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The purpose of this study was to explore whether
school~based decision making (SBDM) impacts student
achievement. Specifically, the study involved determining
if the degree of teacher involvement in SBDM across eight
decision dimensions differed between schools that
demonstrated the most and schools that demonstrated the
least district improvement in student achievement.

The population consisted of elementary schools in a
large urban schocl district with more than ten years of SBDM
implementation. Student achievement scores from 1993 to
1995 were examined for all 68 elementary schools. Based on
degree of improvement for fourth grade scores over the three
years, 15 schools from the 25% most improved and 15 schools
from the 25% least improved were selected for study.

Schools from the two extreme-groups sample were matched on
five demographic variables.

The Teacher Involvement Participation Scale--TIPS-2
{Russell, 1992), an instrument for measuring the degree of

SBDM in eight different decision dimensions, was given to




all certified personnel at each school. A return of 575
surveys represented 63% of the sample schools’ staff. Two
short questionnaires were administered to principals and
SBDM teams to collect descriptive data.

Findings, using MANOVA followed by univariate tests,
indicated significant differences between groups in six of
the eight SBDM decision dimensions. The most improved
schools had a higher degree of participation {p < .01) in
SBDM decisions in dimensions of: 1) goals/vision/mission, 2)
curriculum/instruction, 3)standards, and 4) facilitating
procedures/structures. Although neither group participated
widely in decisions about staffing and operations, the most
improved schools were more involved in those decisions than
the least improved schools {p < .05). No significant
difference was found between the two groups in the
dimensions of budget and staff development.

It is concluded that student achievement is positively
impacted by greater participation in SBDM in at least six of
eight SBDM dimensions, with “goals/vision/mission” and
“curriculum/instruction” being the most critical factors.
Although these findings indicate that SBDM contributes to
improved student achievement, further research is needed to

determine if this study’s findings are supported.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

“"Site-based management may be the most significant
reform of the decade-~a potential force for empowering
educators and communities” {(David, 1996, p. 4). David, a
leading researcher and expert in the field, continues, “Yet
no two people agree on what it is, how to do it, or even why
to do it”,...[although] “virtually all reasons are cloaked
in the language of increasing student achievement” (p.5).
Another often used term for site-based management ({(SBM) is
school-based decision making (SBDM). As a major
restructuring initiative, school-based decision making
merits continued study, especially as it relates to student
learning.

In the current school reform movement schools are being
fundamentally transformed, or restructured (Goodman, 1995).
Restructuring implies more drastic changes than reform,
calling for a redesign of the organizational structure.
Those who have studied the problem concur that educational
change should promote an organizational model of school that

utilizes the expertise of school personnel. For example,




Linda Darling-Hammond (1992) states that educators are
called upon to “rethink how schools are designed, how school
systems are organized, how teaching and learning are
pursued, ahd what goals for schooling are sought” (p.1l).
Groups such as the National Governors’ Association, the
Holmes Group, the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a
Profession, and the National Commission on Excellence in
Educational Administration agree that the current structure
of the schools does not promote excellence in teaching and
learning (Conley and Bacharach, 1990).

One form of organizational change within school
districts is movement from a bureaucratic factory model
involving hierarchical decision making to a more
participatory site-based management model (Schlechty, 19%90).
Site-based management moves some ¢f the decision-making
process from the central office to the individual school
where decisions can be more responsive to the needs of the
learners.,

As with many other educational initiatives, there are
many names for site-based management (SBM). Some of the
various terms include: school-based management, site-based
management, school-based decision making, shared decision-
making, collaborative decision-making, participatory

management, and decentralization. The definitions are as




diverse as the terminology. Site-based ranagement is
typically described as a change in school governance
structure that disperses some of the authority for school
decisions from the central office level to the school site
level {Hatry, 1993).

Site-based management does not automatically result in
shared decision-making. In some instances principals may
retain all or most of the decision-making power. Therefore,
“shared decision-making” and “school-based decision making
(SBDM) ” are terms frequently used to delineate real
collaborative decision making at the local school level,

The focus of this study will concentrate on school-
based deéision making (SBDM}) in which stakeholders
participate in collaborative shared decision making. The
stakeholders in the local school, such as principals,
teachers, parents, students, and community members, are
generally represented by a school team or council.

Changing a school organizational pattern to SBDM
greatly impacts the roles, responsibilities, and
relationships of all schocl district personnel (Schlechty,
1990). The principal may function as the chief executive
officer of the school and as an equal peer member of a
decision-making team. Teachers must assume more

responsibility as they become more directly involved in the




decisions of the school. Central office staff become
support staff offering assistance to schools rather than
bosses and directors.

The céncept of school-based decision making is better
understood when viewed by the primary areas, or dimensions,
in which school decisions occur. According to Russell’s
(1992) review of the litefature on school-based management,
implementation of shared decision making occurs across eight
dimensions {Conley and Bacharach, 1990; Sirotnik and Clark,
1988; David, 1989). The eight dimensions identified by
Russell are: goals/vision/mission, facilitating procedures
and structures, curriculum/instruction, budgeting, staffing,
staff development, operations, and setting standards.

School-based decision making is a means toward desired
ends. It should not be thought of as the end goal (Hanson,
1986; Conley and Bacharach, 1990). Cuban (1990) states,
“Change is not necessarily improvement....Change may or may
not be progress . . .” (p. 72). Therefore, the evaluation
of a given educational initiative should be based on the
effectiveness of the desired outcomes, not on the
implementation of the initiative itself.

School-based decision making is a major restructuring
initiative in the current wave of educational reform. As in

many other states, Texas has legislated SBM for all publicly




funded schools for the purpose of improving schocol
performance. In 1991 two significant pieces of legislation
that mandated schocl-based management became law. Senate
Bill 1 reqﬁired each school district to establish student
performance objectives by convening district and campus
committees with specified membership. House Bill 2885
defined school councils aﬁd identified five areas for
decision-making by the school councils, or teams. The five
specified areas include: goal setting, curriculum and
instruction, school organization, staffing, and budget
(Praskac and Powell, 1993).

Most research on SBDM deals primarily with
implementation and attitudes of participants. Experts in
the field indicate that a considerable portion of the SBDM
literature consists of advocacy pieces, position papers,
conceptual theories, and implementation guidelines (David,
1989; Malen, Ogawa, & Kranz, 1880; Ellis & Fouts, 1994).
David (1989) notes that there is little empirical research
on SBDM, with much of the research focusing on case studies.
Studies focusing on attitudes have established a positive
correlation between SBDM and teacher morale, feelings of
empowerment, receptivity to change, and school culture

(Conley and Bacharach, 199%0).




David (1996) indicates that although the ultimate goal
of site-based management is to improve student performance,
the intermediate goals of involving teachers in decisions
about their work, and parents in their schools, are also
worthwhile goals. She believes that it would be a mistake
to judge SBM sclely on test scores, but that it would be an
even worse mistake to not judge SBM on any goals.

Peterson (1991), Lopez {1992), and others conclude that
there is no evidence that school-based decision making
contributes to consistent and stable improvement in student
performance. The significance of this study can be found in
a discussion of a research agenda for site-based management
by Ellis and Fouts (1994). They state:

The majority of the research on site-based
management thus far has focused on process and not
product. Our review of the literature on this
topic shows that there is an abundance of
materials on what to do, how to do it, and what to
avoid. At some point the research must link SBEM
to student outcomes in a more direct manner.

After all, improved student outcomes represent a

major reason for the whole restructuring movement.

And yet, so far, SBM has not been shown to be

effective to this end... It is time to answer the

more difficult, more important question: Does

site-based management lead to improved student
learning? (p. 81).




Statement of the Problem

The problem of
that the process of

to improved student

The purpose of
were differences in

eight dimensions of

this study was to explore the premise
school~-based decision making contributes

achievement.

Purpose of the Study

this study was to determine if there
the extent of shared decision making in

decisions between elementary schools

that demonstrated the most improvement in student

achievement and elementary schools that demonstrated the

least improvement in student achievement.




Research Questions

1. Do schools that have shown most improvement in student
achievement and schools that have shown least improvement in
student achievement differ in the degree of school-based
decision making in the dimensions of:

a) goals/vision/mission?

b} standards?

c) curriculum/instruction?

d) Dbudget?

e) staffing?

f) operations?

g) facilitating procedures and structures?

h) staff development?
2. How do SBDM teams in schools that have shown most
improvement in student achievement Ccmpare to SBDM teams in
schools that have shown least improvement in student
achievement in the fcollowing areas:

a) number and composition of the team?

b) time and frequency of meetings?

c) operational procedures?

d) team training in SBDM processes?




Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study the following operational
definitions were used:

1. School-based management (SEBM)--a system of
governance that decentralizes appropriate decision making
power and resources to the schoeol site.

2. School-based decision making (SBDM)--a process in
which the school community, including teachers, staff,
administrators, parents, and community representatives,
collaborate in making school decisions directed toward
increasing levels of achievement for all students.

3. Stakeholders--the people who have a stake in school
improvement including, but not limited to, the groups
involved in school-based decision making.

4. Dimensions of decision making--the eight areas of
shared decision making as identified by Russell (1992). The
eight dimensions include: 1)} goals/vision/mission, 2)
setting standards, 3} curriculum/instruction, 4) budgeting,
S5} staffing, 6) staff development, 7) operations, and 8).
facilitating procedures/structures.

5. School student achievement--the school’s aggregate
4th grade score of all tests (Reading, Writing, Mathematics)

on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS)as reported




10

by the Texas Education Agency’s Academic Excellence
Indicater System {(AEIS) report card.

6. Most improvement in student achievement--an
increase of at least 20 percentage points over the 1993-1995
period in the percentage of fourth graders meeting minimum
expectations on all tests of TAAS as reported by Texas AEIS.

7. Least improvement in student achievement--an
increase of less than 10 percentage points over the 199%93-
1995 period in the percentage of fourth graders meeting
minimum expectations on all tests of TAAS as reported by

Texas AEIS.

Assumptions

A major theoretical assumption of this study and of
school-based decision making is that collaborative shared
decision making by the teachers, parents, administrators,
and other stakeholders directly involved with the school,
results in increased student learning.

For this study, it is assumed that the Teacher

Involvement and Participation Scale {TIPS 2) measures the

degree of shared decision making {(Russell, 1992) and that a
schools’ fourth grade aggregate score on the Texas

Assessment of Academic Skills is a measurement of student

achievement.
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Limitations

This study was intended as exploratory. The design of
the study examined relationships to determine plausible
causal explanations.

A number of changes occurred in the district that may
have impacted the results.of the study. The superintendent
of eight years retired and a new superintendent took charge
beginning Qith the '94-'95 school year. This was the first
of many personnel changes throughout the district. Twenty-
seven principal positions were changed for the ‘95-/96
school year. Certain elementary schools were targeted for
major restructuring in a district school improvement
initiative. This resulted in faculty reassignment affecting
a number of schools. The new personnel within the sample
schools may not have had knowledge of the school’s SBDM
process at the time the study.

The study was limited in scope to the elementary
schools in a large urban schocl district. Selection of
schools utilized the extreme case method based on state test
scores over a three year period. The sample was further
defined by the willingness of the building principal or SBDM
Team to be included in the study. There was no attempt to

randomly select schools from a larger population.
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Methodology

Setting

The school district used in this study is located in a
large metropolitan area in Texas. The school district had
approximately 72,000 students and 8,200 employees. The
ethnic makeup of the student population consists of about
34% African American, 33% Hispanic, 30% White, and 3% other.
The 115 schools within the district are comprised of 12 high
schools, 21 middle schools, 68 elementary schools, and 14
schools which serve special populations.

School-based decision making was piloted in the
district in 1981. After yearly growth, some form of school-
based decision making was implemented in all district
schools during the 1984-1985 school year. A refocus on
school-based decision making in 1991 resulted in a district
plan for SBDM. The renewed commitment is evidenced by the
following statement from the SBDM District Plan and
Handbook: “The purpose of school-based decision making
within {[the district] is to improve the quality and level of
student achievement through the use of participatory

processes” (p. 1i).
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The history and commitment to SDBM, the diversity of
the population, and large size of the district made it an

appropriate site for this study.

Population/Sample

The defined population for this study included 68 Pre-K
through fifth grade elementary schools within one large
urban school district in Texas. Student achievement scores
for fourth graders meeting minimum expectations on the Texas
Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) for the school years
1992-1993, 1993-19%4, and 19%4-1995 were examined for all 68
population schools.

Using school TBAAS scores as reported in the Texas
Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS), the extreme
groups sample was selected by identifying the 15 most
improved schools on percent gain from 1993 to 1995 and the
15 least improved schools by percent loss, or less than 10
percentage points gain, from 1993 to 1995. In order to
verify that the two groups were homogeneous, the schools in
the two groups were matched on scheool district demographic

information.
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Instrumentation

Data were collected through questionnaires and
examination of state and district documents. The Teacher

Involvement and Participation Scale, Version 2 (TIPS-2), an

instrument to determine participation in shared decision
making in eight dimensions of decisions, was administered to
certified staff of the 30 sample schools. The instrument
used a Likert behaviorally anchored rating scale to measure
teacher participation in each of the eight dimensions. The
instrument’s reliability {See Appendix C)} and validity were
established by Russell (1992}). An additional SBDM Team
questionnaire and Principal questionnaire were administered
to SBDM teams and principals from each sample school for

descriptive information.

Analysis

In this causal-comparative design, multivariate
analysis of variance was used to examine the relationships
between variables. The unit of analysis was the school.
The independent variable had two levels of school student
achievement (most improved and least improved) as measured
by TAAS. The dependent variables were the degree of teacher
participation in SBDM in each of eight dimensions of

decision making as measured by TIPS-2.




CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter presents an overview of literature
pertinent to the study. The first section provides a broad
context by examining recent educational restructuring
reform. The focus is narrowed to the issue of school-based
decision making (SBDM); first with a general view and then
from a state perspective. Specific research findings
related to the study are explored in three areas: student
achievement, school-based decision making, and research

design.

Educational Restructuring Reform

As a system, the school has been traditionally
represented as a model of top-down management, with
authority resting at the top. Traditional theories of
organization locate major power sources at the top of the
hierarchy and limited power and influence at the lower end.

School-based decision making is one aspect of current school

15
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restructuring that attempts to move some of the power and
influence for school decisions down to the campus level.

Authorities of administrative process, such as Getzels
and Guba,-and Hoy and Miskel (Moody, 1984) have indicated
that to view schools in the light of modern systems theory,
one can begin to understand that authority for decision
making is not so much a function of an individual, or a
position in a hierarchy, as it is one of the subsystems or
elements of the system. Decision making within the
organization cannot be defined or described in an
organizational chart. The formal organizational chart fails
to take into consideration the informal power structure and
the individual differences of the people who move in and out
the positions within the organization.

Some might arque for the distinction between power and
authority in organizational decision making. An example of
such a distinction may exist where authority would be
inherent in a given position as might be defined with an
organizational chart, but power would exist with certain

individuals either formally or informally (Owens, 1991).

The report, A Nation at Risk, {1983) made substantial

impact on reform and change initiatives in schools.
Goldberg and Harvey (1983) cobserved, “This report sparked a

national debate on education that could prove to be seminal
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to the development of an ethic of excellence in education

and in American life” (p. 119). Not only did A Nation at

Risk spark a national debate, it also set a direction for
state educational reform.
The response from state legislatures following

publication of A Nation at Risk (1983) was reactive. Public

interest was widespread, énd the states responded with laws,
mandates, and new guidelines. Between 1983 and 1987, 43
states raised high school graduation requirements, 37 states
assessed student achievement, 30 states raised teacher
certification requirements, and 300 state-level education
study groups adopted key national report recommendations
(Parker, 1987).

In the current wave of educational change, the term
reform is replaced with the term restructuring. While many
restructuring initiatives are not new, the term
restructuring did not, according O’Neil (1990), enter the
lexicon until 1986 with the publication of A Nation
Prepared. Hord (1992) indicates that the term restructuring
has become the educational watchword of the %90s. 1In fact,
she states that “restructuring is such a popular term that
it is in real danger of becoming s¢o widely applied to so
many different things as to be meaningless” {(p. 26). To

restructure something means to make fundamental changes in
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the pattern of the organization of the interdependent parts
of a system. Ellis and Fouts (1994) indicate that
“restructuring calls for wholesale changes in the very
fabric oflthe structure or in the very nature of the
educational enterprise” (p. 7).

Anne Lewis, in her book Restructuring America’s Schools

(Lewis, 1989) reviews definitions offered by a number of
educational leaders in the restructuring movement. The
following are some of the examples she presents. Frank
Newman, president of the Education Commission of the States,
interprets restructuring tc mean “changing the nature of the
schools from the interior, so that students become active
learners, partners in the learning process” (Lewis, 1989).
Albert Shanker, president of the American Federation of
Teachers, has asserted that the reform movement ¢f the early
eighties tried to improve schools without significantly
altering the basic structure of education. He believes
restructuring “seeks to create new relationships for
children and teachers by giving teachers the greatest
possible flexibility in matching students with the
appropriate learning experience” (Lewis, 1989), Phillip
Schlechty, a leader in the restructuring movement in
Kentucky, defines restructuring as “altering systems of

rules, roles, and relationships so that schoocls can serve
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existing purposes more effectively or serve new purposes
altogether” (Schleclty, 19%90).

Lewis {1989) summarizes the key features of
restructufing. Restructuring:

~-Is student and teacher centered.

-Changes the way students learn and teachers
teach, requiring both to assume greater
initiative.

-Applies to all students and all schools, not just
the disadvantaged.

~Affects curriculum as well as organizations.

-Needs a central vision within a school to which
all subscribe.

-Requires becoming “unstuck” from many current
reforms and from a built-up central
bureaucracy. (p. 6)

Although the term restructuring is difficult to define
due to the multiple interpretations, Conley (19381) clarifies
the term by contrasting it with other often used terms in
the lexicon of educational change. He groups change
activities into three categories, but indicates that it is
not the activity in and of itself, but the intended purpose
of the activity that determines the classification. Conley
(1991) defines his classification of educational change as

follows:

Renewal--activities designed to help the
organization do what it currently does better and
more efficiently.

Reform--activities that change existing
procedures, rules, and requirements tc enable the
organization to adapt the way it functions to
changing circumstances.

Restructuring--activities that change
fundamental assumption, practices, and
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relationships, both within the organization and
between the organization and the outside world in
ways that lead to improved student learning
outcomes. {(p. 12)

Others distinguish between different types of
educational change by sequencing the major changes and
describing the differences in terms of periods of time, or
“waves of reform.” The waves vary in both number and
duration depending on the view of the author. Cuban (1930)
describes this phencomenon as follows:

Within each series of waves breaking on the
shores of public attention, there are smaller
ones. There is the mini~wave of rising and
falling expectations; there is the mini-wave of
policy talk where new phrases are coined and
become part of reformers’ vocabularies only to
fall into disuse; there is the mini-wave of the
change process itself, where talk leads to some
policies getting adopted, partially or wholly
implemented, and, in the case of a few,
incorporated into organizational practices. As
mini-waves within the larger wave action, they
overlap, often lagging behind or forging ahead of
a companion mini-wave producing, over time, one
large wave of public attention that comes to a
close as another begins. {(p. 9)

Many date the beginnings of the first wave of reform

with the publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983. 1In

describing the reform efforts of the eighties, Passow (1990}
characterizes the first wave, as top~down, state actions to
promote excellence and public confidence by raising
standards. The second wave of reform which began in the

latter part of the decade is characterized by a focus on
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preparation of teachers and higher education. The Holmes

Group Report and the Carnegie Forum’s Task Force on Teaching

as a Profession were significant in setting the direction of

this wave of reform. The third wave of reform overlapped
the second wave as it began yet another focus on educational
change. Conley (1991) summarizes Passow’s (1990)
description of this current wave as having the following
characteristics:
-Decentralization of decision making through-site-
based management, waivers of
regulations, restructuring experiments...
~States set standards but provide flexibility in
how local districts meet them.
-Teacher ownership and involvement in change.
-Restructuring with emphasis on bottom-up rather
than top-down. (Conley, 1991, p. 13)
Restructuring of schools is a complex ongoing process
that involves every aspect of public education. Many
educational leaders have developed models of restructuring
to facilitate schools in the process. Some of the more
wide-spread restructuring efforts which involve selected
schools throughout the nation include: John Goodlad’s School
Renewal Consortium, Carl Glickman’s League of Professional
Schools, Ted Sizer’'s Coalition for Essential Schools, Hank
Levin’'s Accelerated Schools, and James Comer’s School

Development Program (Mohrman & Wohlstetter, 1994),.

Restructuring efforts have been initiated on a state-wide
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basis, Kentucky for example, and in large school districts
such as Chicago and Dade County, Florida. One of the common
threads of all of these restructuring efforts is the process
of school;based management.

Because there are numerous restructuring activities in
which schools are involved, it becomes easy for the school
to get lost in the means, or individual activities of
restructuring, and thereby lose sight of the central
purpose. In an attempt to clarify the multitude of projects
and activities, Conley (1991) divided the major components

of restructuring into three categories. Conley’s Dimensions

of Restructuring ™ identify three central variables of

restructuring that focus directly on student learning, four
enabling variables capable of enhancing the learning process
rather directly, and four supporting variables that hold the
potential to restructure education but are more removed from
the classroom (p. 21).” The three central variables are
curriculum, instruction, and assessment and evaluation. The
four enabling variables consist of time, technology,
learning environment, and school-community relations. The
four supporting variables encompass governance, working
relationships, personnel, and teacher leadership.

The “restructuring” educational wave of reform has been

increasing in momentum since the latter half of the 1980’s.
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However, it is difficult to determine the effectiveness of
the movement even after five or ten years. Hord (1992)
states that there is “not a clear and definitive-—or even a
vague and.tentative-—set of research findings to tell us
whether (or what about) restructuring works (p. 26).” A
1990 RAND Corporation report (Hord, 1992} states that, "“The
current state of researcﬁ knowledge is insufficient to
establish a causal link--or even an empirical one in some
cases--between restructuring and student outcomes (p. 26).”

Restructuring efforts often incorporate the process of
school~based decision making as one of the major components.
Therefore school-based management is only a means in the
restructuring process toward improved student learning.
However the two processes often become confused. Mark
Tucker, of the Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy,
observes, “A lot of people have equated restructuring with
site-based management or shared decision making. I think
districts who fecllow that are headed for disaster” (Conley,
1991, p. 34). Taylor and Levine (1291} make similar
distinctions. They state, “ School-based management can be
an important component of school improvement projects. By
itself, however, it does not provide a comprehensive model
for bringing about fundamental reform in elementary and

secondary schools.” (p. 397).
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Praskac and Powell (1993)conducted a study on site-
based decision making in Texas schools one year after the
state mandate required that districts submit plans for
implementing site~based management to the state education
agency. In their summary they state, “While the rhetoric of
site-based decisicon making (SBDM) i1s popular, the notion
remains ‘empirically elusive' with regard to form, shape,
type, pattern, or model of decentralization adopted.
Nonetheless, policymakers have forged ahead” (p. 1). They
also conclude by identifying three of the most important
areas for future research. They are “training for SBDM, the
tie between SBDM and curriculum and instruction, and the
effect of SBDM on student achievement” (p. 54).

The focus of this study was to explore the relationship
between school-based decision making and student
achievement, or what Conley (1991) refers to as the central
variables and the supporting variables in a school
restructuring effort. School Based Decision Making (SBDM)
is a dominant restructuring activity being implemented in
schools throughout the United States and the world. It
involves redefining school governance for the goal of

supporting improved student learning.
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School-Based Decision Making

The term most universally used in the literature to
describe fhe various arrangements of decentralization of
school decisions is “site-based managenment”, or SBM. There
are a number of other terms in the literature which may be
used either synonymously or to denote a different
connotation of the term site-based management. Some of the
terms include: school-based management, shared decision-
making, school-based decision making, site-based decision
making, collaborative decision-making, participatory
management, teacher empowerment, and decentralization.
Although school-based decision making (SBDM) is the subject
of this study, because ¢f the many variations in terms, this
review of literature incorporates the terminology of the
cited authors.

Liontos (1993) indicates that the terms
“decentralization” and “site-based management” are often
incorrectly interchanged with “shared decision making.” She
indicates that decentralization and site-based management
refer to the transfer of authority to local school units,
whether decisions are shared at the school is at the
discretion cf the principal. Therefore, site-based

management may include shared decision making, but shared
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decision making is not always a component of site-based
management. David (1989} further clarifies this difference:
“In the context of school-based management, shared decision
making refers generally to the involvement of teachers (also
parents, community representatives, or students) in
determining how the budget is spent, who is hired, and
whatever other authority has been delegated to the school”.
{(p. 48)

Although the most widely used terms in the literature
are site-based management or school-based management (SBM),
Mitchell (1990) provides a rationale for the terminology
used in this research and by the school district under
study. He indicates that the widespread use of the term
“site~based management” is a misnomer because it implies
that teachers, parents, and others are going to be involved
in managing the schoocl. He states:

Site-based decision making is neither

principal autonomy nor teacher control. It means

moving some decisions traditionally made by the

central office to the building level and, in turn,
allowing staff members and community members to
participate in some decisions normally made
unilaterally by the principal. It is not an
opportunity for principals and schools to secede

from the school district. It doesn’t infer that

teachers have an opportunity to manage the

schools. This is an administrative function. (p 2)

Mitchell (1990) further says that if a title is to reflect

its philosophy then the terms “shared leadership”, “site-
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based decision making”, or “school-based decision making”
would be more appropriate.

The definitions of the concept of school-based decision
making are also diverse. Mitchell (1990) provides the
following definition:

SBDM is a process in which a variety of

members of the school community collaborate, where

appropriate, in identifying problems, defining

goals, formulating policy, shaping direction, and

ensuring implementation. Those individuals who

are responsible for the implementation of a

decision at the building level are actively and

legitimately inveolved in making the decision. (p.3)

At a joint conference, in 1989, cof the American
Assoclation of School Administrators, the Naticnal Education
Association, the American Federation of Teachers, and the
National Network for Educational Renewal, the delegates
renamed “site-based management” as “scheocl-centered decision
making” {(Fulbright, 1989%) in order to better reflect their
concept for implementation.

John Prasch (1990), in a publication which he authored
for the Association of Supervision and Curriculum
Development (ASCD), does not view the multiple definitions
cf school-based management, or decision making, as a
problem. He states:

In deference to the flexibility inherent in

SBM, I purposely avoid a tight definition of the

term. It is more practical and more useful if
allowed different meanings for different school
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districts. Renaming the movement to “school-

centered decision making,” is a legitimate attempt

at a more precise definition. Yet the search for

precision only plays semantic games with a concept

whose very essence encourages variability. (p. 3)

David (1989) also indicates that school-based
management is not a prescription or a fixed set of rules.
In fact, she states “by definition it (SBDM) operates
differently from one district to the next and from one
school to the next and from one year to the next.” (p. 49).
The goal is to empower school staff by providing the
authority, flexibility, and resources to solve the
educational problems particular to their schools,

The stated purposes and rationale of SBDM do not show
as much variability as the terminology and the definitions.
Although some variation does exist, the one almost universal
goal of SBDM is improved student achievement and learning.
Cotton (1992) synthesizes the rationales for SBDM from the

works of a dozen authors of studies in the area of school-

based decision making. She summarizes:

¢ The school is the primary unit of change.

* Those who work directly with students have the
most informed and credible opinions as to what
educational arrangements will be most
beneficial to those students.

e Significant and lasting improvement takes
considerable time.

¢ The school principal is a key figure in school
improvement .
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e Significant change is brought about by staff
and community participation in planning and
implementation.

e School-based management supports the
professionalization of the teaching profession
and vice versa.

e School-based management structures keep the

focus of schooling where it belongs--on
achievement and other student outcomes. (p. 5)

As with many other educational trends, school-based
management is not a new concept. The earliest schools
dating from the common-school era were locally controlled
and funded by the school community (Ellis & Fouts, 1994). A
change in the fundamental power structure of the schools
began just before the end of the 19th century and continued
into the 20th century. This ushered in the era of
scientific management with the growth of centralized
bureaucracies at the district and state levels. Cuban
(1990) in an article on the cyclical nature of educational
reform efforts, points out that “over a century ago, there
were more than 100,000 school districts in the nation” (p.
5). The reformers of the progressive movement viewed the
system as inefficient and corrupt. They proposed
consolidating many tiny rural districts into larger ones and
centralizing power in school boards that would hire trained
professionals to run the schools (Cuban, 1991). However

during this same period, John Dewey (1916) advocated
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autonomy for the individual schools in order to provide a
more child centered environment.

In the 1960s a movement toward decentralization was
underway.- Taylor and Levine (1991} credit a school
improvement program known as Individually Guided Education
(IGE) pioneered by Herbert Klausmeier at the University of
Wisconsin, Madison as the impetus for the this change in
direction. As schools began to implement IGE, it was found
that day-to-day decision making had to take place at the
school site and involve the teachers and principal.

Changing characteristics of neighborhoods and the
schools in the late 1960s and early 1970s also contributed
to a move toward decentralization. Schools and educators
were urged to be more responsive to their communities,
Cuban (1990) indicates that “Values of participation and
equity lay at the core of the impulse to decentralize
authority of govern schools. However, by the mid-1970s the
surge of interest in decentralization had spent itself” (p.
5).

In the 1980s centralizing authority again gained
support from state policymakers who legislated school
improvement. Several years later it was reccgnized that
state-driven reforms were not producing the expected impact.

“"New reform proposals to decentralize decision making were
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heavily influenced, first, by the research literature on the
individual school as the unit of change and, second, by
corporate executives who pointed to their organizations,
where decision making occurred at the site at which products
were made or services delivered” (Cuban, 1990, p. 5}. Thus
began the present decentralization movement with many
various forms of school—bésed decsion making.

The movement toward SBDM parallels industry’s move
toward decentralization and participatory management.
American businesses and industries have followed other world
economic powers, such as Japan, in implementing
participatory management processes that are designed to
allow those closest to the problem to provide direct input
into the solution. School-based decision making has become
the education counterpart of industries’ Theory Z concept
and W. Edward Deming’s philosophy as evidenced in Total
Quality Management (TQM).

The research or theoretical base for SBDM is found in
organizational theories derived from the business world. 1In

his book, Organizational Behavior in Education (1991},

Robert Owens describes the opposite ends of a continuum on
which are found two competing theoretical models. Owens
describes bureaucratic theory as the traditional

hierarchical model with top-down management and decision
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making. At the other extreme, human resources development
theory holds that organizational effectiveness is increased
when those on the “lower rungs” are involved in the decision
making prdcess. Owens based his description on the works of
such theorists as Douglas McGregor (Theory X and Theory Y),
and Chris Argyris (Pattern A and Pattern B leaders).
School-based decision making (SBDM) is based on the latter

of these models.

School-Based Decision Making in Texas

As of September 1992, all Texas school districts were
legislatively mandated to submit plans to the Texas
Education Agency (TEA} describing their decision—making
processes. The definition used by TEA includes the elements
of decentralization and collaboration. In the Resource

Guide on Site-Based Decision Making and District and Campus

Planning published by TEA(1992) site based decision making
is defined as:

a process for decentralizing decisions to improve
the educational outcomes at every school campus
through a collaborative effort by which
principals, teachers, campus staff, district
staff, parents, and community representatives
assess educational outcomes of all students,
determine goals and strategies, and ensure that
strategies are implemented and adjusted to improve
student achievement. {chII, p. 1)
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Two laws, Senate Bill 1 (1990) and House Bill 2882
(1991), mandate that each school district implement site-
based decision making and the development of collaboratively
developed campus educational improvement plans (CEIPs).
Wohlstetter and Buffett (1991, p. 13) peoint out, there is a
paradox when the central.authority legislates or regulates
specific outcomes while encouraging schools to make
operational management decisions. Brown (19381, pp. 47-48)
warns that state-mandated reform that is prescriptive yet
general is antithetical to the philosophy of SBDM and stunts
the exploratory process that district and school personnel
need to go through in restructuring.

In May of 1991, House Bill 2885 was enacted requiring
“site-based decision making” in all of Texas public school
districts. As stated in Texas Education Agency’s Resource

Guide on Site-Based Decision Making and District and Campus

Planning (1992), the law directs loccal school districts to
outline the role of campus committees already mandated in
Senate Bill 1 to include “responsibility for improving
student outcomes through goal setting, curriculum,
budgeting, staffing patterns, and school organization.” (p.
13) These five areas form the core areas of decisions to be

addressed by the campus SDBM teams,
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The State Advisory Committee on Site-Based Decision
Making identified six basic components of SBDM. The
committee stated the following expectation for Texas

schools:

Site-based decision making will be implemented in
a way that:
-reflects a commitment to improved outcomes for
all students;
-outlines a collaborative structure and
process;
-provides a statement of purpose for site-based
decision making;
-defines decentralization parameters;
~-provides adequate time, ongocing human resocurce
development, and technical support; and
~establishes procedures for planning and
evaluating the decision-making process;
so that learning can be improved for all children
and youth in the state of Texas. (TEA, 1992, p. II-
3).

In order to guide districts in their creation of SDBM
implementation plans, the commissioner of education was
empowered by law to provide assistance. Accordingly, TEA
issued a resource guide for SDBM in Texas schools. The
guide cutlined the process of developing a plan and
reviewed the structure as specified in the law, such as the
composition of the school SDBM committees and the specific
areas of decisions that occur at the campus level. Schools

were also given the leeway to apply for waivers from state

rules that they believe impede student learning.
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Under Senate Bill 1, both district-level and campus-
level committees were established to determine school
district and campus student performance objectives. The
district éommittee was required to be composed of two-
thirds teachers and one-third administrators. Composition
of the campus committee was specified by SB 1 to include
teachers, parents, and coﬁmunity members with the principal
chairing the committee. (Praskac & Powell, 1993, p. 26).

Over the years, Texas schools have had various
statewide student testing programs designed to measure
academic proficiency and achievement. Currently the state
administers the Texas Assessment of Academic .Skills (TAAS)
criterion-referenced test to public school students in
grades three through eight and at grade ten. The TAAS test
is designed to measure academic skills in a range, rather
than just above or below a minimum skill level. Beginning
in 1993 student performance on the TAAS test was used to
rate individual campuses under the state’s performance
accountability system. The purpose of the Academic
Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) is to drive educators
toward seeking further proficiency gains for their students

{Powell, 1993).
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Related Research on Student Achievement

School improvement is multi-dimensional and therefore
very difficult to measure. Student achievement is only one
component of school improvement and open to questions
concerning its measurement. Good and Brophy (1986) state
that student achievementlon standardized test scores cannct
be equated with effectiveness per se. They indicate that
measures of student achievement are both relevant and
interesting, but should be considered as only one dimension
of an effective or improving school.

Good and Brophy (1986) report that “most research
indicates that family background variables affect student
achievement more than school variables (p. 571)”. However,
they indicate that there is growing evidence that social and
instructional variables, rather than resource variables,
account for important variation among schools.

Rutter (1983) argues that the impact of schooling on
achievement is underestimated. If research utilizes some
average measure of an entire school, all children at that
school receive the same school score. Therefore, results
based on such statistical analyses will likely underestimate

the size of school effects.
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Student progress varies from school to school, but the
most important issue is whether variation in achievement
among schools is affected by school process or whether this
variation.can be explained completely in terms of student
factors (Good & Brophy, 1986}). In their summary on research
on student achievement, Good and Brophy (1986) indicate that
some of the factors not associated with achievement are
small class size, achievement grouping, and physical
facilities of the school.

Cohen (1983) provides an overview of the research on
schoecling practices that contribute to student achievement.
He pcints out that by attempting to explain differences
between schools’ average levels of student achievement, most
research overlooks the fact that most of the variance in
student achievement occurs within the school.

Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer, and Wisenbaker
(1979) studied 68 elementary schools that represented a
random sample of Michigan fourth and fifth grade students.
The measure for academic achievement used in their study was
the average percentage of students who mastered the
objectives in the Michigan School Assessment Test. They
used the mean percentage of all reading and mathematics

objectives mastered to reflect achievement.
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Related Research on School-Based Decision Making

David (1989}, in an article entitled “Synthesis of
Research oh School~-Based Management”, indicates that,
“,..there is surprisingly little empirical research on the
topic. Searches of education indexes yield numerous
references for school—baséd management, but virtually all
are conceptual arguments, how-to guides, and testimonials
from practitioners” {(p. 45). She draws on the related
research topics of school improvement and organizational
change to describe the theory of school-based management and
the connections between the process and the achievement of
improvement goals.

The rationale for school-based decision making rests on
two well-established propositions. According to David
(1989) they are:

1. The school is the primary decision-making
unit; and its corollary, decisions should be made

at the lowest possible level (e.g. Smith and
Purkey 1985).

2. Change requires ownership that comes from
the opportunity to participate in defining change
and the flexibility to adapt it to individual
circumstances; the corollary is that change does
not result from externally imposed procedures
{e.g. Fullan 1982).(p. 46)

In practice these propositions translate into two

pelices that define the essence of school-based decision
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making: 1) school autonomy, especially in budgetary control,
curriculum, and waivers for release from constraining rules;
and 2) sharing the authority to make decisions with major
stakeholdérs, such as teachers, parents, community members,
and even students (David, 1989).

Ogawa and White (1994) sum up the main themes that
appear in the literature on SBDM. The four main themes are:

1}. The lack of evidence on the efficacy of

school-based management.
2). The popularity of the reform.

3). The diversity of school-based management.
4). The difficulty of defining the concept (p.
53-54)

The research on school-based management seems to focus
on three areas. Most of the research on school-based
decision making has been descriptive on the nature of
schocl-based management by addressing what it is, how it has
been implemented, and the problems involved. A second area
deals with how participants feel abcout site-based
management. The third area, that has been examined only to
a limited degree, addresses the question ¢of how site-based
management affects student learning. (Ellis and Fouts 1984)

Mohrman and Wohlstetter {1994) conducted an in-depth,
three~year study of 27 schools in Jefferson Country,
Kentucky; Prince William County, Virginia; San Diego,

California; Edmonton, Canada; and Victoria, Australia that
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had been operating under some form of SBDM for four years or
more., They interviewed close to 200 individuals from school
board members, superintendents, and other central office
staff to principals, teachers, parents, and students in
local schools. They categorized the schools into two
groups: one group of schools that were successfully
restructuring in the areas of curriculum and instruction and
the other half that were struggling with SBDM by just going
through the motions without any real change occurring in the
school. The researchers found that the two categories of
schools differed on four dimensions of high involvement
management. High-involvement management as a construct was
developed by Lawler (1986} and provided the framework for
Mohrman and Wohlstetter’s (1994) study on SBDM. They
describe the framework as:
Getting people involved in the success of their
organization depends upon increasing their ability
to influence their jobs and work settings, to
participate in identifying and solving problems in
the organization, and to understand and contribute
to organizational success. This requires
increasing the availability of the following four
resources downward, throughout the organization:
1. Information that enables the individual
to participate and influence decisions....
2. Knowledge and skills required for
effective job performance....
3. Power to influence decisions about work
processes, practices, policies, and strategy.
4. Rewards that align the self-interest of

employees with the success of the organization.
(p. 30) :
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As a framework for their study and to provide guidance
in implementing SBDM, Mohrman and Wohlistetter (1994)
translated the above four resources into behaviors or
actions that they observed in the more change oriented SBDM
schools than in the struggling SBDM schools. They state:

1. Information about student performance and
comparisons with other schools, about whether
parents and community leaders are satisfied with
the school, and about the resources available.

2. Knowledge of the organization so that
employees can improve it. Teachers and other
stakeholders need curriulum and instructional
knowledge, such as how to employ new approaches to
teaching, business knowledge, such as how to
develop a budget, and problem-solving skills so
they can apply what they know to achieving school
goals.

3. Power to make decisions that influence
organizational practices, policies and directions.
The two major power authorities are those of
budget and personnel. How much power is
transferred to the school and who wields it are
among the central SBM policy issues.

4. Rewards to acknowledge the extra effort
SBM requires as well as to recognize improvements,
Thus for, SBM programs generally have not focused
on rewards. (pp. 67,69,81-82)

In their study, Mohrman and Wholstetter (1994)
identified three types of barriers to effective decision
making. They are: “1) principals who were autocratic or who
failed to utilize input; 2) staff factionalism, including

competition between departments or divisiveness between
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those in favor of reform and those opposed; and 3) staff
apathy and unwillingness to get involved” (p. 176).

In the area of examining effects of SBDM on student
achievement, Ellis and Fouts (1994) conclude , “The evidence
is slim to none ...that student learning has increased at
schools that have adopted site-based management” (p. 79).
Others who have loocked at the research have reached similar
conclusions:

Thus far, researchers have identified no direct

link--positive or negative-- between school-based

management and student achievement or other

student outcomes, such as attendance. In some

settings, student scores {(on standardized or local

tests) have improved slightly, in others they have
declined slightly, and in most settings no

differences have been noted (Cotton, 1992, p. 9).

In sum, research as a whole does not indicate that

site-based management brings consistent or stable

improvements in student performance. Reasons for

SBM’s insignificant impact are attributed to

piecemeal implementation, neglect of classroom

instruction and curriculum, and lack of teacher

authority. (Peterson, 1991,p. 2).

Estaklishing a relationship between school-based
decision making and student learning is problematic. Malen
and her colleagues (1990} point out that wvery little
quantitative research has been done in this area. They also
argue that factors other than SBDM might account for any

gains 1in student achievement made after instituting the

reform. These research problems are further complicated by
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the absence of a standard definition of SBDM and that
studies do not always indicate to what degree schools have
redistributed power. Malen et al. (1990), after reviewing
nearly 205 documents, conclude that site-based management in
most instances does not achieve its stated objectives. They
point out that gains in achievement scores appear in only a
small number of select pilot schools over a short period of
time.

In a three-year long study by Jenkins, Ronk, Schrag,
‘Rude, and Stowitschek. (1994), the results indicate positive
teacher attitudes toward the change process, participatory
decision making in new approaches to organizing instruction,
and mainstreaming of special education students; but no
change was found in either student achievement or student
behavior. Measures of teachers’ perceptions, students’
achievement, and teachers’ ratings of student behavior were
obtained from 72 teachers and 1362 students in 12
experimental schools and from 76 teachers and 1062 students
in 10 control schools. The treatment in the experimental
schools involved principal training in participatory
decision making, staff training in strategies for
instructing and organizing services for remedial and special

education students, the collaborative development by the
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staff of a school reform plan, followed by a one year
implementation of the new program,

Jenkins, et al. (1994) collected and analyzed data in a
number of.dimensions using a multistage, multimeasure
research strateqgy. They identified three stages of the
reform change process: (l) planning and decision making, (2}
implementation of prograﬁ changes, and (3) outcomes
resulting from the changes. The areas that were measured
inciude: (1) teachers’ perceptions of the change process,

(2) number and types of new approaches, (3) service-delivery
patterns, (4) teachers’ perceptions of their support service
programs, (5) achievement tests, and (6) behavior ratings.

In this study (Jenkins, et al., 1994) there was no
significant difference between the student achievement in
experimental schools that used a school-based participatory
decision making model for school improvement and the control
group. Achievement was measured using the reading, math,
and spelling subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Test.
In a three-way MANOVA, using Wilks’s lambda, neither
interaction was statistically significant (p>.10), nor did
the interaction terms reach significance (all p's>.10) on
any of the univariate tests for the separate achievement

areas.
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A study by Lopez (1992) ,which examined SBDM in Texas
schools, provides information on the reported involvement in
dimensions of decisions and operations of the SBDM team.

His study involved 13 Texas school districts which
implemented school-based management. A survey questionnaire
was sent to the principals of 266 campuses. A total of 163,
or 61.2 percent, of the sﬁrveys were returned. The study
revealed that in many areas {dimensions) there was wide
discrepancy in the importance of an area in the school-based
management plan and the actual decisions made in that area
at the campus level.

The areas that Lopez (1992} found to have the greatest
discrepancy between the reported importance and the actual
nunber of decisions were staffing pattern determinations,
establishment of the campus budget allocations, dropout
program selection, and personnel selection. “Areas where
there was general agreement between what was important to a
school-based management plan and what was occurring at the
campus level included the establishment of campus
pricrities, campus priorities being determined based on the
educational needs of the students, selection of
instructional materials and instructional methods, and

addressing staff morale issues” (pp. 141-142).
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Other findings in Lopez’s (1992} study described the
workings of the SBDM team. It was found that 59 percent of
the school-site councils were elected by the groups they
representéd, 71 percent of the principals chaired the
council, 70.3 percent of the councils met more than three
times a year, and 86.9 percent of principals said that their
school-site council was ﬁainly advisory.

Lopez (1992) reported “Very few principals believed
that school-based management had an influence on graduation
rate and teacher attendance. But most principals believed
that school-based management had influenced test scores,
student passing rates in courses, and student attendance”
(p,143).

In a study on perceptions of participation in shared
decision making, Ferrara (1992) uses the term “domains” to
categorize the areas, or dimensions, of decision making. A
random sample of 640 public school teachers (K-12) from the
state of New York was surveyed. The researcher measured
actual and desired levels of teacher participation in SBDM
to determine deviation scores. The domains she studied were
planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil personnel,
staff personnel, staff development, school/community
relations, and budget/management. Ferrara {1982) reported:

Overall, data from the deviation measures
indicated that equilibrium was the predominant
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condition for policy, curriculum/instruction,

pupil personnel, and staff development categories;

high deprivation for the budget/management, staff

personnel, and school/community categories:; and

moderate deprivation for the planning category....

When the 68 individual actual and desired scores

on a given item were subjected to t-tests, all

differences were significant at the .01 level (p.

142).

Overall, the results from Ferrara’s (1992) study
supports past findings which reported that when teachers are
involved in school-based decision making, they participate
more in curriculum/instruction and pupil personnel decisions
than in decisions relating to staff personnel and
budget/management. She also found that teachers desire more
participation in decisions in all areas of school-based
decision making. However, a major problem in this study was
the return rate of 46% resulted in a sample of 292 that was
underrepresented in certain areas.

Even under the umbrella of school-based decision
making, the districts and the states still influence the
school curriculum. Andersen and Klein (1990) examined the
interaction of levels of decision making and curriculum
elements in a qualitative study. Their findings indicate
that the context of curriculum decision making is dominated

by the state curriculum framework at all levels of the

educational system.
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Ovando (19%4) also found that “school districts provide
curriculum frameworks and guidelines for the purpose of
assuring an overall direction of the school district” (p.
327} . Shé examined the extent schools using site-based
management were engaged in decision making associated with
curriculum and instruction roles and issues. BAnalyses of
data gathered in extensiﬁe interviews from six school
districts suggest schools that have implemented site-based
management are progressively addressing curriculum and
instruction issues as they are developmentally ready.

Research indicates that participation in the decision
naking process is associated with a number of positive
factors, including increased teacher morale and
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and cooperation.
In a comparison of schools with and without school-based
decision making, Weiss (1992) found that the presence of
participatory decision-making structures resulted in
improved teacher morale even when the principal limited the
boundaries of shared decision making. Donderc (1993) found
that teachers on SBM teams reported higher mean scores for
school effectiveness and job satisfaction than did their

non-team colleagues.
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Related Research Design

In their extensive review of research on school
effects, Gbod and Brophy (1886) discuss what they term “two
of the most rigorous and salient process-product studies of
school effectiveness... in order to more adequately assess
the particular research strategies utilized” (p. 574). One
of these studies is that of Brookover and his associates
{1979) . They argue that the social system of a school
atffects students’ achievement, and academic self-concepts.
Their model suggests that the behavior students learn and
their achievement will vary among schools and that this
variation can be explained by differences among schools in
the quality of teachers and students, social structure, and
climate. They further believe that the initial
characteristics of teachers and students is modified by
school structures, processes, and beliefs.

The Brookover et al.(1979) study involved 68 schools
drawn as a random sample of Michigan fourth and fifth grade
students. Data were obtained from the Michigan School
Assessment Reports and questionnaires administered to
students, teachers, and principals. The major school input
variables were (a) the social composition of the student

body, defined as the mean socioeconomic status + percentage
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of white students, and average daily attendance (b) the
school social structure, as defined by parent involvement,
classroom organization, time allocation, and staff
satisfaction; and (c) school climate, as defined by the
perceived composite of norms, expectations, and beliefs
about the school social system (Good & Brophy, 1986).

The measure of the oﬁtput variable of student
achievement was the average percentage of students who
mastered each of the 40 objectives in the Michigan School
Assessment Test administered in the fall of 1974, Brookover
et al.{1979) used the mean percentage of all reading and
mathematics objectives mastered to reflect achievement. The
study utilized a self-concept of academic ability scale as a
measurement of the students’ self concept.

In the Brookover et al. {1979} study, three of the five
variables used to define social structure were positively
and significantly correlated with social composition and
other input variables as well as being intercorrelated with
each other. A negative correlation of ~.55 was found
between mean school achievement and mean self-concept of
academic ability. Thus, students in lower-achieving schools
actually averaged higher self-concept scores than students
in higher-achieving schoocls. Brookover et al. (1982)

summarize the 13879 study as follows:
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.... School climate was found to explain as much

of the variance in achievement between schools as

SES and percent white. This research demonstrates

that schools can and do make a difference in

achievement outcomes over and above family

background characteristics of the students. (p 21)

The schools in this present research study are matched
in a similar fashion to the Broockover et al. (1979) study.
Schools were put in pairé with similar racial composition,
SES levels and comparable communities, but had different
achievement levels. Good and Brophy (1986} state, “Because
schools within each pair were matched closely on demographic
variables, it seems plausible to attribute differences in
school achievement to social and process variables within
schools” (p. 593}.

Conceptual weaknesses have existed in some past studies
on SBDM due to viewing teacher decision participation as a
single domain. More recent research now suggests that the
current emphasis placed on teacher participation demands a
reexamination of the issue of domain specificity (Bacharach
et al., 1990; Conley, 1991). The multi-domain approach
provides a more meaningful conceptualization and
understanding of teacher involvement in decision making. It
is more beneficial to identify empirically distinct domains

of participation in decision making (Bacharach et al., 1990;

Conley, 1991). BAccording te Bacharach et al. (1990}, “It is
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critical that we examine the issue of domain specificity as
a means of determining whether the reallocation of influence
and authority in schools should be alone the domain
framework br along some other decision-domain framework” (p.
134).

In her study of teacher perceptions of actual and
desired shared decision making, Ferrera (1992) developed an
instrument to examine eight domains of decision making. The

Teacher Decision-making Instrument (TDI) utilized a six-

point Likert scale to measure both the actual participation
and desired participation by teachers in the following eight
domains: 1) planning, 2) policy, 3) curriculum/instruction,
4) pupil personnel, 5) staff personnel, 6) staff
development, 7) school/community relations, and 8)
budget/management. As a result of factor analysis, seven of
the eight domains were supported as contributing to the
variance. Only the domain of policy consistently did not
contribute. Ferrera (1992)concludes: “Overall, the results
derived from the conceptual framework of this study support
the fact that future research should continue to follow
these methodologies of inquiry” (p. 236).

A study by Russell (1992) also examined shared-decision
making by domains, or as he characterized them, dimensions

of decision making. As a result of reviewing the
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literature, Russell found that decision making under SBDM
fell into categories; and like Ferrera, he noted a lack of
instrumentation to measure the different areas of decision
making. ﬁased on the work of researchers in the field such
as Conley (1890,1991), Bacharach (1990), David (1988), and
others, Russell discovered that implementation of shared

decision making occurs across eight dimensions:

® Goals/Vision/Mission: the degree to which
teachers are inveolved in framing the goals and
mission of the school.

e Facilitating Procedures and Structures: the
degree to which teachers have adequate time,
reduced teaching loads, waivers from
regulations, and changed schedules to permit
collegial work to occur.

e Curriculum/Instruction: the degree to which
teachers participate in determining the school
program, curriculum goals, textbook selection,
educaticnal materials, and classroom pedagogy.

e BRBudgeting: the degree to which teachers
participate in matters related to designing and
implementing the school budget.

¢ Staffing: the degree to which teachers are
involved with the administration in making
decisions such as recruiting, interviewing,
hiring , and assigning staff.

e Staff Development: the degree to which
teachers can design and implement staff
development activities that meet their own
needs.

e Operations: the degree to which teachers are
involved in scheduling and managing the
building (its use, improvement, and
maintenance) .

e Standards: the degree to which teachers share
in setting standards for their own performance
and for student performance and
discipline. (Russell, Cooper, & Greenblatt;
1992, p. 39)
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Russell (1992} utilized these eight dimensions to
define shared decision making in development of an
instrument to measure the construct over eight dimensions.

This instrument, Teacher Involvement and Participation

Scale, Version 2 (TIPS 2), became the primary measurement

tool ¢of shared decision making in this present study.
Items on the TIPS 2 instrument are rated on a
Likert Scale from one to five indicating level of
teacher participation in each decision dimension. Each
dimension is represented as a subscale. In the
analysis of this instrument each subscale was paired
with every other subscale and the intercorrelation
coefficient for each pairing was calculated. The
intercorrelation coefficients were then compared to the
reliability coefficients. Russell (1992) reports, “The
results of this comparison indicate that the subscales
are measuring distinct dimensions of shared decision
making and that the items forming a subscale are
closely linked empirically as well as conceptually” (p.

81).
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Summary

In the restructuring reform movement of the late
1980s andlthe first half of the 1990s, school-based
decision making has become one of the primary
initiatives. Though much has been written about the
topic of shared decisionlmaking, few rigorous empirical
studies have been conducted {(Malen, et al. 1990).

David (1989%) points ocut that despite all of the
interest in local school management and shared decision
making, very little research exists on the topic. Most
of the literature addresses conceptual arguments, how-
to guides, and experiences of practitioners.

There is no conclusive evidence of a relationship
between SBDM and student achievement. Michael Fullan
(1993) , a leading researcher in the area of
educational change, concludes that “restructuring
reforms that devolved decision making to schools may
have altered governance procedures but did not affect
the teaching-learning core of schools and the evidence
continues to mount” (p. 144).

The more recent research on school-based decision
making supports looking at the categories, domains, or

dimensions of decision making to gain a more accurate
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view of the construct. {Russell, 1992; Ferrera, 1992;
David, 1989; Conley and Bacharach, 1990}

Participation by teachers in school-based shared
decision ﬁaking has shown positive results in improving
teachers’ receptivity of change (Jenkins, et al. 1884),
morale, and motivation (Malen, et al., 1990). Other
benefits include more poéitive school climate feelings
of empowerment on the part of the staff (David, 19893).

Perhaps the reported benefits provide sufficient
. reason to continue participation in shared decision
making. Malen and colleagues (1989) examined six
purported benefits of school-based decision making: 1}
stakeholders will influence school policy decisions; 2)
employee morale and motivation will be boosted; 3)
school-wide planning processes will be strengthened; 4)
instruction will improve; 5) effective schools’
characteristics will develop; and 6) students’ academic
achievement will improve. Extensive reviews of the
literature by Malen et al. (1989) and Ogawa and White
(1994) found little evidence to support most of these
benefits of SBDM. Especially the few studies examining
the relationship between the process of shared decision
making and improvement in student learning are

inconclusive,




The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship between SBDM and student achievement. The
design involved the identification of schools that had
most imprdvement and least improvement in student
achievement over a three year period and then measuring
the degree of school-based decision making in each of

eight dimensions to determine differences.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This study utilized a causal-comparative design to
determine the relationship between a school’s level of
student achievement and the degree of teacher involvement in
school-based decision making. This chapter includes a
description and discussion of the research design and
methods used in this study. The presentation includes a
description of the population and selection procedures,
instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis
procedures,

The goal of the causal-comparative method is to
discover possible causes and effects of a behavior or
characteristic. This method is sometimes referred to as ex
post facto research, because causes are studied after they
presumably have exerted their effect (Borg and Gall, 1989).
The design involves two groups that differ on an independent
variable and compares them on the dependent variable.
Causal-comparative studies may include a number of dependent
variables. The advantages of this research design include

being able to study cause—and-effect relationships under
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conditions where experimental manipulation is not possible
and the ability to study several relationships at one time.
A disadvantage of the causal-comparative method is that it
is difficﬁlt to establish causality (Borg and Gall, 1989).
The use of the causal-comparative design in this study
was intended to examine most improved and least improved
schools for differences iﬁ the extent to which SBDM was
implemented. Dependent variables (eight areas, or
dimensions) of school-based teacher shared decision making
were measured in each of the schools. The hypothesis that
there is no difference in the degree of shared decision
making on the eight dimensions between the two groups of

schools was then tested.

Population/Sample

The population for this study included elementary
schools in a large urban school district in Texas. The
school district is comprised of 12 high schools, 21 middle
schools, 14 schools for special student populations and 68
elementary schools with a PK-5th grade organization.

Schools were selected using the extreme groups method
(Borg & Gall, 1989). The independent variable of student

achievement was operationally defined into two levels: most
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improvement in student achievement and least improvement in

student achievement. All 68 elementary schools were ranked

from most improvement to least improvement over a three year
period baéed on student achievement criteria.

Student achievement for the school was determined to be
the school’s aggregate 4th grade score of all tests
(Reading, Writing, Mathematics) on the Texas Assessment of
Academic Skills (TAAS) as reported by the Texas Education
Agency on the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS).
Fourth grade was selected as the target focus because the
TAAS test was administered only to 4th graders in Texas
elementary schools in the 1992-1933 school year, and it is
the only elementary grade in which a writing sample is
assessed. The reported aggregate 4th grade score represents
the percent of the 4th grade regqular education students who
took and passed (met minimum expectations) in all 3 areas
(reading, writing, mathematics) tested. These scores were
examined and charted for all 68 elementary schools for the
'92-793, '93-'94, and ‘94-’95 school years.

The operationally defined measurement of school
improvement on student achievement was determined by
calculating the difference in the 4th grade aggregate score
on all 3 tests over the three year period that scores were

examined. The schools were then ranked from most
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improvement to least improvement made on 4th grade student
achievement scores from 1992-1995. BAppendix A shows scores
and change for all district elementary schools.

Two ektreme groups were formed using the 15 most
improved schools and the 15 least improved schools based on
4th grade TAAS scores. Borg and Gall (1989) state, “In
causal—comparative...reseérch, it is desirable to have a
minimum of 15 cases in each group to be compared “{p. 233).
Because two levels of the independent variable were to be
compared on the eight dimensions of SBDM, a multivariate
analysis of variance {MANOVA) was used. Tabachnick and
Fidell ({(1983) indicate that in addition to the theoretical
issues of selecting a sample, MANOVA requires that more
cases than dependent variables are required in every cell,
The sample size of 30 schools, 15 in each of the two levels
of the independent variable, was selected for several
reasons. The main criteria was to have an adequate sample
for the statistical requirements of power on MANOVA. Other
considerations were based on the TAAS data so that
separation on the degree of school improvement would be
maintained. For fourth grade student achievement scores and
degree of change of the 30 sample schools see Table 4 in

Chapter 4.
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In causal-comparative studies, the two comparison
groups should be similar except for the variables being
studied. Borg and Gall (1983) indicate that this can be
accomplisﬁed by either a randomly selected sample from the
same population or use of a matching procedure.

A matching procedure was used by pairing schools from
the two groups. Characteristics of student populations of
participating schools were examined using school demographic
information. This was done by examining Texas Education

Agency (TEA)'s AEIS Report: Campus Comparison Group Listing,

1993-1994. This report lists all 3414 public elementary
schools in descending order based on an index which reflects
the percent of the school student population in the
following categories: limited English proficient, minority,
economically disadvantaged, student mobility, and district
wealth. TEA defines a like, demographic, comparison group
as the 50 schools above and the 50 schools below a given
elementary school on the index. These criteria were used to
match the schools in the two groups. Out of the 15 pairs of
schools, 10 pairs were matched within the 100 point spread
and the other 5 pairs fell within a 250 spread. After
careful examination of index variables on the five pairs of
schools, it was concluded a 250 point spread yielded similar

schools (See Chapter 4, Tables 5 & 6).
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Because participation in the study was voluntary and
schools were involved in numerous school improvement
initiatives, four of the original 30 schools declined to
participate. In order to keep the groups equal and the
sample size adequate, the next schools on the improvement
continuum were contacted and agreed to participate. This
caused two of the matched pairs of schools to have more than
a 100 point spread on the AEIS grouping index.

School decision involvement was determined by surveying

all certified staff and SBDM teams of participating schools.,

Instrumentation

The goal of the study was to measure the degree of
participation in school-based decision making and determine
if differences existed between elementary schools that have
made the most improvement in student achievement and
elementary schocls that have made the least improvement in
student achievement.

A recent study by Russell (1992) addressed the
measurement of shared decision making in the schools. His
study involved development of a valid and reliable
instrument for measuring school-based shared decision

making. The instrument is research-based with eight




64

subscales and items with a rating scale format. Russell’s
(1992) instrument was selected for use in this study because
it reflects the language and philosophy of shared decision
making wiﬁh wording that closely parallels Texas SDBM
guidelines; and its development was based on an elementary
school population.

The Teacher Involvement and Participation Scale (TIPS)

Version 2 (Russell, Cooper, and Greenblatt, 1992) was
designed to measure involvement of teachers in decision
making. The TIPS 2 questionnaire instrument appears in
Appendix B with the consent ¢of the author.

TIPS-2 consists of 50 Likert scale items covering eight
involvement subscales, four items for overall impressions
and eight items for demographic information. Respondents
were asked to indicate the degree to which teachers in the
school participated in each decision (5=Almost Always,
4=Frequently, 3=Sometimes, 2=Seldom, 1=Almost Never).
Subscale scores were formed by summing subscale item
repsonses.

School-based decision making in Texas involves five
areas: goal setting, curriculum and instruction, budgeting,
staffing, and school organization. Russell (1992)
established empirical support for eight dimensions of shared

decision making. The eight subscales are:
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1l)goals/vision/mission, 2)standards,
3)curriculum/instruction, 4)budget, 5)staffing,
6)operations, 7)facilitating procedures/structures for SBDM,
and 8}staff development. Russell (1982) described the
conceptual basis for each of the eight dimensions.

Goals/Vision/Mission -- The vision of a school is a

statement of where the séhool is going; it defines the
school’s mission. The vision is frequently operationalized
in a set of school-wide goals. A shared vision is critical
to shared decision making because it makes it possible for
all stakeholders to engage in a search for sclutions guided
by the shared vision and goals. This subscale includes nine
items.

Standards -- In this study standards refer to the
criteria that are set for evaluating various aspects of the
educational program. Shared decision making can be used to
establish requirements for students’ academic performance
and to set standards for student behavior. Teacher
evaluation criteria may also be included. This section
contains five items.

Curriculum/Instruction -- This factor refers to the

degree to which teachers and other members of the school
community participate in setting curriculum goals and

objectives. Methods and resources for instruction are
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mutually decided. Although the state and district may
dictate core curriculum or frameworks, in shared decision
naking schools are able to decide the sequencing and pacing
of instrucfion and latitude in the methodology that they
employ. Ten items are included in this subscale.

Budget -~ Shared decision making in the budgeting
process does not mean that schools can spend whatever they
want, but it does mean that all the stakeholders have input
into the development of the district and school budget.
Rather than district formulas determining how moneys will be
spent at the school, discretionary funds and portions of
district budgets are allocated to the school to be used in
meeting the collaboratively developed gcals and objectives.
This section contains six items.

Staffing -- Under shared decision making, the
administrators, teachers, and members of the school
community participate in the selection of the school
personnel. The candidates are generally from a district
approved list and technically only a recommendation for a
selected candidate is made, since the district and the board
hire personnel. Other aspects of staffing at the school
level involve determining what positions and specific
assignments will best contribute to meeting the goals of the

school., The staffing subscale has four items.
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Operations -—- This area overlaps the area of

organization as defined by TEA. It involves specific
organizational decisions at the school such as scheduling.
It also eﬁcompasses building operations and maintenance.
This section has four items.

Facilitating Procedures and Structures -- Structures

for shared decision makiﬁg are the decision making bodies
within a school and the logistical sﬁpports that allow them
to function. 1In addition to the actual SBDM team, or school
council, formal bylaws or informal guidelines and norms
define the process of shared decision making at the school.
Logistical support in the form of waivers and sufficient
time contribute to the degree of shared decision making.
There are seven items in this section.

Staff Development -- For effective decision making,

access to new knowledge and skills is critical for all
stakeholders. New roles and relationships in working
together collaboratively also makes it necessary for
opportunities to learn the skills needed for shared decision
making. Five items measure this dimension.

The Overall Impressicns section asks for an overall

perception on how well SBDM is working at the school and

provides space for written comments. The Demographics

section includes eight items.
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The TIPS 2 instrument is a valid measure of shared
decision making. Russell established validity using a one-
way analysis of variance. The ability of the instrument to
discriminéte among schools was tested by comparing the
variance in teacher ratings of shared decision making within
schools with variance in teacher ratings across schools on
each of the eight subscalés. An instrument is not
considered valid if the variation in ratings within schools
is greater than the variation in ratings between schools.,
All eight of the subscales measured greater between-school
than within-school significance at the .05 level.

Content validity for TIPS 2 was established by
examining the literature and carefully extracting critical
behaviors associated with teacher involvement and
participation in shared decision making. A jury of experts
then categorized these behaviors into eight subscales.
Overall agreement was eighty-nine percent among the jury
members for all items on the instrument.

Construct validity is the extent to which a particular
instrument can be shown to measure a hypothetical construct.
Construct validity was determined by pairing each subscale
with every other subscale and calculating the
intercorrelation coefficients for each pair. The

intercorrelation coefficient was then compared to the
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reliability coefficient of the subscale. In every case
reliability coefficients for subscales were greater than
intercorrelation coefficients. This indicated that items in
each subsdale were closely linked to each other and that
subscales measured distinct aspects of shared decision
making.

Reliability refers to the ability of a measure to
produce consistent results. TIPS 2 has an overall internal
consistency reliability of .96 {(Cronbach’s alpha ).
Reliability coefficients for subscales ranged from a low of
.71 (Standards subscale) to a high of .92 (Staffing) (see
Appendix C).

Two, one-page questionnaires were developed by the
researcher to collect descriptive data from principals and
SBDM teams. Appendix D contains the SBDM Team Questionnaire
while the Principal Questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix

E.

Data Collection

After approval to conduct the study was granted by the
district, an introductory packet was sent to school
principals in September 1935. The packet included an

attention-getting cover flyer, an introductory letter to the
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principal {Appendix F), a copy of the letter of informed
consent (Appendix G), and a sample of surveys for review
(Appendices B,D, & F). A follow-up phone call was made to
nonresponding principals after one week. It took more than
two weeks to reach all principals for confirmation of
participation. Several principals requested additional
information or wanted tiﬁe to discuss the study with the
SBDM team. Schools were not told how they were selected for
participation.

Many changes in personnel had occurred in several of
the schocls since the last school year. A random or
stratified sample of staff at each school may have resulted
in a skewed number of new faculty at the school. The
district had also made a number of principal changes for the
1995-1996 school year. For schools in this study, 11 of the
30 principals were new to their schools and only five of the
principals had been at their schools more than six years.

Administration of the TIPS 2 questionnaires was
scheduled with the principal at each school site. The
timeline called for the return of all guestionnaires by mid-
October, but due to school conflicts and schedules, the
return was not completed until November, 1995. Another
factor that contributed to the delayed return date was the

fact that eight of the sample schools were on a year-round
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school calendar and were out of school on intercession for
the first three weeks of October.

Teachers received the “Letter of Informed Consent” by
school mail several days before the scheduled administration
of TIPS-2. The return of a completed TIPS 2 questionnaire
indicated their agreement to participate in the study. For
a higher return rate on the questionnaires and because it
takes 15 minutes to complete the questionnaire, principals
were encouraged to allow the questionnaire to be
administered and returned at the end of a regularly
scheduled faculty meeting. Several options for
administration of the questionnaire were offered. A
research assistant was available to come to the school to
administer the questionnaire before or after regular school
hours; or detailed directions (see Appendix H) and all
materials would be sent directly to the principal for
administration.

Participants were provided the choice of returning the
completed guestionnaire directly to the researcher through
school mail or in self-addressed, stamped envelopes. Most
gquestionnaires were returned by school mail and collected by
the research assistant. All 30 sample schools returned
completed gquestionnaires. The return rate of the TIPS 2 was

63% (575 returned out of the 920 certified staff).
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SBDM Team Questionnaires and Principal Questionnaires ,
along with letters of informed consent to the SBDM team and
addressed return envelopes, were mailed to principals. SBDM
team matefials were color-coded blue and principal materials
were color-coded yellow for ease of distribution and return.
Principals distributed SBDM team questionnaires at a
scheduled October SBDM téam meeting. Respondents had a
choice of returning their questionnaire through school mail
or in the provided self-addressed, stamped envelope. The
number of the SBDM Team Questionnaires returned was 127 out
of 280 (45%). Twenty-eight of thirty (93%) Principal

Questicnnaires were returned.

Data Analysis

Analysis of data involved both descriptive and
inferential procedures. The procedure for addressing the
eight research hypotheses in question one involved a
multivariate analysis of variance. Statistically
significant MANOVA results were followed by univariate
analyses. Dependent variables were the eight subscales,
defining the dimensions of shared decision making.

MANGOVA is the preferred statistical technique when

determining whether groups differ on more than one dependent
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variable. The use of MANOVA has several advantages over
ANOVAs for each dependent variable. The main consideration
is protection against Type I error. With individual
comparisoﬁs, the significance level of each analysis is
considered. Using comparison-wise significance levels
causes the probability of a Type I error to increase with
each test of statistical significance. MANQOVA corrects for
this by using an experiment-wise significance level which
holds the error rate constant (Kachigan, 1986). It also may
reveal differences that may not be found with separate
ANOVAs (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983}.

If MANOVA produces a statistically significant
difference, then univariate analyses are carried out to
determine which dependent contributed to the significance.
Statistical procedures were carried out using SAS software.

Research question two was analyzed qualitatively using
data collected from SBDM Team and Principal’s questionnaires

and district reports.




CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine if there
were differences in the extent of shared decision making and
the dimensions of decisions between elementary schools that
demonstrated the most improvement in student achievement and
elementary schools that demonstrated the least improvement
in student achievement. This chapter reports results of
statistical analyses and descriptive data on schools and
SBDM teams. Major hypotheses were tested using multivariate
analysis of variance. Statistical analyses were performed

using the SAS System software.

Research Sample

The sample consisted of 30 elementary schools; 15
schools that had demonstrated the most improvement in
student achievement and 15 schools that demonstrated the
least improvement in student achievement. A total of 575
individuals returned TIPS 2 questionnaires from all schools.

Principals and SBDM team members responded to additional
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questionnaires providing descriptive data. Description of
the sample is presented under two headings. The section on
characteristics of professional staff describes the
individuals in the study. Schools are described in the

section on data of the sample schools.

Characteristics of Professional Staff

Certified faculty and staff at each of the 30 sample
schools were included in the administration of TIPS 2
questionnaires. Table 1 contains the number of staff
members by school that participated in the study by
returning the questionnaire. The return of 575
gquestionnaires represents 63% participation by faculty and
staff in the 30 sample schools.

Table 2 contains frequencies and percentages of the
professional characteristics by group. 1Individuals in the
two groups had similar characteristics. More than 90% of
the respondents were classroom teachers. More than half of
the sample had ten or fewer years of teaching experience.
At the time of the study, more than 28% of the respondents
had taught five years or fewer, 24% had taught between six
and ten years, 31% had taught for 11-15 years, 12% had
taught for 16-20 years, and 17% had taught for more than 20

years.
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Table 1

Number & Percent of Faculty/Staff in Sample Schools

School N Faculty/Staff N Returned % of Returns
A-1 21 10 48
A-2 18 10 55
A-3 22 18 82
A-14 35 23 66
A-5 41 25 61
A-6 23 21 92
A-T7 34 31 o1
A-8 38 27 71
A-9 39 39 100
A-10 27 18 67
A-11 22 17 77
A-12 34 18 53
A-13 25 21 84
A-14 21 9 43
A-15 _34 _8 24
434 295 68
B-1 27 9 33
B-2 30 16 53
B-3 28 19 68
B~4 21 18 86
B-5 30 18 60
B-6 30 25 83
B-7 33 10 30
B-8 41 38 93
B-9 32 13 41
B-10 38 38 100
B-11 40 11 28
B-12 31 18 58
B-13 54 12 22
B-14 23 19 83
B-15 30 16 53
486 80 58
Total 920 575 63%

Note: Group A schools were most improved and Group B schools
were least improved on TAAS student achievement scores, but
schools are not necessarily listed in order of improvement.




Table 2

Characteristics of Individuals in Sample by Group

Characteristic Group A Group B Total
Most Improved Least Improved
N ¥ N % N %
Job Position
Teacher 263 91.32 248 50.18 507 90.70
Counselor 6 2.08 3 1.09 9 1.61
Bldg. Adm. 3 1.04 2 0.73 5 0.89
Staff 11 3.82 19 6.91 30 5.37
Other 5 1.74 3 1.09 8 1.43
288 51.15 275 48.85 559 100.00
Frequency Missing = 12
Gender
Female 255 90.83 243 89.67 498 90.05
Male 27 9.57 28 10.33 55 9.95
282 50.99 271 99.01 553 100.00
Frequency Missing = 22
Age
20-29 yrs. 57 19.93 43 15.93 100 17.99
30-39 yrs. 82 28.67 91 33.70 173 31.12
40-49 yrs. 88 30.77 82 30.37 170 30.58
50-59 yrs. 50 17.48 41 15.19 91 16.37
60+ yrs. g 3.15 13 4.81 22 3.96
286 51.44 270 48.56 556 100.00
Frequency Missing = 19
Years Teaching
1-5 yrs. 85 29 .51 73 27.14 158 28.37
6-10 yrs. 60 0.83 75 27.88 135 24 .24
11-15 yrs. 58 20.14 44 16.36 102 18.31
16-20 yrs. 33 11.46 32 11.980 65 11.67
20+ yrs. 52 18.06 45 16.73 97 17.41
288 51.71 269 48.29 557 100.00
Frequency Missing = 18
Years at Present
Schooel
< 1 year 41 14.24 48 17.65 89 15.89
1-5 yrs. 132 45.83 122 44 .85 254 45.36
6-10 yrs. 62 21.53 57 20.96 119 21.25
11-15%5 yrs. 30 10.42 21 7.72 51 g9.11
16-20 yrs. 14 4.86 17 6.25 31 5.54
20+ yrs. 9 3.13 7 2.57 16 2.86
288 51.43 272 48.57 560 100.00
Frequency Missing = 1%




Many of the certified staff were new to their school.

A reorganization and restructuring effort had occurred in
the district during the spring and summer prior to this
study. Table 2 shows that almost 16% of the faculty was
newly assigned to their school. Another 45% of the
respondents had taught at their school from one to five
years. Table 3 illustrates the length of time that
principals had been at sample schools at the time of the
study. Eleven of the 30 principals (37%) were newly
assigned to their schools. Another 37% of the principals
had been at their school between two and five years.
Table 3

Length of Principals’ Tenure at Sample Schools
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Group A Group B Total
Most Improved Least N %
Improved
Years at
Present
School
< 1 year S 6 11 37
1-2 yrs. 2 4 6 21
3-4 yrs. 2 3 5 16
5~6 yrs. 4 1 5 16
7-8 yrs. 0 0 0 0
9-10 yrs. 1 1 2 7
10+ yrs. 1 0 1 3
15 15 30 100
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In general, more than half of the individuals in the
sample had ten or fewer years ¢of teaching experience and
more than 80% had taught at the sample schocl for less than
ten years.- Because of the high rate of newly assigned
professional staff, many of the respondents were not
knowledgeable of the SBDM process of the school. New
principals, in particular, commented that they were not
responsible for previous student achievement scores or
previous school-based decision making decisions and

processes.

Data on Sample Schools

Schools were selected for the sample on the basis of
improvement in fourth grade TAAS (Texas Assessment of
Academic Skills) scores in reading, writing, and mathematics
over a three year period. Reported scores represent the
percent of fourth graders meeting state minimum expectations
on all three sub-tests. Table 4 contains fourth grade
scores for each of the 3 years and the degree of change from

1993 to 1995.




Table 4

Percent of 4th Graders Meeting Minimum Expectations on All

TAAS Tests
TAAS
Name of All Tests All Tests BAl]l Tests Change
School 1883 1994 1895 from
1993-1995
% % %
A-1 02.7 22.6 71.4 +68.7
A-2 22.7 61.5 85.0 +62.3
A-3 11.1 80.0 58.1 +47.0
A-4 26.8 84,1 69.9 +43.1
A-5 25.5 20.0 64.4 +38.9
A-6 17.2 13.0 50.0 +32.8
A-T 30.4 41.2 63.0 +32.6
A-8 58.6 ©3.2 80.1 +31.5
A-9 35.4 66.1 66.7 +31.3
A-10 44.2 32.4 72.1 +27.9
A-11 55.6 58.5 81.8 +26.2
A-12 57.9 67.1 83.1 +25.2
A-13 23.3 2.2 46.5 +23.2
A-14 43.3 62.8 64.9 +21.6
A-15 07.3 17.9 28.8 +21.5
B-1 538.6 45,2 24.1 -35.5
B-2 74.5 59.1 68.1 -06.4
B-3 41.5 23.4 35.6 -06.0
B~4 54.8 58.5 48.9 -05.9
B-5 38.6 31.1 34.4 -04.2
B-6 26.5 54.9 27.7 +01.2
B-7 46.6 54.1 47.9 +01.3
B-8 25.0 14.7 27.8 +02.8
B-9 27.3 14.3 31.9 +04.6
B-10 17.3 34.1 24.3 +07.0
B~11 13.0 29.7 20.8 +07.8
B-12 25.9 44.8 34.1 +08.2
B-13 47 .1 38.7 55.9 +08.8
B-14 71.2 60.7 80.3 +09.,1
B-15 19.2 20.0 28.6 +09.4
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The Texas Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)
1994 Grouping Index was examined to determine the likeness
of the two groups of schools. This grouping index is
generated fo determine which Texas schools are similar in
school demographic and to create a comparison group on the
excellence indicators. Elementary schools in Texas are
placed on a continuum based on five school demographic
characteristics. Table 5 presents four of the school
demographic characteristics by percent of student
population. The fifth characteristic is a state index of
district wealth. There is no difference among schools on
the fifth characteristic because all schools are located in
the same district.

According to the AEIS Grouping Index, schools that fall
within a range of 100 on the grouping index continuum
comprise an individual school’s comparison group. Schools
in group A (most improved) were paired with the closest
school in group B (least improved) using the grouping index.
Table 6 lists the pairings and the difference in the
placement on the grouping index. Ten of the 15 pairs of
schools fall within the 100 school range guideline for
comparison. The other five pairs range in difference from
200 to 245. It was determined after an examination of each

schools’ characteristics that a difference of 245 on the




AEIS index

provided matched schools for comparison.

Table 5

School Demographics by Percent of Student Population

(out of 3414 elementary schools in Texas) still
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School 3 % % % District
Minority [Economically LEP Mobility Wealth
Disadvantaged Index
A-1 94.9 87.8 7.8 29.4 7
A-2 90.9 B9.6 30.8 31.4 7
A-3 96,2 79.9 45.4 22.5 7
A-4 58.9 60.7 3.7 23.1 7
A-~5 86.3 84.3 50.9 27.1 7
A-6 88.0 83.1 18.9 32.3 7
A~ 46.2 51.8 18.2 21.8 7
A-8 26.7 17.3 1.9 16.8 7
A-9 83.4 78.2 27.1 29.9 7
A-10 359.0 68.2 7.5 32.8 7
A-11 59.7 64.7 36.8 21.9 7
A-12 7.1 10.6 0.3 13.9 7
A-13 59.7 46.4 31.9 23.7 7
A-14 37.6 22.8 3.8 8.7 7
A~-15 98.1 86.3 8.9 27.7 7
B-1 31.1 45.9 5.5 41.0 7
B-2 45.4 43.0 18.0 22.5 7
B-3 91.2 89.5 52.8 32.3 7
B-4 21.1 25.8 0.1 25.5 7
B-5 77.4 62.5 3.8 26,9 7
B-6 99.6 78.4 2.4 21.1 7
B-7 28.3 26.4 1.9 25.2 7
B-8 93.6 85.7 15.8 31.1 7
B-9 99.8 83.0 3.2 23.2 7
B-10 93.1 85.4 51.7 22.7 7
B-11 79.3 73.2 15.8 24.3 7
B-12 96.1 86.7 37.5 30.8 7
B-13 68.0 59.8 29.9 22.9 7
B-14 11.¢ 9.7 1.5 16.2 7
B-15 95.3 82.8 23.7 28.1 7

Note - Based on AEIS 1993-1994 Grouping Index.
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Table 6 shows the two group pairings and the difference
in the pair on the AEIS index,
Table ©

Matched Pairings of Schools

Like School Pairings Point Spread Between Paired
Schools
Group 1 Group 2
A-1 B-15 21
A~2 B-12 54
A-3 B-8 2
A-4 B-1 214
A-5 B-10 30
A-6 B-15 36
A-7 B-1 17
A-8 B-4 245
A-9 B-9 68
A-10 B-1 209
A-11 B-13 1
A-12 B-14 63
A-13 B-13 236
A-14 B-7 200
A-15 B-15 25

Note - Based on AEIS 1993-1994 Grouping Index

Analysis of the descriptive data on the sample schools
indicated that the two groups were homogeneous in student

population demographics and in faculty/staff demographics.
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Findings

Research Question One

The piimary purpose of this study was to determine if
the degree of shared decision making differed on eight
decision dimensions in schools that demonstrated most
improved student achievement and schools that demonstrated
least improved student achievement. Therefore, research
question one consists of eight hypotheses, one for each
dimension of school decision making.

A one-way MANOVA was carried out with eight dependent
variables: goals/vision/mission, standards,
curriculum/instruction, budget, staffing, operations,
facilitating procedures, and staff development. The
independent variable had two levels: most improved and least
improved in student achievement.

Sample means and standard deviations for each dependent
variable are displayed by levels of independent variable in
Table 7. Group A consists of schools that demonstrated most
improved student achievement and Group B consists of schools

that demonstrated least improved student achievement.
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Table 7

Means and Standard Deviations for Dependent Variables by

Group/Total
Dep. Variable Group A Group B Total
Most Improved Least Improved
N M SD N M SD N M SD

Goals/Vision/Mis 285 35.5 6.4 28¢ 32.8 6.9 45.2 34.4 6.8
Standards 285 18.9% 3.4 279 19.1 3.8 451 19.5 3.7

Curr/Instruction 293 35.8 7.1 276 33.8 6.7 448 34.8 7.1

Budget 292 19.2 5.7 277 18.9 5.9 447 19.2 5.9
Staffing 290 7.6 3.5 278 6.9 3.1 445 7.4 3.4
Operations 292 11.6 4.0 278 11.0 4.0 447 11.4 3.9

Fac Proc/Struct 291 23.9 5.7 276 22.2 6.2 446 23.3 6.1

Staff Develcpmt 251 19.5 3.6 276 18.2 3.9 446 19.2 3.9

Note: Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding.

[N= 231 for A N=211 for B]

Internal consistency was measured for the TIPS 2
instrument and each of the eight subscales. Results are
shown in Table 8. The overall reliability for TIPS 2 using
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.96. The subscale reliability ranged
from 0.93 on goals/vision/mission to 0.81 on standards. All
measures had acceptable ccoefficient alpha values. These
findings are in line with the published reliability scores

found in Appendix E.




86

Table 8

TIPS-2 Reliability

Subscale Cronbach’s alpha
Goals/Vision/Mission .93
Standards .81
Curriculum/Instruction .86
Budget .87
Staffing .84
Operation .87
Facilitating Procedure/Structures .88 <
Staff Development .84
All Items .96

Results were analyzed using a one-way MANOVA, between
groups design. Tctal N was reduced to 442 with deletion of
cases for missing data. Results of evaluation of
assumptions of normality, homogeneity, and linearity were
valid.

The multivariate analysis of variance for difference
between most improved student achievement schools and least
improved student achievement schools was found to be
statically significant with Wilks’ Lambda = .94, p < .01 (F

= 2.91, df =8/433. p = ,0035). Therefore, the null
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hypothesis of no difference between groups on the degree of
SBDM was rejected.

To determine which dimensions of SBDM contributed to
the multivériate effect, univariate ANOVA tests were
performed for each of the eight subscales. Table 9 displays
these results. Six subscales were statistically
significant: goals/vision/mission, curriculum/instruction,
operations, facilitating procedures/structures, standards
and staffing. No statistically significant differences were
found for the variables of budget and staff development.
Table S

Univariate Analysis of Variance

Dependent Variable Subscales F(1,440)
Goals/Vision/Mission 12.38 »»
Standards 5.45 ~*
Curriculum/Instruction 9.68 *»
Budget 0.02
Staffing 3.93 *
Operations 7.32 *»
Facilating Procedures/Structures 7.07 %%
Staff Development 3.04

Note: ** p <« .01 * p < .05
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Goals/Vision/Mission. Schools that made most

improvement in student achievement were found to be
significantly (p <.01) different from schools that made
least imprévement in student achievement in the dimension of
goals/vision/ mission., This dimension assessed the level to
which teachers were actively involved as a group in framing
the school’s goals, vision, and mission.

Curriculum/Instruction. The next most significantly

different (p <.01) dimension of schocl-based decision making
between groups was curriculum and instruction. This
dimension refers to the degree to which teachers participate
in determining the school program in the areas of curriculum
goals, textbook and material selection, and classroom
pedagogy (Russell, 1992). With shared decision making, the
main difference is that the school’s SDBM team and teachers,
instead of the district or state, initiate and lead the
efforts to develop curriculum, decide the pacing and
sequencing of instruction, and determine the pedagogy to
employ (Conley & Bacharach,1990; Guthrie,1986).

Cperations. The two groups of schools differed

significantly (p <.0l) in the dimension of operations. This
area of decision making allows participation in managing the

school as a building; its use, improvement, and maintenance
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(Russell, 1992). Operations also involve the ability to
have input into school schedules.

Facilitating Procedures/Structures. Facilitating

procedures-and structures was another dimension of shared
decision making that was found to be significantly different
(p <.01) between school that improved and schools that did
not improve in student achievement. Shared decision making
requires time, energy, money, and organizational change.
This dimension measures the degree to which the district and
the schocl have allowed and provided for the structures to
support actual shared decision making. Besides the formal
structure of SDBM teams and a decision matrix delineating
authority, David (1989), Conley & Bacharach (1990}, among
others, have found the need to reorganize teacher roles,
provide waivers, and change schedules to permit collegial
work to occur.

Standards. The dimension of standards was found
significantly different (p <.05) between groups. “The
shared decision making about school standards is the means
by which the mission of the school is operationalized and
the achievement of goals evaluated” {Russell, 1892, p. 85).
This dimension measured the degree to which the school set

the accountability standards for student achievement

A — e
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performance, student discipline, and professional behavior
for staff.

Staffing. Schools that showed most improvement in
student achievement differed significantly (p <.05) from
schools that made least improvement in student achievement
in the decision dimension of staffing. The recruiting,
selection, and assignment of staff members are areas of
joint concern to teachers and administrators (David, 1989),.
Although formal hiring authority is retained by the school
beard through the administration, staffing decisions can be
shared with those at the school level who might best assess
thelir own needs. This dimension measures the degree to
which teachers have input into the staffing decisions
regarding teachers, staff, and administrators at the
building level.

Budget. The degree of participation in budget
decisions did not differ between the two groups of schools.
The budget dimension measured the degree to which
stakeholders were involved in the allocation of school
rescurces to meet collaborative goals instead of following
mandated allocation formulas.

Staff Development. Staff development was the other

dimension of decision making in which no significant

differences were found between the two groups. 1In the
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context of shared decision making, staff development means
that there are opportunities for continuous professional
growth for principals and teachers. David (1989) contends
that when échool districts delegate decision making to
schools, access to new knowledge and skills is critical.
This includes learning skills to facilitate the
collaborative decision making process.

In summary, analysis of the eight hypotheses in
research question one found that schools that showed most
improvement in student achievement differed significantly
from schools that showed least improvement in student
achievement in these areas of school-based decision making:
goals/vision/mission, curriculum/instruction, operations,
facilitating procedures/structures, standards, and staffing.
Two areas of decision making, budget and staff development,
did not result in significant differences between the two

groups of schools.

Research Question Two

How do SBDM teams in schools that demonstrated most
improvement in student achievement compare to SBDM teams in
schools that demonstrated least improvement in student
achievement in the following areas: a} number and

composition of the team, b) time and frequency of meetings,
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¢) operational procedures, and d) team training SBDM
processes? The purpose of question two was to gather data
that would provide insight into procedures and workings of
the SBDM téams in the two groups of schools.

Descriptive data were gathered from principal and SBDM
team questionnaires and district records for qualitative
analyses.

SBDM Team Composition. State and district guidelines

for school-based decision making provide parameters for the

composition of SDBM teams. The School-Based Decision Making

District Plan and Handbook states:

The SBDM team is the primary mechanism for
implementing participatory decision making at the
school level. ...SBDM teams include a minimum of
eight members consisting of:

-the principal;

-three teachers (elected by the faculty);

~three parents elected by the predominate parent
group;

-a community representative selected by the other
members.

In addition, individuals as determined by the
eight members listed above may be added in order
that all the school’s constituent groups are
adequately represented.... The core group shall
ensure that ethnic groups are represented on the
team. (pp.7-8)

Table 10 shows the composition of SBDM teams in the
sample schools by group. There does not appear to be major

differences in the composition of the teams in the two

groups of schools.




Table 10

Composition of SBDM Teams

School Admini - Teachers Support Parents Community  Total
strators Staff Represen-
tatives
Al 1 2 1 3 1 8
A2 1 3 0 3 0 7
A3 1 3 0 3 1 8
Ad 1 3 0 3 3 10
A5 2 5 0 4 1 12
A6 1 5 3 3 1 13
A7 2 4 0 4 1 11
A8 1 5 0 4 1 11
A% 1 3 0 3 1 8
AlQ 1 3 0 3 0 7
All 1 3 1 3 0 8
Al2 2 4 0 5 1 12
Al3 1 3 0 3 2 9
Al4 1 3 2 3 i 10
Al5 2 3 0 3 1 9
143
Bl 1 4 o] 3 1 S
B2 2 4 0 4 1 11
B3 2 3 1 3 1 10
B4 1 3 0 3 0 7
B5S 1 3 0 3 1 8
B6 1 3 0 2 1 7
B7 2 4 1 3 2 12
B8 1 2 1 3 1 8
B9 1 4 1 3 2 11
B10O 1 5 0 3 1 10
Bl1 2 5 1 4 1 13
B12 1 3 0 3 1 8
B13 1 3 0] 3 1 8
Bl4 1 4 0 4 1 10
B15 1 3 1 3 1 9

141




Table 11 describes SBDM team respondents to the SBDM

Team Questionnaire.

Table 11

SBDM Team Respondents to Questionnaire by Group/Total

94

Group A Group B Total

Most Improved Least Improved
N % N % N ¥

Team Role

Faculty 29 43 29 50 58 46
Administrator 7 10 5 9 12 10
Staff 8 12 7 12 15 12
Community 5 7 4 7 9 7
Parent 19 28 13 22 32 25
68 54 58 46 126 100
Years on Team s 56 34 68 72 61
<1 year 17 25 10 20 27 23
1 year 11 16 2 4 i3 11
2-4 years 2 3 _4 -8 .6 _>5
5 or more 68 58 50 42 118 100

Migssing data from 4 schools.

SBDM Team Meeting Schedule.

similar meeting schedule.

(90%) have a regular monthly meeting time.

meet biweekly.

is immediately after school at either 3:30 or 4:00.

school team meets early in the morning before school, one

Most SBDM teams follow a
Twenty-seven of the 30 schools

Three schools

The most common time of day for the meetings

team meets during school hours, and two teams schedule

meetings at 5:00 p.m. or later in the day.

One
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SBDM Team Operational Procedures. Operational

procedures for running the team meeting were also similar
across all schools. Twelve schools in the improved group
reported héving both written bylaws and a formal process of
communication between the SBDM team and stakeholders. Two
schools in the improved group reported that they do not have
written bylaws or a specific communication process in place
and one school in this group did not report. In the group
of less improved schools, three schools did not return
questionnaires. Of the twelve reporting schools in this
group, all of them indicated that they have a specific
communication process between the SBDM team and
stakeholders. Three of the twelve schools did not have
written bylaws or guidelines. Overall, 80% of the SBIM
teams have developed written bylaws and more than 90% have a
two-way communication process in place with stakeholders.

A question on the SBDM team leader, or facilitator, was
asked in order to ascertain if there were differences
between groups on who conducts the meetings and method of
determining the leader. The two groups were evenly divided
on the leadership of team meetings. Of the 14 responses
from the more improved group, seven indicated that the
principal facilitated the meeting and seven indicated that

the role of facilitator was either elected or rotated among
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members. Of the 12 responses from the less improved group,
six indicated that the principal facilitated the meeting and
six indicated that the facilitator role was rotated or
elected.

SBDM Team Staff Development Training. School-based

decision making training for administrators, team members,
and central office personﬁel is provided by the district.
Many training sessions are available in a number of time
schedules or may by requested on~site by the school. Table
12 shows the number of present SBDM team members who have
participated in school-based decision making process
training sessions offered by the district professional
development department. The data were compiled from the
SBDM team questionnaires, principal questionnaires, and
district records. A description of district SBDM team
training is found in Appendix I.

SBDM team members and principals were asked to give
their perception of the effect of SBDM on the school
curriculum, instruction, and student achievement. About 15%
of the respondents felt that SBDM had no or very slight
impact on school curriculum, instruction, and student
achievement. Most respondents rated the impact of SBDM in

the moderate to high moderate range in all three areas.
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Table 12

Frequency of Participation in SBDM Team Process Training

New SBDM DuPont Facilita- Budget Conflict Consensus

Members Over- Leadership ting Process Resolu- & Team
Session view Training Meetings tion Building

Al 2

A2 2 2

A3 4 4 1 1

Ad 0 1 2 2

A5 1

A6 1 5 1

A7 2 4 3 1 1

A8 10 1

A9 3 3

AlQ

All 3

Al2 2 7 1 1

A13 6

Al4 1 7 1 2 1

AlS i 1

Bl 8 3

B2 3 6

B3 2

B4

BS 3

Bé 5

B7 6 3

B8 11 3 4

B9 4 3

B10 4

Bll 1 7 1

B12 1 5 1

B13 5 1 1 1

Bi4 2 6

B15

<t
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However, more than 20% felt that SBDM had a major impact on
school student achievement. Table 13 shows the SBDM team
and principal responses on their perceptions of the impact
of SBDM on.curriculum, instruction, and student achievement
at the school level.

Table 13

Perceptions of SBDM Impact on the School

SBDM Team Principals
N = 124 N = 25
N % N %
Impact of SBDM on:
School Curriculum
0 - none 11 9 1 4
1 - slight 8 6 3 12
2 - 13 11 1 4
3 - moderate 35 28 9 36
4 - 39 31 8 32
5 - major 18 14 3 12
Instructional
Strategies
0 - none 11 9 1 4
1 - slight 7 & 2 8
2 - 7 () 1 4
3 - moderate 45 36 5 20
4 - 33 27 12 48
5 - major 21 17 4 16
School Student
Achievement
0 - none 4 3 0 0
1 - slight 10 8 1 4
3 - moderate 6 5 2 8
4 - 33 27 5 20
5 - major 42 34 12 48
29 23 5 20
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Summary

The study involved determining if 15 elementary schools
that had made the most district improvement in student
achievement were more involved in school-based decision
making than 15 elementary schools that made the least
district improvement in student achievement. Improvement in
student achievement is a complex process and involves many
uncontrollable, as well as controllable, variables. Student
learning cannot be reduced to a test score and time is
required for real improvement to occur. For purposes of
this study, the operationalized definition of improved
school achievement is an increase of at least 20 percentage
points during the 1993-1995 period in the percentage of
fourth graders meeting minimum expectations on all TAAS
tests as reported by Texas AEIS. Least improvement in
student achievement is defined as an increase ¢f less than
10 percentage points over the 1993-1995 period in the
percentage of fourth graders meeting minimum expectations on
all TAAS tests as reported by Texas AEIS. The three year
period of change in student achievement was used in this
study because it was the only period with comparable tests
and grade level.

A major premise of SBDM and the stated district goal of

SBDM is the improvement of student learning. The schools in
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the district have participated in some form of school-based
decision making for about ten years. But the degree of
teacher involvement in school decisions still varies from
school to School. The purpose of the study was to determine
if there were differences in the degree of decision making
across eight dimensions of decisions between the two groups
of schools.

A statistically significant difference was found
between the two groups on six of the eight dimensions of
SBDM. Examining the means and standard deviations for each
of the eight subscales, the difference can to attributed to
a higher degree of shared decision making in schools with
most improved student achievement. These six dimensions
were: goals/vision/mission, curriculum/instruction,
standards, staffing, operations, and facilitating
procedure/structures. Because the eight dimensions are
correlated areas of shared decision making, it is difficult
to separate the dimensions in applying practical
significance to the findings. The research supports both
the separate dimension concept of SBDM and the correlation
and interdependence of the dimensions in implementing SBDM
effectively.

Budget and staff development were two dimensions that

were not statistically different. Based on an
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interpretation from the means between groups, it is
projected that the two groups felt equally uninvolved in the
budget process at the school and equally involved in
participating in staff development directed toward SBDM.

An examination of characteristics of individuals in the
sample SBDM teams and schools indicate a similarity of the
two groups in all areas measured except for improved school
student achievement and degree of shared decision making in

six of eight dimensions.




CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

This chapter includes a summary of the study, including
the research questions, the methodology, and the major
findings: conclusions derived from those findings;
implications for practice; and recommendations for future

research.

Summary

School-based decision making (SBDM) is one of the major
change initiatives in the current wave of educational reform
and restructuring. SBDM is a process of decentralization of
power and resources to the school site where building
administrators, teachers, staff, parents, and community
engage in collaborative decision making directed toward the
goal of school improvement and student learning. There are
numerous variations in terminology and implementation of
SBDM, but a universal goal of SBDM is increased student

achievement for all students.

102
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The question of how SBDM affects student learning has
been investigated to a very limited degree (Ellis and Fouts,
1994; Malen, et al., 1980). Most studies on SBDM have
examined implementation strategies or feelings of
participants. Previous findings indicate positive impact of
SBDM on teachers’ receptivity to change (Jenkins et al.,
1994}, teacher morale {Malen, et al., 1990), and school
climate (David, 1989).

Although a limited number of studies have addressed the
relationship between SBDM and student learning, of the
reported studies, the findings have not established a link
between the two. Ellis and Fouts {(1994) state, “The
evidence is slim to none...that student learning has
increased at schools that have adopted site-based
management” (p. 79}). Similar conclusions are made by others
(Jenkins, et al., 1994; Cotton, 1992; Peterson, 1991; Malen
et al. 1990). Cotton noted, “In some settings, student
scores have improved slightly, in others they have declined
slightly, and in most settings no differences have been
found” (p. 9).

Establishing a relationship between school-based
decision making and student learning is difficult. Malen

and her colleagues {1990} argue that factors other than SBDM
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may account for any gains in student achievement made after
implementing the initiative,

In spite of the difficulties, it seems imperative to
continue ﬁo search for evidence to determine whether or not
SBDM contributes to the goal of improved student learning.
Because student learning is problematic to measure and even
more problematic to control by researchers, it would seem
that the question should be addressed in divergent ways.

The design of this study approached the question from a
different perspective. The study explored the relationship
between SBDM and student achievement by examining the degree
of participation in eight dimensions of school-based
decision making to determine if there were differences
between schools that had demonstrated the most and least
improvement in student achievement. The target population
was elementary schools in a large urban schoel district in
Texas. The focus was the degree of improvement made in
school student achievement scores over a three year period,
rather than the highest scoring schools on student
achievement.

The primary question of the study was to determine if
schools that have shown most improvement in student

achievement and schools that have shown least improvement in
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student achievement differ in the degree of shared decision
making in the following dimensions:

a) goals/vision/ mission

b) standards

¢) curriculum/instruction

d)} budget

e) staffing

f) operations

g) facilitating procedures/structures

h) staff development.

The purpose of a second research gquestion was to gain
information ccncerning the organization and operation of the
SBDM teams. It explored how SBDM teams in schools that have
shown most improvement in student achievement compare to
SBDM teams in schools that have shown least improvement in
student achievement in the following areas:

a) number and composition of the team

b) time and fregquency of meetings

c) operaticnal procedures

d) team training in SBDM processes.

The causal-comparative design involved selecting two
extreme groups of sample schools based on improvement in

previous student achievement scores and then measuring the
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degree of school-based shared decisions across eight
dimensions.

The independent variable of student achievement had two
levels, most improved and least improved. Target population
schools’ test scores were examined for the past three years
(1992-1995) to determine trends of school improvement. For
consistency and comparability, the measurement of school
improvement in student achievement was based on the school’s
percentage of regular education fourth graders meeting state
minimum expectations on all tests (reading, writing,
mathematics) of the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills
(TAAS) as reported in the Texas Academic Excellence
Indicator System (AEIS). All 68 elementary schools in the
district were placed on an improvement continuum based on
the degree of change in TAAS scores over a three-year
period. Fifteen schools were selected from both the top 25%
and the bottom 25% to form the 30 extreme groups sample. 1In
this study, most improvement in student achievement is
defined as an increase of more than 20 percentage points,
and least improvement in student achievement is defined as
an increase of less than 10 percentage points on the
improvement continuum. The 15 schools in each group cf

student achievement were matched on school demographics.
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Recent research in the study of SBDM supports viewing
shared decision making as multi-dimensional, rather than as
a single domain (Bacharach et al., 1990; Conley, 1991;
Ferrara, 1992; Russell, 1992). In this study, eight
dimensions of shared decision making were examined as
dependent variables. The eight dimensions were defined and
measured based on Russell’s (1992) study in which he
developed a valid and reliable instrument for measuring
research-grounded dimensions of school-based decision
making. The Teacher Involvement Participation Scale-Version
2, or TIPS-2, (Russell, 1882) was used to measure the degree
of participation in decision making in each of the eight
dimensions. All certified professional staff members in the
30 sample schools were asked to complete and return the
questionnaire. The return of 575 questionnaires represented
63% of the individuals in the sample schools.

A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
was used to address the eight hypotheses of difference in
the degree of SBDM between schools with most improvement and
least improvement in student achievement. Results showed an
overall significance of p < .005, F(8,433)=2.91, Wilk's
lambda = .94. Univariate analysis of variance tests were

then used to determine which of the eight dimensions of
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decision making contributed significantly to the overall
effect.

A statistically significant difference was found
between the two groups on six of the eight decisions of
SBDM. An examination of means and standard deviations for
each of the eight subscales, shows that the difference can
to attributed to a higher degree of shared decision making
in schools with most improved student achievement. Four
subscales were found significant with p < .01, They are
goals/vision/mission, curriculum/instruction, operations,
and facilitating procedures/structures. The two subscales
that were significant with p <.05 are standards and
staffing. The two variables that did not show a significant
difference between groups are budget and staff development.

Question two addressed the procedures and operation of
the SBDM teams. The assessment of this question was
determined by analyses of descriptive data gathered from
principal and SBDM team questiconnaires and district records.

Guidelines for the composition of SBDM teams were
provided by the state and district. The number of members
ranged from seven to thirteen with similar distribution

between the two groups of 15 schools. Representatives of
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the stakeholder groups on the teams showed similar ratios
between the two groups.

The majority (90%) of the SBDM teams from both groups
meet on a.monthly basis immediately after school. Several
teams meet every other week, and some meet before school or
during school. Only two teams schedule the time of their
meetings after 5:00 p.m., which more easily accommodates
working parents’ schedules.

Operational procedures for running the team meeting
were also similar across all schools. Overall, 80% of the
SBDM teams have develcoped written by-laws or guidelines, and
90% reported having a two-way communication process with
stakeholders. 1In both groups of schools, 50% indicated that
the principal facilitated or led the meetings. Half of the
schools in each group reported that the meetings were
facilitated by an elected or rotating chairperson.

Examination of professional development in SBDM
processes by team members indicates a similar pattern of

participation between the teams in the two groups.
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Conclusions

The intent of this study was to explore the
relationship between school-based decision making (SBDM) and
student achievement. The basic question was to determine if
there were differences in the degree of participation in
eight dimensions of SBDM in schools with most and least
improvement in student achievement. Major findings
indicated that increased student achievement schools had a
greater degree of school-based decision making in six of
eight decision dimensions. It appears that the most
critical dimensions of SBDM contributing to improving
student achievement are “goals/vision/mission” and
“curriculum/instruction”. When teachers, as well as other
stakeholders, are more involved in developing mutual school
goals that focus on curriculum and instructional stategies,
they will feel more ownership for the outcomes. Therefore,
teachers are more likely to implement innovative curriculum
and instruction directed toward improving student learning
on a routine basis. Parents will be more supportative of

the school goals when they are involved as equal partners.
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Additional conclusions and discussion based on findings
of the study follow:
1) The positive relationship between SBDM and student
achievemenf indicates that the greater the participation in
SBDM the greater the contribution to increased student
achievement. The variance is attributed to schools with
most improved student achievement based on higher group
means in all eight decision dimensions.

2} Goals/vision/mission. This is an essential dimension

of SBDM which positively impacts student learning. This
conclusion is based on findings that this dimension showed
both the greatest variance between groups and the highest
degree of participation by both groups. Of the eight
dimensions of SBDM, goals/vision/mission had the highest
degree of participation by both groups of schools.
Collaboratively developed vision and mission translated into
goals that focus on learning is essential in increasing
overall student achievement throughout the school.

3) Curriculum/instruction. A focus on curriculum and

instruction is another critical dimension of SBDM that
positively impacts improved student achievement.
Appropriate curriculum and instructional issues must be
addressed in order to achieve school goals directed toward

improving student learning.
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4) Operations. Schools with most improvement in student

achievement are involved in decisions of school operations,
such as scheduling and utilization of buildings and grounds,
more than Schools with least improvement. All schools
surveyed had an overall low level of participation in school
operations. It is concluded that participation in school
operations is an important dimension of SBDM, but schools
need to participate to a greater degree in this decision
making dimension.

5) Facilitating procedures/structures. Since state and

district guidelines establish the formal structure to
facilitate SBDM, the significantly higher degree of
participation in this dimension is attributed to the most
improved schools utilizing the waiver process {(Appendix L)
and restructuring of schedules to provide time for
professional collaboration and planning.

6) Standards. The most improved schools set standards
which establish expectations for student behavior and
achievement. They also demand accountability for
professional performance by faculty and staff. The
statewide accountability system establishes standards for
all schools, and helps focus school decision-making on

student achievement.
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7) Staffing. Althbuqh the most improved schools were
invelved in staffing decisions to a significantly higher
degree than the least improved schools, the stakeholders at
all schoolé have a very limited “voice” in the recruitment
and selection of teachers and administrators or in defining
needed school positions and assignments. This conclusion is
derived from an examination of means by group and by
questions. Out of the eight dimensions, both groups
indicated the lowest level of participation on the staffing
dimension. The mean on the questions in the staffing
subscale indicates a range from “almost never” to “seldom”
for all respondents. As one of five areas of SBDM
stipulated by the state, it is concluded that more
involvement in school staffing decisions is needed.

8) Staff development. TIPS-2 results did not discriminate

between groups on the SBDM dimension of staff development.
It is concluded that all schools are involved in the
direction of, and participation in, staff development
activities to an equally high degree. It is the belief of
the researcher that staff development is a high priority and
a critical factor in school improvement.

9) Budget. The involvement in the school budget process
does not appear to be a contributing factor to improved

student achievement. The result of no difference between
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groups in budgeting may be due to a low degree of
participation by both groups. This conclusion is based on
the group and question means for this dimension of SBDM.

The only qﬁestion to which most respondents indicated having
much budgetary input was the expenditure of their own
classroom or department allotment of funds. The low
participation in the school budgeting process may be further
attributed to the fact that the total staff was responding
to a dimension that is delegated to the SBDM team.

10) Involvement by teachers in SBDM decision dimensions
shows the degree of participation to be as follows: highest
in dimensions of goals/vision/mission and
curriculum/instruction; moderate in dimensions of standards,
facilitating procedure/structures, staff development, and
budget; and lowest in operations and staffing.

11) SBDM teams were similar in areas of team composition,
meeting schedules, team leadership procedures, and team
training in SBDM processes.

12) Perceptions by principals and SBDM team members
concerning the impact of SBDM on school curriculum,
instruction, and student achievement indicate the following:
about 15% believe there is no or very slight impact, almost
65% believe the impact to be moderate to high, and a little

over 20% believe that SBDM has a major impact on the school.

s T
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Results of this study support the findings of other
studies which have reported that when teachers are involved
in school-based decision making, they participate more in
curriculum)instruction than in decisions relating to staff
perscnnel and budget management (Ferrara, 1992; Jenkins et
al., 1994). Lopez (1992), in a study of Texas schools, also
found the least teacher participation in decisions on
staffing patterns, selection ¢of personnel, and budget.

A study similar to this one by Jenkins et al. (1994)
did not find an effect of SEDM on student achievement.
Their three-year study examined multi-dimensional decision
making and student achievement on three sub-tests of the
Metropolitan Achievement Test. Their design differed from
the present study in that the two groups of schools
represented an experimental group that used a SBDM model and
a control group that did not use SBDM. After measuring
student achievement, a three-way MANOVA did not result in
significant differences (p >.10), nor did the interaction
reach significance (all p’s >.10}) on any of the univariate
tests.

The research design of this study, in comparison to
Jenkins’ et al., identified schools showing most and least
improvement in school student achievement and then measured

the degree of participation in school-based decision making.
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Because sample schools were identified based on improvement
in student achievement rather than random selection a
matching procedure was used to examine similarity of student
populationé between school groups. This was comparable to
the procedure utilized by Brookover et al. {(1979) in a major
study on school effectiveness. In reviewing the Brookover
study, Good and Brophy (1986) state, “Because schools within
each pair were matched closely on demographic variables, it
seems plausible to attribute differences in school
achievement to social and process variables within schools”
(p. 5993). A similar conclusion may be made in this study.

One drawback of the Jenkins’ study and others is a one-
time measure of student achievement. It takes a number of
years both to fully implement SBDM and to see resulting
gains in student achievement.

The design of the present study incorporates a
longitudinal view of both independent and dependent
variables. All schools in this study have been involved in
SBDM for at least ten years. The district under study
initiated school-based management in 1981 with several pilot
schools. Following training sessions for SBDM teams, all
district schoeols implemented scheol-based management to some
extent beginning in the 1984-85 school year. A renewed

district effort for SBDM was made in 1990 and again in 1993.
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Ongoing districtwide training in SBDM processes was
initiated in 1991 with the development of a SBDM Academny.
(District SBDM Plan and Handbook p. 2)

Texas.has been involved in statewide testing of student
learning for a number of years, but because of changes in
the purposes, formats, and standards of the testing program,
only the past three years of test scores could be compared
for use in this study. Five years of comparable student
achievement scores would have been preferred.

Fullan (1993) indicates that an educational change
initiative generally takes five to ten years to produce
stable results. 1In fact, according to his theory of an
“implementation dip”, where results generally decline about
three years into a change initiative, many studies report
negative results too soon. This phenomenon may explain the
lack of positive effects in other studies.

Bacharach et al. (1990) and Conley (1991} support the
multi-dimension approach to SBDM used in this study for a
more meaningful conceptualization of understanding teacher
involvement in school-based decision making. They assert
that conceptual weaknesses have existed in some past studies
due to the single domain view of shared decision making.

Because the dimensions of goals/vision/mission and

curriculum/instruction contributed the most variance between
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groups and showed the highest means for participation, they
appear to be critical components in effectively utilizing
SBDM for improvement of student learning. However, because
of the intérrelatedness between the dimensicns of SBDM, more
teacher involvement in the other dimensions possibly would
have produced more significant results. Mohrman and
Wohlstetter (1994) found that more effective implementation
of SBDM involved the combination of four resources that
interrelate the dimensions of decision making. For example,
the power to determine resources of budget and staffing
influences decisions in improving curriculum and
instruction. The decisions affecting curriculum and
instruction are als¢o influenced by the knowledge and skills
the decision makers develop through staff development. If
facilitating procedures and structures are not in-place to
support teachers in the process and time requirement for
collaborative decision making, then curriculum and
instructional decisions may not be as effective. School
operations, such as scheduling, organization, etc., also
nust be compatible with enhancing curriculum and
instruction.

Malen and her colleagues (1990) in reviewing almost 200
SBDM documents, indicate that research in the area of SBDM

is complicated by the absence of a standard definition of
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SBDM and studies that do not indicate to what degree schools
have redistributed power. In 1990 the district under study
developed a decision-making matrix that was expanded in 1993
into a moré comprehensive discussion of decision authority.
Appendix J includesthe district definition and purposes of

SBDM. Appendix K.presents guidelines for SBDM decisions.

Implications

This study contributes to the limited knowledge of the
effects of schecol-based decision making on school student
achievement. A possible reason that more studies have not
addressed the relationship of SBDM and student learning is
due to the problematic nature of measuring student learning
and isolating factors contributing to student achievement.
In spite of these difficulties, impact of educational
initiatives on student learning should be a continuing
priority for examination.

Current theory and practice for increasing quality in
an organization support collaborative decision making by
those closest to the situation. School-based decision
making is the educational equivalent to corporate
participatory management. The bottom line for schools is

maximizing student learning. SBDM is only one means to this
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end. If the process of shared decision making focuses on
the appropriate goals that contribute to increasing student
learning, then it becomes a viable restructuring initiative
worth pursﬁing.

The findings of this study provide direction for
schools in the implementation of school-based decision
making. Considering the interrelatedness of the dimensions
of SBDM, it is recommended that involvement in all decision
dimensions of SBDM be maximized. However, the dimensions of
shared goals/vision/mission and curriculum/instruction
appear to be critical factors that contribute to increased
student achievement. It is recommended that teaéhers be
more involved in the process of school decisions in the
areas of budget, staffing, and school operations.

The sample for this study was not randomly selected.
Therefore, there is no claim that generalizations beyond the
sample population are valid. However, it may be assumed
that the design of the study allows generalization of
results to elementary schools in large urban school
districts with similar populations. Some generalization may
also be made to districts throughout Texas because of the
overall continuity of the statewide accountability system.

School-based decision making (SBDM) in Texas is

mandated for all districts in the following five areas: 1)
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goal setting, 2)curriculum, 3) budgeting, 4} staffing
patterns, and 5)school organization. The results of this
study indicate that a greater degree of participation in
shared decision making occurs in four of the five mandated
areas {(all except budgeting) by schools with most
improvement over scheools with least improvement in student
achievement. Based on this study, it is concluded that
elementary schools are involved in SBDM to a higher degree
in goal setting and curriculum, and to a lower degree in
school organization, budgeting, and staffing. The dimension
of staffing shows particular low levels of decision
involvement at the school level.

A major limitation in this study was the high
percentage of school personnel with only a few years of
experience at the school. Fifteen percent of the faculty
was new to the school and another 45% had between one and
five years of experience at the school when the SBDM survey
was administered. Thirty~seven percent of the principals in
this study had been at the school for only three months.
The role of the principal as instructional leader, team
builder, and visicnary is a critical factor in the
effectiveness of SBDM. It takes three to five years for a
principal and staff to make progress toward accomplishing

school goals.
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This study was limited to three years of consecutive
test data using an aggregate 4th grade TAAS score. Rutter
(1983) reports that research utilizing some average measure
of an entife school actually underestimates the size of
school effects. If Rutter is correct, this study’s findings
of differences between groups on degree of teacher

participation may be even greater.

Recommendations

More research is needed on the question of effects of
SBDM on student achievement. The overall evidence in this
area is too limited to be conclusive and should be pursued.

It is recommended that more studies of a longitudinal
nature be conducted to determine if the results of this
study are suppcrted. Another variation would utilize a five
year examination ¢of school student achievement to determine
trends. Dissagregation of student achievement data would be
even more enlightening in terms of school improvement for
all students.

Staff development and budget, the two dimensions of
SBDM that did not show differences between groups, are areas
for further study. The strong research base supporting

collaborative planning for school staff development made
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this finding particularly surprising. The conclusion of
this study concerning these two dimensions is that all
schools in both groups were involved in shared decision
making in the area of staff development to a high degree and
in the area of budget to a very low degree. More in-~depth
research into these two dimensions of SBDM is needed to
support or refute this conclusion and to find possible
causes.

Another recommendation for study is the comparison of
results from faculty, SBDM teams, and administrators on the
perceived degree of participation in the eight dimensions of
SBDM. Do these groups differ on their perception ¢f the
degree of participation in the shared decision process?

In order to provide more insight into the dimensions of
goals/vision/mission and curriculum/instruction, follow-up
investigations of the school planning process and products
are recommended. All schools in Texas are involved in long-
range and short-range planning in the development of a
Campus Educational Improvement Plan (CEIP). In the studied
district, the SBDM process is designed to be the wvehicle for
development of the CEIP. An examination and comparison of
the CEIPs of the 30 sample schools may shed more information
on how the schools address the goal of improved student

learning.
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Another area for investigation is the congruence
between the written plan and the actual implementation.
Were the differences on goals/vision/mission and
curriculum)instruction between the two groups of schools due
to differences in the planning process or the implementation
of the plan?

This study set out tc explore the relationship between
SBDM and student achievement in elementary schools in a
large urban district in Texas. BAs a result of the
disciplined inquiry, a positive relationship was found
between six of eight dimensions of SBDM and improvement in
scheoeol student achievement. This result provides promise
that involvement in school-based decision making is a viable

process which contributes to increased student learning.
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APPENDIX
TASS Tests For Fourth Grade
Scnool Sorng 33 Sorng Sonng 93 1555 1995
N lestea %o Pusseq N {esied % Passect | esied % Passad % Change

bl 91 57.9 87 §7.1 65 81.1 25.2
2 64 7.3 38 17.9 52 28.8 21.5
k] 64 59.6 48 45.2 25 24.1 (~35.%)
4 51 32.4 53 £7.8 49 49.0 16.6
5 7 27.3 68 14.3 47 31.9 4.6
6 105 25.0 86 14.7 7 S 27.8 2.8
7 7 35.5 73 25.3 67 49.3 12.8
e £2 74.5 2 53.1 47 68,1 (- 6.4
9 52 26.3 39 54.9 $7 3.7 1.2
10 37 43.3 51 §2.3 37 64.9 21.6
11 101 47.1 114 38.7 11 35.9 8.8
12 74 19.7 45 54.3 7 19.4 19.7
1 54 i2.5 57 23.4 62 15.5 (- 6.0)
14 63 60.4 74 54.3 63 71.4 11.0
15 53 12.5 68 29.3 65 30.3 18.3
16 98 29.3 124 31.0 7 49.3 19.4
17 36 54.8 58 $3.5 ] 48.9 (- 5.9}
13 58 30.4 (3 s1.8 59 19.3 8.6
19 13 13.3 -1 36.1 80 43.8 10.§
20 73 22.2 83 40.C S0 36.0 13.8
21 85 13.0 89 29.7 77 20.8 7.8
22 55 22.9 14 13.3 3s 37.1 14.2
23 71 26.8 7% 84.1 EE] 69.9 43.1
24 50 48.9 s 50.0 34 §1.8 12.9
25 x| 44.2 40 32.4 43 72.1 7.9
26 34 15.4 67 37.5 65 $5.2 13.8
27 74 20.3 74 30.4 99 44.¢ 24.1
28 27 19.2 39 20.0 15 28.6 9.4
29 56 3.8 87 17.2 48 12.5 2.7
20 50 15.7 63 27.5 55 18.2 2.5
3l 49 25.9 53 44.3 34 34.1 8.2
32 gt 35.5 61 53.8 44 50.0 13.%
3 59 1.9 57 57.1 S4 48.1 §.2
34 12 14.9 60 26.0 54 29.6 14.7
35 117 20.0 70 45.6 74 47.3 27.3
36 128 51.0 122 $3.6 1:2 62.5 11.5
17 25 22.7 18 61.5 20 85.0 62.3 -
38 55 23.2 39 §2.2 43 46.5 23.2
39 83 17.7 68 25.0 112 30.4 12.7
aa 40 17.2 28 13.0 32 $0.0 32.8
41 90 12.8 71 23.4 80 26.3 13.5
42 61 42.0 74 54.8 46 $2.2 10.2
43 89 65.3 69 71.2 64 85.9 20.6
K7 70 7.3 48 3k.1 37 24.3 7.0
45 83 35.4 7 66.1 51 66.7 31.3
46 72 38.6 58 3.1 61 34.¢ t- 4.22
4? 69 16.8 n 54,1 44 47.9 1.3
48 79 7.5 66 29.1 74 40.5 23.0
49 68 27.6 62 35.1 63 40.0 12.4
5% 77 28.6 89 30.8 79 39,2 10.5
51 88 30.4 78 41.2 73 62.0 32.6
52 a2 55.6 47 58.5 37 81.8 26.2
53 104 53.6 106 63.2 81 90.1 31.5
54 66 18.0 65 29.1 56 19.6 1.6
S5 S8 76.4 62 89.3 7 94.5 18.1
56 55 25.5 47 20.0 45 64.4 18.9
57 41 2.7 33 22.6 21 71.4 §8.7
58 74 9.2 S0 5.6 47 25.5 16.3
59 21 11.t 24 80.0 i3t 58.1 47.0
60 64 63.3 47 88.1 s8 79.3 16.0
61 n/a n/a 40 40.0

62 74 $5.6 74 43.3 58 59,0 13.4
53 146 53.9 111 72.9 118 78.0 4.2
64 100 42.0 77 42.1 65 53.8 11.8
65 S8 71.2 §6 60.7 66 80.3 9.1
66 48 15.4 43 20.5 34 26.5 11.1
57 118 53.9 08 63.3 101 65.3 11.4
€3 16 24.6 67 46.0 52 44.2 19.6
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John I. Russcll
Bruce S. Cooper
Ruth B. Greanblau

T.IPS. 2

Version 2
This instrument is designed 10 measure (he invoivement of teachers in decision makuing. Pleasc read each staicment
carefulty. Circle the number that indicates the degree to which you believe tcachers in your school parucipated in
each decision durtng the past school year. A § represents “Almost Always,” a 4 represents "Frequently,” 1 3 rep- ;
rescnts “Sometimes,” a 2 represents “Setdom.” and a 1 represents "Aimost Never.” i
|
'Y &
& & &
s & § & 7
F ¥ &
- - . . N o &
1. Goals/Vision/Mission S F P EF
1. Teachers have developed the same shared vision for this school. ----- 1 2 3 4 5 '
2. Teachers participate in the goal setting process for the schogl. --------1 2 3 4 5
3. Teachers help to establish school priorities. 1 2 3 4 5
4, Teachers as a group accept the school’s goals. I 2 3 4 5
5. Teachers are able 1o get other teachers 1o support their vision of
the school. 1 2 35 4 5
6. Teachers are able to get administrators 10 support their vision of
the school. 1 2 3 4 3
7. The school's goals are consistent with my vision of this school. -----1 2 3 4 5
Teachers contribute to the development of a plan to meet the
school's goals. 1 2 3
9. Teachers play an active role in evaluating school goals, <---eseeseeeeee1 2 3 4
{. Standards
10. Teachers working together set their own work standards. ---=--------- 12 3 4 5
1. Teachers contribute to the standards set for discipline in the school, 1 2 3 5
2. Teachers set standards for their students’ work. 1 2 3 4 5
13, Teachers help to set standards for student promotion and/or
retention. 1 2 3 5
14. The school staff assumes responsibility for student performance. ---1 2 3 4 5

A}

*Copyright John I. Russell, 1992, NYC




129

2 N
tn

[
(7]
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V9%
.‘..

& L
g g DL
_ _ S §&eT
OL Curriculum/Instruction ¥ & & &
, , : , T & S &
. Teachers have authoriry to make adjustments in the school’s
curficulum. 1 2 3 4 5
. Teachers help to determine the pace of instruction for students, «---- r 2 3 a5 .
I
. Teachers initzate changes in the curmiculum. 1 2 3 4 5 I
. . . . . it - < }
. Teachers panticipate in making school-wide curriculum decisions. -1 2 3 4 3 J
. Teachers participate in the selection Of teXtDOOKS. -=--=-=--==~e-nsemne-- I 2 3 4 5 |
Distict-wide committees of teachers coordinate curticula, seesece——1 2 3 3§ |
. Teachers participate in curricula development. 12 3 4 3 )
2. Teachers determine grouping for the purpose of instrugtion. ----ee--e- 1 2 3 4 5
. Teachers determine the instructional activities they use in their
classroom. 1 2 3 .5
Teachers monitor the effeciveness of curricula, 1 2 3 3
I'V. Budget
Teachers contribute 1o the development of the school budget, «e---=--1 2 3 4 §
2 3 4

Teachers are able to decide how they will spend their allonted funds. 1

Teachers manage their own budgets. 1 2 3 4 5

Teachers have budgetary support (o achieve the educational

objectives of the school. 1 2 3 4 5§

When the school budger has o be cut, teachers help to establish

priorities. I 2 3 4 3

Teachers receive z lump sum portion of the school budget to spend

in their classroom as they see fit. 12 3 4 5
V. Staffing

Teachers have a voice in the recruiting and selecting of teachers. 1 2 3 4 5

Teachers help to decide teaching assignments of staff members, --——-1 2 3 4 5

Teachers take pan in staffing decisions including such trade-offs
as using instructional aids. or hiring vice-principals, counselors.

and other special area staff, 12 3 4 5
- Teachers have a voice in the recruiting and selecting of
2dminiStrarors. ~esensemeeneewonan 1 2 3 4 5
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35

36.

37

38.

39.

40.

31,

43.

44,

45.

46,

47.
48,
49,
S0.

V1. Operations

Teachers have 2 voice in the development of the schedule for the

school. 1
Teachers play a part in determining how the school building is
utilized. 1
Teachers are involved in the development of plans t0 improve
building facilities. 1

Teachers play a role in establishing building maintenance priorities. 1

VII. Facilitating Procedures and Structures

Teachers have access to the information they need 10 make

school-wide decisions. 1
Teachers are represented on a council or group that makes
school-wide decisions. 1
Sufficient time is provided for teachers to share in decision making
activities. 1
It is possible 1o obtain waivers from the teachers’ contract for school
based decisions. 1
Teachers working together arrive at decisions on the basis of
majority rule. -1
We would not make a decision until almost cveryone is in

agreement, 1

Decisions are not made until everyone can accept the proposal 1o
some exient. -- 1

YII. Staff Development

Teachers have access to current research on effective programs and
practices. 1
Teachers help to determine the stalf development they will receive -1

Teachers have opponunities 1o share their expert knowledge. -------- 1
Tcachers panicipate in staff development activities. -=e--veemmmmmmnnea- |
Teachers have access 10 special training when necessary, -------s=-e- 1

19

(5]

2

12

3

N RN NN

2 A 95{’
& gqi?f\
F &
& &
35 4 5 !
3 4 5
5 {
5
3 4 -5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
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Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following:

S1. 1 think that teachers are accountabie for decisions made through

a shared process.

IX. Overall Impressions

52. 1 think teachers’ involvement in Shared Decision Making is important:

for increased professionaiism
for school improvement
for better school morale
for increased job satisfacuion
Overall, [ think Shared Decision Making in my school is working

w
Ls)

well.

54. 1 would improve Shared Decision Making at my school by:

X. Demographics

Please provide the following information about vourself by checking one response in each section.

53. Gender 1. [ ] Female 2. [ ] Male

36. Age

. Yea

wny
-3

58. Yea

dha v

S BEWLRN—~d LB L e

{ ] 20-29 years old
[ 1 30-39 vears old
[ ] 4049 vears old
. {1 50-59 vears old
. [ ] 60 years or older

hing (include this vear as a full vear)
1- 5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
more than 20 years

(S PP o |

this school

] Less than one vear
} 1.5 years

] 6-10 years

] 11-15 vears

] 16-20 years

] more than 20 vears

n
{
(
{
(
[
{

59. To what extent do teachers participate
in decision making at your school?
1. [ ] Verylittle

L2

{ ] Somewhat
[ ] Very much

60. To what extent do vou participate
in decision making at your school?

1 { ] Very little

2. [ ] Somewhat

3. [ ] Very much

t school role is:
Teacher
Guidance Counselor

61. My u

Administrator (central)
Support Staff
Other:

AU AL —O
ﬁ,ﬁ.—,ﬁf—..—,a

e e e

Administrator (building)

S & &
é’e & :‘? 3
S
¢ & r P P
[ A o N 7]
g g & &
< [w) < 19 <
1 2 3 4 b}
| 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 3 5
| . 3 04 3
1 2 3 4 5

62. Level of School:

} Elementary
] Mid-level

] High School

L 3 I

(
{
(

63. School (name or code

Published by: RBG Associates
P.O. Box 182
New City, N.Y. 10956
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Subscale Cronbach's alpha
Goals/Vision/Mission .8960
Standards 7091
Curriculum/Instruction .8670
Budget 7897
Staffing 9242
Operations 8647
Facilitating Procedures/Structures 8134
Staff Development .8970
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SBDM Team Survey Questionnaire

Please respond to the following items based on your knowledge or perceptions involving
the logistical workings of the SBDM team at your school. You may make comments or
list conditions concerning SBDM or student achievement on the back. Please return
the survey in the provided school envelope by Oct. 20th. Individual seif-addressed
envelopes are available from the principal if you prefer.. Thank you for your response.

Name of schoot

Check the group that you represent on your school’s SBDM team:

faculty staff parent
administrator community representative

How long have vou served on your school’s SBDM team?

Check the category that best describes how ofien and how long your SBDM team meets:

every week about 30 minutes
every other week about 60 minutes
every month about 90 minutes

usuallty more that 30 minutes
as long as needed to finish

every other month
on a “as needed basis”

On what day and time of day does your SBDM team usually meet?

Who generally faciltates or leads the SBDM team meetings?
principal
another team member: __ teacher __ parent _ staff _ commumty
rotation among all members of the leader role
district level faciltator or other outside faciltator

To what extent has the SBDM process : [Circle from 0 for none to § for major change]

a) made an impact on the curriculum of the school 012345
b) made an impact on the instructional strategies of teachers 012345
¢) made an impact on the overall student achievement of the school 01 2 3 4 5

List the topics of professional development training in which you have participated on
SBDM issues at either the district level or at the school level:
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SBDM Principal Survey Questionnaire

Please respond to the following items involving the school’s SBDM team. You may add
comments concerning SBDM or student achievement on the back of the survey.
Please return the survey in the provided envelope by Oct. 20th. Thank you for your
cooperation and response.

Name of school:

Number of years you have been principal at this school:

List the number of each category represented on the SBDM team:
administrators
teachers
staff

parents
community representatives

How often and when does the SBDM team usually meet?

Does the SBDM team have written bylaws or guidelines?

Does the SBDM team have a process for receiving and disseminating information to all
the stakeholders? Describe

Who generaily facilitates or leads the meetings?

Are other roles, such as recorder, elected, appointed, or rotated?

To what extent has the SBDM process :. [Circle from 0 for none to 5 for major change]
a) made an impact on the curriculum of the school 012345
b) made an impact on the instructional strategies of teachers 012345
¢) made an impact on the overall student achievement of the school 0 1 2 3 4 5

List the topics of professional development training in which you have participated on
SBDM issues:
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September 1, 1995

«Title» «FirstName» «LastName»
«JobTitle», «Company»

Dear «Title»

My name is Louise Standridge and [ am a former employee of ISD. Most recently
[ worked as an elementary assistant principal at Elementary. Iam now living
and working in Fayetteville, Arkansas while trying to complete my Ed.D. Degree from the
University of North Texas at Denton. [ need your help in conducting a research study on
school-based decision making (SBDM) in the elementary schools. I believe you will find
the information useful to you and your staff,

The study has been reviewed and approved by ____ISD Research Department and Dr.

. The sample, which includes your school, is comprised of 30 elementary schools
within the district. The 30 schools have been matched into 15 pairs based on
demographics obtained from the Texas Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS)
report. Because of the matched demographics, it is necessary that as many of the sample
schools participate as possible.

I hope that you and your faculty will participate in this study. It will require 15-20
minutes for the faculty to complete a survey on areas of participation in SBDM. It also
will include a short one page questionnaire for the SDBM team on background data, such
as years on the team, training, etc. The purpose of the research is to study SBDM and its
effects on student achievement in elementary schools.

The time fine for conducting the study requires that the surveys be administered and
collected by October 13, 1995. I will contact you by phone during the week of September
18-22 to find out if your school will participate in the study. I will need to coordinate a
time with you to meet with the individuals who agree to complete the survey. I will
provide light refreshments for the participants. A copy of the survey is enclosed for your
review.

Participation in this study is voluntary at the school and individual level. All data are
confidential and will be used for research purposes only. Data from all surveys and
questionnaires are anonymous. Names of participants will not be connected to
information and scores. Results of the study will be shared with participating schools.

Thank you for your assistance. Please call me at (501)444-0004 if you have questions.

Sincerely,
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Letter of Informed Consent

September, 1995

Dear Faculty Member:

My name is Louise Standridge and [ am a former employee of ISD. ITam
currently involved in research to study the degree of participation in Schooi-Based
Decision Making and its effects on student achievement in elementary schoolsin _ ISD.
The study is performed as a partial fulfillment of the requirements for my Ed.D. degree in
curriculum and instruction at the University of North Texas and has been approved by the
__ ISD Research and Evaluation department. This project has also been reviewed and
approved by the UNT Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects.

Your participation in this study will provide useful information on school based
management to both your school and to the district. Your school is one of 20 elementary
schools selected to be in the sample of this study. It is essential to have as many staff
members from each school to participate as possible. You will be asked to respond to a
60 rtem survey which takes approximately 15 minutes to complete. The survey deals with
your perception of the degree to which the faculty participates in shared decision making -
through your school based management team. The survey will also identify the kinds of
decisions made at the campus level.

Participation in this study 1s strictly voluntary. All data are confidential and will be used
for research purposes only. Data from questionnaires are anonymous. Names of
participants will not be connected to information and scores. Any participant may
withdraw at anytime without penalty, prejudice, or loss of benefits. Results of the study
will be shared with participating schools.

The survey will be administered at your school. A date will be scheduled and announced in
advance. I appreciate your consideration and hope you will participate in this research
study.

Thank you for your assistance.

Louise N. Standridge
(501) 444-0004
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Memorandum

DATE: September 22, 1985

TO: Principals of Schools in SBDM Study
FROM:. Louise Standridge

RE: Matenals and Directions for SBOM Study

Thank you for your assistance in this research project. I've tried to keep the time involvement to0 a
minimum. Enclosed you will find the materials needed to compiete and return the surveys.

Steps to complete the study at your school:

1. Place provided copies of the LETTER OF INFORMED CONSENT in the faculty
mailboxes prior to conducting the survey. The purpose of the letter is to inform the participants of the
reason for the survey and that participation is voluntary and confidential.

2. Arrange a time when the faculty is together (15 minutes at the end of a scheduled meeting) to
give the survey to all certified professional staff who agree to participate. Have the participants
complete the survey while the group is together so that they can be collected as they finish.

Please READ the following directions so that all teachers in all the schools get the same information:

“This survey is for research purposes only. The study will NOT identify the names of
the individual schools or the name of the school district in which the study was
conducted. Your input is strictly anonymous and confidential. Please follow the
directions at the top of the survey. You are asked to circle the degree to which you
believe teachers in your school participated in school based decision making . Because
it is early in the school year, your responses may reflect teacher participation in the -~
last school year. The responses to the questions are individual and personal and
should not be discussed as a group. When you are finished, place the survey in the
provided manila envelope which will be sealed and returned at the end of this session.
The researcher has provided some self-addressed, stamped envelopes if an individual
prefers to send their completed survey directly to her.”

3. Distribute the letter of Informed Consent and SBDM Survey guestionnaire to as many of
your SBDM Team as possible (100% is not essential, but would be helpful}. Collect and place in the
provided manila envelope or provide the researcher’s self-addressed. stamped envelope to individuals who
prefer to send their questionnaire to me directly. (I hope I have provided enough, I don’t anticipate many
will request them because the questions are not of a sensitive nature.)

4. Complete the short Principal’s Survey. Place the principal’s yellow and SBDM Team blue
question surveys together in the labeled return envelope.

5. RETURN the completed and unused materials(except the pencils) in the 3 labeled
envelopes by OCTOBER 13th.
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Academies, Workshops, Seminars, Other Professional Training

for SBDM Team

"Although school-based
management iakes many forms,
the essence is school-level au-
tonomy plus participatory deci-
sion-making.”

--How to Organize for School-
Based Management, ASCD

Professional growth activities for SBDM teamns have been
provided annually since 1981 through SBDM academies,
workshops, and seminars sponsored by . ISD and/or
Educanon Service Center, Region Senate Bill 1 and House
Bill 2885 now mandate aining in five areas: goal setting,
budgetng, curriculum, school organization and staffing pat-
terns. A scope and sequence of SBDM training and support
activities for school-based decision making 1eams is currently
being developed for existng teams, new team members and
central office staff. The identification and development of the
SBDM training activities listed here is a collaboradve effort
of the SBDM taining and support work group of principals,
teachers, central office administrators, parents and community
members. Training activides and information materials

are drawn from several sources, including the Texas LEAD
Cenier.

A. OVERVIEW OF SBDM TRAINING

A basic three-hour session for all school-based decision
making team members, campus-level administrators, and
central office administrators conducted by ISD
trainers provides the participant teams, central office staff,
and other participants with:

R information about the diswrict's philosophy of school-based
decision making and the district framework essential to
refining, expanding, and supporting SBDM at the school
level;

R a review of fundamental concepts in the school-based
decision making process as they relate to new roles; and

M 2 review of the major issues addressed in state and local
policies,

This moduie will be updated periodically and provided to
SBDM team members as the need arises.
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B. SCHOOL-BASED DECISION MAKING

The following sessions are listed in a suggested order but
may be taken in any sequence based upon individual/icam
needs, Participants will increase their knowledge and skills
in each of the five identified decision making areas.

Goal Setting

This session identifies the need for a planning and goal
seling process to turm a mission statement into reality.
Critical decision-making questions that guide the goal
serdng process are presented. The integration of long- and
short-range planning is addressed.

Resource Management and Budgeting

The budgeting session considers the aspects of centralized
or decentralized budgeting and examines quesgons about
budget administration. It reviews the potential areas of
decentralization in the budgeting process and emphasizes
the importance of budget evaluation as one measure of
accountability.

Staffing Patterns
This session focuses on the distnct and campus staffing

process. The issues surrounding staffing decisions and the
need for flexibility in staffing allocations will be discussed.

America's organizational salva- Curriculum

tion, Deming taught and continues

10 teach, is the development of a This workshop identifies the key planning elements and
philosophy of management that critical decisions needed for the development/modification,
creates an organizational culture implementation, and evaluation of the school's curriculum.
{n which continuous learning and Saategies for modifying the curriculum for diverse student
quality are valued. populations will be explored.

~-Toward Quality in Education--
National LEADership Network
Study Group
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Team Building is a process that
involves transforming a collec-
tion of individuals into a unit
which more effectively completes
a wask than the individuals would
have been able to do if they had
worked independently.

"Achieving Excellence,” Note-
worthy, 1992, Mid-continent
Regional Educational Laboratory

School Organization

In this session participants will discuss the impact of school
organization decisions on student performance and the
teaching-learning process as well as the need for a radonal
decision making mode! that guides the selection of appro-
priate school organization options. Information about the
many creative uses of tme, staff, facilites, and other
resources to support an effective teaching/learning process
will be provided.

C. TEAM LEADERSHIP AND PROCESS SKILLS

A grant from the JCPenney Company in 1992 provided the
first opportunity to train members of school teams and
central office personnel in the DuPont Leadership
Development Process. The DuPont LDP process is a five-
day session which trains participants to improve the quality
of decisions in their organizaton by applying collaborative
decision-making tools with co-workers. All training is
provided by certified district trainers.

D. SKILL BUILDING FOR TEAMS

The following sessions provide training in strategic plan-
ning initiatves and effective communications among team
members.

= Facilitaring Effective Meetings - Provides guidelines

for organizing effective meetings that produce results.
The complimentary roles of leader, resource person,
and scribe are explained and a planning method for
effective, producdve meetings is discussed.

m Communications Framework - Presents specific sreps a
tecam can follow to develop unity by communicating
their experiences, expectations, and aims,

B Task Cycle - Helps the group identify their task,
product, or outcome. Teaches and illustrates the
elements involved in performing a task more
effectively. Teaches people 10 pian the work and work
the plan.
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Effective Organizations and Effective
[ ndividuals must be Learners.

-- The Deming Management Method,
1986

W OQuality and Exgellence - Discusses how to identfy

"customers” and what it means to meet customer
needs. Emphasizes that quality is both an indi-
vidual and team effort that should focus on increas-
ing student achievement.

W Svstems Framework - Enables a group to define the
current problem, identify the barriers to progress,
and focus on resolving the problems or issues. An
effective 100l o use in the pursuit of quality and to
focus a group towards its goal.

B Logic Loop - Begins with the concept (vision)
statemnent, then moves a group to focus on: devel-
oping strategies, developing the design, determining
the actions, examining the results of the actons, and
assessing the performance towards the action
relative to a predetermnined standard.

E. HOT TOPIC SEMINARS

Hot Topic Seminars conducted by experts in the spe-
cific fields, are two- to three-hour sessions, (lectures
followed by questions and answers) on a variety of
topics pertaining to leadership developrnent and school
improvement. Topics include multi-cultural/diversity
issues, grant and proposal writing, rends in education,
and alternative assessment. These sessions will provide
tearmn members, facultes, and cenrral office staff with
information on "best practices” and research.

F.SBDM NETWORKING SESSIONS

Networking, both formal and informal, allows people to
talk to cach other and share ideas, information and
resources to enhance the process of shared decision
making. The SBDM training and support group and the
professional development department will ensure that
networking opportunities include teachers, parents,
principals, and central office administrators. Network-
ing will be done through pyramid clusters, special
interest groups, reflectve study groups, and shared
decision making groups.
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People should think things ous
fresh and not just accept conven-
tional terms and the conventional
way of doing things.

--R. Buckminster Fuller

G. NEW SBDM TEAM MEMBER ORIENTATION

A training packet and video will be available for the
principal or an experienced team member to use to acquaint
new team members 1o SBDOM. The orientation will include
an overview of the new team member handbook describing
the legislative requirements, local policies regarding
SBDM, and procedures and guidelines for team members.

H. ESC WORKSHOPS

In addidon 1o workshops provided/sponsored by disuict
personnel, a variety of workshops are provided by the
Education Service Center. Topics include High Perfor-
mance Schools, Geting Started in SBDM, Conflict
Resoludon, Communication Skills and other topics of
interest to school and community personnel.

Additonal informaton regarding school-based decision-
making training is available by contacting the Professional
Development Department
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Definition, Purpose and Expected Results of SBDM

School-based management and
shared decision making strategies
directly challenge and seek to
change the complex and well-
entrenched pasterns of institutional
and individual behavior that have
remained untouched by top-down
reforms.

School Improvement Research
Series, Dec. 1992

In January, 1992, members of the State Advisory Commit-
tee on Site-Based Decision Making prepared and distrib-
uted a document, "Resource Guide on Site-Based Decision
Making and District and Campus Planning.” This docu-
ment was to help local districts implement site-based
decision making and develop district and campus plans for
improved student performance. The State Advisory Com-
mittee developed a definition of and expected outcomes for
school-based decision making. These serve as the basis for
the following local definition and outcomes.

Definition

School-based decision making in the Indepen-
dent School District is a process for decentralizing
decisions to improve the educational outcomes for
students at every campus. Through 2 collaborative effort,
principals, teachers, campus and district staff, parents and
community representatives assess the educational outcomes
of all students, determine goals, objectives and strategies,
and ensure that strategies are implemented and adjusted to
improve student achievement.

Purpose

The purpose of school-based decision making within

ISD is to improve the quality and level of student
achievement in all schools through the use of participa-
tory processes. As a result, students will exhibit positive
self-concept and develop the skills, knowledge and atti-
tudes necessary to be successful in further education, in the
workplace and in community life.
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Redefining Roles to Support School-Based Decision Making

"School-based management
means creating ownership
Jor those responsible for
carrying out decisions by
involving them directly in the
decision-making

process.”

--How to Organize for .
School Based Management,
ASCD

For school-based decision making to function successfully,
campus, district and community personnel must understand
their individual and collective roles and responsibilities.
Further, if student performance is to be increased at each
campus, administrators, teachers and parents must plan
together and make informed decisions about teaching and
learning.

The following list of roles and responsibilities is intended as a
general frame of reference in redefining traditionat roles and
is not intended to represent the full range of roles and respon-
sibilities of each group/individual listed.

SBDM TEAMS

observe federal, state and local policies unless
officially waived;

provide leadership to school-level decisions related to
goal setting, resource management and budgeting,
staffing, curriculum and school organizagon;

provide leadership for developing an annual campus
improvement plan focusing upon student outcomes as
identified in the district improvement plan;

provide for the review/development/recommendation
of innovative programs, pracrices, related inidatives
and/or proposals designed 1o increase student achieve-
ment and any related waivers;

use current data related to student performance,
attendance, discipline, school environment, instruc-
tional programs/strategies and other relevant inforrna-
tion in the planning and decision-making processes;
estabiish mechanisms to provide for broad-based input
into the decision-making process;

establish a structure and process for how the team
works, including operational procedures 10 ensure that
meetings are productive and result in informed,
collaborative decisions;

periodically conduct needs assessments to determine
priorities; and

periodically assess its performance as a team,
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TEACHERS AND OTHER SCHOOL STAFF

# participate in decision making at the campus level;

@ stay informed about educational issues, trends, bes
practice, and research; '

8 become involved in the development and implementation of
the campus educational improvement plan;

W participate in continuous professional deveiopment for
personal and professional growth; and

H partcipate in evaluating campus efforts to increase student
achievemnent.

PRINCIPALS

B solicit active and meaningful involvement from students,
staff and the community; :

m provide leadership for implementing a participatory deci-
sion-making process at the schoo] level;

W share school data with staff and community;

B share SBDM information about policies, procedures and
guidelines;

B model effective meetng leading skills;

B develop the decision-making process with staff and team
within the established parameters; and

B secure cenmal office/outside assistance as needed.

CENTRAL OFFICE STAFF

B provides leadership for the establishment/review of
cemculum goals and objectives;

provides school-level data to schools in an accurate, timely
Teams work at butlding spirit manner,

and commitment; they talk establishes an organizational climate supportve of SBDM;
about how they are doing, and provides and manages district resources 1o support school
they are willing 10 envest time improvement plans;

and money to protect and B provides technical assistance/consultative services to

enhance the basic tearn fabric schools/school teams as requested;

and integrity. B secks out and provides current, accurate information
’ related to best insguctional practces and research on

--Tearn work - We Have Met teaching and leamning;

the Enemy and They Are Us,
1990
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In times of drastic change, it is
the legrners who inherit the
Juture, The legrned find them-
selves equipped 1o live in a
world thar no longer exists.

--Eric Hoffer

W provides for dismictwide services such as purchasing,
warehousing, distibution of supplies, food services,
wansportation, and maintenance;

W translates board policy and priority goals into short- and
long-range district plans for improvement, and monitors
progress toward achieving district goals;

B develops policies and praocedures which support SBDM;
and

W designs and recommends an internal accountability system.

SUPERINTENDENT

W communicates a vision supporting decentralization and
SBDM;

® identifies priority goals, addressing major educational issues
affecting the district;

@ recommends policies/procedures which promote and support
SBDM,;

W cstablishes a process so individuals and groups are held
accountable for improved student achievernent through the
SBDM process;

w initiates practices which support SBDM;

W establishes an organizational climate supportive of SBDM;

B recommends a budget supporting decentralization; and

W scrves as advocate and district spokesperson for SBDM.

BOARD OF EDUCATION

M scts policy supporting SBDM;

M collaborates with staff and community to establish district
goals and priorities;

| cvaluates the impact of school-based decision-making on
stdent achievement;

¥ promotes flexibility and collaberation in the continuing
impiementation of school-based decision making;

W adopts 2 district budget supporting decentralization of
resources and school-based decision making; and

W provides a forum for campus/district staff to report progress
on goals.
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Do not worry about holding high
position; worry rather about playing
Your proper role.

--Confucius

PARENTS AND COMMUNITY

B become actively involved in the school-based
decision making process; '

® work collaboratively with school/dismrict staff to
provide input into campus/district plans; '

® stay informed about school/district programs and
educadonal issues;

B scrve as advocates for the campus/district by in-
forming others of campus/district activities and
progress; and

W participate in the decision-making process by
serving on the SBDM team, study groups, task
forces and school and district-level committees.
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Decentralizing Decision-Making Brings Increased Building
Level Autonomy

With decentralization comes increased building-level
autonomy and accountability for making informed decisions.
Decisions formerly made by central office administrators are
now either shifted to the campus level or are being made
collaboratively. Recent legislation requires shared decision
making in the areas of goal setting, budgeting, curriculum,
school organization and staffing patterns.

The superintendent is an integral past of the collaborative
decision-making process. Further, nothing in the decision
making process "shall be construed to limit or affect the
power of the local board of rustees to manage and govern”
the school district.

The following parameters are general guidelines for campus
and central office staff 1o use in determining the appropriate
level of decision making in these areas. This listing is not
intended to be all-inclusive but, rather, to inform the thinking
of decision makers and (o serve as a basis from which other
decisions in these and other areas, can be viewed. Using
these guidelines, campus level staff may construct building-
level parameters for shared decision making.

Five arcas of responsibility and decision making are specifi-
cally targeted for more decentralized decision making: goal
seting, budgeting, curriculum, school organization and

It is extrememly important to  }staffing patterns. The following charts contain information

expose the decision-making intended to clarify activites related 1o decisions to be made

process as clearly as possible at three levels.

and to follow it faithfully 1o
mainiain the trust and owner- CENTRAL OFFICE -  Activities initiated at the central

ship necessary for successful office level and for which central

school-based decision- : office staff currently retain primary

making...a useful way to clarify responsibility for decision making.

decision-making is by develop-

ing a marrix.” COLLABORATIVE - Activities which require central
office and campus-based staff to

-- How to Organize for School- work together so appropriate,

Based Management, ASCD informed decisions are made.
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"The classic ‘rule of thumb' is to
involve all those in the decision-
making who will be directly and
significantly affected by the outcome
of the decision.”

--School Leadership--Handbook for
Survival, 1985

CAMPUS - Acdvities inidated at the campus
level and for which campuses
currently retain primary responsi-
bility for decision making.

Campus teams are encouraged 10 use these charts as a
model for developing campus-level decision-making charts.




159

1-8D

‘sispjoyaxers 4q

WIRLOD pue MaIAS (el 20] ueld
1210S1p 10 1jeIp uoissnasp dojaaap
pue $59004d Juiuueld oy Jusuwrsidurg

"uo1s
-SNISIP pUE M31431 10} BIep wiesdord
pue 23ueuuopad Judpms apraoiy

‘(doeds 's)ue

-1|0s5u02 ‘awin *-3°1) ssavoxd Juiuued
Y1 JJEN[IOR] 0] PIPIIU $IIINOS

-a1 3|qeyIeAe ax¥rWI pue £Jnuap]

‘saunpancid pue ssa001d Su
-ueld noqe snsuasuod dojsasp pue

"‘uoddns 331530
[BLIUID PUE SAD0J JO SBATE ‘UONIP 1ILNSIP
J0j suonsa3dns 110 pue ‘sassauxeam

pue sy1duans weadord ‘spasu Kjnudpy .

"sassanoad
J0 A15Lrea & Y3nory) s1aquidw Anunwiwos
pue ssouysnq ‘jpeis paseq-sndwes ‘varjjo
[eIUdD ‘sraquistu preaq wolj ndut 110z .

‘vjep wesdoid pue
SOUBULIOI JUSPNIS SSNISIP PUBR MITADY «

$$9001d
Buruued 1wownstp o vy sredionreg .

'$82301d

(32mwnuoed L10s1ape [euoannsul Suuued
SPIMIDINISIP *JJeLs 90110 RHUID

.ﬁua_zm_w,.“_ ﬂ“u%m“ﬂmuME%m:_::_H d ‘ssaco1d Zuueld sndutedsyjeuairedap a1darens

21331ens o1 ur Juiuren oiseq uv;o_a 243 w1 s3anaslqo pue speod asip 9z1Np - vusip

! P auur ! ' P

‘ured) Juiuued diysiapesy Kjnuapy TEUIPI00D

’ ‘ "$31240 }0RqQPI3) puE MI7AM Ul Sredioniey . pue Jeniiy

ADNAA0 TVHLNTD HJALLVIOAVTIOD SONdIVYD ALIALLDV

ONLLLAS TVOD




160

' §D

‘s10j33 3uuued sndwes
01 uoddns pue s301n0sa1 3ptacidydnog .

“dnoid dyysiapedy

15 31} Se wied) juawddeuew paseq

-1o0yss 3urzun ‘ssasoad Juueyd
sndwies 2y 1onpuod pue Aeniug .

$53001d]

Bunuued snduse
NBUIPICO

pue qeniu)

uonednp;y

Jo pueog £q jeacadde pue maiaos

0y toud uerd sndures jo Lijenb oy
paieas sasndused o) yoeqpaay apracid
PUB M31A31 O} WISIURYIAW YySI[QRISH

‘repuaied Suuureld sndwes pue
1DINSIP JO JuAYsIqelsa Juipndus
'$3A103{Go pue sjeod Jo uoIsiAal pue
MAN AL Jenuve Jog ssacoud dopaas(g

“ANununuos pue
1Je1s ‘uonesnpy Jo preogl o1 saepdn
fenuue ap1acid ‘soanasfqo pue sjeod

premo) ssa1dosd ssasse pue 10MuoWw
‘ueyd 19151 Jo uonevAwadin
1011BOW O] WIS| Uk YSI|qRIST]

'ss2s01d 3uguued snduies
Nieiuaunedap apind o) sesnduied
pug sjuounredap 201)10 [eNuUId

01 saA1103lqo pue s|rod eunuassiq

H2eqpasy
[BUONIPPE PUE MIIAL 10J SI[NSAI U

-1UassIp pue ‘oztIewILnS ‘az[RUY .

"UOISSIUQNS PUB MIIADL ‘I
-dojaasp uerd sndwes 1oy surpown ysiqeisy

"$3a1192[Qo pue sfeod 11a81p
JO UDISIAQL pue M3ta1 [enuue tl djedioieg

‘e fd yirm JuSISU0d $34N023(q0
pue s[e0d dzieu) pue Yoeqpad) zAjeUY o

A2eqpaa} apiaoid pue SINsar m31adYy .

AIHMI0 TVALNAD

JALLVHOAVTI10D

SNdIWVD)

ALIALL)V




£-59

161

‘feaoidde pue ma1a31 10) uOnEINpPY
Jo preeq o1 ued sndums Jrogng .

aouewonad
sndures 0] paje[as Anununsod
{00135 01 suodas enUUE IPIAos

'$2An9[qo pue

s|eod piemon ssardosd Fuissasse
pue uuonuow 10§ ss9501d ysij
-Ge153 pue uepd sndwes Judwadwg

“AIunwiwoes [0oyas woly
1ndut pue m31a31 elep ‘skaains
TudwssIsse spasu sndures pue

$2A1122[q0 pue seod 1S Y
1U31515U0D §3ARI3(qo pue sjeod
23ues-Fuoj pue -uoys Ajnuapy .

"$3A1122{qo pue sje0d sudwed jo
UOISIAII pue MI1A fenuue vt sjedionreyg .

‘sue|d snduies uo Yoeqpas)
JA19001 10/pite IPIACIA/SSNISIP/MIMADY o

AOAO "TVHLNAD HALLVYOOVI'I0)D SNJINVD ALIALLDYV




162

"Pap3au SB su0IS
-1A21 Juryews w diysaopea| apaoty

"2ouanbas pue 3doss 1ansip jo Juour
-do[3A3p ay1 10y dyyssapes| spraoty

“reudoidde se 1oynsip
10} winmatumd Jo aouanbos pue
adoas aoueyua pue 91491 *dojaaa(g .

‘BONBIUWIdu 1o)uop
"3auanbos pue adoos Jusiugdung

wny
-ROLIMY SNAWLI pue SpPIMILISIP o)
Pa1B[31 5U01S139p 0w 1ndul Ip1aoiy

‘SanAToe

1nawdo|3a2p winjaoiums sndures
pue ap1mdLnsIp U 2jedioney

_ "(s194522) pes)

‘sitetd wawredap ‘redisupd) jyeis
01 2oudanbas pue adoas 121diamyg

Jouanbas pue adoos
winnound ysiggeisy

‘satojod
[e20] pue 31eis 03 Su1pioade uiny
-N100 Jo uonetukuddun sonuop

"SIUWII[ |BNUASSI Aels

122125 YAygm $9a1103(qo 351002/ 13A3)
/opead prre sjeed [3421-11%3 Jo juaut
-do[aa3p oy1 10) diysiopesp apracy

‘uin)
-nawnd Juspaedor ssurpaping ajels
Jo sa1dod yna sasndures [je apiaosy

's2A199(qo
95IN03/2A2]-0pRIB JULIDIA(CT »

JUSLIAIYIE JUIpIS
10J s[e03 [IA3[-11X2 YSHQeIST -

"satotjed Jesof pue 35)s 01
durp100r uoneuaw3[dwi 103 uopy

*$T30J
Jo seaue pue spaou sndures Kypuapt
Ol JUNKISSISSE SPA2U 1dNPUO)

saui[apind
/sa10150d feoo| pue ‘aels *[RAapa)
0} BuLIAYPR WIN[NILLGD JUawd|du]

"(s15yoedy
pes| 'sneys juuntedap ‘ed
-puird) gyeis o) sampapmg oadeaug

Sujuses) uapns
10) $3an29fqo
pue sjeod ysyjqeisy

AI1440 TVIINAD

HJALLVHOHVTIOD

SNdIWVYD

ALIALLDY

NOLLDRLLSNI ANV NN TNDIEAND

|




163

10

‘[ie 10) Anunoddo
uresdoud jo L1nbo 105 s1v)awwered
Jojuows pue esiununuoed ‘dojaasgg

‘uonew

-10jus Juneunusssip 105 sadarens
udysap pure saonoerd Juisiuord
Pue Yyoreasals jo 1searqe daoyy

“duiurea; vo 1vedwis sonwow
pue swiesdord saneaoum dopaas(g »

‘PApa2L se (130 10 201jj0
[eAU3D) SUIAdXI [BUIAIXI JA[OAU] «

‘[eaosdde 105 3010
fenuaa o) sweidoidysasinos
M3IU PUILILLIOIA PUE NI »

uoneaouur feuon
~ONOSEHAUNNIULIND
0y diysiapeoy apraoyg

‘uoneuAuI dun soruop

‘SIUBWNDOP WNINOILIND
anqunsip pue uisd p? Yewro,y .

"$2N1AN0R JudUdojaaIp
PUE SUOISIISP WNOLLND 1911
-SIp w1 ouuosiad sndwed dajoauf

sa13siens pue

SANIANIE W3wssasse pAasaddng g
sadyens/son

-JANDE feuonannsus passddng ¢

ZI-N-94d Iduanbas pue 3doog
UOTSSIL “1f2IBDSA ‘SOTEpURL

S, 43 U0 paseq s3aNRfqQ ¢

S[eoQ 7

Aydosoyiyq -y

d1esuap pue Apqixayy

A ouanboes aouefeq 1eys saping

wnoLLNg Apustij-1ayoed udisaq .

“Funuodas
f3utpeid ‘vrep jo osn ‘uonenjead Joj
sauropIng sanensturwpe dojaas(g -

S}2A2] udaM)aq
pue s{ooyas Juowe suosuesy, ¢
UOLIONASUY pUR WN|ROLLM)
JO 1UWISSISSE pUR NONEN|RAT ‘P
$3s53501d Sunoyuopy ¢
vogeuswduny
Hoddns 03 sasnosay -z
voneuwspdw wnnswny ‘[
IR N2LUND 0)
PIEI2E 5U01STO3p 0 Indut 3p1aoi »

‘1€ 10) Fnures] 1oy Sur

-4 apraoad Jei pue ‘udALp-LILp

‘Paseq-yareasar aie 1ey) KI3A1p

[euoydngsur 10) sudNens 193)2s

pue ‘SJU3PNIS JO SPIJU PUR $ISAIIUT

anbiun 10j suresBoud pue winjnou
-AN3 JO SUOLIEDIJIPOLL QUIULIDII(] »

ssarfoxd
JUIPAIS JO JUIWISSISSY §
sanjanoe
pue Junuos vejd uossa] ¢
SANTANSE WdWPdUUY ‘7
suotjdo pue
Auowoing 3oyavd) Jo seary |
10 pajepas
Buryew-uois159p Joy ssonosed Jus
~JOILUOLU pUE YIOMOIUTEL) SUTULING »

SIUIUIBDOP PR1E[dL

13410 pue sapind
WNNILLIND ANQIASTP
pue dojaasp udisog

AINAA0 TVHLNAD

HJALLVHORVTI0D

SNdIWVD

ALIALLDYV

et bt




164

£lo

"sa1darens
[EUONIOANSUE O SND0J YITYM SIF)
-1AN2¢ JU3UidO[3AIP JJels SPIaCLy

"SATeYD waunredap pue ‘s19yo82)
PE3] ‘Sa1ped 194283] JO 3sn Ay
y3dnonp sreudoidde so pannbos se
s sndures o) Juiuren apiaoig

"sp23u uawdojaaap
JJEIS Paseq-3Us 10] 3piaoad 01 3pi0
U1 S21peD 1aYde3) uten pue dofaad(]

“uaurdaosduy

Tevononnsur sadweaoLnsp

pue wnnowng jomsip uod

-dns 01 juowdojaaap 3yeis Joy diys
-1ape3| aptaoid pue‘ue|d ‘dojarag

'suonendod Juapms o) eudoadde
e Jewp sai8Neas [puonINnsuy
paseq-yaseassr Juipredar uon
-Buuojul yitm sasnduied Ipraosy

"UOTIINNISUL O P3IB[I) SUOTIBAOU
-ul paseq-ya1easas jo 1seaiqe doay

-dreudordde se sananoe wswdo
~[343p JyRis jo uonenjeAa pue ‘Sunon
-uow ‘uoneiudwaidusr ur edionre g .

'sardarens [guononnsul saneAcuuy
PU® M3U ut 3ge1s Fuiuien soj sany
~AN2E JUAUdO2AIP JJBIS RUIPIOO]) .

“2[qe|IeAE YUEBISIT 1SIq U0 Paseq
suonendod yuapms o1 seudosdde
sow sqdarens jeuononnsin Kjnuapy

‘sndajens
PUR SAHUANIE PAIR}AI PUR SPIdU
wawdojaasp jyers ojut indul apraosy o

"Papaau se isnipe pue
A31pow 'santanse Juatudoaaap
Heis enpea? “Ionuow uawddluy .

‘santanoe jududoadp jjeis
sndwen pue josip ul edioprey «

'sasndured 110 yim sanranoe
WAMdO{RAIP JyeIS NRUIPI0D)) -

‘sa1331es [euonONNSU
01 PAIE[A }jEIS I0) SANIANIL JUIW
-dojaaop Jyuis uejd pue Knuapy .

"I[QR[IBAR t{aUeDsai
183q ay3 3urzygnn pajuawajdun g
0) s31do)ens euononnsw JNUIpy «

‘wepd Juatwaaoidug
sndures Jo yred se sugjd juaw
doj2a3p jyeis paseq-ai1s udisa(g

uawA0dug
. feuonsansus puy.
WITHTOLLIND 121081
roddns oy juawdd

-[9A9p Jyeis Iptaaig

"SIDUTI0SAI {RUIJBW PuR UBLNY
YIIM SPIAU {BUONIONISUIAUN[NILLIND

sndurea aipioey pue uoddng

“Buryew voisioap paseq

-2115 J291J3 01 UONID|IS FOOQIXD)

pue ‘susneso[e 123pnq "sa31n0s)

‘sjeuoieus 10 sopyiqisvodsal

sndures pue sanijiqisuodsar
221}J0 [RNUID UYIPIY o

"SINIANIE fRUOHOINNSUL
pire wnnowmd paseq-sndwes
voddns 01 593500831 ap1acy] »

$231N053]
WNNSLLIND IPTACIY

ADHA0 TYHINAD

HJALLVHOUVTTI0D

SNAIAYD

ALIALLOV




165

| g

uawdinba pue
S{BUNBWS {RUOONIISUT JO IST UD
sdoysy10m IPIM-1LISTP IP1AOIY

S{etsajew
Jo sseyand pue Guiropio senjoe,]

"IPBUL SUOLSIIAP
Hooq) XA Jo sasndwred uLtojuy

'SANALOR UOTIII[IS HOOGIXI] IPim
-1os1p 40) diys1apea) apiaoig

“$uN30UI YOOqIX IPIM-1NDSIP
Jleu1puo0d pue ueld ‘ompayas

'sasnduwred yum uvonewuojul aleyg

"S[EUBW [EUOT
oSt s|ge[ieAe Jo 1searqge daoy

"S|EUBW [RUONIINNSUE
Sunjew 10§ sdoysylom NeupIoo;)

saddns pue
s[eLaew o sseyaind Ieuproo)y

‘uonjeiawajdin toy sanranoe
I0IAIASUI INOQE SUOISINAP INBIA]

‘sasndurea £q pasanbas
SE S13A1EM UO SUOISIDAP BN

‘suondope Jooqixay apim
-191ASIP 0) PAIE|2I SUDISIOIP e

"SANNULIOI OIS HO0qIX)
01 SUOIEPUIURLCIII DB pue
uondope 10) $Y00QIX3) MINADY

‘uoneludwidun opuop «

‘paseyarmnd aq
o1 531 ddus pue sjeuew Kuapy

‘papasu
sa1pddns pue s[eUIRW [RUONOINNSUL
JO 1usIssasse sndured g 1onpuoy) »

‘woneudWwdwn Wy paAfoAul
SI31[283) 10§ I01AIISUL PasEq
-911s w1 stedidied pue 10§ spiaolyg .

"papadu se 1sanbar pue sisarem
}ooqixal 10] p33u AJudp] -

‘sndured Jo spasu yooq
1X31 01 PAIE|L SIMNIUNLOD UON)
-091as yooqixd) o1 indut opiaosy .

saijddns pue spe
-LI3{BL TeUONONISUL
13410 PUE 5400qIX3t
J© 95N 2AN23}j2 pur
‘vonsinboe ‘uonaoas
3yl 40j IpraoLy

"popasu
se 1snfpe pue Jopuow saniande
waudofaaap jre1s/a1a195u1

JO SS3uUIATINDY3 JjeN[RAT

'sasndwed Juowe pue uIamiag
j10m 1eys sarddnens jeuoriannsul

2A1934J3 Jo ureys ay) JjeUIPIOO])

ORI TYVUINID

JALLVHOUVTI0D

SNdIWVD

ALIALLOV




166

10

"SUONEDT POt
papadu Sunjew w diysiapes)
spiaoud pue ssaadord ulepaosy

PpImInasip
paidope sa1anj0d Aeuywasssi

"uonINISUL
PUE WRINOLLIND 0} PajejaI sItoljod
Suipredas suonepuaI0IRL Iy

-9rerad
-o1dde se uoneUUO)U ANBUNLIASSI]

"$30n2e1d [RUOIDIIISUL/ BUORRINPI
uipredal youeosay jo iseasqe daoy

‘satonod jeuoneanps
APIMIDINSIP 01 PAIRJ2L SUOISIISP Ul
ajedidnaed pue out ndut opracsg -

"PAULIOYUL 33830 [eNud dady .

'$uo1}
-g3tjIpout papasu ayew pue ssudod
UIELIISE O1 $Y03Y2 dipouad ey »

'spaau snduwed
3unaaus 1oj arendoidde se siaarem
0} 1sanbai pue paIu JWIULIdIA(] -

"s|eod pue ‘uo1ssuu

‘uoisia s 12wastq g poddns
PUR PISEQ-{ITRISIT OB L[I1YMm
suonepuUALoIas A31)od ey

'satorjod apimiamsip wawsidwg .

uatupedapyaas] spead LA
0) sarjddns pue sfeunewr [euony

-onnsut jo aseyasnd 1oj spuny
Jo vonnquisip sjqennba ansuyg «

‘uon
-eduwnjdunr poddns o1 waudo
~1349p jjers ‘wuswdinbe ‘sjeusiews

Paseq-ats 10§ 128pnq opraory

uonaNnsul
puR WANILLING 0}
parejas samnpasosd pue
sa1o1j0d Juawardu
pue gjepdn 'as1aay

“SuoT)
-EdyIpoW papaau Juryew uy duys
-19pea[ sp1acid pue 2Jesn J01UOH

"S[eU3Iew 132N
pue spnss 1of sisanbas axepy .

ADNAI0 TVHLINED

JALLVHOAVTI10)D

SNdIVD

ALIALLDYV




167

912

"$13Y2e3)
wreidosd |e12ads 10) swerdosd

1wawdoj3Aap jjeis apraoig

_ ‘suoy
-eajpow papadu Juiyews ur diyses
-pe3] apiaosd pue ssasdoad sonuopy

‘stueifoid jesaads
J10j sa1ddns pue srewarewr spiaciyg

‘swesdord pe1vads ut vonedonred
SIUAPRIS 10§ $213318NS [BUOIIINDSUY
Jo uoneswjduut pue juaw
-0J243p Y1 10] diyszaped| ap1aolg

‘stuesdoid (eioads

g dunedionred siuapnis Jo0j sa101j0d
pue sautjapind Funuauwjdus

pue unaadsann ur sasndwies 1sissy

“THAWAAYOE 2a01du
01 I3PI0 Ul S)LAPNIS JO SpPa3u
192w 01 swresdoad mau puawosy

‘(swesdoud jeraads 1oy uoy

-ONASUE pue wn naiund Suypredal
sswaping) ‘saionod jesof pue *ajels
‘[esap2j ynas sasndures apraosg

‘sweadord

teroads Loddns o1 sontanae Jwaw
-dojaasp Jyerssaoiatasut o) parejar
SuoI1S193p otut Jndul IpIacsy

‘swerdoad jeraads 105 seLARWw
JBUCLIINISUL O] PR} SAANANDR
Suryeii-uo1s1ap ui sledionre

‘suresdoud

[e122ds 1 s1uapn)s 10§ SPIsU RUOK
-OMLISUL PUB WNNOLLIND 0} pate[3s
suois1ap o0t Indug apraosyg

endoidde se sanranoe
wawdopaasp jjeis ur sedionreg .

"SuonedjIpoL
papaou 15233ns pug suoj)9
wesdoxd jo ssaudoad urensosy .

YIreasIN 152q
Yy uo paseq suotiejndod jeisads
10} Aeusdoadde saonowd pue
‘SjeUate *s313aens [euonoHnasu
MANuod i diy pue £5nuap .«

"sautapind/sadnjod [gao] pue ‘aers
‘Te1apag oy duipiodae swerdoad
1e153ds 10) winpnownd yuswaduwy

swiidoud [e1dads
10 uonejuowadus
ays 10y uoddns pue
diysaapesy spracig

ADLAIO TVULNAD

HALLVIOUVT'10D

SNdIWVD

ALIALLDV

PRV




168

"SIIEPUBUL 21¥IS PUE SPISU [EI0]
Uo paseq saAneEWAR repus)ed vdisa()

"SUoHEB2O](e Jwy pannbal
Ol PAIBJS UOHBULIOJUI BUILUISSI(]

*

‘uorn
vrado pue ‘3utsops ‘Juiuado jooyss o)
paleas sampaosoid pue saijod dojaaagg

"UoTieaNpy jO preog pue juapua)
-uLIAdNG 0) JEPUIED 1ILNSIP PUIURUOIIY

"SNPy s
[euonannsui £)rep wswsdwydojaasg

‘SI9AIRM 10§ PI3U SURLLIAIP
01 yyess wouy induy potjog

‘S(eod pue spasu
sndures uodn paseq suoneiea
repuaren/3npayos dofaas

‘s13jsureled
1DLOSIP UILIIM SISINOD/SASSE[D
0} SUDNIBOO|[E 2UIN JVTUINI(]

sIepulfed
{00YISAMSIP pusw
-wosas pue dojoaagg

"N [BUOTIINNSUI JO ISK IA103})3 O)
PAIE[21 S[2pOW PUR UOTIRULIOJUT 3PIAOL]

“3U) JO IS AN
10} suondo jo L191reA B 139)3s/3101dxg

‘sionwesed paysiiqeiss
UM UL [RUORDAIISUI
Jo sosn sendosdde aujurralng

sampasad
Suyinpayas/suon
~EJ0|[% 3w AJnuapy

“Juapu
-u1adng o3 sadijoad 1830} puatLtoIy

"A[3uypaodoe suonendas yuawaidug
pue sapaso1dssuonendal jeso] pue
J1es |rIopay Jo suopeatjdun UM

‘sanpasosd/suonemar (eso) pue Ae)s
‘[B43p3] MedtunuRuod pue jaudiaug

'saunpaocold pue sarmjod (820
Jo waurdojaaap ay o indut apraosy

‘suone[ndas Juaw

-opdwi pue sampasoxd ‘suon
-g[n831 [220[ puB KIS ‘|RIIPa)
Jo suonesndun suuuAa(g

"satorjod re1apay pue speis
‘{2207 Jo uonedyLIed Y328

sanpasoud pue
satorjod juatuardun
“ardinut ‘dojaaagy

AIIIO TVHLNIAD

JALLVHOUSVTTIOD

SNdWVYO

ALIALLDY

NOILILVZINVDAO TOOHDS




169

¢ 0S8

'saanifqo pue sjeod 4130 Jo
1wawRAdyoe - sndures sowosd ot eiep
WEAS[3) '2)RINDIR Jo 35T ) owoid o)
$I2INOSIL/IDUR]SISSE [BIIUYID) IPIAOL]

"UOTIBUIWIISSIP PUe SISA|vUR ‘UOIIII[|0D
BIZP 10) SpoyIsw 2A11034)2 dojaasq

PRID3[[02 2q O BIEp AJnuap]

‘eiep Jusurad Jo maiadl
fuonoaoaandur Jo) sziueds

elep sndwes asn
pue ‘az&{eue 109{j0))

's3anoesd Fuidnoid 2an9;)9 o) parejal
S[2POWUONZULIOJUT AHBUNKIISSI(]

..muutun.a Buidnoid 3an034y0
10y sautaping pue Aydosofiyd dojaas(g

“Jeidoidde
se uondnOsul 1awddug

'$2009%4d Suidnosd
aqrxayysieudosdde sunuisiagg

saanoerd
Surdnoid oandayys
azyan pue Ajnuapy

"("012 ‘uortredaapunjaud ‘uopeanpa pa g
‘[ 3dey) ‘s wIq ‘voneonpa
ferdads) sweidoid 31qen08su-uou

0} PAIT]21 UOTIRULIOJUY NBUNLIASSIC]

‘SPA2U WIPIIS
132U 189q 01 sesanoosuiesdoad eidads
3O UO1IEDO] PUR AUNJBY UL

'suones
-tjdde ayeis/perapa) paunbas apo1dwio)y

"sudisap wesdoid pusunuosaydopasq

‘S121aurered
paysiqelss upmim swedord
paudisap-saduies yusuwijdg

sweidord jerroneonps
10} dzwrediQ

"ONIRLAOD) MIIADY 1IATEAL
01 5153nb31 19a 1M OPIMIINSIP YGRS

‘s1Isanbar 1Atem [0oyas
01 pate|az uoddns ydeqpasj ap1aoci g

“TUILIIAYIR JUIPIIS PUE UQT]
-eZiued 10 |00YIS IANIVYY 210w Jo 1sod
-dns ul s10arem apimidinsip dogaasgg

"s1sanbau 13a1em Furdopaaop
10) s2npasoid [B20] ANeuIILsSIQ

"$1S9Nb31 13A1BM QUM AL/SSNDSI(T

BIMIUIUIOD) MITARY I3ATEA,
01 susatea snduied ynuqng

“TUQUIASIYIE JUIPNIS
Joj szwedio £}2an22j)2 310t 0}
aendosdde se ‘s1aatem dojaasg

sisanboy 13atep
ama1Ay pue dojaaa(

HOIA40 TVELNAD

JALLVHO8Y'TTOOD

SNANWVD

ALIALLDV




170

£-0S

‘suoneAouul pue saanentu sndures
ILISIP 03 PIIR{A! PIROEIUIPUNUL
-1adng o1 s;mepdn oipouad spraosy .

"SUONBAOUU| PUE SIAT)
-eH snduteafowmsip o5 woddns
PUE DURISISSE [EIUYII} IPIAOL [«

“suoll
-BAOUU| PUE SIANRINIUL [RUONEINDPD

INOQe WONBWIOJU| JIBUNLISSI(Y

"SUQLIBAOUUI PUR SIANEBIIUI P2)23[as
uo sapad01d uotenieas udisa

'sdngsiauped st jo asodind
pue sanyigisuodsas/sajor suryag

"SUGTIEAOUUY pUR SIANRNIUL JO
£Krauea e sa0jdxa 0y sdiysisused uuo,g

SUONBAOUUL/SIAN
-BIHUI P)12313s Juawmjduw]

“SUOIBAOUUI/SIAT)
-enit pRo9das 10) toddns
2n33s pue satdaens dojaaag

‘S1OLs1p

10 ‘S|001§2S ‘SLIOVISSBED
12110 UL SIANRNTUI JALIS
-qo pue Apnis ‘INoqe peay

"SuUOfEAOUUL PUR
S2ANIRNIUT jRUONEDNPD
twwawaydun pue oy ue[g

“Juiss2001d pue 'feaanas ‘nduy

eiep 10] swgishs/samdnns dopaasq .

"feuuroj Kjpusu}

-1357 Ul ejep paseq-sadwes opiaoig

“280 PUT UONDI||0D
eiep 10} poddns/Fuiuren ap1aos |

"SUOISIIAP
UIAUP-ITBP XN

*Spaau elep
JledmIuILIos pue £Jnusp|

HILEIO TVILNID

JALLYHOHGVTI0D

SOdWYD

ALIALLDY




171

14

“uoissigns pue wawdoaasp
133pNQ 20) UML) PULLICDI Y

~ 'Spadu fepiden
sndwesfamsip jo is1y dojaaaqy

"$I2IN0S SNOIVL[{2ISIW
pue [R13p3) *31RIS ‘[EIO| UO pIseq
~-anu3A3s 1234 193pnq mau jrwiIsy

-98epoys/snidiuns
Junesado reak wauno yewnsy

‘swtensuod xel Auadoad sutuudlagg

‘suofieno[e |2a2) snd

-lWED PUB SIUIURILILIOD IPIMIOLASIP
duuapisuod suonedojje Suipun)

01 221821 SUOHEBPUIWIUIOIIL DXBIN

'$532504d uoy
-enodau Liepes 10) diysiopea) ap1aoig

"SUOHIEDO[[B [243]
sndwed puswuwiosar pue dofaas(g

ULk

-33eurws pue "Jususdo[aaop 123pnq o1

Paie121 siuswannbai jedag 1noqe von

-BULIOJUT J1BUILISSIPASEIIqE UIBLIDY

*

‘Bununod
-oe pue Funadpnq o1 patejal juawdo
-1249p Jyess vy edionred pue dojaase) .

‘suoprao| e 3u)
-puiy noqe suoissnosip ul Jedisjiey .

a0 128pnq 01 193png ugng .

‘dununodoe
pue Junsdpnq o1 paejas speau
wawdopaap jyeis Kjnuapy .«

"128png sndure)
Jo maraar pue wwawidofaaap
10} samnpadosd ysiqeissy .

‘(330

123png A wawsnus sndwes)

SUONENI[RI 3}1IB0IA ‘sAdUE|Lq
IUNOIDE JIA0 ALIRD YSI[QRIST] »

SIURUNND
Aiejes-uou pue Liefes JuRrLINIQ »

. q:uE
-93euew pue juatudoaasp 138pnq
01 paig[a1 suawaanbar (233

Ul SUOISIAJL SSTIDSIP PUE MIIAIY o

1w
-dofaasp 10dpng

OLLIO TVHLNYD

HALLVIOAVTI0D

SNdNVYD

ALIALLOV

L3DdnNd




172

td

‘arendoadde

se swed) 1wswadevew snduies pue

IPIMIINDSIP "preog [00YIS 0) SHOdIL
snieis [e1ouruyj s1pousad Ipiaolg

uonHRASUY
HOJ P31RO0| B SAUCK jo JFjsury) sndungd
10} s13)3wered 10j1uowW PUR 4STIqRIST] o

‘SIUSRUPUIALE 133PNq PUSWILICIY o

‘K03aes
Yo ut sampuadxa 10iiuopy

'$133pnq.aomnsip soiuow pue sfeurpy .

“Ajaeudosdde
sa1nipuadxa sndures oFeurw 01 y1op, -

's19dpnq wesFoid je12ads sonuopy

“JJEIS 1310 pUR Wied) Judu
-3deurur 211 01 SMEIS pun,{ ANANOY
uo suodai Apraurenb ayew/moarasy

‘531039180 snorea

01 SITUOLU JO JJJSURE 0) Paje[al
SUOIS103P AeW *JJelS JaYj0 pue
wey uawsdeueus wou) dul i

"papasu
S Sjuatrpuate 193png Aeniug

‘smels
19dpnq uo wiedy yJuswaevew paseq
-jooyas pue Jyeis areudoidde oy
suodar Lp1uenb ayew pire 128pnq
sndurey ay; sopuow pue 3eury

L]

juswaFeuetu
198png

"AdeInooe pue UL
-11dwo) 10) uoIsSILIQNS 1FPNG MINAY «

's$3301d 158pnq Jnoqe uoneuLIojUL pue
sunoj 193pnq Aeunussip/doroaag .

‘SpIepuels jeuoh
-BANP3 JOLNSIP PUE [OOYDS i0q 192t
Siu3puls ety nsul 0} (Suonedso||e
[00Y2s {ia) sanuoud ysigeisy

0140 TVUILNAD

JALLVHOAVT10D

SNdWVD

ALIALLDV




173

td

"SIEL XB] pue
123pnq Teul) jo uondope pustuwoiay

*S2INOSIL IPLMIDUISIP Qe
-|leae 01 stunowe 123png [euty IpIacsg

‘suonsanb
[CLOURUY |jB UO IUNOSII SB 2A1IG

"SPI023) J3URUL] [RWIIIUL 1IpNe
‘$|0NU0D DIUBULY [RWNU] YSUGEIST

QUL
pue s3:0padoid 3aueulf [eUIAU]
3o uoistaa1 spouad oun induy spraong .

'ATess$923U
se §unaauos pue Suuonuow ‘saimp
-3301d 2ouBUL,} [BWANU] WwAwddw .

AILIAO TVRINTD

JAILLVYOUVTI10D

SNAWVD

ALIALLOV




174

1d§

_ ‘s39Kodwd

'$2340]dw3 uu) asay Jo resreadde o1uy indu

-LOYS I3YJ0 pue SI5YIE3} ANILSqns '$33K0jdw3 uual-Lioys -apiaoad saakojdws uuaj-uoys
payteab jo isy parepdn urgutey . INYJ0 PUR SIIYIE) INNISGNS JO Ish ies

J110 pue $1345e2) JAHIsqns jo

1jifenb pnuss
asn 10§ sanpasord uaswspdwy . PIUIERD NIUY

10 sanpasold do|aasp pue 1oj ueld

'saanRIqo

pue sjeod sndured pue spasu

weidoid ‘juaurjjorud pairfosd
uodn paseq Furjjers JURULIIA(]

‘Spadu
Suyjeis parenuaragpip 2uya(q o

“Fu1))wIs WAL 01 ‘IR
-idoadde se ‘szaatem dojanoqg -

‘(woddns ‘Juiyoedy ‘aanen
-SfuqIpe) sjuauRiiul duyjers
wjeamba awnng suTULNRg .

U

-2A21Y 28 Juapnjs da0sduil 0}
"2UISQE JO s8I ‘suotieudisos ueyd Jugyers snduwes dojpadqg
‘SJURAIMNA ‘spadu wriod

Yuawijiorus pasford uo paseq "321)J0 [BNUID

saurjopmnd Juyjeis jo wawdo 'saut]apin3d dug)jess 1o suoy 01 SPI2U JFEDTUNLLLLOD SPa3u Sutpers 4 “Mwuc
-12A2p U1 10 diSIIPRI| WPIAOI] - -RPUALLI0DA1 dOJ2A3D pue 10} UR[] . 3uryyeys paoaload muapp 3 3 E
ADMHA0 "TVHLNAD JALLVHOUVTIO0) SNdWYV)) ALIALLODYV

SNUHLLVd ONIHAV.LS




175

TdS

SMAAINUI
sndures 105 s;yepipues pa1jijenb
J0 jood ® umutew: pue £jnuspp

swred(dde 2[qidyo pa1yiuad
MIIAIJILH pUR SSISSE ‘ULIG

'smejs juswiordurd pue uon
-BNJIIID JO LOLRIUIWNIOP S2pN]D
-ut ey ary weadde ysigersy

‘}J¥1S JO UONII|IS
Jaa3ta11n 01 parejau saznpasosd
Jo 1uamdoejaasp sy ur apedioiieg

‘saunpasoid uonezuoyine |ou
-uos1adfuonisod paysi|qeis? mojfo.f

‘sjuentjdde patienb
PUILLILIOSRI PUR 1II[IS *MOTAIII
0) sainpazoid {2A3] snduwsed ysijqesss

J§e1s pay
-1enb ma1a19)u)

‘wesdoid (D) uonesyuan)
JANBWIY 3Y) 0} PIILjaI SUOH
-EPUIURLIOOAT YR Pire J]0WOLY

‘eipawt Jo Ljauea g Jutzinn
s3utuado jo s)uAuIUnOUE YST|Igng

‘suonearjdde yoros pue
waunnbas 105 sease fiwoud Kpnuap]

s[euatew uninidas udisag

UAUNIIDGE
14231 t|iIm 1SISSE 0] [Puu0s1ad uiel),

‘SWINIIOSHOD pue
$I0UDIJUOD UOTIEINP?I ‘site} Qof ‘San)
-1559A10n *$2324102 01 sdin InpaYds

(dOV) swan o
voddns/aouesisse [eauyadn apiacd
PUB 2311WWO3 £I0SJ1APE UO 34135

‘s9akojdwd mou
10j poddns osp1aoid pue soj uej |

*$39Y08a7 Judpnis
10} woddns apraoid pue soepd
01 JJE1s ANISIBALUN YHM YI0M o

'SINIANSE Judw
-umuoan uy sredidiied pue 10j ueyg .

‘Ajdde o) sjueordde
payienb 23eInoous pue 1no ¥325

‘Je
-udesdde sg 9221003 10y puAULIOIII
st 4Oy 10} _._o&:m ap1aoig

‘sa0ho(dw mau 10§ wAsAs
uoddns [oA3-sndures ysiigeisy

"$131§0EAN WIpNIS Jo SauruLopad
Fuipsedar induizog woddas apiaoiy

*$110])3 uaw
1103t ut Aedonred o) jpeis £Jiuap]

HIAAO TVULNAD

JALLYHOAVTIOD

SONdWYD

ALIALLOV




176

'$21panoad [emauar prIu0D
pue auygdiosip 2akojda areuipsoo)

‘sap200id jemsuas 1nexue)
pue 2undnosip 2akojdw mwuipioo))

‘spaooaa jesiesdde
[erotyo meiwinw esteadde 23Lodure
01 PRAIRIAL HEHIRULIOJ ARUIDSSI(]

samp

-2201d puw saunjod pesiudde 1msip
Jo uonmuauwadun pue uotsiaag
Huswdo)aaap o diysiopea) apraos g

SR smS Owuod pug sutdiosip
23401dwiz Furpredar Aesrununuoy)

sampasosd
[esieadde yesoy pusunuesas pue doaaag

‘sampagord
(esieadde (aunosad eaof ysiqeisa o)
sdnosd yromsammunuoa vy aedianey

"SUOTIBPUIUNLIODS)
1RNUod xww pue undiasip
22401dw? 01 pasejar sampaoold
pue satorjod wao) yuswspdu

'saronjod Jeso) yuawajdug

‘91eudoadde
se sxoatem dopdasp 'samnpasoxd
tesierdde oa£0jdwia wstuapdwi

42U 13enU0D

pue sasnpasosd
putidiasip ‘resreidde
2oURWLIOND{

"S19RAU0D 30s5S) pue undarg

‘1Meos1ad
$9 SPIO2DL ARINDIT JIALIND WEIINEY

(d130) veld waw
-2a01duny jsuoesnpa sndun
pue spaau juapuis uodn paseq
swowudisse jauvosiad oxey

yess
paytrenb udissy

UONRZUOIIE (I0u0sIad/[onue
vonsod jo vonewiawsadiug sonunop

ADTIJO TYULNID

JALLVIOUVTI0D

SNdIVD

ALIALLDYV




APPENDIX L

DISTRICT WAIVER PROCEDURE

177




1993-94

Waiver Development, Review and Approval Process

School/Department
Develops and

Submits
Waiver Request

Waiver Review
Committee
(meets August,

Decamber,
March)

Superintendent
Reviews

Revise/Resubmi

onsuitation with
+ TEA

. Departments

+ Scacol Staffs

« Districtwide [nstruc-

tonal Advisory
Committee

(dismictwide waivers)

State Statuce/
State Board
Rule

Local
Board Policy

School Board

(Sepe.. Jan, Apr.)

« Study Session
(second Tuesday)

= Action ltem

Submit o
TEA

Supenaiendent
Nodfied

School
Notfied

School Board
(Sept.. Jan. Apr.)
« Study Session
(second Tuesday)
+ Action ltem

Supenntendens
Takes
Action

School
-Notified

Local

Procadure

Y

Administragve

Superint=ndent
Reviews and
Takes Action

School
Nodfied
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