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A theory of School Governance
and the NMeed for a NZ mmmuniiy zngagzmzm“ govzrnanoe model

New Zealand SO&Mﬂj, as a collective persona, entrvsts ifs futvre genemﬁon 1o edveadtion
SPMWBTS (tfeachers) to ensvre that their dzvzlopmznf and pmnﬁal for achievement is
maximised. It ZXPMTS ftheir children fo grow in the school environment and emerge as
POSWV@ contribvtors fo SOOW’@.

ovr 3001217_/] 'PlMéS A gover m‘n@ mechanism on fhese SPZ&WSTS in the form of pmnf

rzpresenmﬁves Wwho have a VéSPOﬂSibiﬂfg o monifor, observe and assvre that child
devzlopmznf and achievement meets the dzmocmﬁcallg determined ZXPMmﬁOHS and
aspimﬁons of its PVOX]M&U GOMW)l/niflj.

Parent representadives, as trvstees, are legally entrusted to act on benaif of society and as
sveh are tie point of intersection betwaeen the community and the school They aggregate,
define and convey the broad range of the group's (the ‘colective’) expectations. They are to
unife. and provide both tangible and symbolic guidance, oversight and profection to the sciool

misé

The current governance strvefure exists becayse commvnity engagement and family
partnership Was recognised as a means 1o improve standards of child edveation in New
zeadand. Prime Minisfer David Lange expressed infent
for “Tomorrow’s Schools” in the 1480's was o involve
fhe local community in the edveation of tneir children
and his deferminafion led fo fhe creation of governance
roles for parents as majority representafives on school
“Boards of Trvstees.” Whiile the 1984 amendments to
the Edveation Act specifically address ‘governance’ the
vnwriffen mofive Was fo enable community engagement
and parficipation.

unfortunately over the past three decades this has -
Seen ‘governance’ get more ‘air fime' than community engagement. £ach goard

defines their own balance between governance and management roles, with rvsfee
personalifies and lengtn of fenures having a dominant inflvence. “Pavliamentary Practice"
(May, 201), “Robert’s Rles” (Robert, 201) and Members' Meefings” (von Dadelszen, 2012)
provide goaxd inflvencers/leaders ‘in the know” with the fradifionad enforcement tools for
validating avfnority and maintaining control
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S0 where Shovld Trustees be positioned? edveation Specialists, as teachers and
adminisfrafors, are professionally resovreed by society 1o deliver and fUifil ifs expectadions
dvring a. set period of 1ime (5 years, 830am-330pm). TPUSte4s are placed at a bovndary
between school staft and the community; befween those employed and those who empioy,

PUBLIC
SPACE v It follows that inferaction =< befween the staff and the
> A cammuniry creates a bovnday Y VZ@IDH in which goards are

LeARNING | authorised to operate. Trustaes are nat seen in the classioom ot “at
o CPReE T the school gate”. They are the metaphorical bovndary, the surrounding
Rusrpes®  Wall or fence, assigned 1o profect, fitter and define. wien a person,
entity, object, transaction or proposal passes in or vt of the boundary
zone it gets the attenfon of the Trustees. For practical purposes service gates do remain
in place for the Principal fo condvet operafional exchanges with suppliers and service
providers with goard awareness, not involvement.
GOVERNANCE = A=MANAGEMENT
A fension exists at the school gate - the empover 7= emplovjee
locadion of openings for fransfer and OUHCOMeS ENSUREE?“DUTComes ASSURED
exchange. Here s the point where the Dpectafons ~=  capaoiifes
gudekaepers and senfries afe assigned; where — i T e ool
governance and management meet. It is orild for e Ponid for 5 uaars

fhe PlMﬂ of intersection for expzcmﬁons and empowered througn | empowered througn
oapabiliﬁzs. For genemlisfs and SPZ&IZUiSfS. ODEA/\OORAOY P MNERITOCRACY A
For short ferm confriovfion and Iong ferm

commitment. It IS a nexvs of two forms of gover nment; dZMO&VM(f] and mer ITOGVM@.
54(/61”@ balanced tensions shovld exist to maintain strvetvre. If rmg are WZi@hde
UMJ(WUM ﬂ’lélj are Iikﬂlg 10 become destruchive.

he 5/’)/74/2” B3N . P .
.and trt 0(/@"\ it all PﬂSS ovr famariki - @r ()Mng, 0"\&”@’”@

and negotiafing info panake.

Here's how some of the academics see tne strvetvrad sitvadion.. £mbedded info many
non-profit- governance models is a fundamental problem; that the models offen foster
a fendency for Boards fo become So inwardiy-focused that they become isolated
from the communifies that tneir organisation vifimately serves (Freiwirth, 2005)

AS 0bserved by cornfortn (2012), governance stvdies confinve fo focus on boards in
ferms of their effectiveness, composifion, roles and responsivilifies, while. fopics such

as involvement, parficipation and representation of stakenolders within boards are
Somewnat neglected (Rossi et.ad, 2015)
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one of the leading models 1o fest these assumptions g;v;,;,:fmff :
on wovld be John and Miriam carver's = urtl
Policy eovernance ® model. It prescrives a Board
framework that has been widel recognised and
applied fo non-profit boards (Carver, 1997). “Policy
Governance separates issves of organizafional
purpose (ENDS) from all ofner organizational
issves (MEANS), placing primary imporfance on
those ends” (Carver, 2016). Perceived as being
vniversally relevant it assigns two quadrants
1o the Board Chair; “Governance Process” and ="
“Board-Vianagement Delegation”, and two

quadrants to the CE0 (Principa); “Global Ends” and “execviive Limifations”

Sonree: An Qlan ¢ -
: g . ttatio,

Hendrix adaptation of the origingt © John and A "

) "M and Miriam Caryer,

I

) convincingly Jonn carver (2010) has stated that goards shovid have their
‘ et & QS around fne organisadion (schoo) while not poking
o an 0SSty fingers info it. Certainly an appealing proposifion % B4 12 haye

pictVre * yound ka o one ice byt

ot for school principals. Similarly he has expressed that 2yes and mrs,m”g |
Boards sboulq not function at z;Wr extreme of rvober stamping i 10110 o o
or meddiing in management actions. 7en With one ear. |

Butin the PUbﬁO School sgsfzm does this model also vnderstate the reason for its
MOPﬁOﬂ? Does it fall into the fmp described b@ Freinirtn and comfortn of disconnzcﬁng
the Board from fhe MMMUMM it Serves? Savah Swisher (20l), at the lowa Oify

" community School District hinks so and put it piainly
3%2\2?“ O e in & local paper opinion piece that this model nas
et e, drified from i rigins in the for-profi sector info
i &»f:.--j';;;mmd W,U;,,;’;---.._ ‘3’4% the non profit sector becayse So many corporate
§” A Siiror % TYpes now serve on non profit boards. She nofes
3 Q«f’gﬁ‘w\:\“'f“’"w%y % that the carver board governance model
3 . . e = ; « £ i i
Si f g el eMphasises *Sfrong execuive leadership thaf is
R B oretVO <. P minimaldly limifed.”
Th e e
AT N i f § AN alfernafive, the commnity-engagement
A . . ‘\* T, -
N N S5 Governance™ model has been designed by
", N\ o Tl W .
DA A vdy Freiwirth (2005). Her model treats
@ n T Ttessaaaaeentt R .
My i governance 4s a function rather than a
4 P LT L L
engy et = strvetvre. I shares power transparently across



®
hierarchicad levels fostering a broader ‘ovy-in', commitment and contriovfion. It
has been fested over a range of non-profit organisatfions buf not in the primary or
Secondary) School sector. It does point fo the possibility of exploring it as an alfernafive
framework for schools that puts tne desired impacts on community ahead of
venerating the ef fectiveness of an organisation. it sShows potential for honovring the
democradic valves and communal ideals for which Trustees were originally given e
agency 1o act as representafives.

In order 1o be effective representatives each Trvstee nas the responsivilify 1o listen 1o it's
community (tne public ‘onmers' who empower the. Crown) and fo observe the consequences
of operadional actions. 0 function ef fectively a Board then must delioerately maintain
channels of communicadion with, and proximity for ooservadion fo & broad range of
Community members. even whie having frvst they are not o rely on the limited and
inferpreted View of it’s management leadership feam as its primary soree of ifs
informadion. Trustees are not merely dlected then isoiated as a colective sampie who bring
fineir personal perceptions s as 1o flavour the Board's vnified decisions. The Board is 10
Speak. as one \oice bt have many eyes and ears

What shovld the Trvstees be listening fo? Dr. Joyce £pstein’s “SIX Tpes of Involvement”
for family and community engagement have been proven in the field and form fine
basis of the Nationad Network of Partnership Schools work. in tne V.S, o
(20). Her “Types', designed 1o be colechvely acivated, can be vsed - ﬁ:;f‘?ﬁgsmfg:h:;olw_izs ek
10 cateqorise areas of engagement that popiate the. “Board zone” eers 41 1 1
and indicate where responsivilifies lie. 8l crossing the metaphorical and

physical bovndary), ‘Parenting, * Communicating, *volunteering, *Home. Learning, >Decision-
making or “Coliaborating with neighbovrs and stakenolders are

the svbstance of Board attention and involverent.

If's fime. for a community engagement
governance model for New Zealand Schooss.
In & season of significant edvcation review, %?;
when there is vncerfainty as fo the fufure | ;:
governance strvetvre and resovreing of { pwent ) S
§\.

primary and secondary schodls, it is Trustees
appropriade to find a governance model tnat
enaboles community engagement 1o play a T
strong part and to provide fangiole ratner than T
¢spovsed benefits for “Today’s Schools”. # ’



S0 WHERE TO FROM HERE? ?

it the release
following their of the Taskforce’s rec -
1 " omme
g their review of “Tomorrow's Schools” wold yov VC%O: o
v confinve the

conversation and ¢
Xpiore the pracfical
governance model? . relevance of a communi
person or b video c:; gffu are willing fo put in fime and rm: ’:\grgf:?wmm
| If there is more than one or two ’W?@ .y z;] ff”s meet. in
 then a grovp covld

come fogether as “S

. chool Community Builders” i

el s 4 St oo fy Bvilders” in New

4 is a starting point to ongoing inferaction and cfgﬁf,%j Pernaps a. small grovp
n.

emadl or phone me
: - We will be befte "
diFfarence af my schosl ¢ better togetner! As a school frvstee | look fo mak
] Za
Sincerely,

PHILIP BRADLEY

Mt Eden, Avekland.
Mob: 021 474 857

Emailk Ph i/iP@b/l/é" iver.conz
*
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