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The purpose of this study was to identify perceived barriers to the implementation 

of site-based management for administrators in the Region XII Service Center area in 

Texas. This study sought to answer the following hypothesis statements: There are no 

significant differences in the mean attitude responses of secondary school principals, 

elementary school principals, middle school principals, and superintendents toward 

perceived barriers to implementing SBM, when categorized by: (Hoi) levels of school 

district population, (Ho2) number of years experience as an administrator, (Ho3) wealth 

of a school district, (Ho4) number of years a campus has been involved in SBM, (Ho5) 

number of hours per month devoted to SBM, and (Ho6) number of years in current 

position as an administrator. 

Descriptive research methodology was selected as the study format. The 

population of the study consisted of secondary, elementary, middle school principals, and 

superintendents in a six county area of Central Texas. The review of the literature 

identified the following categories of barriers: Knowledge/Information, Power, Climate, 

Resources, and the Value of the Innovation. These categories became Part 2 of the survey 

instrument. Part 1 consisted of seven demographic questions concerning characteristics 

of the administrators in the survey sample. The survey was distributed to 365 

administrators. Responses were received from 196, yielding a 53.7% return. Mean 



scores from each of the barrier categories were used to determine how each group of 

administrators felt about each barrier. 

The most important perceived barriers were power and resources in the subscales 

of enrol lment and number of hours spent monthly performing SBM activities. Time was 

found to be the one area by most administrators that hindered the full implementation of 

SBM. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The variety of objectives reviewed regarding site-based decision efforts suggests 

that today's restructuring movement is designed to address a wide range of issues and 

problems at the local school site. Objectives given emphasis in any particular school's 

project description reflect the unique character of its planned improvement process. In 

one school, the emphasis may be on teacher empowerment and increased 

professionalism; in another, the primary focus may be on school climate. Most project 

descriptions mention objectives such as increased teacher and parental involvement, 

ownership, empowerment, professionalism, and leadership of personnel. Many mention 

efficiency, accountability, and improved educational programs. Some mention student 

achievement. 

From project descriptions, it can be inferred that schools adopting site-based decision-

making frequently believe it will create a chain reaction. 

SBDM has many different labels that have been used to describe it. But whatever 

its label, true site-based management (SBM) systems operate with a number of common 

beliefs: 

1. Decisions should be made at the lowest possible level. 

2. Those responsible for implementing decisions should have a voice in 

determining those decisions. 



3. Teachers must play an important role in making decisions that affect the 

children they teach. 

4. Schools can make more efficient use of limited resources when spending 

decisions are made at the school level. 

5. Parents and community members have an important role in the educational 

process. 

6. Change will be more effective and more lasting if those who carry out the 

changes feel a sense of ownership in the process. (Kenney-Chion, 1994, p. 2) 

The belief is that implementation will improve school-site personnel morale as 

well as planning efforts that, in turn, will improve student achievement. However, this is 

rarely mentioned explicitly. Few schools employ concrete measurement outcomes in 

their efforts to assess whether restructuring efforts are effective. The absence of 

quantitative or qualitative evidence, and the overwhelming portion of print devoted to 

describing teacher empowerment and stakeholder involvement, could lead one to believe 

that there is an absence of focus on student achievement in SBM. 

In this study, 300 principals and 81 superintendents from the Region 12 Service 

Center area were surveyed to determine the perceived barriers to implementation of SBM. 

The school districts involved in this study range in student population from 100 to 16,000 

students (Region 12, 1998). This study focuses on identifying the perceived barriers in 

order to overcome the barriers during the implementation stage. This study answers the 

question of which barriers are more difficult to overcome during the implementation 

stage as well as gives recommendations to smooth the road of transition. 



Rationale 

What are the perceived barriers to the implementation of SBM? Is there a 

difference in the quality of a site-based program depending on how long it has been fully 

implemented? What are new roles that administrators, school boards, teachers, and 

community members assume as a result of implementation of SBM? What are the 

advantages of SBM? What are the disadvantages of SBM? How should SBM be judged? 

What are the assumptions of participatory decision making? Finally, what measures can 

be taken to help eliminate barriers as SBM is being implemented? 

Everyone in leadership roles is interested in these specific issues. A number of 

assumptions are made before SBM is implemented. Guskey and Peterson (1995-96), for 

example, say that if SBM is to have any impact on day-to-day classroom practices, the 

following steps are crucial: 

1. Begin with a clear mission that focuses on student teaching and learning. 

2. Set clear and explicit goals for the decision-making process. 

3. Ensure that SBDM is seen as a process for bringing about a broad set of 

reforms, not as a goal in itself. 

4. Alter governance structures to give administrators, teachers, and parents real 

power and authority. 

5. Be responsible to parents' concerns, and involve them in the school 

community. 

6. Redesign schedules to give teachers time to participate in decision-making. 



7. Invest in high quality professional development, and make significant changes 

in the way these activities are planned, organized, and carried out. 

8. Obtain the necessary expertise on which to base decisions. 

9. Ensure active support from all levels of the organization. 

10. Reward accomplishments, large and small. 

11. Work to establish a collaborative school culture focused on improvement, 

(pp. 12-14) 

Educators are always seeking ways to improve schools. School-based 

management has been implemented in various forms throughout the United States, 

Australia, and Canada. David (1995) stated that the reason for initiating SBM is to 

increase student achievement. David said that SBM is a way of shifting blame for a 

school district's failure to the school itself. Legislative mandates have been passed to 

force school districts to use SBM. And in North Carolina, the legislature has mandated a 

task force to report on the progress of SBM (Public Schools of North Carolina, 1995). 

In a recent article, Vail (1996) stated that, in SBM schools across the nation, 

principals and building decision-making committees are using computers and data bases 

to gather and dissect information about their schools. Before the advent of SBM, one or 

two people at the central office amassed these statistics for the entire school system. 

Now, however, each SBM team needs its own information to make decisions (Vail, 

1996). 

In preparation for this research project, nine other studies were reviewed to 

determine what barriers would be the most difficult to overcome during the 



implementation of SBM (Cawelti, 1977; Clune & White, 1988; Wagstaff & Reyes, 1993; 

Massell, Fuhrman, Kirst, Odden, Wohlstetter, Carver, & Yee, 1994; Noble, 1994; 

Wohlstetter & Mohrman, 1994; Mills & Bang, 1995; Public Schools of North Carolina, 

1995; Gluck & Bang, 1997). Throughout all of these studies, many barriers were 

revealed; furthermore, there was common ground that was similar in all studies. The 

level of involvement and commitment by teachers, administrators, community members, 

school board members, and students were definite factors in determining barriers. 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework for this study was based on the need for public school 

leaders to fully understand what SBM is supposed to do, and what perceived barriers are 

preventing its successful implementation. David (1995) stated that in school-based 

management some decisions are best left to the professionals in the school, some to 

parents, and others to students. According to Beck and Murphy (1995), four conditions 

are critical for SBM to occur: (a) support of the school board, (b) shared decision-

making, (c) transformation from top-down management to local site management, and (d) 

strong yet facilitative leadership. Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) contended that SBM 

will improve schools for the following reasons: (a) participants influence school policy, 

(b) improvement of employee morale and motivation, (c) instructional improvements, (d) 

development of characteristics of effective schools, and (e) improvement of academic 

achievement of students. Malen et al. (1990) also agreed that certain school conditions or 

climate must exist to promote change. Mohrman and Wohlstetter (1994) pointed out that 

school culture is critical to the change process. As part of the school change process, 



individual behavior may also change. The transition to SBM is a deep change, one that 

entails changes in attitudes, assumptions, and behaviors. 

The school leader must see the need for change and the benefits to his or her 

school as a result of these changes. People fear the unknown and are resistant to change. 

Frazier (1997) said that school leaders desiring to oversee a successful transformation 

will want to give serious consideration to planning a thoughtful, systematic approach to 

change. According to Frazier, there are five keys to managing successful change: (a) 

background of organization, (b) assess resistance and barriers to overcome, (c) 

explanation for change, (d) building confidence and trust, and (e) monitoring the change 

for accountability. McDuffy (1996) believes that three things are needed to promote 

change: (a) key managers must be dissatisfied, (b) the top manager must be committed 

and ready to lead, and (c) slack resources must exist and must match the size and kind of 

change. 

This study uses Clune and White's (1988) and Wohlstetter's (1995) views to 

compare and contrast more regional studies conducted by Wagstaff and Reyes (1993). In 

these studies, as well as others previously mentioned, there were areas of similarities. All 

of these studies concerned themselves with the following: (a) locus of control, (b) 

decisions to be made, (c) leadership, (d) collaboration, (e) participatory decision-making, 

(f) student achievement, and (g) accountability. In Massel et al. (1994), a great deal of 

time was spent explaining how results were obtained. All nine studies mentioned a need 

for more detailed records to be kept in order to measure the progress of site-base 

implementation. 



A recurring theme in the research studies was the element of time for 

professional development/training. Each researcher had been surprised at the amount of 

time needed to make the transition to SBM. Most researchers also pointed out that not 

enough funds were budgeted for the necessary training. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived barriers among 

administrators in the Region 12 Service Center area in Central Texas toward the 

implementation of SBM. It is necessary to determine what the perceived barriers are and 

which administrative group has the most difficulty with those barriers. After identifying 

the barriers, this study will make recommendations: (a) to eliminate barriers initially, (b) 

reduce the amount of time wasted by planning strategies, and (c) promote awareness and 

training necessary to implement successful SBM programs. 

Most educators have been so busy running their local campuses that they have not 

had the time to research SBM techniques. This study attempts to provide practical 

answers to many conflicts that may arise when SBM strategies are implemented. Fuhrman 

and Elmore (1992) argued that by setting explicit outcomes, policy mechanisms like 

curriculum frameworks, instructional materials, testing, and staff development, can be 

keyed to the standards, thus fashioning coherence out of the fragmentation that plagues 

education. Today, the effort to achieve systematic reform focuses on expectations for 

student learning. 

The question of leadership for a new age of schooling in the United States 

certainly is not a question of "if," but of "how." As in other professions undergoing rapid 
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transformations, school administrators' opportunities in the future will be defined by their 

ability to be visionary, and to have access to quality information that enhances problem 

solving abilities (Lewis, 1990). Efforts to change in the schools will develop, flourish, 

and become the norm only if certain types of support and changes are made at the district 

and state levels. 

Hypotheses 

Six hypotheses were formulated for this study: 

Hoi. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by levels of school district population, 

toward perceived barrier categories to implementing SBM. 

Ho2. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of years of experience as an 

administrator, toward perceived barrier categories to implementing SBM. 

Ho3. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the wealth of a school district, toward 

perceived barrier categories to implementing SBM. 

Ho4. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 



and superintendents, when categorized by the number of years a campus has been 

involved in SBM, toward perceived barrier categories to implementing SBM. 

Ho5. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of hours per month devoted 

to SBM. toward perceived barrier categories to implementing SBM. 

Ho6. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of years in the current 

position of the administrator, toward perceived barrier categories to implementing 

SBM. 

Delimitations and Limitations 

There are two delimitations presumed by the researcher for this study. The first is 

that the study only includes superintendents and principals in the Region 12 area of 

Central Texas. The second is to limit the survey to administrators and not to include 

teachers. 

There are three possible limitations in conducting the study. First, if the person to 

whom the letter is sent is no longer employed at a particular school, there are no plans to 

have their replacement fill out the questionnaire. Second, none of the participants in the 

survey can be required to fill out the survey instrument; they can only be encouraged to 

participate. Third, the survey instrument used with school superintendents, elementary 
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school principals, secondary school principals, and middle school principals did, by its 

nature, limit the responses of those subjects' understanding of those items. 

Definitions of Terms 

Site-Based Management 

SBM is on the nation's reform agenda, in some school districts as an initiative of 

choice, and in others as a mandate. While it is sometimes heralded as the latest panacea, 

and sometimes denounced as a first step toward anarchy, it also is seen as a philosophy of 

governance deeply rooted in democratic principles (Kenney-Chion, 1994). 

SBM is government of schools by the people, for the people. It is an 

organizational philosophy which says that the people who work most closely with 

children should be the ones who make the critical decisions governing not only how a 

school is run, but also what, how, and in which time frames and settings a student learns 

(Kenney-Chion, 1994). 

School-Based Management 

School-based management means the decentralization of decision-making 

authority. In a school-based management system, authority can transfer from school 

boards to superintendents, to principals, and then to teachers. School-based management 

gives greater decision-making authority to individual schools. 

Site-Based Decision Making 

SBDM is a fundamental change in the way authority and resources are allocated 

and implemented in school districts. Local councils make decisions concerning budget, 

personnel, and curriculum. The premise upon which SBDM is built is that changes in 
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governance and teacher input will improve student achievement (Walker, 1992). SBDM 

is a system of administration in which the school becomes the primary unit of educational 

decision-making. 

Decentralization 

Wohlstetter and Odden (1992) stated that successful decentralization requires that 

systems and processes be redesigned so that power, knowledge, and information accrue at 

the operating levels of the school, and so that rewards are contingent on performance and 

contribution. Decentralization allows for a change from top-down management. Waivers 

may be requested to free local schools from federal and state regulations. Bimber (1994) 

stated that decentralization is founded on the assumption that reducing bureaucratic 

controls will prompt teachers and principals to take greater initiative and to better tailor 

instruction to the needs of students. 

School-Site Councils 

According to Peterson-del Mar (1994a), school-site councils can be defined 

broadly as a group of shareholders (staff, students, parents, and community members) 

who meet regularly to discuss and propose solutions for their schools. School-site 

councils mesh with the restructuring movement's emphasis on creating new structures for 

school improvement. School-site councils are most effective when they are part of a 

broadly based reform program. 
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School Restructuring 

Lewis (1989) believed restructuring can best be described as renewal. 

Restructuring is a broad reform movement that seeks to improve student learning through 

a variety of structural changes, such as varied learning environments, curriculum 

integration, and performance-based measurements (Conley, 1993). Conley contended 

that school restructuring should focus on learning outcomes, and cautioned against 

equating restructuring with school-based management. The Education Commission of 

the United States echoed this sentiment. It asserted that the purpose of restructuring is "to 

improve student achievement" (Education Commission of the U. S., 1991, p. 6). 

Restructuring schools is a means to an end, and the end is learning success for all 

students. 

School-Based Curriculum 

School-based curriculum refers to the authority delegated to schools to design, 

develop, and focus the school curriculum within the framework provided by the school 

board. In some districts, schools are free to design their own curricula as long as they 

meet the state guidelines regarding content (Lindelow & Heynderickx, 1989). In other 

words, the schools have control over the "how's" while the district or state guidelines 

determine the "what's" of the instructional program (Wohlstetter, Smyer, & Mohrman, 

1994). 

School Governance Structure 

The central feature of any SBM plan is the school's basic governance structure. 

At some schools, one governing committee suffices. At others, decision-making occurs 
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in several subdivided units or working groups, with final decisions made at the full 

committee level or through an executive committee. A key factor in determining whether 

SBM will be only a symbolic gesture or a genuine redistribution of power is where the 

locus of authority lies among stakeholders in the system. In some cases, a school-site 

governance body may have a purely advisory role; decisions made are subject to veto by 

the principal, the superintendent, and/or the school board. In other cases, all school-site 

governance members may have equal decision-making authority; decisions are made by 

consensus, with no one person having veto authority (Carlos & Amsler, 1993). It is also 

true that SBM is not an isolated experiment in governance. Instead, is a part of other 

policy movements to increase school autonomy, such as deregulation and choice. 

School Improvement 

The goal of SBM is to improve student performance. If the quality of instruction 

improves, so should student achievement. Most school restructuring projects are started 

as a means to improve learning outcomes. However, there is little evidence to prove that 

greater decision-making autonomy results in better student performance. SBM has 

proven to improve teacher ownership in their schools and to increase morale (Carlos & 

Amsler, 1993). 

Accountability 

Accountability describes a relationship between two parties in which four 

conditions apply: (a) one party expects the other to perform a service or accomplish a 

goal (b) the party performing the activity accepts the legitimacy of the other's expectation 

(c) the party performing the activity derives some benefits from the relationship and (d) 
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the party for who the activity is performed has the capacity to affect the other's benefits 

(Wagstaff & Reyes, 1993). 

Summary 

This proposed study will use six hypothesis statements to determine the perceived 

barriers to the implementation of SBM among administrators in the Region 12 area of 

Central Texas. In Chapter Two, a review of the literature will describe the history of 

SBM in the United States as well as Texas. The literature review will also provide 

options to the many premises of successful site-based programs. Additional information 

will elicit the advantages and disadvantages of SBM. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Since 1983, when the A Nation at Risk report reached educators, there have been 

attempts to restructure schools to improve student performance. The report called for 

more time in school, stronger leadership, more fiscal support, and a renewed emphasis on 

teaching and learning. Despite many worthwhile attempts to improve schools, these 

reform efforts resulted in disappointing outcomes (David, 1990). David stated that the 

reform efforts of the 1980's failed to produce significant increases in student achievement. 

Historical Perspective 

Many state legislatures in the 1980's began to mandate restructuring (Walker, 

1992). As a result of efforts to decentralize decision-making, some states mandated SBM 

at the campus and district level. In Texas, Senate Bill I and House Bill 2885 introduced 

the term SBM to schools in 1991 throughout the state of Texas (Walker, 1992). SBDM 

required fundamental changes in the way authority and resources were allocated and 

implemented in school districts (Walker, 1992). Supporters of SBDM believed that those 

persons most affected by school level decisions (teachers, students, and parents) should 

have a role in making those decisions, especially in the critical resource areas of budget, 

personnel, and curriculum. Proponents also believed that educational reforms were more 
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likely to be successful when a sense of ownership and responsibility existed in those 

people actually implementing reforms, such as principals, teachers, and the school 

community (Walker, 1992). 

In 1989, the North Carolina Legislature mandated SBM and local campus 

councils (Simmons, Boyle, & Associates, 1995). Delaware started using site-based 

strategies in earnest by the 1994-95 school year (Noble, 1994). In Delaware, SBM was 

utilized as an advisory role rather than a decision-making capacity. According to Noble 

(1994), Delaware site-based committees did not address issues such as personnel matters, 

budgetary decisions, or central office issues. During the late 1980's, the state of Oregon 

began restructuring projects such as leadership academies and in-service for site-based 

training. Oswald (1995) reported on many successful school programs at the local level in 

Oregon schools. Two school districts have model programs in the state of Oregon. 

Those two districts that have successfully implemented SBM are the Portland School 

District and the Salem-Keizer School District. The superintendents in those districts 

emphasize attainment of the districts' mission and goals, and not on the strategies used to 

achieve the mission and goals (Oswald, 1995). By 1991, five states had mandated some 

form of participatory decision-making. Those five states were Colorado, Florida, 

Kentucky, North Carolina, and Texas. 

The Innovation 

SBM Defined 

SBM was briefly defined in Chapter I. A very precise definition of SBM is the 

following by Lindelow and Heynedrickx (1989): "Site-based management is a system of 
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administration in which the school site is the primary unit of educational decision-

making. The key areas of decision-making are budget, curriculum, and personnel. Many 

times decentralization and site-based decision-making are confused by educators" (p. 22). 

Decentralization, then whether it involves shifting authority from the state-house 

to the schoolhouse, from the boardroom to the classroom, from the principal's 

office to the teachers' lounge, from professional circles to community councils, or 

some combination of them all, requires a structured relationship between two key 

concepts: site-based management-who runs the school-and shared decision-

making who shapes the ideas that guide the school. (Kenney-Chion, 1994, p. 4) 

Site-based management is government of the schools by the people, for the 

people. It is an organizational philosophy that says the people who work most closely 

with the children should be the ones who make the critical decisions governing not only 

how a school is run, but also what a student learns, how, and in what time frames and 

settings (Kenney-Chion, 1994). It is decentralizing authority in the areas of budget, 

curriculum, and personnel. Passing decision-making authority down from the central 

office to the campus level is another level of the decentralization process. 

Types of Decentralization 

In SBM, decentralization can be achieved without totally shifting overall control 

away from the central office. Based on the programs and practices of SBM in different 

school districts over the past two decades, Clune and White (1988) developed four 

categories of SBM program models. First, there are comprehensive SBM programs 

which decentralize decisions in three areas: budgeting, curriculum, and personnel. The 
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second category of SBM programs decentralizes only budgeting and staffing while 

curriculum decisions are centralized at the district level. In the third category, only the 

budget is decentralized, leaving personnel and curriculum decisions up to the central 

office. Finally, some programs contain elements of decentralized management with no 

structured decentralization. These districts provide some flexibility in the areas of 

budget, curriculum, and staffing, but have developed a structured SBM program. 

Although the school staff may provide recommendations, they do not have complete 

autonomy in any of these areas. 

The Delegation of Authority in Schools Practicing SBM 

The delegation and distribution of authority—and accountability—are crucial for 

any SBM program. Many schools vary their approach in accomplishing this distribution. 

SBM plans range from giving all authority to the principal (with interaction of other 

members encouraged, but not required), to distributing dominant authority to teachers, 

parents, and community members of a site-council, or a district planning or campus-level 

planning team. 

According to Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1989), three typical patterns of control 

exist at the site level. Some SBM teams are responsible for peripheral issues only, or 

advise or endorse decisions the principal has made. Yet another set of plans allows the 

principal to extend overt or informal control over a campus-council. And then there are 

plans where the council has decision-making authority while the traditional roles of a 

principal as policy-maker and teacher as instructor are maintained. 
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Malen et al. (1989) advocates the distribution of authority at the school site so that 

the authority does not reside solely with the principal. 

If the goal of school-based management is to maximize the potential of a school 

community to improve learning outcomes for its students, then the authority 

delegated to the school site cannot reside with the principal alone. The greatest 

possible distribution of authority at the school site is required. Site authority must 

be shared, (p. 8) 

School-Site Councils and School-Base Management 

School-site councils and school-based management are closely related. The latter, 

according to Lindelow and Heynderickx (1989), "is a system of administration in which 

the school site is the primary unit of education decision-making" (p. 118). In other 

words, school-based management shifts the locus of control from central-office 

administrators to the school level. 

School-based management requires redistributing power within the district, but 

not necessarily within the school. Indeed, principals typically gain a great deal of power 

in school-based management, power that they may or may not distribute with the school 

community. Hence, school-based management can occur with or without school-site 

councils. 

By the same token, school-site councils can occur with or without school-based 

management. Site councils do not necessarily affect the distribution of power, authority, 

or responsibility within the district. They can be very active and effective without taking 

over decisions that have been made by central-office staff or the school board. 
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Peterson-del Mar (1994b) believes that site-councils and SBM are similar at least 

in that they imply a decentralization of authority. But SBM focuses on decentralization 

within the district, often among professional administrators only, while site-councils 

focuses on decentralization within the school, often among a broad array of 

administrators, staff, and community members. 

School-Site Councils and School Restructuring 

Site councils are similar to, yet different from, school restructuring. Proponents of 

school restructuring argue that the nation's public educational system is quickly becoming 

outmoded and ineffective in the face of massive social, economic, and technological 

changes (Peterson-del Mar, 1994b). Restructuring is a broad reform movement that seeks 

to improve student learning through a variety of structural changes, such as varied 

learning environments, curriculum integration, and performance-based measurements 

(Conley, 1993). 

Peterson-del Mar (1994a) summarizes the difference between the two concepts by 

stating that school-site councils mesh with the restructuring movement's emphasis 

on creating new structures for school improvement. Both typically bring more 

stakeholders into the school. But, as with school-based management, 

restructuring does not require the presence of site-councils. By the same token, 

site councils exist without schools restructuring themselves in other ways. (p. 4) 

Components of Site-Based Management 

First, there are degrees of decentralization in SBM. Authority in decentralization 

ranges from advisory role to complete decision-making by staff at the building level. 
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Second, there are new methods of accountability. If the campus staff makes the decision, 

they should be held accountable for that decision rather than the central office. Third, 

there are role changes. Power in different position changes from absolute to shared 

powers. Fourth, there is a change in school culture. A shared vision replaces the 

principals prescribed tasks for staff. Fifth, resources are reallocated differently. Budgets 

are built around educational goals at the campus level. Sixth, more parental and 

community involvement becomes the norm, instead of schools operating in isolation from 

public scrutiny. Seventh, student achievement becomes the primary focus of a campus 

that implements SBM. Students' needs drive curriculum and course offering changes. 

Implementing Site-Based Management 

Factors Involved in Change 

According to Wohlstetter (1995), the transition to SBM entails large-scale change 

in educational organizations. Successful decentralization requires that systems and 

processes be redesigned so that power, knowledge, and information are accrued at the 

operating levels of the school, and so that rewards are contingent on performance and 

contribution. Large-scale change such as a transition to SBM is such a disruption of the 

status quo of an organization that it will not be successful unless a compelling case is 

made for it. Districts embarking on SBM should be very clear about the need for change 

and the ultimate purpose of the change process. 

McDuffy (1996) identified several essential preconditions to change: (a) key 

managers must be dissatisfied, (b) the top manager must be committed and ready to lead, 
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(c) slack resources must exist, and (d) the resources must match the size and kind of 

change, and (e) political support must exist. 

Mohrman and Wohlstetter (1994) stated that the change process requires a clear 

articulation of valued outcomes, a basis in established expert knowledge as well as on 

local knowledge, and the establishment of a teacher culture that supports collective 

inquiry. Mohrman and Wohlstetter in their book on School Based Management stated the 

following: 

{Mohrman and Wohlstetter} proposed that the change be understood as a 

systemic change; that SBM be consciously linked to the desired outcomes; that 

there are important roles for both the district and school levels of the educational 

system; that the change be understood and managed as a learning process; that 

because the change is deep, it must be carried out in a manner that enables 

participants to confront their assumptions and behaviors; and that careful attention 

be given to defining the appropriate role for the community as participants in 

school governance, (p. 267) 

Assumptions About Change 

Many researchers have discussed their views on planning and implementing 

change. Fullan and Stiegebauer (1991) identified 10 "do" and don't" assumptions are 

fundamental to a successful educational change. 

1. Do not assume that your version of what the change should be is the one that 

should or could be implemented. 
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2. Assume that any significant innovation, if it is to result in change, requires 

individual implementers to work out their own meaning. 

3. Assume that conflict and disagreement are not only inevitable but fundamental to 

successful change. 

4. Assume that people need pressure to change (even in directions they desire), but 

that the change will be effective only under conditions which allow them to react, 

to form their own position, to interact with other implementers, to obtain technical 

assistance, etc. 

5. Assume that effective change takes time. 

6. Do not assume that the reason for lack of implementation is outright rejection of 

the values embodied in the change, or hard-core resistance to all change. 

7. Do not expect all, or even most, people to change. The complexity of change is 

such that it is impossible to bring about widespread reform in any large social 

system. 

8. Assume that you need a plan that is based on the fact that not all people will be 

willing to change. 

9. Assume that no amount of knowledge will ever make it totally clear what action 

should be taken. 

10. Assume that changing the culture of institutions is the real agenda, not 

implementing single innovations. 
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Change Agents 

When change is implemented, someone has to be responsible for pushing the 

organization to change. That someone is called a change master by Kanter (1983). 

Kanter defined the roles of the change master as the following: 

Change masters are~literally~the right people in the right place at the right time. 

The right people are the ones with the ideas that move beyond the organization's 

established practice, ideas they form into visions. The right places are the 

integrative environments that support innovation, encourage the building of 

coalitions and teams to support and implement visions. The right times are those 

moments in the flow of organizational history when it is possible to reconstruct 

reality on the basis of accumulated innovations to shape a more productive and 

successful future, (p. 306) 

According to Fullan and Stiegelbaure (1991), there are four characteristics of 

change. Need, clarity, complexity, and quality/practicality are identified as those four 

characteristics. Need refers to the demand for a change. Clarity is a clear agreement on 

the direction of the change. Complexity refers to the difficulty of change required of the 

individuals responsible for implementation. The quality and practicality of a program 

means that adequate time and resources have been allocated to accomplish something that 

has a useful purpose for the organization. 

Resistance to Change 

Frazier (1997) stated that people resist change because they fear what the change 

will do to them. He also stated that gradual change is much easier to implement than 
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sudden change. People's early resistance to change is often a way of communicating that 

they need time to absorb the change concept and try to work through it in order to assess 

how it will affect them personally. Frazier (1997) further related three successful 

components of change. First, effective communication is an essential component. 

Second, effective leadership is a required component. Third, the leader must build 

confidence and trust with the stakeholders in the change process. 

Before an organization can plan a change, it must be aware of factors that provide 

resistance to change. Schmidt and Finnigan (1992) isolated five factors which must be 

considered before the change process is started. First, the organization must determine 

the level of dissatisfaction with the situation. Second, it must calculate the cost of change 

both short term and long term. Third, the organization must ask how well people 

understand the proposed change and the affect on them. Fourth, it must ask what the 

consequences of refusing to change would be. Fifth, the organization must consider 

degree of clarity for change which has been understood by the individuals working with 

the change. 

A lot has been written about the readiness for change. Schmidt and Finnigan 

(1992) made the following statement concerning the readiness for change: In general 

people will support a change if: "(1) they are convinced that the present is not desirable; 

(2) the proposed "future" is clear, sensible, and desirable; (3) the path toward the future is 

clear and realistic: and (4) the cost of the change is not too high" (p. 94). 

Also, Schmidt and Finnigan (1992) believed that the organization must be 

prepared to take the first steps to bring about change. In addition, if the present situation 
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cannot be significantly improved, the organization needs to ask, why change in the first 

place? 

Research on the resistance to change has been ongoing for the past 40 years. 

Zaltman and Duncan (1977) centered their research on strategies for planned change. In 

their research, they found a complex relationship among many strategies. One of their 

first strategies was that changes or innovations should be made as compatible as possible 

with the cultural values of the change target in order to reduce resistance to change. 

Second, change or innovations should be presented in such a way as to avoid creating 

conflict among individuals or groups involved. Third, there should be top-level support 

in the organization for the proposed change. Fourth, the proper climate for change should 

be provided to the group involved in change or resistance will be encountered. Fifth, 

change or innovations should not be presented in such a way as to threaten the change 

target's self-esteem or image in the eyes of others, or resistance to change will be 

encountered. Finally, Zaltman and Duncan (1997) stated that the system or organization 

should try to provide rewards and incentives to participants for adopting the change, or 

innovations which are attractive to them, as a way of reducing their resistance. 

Role Changes of Stakeholders 

School Board Role Change 

Under SBM, many roles are changed. The amount of power that is delegated in 

each group significantly changes. The first group to be impacted is the school board. 

Many school boards have been guilty of micromanaging the school's administration. 

Kirst (1993) recommended that states rewrite the policy for school boards, transforming 
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them into local education policy boards that would concentrate less on administration and 

more on policy. Hansen and Marburger (1988) encouraged the board to be supportive of 

the superintendent and to clarify the school-site council's authority and relationship to the 

board. The board must spell out the council's authority in a written policy, giving clear 

details of who is responsible for decisions or who is responsible for making 

recommendations. Open lines of communication must also be established between the 

board and the teachers on individual campuses. 

In order for site-based management to really work, the local school board must 

fully support change. The movement to formalize participatory, shared decision-making 

requires the leadership of the local school board (Zamora-Guerra, 1993). At the most 

basic level, only the board can adopt the formal policies needed to support the organized 

involvement of the numerous groups present in a school district and community. More 

importantly, the school board, in concert with the superintendent, can model shared 

decision-making by inspiring those affected by decisions to have input into the decision-

making processes. Board members can demonstrate by words and deeds their 

understanding and patience for SBM shared decisions. Shared decisions will take longer, 

but the decision will be better received. The board can set parameters for SBM, such as 

insisting that local site-council decisions be made from reliable data, or that such 

decisions take into account the effect on student learning (Orr, 1993). School boards 

must make a long term commitment to the process of SBM. The board is responsible for 

establishing accountability procedures. The board is responsible for approving a strategic 

plan with a clear mission statement and clear goals. And the board must provide 
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adequate financial resources to promote training and staff development (Simmons, 

Boyles, & Associates, 1994). 

To summarize the school board's role under SBM, board members continue to 

provide general direction for the district by establishing goals and policy statements, 

allocating resources, and monitoring progress. In particular, the board's clear message of 

support for school-based management lends credibility and fosters positive community 

attitudes toward SBM projects. SBM does not change the legal governance system of 

schools, and school boards do not give up authority by sharing authority (School Based 

Management, 1993). 

Parent and Community Member Role 

Parents and community members, a large group that has left out of the school 

reform in the past has been the community. Carr (1994), a trainer of educational leaders, 

stated the following view of the importance of community involvement: 

First, parental involvement is important not just to the academic achievement 

level of students, but to the school as well. It can be a source of innovation, 

diverse perspective, and community ownership. After all, what sort of message is 

sent to a community if parents are not willing to get involved in their own 

schools? Second, community involvement is important. I hope that more 

community participants will be drawn into the experience without demanding that 

membership become politically charged, creating teams incapable of important 

work. Community participation can energize a school. Collaborative designed 
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teams with balanced stakeholder participation are key to significant change in our 

current failing educational system, (p. 49) 

Malen and Ogawa (1992) noted that if parents and community members are to be 

truly empowered, real authority must be delegated to them. One of the ways to get parents 

involved is to allow them to help make decisions instead of being token site-council 

members (Lynn, 1994). Most community members and parents are not familiar with 

decision-making skills. The school district is obligated to train parents and community 

members in teamwork procedures and consensus building. To ensure a cross-section of 

interests, a state or district may want to specify some parent background characteristics. 

The makeup of community members and parents should be controlled by state or district 

policy. 

The beauty of SBM is that the people who really care are given the opportunity to 

participate in the operation of schools. Parents who devote more time to their children's 

education—not just helping them do their homework—have a positive impact on the 

children's attitude toward school and their subsequent achievement (Stevenson & Stigler, 

1992). Positive parental involvement is very important to the success of SBM. Schools 

are obligated to effectively use parental time. In many places, parents are invited to 

school to be told what to do, to be entertained, or to contribute money. 

Student Role Change 

Sizer (1991) has described the role of the student as worker and the teacher as a 

coach. The challenge under SBM is to find ways to engage students in learning activities. 

According to Newmann (1991), in order for students to become actively involved in 
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learning, students need to have some control over and input into what they learn. 

Students need opportunities to make some decisions about their learning. They need 

structure which can ensure that they accept the consequences of those decisions. Students 

will need to start to think about the relationship between what they are doing in school 

and what they will be doing when they leave school. Clune and White (1988) said that 

participation on SBM councils has given students a better understanding of the operations 

of the school and school decision-making. Students have new communication channels 

to present solutions to major problems. As a result of SBM, there has been improved 

relations between teachers and students (Clune & White, 1988). Students have indicated 

that programs and activities have been developed to meet their specific needs. Ideas 

generated by SBM councils have served as vehicles to pursue enrichment of student 

needs. As curriculum and instruction decisions are made, students can give their valuable 

insight in a collaborative effort to improve student achievement. A school environment 

that fulfills student needs will be doing a great deal to make it a better school for student 

achievement (Clune & White, 1988). 

Teacher Role Change 

Teacher empowerment and accountability are major ingredients of SBM. 

Teachers influence decisions by participating in planning, developing, monitoring, and 

improving instructional programs within a school. When contexts of productive learning 

do not exist for teachers, they cannot create and sustain that kind of context for students 

(Sarason, 1997). Teachers have an interest in making decisions on budget allocation, 

curriculum, student discipline, and community interaction, as well as many other matters 



31 

that directly affect them. However, teachers do not want token participation. Teachers 

want to play an active role in the decision-making process (Clune & White, 1988). 

Taylor and Levine (1991) developed four major components of teacher 

empowerment. First, schools bent on improvement face a real dilemma in seeking to 

provide teachers with more decision-making authority, while research clearly underlines 

the importance of administrative action and initiative in improving school effectiveness. 

Second, from some points of view, the many actions required to make schools more 

effective may run counter to teachers' desires or their self-perceived interests. Third, the 

success of efforts to involve teachers in decision-making as a part of an effective schools 

initiative depends on the provision of appropriate training and technical assistance for 

both teachers and administrators. Fourth, technical assistance training and 

encouragement provided to schools participating in school-based management projects 

may accomplish little unless substantial amounts of time are provided so that faculties 

can develop and monitor both their planning procedures and their action plans for change. 

The teacher's roles under SBM, as listed by Caldwell and Wood (1988) are to: 

1. work collaboratively with other stakeholders to consider district and school 

priorities and to set goals. 

2. help identify programs and practices necessary to achieve school goals. 

3. assist in SBM implementation by participating in staff development designed 

to help then achieve their goals. 

4. conduct in-service for their peers. 

5. help collect and interpret data related to their goals. 
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6. assist the principal in managing the resources to ensure their improvement 

plans are successful, (p. 52) 

According to White (1992), there are several benefits from using SBM for teachers: 

1. higher morale 

2. increased commitment to the school and lower levels of absenteeism and turn 

over 

3. improved management decisions 

4. greater acceptance of change 

5. enhanced cooperation and reduced conflict 

6. more effective enforcement of discipline 

7. better informed teachers 

8. improved teacher communication with and across schools 

9. improved student motivation 

10. increased incentives that serve to attract and retain quality teachers 

11. improved school climate 

12. increased commitment to shared decision-making 

13. improved relationships between teachers and administrators, (pp. 5-6) 

Principal Role Change 

Educators agree that the principal's role changes greatly as a result of SBM. 

Under SBM, the authority and responsibility of the principal expands in three directions 

at once: more involvement in the school program, more involvement in shared 
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governance, and a higher level of responsibility in district decision-making (Clune & 

White, 1988). 

Principals also are held accountable for achieving the school objectives outlined 

in the school-site plan. The principal is the key figure in fostering a relationship of shared 

governance within the school. The difference between a successful and unsuccessful 

SBM program is often related to the leadership qualities of the principal (Clune & White, 

1988). 

From their research, Wohlstetter and Briggs (1994) discovered that the principal's 

role in SBM schools is evolving from direct instructional leadership to the broader one of 

orchestrating decision-making through teams of teachers, and interacting with a wider 

range of people, including community members. 

In pursuing four strategies for a successful transition to school-based management 

empowering, training, informing, and rewarding—effective principals have begun 

to take on these emerging roles: 

Designer of Involvement Structures - Principals help to develop decision-making 

teams and provide them opportunities for involvement in school-specific issues. 

They invest SBM teams with real authority by carrying out discrete areas of 

jurisdiction. 

Motivater /Coach - Principals work to create a supportive SBM environment by 

communicating trust, encouraging risk-taking, sharing information, and 

facilitating participation. 
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Facilitator of Change - Principals encourage staff development as an ongoing, 

school-wide activity, providing staff with both tangible (money, equipment, and 

materials) and intangibles (time and opportunities) resources. 

Liaison To The Outside World - Principals bring into their schools new ideas and 

research about teaching and learning. They also solicit donations of funds and 

materials, encourage staff to apply for grants, to supplement school resources, 

and free up teachers to focus on teaching and learning by filtering out 

unnecessary distractions. (Wohlstetter & Briggs, 1994, p. 17) 

At the same time that the principal's authority is augmented to include hiring and 

firing of personnel, budget allocations, and curriculum development, the principal must 

make decisions cooperatively with teachers and SBM council. Most decisions under 

SBM involve a group decision making process rather than the principal making decisions 

unilaterally. The principal encourages teacher responsibility and commitment by 

exchanging information and ideas (Clune & White, 1988). 

Principals under SBM are not immune from central office issues. A principal may 

be forced to assume an adversarial role with the central office and the school board in 

order to get things done in his or her own school (Geraci, 1995-1996). Whenever waivers 

are written or grievances brought, principals must take the lead-a role that pits them 

against the central office and is a throwback to the traditional principal's role, rather than 

a member among equals on a site team (Geraci, 1995-1996). 

Geraci (1995-1996) stated the following in a recent journal: 

Maybe hierarchical, undisguised decision making is best after all. As long as 



35 

teachers, parents, and students feel that their input is valued, they are comfortable 

with administrators leading, as they are expected to do. Teachers teach, parents 

work, students learn, and administrators lead. These are our responsibilities. All 

each group wants is a sense of belonging. Skilled administrators knew this far 

before someone coined the term site-based management, (p. 52) 

As more and more school districts across the United States implement school-

based management, principals are finding themselves in schools that have the power to 

make decisions about how money is spent at the school site, what the staff ratio should 

be, and what should be taught in classrooms. The most successful principals are effective 

in moving four resources—power, knowledge and skills training, information, and rewards 

(Wohlstetter & Mohrman, 1994). These resources are moved utilizing several 

techniques. First, effective principals must work to diffuse power throughout the school 

organization to solidify and increase commitment to the reform. Second, principals, in 

actively restructuring SBM schools, need to promote school-wide staff development to 

improve the capacity of the whole school. Third, the principal's role in information 

sharing is to distribute information liberally and frequently. Fourth, as staff members 

take on more responsibility and spend more time managing under SBM, the effective 

principals reward people for their efforts (Wohlstetter & Mohrman, 1994). 

Conley (1997) emphasized changes in behavior for principals undergoing change 

to SBM. According to Conley (1997), the following are noted behavior changes: 

1. A clear sense of purpose linked to a vision. 

2. The use of data to inform decisions and create vision. 
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3. Location of resources consistent with the vision. 

4. Creation of new decision-making structures. 

5. Provision of information to teachers. 

6. Less direct leadership, more support of teachers, (pp. 87-88) 

A change to SBM can be fraught with difficulties for many principals, in part 

because they were recruited for being strong leaders. Strong leaders are supposed to be 

able to impose their will on others. Basically, these strong leaders are being asked to 

modify their personalities under SBM. Conley (1997) stated: "To shift one's conception 

of the exercise of power and influence 180 degrees is a tremendously difficult thing to 

expect of any adult, particularly of those who believe they are currently doing a 

competent job and see little reason to change" (p. 89). 

A second challenge inherent in the principals' new role transition is derived from 

the likelihood that principals will bear the brunt of responsibility for the achievement of 

goals as schools become more accountable for student performance. Members of site-

councils make major decisions without the same accountability. When the campus fails 

to perform, the principal is the one the superintendent is likely to replace (Conley, 1997). 

Oswald (1995) refers to the principal's role under SBM as a manager of the 

school. Principals are assuming greater responsibility in determining budget priorities, 

establishing staffing patterns, and developing educational program objectives. The 

principal's managerial functions expand in the areas of personnel management, business 

management, facilities management, property management, security, counseling, 

communication, and community relations (Oswald, 1995). 
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The principal acts as manager, coordinator, facilitator, and delegator. To be a 

successful leader in a SBM program, the principal must have a vision to integrate all the 

activities into a meaningful whole. Principals should be taught collaborative management 

skills such as compromising and reaching consensus, forming new relationships, and 

building teams to facilitate change. Educating principals about what SBM is and how 

councils usually have stronger advisory roles, not outright control, can also ease concerns 

(Stover, 1989). 

Central Administration and Superintendent's Role Change 

The district office and central administration must undergo a change in their roles 

when implementing SBM. The power of the superintendent's office faces a big challenge. 

Superintendents and their staff should facilitate and support decisions made at the school 

level and provide assistance in translating decisions into policies/programs. The district 

office should maintain the task of setting goals, and the school should be given discretion 

to choose the means of achieving those goals. The major role for the central 

administration is to provide structural supports to the school staff making and 

implementing decisions (Noble, 1996). 

In SBM, the role of the superintendent has been much less publicized than that of 

the principal. Yet, the transference of decision-making power cannot be effective without 

the willingness of the superintendent to share power. In fact, according to Clune and 

White (1988), "Because the superintendent is frequently instrumental in introducing SBM 

to a district, the manner in which he or she chooses to do this may influence both the 

organizational structure and the attitudes of the community toward SBM" (p. 20). The 
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superintendent may be influential in promoting the program in particular schools, in 

encouraging schools to apply for grants, or in contacting experts to provide training 

sessions. A turnover of superintendents may cause a disruption in program 

implementation (Clune & White, 1988). 

SBM also opens new lines of communication between the superintendent and 

principals. SBM programs require that the superintendents meet with principals to 

monitor school programs on a regular basis. Traditional top-down, hierarchical authority 

of the superintendent and central office staff must be replaced with a relationship of 

support. Clune and White (1988) concluded their comments on SBM by stating that the 

effectiveness of SBM is limited by superintendents and central administrators who are 

reluctant to share authority. 

Kowalski and Oates (1993) maintain that under SBM, superintendents must have 

the following leadership skills: 

1. Instructional Leadership: The instructional leader has the qualities of fairness, 

communication, visibility, high expectations, and a sense of priorities. 

2. Transformational Leadership: Superintendents are people-oriented rather than 

task oriented. They facilitate; foster teacher development and a collaborative, 

professional school culture, help staff members solve problems together; 

delegate power to school campuses; actively communicate the district's 

cultural norms, and emphasize group discussion and decision-making. 
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3. Visionary Leadership: Superintendents should learn to anticipate and envision 

a totally new system of education and seek collaboration in the formation and 

implementation of vision, (p. 383-384) 

Role of School Site-Council or School-Based Management Council 

The first step in implementing the SBM process is the organization of a school-

site council. Gleason, Donohue, and Leader (1995-1996) made the following 

observations about Boston site-councils: 

1. Parents, school partners, and students must become more aware and 

knowledgeable about educational issues; they must be enabled to participate 

if they are to be effective. 

2. Teachers must expand their focus beyond the needs of their class and begin to 

think about the school as a whole. 

3. Administrators (who traditionally are rewarded for keeping things under 

control) must share information and encourage thoughtful discussion and 

meaningful decision-making, (p. 25) 

Issues involved in setting up school-site councils are the issues of authority and 

control. The first question to be answered would be, are these councils advisory or can 

they mandate policy? The school board should set the parameters of the site-council by 

stating them in board policy. Peterson del-Mar (1994a) emphasized that site-councils 

should not be viewed as some sort of magical solution to the stubborn problems that 

schools face. School councils are most effective when they are part of a broadly based 

reform movement. Peterson del-Mar (1994a) expanded his views when he states that 
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council members must leave behind accustomed roles and comprise strongly held beliefs. 

Although school-site councils decentralize authority on a grassroots level, their authority 

does not impinge on the authority of the district office or school board. 

The most obvious advantage of group decision-making is that it brings the 

experience and expertise of many people to bear on a problem. The experience of many 

people can be vital in developing a solution to a complex problem (Peterson del-Mar, 

1994a). Effective site-councils are characterized by diversity. Depending on how well 

the members work together as a group, the council may exert a great deal of influence 

over decisions regarding the budget, curriculum, and personnel. 

Lindelow and his co-authors (1989) listed three major advantages of participatory 

decision-making using site-councils: (a) higher quality decisions, (b) higher employee 

satisfaction, and (c) improved relations between staff and management. The 

disadvantages are the amount of time involved, the weakening of the principal's role, and 

the additional training required. 

Because of the need for collaboration, the council usually needs training and 

guidelines on how to work together effectively as a group. The blending of professionals 

and non-professionals may take some adjustment. Professionals may be reluctant to 

participate if they have the perception that lay people are telling them how to do their job. 

"School-site councils, at their best, are essentially grassroots democracy. They therefore 

depend on people's commitment to participate in the democratic process. This means 

sharing power and responsibility, obtaining the necessary training and education, and then 

diligently, applying it" (Peterson del-Mar, 1994a, p. 40). 
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Kentta (1997) stated that recent articles about site-councils have contended that no 

conclusive proof shows that site-councils have had positive effects on increasing student 

achievement. However, the participation of school constituent groups in decisions which 

affect the school is a worthy end in itself. 

Advantages and Disadvantages of Site-Based Management 

Advantages 

What are the advantages for educators to implement SBM? According to Oswald, 

there are several advantages of SBM. A better attitude from teachers who work with this 

process can be expected. Increased teacher commitment to the school vision is also to be 

expected. Better relationships will develop among administrators, teachers, parents, 

students, and community members. Higher student achievement is expected. The quality 

of decisions will improve as a result of better communications, and more confidence and 

trust will develop between educators and stakeholders. 

In a study by Malen et al. (1990), the following results can be expected when 

SBM is implemented. First, site participants will exert a great deal of influence on school 

policy decisions. Second, SBM will enhance employee morale and motivation. Third, 

the school wide planning process will be strengthened. Fourth, instructional 

improvements will be stimulated. Fifth, effective schools correlates will be developed. 

Sixth, increased student achievement can be expected. 

Sapone and Carmelo (1996) concluded that there are definitely advantages in 

implementing SBM. SBM provides greater leadership opportunities. It opens avenues of 

communication. It decentralizes authority. It allows for appropriate and meaningful 
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decisions to be made at the level where they produce the greatest educational gain. It 

provides for greater curriculum accountability. It allows for teams to study and resolve 

educational dilemmas and ensures effective resource allocation. 

In School Based Management (1993), there are several advantages listed when a 

school implements SBM. First, it allows competent individuals at the school site to make 

decisions which will improve learning. Second, SBM provides the opportunity for all 

community stakeholders to assist in making meaningful decisions. Third, there is focused 

accountability at the level where the decisions are made. Fourth, it will lead to greater 

creativity in program designs. Fifth, resources can be redirected to support the goals that 

are developed in each school. Sixth, SBM leads to development of realistic budgets. 

Seventh, it improves the morale of teachers and provides the opportunity to nurture new 

leadership at all levels. 

Under SBM, teachers are asked to assume leadership roles in staff development, 

mentoring, and curriculum development, and to become key partners in school and staff 

supervision and evaluation. Such programs are designed to elevate the professionalism of 

teachers, increase morale, add prestige and recognition, and provide on going 

opportunities for professional development. Teacher collaboration is a major theme in 

the implementation of SBM (North Central Regional Education Laboratory, 1993). 

In an article by Jeffers and Sullivan (1995), they listed six ways SBM improves 

schools. One way is to have increased authority for faculty members in making 

decisions. A greater degree of parental involvement makes schools more effective in 

another way. Next, decentralized decision-making works to ensure that scarce resources 
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are allocated in the areas of greatest need. In addition, principals become more effective 

leaders. Also, increased decision-making authority builds collegiality. Finally, high 

standards of the organization can be met through the recognition and acceptance of 

important differences between and among schools. 

Why should schools want to make changes in order to implement SBM? Do 

schools exist for the faculty or for students? Reforms should be made for the benefit of 

students, not for the convenience of the faculty or for the sake of change. Steinberger 

(1995) stated that setting clear parameters in each area of campus decision-making is 

important in defining the role and authority of school committees. He also reminds 

educators that the principal is the instructional leader of the campus and has ultimate 

accountability for the decisions made at the campus level. All roles of key personnel 

must undergo changes in order to facilitate successful SBM. Another key factor is the 

amount of time allotted to work on site-based implementation. 

Disadvantages 

Despite the potential strengths of SBM, reservations have been expressed by those 

unconvinced of its viability. Several objections are commonly stated: 

1. Teachers have no expertise in making decisions beyond the classroom. 

2. Teachers do not want to assume responsibility for decision-making in areas 

other than classroom instruction. 

3. Leadership can be exercised only at the central level, not precluding the 

principal. 

4. Power sharing can lessen the influence and authority of the principal. 
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5. The community is best served when some uniformity is maintained through 

centralized decision-making in all educational matters. 

7. SBM will increase the disparity among schools within a school district. 

8. SBM will eliminate the need for central office administrators. 

9. SBM will eliminate the need for building principals. (Oswald, 1995, p. 6) 

Prasch (1990) listed the following disadvantages of SBM: (a) more work, (b) less 

efficiency, (c) diluted benefits of specialization, (d) uneven school performance, (e) 

greater need for staff development, (f) possible confusion about new roles and 

responsibilities, (g) coordination difficulties, (h) unintended consequences, (i) and 

irreversible shifts. Gomez (1989) saw the following drawbacks to SBM: (a) unrealistic 

expectations, (b) provincial perspectives, (c) difficulties assuming new roles, (d) 

problems conducting meeting, (e) increased work loads, (f) burn out, (g) feuding, (h) 

pressure on principals, and (i) problem of size. 

Additional liabilities of SBM were explained by Myers and Stonehill (1993). 

Participatory decision-making sometimes creates frustration and is often slower than 

more autocratic methods. The council members must be able to work together on 

planning and budget matters. Principals and teachers may have less time to devote to 

other aspects of their job. Additional training in personnel and budget for community 

members and teachers is required. Purkey (1990), however, cautions that SBM should 

not be dismissed because of its questionable success in the few empirically documented 

attempts to describe it. 
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Overcoming Resistance to Change 

Zander (1961) provided insight on the prevention of resistance to change. One 

must understand where resistance starts in order to avoid its effect. Resistance can be 

expected if the nature of the change is not made clear to the people who are going to be 

influenced by the change. As a change is presented, different people are going to be 

influenced by the change and will see different meanings in the proposed change. 

Resistance can be expected when people are caught in the middle between groups 

pushing for change and those resisting change. Too much pressure for change can cause 

stiff resistance to the change. And, resistance may be expected if the change is made on 

personal grounds rather than impersonal requirements or sanctions. Resistance may be 

expected if the change ignores the already established institutions in the group. 

Zander (1961) stated the following major principle in preventing resistance: 

"Resistance will be prevented to the degree that the changer helps the changes develop 

their own understanding of the need for the change, and an explicit awareness of how 

they feel about it, and what can be done about those feelings" (p. 546). 

Another principle of Zander (1961) is that resistance will be less likely to develop 

if facts which point to the need for change are gathered by the people who must make the 

change. Yet another principle is that the organization's feelings about change must be 

carefully considered when planning strategies to overcome resistance. According to 

Zaltman and Duncan (1977), the organization must be sensitive to the pressure existing in 

the environment, with respect to how these environmental pressures might support or 

resist some change the organization is contemplating. 
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Are there some reasons why change can fail? Frazier (1997) pointed out eleven 

reasons why change can fail. 

1. There can be little or no commitment from the top leadership. 

2. Many times there are displays of symbolic change rather than anything of 

substance. 

3. Often, the leaders' inability to explain the necessity for change is a cause for 

failure. 

4. Sometimes there is piecemeal change rather than comprehensive change. 

5. Other times a select few participate in planning the change. 

6. Unfortunately, sometimes change is impatiently implemented. 

7. Others want a quick fix and suggest a change. 

8. Many managers fear loss of control. 

9. Early results may be poor or insignificant providing a push to stop the change. 

10. Leaders are often unwilling to commit the necessary resources, especially 

time. 

11. Most often, change fails because of improper or no training was provided. 

(p.55) 

Bailey (1991), said that it may be too soon to know whether governance 

changes can be successful at improving outcomes, but not too soon to see that 

decentralization efforts can easily fail to produce real changes in governance. What the 

long term effects of governance changes on educational outcomes may take five to seven 

years to truly evaluate. 
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One way to avoid problems with change is for a school to have a clear vision 

statement. Whether a teacher is implementing a new instructional method, a leadership 

team is spearheading a school improvement campaign, or a superintendent is undertaking 

the restructuring of a district, the starting point for any change is a clear vision statement. 

A vision statement is defined by Nanus (1992) as a statement that articulates what an 

organization wants to obtain. A vision statement provides a signpost to point out the way 

for all who need to understand what the organization is and where it intends to go. 

Visionary educational leaders have a clear picture of what they want to 

accomplish. The vision of their school or district provides purpose, meaning, 

and significance to the work of the school and enables them to motivate and 

empower the staff to the realization of the vision. (Pejza, 1985, p. 17) 

Seeley (1992) further explained that school leaders not only must have a vision of 

their school or district, but also the skills to communicate that vision to others, in order to 

develop a shared one. Effective school leaders invite and encourage others to participate 

in determining and developing this shared vision. The process promotes collegial and 

collaborative relationships. Developing a shared vision of the organization links people 

together and provides goals and criteria for change activities and ongoing decisions. 

School districts and the schools within them should involve stakeholders at all levels in 

forming the vision, and then in giving it substance at the local level. Superintendents and 

principals will play a key role in making this happen. 
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Perceived Barriers to SBM Implementation 

In a report to the public schools of North Carolina, Simmons and Boyle (1995) 

identified two of the biggest barriers to SBM implementation as school administrators 

who do not support SBM and the lack of any clear cut policies defining the areas of 

decision-making for the district and individual school campuses. Oswald's (1995) study 

of schools in Oregon listed numerous barriers to implementation: (a) unwillingness to 

allow lay people and students the opportunity to make decisions, (b) stakeholders did not 

have adequate training, (c) amount of time required to fully implement cultural and 

structural changes within a building, (d) too many state and federal regulations could not 

be wavered, (e) misunderstanding concerning new roles of the principals and teachers, 

and (e) lack of clarity regarding what SBM is and why it is being implemented. 

Clune and White (1988) found several key barriers in their research. Most 

educators were fearful of what would be required of them under a SBM program. Many 

principals did not want to share their authority in the areas of budget and personnel. Lack 

of support from the school board was another barrier. The roles and responsibilities of 

site-councils were not clearly defined. The lack of training and staff development was 

another problem. And lack of open lines of communication between SBM councils and 

the superintendent's office was a barrier. The entire SBM process was very time 

consuming for principals and teachers. Conway and Calzi (1995-1996) said that their 

research indicates the dark side of shared decision-making, dark side being that teachers 

spend too much time working on SBM activities and miss quality instructional time. 
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According to Wohlstetter and Mohrman (1994), there are three types of barriers: 

First, autocratic principals who resist change; second, a split staff between those who 

support SBM process and those who do not support SBM process; and third, staff apathy 

and unwillingness to get involved. Four potential barriers listed by Noble (1994) in her 

research were the need to reconceptualize roles and responsibilities, the need for capacity 

building in problem solving, the need to be well informed, and the need for additional 

support. 

Conley (1997) stated that not having a shared vision is a barrier. Not providing 

enough time, or proceeding without community support are major barriers. Not 

providing an evaluation process that will effectively measure specific outcomes as related 

to SBM principles is yet another barrier. Unwillingness to change operation structures 

within a school is also listed as a barrier. 

Knowledge/Understanding of the Innovations 

As schools under SBM take over management responsibilities from the district, 

the need for technical know-how expands beyond content and pedagogy to include 

functional skills such as budgeting, and skills related to decision making, such as group 

problem-solving, conflict resolution, and time management. 

Also, skills and knowledge are needed in areas such as total quality management, 

planning, and group processes. Not only are the skills needed, but there must also be a 

thorough understanding of what outcomes to expect when SBM is implemented. Not 

having a clear understanding of SBM's role could hinder the evaluation process. A clear 

understanding of SBM would allow educators to weigh the advantages and disadvantages 
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of implementing SBM. Educators need to understand why schools change to SBM. A 

thorough understanding of SBM would allow educators the opportunity to understand the 

dynamics of the change process. 

In order to redesign a campus or school district, more sophisticated training must 

be provided to all stakeholders. According to Wohlstetter (1995), it is difficult for 

schools to accept responsibility for management without technical know-how. School 

staffs who direct local governance activities must seek out staff development to build new 

capabilities. Staff development priorities are determined by the campus staff rather than 

central office staff. 

Power 

The main focus of school-based management has been the decentralization of 

power. Power is shifted most often from the central administration to a council at the 

school site. Councils may be composed of administrators, teachers, parents, community 

members and sometimes students. In this way, SBM empowers groups who typically 

have not had much power in managing schools. The idea of using SBM as a vehicle for 

giving more authority to classroom teachers is common. 

It may be, however, that group empowerment is not the most effective means of 

school management. In Wohlstetter and Briggs (1994) study of effective public schools 

they agreed that a strong central leader, like the principal, is key to successful 

management. An effective leader can set the school's vision, serve as an instructional 

leader, coordinate reform efforts, and rally support for the school. 
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A second focus in designing SBM is what powers should be given to school sites. 

SBM programs generally delegate at least some control over budget, personnel, and 

curriculum decisions; however, some SBM programs limit control to only one or two of 

these areas. Budgetary powers usually are the first to be decentralized (Wohlstetter, 

1995). 

Climate 

Those who seek to bring about meaningful change in a school must address both 

structure and culture to create the best climate for improvement (Dufour, 1995). Bauer 

(1992) explained that shared decision-making is a major change in the culture of most 

schools and school districts, and those schools cannot expect miracles overnight. 

Students quickly come to understand what their schools stand for and what is valued. In 

many schools, students perceive that demonstrating ability is the main goal, and that how 

they stand in relation to their peers is the measure of their success. Weiss (1993) also 

argues that SBM advocates may underestimate the power of school culture, especially at 

the high school. 

School leaders need to be capable of reading school culture if they hope to 

manage fundamental change successfully. Good ideas are rarely implemented simply 

because they make sense. Rather, schools tend to accept ideas or programs that are 

consistent with the existing structure. Deal and Peterson (1990) made the following 

statement about change and school culture: "Managing culture is an imprecise process 

that is not easily prescribed. This process is part of the art of leadership, knowing when 

to do what in ways that have an impact on members of the organization" (p. 86). Before 
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the structures of a school can be changed, there has to be a change in culture. This 

means, in essence, that schools either re-orient the stakeholders or remove them. 

Moreover, re-orientation is more than one or two workshops. Change cannot occur 

overnight. Educators have urged action in the past without proper direction (O'Neill, 

1996). 

According to a study by Wohlstetter and Mohrman (1994), there are four critical 

points concerning the change process in SBM schools. First, decentralizing authority or 

power to schools will not automatically lead to the effective utilization of that power. 

Authority must be accompanied by a principal who facilitates participation, a school 

faculty with few divisive factions, and a general desire by stakeholders. Second, schools 

focus on issues that are trivial in nature, such as access to the copying machine, before 

moving to more complex issues, such as curriculum and instructional practices. School 

culture is critical to the change process. Third, schools successfully achieving 

instructional change created cultures characterized by an atmosphere of collaboration and 

trust among staff and a focus on continuous improvement. Greater levels of participation 

by staff and parents, as well as structures that include all stakeholders in the decision-

making process can facilitate improvements in school culture. Fourth, as part of the 

school change process, individual behavior may also change. Behavior changes include 

talking about and observing teaching practices, maintaining higher standards of 

performance, seeking out new ideas, and actively becoming involved in school wide 

issues. 
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Careful use of the cultural assessment mode helps principals to identify contextual 

barriers that might shape interventions. Culture building strategies are foundation-laying 

processes which recognize the need to construct a framework capable of supporting and 

shaping the multitude of factors and interventions which can impact on school success. 

Lane (1992) stated that culture brokerage serves not only to protect instructional 

improvements from the ill winds of change, but also to promote and disseminate power of 

a self-renewing school culture. Cultural leaders who focus on the fundamental nature of 

the school can be powerful forces in the building and brokerage of educational 

excellence. 

Value of Innovation 

All stakeholders want to know, "What is in it for me if we change to SBM?" 

First, the types of changes need to be noted and then what impact SBM has on their 

everyday duties. Schlechty (1997) said that research indicates that three types of change 

exist: procedural, technological, and structural/cultural (systemic) change. Procedural 

change consists of altering the way the job is done. Technological change consists of 

changing the means by which the job is done, for example, switching from typewriters to 

word processor. Structural/cultural (systemic change) consists of changing the nature of 

work itself, reorienting its purpose, and refocusing its intent. Schlechty (1997) feels that 

systemic change requires leaders not only to deal with objective reality, but with 

subjective realities as well. Also, many times structural changes do not occur because the 

myths and fictions in the culture conceal the effects of the present structure. Schlechty 
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(1997) stated, "If cultures do not change, structures will not change in the long run either'' 

(p. 166). 

The task force representing the American Association of School Administrators, 

The National Association of Elementary School Principals, and the National Association 

of Secondary School Principals (1991), found that SBM: 

1. Formally recognizes the expertise and competence of those who work in 

individual schools to make decisions to improve learning. 

2. Give teachers, other staff members, and the community increased input into 

decisions. 

3. Improves morale of teachers because staff members see they can have an 

immediate impact on their environment. 

4. Shifts the emphasis in staff development. 

5. Teachers are more directly involved in determining what they need. 

6. Focuses accountability for decisions. One individual, typically the 

superintendent or a building principal, has ultimate responsibility for any 

decision. 

7. Brings both financial and instructional resources in line with the instructional 

goals develop in each school. 

8. Helps to provide better services and programs to students. 

9. Nurtures and stimulates new leaders at all levels. 

10. Increases both the quantity and the quality of communication, (p. 6) 
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Resources 

Time, Money, and Materials 

Time is a very important resource which must be extended for effective 

participation in SBM. According to Conley (1997), stakeholders will need considerable 

time and support to examine their assumptions, change their practices, and rethink their 

relationships. Levine (1991) stated that effective SBM projects should seek out and 

consider using materials, methods, and approaches which have been successful in schools 

and projects elsewhere. SBM changes will require additional funding to pay for in-

service training, staff development, release time, and purchase of materials. Many SBM 

projects have unrealistic expectations that the reforms will not cost additional dollars 

(Lewis, 1989). Additional clerical help or a designated administrator to administer SBM 

changes will cost additional dollars. School boards must also link funding to student 

outcomes (Odden, 1992). School finance policy in the 1990's will have to address direct 

issues related to student outcomes and educational productivity. 

The use of computers and other technological innovations are a must in sharing 

information between campuses and the central office (Sudan, 1994). Teachers must have 

mutual planning periods in order to conduct SBM practices. Community and business 

leaders are a vital part of the SBM team. The amount of human resources that can be 

utilized on a SBM project is extremely important to its success (Sudan, 1994). Linking 

the community and the schools together is a very necessary human resource to tap in 

order to improve schools. 
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Risks and Benefits 

In theory, the benefits of SBM far outweigh the costs. As public support for 

public education in general, and reform in particular, dwindles, community members' 

engagement in their local schools offers the most promise for rebuilding support 

(David, 1995-96). The ultimate goal of SBM is to improve student academic 

performance. Along with this process, teachers have become more involved in the 

decision-making process. Community members, parents, and students now participate in 

school improvement programs. 

Bryk (1994) in a recent article stated two risks involved in SBM: 

One risk is that the public will judge site-based management prematurely on the 

ultimate goals, derailing sound practices whose success is not yet reflected in test 

scores. When there is more than one desired end and the means to those ends are 

not clear, it is difficult to assess progress along the way. Therefore, it is critically 

important to devise new ways of measuring progress for such an undertaking, (p. 

78) 

Another risk, however, is that participants will not judge SBM in terms of any of 

its goals—intermediate or ultimate—but simply allow the process to absorb time and 

energy to no good. The success of the people involved in SBM will help to evaluate its 

effectiveness based on the amount of human cost it exacts (David, 1995-96). 

SBM sometimes creates frustration because it is slower than more autocratic 

methods. All of the planning time involved takes principals and teachers away from other 
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duties. Two benefits of SBM have been greater involvement of staff in decision-making 

and the quality of the decisions being made. 

Accountability of SBM 

Without a school and community culture that supports ongoing learning, student 

achievements are unlikely to improve. The challenge is to open avenues for becoming 

informed and for informed conversation. Ultimate accountability rests on the ability of 

individuals to influence what is not working (Wiggins, 1993). Care must be taken not to 

use test scores alone to evaluate the success of SBM. 

According to Jones and Whitford (1997), if the purpose of SBM accountability is 

to improve teaching and learning, then the methods of accountability must suit that 

purpose. There is little evidence to prove that greater decision-making autonomy results 

in better student performance. Some SBM research suggests that the decision-making 

process initially tends to get bogged down in trivial decisions on a day-to-day basis 

(Carlos & Amsler, 1993). 

To summarize the issue of accountability, a statement by Odden (1992) is 

appropriate: 

Our goal should be to assess variations in student achievement and to link those 

variations to differences in the level and use of both fiscal and programmatic 

resources. The states must develop new comprehensive student assessment 

structures that avoid the emphasis on basic skills and fragmented testing. These 

new assessments need to be based on student performance, calibrated to world-

class standards, and capable of providing results for individual students, (p. 457) 
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In theory, SBM changes the focus of authority and decision-making from the 

central office to the individual. Decisions such as curriculum change, budget priorities, 

personnel selection, and instructional strategies are removed from administrators in the 

central office. There are many questions to be answered about accountability. The most 

important single question is; "Who should be accountable for making sure that all 

students achieve and succeed at school?" (Wagstaff & Reyes, 1993, p. 35) 

Accountability before SBM held the superintendent and the school board 

responsible for student achievement. Under the SBM process, all stakeholders, including 

students, parents and community members, teachers, and principals, are held accountable. 

Teachers are held more accountable for what their students are learning because they have 

input into curriculum on their campus. Kenney-Chion (1994) stated that there is a great 

deal of pressure to evaluate SBM according to what gains and losses can be documented 

in one or two or three years' time. 

While higher test scores, lower dropout rates, and greater student achievement are 

laudable goals for an education reform initiative, these may not be the proper barometers 

for evaluating SBM, particularly in the early years of implementation and development. 

According to Clune and White (1988), very few school districts have an evaluation 

process for their SBM program. Most SBM programs have not established procedures to 

monitor the progress of the program toward specific objectives. 

Public policy seems to be moving toward increasing accountability for public 

schools. This appears to be due, in part, to the continuing accretion from the local to the 

state level of the responsibility for financing schemes unconstitutional (Conley, 1997). 
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Additional impetus for accountability comes from the expectation, held by a growing 

number of people, that governmental agencies and programs are responsible not just to 

provide services, but to achieve results, to make a difference, and to meet client needs if 

they are to justify their continued funding (Conley, 1997). 

Summers and Johnson (1995) in their research study found the following two 

conclusions concerning SBM and its impact on student achievement: 

First, several overwhelming obstacles stand in the way of evaluating the impact of 

SBM on student achievement. Virtually no empirical and statistical evidence 

exists in the literature. While there are many different designs to SBM programs, 

few identify student achievement as a major objective. Second, the studies that 

have some numbers and some controls provide no significant support to the 

proposition that school-based management will increase student achievement, (p. 

32) 

The final statement on accountability is that an accountability system must have 

real consequences, sanctions, and rewards. Such a system requires accurate 

measurements of system performance~the primary indicator being student achievement. 

Evaluation of SBM Programs 

Conley (1997) argued that schools are more likely to implement curriculum and 

instructional reform if seven factors are present. School officials often refer to these 

factors as benchmarks when evaluating the success of their SBM. 
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1. Power - The school has significant influence over key decision areas and a 

greater range of stakeholders are actively involved in the decision-making 

process. 

2. Knowledge - More individuals participate with greater frequency in a broad 

range of professional development activities oriented toward building 

school-wide capacity for improvement. 

3. Information - A broad range of relevant information is disseminated both 

internally and externally and the school acquires information regarding 

stakeholder satisfaction. 

4. Rewards - Individual and school evaluation is based on performance in terms 

of goals or outcomes, and rewards and/or sanctions are tied to performance. 

5. Instructional Guidance - There is an agreement among staff regarding the 

instructional direction of the school which is guided by a state or district 

framework and/or a school vision or mission. 

6. Leadership - The principal insures widespread involvement, shares information 

broadly, and takes on more of a managerial role, and a broader range of leaders 

emerges at the school. 

7. Resources - The school increases its resource base through the acquisition of 

outside funding and/or partnerships with the community. (Conley, 1997, p. 

203) 
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Summary 

There has been a great deal written about SBM. From the Literature Review, the 

reader can easily tell that SBM can be implemented in various forms. Depending on how 

it is implemented and how well this process is received by the school culture, varying 

degrees of success can be expected. The perceived barriers have been briefly discussed. 

By identifying the barriers to the implementation process, other educators will be able to 

make a smooth transition in the SBM process. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This descriptive study provides Connally Independent School District and all 

other school districts in the Region 12 Service Center area with valuable information on 

the barriers of implementing SBM. This study provides direction in planning future in-

services, staff development activities, and plans for implementation process for new and 

existing campuses. A comparative methodology was used to determine and explicate the 

mean attitude similarities and differences of barriers to the implementation of SBM 

among four subgroups of administrators in the Region 12 Service area by categories. This 

chapter is divided into the following sections: (a) Study Sample, (b) General Design, (c) 

Instrumentation, (d) Jury Panel, (e) Pilot Study, (f) Data Collection, and (g) Treatment of 

the Data. 

Study Sample 

The participants surveyed for this study constitute "most" of the public school 

administrators identified by the Region 12 Service Center director. They are 

superintendents, elementary school principals, middle school principals, and high school 

principals. This group constitutes the survey sample since there are over 4,000 
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administrators in the state of Texas. Region 12 Service Center provided lists of 

administrators, and mailing labels. 

The research population (N=365) for this study consisted of four levels of 

administrators. In this study there were 75 superintendents, 130 elementary principals, 

55 middle school principals, 70 high school principals, and 35 administrators who 

marked themselves in the other category. These five groups represent the educational 

leaders who are the most responsible for implementing SBM in Texas (Wagstaff & 

Reyes, 1993). Decisions made at the central office and campus level are influenced by 

these four groups. 

General Design 

This study collected data via a mail-out questionnaire. This questionnaire was 

mailed to 365 administrators in the Region 12 Service area. An application for Approval 

of Investigation Involving Human Subjects was submitted March 4,1998, to the 

University of North Texas Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the protection of human 

subjects in research. A formal approval letter was sent on March 13,1998. Collection of 

data began on March 16,1998, through a pilot study. Prior to data collection, the 

researcher announced to all superintendents of Region 12 that a research study would be 

conducted during late March through the middle of April. Each superintendent was told 

the importance of taking the time to fill out the survey. Also, if the administrator had 

been replaced, the replacement would be asked to complete the survey instrument if he or 

she agreed to voluntarily participate. A number was assigned to each survey returned and 
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the information was forwarded to a computer for analysis using SPSS Advanced Statistics 

8.0 (1998). 

Instrumentation 

After reviewing numerous dissertations in the Dissertation Abstracts International, 

the researcher selected a completed research project similar to this one from a study in 

Virginia. That research was conducted in Prince William County, Virginia, in 1995 by 

David Kenneth Smith of the University of Virginia (Smith, 1995). Many of the 

constructs developed in Smith's (1995) instrument were incorporated in to this 

researcher's instrument. 

Smith's (1995) dissertation abstract listed eleven barrier categories. Those eleven 

barrier categories were budget, training and staff development, communication, facility, 

planning, evaluation, teacher interest, principal interest, central office interest, parent and 

community interest, and time. A jury panel was used to critique survey questions and 

also to determine under which category the survey statements should be placed. 

Each item of this survey is directly related to one of the eleven barriers identified 

by Smith's (1995) study on perceived barriers. Five categories were identified as the 

barrier categories, but all eleven of the perceived barrier categories used in Smith's study 

was covered by this classification system. This researcher used compacted categories. 

Training, time, budget, and facility were incorporated into the one category entitled 

"Resources." Communication and interest were incorporated into the Climate/Culture 

category. 
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The survey used in this study was constructed on both sides of letter size sheets. 

The instrument contains three pages (front and back). There were seven demographic 

items and 40 items divided into five sections. The estimated time to complete the survey 

was 15-20 minutes because all of the items are single sentences with selection type 

responses. Section 1, marked Demographics, has seven items to be marked by circling 

the proper choice. Section 2 is a 40-item survey instrument used to measure attitudes 

towards barriers to the implementation of site-based management. The five categories 

included the following: Knowledge/Understanding, Power, Climate/Culture, Value of the 

Innovation, and Resources. Section 2 items were prepared using a Likert-type scale with 

values from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). The middle scale 3 was used for 

neutral responses. 

The researcher designed the instrument to rank barriers by categories and by the 

group of administrators who completed the survey instrument. The barrier categories 

were designed around three previous research studies (Lawler, 1986; Wohlstetter & 

Mohrman, 1994; Ditzenberger, 1976). The categories of Knowledge/Understanding, 

Power, and Climate/Culture were developed by Lawler (1986) in his High-Involvement 

Model. The categories of the Value of Innovation and Resources were developed by 

Ditzenberger (1976). 

The survey was originally designed to measure which barriers create the most 

problems when one implements a SBM program. Wohlstetter and Mohrman (1994) used 

the categories to measure the high and low levels of supporting conditions and reform 

outcomes. The original supporting conditions in their study were the following: power, 
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knowledge, information, rewards, instructional guidance, leadership, resources, teaching 

for understanding, use of technology, and educating all students. 

Jury Panel 

A jury panel participated in the development of the survey instrument. Five 

members were selected to serve on the jury panel that reviewed and organized statements 

into categories. The following educators were members of the jury panel: Dr. William 

Shepard, former Air War College Instructor in the areas of curriculum and evaluation; 

Sandi Hanks, member of a district site-based committee; Dr. Linda Hynan, Associate 

Professor of Psychology at Baylor University; Mr. Lee Harrington, middle school 

principal and chairman of his campus site-based committee; and Steve Harris, principal 

and chairman of district site-based committee. Originally, 72 items were developed with 

six categories. A five-member jury panel was asked to place the 72 items into the proper 

categories. 

The jury panel started with seventy-two statements about perceived barriers to 

SBM. Each jury panel member listed demographics information that would need to be 

included on a survey instrument. The original list of demographics statements contained 

thirteen statements. Next, the members rated each perceived barrier statement using the 

following scale: 5 - very appropriate as a potential barrier, 4 - appropriate as a potential 

barrier, 3 - some appropriateness as a potential barrier, 2 - little appropriateness as a 

potential barrier, and 1 - not appropriate as a potential barrier. 

The jury panel ranked sixty statements using the scale listed above. After the 

statements were ranked, they were divided into six categories. The original categories 
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were: Knowledge, Power, Information, Rewards, Climate/Culture, and Outcomes. These 

categories and statements were shown to Dr. McCallon, Statistics Professor at the 

University of North Texas, and Dr. Ditzenberger, Professor of Applied Technology, 

Training and Development at the University of North Texas. Both agreed that the 

instrument would take about 20 to 25 minutes to fill out. They both suggested a 10 to 15 

minute time period to fill out the survey instrument. Based on their suggestion, the 

survey was reduced so that the instrument would not take as long to complete. 

Suggestions about category names and question construction were noted. 

This researcher asked two other educators to look at the survey instrument and 

reduce the demographic questions and the number of survey instruments. Suggestions 

were made about consolidating and renaming categories. A revised instrument was 

shown to Dr. Ditzenberger for further review. Dr. Ditzenberger suggested five categories 

with a maximum of eight questions. The researcher asked the administrative staff at 

Connally Schools to review the revised instrument. The staff agreed that the five 

remaining categories and remaining questions were descriptive of potential barriers to 

SBM implementation. 

After two weeks of review, 12 items were discarded. The six original categories 

were combined into five categories because the category of Change was eliminated. The 

jury panel discarded 10 additional items. At this time, the jury panel reduced the 

demographic questions from 15 to 9 questions. After a third round, the five member jury 

panel reduced the number of items to 40 and reduced the demographic questions from 

nine to seven. Two categories were renamed by the jury panel. The jury panel agreed 
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upon seven demographic questions and a five category instrument with eight questions 

per section. 

Pilot Study 

Ten administrators were randomly selected from Region 12 for a pilot study. 

Three superintendents, three elementary principals, three high school principals, and one 

middle school principal were selected. From a list of McLennan County administrators, 

the 10 selected participants were a representative sample of large and small school 

districts. The pilot study was used to garner comments and suggestions. The final survey 

instrument was changed based on critiques by participants in the pilot study. The results 

of the pilot study are reported in appendix B; none of these participants were used again 

in the research study. The pilot study was conducted the week of March 16th through the 

20th. Alpha reliability analyses were performed on the 40 items in the SBM 

questionnaire, but one item in the Climate subscale (C3), had no variability. The 

resulting Alpha was performed on 39 items instead of 40. Refer to Table 1 for the pilot 

study results. 

Data Collection 

A list of campus administrators and superintendents in the Region 12 Service 

Center area was provided by Dr. Harry Beavers, director of Region 12. Each 

superintendent was told by the researcher of the upcoming research survey at a monthly 

meeting held at Region 12. Each superintendent was encouraged to allow their principals 

to participate in this study. The researcher also invited the superintendents to call about 
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any questions they might have and encouraged them to return the survey instrument in a 

timely manner. 

Address labels for the study were provided by Region 12 Service Center. On 

April 20th, 1998, the survey instruments were mailed to the participants asking them to 

return the instrument in the self-addressed envelope by May 5th, 1998. Two weeks after 

mailing the survey, each superintendent was called to remind them of the importance of 

returning the survey. At the end of the fourth week, each superintendent was asked about 

the status of the survey instrument at the superintendent's monthly meeting at Region 12. 

(refer to Appendix F) 

Table 1 

Pilot Study Results (N=8) 

SBM Barrier Subscales Cronbach Alpha Reliability Analysis 

Knowledge/Understanding (8-15 Items) .1242 

Power (16-24 Items) .1511 

Climate (25-31 Items) -.7900 

Innovation (32-38 Items) .2299 

Resources (39-47 Items) .7237 

Total (40 Items) .6999 
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Treatment of the Data 

The returned surveys were assigned a number beginning with 201 through 397. 

After the numbers were assigned, the information was put into the computer data files. 

Every survey instrument returned was used in the database. Then, the information was 

analyzed using SPSS Advanced Statistics 8.0 (1998). The Analysis of Variance was used 

to determine if there were differences in the mean responses for the six hypotheses 

statements. The differences were tested for significance using a 0.05 alpha level. When 

appropriate, post hoc multiple comparisons were used to determine which pair of groups 

differ using a 0.05 level. Least Significant Differences multiple comparison test was used 

when a mean exceeded the 0.05 level of significance. The results were compared by 

analyzing the numerous categories to each other. For the data analysis, multiple 

variations of administrator to administrator and category to category analyses were used. 

Cronbach's alpha-reliability measure for internal consistency was used to compare 

reliability of the entire survey and reliability of categories of the survey. 

Summary 

Chapter Three describes the process that was followed in conducting the research 

for the project. A group of Texas administrators (N=365) was surveyed and generalized 

to the larger population of all administrators in Texas to determine the perceived barriers 

to the implementation of SBM. While this study was similar to other research projects, it 

was different from others because of the smaller number of categories used. The jury 

panel made up items to use in each category. The appropriate IRB approval for human 

subjects was obtained prior to any data collection. After the pilot study was conducted, 



71 

changes were made to the survey instrument. A time table for data collection was planned 

to allow for modifications to be completed within three weeks. The data was coded from 

the survey document into a ASCII data file, and analyzed using SPSS software. 



CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived barriers to the 

implementation of SBM among administrators in the Region 12 Service Center area. 

Secondary principals, elementary principals, middle school principals, and 

superintendents were surveyed regarding where their campuses or school districts were in 

the process of implementing site-based management. The study used the following 

hypotheses statements: 

Hoi. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

superintendents, secondary school principals, elementary school principals, and 

middle school principals, when categorized by levels of school district population, 

toward perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

Ho2. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of years of experience as an 

administrator, toward perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

Ho3. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 
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and superintendents, when categorized by the wealth of a school district, toward 

perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

Ho4. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of years a campus has been 

involved injSBM, toward perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

Ho5. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of hours per month devoted 

to SBM, toward perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

Ho6. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of years in current position 

of the administrator, toward perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

This chapter is organized into six sections. The first section provides an 

assessment of the survey findings with regards to the number of surveys distributed and 

the respective return rates. The second section depicts characteristics of the sample and 

demographics used in the questionnaire. The third section provides descriptive statistics 

and reliability for the items on the SBM questionnaire. The fourth section examines the 

structure of the questionnaire by determining the fit of items within each subscale through 

the use of factor analysis. The fifth section analyzes the sixth hypothesis using the 

appropriate One-Way ANOVA, t-tests, and where appropriate Post HOC tests known as 
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LSD (Least Significant Difference). The sixth section summarizes the results of these five 

sections. 

Survey Findings 

A total of 365 surveys were mailed to administrators in the Region 12 area. After 

one month, 196 survey responses had been received. The return rate was 53.7 percent. 

Follow-up phone calls and personal contacts were used to improve the return rate. Titles 

of administrators were used to mail-out the survey instrument. Some administrators chose 

to select the "other" category when they marked their survey. Twenty-one of the 

administrators marking the other category were re-coded into categories of principal and 

superintendent; those that could not be re-coded into one of the four categories were 

dropped from further analyses. The return rate for secondary principal was the highest 

(72.9%), followed by the elementary principal (57.7%), and the middle school principal 

(54.5%). The group with the lowest rate of return (45.3%) was the superintendent 

category. Refer to Table 2 for a complete illustration of the number of surveys mailed 

and returned. 

Demographics of the Sample 

The first demographic variable of the sample is the number of students enrolled in 

the school district. Sixty-four (33.7%) of the 190 administrators indicated that their 

school district had an enrollment of 1651 students and above. The smallest group of 

administrators responding to this question were 28 (14.7%) of the 190, who were from 

districts that had an enrollment between 1 and 325 students. Refer to Table 3 for an 

enrollment breakdown. 
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Table 2 

Total Surveys Mailed and Usable Surveys Returned 

Position Number 
Mailed 

Number 
Returned 

Percent By Position 
Returned 

Secondary Principal 70 51 72.9 
Elementary Principal 130 75 57.7 

Middle School Principal 55 30 54.5 
Superintendent 75 34 45.3 

Other 35 6 17.1 
Total 365 196 53.7 

Table 3 

Number of Students Enrolled in District 

Years Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
0-325 28 14.7 14.7 

326-700 49 25.8 40.5 
701-1650 49 25.8 66.3 

1651+ 64 33.7 100.0 
Total 190 

The second demographic variable of the sample is the number of years of 

experience that the administrators have in education. Seventy-eight (41.1%) of the 190 

administrators who were surveyed had 25 or more years of experience in education. 

Refer to Table 4 for a complete illustration of the number of years of experience for the 

administrators. 

The third demographic variable of the administrators was the property wealth of 

their individual school district. Out of 190 administrators, 127 (66.8%) reported that they 

work in property poor school districts. The Region 12 Service Center area is one of the 
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poorest regions in the state of Texas when wealth per pupil is used as a ranking. Refer to 

Table 5 for the illustration of property wealth in the district. 

Table 4 

Number of Years Experience in Education 

Years Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
1-5 2 1.1 1.1 

6-10 10 5.3 6.3 
11-15 18 9.3 15.8 
16-20 40 21.1 36.8 
21-15 42 22.1 58.9 
25+ 78 41.1 100.0 

Total 190 

Table 5 

Property Wealth of School District 

Classification Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
Property Poor 

(Below $180,000 
Per Student) 

127 66.8 66.8 

Average Wealth 
($180,000-
$279,000 Per 
Student) 

57 30.0 96.8 

Wealthy 
($280,000 and 
Above Per Student) 

6 3.2 100.0 

Total 190 

The fourth demographic variable was the number of years the administrators said 

their campus or district had been fully implementing SBM. Their responses indicated 

that 77 (40.5%) out of 190 had been using SBM six years or longer (refer to Table 6). 
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Table 6 illustrates the number of years administrators said their campus had implemented 

SBM. 

The fifth demographic variable was the number of hours per month that are 

devoted to SBM. There were 110 (57.9%) of administrators who indicated they spent five 

hours or less per month in SBM activities. If six to ten hours are considered, the number 

increases to 161 (84.7%). Refer to Table 7 for complete results of sample characteristics. 

Table 6 

Number of Years SBM Has Been Fully Implemented 

Years Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
1 9 4.7 4.7 
2 12 6.3 11.1 
3 23 12.1 23.2 
4 26 13.7 36.8 
5 43 22.6 59.5 

6+ 77 40.5 100.0 
Total 190 

Table 7 

Number of Hours Devoted Monthly to SBM 

Hours Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
1-5 110 57.9 57.9 

6-10 51 26.8 84.7 
11-15 17 8.9 93.7 
16-20 8 4.2 97.9 
20+ 4 2.1 100.0 

Total 190 

The sixth demographic variable of the sample was the number of years that the 

administrator was in their present position. The majority of the respondents had worked 

five years or less in their present position. Out of 190 administrators who returned their 
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survey, 98 (51.6%) reported they had less than five years experience in their current 

position. Refer to Table 8 for a complete illustration of the number of years of experience 

in the current position for administrators. 

Table 8 

Number of Years in Current Position 

Years Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 
0-5 98 51.6 51.6 
6-10 51 26.8 78.4 
11-15 21 11.1 89.5 
16-20 16 8.2 97.9 
21-25 3 1.6 99.5 
25+ 1 .5 100.0 

Total 190 

Descriptive Statistics 

In examining the data from Table 9, the following information was discovered: 

on P3 most administrators disagreed with the statement (M=4.1421) and on C2 (second 

item of Climate category) most administrators agreed with the statement (M=1.8789). 

The least favorable item was P3 (third item of Power category) because of the 

disagreement over the issue of a staff member overruling the principal. Most 

administrators were favorable toward all stakeholders being firmly committed to the SBM 

process on the second item in Climate category. 

Reliability Analysis 

Reliability for a questionnaire is considered adequate if Cronbach's a > 0.7. 

Reliability analyses were performed for each subscale individually and for the total 

subscale. Table 10 provides the results for Cronbach's a for each subscale. Both the 
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Power and Climate subscales had low reliability. For the Power subscale, items P4 and 

P6 were chosen for possible deletion resulting in an improvement in reliability from 

.5104 to .5586. For the Climate subscale, items C4, C5, and C7 were chosen for possible 

deletion resulting in an improvement in reliability from .4104 to .6919. Refer to Table 

11 for the reliability analysis for the full 40 item questionnaire. 

Table 9 

Rank Order Responses of All 196 Administrators Toward Each of the 40 Perceived 

Barrier Items 

N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 

C2 190 1.00 4.00 1.8789 0.6008 

P6 190 1.00 5.00 2.1211 0.8364 

P8 190 1.00 5.00 2.1263 0.8261 

P5 190 1.00 5.00 2.1474 0.9970 

11 190 1.00 5.00 2.1684 0.8687 

R9 190 1.00 5.00 2.1684 0.7581 

K3 190 1.00 5.00 2.2053 0.9343 

K4 190 1.00 5.00 2.2211 0.8750 

K1 190 1.00 5.00 2.2947 0.9581 

13 190 1.00 5.00 2.3000 0.8665 

CI 190 1.00 5.00 2.3211 0.9299 

K2 190 1.00 5.00 2.3263 0.9078 

16 190 1.00 5.00 2.3316 0.9088 
14 190 1.00 5.00 2.4158 1.0645 
C3 190 1.00 5.00 2.4421 0.9110 
12 190 1.00 5.00 2.4421 0.9836 
P2 190 1.00 5.00 2.4579 1.0817 
R2 190 1.00 5.00 2.4947 1.1115 
PI 190 1.00 5.00 2.4947 1.0325 
C7 190 1.00 5.00 2.5263 0.9903 
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15 190 1.00 5.00 2.5684 0.9776 

K5 190 1.00 5.00 2.6000 1.0430 

C6 190 1.00 5.00 2.6158 0.9999 

P9 190 1.00 5.00 2.6526 1.0314 

K8 190 1.00 5.00 2.7158 1.0557 

17 190 1.00 5.00 2.7947 0.6784 

R7 190 1.00 5.00 2.8000 1.0993 

K7 190 1.00 5.00 2.8000 0.9931 

C4 190 1.00 5.00 2.8421 1.0164 

R6 190 1.00 5.00 2.9368 1.0868 

P4 190 1.00 5.00 2.9368 1.1712 

R3 190 1.00 5.00 2.9632 1.1472 

R8 190 1.00 5.00 3.1000 0.9735 

R5 190 1.00 5.00 3.1474 1.1219 

R1 190 1.00 5.00 3.1737 1.0216 

K6 190 1.00 5.00 3.2053 1.1151 

P7 190 1.00 5.00 3.2263 1.0060 

R4 190 1.00 5.00 3.3947 1.1113 

C5 190 1.00 5.00 3.4579 0.9234 

P3 190 1.00 5.00 4.1421 1.0368 

Table 10 

Cronbach Alpha for the Questionnaire's 5 Subscales and Total SBM 

Original Scale Adjusted Scale 
Subscale Number of items a Number of 

Dropped Items 
New a 

Knowledge 8 .8099 0 .8099 
Power 9 .5104 2 .5586 

Climate 7 .4104 3 .6919 
Innovation 7 .7599 0 .7599 
Resources 9 .8323 0 .8323 
Total Test 

SBM 
40 .8045 5 .8147 
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Factor Analysis 

To examine the structure of the 40 items on the SBM questionnaire, a factor 

analysis was performed. A five factors solution was expected to result from the 5 

subscales on the questionnaire. Table 12 shows the results from the varimax rotated 

factor solution accounting for 44.31% of the variance in these data. Factor 1 was found 

to be innovation, factor 2 was resources, factor 3 was power, and factor 4 was knowledge. 

Items Power 4, 6, and Climate 7 did not fit well with in any of the factors. In addition, 

items Climate 4 and 5 had low factor weights. A subsequent factor analysis was 

performed that dropped the 5 items resulting in a five factors varimax rotated solution 

with 48.05% of the variance accounted for. These results, in combination with the results 

from Cronbach's alpha in the previous section, support dropping items P4, P6, C4, C5, 

and C7. 

Table 11 

Reliability Analysis (Cronbach's Alpha) 

Scale Mean If Scale Variance If Corrected Item- Alpha If Item 

Item Deleted Item Deleted Total Correlation Deleted 
K1 103.66 171.05 .3027 .7990 
K2 103.63 170.45 .3495 .7981 
K3 103.75 169.86 .3622 .7977 
K4 103.74 167.43 .5014 .7937 
K5 103.36 172.25 .2270 .8021 
K6 102.75 173.21 .1737 .8043 
K7 103.16 169.48 .3515 .7978 
K8 103.24 166.93 .4221 .7951 
PI 103.46 169.68 .3275 .7986 
P2 103.50 169.05 .3320 .7984 
P3 101.82 173.04 .1994 .8031 
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P4 103.02 176.26 .0617 .8089 
P5 103.81 169.08 .3658 .7973 
P6 103.84 174.59 .1928 .8028 
P7 102.73 170.42 .3092 .7992 
P8 103.83 170.80 .3740 .7978 
P9 103.31 169.32 .3414 .7981 
CI 103.64 169.64 .3736 .7973 
C2 104.08 173.94 .3318 .8000 
C3 103.52 167.65 .4695 .7944 
C4 103.12 177.24 .0475 .8081 
C5 102.50 175.26 .1409 .8046 
C6 103.34 166.52 .4662 .7939 
CI 103.43 176.49 .0792 .8069 
11 103.79 170.36 .3723 .7976 
12 103.52 169.94 .3370 .7983 
13 103.66 168.42 .4618 .7949 
14 103.54 168.82 .3470 .7978 
15 103.39 170.34 .3234 .7988 
16 103.63 170.85 .3316 .7987 
17 103.16 171.64 .4193 .7976 
R1 102.78 172.50 .2240 .8022 
R2 103.46 175.05 .1110 .8066 
R3 102.99 173.36 .1615 .8049 
R4 102.56 170.41 .2727 .8006 
R5 102.81 170.08 .2807 .8003 
R6 103.02 178.07 .0103 .8100 
R7 103.16 174.68 .1260 .8059 
R8 102.86 175.71 .1122 .8057 
R9 103.79 171.90 .3560 .7986 
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Table 12 

Varimax Rotated Factor Structure for the SBM Questionnaire for 40 Items (N = 190) 

Component 

1 2 3 4 5 

K1 .526 .321 
K2 .521 .331 
K3 .301 .620 
K4 .430 .458 
K5 .657 
K6 .712 
K7 .341 .602 
K8 .309 .477 
PI .421 .328 
P2 .634 
P3 .624 
P4 .395 
P5 .579 
P6 .329 
P7 .316 .428 
P8 .435 .440 
P9 .554 .385 
CI .675 
C2 .654 
C3 .697 
C4 .415 
C5 .320 .548 
C6 .403 .533 
C7 .347 
11 .582 -.392 
12 .515 
13 .707 
14 .723 
15 .600 
16 .544 
17 .441 .318 
R1 .669 
R2 .695 
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Table 12 —Continued 

R3 .753 
R4 .680 
R5 .773 
R6 .452 
R7 .634 
R8 -.303 .589 
R9 .391 .359 

Difference by Positions 

Before examining the six hypotheses in this study, a preliminary ANOVA analysis 

was performed to examine if the four different groups of school administrators had 

significantly different means for the five subscales and adjusted total SBM. The adjusted 

subscale for power was the only scale found significant at the .05 level (F=3.019; 

df=3,186; p=.031). Using LSD pairwise post hoc mean comparisons, superintendents 

were found to have significantly lower average agreement to power statements (M=20.53) 

than elementary school principals (M=18.53; £=.008) and middle school principals 

(M=18.67; p=.042). 

Hypothesis Statement One 

The first hypothesis statement (Hoi): There are no significant differences in 

the mean attitude responses of superintendents, elementary school principals, 

middle school principals, and secondary school principals, when categorized by 

levels of school district population, toward perceived barrier categories to 

implementing SBM. After running a One-Way ANOVA on the four categories of 

enrollment, the results were found to be non-significant for all subscales except adjusted 
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power, resources, and for the adjusted SBM total. The adjusted power subscale 

(F=3.822; df=3,186; g=.011), resources subscale (F=6.524; df=3,186; p<.001), and for 

the adjusted total SBM (F=3.016; df=3,186; 2=.031) were found to be significant. (Refer 

to Table 13) 

The mean for the adjusted power subscale for different enrollment group 1 (0-

325), group 2 (326-700), group 3 (701-1650), and group 4 (1651+) were as follows: 

=20.7143, M2=19.9388, M3 =18.1633, and M4 =18.9063. Significant Post Hoc pairwise 

group differences for the adjusted power subscale included group 1 versus 3 (p=.003), 

group 1 versus 4 (p=. 028), and group 2 versus 3 (j)=.016). When considering the 

adjusted power subscale of the levels of enrollment, group 3 rated the total items more 

favorably. Group 1 rated the total items of adjusted power subscale the lowest. 

The mean for the resources subscale for enrollment group 1 (0-325), group 2 

(326-700), group 3 (701 - 1650), and group 4 (1651+) were as follows: Mi=24.3571, M2 

=29.3469, M3=25.6122, and M4=24.9844 Significant Post Hoc pairwise group 

differences for the resources subscale included groups 1 versus 2 (£=.001), 2 versus 3 

(g=.002), and 2 versus 4 (gc.001). When considering the resources subscale at different 

levels of enrollment, group 1 (0-325) rated the total items more favorably. Group 2 (326-

700) rated the total items of resources subscale the lowest. 

The means for the adjusted SBM total for enrollment groups 1 (0-325), 2 (326-

700), 3 (701-165), and 4 (1650+) were as follows: Mi =93.4643, M2=95.7551, 
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M3=88.3469, and M4=91.5000. Significant PostHoc pairwise group differences for the 

adjusted total included groups 2 versus 3 (p=.004). 

When considering the adjusted SBM total at different subscale for levels of 

enrollment, group 3 (701-1650) rated the total items more favorably. Group 2 (326-700) 

rated the total items of adjusted SBM total the lowest. 

Based on the ANOVA test statistics Hoi was rejected. Refer to Table 14 for 

summary of totals for the adjusted totals for SBM by position and enrollment. Refer to 

Appendix N1-N5 for additional data on enrollment. 

Hypothesis Statement Two 

The second hypothesis statement (Ho2): There are no significant differences in 

the mean attitude responses of superintendents, elementary school principals, 

middle school principals, and secondary principals, when categorized by the 

number of years of experience as an administrator, toward perceived barrier 

categories to implementing SBM. 

One-Way ANOVA analyses revealed that there were no significant differences in 

any of the four categories based on number of years of experience. Refer to Table 15 for 

ANOVA for years of experience. 

The six categories of years of experience were compressed from six to four 

because the researcher needed to have approximately 40 administrators per cell. Table 

4 indicates the frequency of years reported after the number of categories were reduced. 

This researcher found that 78 (41%) out of 190 administrators had 25 years or more 
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experience. Since 41% of those surveyed had many years of experience, this researcher 

expected to find significant differences with this older group compared to the younger 

administrators. Based on the ANOVA test statistics Ho2 was retained. Refer to Table 16 

for summary of means and standard deviation for years of experience. 

Table 13 

ANOVA for Hypothesis One: Comparison of Mean Attitude Response of Administrators 

When Categorized by Levels of School District Population 

Sum of Degrees of Mean Statistics Significance 
Squares Freedom Square 

Knowledge Total 
Between Groups 94.394 3 31.465 1.177 .320 
Within Groups 4973.816 186 26.741 

Total 5068.217 189 
Power Without 4,6 
Between Groups 148.712 3 49.571 3.822 .011 
Within Groups 2412.662 186 12.971 

Total 2561.374 189 
Climate Without 

4,5,7 
Between Groups 38.460 3 12.820 2.052 .108 
Within Groups 1161.903 186 6.247 

Total 1200.363 189 
Innovation Total 
Between Groups 23.755 3 7.918 .468 .705 
Within Groups 3146.160 186 16.915 

Total 3169.916 189 
Resource Total 

Between Groups 691.768 3 230.58 6.524 .000 
Within Groups 6574.148 186 9 

Total 7265.916 189 35.345 
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Table 13 —Continued 

Adjusted Total SBM 
Without Power 4,6 

and 
Climate Without 

4,5,7 
Between Groups 1419.841 3 473.280 3.016 .031 
Within Groups 29185.128 186 156.909 

Total 30604.968 189 

Hypothesis Statement 3 

The third hypothesis statement (Ho3): There are no significant differences in 

the mean attitude responses of secondary school principals, elementary school 

principals, middle school principals, and superintendents, when categorized by the 

wealth of a school district, toward perceived barrier categories to implementing 

SBM. Categories of wealthy and average wealth were combined into one category. 

Of the 190 administrators who reported the wealth of their district, 63 (33%) 

indicated they would be classified as wealthy or having average wealth. Out of 190 

administrators, 127 (66.8%) reported that their district was classified as property poor. 

T-tests were performed because comparisons consisted of examining only two 

categories. Refer to Table 17 for further review of t-tests, known as Independent Sample 

Test. There were no significant differences found at a .05 level of significance for all 

tests performed. Bases on the T-test statistics Ho3 was retained. Refer to Table 18 for 

means and standard deviation for position and wealth. 
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Table 14 

Means and Standard Deviation for the Adjusted Totals SBM Subscale by Position and 

Enrollment 

Enrollment Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Principal School 

Principal 
Principal the Total 

SBM 
Subscale by 
Enrollment 

0-325 
Mean N/A 86.00 95.47 92.86 93.46 

Std. Deviation N/A 9.27 14.16 11.20 12.93 
N N/A 4 17 7 28 

326-700 
Mean 93.83 95.50 92.00 102.55 95.76 

Std. Deviation 15.35 11.83 7.09 15.07 13.46 
N 18 10 10 11 49 

701-1650 
Mean 89.30 84.00 88.10 89.60 88.35 

Std. Deviation 13.63 10.92 4.25 15.08 12.01 
N 20 9 10 10 49 

1651+ 
Mean 90.38 90.14 96.21 89.00 91.50 

Std. Deviation 10.86 8.65 16.54 8.79 11.98 
N 37 7 14 6 64 

Means for the 
Total SBM 
Scale by 
Position 

Mean 91.05 89.53 93.55 94.35 92.07 
Std. Deviation 12.72 11.15 12.54 14.15 12.73 

N 75 30 51 34 190 

Hypothesis Statement Four 

The fourth hypothesis statement (Ho4): There are no significant differences in 

the mean attitude responses of secondary school principals, elementary school 

principals, middle school principals, and superintendents, when categorized by the 
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number of years a campus has been involved in SBM, toward perceived barrier 

categories to implementing SBM. Six categories were collapsed into five categories in 

an attempt to have approximately 40 responses in each category; categories one and two 

were combined. A new category combined one and two based on years of full 

implementation. One Way ANOVA's were performed on the five categories. There were 

no significant differences at a .05 level of significance. Refer to Table 19 for results of 

ANOVA's for years a campus has been involved in SBM. Based on ANOVA test 

statistics Ho 4 was retained. Refer to Table 20 for means and standard deviations for the 

number of years that SBM has been fully implemented. 

Hypothesis Statement Five 

The fifth hypothesis (Ho5): There are no significant differences in the mean 

attitude responses of secondary school principals, elementary school principals, 

middle school principals, and superintendents, when categorized by the number of 

hours per month devoted to SBM, toward perceived barrier categories to 

implementing SBM. The ANOVA for the 3 categories (category 1 - 1 to 5 hours, 

category 2 - 6 to 10 hours, category 3 -11 to 20+ hours) were found to be non-significant 

for all subscales except the adjusted power subscale, innovation, resources, and the 

adjusted total SBM. 
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Table 15 

ANOVA for Hypothesis Two: Comparison of Mean Attitude Responses of 

Administrators When Categorized by the Number of Years as an Administrator 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square 

Statistics Significance 

Climate Without 
4,5,7 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

17.431 
1182.933 
1200.363 

3 
186 
189 

5.810 
6.360 

.914 .435 

Innovation Total 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

36.011 
3133.905 
3169.916 

3 
186 
189 

12.004 
16.849 

.712 .546 

Resource Total 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

122.500 
7143.415 
7265.916 

3 
186 
189 

46.404 
38.405 

1.063 .366 

Total Power Without 
4,6 and Climate 4,5,7 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

675.369 
29929.600 
30604.968 

3 
186 
189 

225.123 
160.912 

1.399 .245 

The adjusted power subscale (F=3.152; df_=2,187; £=.045), innovation (F=3.691; 

df=2,187; p=.027), resources (F=4.010; df=2,187; £=.020), and adjusted total SBM 

(F=6.499; df=2,187; p=.002) were found to be significant. 
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Table 16 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Adjusted Total SBM Subscale by Years of 

Experience 

Experience in Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Years Principal School 

Principal 
Principal Adjusted 

Total SBM 
by Years of 
Experience 

1-15 
Mean 94.50 85.57 93.44 99.75 92.80 

Std. Deviation 19.29 13.33 13.47 18.39 16.05 
N 10 7 9 4 30 

16-20 
Mean 86.24 87.00 95.45 86.00 88.85 

Std. Deviation 14.37 12.33 10.34 5.00 12.93 
N 21 5 11 3 40 

21-25 
Mean 89.07 90.88 94.46 91.67 91.45 

Std. Deviation 11.00 10.36 13.25 8.45 11.17 
N 15 8 13 6 42 

25+ 
Mean 94.38 92.50 91.78 95.29 93.78 

Std. Deviation 8.03 10.19 13.57 15.49 11.85 
N 29 10 18 21 78 

Means for the 
Adjusted 
Total SBM bv 
Position 

Mean 91.05 89.53 93.55 94.35 92.07 
Std. Deviation 12.72 11.15 12.54 14.15 12.73 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table 17 

T-test for Hypothesis Three: Comparison of Mean Attitude Responses of Administrators 

When Categorized by the Wealth of a School District 

T-test for Equality of Means 

T-test Degrees Significance 

of Freedom (2-tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 
Knowledge Total 

Equal Variances Assumed 
Equal Variances Not Assumed 

.528 

.494 
188 .598 
104.474 .622 

.4224 

.4224 
Power Without Items 4,6 
Equal Variances Assumed 

Equal variances Not Assumed 
-1.071 
-1.050 

188 .285 
117.379 .296 

-.6075 
-.6075 

Resource Total 
Equal Variances Assumed 

Equal Variances Not Assumed 
-1.176 
-1.101 

188 .241 
104.736 .273 

-1.1226 
-1.1226 

Total Scale Without Power 
Items 4,6 and Climate Items 

4,5,7 
Equal Variances Assumed 

Equal Variances Not Assumed 
-.989 
-.964 

188 .324 
115.754 .337 

-1.9388 
-1.9388 

Climate Total Without 
Item 4,5,6 

Equal Variances Assumed 
Equal Variances Not Assumed 

-.871 
-.862 

188 .385 
120.588 .390 

-.3383 
-.3383 

Innovation Total 
Equal Variances Assumed 

Equal Variances Not Assumed 
-.463 
-.476 

188 .644 
133.229 .635 

-.2927 
-.2927 

The mean for the adjusted power subscale for groups 1 (1-5 hours per month), 2 

(6-10 hours per month), and 3 (11-20+ per month) were as follows: M i=19.6818, 

M2=18.1569, and M2 =19.5172. Significant LSD Post Hoc pairwise group differences for 

the adjusted power subscale included group 1 verses 2 (2=.014). When considering the 
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adjusted power subscale for the hours per month, Group 2 (6-10 hours per month) rated 

the items more favorably. Group 1(1-5 hours per month) rated the items the lowest. 

The mean for the innovation subscale for groups 1(1-5 hours per month), 2 (6-10 

hours per month), and 3 (11-20+ per month) were as follows: Mi=17.6364, M?=15.7843, 

and M3=16.8621. Significant LSD Post Hoc pairwise group differences for the 

innovation subscale included group 1 versus 2 (£=.007). When considering the 

innovation subscale for the hours per month, group 2 (6-10 hours per month) rated the 

items more favorably. Group 1(1-5 hours per month) rated the items the lowest. 

The mean for the resource subscale for groups 1(1-5 hours per month), 2 (6-10 

hours per month), and 3 (11-20+ hours per month) were as follows: Mi = 26.9182, M? 

=26.2157, and _Ms =23.3103. Significant Post Hoc pairwise group differences for the 

resource subscale included group 1 versus 3 (£=.005) and 2 versus 3 (p=.042). When 

considering the resource subscale of the hours per month, group 3 (11-20+ hours per 

month) rated the total items more favorably. Group 1(1-5 hours per month) rated the 

total items the lowest. 

The mean for the adjusted SBM total for groups 1 (1-5 hours per month), 2 (6-10 

hours per month), and 3(11-20+ hours per month) were as follows: Mi =94.8000, M2 

=87.7451, and M3 =89.3448. Significant LSD Post Hoc pairwise group differences for 

the adjusted total SBM subscale included group 1 versus 2 (p=.001) and group 1 versus 3 

(£=.036). When considering the adjusted total SBM subscale for hours per month, group 

2 (6-10 hours per month) rated the total items most favorable. Group 1(1-5 hours per 

month) rated the total items the lowest. Refer to Table 21 for ANOVA results. Based on 
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the ANOVA test statistics Ho5 was rejected. Refer to Table 22 for mean and standard 

deviations for the number of hours per month devoted to SBM activities. 

Hypothesis Statement Six 

The sixth hypothesis (Ho6): There are no significant differences in the mean 

attitude responses of secondary school principals, elementary school principals, 

middle school principals, and superintendents, when categorized by the number of 

years in current position of the administrator, toward perceived barrier categories 

to implementing SBM. 

The six categories were reduced to three in order to have approximately 40 in each 

cell. Groups 3,4, 5, and 6 were combined into 1 category (N=41). Group 3 represented 

administrators with 11 to 25+ years experience in their current position. Refer to Table 8 

for the breakdown of years experience in current position. 

One Way ANOVA's were used to analyze data. No significant differences were 

found when the number of years of experience in a position were compared at the .05 

level of significance. (Refer to Table 23 for the results) 

Based on ANOVA test statistics Ho6 was retained. Refer to Table 24 for means 

and standard deviation for number of years in current position. 
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Table 18 

Means and Standard Deviation for the Adjusted Total SBM Subscale bv Position and 

Wealth of a School District 

Level of 
Wealth 

Elementary 
Principal 

Middle 
School 

Principal 

Secondary 
Principal 

Superintendent Means for 
the Adjusted 
Total SBM 
by Wealth 

Average 
Wealth and 
Wealthy 

Mean 89.77 91.86 91.18 92.88 90.78 
Std. Deviation 13.96 11.85 11.47 17.79 13.37 

N 31 7 17 8 63 
Property Poor 

Mean 91.95 88.83 94.74 94.81 92.72 
Std. Deviation 11.85 11.10 13.05 13.22 12.39 

N 44 23 34 26 127 
Means for the 
Adjusted 
Total SBM bv 
Position 

Mean 91.05 89.53 93.55 94.35 92.07 
Std. Deviation 12.72 11.15 12.54 14.15 12.73 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table 19 

ANOVA for Hypothesis Four: Comparison of Mean Attitude Responses of 

Administrators When Categorized bv the Number of Years a Campus Has Been Involved 

in SBM 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square 

Statistics Significance 

Knowledge Total 
Between Groups 121.317 4 30.329 1.134 .342 
Within Groups 4946.894 185 26.740 

Total 5068.211 189 
Power Without 4,6 
Between Groups 110.303 4 27.576 2.081 .085 
Within Groups 2451.070 185 13.249 

Total 2561.374 189 
Climate Without 4,5,7 

Between Groups 34.831 4 8.708 1.382 .242 
Within Groups 1165.532 185 6.300 

Total 1200.363 189 
Innovation Total 
Between Groups 60.562 4 15.141 .901 .465 
Within Groups 3109.354 185 16.807 

Total 3169.916 189 
Resource Total 

Between Groups 152.755 4 38.189 .993 .413 
Within Groups 7113.161 185 38.450 

Total 7265.916 189 
Total Power Without 
4,5 and Climate 4,5,7 

Between Groups 1179.342 4 294.83 1.854 .120 
Within Groups 29425.626 185 6 

Total 30604.968 189 159.05 
7 
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Table 20 

Means and Standard Deviation for the Adjusted Total SBM Subscale by the Number of 

Years SBM has been Fully Implemented 

Years of SBM Elementary 
Principal 

Middle 
School 

Principal 

Secondary 
Principal 

Superintendent Means for the 
Adjusted 

Total SBM by 
Years SBM 

has been Fully 
Implemented 

i i2 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

98.33 
14.24 

9 

107.33 
0.58 
3 

96.67 
15.18 

3 

86.33 
7.99 
6 

95.95 
13.04 

21 
3 

Mean 
Std. Deviation 

N 

87.33 
12.08 

9 

84.00 
11.52 

4 

94.13 
18.26 

8 

85.00 
1.41 
2 

88.91 
13.93 

23 
4 

Mean 
Std. Deviation 

N 

87.42 
17.96 

12 

89.80 
12.13 

5 

88.00 
1.73 
3 

100.17 
17.10 

6 

90.88 
15.87 

26 
5 

Mean 
Std. Deviation 

N 

94.07 
6.71 
14 

91.40 
13.39 

5 

95.80 
12.98 

15 

98.22 
15.21 

9 

95.23 
11.64 

43 
6+ 
Mean 
Std. Deviation 

N 

90.06 
11.73 

31 

86.31 
7.49 
13 

92.14 
10.83 

22 

94.09 
14.40 

11 

90.60 
11.34 

77 
Means for the 
Adjusted 
Total SBM by 
Position 

Mean 
Std. Deviation 

N 

91.05 
12.72 

75 

89.53 
11.15 

30 

93.55 
12.54 

51 

94.35 
14.15 

34 

92.07 
12.73 
190 
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Table 21 

ANOVA for Hypothesis Five: Comparison of Mean Attitude Responses of 

Administrators When Categorized by the Number of Hours Per Month Devoted to SBM. 

Sum of Degrees of Mean Statistics Significance 
Squares Freedom Square 

Knowledge Total 
Between Groups 149.147 2 74.574 2.835 .061 
Within Groups 4919.063 187 26.305 

Total 5068.211 189 
Power Without 

4,6 
(Adiusted Total) 
Between Groups 83.524 2 41.762 3.152 .045 
Within Groups 2477.850 187 13.251 

Total 2561.374 189 
Climate Without 

4,5,7 
(Adjusted Total) 
Between Groups 19.189 2 9.595 1.051 .352 
Within Groups 1707.463 187 9.131 

Total 1726.653 189 
Innovation Total 
Between Groups 120.386 2 60.193 3.691 .027 
Within Groups 3049.530 187 16.308 

Total 3169.916 189 
Resource Total 

Between Groups 298.818 2 149.409 4.010 .020 
Within Groups 6967.098 187 37.257 

Total 7265.916 189 
Total Power 

Without 4,6 and 
Climate Without 

4,5,7 (SBM 
Adiusted) 

Between Groups 1989.130 2 994.565 6.499 .002 
Within Groups 28615.838 187 153.026 

Total 30604.968 189 
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Table 22 

Means and Standard Deviation for the Adjusted Total SBM Subscale for the Number of 

Hours Devoted Per Month to SBM 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Hours Principal School 

Principal 
Principal Adjusted Total 

SBM by 
Number of 
Hours Per 

Month Devoted 
to SBM 

Mean 92.50 90.80 97.86 98.09 94.80 
Std. Deviation 12.90 11.23 13.39 14.95 13.42 

N 44 15 29 22 110 
6-10 

Mean 88.38 85.00 88.64 87.25 87.75 
Std. Deviation 11.91 9.93 8.71 10.44 10.35 

N 21 8 14 8 51 
11-20+ 

Mean 90.30 92.00 86.50 88.00 89.34 
Std. Deviation 13.77 12.37 90.17 9.63 11.37 

N 10 7 8 4 29 
Means for the 
Adjusted 
Total SBM bv 
Position 

Mean 91.05 89.53 93.55 94.35 92.07 
Std. Deviation 12.72 11.15 12.54 14.15 12.73 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table 23 

ANOVA for Hypothesis Six: Comparison of Mean Attitude Responses of Administratros 

When Categorized by the Number of Years in Current Position. 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square 

Statistics Significance 

Knowledge Total 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

1.615 
5066.596 
5068.211 

2 
187 
189 

.807 
27.094 

.030 .971 

Power Total 
Without 4,6 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

63.083 
2498.290 
2561.374 

2 
187 
189 

31.542 
13.360 

2.361 .097 

Climate Total 
Without 4,5,7 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

17.613 
1182.750 
1200.363 

2 
187 
189 

8.806 
6.325 

1.392 .251 

Innovation Total 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

13.619 
3156.297 
3169.916 

2 
187 
189 

6.809 
16.879 

.403 .669 

Resource Total 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

42.194 
7223.721 
7265.916 

2 
187 
189 

21.097 
38.630 

.546 .580 

Total Power 
Without 4,6 and 

Climate 4,5,7 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

110.232 
30494.736 
33604.968 

2 
187 
189 

55.116 
163.07 

3 

.338 .714 
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Table 24 

Means and Standard Deviation for the Adjusted Total Subscale for the Number of Years 

in Current Position 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Years Principal School Principal Adjusted Total 

Principal SBM by 
Number of 

Years in 
Current 
Position 

Cb5 
Mean 90.73 89.24 94.91 90.00 91.71 

Std. Deviation 14.25 11.25 14.90 12.15 13.67 
N 33 17 32 16 98 

6-10 
Mean 90.42 89.25 91.90 100.57 93.31 

Std. Deviation 11.03 10.55 7.37 15.63 12.39 
N 19 8 10 14 51 

11-25+ 
Mean 92.04 91.00 90.56 90.00 91.39 

Std. Deviation 12.16 14.02 6.41 9.93 10.82 
N 23 5 9 4 41 

Means for the 
Adjusted 
Total SBM bv 
Position 

Means 91.05 89.53 93.55 94.35 92.07 
Std. Deviation 12.72 11.15 12.54 14.15 12.73 

N 75 30 51 34 190 

Summary 

The data analysis presented here provided a basis for developing conclusions and 

recommendations that follow in the next chapter. All 190 surveys were analyzed and the 

respective information was discussed in a narrative form and presented in appropriate 

tables. The six sections of this chapter provided an in-depth look at the administrator's 
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response rate to the survey, the demographics of the administrators, reliability analyses 

and factor analyses on the SBM questionnaire, and the statistical analysis of hypotheses 

statement using ANOVA, T-tests, and Post Hoc Comparisons, and a summary of factor 

analysis completed on each item. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the purpose, literature, methodology, 

procedures, and results of this study. On the basis of the results, conclusions and 

recommendations are provided in support of the following hypothesis statements: 

Hoi. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by levels of school district population, 

toward perceived barriers implementing SBM. 

Ho2. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of years of experience as an 

administrator, toward perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

Ho3. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the wealth of a school district, toward 

perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 
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Ho4. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of years a campus has been 

involved in SBM, toward perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

Ho5. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of hours per month devoted 

to SBM, toward perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

Ho6. There are no significant differences in the mean attitude responses of 

secondary school principals, elementary school principals, middle school principals, 

and superintendents, when categorized by the number of years in current position 

of the administrator, toward perceived barriers to implementing SBM. 

Summary 

The purpose of the study was to determine the administrators' perceptions toward 

the implementation of SBM. This study was necessary to provide the administrators of 

Region 12 Service Center with information related to the barriers of implementing SBM 

at the campus and district levels. The review of related literature clearly outlined the 

barriers to implementation and how the barriers can be prevented. 

The only method used to gather information was a Likert scale survey instrument 

mailed to the administrators in the Region 12 Service Center area. This researcher 

designed a research instrument (Appendix M) based on a model by Lawler (1986) called 

the High Involvement Framework. The survey participants (N=196) was a sample of 
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administrators in the Region 12 Service Center area consisting of six counties. These 

administrators were the individuals who would be responsible for planning and 

implementing SBM on campuses and through entire school districts. 

The survey instrument was divided into two parts. The first part contained seven 

demographic questions. The second part was divided into five barrier categories: 

Knowledge/ Understanding, Power, Climate, Innovation, and Resources. 

To determine if there were statistically significant differences in the mean 

responses of the administrators, One Way ANOVA were conducted on the means of the 

35 items. If the significance level exceeded the .005 level, then Post Hoc Tests were 

calculated. Least Significance Differences and t-tests were calculated on means when a 

significant difference was present. The portions that follow this chapter include the 

conclusions and subsequent recommendations elicited from the findings. 

Summary of Comments on the Survey Instrument 

Given comments from the administrators on the survey instrument in this study, 

the idea that SBM members have the authority to make decisions becomes a question. 

Since SBDM was passed under Senate Bill 1 and House Bill 2885 by the Texas 

Legislature, the way the SBM committee operates has been under fire. In Texas, the 

SBM has the authority to make recommendations not the final decisions. The principal at 

the campus level and the superintendent at the district level still make the ultimate 

decisions. The principal under Senate Bill 1 has the authority to approve all personnel 

recommendations for his or her campus. Under SBM guidelines, committee members 

may help screen and interview prospective employees, but only the principal can 
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recommend employees to the superintendent. The superintendent is the only one who can 

recommend personnel to the school board. Many administrators think that SBM rules 

send a mixed message to those who manage the campuses. During the implementation 

phase, all guidelines must be fully explained and strictly followed. 

There were negative comments on the impact of SBM on student achievement 

(refer to Appendix G). A number of studies about the impact of SBM on student 

achievement have been conducted, but thus far there has not been substantial proof of the 

positive effects of SBM. Carlos and Amsler (1993) indicated that SBM committees get 

too involved in trivial concerns and are not focusing on curriculum matters. In order to 

increase student achievement, decisions have to be made on what curriculum will 

enhance student learning. Accountability for student achievement before SBM was 

basically placed on the superintendent and school board. According to Wagstaff and 

Reyes (1993), under the SBM process more people are held accountable for student 

achievement. Under SBM, students, parents, community members, teachers, principals, 

superintendents, and school board are held accountable. 

From the comments of administrators, there is a great deal of flexibility built into 

the SBM process (refer to Appendix H). The diversity that SBM espouses is at the risk 

of promising all things to all people, without providing a set of guidelines to achieve an 

effective SBM program. However, proponents of SBM contend that it is the increased 

flexibility that SBM offers which enables school personnel to make better decisions and 

improve school learning. 
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Findings 

Site-based management surveys were mailed to 365 administrators in the Region 

12 Service Center area. Valid responses were received from 196 administrators for a 

useable 53.7% rate of return. The survey instrument had an "other" category which had 

the highest rate of return at 77.1%. The elementary school principal group had the second 

highest rate of return at 57.7%: the third highest rate was the secondary principals at 

51.4%. The middle school principal group was fourth with 45.5%. The group with the 

lowest rate of return was superintendents with 44%. 

Of the six hypothesis statements, only two hypotheses resulted in a statistically 

significant difference among survey categories. Hypothesis Statement 1 (Hoi) 

concerning enrollment of districts, was statistically significant in the subscales of 

adjusted power, resources, and adjusted SBM Total. Hypothesis Statement 5 (Ho5) 

concerning the number of hours spent monthly for SBM, was statistically significant 

in the subscales of adjusted power, innovation, resources, and adjusted SBM Total. 

According to the rank means chart (Table 9), the item with the lowest mean 

ranking was the most favorable toward SBM. The lowest rank mean was C3 (Climate 

item 3) which means that it was looked upon as the most favorable toward SBM (refer to 

Appendix I). The mean that had the highest ranked score was P3 (Power item 3) and the 

mean that had the least favorable response toward SBM was P3. 

The subscale that had the highest alpha rating scale was in the area of resources. 

Ditzenberger (1976) used very similar resource items in his dissertation work at Iowa 

State University. The high rating of cc=.8262 indicates that administrators today still 
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consider resources a very important barrier to the implementation of a new innovation. 

Human and financial resources are the most important resources that need to be present in 

order to implement the SBM process. 

Conclusions 

In Table 9 rankings, three of the lowest ranking were in the power subscale. Since 

a lower ranking means a more favorable response toward the power subscale, a more 

detailed explanation is needed. The administrators were definitely in agreement in the 

following areas: (a) Power item 5 (P5) - the role of site-based committee in assisting the 

principal, (b) Power item 6 (P6) - the role of principals at the building level maintaining 

their decision-making power, and (c) Power item 8 (P8) - those closest to the students 

should have a role in making decisions in order to improved student performance (refer to 

Appendix H). 

The role of the principal and his or her relationship with the campus site-based 

committee is extremely important to the success of a campus. According to Drury 

(1993), in various SBM models now in place around the nation, the role of the building 

principal ranges from chairing the local council to being just another member of the 

council. Needless to say, principals have a high level of interest and concern regarding 

this variety of models, wondering which of them will prevail, and how long. Drury 

stated, "after all, there is a strong possibility that, like numerous other short-lived fads in 

education, this too shall pass" (p. 16). 

Principals maintaining their power while following SBM process creates unique 

problems. The principal is the one who is held accountable for decisions, yet under SBM 
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he must allow for consensus to make joint decisions. Liontos and Lashway (1997) add 

insight by stating the following: 

Since teachers are often skeptical that power will truly be shared, overtly 

manipulative leadership probably undermines the long-term development of 

shared governance. But it also seems possible that when principals consistently 

convey attitudes of trust and respect, teachers may accept principal assertiveness 

as a natural part of the process, (p. 240) 

Faculties have always played a key role in making curriculum decisions in order 

to improve student achievements. Administrators in this survey agreed with this role of 

the faculty. According to Vann (1992), a principal's readiness to share decision-making 

responsibilities is more a function of personality and philosophy than training. Principals 

who are secure and confident in their abilities as instructional leaders are willing to share 

power with staff members because they know that by sharing, they become even more 

powerful leaders (Vann, 1992). Vann (1992) stated the following: 

a strong, sensitive, and effective principal is one who retains vivid memories of 

what life is like in the classroom, and who understands that leadership is not so 

much a consequence of power as of positive human relations skills. An 

enlightened principals works with teachers to free their collective energies and 

talents for the betterment of children. That kind of commonsense leadership is 

attainable only through shared decision-making and teacher empowerment, (p.31) 

The item with the highest mean ranking was Power item 3 (P3). (refer to Table 

9) 
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Administrators had their least favorable response to SBM on this item. 

Traditionally, most administrators object to their decisions being overruled by teachers. 

What will happen when a school fails to improve? Will the council or the principal be 

held accountable? The principal will be the one held accountable for school 

improvement by the superintendent and the school board (Conley, 1997). If the principal 

is the one held accountable for decisions, then it would be logical to never allow teachers 

or staff to overrule the decisions made by the principal with SBM members input. 

(Conley, 1997) 

Implementation of SBM is a complicated process. Many administrators view 

implementation as some mysterious process about which there is little or no information 

(Pankake, 1998). Fortunately for administrators, there are many successful examples of 

knowledge and skills needed to implement SBM practices. The Knowledge/ 

Understanding section of this research questionnaire featured some prime examples. 

According to Pankake (1998), there are numerous programs that can be copied. New 

programs are much simpler to implement when an established program can be used as a 

model. Basically, there is no reason to reinvent a process that has been successful. 

Knowledge/Understanding was the first section of Part 2 of the survey instrument. 

Of the administrators surveyed, there were many similarities in how they perceived the 

importance of communication. The need for technical training and staff development in 

order to understand the process of SBM is vitally important. Wohlstetter (1995) stated 

that a clear understanding of SBM would allow educators to weigh the advantages and 

disadvantages of implementing SBM. 
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The second section of the survey instrument was the power category. Most 

administrators disagreed with allowing SBM committees to overrule the principal's 

authority on personnel recommendations. SBM tenets focus on releasing of some 

authoritarian powers of the principal. Conley (1997) states that facilitative leadership 

focuses on improved performance of the work group and enhanced learning by students. 

The results of this survey indicated that most administrators are not willing to relinquish 

their power position. 

The third section of Part 2 was the Climate category. This category received a 

mixed reaction from administrators. Many strongly agreed on the need to change the 

school culture, while others disagreed strongly. The uniqueness of each school culture 

entered into the varied responses. Many administrators have not been in their current 

positions long enough to bring out a meaningful change in climate. Ninety-eight (51.6%) 

of the 190 administrators surveyed had been in their current position less than five years. 

According to Deal and Peterson (1990), before the structures of a school can be changed 

there has to be a change in culture. Lane (1992) stated that the most powerful force inside 

a building is the school culture. 

The fourth category of Part 2 was the Value of the Innovation. A number of 

administrators do not recognize SBM as a meaningful innovation. The percentage of 

those who disagreed with the willingness of others to cooperate with SBM was 

surprising. Schlechty (1997) stated there is an unwillingness to accept some innovations. 

Educators have witnessed many fads and major trends; some view SBM as a passing 
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trend that will end in a few years. Stakeholders have to be convinced that the advantages 

of SBM process far outweigh the negative benefits. 

The last category of Part 2 of the survey instrument was the Resource area. 

According to Conely (1997), the process of SBM takes a great deal of planning time. 

Administrators have to arrange schedules to accommodate joint planning for teachers. 

The results of the category were favorable. Administrators surveyed indicated favorable 

support for human and financial resources. Superintendents and school board must 

provide leadership in budgeting for SBM activities. Substantial resources dedicated to 

the SBM process are needed to implement successful and effective programs. 

Recommendations 

The results of this study have determined that the size of a district and number of 

hours spent per month engaged in SBM have an impact on the perceived barriers to 

implementing SBM. The administrator's views on SBM are not significantly different 

when analyzed by position. There was very little difference in perceived barriers among 

administrators when comparing the following categories: (a) number of years experience 

in education, (b) number of years in current position, (c) number of years of SBM 

implementation, and (d) wealth of a school district. The two barriers that were identified 

in two categories were power and resources. The following seven recommendations have 

been made as a result of the study: 

1. There is a need to change the administrator's viewpoint on the issue of power and 

control. Position power has been used for years to operate schools. Administrators have 

made decisions by exercising autocratic power over their employees. Site-based 
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management leaders must learn to use transformational leadership techniques. 

Transformation leaders allow for consensus decision-making by allowing all 

stakeholders a part in the process. Larger school districts allow for more innovative 

techniques. Smaller school districts generally have one leader who makes all operational 

decisions. SBM can be successfully implemented on any size campus, as long as the 

instructional leader is willing to share some of his or her position power. 

2. Campuses and districts must allocate more resources for the SBM activities. Time is 

a tremendous barrier to the successful implementation of SBM. Teachers and 

administrators need to have more time to jointly plan SBM activities. Funds have to be 

allocated to pay stipends for the extra time spent on SBM activities. Funds have to be 

allocated to pay for in-service activities and training of students, parents, teachers, 

administrators, and community members. Clerical help and computer access are needed 

to help save valuable planning time of administrators. Resources are both human and 

financial. A district committed to the SBM process will make every effort to properly 

fund all aspects of the program. 

3. Administrators need to receive more training in accepting new innovations and 

recognizing the barriers to the change process. SBM is a process which is part of the 

restructuring movement. Major innovations require a great deal of planning. 

Administrators not willing to change their leadership styles must be taught how to be a 

facilitator. It is very difficult to overcome change barriers unless the administrators fully 

understand the dynamics of a change process. Most administrators have difficulty 

dealing with rapid change. Incremental change is much easier to accept than rapid 
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change. According to Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson (1996), planned change, with all 

stakeholders feeling that their ideas matter, will promote attitudinal changes in those 

more willing to accept SBM. 

4. All administrators should receive training in Total Quality Management. It would be 

very helpful if the students' need for successful academic achievement became the 

driving force for campus decisions. Administrators need to learn to be accountable to 

taxpayers in the community. SBM has a major goal of improving student achievement. 

The principal is the instructional leader and needs to be trained to manage his or her 

team of teachers. The focus must be on improving student achievement. As SBM 

activities become more functional at each campus, the focus on student outcomes will 

become more apparent. 

5. More planning should be given to the implementation process. The knowledge and 

understanding of legal aspects must be considered. Before the implementation process 

starts, all stakeholders must be oriented to the process. A full understanding of the 

purpose of shared decision-making must be part of the orientation. SBM practices 

generally focus on shared decision-making in the areas of personnel, curriculum, and 

budget. Participants in the SBM process must be willing to share information and 

disseminate it to other SBM members. Clear communication channels are essential to 

the successful implementation of SBM. A thorough understanding of the SBM process 

will improve the implementation process. 
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6. There needs to be a clear mission statement and vision for the SBM members in 

order to focus their efforts on improved student achievement. The direction of the SBM 

process should be centered around an improved school culture. Teachers' and students' 

morale increases when they feel ownership in their school. A strong commitment by all 

stakeholders to follow the mission statements will result in an improved learning 

environment. Students identify with positive results. Successful experiences motivate 

everyone to continue to seek improvement. 

7. A follow-up study needs to be conducted to develop an orientation plan for successful 

implementation of SBM. All the campuses and school districts surveyed had unique 

practices in their implementation of SBM. An implementation manual needs to be 

developed to incorporate all the unique practices into one source. Procedures for 

successful practices need to be compiled and shared by other administrators across the 

state. 

8. We need systematic comparisons of the allocation of authority to different actors in 

SBM. To supporters of SBM, it is only logical that those who are most affected by 

decisions such as curriculum development, textbook selection, staffing structure, and 

allocation of school resources, should have a voice in making those decisions. However, 

the extent to which principals, teachers, students, parents, and community members 

should be involved, and the extent to which central administrators should retain authority, 

is not resolved. 
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March 16,1998 

Dear Educator, 

I am a doctoral student at the University of North Texas. I am working on my 
dissertation paper and my pilot study survey instrument that I will be sending out in a 
couple of weeks. You have been randomly selected to participate in the pilot study of my 
research instrument. I am extremely interested in your comments on the cover letter and 
the items on the survey. Please comment on any confusing or difficult questions to 
answer. Your suggestions and comments will be used to make the final survey better. 

Your professional judgment and experience are very important to the success of 
this project. Taking 30 minutes to answer and critiquing this instrument will insure that 
this instrument can obtain valuable information that can be shared by other educators who 
will be implementing site-based management. 

You will find a self addressed stamped envelope to return your comments in. 
Please send them as soon as possible. If you have any questions, please call me at home 
(254-799-5273) or work (254-799-2426). I thank you in advance for your time and 
assistance. 

Respectfully, 

Don G. Hancock 



APPENDIX B 

PILOT STUDY SURVEY 

INSTRUMENT 



120 

Pilot Study 

DEMOGRAPHICS: (Answers to the following questions will help to statistically 
compare differences between school districts. Circle the correct letter for your response.) 

1. How many students are enrolled in your school district? 
A zero-325 B 326-700 C 701-1650 D 1651+ 

2. What position do you hold in the district? 
A Secondary Principal B Elementary Principal 
C Superintendent D Other (specify) 

3. Indicate below the number of years experience that you have in education. 
A 1-5 B 6-10 C 11-15 D 16-20 E 21-25 F 225+ 

4. Indicate below the number of years that you have in your current position. 
A 0-5 B 6-10 C 11-15 D 16-20 E 21-25 F 25+ 

5. Which description best describes your district? 
A Wealthy B Average Wealth C Property Poor 

6. How many years has SBM been fully implemented in your district? 
A 1 yr. B 2 yrs. C 3 yrs. D 4 yrs. E 5 yrs. F 6+yrs. 

7. On average, how many hours are devoted monthly to SBM at the campus level? 
A 1-5 B 6-10 C 11-15 D 16-20 E 20+ 

KNOWLEDGE/UNDERSTANDING AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

8. SBM members must understand the extent of their roles as defined by board 
policy. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

9. Creating informed/knowledgeable school communities is a main objective for 
SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 
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10. Quality professional development is a key element of a successful SBM process. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

11. Effective management requires the gathering of information regarding 
organizational goals and customer's perceptions of service before making 
decisions. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

12. SBM committees require easily assessable information provided by technological 
innovations in order to make effective decisions. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

13. SBM success depends on clear communications through networking information 
between different campuses and district offices. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

14. SBM members must have a knowledge of revenues and expenditures in order to 
make decisions concerning the allocation of resources. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

15. SBM members must be knowledgeable about legal requirements concerning 
personnel, curriculum, and budget. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

POWER AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

16. A challenge for the Superintendent is the appropriate allocation of decision-
making 

authority to parents and community members. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 
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17. The Superintendent must be willing to relinquish a degree of power in order for 
the SBM process to be successful. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

18. Personnel staffing decisions, reached through the SBM process, should overrule 
the campus principal's recommendations. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

19. As a result of SBM, the principal's authoritarian role may be diminished. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

20. The site-based committee assists the principal through consensus to make 
decisions. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

21. Principals can retain a majority of the decision-making power through SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

22. The main focus of site-based management has been the decentralization of power. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

23. SBM is a managerial technique that, if implemented correctly, gives those close 
to the students the freedom to make decisions leading to improved student 
success. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

CLIMATE/CULTURE AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

24. SBM increases both the quantity and quality of communication. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 
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25. All stakeholders must be firmly committed to SBM for the process to be 
successful. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

26. SBM will create a greater sense of ownership and support from the community 
and employees. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

27. A change in school culture is often required to change the decision-making 
process 
under SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

28. Translating a decentralized rewards structures found in the business sector to an 
educational setting is necessary for the success of SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

29. Teacher morale improves as a result of campus input in SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

30. Decentralization of decision-making will lead to improved academic outcomes. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

31. The lack of a clear vision and mission statement is a barrier to implementing 
SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 
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VALUE OF THE INNOVATION AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

32. The administration in my school has been philosophically supportive of SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

33. There is a willingness of teachers to be actively involved in SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

34. There is a willingness of principals to be actively involved in SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

35. There is a willingness of my superintendent to be actively involved in SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

36. There is a willingness of parents and community members to be actively involved 
in SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

37. In order for site-based to be effective, a school must be willing to change. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 

38. The complexity of the innovation will determine the amount of time needed to 
implement the innovation. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

39. Students in our school view the practice of SBM positively. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

A B C D E 
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RESOURCES AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

40. The lack of sufficient resource planning and advise is a barrier to implementing 
SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

41. The lack of sufficient time to work on SBM activities is a barrier to implementing 
SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

42. The lack of sufficient funds to spend on SBM activities is a barrier to 
implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

43. The lack of computers and other technological devices is a barrier to 
implementing 
SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

44. The lack of sufficient clerical help to disseminate information is a barrier to 
implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

45. The lack of interested business leaders to contribute time is a barrier to 
implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

46. The lack of mutual planning periods for SBM members is a barrier to 
implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 

47. The lack of adequate orientation materials for the role of SBM members is a 
barrier to implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
A B C D E 
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Table on Jury Panel Content Validity on Item Results 

Item Number Number of Experts Who 
Agree 

Content Validity Ratio 

1 3 of 5 .20 
2 Oof 5 -1.00 
3 4 of 5 .60 
4 5 of 5 1.00 
5 5 of 5 1.00 
6 1 of 5 -.60 
7 5 of 5 1.00 
8 5 of 5 1.00 
9 5 of 5 1.00 
10 5 of 5 1.00 
11 2 of 5 -.20 
12 5 of 5 1.00 
13 5 of 5 1.00 
14 Oof 5 -1.00 
15 5 of 5 1.00 
16 5 of 5 1.00 
17 1 of 5 -.60 
18 5 of 5 1.00 
19 5 of 5 1.00 
20 2 of 5 -.20 
21 5 of 5 1.00 
22 5 of 5 1.00 
23 5 of 5 1.00 
24 5 of 5 1.00 
25 5 of 5 1.00 
26 5 of 5 1.00 
27 5 of 5 1.00 
28 5 of 5 1.00 
29 2 of 5 -.20 
30 5 of 5 1.00 
31 1 of 5 -.60 
32 Oof 5 -1.00 
33 5 of 5 1.00 
34 5 of 5 1.00 
35 5 of 5 1.00 
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Table on Jury Panel Content Validity on Item Results —Continued 

36 5 of 5 1.00 
37 5 of 5 1.00 
38 5 of 5 1.00 
39 5 of 5 1.00 
40 2 of 5 -.20 
41 5 of 5 1.00 
42 5 of 5 1.00 
43 1 of 5 -.60 
44 Oof 5 -1.00 
45 5 of 5 1.00 
46 5 of 5 1.00 
47 2 of 5 -.20 
48 3 of 5 .20 
49 Oof 5 -1.00 
50 3 of 5 .20 
51 4 of 5 .60 
52 5 of 5 1.00 
53 5 of 5 1.00 
54 5 of 5 1.00 
55 2 of 5 -.20 
56 5 of 5 1.00 
57 5 of 5 1.00 
58 5 of 5 1.00 
59 5 of 5 1.00 
60 5 of 5 1.00 

The content validity calculations were determined by Laushe's (1975) method 

known as Quanitative Approach to Content Validity. 
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April 20,1998 

Dear Educator: 

I am a doctoral student at the University of North Texas. I am conducting a survey to 
identify the barriers to the implementation of site-based management and also to develop 
strategies to overcome the identified barriers. This study is a part of my dissertation 
project. I would like your participation in this research study during the Spring of 1998. 
Your cooperation in this project is completely voluntary and you may withdraw from 
participation at any time. 

Enclosed you will find a survey instrument along with a self-addressed envelope. Please 
fill out the survey instrument and mail it in the envelope provided. All information 
obtained will be strictly confidential in regard to individual school districts, campuses, 
and district employees. This survey should take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

As the surveys are received, they will be assigned a research ID number. This number 
will be the only identification used to track the research document. All scantron sheets 
will use these same assigned numbers. 

If you would like a copy of the research findings, please call me within 90 days. This 
research is being conducted to improve the site-based management process and your 
opinions and responses will be instrumental in making this project a success. 

Please take the time to fill out the survey and mail it to me before May 5th. Thank you in 
advance for your valuable time. My work phone number is 254-799-2426 and my home 
phone number is 254-799-5273. Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Respectfully, 

Don G. Hancock 

"This project has been reviewed and approved by the University of North Texas 
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research 940-565-
3940." 
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Site-Based Management Questionnaire 

DEMOGRAPHICS (Answers to the following questions will help to statistically 
compare differences between school districts. Circle the correct number for your 
response.) 

1. How many students are enrolled in your school district? 

(1) zero-325 (2) 326-700 (3) 701-1650 (4) 1651 + 

2. What position do you hold in the district? 

(1) Secondary Principal (2) Elementary Principal (3) Middle School 

Principal (4) Superintendent (5) Other (specify) 

3. Indicate below the number of years experience that you have in education. 

(1) 1-5 (2) 6-10 (3) 11-15 (4) 16-20 (5) 21-25 

(6) 25+ 

4. Indicate below the number of years that you have in your current position. 

(1) 0-5 (2) 6-10 (3) 11-15 (4) 16-20 (5) 21-25 

(6) F 25+ 

5. Which description best describes your district? 

(1) Wealthy (2) Average Wealth (3) Property Poor 

6. How many years has SBM been fully implemented in your district? 

(1) lyr. (2) 2 yrs. (3) 3 yrs. (4) 4 yrs. (5) 5 yrs. 

(6) 6+yrs. 

7. On average, how many hours are devoted monthly to SBM at the campus level? 

(1) 1-5 (2) 6-10 (3) 11-15 (4) 16-20 (5) 20+ 
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ANSWER THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF 
YOUR DISTRICT'S CURRENT EXPERIENCES IN WORKING WITH SBDM 
PRACTICES. 

KNOWLEDGE/UNDERSTANDING OF SBM AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

8. SBM members in our district understand the extent of their roles as defined 
by board policy. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

9. Creating informed/knowledgeable school communities is a main objective for 
SBM in our district. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. Providing quality professional development is a key element of a successful SBM 
process in our district. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. Effective SBM management in our district requires the gathering of information 
regarding organizational goals and customer's perceptions of service. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

12. In our district the SBM Committees have access to information through 
technology which is needed to make effective decisions. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

13. Our district's SBM program has provided clear communications through a system-
wide computer network. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

14. SBM members in our district have a knowledge of revenues and expenditures 
needed to make decisions concerning the allocation of resources. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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15. SBM members in our district must be knowledgeable about legal requirements 
concerning personnel, curriculum, and budget. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

POWER AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

16. A challenge for the Superintendent in our district is the appropriate allocation of 
decision-making authority to parents and community members. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

17. The Superintendent should be willing to relinquish a degree of power in order for 
the SBM process to be successful. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

18. Personnel staffing decisions, reached through the SBM process, should overrule 
the campus principal's recommendations. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

19. As a result of SBM, the principal's authoritarian role may be diminished. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. It is important in SBM that the Site-Based Committee assists the principal in 
making decisions. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

21. Principals at the building sites can retain a majority of the decision making power 
through SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

22. The main focus of SBM in our district has been the decentralization of power. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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23. SBM is a managerial technique that, if implemented correctly, gives those closest 
to the students the freedom to make decisions that will improve student success. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

24. Decentralization of decision making will lead to improved academic outcomes. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

CLIMATE/CULTURE AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

25. SBM increases the quality of communication in our district. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

26. If SBM is to be successful in our district, most stakeholders must be firmly 
committed to the process. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

27. SBM in our district has created a greater sense of ownership for the employees. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

28. A change in school culture in our district will be required to change the decision 
making process under SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

29. For the successful implementation of SBM in our district, an incentive-reward 
system at the campus level will need to be established. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

30. Teacher morale has improved as a result of campus input into SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

31. The lack of a clear vision and mission statement is a barrier to implementing 
SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 



136 

VALUE OF THE INNOVATION AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

32. The administration in my school has been philosophically supportive of SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

33. In our district there is a willingness of teachers to be actively involved in SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

34. There is a willingness of principals in our district to be actively involved in SBM. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

35. In our district, there is a willingness of my superintendent to be actively involved 
in SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

36. There is a willingness of parents and community members in our district to be 
actively involved in SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

37. The degree to which a school is willing to change will determine the effectiveness 
of site-based management. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

38. Students in our school view the practice of SBM positively. 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 

RESOURCES AS A PERCEIVED BARRIER 

39. The lack of sufficient resource planning in our district is a barrier to implementing 
SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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40. The lack of sufficient time to work on SBM activities in our district is a barrier to 
implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

41. The lack of sufficient funds to spend on SBM activities in our district is a barrier 
to implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

42. The lack of computers and other technological devices in our district is a barrier to 
implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

43. The lack of sufficient clerical help to disseminate information in our district is a 
barrier to implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

44. In our district, the lack of interested business leaders to contribute time is a barrier 
to implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

45. In our district, the lack of mutual planning periods for SBM members is a barrier 
to implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

46. The lack of adequate orientation materials for the role of SBM members in our 
district is a barrier to implementing SBM. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 

47. The complexity of the innovation will determine the amount of time needed to 
implement the innovation. 

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 
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CENTRAL TEXAS SUPERINTENDENTS' 
CLUSTER MEETING 

April 19, 1998 

Present: Ronnie Urbantke, Riesel ISD; Chris Hanks, OPTIONS; Robert Clemons, Rio 
Brazos Co-Op; Ben Saage, Connally ISD; Don Hancock, Connally ISD; John Berry, 
Bosqueville ISD; Stanley Harris, Axtell ISD; Jack Crain, West ISD; Randy Albers, 
Midway ISD; Woodrow Brewton, Lorena ISD; Marcus Anderson, Moody ISD; and Mary 
Ann Moody, ESC Region 12 

AGENDA: 
*Announcements 
*Update On MCCA 
*Update on Cooperative Summer School 
*Proposed Salary Schedule 

*UPDATE ON COOPERATIVE SUMMER SCHOOL: 
John Berry said Bosqueville will conduct "No Fun in the Sun" summer school for 6th, 7th, 
and 8th graders in rural schools. The subjects will be math and English. The deadline for 
registration is May 27 and all applications and money should be sent to the home 
districts. John said he will be calling the districts periodically for the numbers. Right 
now they have six teachers that will be teaching - three in each area. He said they 
(Bosqueville) will not provide transportation. John said that packets were mailed to all 
middle schools to the superintendents and principals. He said they should be received 
today. Extra packets were made available to superintendents today. 

Chris Hanks with OPTIONS said they would have a summer school for high school 
students in McLennan County. He said their deadline for registration is May 1, but late 
registrations will be accepted until May 27. Chris said they can accommodate 100-150 
students, but they can extend this number if need be. 

Randy Albers said he has some students coming out of the Challenge Academy in June 
and he wanted to know if they could enroll after May 27. Chris said yes they could.Chris 
said they may even extend May 27 deadline if they have more than 150 students register. 
He said they will offer all the regular courses-accelerated or remedial. The cost is 
$100/half-credit and a one-time $45 student fee. 

At this time Don Hancock asked for assistance from everyone in returning their 
questionnaires on SBDM to him. He said that he has received some of them, but is far 
from reaching his goal. He asked everyone that has not responded to please do so. He 
needs these questionnaires returned to him as soon as possible and asked that everyone 
remind their administrators about the deadline. 
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Comments on Survey Question Items 

Item Comments 

7 Too vague meetings. 

Some meetings in preparation for following year are long. Meetings can 
be as short as 1 hour the rest of the time. 

12 Some do, my campus does not. 

15 Except curriculum. 

17 Share power. 

18 Principal should provide a list of viable candidates, then go with the SBM 
choice. 

19 Not authoritarian in some areas. 

Who says it is an authoritarian role? 
23 Not for small schools. 

24 I think so, but studies may not prove this. 

25 Leads to personal agendas. 

Not effectively implemented except on elementary campus. 
27 May be too much. 

Only in elementary. 
30 Makes everyone mad if they don't get their way. 

31 We have a clear vision, but if you didn't it would be a barrier. 

34 Principals are not given a choice! 

38 They don't know about it. 

Few are knowledgeable about the process. 



APPENDIX H 

TABLE ON COMMENTS ON SBM 

FROM ADMINISTRATORS 



143 

Table on Comments from Administrators on Site-Based Management 

Comments from Administrators on Site-Based Management 

I am not being negative with this information. It is just the truth. SBDM is dead in 
most schools due to the lack of interest, and the refusal to stay after school. This if 
from a community and school participants. 

One must remember, SBM is a misnomer. It is a "recommending" group, not a 
decision making group. The principal and superintendent still make the ultimate 
decisions. The SBM team is only one of the recommendation sources considered in 
the decision-making process. Be careful about saying it is a decision-making group. 
Read the regulations. 

Site-based management is a total failure as an idea and as a system. It has been used 
as a political tool to decrease resources and raise expectations. You can not shift or 
restruture enough to make up for the lack of resources. 

There really is no evidence that SBM improves student achievement. It probably does 
empower parents/personnel to some degree, therefore create better satisfaction with 
the school. Site personnel are not necessarily knowledgeable about research based 
practices and often want to go with conventional wisdom. It isn't necessarily true that 
those closest to the students will make the best decisions - unless and until they are 
well informed and willing to put self-interests aside. We pay a high price in personnel 
time to implement SBM. Lots of schools/states/feds are mandating this, but we don't 
seem to see a lot of results. 

Survey is highly slanted. Does not address the practical aspects of trying to get people 
together. View of questions shows the writer has a highly idealistic view of how 
things could work. 
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N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 

K3 190 1.00 5.00 2.2053 0.9343 

K4 190 1.00 5.00 2.2211 0.8750 

K1 190 1.00 5.00 2.2947 0.9581 

K2 190 1.00 5.00 2.3263 0.9078 

K5 190 1.00 5.00 2.6000 1.0430 

K8 190 1.00 5.00 2.7158 1.0557 

K7 190 1.00 5.00 2.8000 0.9931 

K6 190 1.00 5.00 3.2053 1.1151 

Knowledge 
Total 190 8.00 39.00 20.3684 5.1784 

P8 190 1.00 5.00 2.1211 0.8364 

P5 190 1.00 5.00 2.2163 0.8261 

P6 190 1.00 5.00 2.1474 0.9970 

P2 190 1.00 5.00 2.4579 1.0817 

P1 190 1.00 5.00 2.4947 1.0325 

P9 190 1.00 5.00 2.6526 1.0314 

P4 190 1.00 5.00 2.9368 1.1712 

P7 190 1.00 5.00 3.2263 1.0060 

P3 190 1.00 5.00 4.1421 1.0368 

Power Total 190 14.00 37.00 24.3053 4.0891 

Power Total 
Without 4,6 190 10.00 32.00 19.2474 3.6813 

C2 190 1.00 4.00 1.8789 0.6008 

C1 190 1.00 5.00 2.3211 0.9299 

C3 190 1.00 5.00 2.4421 0.9110 

C7 190 1.00 5.00 2.5263 0.9903 

C6 190 1.00 5.00 2.6158 0.9999 

C4 190 1.00 5.00 2.8421 1.0164 

C5 190 1.00 5.00 3.4579 0.9234 

Climate 
Total 190 7.00 26.00 18.0842 3.0225 
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Climate 
Total 

Without 
4,5,7 190 4.00 16.00 9.2579 2.5201 

11 190 1.00 5.00 2.1684 0.8687 

13 190 1.00 5.00 2.3000 0.8665 

16 190 1.00 5.00 2.3316 0.9088 

14 190 1.00 5.00 2.4158 1.0645 

12 190 1.00 5.00 2.4421 0.9836 

15 190 1.00 5.00 2.5684 0.9776 

17 190 1.00 5.00 2.7947 0.6784 

Innovation 
TOTAL 190 8.00 34.00 17.0211 4.0954 

R9 190 1.00 5.00 2.1684 0.7581 

R2 190 1.00 5.00 2.4947 1.1115 

R7 190 1.00 5.00 2.8000 1.0993 

R6 190 1.00 5.00 2.9368 1.0868 

R3 190 1.00 5.00 2.9632 1.1472 

R8 190 1.00 5.00 3.1000 0.9735 

R5 190 1.00 5.00 3.1474 1.1219 

R1 190 1.00 5.00 3.1737 1.0216 

R4 190 1.00 5.00 3.3947 1.1113 

Resource 
TOTAL 190 11.00 41.00 26.1789 6.2003 
SBM 

TOTAL 190 68.00 149.00 105.9579 13.3998 
Total Power 
Without 4, 6 
and Climate 

Without 
4,5,7 190 59.00 133.00 92.0737 12.7252 

Valid N 
(list wise) 190 
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Levels of Enrollment 
by Adjusted Fewer Subscale, Resources Subscale, arid SBM Total Subscale 
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Power 20.7143 19.9388 18.1633 18.9063 

Resources 24.3571 29.3469 25.6122 24.9844 

• SBM 93.4643 95.7551 88.3469 91.5000 
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by Adjusted Power Subscale, Resources Subscale, and Adjusted SBM Subscaie 

100 

•S 50 

0 HM2 
Adjusted Innovation Resources Adjusted 

1-5 19.6818 17.6364 26.9182 94.8000 

16-10 18.1569 15.7843 26.2157 87.7451 

• 11-20+ 19.5172 16.8621 23.3103 89.3448 



APPENDIX L 

GRAPH ON HYPOTHESIS SIX 

(YEARS IN CURRENT 

POSITION) 



152 

Years In Current Position 
by A3 usted Pcwer Sibscale, Resources Stbscale, and Acfusted SBM Total StiDScale 
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T n 

Resources Adjusted SBM 

00-5 18.8673 26.6327 91.7143 

• 6-10 20.1961 25.6275 93.3137 

• 11-25+ 18.9756 25.7805 91.3902 
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High Involvement Framework Model 

Lawler (1986), in work conducted primarily in the private sector, confirms the 

importance of power for improving organizational performance, arguing that it is a 

necessary but insufficient condition. Employees must have power, especially in the areas 

of budget—personnel and work processes—to make decisions that influence 

organizational practices, policies and directions. In Lawler's framework of high 

involvement management, there are three other organizational resources that need to be 

decentralized in order for employees to have the capacity to create high performance 

organizations: 

Knowledge that enables employees to understand and contribute to organizational 

performance. Knowledge includes both technical knowledge to do the job or provide the 

service, business knowledge for managing the organization; and interpersonal, problem-

solving and decision skills for working together as a team. 

Information about the performance of the organization. Such information 

includes data related to production (revenues, costs, sales, profits, cost structure); 

customer satisfaction; and benchmarks with other companies. 

Rewards for high performance, including adjusting the compensation structure to 

be aligned with the behaviors, outcomes, and capabilities required for high performance. 

Employees may be paid on the basis of the knowledge and skills needed in the work 

environment to get the job done. There also may be performance-based pay that is 

allocated on a group or team basis and may include, for instance, profit sharing, gain 

sharing or group-based salary bonuses. 
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In summary, Lawler's (1986) model points out that four resources, knowledge, 

power, information and rewards created the conditions that enable employees within the 

organization to restructure for high performance. If SBM is viewed as a school 

improvement reform, Lawler's work suggests that districts need to transfer more than 

power over budget, curriculum and personnel to the school site. Schools, like high 

performance organizations in the private sector, also need to involve the school 

community in professional development opportunities (knowledge and skills), to share 

information broadly, and to reward participants, if they are to be successful at 

restructuring curriculum and instruction and improving school performance. 
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Enrollment Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Principal School 

Principal 
Principal the 

Knowledge 
Subscale by 
Enrollment 

0-325 
Mean N/A 18.25 21.41 21.43 20.96 

Std. Deviation N/A 2.22 5.46 3.69 4.74 
N N/A 4 17 7 28 

326-700 
Mean 21.22 17.80 17.80 22.64 20.14 

Std. Deviation 4.93 5.16 3.43 5.78 5.19 
N 18 10 10 11 49 

701-1650 
Mean 20.15 17.78 17.90 20.60 19.35 

Std. Deviation 5.02 4.09 2.47 7.53 5.10 
N 20 9 10 10 49 

1651+ 
Mean 20.22 21.57 24.07 18.67 21.06 

Std. Deviation 4.89 3.64 7.00 3.39 5.38 
N 37 7 14 6 64 

Means for the 
Knowledge 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 20.44 18.73 20.75 21.09 20.37 
Std. Deviation 4.89 4.32 5.66 5.64 5.18 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Enrollment Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Principal School 

Principal 
Principal the 

Adjusted 
Power 
Subscale 
by 
Enrollment 

0-325 
Mean N/A 18.00 21.00 21.57 20.71 

Std. Deviation N/A 3.37 3.92 4.24 3.96 
N N/A 4 17 7 28 

326-700 
Mean 19.17 20.50 19.60 21.00 19.94 

Std. Deviation 3.01 3.24 2.27 4.43 3.29 
N 18 10 10 11 49 

701-1650 
Mean 18.00 16.67 18.80 19.20 18.16 

Std. Deviation 3.01 4.39 2.35 5.29 3.72 
N 20 9 10 10 49 

1651+ 
Mean 18.51 19.00 19.14 20.67 18.91 

Std. Deviation 3.73 2.31 4.28 1.51 3.58 
N 37 7 14 6 64 

Means for the 
Adjusted 
Power 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 18.53 18.67 19.78 20.53 19.25 
Std. Deviation 3.37 3.65 3.52 4.24 3.68 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Enrollment Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Principal School 

Principal 
Principal the 

Adjusted 
Climate 

Subscale by 
Enrollment 

0-325 
Mean N/A 10.25 10.18 10.43 10.25 

Std. Deviation N/A 2.87 2.70 2.37 2.55 
N N/A 4 17 7 28 

326-700 
Mean 8.44 9.00 9.40 10.27 9.16 

Std. Deviation 2.77 1.70 2.01 3.23 2.58 
N 18 10 10 11 49 

701-1650 
Mean 9.25 8.89 7.90 8.70 8.80 

Std. Deviation 2.07 2.62 1.37 2.71 2.20 
N 20 9 10 10 49 

1651+ 
Mean 8.92 9.00 10.36 9.00 9.25 

Std. Deviation 2.55 2.58 3.08 1.67 2.62 
N 37 7 14 6 64 

Means for the 
Adjusted 
Climate 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 8.89 9.13 9.63 9.62 9.26 
Std. Deviation 2.47 2.29 2.59 2.69 2.52 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Enrollment Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Principal School 

Principal 
Principal the 

Innovation 
Subscale by 
Enrollment 

0-325 
Mean N/A 15.75 17.65 16.86 17.18 

Std. Deviation N/A 4.35 3.33 3.34 3.41 
N N/A 4 17 7 28 

326-700 
Mean 16.56 17.90 15.50 19.00 17.16 

Std. Deviation 4.77 3.87 2.55 5.10 4.37 
N 18 10 10 11 49 

701-1650 
Mean 17.80 16.56 14.90 15.10 16.43 

Std. Deviation 4.07 3.71 3.81 4.58 4.14 
N 20 9 10 10 49 

1651+ 
Mean 16.86 16.57 19.29 16.17 17.30 

Std. Deviation 3.65 2.88 6.06 1.60 4.16 
N 37 7 14 6 64 

Means for the 
Innovation 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 17.04 16.90 17.14 16.91 17.02 
Std. Deviation 4.02 3.57 4.45 4.31 4.10 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Means for the Resource Subscale by Position and Enrollment 
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Enrollment Elementary 
Principal 

Middle 
School 

Principal 

Secondary 
Principal 

Superintendent Means for 
the 

Innovation 
Subscale by 
Enrollment 

0-325 
Mean N/A 23.75 25.24 22.57 24.36 

Std. Deviation N/A 3.50 5.78 6.50 5.65 
N N/A 4 17 7 28 

326-700 
Mean 28.44 30.30 29.70 29.64 29.35 

Std. Deviation 6.31 5.14 3.43 5.12 5.22 
N 18 10 10 11 49 

701-1650 
Mean 24.60 24.11 28.60 26.00 25.61 

Std. Deviation 6.93 5.30 5.46 6.45 6.31 
N 20 9 10 10 49 

1651+ 
Mean 25.86 24.00 23.36 24.50 24.98 

Std. Deviation 6.06 6.81 7.03 5.89 6.29 
N 37 7 14 6 64 

Means for the 
Resources 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 26.15 26.10 26.25 26.21 26.18 
Std. Deviation 6.43 6.00 6.10 6.29 6.20 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Experience in Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Years Principal School 

Principal 
Principal the 

Knowledge 
Subscale by 

Years of 
Experience 

1-15 
Mean 21.80 20.57 22.00 23.75 21.83 

Std. Deviation 4.42 3.78 6.93 8.02 5.46 
N 10 7 9 4 30 

16-20 
Mean 19.43 17.00 20.91 20.33 19.60 

Std. Deviation 4.58 4.36 4.53 5.51 4.57 
N 21 5 11 3 40 

21-25 
Mean 21.00 18.00 21.85 20.33 20.60 

Std. Deviation 6.72 3.42 6.72 3.56 5.84 
N 15 8 13 6 42 

25+ 
Mean 20.41 18.90 19.22 20.90 20.08 

Std. Deviation 4.21 5.32 4.86 5.91 4.96 
N 29 10 18 21 78 

Means for the 
Knowledge 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 20.44 18.73 20.75 21.09 20.37 
Std. Deviation 4.89 4.32 5.66 5.64 5.18 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table 02 

Means for the Adjusted Power Subscale by Position and Years of Experience 

Experience in 
Years 

Elementary 
Principal 

Middle 
School 

Principal 

Secondary 
Principal 

Superintendent Means for the 
Adjusted 

Power 
Subscale by 

Years of 
Experience 

1-15 
Mean 19.30 17.57 19.67 21.25 19.27 

Std. Deviation 4.32 6.29 3.43 3.69 4.46 
N 10 7 9 4 30 

16-20 
Mean 17.24 19.40 20.45 19.33 18.55 

Std. Deviation 3.36 2.88 3.72 1.15 3.52 
N 21 5 11 3 40 

21-25 
Mean 18.20 18.25 19.54 21.67 19.12 

Std. Deviation 2.78 2.96 3.69 3.78 3.37 
N 15 8 13 6 42 

25+ 
Mean 19.38 19.40 19.61 20.24 19.67 

Std. Deviation 3.13 2.01 3.58 4.82 3.61 
N 29 10 18 21 78 

Means for the 
Adjusted 
Power 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 18.53 18.67 19.78 20.53 19.25 
Std. Deviation 3.37 3.65 3.52 4.24 3.68 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table 03 

Means for the Adjusted Climate Subscale by Position and Years of Experience 

Experience in 
Years 

Elementary 
Principal 

Middle 
School 

Principal 

Secondary 
Principal 

Superintendent Means for the 
Adjusted 
Climate 

Subscale by 
Years of 

Experience 
1-15 

Mean 8.80 7.14 9.56 10.00 8.80 
Std. Deviation 2.86 1.86 2.40 2.71 2.58 

N 10 7 9 4 30 
16-20 

Mean 7.86 9.40 10.55 10.33 8.98 
Std. Deviation 2.83 1.95 2.46 2.08 2.80 

N 21 5 11 3 40 
21-25 

Mean 8.73 9.38 9.23 10.50 9.26 
Std. Deviation 2.46 1.60 2.39 2.07 2.24 

N 15 8 13 6 42 
25+ 

Mean 9.76 10.20 9.39 9.19 9.58 
Std. Deviation 1.79 2.53 2.95 2.96 2.49 

N 29 10 18 21 78 
Means for the 
Adjusted 
Climate 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 8.89 9.13 9.63 9.62 9.26 
Std. Deviation 2.47 2.29 2.59 2.69 2.52 

N 75 30 51 34 190 



Table 04 

Means for the Innovation Subscale by Position and Years of Experience 
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Experience in Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Years Principal School Principal the 

Principal Innovation 
Subscale by 

Years of 
Experience 

1-15 
Mean 17.20 15.29 18.89 18.00 17.37 

Std. Deviation 5.96 1.98 3.92 4.76 4.50 
N 10 7 9 4 30 

16-20 
Mean 16.43 15.40 16.55 15.00 16.23 

Std. Deviation 4.15 3.91 2.46 1.00 3.50 
N 21 5 11 3 40 

21-25 
Mean 16.53 18.00 16.62 17.50 16.98 

Std. Deviation 3.38 3.82 4.03 3.51 3.61 
N 15 8 13 6 42 

25+ 
Mean 17.69 17.90 17.00 16.81 17.32 

Std. Deviation 3.53 3.84 5.82 4.81 4.46 
N 29 10 18 21 78 

Means for the 
Innovation 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 17.04 16.90 17.14 16.91 17.02 
Std. Deviation 4.02 3.57 4.45 4.31 4.10 

N 75 30 51 34 190 



Table 05 

Means for the Resources Subscale by Position and Years of Experience 
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Experience in 
Years 

Elementary 
Principal 

Middle 
School 

Principal 

Secondary 
Principal 

Superintendent Means for the 
Resources 

Subscale by 
Years of 

Experience 
1-15 

Mean 27.40 25.00 23.33 26.75 25.53 
Std. Deviation 6.98 8.39 5.34 4.65 6.54 

N 10 7 9 4 30 
16-20 

Mean 25.29 25.80 27.00 21.00 25.50 
Std. Deviation 6.28 5.54 7.92 2.00 6.47 

N 21 5 11 3 40 
21-25 

Mean 24.60 27.25 27.23 21.67 25.50 
Std. Deviation 5.83 4.03 4.82 6.95 5.57 

N 15 8 13 6 42 
25+ 

Mean 27.14 26.10 26.56 28.14 27.14 
Std. Deviation 6.71 6.37 6.09 5.94 6.24 

N 29 10 18 21 78 
Means for the 
Resources 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 26.15 26.10 26.25 26.21 26.18 
Std. Deviation 6.43 6.00 6.10 6.29 6.20 

N 75 30 51 34 190 



APPENDIX P 

TABLE WITH MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR KNOWLEDGE 

SUBSCALE, ADJUSTED POWER SUBSCALE, ADJUSTED CLIMATE 

SUBSCALE, INNOVATION SUBSCALE, AND RESOURCES 

SUBSCALE BY POSITION AND WEALTH 



Table PI 

Means for the Knowledge Subscale by Position and Wealth 
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Level of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Wealth Principal School Principal the 

Principal Knowledge 
Subscale by 

Wealth 
Average 
Wealth and 
Wealthy 

Mean 20.52 20.71 19.94 22.63 20.65 
Std. Deviation 5.28 4.46 7.04 7.09 5.88 

N 31 7 17 8 63 
Property Poor 

Mean 20.39 18.13 21.15 20.62 20.23 
Std. Deviation 4.66 4.19 4.91 5.19 4.81 

N 44 23 34 26 127 
Means for the 
Knowledge 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 20.44 18.73 20.75 21.09 20.37 
Std. Deviation 4.89 4.32 5.66 5.64 5.18 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table P2 

Means for the Adjusted Power Subscale by Position and Wealth 

Level of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Wealth Principal School Principal the Adjusted 

Principal Power 
Subscale by 

Wealth 
Average 
Wealth and 
Wealthv 

Mean 17.71 20.71 19.53 20.13 18.84 
Std. Deviation 3.37 4.03 2.21 6.62 3.83 

N 31 7 17 8 63 
Property Poor 

Mean 19.11 18.04 19.91 20.65 19.45 
Std. Deviation 3.29 3.38 4.05 3.38 3.60 

N 44 23 34 26 127 
Means for the 
Adjusted 
Power 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 18.53 18.67 19.78 20.53 19.25 
Std. Deviation 3.37 3.65 3.52 4.24 3.68 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table P3 

Means for the Adjusted Power Subscale by Position and Wealth 

Level of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Wealth Principal School Principal the Adjusted 

Principal Power 
Subscale by 

Wealth 
Average 
Wealth and 
Wealthy 

Mean 17.71 20.71 19.53 20.13 18.84 
Std. Deviation 3.37 4.03 2.21 6.62 3.83 

N 31 7 17 8 63 
Property Poor 

Mean 19.11 18.04 19.91 20.65 19.45 
Std. Deviation 3.29 3.38 4.05 3.38 3.60 

N 44 23 34 26 127 
Means for the 
Adjusted 
Power 
Subscale by 
Position 

Mean 18.53 18.67 19.78 20.53 19.25 
Std. Deviation 3.37 3.65 3.52 4.24 3.68 

N 75 30 51 34 190 



Table P4 

Means for the Innovation Subscale by Position and Wealth 
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Level of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Wealth Principal School Principal the 

Principal Innovation 
Subscale by 

Wealth 
Average 
Wealth and 
Wealthy 

Mean 17.55 16.71 16.06 15.75 16.83 
Std. Deviation 3.72 2.69 3.86 5.34 3.88 

N 31 7 17 8 63 
Property Poor 

Mean 16.68 16.96 17.68 17.27 17.12 
Std. Deviation 4.22 3.84 4.68 4.00 4.21 

N 44 23 34 26 127 
Means for the 
Innovation 
Subscale by 
Position 

Mean 17.04 16.90 17.14 16.91 17.02 
Std. Deviation 4.02 3.57 4.45 4.31 4.10 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table P5 

Means for the Resources Subscale by Position and Wealth 

Level of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Wealth Principal School Principal Resources 

Principal Subscale by 
Wealth 

Average 
Wealth and 
Wealthy 

Mean 24.81 25.29 26.76 25.13 25.43 
Std. Deviation 6.65 8.58 6.86 8.25 7.00 

N 31 7 17 8 63 
Property Poor 

Mean 27.09 26.35 26.00 26.54 26.55 
Std. Deviation 6.17 5.20 5.78 5.71 5.76 

N 44 23 34 26 127 
Means for the 
Resources 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 26.15 26.10 26.25 26.21 26.18 
Std. Deviation 6.43 6.00 6.10 6.29 6.20 

N 75 30 51 34 190 



APPENDIX Q 

TABLE WITH MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR KNOWLEDGE 

SUBSCALE, ADJUSTED POWER SUBSCALE, ADJUSTED CLIMATE 

SUBSCALE, INNOVATION SUBSCALE, AND RESOURCES 

SUBSCALE BY POSITION AND NUMBER OF YEARS 

INVOLVED IN SBM 
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Table Q1 

Means for the Knowledge Subscale by Position and Years SBM Has Been Fully 

Implemented 

Years of SBM Elementary 
Principal 

Middle 
School 

Principal 

Secondary 
Principal 

Superintendent Means for the 
Knowledge 
Subscale by 
Years SBM 

has been 
Fully 

Implemented 

M 
Mean 23.56 23.00 22.67 17.83 21.71 

Std. Deviation 6.19 1.73 2.31 2.99 4.98 
N 9 3 3 6 21 

3 
Mean 20.00 20.50 23.13 22.00 21.35 

Std. Deviation 6.06 2.65 8.27 1.41 6.18 
N 9 4 8 2 23 

4 
Mean 18.67 15.80 20.33 21.83 19.04 

Std. Deviation 4.16 2.49 2.52 4.45 4.16 
N 12 5 3 6 26 

5 
Mean 21.43 17.40 20.20 22.11 20.67 

Std. Deviation 3.92 6.19 5.06 6.03 5.08 
N 14 5 15 9 43 

6± 
Mean 19.90 18.85 20.05 21.45 19.99 

Std. Deviation 4.58 4.26 5.65 7.30 5.25 
N 31 13 22 11 77 

Means for the 
Knowledge 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 20.44 18.73 20.75 21.09 20.37 
Std. Deviation 4.89 4.32 5.66 5.64 5.18 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table Q2 

Means for the Adjusted Power Subscale by Position and Years SBM Has Been Fully 

Implemented 

Years of SBM Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Principal School Principal Adjusted 

Principal Power 
Subscale by 
Years SBM 

has been Fully 
Implemented 

1-2 
Mean 19.78 21.00 22.00 18.50 19.90 

Std. Deviation 2.17 3.61 6.08 3.15 3.28 
N 9 3 3 6 21 

3 
Mean 17.67 17.00 19.75 20.50 18.52 

Std. Deviation 3.35 4.83 5.12 0.71 4.15 
N 9 4 8 2 23 

4 
Mean 18.17 21.00 19.33 19.50 19.15 

Std. Deviation 4.69 4.00 2.08 3.51 4.03 
N 12 5 3 6 26 

5 
Mean 19.86 20.00 20.60 21.33 20.44 

Std. Deviation 2.60 2.12 3.20 4.56 3.19 
N 14 5 15 9 43 

6+ 
Mean 17.97 17.23 19.00 21.55 18.65 

Std. Deviation 3.30 3.14 2.86 5.18 3.67 
N 31 13 22 11 77 

Total Means 
for the 
Adjusted 
Power 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 18.53 18.67 19.78 20.53 19.25 
Std. Deviation 3.37 3.65 3.52 4.24 3.68 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table Q3 

Means for the Adjusted Climate Subscale by Position and Years SBM Has Been Fully 

Implemented 

Years of SBM Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Principal School Principal Adjusted 

Principal Climate 
Subscale by 
Years SBM 

has been Fully 
Implemented 

1-2 
Mean 9.78 10.67 8.67 7.67 9.14 

Std. Deviation 2.99 2.31 3.51 2.25 2.80 
N 9 3 3 6 21 

3 
Mean 8.00 6.25 10.38 10.50 8.74 

Std. Deviation 2.35 1.71 3.29 2.12 2.94 
N 9 4 8 2 23 

4 
Mean 8.67 9.60 8.67 10.67 9.31 

Std. Deviation 2.81 1.67 1.15 3.08 2.57 
N 12 5 3 6 26 

5 
Mean 9.64 10.20 9.87 10.67 10.00 

Std. Deviation 2.37 3.11 2.64 2.60 2.54 
N 14 5 15 9 43 

6+ 
Mean 8.65 9.08 9.45 90.9 9.01 

Std. Deviation 2.26 1.71 2.42 2.51 2.24 
N 31 13 22 11 77 

Means for the 
Adjusted 
Climate 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 8.89 9.13 9.63 9.62 9.26 
Std. Deviation 2.47 2.29 2.59 2.69 2.52 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table Q4 

Means for the Innovation Subscale bv Position and Years SBM Has Been Fully 

Implemented 

Years of SBM Elementary 
Principal 

Middle 
School 

Principal 

Secondary 
Principal 

Superintendent Means for the 
Innovation 
Subscale by 
Years SBM 

has been Fully 
Implemented 

hi 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

19.44 
4.22 
9 

23.33 
1.15 
3 

15.67 
5.03 

3 

14.83 
3.54 
6 

18.14 
4.68 
21 

3 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

15.11 
3.33 
9 

16.25 
1.50 
4 

17.38 
4.37 

8 

19.00 
1.41 
2 

16.43 
3.49 
23 

4 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

16.67 
4.77 
12 

15.40 
1.34 
5 

19.00 
0.00 

3 

19.33 
4.68 

6 

17.31 
4.12 
26 

5 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

17.29 
3.60 
14 

17.40 
4.62 
5 

17.87 
5.58 
15 

17.00 
4.39 

9 

17.44 
4.49 
43 

6+ 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

16.94 
3.91 
31 

16.00 
3.14 
13 

16.50 
4.00 
22 

16.27 
4.58 
11 

16.56 
3.86 
77 

Means for the 
Innovation 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 
Std. Deviation 

N 

17.04 
4.02 
75 

16.90 
3.57 
30 

17.14 
4.45 
51 

16.91 
4.31 
34 

17.02 
4.10 
190 



179 

Table Q5 

Means for the Resource Subscale by Position and Years SBM Has Been Fully 

Implemented 

Years of SBM Elementary 
Principal 

Middle 
School 

Principal 

Secondary 
Principal 

Superintendent Means for the 
Resources 

Subscale by 
Years SBM 

has been Fully 
Implemented 

hi 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

25.78 
6.98 

9 

29.33 
2.52 

3 

27.67 
4.04 

3 

27.50 
7.12 

6 

27.05 
6.00 
21 

3 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

26.56 
6.98 
9 

24.00 
7.48 
4 

23.50 
9.27 

8 

13.00 
2.83 
2 

23.87 
8.18 
23 

4 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

25.25 
6.38 
12 

28.00 
7.58 
5 

20.67 
2.08 
3 

28.83 
4.45 
6 

26.08 
6.15 
26 

5 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

25.86 
6.80 
14 

26.40 
4.28 
5 

27.27 
3.39 
15 

27.11 
4.14 

9 

26.67 
4.85 
43 

6+ 
Mean 

Std. Deviation 
N 

26.61 
6.34 
31 

25.15 
6.32 
13 

27.14 
6.42 
22 

25.73 
6.29 
11 

26.39 
6.27 
77 

Means for the 
Resources 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 
Std. Deviation 

N 

26.15 
6.43 
75 

26.10 
6.00 
30 

26.25 
6.10 
51 

26.21 
6.29 
34 

26.18 
6.20 
190 



APPENDIX R 

TABLE WITH MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR KNOWLEDGE 

SUBSCALE, ADJUSTED POWER SUBSCALE, ADJUSTED CLIMATE 

SUBSCALE, INNOVATION SUBSCALE, AND RESOURCES 

SUBSCALE BY POSITION AND NUMBER OF HOURS 

PER MONTH DEVOTED TO SBM 
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Table R1 

Means for the Knowledge Subscale by Position and Number of Hours Per Month 

Devoted to SBM 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Hours Principal School Principal Knowledge 

Principal Subscale by 
Number of 
Hours Per 

Month Devoted 
to SBM 

M 
Mean 20.93 18.87 21.90 21.64 21.05 

Std. Deviation 5.50 4.67 6.32 5.09 5.56 
N 44 15 29 22 110 

6-10 
Mean 19.24 18.38 19.57 17.88 18.98 

Std. Deviation 3.48 4.98 5.00 4.61 4.26 
N 21 8 14 8 51 

11-20+ 
Mean 20.80 18.86 18.63 24.50 20.24 

Std. Deviation 4.52 3.18 3.07 8.54 4.78 
N 10 7 8 4 29 

Means for the 
Knowledge 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 20.44 18.73 20.75 21.09 20.37 
Std. Deviation 4.89 4.32 5.66 5.64 5.18 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table R2 

Means for the Adjusted Power Subscale bv Position and Number of Hours Per Month 

Devoted to SBM 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Hours Principal School Principal Adjusted 

Principal Power 
Subscale by 
Number of 
Hours Per 

Month Devoted 
to SBM 

M 
Mean 18.64 18.20 20.59 21.59 19.68 

Std. Deviation 3.20 3.10 3.56 4.34 3.72 
N 44 15 29 22 110 

6-10 
Mean 18.05 17.50 18.43 18.63 18.16 

Std. Deviation 3.46 3.93 3.39 3.70 3.46 
N 21 8 14 8 51 

11-20+ 
Mean 19.10 21.00 19.25 18.50 19.52 

Std. Deviation 4.12 3.92 3.15 3.32 3.63 
N 10 7 8 4 29 

Means for the 
Adjusted 
Power 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 18.53 18.67 19.78 20.53 19.25 
Std. Deviation 3.37 3.65 3.52 4.24 3.68 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table R3 

Means for Adjusted Climate Subscale by Position and Number of Hours Per Month 

Devoted to SBM 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for 
Hours Principal School Principal Adjusted 

Principal Climate 
Subscale by 
Number of 
Hours Per 

Month Devoted 
to SBM 

hi 
Mean 9.00 9.13 9.97 10.23 9.52 

Std. Deviation 2.64 2.20 2.63 2.27 2.53 
N 44 15 29 22 110 

6-10 
Mean 8.19 9.25 9.29 7.88 8.61 

Std. Deviation 1.97 3.15 2.09 2.64 2.32 
N 21 8 14 8 51 

11-20+ 
Mean 9.90 9.00 9.00 9.75 9.41 

Std. Deviation 2.47 1.53 3.34 4.03 2.68 
N 10 7 8 4 29 

Means for 
Adjusted 
Climate 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 8.89 9.13 9.63 9.62 9.26 
Std. Deviation 2.47 2.29 2.59 2.69 2.52 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table R4 

Means for the Innovation Subscale by Position and Number of Hours Per Month Devoted 

to SBM 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Hours Principal School Principal Innovation 

Principal Subscale by 
Number of 
Hours Per 

Month Devoted 
to SBM 

1=5 
Mean 17.41 17.33 17.66 18.27 17.64 

Std. Deviation 4.37 3.98 4.86 4.33 4.40 
N 44 15 29 22 110 

6-10 
Mean 16.05 15.75 16.14 14.50 15.78 

Std. Deviation 3.54 2.82 3.61 3.02 3.34 
N 21 8 14 8 51 

11-20+ 
Mean 17.50 17.29 17.00 14.25 16.86 

Std. Deviation 3.24 3.59 4.44 3.59 3.69 
N 10 7 8 4 29 

Means for the 
Innovation 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 17.04 16.90 17.14 16.91 17.02 
Std. Deviation 4.02 3.57 4.45 4.31 4.10 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table R5 

Means for the Resources Subscale by Position and Number of Hours Per Month Devoted 

to SBM 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Hours Principal School 

Principal 
Principal Resources 

Subscale by 
Number of 
Hours Per 

Month Devoted 
to SBM 

M 
Mean 26.52 27.27 27.76 26.36 26.92 

Std. Deviation 5.96 5.56 4.93 5.67 5.55 
N 44 15 29 22 110 

6-10 
Mean 26.86 24.13 25.21 28.38 26.22 

Std. Deviation 7.07 6.22 7.19 7.05 6.91 
N 21 8 14 8 51 

11-20+ 
Mean 23.00 25.86 22.63 21.00 23.31 

Std. Deviation 6.78 6.91 6.80 6.68 6.63 
N 10 7 8 4 29 

Means for the 
Resources 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 26.15 26.10 26.25 26.21 26.18 
Std. Deviation 6.43 6.00 6.10 6.29 6.20 

N 75 30 51 34 190 



APPENDIX S 

TABLE WITH MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR KNOWLEDGE 

SUBSCALE, ADJUSTED POWER SUBSCALE, ADJUSTED CLIMATE 

SUBSCALE, INNOVATION SUBSCALE, AND RESOURCES 

SUBSCALE BY POSITION AND NUMBER OF 

YEARS IN CURRENT POSITION 
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Table SI 

Means for the Knowledge Subscale by Position and Number of Years in Current Position 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Years Principal School 

Principal 
Principal Knowledge 

Subscale by 
Number of 

Years in 
Current Position 

Qi5 
Mean 20.52 18.47 21.78 19.63 20.43 

Std. Deviation 5.53 3.22 6.51 5.35 5.59 
N 33 17 32 16 98 

6-10 
Mean 21.37 18.88 18.30 21.43 20.39 

Std. Deviation 4.78 4.73 3.23 4.77 4.59 
N 19 8 10 14 51 

11-25+ 
Mean 19.57 19.40 19.78 25.75 20.20 

Std. Deviation 3.95 7.33 3.38 8.18 4.97 
N 23 5 9 4 41 

Means for the 
Knowledge 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 20.44 18.73 20.75 21.09 20.37 
Std. Deviation 4.89 4.32 5.66 5.64 5.18 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table S2 

Means for the Adjusted Power Subscale by Position and Number of Years in Current 

Position 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Years Principal School 

Principal 
Principal Adjusted 

Power 
Subscale by 
Number of 

Years in 
Current 
Position 

0=1 
Mean 18.36 17.82 19.91 18.94 18.87 

Std. Deviation 3.41 3.92 4.05 3.30 3.73 
N 33 17 32 16 98 

6-10 
Mean 18.53 19.63 19.80 23.07 20.20 

Std. Deviation 3.58 3.74 2.82 4.30 4.03 
N 19 8 10 14 51 

11-25+ 
Mean 18.78 20.00 19.33 20.53 19.25 

Std. Deviation 3.27 1.87 2.18 4.24 3.68 
N 23 5 9 34 190 

Means for the 
Adjusted 
Power 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Mean 18.53 18.67 19.78 20.53 19.25 
Std. Deviation 3.37 3.65 3.52 4.24 3.68 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table S3 

Means for the Adjusted Climate Subscale by Position and Number of Years in Current 

Position 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Years Principal School 

Principal 
Principal Adjusted 

Climate 
Subscale by 
Number of 

Years in 
Current 
Position 

M 
Mean 8.58 9.00 9.56 8.56 8.97 

Std. Deviation 2.85 2.57 2.72 2.71 2.73 
N 33 17 32 16 98 

6-10 
Mean 8.95 8.88 9.30 11.29 9.65 

Std. Deviation 2.48 1.55 2.06 1.82 2.29 
N 19 8 10 14 51 

11-25+ 
Mean 9.30 10.00 10.22 8.00 9.46 

Std. Deviation 1.84 2.45 2.82 2.45 2.21 
N 23 5 9 4 41 

Means for the 
Adjusted 
Climate 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Means 8.89 9.13 9.63 9.62 9.26 
Std. Deviation 2.47 2.29 2.59 2.69 2.52 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table S4 

Means for the Innovation Subscale by Position and Number of Years in Current Position 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Years Principal School 

Principal 
Principal Innovation 

Subscale by 
Number of 

Years in 
Current 
Position 

0 ^ 
Mean 16.58 17.24 17.22 16.06 16.82 

Std. Deviation 4.21 3.73 4.77 3.62 4.20 
N 33 17 32 16 98 

6-10 
Mean 17.95 16.00 16.50 18.29 17.45 

Std. Deviation 4.39 2.51 3.98 4.56 4.11 
N 19 8 10 14 51 

11-25+ 
Mean 16.96 17.20 17.56 15.50 16.98 

Std. Deviation 3.43 4.82 4.13 5.74 3.87 
N 23 5 9 4 41 

Means for the 
Innovation 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Means 17.04 16.90 17.14 16.91 17.02 
Std. Deviation 4.02 3.57 4.45 4.31 4.10 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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Table S5 

Means for the Resources Subscale bv Position and Number of Years in Current Position 

Number of Elementary Middle Secondary Superintendent Means for the 
Years Principal School 

Principal 
Principal Resources 

Subscale by 
Number of 

Years in 
Current 
Position 

0=5 
Mean 26.70 26.71 26.44 26.81 26.63 

Std. Deviation 5.80 5.95 5.19 6.04 5.58 
N 33 17 32 16 98 

6-10 
Mean 23.63 25.88 28.00 26.50 25.63 

Std. Deviation 7.54 7.66 6.82 6.21 7.07 
N 19 8 10 14 51 

11-25+ 
Mean 27.43 24.40 23.67 22.75 25.78 

Std. Deviation 5.98 3.36 8.05 8.18 6.52 
N 23 5 9 4 41 

Means for the 
Resources 
Subscale bv 
Position 

Means 26.15 26.10 26.25 26.21 26.18 
Std. Deviation 6.43 6.00 6.10 6.29 6.20 

N 75 30 51 34 190 
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