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The purpose of this qualitative study was to describe the implementation year of 

state mandated, site-based management in a rural elementary school in north-central Texas. 

Student population of the entire school district was approximately 1,200 at the time of the 

study. A qualitative design was used to provide an in-depth investigation into the decision-

making processes from the dual perspective of insider and outsider. The researcher was 

the primary tool for data collection and functioned as a complete participant/observer in a 

variety of roles, including membership in site-based decision-making teams on the campus. 

The primary focus of the study, the Elementary Campus Council, was designated in the 

school's District Plan for Implementation of Site-Based Management as the primary unit for 

shared decision making in the building. Ten key informants provided the study with five 

sources of data: (1) field notes, (2) formally structured taped interviews, (3) informal 

interviews and casual conversations documented in a researcher's journal, (4) a variety of 

documents and artifacts, and (5) a summative survey of the ten key informants. Data 

analysis, ongoing and inductive, involved three techniques: constant comparative 

methodology, modified analytic induction, and a question-by-question comparison of the 

summative survey. Five recurring, interactive themes emerged within the five state-

delineated areas of opportunity for decision making by campus councils: control, 

communication, confusion, conflict, and time. Implementation of shared decision making 

with an attempt to follow the state-mandated rules were the primary methods used by the 

administration to make changes in the decision-making processes of this school. Findings 

from the study suggest that while implementing site-based management, school personnel 



need to be explicitly aware of the importance of a clear common vision and shared goals. 

Communication systems need to be established and maintained among the key players 

involved in making decisions. Findings also suggest that participants in the management 

change need to expect the change to be an ongoing process, not an instantaneous change. 

To be successful, the process of change will take more than the initial year. These 

findings, along with a specific list of recommendations for improving the process of 

implementation, are of specific interest to the school involved in the study and have 

implications for other institutions undergoing restructuring of management systems. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Education in America is in a time of change. "Hampered by budget cuts and the 

cautiousness that accompanies hard times, American educators are nonetheless trying to 

redesign schools to match changing world conditions" (Brandt, p. 7). Ever since the 

dissatisfaction with our current education system came to a head in 1983 through a 

voice entitled A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education), 

waves of reform have been sweeping across our nation (Passow, 1989). The first 

movement was toward a more centralized, mandate-oriented, top-down educational 

system. Other reforms have focused on teacher professionalism, improving 

instruction, school effectiveness, and management efficiency. The third wave of 

reform is calling for a complete and total redesigning of schooling to meet the needs of 

a changing world: the restructuring of American schools. 

Through this reformation, a dichotomy has developed with regard to school 

management. While the centralization of control continues as evidenced in President 

Bush's America 2000 and the latest call for The American Achievement Test pushing 

toward a nationally standardized curriculum (Elliot, 1992), many experts are calling for 

a decentralization of school management (Goodlad, 1984; Finn, 1984; Eisner, 1992; 

Schlechty, 1991, and others). There is a continuing debate over "Who Should Control 

the Schools?" (Kirst, 1988). This is not a new issue, and in fact, is perhaps as old as 

schooling itself. 
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Elliot Eisner (1992) recently acknowledged this school management issue: 

It is particularly ironic-even paradoxical-that at the same time that 

national prescriptions for reform are emanating from the White House 

and the state house, there is increased interest and acknowledgment 

of our nation's cultural diversity and the need for site-specific planning. 

The recognition of such diversity and the growing sensitivity to local 

conditions seem to fly in the face of the homogenizing tendencies of a 

national curriculum or a national examination system....Neither educational 

practice nor its aims should be remote-controlled by the White House or the 

state house....We are also living at a time when there is growing interest in 

school-based management (Eisner, p. 77). 

This interest in or push toward a decentralized restructuring of school 

management has many titles. It is commonly referred to as site-based, school-specific, 

and/or site-specific management, all referring to increased local control of decision 

making concerning schooling. The emphasis is changed from a top-down to a bottom-

up power structure. Team work and a collaborative atmosphere replace 

competitiveness. A clearer picture of site-based management and shared decision-

making was described by Chester Finn (1984): 

If educators are to foster the organizational dynamics and institutional 

characteristics associated with school effectiveness, they will have to 

empower the people who staff the school to make important decisions 

about what happens within it. Policies should be constructed with full 

awareness that the school is a complex, delicately balanced organization 

with a style, culture, ethos, norms, rituals, and distinctive internal 



relationships of its own. The school is a place in which a particular 

group of youngsters is taught by a particular corps of teachers, led 

by a particular principal. These educators should be empowered to 

make important curriculum decisions on site (p. 518). 

Only within the last century with the imposition of scientific management 

techniques and the professionalization of school managers has the control of schools 

been taken out of the hands of those most involved with education. In many schools 

this has led to a more efficient system of school management. However, in many 

large, urban districts, this centralization has led to the creation of an unwieldy 

bureaucracy that is unresponsive to the diverse needs of the particular communities 

which it serves. With the implementation of site-based management, local entities of 

teachers, principals, students, parents, and community members may once again 

become more involved in making and implementing decisions concerning local 

schooling. 

Currently there is much debate on the effects of decentralization. As shown in a 

recent report from the RAND Corporation (Bimber, 1993), there are both benefits from 

and problems with implementation of site-based management in American schools. 

Some of the questions being debated are as follows: With the implementation of site-

based decision making, is there an improvement in the quality of decisions being made? 

And, if there is improvement, how does that balance with a potential loss of efficiency 

in management? Questions like these are currently under investigation across the 

United States, because many states and school districts are getting involved in the 

decentralization movement, either by choice or by mandate. 



In 1991, the Texas Legislature passed Senate Bill 1 requiring implementation of 

site-based management in all Texas public schools. Each school district in Texas was 

required to write and adopt a formal plan of implementation for site-based decision 

making. This plan would be written by a district committee with a membership 

specified by law: local community members (including parents of students and 

representatives of local business), teachers, non-teaching staff, and administration 

would all be represented with the option of including students in the group. Senate Bill 

1 required this plan to be adopted by the local board of trustees and approved by the 

Texas Education Agency by September 1,1992. 

Next, school districts were required to establish committees representing each 

local campus, sometimes referred to as Campus Councils. By law (TEA, 1992) these 

committees were to be operational by November 1992. The purpose of these 

committees was to implement the plan for site-based decision making adopted by the 

district. These committees were to be the vehicle for shared decision-making at the 

building level. This included developing campus goals and evaluation procedures. 

Each school district was allowed flexibility in the operation of the Campus Council. 

The decision making power of this group was defined in the local plan. For example, 

the decision making and veto power of the building principal might vary from campus 

to campus or school district to school district. As of November 1992, site-based 

decision making and management was initiated by mandate in all Texas public schools. 

Currently, research into the effectiveness and the very nature of how site-based 

management is being implemented in schools creates no clear picture of success or 

failure. There may even be a question as to whether any change in schooling is 

occurring. Is site-based management of schools being implemented? If it is, what 



form are these implementations taking? Who is using site-based decision making? 

Exactly what is going on here? With the further irony of state mandated site-based 

decision making in states like Texas, the picture becomes even less clear. 

Further study into the effectiveness of the use of this type of management system in 

public schools can perhaps create a clearer picture of the advantages and problems inherent 

in school site-based management. At present, "There is little research in the area of site 

decision-making....Though site-based decision-making has not been in place long enough 

for much research to be completed and quantitative or qualitative findings to be published 

(David, 1989) it has received considerable attention in the press and journal literature in the 

last few years...." (Anderson, p. 27). "Findings indicate that while there was considerable 

interest in site-based management, there was significant confusion about the topic and 

superintendents were largely unaware of research supportive of participatory management 

in business and education" (Reed, p. 14). 

"As teachers, principals, students, and parents become involved in curriculum 

decision-making and in implementing this curriculum at the site, opportunities for future 

studies will occur. These studies may provide findings useful to educators beginning the 

practice of curriculum decision-making and site-based management" (Anderson, p 147). 

The recommendations of one researcher in particular indicated a need for research into the 

effectiveness of site-based management in small, rural school systems to accompany that 

which is being done in large, urban systems. Saxby says that recommendations for future 

studies are apparent. He recommends that "small district studies" replicate studies 

conducted in large school districts, because he says "in districts lacking central office 

administrators, building principals and teachers are empowered by the superintendent to 

provide leadership in numerous areas." He says it would be beneficial to replicate studies 

in smaller districts to "compare the findings" (Saxby, p. 105). A clear need for further 



research into this area was delineated. Therefore, this researcher followed those 

recommendations and conducted a study of the implementation year of site-based 

management in a rural elementary school located in a district with a total population of 

approximately 1,200 students. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to describe how the implementation of Site-

Based Management affected the decision-making processes for curriculum in a rural 

elementary school. 

Research Questions 

Structure for this study was a search for answers to the following research 

question: 

What was the process of curricular decision-making during the first year of 

implementation of site-based management in a rural elementary school? 

In addition, three subsidiary questions were addressed: 

1. Was there a change in who made curriculum decisions during the implementation of 

site-based management? 

a. Prior to implementation: 

• Who was officially responsible for curricular decision making? 

• Who was in fact making making the curriculum decisions? 

b. During implementation: 

• Who was officially responsible for curricular decision making? 

• Who was in fact making the curriculum decisions? 



2. Was there a change in the nature of the curriculum decisions being made during the 

implementation of site-based management? 

a. Prior to implementation: 

• What decisions were being made concerning curriculum? 

• Were local needs being assessed? If so, how and by whom? 

• In which areas of the curriculum were decisions focused? 

b. During implementation: 

• What decisions were being made concerning curriculum? 

• Were local needs being assessed? If so, how and by whom? 

• In which areas of the curriculum were decisions focused? 

3. Was there a change in implementation of curricular decisions during the 

implementation of site-based management? 

a. Prior to implementation: 

• What were intended implementation plans for curriculum decisions? 

• Were curriculum decisions being implemented? 

• How were curriculum decisions being implemented? Were they 

implemented as intended by the decision makers? If not, what did 

the implementations look like? 

b. During implementation: 

• What were intended implementation plans for curriculum decisions? 

• Were curriculum decisions being implemented? 

• How were curriculum decisions being implemented? Were they being 

implemented as intended by the decision makers? If not, what did the 

implementations look like? 
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Background and Significance 

The school in this study, College Street Elementary, was the only elementary 

school in North-Central I.S.D. at the time the study was conducted. It had a total 

population of around 620 students with a total district population of around 1,200 students. 

The town where the school was located had a total population of about 3,200 residents and 

was located about 60 miles north of a major metropolitan area. This school was chosen for 

this study for a variety of reasons. First, the researcher had access to participate fully in 

decision-making groups on this campus and at the administrative level. Second, the people 

involved with this school showed every indication that there would be an effort toward 

following the mandate to implement site-based management: There was a District 

Committee, the administration was being trained in the implementation process, and a 

district plan was written and submitted to and approved by the Texas Education Agency. 

And third, this school is very similar to many other schools in our state and country that are 

currently attempting to restructure management to improve the education system. 

This study added to the body of knowledge on the use of site-based decision 

making and management techniques in public schools. Although some research has been 

currently undertaken in this field (Anderson, 1990, and others) there is a need for further 

description of exactly what is happening to decision making during the implementation of 

site-based management. The Anderson study, "A Study of Curriculum Decision-Making in 

a Time of School Based Management," was conducted in an urban area of southern 

California in 1990. It focused on the opening of a new elementary school using site-based 

management techniques in the decision-making process. The present study focused again 

on the elementary level; however, it was conducted in an existing school in a rural area of 

north-central Texas. The elementary school in this study was the only one in the school 

district, as opposed to the Anderson Study involving a school district in which the 

elementary school was one of more than twenty elementary schools in that district. 



The present study further enhanced the picture currently developing of site-based 

management in our schools. The findings of this research could be of use to other schools 

as they implement a change in management. They will also be of benefit to the school 

involved in the study by helping the new management team further refine the decision-

making processes used in that building. This study could be of interest to principals, 

curriculum directors, and other school administrators as they attempt to meet a mandate for 

change and make that change benefit the students in their schools. 

Limitations 

This study was limited to a single example of implementation of site-based decision 

making in a rural, culturally homogeneous school district with a student population of 

around 1,200. It focused primarily on the elementary Campus Council including its 

connections with the district level committees. The description derived from this study 

included only one example and while generalizability was limited, data obtained from the 

research can provide insight to others concerned with site-based management. Further 

limitations on the use of these descriptions are by level and time: This study described only 

the implementation phase of site-based management at an elementary campus, therefore 

generalizability may be limited to other elementary schools during their implementation 

process. 

The researcher in this study gathered and analyzed data as a complete participant 

observer. Due to the researcher's familiarity with the research setting and many of the 

key informants, the researcher had to be explicitly aware of the dual role being 

performed. To reduce the possibility of researcher bias, the familiar situation was 

approached with an unusually "wide-angled lens" that allowed for collection of data 

usually blocked during everyday school life situations. The researcher consciously 
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eliminated the narrow focus necessary for usual daily functioning and approached the 

research setting with a "heightened awareness" (Spradley, 1980). 

Methodology 

Nature of the Sample 

The focal point of this study was the Campus Council at College Street Elementary 

School in North-Central I.S.D. (Pseudonyms are used to enhance confidentiality.) This 

was the designated primary decision-making body during the implementation year of site-

based management in this school. Also included in the study were key informants closely 

associated with the situation, including teachers and administrators who were not members 

of the elementary Campus Council. 

Research Design 

In order to capture the truest possible picture of the nature of the implementation of 

site-based management in this school, the researcher chose to use complete participant 

observation while conducting a qualitative study in this situation. According to Senate 

Bill 1 (1990), which was interpreted in Texas Education Code (T.E.C.) §21.931, all Texas 

public schools would develop and make operational a plan for site-based decision making 

by the 1992-93 school year. It was the goal of this researcher to describe the decision-

making processes at the elementary level during the first year of mandated site-based 

management. This researcher was a participant in a variety of decision-making groups and 

made use of five kinds of data sources throughout the year. The use of qualitative research 

design enabled the researcher to develop thick description of the decision-making processes 

utilized during that year. 
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Data Collection 

After an initial investigation into the feasibility of this study, collection of raw data 

began with the first meeting of the elementary Campus Council at College Street 

Elementary in November of 1992. It ended with collection of final documents, interview 

data, and summative survey information during May and June of 1993. During the study, 

the researcher functioned as a complete participant observer (Spradley, p. 60) in a variety 

of decision-making groups within the school district. Five types of data sources were 

collected by the researcher. Data collection was virtually continual throughout the study. 

The researcher, functioning as a third grade teacher in the building, participated in 

the following groups during the study: The North-Central I.S.D. Steering Committee for 

Site-Based Management, The District Committee, and The Elementary Campus Council. 

The researcher was also a taxpayer within the district and a parent with two children 

attending the elementary school being studied. Because of the researcher's inherent 

familiarity with the situation, as is expected during quality qualitative study, a constant 

awareness of the duality of the role being performed had to be maintained. The familiar 

had to become unfamiliar to be analyzed objectively. A variety of tools were used to aid in 

this process including a researcher's journal that was continually analyzed for researcher 

bias, formal interviews to seek other's perspectives on situations, and continual informal 

interviews and conversations with participants and key informants in order to gain a true 

perspective of the situation. The researcher was the principal instrument of data collection. 

The five major sources of data collected were (1) field notes, (2) formally 

structured, taped interviews, (3) informal interviews and casual conversation documented 

in a researcher's journal, (4) a variety of documents and artifacts, and (5) a summative 

survey of ten key informants. These were collected over a period of eight months from 

November 1992 to June 1993. First, historical data on site-based management 

implementation in the district was collected during November 1992, including the District 
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Plan for Implementation of Site-Based Management (Appendix B). After initial analysis of 

the situation, the researcher gained entree first through the superintendent, then through the 

building principal, and finally into the elementary school's Campus Council, the designated 

primary decision-making body at the school. The first round of formally structured, taped 

interviews of campus council members was conducted during December and January in 

order to obtain the participants' initial perspectives and understandings of the process of 

implementing a management change. During the eight months of data collection 

(November-June) the researcher recorded and analyzed a variety of field notes including 

scripts of meetings of the Campus Council, the elementary faculty, the board of trustees, 

and others. Other field notes included descriptions of events other than meetings occurring 

at the school during this time. During May and June the researcher conducted the final 

round of formal interviews and conducted a written summative survey of participants and 

key informants concerning their impressions, perspectives, and understandings of site-

based management within the context of their school at the end of the first year of the 

implemented management change. 

The researcher's journal, which was begun in November 1992, was concluded in 

July 1993 with the final notes about the budgeting of financial support, and lack of 

support, for decisions made during the year. (This information was obtained from summer 

budgetary meetings of the board of trustees.) All documents, field notes, scripts, and 

surveys used in this study were stored in a set of four three-inch binders accompanied by a 

set of audio tapes containing interviews and computer diskettes containing scripts from 

those meetings and a data base for the study. Complete data collection continued for a total 

of eight months including November 1992 through June 1993. 
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Data Analysis 

The qualitative design of the study required the researcher to conduct on-going 

data analysis using both constant comparative and modified analytic induction 

methodologies. Data analysis began with the collection of the first documents in November 

1992 and ended after the final information was received in June 1993. A process of coding 

and re-coding field notes, interview scripts, and other documents produced patterns and 

categories of decision-making occurring on the campus. In a process of indefinite 

triangulation defined by Miles and Huberman (1984), the researcher constantly compared 

emergent patterns and categories of one source to that of other sources for confirmation of 

findings. For example, information emerging from a set of formal interviews would be 

compared with field notes collected at meetings and actual documentation of board actions 

as found in official board minutes. 

The actual coding and re-coding of data followed a similar process throughout the 

study. Originally, the researcher would analyze the information looking for shifts in 

topics. These topics were listed and grouped according to similarities with categories 

emerging. The data was then re-coded using the emergent categories. These apparent 

emergent categories and patterns were substantiated, refuted or reorganized when compared 

with information from other data sources. 

This study employed a dual process of coding: Constant comparison of emergent 

themes and categories and a modified analytic induction method of data analysis using the 

five areas of concern in decision-making delineated by the state under the mandated 

implementation of site-based management. Those areas were goals, staffing, curriculum, 

budget, and organizational management (TEA, 1992). In this second process, all data was 

coded using the five categories. The researcher then grouped and analyzed information 

specifically pertaining to each of the categories determining whether data and patterns fit 

into this predetermined set of categories. 
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Another perspective was drawn by the specific comparison of all participants and 

key informants on particular topics and issues through the use of a final written survey 

(Appendix F). This survey was developed by the state education agency in an attempt to 

draw some conclusions about the initial year of mandated site-based management in the 

state. With permission of the agency, the survey was adapted to meet local needs and 

administered to a total of ten key informants including members and non-members of the 

Campus Council. The information obtained from this survey was analyzed on a question 

by question basis comparing the responses across all informants. 

Finally, patterns and themes from all types of analysis (constant comparison, 

modified analytic induction, participants perspectives across time, and survey information) 

were compared and analyzed. The findings which emerged were then used to provide a 

descriptive picture of the initial implementation year of site-based management in this 

school. 

Definition of Terms 

1. The Campus Council is a mandated entity made up of groups of people 

representing various players in the site-based management team. Texas law (TEA, 

1992) stipulates representation by the campus administration (usually the principal), 

elected representatives of the professional teaching staff and non-teaching staff, and an 

equal representation of parent and non-parent community members. Schools may also 

include student representation in this group. The seven member elementary Campus 

Council is the primary focus of this study. 

2. Constant Comparative Methodology is, according to Bogdan and Biklen, a 

research design for multidata sources, which is like analytic induction in that the formal 

analysis begins early in the study and is nearly completed by the end of data collection. 
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It involves the combination of data collection with analysis: Collection and analysis of 

data occur in a pulsating fashion. Emerging themes guide data collection and theory 

formation throughout the process (Bogdan and Biklen, 1992). 

3. The District Site-Based Management Steering Committee was made up of 

five administrators including the three campus principals, the superintendent and the 

assistant superintendent, and one teacher representative. According to law this 

committee could be flexibly designed by each school district to fit local needs. 

The purpose of this committee was to initiate and facilitate movement toward adoption 

of a site-based decision making plan. 

4. The District Site-Based Management Committee was formulated under legal 

guidelines (TEA, 1992) including strictly proportioned representation from 

administration, professional staff, and parent and non-parent community members. 

This committee's major focus was to create and enact the site-based decision making 

plan and to oversee the shift in management. Representatives from this committee were 

divided into three campus councils. After the first year of implementation, the role of 

this committee, as established by this school district, was that of annual monitoring and 

evaluation of the implementation process. 

5. Fieldwork is the way most qualitative researchers collect their data. It 

encompasses spending time in the environment of the subject, in the research setting. It 

is done in the natural setting of the subjects, a place where they are studied doing what 

they normally do (Bogdan and Biklen, 1992). "Entering the field" is the researcher's 

initial data gathering experience. "Exiting the field" occurrs when the researcher no longer 

returns to the scene to collect data. In this study, the researcher officially entered the 

field, the school being studied, in November 1992, and exited the field in June 1993. 
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6. Grounded Theory emerges as the researcher collects and analyzes evidence 

in an investigation. Qualitative researchers tend to analyze data inductively. They do 

not search out data or evidence to support or refute hypotheses they hold before 

entering the study; rather, the abstractions are built as the particulars that have been 

gathered are grouped together. Theory developed this way emerges from the bottom up 

(rather than from the top down), from many disparate pieces of collected evidence that 

are interconnected. According to Glaser and Strauss, (1967) this is called grounded 

theory. Bogdan and Biklen state that grounded theory is grounded in emergent 

information, patterns, and trends. Tesch (1990) esplains that formulating grounded 

theory is discovering theory from data through the general method of constant 

comparative methodology. 

7. A kev informant is a primary source of information for the qualitative 

researcher. Informants are teachers of the researcher, they are native speakers for their 

world. According to Spradley, an informant is "a native speaker engaged to repeat 

words, phrases, and sentences in his own language or dialect as a model for imitation 

and a source of information" (Spradley, 1979). For the purposes of this study, key 

informants will be members and non-members of the various committees, select 

teachers, parents, business people, and administrators. 

8. Modified Analytic Induction is, according to Bogdan and Biklen (1992), a 

method of thinking about and working with data in qualitative research. Unlike the 

constant comparative methodology where data is approached openly and all themes 

emerge from that data, here data may be approached with a question or a set of 

categories as was the case in this study. The initial data collection is a purposeful 

sampling to see if the categories are viable to the study. Categories or themes are 
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adjusted throughout the study to make a better fit between the imposed categories and 

the actual situation. Robinson (1951) summarized the steps in this modified version of 

analytic induction as follows: 

1. Early in the research you develop a rough definition and explanation 

of the particular phenomenon. 

2. You hold the definition and explanation up to the data as they are 

collected. 

3. You modify the definition and/or explanation as you encounter new 

cases that do not fit the definition and explanation as formulated. 

4. You actively seek cases that you think may not fit into the formulation. 

5. You redefine the phenomenon and reformulate the explanation until a 

universal relationship is established, using each negative case to call for 

a redefinition or reformulation. 

9. A participant observer is a researcher that enters the world of the people he 

or she plans to study, gets to know and to be known and trusted by them, and 

systematically keeps a detailed written record of what is heard and observed. This 

material is supplemented by other data such as school memos and records, newspaper 

articles, photographs, other documents and artifacts. This type of researcher often 

spends considerable time with the subjects in the research setting asking open-ended 

questions and recording their responses (Bogdan, Biklen, 1992). In the present study, 

the researcher participated as a complete participant observer, which is the highest level 

of involvement a researcher can establish according to Spradley (1980, p. 58). The 

researcher maintained full participant status in the cultural group or groups involved in 

the study. 
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10. Site-Based Management is the shift in decision-making power from central 

office to site-administrators, teachers, parents, students, and other stake-holders. Each 

"site," defined for this study as each school campus, creates its own management team 

and decides how to make decisions directly affecting the student achievement of that 

campus. 

Summary 

This is a qualitative study of the state mandated implementation year of site-

based management in a rural, public elementary school located in a north-central Texas 

school district with a total student population of around 1,200. The researcher 

functioned as a complete participant observer. Data was collected and analyzed for a 

period of nine months from November 1992 until July 1993. The five major sources 

of data for this study included (1) field notes, (2) formal interviews, (3) informal 

interviews and casual conversation documented in a researcher's journal, (4) 

documents and artifacts, and (5) a written summative survey of key informants. Data 

was analyzed through the use of both constant comparative and modified analytic 

induction methodologies, and a question by question analysis of surveys of key 

informants. The information derived from this study was used to develop a descriptive 

picture of the nature of site-based management during its implementation at this 

elementary school. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

America is demanding a change in schooling. According to Carl Marburger, 

author of One School at a Time: School Based Management. A Process for Change. 

there are four major reasons Americans want to restructure their schools: 

1. There is a general lack of faith in big government and big institutions, an 

inability to get appropriate individual attention, and a feeling that these 

institutions are no longer responsive to needs of individuals. 

2. There is a loss of faith that professionals know best and that they have 

people's best interest at heart. Many parents have lost faith in the schools. 

3. The cost of schooling escalates in spite of the decrease in student population. 

Voting down bond issues and tax support revolts are becoming the norm. 

4. Schools are essentially a monopoly which provide few choices: even if 

students have a bad experience, parents find few alternatives. 

John Goodlad (1984) paints a dim picture: 

American schools are in trouble. In fact the problems of schooling 

are of such crippling proportions that many schools may not survive. 

It is possible that our entire public education system is nearing collapse. 

We will continue to have schools no doubt, but the basis of their support 

and their relationships to families, communities, and states could be quite 

different from what we have now (Goodlad, p. 1). 

19 
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Goodlad (1984) says that originally in America the common schools were set up to 

serve four purposes which have now significantly changed. He says that schools must 

change to meet the new societal needs. The original four purposes for schooling 

according to Goodlad were as follows: 

1. Providing a free education up to a given level which constituted the 

principal entry point to the labor force. 

2. Providing a common curriculum for all children, regardless of background. 

3. Partly by design and partly because of low population density, providing 

that children from diverse backgrounds attend the same school. 

4. Providing equality within a given locality, since local taxes provide the 

source of support for schools. 

Glasser says these purposes have changed: 

These elements have been challenged and subjected to new interpretations. 

The level of schooling thought to constitute preparation to enter the labor force 

has steadily increased. The right of children to attend the same school has 

been upheld by and challenged in the courts. The declining ratio of local to 

state financial support for schools has expanded the concept of a "a given 

locality," and the increased diversity of students commonly attending has 

contributed to vast auricular diversity (Goodlad, p. 131). 

The pervasive importance of improving schooling is echoed by William 

Glasser: 

Nothing we can do will improve the quality of life in any community 

more than quality schools. Young people who are involved in quality 

education do not engage in self-destructive activities and are an asset 
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to the community. And since most industries can now be located 

almost anywhere, good schools are a major incentive for an industry 

to move to a community. There is no more effective and economical 

way to improve the economy of a community than for it to become 

known for excellent schools" Glasser (1990, p. 167). 

In his book Quality Schools: Managing Students Without Coercion. Glasser 

emphasizes the need for quality in schooling. He claims it has been long lacking in our 

approach to improving education. Glasser says that if we listen to the 

recommendations in A Nation at Risk we see no emphasis on quality, or on 

restructuring the coercive management of schools. Recommendations in that report 

such as longer school days and years only promise that students will be involved with 

the same expectations from the same people for a longer period of time. Not much will 

change. "What has surfaced that seems effective is a new focus on changing the school 

structure..." (Glasser, pp. 8-9). Glasser recommends building quality schools through 

a "lead-management" style incorporating a cooperative team approach: 

Cooperative learning works well because through it students (and teachers) 

gain power. Lead-managers support this approach because they have 

discovered that the more they are able to empower workers, the harder they 

work. In contrast, bosses want to be in charge. They are not comfortable 

giving workers as much power as cooperative learning requires. 

Moving to lead-management, however, means breaking with tradition, 

and this is always hard to do. In the schools it will be especially hard, even 

harder than in industry....This is because embedded in education is a major 

obstacle not found in most places where people work (a fundamental lack 
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of knowledge about how difficult it is to improve teaching) (Glasser, p. 13). 

The nation wants more responsive schools. Voices are shouting for changes in 

our educational system. However, change does not come easily, according to Philip 

Schlechty, author of Schools for the 21st Century. 

Changing the structure of schools...is no simple task. Social structures 

are embedded in systems of meaning, value, belief, and knowledge; such 

systems comprise the culture of an organization. To change an organization's 

structure, therefore, one must attend not only to rules, roles, and relationships, 

but to systems of beliefs, values, and knowledge as well. Structural change 

requires cultural change. 

Too often, those who would change the structure of schools fail to 

appreciate the link between structure and culture. After much hard work aimed 

at changing the organization's structure, it becomes clear that very little of 

substance has actually changed in the way the system functions or in the way 

teachers and students behave. In the school business, as in other aspects of 

social life, it often seems that the more things change, the more they stay the 

same (Schlechty, pp. xvi-xvii). 

Exactly what needs restructuring? That depends upon what schooling in 

America currently looks like. Carl Marburger describes our current system of 

schooling in America: 

There is a great similarity among school districts throughout 

the country. Most of them have a superintendent of schools, a lay body 

generally called a school board or school committee, and principals and 

teachers; they all have curriculum and organization structures that are 
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amazingly alike. Most have established a bureaucracy to deal with ongoing 

problems and to keep things running smoothly. Most have developed a chain 

of command in which the superintendent and central office staff determine the 

necessary actions, and the local school staffs are expected to carry them out. 

Proponents of this centralized form of governance, where decisions are make 

at the central office, maintain that it is more efficient than when the district is 

decentralized (Marburger, p. 3). 

Many experts see a trend toward a nationalized curriculum complete with 

national teacher competency testing, supported by Presidential proclamations of 

national goals for education: Goals 2000. 

Thoughtful educators like Elliot Eisner protest that advocates of a national 

curriculum are too ignorant about schools to understand their real needs. He 

may be right, but the impact of the Bush administration's America 2000 project, 

the National Education Goals Panel, and the National Council on Education 

Standards and Testing— separate but related work by the Carnegie Forum's 

New Standards Project-almost guarantees that we will have [national] 

standards of some sort. The question is: what sort? (Brandt, p. 3.) 

Ron Brandt appears to be saying that the trend toward centralization, even 

nationalization of curriculum is inevitable. 

Since the beginning of the current reformation in 1983, waves of reform-

oriented mandates have further centralized schooling at the state level. This is due in 

part to state governments not believing "that local authorities pay sufficient attention to 

curriculum quality, teacher evaluation, and academic standards" (Kirst, p. 66). 
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If it is the power structure of American schools that needs to be restructured, an 

understanding of school power is needed. This brings up the question again of 

who controls the schools? How is power defined in the current American education 

system? Hersey, Blanchard, and Natemeyer (1979) define power as "influence 

potential" and describe seven bases of power helpful in understanding school system 

power structures: 

1. Coercive Power—compliance is induced because one can punish or 

withhold rewards. 

2. Connection Power-compliance is induced because of the significant 

"connections" inside or outside the organization. Followers do not want 

to incur the disfavor of the connection. 

3. Expert Power-based on the fact that there is a degree of expertise, skill, 

or knowledge that is respected by the group. 

4. Information Power-one has access to information that is perceived as being 

of value to the group. 

5. Legitimate Power-based on the position held in the organization, i.e., 

one has the "right" to expect compliance. 

6. Referent Power—based on personality traits... 

7. Reward Power—based on the ability to reward those who comply. 
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They show a hierarchy existing in most American schools today as follows: 

GREATEST POWER 

Superintendents 

School Boards 

Teachers 

Students 

Teacher Organizations 

Principals 

Parents/Citizens 

LEAST POWER 

Although Goodlad points out that "...fears regarding the too heavy hand of the 

state in education have been expressed for centuries" (1984, p. 130), Marburger points 

out that "centralized decision making has not always been common in this country." 

This raises the question: "Where did centralization originate? Local or lay control of 

schools was indeed a reality prior to 1900" (Marburger, 1985, p. 3-5). "Around 1900, 

people called for "depoliticizing" schools because of widespread corruption" 

(Marburger, 1985). Urban bosses were largely in control of the city governments and 

school systems. The problem was addressed by the establishment of non-partisan 

boards. More efficient systems of schooling and local government run by professional 

managers were part of the bureaucratization process. Top down school governance 

was born. 

A remarkable increase in the centralization of school systems and 

in the power of superintendents came about through "government by 
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administration" during the Roosevelt administration. The creation of 

agencies and bureaus to deal with the problems of the Depression and 

unemployment necessitated a vast system of managers to initiate and 

operate those units. School systems became large bureaucracies run 

for the most part, by persons of good will. The governance structure 

of schools was, like government and industry, top down, with little input 

form the clients of the system....Decision making in public schools has 

become more and more centralized over the years." (Marburger, 1985, p. 5) 

Although the centralization became much more complex during the early 1980's 

with the enacting of a wave of mandates intended to improve education by raising 

expectations for schools, a new era of school management was also born: respected 

school authorities began to see that the way to improve American schools was to 

restructure the management system. "Just as there is nothing wrong with American 

workers, there is nothing wrong with our students. Deming is right; it is the way we 

manage them that must be changed" (Glasser, 1990, p. 166-167). Edward Deming 

had long since tried to convince American business that the way to "quality" work was 

through cooperative team management that produced team problem solving and a spirit 

of product ownership. 

Decentralization of school management became known as site-based 

management. Goodlad suggests: "Site-based decision-making is an alternative 

paradigm shift from top-down, authoritarian, linear approach to change, with its 

pathological emphasis on accountability" (Goodlad, 1987). Known by many names, 

"School based management attempts to place maximum educational planning and 

accountability, and management of personnel and material resources, in the individual 
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school centers" (Marburger, 1985, p. 25). Planning comes from the bottom up rather 

than the top down as was the case with centralized management systems. "Another 

essential feature of true school based management is that all those involved with that 

local school will participate in making those decisions:" ...parents, students and 

teachers as well as the principal (Marburger, 1985, p. 19). 

A democratic decision making process based on consensus building and trust 

rather than boss management or coercion is the foundation of site-based management: 

"...a decentralized form of organization in which decisions are made by those who 

know and care most about the quality of the education students receive—the principal, 

teachers, parents and citizens, and the students themselves" (Marburger, p. xi). One 

study of site-based management suggests examples of the types of decisions made by 

the site-based teams: "Two elements of curriculum planning, learning activities and 

teaching strategies, were decisions to be made..." primarily by those directly involved 

with the implementation of those decisions (Anderson, 1990, p. 131). Other decisions 

being made at the site could include resource allocation such as budgeting and 

personnel, as well as school policy such as organizational goals, depending upon how 

much power is allocated to the site-level. 

A change in management style from boss to cooperative management teams is a 

characteristic of site-based management. "We need non-coercive lead-management 

from the state superintendent to the teacher" (Glasser, p. 25). Glasser advocates a 

management change from boss to non-coercive, lead-management using Deming style 

cooperative quality teams. Glasser defines the differences between the two 

management styles as follows: 

A boss drives. A leader leads. 
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A boss relies on authority. A leader relies on cooperation. 

A boss says "I." A leader says "We." 

A boss creates fear. A leader creates confidence. 

A boss knows how. A leader shows how. 

A boss creates resentment. A leader breeds enthusiasm. 

A boss fixes blame. A leader fixes mistakes. 

A boss makes work drudgery. 

A leader makes work interesting (Glasser, p. xi) 

Reasons for such a managerial change are supported by a number of experts. 

John Goodlad believes in reconstructing American public education "school by 

school." As he sees it, the greatest hindrance to educational reform has been the failure 

to see the local school as a social system and the focal point for improvement...he 

believes...staff dialogue about issues and problems, participation in decisions, 

involvement in actions taken, and responsibility for evaluating results, "should lie at the 

individual school level" (Goodlad, 1984). 

When the Monroe County (Florida) School District adopted site-based 

management into their system, they proposed the following philosophy about why that 

district embraced these ideals: 

1. When persons who will be affected by decisions participate and share 

in making those decisions, better decisions are made. 

2. When persons are involved in making decisions, they have more 

ownership and commitment to outcomes. 

3. People who function closest to decisions that must be made and 

who are involved in operating as a result of those decisions are in the 
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best position to help make decisions affecting that operation. 

4. When decisions affecting a school center and the educational programs 

provided by that school center are made by the persons responsible for 

implementation and outcomes of the programs, the school can respond 

more effectively to the needs of its students and the community it serves. 

5. If school centers and teachers are to be accountable for results, they 

should share in making decisions about how the school center will operate. 

(Marburger, 1985). 

Kentucky public schools have used a combination approach to school reform. 

According to Betty Steffy in an Education Leadership article entitled "Top-Down— 

Bottom-Up: Systemic Change in Kentucky." Kentucky schools tried "to create a more 

equitable school system..." by first focusing on "mandated systemic change," as a way 

to set the stage for successful transition to shared decision-making focusing on the 

individual school as the unit of change (Steffy, p. 42). Marburger says that "educational 

research indicates that (1) school centers appear to be the largest educational units in 

which meaningful change can be brought about, and that (2) school principals appear to 

be the key agents for effecting change in a school" (Marburger, p. 25). 

Using the school site as the unit of change provides the school with a variety of 

management choices. These choices range from bureaucratic structures to participatory 

decision-making and on to limitless variations. One of the accepted underlying 

assumptions of site-based decision making is the employment of shared decision 

making at the school level. A form of shared decision making was mandated by law in 

Texas with the passage of Senate Bill 1 and later refined in TEC §21.931 (TEA, 1992). 

This mandate demanded some level of input into decisions by all parties involvied in 
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education: teachers, parents, the business community, and students. 

An early study on the effects of participation in decision making was conducted 

in 1948 by Lester Coch and John R. P. French using a series of field experiments at the 

Harwood Manufacturing Corporation (Hoy & Miskel, 1991). The results of their 

experiments "demonstrated the positive outcomes of participation" in decision making. 

Since that time other studies have supported their findings in business and educational 

organizations. 

Hoy and Miskel summarize the research and theoretical literature on teacher 

participation in decision making in the following nine points: 

1. The opportunity to share in formulating policies is an important factor in 

the morale of teachers and in their enthusiasm for the school organization. 

2. Participation in decision making is positively related to the individual 

teacher's satisfaction with the profession of teaching. 

3. Teachers prefer principals who involve them in decision making. 

4. Teachers neither expect nor want to be involved in every decision; 

in fact, too much involvement can be as detrimental as too little. 

5. Participation in decision making has consequences that vary from 

situation to situation. 

6. The roles and functions of both teachers and administrators in decision 

making need to be varied according to the nature of the problem. 

7. Both internal and external factors affect the degree of participation in 

decision making by teachers. 

8. Typical administrators are likely to prove ineffective due to deficiencies 

of acceptance by subordinates as well as due to limitations on the quality of 
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the decision. 

9. In order to maximize the positive contributions of shared decision making 

and to minimize the negative consequences, the administrator needs to answer 

the following questions: (a) Under what conditions should teachers be 

involved? (b) To what extent and how should teachers be involved? (c) How 

should the decision-making group be constituted? (d) What role is most 

effective for the principal? (Hoy & Miskel, 1991, pp. 327-328) 

Not only is there support for teacher involvement in shared decision making, 

there is a move toward more parent, community, and student involvement in the 

schools (Marburger, 1985, p. 29). An "invisible wall exists between home and 

community" that "makes it difficult for parents to either express their concerns or to 

demonstrate their support for the school." Directly involving them in the decision 

making process could eliminate that wall. Goodlad (1984) and others suggest that an 

additional benefit of site-based decision making is the providing of opportunities for 

students to participate in the democratic process (Marburger p. 31) by involving them in 

decisions concerning their schooling. 

Very little research exists on the lasting effects of implementing site-based 

management and shared decision making in schools, and that which exists contains 

conflicting conclusions. Ten positive factors were found in a study on the 

implementation of site-based management in Southern California in 1990: 

1. Site-based decision making produced a more "relevant and responsive" 

curriculum. 

2. Resources (human and physical) were used to a greater advantage. 

3. Job satisfaction ownership of decisions was increased. 
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4. Communication, cohesion and commitment were increased within the 

school community. 

5. Education better fit student and community needs. 

6. Educators accepted greater responsibility for decisions they help make. 

7. Teacher talent was better used. 

8. Teachers were empowered and risk-taking evolved in a climate of 

collegiality. 

9. There was increased parent and student involvement in decision making. 

10. Collegial relationships enhanced participatory decision-making. 

(Anderson, 1990, p. 28-29). 

"When reforms initiate from the bottom up, from the school to the district, from 

the community to the school, from the staff to the principal, we are involved in a 

process that is based on trust, not fear. That is what site-based management is, and 

why it can be the means for reconstructing American education, ONE SCHOOL AT A 

TIME" (Marburger, 1985, p. 74). 

On the other hand, some research has revealed that the effects of site based 

management are not all positive. One study found that campus councils spent much of 

their time on issues other than critical instructional or curricular issues (David, 1989). 

Other research found that instead of being a unit of change, the Campus Councils 

worked to create a "harmony" that actually perpetuated the norm (Sagor, 1992). 

Occasionally there was confusion over roles (Elenbogen and Heistand, 1990) and 

problems with efficiency and time consuming decision making (RAND, 1993). 

With these seemingly unclear outcomes one asks, why decentralize school 

management? Kirst finds reasons for restructuring in the current research literature on 
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effective schools. "Higher academic standards" imposed through state mandates 

sometimes appear to conflict "with some parts of the literature on effective schools." 

For example "new state curricula that specify the grade level at which particular math 

concepts must be learned (as the Texas proposal does) create rigid timetables that might 

destroy the kind of flexible school climate that usually characterizes effective schools. 

There is also conflict between state centralization and the teacher autonomy that 

enhances teacher professionalism" (Kirst, 1988). "Much of the literature on effective 

schools suggests that the most important changes are assisted by increased school site 

responsibility" (Kirst, p. 78). 

Teachers can be positively affected by site-based management. "Shared decision 

making, involving personal causation and responsibility for work outcomes related to 

primary instructional tasks, contributes to teachers' high sense of efficacy. Shared 

decision making contributes to a supportive school climate and school culture 

characterized by professionalism, autonomy, empowerment, self-esteem, and success 

in meeting professional and commonly shared organizational goals" (Wilner, pp. 7,9). 

Implementation of school-based management and decision making is not a 

panacea. Kirst (1988) warns that problems could arise with this type of management 

system in place in our schools. He foresees: "School Governance in the 1990's, 

Everybody and nobody in charge" (Kirst, p. 66). 

When everyone is responsible for all decisions, who is ultimately going to make 

those decisions? Further problems are suggested by Kirst, Goodlad, and others. "It 

may be true that teaching and learning are influenced in important ways by the 

organization of schooling. It is probably not true, however, that changing the structure 

of schools will lead reliably to changes in teaching and learning" (Elmore, p. 44). It is 
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more important to shift our attention to teaching and learning, toward "conceptual 

understanding," than simply to focus on management systems. Management 

structures should be responsive to student and teacher needs. "Rather than structure 

driving practice, teaching practice will drive structure" (Elmore, p. 48). 

Timar and Kirp say that "enacting reforms is easier than improving school 

performance." Site-based management not a cure-all. "Romantic decentralists... 

believe that relief from stultifying mediocrity lies in deregulation and local control of 

schools" (Timar and Kirp, p. 506). Many researchers believe that shifting to a bottom-

up management system is too simplistic an approach to improving our educational 

system. According to Timar and Kirp, a balance is needed between "state accountability 

and local 

autonomy" (Timar and Kirp, p. 509). 

In sum, the literature on effective schools suggests a mix of top-down 

and bottom-up controls in education. There is no one best system to be 

imposed from the top, but it is unlikely that bottom-up initiative alone will 

turn an ineffective school around. Overall, however, the literature provides 

a warning concerning excessive centralization either at the state or central 

office level (Kirst, pp. 79-80). 

Although site-based decision making is not a cure all for American schools, 

there is enough interest in the topic and enough potential for school improvement to 

warrant further study. At present, "There is little research in the area of site decision-

making....Though site-based decision-making has not been in place long enough for 

much research to be completed and quantitative or qualitative findings to be published 

(David, 1989) it has received considerable attention in the press and journal literature in 
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the last few years..." (Anderson, p. 27). "Findings indicate that while there was 

considerable interest in site-based management, there was significant confusion about 

the topic and superintendents were largely unaware of research supportive of 

participatory management in business and education" (Reed, p. 14). 



CHAPTER III 

THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY: 

PROCEDURES FOR DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

Currently, many changes are taking place in school management. One trend in the 

restructuring of decision making in schools is to include all stake-holders in the process of 

making decisions. Rather than the usual top-down, chain of command approach, some 

schools are attempting a variety of decision making techniques including an emphasis on 

decentralized, site-based decision making with an emphasis on shared decision-making. 

Some schools are changing by choice, others by mandate. At this time in Texas, where 

site-based management is being mandated by the state with specific guidelines, timelines 

and specifications, the question arises: how will individual schools address this mandate? 

The purpose of this study was to describe the initial implementation year of site-

based decision making in a rural elementary school located in north-central Texas. 

Structure for this study was a continual search for answers to the following research 

question: What was the process of curricular decision-making during the implementation 

of site-based school management in a rural elementary school, and how was this process 

different from the time prior to implementation? In addition, three subsidiary questions 

were addressed: (a) was there a change in who made the decisions, (b) was there a change 

in the nature of the decisions being made, and (c) was there a change in the actual 

implementation of the decisions made? 

36 
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Ralph Tyler once said that when investigating "...organizing principles [in 

curriculum]:...a researcher should incorporate "the use of description followed by analysis, 

the development of specific illustrations followed by broader and broader principles to 

explain these illustrations...." Tyler (1949). Following this recommendation, the 

implementation of site-based management was studied in a naturalistic setting using a case 

study approach. This study was a detailed examination of one setting (Bogdan & Biklen, 

1992). Since this imposed management style was a relatively new phenomenon in 

education, through a responsive, reflective collection and study of emerging information 

using a combination of constant comparative (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992) and modified 

analytic induction (Robinson, 1951) methodologies, a clear picture of exactly what took 

place could be reproduced. Renata Tesch (1990) cited Sigmund Freud and Jean Piaget as 

pioneers who found this type of methodology beneficial. She advocated the addition of 

qualitative research to choices for education researchers. In this situation, a mere counting 

of numbers or measuring quantitatively could not gain the insight into what had actually 

taken place under this new management system as could in-depth observation detailed in 

thick description. 

As an insider with full, active participation in all vital groups involved in the 

decision making process, this researcher was in an ideal position to view the 

implementation process of site-based management as a complete participant observer 

(Spradley, p. 60). According to Spradley (1980), this is "the highest level of involvement 

for ethnographers..." and, using this technique, one can "...discover the cultural 

knowledge underlying..." the social situation being studied (p. 62). A qualitative design, 

based on complete participant observation was used for this study in order to maintain 

ecological validity (Bronfenbrenner, 1976), and best capture and re-create what actually 

occurred during the implementation of site-based management in this school. 
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Research Design 

Site 

The site chosen for this study was an elementary school located in a rural, north-

central Texas school district with a student population of approximately 1,200 at the time of 

the study. This school was chosen for three reasons: first because of the probability that 

the researcher could gain entry and become a complete participant observer, second because 

there was an expectation on the part of the principal at the school that he would make every 

attempt to implement site-based management as mandated by law, and third, because this 

school was similar to many schools attempting to meet the state mandate for implementing 

site-based management. At the time of this study, the total population of College Street 

Elementary (a pseudonym), pre-kindergarten through fifth grade, was approximately 620 

students. There was a total of fifty faculty and staff members and one principal on the 

elementary campus. College Street Elementary was the only elementary school in the 

district. A description of the school and its district follows. 

North-Central I.S.D. covered an area of approximately one hundred fifty-six square 

miles between two larger towns, with the northern border being the Oklahoma-Texas state 

line. It was located about an hour north of a major metropolitan area. Approximately 

1,200 students attended school in the district which was made up of three communities: 

two smaller, lake communities located at the north end of the district and one larger town 

where the schools were actually located. At the time of the study, the student population 

was fairly stable in size experiencing slow growth: from 1,100 to 1,200 over a three year 

period. Also during this time, the school enrolled its first black students and became 

racially integrated: Changing from less than two percent minority students in September 

(Hispanic) to six and three tenths percent minority in May including African American, 

Hispanic American, and others (Appendix F). 
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The elementary faculty and staff was composed of thirty certified classroom 

teachers, supported by five additional certified personnel, and fifteen various staff 

members. Stability was a key descriptor of this school and this school district as a whole. 

The faculty at College Street Elementary has had only two to three positions open each year 

for new employees throughout its recent history (the last 10 years). Of the thirty five 

professional teachers employed at the school, approximately one third had masters degrees 

in education, and average teaching experience was more than ten years for the majority of 

the teachers. 

The elementary campus was housed in six separate buildings connected by 

walkways and covered mall areas (Appendix A). The Primary Building on the south was 

built in the early 1970's and provided classrooms for pre-kindergarten through first grades, 

the computer lab, a parent volunteer work room known as the H.O.T. (Help Our Teachers) 

Room, and an amphitheater. The center building, called the Elementary Building, built by 

the W.P.A. (Works Progress Administration) in 1939, was a two-story facility which 

housed second and third grade, nurse, counselor, speech facilities, and the principal's 

office. The Intermediate Building on the north side, built in 1990, contained forth and fifth 

grades and a library. Each of the three buildings had its own area designated as a teachers' 

lounge. The final buildings were the cafeteria, gymnasium and annex. At the time of the 

study, all classroom space was being utilized with an anticipated crowding problem 

eminent. A school bond election to build a middle school which would eventually contain 

fifth through eighth grades passed in the spring of 1993. 

For the past four years prior to this study, this researcher was employed by North-

Central I.S.D. at College Street Elementary School as Special Programs Coordinator and 

Teacher of Gifted and Talented Children. During the forth year, the researcher also worked 

as an administrative intern to Mr. Black, the Elementary Principal. During the study, the 

teacher returned to the classroom to teach third grade at the school in order to gain the 
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insider's view from a classroom teacher's perspective. 

At the time this study began, College Street Elementary had one administrator and 

one secretary. The principal, in his ninth year as this campus's sole administrator, was 

previously a social studies teacher, the band director and the high-school principal with a 

total of more than twenty years of experience in this school district. The central 

administration included a superintendent, an assistant-superintendent and a director of 

maintenance and technology. The superintendent had been employed by the district for 

seven years. The assistant superintendent and director of maintenance and technology had 

been with the district in a variety of capacities for more than twenty years each (all of their 

professional lives) and were both born in the area and attended local schools. There were 

two other building administrators in the district, high-school and junior high-school 

principals. 

The local school board consisted of seven members: two women and five men. 

One member had served for more than six years, two for four years, and one for two 

years. The others were two newly elected members and one appointed member filling in a 

term for a woman who had previously served eight years on the board and recently moved 

out of the district. After many years of board stability (most board members previously 

served four or more years), there was less stability on this school board than had been the 

experience of the past. More new members had been elected or appointed in the past three 

years than had been elected in the entire past decade. 

Generally, this school district had many similarities to other existing rural Texas 

districts its size. Typical board-superintendent management structure existed. It utilized 

the chain of command decision making process. According to Hoy and Miskel, the 

organizational structure of the school would be called a "simple bureaucracy" (p. 132), 

because it was "highly centralized and highly bureaucratic" in nature. This type of 

management structure was typical of most elementary schools of the time: "a simple 
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bureaucracy in which power and authority of the principal was dominant, teachers, directly 

supervised by the principal, were controlled by the principal and coordinated by an 

elaborate system of fixed rules, standard procedures, and administrative schedules" (Hoy 

and Miskel, 1991, p. 343). It was because of these and other similarities, that perhaps the 

information derived from this study may help decision makers see more clearly how site-

based management was being implemented in certain schools and perhaps make 

suggestions as to how decision making processes can be improved. 

The Campus Council 

Site-Based Management became law in Texas with the passage of Senate Bill 1 in 

1990. This law was interpreted in the following years in various sections of the Texas 

Education Code (TEA, 1992). Initially, each school district was provided with varying 

opportunities to train administration and other district personnel in this new concept of 

decision making. In the spring of 1992, North-Central I.S.D. chose to train a set of five 

representatives from the district at a one day training session provided by the regional 

service center. The superintendent made the decision to send the high-school principal, the 

junior high principal, the assistant superintendent, the superintendent himself, and an 

administrative intern from the elementary campus. This researcher was the intern and was 

provided with a unique opportunity to see the beginning of this process in this school 

district. The people selected to attend the all-day training session then became the North-

Central I.S.D. Steering Committee for Site-Based Management. When this group met at 

other times, the elementary principal was included as a steering committee member. After 

the initial planning phase lasting for approximately three months, this committee met no 

more. 

Each school district in the state was required to design a written plan for 

implementation of site-based decision making by the first day of September 1992 (TEA, 
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1992). This plan would guide the district during the initial implementation school year of 

Fall 1992 - Spring 1993. By law (TEA, 1992), the plan was to be designed by a District 

Committee with a specified mixture of parents, community members, teachers and school 

administrators. This committee was established in May of 1992. As a member of the 

original steering committee, the researcher automatically became a member of this 

committee and served as a trainer along with the administrators. This committee of 30 

people worked after school and through the summer to write the District Plan for 

Implementation of Site-Based Decision Making (Appendix B). This plan established 

general operating guidelines for the district and established the lines of decision making 

through a series of matrices (Appendix C). By consensus, this group decided who would 

have decision making power in the five areas of concern designated by the state: staffing, 

budgeting, curriculum, goals, and school organization. They decided who would 

"recommend," "decide," and "approve" each of the twenty-four or more decisions in each 

of the five areas. This plan was approved and adopted by the District Committee, the 

community, and the schools in August of 1992. It was presented to and approved by the 

Texas Education Agency that same month. As of July 1993, the District Committee had 

not met since August, but according to the superintendent, "it will meet a couple of times a 

year, or as need be, to do evaluations and goal setting" (Field Notes). At the end of data 

collection, the district was operating under the plan developed by that group. The plan has 

received no evaluations or changes. 

Under the guidelines of Senate Bill 1 and the District Plan, Campus Councils were 

established at all three campuses in the school district. The make-up of the Elementary 

Campus Council was determined by the elementary principal as his "best effort to fit the 

guidelines established by law" (Interview). He determined that a minimum of people 

would be best to try and "get something done." He designed and distributed nomination 

forms and ballots for teacher representatives to the council. He decided that since there 
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were three classroom buildings on the campus, one representative from each building 

would be appropriate to begin with. Three teachers were selected. A non-teaching staff 

member was elected: the counselor. He then, as per T.E.A. guidelines, appointed one 

parent and one community member who did not have a child in school to the committee. 

As a member of the Steering Committee and the District Committee, and by her request, the 

researcher became an adjunct member of the Elementary Campus Council. The council 

then had total a membership of nine persons: three teachers, one non-teaching certified 

staff member, one parent, one non-parent community representative (sometimes referred to 

as the business representative), the principal, and the researcher. This Campus Council 

and its work during the 1992-93 school year became the focus of this research. 

Gaining Entree 

After being included in the North-Central I.S.D. Steering Committee for Site-Based 

Management, and the District Committee, the researcher realized the unique opportunity 

existed for an in-depth look into the implementation phase of this process. To begin the 

process of gaining entree, the researcher approached the superintendent of schools in the 

district, in November 1992 and asked for his permission to conduct the research for this 

study. In this situation, the superintendent functioned as the primary gate-keeper, or 

person who "grants permission" to be there (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). After a discussion 

of research procedures to be used and anonymity was guaranteed, the superintendent 

signed the letter of consent with the following words: "Permission Enthusiastically 

Granted!" (Appendix D). 

After obtaining written permission on that level, the researcher then met with the 

elementary principal, a secondary gate-keeper, to obtain further entree. The researcher and 

the principal discussed specific data collection tools and methods. It was decided that if 

agreed upon by consensus of the council, the researcher would be an adjunct member of 



44 

the Elementary Campus Council with full membership rights. The principal and the 

researcher agreed that audio or videotaping the council meetings might change the nature of 

those meetings and decided that note taking be the primary source of information from 

those meetings. The principal left the final decision on this matter to the researcher. The 

principal signed the letter of consent granting permission for the research on his campus 

"with pleasure" (Appendix D). 

The third phase involved gaining entree to the Elementary Campus Council: along 

with the principal this was the chief decision making body of the school during the 

implementation of site-based management. During the initial meeting of this council, the 

principal explained that with their permission, this researcher was to be included in the 

meetings to do research for on site-based management, and with their permission, would 

like to be a full member in the decision making process. Verbal agreement of the group 

was obtained. Complete group membership enabled the researcher to become immersed in 

the decision making processes of the council, therefor complete participant observation was 

possible. 

Participants 

The participants in this study included the faculty and staff of the elementary 

campus, parent and non-parent members of the campus council and key members of central 

administration. Other parents and community members were occasionally casually 

questioned as to their participation in and knowledge about decision making in the school. 

However, without fail, those who were asked appeared to be unaware of any change in the 

management structure of the school. Based upon those responses, the researcher made the 

decision not to formally include outsiders. In order to create the most complete description 

of the culture of the school, people participated in a variety of roles: some participants were 

formally interviewed more than once, others only once, while some participants were only 
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informally interviewed or asked to self-report in the form of a survey or questionnaire. 

Some key informants were asked to participate in a combination of the above. These 

combinations were used to conduct "purposeful sampling" as recommended by Bogdan 

and Biklen (1992). 

Key Informants 

The researcher chose key informants from the entire range of participants based 

upon the ideas presented by Bogdan and Biklen in their book Qualitative Research for 

Education. They say that if the researcher is not able to "see everything and talk to 

everybody" the researcher should sample widely enough "to obtain a diversity of 

perspectives present." They go on to say that this is because "some subjects are more 

willing to talk, have a greater experience in the setting, or are especially insightful about 

what goes on" (p. 67). To widely sample, at least one key informant was chosen from 

each grade level on campus. Representation also included on and off campus 

administration and all members of the campus council. A wide range of ideas, opinions, 

and perspectives were actively sought to ensure a true recreation of the picture of the culture 

being studied. 

According to Spradley in his book entitled Participant Observation. "Informants 

have a right to know the ethnographer's aims" (Spradley, 1980, p. 22). All key informants 

in this study were given information about the study and an opportunity not to participate. 

This information was given to informants on at least three occasions in three different 

ways. First, all participants were made aware of the study at a faculty meeting before 

school began in August. Second, the campus council was given an opportunity to discuss 

participation and decided by consensus to participate. Third, each time an informant was 

interviewed privately, they were reminded of the purpose of the interview, their guaranteed 

anonymity, and their right to decline participation. 
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(Key informants are listed using pseudonyms for the protection of their privacy.) 
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Table 1: Key Informants 

Elementary Campus Council 1. Mrs. Peak 

2. Mrs. Ball 

3. Mrs. Dillard 

4. Mrs. Love 

5. Mrs. English 

6. Mrs. Kay 

7. Mr. White 

8. Mr. Black 

9. The Researcher 

Others 1. Mrs. Black 

2. Mrs. Sure 

3. Mrs. Strong 

4. Mr. Banks 

First Grade Teacher 

(Primary Building Rep.) 

Third Grade Teacher 

(Elementary Building Rep.) 

Fifth Grade Teacher 

(Intermediate Building Rep.) 

Elementary Counselor 

(Non-Teaching, Certified) 

Original Parent 

Representative - Fall 1992 

Replacement Parent 

Representative - Spr. 1993 

Non-Parent, Local Business 

Representative 

Elementary Principal 

Adjunct Council Member 

Kindergarten Teacher 

Second Grade Teacher 

Fourth Grade Teacher 

Superintendent of Schools 

Data Collection 

This study explored the nature of implementation of state mandated site-based 

management in a rural school district: North-Central I. S. D., focusing on the activities 

and occurrences at College Street Elementary School during the state mandated 
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implementation year of site-based management. (Pseudonyms were used for 

anonymity.) A discussion of exactly what data was collected how, when and by 

whom follows. 

The researcher, gathered and analyzed data as a complete participant observer 

(Spradley, 1980, p. 61) in the following groups within the district: The North-Central 

I.S.D. Steering Committee for Site-Based Management, The District Committee, and in 

The Elementary Campus Council. The researcher also worked as a teacher in the third 

grade at College Street Elementary School and was also a parent and taxpayer in the 

district. As a member of each of these groups, the researcher investigated the types of 

decisions, the decision makers, and implementation and support of decisions in the five 

areas decided by the state to be affected by site-based management: budgeting, 

staffing, goals, curriculum, and organizational management (TEA, 1992). 

The primary focus of the research was the elementary campus during the first 

year of implementation of the state mandated, locally developed Site-Based Decision 

Making Plan, the current legal terminology according to Texas Senate Bill #1,1990 

(TEA, 1992). The researcher was the principle instrument of data collection 

functioning as a complete participant observer in all of the key groups involved in the 

implementation of the site-based management system. The researcher's familiarity with 

the situation was both a hindrance and an asset. Functioning as a qualitative researcher, 

one has to be able to view each situation studied with a dual perspective: that of an 

insider and that of an outsider. The researcher had to maintain constant effort to 

maintain the latter perspective due to the familiarity of the situation. An "explicit 

awareness" on the part of the researcher had to be developed and utilized to maintain the 

dual perspectives (Spradley, 1980, pp. 54-55). On the other hand, the researcher's 
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position in the school district enabled access to the decision making processes, and in 

many situations, the relationship of trust of an insider facilitated information sharing 

and data collection. 

The five major categories of data used in this study were (1) field notes, (2) 

formally structured, taped interviews, (3) informal interviews and causal conversation 

documented in a researcher's journal, (4) documents and artifacts, and (5) a written 

summative survey of key informants. Historical data was originally obtained from the 

collection and analysis of documents. These documents included the District Plan for 

Implementation of Site-Based Management (Appendix B), as well as minutes from the 

meetings that took place prior to the implementation year. These included meetings of 

the Board of Trustees, The North-Central I.S.D. Steering Committee, and The District 

Committee. Information from these documents informed the researcher as to the 

official status of site-based management in the district: It would initially be 

implemented during the 1992-93 school year. The researcher also gleaned information 

about which groups would function as decision making bodies. This enabled the 

researcher to establish the feasibility of the study and to know where and when to gain 

entree and begin collecting data. This first phase of the study was conducted during the 

fall of 1992. 

During the second phase of the study, (December 1992 -January 1993), the 

researcher conducted a series of formally structured interviews of all members of the 

Elementary Campus Council. These interviews were audio taped as recommended by 

Bogdan and Biklen (p. 128). Each member of the Elementary Campus Council was 

interviewed using predetermined, structured questions (Appendix E). Although 

interviews took place in a variety of locations, including the principal's office, 
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classrooms, hallways, and the guidance counselor's office, among others, the format 

for the interviews remained the same. Each time the key informant was told of the 

purpose of the interview (to collect data on the implementation of site-based 

management for a doctoral dissertation), guaranteed anonymity, and given the 

opportunity to decline participation. Willing participation was obtained on all eight 

formal interviews at the beginning of the study. The researcher asked and obtained 

verbal permission from each informant to audio tape the interview. 

After the tape recorder was turned on, the researcher spoke casually with the 

informant, in an attempt to stimulate conversation and open the channels of 

communication. Each informant was then asked a series of five questions (Appendix E), 

each followed by a probing process to clarify answers and enhance understanding. The 

interview was concluded with the researcher providing the informant with an open ended, 

unstructured opportunity for further input about decision making and/or site-based 

management in the school. Those interviews were then scripted verbatim into a data base 

for analysis. According to Bogdan and Biklen, transcripts of interviews are frequently 

the main "data" of qualitative studies as is the case here (Bogdan & Biklen, p. 128). 

As in most qualitative studies, analysis of data was an on-going process. 

Emergent trends and ideas were clarified and confirmed through a combined process of 

constant comparative and modified analytic induction methodologies. Each 

transcription was summarized on a summary sheet attached to the beginning of its print-

out. A second series of formal interviews was conducted at the end of the first school 

year during implementation of site-based management as is described later in this 

section. Detailed analysis of these and other data will be discussed in the next section 

entitled Data Analysis. 
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During the first eight months of the study (November - May), a variety of field 

notes relating to the topics identified in the interviews were recorded. These field notes 

were made using a scripting process at all district meetings. The five areas of concern 

delineated by the state (goals, curriculum, staffing, budget, and organizational 

management) were used as a guide to possible areas of decision making that could be 

effected by the implementation of site-based management. The researcher attended and 

recorded field notes at all meetings of the local board of trustees during the year of 

implementation (eleven meetings), and continued to study the decisions at these 

meetings during the following summer to closely monitor the budgetary support of 

decisions made during the year (six meetings). The researcher also attended and 

scripted all meetings of the Elementary Campus Council (four meetings). Any 

meetings of the elementary faculty (four meetings) including staff development days 

(two days), that concerned site-based decision making were also scripted, transcribed 

and analyzed with the use of summary sheets. After attending meetings of this nature, 

verbal notes about occurrences at those meetings were audio taped for future reference. 

Those notes were later transcribed into text and kept with the meeting transcripts. In 

summary, there were four types of meetings scripted for analysis: General faculty 

meetings, staff development days, Elementary Campus Council meetings, and meetings 

of the district board of trustees. As with the interviews, these transcriptions were 

analyzed in an on-going fashion using summary sheets (Appendix G). 

To further enhance the picture being developed of the culture of this school and 

this implementation process, another type of field notes was collected during this study: 

The researcher kept a researcher's journal containing data from informal interviews, 

casual conversations with key informants, descriptive observations, and observer 
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comments. This journal took a variety of forms including a spiral notebook, taped 

recollections of conversations, and a data base in the word processor. The spiral 

notebook and tape recorder provided portable research tools kept on site to record 

occurrences immediately following the events. Researcher reflections were then 

entered into the computer journal by date resulting in a total of around one hundred 

entries. 

The informally structured interviews were both planned and spontaneous. 

When clarification was needed, the researcher would approach a key informant with 

one or more questions to be answered. These questions were generally open ended in 

nature allowing for the maximum input from the informant. For example, following a 

particular faculty meeting, the researcher informally interviewed eight different 

informants to ask them about their perceptions of what had occurred during the 

meeting. This enabled the researcher to develop a clearer picture of the levels of 

understanding and points of view of those people involved in the situation. These 

types of interviews were conducted to help prevent the problem of researcher bias and 

to help the researcher maintain the "dual role of insider/outsider" (Spradley, p. 56-57) 

during the study. 

A third source of data collected by the researcher during the length of the study 

(nine months total: November to July), was documents and artifacts. Any material 

generated at the meetings or by the informants pertaining to the five areas of concern 

was collected and analyzed by the researcher. The researcher kept these items in 

binders with the scripts from the meetings where they were obtained. 

Additional documents were obtained at the close of the study during June and 

July from the central administration office. These documents were historical in nature 
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and used to compare the year of implementation of site-based management to previous 

years. For example, for the past two years the assistant superintendent has written 

waiver requests to the Texas Education Agency. Copies of these waiver requests were 

made and analyzed for any changes that might have occurred during site-based 

management implementation. All key informants were also asked about their input into 

the waivers and the waiver request process. Of particular interest to this study were the 

waiver request for an additional five days of student release time for staff development: 

A two year comparison was made in this case. 

As another document source, official minutes of board of trustee meetings were 

occasionally consulted as confirmation of decisions made at school board meetings. 

These documents were not duplicated, but notes were made by the researcher and the 

minutes remain on file with the district in the central office. School board members 

were occasionally questioned to clarify decisions made on that level. 

At the beginning of this study, the researcher had also intended to collect any 

news media information concerning the implementation year. However, after nine 

months of research into the local newspaper and television station news reports, very 

little information was found. The exception was a monthly report on the meeting of the 

board of trustees which included some staffing information. Another notable exception 

were two articles about the resignation of the elementary principal and the interview 

process including the Campus Council. These articles were kept on file by the 

researcher as further evidence of decisions made during the year. 

To further round out the developing picture of the implementation year of site-

based management in this school, the researcher collected two additional sources of 

information during May and June: the final formal set of interviews and a summative 
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survey of key informants' perceptions (Appendix G). 

The researcher interviewed each member of the Campus Council a final time 

during May and June of 1993. The intent of this set of interviews was two-fold: F57 

irst to obtain the participants perceptions about site-based management after a year of 

involvement, and second, to collect information on decisions made at the school during 

the school year. Each of the original questions from the first set of formal interviews 

(See Appendix E) was rephrased in the past tense and asked to each key informant. 

For example, the question "As a member of the Campus Council, what role will you 

play in making decisions on our campus this year?" became "As a member of the 

Campus council, what role did you actually play in making decisions on our campus 

this year?" 

After questioning and probing the informant with this set of questions, each 

person was asked questions about decisions made on the campus during the year. A 

list of decisions made on the campus during the year emerged after the researcher 

analyzed the original set of interviews, field notes and documents. (This list of 

decisions and questions can be found in Appendix E with the other interview 

information.) The original list which emerged during analysis was refined through a 

process of questioning of key informants and document checks. Each person was 

shown an alphabetized list of decisions and asked to read it. They were then invited to 

add to the list of decisions made during the year. Each key informant was then asked to 

describe their role, if any, in making each of the decisions. They were also asked to 

describe where they had the most impact in decision making this year. This data was 

recorded on audio tape and transcribed into a data base through the use of a word 

processor. These interviews were analyzed using coding and summary sheets as is 
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described later in this chapter. 

A final source of information collected for this study was a survey of 

participants' perceptions (Appendix G). In June of 1993 the Texas Education 

randomly surveyed a Texas public schools concerning the initial implementation year of 

mandated site-based management. This survey was developed and field tested by the 

Texas Education Agency during the spring of 1993. All public schools in Texas were 

given a copy of the survey. The randomly selected schools were given specific 

directions as to how to use the survey. Those schools not selected were told that they 

could use the survey in any way that best served the district. According to the 

superintendent and the elementary principal, North-Central I.S.D. chose not to use the 

survey for a variety of reasons including difficulty in accessing personnel in the 

summertime. 

The researcher adapted directions to this survey and distributed it to ten key 

informants. This six page survey asked for information concerning participation, 

input, perceptions as to how well site-based management worked, and suggestions for 

improving the process in the future. All Elementary Campus Council Members as well 

as others outside the council were surveyed. These surveys were mailed back to the 

researcher in stamped, self-addressed envelopes provided to the informants. This 

information was compiled with summary sheets and was the final data analyzed 

question by question by the researcher in this study. A report to the school district 

using information from these surveys was given at the October meeting of the Board of 

Trustees. (This follows Spradley's and McCurdy's suggestion for giving informants 

access to information, p. 22 in their book Participant Observation.') 
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As suggested by Bogdan and Biklen, all documents and tape recordings were 

kept on file by the researcher during the entire course of the investigation. The sum of 

the data was collected in a total of four three-inch binders, a case of fourteen audio 

tapes, and numerous computer diskettes. These documents and tapes were available to 

the researcher for continual analysis during the nine months of the study. 

November 1992 

December 1992 - January 1993 

February - April 1993 

May - June 1993 

July 1993 

Table 2: Data Collection 

- Determined Feasibility of Study 

- Began Document Collection 

- Gained Entree 

- Began Collecting Field Notes 

- Conducted Initial Interviews 

- Continued Participant Observations, 

Field Notes, and Document Collection 

- Continued Participant Observations, 

Field Notes, and Document Collection 

- Conducted Final Interviews 

- Surveyed Key Informants 

- Continued Participant Observations, 

field Notes, and Document Collection 

- Collected Final Budgetary Information 

- Exited Field 
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Data Analysis 

According to Bogdan and Biklen, data analysis is the process of systematically 

searching, arranging, and organizing the interview transcripts, field notes, and other 

materials accumulated by the researcher to increase the understanding of them and to 

enable the researcher to present what has been discovered to others. "Analysis involves 

working with data, organizing them, breaking them into manageable units, synthesizing 

them, searching for patterns, discovering what is important and what is to be learned, 

and deciding what you will tell others." Data analysis "moves you from the rambling 

pages of description" to a product such as a book or paper (Bogdan and Biklen, 

p. 153). 

Throughout this study the researcher continually collected and analyzed data 

using a constant comparative search for patterns and emerging trends. The data were 

also analyzed categorically with modified analytic induction using the five areas of 

concern in site-based management delineated by the state: goals, staffing, curriculum, 

budget, and organizational management. The summative survey was analyzed question 

by question. Three types of data analysis were used to further enhance the 

development of clear picture of the implementation year of site-based management in 

this elementary school. 

The process of analysis was cyclical in nature. After data was obtained and 

transcribed, the researcher carefully read each document marking shifts in topics. 

These topics were listed and grouped according to developing categories. More data 

was then analyzed using these categories and topic or "Subject Codes" (Bogdan and 

Biklen, p. 170). Continued analysis of data involved using a "Preassigned Coding 

System." This involved using "a list of topics about which those doing the research 
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were expected to collect data" (Bogdan and Biklen, p. 172). The preassigned codes in 

this study were the five areas of concern prescribed by the state in legislation referred to 

as Senate Bill 1 (TEA, 1992), as possible areas of decision making for site-based 

management teams. 

As patterns and trends emerged, these were confirmed by further investigation: 

This involved questioning of and casual conversation with informants and document 

searches. Positive triangulation of important points occurred when the same 

information appeared in at least three sources: field notes, interviews, and 

documentation. Finally a question by question analysis was used to compare 

information gathered from the ten participants in the summative survey. 

Document were analyzed and compared to historical data from the previous 

year. This was done to compare documents developed during the year on 

implementation with previous years. For example, the waiver request written to the 

Texas Education Agency concerning staff development days, was analyzed and 

compared over a two year period to determine differences, if any, occurring during the 

implementation of site-based management. A search for trends in differences between 

documents was made by the researcher. These trends were compared to categories 

emergent from other sources and utilized for triangulation of emergent themes. 

All information collected and analyzed during this study was synthesized into a 

series of major points thus defining and creating a picture of what actually occurred 

with regard to decision making at this school during the implementation of site-based 

management. Grounded theory developed through continual interactive analysis based 

upon the fit of major points within the process of triangulation. The picture that 

developed is one of this school's culture. It is limited to the one school as well as by 
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the researcher's "clear recognition that complete objectivity is not possible, that 

personal prejudice and ethnocentrism influence data collection, and that selective 

observation and interpretation always occur during research" (Spradley & McCurdy, 

p. 18). However, the researcher was able to obtain a substantial amount of information 

that could be used to help the decision makers in this school, and perhaps in other 

similar situations, make better decisions for education. 



CHAPTER IV 

NARRATIVE OF FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study was to describe the state mandated implementation year 

of site-based management in a rural, public elementary school. Throughout this study the 

researcher functioned as a complete participant observer. Five major categories of data 

including (1) field notes, (2) formally structured interviews, (3) informal interviews and 

casual conversations (documented in a researcher's journal), (4) a collection of documents 

and artifacts, and (5) a summative survey of key informants, were collected and analyzed 

for a period of nine months from November 1992 until July 1993. Data analysis utilized 

both constant comparative and modified analytic induction methodologies. The 

information derived from this analysis was used to develop a descriptive picture of the 

nature of site-based management at this school during the implementation phase. 

This chapter is divided into four major sections. The first section is a discussion 

of the themes and categories revealed through the constant comparative methodology 

utilized in the analysis of all data sources. The second section of this chapter relates these 

themes and categories to the findings in the five predetermined areas of concern used in 

analysis by modified analytic induction. A third section of the chapter presents 

summative survey findings. The fourth section summarizes findings from all three. 

Section 1. Findings: Constant Comparative Methodology 

Five themes kept recurring throughout data analysis. These themes permeated all 

data sources and were frequently evident in information gathered from all ten key 
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informants. The five major themes recurring in this study were (1) Control, 

(2) Communication, (3) Confusion, (4) Conflict, and (5) Time. 

These five themes were overlapping and interconnected. They appeared alone and 

in groups of two or more throughout the various data sources. Each theme has various 

facets that will be discussed and illustrated through samples of verbatim speech from key 

informants. These vignettes were chosen for their representativeness and accuracy in 

depicting actual occurrences. The title of the source of each vignette follows actual quoted 

material in parentheses. Pseudonyms were used throughout the study to protect the 

anonymity of informants and the school. A description of the five themes which emerged 

through constant comparative methodology follows. 

Theme 1. Control 

The theme of control surfaced in a number of ways, but was a recurring theme 

throughout the school year and was evident in every data source. One recurring pattern of 

control was the control held by the existing administration due to the bureaucratic nature of 

the system. Persons in power also feared the loss of control. Control was exercised by the 

state education agency. The system of site-based management itself, documented locally 

in the District Plan, set up areas of control by appointment and rotation of council 

members. Concerns related to all of these areas of control were repeated by key 

informants in a variety of situations: While being interviewed, during informal 

discussions, and in written documentation. 

The thematic area of control affected all other areas. On occasion, the control of 

information slowed or eliminated the process of communication resulting in confusion and 

conflict. The control of time also affected other thematic areas. All five recurring themes 

in this study were often intertwined and interdependent. 
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In the beginning of the implementation year, fall 1992, the existing bureaucratic 

system in the school district controlled information from the top down. Information about 

site-based management came from the state to the district superintendent. He in turn passed 

it down to the building principals. At the end of the implementation year, the same 

communication system still existed. Any information from the state was still distributed 

through those channels. The control factor here was that the information could be stopped 

or altered at the central office or on the principal's desk. The principal said, 

"What I do is still hooked into that system (bureaucracy), and I think that's 

good....I still make the decisions. It is with input from different groups..., and 

of course most of my decisions are still OK'd by the superintendent or the 

assistant superintendent...." (Mr. Black, Interview) 

(Refer to Table 1, Chapter 3 page 46 for a listing of all pseudonyms.) 

Toward the end of the first year of site-based management, one teacher said that she 

realized a big change in this area. Mrs. Dillard, the fifth grade teacher representative on the 

council, stated that she felt the situation had "evolved during the year." She said that she 

had come "from the old school of being afraid to buck the administration," and now she 

believed 

"it's not really bucking them....I don't know....we were brainwashed 

with the old theory that they knew what they were doing, and we were to accept 

and do! Now,...uh...they are more human. There's a humanistic approach 

here...and our ideas can be just as good if not better!" (Interview) 

Another factor of control involved here is the state mandating a management system 

for every school system in the state. Teachers held the perception that the administration 

was not implementing site-based management because they felt it was the best thing for our 

school, but rather because they had no choice. According to one teacher, "They feel like 

they are being forced into this...by the state." (Field Notes) 
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Key informants felt that the principal used several techniques to control all building 

level decisions. The principal set all times and places for Campus Council meetings. He 

held all but one of these meetings were held in his office, where he sat in his large chair 

behind his desk before others seated around the desk in smaller chairs. The last meeting of 

the Campus Council was held in the library with all members present, including the 

building principal, sitting around a library table. At that meeting teachers sat at both ends 

of the tables. The principal led the meeting following an unwritten agenda as he did at all 

meetings. Two members of the council were not informed of the meeting: The parent and 

the non-parent/business representative. The principal frequently decided to include or 

exclude the two members who were not employees of the school district (the outsiders) 

from the council meetings. 

According to one teacher, the only agenda for these meetings was "the one in the 

boss's head." She said, "We begged him to give us one, so we would know what in the 

world we're doing...so we don't look like a bunch of idiots. I wanted it a week in advance 

to prepare for the meeting....The way it was, we never knew if we were washin' or 

hanging out....It's like he didn't want us to be prepared." (Interview) This confusion over 

control of the campus council meeting agenda was confirmed by three other teachers in 

their interviews and by responses in the summative survey. 

I never saw an agenda. I really think this could have helped us communicate 

better within our group if we had one...probably to other people, too. If we 

had an agenda, it would help us tell other teachers what we did. Sometimes it's 

tough to say what we did. (Mrs. Dillard, Interview) 

It's like when I go to a school board meeting, I take notes on my agenda 

and then share those with the other teachers the next day. I have left the agenda 

with the notes on the teacher's lounge table for everybody to read. (Mrs. Sure, 

Field Notes) 
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Campus Council membership was another area where the principal exhibited 

control. The principal appointed the parent and non-parent community members. 

Originally the principal appointed a mother, Mrs. English, who ended up "not having the 

time" to be actively involved in the Campus council. She was known by other council 

members as a person who supported the principal. She resigned and was replaced by 

another mother, Mrs. Kay. Several council members reported to the researcher that they 

had recommended Mrs. Kay for the position. Mrs. Ball, the third grade teacher 

representative, was especially forceful in this recommendation. When asked why, she 

reported that she wanted a "thoughtful" person on the council that would "speak her mind 

and not just accept everything the boss said as gospel." (Field notes) 

The other non-staff member of the council, Mr. White, was a local bank vice-

president also appointed by the principal. This appointment was made with no input from 

other council members. (Field notes) During an interview, the superintendent described 

this council member as a "Yes-Man," and said that he was given the appointment because 

Mr. Black could be assured that there would be little or no disagreement between Mr. 

White and himself. One of the teachers remarked, "The only thing Mr. White ever does is 

agree with Mr. Black." (Interview) No occurrences of a disagreement between the two 

men were documented in meeting minutes for field notes. It appears that the principal did 

initially appoint two council members that agreed with him most of the time, perhaps in an 

attempt to control the decisions made by the Campus Council. 

Another teacher felt she was being controlled by the rotation of council members. 

She commented that she felt like as soon as council members began to "understand the 

system enough to use it to make positive changes for students, new members came on and 

old ones were rotated off." (Interview) It took the new ones time to learn the system. The 

only constant factor was administration, who then knew how to "work the system to their 

benefit." She said, "That way the principal gets to continue to make all of the decisions." 
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(Interview) [In fact, the rotation of council members was not clear to anyone. The District 

Plan (Appendix B) does not define the rotation by a clear beginning and ending time. 

Council members were confused as to when their term began. Some felt that it began when 

they worked as a member of the District Committee. Others thought it began with the first 

meeting in November of 1992. When asked, the principal could not clarify this point.] 

However, the principal did not feel that he continued to make all of the decisions. 

When asked if a power shift had occurred during the first year of site-based management in 

his building, Mr. Black answered as follows: 

Yes, there definitely has been a power shift...directly to the teachers. 

My God, they've gotten power! They just don't understand the power. 

What is really interesting is that if they understood it they could spend 

the money they wanted to spend, hire their buddies, and be happy! 

(Interview) 

He said he felt the teachers had gained tremendous power over decision-making during the 

year. When asked in June of 1993 if there has been a change in who was in control of 

what in the building, he answered, "The whole damn thing's out of control!" (Interview) 

In the initial interview with the counselor, Mrs. Love, it became evident that the 

personalities of the people involved in the implementation of site-based management would 

have an effect on successfully implementing the change. She said that "certain persona of 

administrators could feel very threatened" by this change. She discussed the issues of 

control under the bureaucratic system: 

Site-based management is not easy for all administrators to handle. It's not 

what we're used to doing, which is to go through the chain of command and 

the bureaucracy... the good old boy syndrome...keep your teachers under your 

thumb. I've worked for a number of years under that system. You know I've 

been here a long time...29 years, I have worked here under that system. (Interview) 
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Later she went on to say that some people who did not understand site-based management 

viewed it with "some fear and trembling." (Field notes) 

Another concern the teachers on the council had about control was tied to the 

teacher appraisal system. In Texas during the first year of mandated site-based 

management, the principal was the primary appraiser of teachers. This appraisal was used 

for placement on the Career Ladder, a teacher ranking system with monetary reward. 

Some of the members of the council expressed a concern that this was a conflict of interest. 

One teacher asked, "How can I openly discuss problems, and at times contradict the boss 

when I fear retaliation in my appraisal scores?" (Field notes) Two other teachers said this 

was "not a problem in our building." (Field notes) It appears that the building principal 

could have held control over some teacher's decision-making by being in the position of 

primary appraiser. 

Theme 2: Communication 

There were both problems with and improvements in communication during the 

implementation of site-based management. Some built in factors which inhibited 

communication. Also, no communication systems were in place to handle the 

implementation of a new management system. Three areas identified as having problems 

with communication were (1) communication between teachers and the administration, (2) 

communication among different grade levels, and (3) communication in and out of the site 

based management team, the campus council. There were also areas in which 

communication expanded and improved during the year of site-based management 

implementation. 

Mrs. Ball said there were communication problems both from teachers to 

administration and from administrators to teachers. She said: 
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I don't know, maybe it's the way the buildings are: Three separate 

buildings with two floors on one campus. It all makes for a tough job 

of communication. It's hard to communicate with other faculty members 

as well because of the situation we're in: third grade is up here (on the 

second floor) and second grade is down there. We don't even have planning 

time or lunch together. I'm supposed to represent them on this council. 

How am I supposed to communicate with them? (Interview) 

Other teachers acknowledged a communication problem that had existed for a long 

time. Some specifically said they had trouble communicating with the principal, Mr. 

Black. "He just won't listen to me," one teacher said. (Interview) Another teacher said: 

Communication with him (Mr. Black) is always a problem. I mean he's 

a good man with a caring heart, but he's the pits at communication. He 

doesn't listen, and he's difficult to understand when he talks. It's not even 

one way communication. It's not communication at all! (Interview) 

However, another teacher, Mrs. Dillard saw this situation differently. She said that 

Mr. Black helped "increase communication between grade levels this year." She said he 

did this by the design of his textbook selection committee. Grade levels had to talk to each 

other before a selection could be made. She said that he "opened a continuum of 

communication between grade levels for the first time." (Interview) Mr. Black did admit 

some communication problems during interviews, and some teachers saw him as beginning 

to address those problems and make improvements in that area. 

Mrs. Ball said that at other schools there was a communication system in place. 

She mentioned weekly team leader meetings as a system that had "worked" in another 

town. She said: 

We always had a communication system of some kind, and that's just 

not happening here...that made it more difficult to start this site-based 
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management because the communication was not there to begin with. (Interview) 

Actually the only communication systems in place prior to site-based management 

were top down, following the standard bureaucratic chain of command. Teachers actually 

expressed "fear" (Field notes and Interviews) at trying new systems. "I was afraid to buck 

the administrators." (Mrs. Ball, Field Notes) "I'm afraid to say anything when I don't 

know where I stand." (Mrs. Peak, Field Notes) Council members expressed a need for 

three types of communication: 

1. From council to others (including staff, community and administration) 

2. A means for input into the campus council 

3. Increased communication within the council itself: One council member 

remarked: 

I have a problem with the lack of communication between the council 

members and knowing what is expected of us. I wish we could have an 

agenda on which we could take notes and circulate to our building when 

the meeting was over." (Interview) 

Although members and non-members of the campus council acknowledged these 

gaps in communication, the less a person participated in site-based management committees 

and councils, the more they mentioned having communication problems. This was 

substantiated by survey responses of non-council members with positive triangulation in 

informal interviews and field notes taken during faculty meetings. "I'm just not sure site-

based management is going to help us. I mean, I haven't even heard anything about it." 

(Mrs. Strong, Non-Member of the Campus Council, Field Notes.) "I feel like we've come 

a long ways this year. I just want to stay on the council to see more get done." (Mrs. Ball, 

Campus Council Member, Interview) 

Even though communication was a "problem," there were instances where key 

informants saw positive changes in taking place. During the beginning of the 
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implementation year, the counselor predicted that the balanced make-up of the campus 

council "would increase communication....The more different issues and different 

perspectives we can have, the better we'll really know what's happening at our school." 

(Interview) 

Mrs. Dillard saw a positive impact on communication in two areas that directly 

affected her. First was her idea of the improved communication built into the textbook 

adoption system. This was disputed, however, by Mrs. Peak, a first grade teacher 

representative on the council who said, "We've been doing our textbook selection basically 

the same for the past twenty-seven years." (Interview) Two other teachers and the 

principal all stated that site-based management had "no influence" over the way textbooks 

were adopted in the building during the 1992-93 school year. 

The second area Mrs. Dillard mentioned as being different from in the past was 

with the building of the new middle school. She said this was the first time that she knew 

about that teachers were asked for input into the design of a building in this district. 

We got to design our own rooms. We gave all the input in one or two 

meetings with the architect. The first meeting we gave him some ideas 

about what we wanted, and then he came back with the drawing and said, "Is 

this what you wanted?" We worked through it until we were all satisfied. We 

even got to work out details like using tote trays as opposed to lockers, and 

display areas in the rooms....Some of us that have worked here longer have 

never seen anything like this before...the men asking us (female faculty) how 

best to design our rooms....In the past a principal might have called you into his 

office and asked if there was anything specific that you wanted, but never to work 

on blueprints directly with an architect. (Interview) 

In this situation, communication lines seem to have opened. Another teacher stated 

that she thought "there was more communication between grade levels this year." 
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(Interview). In conclusion, it appears that although communication problems existed in the 

building during the year, improvements were cited by key informants. As Mrs. Ball puts 

it, "Doors have got to open up before this will work. We've got to increase communication 

and get where we can really talk to make this work." (Interview) 

Theme 3: Confusion 

Confusion was a third recurring theme throughout this study. There was confusion 

about the purpose of implementing site-based management. Further confusion surfaced 

over processes and roles. Campus goals were mentioned in conjunction with the word 

"confused" at least five times during the study. There was also confusion about how this 

new management system "fit in with the existing bureaucracy." (Mr. Black, Interview) 

Although it appeared to be clear to all key informants that the implementation of 

site-based management in the school was state mandated, confusion existed as to why this 

was being done. Mr. Black and others agreed that the purpose of this was a system to 

include more perspectives in the decision-making process. However, when asked in the 

final interview about the definition for and purpose of implementing site-based 

management, Mr. Black said that "it just seems to get muddier as it goes along." He said it 

was a really bad time to ask him after the June 1993 school board meeting and "all of the 

confusion about the interview committee." (Interview) There had been open discussion at 

that meeting about procedures for hiring new personnel under the site-based management 

system. (Field Notes) In her final interview Mrs. Ball, the third grade teacher said, "I 

think I'm more confused than 1 was to begin with....I mean I see no purpose for it. I mean 

that's sad, but I don't see them (administrators) ever using us (teachers) for anything. 

Other key informants clearly saw purpose in the implementation of site-based management, 

but were confused about processes and roles. 
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Procedures, processes, roles, and responsibilities that had been standard for many 

years under the bureaucratic system were being challenged. When the state mandated the 

implementation of this new management system, and yet left the fine-tuning to each district 

to ensure the best possible fit, this created an opportunity for decisions to be made at the 

district and campus levels. When roles and responsibilities were not clearly defined and 

communicated to all players, confusion emerged. 

During the same meeting of the board of trustees confusion was apparent when the 

superintendent and the principal held an open discussion about who's responsibility it was 

to do the original screening of applications for teaching positions. (Field Notes) This 

confusion was confirmed by informal interviews of key informants who were members of 

the interview committee, a committee created by the Campus Council to interview teacher 

applicants. These committee members did not know if they were to do the initial screening, 

or if they were just to interview the final contenders. Each had been told something 

different by the superintendent and the principal. During June of 1992, this group did hold 

three days of interviews in which they were to interview the final contenders for positions 

available at the elementary school. Their candidate choices were ranked in order of 

preference, and those rankings were utilized by the superintendent and central 

administration staff to hire four of the five new teachers at the elementary level. 

A fifth new teacher was hired in August two days before school started without being 

screened by the interview committee because of "lack of time." (Field Notes) 

Confusion over the roles and responsibilities was evident with regard to the actual 

meetings of the Campus Council. When would the meetings be called? Mr. Black sited 

this as a major problem. He said, "We just don't know what we're doing. I wait on 

teachers to call the meetings. They're apparently waiting on me to call the meetings. 

Who's supposed to do what anyway?" (Interview) Confusion over roles and 

responsibilities produced anxiety and frustration throughout the year. Three teachers 
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speculated that those were contributing factors to the resignation of the principal and the 

counselor at the end of the year. This was not the reason given by them for their 

resignations. 

By law the Campus Committee was to establish campus goals. These goals were to 

be written into the form of a Campus Improvement Plan and used in the process of 

evaluating the principal. Many key informants were confused when asked about this 

process. No member of the Campus Committee knew of any such plan. No one could say 

what the campus goals were, and there was no evidence of any evaluation of the principal 

by the council. This might have been due to the principal's resignation in early June. In 

May, the assistant superintendent in charge of curriculum confirmed the non-existence of 

any campus plan at the elementary school. He said the district goal was improving the 

curriculum, and that the district was developing a localized curriculum writing plan. He 

said he assumed the elementary school goal was curriculum. (Field Notes) 

The principal was himself confused about the existence of campus goals. When 

asked, "Do we have campus goals?" at the end of the school year, he replied, "I don't 

know. Check up the street (the administration building) to see if we got that done." He 

then asked the researcher, "Do we have campus goals? Did we have campus goals this 

year?" He went on to say, "I had some definite goals, but I don't know who agreed with 

them." (Interview) One of his goals was the improvement of our curriculum documents, 

another was the improvement of test scores. During the June interview, Mr. Black 

confirmed further confusion over campus goals. At a meeting of the board of trustees the 

night before, the superintendent had mentioned a campus goal of 100% of the students 

scoring at least 80% on the T.A.A.S. (Texas Assessment of Academic Skills) Test. The 

principal said, "Eighty percent! Who came up with that! That was never my goal!" 

(Interview) Upon further questioning he revealed that his goal was 90% for all students. 

This was an example of the confusion about goals between members of the administration. 
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Other key informants exhibited confusion over campus goals as well. Mrs. Kay, 

the parent representative that joined the council in January after the first parent resigned 

committee membership, said: 

I don't know if we have any campus goals. I haven't seen any in print. 

I asked Mr. Black about this. He said that was taken care of back at the 

beginning of the year, and I was not to be concerned about that. I now think 

that maybe he was referring to the Mission Statement that you all developed 

together. Maybe he thinks that's the goals?...I think our goal has something 

to do with curriculum...trying to tie the curriculum together...make it flow 

smoothly from kindergarten to fifth grade...." (Interview) 

Although this was a typical response and confusion was a factor, almost all key 

informants mentioned the improvement of curriculum in some way when discussing 

campus goals. Central administration also said curriculum development was to be the 

district goal for the 1993-94 school year. All key informants agreed on this point. 

Theme 4: Conflict 

Conflicts arose during the implementation of site-based management at College 

Street Elementary School. Conflicts were evident on five levels: Between administrators, 

between administrators and teachers, between grade levels, between teachers in a particular 

grade level, and between parents and school personnel. Although some school districts 

held staff development sessions in conflict resolution techniques during a change to site-

based management, North-Central I.S.D. did not. Conflict resolution training was 

recommended in the summative survey by two key informants as a way to improve the 

process for the next school year. Although conflict was a theme throughout this study, all 

key informants agreed that conflict was not new to the culture in this school. As one 

teacher said, "conflict is just a normal part of working out differences. It would be a weird 
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thing to have over fifty people working side by side and not have conflicts of some kind." 

However, there was conflict directly related to site-based management, and that is the focus 

of this part of the study. 

Conflict between administrators developed from confusion over roles and 

responsibilities. This conflict appeared to be happening because of a lack of 

communication between the superintendent and the principal. The superintendent had 

certain expectations that conflicted with the principal's ideas. Key informants could not 

state if the expectations were not clearly stated by the superintendent, or if the principal did 

not want to make the mandated changes. An area that illustrated this conflict was the 

budget. The superintendent stated on various occasions (during training sessions, 

interviews, and in memos) that "the old way" of budgeting, allocating each teacher a certain 

amount of money to spend throughout the year, was "not site-based management." (Field 

Notes) He recommended that teachers request what they need, and working within the 

school budget, the Campus Council would make decisions about prioritizing allocations to 

meet campus goals, all of which would be centered around "improving student 

achievement." (Field Notes) 

The principal continued to budget moneys as he had done in the past. As Mrs. Peak 

verified, very little had changed except the "amounts of money and the increase in 

paperwork" over "the past twenty-seven years." (Interview) Mr. Black said there had 

always been an annual conflict over "who got what they wanted" in the budget. He said that 

in the past he had made all of the budget decisions for the campus, and he was looking 

forward to sharing that responsibility. "It won't be my fault that you got your widget this 

year and so-and-so did not." (Interview) After decisions are made by the campus 

committee, they will "stand on their own merit because those people represent the faculty. It 

will no longer be an adversarial situation." (Interview) The principal was saying that site-

based decision making could decrease conflict between him and the teachers in budgeting. 
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Yet observable conflict between the principal and the superintendent appeared to 

increase through the year rather than decrease. At the beginning of the study, there were 

only rare instances of observable conflict between the two men - once in a private meeting 

of administrators in the superintendent's office and once in a discussion held in the hallway 

of the elementary school. By the end of the study, there were more frequent observable 

verbal conflicts between the two. The differences of opinion between the two men were 

common knowledge among key informants. "They've never gotten along," (Mrs. Dillard, 

Field Notes) was a typical comment of informants. 

Conflict between the teachers and Mr. Black was on-going and continual. These 

conflicts were too numerous to list, but representative examples included conflicts over 

who had access to keys to the building, scheduling of classes and duties, and the way 

problems in the building were addressed. Mr. Black and the maintenance workers were the 

only people allowed to have keys to the building. This created conflict with the teachers, 

because when they wanted to work in their classrooms at a time other than regular school 

hours, they had to obtain a key from Mr. Black. All three teachers on the council described 

a feeling of lack of trust between the principal and teachers which was exemplified by the 

key problem. Conflict between teachers and Mr. Black was observable daily. 

There was a "we/they" culture in the building. These were terms frequently used 

by the teachers to describe relationships with administrators. "We never know what they 

want," one teacher said when talking about the administration. "We try to give them what 

they want, but it's hard...," Mr. Black said referring to "We" as administrators and "they" 

as teachers. There appeared to be a definite dividing line between faculty and 

administration further enhancing a picture of the existence of an adversarial relationship 

between the two groups. 

This "We/They" relationship was extended by teachers who were not members of 

the campus council to include council members. The council members were referred to as 
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"they." The first evidence of this was during the February all day faculty meeting led by 

the teacher members of the Campus Council: 

They didn't ask us how we felt about goals for our campus. They just 

assumed they could talk us into what they had decided at some meeting. 

Their minds were made up when we came in. (Teacher, Field Notes) 

Another area of conflict was between grade levels in the building. This was 

observable in casual conversation and during faculty meetings. When the entire elementary 

faculty met for a goal setting day in February, the conflict between grade levels was 

observable. By a consensus decision of the council all faculty members were seated by 

grade level assignments for the meeting. Each grade level group met at a separate table and 

determined their priorities for campus goals. The day ended with each group defending its 

decisions and attempting to convince the other grade levels to accept their goals. Conflict 

was evident in the loudness of speech and the inability to reach a consensus. 

Teachers within grade levels had conflicts in a variety of areas ranging from 

textbook choices to what should be considered professional dress for faculty members. 

Some of these conflicts were resolved during the year, others were not. Some grade levels 

exhibited more observable conflict than other grade levels. Most incidences of conflict 

were observed in the kindergarten and fourth grades. The least were observed in the third 

grade. 

A final area of conflict observed during the study was between parents and school 

personnel. An example of how a conflict between parents and school personnel became an 

issue in site-based management involved the distribution of birthday party invitations at 

school. After three months of informal debate among parents, teachers, and the principal, 

two teacher members of the campus council were approached by faculty members and 

asked if this issue "could be discussed by site-based management." When a parent asked 

if it were "on the agenda," one teacher said she would try to get it on an agenda. (Field 
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Notes) It was never discussed in a campus council meeting. (Meeting Minutes) 

Other conflicts between parents and school personnel were observed. Many 

involved homework policies. The superintendent established the homework policy for the 

district in prior years, and although there was conflict over appropriate amounts of 

homework, this topic was not addressed by the campus council. This pattern of 

bureaucratic control over agendas and decision-making permeated all of this study's data 

sources. The themes of conflict and control overlap here while conflict was a fourth theme 

which emerged through constant comparative data analysis. 

Theme 5: Time 

The fifth theme that emerged through constant comparative data analysis was the 

issue of time. All key informants mentioned time as a factor in making effective changes: 

in management, in curriculum, in policies, or in any area. The principal's key concerns 

about getting site-based management "to work... were teachers' time and knowledge." 

(Interview) Teacher's time was discussed as a problem for two reasons: first, there was 

concern that teachers "are not willing to put in the time," (Mrs. Ball, Interview) and 

second, teachers were not provided with substitutes, perhaps a solution that would have 

provided them with more time. As was mentioned earlier, time of council term lengths was 

believed to be a controlling factor by several informants. (Mrs. Ball, Mrs. Peak, and Mrs. 

Kay, Interviews) 

Mrs. Ball expressed concerns about time during both formal interviews, in her 

survey responses, and casual conversation: 

I don't see us being able to accomplish much in the two years we have. I feel 

a real time crunch! We took the entire first year just getting organized. I served 

that time on the district level committee as a representative of the campus. Just as 

soon as we are about to get going on the real stuff, like the problems we defined 
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at the very first of this school year, we'll roll off and new people will come onto 

this committee. They'll have to be trained all over again. In the mean time, the 

only stability is the principal, and he gets to continue to make all of the decisions. 

(Interview) 

The control issue is again illustrated here, this time in conjunction with the issue of 

time. The teachers felt the administrators held a powerful advantage over them with the 

control of time. 

The counselor was also concerned about time and described the change from 

existing management to site-based management as a "metamorphosis." (Interview) She 

used the analogy of a child maturing into an adult as compared to a school changing from 

bureaucracy to autonomy. She said: 

It's rather like a child learning to be responsible and growing up. There 

comes a time when mom and dad are not supposed to be there to make those 

decisions for the child any more. They can advise, but then the kid has to, 

you know, sink or swim by himself. We need an adjustment period from 

always being told what to do to (by central administration) to being able to make 

decisions for ourselves. This should not be an overnight process. You can't 

say it starts on September first like the Texas Education Agency has tried to 

do to us. (Field Notes) 

She said that her major concerns were "communication, commitment to the process and 

time." (Interview) 

The five themes (control, communication, confusion, conflict, and time) were 

found throughout all sources of data and were played out by all informants during constant 

comparative analysis. They also recurred when the data was analyzed by modified analytic 

induction and in the summative survey. 
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Section 2. Findings: Modified Analytic Induction Methodology 

Further analysis of data was conducted utilizing modified analytic induction 

methodology. This involved using "a list of topics about which those doing the research 

were expected to collect data (Bogdan and Biklen, p. 172)." The preassigned codes in this 

study were the five areas of concern prescribed by the state in legislation referred to as 

Senate Bill 1, as possible areas of decision making for site-based management teams: 

staffing, budget, curriculum, organizational management, and goals. 

Modified analytic induction methodology was utilized in analysis of the all data 

sources: field notes, interviews, researcher's journal, and documents. Included in the 

document analysis were a set of matrices which were a part of the District Plan for 

Implementation of Site-Based Management (Appendix B). Before the state mandated 

September 1,1992 deadline for implementation of site-based management, the District 

Committee developed this set of decision-making matrices (Appendix B). The titles of these 

matrices were: 

1. Curriculum Decisions 

2. Budgeting decisions 

3. Staffing Patterns Decisions 

4. School Organization Decisions 

5. Goal-Setting Decisions 

These matrices delineated decision-making responsibilities within the district. Each of the 

five matrices was designed to show who had responsibility for "recommending (R), 

deciding (D), and approving (A)" decisions within the district. Three levels of decision-

making were defined: District Level (meaning the District Committee for Site-Based 

Management), Campus Level (meaning each of the three campuses: elementary, junior 

high, and high school), and Central Office (meaning the school board, superintendent, and 

assistant superintendent). North-Central I.S.D. operated during the 1992-93 school year 
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under the guidelines of the District Plan for Site-Based Management (Appendix B) 

including these five decision-making matrices. 

Analysis of data using the predetermined set of five categories confirmed the 

existence of the five themes which emerged using constant comparative methodology. 

These five themes (control, communication, confusion, conflict, and time) permeated the 

decisions made within the five areas (staffing, budget, curriculum, organizational 

management, and goals). A description of decisions made within each of the five areas 

using vignettes from a variety of data sources further defines the picture of one elementary 

school's implementation year of site-based management. 

Area 1: Curriculum 

The first area designated by the state education agency as a possible area for campus 

level decision-making was curriculum. In this area, as in the others, some things changed 

and some things stayed the same. One area where very little changed was in the area of 

textbook adoption. Changes occurring at College Street Elementary School during the 

implementation year of site-based management in the area of curriculum included changes 

in testing, changes in the purchasing of written curriculum documents, and changes in 

budgeting for curriculum. A decision was also made concerning curriculum for a computer 

lab and networking system. A discussion of these decisions and changes follows. 

"We've been picking our textbooks the same way for over twenty years," 

commented Mrs. Peak when asked if she had experienced any differences in this area this 

year. (Interview) She was certain that there had been no changes in this area of 

curriculum. She said that some of the paperwork might "look a little different," but 

basically "the state approved the choices, the textbook company representatives came out to 

convince you theirs is the best product, and we (teachers) decide what we want." (Field 

Notes) The board of trustees has final approval of the adoption. 
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One of the teacher/key informants spoke of "improved communication between 

grade levels" this year due to the way "Mr. Black set it up. We (the teachers) had to meet 

together to talk about the choices, sometimes with a textbook representative, and sometimes 

not." (Mrs. Dillard, Field Notes) She said she thought this "improved communication." 

When asked if the campus council played a role in textbook adoption at the 

elementary level this year, all key informants agreed that it had not. As had been past 

practice, the textbook selection committee, consisting of grade level representatives, was 

selected by the assistant superintendent and approved by the board of trustees before the 

establishment of the campus council in November of 1992. 

Mrs. Kay, and other key informants, spoke on various occasions about "too much 

emphasis on testing and test scores" at the school. (Interviews, Field Notes, and Meeting 

Minutes) After the resignation of the principal, changes occurred in this area. In the 

August session of the board of trustees $6,000.00 designated for the purchasing of testing 

and written curriculum from the Regional Education Service Center was eliminated from 

the budget. Three elementary teachers attending that meeting jumped up from their seats, 

clapped their hands and shouted "Hooray" for a period of three to five minutes. (Meeting 

Minutes) Included in this was a testing program used by the school for a principal-

mandated semester testing program for kindergarten through grade five. These tests were 

given in addition to all state-mandated T.A.A.S. and N.A.P.T. and the Iowa Test of Basic 

Skills. Following the consensus of the campus council to eliminate "unnecessary testing," 

as of August 1993, the new administration at the elementary school had chosen to eliminate 

all testing except one required test per grade level per year. In grades three through five 

that was the T.A.A.S. test in May. In kindergarten through second grade, plans were to 

administer the Iowa Test of Basic Skills the last week in April. This eliminated two-thirds 

of the testing at the elementary level. 
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With the elimination of purchased, prepackaged curriculum documents, the central 

office administration provided budget resources and time (the five day waiver plus paid 

summer days) for the initiation of a district-wide cross subject rewriting of curriculum. 

Plans were to "spend the next three to five years getting usable documents," and "time and 

money in years after that keeping them current." (Mr. Banks, Field Notes) According to 

the superintendent, "expert help" in writing the curriculum was obtained through block 

grant funding with the Regional Education Service Center. An additional $3,000.00 was 

added to the curriculum to pay teachers to write curriculum during the month of June 1994. 

According to all key informants, this method of obtaining written curriculum documents 

had never been attempted in North-Central I.S.D. 

Another decision that was made on the elementary campus during the 1992-93 

school year concerned the choice of curriculum for a new computer lab and networking 

system to be installed during the 1993-94 school year. Teacher input was obtained through 

a variety of methods. A district-wide, state-mandated technology committee was formed. 

Teacher representatives were included in that committee. Teachers were allowed to have 

hands on experience with the three companies submitting bids for the system. Teachers 

were polled as to their choice. Teacher representatives were invited to visit the final 

contender's company in Dallas for further demonstrations before the purchase was 

complete. A decision was reached and the purchase was made on August 31,1993. 

The five themes were again noticed throughout these decisions as well as in all of 

the four areas. Conflicts were observed between grade levels and among teachers, but the 

most conflicts were observed between the faculty and the principal, Mr. Black. For 

example, Mr. Black met opposition from teachers and central administrators with regard to 

required semester testing in kindergarten through fifth grades. (Field Notes) 

Communication problems were evident in the computer decision process. Many teachers 

did not know which system they had voted for or why they had voted as they did. There 
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was a feeling that they had no control over what would be purchased. (Field Notes) Mrs. 

Ball did not know if a decision had been made, and when asked what she though would 

happen, she replied: 

I think they (the administration) are going to get which ever one they 

want...just about like everything else...they make us think we have a part 

in it." (Interview) 

The administration was considering the teachers' choice in computer systems, but 

felt that perhaps "they (the teachers) were a little confused and uninformed as to what each 

company could do." (Mr. Banks, Field Notes) Mrs. Dillard said that she felt the teachers 

"were not given enough information...if we could see the prices stacked up against what 

they say they're giving us, we could make a better choice." (Interview) She, in fact did 

change her choice after being given more information. Control of information by 

administrators was a theme that was observed. When asked why teachers were not given 

more information, Mr. Black replied," I wanted teachers to make their choices based upon 

what is best for kids, not on what we could afford." (Field Notes) Conflict was observed 

between teachers and the principal over how much information should be communicated. 

In the area of curriculum, some changes occurred and some things stayed the same 

through the year. Most changes were observed after the resignation of the principal. All 

five themes were evident in the decision made affecting the school's curriculum. 

Area 2; Bydget 

Although there was talk about changing the way budgeting was done on the 

elementary campus, changes were not evident in the campus budgeting process. There was 

a change, however, in the approval process for teacher requested items. This was at least 

in part due to the principal's resignation. 
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In the past, teachers had written budget requests in the spring. The principal had 

organized those into a preliminary building budget, excluding any items he felt were 

"unnecessary or cost prohibitive." (Mr. Black, Field Notes) This budget would be further 

adjusted in cooperation with the superintendent, and then sent to the board of trustees for 

final approval. In the past, the board of trustees did not have an opportunity to see or 

know about specific teacher requested items. The school board approved or disapproved 

the budget based upon the superintendent's recommendation. 

During this school year, budget requests at the campus level were very much the 

same "as they have been for the past eight years." (Mrs. Peak, Interview) The change 

occurred when the building principal resigned. He had organized a list of budget requests 

from teachers in the building. This list included every request made by every teacher on the 

elementary campus with one exception. (One item was cut from the requested $480.00 to 

$260.00: a kindergarten kitchen unit, changed material from mahogany to pine). All other 

requests were sent directly to the superintendent's office. For the first time any key 

informant could remember, all items requested by teachers at the elementary school were 

approved and budgeted. 

The building principal had been in control of the budget in the elementary building 

for the past eight years. There had been conflict over "who got what." (Mr. Black, 

Interview) A problem existed with communication and budgeting, which created conflict 

on all levels: between teachers, between grade levels, between administration and faculty, 

between the principal and the central office administrators, and between the administration 

and the board of trustees. Two of the members of the board of trustees said that they did 

not want any reasonable teacher request for instructional supplies to be denied. This had 

not been communicated to the principal. The superintendent did not want the principal to 

allot the teachers a flat amount in the budget which they got "whether they need it or not." 

(Mr. Banks, Field Notes) The process appeared to have many problems. 
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The campus council was told during their first meeting in November that they 

would help make budget decisions. During an interview after that meeting, Mrs. Ball said, 

We're going to talk about the budget, but that's just because that's what the 

rules say we'll do. I really think we'll get to cut some stuff, and we're going to 

get to cut so he (Mr. Black) can blame somebody else for cutting it. (Interview) 

Mr. Black was concerned that teachers would not be able to "see the big picture" (Field 

Notes) when it came to budgeting. 

They're not going to have the time or the expertise to make good decisions 

this year...It's going to take more time. When will we do this...in the summer? 

People are on vacation. I just can't see it working. (Interview) 

Some of the members of the campus council anticipated changes in the budgeting process 

in the future but saw none during this school year. 

I think it will be affected at a later stage, but for now we're budgeting 

exactly the same as we have always done it...well since Mr. Black has 

been here. (Mrs. Love, Interview) 

We use exacdy the same forms and processes that we have in the past, 

but I expect there to be changes this summer. I mean I know we (the campus 

council) are supposed to meet to talk about the budget. I haven't heard of 

any meetings though. (Mrs. Dillard, Interview) 

Although there was talk of including the campus council in budget decision-

making, there was no evidence of this. The on-campus budget processes were very much 

the same as they had been prior to implementation of site-based management The 

difference occurred at the central office and board of trustees level when a "no cuts" policy 

placed the purchasing power directly in the hands of the teachers. This caused budgeting 

changes toward empowerment at the campus level during the 1992-93 school year. 
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Area 3: Staffing 

The two types of decisions made in the area of "staffing" dealt with hiring of new 

personnel and staff development training. During the 1992-93 school year, during the 

implementation of site-based management, changes occurred in both of these areas. The 

two changes mentioned most often in all data sources were the creation of an interview 

committee which interviewed teacher applicants, and use of teacher input into decisions 

about staff development. All ten key informants recognized these as changes from past 

practice. 

During the introductory meeting of the College Street Elementary Campus Council 

in November, Mr. Black explained to the council members that part of their job would be 

"to help hire and fire teachers at this school this year." (Meeting Minutes) At that time, 

Mrs. Ball asked about how this would be done, and Mr. Black did not address her 

question. (Meeting Minutes) Later that afternoon, after the meeting Mr. Black said that he 

envisioned extensive committees that would handle the various aspects of decision-making. 

He said, "There's no way for the council to do it all by themselves." He spoke of a 

"budgeting committee," an "interview committee," and a "curriculum committee." (Field 

Notes) 

Mr. Black called a faculty meeting after school on Tuesday, March 2,1993 to 

accomplish the following goals: to discuss budgeting procedures, to develop a "faculty 

member profile" for use in hiring new personnel, and to design a set of interview questions 

for a teacher interview committee to use. Legalities of hiring and firing were discussed. 

Nominations from each grade level for interview committee members were made. Each 

teacher was asked to develop a list of legal questions to be considered for use by the 

interview committee. 

One week later the Campus Council, excluding the non-school members Mrs. Kay 

and Mr. White (again considered outsiders), met in the library to determine who would be 
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in the interview committee. This committee was composed of six teachers, one from each 

grade level in the building, backed by six alternates each from the same grade level. The 

interview committee decided by consensus on a list of questions to be asked of 

interviewees and a ranking sheet to be used with the questions to aid in ranking the 

applicants in order of preference for hiring. 

By design of the District Plan, decisions about hiring personnel were to be made 

jointly at the "Campus Level" and the "Central Office." The principal had instructed the 

committee to submit recommendations to him, and he would "work through the Central 

Office" (Field Notes) in hiring the teachers. In actuality, by the time the interview 

committee met during June, the principal had resigned and had not been replaced. The 

interview committee submitted recommendations for hiring directly to the Central Office, 

who then made the final decisions for employment. 

In the past, before the 1992-93 school year, teachers were rarely included in the 

decision-making process for hiring personnel. Only two instances could be found in the 

past two years where teacher input had been used in making staffing decisions: in hiring a 

kindergarten teacher in January of 1991, and in hiring a first grade teacher in August of 

1992. Four of the five elementary teachers hired for the 1993-94 school year were hired on 

the recommendation of the College Street Elementary School Site-Based Management 

Interview Committee. (Field Notes and Documents) 

All five themes played a role in the development and implementation of this 

interview process. For example, the issue of time became apparent when the school needed 

to hire a final teacher two days before classes began. The administrator in charge at the 

time determined that "there just wasn't time to go through the committee process." (Field 

Notes) This fifth teacher was hired after being interviewed by administrators only. Time 

played another role in the interviewing of teachers: because "there wasn't time to meet 

during the school year," (A Committee Member, Field Notes) the interview committee met 
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during the summer. Some of the participants were on vacation, and the committee "had a 

hard time finding days when we could all get together." (Mrs. Dillard, Field Notes) 

The administration controlled the interview process by coordinating meetings, 

initiating all communications concerning meetings, and approving all questions. They, 

along with the board of trustees, also had final hiring authority. A hierarchy existed in this 

hiring process that is reminiscent of bureaucratic structure: teachers recommended, 

administration decided, and school board approved the teachers for hiring. Another 

controlling factor existed in that the administration prescreened all candidates before the 

interview committee was given a list of those applicants to interview (another "time" issue). 

Only applicants deemed "suitable" (Field Notes) by administration were put on the 

interview schedule. 

In the beginning of this process, confusion surfaced over who was to prescreen 

applicants. Mr. Black stated that "the committee was supposed to do that." (Field Notes) 

Mr. Banks explained at a meeting of the board of trustees that the Mr. Black would conduct 

the initial screening of candidates (Meeting Minutes). The interview committee members 

said, "That's really a Central Office thing, don't you think?" (Mrs. Ball, Interview) and 

Mrs. Dillard said, 

We were told that the superintendent's office would be responsible for 

prescreening applicants. After all, they have the knowledge and ability to 

call all those people and do background checks. I would certainly hope we 

would not have to do that. I don't know how! (Interview) 

The confusion over prescreening applicants was resolved in the Central Office by the 

superintendent and the assistant superintendent. They decided how the interview process 

would work and then called the committee to set up the interviews. 

The second area of change in staffing occurred with staff development. According 

to key informants, this was the first time teachers had been asked for input into staff 
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development. First teachers were asked to fill out a survey from the Central Office asking 

whether they wanted the district to request a waiver through the Texas Education Agency 

for additional days for staff development training. The results of the survey indicated that 

the teachers wanted five additional days of staff development. The majority of the 

responses indicated a need for time to improve the district curriculum documents. Many 

elementary teachers also requested that the waivered days be used to familiarize them with 

best ways to utilize the new Language Arts adoption. According to the assistant 

superintendent, this was not an option under the current waiver system. Instead he 

arranged for teachers to have additional time and training during after school meetings to 

meet that need. 

One half of a staff development day in April of 1993 was organized and directed by 

the principal, counselor, and teacher members of the campus council. The assistant 

superintendent in charge of curriculum initiated and planned this event. Two school days 

prior to the staff development day, the campus council members were told one or two at a 

time (not in a meeting format) that they would need to plan, organize and lead a three hour 

faculty meeting. The goal of this meeting was to come to consensus as a faculty on campus 

goals for the 1993-94 school year. These goals would then direct staff development 

preparations for that school year. (A waiver request was being written by the assistant 

superintendent for five days of additional staff development to work on specific campus 

goals directly tied to improving student achievement.) This was the first time the entire 

faculty had met to discuss campus goals. After three hours, no consensus was reached. 

This three hour event exemplified the five themes emerging across all data sources. 

The administration controlled all communication about the plans for this staff development 

session. The people directly assigned to prepare and lead the sessions were not told about 

their roles in the meeting until two working days before the session. Because of a lack of 

communication between all parties, there was confusion over exactly what was to be 
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accomplished during the three hour session. Conflict emerged between grade levels, 

between teachers in the different grade levels, and between the principal and the faculty. 

The "we/they" adversarial language emerged again as well. Time was a factor because 

campus council members were given only two days to plan and three hours in which to set 

campus goals. All five themes could be identified throughout the planning, the actual three 

hour session, and the days that followed. 

Representative comments included: 

"We didn't know what we were supposed to be doing. I felt like a fool on that one. 

It's like they wanted to set us up to fail." (Mrs. Ball, Interview) 

I was involved in the planning of the in-service training in April. I don't 

know if we accomplished what they (administration) wanted us to accomplish. 

We did manage to open a can of worms, or maybe it was Pandora's Box! 

When you work with people who have not been allowed to openly speak 

their minds, and then you,...well you open the lid a bit...they blew the lid 

right off! I really did not expect so much confrontation...but I'm not sure 

it was all bad. It was a time for us to clear the air a bit. (Mrs. Love, Interview) 

The waiver for five days of staff development was sent to Austin with the general 

theme of improving local curriculum as the goal. (Appendix G) The waiver was approved 

by the Texas Education Agency for the 1993-94 school year, and plans were made in the 

central office to under-go a first time local writing of curriculum. Money was budgeted for 

hiring people to provide expertise to the faculties on how to write curriculum, for 

purchasing software and supplies, and for paying teachers to work on curriculum in the 

summer of 1994. All five staff development days were set aside for curriculum 

development. According to all key informants this was the first time this school district had 

ever planned or budgeted to write localized curriculum. (Field Notes and Meeting Minutes) 
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Changes occurred during the implementation year of site-based management in 

North-Central I.S.D. in the area of staffing: new procedures for interviewing and hiring 

teachers were initiated, and the faculty was given opportunities for input into staff 

development. All five themes (control, communication, confusion, conflict, and time) 

emerged in a recurring nature in both areas of staffing change. 

Area 4: Organizational Management 

The fourth area of opportunity for changes in decision-making is designated by the 

state to be organizational management. Some key informants saw a real effort on the part 

of North-Central I.S.D. to implement site-based management. Others felt that there would 

not be any real changes in organizational management. There were examples of 

management seeking new and different forms of input both from outsiders (people not 

employed by the district) and insiders (people employed by the district) into decision-

making happening in the district. 

Mrs. Love, the counselor on the campus council, stated: 

I think that this district has made a real concentrated, continuous effort 

to get this (site-based management) in place and keep people informed, and 

do what they were supposed to do with the means that they had. It wasn't 

just something they shelved over here and pulled out on the Friday afternoon 

after school began and said, "Hey, we need to do something about this." 

(Interview) 

Mrs. Kay, the parent representative to the council saw real changes in the power 

structure of the school: 

It's changing the old ways...I think the principal will have to bend 

a little...change his attitude toward new methods. ...in site-based 

management the empowerment structure has changed. The power has 
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always come from the top. This is more like a circle. Actually, it's more 

like an even power to me. It's like everyone having an equal decision. 

I think that's something he's (Mr. Black) not accustomed to and frankly 

not very comfortable with. (Interview) 

She spoke of the changes as having taken place, and the principal having to change to meet 

the new structure. 

Most key informants agreed that the district had made a real attempt to make 

organizational changes. They also agreed that this was "against the nature" of the current 

principal at College Street Elementary. This was confirmed by the superintendent and the 

assistant superintendent in informal interviews: "Mr. Black is having trouble 

understanding how this works." (Mr. Banks, Field Notes) Mrs. Ball said, "Our 

administrator feels a real threat. He feels like he's being forced into this." (Interview) 

"There was a strong bureaucracy in our system, especially at our school. Forever we've 

been very much on the top down side, and now I see some changes." (Mrs. Love, 

Interview) Mr. Black resigned in June of 1993. Mrs. Love resigned at the end of July. 

The structure of the organization changed to provide decision-makers with more 

input from insiders and outsiders. There were new rules to go by. These rules were 

written in the state mandate for site-based management and in the locally developed District 

Plan for Implementation of Site-Based Management. There was also an observable effort 

on the part of the administration of the school district to seek input from a variety of 

sources before making decisions. Three examples of this were in an elementary technology 

decision, hiring decisions, and in the designing of the new middle school classrooms 

which would be used by the current fifth grade teachers. 

As was stated earlier, teacher input was sought both formally, through surveys and 

voting, and less formally, through discussions with teachers, when a decision was being 

made on a technology purchase. The need to seek this input was not written in any plan, 
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but apparently developed from the superintendent's ideas about ownership of decisions and 

the quality of collaborative decision-making. When asked why he didn't just make these 

decisions himself, he said that he "wanted to make the best decision for the district," and 

"teachers who had been involved in the choice of computer systems would be more likely 

to use it." He went on to say, "I'm not about to spend $200,000.00 on computers and 

software systems and not have it used." (Mr. Banks, Field Notes) 

A restructuring of the interview process occurred during the implementation of 

organizational management change. This change was also not a rule in any plan, but a 

decided effort on the part of administration to get teacher input into the hiring process. 

Mrs. Love said, "I see a real attempt to involve staff members in the decision-making 

process." (Interview) She also said, "I've seen this coming for a long time. He's (Mr. 

Black) been making a move in this direction. This is not the first time we've had teacher 

input. He's learning to be a better listener." (Interview) This interview process was a way 

to get teacher input and perhaps ownership into the hiring of teachers. 

The third example of administrators seeking input involved the architectural design 

of the new middle school classrooms. Mrs. Dillard told about the fifth grade teachers being 

involved in the planning stages: 

We got to design our rooms! He (the architect) came to us and asked us 

how we wanted our rooms to be...the first meeting we gave him some ideas 

about what we wanted. He later came back with a drawing and said, "Is this 

what your wanted?" We got to further refine the plan....Some of us who have 

taught longer than the young ones we have working with us, know we've 

never done anything like this before. A principal might have called you in, 

although probably not, and asked if there was anything specific you needed, 

but here we are looking at the actual blueprint! (Interview) 
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This was another sign that the administration was trying to involve teachers in the decision-

making process. 

Outsiders, or people not employed by the district, were given limited input into the 

decision-making process during the implementation year of site-based management. There 

were provisions by law that parents and non-parent community members be included in the 

campus council. They were represented in minimal numbers, one of each, and were 

frequently not informed of meetings: they were excluded from the meeting to determine the 

make-up of the interview committee, the staff development day and planning sessions for 

that day. There were plans, however, to include them in the interviewing process to hire a 

new elementary principal. Mrs. Kay described situations where the principal told her not to 

worry about "understanding the process, he had the final decision-making power anyway." 

She reported him as telling her that he would take the advisory council's recommendation, 

but he didn't have to accept it. (Interview) She said, "I don't think I had a lot of input into 

anything this year...I was not even told about some of the meetings..." (Interview) 

The opposite point of view was presented by a teacher member of the council: Mrs. 

Dillard said, "This (site-based management) is an attempt to get teachers, business and 

professional people, parents, and administrators together to make decisions about school." 

(Interview) In general, all members of the council were satisfied with the amount of 

involvement, when the parent member was not. The business representative, Mr. White, 

said," It all went really well, don't you think?" (Interview) This was another typical "Yes-

man" response. 

The five themes emerged in the area of organizational management. Confusion 

over roles and "Who does what?" (Mr. Black, Field Notes) was observed during the 

changes in organizational management. There was a problem with communication when 

the parent member did not know about meetings. The teachers expressed a problem with 

time to do all of the work structured for them in the new management system, and several 
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key informants expressed a need for improved ways of dealing with conflict. 

Although there were apparent changes in the organizational management of the 

school, an attempt to seek input into decisions being made within the district was the most 

often observed change. It was evidenced in a variety of situations including, technology 

decisions, hiring decisions, and building planning decisions. 

Area 5: Goals 

The fifth area designated by the state providing an opportunity for change was that 

of goals. Each campus was to define its goals through a consensus process involving the 

campus council. The College Street Elementary Campus Council began this process by 

developing a mission statement. This was done under the direction of the principal. When 

the members of the council met for the second time (December 1992), Mr. Black told them 

that they would develop a mission statement. After a two hour session of reviewing other 

mission statements, including the old one from this campus, the group worked together to 

cut and paste pieces of other mission statements together to come up with one of their own. 

They used a thesaurus and Mr. Black's computer. 

Some committee members were satisfied with the final product while other felt it 

stated more "his philosophy" than theirs. (Meeting Minutes) Mrs. Ball said: 

I remember it had something to do with testing. It's really not important 

to me, because it really isn't my philosophy,...I'm here for the kids...you know 

what they know...what they feeL.not test scores." (Interview) 

Mrs. Love thought the mission statement was "a good one" that reflected "the true 

mission of the school." She said that College Street Elementary was "so far ahead of the 

other schools in the area," that she had shared our mission statement with them when they 

began to work on their goals. (Interview) Mr. Black also liked the mission statement: 

"We did a good job with that, don't you think?" (Interview) 
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More conflict and miscommunication was observed during the establishing of 

campus goals than during any other times throughout the year. The principal attempted to 

control the goal setting processes and product through many means including time and lack 

of communication. Mrs. Peak, a teacher representative to the council said, "It was as 

though they (the administration) wanted us to fail. There was no way to succeed when we, 

first of all, don't know what they want us to do, and second, they don't give us time to do 

it." (Field Notes) 

Each individual had a goal or set of goals that was to be accomplished by the 

implementation of site-based management. Mr. Black had his goal," My goal in this 

process was to improve instruction. In my opinion it has not done that. It has slowed 

down the decision-making process,...because of politics...the my friend, your friend 

thing...do we have goals? I just don't know." (Interview) Mrs. Love had her goal, "I 

would hope that we would accomplish a greater degree of cohesiveness and community 

team spirit working together...I think this will increase communication." (Interview) 

Mrs. Dillard said, "I'm interested in improving our children's education. I want to get our 

curriculum together...I think we all want to make some changes there, for example we need 

some alignment in the science curriculum.... I think our committee can deal with some of 

the problems in our school." 

Every campus council member had their own goal or set of goals, and yet 

agreement upon a single goal, or set of goals for the elementary school was hard to find. 

During the three hour goal setting staff development day in March, three goal-themes kept 

surfacing in the conversations: making improvements in the campus climate, the 

communication, and the curriculum. When writing the waiver request for five additional 

days of staff development during the 1993-94 school year, the assistant superintendent 

chose curriculum as the most needed area of improvement and said our campus goal was 

for improvement in that area. 
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When asked why we had not reached consensus on campus goals, one teacher cited 

time as a factor. She said, "I just wish we had more time! We don't even have enough 

time to get together to plan effectively correlated lessons, much less time to solve big 

problems like the ones we are attempting to solve in these meetings." (Mrs. Dillard, 

Interview) Conflicting viewpoints were evident when those comments were compared to 

another member of the council that said, "I felt like we wanted to work on the curriculum 

all along, but it's just hard to get fifty people to openly agree to anything." (Mrs. Peak, 

Field Notes) Another council member said that he thought we had campus goals, but he 

did not know what they were. (Interview, Mr. White) If goals were established on the 

College Street Elementary Campus during the 1992-93 school year, it was unclear as to 

what they were and who had agreed upon them. 

Section 3. Survey Results 

Other findings emerged through a question by question analysis of the survey 

conducted during the final phase of the study. On June 1,1993, the Texas Education 

Agency mailed a survey to all independent school districts in the state. The purpose of this 

study was to get information about the first year of mandated site-based management in 

Texas Public Schools. Although a copy of the survey was distributed to every school 

district, this information would only be taken from a random sampling of school districts 

across the state. The superintendents of the school districts not randomly chosen for the 

survey were told to use the survey in a way that best suited the interest of the individual 

district. The superintendent of North-Central I.S.D. chose to send a copy of the survey 

with those instructions to the three individual building principals: elementary, junior high 

and high school. As of the eighth of June, there were no plans to use the survey to collect 

data within the district. 
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On June 8, Mr. Black, the elementary principal, gave a copy of the survey to the 

researcher and asked if it would be of interest to this study. (This is an example of the 

continued support this researcher experienced while doing this study at College Street 

Elementary.) After reviewing the contents and format of the survey, the principal's 

permission to administer the survey to key informants was obtained. The only stipulation 

was that a report could possibly be made to the school board and/or administration of the 

findings. This would be done in an attempt to present not only findings but suggested 

means of improving the process as well. The researcher and the principal agreed that this 

would benefit all concerned, and an oral commitment was made. 

In the interest of gaining a variety of perspectives, the researcher chose ten key 

informants to be surveyed. The survey itself (Appendix E) was adapted to meet local 

needs, and the needs of the researcher. The survey, entitled Campus-Wide Survey of Site-

Based Management Implementation at College Street Elementaiy School, began with 

introductory information including directions and reasons for conducting the study (See 

Appendix E). The survey questions were exact duplicates of the T.E.A. questions 

reserving the ability to do a formal comparison to state results in September. (This 

comparison would have to be conducted after the completion of this study, and would 

therefore be done for local use only.) The survey was created and field tested by the Texas 

Education Agency in Austin. Permission for adaptation and use of the survey was granted 

to all Texas Public Schools by that agency. 

The survey was divided into five main parts: 

1. Introduction and demographic information 

2. Question concerning the functioning and training of the Campus Council 

3. Questions about decisions made by the council 

4. Opportunities to express opinions about site-based management 

5. Problems, concerns, and suggestions for improvement 



98 

A group of ten informants was selected to participate in the survey. These ten 

people were chosen as key informants based upon two criteria: first, all members of the 

Elementary Campus Council, the primary focus of this study, were included in the survey, 

and second, other key people were added to the group to ensure representation of a variety 

of perspectives on the issues addressed by the survey. In an attempt to balance the 

insider/outsider points of view, three teachers from other grade levels not represented on 

the Campus Council were included in the survey in addition to the original Campus 

Council, which was made up of the principal, the counselor, a parent, a community 

member/business representative, and three teachers (one first grade, one third grade, and 

one fifth grade). Originally, inclusion of other outsiders, parents and business people not 

on the council, was considered. After informal consultation with members of these 

groups, the researcher concluded that they did not have enough information about site-

based management to even fill out the survey without continual input and/or clarification 

from outside sources. Considering the definition of a key informant as a person who is 

knowledgeable, willing and able to provide valuable insight into situations being studied, 

these groups were not included in the survey. 

A total of six teachers, the counselor, and both the parent and the community 

member/business person on the Campus Council chose to respond to the survey. The 

principal declined. When asked why he had not responded to the survey, he stated, "Bad 

timing." During the time the principal had expected to complete the survey, he had 

resigned his position, cleared his office, turned in his keys and had left the district and 

public school administration to resume his career as a high school band director. A total of 

nine of the ten surveys were completed and analyzed for this study. 

Part I of the survey provided demographic information about the survey 

participants. Of the nine respondents, six were teachers (representing all six grade levels 

on the campus and both members and non-members of the Campus Council), one was the 
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parent member of the council, one was the community member/business representative for 

the council, and one was the counselor (classified as "Other Campus Professional" by this 

survey and meaning a non-teaching staff member). Three of the respondents were also 

members of the original District Site-Based Management Committee which met during the 

spring and summer of 1992 to write the District Plan for Implementation of Site-Based 

Decision Making. None of these three, two teachers and the counselor, indicated 

membership on that committee on this survey. When asked, all said this was due to 

confusion about committee names and their membership roles: confusion was a recurring 

theme throughout the study. 

Although three of the survey participants were teachers who were not members of 

any site-based management teams or committees, the remaining seven persons surveyed 

had direct site-based decision-making responsibilities. Of the six members of the Campus 

Council that chose to respond, three were elected to their position (the teachers) and three 

were appointed (the parent, the community member/business representative, and the 

counselor). According to the Section I. Council Regulations of the District Plan (Appendix 

B), the council has members which are elected (referring to these members as "faculty 

members") and appointed "non-school personnel." Disagreement and confusion existed as 

to whether the non-teaching certified personnel representative to the council was to be 

elected or appointed, and if appointed, by whom. When asked about this, the counselor 

replied that she was appointed by the principal because he did not want the only other 

person on campus who qualified for the position to be on the council. This point was 

verified by the principal and two other council members. The theme of control once again 

arises here: the principal was able to choose one more of the members of the council 

through the control of information. The other certified non-teaching staff member on this 

campus was the nurse. When asked if she knew that she could have been elected to the 

Campus Council, she said that she did not know that was a possibility. Controlling 
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situations by controlling access to information appears once again. Disagreement and 

confusion arose from that lack of information. Three of the members of the council said 

the counselor was elected when, in fact, there was no election concerning representation of 

certified non-teaching staff. Appointment versus election remained a point of contention 

and could only be clarified by a rewording of the District Plan. 

The next set of questions in the survey dealt with the functioning and training of the 

Campus Council. Further confusion and lack of factual information was revealed in this 

set of responses. For example, when asked how long the campus had "actively practiced" 

site-based decision making, five people said that the campus had practiced this type of 

decision making for one to three years, three people said less than one year and one simply 

put a question mark in the margin by that question. Campus Council members were 

represented in all three response groups. In actuality, the Campus Council began meeting 

in November of 1992 which was less than one year prior to the survey. Confusion may 

have arisen from membership in other committees dealing with the implementation of site-

based management like the District Committee. Even then, members of that group wrote 

and signed the District Plan for Implementation of Site-Based Management that was to go 

into effect on September 1,1992, again less than one year prior to the survey. 

When asked to what extent their particular campus was following the district's plan 

for site-based decision making, disagreement and confusion again appeared. One teacher 

who was a member of the Campus Council said the council followed the district plan 

"exactly as approved" (meaning approved by the District Committee, the local board of 

trustees, and Texas Education Agency). The majority of five people marked the response 

to indicate they believed the council was following the district plan "generally, with a few 

modifications." Three people, a mixture of council members and non-members indicated 

that they were "not sure" the extent to which the district plan was being followed. In 

follow-up questioning, all nine people said they were unsure of how to respond to this 
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question because they had not seen the District Plan for Implementation of Site-Based 

Management in its final form if at all. Three of the people surveyed helped to write the 

plan, but had not been given a copy of the plan after all final revisions were made last 

August. All six others had not had access to the plan. This plan was available upon 

request from any administrative office in the school district. This disagreement or 

confusion was due to a lack of information again controlled by the administration. In this 

situation, the information was available to the group upon request, but was never 

requested. A conclusion that can be drawn from this information is that all nine 

respondents did not really know to what extent the District Plan was being followed. 

All nine people answered exactly the same when asked about which groups were 

represented on the Campus Council. They all agreed that the following groups were 

represented: classroom teachers, other school staff, parents, and the community. They 

also agreed that there was no direct student representation on the council. This followed 

the specifications of the District Plan. 

A wide variety of responses were exhibited when asked who could place an item on 

the agenda for a Campus Council Meeting. The responses ranged from "I have no idea." to 

a checking of all possible answers. Included in the possibilities were "chairperson, 

principal, committee members, and non-committee members." By district rule, the 

principal acts as chairperson of the council, but when asked verbally none of the nine 

respondents knew that fact. Five people checked that all groups have the ability to place an 

item on the agenda of the Campus Council. One indicated that anyone on the council could 

place an item on the agenda, but excluded non-council members. One wrote "I assume any 

of them" and marked all categories. A final response had no groups marked, but put a 

question mark in the margin by the answer space. Here again the theme of confusion is 

evident in the variety of responses. In actuality there never was an agenda written and 

distributed at any council meetings on this campus during the study. In an interview, one 
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teacher said the only agendas ever used during the meetings were the ones "in the bosses 

head" (indicating the building principal). Two other teachers had verbally requested • 

agendas at other times. 

On an issue as seemingly simple as how often the campus council met, more 

confusion surfaced. One council member said "more than once a month," two people said 

"at least once a month," four said "once each six weeks," while two indicated "quarterly" 

(although one of those responses had a question mark placed beside it, and the other had 

"or when deemed necessary" written in the margin). A final response, by a non-council 

member, was "I have no idea." The campus council had no regular schedule for meetings. 

Seven members of the council (eight including the researcher) did meet for a total of six 

times from November 1992 to July 1993. Two meetings were in November, two in 

December, and one each in January and February. Partial membership of the council met at 

other times. One example was while planning the April faculty meeting: the parent and 

community member/business representative were not included in this decision making 

process. Another example was the March meeting of all three campus councils: one 

teacher and the community member/business representative did not attend this meeting. 

Reasons for the variety of responses on this survey question could include the fact that 

various council members attended differing numbers of meetings, there was no consistent 

meeting day scheduled, and meetings were called by the principal when he thought it 

necessary to do so. Non-council members reported being unaware of when meetings were 

held, because there was no formal communication generated by these meetings. "I never 

knew when they met...Did they meet?" (Mrs. Sure, Not a Member of the Campus 

Council, Field Notes) "If they met, I never knew anything about it! Was an agenda 

published?" (Mrs. Strong, Not a Member of the campus council, Field Notes). 

All nine people agreed that this campus council typically met "after regular hours of 

teacher duty," with two teachers also indicating that there were occasional meetings "during 
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regular hours of teacher duty." The time, as well as the location and date, of each of these 

meetings was controlled by the principal. In one interview, the principal called this "a 

problem," because "the teachers were always waiting on me to call a meeting, and I was 

always waiting on them to call one, and sometimes it was just confusing for all of us." The 

involvement of the elements of time, confusion, communication, and control are all 

illustrated here. 

The survey as designed by the Texas Education Agency listed six routes of 

communication the campus council might use to elicit input for "staff and community 

members/parents that are not on the committee." These included "periodic surveys," 

"routine information sharing via newsletters subcommittee(s)," "distribution of minutes," 

"invite others to make presentations to the committee," and" invite representatives to sit as 

ad hoc members." A last category "other(s)" was also included. Two informants checked 

the blank for subcommittees indicating knowledge that the teacher interview committee was 

a subcommittee of the campus council. One of those also checked interviews and inviting 

others to make presentations to the committee. When asked, she indicated that she meant 

that this had been done "informally." According to notes and minutes of meetings, no one 

was ever invited to speak to the campus council and no surveys were done. In fact, there 

was a decision made by consensus of the council in February not to conduct a needs 

assessment survey during the 1992-93 school year. Eight people checked the "other" 

category and most of the responses they wrote in that blank revolved around informal 

verbal communication. "Word of mouth," "talking to others," and "conversation" are 

examples of those responses. Two mentioned they had received information about council 

activities at a faculty meeting. The parent representative summed up the situation by 

saying, "To my knowledge we don't have a 'defined' form of communication with non-

committee members." The fact that a communication system was not well defined and a 

need existed for improvement in this area was clear from this survey. It also emerged 
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through a constant comparative analysis of other data sources: interviews, field notes, etc. 

With regard to training and understanding their roles and the functions of the 

campus council, there were again a variety of responses. Only two people, the parent and 

the counselor felt they had received extensive training in site-based management. The 

counselor wrote that she had extensive training from the "local building principal." The 

parent had marked that she had extensive training through the regional service center, 

however, after being questioned verbally, she said she meant the faculty had been trained in 

this way. The entire district faculty did take part in an all day workshop on consensus 

building sponsored by the regional service center in September 1992. Three teachers 

acknowledged the connection between this training and site-based management by marking 

that they had received "some training" or "general orientation" from the regional service 

center. Two teachers reported to have been trained by their professional organizations: one 

each participated in training from Delta Kappa Gamma and the Texas Classroom Teacher's 

Association. A total of five informants reported having a general orientation by district 

staff, but the majority reported receiving little or no real training from the various sources 

listed in the survey. 

Considering the lack of formal, preplanned training given the members of the 

campus council and the general faculty, it was not surprising to find that most 

acknowledged some confusion about their roles and the purposes of the council. 

However, three members of the campus council repeatedly stated that they were "clear 

about" their roles and the purposes of the council. These three people also indicated that all 

members of the council also had a clear understanding of roles and purposes. All 

respondents marked answers indicating they understood "the basic concepts of site-based 

decision making." The area of staff development and training was another recurring theme 

in this study. 
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In a third area of the survey, decision making, informants were asked to "check 

how often your S.B.D.M. (site-based decision making) campus council makes decisions 

about the following topics:" and were given a choice of "Frequently, Occasionally, or 

Never" as responses. Two people felt they did not have enough information to complete 

this section of the survey: one was the kindergarten teacher who was not a member of the 

council, and the other was the community member/business representative for the group. 

Of the remaining seven, only one person marked any decisions as "frequently" being made 

by the council. The fifth grade teacher who was a member of the campus council indicated 

by her survey responses that the council made frequent decisions on "campus performance 

objectives, campus budget development and oversight, building and maintenance needs, 

input on staffing patterns, communication procedures, instructional support -e.g., library, 

media technology, and student services ~ e.g., counseling, nursing, nutrition." The only 

area where she indicated the council had never made a decision was on "alternative staff 

evaluation procedures." None of the other six agreed. The majority of all other responses, 

one hundred twenty seven out of one hundred fifty six, were checked in the "never" 

column. Three the remaining twenty nine were marked "occasionally." The majority of the 

informants agreed that the campus council never made decisions in twenty of the twenty six 

categories. The three categories that these people believed decisions were occasionally 

made by the council included: "curriculum development and/or revision, waiver requests, 

input on staffing patterns." In three categories, "campus performance objectives, 

instructional strategies and/or methods, and communication procedures," half the responses 

were "never" and the other half was "occasionally." The tallied responses are as follows: 
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12. Check how often your SBDM Campus Council makes decisions about the following 
topics: Fre. = Frequently Occ. = Occasionally Nev = Never 

Fre. Occ. Never 
a. 2 4 annual campus performance reports & other student outcomes 
b. 3 3 campus performance objectives 
c. 4 2 curriculum development and/or revision 
d. 3 3 instructional strategies and/or methods 
e. 6 modifications for special needs students 
f. 6 time allocations for instruction 
g- 6 student grouping patterns 
h. 4 2 waiver requests 
i. 6 tutoring programs 
j. 6 alternative assessment instruments and/or methods 
k. 6 campus budget development and oversight 
1. 1 5 building and maintenance needs 
m. 6 use of discretionary funds campus funds 
n. 4 2 input on staffing patterns 
o. 6 alternative staff evaluation procedures 
P- 6 scheduling of instructional time 
q- 1 5 scheduling of non-instructional time 
r. 1 5 organization of departments or teaching teams 
s. 3 3 communication procedures 
t. 1 5 co-curricular / extra-curricular activities 
u. 1 5 instructional support - e.g., library, media technology 
v. 6 student services ~ e.g., counseling, nursing, nutrition 
w. 1 5 school calendars 
X. 6 transportation 
y. 6 attendance 
z. 6 discipline 

Five of the twenty six categories of decision making listed in the survey were 

mentioned during meetings of the campus council as was documented in field notes from 

those meetings. Those categories were "curriculum development and/or revision, waiver 

requests, campus budget development and oversight, input on staffing patterns, and 

communication procedures." Although there was some consistency between the results of 

the survey and notes from the meetings, when asked, all ten key informants were unsure if 

final decisions had been made by the council in any of the areas. They all agreed that they 

each had opportunities for input into various decisions in all five areas: school management 

and organization, curriculum, budget, staffing, and goals. 



107 

This survey provided key informants a different avenue for expression of their 

opinions about site-based management. (As the school year had progressed, each person 

had been interviewed formally and discussed less formally their ideas and opinions about 

this type of management system.) A variety of opinions surfaced ranging from total 

support and optimism to misunderstanding and negativism. A large group of responses 

indicated a lack of knowledge on which to form an opinion. 

The kindergarten teacher who was not a member of the campus council or any other 

site-based management team marked "not sure" for every response in this section. She also 

indicated that she was not satisfied with her level of input into council decisions. When she 

returned her survey, she included a note stating that "because of where we are and what we 

teach, kindergarten gets very little feedback." The responses in this survey were 

representative of the recurring theme of communication problems. 

The other survey responses tended to be negative or positive directly correlating to 

the person's amount of involvement (meeting attendance, committee membership, etc.) in 

site-based management. The more a person was involved in the management system, the 

more positively that person responded with regard to attitudes and opinions about site-

based management. For example, Mrs. Dillard, the fifth grade representative to the 

council marked all statements in this section as "very descriptive" of our council. This 

included clarity of purpose, satisfaction with time and length of meetings, level of 

involvement of teachers, community members, and administrators, comfort level, etc. she 

was a member of both the district planning team and the Elementary Campus Council. She 

also never missed a meeting of either groups. 

The business representative/non-parent member of the council was almost equally 

as positive in his responses. Again, he was also a member of the original district-wide 

committee, and only missed two meeting of the Elementary Campus Council (meetings he 

was not invited to attend, because it was a planning session for in-service activities, and 
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one other...the principal made this decision). All responses were marked with the most 

positive answer possible, "Very Descriptive," with the exception of two: he said the level 

of involvement of the parents and community was not right. With verbal questioning for 

clarification, he said we needed more involvement from parents and other community 

members in the schools. He wanted more of parent and community representation on the 

campus council and directly involved in school decision-making. He felt that direct 

involvement in the schools greatly enhanced people's understanding of local educational 

needs. 

The two other teachers surveyed who were not members of the campus council, 

one from second grade and one from fourth grade, gave the most negative responses. 

They were not satisfied with their roles in site-based management. They wanted more 

input into decisions and felt like they were not clear about the process. They both felt that 

the council needed to be more focused on student outcomes. They also did not agree with 

the times and length of meetings. They both marked responses indicating the level of 

administrative involvement as not satisfactory: "too much," "overly involved," and 

"controlling" were words used to describe administrative involvement in site-based 

management when verbally questioned about the survey response. Both agreed that the 

council was guided by goal, purposes and objectives and was well organized. They also 

responded positively when asked if the council made decisions within the scope of board 

policy. 

Other trends noted in this section of the survey included a general dissatisfaction 

with meeting organization and a lack of clarity about roles and responsibilities. The parent 

representative felt there should be more parent involvement while the non-parent 

responders marked responses indicating parent involvement was "about right." The 

counselor and the first grade teacher, who were both members of the District Planning 

Committee and attended almost all meetings of the Elementary Campus Council, marked no 
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negative responses in this section. All indicators showed a general satisfaction with the 

work of the campus council at the elementary level. 

The final section of the survey was open-ended in nature. The first question (#45) 

asked for ways the campus council could be more effective. The next question asked about 

the most significant accomplishment so far, and the third addressed the "type of assistance" 

the council could use to "more effectively implement" site-based decision making. 

Suggestions for improving effectiveness included the following ideas, listed from most 

often mentioned to those ideas mentioned only by one person: 

1. More training for all participants in the decision-making process. 

2. Roll clarification. 

3. Increased representation. 

4. More effective communication to and from council. 

5. Changes in meetings: clear agendas with input from all players, time, place, 

increased meeting attendance. 

6. Elimination of current appraisal system. "Current system of appraisal signed 

by your administrator prohibits effective communication within the council," 

commented a teacher council member. 

7. Increased objectivity and "business-like" attitudes. 

Four key informants believed the most significant accomplishment of the 

Elementary Campus Council was the establishment of the Campus Interview Committee. 

This committee was created and became operational during the initial year of site-based 

management. The second area of accomplishment mentioned was the establishment of 

curricular improvement as a goal. Another accomplishment listed was the planning of in-

service training for the next school year. One respondent said there had been nothing 

accomplished by the council this year. 
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All respondents indicated a need for further training in the process of site-based 

management. Some were planning to attend training provided by their professional 

organizations during the summer. Others wanted "waivers of rules/laws" to be able to 

accomplish goals for the campus. Under "Please elaborate:" one teacher wrote: 

Teachers are always told to go though the correct channels to get changes 

made, and SBDM doesn't follow that rule - so teachers are afraid to tell the 

principal "We need a meeting and here is the agenda." Train us about what is 

okay, what power we have and how to do it. We will do it as long as we 

don't step on administrator's toes. Most teachers don't like to rock the boat or 

burn bridges, so unless we know what our limits are - we're scared. (Mrs. Ball) 

Another teacher wrote: 

Most of our staff has had a narrow biased introduction and interpretation 

of S.B.D.M. processes. We as professionals need to take it upon ourselves to 

delve into a broader range of instruction and work toward gathering more 

information. Dictatorships do not accept much input from the lower populations. 

(Mrs. Sure) 

The counselor added: 

I feel that all (underlined three times) staff members need some degree of 

development training to familiarize themselves with the concept of SBDM, and 

to make certain where each of them fit into the design on his/her individual campus. 

(Mrs. Love) 

The parent representative was the only person that indicated no need for further training. 

She wrote: "We've had the training - we just need to put into practice our decision-making 

skills." 

As with the other methods of data analysis, the analysis of survey responses further 

confirmed the evidence of the five themes: control, communication, confusion, conflict, 
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and time. These five themes appeared in a recurring nature throughout the implementation 

year of site-based management in all data sources and with all methods of data analysis: 

constant comparative methodology, modified analytic analysis, and question by question 

survey analysis. 

Changes occurred at College Street Elementary during the implementation of site-

based management. Although some members of the campus council felt they were just 

"spinning their wheels" and "not accomplishing anything," (Interviews) others were more 

optimistic: 

I don't think we were totally successful. I think that would be an 

impossibility no longer than we've been into this (site-based management). 

I do think once we've been into this for three or four years, if we continue 

to go in the direction we are currently going, we are obviously making 

continued strides in the direction of success....I do think there are schools 

who are not making any progress in this area, but I would not put us in 

that category. (Mrs. Love, Interview) 

Another council member said, "I think we're heading in the right direction!...The main 

thing is that we are all concerned about improving our children's education." (Mrs. 

Dillard, Interview) 

Decisions were made differently at College Street Elementary during the 

implementation year of Site-Based Management. There was an effort on the part of 

administration to seek more teacher input into decisions, especially in the areas of staffing, 

curriculum, and goals. Parents and local business representatives were included in some 

decision-making meetings. Not only was input sought, it was utilized in determining final 

decisions as was shown in the areas of hiring teachers and designing facilities. 

The goal for implementation of site-based management in Texas public schools as 

defined by the Texas Education Agency was quite clear: to improve student achievement 
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(TEA, 1992). It was difficult to determine if this goal was met by all schools or any 

schools in the state. One way the central education agency determines if there was 

documented improvement in student achievement during the year is by observing test 

scores. The scores on the state mandated tests were reported to school districts across the 

state in the form of a report card system: the Academic Excellence Indicator System 

(A.E.I.S.). Two indicators were used to score elementary schools in the state: attendance 

and test scores. 

When comparing data from the annual report card prior to the implementation year 

(1991-92) to data from the implementation year (1992-93), these changes were observed: 

• There was an increase in economically disadvantaged students on the campus. 

• There was an increase in ethnic diversity on the campus. 

• There were both areas of improvement and decline in text scores. 

• Test scores typically remained above the state average, however, they were 

fewer points higher than they had been in the year prior to implementation of 

site-based management. (Appendix F) 

If success of the state mandated goal of improved student achievement were as easy 

to assess as looking at the indicators on the A.E.I.S., then one might assume that the goal 

of improving student achievement through implementation of site-based decision making 

was not achieved during the implementation year of site-based management. However, 

there are complicating factors, and this study does not attempt to prove cause and effect. 

The researcher can report that within the context of state mandated areas of opportunities 

for change, changes in decision making patterns were observed in all five at College Street 

Elementary. 

Given a list of eight decisions made on the campus during the year, the changes in 

decision making occurred as is noted in Table 3. This list of decisions was the list that 

emerged during data analysis and possible areas of decision making on campus during the 
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school year. All key informants were questioned using this list Some general statements 

about decisions made in each of these areas follows. Here again, the change toward 

seeking input from different sources is evident. 

Table 3: Changes in Decisions 

Decision 
1. budgeting 

2. campus goals 

3. computer 
system 
decision 

4. how SBDM 
was organized 

5. staff 
development 

6. mission 
statement 

7. staffing 

8. textbook 

1992-93 
- same processes as 
before SBDM 

Prior to 1992-93 
- individual teacher 
budget requests 

- faculty and campus - no prior input 
council input sought opportunities could 

be found 

• faculty input 
sought and used in 
making final 
decision 

- community and 
faculty input used 

• faculty and campus 
council input used 

-developed by 
campus council 

- teachers were hired 
based upon 
recommendation of 
campus council 

- textbook selection 
committee 

-not prior input 
opportunities could 
be found 

- organizational 
decisions were made 
by administrators 

- staff development 
decisions were made 
by administrators 

Evidence of Change? 
- no 

yes 

yes 

-yes 

- yes 

- developed at the - yes 
central administrative 
offices 

- teachers wee hired - yes 
with very little input 
from faculty 

- textbook selection 
committee 

-no 

Table four exhibits the key points which emerged during analysis of all five data 

sources. In this table, the five themes are intersected with the five areas of decision-making 

opportunities delineated by the state. 
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Table 4: Themes Intersected with Areas 
Decision Making Areas 

Curriculum Budgeting Staffing Management Goals 

1. control yes yes yes yes yes 

2. communication yes yes yes yes yes 

3. confusion yes yes yes yes yes 

4. conflict yes yes yes yes yes 

5. time yes yes yes yes yes 

Positive cell interaction was found at every cell intersection. A "yes" indicates there 

was documented evidence in at least one of the five data sources used in this study. A "no" 

would have indicated that there was no interaction between the two cells. For example, at 

the intersection of "confusion" and "goals," several occurrences of key informants feeling 

confused over whether campus improvement goals were accomplished or if they ever even 

existed were sited in this chapter in Area 5: Goals on pages 95-97. 

Did changes in decision making processes occur at College Street Elementary 

School during the implementation year of site-based management? Yes, they did. The 

major area of change was the increased involvement of a diverse set of people in giving 

input into decisions. This increase in shared-decision making was accompanied by a 

frustration over the process of change. However, achievement remained somewhat steady 

during a time of change including changes in the student population (increased racial 

diversity), changes in technology and curriculum, and changes in the school management. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

A state mandate for the implementation of site-based management in every public 

school in Texas prompted this study. After being directly involved in the bureaucracy of 

Texas public schools for more than fifteen years, the researcher held a personal interest in 

exactly how this implementation was to be accomplished. This study was designed to 

record an in-depth look at how one rural elementary school in North-Central Texas met this 

mandate for change. 

The purpose of this study was to describe the initial implementation year of state-

mandated site-based management. Structure for this study was provided by a continual 

search for answers to the following question: What was the process of decision making in 

the school during the implementation of site-based management, and how was that process 

different from past practice? In addition, three subsidiary questions were addressed: (a) 

was there a change in who made the decisions, (b) was there a change in the nature of the 

decisions being made, and (c) was there a change in the actual implementation of these 

decisions? 

The researcher's access to the key informants and key groups involved with 

decision making in this school district provided another element necessary to conduct this 

study. Through the use of qualitative methodology over an extended period of time (ten 

months), the researcher worked as a participant observer to document the implementation 

process and create a picture of the culture of the school as it responded to the state mandate 

for site-based management. 
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Overview of the Study 

Participants in this study included ten key informants, seven of which were 

members of the College Street Elementary School Campus Council for Site-Based Decision 

Making. This council was the primary focus of this study. To provide a broader 

perspective of the decision-making processes in the school, three other teachers who were 

not members of the council also functioned as key informants. However, information was 

obtained from a wide variety of other informants including administrators and teachers who 

were not members of this particular group of key informants. 

A series of formally structured and planned tape recorded interviews at the 

beginning and the end of the study were accompanied by field notes as two of the data 

sources for this study. Field notes included meeting minutes from various meetings 

(campus council meetings, board of trustees meetings, and faculty meetings) as well as 

other observable occurrences within the school. A summative survey of key informants 

was used to collect data at the conclusion of the implementation year. These data sources 

were supplemented by a researcher's journal containing annotations recording informal 

interviews and casual conversations. All of these sources along with a variety of 

documents collected throughout the year, provided information about the decision-making 

processes within the school. 

The study began with extensive research into the background of site-based 

management at the school. Documents were collected and a variety of groups were 

observed to determine feasibility of the study. The researcher gained entree during October 

and November of 1992. The first set of taped structured interviews was conducted during 

December and January. Field notes were collected and information was compiled in the 

researcher's journal from November through May, with a final set of interviews being 

taped in May and June. To further round out the developing picture of the implementation 
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year of site-based management in this school, a survey of key informants was conducted in 

June of 1993. Document collection continued from October 1992 through July 1993. 

A three part data analysis was used to enhance the accuracy of the picture of this 

implementation year. A constant comparative methodology was used to analyze data from 

the various sources. Modified analytic induction incorporating the five areas of decision-

making opportunities defined by the state was used simultaneously. A final survey was 

analyzed in a question-by-question design. All three components of data analysis were 

combined to reveal recurring themes and other findings. The timeline for this study is as 

follows: 

1991 Texas State Mandate for Site-Based Management 

February 1992 Local Administrative Steering Committee Established 

May 1992 District Committee for Implementation of Site-Based 

Management Established 

Sept. 1992 District Plan for Implementation of Site-Based Management Adopted and 

Approved by the Texas Education Agency 

Nov. 1992 Elementary Campus Council Established and Research Began 

-Proposal Approved by Doctoral Committee 

-Gained Entree, Collected Historical Data, Began Field Notes and 

Researcher's Journal 

Dec.-Jan. 1993 Conducted Initial Structured Interviews and Began Data Analysis 

Jan. 1993 Campus Council Parent Representative Resigned and Replaced 

Spring 1993 Continued Processes of Data Collection and Analysis 

May-June 1993 Conducted Final Structured Interviews and summative Survey 

June 1993 Principal Resigned 

July 1993 Completed Analysis and Exited Field 

August 1993 Presented Report of Recommendations to Administration 
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During October and November 1992, the researcher became familiar with the 

setting, determined the feasibility of the study and gained entree into specific groups to be 

studied, and identified possible key informants. The campus council was identified as the 

primary focus of the study because of the potential power given it in the district plan for 

site-based management. 

An original set of seven key informants were interviewed with a structured set of 

questions. These interviews were tape recorded and scripted for analysis. These scripts 

were coded using dual methodology, a combination of constant comparison and modified 

analytic induction. First a layered coding revealed a set of possible themes and decisions 

being made within the building during the year. Next, interview data were analyzed using 

the five predetermined categories of opportunities for managerial changes prescribed by the 

state: staffing, budget, curriculum, school organization/management, and goals. This 

initial analysis revealed that decisions were likely to be made in the five predetermined 

categories, so the search for answers to the research questions continued to be guided by 

this dual approach . Data analysis was continual throughout the study. 

Field notes taken both on and off campus were analyzed by the same methodology. 

These notes were a collection of meeting minutes and observations made at faculty 

meetings, meetings of the board of trustees, and campus council meetings. The meetings 

of the board of trustees were included to further verify and positively triangulate findings 

and specifically to study the implementation of decisions made during the year through 

adoption of policy and budgeting funds to support decisions. These field notes revealed 

recurring themes also found in other data sources. 

A researcher's journal was used to collect annotations about informal or 

spontaneous interviews and casual conversations. This journal was also used to record 

observer comments and possible emergent themes and decisions being made on the 

campus. This journal was kept from November until May. This data was used in 
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combination with the other data sources during analysis to confirm dates and specific 

events that occurred during the implementation year. 

The final set of structured, taped interviews was conducted in May and June of 

1993 during the close of the school's implementation year of site-based management. Final 

documents were collected. Field notes were collected through May. Nine of the ten key 

informants completed a summative survey in May and June. During the final data analysis 

the focus was on continued coding, re-coding and examination of the data to identify 

emergent patterns of behavior and continued re-examination of patterns and themes 

previously identified. 

Results suggest that decision-making processes at the school did change during the 

implementation year of site-based management Central administration made a concerted 

attempt to implement site-based management as intended by the state mandate. The 

administration did seek input from insiders and outsides before making decisions, and the 

information gained from those sources was used in the decision-making process. The 

principal, who appeared to be moving slowly toward shared decision-making from a 

controlling, bureaucratic style of governance, resigned his position toward the end of the 

year. 

Key informants exhibited two distinct and opposing attitudes in the study: 

members of the campus council tended to be more positive about the ways in which site-

based management was working within the building, where as those who were not council 

members were dissatisfied with the implementation process. Their dissatisfaction was 

largely with their confusion about how the system worked. All key informants were 

concerned about needs for better communication systems, conflict resolution skills, and 

time with which to make informed choices in shared decision-making. 
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If one can simplify the complicated factors which indicate that a school is 

successfully improving student achievement to a set of test scores, it can be concluded that 

there was a slight rise in student achievement at College Street Elementary School during 

the 1992-93 school year. According the to Academic Excellence Indicator System provided 

by the Texas Education Agency (Appendix H), when comparing test scores over a two year 

period, some scores improved while others stayed the same or declined. However the 

over-all total scores showed a slight gain over the previous year. The state mandated 

purpose for implementing site-based management was to improve student achievement: 

this was also an observed focus of the key informants involved in this study. 

In light of these results this chapter will be used to discuss the significance of these 

findings in further refining the system of site-based management in schools. The 

discussion will address the research questions identified in Chapter 1. These questions 

were: 

What was the process of curricular decision-making during the first year 

of implementation of site-based management in a rural elementary school? 

In addition, three subsidiary questions were addressed: 

1. Was there a change in who made curriculum decisions during the 

implementation of site-based management? 

a. Prior to implementation: 

• Who was officially responsible for curricular decision making? 

• Who was in fact making the curriculum decisions? 

b. During implementation: 

• Who was officially responsible for curricular decision making? 

• Who was in fact making the curriculum decisions? 
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2. Was there a change in the nature of the curriculum decisions being made 

during the implementation of site-based management? 

a. Prior to implementation: 

• What decisions were being made concerning curriculum? 

• Were local needs being assessed? If so, how and by whom? 

•I n which areas of the curriculum were decisions focused? 

b. During implementation: 

• What decisions were being made concerning curriculum? 

• Were local needs being assessed? If so, how and by whom? 

• In which areas of the curriculum were decisions focused? 

3. Was there a change in implementation of auricular decisions during the 

implementation of site-based management? 

a. Prior to implementation: 

• What were intended implementation plans for curriculum decisions? 

• Were curriculum decisions being implemented? 

• How were curriculum decisions being implemented? Were they 

implemented as intended by the decision makers? If not, what did 

the implementations look like? 

b. During implementation: 

• What were intended implementation plans for curriculum decisions? 

• Were curriculum decisions being implemented? 

• How were curriculum decisions being implemented? Were they being 

implemented as intended by the decision makers? If not, what did the 

implementations look like? 
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There are five sections in this chapter. The first section discusses the study's 

findings in relation to the research questions. The second section addresses the 

significance and implications this study holds for the educational community. The third 

section provides suggestions for further research. The fourth section contains a 

discussion of what happened at the school during the year of the study including plans 

for future changes. The final section contains a brief concluding remark about this 

study. 

Addressing the Research Questions 

The focus of this study was to describe the implementation of state mandated 

site-based management in a relatively small, rural elementary school in North-Central 

Texas. The specific focus was on the decision-making processes within the school. 

Was there a change in who made decisions during the study? Prior to implementation 

of site-based management, a bureaucratic structure existed within the district. Officially 

decisions were either made at the top by the superintendent or his assistant and 

approved by the board of trustees, or if they were made on the campus level, ultimate 

approval was again in the central office and the board of trustees. In fact, most 

decisions were made in this way. The exceptions arose when one considered the 

power of the individual teacher to make instructional decisions within the classroom. 

Prior to site-based management, there were instances of top decision-makers seeking 

input from the people who were in charge of implementing those decisions, but those 

occurrences were rare. 

During the implementation year of site-based management, although ultimate 

responsibility for student achievement still remained in the central office, there were 

attempts by rule, by design, and in action to shift decision-making authority to the 
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campus level. At this level, attempts were made to seek involvement of all stake 

holders in the decision-making process. This was mostly done through avenues of 

input such as recommendations. There was considerable confusion, conflict and need 

for better communication at this level. Key informants felt unsure about who was 

supposed to do what and when. However, the bureaucratic hierarchy was not 

observably questioned by key informants: the teacher always had to answer to the 

principal, the principal to the superintendent, and the superintendent ultimately 

answered to the board of trustees. The decisions in fact were still made by the 

administrators, with movement toward added input and a shared responsibility by 

teachers, parents, and community. 

What was the nature of decisions about schooling being made prior to 

implementation of site-based management? Central office decided management issues, 

such as hiring personnel, directing state testing schedules, taking care of building 

needs, granting final approval for campus budgets, and providing transportation. Local 

needs were assessed only informally. Some curriculum decisions were already being 

made at the campus levels: sources of written curriculum, textbook adoption, teacher 

choices about scope and sequence (a continued source of confusion and frustration for 

teachers). Some curriculum decisions were continually made in the district's central 

office: staff development and budget approval. 

Decision-making structures within the district did change during this year. One 

major change occurred in the area of hiring teachers. This once central-office-focused 

task was changed to include input from the campus staff (the interview committee) 

which would interview and rank applicants in order of preference. These rankings 

were actually used in making personnel choices for the campus. Another change was 
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the inclusion of the campus council in the writing of a campus mission statement. 

For the first time, the entire faculty began working on campus goals, and 

although consensus was never reached on an exact goal or set of goals, the entire 

faculty agreed that there needed to be work done in the area of curriculum. This 

decision was supported by the central office and the board of trustees, and a decision 

initiated at the campus level to write a localized curriculum across subjects became a 

reality. Implementation of this decision was recognized when the board of trustees 

approved budget requests in this area, and the Texas Education Agency approved the 

waiver request for five additional staff development days with which to improve the 

written curriculum. 

Through the process of establishing campus goals three areas in need of 

improvement on the campus surfaced: they were (1) the need to improve the campus 

climate, establishing a climate of trust, caring, and cooperation, (2) the need to improve 

communication systems on the campus perhaps through faculty meeting, team leader 

meetings, and written communication systems like weekly news letters, and (3) the 

need to improve the curriculum through localizing to meet student needs, alignment of 

objectives, materials, teaching, and testing, and the elimination of testing perceived to 

be unnecessary by teachers and the campus council. 

Textbook adoption choices which had been made at the campus level continued 

to be made at that level, but with more input from teachers as to supplemental materials 

that they needed to effectively use the newly adopted series. The principal made an 

attempt to provide opportunities for more communication across grade levels than had 

been past practice. This was done through a series of meetings. This provided 

opportunities for sharing information and ideas among faculty and staff. 
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The campus budget was affected by the changes which occurred. Central office 

had made an effort to shift budget control to the campus council; however, the council 

did not work with the budget during the implementation year. Although the principal 

had initiated the budget process exactly as he had done in years past, he had made plans 

to include the campus council in the final budget prioritization. The faculty had done the 

same paper work and made budget requests as they had done in the past, the timing of 

principal's resignation had a dramatic effect on the school's budget. Prior to this year 

the principal had made decisions about the validity and cost effectiveness of teachers' 

requests prior to "sending it up the street" to the central office for final approval. With 

his resignation in June, the budget received no such "cuts" and every single teacher 

request but one exception was approved by the superintendent and the board of 

trustees. This had a dramatic effect on both the climate and the curriculum at the 

elementary campus. The teachers felt empowered, with the approval of items they had 

requested year after year and not been able to purchase. For example, the kindergarten 

teachers were attempting to make changes in their curriculum to a more hands-on, 

developmentally appropriate system. The approval of needed equipment such as sand 

and water tables and block centers made those changes possible. Although the campus 

council was not ultimately involved in the decision-making process, the power shifted 

directly to the teachers in this case by default. 

Another change that occurred as a result of both the goal setting meetings, and 

the resignation of the principal was the elimination of the required semester testing 

program. Teachers were again empowered: they were to organize testing by grade 

level and schedule tests when they decided in their professional opinions was best for 

student achievement. This was to replace the locally required semester tests. The 



126 

campus opted to eliminate N.A.P.T. testing which the state had made optional in 

August of 1993, but made plans for the state mandated T.A.A.S. testing in May for 

students in grades three through five on the elementary campus. Plans were also made 

and funds budgeted for the Iowa Test of Basic Skills to be administered in April to 

kindergarten through second grade students. This decreased required testing by two-

thirds from the previous year. 

Administrators sought teacher input more often during the 1992-93 school year 

than in past years. Two examples of this were the active involvement of teachers in 

choosing a technology plan for the campus and in planning new classrooms at the 

middle school. The hiring of teachers, establishing campus goals, budgetary 

responsibilities, and textbook selection also became or remained part of the campus 

decision-making process. 

In summary, did changes occur in decision-making patterns within the district 

and on the campus during the implementation year of site-based management? In fact 

changes did occur. There was an empowerment of teachers. There was increased use 

of input into decision making: minimally from outsiders (persons not employed by the 

school district), and to a greater extent from insiders (persons employed by the district, 

specifically teachers). Changes were made to eliminate two-thirds of the previously 

required testing, and plans were made and funds budgeted to write a localized 

curriculum for the first time rather than purchasing cooperatively developed written 

programs. 



127 

Significance and Implications 

This school attempted to implement Site-Based Management by increasing shared 

decision making. Key informants generally believed that seeking input from a variety of 

sources would improve the quality of the decisions being made on the campus. This was 

particularly important to the teachers, parents, and community members who felt that prior 

to implementation of this management style change, they had no voice in the decisions 

made about education of children. Although there appeared to be occasional attempts on 

the part of the building principal to change the way decisions were made in his building, the 

principal tended to be the key impediment to the process of implementation. Tye (1992), 

Reinhartz (1993), and others emphasize the importance of the principal's role in the 

successful implementation of site-based management. Reinhartz also cites resistance by the 

principal, and other stakeholders, as a common reason for failure to implement the change 

(P-45). 

According to Boone (1993) the superintendent also plays a key role in the 

implementation of management changes within the district. The superintendent should 

contribute by "creating an atmosphere within the school district which encourages and 

rewards change, by encouraging creativity and risk taking on the part of teachers and 

principals" and by providing active support and guidance to principals as they work to 

establish site-based management in their school (Boone, p. 59). 

Shared decision-making was a cumbersome, time consuming process that actually 

slowed down the decision-making process and impeded efficiency. Conflict and confusion 

resulted from the process. Clear, well developed systems of communication would have 

enhanced the process. Those in authority must be willing to share decision-making and 

responsibility for decisions and the ultimate goal of improved student achievement will be 

shared by all. 
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Recommendations on how to successfully implement site-based management 

permeate current literature. Key points include sharing common goals, establishing a 

common vision, and good communication. School districts must "carefully plan and 

prepare people for change (McCown, p. 53). They must realize, as Mrs. Love did in her 

interviews, that restructuring is an evolutionary process that takes many years to work 

through. Further, schools need to realize that restructuring is an on-going rather than a one 

shot process. Glickman (1992) recommends establishing and working toward a common 

vision as a way to keep the process moving in a forward direction. 

According to one 1990 study conducted at the University of Southern 

California, the five conditions necessary for site-based curriculum decision-making to 

be successfully implemented are (1) school level autonomy, (2) willingness and ability 

of staff to participate in curriculum decision making, (3) curricular support and 

leadership, (4) some degree of choice concerning staffing, budgets, and staff 

development driven by an understanding of goals and a common vision, and 

(5) annual performance reports. 

College Street Elementary School was an all too familiar example of a school with 

an all too common set of problems. Like the California school in the Anderson Study 

(1990), there was no common vision. A set of goals for a one year period could not be 

agreed upon. Many stakeholders were willing to participate and give their time to making 

this work, but many others did not expect or want this implementation to take place. Did 

the school actually have "real power?" Would they follow through on an expected annual 

report on site-based management? This and many of the other problems experienced at the 

school are typical of many schools attempting this implementation process. 
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After the researcher exited the field, a list of recommendations was drawn from the 

data and presented to the school involved in the study as a part of the original agreement 

between the superintendent and the researcher. Key points from those recommendations 

follow: 

1. Post and publish the District Plan for Implementation of Site-Based Management 

to make it readily available to concerned parties. 

2. The original District Committee should meet at least annually to evaluate and 

revise the District Plan. Updated copies should be made available to all concerned parties. 

3. Specifically re-word the District Plan to clarify the intent of appointment or 

election of all Campus Council members including rotation schedules with clear beginnings 

and ends to rotations. 

4. Consider adding additional democratically chosen representation by outsiders 

(parents and business representatives) to the Campus Council. 

5. Consider restructuring teacher appraisal system to avoid "boss/employee" 

conflicts with council consensus building ability. 

6. Regularly schedule Campus Council meetings providing time for teacher 

participation other than after school time. 

7. Develop and use an agenda in Campus Council meetings with well established, 

well communicated avenues for input from all parties. 

8. Provide training for all participants (parents, community members, staff, 

administration, and school board members) in the decision-making process to create a clear 

understanding of the purposes and possibilities involved with site-based management 

9. Establish a clear system of communication both into and out of the Campus 

Council meetings. 

10. Consider spending at least fifty percent of the Campus Council meeting time 

directly focusing on improving student achievement in the school. 
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These recommendations were made to the North-Central I.S.D., specifically to the 

new administration at College Street Elementary School, in August of 1993. Although they 

are site-specific recommendations, they may be of benefit to other schools involved in the 

process of implementing site-based management. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

Further research would help substantiate or refute the findings that emerged from 

this investigation. This additional research could also add to the body of literature on site-

based management, teacher empowerment, and shared decision-making. 

Specifically, replications of this study in other schools initiating management 

changes would be beneficial in better clarifying the picture of what elements need to be 

present for successful implementation of changes of this nature. An in depth look at 

communication systems, time management, conflict resolution techniques, and shifts in 

control of decision-making power might reveal means of preventing or solving some of the 

problems encountered by this district during the implementation process. 

Since this study was conducted in a relatively small rural, North-Central Texas 

community, other studies might include schools within larger districts, urban schools, and 

schools in other locations both within and outside the state. Studies of this nature could 

provide findings that would help schools of differing sizes and populations implement 

changes in management and decision-making. 

Further study into the role of central office administrators and supervisors in 

supporting and facilitating the implementation of site-based management and shared 

decision-making in schools would also be beneficial (Payne and Pajak, 1993). 

A longitudinal study of decision-making at this particular site could reveal critical 

aspects of the decision-making process that have a sustained effect on student achievement, 

building climate, staff stability, and curriculum. A continuation of this study would allow 
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the researcher to see if changes were actually implemented as planned, or if there was a 

reverting to "the way we've always done it." (Mrs. Ball, Field Notes) 

Discussion 

After almost a year of research at College Street Elementary School, this report is 

the description of a success story. Site-based management did not fall flat on its face as has 

been reported so many times in the past: it is still being utilized as a way to improve 

decision making within the school. John Goodlad, and others, spoke of staff dialog about 

issues and problems, participation in decisions, involvement in actions taken and 

responsibility for continual evaluation as the best way to improve each school, one at a time 

(Marburger, Goodlad, Glasser, etc.). This is exactly what happened at this school. 

During the time of this study, parents, teachers, and staff were included in a variety of 

decisions as they had never been before. Major changes occurred in the school in the 

testing program, in curriculum, in building planning, in personnel and in many other areas. 

The people directly involved with the school view these changes as positive ones. 

Changes which have occurred or are anticipated at this school, can be viewed 

within the context of the five areas of concern delineated by the original state mandate for 

the implementation of site-based management in Texas schools. Changes occurred in 

curriculum, budgeting, goals, staffing, and management and organization of the school. 

Some changes occurred during the implementation year. Others were planned for during 

that time. 

The faculty and administration now view curriculum as an important area of interest 

and concern. They have plans to re-vamp the entire local curriculum including pre-

kindergarten to twelfth grade in all subject areas. They have budgeted money for the first 

time in the history of this school district to pay local professionals to write curriculum. 

They have requested, by waiver through the state education agency, and received five days 
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of time to involve the entire district faculty and staff in this curriculum project from goal 

setting to the writing of specific objectives in each field of study. The board has approved 

time and money for personnel to continue this effort in the summer of 1994. The central 

administration has arranged for outside professional help, the hiring of a curriculum 

consultant, to provide leadership in this effort. And finally, they have planned for 

curriculum development to be an on-going process that will not be complete at the end the 

initial year of work. 

The testing program at the elementary school was changed for the 1993-94 school 

year. At the August meeting of the board of trustees, upon the superintendent's 

recommendation, the board of trustees eliminated money from the budget for the purchase 

of the regional testing program. Administrators, acting upon the recommendations of the 

Campus Council, also decided not to participate in the optional state testing programs. 

They decided that the only campus-wide mandatory, scheduled testing would be that 

mandated by the state (T.A.A.S., Texas Assessment of Academic Skills) for grades three 

through five, and the locally adopted Iowa Test of Basic Skills for kindergarten through 

second grade. Any other testing would be left to the professional discretion of the teaching 

staff. These decisions reduced mandatory testing by two-thirds from the previous year. 

Budgeting processes changed by default. The Campus Council including the 

previous principal had planned to meet and determine building needs and prioritize budget 

expenditures based upon these needs and established goals. This prioritized budget would 

be submitted to the central administration for coordination with the district budget and then 

to the board for final approval. The elementary faculty did not reach consensus on campus 

goals, and the principal resigned at the time when these meetings were to be held, the 

summer of 1993. The unprioritized elementary budget was presented to the school board 

in its entirety. For the first time, every item requested by every teacher and staff member at 

the elementary school was approved. Future plans were still in place to have Campus 
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Council input into budgeting decisions. 

Although the faculty and staff at College Street Elementary School did not establish 

a clear set of goals for the school during the 1992-93 school year, important progress was 

made in this area. Past practice was for central office administrators to write goals and 

mission statements for the entire school district and to distribute these to the various 

buildings. During this year, an open dialog among faculty, staff, and building 

administrators was established. Parents were even consulted concerning goals through the 

Campus Council system. Goal-building from the ground up was begun. Perhaps it was 

not surprising that this was a highly controversial process involving much emotion and 

debate by all parties involved considering the fact that these people had not had previous 

input into this important process. Plans were made to continue the goal setting process 

under the guidance and with the leadership of a curriculum expert during the 1993-94 

school year. 

Changes in the forth area of concern, staffing, were easy to identify. The Campus 

Council created the interview committee which made recommendations to the 

administration on hiring teachers. Central administrators hired teachers based upon these 

recommendations. Teachers in general, and the Campus Council specifically, had 

opportunities for input into the planning of staff development for the 1993-94 school year. 

They recommended time and money be spent on curriculum writing. Central 

administration and the school board acted upon these recommendations. Changes occurred 

in both the hiring and training of staff in the school. 

Finally, changes occurred in the fifth area of concern, management and organization 

of College Street Elementary School. The importance of the role of building principal 

during the implementation of site-based management can not be overlooked. As Marburger 

said, "...school principals appear to be the key agents for effecting change in a school" 

(Marburger, p. 25). When reviewing the current literature on site-based management, a 
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prominent theme is the change in building management style from a boss/subordinate 

relationship to that of leader of a collaborative group of people working toward a common 

vision. This can occur with a change in an individual principal's management style or with 

a change in personnel. Although this researcher recognizes the importance of the 

principal's role, there will be no detailed discussion of this specific principal and his 

decision to leave public school administration because of the researcher's respect for this 

principal and his right to privacy. College Street Elementary School will operate with 

different building administration in the fall of 1993. 

Changes occurred in all five areas of concern, and many more changes are planned 

for the future. People involved in decision making at the school have shifted attitudes 

toward a valuing of shared decision making and a realization of the importance of 

ownership in decisions by those responsible for implementation. During these changes 

morale in the building was effected. Those people most involved with the changes, the 

Campus Council Members, were the most positive about the implementation of site-based 

management. This verifies the observations made by Hoy and Miskel (1991) when they 

found that teacher morale and enthusiasm was improved by directly involving them in 

decision making at the school level. Those teachers not directly involved, for example the 

three key informants who were not members of the Campus Council, were not as 

positively about the changes. The researcher assumes that if more people could be 

effectively, directly involved in decision making, morale and enthusiasm would be even 

higher at this school. 

Conclusion 

The findings of this investigation suggest that site-based management is a way to 

involve people responsible for implementation of decisions in the decision-making process. 

Although this particular school experienced difficulties with conflict, confusion, 
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communication, control and time elements, this school district made an effort to implement 

site-based management as mandated by the state of Texas. A District Plan was written and 

initiated. A Campus Council was created and functioned. An interview committee was 

designed and functioned well enough to recommend the four of the five teachers which 

were hired at the elementary school. The school testing program was drastically changed. 

The district made plans and budgeted funds to completely revamp the written curriculum 

across all subject areas. Key players resigned and were replaced, and student achievement 

was maintained during the changes.. 

Although site-based management is still the state mandate, and the school will 

function under the current District Plan for at least another year, a more fundamental change 

can be noted: there appears to be a very real shift in attitude toward a valuing of shared 

decision-making within this school district. When this new attitude about ownership and 

involvement in the decision-making process is accompanied by an administration willing to 

share the power and responsibility, to shift the control toward teacher empowerment, to 

focus all parties (parents, community, teachers, administrators, and school board members) 

on improving student achievement, this is an exciting change! 
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Whitesboro Independent School District 
Site-Based decision Making Plan 1992 

Purpose Statement 

The District Committee has developed and will continue to monitor this plan for 
campus level decision making within the Whitesboro Independent School District, all 
decisions have been made and will continue to be made with improved student achievement 
as our primary goal. The unique needs at various campuses will be met through the 
decision-making processes of the campus councils. Attention will especially be given to 
needs recognized through the Academic Excellence Indicator System. Other aspects of the 
school experience will be considered but only as they apply to the primary goal of 
improved student achievement. 

The Campus Councils 

Each campus will have a campus council organized and functioning according to the 
following guidelines and subject to all other statements of this plan: 

I. Council Regulations 

A. Each campus council will consist of the campus principal (will act as 
chairman), teachers (shall be 2/3 of the elected members), other 
school personnel (non-teaching certified personnel-minimum of 
one), and non-school personnel (minimum of two—ratio of parent to 
non-parents community members will be 1:1). 

B. Any member of the council who can no longer serve will be replaced 
by election in the case of a faculty member and by appointment in 
the case of a non-school personnel. 

C. The term of office on the council is two years for elected members 
and one year for parent and non-parent community members. The 
principal is a continuous member, and in some necessary instances 
the non-teaching certified member will be a continuous member. 
The teacher members will be on rotating two-year terms so that only 
half are up for reelection each year. Parent and non-parent 
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community members may serve for two continuous years with the 
consent of the principal and the member. 

D. There will be no monetary compensation more credit hours allowed 
for serving on a campus committee. However, credit hours will be 
allowed for all training of staff members according to WISD and 
state policies pertaining to credit. 

E. Each campus council will have a $200.00 budget for operating 
expenses in 1992-93. In succeeding years the board may alter that 
amount as the need arises. 

F. Training for the council members is a responsibility of the district 
and will be further explained in the staff development portion of this 
plan. 

G. The council will meet a minimum of three times per year with the 
exact number to be at the discretion of the campus council. 

H. A quorum must be present for the council to operate. 

I. Any meeting other than a regularly scheduled meeting may be called 
by the chairman with the consent of two members. 

II. Parameters of the Council 

A. The council will serve in an advisory capacity to the principal in the 
following areas: 

1. The hiring of teachers, support staff, administrators, etc. 

2. The planning and/or implementation of the budget. 
3. The development of curriculum changes. 
4. The scheduling of classes within the curriculum. 
5. The building of the school calendar. 
6. The development of extra-curricular activities. 
7. The allocation of technology funding. 
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B. The council will set educational goals for the campus including those 
pertaining to the Academic Excellence Indicators. 

1. Written short-term (yearly) goals will be set prior to the 
beginning of each school year. Those goals will attack 
specific areas of strongest concern during consideration of 
the correlates of effective schools. 

2. Written long-term (five years or more) goals will be set in 
1992-93; they will be reviewed annually; and new long 
term goals will be set every five years thereafter (1997-98, 
2002-2003, etc.). 

3. All goals are subject to review by and suggestions from the 
district committee, the central administration and the school 
board. 

III. Authority of the Council 

A. The council reports to the campus principal 

B. The council serves in an advisory role to the principal. 

Budgetary Concerns 

I. Goal setting 

A. Short term goals will be determined through cooperation between 
the principal and the teachers. 

B. Long term goals will be set by the principal, the teachers and the 
campus council. 

C. The short term and long term goals listed by the campus will 
determine the distribution of funds allocated to the campus. 



142 

II. Campus Allocations 

A. Funds will be allocated to the campuses by pupil per capita 
according the ADA with a differential because of various costs of 
instruction. 

B. The board with input from central administration will determine the 
differential. 

C. Incentive programs may be used to spur financial savings in some 
areas. Those incentives always go to the program, grade level, or 
campus, whichever applies. 

III. Setting the Budget 

A. Each teacher/coach/sponsor will begin the budget process by 
requesting items that meet the specific goals of that grade, level, 
or department. 

B. Teacher requests must be made with consideration of the number of 
students the teacher will have and the types of programs the funds 
are to support. 

C. The principal and the campus committee will insure that the campus 
budget is set in accordance with the prioritized campus goals. 

D. The principal has the ultimate responsibility for making campus 
requests fit within the campus budget. 

IV. Adjustments 

A. The principal and the campus committee will work to minimize 
individual financial desires and maximize the use of funds for the 
ultimate best for each student. 

B. Centralized purchasing will eliminate duplicate buying of items that 
can be housed in the campus media center and checked out. 
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C. Contingency fund budgeting is discouraged because it leads to 
excessive spending and limited planning. A small contingency fund 
will be allowed to handle unforeseen necessities. 

D. Central office will keep a close eye on the amount kept in 
contingency funds. 

V. Responsibilities 

A. Teacher 

1. Input to campus council concerning goals 
2. Individual budget requests 

B. Campus Council 

1. Setting campus goals 
2. Recommending general budget requests at campus level 
3. Helping the principal solve conflicts in budget requests 
4. Helping the principal prioritize when requests exceed the 

allotted amount 

C. Principal 

1. Ultimate responsibility for goal setting and needs assessment 
2. Making general campus budget requests 
3. Solving conflicts in budget requests 
4. Ultimate responsibility to prioritize budgeted items 

D. Central Office 

1. Recommend differential to board according to the cost of 
instruction at various levels or in various programs 

2. Making general district budget requests 
3. Curtail or freeze spending in the event of a perceived 

emergency 
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4. Partially base principals' evaluations on adherence to the 
adopted budgets and the adopted goals for the campuses 

5. Recommend a total district budget to the board 

E. School Board 

1. Adopt the district's and campuses' budgets 
2. Make amendments as necessary in the budgets 
3. Partially base centeal office evaluation on adherence to 

budgets adopted by the board 

Training 

I. Objectives of the Training 

A. To meet state guidelines 

B. To get shared decision making by informed decision makers 

C. To enhance ownership 

D. To gain community involvement 

E. Ultimately to increase the quantity of quality of our students' 
decision making 

II. Scope of Training 

A. All school personnel and the school board will be trained. 

B. Training and information will be offered to parents and other 
community members. 

C. Ultimately students will receive increased training in 
group processes, decision making and problem solving. 
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III. Types of Training 

A. Information about Site-Based Decision Making 

B. Training in collaborative decision making 

C. Informing the public about the implication of A and B to 
student learning 

IV. Training Schedule 

A. All school personnel will receive training as part of the five 
days of staff development granted by TEA for 1992-93. 

B. School board training will occur at regular board meetings 
prior to the submission of the plan to TEA. Updates will be 
given to the board twice yearly after the submission of the 
plan. 

C. At least one public forum will be held in late July or early 
August of 1992 to explain the plan to the public before it is 
submitted to TEA. 

D. After formal submission of the plan, public education will 
continue through letters to parents, community newsletters, 
civic group meetings, PTO meeting, etc. 

V. Training Responsibilities 

A. The training of school personnel will be accomplished by 
outside consultants, school administrators and other 
members of the site-based decision-making committee. 

B. The central office will be responsible for school board 
training. 

C. Each principal is responsible for ongoing training of his/her 
staff concerning site-based decision making and 
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collaborative decision making skills (with help from the 
curriculum director on the last part). 

D. The site-based decision-making committee is responsible for 
presenting information at the public forum. 

E. Ongoing public education is the responsibility of each 
campus principal and the central office. 

VI. The cost of training will be handled as part of the staff development 

budget and the publications budget. 

Evaluation 

I. Training 

A. Evaluation forms at all training and open forums 

B. Survey in spring community newsletter 

C. Informal evaluation by accumulation of responses by school 
personnel and community 

II. SBDM Plan and Campus Council Decisions 

A. Yearly written evaluation at each campus by each employee 

B. Survey in each spring community newsletter 

C. Improvement of student test scores 

D. Acceptance by faculty of use of more group processes in 
classroom-subjective evaluation by principals and other 
administrators. 

E. Reviews every five years by district committee, central 
administration, and the school board of various long-range 
campus goals. 



APPENDIX C 

DISTRICT DECISION-MAKING MATRIXES 

147 



148 

c/s 
a> x 

SJ 

2 

©t 
e 

2 

e 
#o 
*3? 

*8 
Q 

W 
#u 
#E 
w 

(5 

e o 

v 
Q 

S — 
"3 
v 

<> « • * 

u 
u 
a 

U 

2 5 £ <• : ; ; : » : ' ^c: < 
12 V O O < Q O Q PC O O O O Q g O f g g e e Q g g 

I 
< w y i 
ex o 3 of et cc 

i ! i 

! 1 I 
< ac ac ac < ac c 

3 

! ! ; ! ! I 
I l ! 

. I 
ac o ac ac ac o ac a c a c o o o o o a c o o o o ac oQ Q Q Q 

M T 

L O ;0 •« 

13 <r >-
s=*i:i8 
!< 3 !*- *u. 

d a o 
5-> <>-

I i 

¥ 
r 

uo, 
3C 
O I 

_ —i O W 
^ S ; > ' 

c _. 
,< OC 'X ,=D 'I 
z a: —/ 
o =» ac — =>« 
H- w x «o " 
fc U» .» Si 

wl-UO; 

V> <uj O 

3 O Z _ 
{ac o => 
>- i/i ^ -o «. JC u. V) < 
'lOtfc UJ >~ K̂. 
I— I— < 5 ^ 315 

! j>— •— <5 'uj O < i/> 'UJ 
**«•». ,H» UJ IK 

— >• » X .H-V— O |H- lW CD 

z v> O ,=» 

=D z < > V"> ! 

fU'QC Z < 
o iu. O • 

o t C w ^ I g 1 

,z o >cc * ac w >- z • x o j z < 2* u z w a f ^ 
!< 2 > < .> I • 
kjQuiUi WO-

m -j -j -o 

c!«r^k-> a o w 
._ C 6 5 3 
§• 

r • « f~ ;§ 2 
'uj , •—• >uu o < I-J ac O! o 'a. iuj z 'ac o ,•— Z H. WO' !h» o < ac ;w a: -J — 3C <cu 1 » ;>- =D *- x o —* =3 ST O O Q UJ =D '00-vDZ<50Vl v> ac < ̂  o — -j i |h- v> »— ac —i ac < a w ^ / i o - j o c o 

(O^C w - < DO 
| cr o < .>- 'uj 
I 'sa ct u/v w z o 
) o z •— q — 
•OL Z U. «c 'UJ -J O ac > < o ^ x — z . i > q wm eo < w >.<•- Z «/) .J •— S> u : ^ O a. x < >a.uj — : p -i ^ < •— -j o .»-

jB < < 
I J R 

uo 
cc 
ut 

l 

O 
[•— !—J 
Lj O 
<? <u. 
P- I>-
P- iOC 
OC !o 

« P 
to -IS 

I 'wu — 
g £ S U 

•u. <-'w Vi 
O ac c 

: I J 3 ui 
Z o -V̂  C 

i o u- < ̂  1 |»— UJ <•> vo i: v--J V) w s </n < !« <«; jco UJ 
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November 12, 1992 

Mr. Charles Brown 

Elementary Principal 

Whitesboro Independent School District 

Whitesboro, Texas 76273 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This letter is to request permission to conduct a research project investigating 

the implementation of Site-based Management in our schools. 1 would like to conduct 

this project at Whitesboro Eementary School from November 1992 through 

September 1993. During this time I would like to take photographs, make audiotapes, 

keep written notes of observations and conversations, and collect samples of 

documents pertaining to the implementation of this management system. 

ALL INFORMATION GATHERED WILL BE KEPT STRICTLY 

CONFIDENTIAL NO NAMES WILL BE ASSOCIATED WITH ANY OF THE 

INFORMATION COLLECTED. 

This study could provide a formative evaluation of the initial implementation of 

Site-Based Management in our schools. Insights into decision making processes could 

provide feedback that would help revise and strengthen the program in the future. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Y/077** 

Cathy J. Weems 



155 

November 12, 1992 

Mr. Jerry Dickson 

Superintendent 

Whitesboro Independent School District 

Whitesboro, Texas 76273 

Dear Mr. Dickson: 

This letter is to request permission to conduct a research project investigating 

the implementation of Site-based Management in our schools. I would like to conduct 

this project at Whitesboro Dementary School from November 1992 through 

September 1993. During this time I would like to take photographs, make audiotapes, 

keep written notes of observations and conversations, and collect samples of 

documents pertaining to the implementation of this management system. 

A a INFORMATION GATHERED W J i l BE KEPT STRICTLY 
CONFIDENTIAL NO NAMES WILL BE ASSOCIATED WITH ANY O F THE 
INFORMATION COLLECTED. 

This study could provide a formative evaluation of the initial implementation of 
Site-Based Management in our schools. Insights into decision making processes could 
provide feedback that would help revise and strengthen the program in the future. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

1 

Cathy J. Weems 
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STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

(Initial Impressions of Site-Based Management: Dec. 1992-Jan. 1993) 

Interview Data: 

Source of information: 

Date: Location:. 

Observations: 

1. What is Site-Based Management? (Level of Understanding), 

2. What role will you play in making decisions? (Who makes the decisions?) 

3. What do you hope to accomplish through your involvement in the Campus Council? 

(Predicted Goals and Objectives, Intended Changes) 



158 

2 

4. Do you predict success in accomplishing these goals? (Perceived Effectiveness) 

5. What potential problems do you see? What could keep you from accomplishing these 

goals? (Obstacles to change) 

6. Are there any other concerns or ideas you would like to comment on with regard to the 

implementation of Site-Based Management in our schools? 
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STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

(Final Impressions of Site-Based Management: April 1993) 

Interview Data: 

Source of information: 

Date: Location:. 

Observations: 

1. What is Site-Based Management? (Level of Understanding), 

2. What role are you playing in making decisions? (Who makes the decisions?) 

3. What is the Campus Council trying to get done? (Current goals and objectives?) 
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2 

4. Were you successful in accomplishing these goals? (Perceived Effectiveness). 

5. What problems did you have? What kept you from accomplishing these goals? 

(Obstacles to change) 

6. Are there any other concerns or ideas you would like to comment on with regard to the 

implementation of Site-Based Management in our schools? 
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Decisions 1992-93 

budgeting 

campus goals 

computer system decision 

how site-based management and 

campus council actually work 

in-service training 

mission statement 

staffing: hiring, placement, etc. 

textbook choices 

1. What else needs to be added to this list? 

2. To you which was the most important decision? Why?_ 

3. Where did you have the most input/impact? Why?. 

4. Is there a place you felt that you had little or no control? Where and Why? 

5. Predictions about the future... 
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CAMPtSWIDE SURVEY OF SITE-BASED IMPLEMENTATION 
AT \\ H1TESBORO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

The following questions are to help survey teachers, principals, administrators, parents 

and community members involved in the successful implementation of site-based decision 

making on our campus. 

Your input is needed to knov, what assistance is needed to implement site-based 

decision making effectively so that all students may benefit. 

Please complete the items below that pertain to you and return your response to Cathy 

W'eems in the envelope provided. Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. 

1. I represent the following group (check the item thai describes your role): 
Teacher Principal Other Campus Professional 

Parent Community member Other. 

2. I represent the following group: 

SBDM Campus Council member (SBDM = site-based decision making) 

not a member of the SBDM Campus Council 

.member of the district decision-making committee 

not a member of the district decision-making committee 

3. My campus has actively practiced site-based decision making for. 
more than 5 years 3 • 5 years 1 - 3 years less than 1 year 

4. I have been a member of the SBDM Campus Council for 

1 - 2 months 3 - 5 months 6 - 1 2 months 1 - 2 years not at all 

5. I became a member of the SBDM Campus Council by: 

election appointment other 

6. My campus is following the district's plan for SBDM to the follow ing extent: 
exactly as approved generally, with a few modifications not at all not sure 
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Survey on Site-Base Implementation 2 

Please check the best response below. 

Feel free to add comments to any item. 

7. Check any or all of the following groups which are represented on the Campus 

Council for Site-Based Decision-Making (SBDM): 

Elected classroom teacher representatives Other school staff 

Parents Community representatives Students 

Other(s): 

8. Check any or all of the following groups which may place an item on the agenda of the 

SBDM Campus Council: 
chairperson principal committee members 

non-committee members 

9. Check how often your Campus Council for SBDM met during the 1992-93 school 

yean 
more than once a month at least once a month quarterly 

once each 6 weeks twice a year annually 

10. Check the typical time that your Campus Council for SBDM meets: 

before regular hours of teacher duty 

during regular hours of teacher duty 

after regular hours of teacher duty 

other(s): 

11. Check the way(s) in which your Campus Council for SBDM communicates with and 

invites input from staff and community members/parents that are not on the committee: 

periodic surveys 

routine information sharing via newsletters 

subcommittee^) 

distribution of minutes 

invite others to make presentations to the committee 
invite representatives to sit as ad hoc members 
other(s): 
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Survey on Site-Base Implementation Page 3 

12. Check how often your SBDM Campus Council makes decisions about the following 

topics: Fre. = Frequently Occ. = Occasionally Nev = Never 

Fre. Occ. Never 

a. annual campus performance reports & other student outcomes 

b. campus performance objectives 

c. curriculum development and/or revision 

d. instructional strategies and/or methods 

e. instructional strategies and/or methods 

f. modifications for special needs students 

g. time allocations for instruction 

h. student grouping patterns 

i. waiver requests 

j. tutoring programs 

k. alternative assessment instruments and/or methods 

1. campus budget development and oversight 

m. buiJding and maintenance needs 

n. use of discretionary funds campus funds 

o. input on staffing patterns 

p. alternative staff evaluation procedures 

r. scheduling of instructional time 

s. scheduling of non-instructional time 

t. organization of departments or teaching teams 

u. communication procedures 

v. co-curricular / extra-curricular activities 

w. instructional support — e.g., library, media technology 

*• student services — e.g., counseling, nursing, nutrition 

y. school calendars 

z. transportation 

aa. attendance 

bb. discipline 
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Survey on Site-Based Implementation Page 4 

13. Indicate below the level of training that you have received to prepare you for 

participation in SBDM from the following sources: 

Extensive Some General 

Training Training Orientation None 

a. district staff 

b. Region 10 Ed. Service Center 

c. professional teachers association 

d. professional administrators assoc. 

e. private consultant 

f. other: 

14. Indicate the statement that best describes the status of your SBDM Campus Council: 

We haven't yet begun to function. 

We're just getting started. 

We're beginning to understand what to do and how to go about it 

We're an effective team making decisions that positively impact student achievement. 

Other: 

To what extent are these statements descriptive of you and SBDM in your school? 

Please respond (check) from your personal point of view. There are no right or wrong 
responses. 

Not Somewhat Very Not 

Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Sure 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. I have been involved in training 

to help me understand SBDM. 

16. I understand the basic concepts of SBDM. 

17. We have accomplished a great deal through 

our SBDM Campus Council. 

18. In general, all of the members of the SBDM 
Campus Council are satisfied with our work. 

19. Our board of trustees is supportive of SBDM 
20. Our superintendent is supportive of SBDM. 
21. Our principal is supportive of SBDM. 
22. Teachers on our campus support SBDM. 
23. Our parents support SBDM. 
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Survey on Site-Based Implementation 

N>'« 

I I. 
I 

24. Community members in our town 

support SBDM. 

25. Businesses in our community support SHi 

26. I am satisfied with how often our SBDM 

Campus Council meets. 

27. I am satisfied with the time of day our 

Campus Council meetings are held. 

28. When we meet, the meetings are just 

about the right length of time. 

29. Our SBDM committees are well organ 

and conducted in an effective way. 

30. I am clear about my role on the council. 

31. It seems to everyone on the committcc is 

clear about their roles. 

32. The purposes of the SBDM Campus 

Council are clear to me. 

33. I am satisfied with the purposes, goals, 

and objectives established by the Campus 

Council. 

34. Our SBDM Campus Council is definitely 

guided by goals and specific plans. 

35. Our SBDM Campus Council is definitely 

focused on meeting student needs. 

36. Our SBDM Campus Council members 

demonstrate effective teamwork. 

37. The level of involvement of teachers in 

site-based decision making is about right. 

38. The level of involvement of parents in 

site-based decision making is about right. 

39. The level of involvement of community 

members in decision making is about rij'.l'l-

40. The level of involvement of administrators 

in decision making is about right. 

41. Our SBDM Campus Council decisions ;ih* 

always make within the scope of our IhmhI | h " 

Page 5 

Somewhat 

Descriptive 

3 

Very 

Descriptive 

4 5 

Not 

Sure 
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Survey on Site-Based Implementation Page 6 

Not Somewhat Very Not 

Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Sure 

42. Our SBDM meetings are open to new ideas. 

43. I feel very comfortable and free to express 

my thought at our meetings. 

44. Our council resolves most decisions 

through consensus. 

45. Our SBDM Campus Council could be more effective if: 

46. Our (The Campus Council's) most significant accomplishment so far is: 

47. Describe the type of assistance your campus needs to effectively implement SBDM: 

technical assistance staff development community training 

conflict resolution training policy changes waivers of rules/laws 

other: 

Please elaborate: 
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Contact Type: Site: 
Contact Date: 
Today's Date: 
Written By: 

1. What people, events or situations were involved? 

2. What were the main issues or themes that struck you in this contact? 

3. Summarize the information you got (or failed to get) on each of the target questions you 
had for this contact: 

4. Was there anything else that struck you as interesting or important about this contact? 

5. Suggestions for future contacts; target questions or things needed to be found out. 
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