and influenced by chance, 

inductively occurring through action and reflection, and is linked to the learning of 

others. Experiential learning teaches through experience based on real feelings and 

emotions (Clements, Wagner, & Roland, 1995). Marsick and Watkins (1992) noted that 

informal learning also includes self-directed learning, networking, coaching, mentoring, 

performance planning and trial-and-error. 

Training, generally recognized as a formal learning method, is defined as the “act, 

process, or method of one who trains,” or the “state or process of being trained” (Scribner 

Dictionary, 1986, p. 1056). Nadler (1984) and Gilley and Eggland (1989) defined 

training as learning that is provided in order to improve performance on the present job. 
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Rooted in this definition is the concept of andragogy, defined as the art and science of 

helping adults learn (Knowles, 1980). 

Purpose and Research Question 

Given that school board members are essentially citizen volunteers who may lack 

educational, management, leadership, political, and even interpersonal and 

communication skills, and that all are required for school boards to be effective and 

successful, the research question is, how do new Minnesota school board members learn 

to do their jobs? 

While the broader questions of what constitutes effective training, who should 

provide it, how often it is needed (if at all), whether it varies across regions (or states), 

and how its effectiveness is measured are important research questions, this study limits 

the question simply to, how do new Minnesota school board members learn to do their 

jobs? 

By first identifying how they learn, the study aims to uncover what roles, if any, 

formal, informal, incidental, experiential or other learning types may play in new school 

board member development. It asks experienced members to reflect back to when they 

were new members and how they learned to do their jobs at that time, as it is possible that 

learning methods could change over time. 

It does not attempt to address the broader questions above, though it is hoped that 

the study will provide new knowledge and a useful context for further research on new 

school board member learning (and, by extension, training and development) in 

Minnesota and elsewhere. 
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In practice, the study’s findings may aid in improving the performance of school 

board members in their district management, attainment of educational strategic goals, 

improved connections to their communities, and improved academic achievement of the 

children they serve. Additionally, improvements in instructional design to make school 

board member training more relevant, useful or effective could flow from addressing how 

school board members learn to do their jobs. Consultants, state and national school 

boards associations or other providers of school board training can benefit from new 

knowledge in this area, as might policy development officials considering training 

mandates for school board members. 

Study Assumptions and Limitations 

I assume that all school board members have the capacity and desire to learn to do 

their jobs effectively and are open to training methods to accomplish that end. It assumes 

that school board members will be truthful in their responses to survey questions 

designed to address the question of how they learn(ed) to do their jobs, and that a written 

survey is the most effective way to gather consistent and controlled information within a 

random sample of Minnesota school board members. 

The study’s limitations are that it may be unable to uncover individual school 

board member motivations towards training or distinguish among respondent 

interpretations on the types of training they thought they experienced. As more 

experienced members were asked to reflect back on how they learned during their early 

years of board service, it is possible that history, or memory lapse, could cause answers to 
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be guessed. The learning concepts or methods could also have changed and may be 

answered in a context more familiar to them today. 

As this study uses a quantitative, descriptive methodology, it is unable to interpret 

meaning or comparisons to different learning situations. While there are three questions 

at the end of the survey that are open-ended and allow for more specific, individual 

answers, they will be consolidated for general themes and are asked primarily as a service 

to the Minnesota School Boards Association, who, as a condition of funding the printing 

and mailing of surveys, hoped to hear specific responses from the sample in how MSBA 

training might be improved or made more relevant to their work. It may, however, add 

some details to our findings that will help interpret overall survey results. 

Given that the sample was limited to current K-12 Minnesota school board 

members, its findings cannot be generalized to school board members beyond Minnesota, 

or even to Minnesota school board members who sit on non-public or charter school 

boards, or those who were no longer serving in a school board capacity at the time of the 

survey. 

Researcher’s Background 

I am a 15-year elected school board member in St. Paul, Minnesota, an urban K-

12 and community education public school district of 41,000 students. From 2004-06, I 

also served on the Minnesota School Boards Association board of directors, a mutual-

benefit, non-profit organization representing all public Minnesota school boards 

(excluding public charter school boards). I have participated in over 20 state or national 

school board conventions or conferences where formal training was offered. My 
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perspective is that much of what I have learned has come through on-the-job-training, 

experience and trial-and-error. My interest in this study is to find out whether that (or 

different) learning method(s) applies to a broader Minnesota school board member 

population, help better understand how I and my peers learn their jobs as school board 

members, and whether new knowledge from this study can improve school board training 

in Minnesota. 

Theoretical Foundations 

Three issues are suggested as to the relevance and importance of understanding 

new school board member learning. First, beyond customized state or national school 

board association training programs, does consistent, uniform formal training for new or 

experienced school board members exist in Minnesota or in the United States? Second, 

does Minnesota have full-time, professional school board members (though some may 

choose to do a part-time job on a full-time basis), or do they have a commonality of 

professions, backgrounds or demographics? Third, do Minnesota school board members 

have consistent, jurisdictional authority other than basic legislative authority to exist and 

follow basic laws and responsibilities? Many school boards operate with considerable 

autonomy and independence, whose duties and levels of involvement may vary 

depending on the individual board members’ skills, personalities, motivations and 

relations with the superintendent of schools and community expectations. While state law 

mandates that new school board members receive training, there are no penalties or 

monitoring for non-compliance. 
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Are more formal procedures possible or necessary? If so, how should they be 

done? Can we learn anything from our current school board member training that can 

improve the performance of individual school board members and their boards? 

Given formal, informal, incidental, and experiential learning, how does one learn 

to be a school board member? Do one or more approaches predominate? This is the 

theoretical foundation on which this case study examines this question, from which 

specific descriptions may emerge but bring us back to theoretical domains. 

Looking at more macro-level organizations beyond school boards, do similar 

learning method issues (including on-the-job training) impact other elected officials, such 

as city councils, county commissions, or even state legislatures? Do these issues impact 

government in general? The non-profit sector? Civic or volunteer organizations? Are 

there theories on volunteerism, motivation or leadership that may explain school board 

member learning?  

Given that Minnesota school board members are elected to office, politics may 

play a role in how school board members learn to do their jobs. While politics may create 

barriers to professional learning or bring additional contexts to informal learning and 

mentoring, politics as a source of learning has not been included in this study. 

Cohen and Prusak (2001) identified social capital as a critical ingredient on which 

to build connections among people through trust, mutual understanding, shared values 

and behaviors that make cooperative action possible. Mentoring or networking is one 

way to build social capital and investments in social relations (VanderLinden, 2005). 

Given that school boards are a collection of members, one can conclude that developing 
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social capital between board colleagues and the communities they serve can enhance their 

job performance. 

Human capital investments, as opposed to social capital, include investments in 

formal education, on-the-job-training, and other activities that increase one’s knowledge, 

skills, and, by extension, employability (Blau, Ferber, & Winkler, 1998). Human capital 

theory implies that training or education raises worker productivity by imparting useful 

knowledge and skills, hence raising workers’ future income by increasing their lifetime 

earnings (Becker, 1962, 1964). Becker (1964), however, distinguished between specific 

and general human capital theory, noting that general human capital theory assumes a 

worker’s skills are obtained (and probably self-financed) through more generalized 

training offered at a higher education or comparable institution. General human capital 

theory also assumes a worker’s skills are valued equally between firms and that the 

worker is the claimant of all returns from those skills in a perfectly competitive market. 

Specific human capital theory, on the other hand, is more likely firm-specific and its 

value and investments retained by the firm through negotiated contacts covering 

compensation or external options (should the employee separate from the organization). 

In short, on-the-job-training is more organization-specific, more informal, and 

carried out during a time the worker is on duty, while formal training is more transferable 

and takes place outside of the organization (Xu, 2005). In a study of OJT impact on 

organizational productivity, Kochan and Osterman (1991) concluded that education and 

training are associated with significant productivity increases when examined in a 

production context and that training and related flexible human resource systems are 
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associated with higher levels of productivity and quality in matched comparisons. 

However, most training within organizations is informal, hard to measure, and its effects 

on productivity even more difficult to quantify (Bishop, 1996). Formal training tends to 

be given to workers in high-value, high-responsibility, cognitively complex (e.g., 

professional, technical, or managerial) jobs in larger organizations who have been 

recently hired and are expected to have low rates of turnover (Barron, Black & 

Lowenstein, 1987; Bishop, 1996). Despite such investments, a new hire training study by 

Bishop (1991) found that hours devoted to both formal and informal training in 

organizations had very similar effects on productivity growth during the first year on the 

job. This view supports conclusions that informal training provided by co-workers or 

worker observation has a higher cost-benefit ratio than formalized training or 

management-led informal training. School board members are clearly doing high 

responsibility and professional tasks, including the hiring, firing and supervision of a 

superintendent of schools who is the day-to-day operations manager of a school district 

and who often has higher education and professional credentials than the board members 

themselves. As school boards are in a management role accountable to the public, there is 

no formal job training provided by their constituencies. Cost concerns, particularly for 

smaller school districts, likely limit the level of formal training available to board 

members, including professional conference attendance where such training is often 

available. Informal learning then becomes the norm, not by design, but out of practicality 

and cost concerns. 
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School board member training, in a public sector role, is not professionally 

proprietary, and training expenditures or conference attendance where formal training 

takes place are matters of public record. In any case, whether general or specific human 

capital investments (or formal training) are available to school board members, such 

knowledge can likely enhance their capacity to do their jobs. Whether or not it increases 

their compensation does not apply, as school boards are all either volunteer or have pre-

set compensation structures contingent upon election by the public. Much of human 

capital theory tends to fit the traditional for-profit business or employer-employee 

relationship. Whether or not those skills are transferable to a school board member’s 

other professions is a different question. Also, volunteer and non-profit organizations, or 

other elected bodies (in addition to school boards), would not fit this traditional model 

well. 

There are few studies specific to school board member learning, though some 

research does exist on administrator training in educational institutions and non-profit 

and volunteer organizations. In higher education institutions, professional development 

programs can formalize and accelerate necessary learning by providing an organized, 

focused forum for developing specific skills needed to solve institutional problems 

(McDade, 1997). As school board members oversee a K-12 learning institution and its 

administrators, it is expected that professional development programs can assist board 

members in dealing with organizational problems. 

In contrast to Becker’s human capital theory, the screening/filtering hypothesis 

argues that most job skills are not acquired prior to employment, but through on-the-job 
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training (OJT) and learning by doing (Bac, 2000), regardless of establishment size 

(Barron, Berger, & Black, 1993). Under this theory, employers hire employees based on 

unobserved investments rather than formalized training or education. It assumes that 

education and training play no role in predicting productivity or high performance, but 

rather as a tool to screen out individuals with different abilities. It also assumes that there 

are no reliable or valid indicators to determine performance, short of on-the-job training 

once employed (Wang & Holton, 2005). 

This OJT model, when defined as employers making a conscious decision to hire 

an employee, again tends to fit industry or traditional workplaces rather than an elected 

body, or a volunteer governing board rather than a volunteer or non-profit organization. 

On the other hand, nominating committees for non-profit boards may take into account 

one’s overall background and determine that they can learn the specifics of board or 

volunteer service, once appointed or elected, through OJT. For elected school boards, this 

role is presumably filled by the voters who determine if a candidate is qualified to serve 

in elected office. In practice, little thought is probably given by voters to how their school 

board members (or other political officeholders) will learn to do the job once elected. 

Yet, should those officials fail in their duties, the voters will likely hold them 

accountable. 

Summary 

Overall, the implications for HRD theory are to confirm or challenge past learning 

and training theories, or determine if new theories might better explain or address how 

new school board members learn. It is hoped that this study will identify possible 
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parallels or contrasts with macro-level organizations that are non-profit, volunteer or 

elected in nature.  

The implications for HRD practice are to identify new school board member 

learning methods that might guide more effective instructional design or at least an 

understanding of learning issues and challenges that lead to improved performance of 

Minnesota’s school board members. Further, while the role of politics in elected office 

may help explain how or why school board members learn to do their jobs in a particular 

way, this focus is not included in this study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The role of the school board member, both as a public servant and as an integral 

part of the U.S. American educational system, has not traditionally garnered a great deal 

of public or research attention. As Land (2002) noted, even with the “longstanding 

presence of local school boards in U.S. public education, few empirical studies of their 

effectiveness exist to inform discussion on what role they should have in the 21st century” 

(p. 1). 

Indeed, most U.S. Americans probably give little thought to their local school 

board members except at election time when they may vaguely recognize board member 

candidate names on a ballot. Other than election day, public recognition is most likely to 

come through less desirable circumstances, as when a school funding scandal is the focus 

of media interest, or in the recent dramatic case of the Dover, Pennsylvania, school board 

members who had their policy to incorporate “intelligent design” materials into the 

science curriculum overruled by a U.S. District Judge as a violation of the Constitution’s 

separation of church and state. 

Despite the high-profile nature of such board transgressions, most school boards 

operate in relative obscurity. Their work is little noted and rarely discussed. Yet most 

U.S. Americans, and certainly the nation’s educational researchers and administrators, 

would agree that serving the educational system is a critical job, worthy of tremendous 

support and meriting frequent evaluation to keep up with changing educational needs 

created by the shifting sands of cultural and political life. In a national school board 



 

20 

survey, Hess (2002) found that approximately 66% of the board members surveyed 

received no compensation for their service, and the remainder were paid less than 

$10,000, except for 4% of school board members (from the largest districts) who 

received more than $10,000 for their annual service. The study also found that board 

members spent approximately 25 hours per month on board business, with 20 hours per 

week more likely in large districts in urban areas. But, despite significant time 

commitments and meager compensation, public demands and media scrutiny are high for 

school boards. 

While the literature discussed in this chapter highlights the great inconsistencies 

and the lack of agreement that exists between training requirements and training 

programs across the country–with little coherence in approach from district to district, let 

alone state to state–there is overwhelming agreement that school board members can 

benefit from some type of training for their job. 

There are, of course, even more practical arguments for training. Kathy Hayes, 

co-director of the Michigan Association of School Boards (MASB), stated that training 

“can actually save districts money” because trained board members make “informed 

decisions regarding personnel issues, legal matters, negotiations, and contractual 

obligations,” (MASB, 2006). Another consideration was that raised by the SouthEastern 

Regional Vision for Education (SERVE, 1999): 

. . . approximately one-third of all school board members in the nation are new 

each year. In 1992, 60% of all school board members had fewer than three years 

service. Given this turnover, a fast start becomes critical. This is especially true 
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given the commonly accepted maxim that, without some pre-service or 

orientation, it takes six to 12 months of on-the-job training before school board 

members can function effectively. 

If there is general agreement that some form of school board training is desirable, 

then a series of questions proceed from that assumption. What kind of training is 

provided to school board members? What are the considerations of public servant 

training? The literature discussed in this chapter will address these questions. After a 

brief discussion of the history of school board training, the literature on training programs 

for nonprofit employees, government workers and elected officials will be considered in 

terms of its relevance to this discussion of school board members on a macro level. 

Finally, the literature on school board member training programs will be presented, 

including a discussion of learning and instruction theories employed in recent school 

board member training research. 

History of School Board Member Training 

Grissom (2005) and Land (2002) both identified the school board concept as 

growing out of the representative town meeting–often referred to as the New England 

Town Meeting–as the primary community governing body in Colonial America. Nick 

Caruso (2005), Senior Staff Associate for Field Services of the Connecticut Association 

of Boards of Education (CABE) noted that a residual knowledge of and familiarity with 

the town meeting structure continues to infuse most school board operations, at least in 

the eastern United States. The emphasis on participatory representation is central to the 

school board construct and reflects the commitment to what King and Hustedde (2001) 



 

22 

called “the classical American concepts of a free and prosperous society” (p. 3), in which 

citizens assume the central roles in governance. 

With the Constitution’s clear directives concerning the separation of church and 

state, the earlier dominance of religious schools began to wane rapidly as “state schools” 

were established (Grissom, 2005, p. 16). While school governance issues were 

considered another aspect of general government oversight for almost 50 years following 

the Constitutional Convention of 1787, most communities during that period 

implemented their own local committees comprised simply of selected community 

members or representatives to address particular educational needs. In the late 1830s, 

Massachusetts enacted the first separation of education from other state government 

functions by creating a specific board of education that was charged with the 

responsibility of overseeing the local education committees. In 1891, Massachusetts was 

again at the forefront of changing the shape of educational administration and services 

when it “vested each district with financial and administrative authority over its schools,” 

(Land, 2002, p. 21). 

Grissom (2005) described the next period as somewhat chaotic as school boards 

proliferated wildly, sometimes with committees for single schools resulting in a district 

administration attempting to cope with a myriad of local committees, each working to 

effect its own change. In an effort to control the chaos, centralized school boards began to 

emerge, fashioned on the business model of board management and focused on policy 

rather than day-to-day management of school affairs. Oversight for the daily 

administration of the district’s schools was turned over to the school superintendent. As 
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Land (2002) stated, this “shift to a smaller, centralized, policy-making lay school board 

with a professional superintendent as its chief executive officer and selection of board 

members through city-wide (or district-wide as the reforms spread from the cities to rural 

areas) elections” is considered by many researchers to be “the last major reform of school 

boards” (p. 2). 

But Petronis, Hall, & Pierson (1996) identified another wave of reform, or a 

reform movement based on the effective school research data. This movement 

emphasized the need for continuing performance improvement for schools and districts 

nationwide. The reform movement appeared in the early 1970s and has continued to gain 

momentum; its successful impact on shaping research and policy efforts is most starkly 

seen in the somewhat draconian legislation created through the No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLBA) of 2001. Many educators lament that the effective school reform movement 

has shifted too far in weighting standardized achievement measurements over actual 

learning gains, or at the expense of more qualitative, critical thinking learning measures. 

The effectiveness of school boards has come under scrutiny as one element of this 

school reform, and it is possible to trace clearly the emergence of school board training 

discussions in the literature back to the early-1980s (Grissom, 2005; Land, 2002). While 

an abundance of training materials and programs has been developed over the last 25 

years in an effort to train school board members to become effective school officials, 

there is virtually no agreement “over the form, content, and length of training/ 

development that board members should receive, who should provide it, whether it 

should be required, and whether it actually enhances governance effectiveness,” (Land, 
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2002, p. 31). The following sections explore the related literature in an effort to clarify 

the effectiveness of governance training programs. 

Training in Non-Profit Organizations 

The amount of literature on training efforts in non-profit organizations is 

strikingly sparse. Both Draper (2005) and Westcott (2004) noted that most charitable 

foundations had no formal training for employees in place. Most tend to engage in what 

one nonprofit director referred to as a “dim sum approach to training,” that features a bit 

of this and a smattering of that in terms of “teaching” the techniques that are best suited 

to accomplishing a particular nonprofit’s goals (Dunkin, 2005, p. 69). It would appear 

that many nonprofit employees muddle through and gain experience through on-the-job 

trial and error. While some of these employees apparently manage quite well, as 

evidenced by their agencies’ continued capacity to provide services and support, this trial 

and error can also “lead to disappointing results, and bad habits learned early are hard to 

detect or change,” (Draper, 2005, p. 38). The potential for job burnout is suggested in the 

high turnover rates in the nonprofit sector. One study cited by Moore (2004) reported on 

a survey conducted with the Association of Fundraising Professionals that showed a 

quarter of its members had changed jobs within the previous year. This is not to say the 

lack of training is solely responsible for employee attrition, but there is evidence to 

suggest that nonprofit employees who receive job training and continuing professional 

development are more satisfied in their work than are employees who do not have those 

learning opportunities provided to them (Lundin, 2005; BEST Multicare Health System, 

2005). 
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Virtually all of the researchers and writers discussed here agreed that the type of 

individual drawn to the non-profit sector is highly motivated, curious and committed to 

the idea of non-profit work. In an interview with Gordon (2005), Lai-Har Cheung, the 

“good employment manager” for the National Council for Voluntary Organizations 

(NCVO) claimed: “A higher proportion of [nonprofit] employees have degrees or 

equivalent higher education qualifications than any other sector” (p. 59). Enthusiasm for 

the nature of the work and an appreciation for the nonprofit spirit are meaningful job 

rewards, but they are not all (McMullen & Schellenberg, 2003). Moore (2004) noted that 

many agencies experience a loss of experienced talent over time because they do not have 

extra resources to devote to improving the office environment, providing material perks 

and incentives, or matching the salary and benefit packages available to private sector 

employees. Stephen Pratt, an executive with the nonprofit-consulting firm, Bridgespan, 

cited the aging of the baby boomer population as one of the great concerns facing the 

nonprofit field: 

You’re going to have this enormous outflow of talent and leadership in the sector. 

. . . And because the sector has not had the resources, organization by 

organization, to invest in leadership development and leadership succession 

planning, the way the for-profit sector has, we’re really much more acutely in a 

position to be slammed by this. (Moore, 2004, p. 1) 

This recognition of the looming crisis in nonprofit employment has sparked recent 

efforts to explore how job training might be effectively used to stem the tide of workers 

leaving the nonprofit sector and preparing new employees to assume leadership roles. 
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Dunkin (2005) focused on some emerging trends in training efforts. Interestingly, 

and perhaps necessarily, the two particular programs she reviewed were quite specific to 

the organizations that created them. The South Atlantic Division of the American Cancer 

Society (ACS) began its South Atlantic Corporate University in 2004 and continues to 

provide training to its more than 600 employees. Structured like a university course 

system, its classes are assigned levels reflecting the degree of course difficulty or 

educational advancement. Some courses are mandatory for all staff, such as the diversity 

workshop, while others are required only of those employees working in the relevant staff 

departments, such as financial compliance for advocacy. Employees can opt for higher-

level courses, such as taking constituent relationships to the next level, if they are 

interested in pursuing job advancement or in making a change to another department. 

Most of the classes are currently held at scheduled times at sites easily accessible from 

the ACS offices, while other courses are offered online. ACS department managers are 

available to staff to help them chart their courses of study so as to realize their 

professional goals. Dunkin (2005) stated that the ACS intended to link future 

performance reviews to participation in the University courses. 

The second training program discussed is a similar type of university offered by 

the Georgia Center for Nonprofits (GCN). The GCN had long offered some training 

services for employees working in Georgia’s nonprofit sector. But GCN’s new Nonprofit 

University focuses quite specifically on identifying and cultivating job-related 

competencies. This effort would be familiar to human resource administrators working in 

the profit sector, but it is largely unheard of as a nonprofit training approach. 
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Through Nonprofit University, however, nonprofit employees can take online 

tests to assess their competency for a particular position and then plan a course of study 

designed to help them excel. “Instead of having a class on fundraising, we will have a 

course that includes a number of classes that will allow you to develop a competency in a 

particular area–be it development, the cultivation of individual donors, leadership skills 

for nonprofit managers or financial management skills for nonprofit financial managers,” 

[GCN President] Beavor said. “These will be competency based courses, tracts of 

learning or training that develop a skill set as opposed to just concepts knowledge. . . This 

is a critical difference between what currently exists and what we are doing” (Dunkin, 

2005, p. 72). 

What Dunkin (2005) did not provide was the cost of these training programs or 

such logistics as whether employees participate on their own time or during compensated 

work hours. While the ACS University relies heavily on volunteer experts to teach many 

of the classes, the GCN University hires adjunct professors. Both university programs are 

in their infancy, and it is too soon to comment definitively on their potential to succeed, 

although Dunkin did report favorable employee response to the various university course 

offerings. The university approach sounds very appealing, but it may prove difficult to 

duplicate in most of the nonprofit sector if the costs associated with implementation are 

too prohibitive. 

Westcott (2004) discussed nonprofit grantmaker training programs implemented 

by actual accredited universities, such as New York University and Grand Valley State 

University in Grand Rapids, Michigan. These programs are offered by the schools 
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themselves and are practically designed in terms of classes that meet once or twice a 

month and at hours workable for most nonprofit employees. The benefit of this form of 

university training is that the nonprofit agency does not have to commit the resources to 

create and support the training effort; it simply has to find the funding to pay for the 

courses or depend on its employees to be willing to commit their own time and money to 

the enterprise, which is likely to be a long-shot bet. 

Draper (2005) examined the training question from the vantage point of 

newcomers working across the range of nonprofit grant foundations, from alternative 

funds to national charitable organizations. Many of the newcomers to foundation work 

that Draper surveyed had come from nonprofit agency backgrounds; in other words, they 

once solicited grants from the type of organization for which they were now working. 

These individuals generally held a somewhat negative perspective of foundation work, 

based on their personal experiences, and Draper observed that this attitude was something 

that should be addressed in any training for foundation work. Terms and jargon specific 

to each foundation can prove confounding to new grantmakers, and usually they are left 

to discover these particulars on their own and on the job. Consequently, problems due to 

miscommunication frequently crop up for new employees. Grantmakers are also 

responsible for making financial assessments for which they rarely receive any 

preparation: “Many of those interviewed had to learn how to be a grantmaker by just 

delving into the work and seeking out help from their coworkers” (Draper, 2005, p. 40). 
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Based on the interviews, Draper (2005) proposed an orientation plan that would 

ideally be presented to new employees by the appropriate foundation staff. This would 

include such organizational information as: 

• Mission and history 

• Overall program areas 

• Priorities and plans 

• Values and philosophy 

• Grantmaking approaches and strategies 

Draper noted that a more intensive orientation could include some history on the 

foundation’s efforts in the field, grantmaking trends and information about past funding 

decisions and changing community or program needs. 

One observation made by several who participated in this kind of orientation was 

that it gave them a useful grounding in their foundation’s grantmaking precedent, current 

and future aims, and the deliberations brought to the decision-making process. This 

allowed them to slip into their new work smoothly and to feel more confident about their 

determinations than did the newcomers who were not exposed to this type of grounding 

orientation. It was also helpful preparation for dealing with submitting agencies once 

grant determinations had been made and questions were being asked of the foundation 

employee as to why certain programs were funded the way they were, why some had not 

received the budget they requested, and the why and how of the foundation’s 

expectations for grant performance. As one respondent told the researcher: “I am able to 

communicate to applicants where they are in the process and why certain documents are 
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needed. When the process is transparent, I can assure them that they are not just jumping 

through hoops” (Draper, 2005, p. 44). Another newcomer explained to Draper that her 

initial orientation process had occurred over her first six weeks of work with some 

focused intensity through a brief apprenticeship with an experienced staff member 

working in her department. But once she had transitioned into her job completely, the 

discussion with her mentor and with other experienced staff was ongoing. The value of 

this continuing dialogue is that it can illuminate personal, often subconscious, biases that 

may come to the fore as habits of work emerge and which may conflict somewhat with 

the organizational values and goals. A nonprofit that engages employees in a regular 

dialogue about best practices and that reinforces the foundation’s operating principles, is 

likely doing its employees (not to mention, itself) a great service. 

The Council on Foundations offers a two-day workshop several times a year 

designed to orient grantmaking newcomers to the field. For agencies and foundations that 

have limited resources to create and provide orientation training to new employees, this 

can be a worthwhile training alternative. The workshop provides an overview of subjects 

every grantmaker needs to know, regardless of his or her foundation’s size, mission and 

funding capabilities. The topics covered include: 

• Becoming familiar with the principles and practices of grantmaking 

• Understanding the world of philanthropy 

• Analyzing financial statements 

• Incorporating evaluation methods into everyday work 

• Putting ethics into practice  
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• Understanding legal guidelines for program officers 

• Reducing grantmaking cycle time and increasing effectiveness 

• Creating and maintaining working relationships with nonprofit representatives 

and community leaders (sidebar to Draper, 2005) 

Regional grantmaking associations may offer voluntary training to nonprofit 

employees as well, covering many of the topics listed above as well as more local 

concerns about conducting site visits and receiving and addressing concerns of the 

nonprofit community. 

Long-term employees can also benefit from ongoing training. A 2002 study of 

more than a thousand nonprofit employees conducted by the Center for Public Service at 

the Brookings Institution found that lack of training was one of the chief complaints of 

workers, rated as more significant than even pay and benefit concerns (Moore, 2004). 

Recognition of the importance of providing training opportunities to longtime staff 

members is apparent in some of the recent nonprofit literature. Prizinsky (2005) profiled 

the new director of manufacturing training services for a nonprofit economic 

development group who prioritized more customized training for member businesses and 

saw interest in training services increase by almost a third in 18 months. 

Lundin (2005) reported on a 12-week training program for nonprofit caregivers 

that saw an immediate impact on the program graduates’ wages; the participants realized 

a dramatic average increase of 174% in post-program wages. Mullis, Cornille, Mullis, 

and Taliano (2003) conducted a study of childcare center directors at for-profit and 

nonprofit agencies and found that the for-profit directors were better educated and had 
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received more training at a statistically significant rate above their nonprofit peers. While 

both groups reported similar levels of job satisfaction and salary levels, the training 

difference is important because it appears to have a direct bearing on the services to 

children. The literature demonstrates that quality of staff training in preschool programs 

is a crucial determinant of overall program quality (Mullis et al., 2003). They also noted 

that the better trained directors were more likely to pursue further training opportunities 

and, at a minimum, more likely to remain abreast of developments in the field through 

professional publications and related media. The researchers concluded that both for-

profit and nonprofit directors demonstrated the capacity to provide quality childcare 

services, but that program administrators had to prioritize “support and professional 

development for staff in order to retain them and improve program quality” (Mullis et al., 

2003, p. 555). Of course, the challenge is in how to fund and structure this type of 

training, particularly in an occupation whose practice is characterized by limited time and 

resources. 

Online training may provide some solution to nonprofit agencies struggling to 

find ways to train employees while remaining within the bounds of a limited budget and 

for employees who may be overextended in their work obligations. McShan (2004) also 

cited these advantages in using online programs to train school board members. BEST 

Multicare Health System (2005) outlined a training and development program 

implemented online by the non-profit Multicare Health System (MHS) and targeted to 

serve its more than 3,000 healthcare employees. The online program complemented 

classroom training also offered by MHS and included among the training options 
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“department assessments and action plans, formal leadership coaching, job aids, new 

tools, and an entirely new performance management system” (BEST Multicare Health 

System, (2005). BEST observed that the training represented 2.37% of the company’s 

payroll budget in 2004, and yet it yielded clear improvements in “patient care metrics as 

well as gains in staff, patient and physician satisfaction and a reduction in turnover 

among acute-care registered nurses” (BEST Multicare Health System, 2005, p. 52). 

Summerfield (2005) reported similar success for the online training initiated by the 

nonprofit Swedish American Health System. The numbers of employees participating in 

training jumped significantly once programming was offered online. Summerfield 

observed that barriers to access that had previously existed (scheduling conflicts, distance 

to training sites) were removed through the online format and, when efficiency of service 

was realized, approximately 97% of Swedish American’s employees embraced the online 

training. 

The literature suggests that the nonprofit world is beginning to turn its eye to the 

practical benefits of providing training to new and old employees alike. As Gordon 

(2005) reported, motivation is key to establishing job satisfaction, improving task 

performance, and retaining qualified employees and that “one of the best ways of 

ensuring motivation is to invest in training and development” (Gordon, 2005, p. 60). 

While the benefits may be clear, the road to funding and support of these services is a bit 

more difficult for most nonprofit organizations to negotiate (McMullen & Schellenberg, 

2003). The will may be there, but the ability to commit the resources for training might 

prove a real challenge for many. 
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Training in Government Organizations 

Paul Light, director of the Brookings Institution Center for Public Service, stated 

that, in a 2002 national survey of federal and business employees, respondents reported 

that at least a quarter of their fellow employees were underperforming on the job. Further, 

only one of every 20 federal employees reported that there were no poor workers in their 

organization. This is striking when compared to the rates of one of 10 business 

employees and one of six human services workers who could identify no poor 

performers. Even more telling were these findings: 

Government human services workers were more likely than business or nonprofit 

human services workers to say it was easy to burn out in their jobs, less likely to 

say they made a difference in the lives of the people they served, and more likely 

to feel unappreciated in their work. The results should sound familiar. They echo 

the national patterns found in the center’s comparisons of federal, business and 

nonprofit employees. Although federal employees were generally more satisfied 

with their jobs, they reported the most serious training and staffing shortages, and 

the lowest morale and public respect. (Light, 2003, p. 86) 

Clearly, government agencies face difficulties in reversing this trend of employee 

ennui and the inevitable toll it takes on job performance and, on a cumulative level, the 

damage to organizational effectiveness. 

Zeller and Webster (2005) offered a slightly jaundiced view of the government 

employment situation. They stated that most government agencies hire based on 

“measurements of training and experience” (p. 40), rather than assessing the actual 
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quality of job candidates’ training, experience, and education. Government agencies 

resort to these standardized measurements because they appear objective when, in fact, 

they are simplistic, and, perhaps most compellingly, they are comparatively inexpensive 

assessment procedures. However, by failing properly to evaluate new employees’ ability 

to learn and initiate, government agencies unwittingly hobble their on-the-job training 

efforts. Employees who are incurious or unmotivated are unlikely to respond well to 

internal training efforts. Zeller and Webster (2005) calculated that bad hires cost 

government agencies $5,000 to $7,000 for entry level employees, approximately $40,000 

for mid-level hires, and a staggering $300,000 for upper level bad hires. A large portion 

of this cost is incurred through training efforts that are wasted on these hires, and the 

separate cost of training new, perhaps additional, hires to compensate for the original bad 

hires’ failure to perform well on the job. It would appear that in some cases job training is 

not the salve to improve performance; of course, in the case of bad hires, it seems unfair 

to fault training and development efforts for not reversing the effects of an initially 

flawed determination. However, one can project the effects of bad hires on the entire 

system. If training efforts are put in place and improvement is not demonstrably 

manifested, it is easy to imagine critics blaming the training itself and arguing to forego 

training entirely based on the perceived lack of cost-effectiveness related to performance 

outcomes. Zeller and Webster (2005) contended that it would be much better to hire 

qualified employees at the get-go, those who would be responsive to training and would 

apply what they learned to streamline job and agency performance. Of course, top 

government officials who report directly to elected policy-makers, such as a school 
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district superintendent to a school board, are often protected by employment contracts 

that may add yet higher costs should a board wish to terminate its executive prior to 

contract expiration. These may or may not be training related; they could also be 

impacted by trust, interpersonal, and relationship issues between the board and 

superintendent. 

For the federal government, the need to train and develop competent employees 

who can assume leadership roles is now an imperative. Patricia McGinnis, the President 

of the nonprofit Council for Excellence in Government, testified before the Committee on 

Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Subcommittee on Oversight of 

Government Management, the Federal Workforce, and the District of Columbia on June 

29, 2006. In that hearing she reported that, within the next 10 years, 60% of federal 

employees and 90% of the Senior Executives would become eligible to retire (McGinnis, 

2006). This hemorrhaging of talent and experience is a source of genuine concern, and 

other researchers have urged that efforts need to be immediately initiated to secure 

training for new government employees and to identify and train existing employees who 

would move into the leadership void (Sussman, 2006). Noting that the future workforce 

is likely to require greater flexibility in work situations, as well as greater mobility and 

different kinds of training, McGinnis (2006) contended that the burden would be on 

government agencies to provide clarity about performance goals and expectations, as well 

as regular communication about progress and areas for improvement. 

A survey of federal employees conducted by the Federal Human Capital Survey 

in 2004 noted that one of the greatest differences between private sector and government 
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employees was in terms of satisfaction with availability of training programs. As 

McGinnis (2006) testified: 

Analysis of more than 4.8 million responses has led to the insight that employee 

engagement is the most significant determinant of performance and productivity. 

At a minimum, to be productive, employees need to know what is expected of 

them, have the information and tools to do a good job, and have the opportunity to 

use their strength to do what they do well everyday. At the top of the engagement 

scale are employees who also have opportunities to learn and grow and whose 

supervisors communicate with them regularly about how they are doing, who 

recognize good work and provide opportunities for them to develop and improve 

their performance. (p. 2) 

She concluded by urging the committees to embrace legislation that would 

embrace new approaches to training and a collaborative strategy for improving 

government employee performance. This would be related to Light’s (2003) call for the 

federal government to provide employees with a clear sense of mission that can be 

translated into operational goals and training targets. 

Moon (2006) spoke to this in her overview of a city government training program 

when she observed that the “right kind of training can foster buy-in, [and] communicate 

the purpose” (p. 33) of the work. Her Westminster, Colorado, government implemented a 

mandatory training program for all government employees to explain and reinforce the 

city’s performance measurement program. The program is designed to inform employees 

in a “fun format” (p. 33) that employs imaginary cities, like Oz and Dr. Seuss’ Whoville, 
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to envision the scope and uses of performance measurements to improve service to 

customers and demonstrate accountability. Training sessions are led by members of the 

performance measurement team who also make themselves available to meet with 

individual employees or entire departments for ongoing discussions about how 

performance measurement strategies can be improved. Moon outlined three questions 

that the training encourages the employees and departments to pose for themselves: 

1. What do they need to know about their job functions in order to keep them in 

effective operation? 

2. What do the customers (the public, members of other government 

departments) want to know about their job or operations? 

3. How does the measurement provide accountability for these efforts and assure 

transparency for the customers? 

Charging employees with the task of understanding and accepting their responsibilities 

results in the buy-in that can lead to improved performance. 

The city government of Gainesville, Georgia, has learned through training its 

citizens to be better-informed constituents and community participants through its 

Gainesville Citizen’s Government Academy. The Academy grew out of a default gesture 

when the mayor and city council found themselves stymied by public opposition to the 

city’s proposed traffic relocation plan. When nothing got done and the congestion 

problems grew worse, the city threw the problem back onto the community, encouraging 

them to contribute ideas. Many of these proved to be improbable, while some were 

outright impossible, so the mayor and the council had the brainstorm notion to offer a 
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Transportation 101 course for interested civilians, led by a retired city engineer who 

explained the logistical realities of traffic management. The nine-month course generated 

a host of specific proposals, as well as some general recommendations. As Georgia 

Trend Magazine (2006) observed, the constituents’ proposals “were striking in their 

simplicity and in their common sense approach to problem solving” (p. 27). The process 

was so effective that the mayor and the council embraced the creation of the citizen’s 

academy to educate the community about other city concerns and to solicit constituent 

input on the decision-making process. While this example does not address structured 

training efforts for government employees, it does represent a city government’s 

willingness to change ineffective procedures and engage others to provide relevant 

feedback. 

The Gainesville Academy example, along with Moon’s (2006) description of the 

local Colorado training program, illustrate Sussman’s (2006) claim that cities and states 

across America vary wildly in their commitment to training public employees. Further, 

there is little consistency across training programs that are offered. Sussman noted that 

certain local government departments necessarily incorporate training as a part of their 

hiring practice–police, fire, paramedics, and utility workers require at least a minimum 

level of job training in order to embark on their job functions. But for most other local 

and state government employees, training is often dependent on the exigencies of 

available funding and on administrative commitment to the value of training. The writer 

compared the training environment of two Arizona cities, Prescott and Mesa, to delineate 

how training determinations are made and executed. For years, the Prescott government 
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had offered its employees’ job training that was limited to sexual harassment directives 

and OSHA guidelines, as these were both mandated by the federal government. The rest 

of the city’s training could best be described as sink or swim. But Prescott has 

experienced a dramatic growth surge, and the city’s new manager has implemented 

training for employees and justified the need for it as the city has committed financial 

resources to training support. Conversely, Mesa, which has ten times the population of 

Prescott, is suffering an economic crisis, and training services for government employees 

was one of the first programs to be dramatically cut when the new, downscaled budget 

was endorsed. 

Another challenge to establishing consistency in government employee training 

programs is that so little research has been devoted to assessing program effectiveness. 

Instead, review of city and state programs tends toward the anecdotal, and efforts to 

investigate effectiveness employing a controlled and grounded methodology are rarely if 

ever initiated because resources are so limited. These limitations have fostered some 

creative responses however. Sussman (2006) noted the potential effectiveness of 

emerging online training programs, just as some of the nonprofits discussed earlier have 

discovered. Online automation also makes some basic aspects of training more cost-

effective, freeing up desperately needed monies that can be used to provide more 

thorough training. He described how a North Carolina urban police department began to 

use a scheduling program database to manage the quarterly firearms training sessions 

required by law for its 1,500 member police department. Police officers are able to access 

the database, check availability for sessions, and schedule themselves in open slots. 
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The amount of time saved over the manual scheduling of officers who might then 

have to change appointments, requiring rescheduling of more officers, was significant. 

The responsibility of scheduling and following through on the training is then shifted to 

the police officers, but it represents a nominal demand on their time and gives them 

control over their own scheduling that they did not previously possess. The automated 

training system is not only cost effective–Sussman quoted the department’s professional 

development coordinator as saying $30,000 in paperwork and printing costs alone had 

been saved–it is easy to see how officers might be more motivated when given the 

control and responsibility of their own scheduling. Sturgeon (2006) also reported on the 

economic benefits of an online training program when she reported on an online 

situational leadership course tested in the Justice Department that saved over $2,500 per 

employee over traditional classroom training and also required only six hours of the 

employees’ time, as compared to the standard 40 hours of classroom training the Justice 

Department otherwise employed for its workers. 

Another effective use of online training was realized by the Scottsdale, Arizona, 

government when it was faced with the enormous challenge of replacing its contract fire 

and emergency services with a city-run force in 2005. A training program with courses 

devoted to a range of situation and environment issues, ranging from blood-borne 

pathogens to personal protective equipment was placed online, and fire and ambulance 

employees and new hires were required to fulfill the curriculum within a specific period 

of time: 
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They could take the modules on the computer terminals, right at the fire stations, 

at their convenience,” says David Dupuis, Scottsdale’s information systems 

learning coordinator. “If we were doing this training in a classroom, we would 

have had to bring a lot of firefighters in on overtime because of the shifts they 

work. When you add that to the cost of instructors, materials, and classrooms, it 

would have cost the city about $200,000. Instead, the whole program wound up 

costing about $30,000. (Sussman, 2006, p. 41) 

Presumably the training was effective as no mention is made of a sudden rash of 

uncontrollable fires and insufficient emergency response in the Scottsdale area. But 

Sussman did not report on this aspect of the training implementation, bearing out his own 

observation that much of the government employee training literature is anecdotal. It 

would be an interesting study to control and compare performance measures of the 

Scottsdale fire department along with another fire and emergency services department 

that was trained through off-line methods. 

Finally, it is interesting to note briefly Lindler’s (2006) contribution to the 

government employment training research when she stated that effective training can 

help managers avoid costly employee lawsuits. Clearly outlined training objectives and 

performance guidelines that new employees are required to sign off on can reduce or 

eliminate the possibility of employees successfully challenging the decisions of the 

organizational leadership. Management training should be focused on thorough 

documentation and discipline in following procedures, Lindler urged. Thus, government 

manager training may be used as one defense against employee grievances. 



 

43 

Training of Elected Officials 

The amount of literature on the general training of elected officials that was found 

is small, even when considered against the relatively small categories of nonprofit and 

government employee training. This is interesting because, as Edwards (2005) noted in 

her discussion of British council members performance, “just because someone has been 

elected, it doesn’t necessarily mean they will be an effective leader” (p. 14). 

Nevertheless, as she wryly continued in a quote from a British training consultant, 

“‘There is a tendency . . . to believe that once you become a leader, you’re the boss, so it 

then becomes quite difficult to expose yourself to learning. We’d like to change that 

climate of opinion’” (Edwards, 2005, p. 14). In other words, by virtue of being elected, a 

number of officials will take it on faith that they know everything they need to know to 

perform their job: The idea of job training can be a hard sell to many public servants 

(American School Board Journal Adviser, 2006). 

Vogelsang-Coombs (1999) referred to this mindset when she noted that 

constituents often elect representatives not on the basis of their governance ability, but 

rather on a perception that a given representative will represent the constituents’ 

perspectives and values. Most local elected officials (LEOs) recognize this and pander to 

that notion of representative responsibility rather than embracing the larger task of 

performing responsibly to further the democratic aims of government. This has produced 

a “governance deficit” (Vogelsang-Coombs, 1999, p. 1) in which LEOs focus on single-

issue grandstanding and avoid making harder governance decisions. As the author stated, 

this will often lead to a situation of either “underleading” or “overmanaging” (Vogelsang-
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Coombs, 1999, p. 1) the government as LEOs attempt to position themselves for the only 

performance measure that truly matters: reelection. 

In their analysis of LEOs’ competency to fulfill job requirements, Vogelsang-

Coombs and Miller (1999) observed that most political conflict makes LEOS 

uncomfortable because they do not want to appear to act against their constituents’ 

desires. Given that political life is primarily characterized by political conflict, this 

discomfort must be addressed so that LEOs can get on with the business of effectively 

governing. The authors argued that LEOs would benefit from training and leadership 

development programs that would enable them to rise to the challenge of true 

governance. But the researchers were pragmatic in observing the logistical hurdles 

presented by such an effort. Because most LEOs serve in their elected capacity on a part-

time basis while holding down jobs and maintaining family relationships, the attention to 

the political work can take a back seat to seemingly more pressing, personal concerns 

(Chmelynski, 2003). Additionally, if training is perceived as possibly conflicting with 

political party affiliation interests, this can be an added disincentive to embrace learning. 

My experience in school board elections supports this view; technically non-

partisan elections for school board in St. Paul, Minnesota, are politicized with political 

party endorsements and often create barriers for the technically competent yet 

underfunded and non-community-connected candidates. As a result, more training may 

be needed for elected school board members in such an environment. However, one 

could argue that the technically proficient may need more training in the political aspects 

of the job than those who are elected today. 
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Vogelsang-Coombs and Miller (1999) echoed Edwards (2005) in observing that 

many LEOs resent the notion of training, believing it will diminish them in the eyes of 

their constituents. This attitude demonstrates a distinct lack of professionalism–many of 

these same LEOs would likely support job training for other positions in government 

(such as police, fire, and emergency services)–and it fails to recognize the expectations 

and obligations associated with their official tasks. 

But, of course, the truth will emerge when LEOs are required to deal with the 

“technical complexity of the public issues confronting municipalities,” and their lack of 

professionalism leaves them ill-equipped to sort through the challenges (Vogelsang-

Coombs & Miller, 1999, p. 200). This renders them dependent on the guidance of 

managers, restricting their ability to assess conditions independently. Coupled with the 

survival instinct to resist disappointing voters, this can result in a disabling condition of 

governing apathy. 

However, as the researchers identified, the real hurdle may lie in what they call 

the supply side of development: 

Most LEOs receive training as newly elected officials. Such initial training is 

done once, either in-house or through state municipal leagues. This training 

typically focuses on the procedures for passing legislation, the details of the 

municipal budget, and other information that the staff wants new officeholders to 

know. A small proportion of LEOs receive additional training through the 

National League of Cities (NLC). (Vogelsang-Coombs & Miller, 1999, p. 200) 
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One such training program is the Institute for Elected Municipal Officials 

(IEMO), offered to LEOs by the Florida League of Cities. The three-day weekend 

seminar is advertised at a cost of $275 and covers such topics as “Structure and functions 

of municipal government in Florida,” “How to be an effective council member,” “Taxes 

and other sources of revenue,” “Budgeting and accounting,” “Understanding the 

relationships among governments in Florida,” “Florida Ethics Law,” and “Understanding 

‘Government in the sunshine’” (Florida League of Cities, 2008) – this last presumably 

related to Freedom of Information Act requirements for transparency and the rules 

guiding public versus confidential information. The program description suggests a 

generalist approach to these subjects; a sort of introductory tour of the responsibilities 

related to public office. 

For more detailed, perhaps even locally specific, programming, many public 

administrators turn to universities: 

For more advanced development programs, local government practitioners have 

relied on universities, especially those with public administration programming. 

Formal academic degree programs probably enroll only handfuls of local elected 

officials. Their requirements for prerequisites can exclude local officeholders who 

might be interested in development but lack academic credentials. Also, 

universities have traditionally organized their degree programs around the needs 

of incumbent or aspiring public managers. Consequently, existing curricula omit 

(or avoid) the development of the political leadership skills necessary for LEOs to 

govern effectively. (Vogelsang-Coombs & Miller, 1999, p. 200) 
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Allen (2000) presented a somewhat modified example of the university public 

administration programming in her discussion of the Newly Elected Officials Institute 

run by the Carl Vinson Institute of Government at the University of Georgia. The two-

day training program targeting newly elected municipal officials is co-sponsored by the 

Georgia Municipal Association and the Association County Commissioners of Georgia, 

and their sponsorship reflects the 1990 Georgia legal mandate for the training of newly 

elected officials. The specificity of the training was indicated by the sessions dealing with 

downtown revitalization and census-related seminars–issues that were facing Georgia 

towns and cities at the time of Allen’s writing–that ran alongside more traditional courses 

on ethics, legal issues, and government finances. In the case of this Institute, participants 

were not required to qualify educationally or academically for the program; they qualified 

simply by being elected. They were also required to take the free training in order to 

embark on their LEO work. 

It was Vogelsang-Coombs and Miller’s (1999) contention that the vast majority of 

training programs were insufficient to the task of truly preparing LEOs for effective 

governance. Their concern over this failure to train LEOs well, if they are trained at all, 

was persuasive: “Because LEOs work in changing and highly charged political 

environments, their need to learn is high; despite the barriers, the cost of their not 

learning is even higher” (p. 201). They delineated some of the bad governance fall-out, 

ranging from the practical (squandered resources) to the notional (weakening of a 

community’s spirit and vitality). Both the practical and the notional possibilities are 
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undesirable, and their argument that risk-averse LEOs comprise the government bodies 

that will trend toward these unpleasant results is sobering. 

School Board Member Training 

The absolute lack of any training program consistency is the hallmark of the 

literature on school board member learning. The myriad ways in which programs are 

offered, the nature of the material covered, the goals of the programs, and whether 

training is mandatory or voluntary vary from state to state and district to district. And 

these are in the locales where some modicum of training is provided at all–a number of 

school systems appear to get by without any nod to school board member training. 

The National Snapshot 

Bianchi (2003) reported that only 17 states required mandatory training of school 

board members. In 2004, the National School Boards Association reported that this 

number had increased to 18 (NSBA Survey of State School Boards Association, 2004). 

Interestingly, four states failed to respond to the NSBA survey entirely. Among the states 

that required mandatory training, there was little discernible connection other than a 

slight regional trend toward southern states. Four states did not respond to the survey. 

One of them, Illinois, has a page or two devoted to the options for new school board 

members, including a list of links to articles that interested board members might peruse. 

The tone of the site suggests that these are merely recommended and not required of new 

school board members to review. 

The governor appoints eleven of Kentucky’s Board of Education members, with 

the President of the Council on Postsecondary Education participating as the 12th and 
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only nonvoting member of the state board. There appears to be no concerted state 

involvement in local district boards of education, beyond the state board chair’s ability to 

appoint local school board member replacements to finish out terms when an elected 

member vacates the seat prematurely. 

Rhode Island’s School Board of Regents is also largely appointed by the 

governor, with three other state administrators to oversee the state’s school committees. 

Beyond that, control seems largely up to the districts themselves. In fact, the Rhode 

Island Association of School Committees (RIASC) noted on its website that it cannot 

entertain individual applications for membership–membership in the association must be 

obtained by the district itself in order for any local school committee member to 

participate in the RIASC’s offerings. 

New York State represents a special case among the NSBA survey’s non-

respondents, as Bianchi (2003) noted that it was on the cusp of mandating school board 

member training. Effective February 28, 2006, the following amendment addendum was 

proposed: 

(a) Training for school district and board of cooperative educational services 

(BOCES) board members. . . . every trustee or voting member of a board of 

education of a school district of a BOCES, elected or appointed for a term 

beginning on or after July 1, 2005, shall, within the first year of his or her term, 

complete a minimum of six hours of training from a provider approved pursuant 

to paragraph (1) of this subdivision, on the financial oversight, accountability, and 



 

50 

fiduciary responsibility of a board member. (New York State Education 

Department, 2006) 

New York’s proposal for mandatory training of school board members came 

about directly from a scandal involving several Long Island school districts that 

misappropriated millions of tax dollars. While the state provided a list of training 

providers, most turn to the New York School Boards Association to provide training. But 

New York mandates only this fiduciary responsibility training; no other training 

component is required of school districts. 

Like Washington, New Hampshire does not mandate training but does make free 

training material packets available to every school board member. The New Hampshire 

School Boards Association (NHSBA) also offers individualized training opportunities 

and some training workshops at cost to members or districts. 

More typical of the states that do not mandate training is Wyoming, which offers 

several workshops (“Leadership governance,” “Problem solving – short and long range 

planning”) as “whole board trainings” through its School Boards Association and holds 

“new member workshops” (Wyoming School Boards Association, n.d., p. 2) around the 

state every other year for newly elected board members. 

California is another state that does not mandate training, but that did not stop the 

2003 Monterey County (CA) Grand Jury from issuing a scathing indictment of the 

county’s laissez-faire attention to school board training across its 24 distinct school 

districts, stating that current training was inadequate. Noting that the subject of school 

board training had come before the 2001 and 2002 civil grand juries as well, and based 
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on its close review of reports on district site visits, interviews, surveys, and performance 

data, the 2003 Monterey County Grand Jury said: 

Some responses provided detailed and extensive information demonstrating a firm 

commitment to School Board Training and providing for such implementation. 

Other districts provided less information, and the tenor of the responses from 

these districts implied that their opinion was that it was up to each school board 

member to decide whether or not to attend training. These less-than-fully-

committed-to-training districts offered either only minimal or no budgetary 

support or evaded the funding issue by adopting a default policy that the school 

board training was to be administered by the school district superintendent as the 

superintendent deemed fit. (2003 Monterey County Grand Jury Final Report, 

2003, p. 2) 

The report reaffirmed the state’s policy that training should not be mandated, 

based on the recommendation of the Monterey County Office of Education (MCOE). 

However, it urged the MCOE to become more directly involved with the various districts 

and to adapt training to each district’s budgetary requirements and scheduling issues. The 

grand jury concluded that school board members would likely submit voluntarily to 

training if it was encouraged and paid for by their district. 

A review of the online guidelines for training school board members in the 

mandated states speaks to the lack of consistency in programming and enforcement 

procedures and reflects a murkiness of training expectations even among this group of 

committed states. Texas guidelines (School Board Member Training; SBOE Rules, n.d., 
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p. 1) are relatively thorough and require new board members to undergo local training 

within two months of election and state rules orientation within one year of election. 

There are also provisions and requirements for continuing education. The Texas 

Association of School Board Members (TASB) offered an explanatory statement of the 

need for training on its website that prioritizes government advocacy and encourages 

school board members to use their elective clout to influence legislation. 

South Carolina requires an orientation within one year of election and also 

provides the calculus for the State Department of Education’s district reimbursement for 

training. The South Carolina Rural Education Grassroots Committee issued a report 

(2003) that suggested that the state’s mandatory training should go further in terms of 

comprehension and that ongoing training, beyond the basic orientation mandated, should 

be provided and paid for by the state. 

New Jersey requires all newly elected school board members to attend a training 

program operated by the New Jersey School Boards Association (NJSBA), currently in 

the form of an “intensive weekend conference addressing all areas of school board 

member responsibility” (The NJSBA, n.d.). The Oklahoma Board of Education, by 

contrast, has a fairly comprehensive overview of school board member responsibilities 

and directions for filing and pursuing election. Newly elected members are expected to 

complete 12 hours of training within 15 months of election. Otherwise, the Board of 

Education must declare the seat vacant. While the training is not explicitly outlined, 

members can attend workshops offered by the Oklahoma Department of Education or 

classes and seminars accredited by the department. Re-elected school board members are 
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also required to take six additional hours of training within 15 months of their re-election, 

in order to remain eligible for re-election in the future. 

Curtis (2005) stated that, in West Virginia, a three-day orientation for new board 

members occurs shortly after the elections. O’Cull (2001) reported that West Virginia’s 

move to make training mandatory was prompted by a study that revealed that school 

board members devoted only 3% of their efforts to establishing school policy, despite the 

fact that this function is their primary responsibility. This finding hearkens back to 

Vogelsang-Coombs and Miller’s (1999) argument that LEOs become averse to courting 

risk and resist establishing potentially controversial but needed policies. Louisiana 

mandates training for new board members only, although the Board of Education posts a 

list of “qualities” that make “effective school board members” (Louisiana School Board 

Association, n.d.), although none of these speaks to the willingness to participate in and 

learn from training. 

The federally funded Southeastern Regional Vision for Education (SERVE) 

(1997) strongly advocated for training of school board members. SERVE continues to 

provide university-based programming and training. It stated that, even in the non-

mandated states, the training programs were active though voluntary. Orientation 

programs for each of SERVE’s member states, regardless of state mandate, were 

available to newly elected board members. Ongoing workshops and seminars were 

provided primarily through the various state board associations. SERVE also reported on 

curriculum development plans in Georgia and South Carolina (which, at the time of the 

SERVE report, was still a non-mandating state), and recognition programs designed to 
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recognize board members who pursued training. Alabama and Florida still adhere to 

these recognition programs as an effort to encourage training in their non-mandated 

environments (Alabama Board Member Academy, n.d.; SERVE, 1997, p. 13). 

One of the most extensive of the training programs, certainly the most 

comprehensively documented (Tennessee School Board Academy (TSBA), 2006; TSBA 

Becoming a School Board Member, n.d.), is that mandated by the state of Tennessee. The 

TSBA has posted on its website straightforward directives of board members’ 

responsibilities: 

1. The board is a corporate body. The authority of a board member includes 

expressing an opinion and casting a vote in a board meeting. Outside a 

board meeting, a board member has no authority over school matters. 

2. The board is a policy-making body. The board speaks through policy. 

Matters that the board chooses not to address through policy are left to the 

discretion of the superintendent. School boards make policy and 

superintendents carry out the policy. (Becoming a School Board Member, 

TBSA, n.d.) 

The mandated training was described as well: 

State Board of Education Rules and Regulations require each member of a local 

board of education to participate annually in seven hours of training provided 

through the School Board Academy. All board members must complete four basic 

core modules (Policy, Board/Superintendent Relations, Vision, and Advocacy) 

within a four-year period after assuming office. Any local board member who 
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fails to attend training may be removed from office. New school board members 

must attend a two-day Orientation session in Nashville sponsored by the State 

Department of Education, plus a seven-hour training session in their first year. 

Upon completion of each required session, board members will receive Academy 

credit and $75 per diem from the State Department of Education. (Becoming a 

School Board Member, TBSA, n.d.) 

The Tennessee, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and West Virginia policies demonstrate 

some efforts at enforcement of this mandated training, but in most other mandated states 

that the enforcement language is weak to non-existent (Bianchi, 2003). While 

Minnesota’s online page devoted to “continuing in-service training” (Northfield 

Independent School District 659, 2006) loosely outlines expectations for board members 

to participate in training offered by the Minnesota School Boards Association, there is no 

mention of punitive measures if school board members do not participate. This is an 

interesting omission, given that the policy is specific enough to note the generous 

promise to reimburse necessary expenses related to training. This begs the question as to 

how effective mandated policies can be if the commitment to enforce them seems 

tentative and vague. 

The resistance to enforcement may lie in what Nick Caruso (2005) of CABE 

described as an unwillingness to strip elected officials of their seats. In Connecticut, for 

instance, there is currently no provision for removing an elected official from office if he 

or she has been engaged in criminal activity, and the state government is just beginning to 

review whether this needs to be changed, following the conviction of Connecticut’s 
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former governor for accepting financial gifts from state contractors. Caruso observed that 

one reason the state government has been unwilling to mandate school board training is 

that it would entail some requirement of redress, most likely, removal from office. One 

can imagine why politicians might forego the opportunity to place laws on the books that 

make it possible to strip officials of elective office. 

The Mandatory School Training Argument: Pros and Cons 

As Pascopella (2005) noted, the federal mandates of the No Child Left Behind 

Act (NCLBA) have placed a significant stress on school districts to perform, and yet no 

mandate for school board training is required by the NCLBA despite a Lighthouse 

Research on School Board Leadership for Student Achievement study in 2000 that found 

that the school board “has a direct influence on what happens in the classroom.” Anthes’ 

(2002) NCLBA policy brief is a notable read for what it does not say about school board 

member participation in training; essentially the subject is avoided and focus is placed on 

administrator and staff training. 

One of the foremost contributors to the school board member training research 

literature is Dr. Tammy Grissom who is currently serving as Director of the Tennessee 

School Boards Association. Grissom (2005) studied the impact of Tennessee’s mandatory 

training program on school board members’ and superintendents’ perceptions of whether 

the training had improved board member effectiveness. Tennessee’s training plan is quite 

comprehensive, with four modules of training available to members through the 

Tennessee Board Training Academy (TSBA Catalog of Events, 2006). The Basic Core 

Modules are required of all school board members, with approximately a day’s training 
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per session. The board members can take these modules at any of their scheduled times, 

but the four sessions must be completed within the four-year period following the board 

member’s election. New members must also attend a two-day orientation that cannot be 

supplanted for the modules credits. 

The Basic Core Modules’ sessions are: “Board policy and operations,” “Vision 

for excellence,” “Board advocacy for children,” and “Board/superintendent relations” 

(TSBA Catalog of Events, 2006). The Academy provides a useful list of topics that will 

be covered, in addition to a summary description of the session. For instance, during the 

Board policy operations module, participants watch a mock school board meeting and 

have the opportunity to analyze and discuss the meeting. Tennessee board members are 

also offered a series of additional training modules that fulfill annual training 

requirements for continuing board members and also go deeper into subjects of interest. 

The Elective Modules include “School Law,” the “Board’s role in finance,” the “Board’s 

role in creating a climate for school improvement,” and “Assessment: helping each other 

to do a better job” (TSBA Catalog of Events, 2006). The Joint Academy Modules work 

with boards as teams. The sessions cover “Teaming and the school board: Working 

together to improve student achievement,” and “Planning: a joint venture, part I and part 

II” (TSBA Catalog of Events, 2006). These board team sessions work with board 

members to conduct self-evaluations, to “disagree effectively” and to “develop strategies 

for setting system goals,” among other tasks (TSBA Catalog of Events, 2006). Finally, 

the Optional Credit Modules cover a series of informational issue workshops, such as 
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school safety, employment law, and developing leadership forums (TSBA Catalog of 

Events, 2006). 

The TSBA is a model of thoughtful training structure, and it is unsurprising that 

the subjects in Grissom’s (2005) research responded quite favorably to the perceived 

impact of their mandatory training. Grissom surveyed 952 Tennessee school board 

members and 136 superintendents as a representative sample of the state public school 

system. One of the most interesting findings was that the school board members tended to 

rate the positive impact of most of the training modules higher than did the 

superintendents observing the effectiveness of their school boards. Also, the school board 

members rated the impact of the two-day orientation module as the most significant of 

the modules offered. That said, both the school board members and the superintendents 

overall reported favorable impact of the training on board effectiveness. 

Morehouse (2001) was unequivocal in his support for mandatory school board 

member training. He cited a host of potential board member problems, from the single 

interest board member who is bent on changing one aspect of school policy to the 

exclusion of all other board responsibilities, to members who drastically underestimate 

the amount of time and commitment the board requires, to completely overwhelmed and 

paralyzed newcomers who are unable to follow the state and federal governments’ 

various proscriptions for the district. Archer (2002) identified a similar paralysis when 

boards get mired in debate and infighting without having the resources to mediate and 

resolve conflict. Morehouse (2001) stated that it was in “the best interest of the children 

and education as a whole to have board members trained, at the very least, in their 
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fundamental duties and responsibilities, boardsmanship and professional ethics” 

(Morehouse, 2001, p. 1). Bianchi (2003) observed that one of the arguments posed in 

favor of mandatory training is that it might help stem the rising national tide of school 

board member turnover rates by providing much needed direction and support to quickly 

overwhelmed newcomers. 

But as fervent as the training mandate advocates are, so to are the critics of 

mandating training for school board members. Perhaps the most often heard argument 

against training is that it is not required of other elected officials before assuming office–

not mayors, not senators, not the president of the U.S. (Allwein, 2006; Curtis, 2005). Hill, 

Warner-King, Campbell, McElroy, and Munoz-Colon (2002) stated that, while mandated 

training might provide useful information the school board member may want to act on, 

the particular pressures of his or her district may be more important than whatever is to 

be learned in the classroom. Allwein (2006), a director of the Pennsylvania School 

Boards Association, challenged whether the Pennsylvania Department of Education had 

“the capacity or experience to offer quality programs to all school board members” (p. 3) 

in his testimony on a proposed mandatory training program for the state’s school board 

members. On a slightly caustic note, McAdams (2003) stated: “my experience is that 

many board members put mandated training on par with a trip to the dentist” (p. 7). 

Bianchi (2003) concurred with Grissom (2005) and Hill et al. (2002) when she observed: 

Experts on both sides of this debate do agree on one thing: it is difficult to 

quantify the impact that school boards and their training have on district 
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performance. Because the research is so scant, neither side can claim with 

conviction that mandatory training either “works” or “doesn’t work.” (p. 3) 

A Western Illinois University Study of school board association directors from 

around the country similarly reported inconclusive findings regarding the perceived 

effectiveness of mandatory training (Petronis, 1996). 

How Training Might Be Improved 

Reid’s (1998) review of the literature led her to advocate for a learning 

organization model that could be applied to the school board. She identified 

characteristics of a learning organization as including the willingness to examine and 

share underlying assumptions or biases with each other, reconsider their views based on 

new information, sharing a vision for the future, and commit to pursuing the same 

objectives. Despite the fact that many school board members have access to some form of 

orientation or training, Reid stated that this does not make the board itself a learning 

organization. She explored organizational learning theory in terms of its cognitive, 

behavioral, and performance improvement components and observed that organizational 

learning can occur only through individual learning, when that individual is willing and 

able to provide constructive feedback to the organization based on constantly changing 

input. 

Vogelsang-Coombs and Miller (1999) approached the issue of learning from the 

backdoor, focusing on identifying the goals of LEO learning. They identified six 

competencies that are relevant to the discussion of school board member learning, as 

they, too, but for a few district exceptions, are all LEOs: 
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1. LEOs develop decision patterns that support legislative coalitions and 

responsible policies. 

2. LEOs maintain sound municipal organizations that yield an optimal supply of 

public goods. 

3. LEOs bring diverse citizens together in new and meaningful ways that 

enhance civic life. 

4. LEOs envision the future in a broader, even an international, context that 

strengthens communities and regional cooperation. 

5. LEOs connect political entities at the governance level in a way that 

overcomes the inertia built into constitutional democracy. 

6. LEOs actively engage in development so that they have the special knowledge 

and governance skills necessary to do their jobs with distinction. (p. 211) 

Phrased this way, the training of school board members might be received as a 

reflection of the job’s significance. This might lend to the idea of training having some 

value in the eyes of elected school board members. 

The competencies emerged from the researchers’ creation of a training academy 

that employed human performance improvement (HPI) methodology. HPI seeks to 

identify performance gaps and then create a design specifically to address those gaps. The 

design is subsequently evaluated for its effectiveness in closing those gaps and modified 

if necessary. Using HPI, Vogelsang-Coombs and Miller (1999) determined that LEOs 

required personal development and negotiation skills, organizational and jurisdictional 

development, governing body training and team building, work empowerment, and 
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community development training. The academy they devised addressed these needs, and 

among the study’s findings was the perhaps counterintuitive notion that the LEOs 

required redundancy in training sessions. Rather than being bored by the repeated 

information, the LEOs required reinforcement to get a handle on the complex governance 

policies and relationships (Tschohl, 2003). The LEOs also appeared to benefit from 

learning alongside others from outside their district; patterns of habit and regional biases 

were revealed through exposure to others and could be recognized and addressed. 

Some of these determinations appeared in SERVE’s analysis of its school board 

member program when it noted in its report that “school board members must recognize 

shifting social dynamics and find ways of involving other community residents and 

institutions in developing creative solutions” (School Board Member Training in the 

Southeast, 1997). SERVE also advocated that school board members “communicate what 

is learned at state and national meetings . . . share and discuss pertinent issues, 

information and handouts with fellow board members, administrators, and the public” 

(School Board Member Training in the Southeast, 1997). This is a sentiment of which 

Reid (1998) would be proud. 

Summary 

This literature review emerged from the problems school board members face 

when learning to do their jobs. The common themes include the autonomy many school 

boards have and the difficulty of measuring specific achievements or quantifying 

effectiveness on the job. The elected and part-time nature of the job makes it difficult to 
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train professionally in any consistent manner, and few models exist that can be uniformly 

applied without considering local conditions and personalities. 

This review found similarities, to varying degrees, with non-profit organization 

boards (often serving in volunteer, part-time capacities), Local Elected Officials (LEOs), 

such as city councils and county commissions (often part-time, not professionally 

trained), and school board members (also part-time, sometimes volunteer-based, and also 

lacking professional career training). Unlike for-profit organizations with larger budgets 

and full-time or professionally-educated or trained staff, non-profit and public-sector 

bodies face issues requiring comparable management skills and decision-making but 

without comparable training or preparation. 

The debate over whether statutory-mandated school board member training is 

effective is inconclusive given that enforcement mechanisms are rarely triggered, nor do 

mandates specify what content should be included or who should provide it. This 

literature review contends that there is minimal training research and a lack of consistent 

success measures across comparable organizations. In that light, training content and 

methods must be explored further to determine how Minnesota school board members 

effectively learn to do their jobs.  

If mandatory training is not necessarily the answer for improving school board 

member learning and job effectiveness, then the answer likely lies in the type of training 

itself. How do new school board members learn to do their jobs? What standards are 

applied to assess whether learning has happened? Is there evidence that training can be 

effectively applied in terms of the theoretical model brought to bear pragmatically on 



 

64 

daily board operations? Is mandatory training, despite the arguments against it, the best 

of the imperfect answers? The method outlined in Chapter 3 looks to address these 

questions. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Given that the research question was, ‘how do new school board members learn to 

do their jobs?’ and that the aim was to produce a study whose conclusions can be 

generalized to a Minnesota school board population, a survey was deemed to be most 

appropriate for this research. Specifically, the study aimed to identify what the current 

learning sources and methods are for school board members in Minnesota. The methods 

used to answer the research question are discussed in this chapter. 

Population 

To answer the question of how school board members learn to do their jobs, the 

logical source of information for this study was Minnesota school board members. While 

other individuals or organizations contribute to and influence school board member 

learning, the intent was solely to identify school board members’ perspectives. A 

descriptive, quantitative methodology was deemed the appropriate research approach to 

address this question. 

Minnesota school board members, whose boards are members of the Minnesota 

School Boards Association (which provided assistance in reaching our sample and shared 

an interest in the findings), served as the population. All represented Minnesota K-12 

independent and public school districts, excluding charter schools, which do not fall 

under the governance of an independent school district in Minnesota. The population also 

excluded any public school district that serves only an elementary or a secondary district, 

or an intermediary district, which provides services such as special or vocational 
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education, and is made up of multi-district, ex-officio school board members already 

serving on a primary K-12 district school board (and thus would be duplicated in the 

population). 

For purposes of this study, then, the population was 2,239 currently-serving 

Minnesota school board members (representing all 338 K-12 public school districts) as 

provided by the Minnesota School Boards Association (2007) and as defined in the 

description of the population above (excluding the two intermediate districts and one K-6 

only district). All Minnesota public K-12 school districts are members of MSBA. In 

addition to the above exclusions from the sample, all K-12 board members of sample-

qualifying districts who had served for less than one year as of January, 2007, were 

excluded from the sample because they were either too new to judge the entire board 

member learning experience or were currently participating in such training. After the 

above exclusions, the remaining population size was 1,978. 

Sample 

The general rule in quantitative research is to use the largest sample possible, as 

this increases representativeness (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). For survey research, Sudman 

(1976) suggested a minimum of 100 subjects in each major subgroup whose responses 

are to be analyzed. Patton (1990) stated that quantitative research has no firm rule on 

determining sample size, but, instead, it is ideal to keep selecting cases until one reaches 

the point of redundancy, or where no new information is yielded in the responses. 

Using Table 2 from Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) Determining Sample Size for 

Research Activities, 1,978 falls just below N = 2000. Thus, the appropriate random 
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sample size is 322, or 16.2% of the population, such that the sample proportion would be 

within +/- .05 of the population proportion for a 95% level of confidence. An on-line 

randomizer program (http://www.randomizer.org/form.htm) was used to identify the 322 

names to be used. 

Pilot Test of Survey 

Gall et al. (1996) stated that pilot testing a questionnaire among an intended study 

population is necessary to allow respondents to make criticisms and recommendations for 

improving the questionnaire and to share in their own words what they think a question 

means or intends. With that goal in mind, a pilot test among 16 volunteers meeting the 

qualifications of the sample (1 year of board service) and representing gender, race, 

geography, and differing years of service was designed. As none of these members was 

selected by the randomizer, none of the pilot test participants was included in the results 

and no replacement subject was needed. 

Following approval from the University of Minnesota’s Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) to conduct this study in mid-January, 2007 (see Appendix A), pilot testing 

was conducted with the 16 volunteers who agreed to identify learning issues. All of the 

pilot test volunteers were peers I had met at the MSBA’s annual leadership conference 

held in mid-January, 2007. 

Soon after the conference, I followed up by sending the draft survey to them by e-

mail and asking them for feedback on the relevance of the questions to school board 

member learning; the appropriateness of length, structure, context, format, terminology, 

and language; and the clarity of the questions and instructions (see Appendix B). I also 

http://www.randomizer.org/form.htm
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asked whether there were important questions that the survey did not (but should) address 

and if they had any suggestions for changes, deletions, additions, or improvements. They 

were asked to review and take the draft survey. This process served to confirm the 

content validity of the survey. 

Gall et al. (1996) and Swanson and Holton (1996) defined content validity as the 

degree to which the test results adequately represent the content or conceptual domain 

(school board members’ learning methods) that the scores purport to measure. 

Of the 16 pilot test participants, 10 ultimately responded. All 16 were sent an e-

mail (including one reminder e-mail to non-respondents one week later). Eight responded 

by giving their feedback in writing (via e-mail); two called me to give their feedback by 

phone. I did not see a need to call or e-mail any of the 10 respondents for follow-up 

clarification. 

Of the ten respondents, six were women; four men. Years of service included four 

with over 9 years’ experience; three who had between 5 and 8 years of experience; and 3 

with four or fewer service years. There were seven Caucasians, one American 

Indian/Alaska Native, one African-American, and one Asian-American. The three 

minority participants were all female. Three participants came from different large urban 

districts (St. Paul, Minneapolis, and Rochester); four from Twin Cities suburban districts; 

two from Twin Cities ex-urban/rural districts; and one small rural out-state district in 

Southwestern Minnesota. The other three rural participants, along with two suburban and 

one ex-urban/rural were in the non-response groups. 
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Survey Instrument 

The survey (see Appendix B) was designed in two parts. Part A consisted of 8 

demographic-related questions, including length of service, gender, race, age, highest 

education attained, school district type (urban, suburban, or rural), district student 

population, and primary professional background. No questions were deemed 

inappropriate in the pilot test, though suggestions were received to change “Over 12 

years' service” to “Over 12 and up to 20 years” and “Over 20 years’ service” as an 

additional category. This change was added to the final survey based on feedback that 

training has continually evolved over time, and a 13-year veteran could have a different 

learning experience than a 25-year veteran. 

The questions on gender and age were accepted by all without comment. Race 

was accepted with a suggested change of wording from “Native American/Alaskan” to 

“American Indian/Alaska Native” to conform to the official definition of this population 

by the American Indian Council of Minnesota. This change was incorporated into the 

final survey document. 

Highest education level was modified to add a category of “some graduate work” 

(as we had a category of “some college”), to make one minor grammatical change, and to 

include a box to the right of their choice indicating a write-in of their field of study (for 

college and above respondents). All suggested changes were included in the final survey 

document. 

The school district type question generated the most ambiguity, particularly for 

the respondents who lived in the Twin Cities-area exurbs (formerly rural areas). There 
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was no consensus on how to identify accurately their district type, and it was suggested 

that school board members in the same district would likely answer the question 

differently. As a result, I decided to eliminate this question and stick with the district 

student population question alone, as that was easily quantifiable for everyone, and 

district training resources are more likely to vary by district size than by geographical 

location alone. Based on my experience and in conversations with statewide colleagues, 

larger districts generally are more likely to have funds to invest in formal training or 

conference attendance than are smaller districts, whether they are in the Metro Twin 

Cities area or not. Additional participant feedback suggested that the student district 

population question should be further broken down, changing “Less than 2,000 students” 

to two categories: “500 to 1,999 students” and “Fewer than 500 students.” Another 

suggestion was to change “10,000 – 19,999 students” to “10,000 - 29,999 students” and 

“20,000 or more students” to “30,000 or more students.” The rationale suggested that a 

rural district under 500 students operates much more frugally than one with 1,500 

students, so the answers could vary widely if left at only under 2,000 students. A similar 

rationale suggested that 30,000 or more students was truly the mark of an urban district 

(and one large suburban district, Anoka-Hennepin) and would stand out from the 

remaining districts, most of which have considerably fewer than that. Both suggestions 

appeared to be valid and confirmed that there are vast differences I had not originally 

considered. 

The final demographic question relating to current and primary professional 

employment kept all 12 categories but with suggested language changes. The term, “blue 
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collar,” was noted as having a negative connotation to some, and the suggestion to 

change it to “vocational” (along with skilled trades in the private sector, which was 

already there) was adopted in the final survey. There was also confusion about what the 

term, “full-time school board member,” meant and how it was measured (by income? By 

hours worked? Could one be retired or unemployed?). This term was changed to read, 

“School board member only (not otherwise retired or in any job noted above; or 

unemployed)” in the final survey. 

The only change suggested in Section A that was not adopted was to move 

demographics to the end of the survey rather than at the beginning. My reason for 

rejection was that keeping demographics first helps people get into the survey easily and 

decreases the possibility of important demographic information needed to interpret results 

being left blank if at the end. 

Part B of the draft survey included seven check-off questions (with limited 

opportunity for other suggested write-in answers) related to school board member 

learning. It was followed by two open-ended questions at the end dealing with any 

unaddressed issues the participant thought were important to add on formal training 

sources, as well as general comments, clarifications on the survey, or the topic of school 

board member learning in general. Initially, these were added primarily for the benefit of 

MSBA as a courtesy for their assistance with the study, though it was later decided that 

they would add to the analysis and implications of the survey given their more qualitative 

nature. 
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The first two questions addressed whether, as a new board member, the 

participant had the opportunity to participate in formal training, and if they chose to do 

so. Other than one minor suggestion, there were no objections to these questions or 

suggested changes. Question 3 broke these same two questions down, in table format, and 

identified the major learning sources (MSBA, NSBA, district in-house or outside 

contracted training). The only suggestion made (and incorporated) was to allow more 

space for the “other category” as those who met that category might be discouraged from 

writing anything if the space was too small for comment. All such requests throughout 

the survey were revised to provide sufficient space. 

The fourth question was intended only for those who answered “yes” to having 

been offered formal training but had chosen not to participate and was so noted. It also 

asked respondents to rank their choices from most to least important reason for the 

applicable answers. No one suggested changes. 

The fifth question also requested ranking from most to least important learning 

source with ten sources listed, including board colleagues, administrators, community 

groups, self-directed learning, and whether or not informal learning applied. A suggestion 

to add two additional categories relating to transfer of skills from other board service or 

one’s primary professional work was adopted in the final survey; another to move the 

category of “formal learning alone was sufficient” to a separate box was not adopted as 

that could single it out as more important than the other responses (and thus bias the 

survey). 
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The sixth question defined formal and informal learning and gave seven 

percentage categories on a 20% scale, plus “none” or ‘all,” as options for participants to 

check off for each area (totaling 100%). As was done in Question 5 by adding transfer of 

skills from other board service or professional work, a third category was suggested (and 

added) to the table reading “professional or related job experiences outside of school 

board service.” 

The seventh question used Question six’s two categories and an “other” category 

for check-off for a list of eight specific school board duties. Suggestions made and 

adopted included the addition of four additional school board duties (board/community 

leadership development; superintendent selection and evaluation; district strategic 

planning; and budget/financial resource allocations) and to change the “other” learning 

type to “professional experience outside of school board service” to be consistent with 

the previous question. Two additional category suggestions made, but not adopted, were 

to add “cultural competency” and “conflict of interest forms,” as well as two program-

specific budgetary skills. Instead, wording in the existing choices and additions were 

designed to encompass these concerns in a broader way (e.g., “budget/financial resource 

allocations” and “interpersonal communication skills between stakeholders”) so as to 

keep an already-long list on the same page and maintain interest of the participants. 

A question was raised by two sources that led to a new open-ended question at the 

end of the survey and a revision of the research question by adding the italicized word, 

“How do new board members learn…” as opposed to “How do board members learn to 

do their jobs?” The pilot test participants said that they believed that learning and training 
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had possibly changed from when they were first elected as had different training needs 

relevant primarily to more experienced board members (such as how to fulfill the duties 

of a board chair). By refocusing the question on new school board member learning, I 

then asked board members, regardless of their level of experience, to reflect back to when 

they were first elected and to respond to the survey from that perspective. The survey 

instructions were modified to reflect this change as well. 

A new open-ended question was added to give participants an opportunity, if they 

considered themselves to be experienced board members, to add how their training or 

learning needs may have changed from when they were first elected. This allowed the 

study to stay focused on the more specific issue of new board member training, while 

adding some additional information on experienced board member experiences that could 

aid future research of this nature or add contexts in interpreting the findings of this study. 

Pilot test participants made no suggestions to change the proposed consent form 

(see Appendix C) that also went to pilot test participants. A draft cover letter for potential 

survey participants was printed on MSBA letterhead and signed by the Executive 

Director, Bob Meeks. This letter was adopted without changes and mailed out with the 

first mailing to the entire selected sample (see Appendix D). 

Survey Administration 

In addition to providing electronic lists to qualify the population and sample, 

MSBA made all copies of each survey (4-pages, two-sided) and a one-page (two-sided) 

consent form. This included an original and personally signed cover letter by Meeks on 

MSBA letterhead that introduced me and my research and briefly described the 
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importance to MSBA of their participation. Each letter was personally addressed by name 

and address to increase the chance of it being read. 

The survey (see Appendix E), the consent form, and a slightly-smaller plain return 

envelope with return address labels attached, were inserted in an original letter-size 

MSBA envelope. Commemorative postage stamps were used for added attention; all 

envelopes were hand addressed for added personalization. The goal was to obtain as high 

a response rate as possible. 

The mid-January, 2007, Boardcaster, a bi-weekly, one-page announcement sheet 

sent to all Minnesota school board members, alerted readers to the study (see Appendix 

F). 

The enclosed consent form described the study as approved by the IRB, including 

its purposes and beneficiaries, known benefits and risks to participants, the researcher and 

MSBA, instructions, contacts for additional information, rights of participants, and the 

voluntary nature of participation. Participants were informed that, in lieu of a signature, 

return of the survey indicated consent. 

To track response rate and protect confidentiality, each response envelope 

contained a small hand-printed number in the bottom left of the front side that 

corresponded to the Excel spreadsheet number. All initial surveys were mailed between 

February 24 and March 2, 2007, with a March 12 response deadline. All original 

responses, 144 or approximately 45% of the original sample, arrived by March 16. These 

were counted as on-time responses as some may have concluded that a postmark, rather 

than receipt, might suffice, and that mail delivery from rural communities may take 
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longer to arrive in St. Paul. In addition, all of the respondents’ surveys arrived before any 

reminder letter went out. Two respondents blacked out their response number on the 

envelope. In all cases, surveys were mailed to the participant’s home address for 

consistency and prompt receipt. 

Between March 17 and March 22, the 178 non-respondents were mailed an 

identical survey, consent form, and stamped return envelope, marked with their same 

original response number. However, instead of an original MSBA cover letter from 

Meeks, the replacement was a photocopied letter from me (see Appendix G) with a gentle 

reminder and final opportunity to participate in the study. Again, commemorative stamps 

and hand addressing on the outer envelope were used; response envelopes used generic 

stamps to reduce the likelihood of stamp collectors keeping the envelopes and not 

responding. The final deadline to be included in the study was March 31, 2007, with no 

subsequent reminders. To track whether the responses were original or revised, my copy 

of the Excel spreadsheet indicated an “R” (for resend) next to the non-response numbers. 

In both cases, when a response number survey came in, I highlighted the list with a magic 

marker. On May 5, 2007, the final remaining surveys came in, totaling 69 (none was 

from the original mailing when compared to numbers on each envelope against the 

spreadsheet), or a 21.4% addition to the initial mailing. It is possible that a respondent 

could have sent back the original survey; however, as initial non-respondents, they likely 

sent the second identical survey back after receiving the reminder mailing. In any case, 

this brought a combined 66.1% response rate for the entire survey. 
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Demographics of Respondent Group 

The study asked seven demographic questions. The purpose of these questions 

was to understand who the respondents were and to determine if respondent 

demographics were similar to the population demographics. In addition, the demographic 

variables were used to determine if there were differences on any survey item based on 

the seven demographic variables. 

The numbers of each, shown by initial, reminder, and total responder and valid 

percentages are summarized in this section. Where applicable, these tables reflect 

collapsed categories where frequency counts were very low. Detailed responses for each 

demographic are shown in Appendix I, which, through the use of Chi Square analysis, 

determined whether there were significant differences between early and late responders 

as a proxy for determining response bias (Krathwohl, 1993).   

Males represented 67.9% of the respondents. While women tend to be more active 

in school activities of their children than men, in part due to the disproportionate share of 

female single parents, this has not translated at the Minnesota school board membership 

level overall, where men are more likely to serve in that capacity.  

A majority of respondents (52%) have attained at least an A.A. or B.A. college 

degree, indicating that Minnesota school board member service is highest among those 

with a basic college education. Conversely, those with high school degrees or less are not 

likely to serve on Minnesota school boards (fewer than 10%). However, Minnesota 

school board member education levels are often lower than that of the superintendent of 

schools (and senior staff) who report to them. 
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With 71.5% of Minnesota school board members serving school districts of less 

than 2,000 students, a risk is that formal training perspectives may tend to reflect rural 

and small districts needs and issues, at the expense of urban and suburban school board 

issues in the state’s metropolitan areas. Larger districts tend to have greater training 

budgets, and their school board members may be more likely to gain job knowledge from 

additional or external sources. Theoretically, the policy role should be consistent 

regardless of district size, though, in practice, local expectations, personalities, history, 

budgets, and other factors may determine the time and agendas each board member 

focuses on. 

Respondents’ current primary profession outside of school board service, 

identified as “Current Primary Profession”, was the final category, With approximately 

75% of Minnesota school board members’ external employment in self-employment or 

professional/technical roles, professional expertise may play a greater role in school 

board member learning than it would for those in unskilled or the not-currently employed 

categories. All Minnesota school board members are officially in part-time positions. 

Race of the respondents was the final category and required no collapsing as the 

sample was almost entirely Caucasian. How Minnesota school board members learn 

based on race cannot be accurately measured given such a small sample of the non-

Caucasian population. 

The 107 non-respondents could not be analyzed demographically as the 

information provided by the MSBA tracked only their name, school district, and first year 

of election to current consecutive terms. Given this lack of data, this study cannot 
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reasonably determine if any particular demographic group was more or less likely to 

respond. However, Chi Square tests on the collapsed tables yielded no p-value less than 

0.05. Thus, it does not appear that, within any demographic group, there were differences 

in first-time or second-reminder respondents. 

Data Recording Problems 

Other than some initial review of early surveys to determine if participants were 

filling questions out properly, review of responses did not begin until May 5, 2007, after 

all responses had arrived. An Excel spreadsheet was set up with 148 fields, each 

representing one possible response among many on the entire survey. I entered all data in 

this spreadsheet. 

Initial observations from the first 55 surveys indicated that some questions could 

have been worded or structured differently to avoid participant confusion. While 

workable in all cases, a few areas of note stand out. Question 7 in Demographics offers 

11 possible scenarios (plus “other”) for current and primary profession. One option is 

self-employed, which several checked, but does not indicate field. A few respondents 

checked both in that question for that purpose, though directions said to check only one. 

In such cases, I deferred to self-employed without the description as that was the correct 

intention and how most participants responded. All other demographic questions appear 

to have been answered correctly. 

In Part B, questions relating to school board member learning, some participants 

incorrectly responded to the 4th question relating to voluntary non-participation in 

training. Though noted on the previous page to skip this section in Question 1 (if the 
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answer was no), this could have been clarified by adding the same in Question 2 for both 

answers and directing them to Question Number 4 (if answer was no) or Question 5 (if 

yes). As there was no need to answer Question 4 if they had been offered and participated 

in any of the school board formal training, I did not record those responses on the 

spreadsheet. The directions to Question 4 properly indicated to skip the question if they 

had participated in formal training, though some answered it anyway. Furthermore, 

Question 4 was to be ranked by level of importance for up to nine possible reasons 

(including “other”). Some did as directed; others put check marks in the relevant boxes, 

making it impossible to determine the priority. To remedy this problem, all checked 

boxes, whether ranked or not, were noted on the spreadsheet as a response or non-

response, rather than ranking some and not others. For those who answered the question 

when directed not to, their comments were noted separately as a narrative in the last 

open-ended survey question (in addition to anything else they may have written to that 

question). This ensured measurable consistency of those properly answering Question 4, 

but those who volunteered more information had it noted in the open-ended questions 

(primarily for MSBA’s benefit, but also for further analysis, if needed). This same 

problem occurred in Question 5, the only other question seeking a ranking of importance 

for up to 13 possible sources of learning beyond formal learning (including “other”). The 

instructions initially asked members to rank them in order of importance, though several 

simply checked off boxes without rankings. As such, the decision to tally them by self-

identification and frequency was selected over a ranking system that would have been 

inconsistent and yielded small counts. Three asked for a specification if that option was 



 

81 

chosen; most did. A couple of participants volunteered answers separate from the menu 

of choices that were clearly covered by the other areas, so I counted them in the 

appropriate category. If I was uncertain or if it was different, they were left as an “other” 

and individually identified. For the same reasons as in Question 4, Question 5 rankings 

were eliminated on the spreadsheet and converted to a number reflecting whether a 

certain category was marked or not. 

Question 6 was the most problematic in the study. The issue did not arise in the 

pilot test but became evident when results came back. This question listed seven 

percentage breakdowns, in intervals of up to 20% each (as well as “none” or “all” as 

choices) and asked participants to indicate three types of learning by percentage. 

Originally, a three-part table to have respondents rank their perceived percentage of 

overall learning by formal, informal, and outside professional experience methods, 

required percentages to add up to 100, divided seven ways, between all three categories. 

While definitions were provided, it appears likely they were not interpreted or widely 

read as the results contradicted the more specific areas elsewhere in the survey. Though 

directed to ensure that the responses totaled 100%, some did not, and, thus, true intention 

was unclear. In other cases, the numbers could numerically add up but not in all cases, 

due to the wide latitude in percentages between categories. It also made it less clear if the 

percentages in each category were truly equal or not as they failed to pinpoint specifically 

an actual percentage within a roughly 20% range (divided by five boxes) plus a “zero” or 

“all” answer option. In hindsight, I would have replaced the percentages by simply saying 

“All,” “None,” “One-Third,” and “Two Thirds.” While less specific, it would have been 
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more quantifiable and, possibly, open to less participant error. Or the respondents could 

have been asked to assign their own percentages to total 100. To resolve this ambiguity, 

the boxes were consolidated into three categories: “low” (0-39%), “moderate” (40-60%), 

and high (61-100%) to reduce the range of error on respondents’ addition to 100%. Even 

with such addition, the results appeared contrary to the many other questions that asked 

the same for specific duties. As such, the following question provided more specific and 

accurate information by task. 

Question 7, detailing three possible learning methods for a menu of primary 

school board duties, worked quite well. A total of 13 categories representing primary 

school board member duties were identified, and respondents were asked to choose one 

predominant learning source per category. No rankings, percentages, or calculations were 

asked, though a handful checked more than one category anyway. In such cases, their 

answers were noted as a dual or non-response but were small enough in number (totals 

4.7% or lower per category overall) not to impact the results. The only exception was the 

“other important duties,” where the entire percentage were no-responses once a handful 

of unrelated areas were identified and noted in “other” or were nearly identical and 

included in a different existing menu choice. As no rankings were involved, I would have 

used simple checkboxes for the same reasons as in the previous two questions that used 

rankings. A couple of respondents checked more than one box for a specific area, rather 

than one predominant choice as directed, indicating an equal level for the category. A 

separate number on the spreadsheet notes that two or more were checked but does not 

indicate a proportional breakdown. 
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The three open-ended questions worked well. Nearly all respondents took the time 

to answer at least one question and often two or three questions. While this information 

was of benefit to MSBA (to provide future training suggestions or feedback on MSBA’s 

value to them), it was not used in the analysis given the different, more qualitative 

methodology and that the scope of the questions fell outside the research question of this 

study. Accordingly, no further reference to findings or analysis on these three questions 

will be addressed in this study. 

Ethical Issues 

As described previously, the research proceeded only after receiving approval 

from the dissertation committee and the University of Minnesota’s Institutional Review 

Board. Both groups fully considered the rights of the human subjects (Minnesota school 

board members). Once approved, such rights and risks were clearly spelled out in the 

cover letter and consent form that were sent with the initial survey to participants. An e-

mail, phone number, and contact person(s) for further questions, if needed, were provided 

to all participants. Other than a few requests for copies of my study once completed, no 

one contacted me with any follow up questions or concerns, nor did any come to my 

attention from the University of Minnesota IRB or my advisor, who were also listed as 

contacts on the consent form. 

Data Analysis 

Given the categorical nature of the data, data analyses reported in Chapter 4 were 

limited to descriptive statistics in the form of frequencies, means, and standard deviations 

for each item in the survey with respective categorical responses. In addition, Chi Square 
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analysis was performed on each survey item based on each of the seven demographic 

categories. 

Summary 

This quantitative descriptive study of currently-serving Minnesota school board 

members (with a minimum of one-year service) set out to answer the research question, 

How do Minnesota School Board Members learn to do their jobs? Behind the broader 

question was my interest in determining the roles of formal and informal learning 

methods in school board work. A pilot test preceded administration of the survey, in 

which a third category–learned experience from one’s profession or other service--

emerged as an additional learning method and was ultimately included in the actual 

survey. Other survey questions were clarified and modified before the final survey was 

sent to the selected random sample of 321 current Minnesota school board members. 

The 215 respondents represented a 66% response rate once both the initial survey 

letter and, where needed, a reminder survey and letter were sent. This level of response 

was enhanced due to advance publicity from the Minnesota School Boards Association 

that introduced the study and encouraged participation. Custom postage and hand-

addressed envelopes were used to peak participant interest and make it more likely that 

the materials would be opened and reviewed. 

As surveys were returned and transcribed during the winter and early spring of 

2007, low count categories were collapsed into larger categories to gain more accurate 

interpretation of the results. Cross-tabs were run on the seven demographic variables and 

the 45 school board member learning variables to obtain Chi-Square data between early 



 

85 

and late responders to determine if there was a difference, as a proxy for determining 

non-response bias, if any. No category showed a significant difference, ultimately, 

between the two groups, thus confirming that there was probably no non-response bias. 

As required by the University of Minnesota’s IRB and accepted ethical research 

practices, all participants were informed of their rights regarding participation in the 

study and assured of confidentiality in information they chose to share. Contact 

information for further questions or concerns was also provided. 

Given that the questions were categorical in nature, frequencies were run to 

answer the research question. Comparison among each of the demographics was also 

made on each item in the survey using Chi Square analysis from collapsed tables. 

In Chapter 4, the results of this study are presented to bring context to the data, 

followed by discussion and implications in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Frequencies for the learning variables in the survey are presented in eight 

categorical tables and discussed in this chapter: opportunity to participate in formal 

training, actual participation in formal training, training non-participation reasons, non-

formal learning sources, overall dominant learning methods, and task-specific learning 

methods (divided by formal, informal and outside professional categories). Frequencies 

of all school board member learning variables by seven demographic categories are 

shown in Appendix H. These results are explained to address the research question of 

how Minnesota school board members learn to do their jobs. 

Opportunity to Participate in Formal Training 

Table 1 presents the opportunities that participants had for formal training.  

Table 1 

Opportunity to Participate in Formal Training When Joining Board (n = 215) 

Training Source n % 

Any Source Made Available 210 97.6 

MN Schools Boards Assn. (MSBA) 
Training Made Available 206 95.8 

National Schools Boards Assn. 
(NSBA) Training Made Available 64 29.8 
  

Nearly all board members (97.6%) were given the opportunity by their school 

districts to participate in formal training when elected, and for a near-identical percent 

this opportunity was through the Minnesota School Boards Association (MSBA). Such 

training is provided free of charge at each January’s statewide leadership conference as 
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part of each district’s membership dues, although travel, meals, and accommodations are 

a school district’s responsibility. A much smaller number (29.8%) were given the same 

opportunity through the National School Boards Association (NSBA), which offers 

similar training at its national convention each spring, but at tremendously greater cost to 

school districts, and it is not Minnesota-specific in content. The overall theme is that 

nearly all board members have access to formal training to learn the school board 

member role, primarily through MSBA, and a large majority participates in such training. 

Actual Participation in Formal Training 

Table 2 presents the participants’ actual participation in formal training.  

With access to formal training almost universally available to Minnesota school 

board members from their districts, 89.8% took advantage of it from some source. The 

vast majority (88.8%) received formal training from MSBA, while only 8.4% received it 

from the National School Boards Association (NSBA). Of the latter, it is highly likely 

that most received it in addition to MSBA training at the state level, as NSBA training 

sessions are held across the country (none in Minnesota) and require tremendous expense 

for school districts to participate in. Forty percent of all respondents also indicated 

participation in local school-district-based training, though this is loosely defined and 

could range from a formal district orientation across departments to an hour-long chat in 

the superintendent’s office following election. Only 7.4% indicated receiving some 

formal board training through hired consultants or training firms outside of the primary 

providers above (also likely in addition to one or more of the above sources). This area is 
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likely limited due to limited training budgets, particularly for smaller school districts, as 

well as unnecessary redundancy with what is received in many cases through MSBA. 

Table 2 

Actual Participation in Formal Training (n = 215) 

Training Source n % 

Actual Participation in Formal Training (Any Source) When Joining Board 

 Yes 193 89.8 

 No 15 7.0 

No response 7 3.2 

MN Schools Boards Assn. (MSBA) Training Actual Participation 

 Yes 191 88.8 

 No 24 11.2 

National Schools Boards Assn. (NSBA) Training Actual Participation 

 Yes 18 8.4 

 No 197 91.6 

Local School District Training Actual Participation 

 Yes 88 40.9 

 No 127 59.1 

Contracted Training (Private) Actual Participation 

 Yes 16 7.4 

 No 199 92.6 
 

Training Non-Participation 

Table 3 presents the participants’ reasons for non-participation in formal training. 
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Table 3 

Training Non-Participation Reasons (n = 215) 

Reasons n % 

Training Non- Participation Reason: School District Budget Concerns 

 Applicable 5 2.3 

 Not applicable/No response 210 97.7 

Training Non- Participation Reason: Scheduling Concerns/Conflicts 

 Applicable 5 2.3 

 Not applicable/No response 210 97.7 

Training Non- Participation Reason: Personal/Professional Time Constraints 

 Applicable 8 3.7 

 Not applicable/No response 207 96.3 

Training Non- Participation Reason: Felt Sufficiently Prepared w/out Training 

 Applicable 8 3.7 

 Not applicable/No response 207 96.3 

Training Non- Participation Reason: Learned Needed Info Elsewhere 

 Applicable 5 2.3 

 Not applicable/No response 210 97.7 
 
Those who did not participate in formal training were asked to identify their 

reasons. Only 2.3% identified school district budget concerns (presumably no budget to 

send board members to MSBA training in the Twin Cities each year or occasionally 

elsewhere in the state). An identical number identified scheduling conflicts when training 

was available or that they learned what they felt was needed elsewhere. Other reasons 

identified were personal or professional time constraints (4.7%), or they felt sufficiently 
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prepared without the need for formal training (3.7%). Each category was identified by a 

very small number. 

Non-Formal Learning Sources 

Table 4 presents the participants’ sources of non-formal learning in descending 

order. 

Outside of formal training, these data clearly indicate that one’s current school 

board colleagues play the greatest role in learning to become a school board member. 

While the question did not probe deeper into how this occurs, it presumably takes place 

through mentoring, board interactions in and out of meetings, personal observation, joint 

problem solving, and possible conflict, among other possibilities. These fit in the 

informal learning category.  

Close behind was school district administration and school staff, which often 

would include the superintendent of schools who reports directly to the school board but 

is responsible for day-to-day operations and administration of the school district as 

opposed to a school board’s policy role. Still, this reflects the reliance board members 

have on administration and educational professionals who work in their school district on 

a full-time (and perhaps on a longer term basis) for information and learning. As such, a 

strong administrator or staff can greatly influence board performance (and perhaps 

enhance their own power) by how well they are trusted as experts in this role. 
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Table 4 

Non-Formal Learning Sources (n = 215) 

Sources n % 

Current School Board Colleagues (own 
board) 184 85.6 

Administration and School Staff 177 82.3 

Transfer skills from primary 
professional work 132 61.4 

Learned job on own over time; trial and 
error 129 60.0 

Self-directed learning 100 46.5 

Transfer skills from other 
boards/elected office 94 43.7 

Past School Board Colleagues (own 
board) 93 43.3 

Current School Board Colleagues 
(other boards) 67 31.2 

Individual Community Members or 
Supporters 54 25.1 

Community Interest Groups 33 15.3 

Past School Board Colleagues (other 
boards) 33 15.3 

Formal Training Alone Was Sufficient 26 12.1 

Other sources 26 12.1 

A strong number identified external professional work as a key learning source. 

This could incorporate formal, informal, purely professional experience, or some 

combination of each, but for purposes of this study it indicates that a significant number 

of school board members take transfer skills learned in their outside employment for the 

benefit of school board service. This could include areas such as general management or 
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human resource competencies, specific technical skills, or soft-skills such as 

interpersonal communication, conflict management, and political acumen that can serve 

one well in school board service. For purposes of this study, this is interpreted as neither 

a formal nor informal learning skill, but an external skill brought to the job not otherwise 

learned or trained for in the school board role. Close to half also identified self-directed 

learning—which falls outside the realm of formal or informal learning for this purpose—

though presumably this is specific to the school board role and could be accomplished 

through voluntary independent research (internet, media, books, etc.). Close behind were 

transfer skills from other elected offices held or service on different boards of directors 

(non-profit organizations, or perhaps a private corporation). Again, this falls in the 

category of external learning sources. 

Most of the remaining categories reflected informal learning methods and 

involved current or past members of other school boards or community members and 

interest groups, including constituents they represent. Only a small number (12%) 

indicated that formal training alone was sufficient or identified some other source. 

In summary, these data indicate that a large number (over 80%) of respondents 

identified informal learning as their dominant learning source through the professional 

colleagues and administrators with whom they work, with a sizeable majority (60%) 

selecting overall on-the-job/trial-and-error experience as a similar source. 

The second dominant learning source is professional work outside of board 

service and self-directed learning. Yet a smaller number identified further informal 

learning sources, again each being relationship-based with those with whom they interact 
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within the job or the community. The question of whether informal learning and 

professional transfer skills are dominant over formal learning is addressed in the next 

section. 

Overall Dominant Learning Methods 

Overall dominant learning methods of participants are shown in Table 5. 

Of respondents identifying their percentage of learning from formal sources, only 

12.6% ranked this as high. This is consistent with Marsick and Watkins’ (1990) view that 

approximately 90% of all workplace learning takes place through informal methods. 

However, when asked the percentage of total learning from informal sources, only 24.7% 

ranked this as high and 8.8% as high for outside professional experience. Conversely, 

respondents gave a low total learning source ranking as follows: formal sources (59.5%); 

informal sources (42.3%); and outside professional sources (60.5%). Moderate rankings 

in all three categories ranged from 21–29%. Given the reasons stated in Chapter 3, the 

specific duties noted in the following section are likely to provide far more reliable 

information (and required no mathematical additions from respondents). As such, this 

study will reject this particular question in its conclusions and instead focus on the 

specifically-identified duties and non-formal learning sources board members turn to 

when learning to do their jobs. Assuming these duties fairly reflect a school board 

member’s role, this should give a better collective picture whether or not the 90% 

informal learning theory applies to Minnesota school board members learning to do their 

jobs, or if some other phenomenon better explains learning methods. 
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Table 5 

Dominant Learning Methods (n = 215) 

Source n % 

Percent of Learning from Formal Sources (MSBA, NSBA, Consultants, etc. 

 Low (0 – 39%) 128 59.5 

 Moderate (40 – 79%)  51 23.7 

 High (80 – 100%) 27 12.6 

 None or No Response 9 4.2 

Percent of Learning from Informal Sources (OJT, Self-directed, trial and error, etc. 

 Low (0 – 39%) 91 42.3 

 Moderate (40 – 79%)  63 29.3 

 High (80 – 100%) 53 24.7 

 None or No Response 9 4.2 

Percent of Learning from Outside Professional/Job-Related Experiences 

 Low (0 – 39%) 130 60.5 

 Moderate (40 – 79%)  46 21.4 

 High (80 – 100%) 19 8.8 

 None or No Response 20 9.3 
 

Task-Specific Learning Methods 

Overall dominant learning methods of participants are shown in Tables 6 through 

8, in descending order. Table 6 below identifies participants’ tasks learned though formal 

methods. 
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Table 6 

Predominantly Formal Learning Method (n = 215) 

Task n % 

Laws/Legalities of School Boards 150 69.8 

Role of School Boards (policy vs. 
administration) 145 67.4 

Superintendent Selection/Evaluation 80 37.2 

Contract/Labor Negotiations 74 34.4 

Parliamentary Procedures 59 27.4 

Budget/Financial Resource Allocations 56 26.0 

Board/Community Leadership 
Development 52 24.2 

District Strategic Planning 46 21.4 

Political Skills 25 11.6 

Conflict Management Skills 23 10.7 

Interpersonal Communication Skills 12 5.6 

Constituent/Community Services 10 4.7 

Other important duties 4 1.9 
 
Over two-thirds identified laws and legalities and the roles of school boards as 

learned primary through formal learning methods, and both categories are covered in 

MSBA and NSBA formal training. Both also are specific to school boards with little 

transferability to other work outside of K-12 education-related fields. Conversely, it is not 

surprising that a small number (11% or fewer) identified the soft skills of conflict 

management, interpersonal communication, political and constituent/community service 

skills as learned through formal methods. While MSBA offers an occasional clinic 

session at its annual conference on conflict and interpersonal-related issues impacting 
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boards, political and constituent service skills are rarely covered. Each tends to be unique 

to the personalities and districts involved. 

Table 7 identifies participants’ tasks learned though informal methods. 

The predominant informal learning method categories identified by majorities 

were constituent/community service skills, strategic planning, and budget/financial 

resource allocation skills. The latter two areas are covered in more specialized formal 

training sessions, though these high percentages may imply that such duties are driven 

more by politics and local conditions as opposed to technical skills taught in training. 

Close behind, not surprisingly, were political skills. On the lower end of the spectrum, 

roles of school boards and laws/legalities of school boards are low on informal learning 

as they are more theoretical and/or statutory in nature, though conflict management skills 

also ranked low and are softer skills. This may be explained, however, in that a high 

number identified that skill as learned from outside professional employment, where the 

ability to work with various colleagues (or clients) and handling challenges are essential 

skills in any workplace. 
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Table 7 

Predominantly Informal Learning Method (n = 215) 

Task n % 

Constituent/Community Services 128 59.5 

District Strategic Planning 122 56.7 

Budget/Financial Resource 
Allocations 110 51.2 

Political Skills 99 46.0 

Contract/Labor Negotiations 95 44.2 

Superintendent Selection/Evaluation 91 42.3 

Board/Community Leadership 
Development 91 42.3 

Interpersonal Communication Skills 68 31.6 

Parliamentary Procedures 59 27.4 

Role of School Boards (policy vs. 
administration) 57 26.5 

Conflict Management Skills 55 25.6 

Laws/Legalities of School Boards 41 19.1 

Other important duties 4 1.9 
 
Table 8 identifies participants’ tasks learned though predominantly professional 

experience methods. 
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Table 8 

Predominantly Professional Experience Learning Method (n = 215) 

Task n % 

Interpersonal Communication Skills 130 60.5 

Conflict Management Skills 129 60.0 

Parliamentary Procedures 91 42.3 

Political Skills 82 38.1 

Constituent/Community Services 70 32.6 

Board/Community Leadership 
Development 66 30.7 

Budget/Financial Resource 
Allocations 42 19.5 

District Strategic Planning 39 18.1 

Contract/Labor Negotiations 37 17.2 

Superintendent Selection/Evaluation 34 15.8 

Laws/Legalities of School Boards 20 9.3 

Role of School Boards (policy vs. 
administration) 7 3.3 

Other important duties 2 0.9 
 
The predominant external professional experience learning methods were, as 

noted above, conflict management and interpersonal communication skills—both by 

60%. Parliamentary Procedures, by a lesser but strong 45%, was also noted, which likely 

implies that several have prior or other current external board service (such as a 

community non-profit organization) as this skill is not otherwise used in most 

workplaces. Not surprisingly, the lowest categories were in the school board- specific 

areas of superintendent selection/evaluation, laws/legalities of school boards and the roles 
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of school boards. No other important duties were identified that did not otherwise fit in 

one of the above categories, so it appears, based on my own school board experience and 

review by the pilot test group, to be reasonably representative of all primary school board 

duties.  

Summary 

The learning variable results of this descriptive study are reflected in the 

frequency counts and illustrated by tables in this chapter. Nearly all respondents were 

offered and participated in formal training, predominantly through the MSBA. A large 

majority of respondents’ non-formal learning sources came from current board colleagues 

on their own boards and their school district’s administration but also from their outside 

professional work and on-the-job experience as a board member. Respondents found it 

difficult to identify overall breakdowns of formal, informal, and outside professional 

learning in their broader school board roles, but, when asked to do so for specific school 

board tasks, several identified key themes. 

Large majorities indicated that formal learning was most applicable to the 

technical and legal responsibilities of board work, while softer skills, such as 

interpersonal and conflict management competencies, were learned predominantly 

through outside employment or different board service. Informal learning dominated in 

the areas with political implications, including budgetary priorities, strategic planning and 

constituent service work. 
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In Chapter 5, the implications of these results will be analyzed and discussed 

further, followed by recommendations on how school board member learning might be 

enhanced or understood, as well as areas for future study. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In this chapter, I discuss an overview of the study, conclusions, discussion, and 

recommendations for practice, theory, policy, and future research. This study set out to 

answer the question, how do Minnesota school board members learn to do their jobs? 

This question was inspired by my own school board service and desire to learn more 

about my profession. As noted previously, a quantitative descriptive approach was 

designed through use of a survey to a random sample of Minnesota school board 

members. The results are intended to shed more light on school board members’ 

perceptions of their learning experiences and provide additional insight into learning 

when compared with the literature on human resource development and workplace 

theories in a variety of work settings. This knowledge should aid the profession and 

researchers to improve our understanding of training, learning, and HRD theories when 

applied to elected school board members in Minnesota. 

Summary of the Study 

Marsick and Watkins (1992) found that roughly 90% of workplace learning 

occurs through informal or incidental means. Given that nearly all Minnesota school 

board members participate in new member and ongoing formal training from the 

Minnesota School Boards Association (MSBA) or, to a lesser extent, with its national 

affiliate (NSBA), informal learning is explored here in an attempt to confirm or reject this 

theory, as well as identify clues to the effectiveness of formal training from the 

perspective of its participants.  
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Research Purpose 

Chapter 1 set the framework for how school boards developed in the United 

States and what roles they play today. This includes their powers, compositions, scope of 

duties, methods of selection (usually elected), and their largely volunteer or minimally-

compensated status. It then focused on Minnesota, where all public K-12 school district 

school boards are elected by the communities they serve. Unlike most for-profit 

professional workplaces, where extrinsic or financial incentives may motivate members 

to serve, school boards provide neither. As such, skill levels tend to be lower and 

members are more likely to be motivated by intrinsic incentives to serve. Without 

professional expertise, but with high expectations from the public, MSBA and NSBA 

attempt to offer professional training to develop competent school board members. 

If Marsick and Watkins (1992) were correct that 90% of workplace learning 

comes from informal methods, and my own experience suggests that there is a large 

informal learning role, then is formal training as offered by MSBA or other sources 

perceived to be effective and relevant? If so, are there specific demographic groups or 

tasks for which it is more or less effective? Are there gaps in formal training based on 

what school board members believe is necessary? This study attempted to address these 

questions within the broader context of how school board members learn, using Marsick 

and Watkins’ (1992) and Cseh, Watkins, and Marsick’s (1998) formal, informal, and 

incidental learning guidelines. Merriam and Caffarella (1991) and Clements et al. (1995) 

further identified an experiential learning source focused on real feelings and emotions. 

However, for this study’s purposes, this scope was narrowed to formal versus non-formal 
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training, with no questions aimed at emotions or feelings, which might be better studied 

using qualitative methods. Likewise, I took a broader view of informal learning to 

include incidental learning as it is not formal and is also inclusive of learning on the job. 

Review of the Literature 

In Chapter 2, I examined the broader theoretical background and problems that 

this study might influence. First, no formal school board member training in Minnesota 

or the U.S. is uniform among school districts as each operates independently with its own 

standards and goals. No agreement exists on who should provide such training, whether it 

should be mandatory, and if it is effective (Land, 2002). Second, Minnesota has no full-

time, professional school board members by design. Third, beyond statutory authority to 

exist and a limited number of legal requirements, Minnesota school boards have no 

uniform or consistent jurisdictional authority; each school board operates with 

considerable autonomy and independence. As such, school board members’ skills, 

personalities, motivations, and life or professional experiences vary widely. Under such 

circumstances, are formal procedures for school boards possible or even necessary? If so, 

to what extent? What can we learn about current school board member learning and 

formal training? Does any one learning method predominate and in what areas? Are more 

formal training methods necessary or useful? 

Taking these questions further, I examined other like-minded venues to see where 

similarities and differences might exist in the literature. Given that school boards are a 

non-profit, public sector body, similarities could be identified when comparing non-profit 

organizations (often governed by volunteer boards with a wide variety of backgrounds), 
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local governmental organizations, and elected officials in general, followed by school 

board members in particular. The chapter concludes with an exploration of mandatory 

versus voluntary formal training for school boards and whether either is more or less 

effective. Based on the literature, I concluded that no consensus could be drawn as 

mandatory training often carries no sanctions or enforcement mechanisms, and it may not 

address important tasks that are learned through informal or external professional 

experience. It is my personal belief that formal training plays an important foundational 

role for the new school board member, but requiring it is unnecessary. Most members 

who sought the job have a strong desire to learn and serve their communities effectively, 

and that alone should be the incentive.  

I also identified two workplace theories that impact each sector. The first, 

Becker’s (1962, 1964) Human Capital Theory, is premised on the belief that training and 

education raise worker productivity by imparting useful knowledge and skills. As this 

study showed, MSBA is often a primary source to provide that need for Minnesota school 

board members. Becker broke this down further by defining general human capital theory 

as imparting useful knowledge through formal institutions such as higher education 

institutions (or perhaps broader educational groups, such as the Broad Foundation, which 

offers broader leadership training to a handful of school boards by invitation; see 

http://broadeducation.org for more information), or specific human capital theory, which 

is more organization-specific and appears to correlate with an independent school board. 

The second, On-the-Job-Training (OJT) Theory, is carried out when one is on 

duty and is more specific to an individual organization and context than formal training 

http://broadeducation.org/
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(Xu, 2005). One problem is that it is hard to measure and quantify productivity (Bishop, 

1996). This study aimed to quantify school board member perceptions of learning though 

a survey tool to see if this workplace theory also fits a school board context. Bishop 

(1991) found hours devoted to both formal and informal training in organizations 

appeared to show value regardless of years on the job, with the steepest learning curves in 

the first year of one’s job. Bac (2000) contended that most job skills are not acquired 

prior to employment, indicating a more predominant role for informal learning and 

specific human capital theory. The question of whether informal learning predominates 

among school boards due to cost, time, or outside employment was also a question for 

my study. 

While the broader literature identified some related organizations that may have 

common issues within their governing boards, I found little literature specific to school 

board member learning. To add to future literature on this topic, I believed a study of 

Minnesota school board members, through the use of a descriptive survey tool (as 

detailed in Chapter 3) would provide the best source of knowledge for how Minnesota 

school board members learn to do their jobs. 

Study Methods 

With MSBA’s ongoing interest in improving training for its school board 

members, it took interest in this study and agreed to provide names and contact 

information for all current Minnesota school board members representing public, non-

charter, K-12 school districts. It also assisted with promoting and publicizing the study 

and covering mailing and printing costs of the surveys in return for a commitment to 
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share the results once completed. A pilot test and draft categorical survey was created to 

identify key school board member demographics, formal training participation and 

source, perceptions of overall learning method (formal, informal, or professional transfer 

skills), and specific school board tasks and their perceived learning sources. 

The pilot test survey was administered by mail to a small but diverse sample of 

school board members I met or knew from the January 2007 MSBA annual convention. 

Following input from the pilot test (10 of 16 selected participants responded), a revised 

survey was designed and mailed to a statewide random sample (322 of 1978 possible 

school board members, or 16.2% of the population for 95% confidence level) in March, 

2007. Following an initial and only reminder mailing, a response rate of 66.1% was 

attained (n = 215). 

Frequencies for each question were then run. Early vs. late responders were 

compared using Chi Square analysis on demographic characteristics to determine if there 

were differences that might suggest a non-response bias; ultimately, no differences were 

found based on any of the demographic characteristics collected, suggesting that there 

was no non-response bias. The results noted in Chapter 4 are interpreted in this Chapter 

based on the frequencies and Chi Square analyses to determine if there were differences 

in responses based on the seven collected demographic characteristics. 

Findings 

Tables 9 through 15 (found in Appendix H) and the results noted in Chapter 4 

form the basis for the study’s findings. It is important to note that Chi Square tests did not 

identify any statistical significance on any demographic with the 42 learning variables. It 
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is clear, then, that there are no differences in how Minnesota school board members learn 

to do their jobs based on the seven demographics gathered in this study.  

For length of school board service, roughly one-third of respondents had fewer 

than 4 years’ experience, another third from 4 to 8 years, and the final third more than 8 

years. The majority of Minnesota school board members serve no more than two four-

year terms.  

When examining race, 98.6% of respondents were Caucasian, and the sample was 

too small to draw comparisons on this category alone. The majority of non-Caucasian 

school board members are likely to serve on urban or American Indian reservation 

districts in the state which are few in number. A study on a national scale that includes 

more ethnically diverse communities would be needed to draw any conclusions in this 

area. 

The age of respondents was dominated by those in the age 40-59 category 

(approximately 80%) with the remaining 20% split roughly between those younger and 

older.  

The education level of respondents was fairly well dispersed from high school 

diploma (or less) to doctoral-level degrees, though slightly over half had earned an 

Associate’s or Bachelor’s degree. This indicates that there is a diversity of educational 

backgrounds reflected on Minnesota school boards (though not necessarily in individual 

school districts).  

Examination of school district populations shows that 71% of respondents came 

from school districts of less than 2,000 students, giving it a heavily rural or small town 
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bias. Conversely, only 7% came from districts over 10,000 students, which reflect the 

larger cities and suburbs in the state.  

Primary Professional Employment indicated that 43% work for an employer in a 

professional or technical capacity, with an additional 32% in self-employment (all 

categories). Only 10% work in non-professional, vocational or unskilled categories; 

slightly more have no outside the home employment or are retired.  

Other than a handful of respondents who identified barriers to formal training 

participation due to personal demands or scheduling conflicts, virtually no respondents 

indicated that formal training was unavailable to them. Nearly 90% of respondents 

participated in formal training when joining their boards, almost exclusively from 

MSBA. Less than 10% also participated in NSBA training, presumably in addition to 

MSBA’s training in Minnesota. Roughly 40% indicated their own school districts 

provided their own training, though it is difficult to quantify if this is merely an 

orientation to the district once elected or more specific to school board member duties in 

nature. 

Beyond formal learning, this study sought to identify other sources of learning 

besides school board members' experience. The largest four sources were one’s 

colleagues on their own school board (85%), their own district’s administration or 

superintendent (82%) transfer skills from one’s outside profession (61%), and learning on 

the job over time and by trial and error (60%). The latter figure most closely identifies 

with informal and incidental learning. Since these figures are not mutually exclusive and 
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multiple sources were often identified, it is hard to quantify if one non-formal learning 

source may be more dominant than the other. 

Other dominant sources of non-formal learning included self-directed learning 

(46%), past colleagues from one’s school board (43%) and transfer skills from other 

elected office or boards (43%). Quantifying what self-directed learning may vary from 

internet searches, reading a book, or attending a speech or presentation or even informal 

learning. Transfer skills from other elected office might likely include township boards, 

city councils, or special districts (soil and water, hospital, library, etc.) though elected 

school boards are generally an entry-level office for politicians. More likely, school board 

members have served on non-profit boards in their communities and learning takes place 

in that venue as parliamentary procedures, voting, problem solving and interpersonal or 

negotiation skills may be similar. The remaining categories appeared to have less 

influence as learning sources (past or present colleagues from other school boards, 

community members or interest groups or other unspecified sources). Only 12% 

indicated formal training was sufficient. 

When respondents were asked to rank their overall school board member learning 

by formal, informal or outside professional sources, the results appeared contradictory. 

While each term was defined and broken down by low, medium, and high (with 

appropriate percentages), this later turned out to be a survey limitation as it was 

structured with too many categories and respondents did not add up or match 

percentages. As such, I found these numbers to be of little value in the whole. For 

example, 59% ranked formal learning sources as “low” for learning their school board 
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duties overall, while 42% ranked informal learning sources as “low”. Conversely, 12% 

ranked formal learning sources as “high” and 24% ranked informal learning sources 

“high”. When matched with outside professional and job-related experiences as a 

learning source, 60% rated this as low and 8% high. Given that overall distributions were 

mixed and did not add up to the appropriate 100%, I did not draw general conclusions on 

this theme. 

To the contrary, when 12 specific tasks were identified and asked for a 

predominant learning source ranking between the same three categories (formal, informal 

and outside professional sources), more meaningful data emerged. 

Laws/Legalities affecting school boards are topics frequently covered in MSBA 

training and cover statutory and fiduciary requirements, open-meeting laws and scope of 

authority. Not surprisingly, nearly 70% identified this as a formal learning source as it is 

task specific and clearly spelled out in law and policies.  

Contract/Labor Negotiations responsibilities involve interactions and decision 

making with labor unions that represent a school district’s teachers and often other 

employees as well. It also entails negotiating a contract with a district superintendent who 

reports directly to a school board. Again, this topic is largely covered in formal MSBA 

training, though only a third identified this formal training source as dominant. 44% 

ranked this as learned by informal learning/OJT methods. A smaller number (17%) 

ranked this as learned professionally but may only reflect those who work in unionized 

organizations and may not have direct negotiations duties. 
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For Constituent/Community Services, nearly 60% ranked this skill as learned 

through informal/OJT methods. Another third ranked it as a professionally-learned skill 

in outside work, where workplace conflicts involve many similar skills if one is an 

internal service provider or a manager of employees. Less than 5% identified this as a 

formal learning source. 

When learning Parliamentary Procedures, 27% each said this was predominantly 

a formal and an informal learning approach, though a surprising plurality of 42% said this 

was professionally learned. For Political Skills, 46% identified political skills as an 

informal/OJT skill; 38% a professionally-transferred skill; and 11% learned through 

formal means. 

When examining the Role of School Boards. 67% of respondents noted that this 

was predominantly learned through formal training, with 26% indicating it was learned 

informally. For Interpersonal communication skills, 5% noted this was learned 

predominantly from formal means. 31% ranked it as informal; 60% as a professional 

experience transfer skill. Like the previous category, conflict management skills reflected 

a similar response; 60% ranked it as a professional experience skill, followed by 25% 

learned informally and 10% through formal means. 

Board/Community Leadership Development results showed 42% in support of 

informal methods, with 30% for professional experience and 37% for formal training. 

Superintendent Selection and Evaluation was closely split between formal methods 

(37%) and informal learning (42%), with a much smaller number noting professional 

experience (15%). 
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District Strategic Planning was ranked predominantly as an informal learning 

method (by 56%), followed by 21% for formal methods and 18% for professional transfer 

skills.  

Budget/Financial Resource Allocations yielded similarities to strategic planning 

in roughly equal percentages, with an informal (51%), formal (26%) and professional 

experience (19%) learning role identified. For unidentified or other issues, only 5% 

indicated other skills and ranked them equally between formal and informal, but did not 

identify specific themes and has too small of a sample size to draw conclusions. 

Therefore, this study suggests that the above-named themes incorporate the most 

important duties of a school board in Minnesota. 

Conclusions 

The most significant finding of this study is that there are no statistical differences 

in how Minnesota school board members learn to do their jobs when tested against the 

seven demographic categories. Given that this was the first known study specifically of 

how Minnesota school board members learn to do their jobs, essentially an exploratory 

study, the frequencies did provide valuable data to identify the demographics of the 

population and their perceptions of how they learned to do their jobs in general and by 

specific tasks. The conclusions that follow are based on what the frequencies tell us for 

Minnesota school board members.  

Minnesota school board members learn to do their jobs through a combination of 

formal, informal, and professional transfer skills. Nearly all respondents saw value in 

formal training for school board members. In nearly all cases, MSBA was the primary 
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provider. This appears to confirm that MSBA is fulfilling school board members’ 

expectations for covering the basics necessary to perform official school board duties. At 

the same time, the findings confirmed that there were areas that formal training has not 

been addressing and perhaps cannot by design. One example includes political and 

campaign skills; MSBA seeks to be a professional, not a political, organization, though 

the job itself is inherently political and contextual to each district. Respondents 

overwhelmingly said that political, constituent service, and related soft skill tasks were 

learned informally, including possible self-directed learning. This confirms what Cseh et 

al. (1998) and Marsick and Watkins (1992) stated as falling into informal learning 

definitions, as does incidental learning. 

On the other hand, the survey’s 12 primary tasks of Minnesota school board 

members were split roughly equally between formal and informal learning as the 

predominant learning method. Taken at face value, this would indicate that Marsick and 

Watkins’ (1992) 90% informal learning claim in the workplace does not apply to this 

population. Without further study into the percentage of time spent on tasks and clearer 

understandings of how such duties are applied in different districts, it is hard to prove or 

disprove this claim. While few respondents identified other tasks when given the 

opportunity, it is possible that more could emerge in a different study, particularly using 

qualitative research methods to address more open-ended questions and develop an 

understanding of this phenomenon. 
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Discussion 

As stated previously, the Chi Square tests determined that there were no 

differences among school board members’ learning variables based on the seven 

demographic variables used in this study. 

When interpreting the frequency’s findings, a number of explanations emerged. 

Regarding length of board service, the majority of Minnesota school board members in 

the study served no more than two four-year terms. 

The frequencies show us that most first-term members participate in new-member 

training that focuses on the basics of school board work. More senior members who have 

mastered those aspects of the job may need different training to improve and grow in 

their school board duties over time; examples include training that focuses on leadership 

or officer roles, or changes in the work of school boards from when they were first 

elected. General topics, such as the latest legislative or regulatory climates, would likely 

benefit members at all seniority levels. Possible challenges might be to convince senior 

members that formal training is still relevant to stay current in practice. On the other 

hand, senior members often have more opportunities to travel to national conferences and 

serve in leadership roles for national school board related affiliate organizations as a perk 

of service. 

Both men and women showed high formal participation rates, though women’s 

participation was near unanimous, However, as both numbers were fairly high for formal 

training participation, this did not raise any significant barriers. 
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When examining the age of school board members, the small numbers of school 

board members under 40 make it difficult to generalize results to younger populations. 

This low sample likely represents actual school board member population in Minnesota. I 

was first elected at age 31 and for years found few colleagues at state and national 

conferences within my age group. During the 1990’s, I served as an officer in the Young 

School Board Member Caucus, an affiliate group of the National School Board 

Association for those under age 40.  

When examining school board members’ sources of learning beyond formal 

training, the overall trend showed ones current board colleagues as a major learning 

source for all groups in the response sample.  

Analysis of school district population frequencies did not yield any particular 

learning trends nor appeared to be a barrier to formal school board training as MSBA 

provides training in various regions of the state as well as at its state-wide leadership 

conference each January. Given that Minnesota requires school board training in theory, 

it has not been a budgetary issue for smaller districts to participate, though such 

participation may vary in the number of board members attending and how frequently 

one can participate. In general, larger school districts have more training and 

development funds and formal training participation is less of a barrier on financial 

grounds.  

With such a constituency, MSBA tends to be heavily dominated by a rural and 

small district viewpoint on its governing board and programming. St. Paul and 

Minneapolis, the second and third largest districts in the state respectively, belong to the 
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Council of Great City Schools, a national educational organization representing urban 

school boards and superintendents. This organization deals specifically with many urban 

issues that are foreign to most Minnesota school districts and conducts its own training 

and development sessions accordingly. The National School Boards Association has an 

urban affiliate, the Council of Urban Boards of Education (CUBE), with a similar 

purpose but limited to school board members only. Upon examination of school board 

members’ external professions, the frequencies showed that school board service tends to 

be dominated by those in professional or self-employment roles. As such, this category 

arose in the pilot test and was added to the survey. 

Budgetary concerns can impact NSBA participation as all conferences are held 

outside Minnesota, are similar in scope on the basics on board service, and Minnesota-

specific information could be perceived to be of greater value to the predominantly small 

and rural districts in the state. Less than 8% participated in contracted training outside of 

MSBA and their own administration, most likely due to cost and no perceived need. 

In reality, each of the top four sources are likely to be largely informal sources 

done through conversation, mentoring and learned experience, though professional 

transfer skills may have been learned, at least in part, from formal methods. This appears 

to support a study by VanDer Linden (2005) that mentoring and networking are key in 

building social capital, which he defines as building connections among people through 

trust, mutual understanding, shared values and behaviours that make cooperative action 

possible. Since school boards govern as a team (though ideally with a variety of 
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individual perspectives), this particular sample confirms mentoring plays a key role in 

learning to do one’s job as a school board member 

When looking at specific school board member tasks, nearly 20% identified 

understanding the role of school boards as an informal learning/OJT source which may 

reflect lessons learned in day-to-day practice such as citizen or media requests for 

information or access to closed meetings for permitted purposes (e.g., personnel and 

attorney-client privileged business). 

For Collective Bargaining and Labor negotiations, many small district school 

board members personally negotiate with labor representatives across the bargaining 

table and such skills learned may very well be specific to one’s experiences. In St. Paul, 

there are no such direct contacts; professional staff handle this duty and consult with the 

board in closed session for bargaining parameters and to bring proposals or sticking 

points back for direction. 

Board members are expected to communicate with the public on issues of concern 

and to resolve conflicts a constituent may experience with the school district or member 

school. As such, each case or issue is often individual in nature and involves a variety of 

different personalities. Beyond the facts or protocol for resolving conflicts, soft 

interpersonal and political kills are critical to handling such situations effectively. This 

knowledge-based task makes it difficult to train formally other than on the more process-

related aspects of it (e.g. refer citizen issues of an administrative or operations nature to 

administration to handle and not micromanage beyond the traditional policy role of 

school board members).  
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The parliamentary procedure task specifies how a board meeting is conducted and 

spells out how motions are made, seconded, amended, and voted upon, as well as general 

rules of order when the board is assembled. In St. Paul’s case, Robert’s Rules of Order is 

the parliamentary authority used and is interpreted by the chair of the board and the 

district’s general consul (if the chair is challenged or uncertain how to proceed). This is 

also taught in formal MSBA training, though it is often passed on in district orientations 

or through observation when joining the board.  

Political skills cover those used to campaign for office, fundraising, seeking 

support, building coalitions and related activities, are outside the scope of official school 

board duties but essential for election in most cases. More broadly defined, they include 

being politically astute to issues within the community, district administration and among 

one’s board colleagues, and acting accordingly. Such skills are contextual, individual, 

and often difficult to pin down to a single answer without understanding the dynamics of 

and between multiple stakeholders. 

Board-Superintendent relations hinge on balancing the proper role between the 

governing board, the school district administration and the constituent community. 

School boards are intended to create policy that reflects the will of their electorate in the 

community they serve. It is the superintendent’s role, as head of the administration, to 

execute that policy and oversee day-to-day district operations. This role is sometimes 

blurred by both sides, but more often school boards (or individual members) seek to 

intervene in operational decisions they may disagree with or feel strongly about. Such 

actions may be politically or ethically based and driven by individual or constituent 



 

119 

motives. This role is one of the first basics covered in MSBA formal training for newly-

elected board members, and it is frequently an ongoing discussion between boards and 

superintendents when conflicts arise over micromanagement by board members or 

superintendents dabbling in policy decisions without board consultation. 

Conflict Management skills are generally learned informally in both the school 

board and work contexts (as well as personal life) and most school board members held 

professional experience before joining a school board. While MSBA and other venues 

teach conflict management sessions, the theories or strategies taught are only a guideline 

as individual communication skills are learned through experience and experiencing 

conflict.  

Since the superintendent hire and evaluation process is often considered the 

board’s most important duty, this is clearly covered in formal training. However, the 

strong informal learning frequency numbers likely reflect the more subjective aspects of 

this role and perhaps the relationship a board member has with the superintendent. 

Formal training emphasizes process, open meeting laws, legalities, clear mutual 

objectives, performance evaluation criteria and more quantifiable measures. In reality, 

hiring a superintendent is very much a personal decision. From a board member’s 

perspective, competency is necessary but not sufficient. He or she may ask themselves if 

they can work with a particular candidate and might that person be sympathetic to their 

political concerns or constituencies. In that sense, particularly if one feels they made a 

bad hire in the past, the informal role is predominant in avoiding mistakes in the future. 
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It also reinforces our theoretical problem that no consistent methods of school 

board governance or practices exist across districts beyond basic statutory authority other 

mandated laws. Outside professional work, unless involved in the education or legal 

fields, is less directly connected this role though one may have done similar work in 

hiring an executive for a non-profit board or other managerial role. 

Strategic planning is also one of the board’s primary roles, and accordingly 

formal training addresses the theoretical basics and considerations a board must consider. 

While such training outlines process models, the applications are very specific to an 

individual district based on budgets, the status of student enrolment and achievement, a 

community’s degree of support for public education, facility and personnel resources, and 

other factors. This skill is typically demonstrated by higher levels of leadership in 

organizations which may reflect certain managerial professions outside of school board 

service. School boards are tasked with this effort, often in collaboration with the 

superintendent, to determine a policy direction a school district should head. School 

boards often delegate the specifics to a superintendent within general parameters and may 

task staff to communicating and researching specifics to attain policy goals. Again, this 

role will vary widely based on individual district practices, the personalities and levels of 

trust involved, and skills of board members.  

Like strategic planning, basic school finance laws and procedures are covered in 

formal training but much of this is delegated to a staff role once a board has indicated its 

policy priorities for a district. This varies widely between districts depending on the 

political makeup of a board, student enrollment patterns (as currently nearly 80% of 
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school district aid comes from the State of Minnesota and is based on a per-pupil 

allocation), labor costs and contracts, political and community support for programming, 

debt service, and other operational considerations. Formal training does not address what 

a district should fund in a time of crisis or major change, but will note basic laws. In 

particular, a school board that faces necessary budget cuts learns how this skill is not only 

financial, but a political issue. If tax increases, layoffs, program eliminations or other 

controversial decisions need to be made these skills are learned through context-specific 

experiences, trial and error, and may influence a school board member’s election, re-

election or defeat. 

Xu (2005) claimed that OJT Theory supports informal learning as the 

predominant workplace learning method, which appears to support at least parts of the 

school board member’s role but which again is aimed more at industry and not elected 

part-time boards. Rather, Bishop’s (1991) claim that both formal and informal learning 

appears to show value in the first year of a job would appear to support this study’s 

conclusions as well based on the division of predominant learning methods identified. 

While professional learning and transfer skills are noted in some areas, when traced to 

their source they were at one time learned in another workplace by either formal and 

informal means. Human Capital Theory (Becker, 1964) states that training and education 

raise worker productivity by imparting useful job knowledge, and this study’s findings 

support that claim where formal learning tasks (and self-directed learning) are involved. 

Specific, rather than General, Human Capital Theory applies in this case since there are 

no known academic degrees designed to be a school board member (though Education 
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Policy might come closest though it is aimed at administrators, not politicians). Specific 

Human Capital Theory, which is more organization-specific as a learning source, 

definitely applies in the school board member’s role. Van DerLinden’s Social Capital 

Theory (2005), which states the mentoring and networking are critical to the functioning 

of a team and society in general, is supported in this study as one’s current school board 

colleagues were the largest source of informal learning methods. 

The other theoretical problems faced at the onset of the study were that no 

significant, uniform training exists for Minnesota school board members (outside of 

MSBA’s basics) and that each district’s unique characteristics and needs make this 

difficult to do. School boards do not appear to be shifting towards a full-time professional 

role anytime soon, nor is any major regulation or jurisdictional authority that would 

change its roles on the horizon in Minnesota. And, given the autonomy all school boards 

have in very diverse types of school board districts, this research problem is not solved 

problem. 

While the study did not yield any major surprises to me, in my 17 years as a 

school board member, it is my own belief that most of the learning for school board work 

was predominantly informal. Like nearly all new school board members, I attended 

MSBA’s new school board member training within a month of taking office. I was 

overwhelmed by the job with much to learn. The formal duties were presented and of 

value, but with so much to learn it was difficult to remember much of it. It was trial and 

error, or incidental learning situations, where I learned some of it, particularly in the 

political realm. When I took office, I was the only member from a different political party 
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on the board and thus mentoring, trust and collaboration was limited beyond the most 

basic official duties. The political skills required to work within that political reality 

would likely create conflict with other members’ priorities on some issues so they had no 

incentive to teach me those aspects of the job. Over time, it became less of an issue as 

working relationships were built, my own experience taught me lessons, and different 

personalities and board members serve with me now. I, too, have matured and changed in 

that process, and it was not formal learning that did it. I found few professional transfer 

skills as a predominant learning source other than interpersonal or internal political skills 

to some degree. But even then, those were at the root learned through informal means. 

Implications for Policy and Practice 

A review of these findings can assist MSBA in understanding its membership’s 

learning methods, as well as strengths and weaknesses of its current training. As 

technological, social, cultural, economic, political and other external forces impact the 

work of school boards, MSBA needs to continue to be on the cutting edge of such 

changes. One way it manifests that role is by offering new and revised formal training. 

Current curriculum can also be assessed for relevancy or deficiencies based on this study 

and improved upon for future trainees, as well as to determine if more training might be 

needed for advanced board members who feel they have the needed working knowledge 

but are not developing new skills. On a more basic level, the demographic information 

collected may help MSBA and others better understand who, what, and where its 

members are and can customize learning needs accordingly.  
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The study also showed that while nearly all school board members attended 

MSBA formal training, new methods of learning could be considered. As most colleges 

and universities now offer on-line courses and degree programs to suit students who may 

travel in their work, live great distances from a classroom location, work irregular hours 

or simply desire a different learning method, MSBA may also consider whether 

expanding their new on-line courses might improve training access and participation for 

members unable to attend conference, or whose districts cannot afford to send them to 

training. 

Other practical implications may be for school districts to assess training and to 

determine if more can be done in-house or elsewhere, particularly in tight budgetary 

times, or in districts geographically isolated from places where most formal training is 

offered. Informal methods, however, while less controlled, could be supported through 

board retreats and encouragement by board leadership to help mentor colleagues and 

minimize the potential for personal conflicts, district micromanagement, or inappropriate 

policy aims.  

For specific tasks that the study showed as learned predominantly through 

informal learning methods (such as political or interpersonal communication skills), 

assessment of learning options might be considered as part of new board member 

training. While MSBA, NSBA and school districts themselves deliberately avoid political 

training, it is a crucial survival and practical skill board members must master to serve 

effectively and make ethical decisions. Where mentoring is unavailable, who teaches 
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such skills? Is board service limited to those with access to such learning? Can or should 

another organization exist for this purpose and whose funds should pay for such skills?  

The study shows that those under age 40, ethnic minorities, non-professional 

backgrounds and large urban districts are underrepresented in the Minnesota school board 

population. Such groups may have different learning needs, comfort levels with or access 

to technology, differing degrees of board issues and concerns, and historical outlooks to 

problems and decision-making. Analysis of current formal training might explore how 

such demographic groups can be better served and where training is more relevant to 

their experience and resources. This study may also help board members in other contexts 

understand how learning takes place for them. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Based on the Chi Square tests, the study determined that there are no differences 

between demographic groups and school board member learning variables. However, 

future research might probe several of these questions deeper using different research 

methodologies, contexts, populations, periods of time, and other variables. A number of 

unanswered questions emerged that I believe offer new research opportunities.  

Given that few school board members serve longer than 8 years, future study may 

examine the reasons for this tenure length and whether formal training for new members 

occurs more frequently than it might in an outside profession in which one may remain 

longer. 

While formal training participation is fairly comparable between men and women, 

future research might examine whether training availability varies between the genders 
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and the reasons for such. For example, do female school board members who work in 

external professions have less time flexibility to miss work, or do fewer women in school 

board service have outside employment? What factors explain women’s slightly higher 

formal training participation rate and why they have acquired more knowledge on some 

aspects of the job that otherwise one might learn themselves? Such research could also 

seek to determine if women appear more likely to gain job knowledge from other 

community mentors than men. Based on this study’s frequencies, it is unclear where 

these community members come from, but they could reflect relationships between 

individuals participating in different organizations such as school committees, civic or 

neighborhood groups dominated by one gender either by interest (e.g. League of Women 

Voters) or choice. This also raises questions of whether or not women are in the 

workplace, what types of mentors are developed, and from what sources. In some elected 

offices (usually state or federal level), women have faced barriers in raising money or 

getting community support for party endorsements either for discriminatory or lack of 

access reasons. As such, further study might examine if personal mentors may play a 

greater role in helping women learn their school board duties than they do for men.  

While most school board members tend to have children in the school system that 

they represent, further research might test the reasons or barriers that underrepresented 

younger age groups (particularly those under age 40) face in participating in school board 

service. Examples might examine one’s parenting responsibilities of young children (and 

who presumably may have little time to serve on a school board), whether participants 

have less seniority in their outside employment (thus making the time commitments for 
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board service more problematic for employers), or if they are serving in more school-

level committees or parent organizations while their children are in elementary school 

and who later may pursue school board seats once they gain experience. It may also 

examine whether younger citizens are still developing or building community 

connections that will later give them a platform to run for public office. 

A question for further study might examine whether less-educated members rely 

more on formal training than those with higher educational levels, or if there is a differing 

comfort level with networking between real or perceived educational or social classes. 

However, to draw specific conclusions, analysis of each board’s makeup would be 

necessary. A poor rural community, or a wealthy Twin City suburb, may be dominated 

by members of similar educational background. 

Further study may address whether higher-educated members may be more likely 

to draw on their transfer skills than less-educated respondents, which may reflect their 

dominance or participation in multiple boards or civic groups at rates higher than less- 

educated citizens. It may also explore whether less-educated workers tend to hold non-

professional jobs and, if so, would find fewer skills transferable to a school board 

management role, than a higher educated worker who may be more likely to work in the 

professions where similar skills are needed. An educational level analysis could also 

explore whether one’s individual learning styles are more determinant to school board 

member learning than educational levels, since hands-on versus more analytical or 

cognitive learners can be found at all educational levels (though cognitive or theoretical 
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skills are more likely emphasized in higher levels of education than in the applied or 

vocational educational programs). 

When examining school board members’ professions, further study might 

examine the reasons for a disproportionate number of professional or self-employment 

backgrounds of members, the degree of flexibility they have to serve (though 

professional demands may limit how long they serve) and where motivation for service 

may be career growth or added visibility for one’s business. Studies may also examine 

any participation barriers non-professional or hourly workers face in school board service 

. Further study might address whether board members with higher professional 

experience may be more likely to bring work experiences or transfer skills to learning 

their school board responsibilities. 

For similar reasons as constituent and community service skills, which often 

involve political skills, further research might explore whether political skills aid or 

hinder school board member learning, or if political agendas might create barriers to 

professional or formal school board member training, Further, as politicians are often 

lobbied to take political positions and actions on particular issues by various individuals 

and interest groups, further research might explore whether lobbying is a source of 

learning in the political context. 

Superintendent-board relations are an ongoing issue for many districts, and 

further research might explore the effectiveness of formal training in such situations and 

what learning methods may best address the problem. In reality, the superintendent-board 

role is likely learned formally but in practice it is an ongoing learning exercise, 
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particularly as school boards and superintendents change. From my own experience, this 

is where most conflicts arise between a school board and superintendent and which I 

believe played a role in the current superintendent’s decision to voluntarily leave St. Paul 

Public Schools for a larger district in Austin, Texas. 

Further research might explore how transferable conflict management skills 

taught through formal methods are to improving school board member performance, or if 

different approaches may better address this critical soft skill. Success in this area would 

help school board members prepare for leadership roles on their local political bodies and 

become better community representatives by integrating communication and political 

skills, as well as in one’s external workplace if they aspire to rise in their professions.  

With strategic planning being a key school board responsibility, a 

phenomenological study might explore school boards’ experiences in developing 

strategic plans and help identify potential barriers or methods that worked for the studied 

population. This may uncover in detail the struggles faced, competing pressures, roles of 

the stakeholders, and the type of learning or experiences of board members that helped 

them develop that skill. An ethnographic study might track a particular school board over 

a period of time to measure the experiences of the learning culture and better uncover the 

specifics of informal learning as one grows in board service. 

While this study examined one aspect of elected office within Minnesota, it is 

likely that other states and countries may face similar issues or obstacles. In addition to 

future research suggestions in the discussion for specific survey questions, there are 

broader theoretical questions that also need further study. It is hoped this research has 
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created a theoretical foundation for further study with different populations, particularly 

in states with more diverse populations or different legal requirements or job functions. It 

may also assist studies of other elected bodies (city councils, county commissions, special 

districts, and perhaps state or federal offices) to see where similarities and differences 

exist. More research is needed to understand the experience of learning to be a school 

board member (or other elected office) that could help clarify what are truly formal or 

informal learning methods and get clearer interpretations of the duties between multiple 

governing bodies. A qualitative, phenomenological study that addresses these questions 

may also uncover additional duties and the degree of time devoted to each that could 

further improve formal training offered by professional associations such as MSBA. With 

this additional knowledge, informal learning, human capital, social capital and OJT 

theories could be tested against more specific knowledge from practice. 

While the study did yield new information on specific tasks and more 

understanding of school board member demographics, I did find limitations in the 

findings. As the study was aimed at uncovering formal versus informal means, the 

professional experience category could have been probed deeper to ask if the learned skill 

was ultimately learned by a formal or informal method. That, along with better design of 

the general question, might have provided a more definitive answer of which learning 

method ultimately is dominant among school board members. Given that the study 

examined only Minnesota school board members, the findings are not generalizable on a 

national or international basis, though it is hoped that they may have created a foundation 

that might be explored elsewhere for new knowledge. 
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A further limitation was that, while Chi Square testing was appropriate for 

categorical and nominal scales used in this descriptive, exploratory study, the results 

showed less power than what might have been obtained using parametric statistical tests. 

While this would have required survey redesign to include Likert scale questions of 

numerical values, the methodology would have changed as well. Framed differently, 

similar questions may have yielded significance beyond the conclusions drawn in this 

study. However, the value of this study is that it did provide new descriptive information 

not known about the demographic or learning methods. 

The study did confirm the highly individual nature of learning by individual 

school board members and among different school districts. It confirmed the type of 

challenges that requiring mandatory training might face when attempting to measure 

uniform performance or knowledge, as no such uniform standard exists in Minnesota or 

elsewhere. An additional challenge identified is the high degree of informal learning, or 

informal mentoring, that new board members receive from their current or past school 

board peers, which potentially reinforces prior learning patterns. The new member, in 

turn, then ends up pursuing training and education the same way that the more senior 

board member did. This study also identified areas that formal training providers may 

find useful to focus on, though it does not appear to solve the inconsistencies of non-

uniform standards or content, individual board member motivation and skill levels, or the 

merits of required training.  
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APPENDIX A 

IRB APPROVAL LETTER 

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: irb@umn.edu [mailto:irb@umn.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2007 10:54 AM 
To: conl0056@umn.edu 
Subject: Notification of IRB Exempt Study 
 
The IRB: Human Subjects Committee determined that the referenced study is 
exempt from review under federal guidelines 45 CFR Part 46.101(b) category 
#3 PUBLIC OFFICIALS; SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS; OBSERVATION OF PUBLIC BEHAVIOR. 
 
Study Number: 0701E99626 
 
Principal Investigator: Thomas Conlon 
 
Title(s):  
HOW DO SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS LEARN TO DO THEIR JOBS? 
________________________________________________________ 
 
This e‐mail confirmation is your official University of Minnesota RSPP 
notification of exemption from full committee review. You will not receive 
a hard copy or letter. 
This secure electronic notification between password protected 
authentications has been deemed by the University of Minnesota to 
constitute a legal signature. 
 
The study number above is assigned to your research. That number and the 
title of your study must be used in all communication with the IRB office. 
 
Research approved in this category can be completed without documentation 
of consent. 
 
This exemption will last for three years from the date of this 
correspondence and will be filed inactive at that time. If this research 
will extend beyond three years, you must submit a new application to the 
IRB a month prior to the study�s expiration. 
 
Upon receipt of this email, you may begin your research. If you have 
questions, please call the IRB office at (612) 626‐5654. 
 
You may go to the View Completed section of eResearch Central at 
http://eresearch.umn.edu/ to view further details on your study. 
The IRB wishes you success with this research. 
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APPENDIX B 

LETTER AND SURVEY TO PILOT TEST PARTICIPANTS 

Dear (School Board Member Name, via E-Mail and attached survey) – 
 
 It was good meeting you at last week's MSBA Leadership Conference.  
  
As we discussed, I am currently writing a doctoral dissertation on how school board members 
learn to do their jobs. I have drafted a survey that I plan to use for the study, but before settling on 
final language, need to do a pilot test of about 16 school board members statewide. 
  
Would you be willing to review (and take) the attached survey, and give me any feedback on the 
following? Your answers would not be a part of the study (nor would you be part of the future 
sample), nor would they be shared with anyone but me for purposes of determining 
content/construct validity of the survey instrument.  
  
Areas to inform me of include: 
  
1. Are all the questions relevant to the topic of how school board members learn? 
  
2. Are there areas related to school board member learning that the survey does not address but 
that are important questions that should be asked in this type of study? 
  
3. Are questions structured appropriately, clear to read and understand, and fit the context of 
what we are trying to find out? 
  
4. Are there any inappropriate terms or use of language in the questions or instructions? 
  
5. Is the survey length and format appropriate? 
  
6. Are there any other suggested changes, deletions, additions or improvements needed to 
improve the effectiveness of the survey? 
  
Participation is voluntary. If you do, could you share your thoughts with me within the next 2 
weeks, or by January 25? You can e-mail (t.conlonsr@comcast.net) or call me (651-699-7399) 
your thoughts, whichever you choose. 
  
Again, many thanks for your help and support. 
  
Best wishes, 
  
Tom Conlon 
St. Paul School Board 

 

mailto:t.conlonsr@comcast.net
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Draft Survey Sent to Pilot Test Group 
 

How do school board members learn to do their jobs? 
Part A – Demographic Information 

Please check the appropriate response to the questions below. 
 

1. My cumulative length of service on my local school board is (check box): 
 At least one year and up to and including 4 years  
  Over 4 years up to 8 years  
 Over 8 years up to 12 years  
 More than 12 years  

 
2. Gender 

Male 
Female 

 
3. Race: 

African American 
Asian American/Pacific Islander 
Caucasian 
Hispanic/Latino 
Native American/Alaskan 
Other or Bi-racial 

 
4. Age: 

18-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 or older 
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5. Highest Level Educational Level Attained (Check one): 
H.S. Diploma-GED or less  
Some College (no degrees)  
Associates or Career Degree 
Bachelor’s Level Degree  
Master’s Level Degree  
Doctoral Level Degree  

 
6. School District Type (check one that best describes your district) 

Urban (St. Paul, Mpls., Duluth or Rochester)  
Suburban (physically adjacent to one of 4 districts above)  
Smaller/Mid-Size City (10,000 – 80,000 people not in a Metro or a 
suburban area) 
Rural or Out-state district (in neither of above categories)  

 
7. My K-12 school district student population is: 

Less than 2,000 students  
2,000 – 4,999 students  
5,000 – 9,999 students  
10,000 – 19,999 students  
20,000 or more students  

 
8. Outside of school board service, my current and primary professional 

background is (check one): 
Homemaker 
Self-Employed 
K-12 Education (teacher, administrator, aide) 
Higher Education (instructor, professor, administrator) 
Public/Government Sector (non-education; all levels) 
Non-Profit Sector (all levels) 
Corporate or For-Profit Sector (professional, clerical or administrative 
levels) 
Blue Collar and/or Skilled Trades (private sector) 
Unskilled (Service, hospitality, light industrial, etc.) 
Retired 
Full-time school board member 
Other (indicate):  
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Part B – School Board Member Learning 

Please answer the following questions relating to formal training, on-the-job or other 
types of learning. Formal learning or training is defined as classes, seminars, conferences 
or consultant training relating to specific school board duties, tasks, current events or 
other job-related duties. 

 
1. When I joined the school board, I had the opportunity to participate in formal 

training related to my school board duties: 
Yes 
No (go to question 5) 

 
2. If yes, did you participate in such training: 

Yes 
No 

 
3. What sources of formal training were made available to you? Check all that 

apply. 
Type Made Available Participated In 

Minnesota School Boards 
Association (MSBA)   

National School Boards 
Association (NSBA)   

Local School District-provided 
training   

Contracted training with 
consultants or firms (on or off-site)   

Other (specify)   
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4. If you were offered formal training, but did not participate, indicate reason(s). If 

more than one reason, indicate in rank order (1 = most important reason, 9 = 
least important reason only for the number of situations that apply); otherwise 
check one choice: (Skip this question if you participated in formal training) 

School district unable to pay for it; budgetary concerns 
Scheduling concerns or conflicts when training was available 
Overall personal or professional time constraints (no date specific) 
Felt sufficiently prepared without training 
Did not believe training was relevant or of value 
Concerns about philosophy or content of training 
Training not made available in a timely manner; no longer needed 
once on the job 
Learned much of what I needed from other sources (colleagues, 
administrators, personal or professional work experience, on-the-job 
experience, etc.) 
Other (specify): 

 
5. Besides formal training, what other sources of learning helped you in performing 

your school board duties? If more than one choice, rank in numerical order (1 = 
most important source, 11 = least important source only for the number of 
sources that actually helped you). 

Current board colleagues (on my own board) 
Current board colleagues (from other public school boards) 
Past board colleagues (from my own board) 
Past board colleagues (from other public school boards) 
Administrators or school district staff 
Community mentors or supporters (individuals) 
Community interest groups (specify): 
Self-directed learning (research or other sources outside above areas; 
specify): 
I learned by doing the job myself over time, including trial and error 
Formal training alone was sufficient 
Other sources (specify): 
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6. From your experience, what percentage of your overall learning to be a school 
board member came from the following sources? Be sure your responses total 
100% 

Type NONE 1 to 9% 
20 to 
39% 

40 to 
59% 

60 to 
79% 

80 to 
99% ALL 

Formal 
Training/Learni
ng (MSBA, 
NSBA, 
consultants, 
etc.) 

 

Informal 
Learning (on-
the-job, 
mentoring, trial 
& error, self-
directed 
learning, etc.) 

 

 
7. What methods do you feel were the predominant learning sources for the 

following school board duties? Check one of the three categories per topic below.  

Duties 
Formal 

Training 
Informal 
Learning 

Other 
(specify) 

Laws & Legalities of School boards 
(financial, Open meetings, etc.) 

   

Contract/Labor Negotiations    
Constituent/Community Services     
Parliamentary Procedures    
Political Skills (campaigns, issue 
advocacy, community interests, etc.) 

   

Role of School Boards (policy vs. 
administration of the school district) 

   

Interpersonal Communication Skills 
(between school board Members and 
administration; community) 

   

Conflict Management Skills 
(between school board members and 
administration; community) 

   

Other important duties (specify)    
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8. Are there other issues you feel should or can be provided for in formal school 
board training that are not being provided today by MSBA, NSBA or related 
sources? Identify and explain. 
 
 
 
 
 

9. Additional comments or clarifications on the survey, topic, or school board 
member learning in general you wish to add? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you very much for your time and participation in this survey. Should you 

desire results of the survey when the research is complete, please e-mail the researcher, 
Tom Conlon, at t.conlonsr@comcast.net to indicate your interest. Please return this 
survey in the self-addressed, stamped envelope that has been provided. All answers will 
remain confidential and identified only by number. 

mailto:t.conlonsr@comcast.net
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APPENDIX C 

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 

Consent Form 
 
Descriptive Case Study: How do school board members learn to do their jobs? 
 
You are invited to be in a research study about how school board members learn or have 
learned to do their jobs. Your name was obtained from a statewide list of elected public 
school board members provided by the Minnesota School Boards Association. You were 
randomly selected by computer program to be among the participants because you are 
identified as a current school board member and have at some point gone through the 
learning process of becoming (and remaining) a school board member. 
 
This study is being conducted by Tom Conlon, a doctoral student at the University of 
Minnesota. His advisor is Dr. Gary McLean, Professor and Coordinator of Human 
Resource Development in the College of Education and Human Development. 
 
Background Information: 
 
The purpose of this study is to identify how school board members learn to do their jobs, 
identifying different learning methods and sources. This information will be gained by 
completing and returning a survey or questionnaire from current school board members, 
and, in a few cases, with a brief follow up telephone interview.  
 
Procedures:   
 
If you agree to participate in this study, please return this signed form along with your 
completed questionnaire. Your answers will be tabulated along with others from the 
surveyed school board member population. The survey should not take more than 5-10 
minutes to complete, mostly check off questions. Non-respondents may receive a second 
opportunity to take the survey in writing or by phone, roughly the same amount of time. 
Return surveys in the self-addressed, stamped envelope. 
 
Risks and Benefits of Participating in the Study: 
 
The study has no foreseeable or known risks. While the study does not represent any 
immediate benefits to you, results and findings from the study will contribute to 
knowledge about school board member learning. The Minnesota School Boards 
Association will benefit from understanding its members’ needs and be able to take the 
findings into consideration as it conducts or plans its training programs for new and 
continuing school board members. Individuals may benefit from understanding the 
challenges they or their peers experienced, or continue to experience. The general public 
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may also better understand how school boards can work effectively. You will receive no 
payment for participating in this study. 
 
Confidentiality: 
 
The records of your participation will be kept confidential. In any reports to be published, 
no information will be included that will make it possible to identify your responses. 
Records of your responses will be kept in a secured location that will only be accessed by 
the researcher and his advisor and will not be available to others. Following completion 
and publication of the study, the survey responses will be destroyed. 
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate 
will not affect any current or future relationships you have with the University of 
Minnesota. Even if you decide to participate, you can withdraw at any time without 
affecting those relationships. You may choose to answer all, some or no questions on the 
survey. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Tom Conlon at 651-699-7399 or by e-mail at: 
t.conlonsr@comcast.net or Dr. McLean at 612-624-4901 or by e-mail at: 
mclea002@umn.edu.  
 
Upon request, you will be given a copy of this form for your records. To indicate your 
consent to participate in this study, please sign this form below (leave investigator 
signature blank) and return with your questionnaire. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to 
someone other than the researcher and advisor, contact Research Subjects’ Advocate 
Line, D528 Mayo, 420 Delaware Street Southeast, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455, 
telephone (612) 625-1650. 
 
STATEMENT OF CONSENT 
 
I have read the conditions for this study. I have received answers to the questions I had. I 
consent to participate in this study. 
 
Signature _______________________________ Date _____________________ 
Signature of Investigator ___________________ Date _____________________ 

 

mailto:t.conlonsr@comcast.net
mailto:mclea002@umn.edu
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APPENDIX D 

INITIAL SURVEY LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS 

Minnesota School Boards Association 
1900 West Jefferson Avenue 

St. Peter, Minnesota 56082-3015 
Local: 507-934-2450 Toll Free: 800-324-4459 (MN Only) 

Fax: 507-931-1515 
Date 
 
Mr./Ms. (Name) 
School Board Member 
School District Name 
Home Mailing Address 
City, MN Zip 
 
Dear (Name): 
 
Tom Conlon, a school board peer from St. Paul, is doing a doctoral dissertation on the topic of how 
Minnesota school board members learn to do their jobs. 
 
You have been randomly selected to participate in the study that consists of filling out the enclosed 
survey and returning it to him in the addressed, stamped envelope. 
 
Participation is voluntary, and your rights as a study participant are noted on the enclosed consent 
form with the survey. Return of the survey indicates your consent to participate. All responses are 
anonymous and participant names are confidential.  
 
Tom will share the results of his study with MSBA when the dissertation is complete. We are always 
seeking ways to evaluate and improve our training to enhance your work as school board members, 
and we believe this study will provide useful information to MSBA in meeting that goal. 
 
Your participation will also help Tom complete his doctoral degree and provide new knowledge to an 
area where little academic research has been done -- school boards. 
 
To ensure timely completion of the study, please return your surveys to Tom within 2 weeks (or 14 
days) of this letter. 
 
Thank you for your interest in this survey. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
me or Jan Rhode at our office, or with Tom as noted in the enclosed consent form. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bob Meeks 
Executive Director 
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APPENDIX E 

ACTUAL SURVEY SENT TO MINNESOTA SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER SAMPLE 

MEMBER SAMPLE 
SURVEY TO (Selected) MINNESOTA SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS 

Instructions: You have been randomly selected to participate in a study of how new 
school board members learn to do their jobs, in cooperation with the Minnesota School 
Boards Association. Take a moment to reflect back to your first year of school board 
service and respond to the following questions in that context. Be sure to complete both 
sections of the survey and return in the addressed, stamped envelope. This survey should 
take about 10 minutes of your time.  

 
Part A – Demographic Information 

Please check the appropriate response to the questions below. 
 

1. My cumulative length of service on my local school board is (check box):  
 Less than one year of service 
 At least one year and up to and including 4 years  
  Over 4 years up to 8 years  
 Over 8 years up to 12 years  
 Over 12 years up to 20 years  
 More than 20 years service 

 
2. Gender 

Male 
Female 

 
3. Race: 

African American 
Asian American/Pacific Islander 
Caucasian 
Hispanic/Latino 
American Indian/Alaska Native 
Other or Bi-racial 

 



 

159 

4. Age: 
18-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 or older 

 
5. Highest Level Educational Level Attained (Check one) and indicate primary field of 
study (if applicable) to the right of your choice: 

Did not complete High School   
H.S. Diploma or GED   
Some College (no degrees)  Field: 
Associate’s or Career Degree Field: 
Bachelor’s Level Degree  Field: 
Some Graduate Work  Field: 
Master’s Level Degree  Field: 
Doctoral Level Degree Field: 

 
6. My K-12 school district student population is: 

Less than 500 students 
500 – 1,999 students  
2,000 – 4,999 students  
5,000 – 9,999 students  
10,000 – 29,999 students  
30,000 or more students  

 
7. Outside of school board service, my current and primary professional employment is 
(check only one): 

Homemaker 
Self-Employed 
K-12 Education (teacher, administrator, aide) 
Higher Education (instructor, professor, administrator) 
Public/Government Sector (non-education; all levels) 
Non-Profit Sector (all levels) 
Corporate or For-Profit Sector (professional, clerical or administrative 
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levels) 
Vocational, including Skilled Trades (private sector) 
Unskilled (Service, hospitality, light industrial, etc.) 
Retired 
School board member only (not otherwise retired or in any job noted 
above; or unemployed) 
Other (indicate):  

 
Part B – School Board Member Learning 

Please answer the following questions related to formal training, on-the-job or other types 
of learning. Formal learning or training is defined as classes, seminars, conferences or 
consultant training related to specific school board duties, tasks, current events or other 
job-related duties. Again, reflect back to your first year of board service, not on today’s 
continuous learning as a school board member. 

 
8. When I joined the school board, I had the opportunity to participate in formal training 
related to my school board duties.  

Yes 
No (go to question 5) 

 
9. If yes, did you participate in such training? 

Yes 
No 

 
10. What sources of formal training were made available to you? Check all that 
apply. 

Type Made Available Participated In 

Minnesota School Boards Association 
(MSBA) 

  

National School Boards Association 
(NSBA) 

  

Local School District-provided 
training 

  

Contracted training with consultants or 
firms (on or off-site) 
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Other (specify)   

 
 

11. If you were offered formal training, but did not participate, indicate reason(s). If 
more than one reason, indicate in rank order (1 = most important reason, 9 = least 
important reason only for the number of situations that apply); otherwise check one 
choice: (Skip this question if you participated in formal training) 

School district unable to pay for it; budgetary concerns 
Scheduling concerns or conflicts when training was available 
Overall personal or professional time constraints (no date specific) 
Felt sufficiently prepared without training 
Did not believe training was relevant or of value 
Concerns about philosophy or content of training 
Training not made available in a timely manner; no longer needed once on 
the job 
Learned much of what I needed from other sources (colleagues, 
administrators, personal or professional work experience, on-the-job 
experience, etc.) 
Other (specify): 
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12. Besides formal training, what other sources of learning helped you in performing 

your school board duties? If more than one choice, rank in numerical order (1 = 
most important source, 11 = least important source only for the number of sources 
that actually helped you). 

Current board colleagues (on my own board) 
Current board colleagues (from other public school boards) 
Past board colleagues (from my own board) 
Past board colleagues (from other public school boards) 
Administrators or school district staff 
Transfer skills from other elected office, non-profit boards, or ex-officio 
boards 
Transfer skills from primary profession or professional work 
Community mentors or supporters (individuals) 
Community interest groups (specify): 
Self-directed learning (research or other sources outside above areas; 
specify): 
I learned by doing the job myself over time, including trial and error 

Formal training alone was sufficient 

Other sources (specify): 
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13. From your experience, what percentage of your overall learning to be a school board 
member came from the following sources? Put a check in the column, being sure your 
responses total 100% 

Type NONE 
1 to 
19% 

20 to 
39% 

40 to 
59% 

60 to 
79% 

80 to 
99% ALL 

Formal 
Training/Learning 
(MSBA, NSBA, 
consultants, etc.) 

 

Informal Learning 
(on-the-job, 
mentoring, trial & 
error, self-
directed learning, 
etc.) 

 

Professional or 
related job 
experiences 
outside of school 
board service 
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14. What methods do you feel were the predominant learning sources for the following 

school board duties? Check one of the three categories per topic below.  

Duties 
Formal School 
Board Training 

Informal 
Learning (on-
the-job as a 

school board 
member) 

Professional 
Experience 
Outside of 

School Board 
Service 

Laws/Legalities of School 
Boards (financial, fiduciary, 
Open meetings, etc.) 

   

Contract/Labor Negotiations    
Constituent/Community Services    
Parliamentary Procedures    
Political Skills (campaigns, 
elections issue advocacy, etc.) 

   

Role of School Boards 
(policy/administration of the 
school district) 

   

Interpersonal Communication 
Skills (between all stakeholders) 

   

Conflict Management Skills 
(between stakeholders) 

   

Board/Community Leadership 
Development 

   

Superintendent Selection & 
Evaluation 

   

District Strategic Planning    
Budget/Financial Resource 
Allocations 

   

Other important duties (specify):     
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15. If you consider yourself an experienced board member and believe you learn 

differently (or need different types of training today) than when you were first 
elected/appointed, what differences fit your personal experience? How might 
MSBA improve its training to reflect differences between new and experienced 
school board members? Explain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16. Regardless of your years of service, are there other issues you feel should or can 
be provided for in formal school board training that are not being provided today 
by MSBA, NSBA or related sources? Identify and explain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

17. Additional comments or clarifications on the survey, topic, or school board 
member learning in general you wish to add? 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you very much for your time and participation in this survey. Should you desire 
results of the survey when the research is complete, please e-mail the researcher, Tom 
Conlon, at t.conlonsr@comcast.net to indicate your interest. Please return this survey in 
the addressed, stamped envelope that has been provided. All answers will remain 
anonymous and identified only by number. 

mailto:t.conlonsr@comcast.net
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APPENDIX G 

REMINDER LETTER TO SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

TOM CONLON 
2183 Berkeley Avenue 

St. Paul, MN 55105-1207 
(651) 699-7399 

t.conlonsr@comcast.net
 
 
March 15, 2007 
 
Dear  
 
About 2-3 weeks ago, you received a note and survey from MSBA Executive director 
Bob Meeks regarding my doctoral dissertation study on how new school board members 
learn to do their jobs.  
 
If you have already sent your survey in to me, many thanks – and disregard this note. Do 
not respond to the same survey twice or pass on to anyone else, as you were randomly 
selected for the study.  
 
If you misplaced the original survey or simply were unable to get to it, you have one final 
opportunity to participate. I have enclosed a duplicate copy of the survey and an 
addressed, stamped return envelope. Participation is voluntary (as noted in the attached 
consent form), but your ideas will help both MSBA and I identify how we might improve 
training for Minnesota school board members in the future. 
 
Return of the survey indicates consent to participate. Please review the consent guidelines 
to determine your rights as a study participant. If you have any questions, feel free to get 
in touch with me above or others noted on the form. 
 
This is a final survey notice. All surveys must be returned to me by March 31, 2007 to be 
included in the study. 
 
Thank you very much for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

mailto:t.conlonsr@comcast.net
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APPENDIX H 

TABLES OF FREQUENCIES 

The tables on the following pages show frequencies by demographic categories 

for school board member learning variables. 

 



 

Table 9 

Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Service Length (n = 215) 

Table 9: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Service Length (n = 215) 

             

Service Length Total 

Survey 
Response 

1-8 yrs. 
n 

1-8 yrs. 
% 

>8-12 yrs 
 n 

>8-12 yrs 
% 

>12-20 
yrs. 
n 

>12-20 
yrs. 
% 

Over 20 
yrs. 
n 

Over 20 
yrs. 
% 

N/A 
n 

N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

 Opportunity to Participate in Formal Training When Joining Board (n = 215) 

Yes 69 98.6 77 97.5 32 100.0 31 94.0 1 100.0 210 97.7 

No 1 1.4 2 2.5 0 0.0 2 6.0 0 0.0 5 2.3 

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (n = 215) 

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (Any Source) When Joining Board 

Yes 64 91.4 70 88.7 29 90.6 30 90.5 0 0.0 193 89.8 

No 5 7.2 7 8.8 2 6.3 0 0.0 1 100.0 15 7.0 

No Resp 1 1.4 2 2.5 1 3.1 3 9.5 0 0.0 7 32..2 

 MN Schools Boards Assn. (MSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 63 90.0 70 88.7 29 90.6 29 87.9 0 0.0 191 88.7 

No 7 10.0 9 11.3 3 9.4 4 12.1 1 100.0 24 11.3 

 National Schools Boards Assn. (NSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 3 4.3 9 11.3 5 15.6 1 3.0 0 0.0 18 8.5 

No 67 95.7 70 88.7 27 84.4 32 97.0 1 100.0 197 91.5 

 Local School District Training Actual Participation 

Yes 29 41.4 27 34.2 15 46.9 17 51.0 0 0.0 88 40.9 

No 41 58.6 52 65.8 17 53.1 16 49.0 1 100.0 127 59.1 

 Contracted Training (Private) Actual Participation 

Yes 2 2.9 6 7.6 7 21.9 1 3.0 0 0.0 16 7.4 
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Table 9: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Service Length (n = 215) 

             

Service Length Total 

>8-12 yrs 
% 

>12-20 
yrs. 
n 

>12-20 
yrs. 
% 

Over 20 
yrs. 

Over 20 
yrs. 
% 

N/A 
n 

N/A 
% 

Total Survey 
Response 

1-8 yrs. 
n 

1-8 yrs. 
% 

>8-12 yrs Total 
%  n n n 

No 68 97.1 73 92.4 25 78.1 32 97.0 1 100.0 199 92.6 

 Reasons for Non-Participation in Formal Training if Offered (n = 215) 

   Budget Constraints of School District 

Yes 2 2.9 3 3.8 1 3.1 1 3.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 68 97.1 76 96.2 31 96.9 32 97.0 1 100.0 210 97.6 

 Scheduling Conflicts on Dates Offered 

Yes 2 2.9 3 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 68 97.1 76 96.2 32 100.0 33 100.0 1 100.0 210 97.6 

 General Personal or Professional Time Constraints 

Yes 3 4.3 3 3.8 1 3.1 1 3.0 0 0.0 8 3.7 

N/A 67 95.7 76 96.2 31 96.9 32 97.0 1 100.0 207 96.3 

 Felt Sufficiently Prepared Without Training 

Yes 2 2.9 2 2.5 1 3.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 68 97.1 77 97.5 31 96.9 33 100.0 1 100.0 210 97.6 

 Learned What I Needed From Other Sources 

Yes 2 2.9 3 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 68 97.1 76 96.2 32 100.0 33 100.0 1 100.0 210 97.6 

 Non-Formal Learning Sources (n = 215) 

 Current Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 59 84.3 69 87.3 30 93.7 25 75.8 1 100.0 184 85.6 

N/A 11 15.7 10 12.7 2 6.3 8 24.2 0 0.0 31 14.4 

 Current Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 
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Table 9: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Service Length (n = 215) 

             

Service Length Total 

Survey 
Response 

1-8 yrs. 
n 

1-8 yrs. 
% 

>8-12 yrs 
 n 

>8-12 yrs 
% 

>12-20 
yrs. 
n 

>12-20 
yrs. 
% 

Over 20 
yrs. 
n 

Over 20 
yrs. 
% 

N/A 
n 

N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Yes 22 31.4 24 30.4 9 28.1 12 36.4 0 0.0 67 31.2 

N/A 48 68.6 55 69.6 23 71.9 21 63.6 1 100.0 148 68.8 

             

 Past Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 28 40.0 31 39.2 16 50.0 17 51.0 1 100.0 93 43.3 

N/A 42 60.0 48 60.8 16 50.0 16 49.0 0 0.0 122 56.7 

 Past Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 9 12.9 14 17.7 5 15.6 5 15.2 0 0.0 33 15.4 

N/A 61 87.1 65 82.3 27 84.4 28 84.8 1 100.0 182 84.6 

 Administrators or School District Staff 

Yes 54 77.1 65 82.3 30 93.7 27 81.8 1 100.0 177 82.3 

N/A 16 22.9 14 17.7 2 6.3 6 18.2 0 0.0 38 17.7 

 Transfer Skills Other Elected Office or Boards 

Yes 32 45.8 38 48.1 10 31.3 16 49.0 0 0.0 94 43.7 

N/A 40 54.2 41 51.9 22 68.7 17 51.0 1 100.0 121 56.3 

 Transfer Skills from Primary Profession or Work 

Yes 47 67.1 46 58.2 19 59.4 20 60.6 0 0.0 132 61.4 

N/A 23 32.9 33 41.8 13 40.6 13 39.4 1 100.0 83 38.6 

 Community Mentors or Supporters - Individuals 

Yes 17 24.3 21 26.6 8 25.0 7 21.2 1 100.0 54 25.1 

N/A 53 75.7 58 73.4 24 75.0 26 78.8 0 0.0 161 74.9 

 Community Interest Groups 
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Table 9: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Service Length (n = 215) 

             

Service Length Total 

Survey 
Response 

1-8 yrs. 
n 

1-8 yrs. 
% 

>8-12 yrs 
 n 

>8-12 yrs 
% 

>12-20 
yrs. 
n 

>12-20 
yrs. 
% 

Over 20 
yrs. 
n 

Over 20 
yrs. 
% 

N/A 
n 

N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Yes 9 12.9 13 16.5 5 15.6 6 18.2 0 0.0 33 15.3 

N/A 61 87.1 66 83.5 27 84.4 27 81.8 1 100.0 182 84.7 

 Self-Directed Learning  

Yes 35 50.0 38 48.1 12 37.4 15 45.6 0 0.0 100 46.5 

N/A 35 50.0 41 51.9 20 62.6 18 54.4 1 100.0 115 53.5 

 Learned on Job Over Time 

Yes 34 48.6 53 67.0 22 68.7 19 57.6 1 100.0 129 60.0 

N/A 36 51.4 26 33.0 10 31.3 14 42.4 0 0.0 86 40.0 

 Formal Training Alone Sufficient 

Yes 6 8.6 11 14.0 4 12.6 5 15.2 0 0.0 26 12.1 

N/A 64 91.4 68 86.0 28 87.4 28 84.8 1 100.0 189 87.9 

 Other Sources 

Yes 11 15.7 5 6.3 4 12.6 6 18.2 0 0.0 26 12.1 

N/A 59 84.3 73 93.9 28 87.4 27 81.8 1 100.0 189 87.9 

 Overall Learning Source Percentages (n = 215) 

 Percent of Learning from Formal Sources (MSBA, NSBA, Consultants, etc.) 

Low 0-39% 41 58.6 46 58.5 17 53.1 23 69.7 1 100.0 128 59.5 

Medium 40-
59% 18 25.7 18 22.6 10 31.3 5 15.2 0 0.0 51 23.7 

High 60-100% 10 14.3 9 11.3 4 12.5 4 12.1 0 0.0 27 12.6 

None or N/R 1 1.4 6 7.6 1 3.1 1 3.0 0 0.0 9 4.2 

 Percent of Learning from Informal Sources (OJT, Self-directed, trial and error, etc.) 

Low 0-39% 37 52.9 32 40.5 12 37.4 10 30.4 0 0.0 91 42.3 
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Table 9: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Service Length (n = 215) 

             

Service Length Total 

Survey 
Response 

1-8 yrs. 
n 

1-8 yrs. 
% 

>8-12 yrs 
 n 

>8-12 yrs 
% 

>12-20 
yrs. 
n 

>12-20 
yrs. 
% 

Over 20 
yrs. 
n 

Over 20 
yrs. 
% 

N/A 
n 

N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Medium 40-
59% 14 19.9 23 29.1 14 43.8 12 36.2 0 0.0 63 29.2 

High 60-100% 16 22.9 20 25.3 6 18.8 10 30.4 1 100.0 53 24.7 

None or N/R 3 4.3 4 5.1 0 0.0 1 3.0 0 0.0 9 3.8 

 Percent of Learning from Outside Professional/Job-Related Experiences 

Low 0-39% 40 57.1 50 63.3 23 71.8 16 48.8 1 100.0 130 60.5 

Medium 40-
59% 16 22.9 14 17.7 7 21.9 9 27.0 0 0.0 46 21.4 

High 60-100% 8 11.4 8 10.1 0 0.0 3 9.0 0 0.0 19 8.8 

None or N/R 6 8.6 7 8.9 2 6.3 5 15.2 0 0.0 20 9.3 

 Predominantly Formal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

Laws/Legalities 55 78.6 48 60.8 21 65.6 26 78.8 0 0.0 150 69.8 

Contract/Labor 24 34.3 30 38.0 12 37.4 8 24.5 0 0.0 74 34.4 

Const/Comm 
Svcs 6 8.6 3 3.8 1 3.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 10 4.7 

Parliamentary 
Proc 19 27.1 21 26.6 9 28.1 10 30.0 0 0.0 59 27.4 

Political Skills 10 4.7 12 15.2 1 3.1 2 6.0 0 0.0 25 11.6 

Role School 
Bds 43 61.4 51 64.6 26 12.1 25 75.8 0 0.0 145 67.4 

Interp Comm 
Skls 4 5.7 6 7.6 2 6.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 12 5.6 

Conflict Mgmt 
Skls 4 5.7 12 15.2 5 15.6 2 6.1 0 0.0 23 10.7 
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Table 9: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Service Length (n = 215) 

             

Service Length Total 

Survey 
Response 

1-8 yrs. 
n 

1-8 yrs. 
% 

>8-12 yrs 
 n 

>8-12 yrs 
% 

>12-20 
yrs. 
n 

>12-20 
yrs. 
% 

Over 20 
yrs. 
n 

Over 20 
yrs. 
% 

N/A 
n 

N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Bd/Comm Ldr 
Dev 24 34.3 10 12.7 10 31.2 8 24.5 0 0.0 52 24.2 

Supt Select & 
Eval 26 37.1 27 34.2 14 43.8 13 39.4 0 0.0 80 37.2 

Dist Strategic 
Plng 16 22.9 13 16.5 7 21.9 10 30.0 0 0.0 46 21.4 

Budget/Finance 19 27.1 15 19.0 9 28.1 13 39.4 0 0.0 56 26.0 

Other 
Duties/NR 2 2.9 2 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 1.9 

 Predominantly Informal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

Laws/Legalities 8 11.4 23 29.1 6 18.8 3 9.0 1 100.0 41 19.1 

Contract/Labor 33 47.1 32 40.5 13 40.6 16 49.0 1 100.0 95 44.2 

Const/Comm 
Svcs 44 62.9 42 53.2 22 68.8 19 57.6 1 100.0 128 59.5 

Parliamentary 
Proc 20 28.6 21 26.6 8 25.0 10 30.0 0 0.0 59 27.4 

Political Skills 26 37.1 36 45.6 17 53.1 20 60.0 0 0.0 99 46.0 

Role School 
Bds 22 31.4 25 31.6 2 6.3 7 21.2 1 100.0 57 26.5 

Interp Comm 
Skls 13 18.6 29 41.4 11 34.4 15 45.0 0 0.0 68 31.6 

Conflict Mgmt 
Skls 14 19.9 17 21.5 14 43.8 10 30.0 0 0.0 55 25.6 

Bd/Comm Ldr 
Dev 22 31.4 40 50.6 14 43.8 15 45.0 0 0.0 91 42.3 
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Table 9: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Service Length (n = 215) 

             

Service Length Total 

Survey 
Response 

1-8 yrs. 
n 

1-8 yrs. 
% 

>8-12 yrs 
 n 

>8-12 yrs 
% 

>12-20 
yrs. 
n 

>12-20 
yrs. 
% 

Over 20 
yrs. 
n 

Over 20 
yrs. 
% 

N/A 
n 

N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Supt Select & 
Eval 30 42.9 37 46.8 14 43.8 9 27.3 1 100.0 91 42.3 

Dist Strategic 
Plng 38 54.3 52 65.8 16 50.0 15 45.0 1 100.0 122 56.7 

Budget/Finance 34 48.6 44 55.7 19 59.4 12 36.2 1 100.0 110 51.2 

Other 
Duties/NR 2 2.9 2 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9 

 Predominantly Professional Experience by Task (n = 215) 

Laws/Legalities 5 7.1 7 8.9 4 12.5 4 12.0 0 0.0 20 9.3 

Contract/Labor 10 14.2 14 17.8 4 12.5 9 27.3 0 0.0 37 17.2 

Const/Comm 
Svcs 18 25.7 31 39.2 8 25.0 13 39.4 0 0.0 70 32.6 

Parliamentary 
Proc 28 40.0 35 44.3 14 43.8 13 39.4 1 100.0 91 42.3 

Political Skills 30 42.9 27 34.2 14 43.8 10 30.0 1 100.0 82 38.3 

Role School 
Bds 4 5.8 0 0.0 2 6.3 1 3.0 0 0.0 7 3.3 

Interp Comm 
Skls 50 71.4 43 54.4 18 56.3 18 54.5 1 100.0 130 60.5 

Conflict Mgmt 
Skls 48 68.6 47 59.5 13 40.6 20 60.0 1 100.0 129 60.0 

Bd/Comm Ldr 
Dev 23 32.9 26 32.9 7 21.9 9 27.3 1 100.0 66 30.7 

Supt Select & 
Eval 9 12.9 10 12.7 4 12.5 11 33.3 0 0.0 34 15.8 
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Table 9: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Service Length (n = 215) 

             

Service Length Total 

Survey 
Response 

1-8 yrs. 
n 

1-8 yrs. 
% 

>8-12 yrs 
 n 

>8-12 yrs 
% 

>12-20 
yrs. 
n 

>12-20 
yrs. 
% 

Over 20 
yrs. 
n 

Over 20 
yrs. 
% 

N/A 
n 

N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Dist Strategic 
Plng 14 19.9 9 11.4 8 25.0 8 24.2 0 0.0 39 18.1 

Budget/Finance 13 18.6 17 21.5 4 12.5 8 24.2 0 0.0 42 19.5 

Other 
Duties/NR 2 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9 

 

 



 

 

Table 10 

Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Gender (n = 215) 

Table 10: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables by Gender (n = 215)  

       

Gender Total 

Survey Response 
Male 

n 
Male 

% 
Female 

n 
Female 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

 Opportunity to Participate in Formal Training When Joining Board (n = 215) 

Survey Response       

Yes 141 96.6 69 100.0 210 97.6 

No 5 3.4 0 0.0 5 2.4 

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (n = 215) 

       

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (Any Source) When Joining Board 

Yes 126 86.3 67 97.1 193 89.8 

No 13 8.9 2 2.9 15 7.0 

No Resp 7 4.8 0 0.0 7 3.2 

 MN Schools Boards Assn. (MSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 124 84.9 67 97.1 191 88.9 

No 22 15.1 2 2.9 24 11.1 

 National Schools Boards Assn. (NSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 11 7.5 7 10.1 18 8.3 

No 135 92.5 62 89.9 197 91.7 

 Local School District Training Actual Participation 
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Table 10: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables by Gender (n = 215)  

       

Gender Total 

Survey Response 
Male 

n 
Male 

% 
Female 

n 
Female 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Yes 63 43.2 25 17.1 88 40.9 

No 83 56.8 44 82.9 127 59.1 

 Contracted Training (Private) Actual Participation 

Yes 8 5.5 8 11.6 16 7.4 

No 138 94.5 61 88.2 199 92.6 

 Reasons for Non-Participation in Formal Training if Offered (n = 215) 

       

  Budget Constraints of School District 

Yes 5 3.4 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 141 96.6 69 100.0 210 97.6 

 Scheduling Conflicts on Dates Offered 

Yes 9 6.2 1 1.4 10 4.7 

N/A 137 93.8 68 98.6 205 95.3 

 General Personal or Professional Time Constraints 

Yes 7 4.8 1 1.4 8 3.7 

N/A 139 95.2 68 98.6 207 96.3 

 Felt Sufficiently Prepared Without Training 

Yes 5 3.4 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 141 96.6 69 100.0 210 97.6 

 Learned What I Needed From Other Sources 

Yes 4 2.7 1 1.4 5 2.4 

N/A 142 97.7 68 98.6 210 97.6 

  Non-Formal Learning Sources (n = 215) 
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Table 10: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables by Gender (n = 215)  

       

Gender Total 

Survey Response 
Male 

n 
Male 

% 
Female 

n 
Female 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

       

 Current Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 121 82.9 63 91.3 184 85.6 

N/A 25 17.1 6 8.7 31 14.4 

 Current Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 43 29.5 24 34.8 67 31.2 

N/A 103 70.5 45 65.2 148 68.8 

 Past Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 64 43.8 29 42.0 93 43.3 

N/A 82 56.2 40 58.0 122 56.7 

 Past Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 25 17.1 8 11.6 33 15.4 

N/A 121 82.9 61 88.4 182 84.6 

 Administrators or School District Staff 

Yes 117 80.1 60 87.0 177 82.3 

N/A 29 19.9 9 13.0 38 17.7 

 Transfer Skills Other Elected Office or Boards 

Yes 65 44.5 29 42.0 94 43.7 

N/A 81 55.5 40 58.0 121 56.3 

 Transfer Skills from Primary Profession or Work 

Yes 87 59.6 45 65.2 132 61.4 

N/A 59 40.4 24 34.8 83 38.6 

 Community Mentors or Supporters – Individuals 
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Table 10: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables by Gender (n = 215)  

       

Gender Total 

Survey Response 
Male 

n 
Male 

% 
Female 

n 
Female 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Yes 32 21.9 22 31.9 54 25.1 

N/A 114 78.1 47 68.1 161 74.9 

 Community Interest Groups 

Yes 24 16.4 9 13.0 33 15.4 

N/A 122 83.6 60 87.0 182 84.6 

 Self-Directed Learning  

Yes 66 45.2 34 49.3 100 46.5 

N/A 80 54.8 35 50.7 115 53.5 

 Learned on Job Over Time 

Yes 92 63.0 37 53.6 129 60.0 

N/A 54 37.0 32 46.4 86 40.0 

 Formal Training Alone Sufficient 

Yes 21 14.4 5 7.2 26 12.2 

N/A 125 85.6 64 92.8 189 87.9 

 Other Sources 

Yes 15 10.3 11 15.9 26 12.1 

N/A 130 89.7 58 84.1 188 87.5 

 Overall Learning Source Percentages (n = 215) 

 Percent of Learning from Formal Sources (MSBA, NSBA, Consultants, etc.) 

       

Low 0-39% 90 61.6 38 55.1 128 59.6 

Medium 40-59% 33 22.6 18 26.1 51 23.7 

High 60-100% 15 10.3 12 17.4 27 12.6 

 



 

182 

Table 10: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables by Gender (n = 215)  

       

Gender Total 

Survey Response 
Male 

n 
Male 

% 
Female 

n 
Female 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

None or N/R 8 5.5 1 1.4 9 4.2 

 Percent of Learning from Informal Sources (OJT, Self-directed, trial and error, etc.) 

Low 0-39% 65 44.5 26 37.7 91 42.3 

Medium 40-59% 37 25.3 26 37.7 63 29.3 

High 60-100% 36 24.7 17 24.6 53 24.6 

None or N/R 8 5.5 0 0.0 8 3.7 

 Percent of Learning from Outside Professional/Job-Related Experiences 

Low 0-39% 89 61.0 41 59.5 130 60.5 

Medium 40-59% 31 21.2 15 21.7 46 21.4 

High 60-100% 13 8.9 6 8.7 19 8.8 

None or N/R 13 8.9 7 10.1 20 9.3 

 Predominantly Formal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

       

Laws/Legalities 96 65.8 56 81.2 152 70.7 

Contract/Labor 54 37.0 23 33.3 77 35.8 

Const/Comm Svcs 7 4.8 3 4.3 10 4.7 

Parliamentary Proc 41 28.0 18 26.1 59 27.4 

Political Skills 16 11.0 9 13.0 25 11.6 

Role School Bds 101 69.2 48 69.6 149 69.3 

Interp Comm Skls 7 4.8 5 7.2 12 5.7 

Conflict Mgmt Skls 15 10.3 8 11.6 23 10.7 
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Table 10: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables by Gender (n = 215)  

       

Gender Total 

Survey Response 
Male 

n 
Male 

% 
Female 

n 
Female 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Bd/Comm Ldr Dev 29 19.9 24 34.8 53 24.7 

Supt Select & Eval 54 37.0 30 43.5 84 39.0 

Dist Strategic Plng 31 21.2 17 24.6 48 22.3 

Budget/Finance 39 26.7 19 27.5 58 27.0 

Other Duties/NR 3 2.1 1 1.4 4 1.8 

 Predominantly Informal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

       

Laws/Legalities 32 21.9 10 14.5 42 19.5 

Contract/Labor 61 41.8 39 56.5 100 46.5 

Const/Comm Svcs 90 61.6 43 62.3 133 62.0 

Parliamentary Proc 38 26.0 21 30.4 59 27.5 

Political Skills 63 43.2 36 52.2 99 46.0 

Role School Bds 39 26.7 20 29.0 59 27.4 

Interp Comm Skls 43 29.5 26 37.7 69 32.0 

Conflict Mgmt Skls 34 23.3 23 33.3 57 26.5 

Bd/Comm Ldr Dev 66 45.2 28 40.6 94 43.7 

Supt Select & Eval 64 43.8 32 46.4 96 44.7 
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Table 10: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables by Gender (n = 215)  

       

Gender Total 

Survey Response 
Male 

n 
Male 

% 
Female 

n 
Female 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Dist Strategic Plng 88 60.3 38 55.1 126 58.6 

Budget/Finance 72 49.3 42 60.9 114 53.0 

Other Duties/NR 2 1.4 2 2.9 4 1.8 

 Predominantly Professional Experience by Task (n = 215) 

       

Laws/Legalities 18 12.3 3 4.3 21 9.8 

Contract/Labor 31 21.2 7 10.1 38 17.6 

Const/Comm Svcs 49 33.6 23 33.3 72 33.5 

Parliamentary Proc 65 44.5 26 37.7 91 42.3 

Political Skills 56 38.4 26 37.7 82 38.1 

Role School Bds 6 4.1 1 1.4 7 

Interp Comm Skls 96 65.8 38 55.1 134 62.4 

Conflict Mgmt Skls 97 66.4 38 135 62.8 

51 34.9 17 24.6 68 31.6 

Supt Select & Eval 28 19.2 7 10.1 35 16.3 

Dist Strategic Plng 27 18.5 14 20.3 41 19.1 

Budget/Finance 35 

3.2 

55.1 

Bd/Comm Ldr Dev 

24.0 8 11.6 43 20.0 

Other Duties/NR 2 1.4 0 0.0 2 0.9 

 



 

 
Table 11 

Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Race (n = 215) 

Table 11: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Race (n = 215)        

               

Race Total 

Survey Response 

African 
American 

n 

African 
American 

% 

Asian/  
Pacif Isl 

American 

Asian/  
Pacif Isl 

American 
% 

Cauca- 
sian 

n 

Cauca- 
 sian 

% 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

n 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

% 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 

n 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 

% 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

n 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

n % 

 Opportunity to Participate in Formal Training When Joining Board (n = 215) 

Yes 1 100.0 1 100.0 207 97.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 210 97.6 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (n = 215) 

       

185         

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (Any Source) When Joining Board 

Yes 1 100.0 1 100.0 190 89.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 193 89.8 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 15 7.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 15 7.0 

No Resp 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 3.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 3.2 

 MN Schools Boards Assn. (MSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 1 100.0 1 100.0 188 88.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 191 88.8 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 24 11.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24 11.2 

 National Schools Boards Assn. (NSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 17 8.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 18 8.4 

No 1 100.0 1 100.0 195 92.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 197 91.6 

 Local School District Training Actual Participation 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 87 41.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 88 40.9 

No 1 100.0 1 100.0 125 59.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 127 59.1 

 



 

Table 11: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Race (n = 215)        

               

Race Total 

Survey Response 

African 
American 

n 

African 
American 

% 

Asian/  
Pacif Isl 

American 
n 

Asian/  
Pacif Isl 

American 
% 

Cauca- 
sian 

n 

Cauca- 
 sian 

% 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

n 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

% 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 

n 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 

% 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

n 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

 Contracted Training (Private) Actual Participation 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 16 7.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 16 7.4 

No 1 100.0 1 100.0 196 92.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 199 92.6 

 Reasons for Non-Participation in Formal Training if Offered (n = 215) 

               

  Budget Constraints of School District 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 207 97.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 210 97.6 

 Scheduling Conflicts on Dates Offered 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 207 97.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 210 97.6 

 General Personal or Professional Time Constraints 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 3.7 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 204 96.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 207 96.3 

 Felt Sufficiently Prepared Without Training 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 207 97.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 210 97.6 

  Learned What I Needed From Other Sources 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 207 97.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 210 97.6 

  Non-Formal Learning Sources (n = 215) 
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Race Total 

Survey Response 
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American 

n 

African 
American 

% 

Asian/  
Pacif Isl 

American 
n 

Asian/  
Pacif Isl 

American 
% 

Cauca- 
sian 

n 

Cauca- 
 sian 

% 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

n 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

% 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 

n 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 

% 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

n 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

 Current Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 1 100.0 1 100.0 181 85.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 184 85.6 

N/A 0 0.0 0 0.0 31 14.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 31 14.4 

 Current Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 0 0.0 1 100.0 66 31.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 67 31.2 

N/A 1 100.0 0 0.0 146 68.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 148 68.8 

 Past Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 93 43.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 93 43.3 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 119 56.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 122 56.7 

 Past Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 15.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 15.3 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 179 84.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 182 84.7 

 Administrators or School District Staff 

Yes 1 100.0 1 100.0 174 82.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 177 82.3 

N/A 0 0.0 0 0.0 38 18.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 38 17.7 

 Transfer Skills Other Elected Office or Boards 

Yes 0 0.0 1 100.0 93 43.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 94 43.7 

N/A 1 100.0 0 0.0 119 56.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 121 56.3 

 Transfer Skills from Primary Profession or Work 

Yes 1 100.0 1 100.0 129 60.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 132 61.4 

N/A 0 0.0 0 0.0 83 39.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 83 38.6 

 Community Mentors or Supporters – Individuals 
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Table 11: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Race (n = 215)        

               

Race Total 

Survey Response 

African 
American 

n 

African 
American 

% 

Asian/  
Pacif Isl 

American 
n 

Asian/  
Pacif Isl 

American 
% 

Cauca- 
sian 

n 

Cauca- 
 sian 

% 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

n 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

% 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 

n 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 

% 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

n 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 54 25.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 54 25.1 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 158 74.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 161 74.9 

 Community Interest Groups 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 15.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 33 15.3 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 179 84.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 182 84.7 

 Self-Directed Learning  

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 99 53.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 100 46.5 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 113 46.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 115 53.5 

 Learned on Job Over Time 

Yes 1 100.0 0 0.0 127 59.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 129 60.0 

N/A 0 0.0 1 100.0 85 40.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 86 40.0 

 Formal Training Alone Sufficient 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 26 12.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 26 12.1 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 186 87.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 189 87.9 

 Other Sources 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 26 12.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 26 12.1 

N/A 1 100.0 1 100.0 186 87.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 189 87.9 

 Overall Learning Source Percentages (n = 215) 

               

 Percent of Learning from Formal Sources (MSBA, NSBA, Consultants, etc.) 

               

Low 0-39% 1 100.0 1 100.0 126 59.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 128 59.5 
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Race Total 

Survey Response 

African 
American 

n 

African 
American 
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Pacif Isl 
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n 
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American 
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Cauca- 
sian 
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Cauca- 
 sian 

% 

Hispanic/ 
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n 
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% 
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Indian/ 
Alaska 

n 

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 

% 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

n 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Medium 40-59% 0 0.0 0 0.0 51 24.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 51 23.7 

High 60-100% 0 0.0 0 0.0 26 12.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 27 12.6 

None or N/R 0 0.0 0 0.0 9 4.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 9 4.2 

 Percent of Learning from Informal Sources (OJT, Self-directed, trial and error, etc.) 

Low 0-39% 0 0.0 0 0.0 90 42.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 91 42.3 

Medium 40-59% 0 0.0 0 0.0 63 29.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 63 29.3 

High 60-100% 0 0.0 0 0.0 53 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 53 24.7 

None or N/R 1 100.0 1 100.0 6 2.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 3.7 

 Percent of Learning from Outside Professional/Job-Related Experiences 

Low 0-39% 1 100.0 0 0.0 128 60.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 130 60.5 

Medium 40-59% 0 0.0 0 0.0 46 21.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 46 21.4 

High 60-100% 0 0.0 1 100.0 18 8.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 19 8.8 

None or N/R 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 9.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 9.3 

 Predominantly Formal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

               

Laws/Legalities 1 100.0 1 100.0 147 69.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 150 69.8 

Contract/Labor 0 0.0 0 0.0 74 34.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 74 34.4 

Const/Comm Svcs 0 0.0 0 0.0 10 4.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 10 4.7 

Parliamentary Proc 0 0.0 0 0.0 59 27.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 59 27.4 

Political Skills 0 0.0 0 0.0 25 11.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 25 11.6 

Role School Bds 1 100.0 1 100.0 142 67.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 145 67.4 
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Race Total 
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n 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Interp Comm Skls 0 0.0 0 0.0 12 5.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 12 5.6 

Conflict Mgmt Skls 0 0.0 0 0.0 23 10.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 23 10.7 

Bd/Comm Ldr Dev 0 0.0 0 0.0 52 24.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 52 24.2 

Supt Select & Eval 0 0.0 1 100.0 78 36.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 80 37.2 

Dist Strategic Plng 0 0.0 1 100.0 45 21.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 46 21.4 

Budget/Finance 0 0.0 1 100.0 55 25.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 56 26.0 

Other Duties/NR 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 1.9 

 Predominantly Informal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

                

Laws/Legalities 0 0.0 0 0.0 41 19.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 41 19.1 

Contract/Labor 1 100.0 0 0.0 93 43.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 95 44.2 

Const/Comm Svcs 0 0.0 0 0.0 128 60.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 128 59.5 

Parliamentary Proc 1 100.0 0 0.0 58 27.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 59 27.4 

Political Skills 0 0.0 0 0.0 98 46.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 99 46.0 

Role School Bds 0 0.0 0 0.0 57 26.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 57 26.5 

Interp Comm Skls 0 0.0 0 0.0 68 32.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 68 31.6 

Conflict Mgmt Skls 0 0.0 0 0.0 55 25.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 55 25.6 
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n 
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n 

Other or 
Bi-Racial 

% 
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n 
Total 

% 

Bd/Comm Ldr Dev 0 0.0 0 0.0 91 42.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 91 42.3 

Supt Select & Eval 1 100.0 0 0.0 90 42.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 91 42.3 

Dist Strategic Plng 1 100.0 0 0.0 120 56.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 122 56.7 

Budget/Finance 1 100.0 0 0.0 108 50.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 110 51.2 

Other Duties/NR 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 1.9 

 Predominantly Professional Experience by Task (n = 215) 

               

Laws/Legalities 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 9.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 9.3 

Contract/Labor 0 0.0 1 100.0 36 17.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 37 17.2 

Const/Comm Svcs 1 100.0 1 100.0 67 31.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 70 32.6 

Parliamentary Proc 0 0.0 1 100.0 6 2.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 91 42.3 

Political Skills 1 100.0 1 100.0 80 37.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 82 38.1 

Role School Bds 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 3.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 3.3 

Interp Comm Skls 1 100.0 1 100.0 127 59.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 130 60.5 

Conflict Mgmt Skls 1 100.0 1 100.0 126 59.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 129 60.0 

Bd/Comm Ldr Dev 1 100.0 1 100.0 63 29.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 66 30.7 

Supt Select & Eval 0 0.0 0 0.0 34 16.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 34 15.8 
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% 
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n 
Total 

% 

Dist Strategic Plng 0 0.0 0 0.0 39 18.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 39 18.1 

Budget/Finance 0 0.0 0 0.0 42 19.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 42 19.5 

Other Duties/NR 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9 
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Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Age (n = 215) 

Table 12: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Age (n = 215) 

  

Age Total 

Survey response 
Unspecified 

n 
Unspecified

% 
18 – 39 

n 
18 – 39 

% 
40 – 49 

n 
40 – 49 

% 
50 – 59 

n 
50 – 59 

% 
60 or more 

n 
60 or more 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

 Opportunity to Participate in Formal Training When Joining Board (n = 215) 

Yes 1 100.0 17 100.0 94 98.9 77 97.5 21 91.3 210 97.6

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.1 2 2.5 2 8.7 5 2.4

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (n = 215) 

  

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (Any Source) When Joining Board 

Yes 1 100.0 15 88.2 87 91.6 70 88.6 20 87.0 193 89.8

No 0 0.0 2 11.8 7 7.4 6 7.6 0 0.0 15 7.0

No Resp 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 3 3.8 3 13.0 7 3.2

 MN Schools Boards Assn. (MSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 1 100.0 15 88.2 86 90.5 70 88.6 19 82.6 191 88.8

No 0 0.0 2 11.8 9 9.5 9 11.4 4 17.4 24 11.2

 National Schools Boards Assn. (NSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 0 0.0 2 11.8 9 9.5 7 8.9 0 0.0 18 8.4

No 1 100.0 15 88.2 86 90.5 72 91.1 23 100.0 197 91.6

 Local School District Training Actual Participation 

Yes 0 0.0 3 17.6 39 41.1 34 43.0 12 52.2 88 40.9

No 1 100.0 14 82.4 56 58.9 45 57.0 11 47.8 127 59.1
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Table 12: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Age (n = 215) 

  

Age Total 

Survey response 
Unspecified 

n 
Unspecified

% 
18 – 39 

n 
18 – 39 

% 
40 – 49 

n 
40 – 49 

% 
50 – 59 

n 
50 – 59 

% 
60 or more 

n 
60 or more 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

 Contracted Training (Private) Actual Participation 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 6.3 10 12.7 1 4.3 17 7.9

No 1 100.0 17 100.0 89 93.7 69 87.3 22 95.7 198 92.1

 Reasons for Non-Participation in Formal Training if Offered (n = 215) 

  

  Budget Constraints of School District 

Yes 0 0.0 1 5.9 2 2.2 2 2.5 0 0.0 5 2.4

N/A 1 100.0 16 94.1 93 97.8 77 97.5 23 100.0 210 97.6

 Scheduling Conflicts on Dates Offered 

Yes 0 0.0 2 11.8 4 4.2 4 5.1 0 0.0 10 4.8

N/A 1 100.0 15 88.2 91 95.8 75 94.9 23 100.0 205 95.2

 General Personal or Professional Time Constraints 

Yes 0 0.0 1 5.9 3 3.2 4 5.1 0 0.0 8 3.7

N/A 1 100.0 16 94.1 92 96.8 75 94.9 23 100.0 207 96.3

 Felt Sufficiently Prepared Without Training 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.2 3 3.8 0 0.0 5 2.4

N/A 1 100.0 17 100.0 93 97.8 76 96.2 23 100.0 210 97.6

 Learned What I Needed From Other Sources 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.2 3 3.8 0 0.0 5 2.4

N/A 1 100.0 17 100.0 93 97.8 76 96.2 23 100.0 210 97.6

  Non-Formal Learning Sources (n = 215) 

  

 Current Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 1 100.0 16 94.1 83 87.4 67 84.8 17 73.9 184 85.6
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Table 12: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Age (n = 215) 

  

Age Total 

Survey response 
Unspecified 

n 
Unspecified

% 
18 – 39 

n 
18 – 39 

% 
40 – 49 

n 
40 – 49 

% 
50 – 59 

n 
50 – 59 

% 
60 or more 

n 
60 or more 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

N/A 0 0.0 1 5.9 12 12.6 12 15.2 6 26.1 31 14.4

 Current Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 1 100.0 6 35.3 24 25.3 30 38.0 6 26.1 67 31.2

N/A 0 0.0 11 64.7 71 74.7 49 62.0 17 73.9 148 68.8

  

 Past Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 1 100.0 8 47.1 37 38.9 37 46.8 10 43.5 93 43.3

N/A 0 0.0 9 52.9 58 61.1 42 53.2 13 56.5 122 56.7

 Past Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 0 0.0 1 5.9 13 13.7 18 22.8 1 4.3 33 15.3

N/A 1 100.0 16 94.1 82 86.3 61 77.2 22 95.7 182 84.7

 Administrators or School District Staff 

Yes 1 100.0 15 88.2 79 83.2 65 82.3 17 73.9 177 82.3

N/A 0 0.0 2 11.8 16 16.8 14 17.7 6 26.1 38 17.7

 Transfer Skills Other Elected Office or Boards 

Yes 1 100.0 4 23.5 39 41.1 40 50.6 10 43.5 94 43.7

N/A 0 0.0 13 76.5 56 58.9 39 49.4 13 56.5 121 56.3

 Transfer Skills from Primary Profession or Work 

Yes 1 100.0 10 58.8 58 61.1 46 58.2 17 73.9 132 61.4

N/A 0 0.0 7 41.2 37 38.9 33 41.8 6 26.1 83 38.6

 Community Mentors or Supporters – Individuals 

Yes 0 0.0 7 41.2 23 24.2 20 25.3 4 17.4 54 25.1

N/A 1 100.0 10 58.8 72 75.8 59 74.7 19 82.6 161 74.9

 Community Interest Groups 
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Table 12: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Age (n = 215) 

  

Age Total 

196 

Survey response 
Unspecified 

n 
Unspecified

% 
18 – 39 

n 
18 – 39 

% 
40 – 49 

n 
40 – 49 

% 
50 – 59 

n 
50 – 59 

% 
60 or more 

n 
60 or more 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Yes 0 0.0 1 5.9 10 10.5 18 22.8 4 17.4 33 15.3

N/A 1 100.0 16 94.1 85 89.5 61 77.2 19 82.6 182 84.7

 Self-Directed Learning  

Yes 0 0.0 8 47.1 45 47.4 37 46.8 10 43.5 100 46.5

N/A 1 100.0 9 52.9 50 52.6 42 53.2 13 56.5 115 53.5

 Learned on Job Over Time 

Yes 0 0.0 9 52.9 60 63.2 50 63.3 10 43.5 129 60.0

N/A 1 100.0 8 47.1 35 36.8 29 36.7 13 56.5 86 40.0

 Formal Training Alone Sufficient 

Yes 0 0.0 2 11.8 9 9.5 13 16.5 2 8.6 26 12.1

N/A 1 100.0 15 88.2 86 90.5 66 83.5 21 91.4 189 87.9

 Other Sources 

Yes 0 0.0 2 11.8 10 10.5 11 13.9 3 13.0 26 12.1

N/A 1 100.0 15 88.2 85 89.5 67 86.1 20 87.0 189 87.9

 Overall Learning Source Percentages (n = 215) 

 Percent of Learning from Formal Sources (MSBA, NSBA, Consultants, etc.) 

  

Low 0-39% 1 100.0 12 70.6 53 55.8 47 59.5 15 65.3 128 59.5

Medium 40-59% 0 0.0 3 17.6 26 27.4 17 21.5 5 21.8 51 23.7

High 60-100% 0 0.0 2 11.8 11 11.6 12 15.2 2 8.6 27 12.6

None or N/R 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 5.2 3 3.8 1 4.3 9 4.2

 Percent of Learning from Informal Sources (OJT, Self-directed, trial and error, etc.) 

Low 0-39% 1 100.0 6 35.3 34 35.8 38 48.1 12 52.2 91 42.3

Medium 40-59% 0 0.0 3 17.6 29 30.5 28 35.4 3 13.0 63 29.3

 



 

Table 12: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Age (n = 215) 

  

Age Total 

Survey response 
Unspecified 

n 
Unspecified

% 
18 – 39 

n 
18 – 39 

% 
40 – 49 

n 
40 – 49 

% 
50 – 59 

n 
50 – 59 

% 
60 or more 

n 
60 or more 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

High 60-100% 0 0.0 8 47.1 27 28.5 10 12.7 8 34.8 53 24.7

None or N/R 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 5.2 3 3.8 0 0.0 8 4.2

 Percent of Learning from Outside Professional/Job-Related Experiences 

Low 0-39% 1 100.0 14 82.3 59 61.1 48 60.7 8 35.0 130 60.5

Medium 40-59% 0 0.0 1 5.9 21 22.1 13 16.5 11 47.8 46 21.4

High 60-100% 0 0.0 2 11.8 7 7.4 6 7.6 4 17.2 19 8.8

None or N/R 0 0.0 0 0.0 9 9.4 12 15.2 0 0.0 20 9.3

 Predominantly Formal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

  

Laws/Legalities 1 100.0 13 76.5 65 68.4 53 67.1 18 78.3 150 69.8

Contract/Labor 0 0.0 5 29.4 35 36.8 27 34.2 7 41.2 74 34.4

Const/Comm Svcs 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.4 3 3.8 3 13.0 10 4.7

Parliamentary Proc 1 100.0 5 29.4 28 29.5 21 26.6 4 17.2 59 27.4

Political Skills 1 100.0 5 29.4 8 8.8 8 10.1 3 13.0 25 11.6

Role School Bds 1 100.0 12 70.6 59 62.1 56 70.9 17 73.9 145 67.4

Interp Comm Skls 0 0.0 1 5.9 5 5.2 6 7.6 0 0.0 12 5.6

Conflict Mgmt Skls 0 0.0 2 11.8 8 8.8 11 13.9 2 8.6 23 10.7

Bd/Comm Ldr Dev 1 100.0 2 11.8 24 25.3 19 24.1 6 26.1 52 24.2

Supt Select & Eval 1 100.0 8 47.1 38 40.0 30 38.0 3 13.0 80 37.2
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Table 12: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Age (n = 215) 

  

Age Total 

Survey response 
Unspecified 

n 
Unspecified

% 
18 – 39 

n 
18 – 39 

% 
40 – 49 

n 
40 – 49 

% 
50 – 59 

n 
50 – 59 

% 
60 or more 

n 
60 or more 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Dist Strategic Plng 0 0.0 3 17.6 15 15.8 17 21.5 11 47.8 46 21.4

Budget/Finance 1 100.0 7 41.2 19   22   7 41.2 56 26.0

Other Duties/NR 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 1.9

 Predominantly Informal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

  

Laws/Legalities 0 0.0 3 17.6 20 21.0 17 21.5 1 4.3 41 19.1

Contract/Labor 1 100.0 9 52.9 38 40.0 36 45.6 11 47.8 95 44.2

Const/Comm Svcs 1 100.0 11 64.7 59 62.1 49 62.0 8 34.8 128 59.5

Parliamentary Proc 0 0.0 4 23.5 33 34.7 18 22.8 4 17.2 59 27.4

Political Skills 0 0.0 7 41.2 51 53.7 31 39.2 10 43.5 99 46.0

Role School Bds 0 0.0 5 30 31.5 17 21.5 5 21.8 57 26.5

Interp Comm Skls 1 100.0 8 47.1 41 43.3 10 12.7 8 34.8 68 31.6

Conflict Mgmt Skls 0 0.0 10 58.8 24 25.3 19 24.1 2 8.6 55 25.6

Bd/Comm Ldr Dev 0 0.0 8 47.1 39 41.1 37 46.8 7 41.2 91 42.3

Supt Select & Eval 0 0.0 7 41.2 41 43.2 27 34.2 16 69.6 91 42.3

Dist Strategic Plng 0 0.0 12 70.6 58 61.1 45 57.0 7 41.2 122 56.7

Budget/Finance 0 0.0 10 58.8 51 53.7 39 49.4 10 43.5 110 51.2

Other Duties/NR 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9

 Predominantly Professional Experience by Task (n = 215) 
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Table 12: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Age (n = 215) 

  

Age Total 

Survey response 
Unspecified 

n 
Unspecified

% 
18 – 39 

n 
18 – 39 

% 
40 – 49 

n 
40 – 49 

% 
50 – 59 

n 
50 – 59 

% 
60 or more 

n 
60 or more 

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

  

Laws/Legalities 0 0.0 1 5.9 8 8.8 7 8.9 4 17.2 20 9.3

Contract/Labor 0 0.0 2 11.8 15 15.8 15 19.0 5 21.8 37 17.2

Const/Comm Svcs 0 0.0 5 29.4 29 30.5 24 30.4 12 52.2 70 32.6

Parliamentary Proc 0 0.0 7 41.2 32 33.7 37 46.8 15 65.2 91 42.3

Political Skills 0 0.0 4 23.5 33 34.7 37 46.8 8 34.8 82 38.1

Role School Bds 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.4 2 2.5 1 4.3 7 3.3

Interp Comm Skls 0 0.0 8 47.1 49 51.6 63 79.7 15 65.3 130 60.5

Conflict Mgmt Skls 1 100.0 5 29.4 63 66.3 49 62.0 11 47.8 129 60.0

Bd/Comm Ldr Dev 0 0.0 7 41.2 28 29.5 21 26.6 10 43.5 66 30.7

Supt Select & Eval 0 0.0 2 11.8 11 11.6 17 21.5 4 17.2 34 15.8

Dist Strategic Plng 1 100.0 2 11.8 18 19.0 13 16.5 5 21.8 39 18.1

Budget/Finance 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 21.0 17 21.5 5 21.8 42 19.5

Other Duties/NR 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.5 0 0.0 2 0.9
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Table 13 

Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Highest Education Level Attained (n = 215) 

Table 13: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Highest Education Level Attained (n = 215) 

    

Highest Educational Level Attained Total 

Survey 
Response 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

n 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

% 

Some 
College

n 

Some 
College

% 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

n 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

% 

Bachelors
Degree 

n 

Bachelors
Degree 

% 

Some 
Grad 

School 
n 

Some 
Grad 

School 
% 

Master's 
Degree

n 

Master's 
Degree

% 

Doctoral 
Degree

n 

Doctoral 
Degree

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

 Opportunity to Participate in Formal Training When Joining Board (n = 215) 

Yes 18 85.7 21 95.5 57 100.0 56 100.0 12 92.3 29 100.0 17 100 210 97.6

No 3 14.3 1 4.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 0 0.0 0 0 5 2.4

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (n = 215) 

     

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (Any Source) When Joining Board 

Yes 17 81.0 20 91.0 52 91.2 50 89.3 12 92.3 27 93.1 15 88.2 193 89.8

No 1 4.7 1 4.5 5 8.8 5 8.9 0 0.0 2 6.9 1 5.9 15 7.0

No Resp 3 14.3 1 4.5 0 0.0 1 1.8 1 7.7 0 0.0 1 5.9 7 3.2

 MN Schools Boards Assn. (MSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 17 81.0 20 91.0 52 91.2 49 87.5 12 92.3 26 89.7 15 88.2 191 88.8

No 4 19.0 2 9.0 5 8.8 7 12.5 1 7.7 3 10.3 2 11.8 24 11.2

 National Schools Boards Assn. (NSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 3 14.3 0 0.0 5 8.8 5 8.9 0 0.0 4 13.8 1 5.9 18 8.4

No 18 85.7 22 100.0 52 91.2 51 91.1 13 100.0 25 86.2 16 94.1 197 91.6

 Local School District Training Actual Participation 
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Table 13: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Highest Education Level Attained (n = 215) 

    

Highest Educational Level Attained Total 

Survey 
Response 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

n 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

% 

Some 
College

n 

Some 
College

% 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

n 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

% 

Bachelors
Degree 

n 

Bachelors
Degree 

% 

Some 
Grad 

School 
n 

Some 
Grad 

School 
% 

Master's 
Degree

n 

Master's 
Degree

% 

Doctoral 
Degree

n 

Doctoral 
Degree

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Yes 6 28.6 8 36.4 20 35.1 22 39.3 9 69.2 12 41.4 11 64.7 88 40.9

No 15 71.4 14 63.6 37 64.9 34 60.7 4 30.8 17 58.6 6 35.3 127 59.1

 Contracted Training (Private) Actual Participation 

Yes 0 0.0 2 9.0 5 8.8 4 7.1 1 7.7 3 10.3 1 5.9 16 7.4

No 21 100.0 20 91.0 52 91.2 52 92.9 12 92.3 26 89.7 16 94.1 199 92.6

 Reasons for Non-Participation in Formal Training if Offered (n = 215) 

     

  Budget Constraints of School District 

Yes 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 5.4 0 0.0 1 3.4 0 0 5 2.4

N/A 20 95.2 22 100.0 57 100.0 53 94.6 13 100.0 28 96.6 17 100 210 97.6

 Scheduling Conflicts on Dates Offered 

Yes 1 4.8 0 0.0 4 7.0 4 7.1 0 0.0 1 3.4 0 0 5 2.4

N/A 20 95.2 22 100.0 53 93.0 52 92.9 13 100.0 28 96.6 17 100 210 97.6

 General Personal or Professional Time Constraints 

Yes 2 9.6 0 0.0 1 1.8 2 3.6 0 0.0 2 6.8 1 5.9 8 3.7

N/A 19 90.4 22 100.0 56 98.2 54 96.4 13 100.0 27 93.2 16 94.1 207 96.3

 Felt Sufficiently Prepared Without Training 

Yes 1 4.8 1 4.5 1 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.4 1 5.9 5 2.4

N/A 20 95.2 21 95.5 56 98.2 56 100.0 13 100.0 28 96.6 16 94.1 210 97.6

 Learned What I Needed From Other Sources 

Yes 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.6 0 0.0 2 6.8 0 0 5 2.4

N/A 20 95.2 22 100.0 57 100.0 54 96.4 13 100.0 27 93.2 17 100 210 97.6
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Table 13: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Highest Education Level Attained (n = 215) 

    

Highest Educational Level Attained Total 

Survey 
Response 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

n 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

% 

Some 
College

n 

Some 
College

% 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

n 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

% 

Bachelors
Degree 

n 

Bachelors
Degree 

% 

Some 
Grad 

School 
n 

Some 
Grad 

School 
% 

Master's 
Degree

n 

Master's 
Degree

% 

Doctoral 
Degree

n 

Doctoral 
Degree

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

  Non-Formal Learning Sources (n = 215) 

    

 Current Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 17 81.0 17 77.3 48 84.2 50 89.3 12 92.3 25 86.2 15 88.2 184 85.6

N/A 4 19.0 5 22.7 9 15.8 6 10.7 1 7.7 4 13.8 2 11.8 31 14.4

 Current Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 4 19.0 6 27.3 21 36.8 16 28.6 3 23.1 11 37.9 6 35.3 67 31.2

N/A 17 81.0 16 72.7 36 63.2 40 71.4 10 76.9 18 62.1 11 64.7 148 68.8

    

 Past Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 7 33.3 11 50.0 30 52.6 22 39.3 5 38.5 12 41.4 6 35.3 93 43.3

N/A 14 66.7 11 50.0 27 47.4 34 60.7 8 61.5 17 58.6 11 64.7 122 56.7

 Past Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 2 9.6 4 18.0 13 22.8 7 12.5 0 0.0 5 17.2 2 11.8 33 15.3

N/A 19 90.4 18 82.0 44 77.2 49 87.5 13 100.0 24 82.8 15 88.2 182 84.7

 Administrators or School District Staff 

Yes 16 76.2 17 77.3 51 89.5 48 85.7 11 84.6 20 69.0 14 82.4 177 82.3

N/A 5 23.8 5 22.7 6 10.5 8 14.3 2 15.4 9 31.0 3 17.6 38 17.7

 Transfer Skills Other Elected Office or Boards 

Yes 5 23.8 7 31.8 31 54.4 24 42.9 5 38.5 12 41.4 10 58.8 94 43.7

N/A 16 76.2 15 68.2 26 45.6 32 57.1 8 61.5 17 58.6 7 41.2 121 56.3

 Transfer Skills from Primary Profession or Work 
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Table 13: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Highest Education Level Attained (n = 215) 

    

Highest Educational Level Attained Total 

Survey 
Response 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

n 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

% 

Some 
College

n 

Some 
College

% 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

n 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

% 

Bachelors
Degree 

n 

Bachelors
Degree 

% 

Some 
Grad 

School 
n 

Some 
Grad 

School 
% 

Master's 
Degree

n 

Master's 
Degree

% 

Doctoral 
Degree

n 

Doctoral 
Degree

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Yes 14 66.7 12 57.1 29 50.9 37 66.1 10 76.9 18 62.1 12 70.6 132 61.4

N/A 7 33.3 9 42.9 28 49.1 19 33.9 3 23.1 11 37.9 5 29.4 83 38.6

 Community Mentors or Supporters - Individuals 

Yes 5 23.8 5 22.7 19 33.3 15 26.8 2 15.4 7 24.1 1 5.9 54 25.1

N/A 16 76.2 17 77.3 38 66.7 41 73.2 11 84.6 22 75.9 16 94.1 161 74.9

 Community Interest Groups 

Yes 3 14.3 1 4.5 13 22.8 7 12.5 1 7.7 7 24.1 1 5.9 33 15.3

N/A 18 85.7 21 95.5 44 77.2 49 87.5 12 92.3 22 75.9 16 94.1 182 84.7

 Self-Directed Learning  

Yes 5 23.8 7 31.8 27 47.4 29 51.8 5 38.5 19 65.5 8 47.1 100 46.5

N/A 16 76.2 15 68.2 30 52.6 27 48.2 8 61.5 10 34.5 9 52.9 115 53.5

 Learned on Job Over Time 

Yes 16 76.2 11 50.0 28 49.1 37 66.1 9 69.2 18 62.1 11 64.7 129 60.0

N/A 5 23.8 11 50.0 29 50.9 19 33.9 4 30.8 11 37.9 6 35.3 86 40.0

 Formal Training Alone Sufficient 

Yes 2 9.6 2 9.0 4 7.0 7 12.5 2 15.4 7 24.1 2 11.8 26 12.1

N/A 19 90.4 19 91.0 53 93.0 49 87.5 11 84.6 22 75.9 15 88.2 189 87.9

 Other Sources 

Yes 2 9.6 2 9.0 4 7.0 7 12.5 2 15.4 7 24.1 2 11.8 26 12.1

N/A 19 90.4 19 91.0 53 93.0 49 87.5 11 84.6 22 75.9 15 88.2 189 87.9

 Overall Learning Source Percentages (n = 215) 

 Percent of Learning from Formal Sources (MSBA, NSBA, Consultants, etc.) 

203 

 



 

Table 13: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Highest Education Level Attained (n = 215) 

    

Highest Educational Level Attained Total 

Survey 
Response 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

n 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

% 

Some 
College

n 

Some 
College

% 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

n 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

% 

Bachelors
Degree 

n 

Bachelors
Degree 

% 

Some 
Grad 

School 
n 

Some 
Grad 

School 
% 

Master's 
Degree

n 

Master's 
Degree

% 

Doctoral 
Degree

n 

Doctoral 
Degree

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

    

Low 0-39% 16 76.2 10 46.0 31 54.4 32 57.1 9 69.2 19 65.5 11 64.7 128 59.5

Medium 40-
59% 3 14.2 4 18.0 17 29.8 14 25.1 3 23.1 5 17.2 5 29.4 51 23.7

High 60-100% 1 4.8 6 27.0 8 14.0 6 10.7 1 7.7 4 13.8 1 5.9 27 12.6

None or N/R 1 4.8 2 9.0 1 1.8 4 7.1 0 0.0 1 3.5 0 0 9 4.2

 Percent of Learning from Informal Sources (OJT, Self-directed, trial and error, etc.) 

Low 0-39% 7 33.3 11 50.0 25 43.9 24 42.7 6 46.1 11 37.9 7 41.1 91 42.3204 Medium 40-
59% 7 33.3 4 18.0 13 22.8 17 30.4 4 30.8 10 34.5 8 47.1 63 29.3

High 60-100% 6 28.6 7 32.0 19 33.3 14 25.1 2 15.4 5 17.2 0 0 53 24.7

None or N/R 1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.8 1 7.7 3 10.4 2 11.8 9 4.2

 Percent of Learning from Outside Professional/Job-Related Experiences 

Low 0-39% 8 38.2 18 81.8 38 66.7 35 62.6 8 61.5 13 44.9 10 58.8 130 60.5

Medium 40-
59% 5 23.8 2 9.2 12 21.0 11 19.6 3 23.1 10 34.5 3 17.6 46 21.4

High 60-100% 3 14.2 1 4.5 0 0.0 5 8.9 2 15.4 4 13.8 4 23.6 19 8.8

None or N/R 5 23.8 1 4.5 7 12.3 5 8.9 0 0.0 2 6.8 0 0 20 9.3

 Predominantly Formal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

     

Laws/Legalities 10 47.6 14 63.6 40 70.0 40 71.4 11 84.6 21 72.4 14 82.4 150 69.8

Contract/Labor 8 38.2 3 13.5 16 28.0 22 39.2 7 53.8 10 34.5 8 47.1 74 34.4

 



 

Table 13: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Highest Education Level Attained (n = 215) 

    

Highest Educational Level Attained Total 

Survey 
Response 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

n 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

% 

Some 
College

n 

Some 
College

% 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

n 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

% 

Bachelors
Degree 

n 

Bachelors
Degree 

% 

Some 
Grad 

School 
n 

Some 
Grad 

School 
% 

Master's 
Degree

n 

Master's 
Degree

% 

Doctoral 
Degree

n 

Doctoral 
Degree

% 
Total 

n 
Total 

% 

Const/Comm 
Svcs 2 9.6 0 0.0 1 1.8 4 7.1 0 0.0 3 10.4 0 0 10 4.7

Parliamentary 
Proc 8 38.2 11 50.0 18 31.6 11 19.6 3 23.1 5 17.2 3 17.6 59 27.4

Political Skills 6 28.6 4 18.0 4 7.0 5 8.9 3 23.1 3 10.4 0 0 25 11.6

Role School 
Bds 12  17 77.3 39 68.2 42 74.8 8 61.5 17 58.6 10 58.8 145 67.4

Interp Comm 
Skls 1 4.8 3 13.5 5 8.8 1 1.8 0 0.0 2 6.8 0 0 12 5.6

Conflict Mgmt 
Skls 2 9.6 
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5 22.7 6 10.5 5 8.9 0 0.0 4 13.8 1 5.9 23 10.7

Bd/Comm Ldr 
Dev 1 4.8 4 18.0 23 40.6 14 25.1 1 7.7 5 17.2 4 23.6 52 24.2

Supt Select & 
Eval 8 38.2 9 42.9 16 28.0 21 37.4 6 46.1 11 37.9 9 52.9 80 37.2

Dist Strategic 
Plng 3 14.2 8 36.0 11 19.4 8 14.3 4 30.8 7 24.1 5 29.4 46 21.4

Budget/Finance 7 33.3 8 36.0 16 28.0 13 5 38.5 3 10.4 4 23.6 56 26.0

Other 
Duties/NR 1 4.8 0 0.0 1 1.8 1 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.9 4 1.9

 Predominantly Informal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

     

Laws/Legalities 47.6 6 27.0 11 19.4 11 19.6 0 0.0 3 10.4 0 0 4110 19.1

Contract/Labor 12 57.2 11 50.0 26 45.6 22 39.2 3 23.1 15 51.7 6 35.3 95 44.2

 



 

Table 13: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Highest Education Level Attained (n = 215) 

    

Highest Educational Level Attained Total 

Survey 
Response 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

n 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

% 

Some 
College

n 

Some 
College

% 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

n 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

% 

Bachelors
Degree 

n 

Bachelors
Degree 

% 

Some 
Grad 

School 
n 

Some 
Grad 

School 
% 

Master's 
Degree

n 

Master's 
Degree

% 

Doctoral 
Degree

n 

Doctoral 
Degree Total 

n 
Total 

% % 

Const/Comm 
Svcs 15 71.4 17 77.3 32 56.0 34 60.7 7 53.8 12 41.4 11 64.7 128 59.5

Parliamentary 
Proc 8 38.2 4 18.0 13 22.8 17 30.4 3 23.1 8 27.6 6 35.3 59 27.4

Political Skills 9  9 42.9 27 31 4 30.8 14 48.3 5 29.4 99 46.0

Role School 
Bds 8 38.2 5 22.7 15 26.3 12 21.4 2 15.4 10 34.5 5 29.4 57 26.5

Interp Comm 
Skls 10 47.6 6 27.0 26 45.6 17 30.4 2 15.4 4 13.8 3 17.6 68 31.6

Conflict Mgmt 
Skls 8 38.2 9 42.9 17 29.8 10 17.8 3 23.1 4 13.8 4 23.6 55 25.6

Bd/Comm Ldr 
Dev 11 52.4 12 54.0 21 37.0 23 40.9 5 38.5 12 41.4 7 41.1 91 42.3

Supt Select & 
Eval 8 38.2 12 54.0 29 50.9 24 42.7 4 30.8 8 27.6 6 35.3 91 42.3

Dist Strategic 
Plng 15 71.4 10 45.4 34 59.6 36 64.3 6 46.1 13 44.9 8 47.1 122 56.7

Budget/Finance 10 47.6 12 54.0 28 49.1 30 53.4 6 46.1 15 51.7 9 52.9 110 51.2

Other 
Duties/NR 1 4.8 0 0.0 2 3.5 1 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 2 0.9

 Predominantly Professional Experience by Task (n = 215) 

     

Laws/Legalities 1 4.8 1 4.5 4 7.0 5 8.9 2 15.4 4 13.8 3 17.6 20 9.3

Contract/Labor 1 4.8 4 18.0 11 19.4 11 19.6 3 23.1 4 13.8 3 17.6 37 17.2
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Table 13: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Highest Education Level Attained (n = 215) 

    

Highest Educational Level Attained Total 

Survey 
Response 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

n 

HS Dipl 
or Less 

% 

Some 
College

n 

Some 
College

% 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

n 

Assoc. 
or 

Career 
Degree

% 

Bachelors
Degree 

n 

Bachelors
Degree 

% 

Some 
Grad 

School 
n 

Some 
Grad 

School 
% 

Master's 
Degree

n 

Master's 
Degree

% 

Doctoral 
Degree

n 

Doctoral 
Degree Total 

n 
Total 

% % 

Const/Comm 
Svcs 4 19.0 5 22.7 21 37.0 16 28.6 5 38.5 13 44.9 6 35.3 70 32.6

Parliamentary 
Proc 5 23.8 7 32.0 23 40.6 26 46.4 7 53.8 15 51.7 8 47.1 91 42.3

Political Skills 6 28.6 8 36.0 22 38.8 19 33.9 6 46.1 10 34.5 11 64.7 82 38.1

Role School 
Bds 1 4.8 0 0.0 1 1.8 0 0.0 2 15.4 1 3.4 2 11.8 7 3.3

Interp Comm 
Skls 9 42.9 12 54.0 25 43.9 37 66.1 11 84.6 22 75.9 14 82.4 130 60.5

Conflict Mgmt 
Skls 9 42.9 7 32.0 32 56.0 39 69.7 10 77.0 20 69.0 12 70.6 129 60.0

Bd/Comm Ldr 
Dev 9 42.9 6 27.0 11 19.4 17 30.4 7 53.8 10 34.5 6 35.3 66 30.7

Supt Select & 
Eval 5 23.8 1 4.5 6 10.5 10 17.8 3 23.1 8 27.6 1 5.9 34 15.8

Dist Strategic 
Plng 3 14.3 4 18.0 8 14.0 10 17.8 2 15.4 8 27.6 4 23.6 39 18.1

Budget/Finance 4 19.0 2 9.2 10 17.6 12 21.4 2 15.4 9 31.0 3 17.6 42 19.5

Other 
Duties/NR 0 0.0 1 4.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.4 0 0 2 0.9
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Table 14 

Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

Table 14: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

               

School District K-12 Population Total 

Survey 
Response 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
n 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
% 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
n 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
% 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students 

n 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students

% 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

n 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

% 

10,000 
or more 
students 

n 

10,000 
or more 
students 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

 Opportunity to Participate in Formal Training When Joining Board (n = 215) 

Yes 50 100.0 102 98.0 32 100.0 13 92.9 11 100.0 2 50.0 210 97.6 

No 0 0.0 2 2.0 0 0.0 1 7.1 0 0.0 2 50.0 5 2.4 

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (n = 215) 

                

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (Any Source) When Joining Board 

Yes 41 82.0 97 93.3 32 100.0 13 92.9 9 81.8 1 25.0 193 89.8 

No 8 16.0 4 3.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 18.2 1 25.0 15 7.0 

No Resp 1 2.0 3 2.9 0 0.0 1 7.1 0 0.0 2 50.0 7 3.2 

 MN Schools Boards Assn. (MSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 47 94.0 90 86.5 28 87.5 13 92.9 11 100.0 2 50.0 191 88.8 

No 3 6.0 14 13.5 4 12.5 1 7.1 0 0.0 2 50.0 24 11.2 

 National Schools Boards Assn. (NSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 0 0.0 11 10.6 3 9.4 3 21.4 1 9.1 0 0.0 18 8.4 

No 50 100.0 93 89.4 29 90.6 11 78.6 10 90.9 4 100.0 197 91.6 

 Local School District Training Actual Participation 
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Table 14: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

               

School District K-12 Population Total 

Survey 
Response 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
n 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
% 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
n 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
% 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students 

n 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students

% 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

n 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

% 

10,000 
or more 
students 

n 

10,000 
or more 
students 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Yes 22 44.0 39 37.5 14 43.8 6 42.8 4 36.4 3 75.0 88 40.9 

No 28 56.0 65 62.5 18 56.2 8 57.2 7 63.6 1 25.0 127 59.1 

 Contracted Training (Private) Actual Participation 

Yes 0 0.0 10 9.6 3 9.4 3 21.4 1 9.1 0 0.0 16 7.4 

No 50 100.0 94 90.4 29 90.6 11 78.6 10 90.9 4 100.0 199 92.6 

 Reasons for Non-Participation in Formal Training if Offered (n = 215) 

                

  Budget Constraints of School District 

Yes 3 6.0 2 2.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 47 94.0 102 98.0 32 100.0 14 100.0 11 100.0 4 100.0 210 97.6 

 Scheduling Conflicts on Dates Offered 

Yes 6 12.0 3 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 5 2.4 

N/A 44 88.0 101 97.1 32 100.0 14 100.0 11 100.0 3 75.0 210 97.6 

 General Personal or Professional Time Constraints 

Yes 3 6.0 2 2.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 18.2 1 25.0 8 3.7 

N/A 47 94.0 102 98.0 32 100.0 14 100.0 9 81.8 3 75.0 207 96.3 

 Felt Sufficiently Prepared Without Training 

Yes 2 4.0 1 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 9.1 1 25.0 5 2.4 

N/A 48 96.0 103 99.1 32 100.0 14 100.0 10 90.9 3 75.0 210 97.6 

 Learned What I Needed From Other Sources 

Yes 3 6.0 1 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 9.1 0 0.0 5 2.4 
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Table 14: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

               

School District K-12 Population Total 

Survey 
Response 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
n 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
% 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
n 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
% 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students 

n 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students

% 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

n 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

% 

10,000 
or more 
students 

n 

10,000 
or more 
students 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

N/A 47 94.0 103 99.1 32 100.0 14 100.0 10 90.9 4 100.0 210 97.6 

  Non-Formal Learning Sources (n = 215) 

                

 Current Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 43 86.0 88 84.6 26 81.2 13 92.9 10 90.9 4 100.0 184 85.6 

N/A 7 14.0 16 15.4 6 18.8 1 7.1 1 9.1 0 0.0 31 14.4 

 Current Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 18 36.0 32 30.8 4 12.5 7 50.0 5 45.5 1 25.0 67 31.2 

N/A 32 64.0 72 69.2 28 87.5 7 50.0 6 54.5 3 75.0 148 68.8 

 Past Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 19 38.0 42 40.4 15 46.2 9 64.5 5 45.5 3 75.0 93 43.3 

N/A 31 62.0 62 59.6 17 53.8 5 35.5 6 54.5 1 25.0 122 56.7 

 Past Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 8 16.0 16 15.4 3 9.4 4 28.7 2 18.2 0 0.0 33 15.3 

N/A 42 84.0 88 84.6 29 90.6 10 71.3 9 81.8 4 100.0 182 84.7 

 Administrators or School District Staff 

Yes 42 84.0 85 81.7 25 78.5 13 92.9 9 81.8 3 75.0 177 82.3 

N/A 8 16.0 19 18.3 7 21.5 1 7.1 2 18.2 1 25.0 38 17.7 

 Transfer Skills Other Elected Office or Boards 

Yes 20 40.0 47 45.2 12 37.6 6 42.8 6 54.5 3 75.0 94 43.7 

N/A 30 60.0 57 54.8 20 62.4 8 57.2 5 45.5 1 25.0 121 56.3 
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Table 14: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

               

School District K-12 Population Total 

Survey 
Response 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
n 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
% 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
n 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
% 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students 

n 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students

% 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

n 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

% 

10,000 
or more 
students 

n 

10,000 
or more 
students 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

 Transfer Skills from Primary Profession or Work 

Yes 27 54.0 65 62.5 21 65.8 9 64.5 8 72.7 2 50.0 132 61.4 

N/A 23 46.0 39 37.5 11 34.2 5 35.5 3 27.3 2 50.0 83 38.6 

 Community Mentors or Supporters - Individuals 

Yes 9 18.0 30 28.9 5 15.4 6 42.8 2 18.2 2 50.0 54 25.1 

N/A 41 82.0 74 71.1 27 84.6 8 57.2 9 81.8 2 50.0 161 74.9 

 Community Interest Groups 

Yes 4 8.0 17 16.3 2 6.1 6 42.8 3 27.3 1 25.0 33 15.3 

N/A 46 92.0 87 83.7 30 93.9 8 57.2 8 72.7 3 75.0 182 84.7 

 Self-Directed Learning  

Yes 20 40.0 44 42.3 17 53.8 9 64.5 8 72.7 2 50.0 100 46.5 

N/A 30 60.0 60 57.7 15 46.2 5 35.5 3 27.3 2 50.0 115 53.5 

 Learned on Job Over Time 

Yes 33 66.0 61 58.7 17 53.8 9 64.5 7 63.6 2 50.0 129 60.0 

N/A 17 34.0 43 41.3 15 46.2 5 35.5 4 36.4 2 50.0 86 40.0 

 Formal Training Alone Sufficient 

Yes 6 12.0 16 15.4 3 9.3 0 0.0 1 9.1 0 0.0 26 12.1 

N/A 44 88.0 88 84.6 29 90.7 14 100.0 10 91.9 4 100.0 189 87.9 

 Other Sources 

Yes 3 6.0 14 13.5 5 15.4 2 14.2 2 18.2 0 0.0 26 12.1 

N/A 47 94.0 90 86.5 27 84.6 12 85.8 9 81.8 4 100.0 189 87.9 
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Table 14: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

               

School District K-12 Population Total 

Survey 
Response 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
n 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
% 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
n 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
% 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students 

n 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students

% 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

n 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

% 

10,000 
or more 
students 

n 

10,000 
or more 
students 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

 Overall Learning Source Percentages (n = 215) 

 Percent of Learning from Formal Sources (MSBA, NSBA, Consultants, etc.) 

                

Low 0-39% 32 64.0 59 56.7 18 56.4 7 50.0 9 81.8 3 75.0 128 59.5 

Medium 40-
59% 7 14.0 30 28.9 9 28.2 4 28.7 1 9.1 0 0.0 51 23.7 

High 60-100% 8 16.0 11 10.6 5 15.4 2 14.2 1 9.1 0 0.0 27 12.6 

None or N/R 3 6.0 4 3.8 0 0.0 1 7.1 0 0.0 1 25.0 9 4.2 

 Percent of Learning from Informal Sources (OJT, Self-directed, trial and error, etc.) 

Low 0-39% 28 56.0 38 36.5 12 37.6 8 57.2 4 36.4 1 25.0 91 42.3 

Medium 40-
59% 9 18.0 38 36.5 8 25.0 4 28.6 3 27.2 0 0.0 63 29.3 

High 60-100% 11 22.0 23 22.2 11 34.3 1 7.1 4 36.4 3 75.0 53 24.7 

None or N/R 2 4.0 5 4.8 1 3.1 1 7.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 9 4.2 

 Percent of Learning from Outside Professional/Job-Related Experiences 

Low 0-39% 34 68.0 62 59.6 21 65.8 9 64.5 3 27.3 1 25.0 130 60.5 

Medium 40-
59% 10 20.0 21 20.2 6 18.8 2 14.2 6 54.5 1 25.0 46 21.4 

High 60-100% 3 6.0 9 8.7 3 9.3 1 7.1 2 18.2 1 25.0 19 8.8 

None or N/R 3 6.0 12 11.5 2 6.1 2 14.2 0 0.0 1 25.0 20 9.3 

 Predominantly Formal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

                

Laws/Legalitie 32 64.0 72 69.2 25 78.5 11 78.6 8 72.7 2 50.0 150 69.8 
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Table 14: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

               

School District K-12 Population Total 

Survey 
Response 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
n 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
% 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
n 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
% 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students 

n 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students

% 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

n 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

% 

10,000 
or more 
students 

n 

10,000 
or more 
students 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

s 

Contract/Labo
r 17 34.0 32 30.8 13 40.6 6 42.8 4 36.4 2 50.0 74 34.4 

Const/Comm 
Svcs 0 0.0 6 5.7 3 9.3 1 7.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 10 4.7 

Parliamentary 
Proc 16 32.0 28 27.0 9 28.2 5 35.5 0 0.0 1 25.0 59 27.4 

Political Skills 7 14.0 16 15.4 1 3.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 25 11.6 

Role School 
Bds 36 72.0 68 65.4 26 81.2 7 50.0 6 54.5 2 50.0 145 67.4 

213 

Interp Comm 
Skls 4 8.0 6 5.7 1 3.1 1 7.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 12 5.6 

Conflict Mgmt 
Skls 6 12.0 12 11.5 3 9.3 2 14.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 23 10.7 

Bd/Comm Ldr 
Dev 13 26.0 22 21.3 11 34.3 4 28.6 1 9.1 1 25.0 52 24.2 

Supt Select & 
Eval 16 32.0 35 33.7 15 46.2 6 42.8 6 54.5 2 50.0 80 37.2 

Dist Strategic 
Plng 11 22.0 24 23.1 7 21.5 2 14.2 2 18.2 0 0.0 46 21.4 

Budget/Financ
e 15 30.0 32 30.8 5 15.4 1 7.1 2 18.2 1 25.0 56 26.0 

Other 
Duties/NR 0 0.0 2 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 9.1 1 25.0 4 1.9 

 Predominantly Informal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

 



 

Table 14: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

               

School District K-12 Population Total 

Survey 
Response 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
n 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
% 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
n 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
% 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students 

n 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students

% 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

n 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

% 

10,000 
or more 
students 

n 

10,000 
or more 
students 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

                

Laws/Legalitie
s 13 26.0 22 21.3 4 12.5 1 7.1 0 0.0 1 25.0 41 19.1 

Contract/Labo
r 20 40.0 47 45.2 13 40.6 8 57.2 5 45.5 2 50.0 95 44.2 

Const/Comm 
Svcs 28 56.0 59 56.7 23 71.9 12 85.8 4 36.4 2 50.0 128 59.5 

Parliamentary 
Proc 12 24.0 32 30.8 9 28.2 3 21.4 2 18.2 1 25.0 59 27.4 214 Political Skills 30 60.0 46 44.2 13 40.6 4 28.6 5 45.5 1 25.0 99 46.0 

Role School 
Bds 11 22.0 31 29.8 4 12.5 5 35.5 4 36.4 2 50.0 57 26.5 

Interp Comm 
Skls 16 32.0 36 34.6 7 21.5 6 42.8 1 9.1 2 50.0 68 31.6 

Conflict Mgmt 
Skls 14 28.0 31 29.8 6 18.8 3 21.4 0 0.0 1 25.0 55 25.6 

Bd/Comm Ldr 
Dev 19 38.0 46 44.1 15 46.2 4 28.6 5 45.5 2 50.0 91 42.3 

Supt Select & 
Eval 27 54.0 43 41.3 13 40.6 4 28.6 3 27.3 1 25.0 91 42.3 

Dist Strategic 
Plng 31 62.0 55 52.9 19 59.4 8 57.2 6 54.5 3 75.0 122 56.7 

Budget/Financ
e 26 52.0 45 43.2 20 62.4 11 78.6 7 63.6 1 25.0 110 51.2 

Other 
Duties/NR 0 0.0 3 2.9 1 3.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9 

 



 

Table 14: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

               

School District K-12 Population Total 

Survey 
Response 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
n 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
% 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
n 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
% 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students 

n 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students

% 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

n 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

% 

10,000 
or more 
students 

n 

10,000 
or more 
students 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

 Predominantly Professional Experience by Task (n = 215) 

                

Laws/Legalitie
s 4 8.0 8 7.6 3 9.3 1 7.1 3 27.3 1 25.0 20 9.3 

Contract/Labo
r 10 20.0 20 19.4 5 15.4 0 0.0 2 18.2 0 0.0 37 17.2 

Const/Comm 
Svcs 22 44.0 39 38.5 6 18.8 1 7.1 0 0.0 2 50.0 70 32.6 

Parliamentary 
Proc 22 44.0 40 38.7 14 43.8 4 28.6 9 81.8 2 50.0 91 42.3 

Political Skills 

215 

12 24.0 37 35.6 18 56.4 8 57.2 5 45.5 2 50.0 82 38.1 

Role School 
Bds 2 4.0 3 2.9 1 3.1 0 0.0 1 9.1 0 0.0 7 3.3 

Interp Comm 
Skls 28 56.0 62 60.6 23 71.9 6 42.8 10 91.9 1 25.0 130 60.5 

Conflict Mgmt 
Skls 28 56.0 57 55.8 23 71.9 8 57.2 11 100.0 2 50.0 129 60.0 

Bd/Comm Ldr 
Dev 17 34.0 33 31.7 6 18.8 4 28.6 5 45.5 1 25.0 66 30.7 

Supt Select & 
Eval 6 12.0 18 17.5 4 12.5 3 21.4 2 18.2 1 25.0 34 15.8 

Dist Strategic 
Plng 7 14.0 20 19.4 5 15.4 3 21.4 3 27.3 1 25.0 39 18.1 

Budget/Financ
e 7 14.0 23 22.2 7 21.5 1 7.1 2 18.2 2 50.0 42 19.5 

 



 

Table 14: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By K-12 School District Population (n = 215) 

               

School District K-12 Population Total 

Survey 
Response 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
n 

Less 
than 
500 

students 
% 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
n 

500 to 
1,999 

students 
% 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students 

n 

2,000 
to 

4,999 
students

% 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

n 

5,000 
to 

9,999 
students 

% 

10,000 
or more 
students 

n 

10,000 
or more 
students 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Other 
Duties/NR 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 3.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9 
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Table 15 

Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

Table 15: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

             

Employment Status Total 

Survey 
Response 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
n 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
% 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

n 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

% 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

n 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

% 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

n 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

 Opportunity to Participate in Formal Training When Joining Board (n = 215) 

Yes 25 96.2 68 97.1 93 100.0 21 100.0 3 60.0 210 97.6 

No 1 3.8 2 2.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 40.0 5 2.4 

 Actual Participation in Formal Training (n = 215) 
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 Actual Participation in Formal Training (Any Source) When Joining Board 

Yes 24 92.3 62 88.6 86 92.5 19 90.5 2 40.0 193 89.7 

No 0 0.0 5 7.1 7 7.5 2 9.5 1 20.0 15 7.0 

No Resp 2 7.7 3 4.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 40.0 7 3.3 

 MN Schools Boards Assn. (MSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 24 92.3 60 85.7 86 92.5 19 90.5 2 40.0 191 88.8 

No 2 7.7 10 14.3 7 7.5 2 9.5 3 60.0 24 11.2 

 National Schools Boards Assn. (NSBA) Training Actual Participation 

Yes 3 11.5 6 8.6 8 8.6 1 4.8 0 0.0 18 8.4 

No 23 88.5 64 91.4 85 91.4 20 95.2 5 100.0 197 91.6 

 Local School District Training Actual Participation 

 



 

Table 15: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

             

Employment Status Total 

Survey 
Response 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
n 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
% 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

n 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

% 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

n 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

% 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

n 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Yes 11 42.3 25 35.7 43 46.2 8 38.1 1 20.0 88 40.9 

No 15 57.7 45 64.3 50 53.8 13 61.9 4 80.0 127 59.1 

 Contracted Training (Private) Actual Participation 

Yes 3 11.5 5 7.1 6 6.5 3 14.3 0 0.0 16 7.4 

No 23 88.5 65 92.9 87 93.5 18 85.7 5 100.0 199 92.6 

 Reasons for Non-Participation in Formal Training if Offered (n = 215) 

              

  Budget Constraints of School District 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.3 1 4.8 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 26 100.0 70 100.0 89 95.7 20 95.2 5 100.0 210 97.6 

 Scheduling Conflicts on Dates Offered 

Yes 0 0.0 3 4.3 4 4.3 2 9.5 1 20.0 5 2.4 

N/A 26 100.0 67 95.7 89 95.7 19 90.5 4 80.0 210 97.6 

 General Personal or Professional Time Constraints 

Yes 0 0.0 1 1.4 6 6.5 1 4.8 0 0.0 8 3.7 

N/A 26 100.0 69 98.6 87 93.5 20 95.2 5 100.0 207 96.3 

 Felt Sufficiently Prepared Without Training 

Yes 0 0.0 2 2.9 3 3.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 2.4 

N/A 26 100.0 68 97.1 90 96.8 21 100.0 5 100.0 210 97.6 

 Learned What I Needed From Other Sources 

Yes 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.3 1 4.8 0 0.0 5 2.4 
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Table 15: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

             

Employment Status Total 

Survey 
Response 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
n 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
% 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

n 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

% 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

n 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

% 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

n 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

N/A 26 100.0 70 100.0 89 95.7 20 95.2 5 100.0 210 97.6 

  Non-Formal Learning Sources (n = 215) 

              

 Current Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 21 80.8 59 84.3 80 86.0 19 90.5 5 100.0 184 85.6 

N/A 5 21.2 11 15.7 13 14.0 2 9.5 0 0.0 31 14.4 

 Current Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 11 42.3 17 24.3 30 32.3 8 38.1 1 20.0 67 31.2 

N/A 15 57.7 53 75.7 63 67.7 13 61.9 4 80.0 148 68.8 

             

 Past Board Colleagues - Own Board 

Yes 13 50.0 26 37.1 43 46.2 8 38.1 3 60.0 93 43.3 

N/A 13 50.0 44 62.9 50 53.8 13 61.9 2 40.0 122 56.7 

 Past Board Colleagues - Other School Boards 

Yes 8 30.8 10 14.3 12 12.9 3 14.3 0 0.0 33 15.3 

N/A 18 69.2 60 85.7 81 87.1 18 85.7 5 100.0 182 84.7 

 Administrators or School District Staff 

Yes 21 80.8 56 80.0 76 81.7 20 95.2 4 80.0 177 82.3 

N/A 5 21.2 14 20.0 17 18.3 1 4.8 1 20.0 38 17.7 

 Transfer Skills Other Elected Office or Boards 

Yes 16 61.5 28 40.0 42 45.2 6 28.6 2 40.0 94 43.7 
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Table 15: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

             

Employment Status Total 

Survey 
Response 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
n 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
% 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

n 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

% 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

n 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

% 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

n 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

N/A 10 38.5 42 60.0 51 54.8 15 71.4 3 60.0 121 56.3 

 Transfer Skills from Primary Profession or Work 

Yes 15 57.7 47 67.1 54 58.1 13 61.9 3 60.0 132 61.4 

N/A 11 42.3 23 32.9 39 41.9 8 38.1 2 40.0 83 38.6 

 Community Mentors or Supporters - Individuals 

Yes 10 38.5 14 20.0 22 23.7 5 23.8 3 60.0 54 25.1 

N/A 16 61.5 56 80.0 71 76.3 16 76.2 2 40.0 161 74.9 

 Community Interest Groups 

Yes 8 30.8 9 12.9 14 15.1 1 4.8 1 20.0 33 15.3 

N/A 18 69.2 61 87.1 79 84.9 20 95.2 4 80.0 182 84.7 

 Self-Directed Learning  

Yes 11 42.3 31 44.3 48 51.6 8 38.1 2 40.0 100 46.5 

N/A 15 57.7 39 55.7 45 48.4 13 61.9 3 60.0 115 53.5 

 Learned on Job Over Time 

Yes 17 65.4 47 67.1 50 53.8 13 61.9 2 40.0 129 60.0 

N/A 9 34.5 23 32.9 43 46.2 8 38.1 3 60.0 86 40.0 

 Formal Training Alone Sufficient 

Yes 6 23.1 9 12.9 6 6.5 5 23.8 0 0.0 26 12.1 

N/A 20 76.9 61 87.1 87 93.5 16 76.2 5 100.0 189 87.9 

 Other Sources 

Yes 5 19.2 5 7.2 15 16.1 1 4.8 0 0.0 26 12.1 
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Table 15: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

             

Employment Status Total 

Survey 
Response 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
n 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
% 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

n 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

% 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

n 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

% 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

n 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

N/A 21 80.8 64 92.8 78 83.9 20 95.2 5 100.0 189 87.9 

 Overall Learning Source Percentages (n = 215) 

 Percent of Learning from Formal Sources (MSBA, NSBA, Consultants, etc.) 

              

Low 0-39% 16 61.5 42 60.0 60 64.5 10 47.6 0 0.0 128 59.5 

Medium 40-
59% 6 23.1 15 21.4 26 28.0 4 19.0 0 0.0 51 23.7 

High 60-
100% 3 11.5 10 14.3 6 6.5 6 28.6 2 40.0 27 12.6 

None or 
N/R 1 3.8 3 4.3 4 4.3 1 4.8 0 0.0 9 4.2 

 Percent of Learning from Informal Sources (OJT, Self-directed, trial and error, etc.) 

Low 0-39% 12 46.3 33 47.1 38 40.9 9 42.9 1 20.0 90 41.8 

Medium 40-
59% 9 34.5 14 20.0 28 30.1 6 28.6 0 0.0 63 29.3 

High 60-
100% 4 15.4 20 28.6 23 24.7 5 23.8 1 20.0 53 24.7 

None or 
N/R 1 3.8 3 4.3 4 4.3 1 4.8 0 0.0 9 4.2 

 Percent of Learning from Outside Professional/Job-Related Experiences 

Low 0-39% 3 11.5 40 57.1 84 90.3 4 19.0 1 20.0 130 60.5 

Medium 40-
59% 15 57.6 15 21.4 7 7.5 9 42.9 0 0.0 46 21.4 

High 60-
100% 8 30.8 8 11.4 0 0.0 3 14.3 0 0.0 19 8.8 
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Table 15: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

             

Employment Status Total 

Survey 
Response 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
n 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
% 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

n 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

% 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

n 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

% 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

n 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

None or 
N/R 6 23.0 7 10.0 2 2.2 5 23.8 0 0.0 20 9.3 

 Predominantly Formal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

              

Laws/Legali
ties 18 69.2 47 67.1 69 74.2 12 57.1 4 80.0 150 69.8 

Contract/La
bor 12 46.3 28 40.0 27 29.0 5 23.8 2 40.0 74 34.4 

Const/Com
m Svcs 3 11.5 1 1.4 4 4.3 1 4.8 1 20.0 10 4.7 

Parliamenta
ry Proc 8 30.8 20 28.6 24 25.8 5 23.8 2 40.0 59 27.4 

Political 
Skills 3 11.5 4 5.7 13 14.0 4 19.0 1 20.0 25 11.6 

Role 
School Bds 16 61.5 46 65.7 64 68.8 16 76.2 3 60.0 145 67.4 

Interp 
Comm Skls 2 7.7 4 5.7 5 5.4 1 4.8 0 0.0 12 5.6 

Conflict 
Mgmt Skls 2 7.7 8 11.4 11 11.8 2 9.5 0 0.0 23 10.7 

Bd/Comm 
Ldr Dev 5 21.2 14 20.0 26 28.0 6 28.6 1 20.0 52 24.2 

Supt Select 
& Eval 10 38.5 21 30.0 38 40.9 9 42.9 2 40.0 80 37.2 

Dist 
Strategic 10 38.5 20 28.6 14 15.1 2 9.5 0 0.0 46 21.4 
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Table 15: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

             

Employment Status Total 

Survey 
Response 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
n 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
% 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

n 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

% 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

n 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

% 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

n 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Plng 

Budget/Fin
ance 5 19.2 26 37.1 17 18.3 7 33.3 1 20.0 56 26.0 

Other 
Duties/NR 1 3.8 2 2.8 1 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 1.9 

 Predominantly Informal Learning Method By Task (n = 215) 

              

Laws/Legali
ties 3 11.5 17 24.3 12 12.9 8 38.1 1 20.0 41 19.1 

Contract/La
bor 11 42.3 28 40.0 45 48.4 9 42.9 2 40.0 95 44.2 

Const/Com
m Svcs 12 46.3 48 68.6 51 54.8 13 61.9 4 80.0 128 59.5 

Parliamenta
ry Proc 7 26.9 21 30.0 25 26.9 5 23.8 1 20.0 59 27.4 

Political 
Skills 10 38.5 37 52.9 37 39.8 12 57.1 3 60.0 99 46.0 

Role 
School Bds 7 26.9 19 27.1 24 25.8 5 23.8 2 40.0 57 26.5 

Interp 
Comm Skls 8 30.8 22 31.4 29 31.2 6 28.6 3 60.0 68 31.6 

Conflict 
Mgmt Skls 6 23.0 16 7.4 26 28.0 5 23.8 2 40.0 55 25.6 

Bd/Comm 
Ldr Dev 12 46.3 32 45.7 34 36.6 10 47.6 3 60.0 91 42.3 
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Table 15: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

             

Employment Status Total 

Survey 
Response 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
n 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
% 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

n 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

% 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

n 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

% 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

n 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Supt Select 
& Eval 8 30.8 38 54.3 36 38.7 8 38.1 1 20.0 91 42.3 

Dist 
Strategic 
Plng 12 46.3 39 55.7 52 55.9 16 76.2 3 60.0 122 56.7 

Budget/Fin
ance 15 57.7 33 47.1 48 51.6 12 57.1 2 40.0 110 51.2 

Other 
Duties/NR 0 0.0 1 1.4 1 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9 

 Predominantly Professional Experience by Task (n = 215) 

              

Laws/Legali
ties 4 15.4 5 7.2 10 10.8 1 4.8 0 0.0 20 9.3 

Contract/La
bor 2 7.7 12 17.1 19 20.4 3 14.3 1 20.0 37 17.2 

Const/Com
m Svcs 9 34.5 20 28.6 35 37.6 6 28.6 0 0.0 70 32.6 

Parliamenta
ry Proc 11 42.3 33 47.1 34 36.6 11 52.4 2 40.0 91 42.3 

Political 
Skills 9 34.5 29 41.4 39 41.9 4 19.0 1 20.0 82 38.1 

Role 
School Bds 0 0.0 4 5.7 3 3.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 3.3 

Interp 
Comm Skls 15 57.7 41 58.6 59 63.4 13 61.9 2 40.0 130 60.5 

Conflict 
Mgmt Skls 15 57.7 42 60.0 55 59.1 14 66.6 3 60.0 129 60.0 
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Table 15: Frequencies of School Board Member Learning Variables By Current and Primary Professional Employment (n = 215) 

             

Employment Status Total 

Survey 
Response 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
n 

No Other 
Employ-

ment 
% 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

n 

Self-
Employed 
(Any Field) 

% 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

n 

Profes-
sional or 
Technical 
Employee 

% 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

n 

Non-
Profes-
sional/ 

Technical 
Employee 

% 
N/A 

n 
N/A 
% 

Total 
n 

Total 
% 

Bd/Comm 
Ldr Dev 7 26.9 23 32.9 30 32.4 5 23.8 1 20.0 66 30.7 

Supt Select 
& Eval 6 23.0 8 11.4 14 15.1 4 19.0 2 40.0 34 15.8 

Dist 
Strategic 
Plng 3 11.5 11 15.7 21 22.6 2 9.5 2 40.0 39 18.1 

Budget/Fin
ance 5 19.2 10 14.3 23 24.7 2 9.5 2 40.0 42 19.5 

Other 
Duties/NR 2 7.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.9 
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APPENDIX I 

TABLES OF CHI SQUARE ANALYSES BY DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORY 

 

 



 

Table 16 

Chi Square Analysis on Cumulative Length of Service on Current School Board Based on Early and Later Responders (n = 

215) 

Years of Service 
Original 
n = 146 

Original 
% 

Reminder 
n = 69 Reminder % 

Total 
n = 215 

Total 
% 

1-4 years 46 65.7 24 34.3 70 32.6 

Over 4 years up to 8 years 54 68.4 25 31.6 79 36.7 

Over 8 years up to 12 years 24 75.0 8 25.0 32 14.9 

More than 12 years  21 63.6 12 36.4 33 15.3 

Unspecified, but > 1 yr. 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 0.5 
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Chi Square value (collapsed table): 1.65 
Significance p value: .80 
Result: Accept null hypothesis between early and late respondents 

 



 

 
Table 17 

Chi Square Analysis on Age of Board Member Respondents Based on Early and Later Responders (n = 215) 

Age 
Original 
n = 146 

Original 
% 

Reminder n = 
69 Reminder % 

Total 
n = 215 

Total 
% 

Unspecified 1 100.0 0 34.3 1 0.5 

18-39 10 58.8 7 41.2 17 7.9 

40-49 65 68.4 30 31.6 95 44.2 

50-59  53 67.1 26 32.9 79 36.7 

60 or older 17 73.9 6 26.1 23 10.7 228 Chi Square value (collapsed table): 1.53 
Significance p value: .82 
Result: Accept null hypothesis between first and second responders. 

 



 

Table 18 

Chi Square Analysis on Gender of Board Member Respondents Based on Early and Later Responders (n = 215) 

Gender 
Original 
n = 146 

Original 
 % 

Reminder n = 
69 Reminder % 

Total 
n = 215 

Total 
% 

Male 99 67.8 47 32.2 146 67.9 

Female 47 68.1 22 31.9 69 32.1 
Chi Square value: .002 
Significance p value: .96 
Result: Accept mull hypothesis between first and second responders. 
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Table 19 

Chi Square Analysis on Highest Educational Level Attained by Respondents Based on Early and Later Responders (n = 215) 

Educational Level 
Original 
n = 146 

Original 
% 

Reminder 
n = 69 Reminder % 

Total 
n = 215 

Total 
% 

H.S. Diploma or less 15 71.4 6 28.5 21 9.8 

Some college (no degree) 14 63.6 8 36.4 22 10.2 

Associate’s or Career 
Degree 38 66.7 19 33.3 57 26.5 

Bachelor’s Level Degree 36 64.3 20 35.7 56 26.0 

Some Graduate Work 11 84.6 2 15.4 13 6.0 

Master’s Level Degree 17 58.6 12 41.4 29 13.5 

Doctoral Level Degree 15 88.2 2 11.8 17 7.9 
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Chi Square value (collapsed table): 6.75 
Significance p value: .46 
Result: Accept null hypothesis between first and second responders. 

 



 

 
Table 20 

Chi Square Analysis on K-12 School District Student Population of Respondents Based on Early and Later Responders (n = 

215) 

Population 
Original 
n = 146 

Original 
% 

Reminder 
n = 69 Reminder % 

Total 
n = 215 

Total 
% 

Less than 500 34 68.0 16 32.0 50 23.3 

500 – 1,999 74 71.2 30 28.8 104 48.4 

2,000 – 4,999 21 65.6 11 34.4 32 14.9 

5,000 – 9,999 7 50.0 7 50.0 14 6.5 

10,000 or more 7 63.6 4 36.4 11 5.1 

Unspecified 3 75.0 1 25.0 4 1.9 
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Chi Square value (collapsed table): 2.80 
Significance p value: .73 
Result: Accept null hypothesis between first and second responders. 

 



 

 

Table 21 

Chi Square Analysis on Current and Primary Professional Employment of Respondents, Outside of School Board Service 

Based on Early and Later Responders (n = 215) 

Employment 
Original 
n = 146 

Original 
% 

Reminder 
n = 69 Reminder % 

Total 
n = 215 

Total 
% 

No outside employment 
(incl. homemaker, retired, 
unemployed) 17 65.4 9 34.6 26 12.1 

Self-employed (any 
profession) 47 67.1 23 32.9 70 32.6 

Work for employer 
(professional/technical) 65 69.9 28 30.1 93 43.3 

Work for employer (non-
professional, 
vocational/unskilled) 14 66.7 7 33.3 21 9.8 

Unspecified 3 60.0 2 40.0 5 2.3 
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Chi Square value (collapsed table): .42 
Significance p value: .98 
Result: Accept null hypothesis between first and second responders 

 



 

Table 22 

Chi Square Analysis on Race of Board Member Respondents Based on Early and Later Responders (n = 215) 

Race 
Original 
n = 146 

Original 
 % 

Reminder n = 
69 Reminder % 

Total 
n = 215 

Total 
% 

African-American 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 0.5 

Asian American/ Pacific 
Islander 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 0.5 

Caucasian 144 67.9 68 32.1 212 98.5 

Hispanic/Latino 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

American Indian/Alaska 
Native 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other or Bi-racial 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 0.5 
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Chi Square value: Not tested due to only one category with significant cell count. 
Significance p value: .38 
Result: Accept null hypothesis between first and second responders. 
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