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ABSTRACT 

The thesis aimed to determine the following: 
(i) How boards of trustees and principals in state secondary schools determine their respective 

roles and responsibilities of governance and management. 
(ii) Can the principal be seen as standing apart from the board of trustees of which they are a 

member? 
(iii) If conflicts between governance and management arise, how are these solved? 

The researcher was concerned to learn in educational readings that governance and management 
and the governance-management interface is a sorely neglected area of research, and that since the 
inception of Tomorrow 's Schools there had been an exponential growth in the number of court 
proceedings involving conflicts of governance and management between principals and boards of 
trustees. The researcher wanted to determine the views of principals and board chairpersons on 
governance and management and undertake an in-depth study of a sample of secondary schools ' 
governance-management interface. 

A considerable body of quantitative and qualitative research literature has examined the background 
to the educational reforms and the delivery and implementation of the 'self-management ' model. 
Of particular relevance to this study is the fact that New Zealand followed the 'New-Right · 
philosophy that was sweeping other westernised countries and devolved the responsibility and 
accountability for the provision of education to local communities. Empowerment of local 
communities was seen to be an essential ingredient in ensuring that the 'self-management· model 
succeeded. 

Evidence in this study suggests that the roles of governance and management are not truly spl it as 
was envisaged by the initiators of the educational reforms. There appears to be a merging of the 
two roles and negotiation of the two roles is needed between the principal and the board of trustees. 
The governance-management interface that has been developed over the last decade has done so 
owing to each school 's interpretation of Tomorrow 's Schools guidelines and the relevant sections of 
the Education Act 1989. While the participants in this study indicate a satisfaction with their 
governance-management interface, there are dissatisfactions with the current model and these have 
been recorded. The majority of the participants in this study see the principal as an integral part of 
the board, despite the fact that he/she is both an employee of the board and an employer of staff. 
Conflict between the two roles had occurred and the schools were able to deal with these in-house 
or by providing professional development in the areas of concern. 

In the researcher' s opinion, if schools wish to ensure that the governance and management of their 
school is run in such a way that the board governs and the principal manages, then aspects of John 
Carver's (1997) Policy Governance model provides them with a vehicle to do so. This model 
sharpens the board ' s focus on governance and the ends they wish to achieve, and provides the 
principal with empowerment to develop and implement the means needed to achieve the prescribed 
ends. 

The current model of governance and management is working for the majority of schools. 
However, the "one glove fits all approach" is not appropriate for all schools. Evidence in this 
study shows that there does need to be a reappraisal of some issues that surround the 'self­
management' model. Because schools exist to promote teaching and learning and the board of 
trustees and principals are charged with the responsibility for showing gains in student learning, 
ways must be found to further enhance the governance and management functions. 
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GLOSSARY 

BOT 

Board of Trustees 

A group legally constituted as a corporate body under the Education Act 1989. They have 

the responsibility of governing the school. 

Charter 

Each school in New Zealand has a charter that is a signed contract between the school 

(BOT) and the Minister of Education (MOE). It outlines the school ' s mission statement, 

includes how the school will incorporate the NEG 's and the school's goals for the education 

of its students. 

Decile 

All state schools in New Zealand are ranked into deciles (10% groupings) , ranging from 1 

(the lowest) to 10 (the highest). This is calculated by assessing the socio-economic status 

of a sample of students in the school. The lower the decile rating, the more targeted 

funding for educational achievement a school receives. 

ERO 

Education Review Office 

This is an independent body which reports directly to the Minister of Education. Education 

Review Officers review the performance of educational institutions on a three yearly cycle 

and their written reports are available for public scrutiny. 

Governance/Management 

In the discourse of Tomorrow's Schools, these two terms differentiate between the 

respective roles and responsibilities of the BOT (governance) and the Principal and 

teaching professionals (management). The Education Act 1989 states that the BOT will 

govern (section 75) and the Principal will manage (section 76). However, there is often a 

lack of understanding of the boundaries between these two roles and often conflict arises. 
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LEA's 

Local Education Authorities 

Corporate bodies in England and Wales who are responsible for the funding and resourcing 

of schools within their geographical boundaries. 

LMS 

Local Management of Schools 

In England and Wales, funding and resource management is devolved to governing bodies 

and school staff. In schools becoming locally managed, they limit the powers of the 

LEA's. 

MOE 

Ministry of Education 

This is the statutory body who controls education in New Zealand. 

NAG's 

National Administration Guidelines 

These were gazetted in April 1993. They provide the statutory basis for boards of trustees 

to deliver on their governance and management functions. Central government through the 

Ministry of Education, determines the NAG's and it is a mandatory requirement for all 

schools to implement these guidelines in their policies and practices. 

NEG's 

National Education Goals 

These were gazetted in April 1993. They are deemed to be part of every school ' s charter. 

Central government through the Ministry of Education, determines the NEG's and it is a 

mandatory requirement for all schools to be achieving these goals through the delivery of 

their academic, pastoral care, and sporting and cultural programmes. 
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NZCER 

New Zealand Council of Education Research 

NZCER is a not-for-profit organisation with a bicultural focus whose mission is to support 

educators through quality research, resources and information. 

NZEI 

New Zealand Educational Institute 

Union for Early Childhood, Primary and Intermediate Teachers'. 

NZPPTA 

New Zealand Post Primary Teachers' Association 

Union for Secondary Teachers'. 

NZQA 

New Zealand Qualifications Authority 

A specialised agency of the Ministry of Education, responsible for the assessment of 

curriculum and qualifications. 

NZSTA 

New Zealand Schools Trustees' Association 

This is the national body that represents boards of trustees of all state and integrated 

schools who pay a membership fee to belong. Often referred to as ST A (Star). 

OECD 

Organisation for Economic and Co-Operative Development 

A group of countries that are grouped together for international statistical comparison. 

OFSTED 

Office for Standards in Education 

The English and Welsh equivalent of ERO. 
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Tomorrow's Schools 

The umbrella term used to characterize the changes that occurred to educational 

administration in New Zealand in the late 1980's. Namely, the decentralization of 

management from central government to local communities. 

Trustees 

In a New Zealand Secondary School, the board of trustees comprises of the following 

people-

The Principal 

An elected Staff representative. 

An elected Student representative (optional- Mandatory since September 2000). 

Between three and seven elected trustees. 

Between two and six co-opted trustees (optional). 

A board would have a minimum of five trustees and a maximum of sixteen. Each of the 

individuals is a trustee and has equal voting votes. However, the chairperson does have the 

casting vote. 




