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The New Zealand education system has undergone substantial administrative 
change following the report of the Taskforce to Review Education 
Administration (1988), known as the 'Picot Report' (Administering for 
Excellence, 1988).  This paper focuses upon school charters, which were 
proposed as a vehicle for each primary and secondary school to bring about 
greater autonomy of decision-making for schools within guidelines 
established by the government.  The taskforce proposed that a board of 
trustees would be established for each school and that a school would draw 
up a charter stating its own objectives to put alongside others prescribed 
nationally.  It would "act as a contract between the community and the 
institution and the institution and the state". (p.44)
The concept of a charter wasˇˇÛ retained in the government's blueprint for 
educational reform, Tomorrow's Schools (Lange, 1988) subsequent to the 
Picot Report.
     In collaboration with the principal, the staff, and the community, the 
board will be responsible for the preparation of the institution's charter 
within the overall national guidelines for education.  The charter will 
define the purposes of the institution and the intended outcomes for 
students. (p.3)
The particular focus of this paper will be on two key aspects of the 
initial preparation of a charter, community consultation by boards of 
trustees and the role of the principal in the process of charter 
development.  The paper draws on the work of Hall and McGee (1991) in their 
study of charter writing which was one of the studies in the Monitoring 
Today's Schools project which collected data in 14 schools (7 primary, 2 
intermediate, and 4 secondary) which reflected a mix of urban-rural and 
socio-economic type.
Governance of schools to 1989
In 1989 a new Ministry of ˇˇˆEducation replaced the central Department of 
Education.  The Department's main functions had been to ensure that schools 
were built, equipped and staffed, and that students were taught under a 
national curriculum.  Regional offices gave a degree of decentralisation 
and linked  particularly with secondary schools which were controlled by 
their own board of governors made up of elected parents of the students, 
and representatives of the teaching staff, education boards, and other 
local groups.  A board enjoyed a large measure of autonomy, but it was 
argued in Tomorrow's Schools that the autonomy would be extended.
Each state primary school had a school committee elected by the parents of 
students and adults resident in the school's catchment.  Having, in recent 
times, limited powers, it was mainly responsible for aspects of property 
management and funds on behalf of education boards.  The education boards 
(there were 10 in New Zealand) were elected by school committees.  Most 
schools also had a volunˇˇètary parent teacher association which was 
involved in educational matters and fund raising (New Zealand Official 
Yearbook, 1987-8).  Thus New Zealand has long reflected a tension between 



central and local decision-making in education, at the same time having a 
tradition of a certain amount of locally-based input.  Along with this has 
been a well-established tradition - in both primary and secondary schools - 
of the 'community school' where most children attended their local school 
and access was guaranteed by a zoning policy.  Involvement of the community 
was indirect.  The policy on charters in Tomorrow's Schools made the 
involvement more direct.ˇˇÎ
Charter development
Boards of trustees were elected in April, 1989, and writing a charter 
became a major activity from June to November; a process the Picot 
taskforce had seen as one that would take a rather longer time.  It was 
intended by the government that the new charters would be operational from 
early 1990.
The main components of a charter framework were formulated by government 
officials during what was called the "implementation phase" throughout 
1989.  They were outlined in a handbook Governing Schools and can be 

summarised as follows:
     The type and description of the school and community;
     Guiding principles (e.g. curriculum; equity);
     A mission statement;
     Specific goals and objectives of the school (e.g. national and 
loˇˇıcal curriculum goals; equity; personnel; finance and property; Treaty 
of Waitangi);
     School procedures (e.g. enrolment; attendance; reporting; meetings; 
review of the charter);
     Codes of conduct (principals; trustees).
A more comprehensive list is in Appendix A.
From November 1989 to April 1990 officials of the new Ministry of Education 
reviewed and commented on charters and formal signing began in May.  In the 
meantime, there were controversial changes to the charter framework; first, 
by the Minister of Education in January and second, by the Ministry in 
April following lobbying by the School Trustees Association.  A time-line 
is shown in Appendix B.
School-community relations and the role of the principal have frequently 
been identified as two of the essential factors in determining the 
effectiveness of a school (Mortimore and Sammons, 1987; Purkey and Smith, 
1983; Ramsay, et al., 1983; Rutter, et al., 1979).  Both were crucial 
during the implementation phase of Tomorrow's Schools.  The governˇˇ*ment 
placed a requirement upon schools' trustees that they engage in community 
consultation before and during the charter-writing phase.  Evidence of the 
consultation was required when a charter was submitted to the new Ministry 
for approval.  Charter writing was a major new task for school trustees and 
principals.  The large body of literature on school leadership reveals a 
common thread across many studies, viz. that principals play the key role 
in major changes to a school (Dow and Oakley, 1992).  In the charter-
writing process, such a key role would be expected.
Community Consultation
In drawing up a charter a board was required to consult with the community 



served by the school, and in particular, the parents of the students.  
(Lange, p.3)  There was, however, uncertainty about who should be 
ˇˇŸregarded as a member of a school's community.  The parents and 
caregivers of the students would seem a core group.  Indeed, the 
legislation governing membership of a board restricted eligibility to 
parents, even though it also allowed for co-option on a wider scale.  There 
was evidence that some schools consulted more widely; in one case the 
school included local clubs and organisations in its seeking of community 
views.  By the 1992 board elections the definition of eligibility had been 
broadened.  The government changed the legislation to allow any resident of 
a school's catchment to stand as a trustee, and the second elections of 
trustees in New Zealand was held in June, 1992.
The ways the sample schools carried out community consultation reflected 
the idiosyncratic nature of the process.  The researchers had speculated 
that these phases of consultation would be evident:
1.   A first consultation stage involving 'brainstorming' or collecting a 
pool of ideas from memberˇˇs of the school's community.
2.   A first draft stage involving work by an individual or a group of 
people on the pooled ideas to produce a draft statement or statements, 
reflecting the views collected at the first stage.
3.   A second consultation stage when the first draft statements would be 
made available to members of the community to comment on and indicate 
approval or suggest improvements if a single statement had been developed, 
or to select the most suitable statement and make comments if alternatives 
had been drafted.
4.   Redrafting, an optional stage, might be required after the second 
consultation, if substantial changes to the first draft were required.
5.   A third consultation stage, also optional, might be necessary 
following substantial re-draftˇˇ±ing.
6.   A final approval stage when the board of trustees was convinced that 
the charter statements reflected what they considered to be their 
community's views.  The sequence that was actually followed is represented 
schematically in Figure 1.  All the boards of trustees followed at least 
steps one to three and the final step.  Others also included steps 4 and 5 

in order to achieve acceptable statements when the first draft required re-
drafting after the second stage of consultation.

     1.   Brainstorm

     2.   First draft

     3.   Second Consultation
     



     4.   Redraft
     5.   Reconsideration
     6.   Final Approval
Figure 1:  Stages of charter development
The ways in which the boˇˇards of trustees of individual schools went about 
the process varied considerably, despite the fact that all followed similar 
steps.  Many of the variations noted appeared to be associated with 
differences in school size and level, which in turn tend to reflect the 
size of a school's catchment area and, frequently, the possibility of there 
being social and cultural variance within it.  In other words, the task of 
developing a school charter in association with the school community 
appeared a less complex undertaking in a smalˇˇl, rural primary school, 
with a relatively clearly-defined, more cohesive and homogeneous community 
than it was in a large urban secondary school with a large, ill-defined, 
fragmented community which was socially and ethnically diverse.
All the boards of trustees began the process with two events:  they made 
decisions about how they would organise the charter-development process in 
order to meet the initial 15 November 1989 target date and they advised the 
school community of the requirements and how it was proposed to fulfil 
them.  For example, a list of jobs to be done in developing the charter was 
agreed upon by the trustees of one urban primary school at its meeting in 
June 1989.  This was followed by a public meeting on the evening of the 
school's mid-yeˇˇar interviews, when the task was outlined and parents were 
asked about how they would like to be consulted.  At that meeting it was 
agreed that a questionnaire should go to all school families so that they 
could indicate how they would prefer to participate.
Decisions about how the process would be organised were made at meetings of 
boards of trustees.  Generally, the boards of smaller schools agreed to 
handle the process as a board, whereas the trustees of larger schools were 
more inclined to establish charter sub-committees to manage the processes 
of consultation and draft a charter to be approved by the board as a whole.  
The establishment of charter sub-committees by some boards permitted the 
involvement of other people in the process.  This had the effect ofˇˇ≈ 
spreading the load at a time when boards of trustees were hard-pressed by 
other business.  Throughout the period of charter development many met 
twice a month and the meetings were often lengthy.  It also enabled them to 
make use of individuals who were not on the board, but who had special 
skills and knowledge.  Frequently these were members the staff of the 
school such as the junior and senior curriculum coordinators coopted by one 
of the large urban secondary schools.  In the four cases where sub-
committees were used, it was usual to appoint to those sub-committees a 
number of trustees.  Frequently, these were members with particular 
interests in the charter and, possibly, special community associations.  In 
all cases, except in one secondary school, the principal was a member of 
the sub-committee.  There was one instance where the drafting of the 
charter was delegated totally to the staff of the school.  At this 
secondary school in a smaller townˇˇ‹, parent trustees attended many of the 
'open' charter-writing meetings but, in the words of the principal, "did 
not put pen to paper because they were not comfortable with the procedure".  
Regardless of the extent to which sub-committees were used and people other 



than trustees were involved in  the process, the final approval of the 
charter was by the board of trustees in all cases.

A notable variation was caused by the level of experience a school had had 
in consulting with its community.  A few schools already had considerable 
experience, particularly two schools (a primary school and an area school) 
that had been part of another research project (the Curriculum Review 
Exploratory Study  :  CRES) and had been supported by a facilitator over a 
one-year period.  Two of the secondary schools had earlier been involved in 
systematic consultation over curriculum.  These schools were, as a 
consequence, able to organise for consultation by drawing upon their 
existing expertise.ˇˇˇ  The other schools were less prepared for systematic 
consultation.  It was found that in these cases the principal became a key 
figure as an initiator, whereas in the above schools the established 
procedures were easier to fall back on.  Usually, boards relied upon the 
principal to interpret the requirements for consultation.  In one case (a 
rural secondary school) the board delegated the entire responsibility to 
the principal.
Consultation steps
Most schools consulted about how to consult, usually at a public meeting 
soon after the trustee elections.  In some cases a questionnaire was sent 
to parents, asking about preferred ways of being consulted.  Once the 
approach had been established, most schools held open meetings, usually 
chaired by the new board chairperson.  Some of the larger schools held 
"special interest group" meetings, notably for Maori parents.  
Questionnaires were used by a majority of schools to seek parent opinions 
as baseline data to be used for establishing directions in charter 
writinˇˇfig.  Typical were question's about parent's perceptions of the 
school's existing strengths, areas in need of improvement or change, and 
preferred ways of being consulted by the school.  There was no common 
pattern in the specifics of questionnaire administration and what was done 
with responses.
Having sought community views about the school, most boards delegated the 
writing of a draft charter to a sub-committee, and a common pattern was to 
further delegate specific sections to particular individuals.  Co-option 
was used frequently as a way of involving people with particular knowledge 
or interest, especially in schools where the board-as-a-whole had decided 
to do the talk itself.  In two small primary schools, the principal 
completed most of the draft, while in three other primary schools the 
principal drafted the mission statement and local curriculum goals, 
trustees the description of the community and the schools staff prepared 
the general description of the school.  In ˇˇˇsecondary schools, the tasks 
were given-over to a wider range of groups.

The first stage of consultation was, as explained above carried out mainly 
through questionnaires and public meetings, supplemented by meetings of 
special interest groups for particular sections of a charter.  Having 



arrived at a charter draft, there was a subsequent reduction in the level 
of school-community contacts.  Project researchers noted a tendency for the 
community to tire of the continual attempts to get them to respond.  The 
comment "this is what you were elected to do, so get on with it" may have 
summed up the feelings of many.
Nevertheless, nearly all sample school boards made the completed draft 
charter open to public scrutiny; some even went as far as displaying the 
charter on public notice boards.  Others invited people to call at the 
school, or call to be sent a copy, but researchers reported that only a 
very small number of people actually did so.  Numbers at public meetings 
called to discuss the draft were generallyˇˇ much smaller than during the 
first phase of consultation.  Boards and principals tended to regard this 
as tacit approval by the community.  By the end of October, all sample 
schools' boards had met to approve a revised and final charter.
Consultation with Maori
The indigenous Maori population comprises 12 percent of New Zealand's total 
population.  The sample schools were located in districts of higher-than-
average Maori population.  Instructions to boards from the government about 
charter development included an imperative to consult local Maori.  
Legislation gave support to the imperative, because clause 62 of the 
Education Amendment Act 1989 stated  :  "The board shall take all 
reasonable steps to discover and consider the views of Maori communities 
liviˇˇng in the geographical area the school serves."  All sample schools 
honoured this obligation and project researchers reported that most schools 
would have consulted Maori without the imperative.
The process was most commonly a call to Maori to attend a meeting to look 
at the same starter questions as the rest of the community; usually at the 
school or in family homes.  From there, various forms of consultation 
emerged.  Some schools approached local already-established groups to 
represent Maori views for example, marae (a Maori meeting place) 
committees.  Others used Maori who had been previously involved in 
consultation between the schools and Maori groups.  In an intermediate 
school with a small proportion of Maori students, efforts to consult Maori 
parents were unsˇˇˇuccessful, in spite of considerable efforts to do so.
Once the draft charters had been written and publicised, most schools 
seemed to assume that Maori interests had been represented and there was no 
longer any need to single-out Maori for their views.
Other groups
Several schools with small groups of minority students such as those of 
Polynesian and South East Asian origin attempted to consult their parents 
by arranging meetings, but reported little success.  For some parents, 
language was a barrier.
Levels of participation
Two trends were apparent in the level of participation in the consultation 
process by community members.  First, there was a higher proportion of 
participation reported in primary schools than in secondary schools.  The 
reasons probably lie in the smaller, more clearly defined communities of 
both smaller rural and suburban schools in the sample, and the 
'neighbourhood' nature of these schools.  Urban secondary schools, by 
comparison, have more widespread and diverse catchments.  Inˇˇo the sample 



were secondary schools with catchments that included suburban primary 
schools in one part of a large regional city, a number of rural primary 
schools of varying size, and other students attended from other parts of 
the city and outlying rural districts.  Communicating effectively with such 
a "community" is clearly a daunting task.
Second, the level of participation appeared to be enhanced when schools and 
their boards 'reached out' to their communities.  Some schools carried 
consultation to the community through the use of intermediaries, such as 
curriculum consultants in one rural primary school, or thˇˇe intermediaries 
used previously in consultations with Maori and minority groups.  Some 
schools held meetings in homes and on marae, and arranged special-interest 
group meetings, thus drawing-in a wider range of people.

The above approach contrasts with other schools which gave the message, 
through their actions, that everyone was welcome to take part, but on the 
institution's terms.
Linking consultation to charter writing
In the process of charter writing, what was the community to be consulted 
about?  Whenˇˇˇ the handbook Governing Schools  :  a Handbook for School 
Trustees was published in May, 1989, it was soon clear to boards that any 
initial enthusiasm that a board would have extensive powers to re-draft a 
schools directions and curriculum was dashed.  Indeed, most of the section 
of the charter framework described in the handbook had already been written 
by government officials.  What remained for boards were the following:
     A mission statement and any associated general school goals;
     A general description of the school;
     A description of the school's community; and 
     Local curriculum goals and objectives
A mission statement that was meant to be a short one-sentence statement of 
the schools "mission" and associated goals would necessarily be broad and 
vague.  A description of a school and its community was hardly likely to 
open the doors to major change by boards; nor was the right to add local 
curriculum goals.  It was clear from the handbook that boards had no power 
to change the national curriculum.
Onˇˇ the positive side, boards had some opportunity to point to aspects of 
the schools facilities that were in need of improvement and some schools 
took advantage of this.  For example, two primary schools included details 
of poor-standard buildings and grounds.  Also, the process of having to 
write definitive statements no doubt helped a school board clarify its 
broader objectives through the mission statement, and to fine-tune its 
awareness of the catchment and whether all groups were receiving due 
recognition by the school.
Boards found the description of the school and catchment the easiest to 
write.  At the same time, not all parts were easy to express, for example, 
to describe a large proportion of a schools community as socially 
disadvantaged without attachingˇˇ˛ unfortunate labels.  The mission 
statement proved difficult for most schools, mainly because there were no 
precedents in education (the concept having come from the business world).
In submitting their charter to the Ministry, boards were required to 



include a statement about what community consultation occurred.  One board 
failed to do so and the Ministry insisted that one be forthcoming, and made 
threats about withholding funding.  However, there was no evidence that the 
Ministry officials checked the veracity of the statements.  Because each 
school's charter will eventually come under the scrutiny of the Education 
Review Office during school visitations, the matter of the methods 
community consultation may be taken further at that point.
School Commuˇˇˇnities
It is possible that some of the variability noted between schools in the 
nature and extent of community consultation may reflect uncertainty about 
precisely who should be regarded as a member of the community of a school.  
The families attending any school form the core of its community.  In a 
sense, they are its principal 'users'.  Thus, the parents and caregivers of 
all students are generally accepted as the obvious starting point for 
community consultation.
However, whether or not other members of the community at large should also 
be regarded as members of the school community for the purposes of 
consultation is more problematic.  The Tomorrow's Schools legislation made 
it possible for only parents or guardians or immediate caregivers of the 
stuˇˇdents of a school to be nominated from the community as trustees.  
This contrasts sharply with the previous arrangement which permitted any 
householder to be nominated for election to a school committee or the board 
of a secondary school, regardless of whether or not he or she was a parents 
of its students, and included other members of the wider community on the 
boards of secondary schools.  In Tomorrow's Schools, the only way for a 
member of the community, other than a parent, guardian or caregiver, to 
become a school trustee would be as a co-opted member. 
While much of the rhetoric of Tomorrow's Schools implied that all members 
of the wider community have a stake in their local school, it was clear 
that the parents of the students were considered to haveˇˇˇ a controlling 

interest.  Thus, it is hardly surprising that some schools confined their 
consultations to the parents of students.  Despite this, some school 
boards, notably those of secondary schools, appeared to be more conscious 
of a responsibility to consult more widely.
The Roles of Principals
It was noted earlier that school principals appeared to play pivotal roles 
in the development of charters in most of the schools studied.  The 
circumstances made this almost inevitable.  At the time charter development 
began the school boards were newly-established and many were only beginning 
to formulate their internal dynamics.  The task of charter development was 
new and unfolded over a period of time, rather than being clearly-defined.  
The person who was expected to know about education, and who certainly knew 
how the school had run in the past, was the principal.  He or she was 
relatively skilled in reading and interpreting the official directives from 
the Ministry of Education.  The initial time-frame wasˇˇ disturbingly 
short, especially in the light of the other tasks expected of trustees and 
principals at the same time and the "mountain" of paper to be read and 
understood by individuals, some of whose skills were less academic.  Under 



these circumstances, it is entirely understandable that most of the school 
boards in the sample looked to their principals for interpretation of what 
was required, direction on how to go about it and coordination of the 
activity.
Nevertheless, there were a few boards of trustees where the influenˇˇ¸ce of 
the principal upon charter development appeared to be less direct.  While 
the principal in each instance appeared quite comfortable in the role, the 
impression was gained that in none of the cases would the individual have 
been permitted by the other trustees to 'capture' leadership of the charter 
development process, even had they wished to do so.  Charter development 
was seen to be a board function and the board, rather than the principal, 
decided the procedures to be followed.  One intermediateˇˇˇ school is a 
good example.  The individual trustees, all of whom were considered by the 
observer to be skilled, confident and assertive people, attended a variety 
of courses and seminars run by the local college of education and the 
School Trustees Association, and as a group participated in their own 
cluster programme with the trustees from other schools.  They showed a 
genuine commitment to becoming informed about charter development and the 
chairperson in particular made an effort to attend virtually every local 
course or seminar that was offered.  Because they were so well-informed, 
they had a very clear understanding of the purposes of the charter and 
their functions as a board of governance.  Under the leadership of an 
informed chairperson they developed their own charter which generally 
affirmed the existing emphases of the school.  At the same time, however, 
they were sensitive about the roles of the principal and the staff 
representative and made it clear that they had no intention of encroaching 
on ˇˇˆthose areas considered to be the domain of the staff of the school.
In the schools where the leadership of charter development lay most clearly 
with the principal, many principals appeared to consistently encourage 
initiatives from other trustees.  In a sense they appeared 'reluctant 
leaders'.  They gave the impression of wishing to share information and to 
include others in decision-making, but the other trustees appeared to lack 
the skills, experience, confidence and/or possibly the time to takˇˇ¸e up 
and sustain the leadership offered.  These principals found their fellow 
trustees tended to continue to look to them for direction.  This is well-
illustrated where the principal of a large urban primary school was at 
pains to involve his fellow trustees and school community in the charter 
development process.  He spoke of this at a special meeting of his school's 
equivalent of a Parent Teacher Association in mid-June when widespread 
community participation was invited.  At a meeting of the board ofˇˇÚ 
trustees which followed, he and the chairperson were instrumental in 
ensuring the delegation to all trustees of charter development 
responsibilities.  An imaginative set of consultation arrangements 
followed, but throughout the whole charter development process the 
chairperson and other trustees, all of whom participated wholeheartedly, 
continued to seek direction from the principal whom they regarded as 
knowing what was required.
The main difference between these two sets of school boards appeared to lie 



in the experience, skills and confidence of the trustees other than the 
principals.  An impression was gained that both groups of principals were 
very happy to empower their fellow trustees to manage the charter 
development process but some groups were better equipped for the process 
than others.  In other words, had the two groups of principals been placed 
with the other group of trustees, it is likely that their roles in charter 
development would have been different.
Conversely, two princiˇˇÛpals in the sample appeared to feel a 
responsibility to lead the process, which is illustrated by statements by 
the principal of one school in August 1989:
     It is more important for me to worry about redundancies [because of 
falling roll] and staff morale than getting the charter in on time.
     What I would really like would be a week-long retreat with other 
principals removed from the day to day demands of the school, to do some 
thinking, including making a start on thinking about the charter...Not a 
lot of work has been done to date.  I wish to retain a coordinating role.
The principal appeared to see the leadership of charter development as his, 
rather than his school board's, responsibility.  Whether this reflected his 
perception of the capacities of the other trustees or stemmed from a desire 
to control the process is not clear.
At another school, the principal and the staff representative initiated and 
organised most of the charter development activities.  In this case, the 
development tooˇˇÛk place amidst feelings of disillusionment on the part of 
the principal who described the charter as a "farce and a con job by the 
Government" and said that writing it became a pain "because of the time 
involved and the lack of interest from the community".  Other trustees felt 
the board's input was too limited and not what the television 
advertisements had lead them to believe charters were about.  They became 
equally resentful.  Community consultation was minimal and the charter was 
returned because a statement on this had not been included.  The principal 
responded with data based on community involvement in other general school 
activities which were represented as consultation activities.  Although 
this may not have been the intended approach, it is interesting to note 
that the same principal who was so resentful about charter development and 
who clearly directed the process has now begun to use the document as a 
management tool, especially through policy development.  In similar vein, 
he regˇˇˇards it as a mechanism to "force parents to be involved" in the 
school, and is following to the letter requirements to give the community 
opportunities to comment on policies as they are developed by the board.  
The response from the community is still relatively low.  This is 
interpreted by the principal as evidence that the community is happy with 
the path being taken by the school and is leaving the school and staff to 
get on with educating its children.
The contrasting attitudes of principals who wish to work collaboratively on 
educational decision making and those reluctant to do so are documented in 
the literature on educational leadership.  In one seminal study, Argyris 
(1971) characterised one style of educational leadership as either no-
nonsense, strongly directive leadership with tight controls and close 
supervision or a good deal of persuading, 'buying' compliance from 
subordinates, benevolent paternalism or so-called 'good' (that is, 



manipulative) human relations.  These are represented as hard ˇˇand soft 
forms of a leadership style based upon the Theory X assumptions of McGregor 
(1960) that participants are naturally reluctant, dislike being involved, 
will shirk responsibility, and seek direction.  By contrast, another style 
which might be termed inclusive or collaborative, is characterised by 
commitment to mutually shared objectives, high levels of trust, respect, 
satisfaction from participation and authentic, open relationships.  It is 
based upon McGregor's Theory Y assumptions that people will exˇˇercise 
initiative, self-direction and self-control in their participation if they 
are committed to the objectives of an organisation, and they will seek 
responsibility and opportunities to be creative in their involvement.  
These styles are reflected in the contrasting leadership styles of more and 
less inclusive principals.  It is interesting to note that of all the 
principals in the sample, the greatest feelings of disillusionment about 
the charter development process appeared to be shared by the two schoolˇˇ˛ 
leaders who appeared to feel the greatest responsibility to lead the 

process.
The Management of Change
The implementation of Tomorrow's Schools involved the management of 
educational change on a grand scale and the development of the initial 
charters for schools, referred to in the Picot Report as the linchpin of 
its proposals, was especially significant for three reasons.  Firstly, 
because the charter was the basic document of agreement between the 
Ministry of Education and each board of trustees, its substance and form 
were clearly of fundamental importance.  Secondly, the way in which it was 
negotiated and developed had potential to help shape the future working 
relationship between the Ministry and the school boards.  Thirdly, charter 
development was the first major task undertaken by each board of trustees 
and gave the task the potential to help mould the working relationships 
among the trustees, between the trustees and the community and between the 
board and the staff of the school.  Thus, those rˇˇ%esponsible for the 
management of this aspect of the educational changes in the implementation 
of Tomorrow's Schools were playing for high stakes.
For many years it has been well-established in the literature on the 
implementation of educational innovation that innovation is most likely to 
be effective under circumstances where:
a.   Those involved are convinced of the need to change.
b.   Those involved have the opportunity to participate in deciding what 
changes will occur and how they will take place.
c.   There is a clear plan.
d.   The necessaryˇˇˇm resources are available.
e.   Those involved are supported throughout the period of change.
     (Morrish, 1976)
ˇˇThere were factors that affected the consultation process and roles 
played by principals in charter development.  First, it is questionable 
whether the resources made available were sufficient for what was expected.  
Several kinds of resource were necessary.  These included time and 
knowledge of the charter development process together with people and 



management skills.  It is clear that the short time-frame for charter 
development, when trustees were also attempting to come to grips with so 
many other issues, made it very difficult for the processes to be carried 
out as intended, particularly those of consultation.  This was made even 
more difficult by the failure of those directing the process to have 
resource materials on consultation available before the charterˇˇ$ 
development began.  Resources had been developed for implementing the 
Health syllabus and were refined for the Curriculum Review Exploratory 
Study.  However, although they were eventually published to support the 
development of school charters, the booklets did not become available until 
many schools had completed much of the consultation process (Getting 
started on Consultation, 1989).  In similar fashion, training to support 
charter development also became available at too late a stage.  That is 
easily understood when it is realised that those expected to provide the 
training received information about the charter requirements at more-or-
less the same time as the school trustees.
In hindsight, it is clear that the development of the first school charters 
was poorly resourced.  In part, thaˇˇˇt is undoubtedly because school 
charters were new phenomena and those directing the process nationally were 
also new appointees.  Under these circumstances, a more realistic approach 
might have involved a pilot project to chart the path to be followed by the 
majority of school boards and to prepare resource materials and training 
packages which were sorely needed and which tended to be provided too late, 
if they were provided at all.
Second, there were shortcomings in the support available after the task had 
begun.  Generally speaking, boards of trustees were left to their own 
resources when difficulties were encountered.  In a sense, this was also a 
resourcing problem.  Curriculum theorists such as Hoyle (1973) have 
emphasised the significant role to be played by neutral 'change agents' in 
facilitating and supporting educational change.  Projects such as CRRISP 
(Ramsay et al., 1990) have illustrated how effective change processes can 
be when they are supported by facilitators.  In the light of this 
knowledˇˇ˙ge, it is surprising that such fundamental educational changes as 
the development of school charters was approached without providing trained 

facilitators to support the process of innovation.  Indeed, it is 
noteworthy that the closure of the Department of Education at a key stage 
of charter development, withdrew the services of skilled officers who 
might, otherwise, have provided this kind of support.
The Ownership of Innovation
It is the hypothesis of the writers that one consequence of different 
approaches to charter development is likely to be reflected in the extent 
to which individual boards of trustees 'own' their charters.  The 
literature on educational innovation suggests that changes which are owned 
by educational institutions have more potent effects than those which are 
accepted or adopted in a more passive fashion (Kolb and Fry, 1975; 
Weindling, 1989).
Marked differences are to be seen among some of the schools studied in the 
degree of local ownership of charters.  At one end of the scalˇˇe were a 



number of schools which completed charters because they were required to.  
Essentially, their stance appeared to be one of passive acceptance of the 
Ministry of Education's charter.  In some cases, acceptance was accompanied 
by antagonism because it was recognised that unless a charter was approved, 
funding would be reduced.  Their attitude towards charter development is 
reflected in completion of the minimal charter requirements.  Statements of 
mission and local curriculum goals tend to be bland andˇˇˇ give little 
indication of either special character in the institutions or values held 
dear.  At best, these schools might be regarded as acceptors, albeit in 
some cases reluctant ones.  Many boards of trustees were more favourably 
disposed to the charter and might be more accurately described as adopters.  
A number of schools are regarded as being clearly in this category.  Their 
more wholehearted acceptance of the intention of the charter is expressed 
in more carefully formulated mission statements and local curriculum goals 
and objectives which give an indication that the trustees see their school 
as having some distinctive features which receive expression in their 
charter.  This appears to be the most common stance.
A minority of schools went a step fˇˇurther by adapting the charter to 
their purposes.  Their expressions of special character and values held to 
be important tended to be more explicit and were not confined to the 
mandatory sections.  They made additions to other sections, sometimes 
additional goals or objectives, or even the insertion of single words.  
This required confidence and assertiveness.
The trustees of a secondary school went much further than the others by re-
writing and re-arranging mandatory sections of its charter in terms which 
said what they intended.  In the process, they included much about the 
values and other features of their school's culture.  More than any other 
school in the sample, they made their charter their own.  It is 
hypothesised that those schools which establisˇˇ∏hed greater ownership of 
their charters are likely to make greater use of them in the future.  There 
has already been some evidence of this.  One secondary school has developed 
a 'mini-charter', printed attractively on two sides of an A3 sheet, which 
includes the mission statement, general goals, guiding principles, specific 
principles required of all schools, local curriculum and other goals, 
together with some general information about the school.  A copy was made 
available to every school family at the beginning of the 1991 school year.  
Similarly, an intermediate school incorporated key elements of its charter 
in a school prospectus, made available to all families when their children 
are enrolled.  A recent national publication (Cervin, 1991) indicates that 
many other secondary schools are beginning to incorporate charter 
statements in prospectus type information.
The differences between acceptors, adopters and adapters are seen as 
rˇˇ˘eflecting different degrees of ownership of innovations.  Some 
reflected minimal ownership and had accepted because they had to.  Others 
reflected a high degree of ownership and were those who expressed more of 
their ethos in the charter and altered it creatively in order to achieve 
that effect.  This parallels findings in the CRRISP investigation (Ramsay, 
et al, 1990) which also identified schools which adopted ideas and 
procedures suggested by developers and contrasted them with others who went 
further to adapt the suggestions to suit their own purposes.  It appears no 



coincidence that the adopters, together with the more adventurous adapters 
included many of those school boards which consulted their communities in 

greater depth.  Nor is it accidental that schools where the initiatives in 
charter development lay with trustees, appeared more adaptive in their 
attitude towards charter development.  This suggests the possibility of a 
relationship between inclusive leadership, collaborative approaches toˇˇ\ 
community involvement and the ownership of innovations which would be 
worthy of further exploration.
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CONTENTS OF THE ORIGINAL CHARTER FRAMEWORK

Type of School
General Description of School
Description of School's Community
Guiding Principleˇˇs
Paramount Principle
Other     Principles
          Curriculum
          Equity
     Equal Educational Opportunity
     Treaty of Waitangi
Mission Statement
Specific Goals and Objectives of the School
New Zealand Curriculum
Local Curriculum
Community Partnership
Equity
Treaty of Waitangi
Personnel
Finance

Property
Attached Teachers and Attached Units
Other goals
School    Procedures
     Enrolment
     Attendance
     Reporting
     Board Meetings
     Review of the Charter
Codes of Conduct
Board of Trustees
Principal
Charter Agreement
Definition of Terms

The highlighted sections are those where a local statement was required of 



every board of trustees.  Additions to the other sections were acceptable 
providing they did not contravene the Education Act or other legislation, 
and providing theˇˇ%y were not in conflict with statements in other 
sections of the charter.APPENDIX B:

TIMELINE FOR INITIAL SCHOOL CHARTERS

April, 1988    Picot report, Administering for Excellence, proposes school 
charters.
August, 1988   Tomorrow's Schools published as the government blueprint for 
change.
October, 1988  Department of Education sets up a working group to develop a 
model for school charters.
February-March, 1989     Caldwell and Spinks conduct seminars on school-
based management and governance.
     First draft charter framework appears.
April, 1989    Boards of Trustees elections.
May, 1989 Handbook, Governing Schools, for trustees outlines a standardised 
structure for charters and guidelines for community consultation.
June-October, 1989  Charter writing process begins.
     School Management Developmentˇˇí Project provides training on charter 
writing for principals and trustees.
     Inspectorate and Tomorrow's Schools Liaison Group provides an advice 
service on charters.
August 28, 1989     Director-General of Education informs school of 
deadline date for charter submission: 15 November.
October 1, 1989     Department of Education ceases to exist.
     Ministry of Education comes into existence.
     Trustees assume full governance role.
November 1989-April 1990 Receipt of interim charters and comments on them 
by Ministry of Education district offers.
January, 1990  Minister of Education announces changes to the charter 
framework.
April, 1990    STA negotiates further changes to the charter framework.
     Trial school reviews by ERO Begin.
May, 1990 Formal signing of charters begins.
1990-91   Trustees required to revise charters annually; development of 
equity goals and policy.
February 1991  School Reviews by ERO 
begin.


