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The problem of this study is to identify and describe 

specific bureaucratic/organizational barriers that inhibit 

needed curricular and instructional flexibility and freedom 

in an urban school system and to determine if means exist by 

which the barriers can be overcome. 

The purposes of this study include the identification, 

description, and assessment of the barriers identified and 

the development of a process model which addresses identi-

fied barriers. 

The study includes samples of parents, teachers, prin-

cipals, and central administrators. Questionnaires were 

administered to parents and teachers. Structured interviews 

were conducted with all administrators. The survey instru-

ments were validated through means of pilot tests and jury 

panels. 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions were made: 



Teachers want parents to continue playing traditional 

PTP> and volunteer roles. Teachers' attitudes pose barriers 

to parent involvement in school decision making inherent 

under site baseo management (oBi.). 

Teachers and parents do not place much importance on 

the instructional leadership role of the principal, while 

administrators view this role as influential in increasing 

responsiveness. This poses barriers to this aspect of SBM. 

Barriers imposed by the curriculum, by the central 

office staff, and by principals hinder the responsiveness of 

teachers. Elementary principals have less autonomy than do 

their secondary counterparts. 

Middle managers are hindrances to instructional flexi-

bility and restrict the utilization of funds by principals, 

which hampers local responsiveness. Curricular controls 

result in programs not capable of fully meeting local needs. 

Principals need training in budgeting, planning, curri-

culum, and instruction to implement SBM. Middle managers 

will probably resist SBM due to the loss of authority they 

will experience. 

Principals are the most important information source to 

teachers. They could pose a barrier to SBM if they do not 

support the concept. 

SBF" will decrease the authority of middle managers 

while increasing the authority of principals, giving them 

instructional flexibility* 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Large organizations function best when all the 

component parts of the organization work in an orderly, 

well-defined fashion. The more uniform the components are 

the easier it is to establish an effective control system. 

Anderson claims that the problem of control within a complex 

organization is the result of the need to coordinate activi-

ties that have been broken down into sub units to be per-

formed by different groups of employees. (1) In striving to 

maintain control, large bureaucratic organizations tend to 

develop control systems which are premised on the existence 

of component uniformity. This premise then necessitates 

rigid conformity. According to Mitchell, the internal con-

trol problems of an organization become acute as the variety 

of items to be controlled increases, particularly when there 

are unpredictable items. (14) 

Educational organizations have adopted control systems 

based on component uniformity although the major sub units 

of the organization, individual schools, cannot possibly be 

made uniform. In fact, strict uniformity is counter-produc-

tive to the achievement of the goals and objectives of most 



educational organizations since their major goal must be to 

meet the highly variable needs of a diverse clientele. 

Urban school districts with multi-campus systems typi-

cally have control structures that utilize centralized 

decision making. The rules and policies of these large 

bureaucratic organizations tend to restrict flexibility. 

Corwin's investigation concluded that the bureaucratic 

offices that control budgets, space allocation, hiring and 

personnel practices, and planning serve as a system of 

checks and balances that limit the powers and flexibility of 

the building level administrator. (7) 

Organizations require controls to ensure achievement of 

established goals, to bring about needed changes, and to 

avoid dysfunctional conflict. Drucker emphasizes this when 

he defines structure as "a means for attaining the objec-

tives and goals of an institution." (9, p. 467) Many 

theorists see bureaucracy as the ideal structure for large 

institutions. (2, 6, 9) In his description of the ideal 

effective organization, Weber characterizes a bureaucracy in 

the following ways: impersonal social relations, appoint-

ment and promotion on the basis of merit, previously 

specified authority obligations which are inherent in the 

position, not in the individual functioning in the position, 

a heirarchy of authority, abstract rules or laws covering 

task assignment and decisions, and specialization of 

position. (20) 



The need for organizational structure is implicit in 

Buchele's description of the management process: 

. . . planning what the organization (or part of 
it) is expected to accomplish and then 
operations so that the plans are actually achieved 
. . . there must be some st^ffipg to fill the j0"3 

with people, organizing activities to establish 
who does what, and some I?9d<grstnP activity to get 
action, motivate, inform, coordinate, and super-
vise the people involved. (3, pp. 96-97) 

Sound organization structure results in numerous bene-

fits. Carlisle lists four: facilitation of planning ana 

control, aid to decision making by identifying formal 

decision makers, improved communications by establishing 

channels, and improved efficiency through division of labor 

and task specialization. (5, p. 331) 

Although bureaucratic structures are accused of being 

replete with "red tape" and paperwork, Bensman and Rosenberg 

indicate that there is certain value in such rituals. It 

[paperwork] enables whomever has been acted upon to ascer-

tain the legality and fix the responsibility for what has 

been done, and it protects the official from charges of 

laxity, supererogation, or violation of orders." (2, pp. 

264-265) Bensman summarizes the advantages of a bureaucracy 

with four words: efficiency, predictability, speed, and 

impersonalness. (2, p. 267) 

Obviously, school systems, like all organizations, do 

require some form of structure. Just as obviously, quality 

education, given its purposes and the nature of its clients 



and their unique needs, requires individually tailored 

responses to the variety of client needs and characteris-

tics. Individual schools must deal directly with the unique 

and individual needs of their students. Schools are a 

microcosm of their communities and, as such, are usually 

pluralistic in nature and vary in a multitude of ways. 

Stimson and La Belle's study found that a school reflects 

the cultural values and traditions characteristic of the 

society in which it is situated. (IB, pp. 268-269) 

Myer's study indicates that bureaucracy in a school 

system induces a sense of powerlessness in teachers to 

affect school policy. (15) He defined a bureaucracy as a 

"form of administrative organization to achieve efficiency 

of organizational behavior." (15, p. 1) Corwin describes 

the bureaucratic model as one in which " . . . power is 

centralized, authority is based on expertise as well as 

incumbency of office, there is a close-knit coordination and 

extensive planning, and the components of organization are 

highly interdependent." (7, p. 253) 

A conflict arises when attempts are made to meet the 

needs of both the organization and the students. The 

uniform, rigid nature of bureaucratic structures and the 

unique needs of students make this conflict more or less 

inevitable. Large governance structures need conformity, 

predictability, and adherence to the established rules which 



were developed to achieve uniformity and to aid in control. 

(14) The impact of this control on individual schools is 

sameness in instructional programs, funding formulas, and 

personnel. However, particularly in the areas of curriculum 

and instruction, quality education requires flexibility and 

the organization's support in planning, designing, ana fund-

ing curriculum and programs to satisfy the variety of 

clients' needs. 

Barriers to this absolutely essential flexibility are 

built into bureaurcratic organizations. This conflict 

between the need for bureaucratic uniformity and structure 

and the need for flexibility within individual schools 

requires the development of alternative management and con-

trol structures within urban school districts. Such 

alternative structures must provide for the establishment of 

system-wide goals, priorities, and control but, at the same 

time, must also provide individual school units with the 

autonomy and flexibility needed to be responsive to their 

particular student and community needs. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study is to identify and describe 

specific bureaucratic and/or organizational barriers that 

inhibit and prevent needed flexibility and freedom in the 

areas of curriculum and instruction in an urban school 

system and to determine if means exist by which the barriers 

identified can be overcome. 



Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study include 

1. Identification and description of organizational 

barriers to individual school curricular and instructional 

flexibility and responsiveness which exist within a large 

urban school district; 

2. Assessment of the relative importance (dysfunctional 

effect) of the barriers identified; 

3. Development of a process model which addresses iden-

tified barriers for the purpose of overcoming these 

obstacles. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions are presented as the 

basis of this study. 

1. What are the specific barriers to curricular and 

instructional flexibility and/or responsiveness that 

presently exist in the school system as viewed by repre-

sentative school district personnel and community members? 

2. What specific impact do the barriers have on the 

present operations of the schools? 

3. what, specificallyf do the schools' building level 

personnel want to do that they cannot now accomplish due to 

the existence of the identified barriers? 

4. What are specific barriers to site based management 

(FBM) as viewed by representative school district personnel 



in this urban system, and how do findings of this study 

compare to findings of similar studies in other school 

systems? 

5. Can the identified barriers to SBM be overcome or 

ameliorated by means of a process model for the implemen-

tation of site based management? 

Background and Significance 

Several societal, legislative, and judicial changes 

have impacted the American educational system over the past 

fifteen years. These changes impinge upon traditional 

school management concepts and have resulted in the follow-

ing: 

increased teacher involvement in the management 
process 

. a general increase of anti-bureaucracy 
sentiment 

increases in urban reform efforts 

. budget tightening and cost increases with con-
comitant changes in management strategies 

increased state involvement through school 
finance reform (10) 

The country also appears to be experiencing a reduction 

of confidence in public schools by their patrons. Standard-

ized test scores have declined and student discipline 

problems are viewed as a major school weakness, as is 

evidenced by the 1981 Gallup Poll. (13) Schools are now 
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being questioned and accountability has become the key word. 

Schools must deal with these problems. 

Such pressures, both internal and external to the 

institution, create a need for structures that are capable 

of response and action. Carlisle characterizes organi-

zations as adaptive systems responsive to contingencies 

which frequently arise. "Dynamic organizations functioning 

in dynamic environments will necessarily force planning and 

control to be dynamic as well." (5, p. 558) 

A number of variables affect the effectiveness of any 

organization. These variables or influences include organi-

zational goals, number and type of employees involved, and 

tasks performed, as well as the organization's structural 

components, such as locus of decision-making authority and 

hierarchical levels. 

Given these variables, Carlisle concludes that adaptive 

systems should employ contingency approaches to the manage-

ment of organizations. This approach holds that few, if 

any, universal solutions to management problems exist. The 

use of any particular management concept is contingent upon 

the prevailing conditions at any particular time. Contin-

gency management postulates that there are many effective 

methods to management and that the central function of 

managers is to pair particular concepts and techniques with 

the unique needs of an individual situation. (5, p. 19) 



Other studies of various types of institutions tend to 

support Carlisle's point of view. Industrial firms and 

governmental agencies were examined in three studies rela-

tive to the present study. 

Bage and Aiken's study of sixteen health and welfare 

organizations concluded that organizations with routine, 

predictable tasks tend to centralize more authority at 

higher levels of the organization and to have detailed, 

formal structures. (11) 

Burns and Stalker's research of industrial firms in 

England found that rigidly prescribed and structured organi-

zations are appropriate when conditions are stable. The 

researchers concluded that organic, open structures are 

necessary when conditions are changing. (4) 

Similar results were found in a study by Lawrence and 

Lorsch. Their findings are succinctly stated: " . . . more 

structured organizations functioned best in an environment 

that is structured and less-formal structure is appropriate 

when uncertain, heterogenous environment conditions 

exist." (12) 

Educational systems with their multiplicity of learner 

problems, community environments, and unpredictable external 

variables can be legitimately classified as existing in 

heterogenous environmental conditions. Corwin offers the 

hypothesis that the more turbulent the environment outside 

the school, the more complex the organization will become. 
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Decentralization then becomes necessary because the 

turbulences increase the number and complexity of decisions. 

The more complex the decisions, the more overloaded the 

central offices become, which results eventually in more 

decisions being made at other levels, such as the school 

building level. (7, p. 281) 

Building level decisions, however, have restrictions. 

The capability of the staff to identify and solve the stu-

dents' educational problems determines the success of a 

school program. This capability is limited by the need for 

uniformity which inhibits the development of individual 

plans of action unless they conform to established district 

programs and curriculum. 

This conflict between the needs of the organization and 

the needs of the students necessitates the creation of 

structures that can respond to both. The social environment 

of most schools' clientele is changing and fluid and seldom 

is it predictable and constant. By the nature of the 

variety of student needs, organizational responses need to 

be just as varied. Hierarchical, bureaucratic structures 

are not designed for such diversity of response. Therefore, 

structures with an increased response rate, capable of meet-

ing diverse demands from both internal and external sources, 

are essential for urban educational systems. 

One such concept of organizational structure is known 

as site based management (SBM). The California State 
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Department of Education describes site based management as 

encompassing five principles: 

1. funds are allocated to schools on the basis of 

student need 

2. educational objectives are set by those 
closest to the students 

3. school level budgeting for instruction falls 
within the parameters of the overall district 
budget 

4. the delivery of services or organization for 
instruction is determined by the schools 

5. parents are actively involved in school level 
decision-making (10, p. 1) 

Throop defines site based management in describing the 

concept of professional autonomy in the Lansing, Michigan, 

schools. He sees it as a sharing of responsibility, a 

delegation of authority aimed at the individual schools' 

patrons and communities and school site personnel, where the 

faculty and principal working closely with parents and stu-

dents are most sensitive to the individual needs in the 

school. (19, p. 76) 

In Florida, site based management or school based 

managment, as it is there referred to, is seen as an incor-

poration of numerous plans to return educational decisions 

to the local site. It is an effort to reverse the 

increasing centralization of education policy, by enabling 

those closest to the problems to have more to say about 

policies which affect the students. (17, p. 3) 
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Site based management involves the active participation 

of community members and parents in the decision-making 

process as it affects their school. Cunningham explains 

that bureaucratic organizations create civic apathy in 

schools. He describes such organizations as "an adminis-

tration which plans for and not with people." (8, p. 274) 

Bureaucracies tend to restrict the areas where community 

involvement is deemed appropriate. (8) Community involve-

ment couples "the advantages of bigness with intimacy, 

flexibility and accessibility associated with human involve-

ment." (8f p. 274) 

Parental participation is deemed important, particu-

larly in urban centers and school systems. With increasing 

numbers of minority groups composing the majority of stu-

dents in large urban systems, active participation is seen 

by many as essential. Ornstein found in a study in 1980 

that 82 per cent of large (over 50,000 enrollment) systems 

with predominant minority student populations reported de-

centralized organizations. This extensive study found that 

of the reported top eight reasons for choosing decentralized 

structures, the number one and two responses were: enhance 

school-community relations and provide greater community 

input at the local school level. (16, p. 3) 

Local site decision making by school personnel is a 

vital ingredient in site based management. This is premised 

on the concept that those responsible for students are 
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better able to solve learner needs. Decision making at the 

site by those closest to the students is advantageous 

because those most familiar with student problems, those who 

are in the best position to respond, are given greater 

responsibility. Also, the active involvement of school 

personnel enhances the chances of more effective implemen-

tation of these decisions. (17, p. 6) 

Some school districts have tried to become more respon-

sive to diverse client and community needs by the mechanism 

of decentralization. Decentralization is characterized as 

the delegation of authority geographically. Generally, this 

involves the creation of units with authority delegated from 

the central office. Individual schools may or may not 

receive additional decision—making authority in this type of 

decentralization. 

Site based management is a form of curricular decen-

tralization. This refers to a decentralization of 

administrative functions specifically regarding curriculum, 

instruction and related matters such as building level bud-

geting and personnel practices. These functions are decen-

tralized through a delegation of responsibility rather than 

by geographic location (19, p. 34) or by administrative sub 

unit. The creation of sub units between the schools and the 

central administration may be involved in site based manage-

ment, but the major difference between decentralization and 

site based management is that school level personnel, under 
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the leadership of the principal, are assigned curriculum and 

instruction decision-making authority and responsibility. 

Unlike decentralization, site based management is not neces-

sarily a structural change. More often than not, the actual 

structure does not change, but its responsiveness to the 

individual school units is altered. It is altered by giving 

individual schools flexibility and autonomy in responding to 

student needs. 

Organizational innovations such as decentralization and 

SBM normally encounter obstacles or barriers in the process 

of implementation. The unsettling of the status quo in 

itself is a barrier to be dealt with prior to the implemen-

tation of any innovation. The central problem of this study 

is to identify such barriers and to develop a model which 

will provide ways to overcome these obstacles. 

The present study is significant for the following 

reasons. 

1. This study will identify barriers to curricular 

decentralization and site based management rather than 

administrative decentralization which was addressed in the 

studies described in the review of literature. 

2. This study will identify barriers prior to the 

implementation of site based management. Other studies have 

investigated school systems after the process of implemen-

tation was begun. 
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3. One product of the study will be a model that 

suggests solutions to the identified barriers# This is 

significant because this approach should avoid many 

potential pitfalls to the successful implementation of site 

based management. 

4. Previous studies of urban school systems were dif-

ferent from the system under investigation. The cities had 

economic bases which differ from the economy of the urban 

center under study, which is dependent on the aerospace 

industry. Eastern industrial cities such as Detroit and New 

York were more dependent on older industries with increasing 

unemployment. The other school systems had substantially 

larger enrollments for the most part. The geographic 

regions were far removed from the present urban area. A 

major difference is that most other systems studied had very 

high minority student enrollments, while the city under 

study has an anglo enrollment of approximately 47 per cent. 

The impetus in these other systems was community pressures 

and demands. In the present study site, a new superinten-

dent with prior experience in a school system organized 

under the concept of site based management served as the 

catalyst for change. 

5. The results of the present study will provide a 

body of information which should prove valuable in assess-

ing the effectiveness of existing structures in urban school 

systems for meeting everchanging, diverse student needs. 
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6. The resultant model of site based management will 

provide ways in which school systems with similar governance 

structures can adapt or modify in responding to learner 

problems. 

7. The resultant model will present a structure which 

will respond to demands of the schools' communities for 

meaningful involvement and voice in the direction of the 

schools. 

Definition of Terms 

Administrative decentralization—the delegation of decision-

making authority from the central office organization to 

outlying sub districts. Each unit has its own organiza-

tional structure, but individual schools do not necessarily 

gain additional decision-making authority. 

Barriers—obstacles to the successful implementation of 

change and innovation. These may be organizational in 

nature or reflective of personnel associated with the orga-

nization. The may be internal or external to the organi-

zation. 

Curriculum and instruction—the primary functions of 

schools. The teaching and learning function within a school 

district. This includes the planning, design, implemen-

tation, and evaluation of these functions. 



17 

decentralization—the delegation of administra-

tive authority and responsibility directly related to 

educational programming decisions. Curriculum and 

instruction and related functions become the responsibility 

of units other than the central office personnel. 

Responsiveness—the ability of the schools and school dis-

trict to address specific demands made upon the system. 

These demands emanate from many sources—both from within 

and from outside the institution. 

Site based management—the concept and practice of placing 

educational programming decision-making authority and 

responsibility at the school site level. In addition to 

curriculum and instruction matters, related items such as 

building level budgeting and personnel practices are dele-

gated to the local school level. 

structure—the formal organizing of an institution to "pro-

vide order, ensure coordination and make it possible for 

each unit and each individual to know what is to be done in 

the context of the broader organization." (5r p. 352) 

Delimitation of the Study 

This study is intended to identify barriers to curricu-

lar and instructional flexibility and responsiveness in the 

public schools of one urban center. 
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The focus of this study is limited to curriculum and 

instruction. Personnel and finance are investigated only 

inasmuch as they relate to the functions of instruction and 

curriculum. This study is delimited to the schools in this 

city and reflects only that setting. However, generali-

zations might be made of the findings of this study as they 

apply to other urban school systems that have characteris-

tics similar to those of this district. 

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations of this study are those inherent with 

the survey process of administering questionnaires and con-

ducting interviews. These limitations include: that the 

respondent is a competent source of data, that the respon-

dent will provide the data willingly, that the respondent 

has the ability to understand the questions as intended by 

the investigator, and that the respondent will answer the 

questions candidly. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The review of related literature is presented in four 

sections: Urban Education in the 1980's; Origins of Site 

Based Management; Site Based Management Concepts in Practice 

in Urban Centers; and Four Common Principles of Site Based 

Management. 

The contemporary American education scene, in terms of 

what leading theorists view as the future of public urban 

schools, is the focus of the first section. 

The decentralization movement as an antecedent of site 

based management is presented in the second section. 

The third section of this chapter describes site based 

management concepts in practice. Urban school systems' 

practices in several cities, as well as statewide initia-

tives, are reviewed in this section. Also reviewed in this 

section are the successes or failures that these school 

systems encountered in the implementation of site based 

management. 

The final section of this chapter presents the four 

principles of site based management identified as common to 
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the school systems reviewed. Relevant research findings for 

each of the four principles are presented. 

Urban Education in the 1980*s 

One cannot accurately examine the status of the urban 

schools without investigating the cities themselves. The 

economic and societal realities of the urban center environ-

ment permeate the school setting. 

Ornstein enumerates five predominant views of the defi-

nition of the urban problem* 

1. The urban problem is structural; that is the 
cities and their institutions are fragmented. 

2. The urban problem is demographic or racial or 
both. 

3. The urban problem is rooted in suburban and 
state governments and stems from suburban 
zoning and flight from city problems, state 
imposed restraints on local fiscal powers, 
and weaknesses and prejudices of state 
relations with cities. 

4. The urban problem is financial and stems from 
poor management, a deteriorating middle class 
and industrial tax base, and loss of jobs. 
It is a viewpoint in keeping with Reagan 
economics and an emphasis on private-sector 
solutions to social problems. It is a 
strategy for the 1980's. 

5. The urban problem is nonexistant. Few people 
are actually committed to this platform. 

(46, p. 515) 

He further concludes that the two most common means of 

defining the problem are the issues of race and finance. 

Although many governmental efforts to solve the urban prob-

lem have been made from the 50's to the late 70's, the 
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present, cry is to emphasize effective economic management 

and a return to social reality. (46) 

The proponents of the financial view of the urban 

problem urge a balanced budget and the obtaining of new 

sources of revenue for urban eoucation in the following 

ways: 

1. Restrict the autonomy of school boards for 
setting their own budgets unilaterally. All 
budgets should be approved by an independent 
financial review committee . . . ? 

2. Eliminate unnecessary and unusually high 
costs for schooling that stem from poor 
management, ineptitude, and corruption; 

3. Eliminate the practice of borrowing money to 
pay past debts, using funds for current 
operating expenses to repay the loans, and 
then borrowing more money to replenish these 
funds; 

4. Reduce wasteful and ineffective programs. . . 
Impose wage restrictions. . . eliminate . . . 
jobs through attrition and reassign unneces-
sary supervisors and administrators to 
the field or classroom; 

5. Close schools where enrollments justify it; 

5. Limit forced school desegregation policies 
unless they include the suburbs; 

7. Reduce property taxes and business related 
taxes. Lost revenue can be made up through 
new luxury and excise taxes; 

8. Encourage cooperation between private indus-
try and city schools. (46, p. 518) 

Ornstein criticizes this view of finances because it 

lacks compassion. It is also highly questionable whether 

business can be trusted to promote the public good. In 
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addition, volunteerism on the part of America's corporations 

is unlikely to make up the cuts in federal monies. This 

view also ignores the question of race. The financial view 

may be cost-effective and beneficial to the middle-class 

taxpayers but it overlooks the urban poor of America. (46) 

Another perspective of urban education is presented by 

Candoli. The three most pressing issues facing big city 

school systems are desegregation, financing and decentrali-

zation. Severe disruptions and dislocation have been 

created by the need and requirement to desegregate urban 

schools. The financial predicament of providing equal edu-

cational opportunity in terms of resources allocated is 

compounded by the flight of affluent segments of society. 

Business and industrial interests soon follow their custom-

ers. The remaining population is the one with the most 

costly social, economic and educational needs. (9) 

Candoli sees school district decentralization efforts 

of the 60*s and early 70's as responses to political pres-

sures rather than efforts to create meaningful educational 

change. Often decentralization has been utilized to avoid 

compliance with civil rights laws regarding desegre-

gation. (9) 

The urban educational systems of the United States have 

seven common needs, according to Candoli: 

1. to develop the capacity to respond to a 
diverse student population 
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2. to reeducate the staff of the urban school 
system to the realities of present-day urban 
life 

3. to restructure the system so that educational 
services can be effectively and quickly 
delivered to students 

4. to develop coordinated and comprehensive 
planning activities 

5. to identify and gather resources with which 
to accomplish the massive educational task 
appropriate for the urban center 

6. to build the capacity to deal with emerging 
power groups 

7. to address bureaucratic stagnation 
(9, p. 245) 

Guba summarizes urban schools' status in the 80's in a 

list of 13 problems which educators will encounter: finan-

ces, desegregation pressures, efficiency demands, negative 

image with publics, the controversy involved in teaching 

values, plant and facilities, political pressures, demands 

by unions, discontented teachers, the struggle for federal-

state monies, open-door programs, unmotivated students and 

declining enrollments. (26) 

Guba indicates that schools are making progress in 

confronting some of the problems. A variety of inter-

ventions have been developed—new organizational strategies, 

community involvement, planning systems, retraining of 

teachers and administrators, marketing techniques and pro-

gram innovations. (26) 
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Coleman describes contemporary American public schools 

as having violated four basic ideals of education. 

1. The concept of common-schools has been 
violated by assignment of students according 
to residence. This requirement has created 
metropolitan schools that have proven to be 
exclusionary and segregative with economi-
cally stratified and racially distinct 
schools. 

2. The idea of local control has given way to 
policy-making at the national level in many 
areas. A concomitant effect has been 
decreased responsiveness to school patrons 
which has undoubtedly influenced the present 
lack of public support. 

3. Local financing of schools has also been 
reduced to a 40% level with the remainder 
being provided by the federal and state 
governments, primarily the states. 

4. The schools have been less successful in act-
ing in loco parentis recently due to several 
factors. A loss of authority in society is 
manifested by the increasing disrespect for 
authority by high school students. Parents' 
views on the limits of the schools' authority 
creates further difficulty. This often leads 
to court litigation which has severely 
restricted the schools' authority. The 
bureaucratization of schools creates distance 
and impersonalness in relations with parents 
and students. (13, p. 160) 

Another factor which has had an effect on urban edu-

cation has been federal policy. Since the raid 1950's, these 

influences have taken the form of rules and regulations 

attached to grants to schools. In addition, the courts and 

legislation have.brought about substantial effects such as 

education for the limited English proficient, the 
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handicapped, and the low achiever. A dependence on federal 

funds, particularly by urban school systems, soon developed. 

Prior to 1981, the federal role was one which set 

direction for the states and cities through grants-in-aid, 

legislation and federal court decisions. Accoraing to Shan-

non, the federal government had four functions in elementary 

and secondary education: 

1. to finance high-cost programs of overriding 
national significance; 

2. to finance the needs of special categories of 
students whom the Congress believed were not 
being given the attention they deserved at the 
state and local levels; 

3. to advance the cause of civil rights; 

4. to serve as liaison and clearinghouse for 
educational research. (56, pp. 595-596) 

The Reagan administration brought with it sweeping 

changes in the role of the federal government in education. 

Schuster identifies three main policy shifts in the Reagan 

administration. The moves are towards deregulation, conso-

lidation of programs and reductions in education spending by 

the federal government. This is a reversal of the federal 

role over the years. (56) 

A much harsher assessment is provided by Kaplan. "The 

Reagan mission in education is . . . the dismantling of the 

past 50 years and not a dimunition and rearranging of the 

existing order." (33, p. 592) 
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The implications for urban centers and school systems 

are numerous. The dependence on federal monies has 

increased in America's large urban centers (over 500,000 

population) to a point where reductions in federal aid will 

undoubtedly cause a disruption of delivery of services 

including education. 

An example of this dependence on governmental assis-

tance can be shown by examining the total per capita revenue 

provided to urban centers by governmental agencies. Cities 

with over 500,000 population received $157 per resident in 

federal aid. In comparison, smaller cities (population 

50,000 to 99,999) only received $49 per capita in federal 

assistance. The picture becomes more bleak when both state 

and federal revenue are combined. The largest metropolitan 

areas received $474 per capita from state and federal 

sources. On the other hand, smaller cities received 3.3 

times less or $140. This scene becomes particularly preca-

rious when one notices that the smaller cities raise less 

than 55 per cent of their revenue from local sources. (5) 

Schools are rapidly experiencing a downward trend in 

federal assistance which is in keeping with Reagan's 

announced plans. Federal aid to the states shows a reduc-

tion of 3.1 per cent for the 1981-1982 school year. This is 

an abrupt reversal of the trend of the past six years when 

federal assistance was growing at an annual rate of 11.2 per 

cent. (1, p. 599) 
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There has been a high-rate of growth of state aid to 

local schools in the past six years. Adams estimates that 

the annual growth in state aid is approximately 11.2 per 

cent. Three major factors have caused this growth: 

response to legal action and willingness to reform state 

grants to education, a policy of property tax relief by many 

states, and the federal structure of educational aid 

intended to stimulate more state funding of education. (1) 

These changes in funding of public education create a 

situation where new sources of funding are needed to avoid 

cutback of necessary programs. Leonard sees private 

sources, such as business, industry and foundations as areas 

that school systems will explore more fully. As businesses 

find the basic skills lacking in many of their recruits, an 

increased corporate interest in the schools is forecast. 

Corporate involvement has usually focused on individual 

schools, but an increasing willingness to become more invol-

ved at a less specialized level is seen. Foundations are 

also establishing contact with businesses by giving greater 

attention to corporate contributors and their role in 

improving the quality of education. (36) 

Regardless of the funding picture, public schools will 

survive the present changes in federal participation. 

Changes are in order, however, to offset these policy and 

funding patterns. Innovative management strategies and 
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organizational structures are some ways schools can increase 

efficiency and effectiveness with fewer revenues. 

This view is shared by Tyler (63) who states that 

schools must devote time and effort to the development of 

the institutional organization. If this is not done, 

. . . a school . . . , like many other ins-
titutions, can become a rigid bureaucracy clinging 
to the outmoded practices of the past while it 
builds an impenetrable shell to protect itself 
from the pressures and opportunities of the pre-
sent. It becomes narcissistic, responding to the 
desires of the members rather than to the clients 
it was established to serve. (63, p. 657) 

He proposes that school systems develop dynamic organi-

zations with the following characteristics: 

1. . . . some means of monitoring its educational 
efforts; 

2. . . . sufficient flexibility in the allocation 
of resources to focus the necessary force to 
attack one or more serious problems that the 
school has identified; 

3. . . . continuous feedback on the progress of 
each new project. The purpose . . . is to 
provide . . . for successful movement towards 
the goals . . . and to identify obstacles . . . ; 

4. . . . continuing communications with its pub-
lics, particularly its clients; 

5. . . . two-way communication with its publics. 
They should not degenerate into a public 
relations program. . . . The ideas and the con-
cerns of both sides must be . . . discussed . . 
. as policies and programs are being shaped. 
(63, pp. 657-658) 

The characteristics of a dynamic organization just 

described are evident in organizations founded on the con-

cept of site based management. 
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Origins of Site Based Management 

The origins of site based management are found in the 

decentralization movement of the 60's. The best examples of 

such action can be found in the school systems of New York 

City, Los Angeles, Detroit, Boston, and Philadelphia. 

The arguments for decentralization in the 60's are 

articulated by La Noue and Smith who characterize the senti-

ments of the citizens of the aforementioned cities. 

1. Decentralization will permit more people to 
participate in educational decision-making 
than will other forms of school systems 
governance. 

2. This participation will increase the influ-
ence of minority groups in the systems as a 
whole, and in the neighborhood where minority 
groups are the majority, they will control 
the schools. 

3. This realignment of political power through 
decentralization will lead to more (a) 
relevant curricula, (b) professional account-
ability, (c) minority group role models, and 
(d) assurance among students that they can 
control their own fate—all of which will 
result in better education . . . 

4. By improving the education of minority 
groups, decentralization will, in the long 
run, outdo centralization in providing such 
groups better access to jobs and social bene-
fits and in hastening their integration into 
a wider society. (35, pp. 18-19) 

Two forms of decentralization are defined by Gittell. 

Administrative decentralization of a school 
system must be distinguished from political decen-
tralization. Under plans for administrative 
decentralization, internal reorganization results 
in the sharing of power among professionals on 
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different levels. Political decentralization 
involves a redistribution of power between profes-
sionals and citizens. (22, p. 8) 

This latter form of decentralization is commonly referred to 

as community control of schools. She contends that there 

are " . . . mechanisms for participatory democracy which fall 

between these two approaches." (22, p. 9) Site based manage-

ment is one such mechanism. 

In an investigation of 215 case studies of decentrali-

zation of municipal services, including education, Yin 

defines decentralization in these urban centers as ". . . 

the transfer of responsibility and power to those very 

people who are affected by the program of innovation in 

question." (67, p. 3) Five outcomes of decentralization 

were assessed: increased flow of information, improved 

attitudes of service officials, improved attitudes of 

clients, improved services and increased client control of 

the service. 

The two major outcomes found were improved services and 

increased flow of information. Over 60 per cent of all the 

studies reviewed reported a positive association between the 

decentralization effort and the improvement of these two 

outcomes. Another significant finding was that an inverse 

relationship exists between the degree of professional 

bureaucratic control over service policies and successful 

decentralization. (67) 
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The impetus for decentralization took various forms. 

In some cities direct pressure from the public, particularly 

from minority groups, led to the decentralization efforts. 

In others, legislation at the state level provided the 

impetus for organizational reform. (2) 

The two largest school systems to decentralize were Los 

Angeles and New York City. Anugwelem examined the decision-

making process in these two school systems. The New York 

City School District implemented a decentralized system with 

forms of community control. The Los Angeles Unified School 

District's plan was a limited form of administrative decen-

tralization. In both cities, however, minority community 

pressures demanding a greater voice in school policymaking 

provided the impetus for change. (2) Although both states 

eventually enacted legislation regarding decentralization, 

the initial response of the districts was due to public 

pressure. 

Site Based Management Concepts 
in Practice in Urban Centers 

From 1971 to 1973 the Governor's Committee on Education 

studied the problems of Florida's public schools. A major 

recommendation of this group was a reform of educational 

management at the point of delivery or at the school level. 

This recommendation directly impinges on the present study 

because a series of state laws were enacted which created a 
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form of school management referred to as school based 

management which is Florida's name for site based 

management. 

Over the past twelve years, ten different pieces of 

legislation have affected the operation of public schools in 

Florida. A particularly significant law was 229.555 which 

established the school site as the key to planning and 

management. (20) 

The following are the principles of school based 

management in the state of Florida: 

1. school-centered lump-sum budgeting 

2. parent/citizen school advisory committees 

3. principal accountability for school budgeting 

4. shared decision making 

5. hiring, assignment and dismissal of school 
personnel at the school level 

6. school by school curriculum planning 

7. school performance reports (52) 

The Monroe County (Florida) School District implemented 

school based management in 1971 and presently operates under 

these principles: 

Decision-Making—decisions closer to those who are 
affected by the decisions 

Resource Allocation—persons responsible for the 
educational program in the school center determine 
the school's budgeting and utilization of finan-
cial resources 
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Organization—team principle of management and 
shared decision-making utilizing the strengths of 
the leadership in each school center 

Planning and Evaluation—objectives and the pro-
grams and strategies to achieve those objectives 
established by the persons in the school center 
and based on the assessed needs of students 

Community Involvement—educational partnership 
sharing in goal setting and planning. (41) 

In the city of Lansing, Michigan, Responsible Autonomy 

was instituted during 1971-1972 school year. This concept 

is based on the idea that the greatest possible educational 

improvements will be made when the individual schools are 

given the responsible autonomy to solve their own problems. 

Schools have the freedom to develop their own goals and 

objectives consistent with district-wide goals and to 

address these goals in the way they feel it is best for 

their students. 

The following guidelines for Responsible Autonomy were 

set by the then-superintendent of Lansing schools as 

measures to address organizational rigidity. 

The central office is a support agency. It 
must assist in planning and development, in 
providing alternative strategies, in helping to 
devise appropriate evaluation mechanisms, in pro-
curing resources and in stimulating local units in 
their own development. 

Major authority for administration of pro-
grams and objectives development must be vested in 
the individual schools. 

Teachers should play a much greater role in 
setting program objectives and in other school 
matters. 
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Teachers' performance should be measured by 
product rather than style. 

Structures need to be developed for arti-
culating objectives at all organizational 
levels . . . 

Parents and other citizens must be provided 
the opportunity not only to participate more fully 
in school affairs but to share certain powers with 
educators . . . 

The task of true individualization of 
instruction must continue. (8, p. 53) 

A study of the effects of Responsible Autonomy conduc-

ted by Moore in 1976 found that this management concept had 

favorable effects on student achievement. As measured by 

the Stanford Achievement Tests, Moore found a significant 

relationship existed between the level of implementation of 

practices of Responsible Autonomy and achievement in reading 

and mathematics at the elementary grades. (42) 

The Los Angeles Unified School District responded to 

citizen dissatisfaction and pressures for more active parti-

cipation and improved student achievement by implementing a 

decentralization plan. Elements of site based management 

principles are seen in this effort which can more accurately 

be described as administrative decentralization. 

The district implemented the plan in stages. In 1968 

two educational complexes, which included a high school and 

its feeder schools, initiated the plan. This effort was an 

attempt to develop programs tailored to community needs. 

Community members and students were involved in program 
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planning. Administrative zones were created in 1970. These 

included eight elementary and four high school zones. In 

1971 the district was organized into twelve K-12 administra-

tive areas. Elected school-community advisory councils were 

also created in 1971. (47) 

These efforts were viewed by O'Shea as buffering envi-

ronmental influences. 

Essentially, the objective is to protect the day-
to-day operation of the system from external 
upsets. One way to do this is to create units 
which work with community leaders to identify 
their concerns before these escalate into issues. 
(47, p. 284) 

Gallups studied the effects of the Los Angeles decen-

tralization effort upon elementary school principals five 

years after implementation. This reorganization created the 

positions of area superintendents and deputy superintendents 

and administrative consultants. Gallups found that princi-

pals had ever-decreasing authority with an increasing number 

of responsibilities and added duties. Another significant 

finding was that principals were no longer viewed as in-

structional leaders. Principals conclusively felt that the 

role of instructional leader was defunct under decentraliza-

tion. (21) 

In 1976-1977 an advisory body to the California State 

Board of Education, the Educational Management and Evalua-

tion Commission, prepared a report on decentralized decision 

making to the school-site level. This report indicated that 
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as of 1977 there were sixty-one school districts in Cali-

fornia that had implemented one or more concepts of a decen-

tralized school-site management plan. (7) 

The New York City public schools' experience was one of 

varying processes and results. The major issue which arose 

in the initial public demands for reform was one of commu-

nity control of the schools. This concept is one that is 

distinguishable from community participation. The distin-

guishing factor, according to Ornstein, is the authority to 

make final decisions r.elating to the schools in question. 

With this policy, [community participation] 
the decision-making authority and power will 
remain with the professionals, especially at the 
apex of the administrative hierarchy. Community 
participation usually results in the formation of 
advisory committees and groups . . . making recom-
mendations and serving as a liaison between 
schools and community. 

Community control connotes a legal provision 
for an elected local school board functioning 
under specific guidelines and in conjunction with 
the central board of education. It means a 
sharing of decision-making authority and power 
between the local and central school boards. In 
short, the powers of the professionals and central 
board are abridged, actually transferred to the 
community. (44, p. 473) 

Gittell examined New York City's decentralization 

effort in relation to the impact on community involvement. 

In 1967 three schools were set up under the control of the 

individual communities. The community focused on the issues 

of personnel, budget and curriculum. 
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Changes were found in all three areas in the districts 

with community controlled schools. 

1. Parents showed a willingness to accept inno-
vation in educational programs. 

2. New personnel selected for schools by the 
community were more community oriented. 

3. The allocation of resources . . . reflected 
new priorities. 

4. There was a pronounced emphasis on increasing 
the number and role of community people in 
the schools. 

5. There was an increasing emphasis on basic 
skills development. (23) 

In 1969 a city-wide decentralization plan was insti-

tuted. This plan called for creation of thirty districts 

with elected local boards and a minimal delegation of powers 

from the central board and central office to the local 

boards. Two years after implementation of this plan Gittell 

studied its effects. The results were strikingly different 

from the earlier study of the demonstration districts. The 

conclusion was that the status quo had been maintained in 

all but two districts. These two districts had delegated 

decision-making authority to the individual schools. (24) 

The present status of community participation and/or 

control in New York City schools is described in two studies 

conducted by Ornstein. In a 1973 investigation, New York 

schools reported having some form of community control at 

the decentralized level in the schools. In a 1980 follow-up 

study, New York did not report having very extensive 
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community participation or community control, although 

district school boards were still in operation. (45) 

Salt Lake City implemented school based management in 

1974. In this school system each school has an improvement 

council composed of teachers and administrators as well as a 

community council including the principal and parents. 

These two groups make policy, set disciplinary standards, 

establish annual calendars and decide how to spend allocated 

funds. (48) The role of the community council is defined in 

the following manner. 

Under the philosophy of shared governance of 
the Salt Lake City School District, each School 
Community Council participates actively in the 
decision-making process for each school rather 
than in an advisory capacity. (55, p. 1) 

How extensive are the decentralization efforts of 

today? Ornstein conducted two extensive surveys of large 

school systems with enrollments of over 50,000. He found 

that 91 per cent of the largest systems (over 100,000 

enrollment) had decentralized. But only 50 per cent of the 

school systems with enrollments of 50,000 to 99,000 had 

decentralized structures. The reasons for decentralization 

were similar in 79 per cent of the total districts respond-

ing and focused on school/community relations, local school 

needs, administrative organization, and curriculum matters. 

(45) In response to the original question, Ornstein ans-

wers, "the decentralization process is very much alive 

today." (45, p. 257) 
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Four Common Principles of Site Based Management 

Many forms of decentralized decision making or site 

based management are in operation in urban school systems 

however, four principles have been identified as common to 

all site based management plans: parent/citizen partici-

pation, teacher involvement in schoolwide decision making, 

central administrative staff serving as support personnel, 

and a changing role for the principal. 

Parent/Citizen Participation 

Every form of site based management previously reviewed 

exhibited one form or another of parent participation in the 

operations of the school. The effects of such involvement 

will be reviewed in an effort to assess its effectiveness. 

The basis for citizen participation in public schools 

is one that is founded on the principles of democracy and 

the notion of local control of schools. Nevertheless, the 

evolution of the urban schools has been such that local 

control of schools by its citizens has given way to the 

professional educators and to an elected group of citizens 

who are often criticized for being more responsive to the 

professionals than to the people who elected them. 

Since 1966, however, problems in urban schools have 

given rise to increased community participation and influ-

ence in the local schools. Havighurst cites the following 

factors which have precipitated this situation. 
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1. The 1954 Supreme Court decision on racial 
integration . . . followed by the Civil Rights 
Act and the ESEA in the 60s supported the 
conviction of black citizens that they had the 
right to expect and demand educational pro-
grams . . . as good as those that served 
whites. 

2. . . . racial and economic segregation in the 
public schools was increasing in the big 
cities. 

3. The achievement of low-income children was 
below that of middle-income children and was 
not improving. 

4. There was widespread public opinion that 
achievement was due to the quality of teaching 
in the schools and that equal quality of 
schooling would produce equal achievement 
regardless of socioeconomic status . . . 

5. It was believed that schools were the major 
avenue of upward economic and social mobility 
for youth of poor families. (28, p. 25) 

Parent/community participation in the public schools 

has taken many forms. The most popular form is parent-

teacher organizations. Federal government grants-in-aid 

spurred the growth of parent participation by mandating 

parent advisory groups. One aim of decentralization efforts 

is usually greater community involvement through the for-

mation of community councils. 

For community involvement to have meaning it is impor-

tant to determine the nature of citizen interest in the 

schools. Hubbell, a pollster, reviewed seventy-four polls 

conducted between 1971 and 1979 on public attitudes towards 

the schools. The polls reviewed indicated that citizens 

most wanted information about curriculum, instructional 
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methods used by teachers, how school funds are expended, 

and how district policies are formed. (30) The author 

concludes, " . . . our study reveals a growing feeling that 

is held by citizens that more citizens should be involved in. 

how schools operate." (30, p. 78) 

Many federal programs such as Follow Through, Bilingual 

Education, Teacher Corps, and Title I require parent parti-

cipation groups. By far the most extensive demand for 

participation has been the Title I programs which have 

mandated Parent Advisory Councils. (PACs) 

In a series of interviews conducted by the Institute 

for Responsive Education, Davies concludes that Title I PACs 

were " . . . almost never reported as the most influential 

and politically effective citizens organization." (16, p. 

15) Some exceptions were noted, however, in Los Angeles and 

New York, both of which have decentralized structures. 

In Los Angeles, area-wide PACs were reported to be 

influential in the following areas: budgeting and fund 

allocation, program coordination, inservice for school 

staffs, and curriculum. Districtwide PACs were reported to 

influence staffing of the Title I schools and, in some 

cases, directly to influence the removal or selection of 

building principals. (16) 

The New York City Schools' PACs varied dramatically in 

activity and influence. Some decentralized districts 

reported the PACs as forums for exchange of ideas with 
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staffs, and serving to offer a framework for planning and to 

identify local building needs of students. (16) 

The measurement of parental groups' influence on acade-

mic achievement is difficult to assess at best, but studies 

of Follow Through PACs do provide some useful information on 

this issue. In two studies of this federal program, the 

extent of parental involvement as measured by service on the 

PAC, attendance at meetings, classroom participation, and 

teacher perception, had an effect on student achievement: 

" . . . children with directly involved parents tended to 

achieve higher scores . . . " (25, p. 13) 

A Washington study of a bilingual education project 

reported parental and community involvement in the areas of: 

program management decisions, review of funding proposals, 

hiring of teachers, use of PAC funds, and program evalu-

ation. "The report indicates that the program met or 

exceeded its goals for reading and academic achievement." 

(25, p. 13) Although the study does not claim that parental 

involvement directly influenced the tests results, it is not 

discounted either. 

In a study comparing Head Start programs with community 

policy boards and schools without such parent participation, 

the researchers found significant differences in the pro-

gress of students. Davies states that "it appears that Head 

Start programs run by community agencies (with parental 

involvement) have a more positive effect on the quality of 
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children's progress than programs which don't meet these 

conditions." (16, p. 7) 

Federally mandated parent/community advisory councils 

have not generally been influential or effective. For exam-

ple, Steinberg finds that government mandated councils have 

provided almost no opportunities for parents and community 

members to influence school policies or programs. She con-

cludes that the available data suggest that participatory 

structures in the schools have not developed adequate access 

to decision making at any level of government. Her claim is 

that this is due to the fact that government mandated and 

designed programs were implemented by the local school 

boards and administrators, who were the groups that had 

neglected the needs originally. Another reason for these 

failures is that these governmental programs were formulated 

with little parental involvement. (60) 

Davies also shares this view on the failures of govern-

ment mandated parent groups. He attributes these results to 

various factors. Many of these groups are dominated by 

school principals who can co-opt citizens. The effective-

ness of PACs is influenced strongly by political traditions 

regarding decision making in the school and school-community 

relations. Also, participation of parents quickly erodes if 

council members perform their duties in isolation from their 

constituencies and without accountability. Finally, Davies 
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feels that the wide variance in results makes it difficult, 

if not impossible, to document success. (16) 

Parent Advisory Councils have been handicapped, inef-

fective, or even failures for the reasons previously men-

tioned. This does not mean that such vehicles for parent/ 

community participation cannot be effective. 

In a doctoral study, Hobson offers five administrative 

guidelines that were encountered in successful Title I PACs. 

1. First, explore with parents what they want 
schools to accomplish, [goals] 

2. Second, devise opportunities for parents to 
get involved that they see as practical and 
meaningful. 

3. Third, keep reaching out to parents with 
warmth and sensitivity. 

4. Fourth, develop an on-going training program 
in which parents and staff are both teachers 
and learners. 

5. Fifth, acknowledge that sharing power with 
parents is not abdication of one's profes-
sional leadership role. (29, p. 44) 

Davies views PACs as alternatives which could be suc-

cessful given several conditions. PACs need to have 

professional staff assigned to them, as well as access to 

information, training, and outside help. Professionals must 

also be trained and encouraged, and new roles for profes-

sionals and citizens must be developed in order to share 

authority. (16, pp. 24-25) 

School systems that have decentralized decision making 

to the school site level usually cite improved citizen 
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participation as one reason for the reform. The form nor-

mally taken is a school-community group made up of parents, 

administrators, teachers, other community persons, and, 

sometimes, students. These are called by many names but, in 

this section of the review, these groups will be referred to 

as site based councils. 

Three states have legitimatized the role of the site 

based councils. In Florida, legislation was passed in 1973 

which established site based councils in the public school 

districts. California legislation in 1977 contributed to the 

development of councils in that state. The South Carolina 

Education Finance Act of 1977 requires every school to have 

a site based council. (11) 

The role of these councils varies to some degree but a 

review of the literature revealed five duties which are 

normally assigned to these councils: 

1. assess student needs 

2. develop annual priorities according to district's 

and school's needs 

3. establish and monitor school's goals and objectives 

4. develop and monitor school's budget 

5. establish evaluation criteria for attainment of 

goals 

In the Detroit Public Schools, where site based 

councils have operated for almost twenty years, the accom-

plishments of the councils were assessed by Hall and 
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Barnwell. This study determined that the councils had 

reached the objectives for which they were established. 

These objectives included: improving school-community 

relations, evaluating instructional programs and processes, 

involving a larger number of persons in decision making in 

their local schools, and helping schools function more 

effectively as public institutions. (27) 

The authors of the Detroit study found four factors 

that contributed to successful site based councils: 

1. top-level support from the school system 

2. use of community development professionals 

3. access to top administrators and accurate 
information 

4. involvement of the council in other community 
affairs (27, p. 492) 

A San Jose, California, school created a site based 

council which encompassed members of all parent groups in 

the school. This council reports that there has been signi-

ficant improvement in reading instruction, greater community 

interest, more support from the central board and adminis-

tration, increased parent involvement in the school, and a 

building and curriculum more reflective of the local Chicano 

community. (15) 

The Monroe County, Florida, Schools' site based coun-

cils have been in operation since 1971. This district 

conducted an evaluation of the school based management con-

cept in 1977. The study revealed that the new management 
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structure provides for programs that serve each community 

better than would a district wide curriculum and staffing 

pattern. It creates more opportunities for participation in 

significant decision making not only for principals but for 

teachers and school staff side by side with citizens. (31) 

The Urban/Rural School Development Program, which 

focused on shared governance of teacher education, serves as 

a further example of site based councils. This project 

operated in twenty-five of the nation's poorest communities 

with councils established in each school. Each council had 

an equal representation of parents and teachers. The coun-

cils were responsible for assessing local needs and 

translating these needs into teacher inservice. The coun-

cils controlled the funds for these services. 

An evaluative study after the completion of the six 

year funding cycle was conducted to assess the effectiveness 

of the Urban/Rural Program. The results were favorable in 

many of the areas evaluated. 

1. A majority of members responding were involved in 

needs assessment, development of objectives, selection of 

activities and project implementation. 

2. Over three-fourths of the members responding esti-

mated the project's impact on teachers in the following 

ways: new ideas for teaching, new knowledge of children, 

and teachers were given an opportunity to upgrade their 

competencies. 
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3. Over BO per cent of the respondents indicated impact 

on children's learning in the following ways: improved 

skills in arithmetic, more chance to read, and better self-

concept. 

4. Over 70 per cent of respondents indicated impact on 

administrators in the following ways: responsiveness to 

expression of community needs and sharing in decision 

making. (32) 

The Lansing, Michigan, schools' site based councils 

have as their intended function " . . . to provide parents, 

teachers and, at the secondary level, students an opportu-

nity to participate in the development of educational 

priorities, assessment of a school's needs, and identifi-

cation of local resources." (72, p. 2) 

A 1976 study of Lansing's Responsible Autonomy, a pro-

cess of decentralizing decisions to those closest to the 

students, was conducted by Moore four years after implemen-

tation. His investigation was limited to the elementary 

schools but findings important to the present study were 

made regarding student achievement. He concluded that there 

existed a significant relationship between the degree of 

implementation of Responsible Autonomy practices and student 

achievement in reading and mathematics as measured by the 

Stanford Achievement Test. (42) 

The exact effects of site based councils on the 

operation of the schools are not easily isolated from other 
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variables present, but it can be seen how increased 

community participation through site based councils can posi-

tively affect school/community relations in several ways. 

Bringing parents in to assist in programming decisions about 

their children's schooling will give them a feeling of 

ownership. When people are involved in a decision, they are 

more apt to be supportive. Support for individual schools 

is needed when budget decisions are made districtwide and 

especially in bond elections. A commitment to actively 

involve parents is a premise of most site based management 

programs. 

Gittell states that this 

. . . commitment to community participation is 
more likely to be achieved if the public is given 
a direct role in establishing educational goals, 
in the selection and review of personnel, the 
determination of priorities in the allocation of 
resources and the development of educational 
options within . . . the local schools. (22, 
p. 14) 

Teacher Involvement in School-Wide Decision MgKing 

Site based councils also include teachers as members. 

Teachers can be described as the implementors of all policy 

that affects the teaching-learning process. This role of 

implementor is not usually accompanied with the role of 

planner of such policy. The planning role, more often than 

not, is at some administrative level, either in the building 

or at the district offices. 
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An understanding of teachers as a group can be gained 

by reviewing Lortie's concept of the teacher ethos. This 

concept is "the pattern of orientations and sentiment . . . 

peculiar to teachers that derives from both the structure of 

the occupation and the meanings teachers attach to their 

work." (37, p. viii) Three elements compose this concept: 

presentism, conservatism and individualism. This ethos is 

shaped partly by the characteristics of socialization of 

teachers, which include eased entry to the profession and 

the lack of either a shared collegial culture or a legiti-

mate claim to a distinctive body of esoteric technical 

knowledge. (37) 

The concept of site based management provides for a 

collegial atmosphere for the teacher. As a member of a site 

based council, he/she becomes a partner in shaping the 

directions of the school with parents and the principal. 

This concept gives rise to a question: Are teachers 

interested in participation in school-wide decision making 

and if they are, in which area(s)? Studies indicate that 

teachers are indeed interested in participating in school 

decision making. Carson and Friesen state that educational 

research in the area of teacher participation in decision 

making is scarce but studies which are available are quite 

conclusive. (10) 

A Wisconsin study of 170 school district teachers found 

that teachers' organizations are primarily interested in 
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participating in policy that relates to personnel and only 

secondarily with implementation of educational policy. (38) 

Several studies of participatory management (71, 72, 

73, 74) in decentralized school districts stress teacher 

involvement in local building decision making. These inves-

tigations detail collegial roles for teachers and principals 

in decision making in school matters. 

In a 1968 survey, Pellegrin found that teacher involve-

ment in decision making was highly regarded by the schools' 

faculties. High job satisfaction and improved effectiveness 

were attributed to teacher participation in the decisions 

that affected their work. (50) 

Young found that teachers aspire to higher levels of 

participation but they do not wish to assume administrative 

responsibilities. There was agreement among all respondents 

that teachers should participate in establishing policy or 

serving on policy committees relating to classroom matters. 

Teachers felt that the highest level of participation should 

be in matters stemming from their classroom procedures. (68) 

A 1973 investigation of three Oregon school districts 

assessed teachers as decision makers. This was a repli-

cation of a 1964 study. The study encompassed three areas: 

the appropriateness of participation in various kinds of 

decisions, perceptions of the real form and extent of parti-

cipation of teachers, and the real form and extent of 

personal participation. (10) 
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The results of this study showed that both teachers and 

administrators agreed that teachers should be involved as 

formal participants in the following: 

1. curriculum planning and organization 

2. organization and content of curriculum 

3. development of objectives for grades and classes 

4. determination of school's participation in 

instructional innovation 

5. determination of instructional methods 

6. decision making regarding selection and purchase of 

supplementary materials. (10f pp. 20 and 60) 

The authors of this study compared the results of the 

1973 survey with the original 1964 study. Regarding 

teachers' interest in school-wide decision making, they 

concluded that, "This would seem to indicate that the desire 

of teachers to participate in certain areas related to 

instruction is increasing." (10, p. 39) 

The direct influence of teacher participation in site 

based councils cannot be separated from community influence 

on the operation of the schools in the studies cited in the 

Parent/Community section of this chapter. Participation of 

teachers as well as parents on site based councils was shown 

to influence the operation of schools in several ways. It 

would seem apparent that more involved teachers would tend 

to be more supportive of and receptive to the decisions 

which affect their schools and classrooms. 
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Central Administrative Staff Serving 
as Support Personnel 

Another important group that impinges on the implemen-

tation of site based management is central administrators. 

This group of administrators has traditionally had the 

greatest influence on the organization and operation of 

local schools. The role of central administrators comes 

under revision in most plans for site based management. 

These positions often include directors, curriculum supervi-

sors, administrative supervisors of principals and program 

directors. 

A centralized district can be described as a hierarchi-

cal structure with central administrators exercising direct 

authority over principals and the schools. This authority 

ranges from control of budgets to content of curriculum and 

development of programs for the schools. 

The promotion of persons to central administrative 

positions in urban school systems has not traditionally been 

awarded on the basis of leadership ability. Rather, Candoli 

states, "leadership positions have been the reward of longe-

vity, of conformity, and of blind acceptance." (8, p. 9) 

This type of system which has been called a "good ole boy" 

system is not necessarily restricted to urban systems. Can-

doli describes this reward system as one which "reinforced 

protection of the status quo and did not emphasize the needs 

of the clients of the system." (8, p. 9) 
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The concept of site based management decentralizes a 

system. Many of the decisions and controls previously held 

by a host of central administrators are delegated to the 

building personnel and the community under the guidance of 

the principal. This implies a radically different role for 

both central administrators and principals. The transition 

of central administration from a role of control to one of 

support to the schools is not easily achieved. 

Walter recognizes this period of transition as one 

that will create stress and conflict. This is due to the 

new role expectations of persons involved in the innovation. 

Persons accustomed to a certain set of behaviors and rewards 

will have to adopt different behaviors. This requires time 

and an effort to create rewarding work. The lack of time to 

implement an innovation can become a barrier to suc-

cess. (64) 

In a review of successful program implementation in 

urban schools, Walter cites the reduction of supervisory 

personnel as well as the change of their roles to one of 

support of the building principals. The increased responsi-

bility given principals in successful urban schools spawned 

a need for technical assistance from the former supervisors. 

In effective urban schools, as identified in a study by 

Chase, roles of these supervisors changed, and these changes 

were not only supported by the top administrators, but they 

were also encouraged. In these systems, district leaders 
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have consistently supported the principals and directed 

middle managers to support them. (64) 

In a study of a decentralized urban school system's 

organizational structure, Zenke proposed two guidelines 

which are relevant to the present discussion. He recom-

mended that primary responsibility for the instructional 

program should be delegated from the central office to the 

individual units. The second guideline was that the respon-

sibility for non-instructional support services should 

remain in the central office. (71) This tends to support 

the view that the individual decentralized units are closer 

to the clients, more cognizant of their needs and require 

the necessary authority to implement locally designed 

solutions. 

The decision-making process of the "central support 

staff" was observed by Throop in studying the Lansing 

schools' model of site based management, Responsible Auto-

nomy. He commented, 

The central support staff acts by filling the 
role of support staff, assisting in developing 
strategies, providing resources, and promoting 
effective evaluation. It is clear to an observer 
that there is imminent danger of the plan being 
subverted by those at various levels of adminis-
tration if resistance to the support role becomes 
the dominant factor. The danger of subversion is 
critical, because of the nature of the plan, 
whereby the decentralization is accomplished 
through a functional design of various management 
reponsibilities rather than through strictly orga-
nizational restructuring. (61, p. 254) 



53 

A follow-up study was conducted two years after imple-

mentation of the innovation. Comparisons were made with the 

original 1971 study and the central support staff showed the 

following changes. 

1. After two years of Responsible Autonomy, the cen-

tral staff felt their job autonomy had been reduced. 

2. A greater percentage of central support employees 

(1971 = 58 per cent; 1973 = 69 per cent) felt they were more 

effective in their jobs. 

3. Twenty-three per cent of the 1971 central staff 

respondents were "undecided" about their job satisfaction 

under the new organization. In 1973, only 11 per cent were 

uncertain about job satisfaction. (62) 

A Changing Role fox the Principal 

Site based management brings about changes in the role 

of the principalship. This role includes four basic func-

tions: budget manager, program monitor and evaluator, 

personnel manager, and instructional leader. The principal-

ship encompasses many other functions, but these four basic 

functions are those most affected by site based management. 

The role of the principal has changed considerably 

since the inception of the position of headmaster in the 

colonial period. Today's metropolitan schools are replete 

with problems, some of which were enumerated in other sec-

tions of this chapter. The principal of a contemporary 
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urban school faces numerous impediments to the traditional 

leadership role. In addition to the external influences 

that affect the principal, he or she has to deal with the 

internal factors that are an everyday part of the position. 

The role of the modern day principal has been 

researched by numerous investigators. An extensive study of 

Chicago Public Schools' principals conducted in 1980 is one 

such study. The researchers found that instructional 

leadership was not the central focus of the principalship. 

Instructional leadership was defined as time spent in 

classroom observation and supervising teachers. Instead, 

the principals devote a majority of their time to such roles 

as 

1. school monitor—touring halls and checking acti-

vities in progress 

2. school spokesman—giving information to people out-

side the school, including supervisors 

3. disseminator of information—serving as group leader 

and giving information to school staff 

4. disturbance handler—handling discipline problems 

5. resource allocator—providing resources to the 

staff (43) 

Krajewski surveyed secondary teachers and principals in 

Texas to ascertain what these groups thought the principal's 

role actually was and what it should be. Both groups of 

employees felt the principal's role as an administrator 
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should be maintained. The disciplinarian role of the prin-

cipal was seen as important, but both groups felt it should 

be less important. The principal as instructional supervi-

sor was regarded as actually only mildly important, but 

ideally it was viewed as a priority factor. The staff 

selector role was in actuality not too prominent, but both 

groups felt it should be more important. Curriculum super-

vision was also viewed as a priority factor in the ideal 

sense. (34) 

One finding of the Krajewski study has implications for 

the implementation process of site based management. When 

asked to prioritize the functions of the principalship there 

was wide variance between teachers' and principals' respon-

ses. (34, p. 17) 

Functions Teachers Principals 

Instructional 3 1 
Supervision 

Curriculum 4 2 
Supervision 

Staff 2 3 
Selection 

School Program 1 4 
Administration 

In a more extensive study of superintendents and secon-

dary principals and teachers, instructional leadership 

competencies of principals were prioritized by the survey 

participants. The following is a list of the ten most 

critical competencies: 
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1. to recruit and select staff 

2. to define school's goals and objectives 

3. to collect, organize, interpret information on 

teacher performance 

4. to assign and reassign school staff 

5. to relate student needs to district goals 

6. to recommend staff for re-employment, promotion or 

dismissal 

7. to articulate goals and objectives to staff 

8. to communicate with publics regarding needs 

assessment and goal-setting 

9. to communicate to the staff the feelings and 

desires of publics 

10. to allocate time and space for instructional pur-

poses (70, p. 23) 

The competencies of a principal in a decentralized 

school district setting are described by Reller: 

1. Ability to function effectively in a situ-
ation marked by vagueness, by lack of sharply 
defined statements of responsibilities, by 
change in roles of various parties. 

2. Ability to work in conflict situations, to 
plan and guide needed tension. 

3. Ability to work effectively with groups of 
various types—social, economic, racial, 
political—moderate and extreme. 

4. He must understand and accept values, 
feelings, frustrations, and demands of a wide 
range of citizens and staff . . . 
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5. He must be able to formulate his own values 
and commitments and to reexamine them . . . 
to insure satisfying, defensible bases for 
action. 

6. He must have the ability to work in a 
situation in which "clear-cut solutions" are 
difficult . . . 

7. He must be able to select personnel of 
diverse views and competencies and to orga-
nize them into a cohesive growing, effective 
fco&m • • • 

8. He must lead in the modification of the 
administrative structure and processes to 
insure openness and growth . . . 

9. He must plan for securing and utilizing the . 
. . data required . . . to understand and 
guide an institution in change. (53, pp. 37-
89) 

As shown, the role of the urban principal is diverse. 

The skills and competencies needed for a site based manager 

are critical to the successful implementation of the 

decentralized concept of decision making. Each of the four 

functions identified earlier as most affected by site based 

management will be explored in more detail. 

Budget Manager..—The principal as a budget manager is 

clearly defined in models of site based management. For 

example, the models of Florida, California, and Lansing 

provide for lump-sum allocations to the school level. The 

principal assumes responsibility for the allocation and 

disbursement of these funds. The site based councils assist 

in determining the priorities for the utilization of funds 

but the ultimate responsibility is in the hands of the 
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principal. The results of such a plan can be seen in three 

school systems. 

Monroe County (Florida) School District provided incen-

tives for the principals in the disbursement of funds 

allocated for utility costs. The district experienced a 

forty-four per cent reduction in heating and cooling costs 

since the implementation of site based management. The 

savings were diverted into the schools' budgets for instruc-

tional personnel's salaries and supplies. (48) 

Another Florida school district, Dade County, utilized 

the principle of local determination of expenditure of 

allocated funds in a manner which has proven to be cost-

effective. In an effort to reduce utility costs and 

substitute teacher expenses, local schools received eighty 

cents of every dollar budgeted but unexpended for these 

purposes at the end of the school year. In the first year 

of the program (1977-78) over one million dollars were saved 

by the schools in the district that chose to participate in 

the program. The 1978-1979 school year saw a savings of 

eighteen per cent over the previous year's expenditures on 

substitute teachers. The outcome of this project showed an 

explicit shift of responsibility from central office to 

building principals. (14) "School based management . . . 

made this kind of accountability easy, for it was estab-

lished to give schools in the state more control over their 

destinies." (14, p. 523) 
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The effects and costs of building-level budgeting were 

compared to typical centralized budgeting systems by Seward. 

Several advantages were found in decentralized budgeting 

systems. Among these were more effectively written and 

disseminated budget policies, more intensive improvement in 

budgeting by school site personnel, and more comprehensive 

budget reporting to the staff and community. Another signi-

ficant finding was that, although there was a more diverse 

school by school spending pattern in decentralized systems, 

costs for business services was higher in centralized sys-

tems. In spite of an increase in the quantity and quality 

of the flow of budget data in a decentralized district, the 

costs were less. Principals in the decentralized systems 

perceived more personal control of their local budgets than 

did principals in centralized systems. It must be noted 

that the costs of principals' time devoted to the budget 

function were higher in decentralized systems. (57) 

Brick found that building level budgeting in a decen-

tralized district proved to be the most difficult aspect to 

implement. This apparently was due to the principals' lack 

of training and experience. The expense of data processing 

reports also proved to be a hindrance. (73) 

The authority to allocate needed fiscal resources is 

necessary if one accepts the notion that the schools serve 

diverse populations with diverse needs. One school popu-

lation may have unique needs that can only be met with 
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special staffing patterns, or different types of 

instructional programs or materials. This kind of flexibi-

lity is possible with local building budgeting. 

Program Monitor and ^ v a l u a t o r T h i s function within a 

school operated under the principles of site based manage-

ment is closely associated with that of instructional 

leadership. This specifically refers to the principal's 

role in establishnig goals and objectives based on identi-

fied student needs. The monitoring and evaluation of 

progress or lack of progress made towards attainment of 

these goals is the responsibility of the principal. 

The importance and influence of this role can be seen 

in research studies of effective urban schools. Cohen sug-

gests that staff agreement on goals for a school is likely 

to come about through a consensus view of the purpose and 

role of the school. The principal's leadership will emerge 

from and reflect the consensus among the staff. This point 

of view intimates that the leadership of the principal will 

be considered legitimate only as long as the principal 

selects a direction consistent with the consensus view. 

"Increased goal consensus and increased school effectiveness 

may thus entail some loss in teacher autonomy." (12f p. 49) 

Shoemaker and Fraser reviewed research pertinent to the 

principal's role and influence on instruction in effective 

schools. A Maryland study found that principals of higher 
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achieving schools had high expectations of their teachers 

and were oriented towards cognitive goals rather than affec-

tive goals. Similar results were found in a Delaware study. 

The "achievement-oriented" leader had a strong desire for 

high student achievement and this was transmitted to teach-

ers and students. An emphasis on achievement was often 

excluded by those leaders whose primary focus was towards 

human relations. A Yale team of researchers found that 

schools with high achievement levels had assertive, achieve-

ment-oriented leadership and a well-designed instructional 

objectives and an evaluation system. (59, pp. 179-180) 

A Phi Delta Kappa study of successful elementary 

schools revealed several generalizations for urban school 

improvement. The principal's expectations for the school 

determined the impact he or she would have. Effective 

leaders were actively involved in framing goals and objec-

tives and setting standards of performance. Successful 

elementary schools are characterized by clearly defined 

goals and objectives. (51) 

Weber indicated conclusions in the same vein in his 

study of effective inner-city schools in New York City. 

Successful schools had strong leadership with high expec-

tations and created an atmosphere that emphasized pupil 

acquisition of reading skills and had frequent and careful 

evaluation of student progress. (65) 
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Edmonds reports the findings of a 1974 study. 

Administrative behaviors, policies and practice in 
the schools appeared to have a significant impact 
on school effectiveness. The administrative team 
in the more effective schools had developed a plan 
for dealing with the reading problem and 
implemented the plan throughout the school. (1-, 
p. 16) 

A Michigan research project of effective elementary 

schools found the leadership dimension to be significant. 

In successful schools, the principals were responsible for 

the evaluation of the attainment of the objectives set for 

students. Models of accountability and acceptance of this 

notion by the staff was more evident in improving 

schools. (6) 

Edmonds characterized effective urban schools as having 

strong administrative leadership. In addition, successful 

schools have a vehicle by which student progress can be 

frequently monitored. This vehicle provides the principal 

and teachers with data on student progress towards the 

attainment of specified instructional objectives. (19) 

The role of program monitor and evaluator for the 

principal is significant according to the research findings 

presented. These studies consistently indicate, that the 

principal can strongly influence the performance of teachers 

towards the attainment of goals. It is the teachers, how-

ever, who conduct the actual instructional activities of the 

school, not the principal. The selection of qualified 

teachers then appears to be important. 
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Personnel Manager.—Site based management systems dele-

gate authority and accountability to the school level. The 

responsibility is given to the principal to improve the 

effectiveness of instruction at the school. Although some 

of this authority may be shared with parents and the 

teaching staff, the leader of the school is the principal. 

Site based management actually enhances that leadership 

role. The functions of a school are many in addition to 

instruction. The successful accomplishment of goals for all 

these functions requires competent, qualified personnel. 

The selection of these persons is a critical role for the 

principal under site based management. 

The view of the principal as a personnel manager is 

implicit in Monroe County (Florida) Schools. A principal m 

this decentralized district described the school leader as a 

personnel specialist with responsibilities for hiring of all 

staff within the school, evaluation and dismissal of such 

staff, labor relations and regulations compliance. (20) 

The Madison, Wisconsin, School District has operated 

under a decentralized decision-making concept since 1973. 

On the issue of selecting teachers new to the school, the 

building principal was found to have the most influence. 

This influence was compared to that formerly held by person-

nel from central administration and the area offices. (49) 

A Canadian study of the principal's leadership role 

found that staff selection was deemed as an appropriate one 
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for the principals to have. Unlike teachers and principals 

surveyed, however, superintendents viewed staff selection as 

one of the most important functions of the present role of 

the principal. (3) 

In two previously mentioned studies, this function of 

the principalship was perceived as important. Teachers in 

the Krajewski study (34) ranked this function as second in 

importance. In the Pennsylvania report, (70) the recruit-

ment and selection of staff was the first critical 

competency listed. 

In the Fort Worth, Texas, School District, a site based 

management planning group composed of district administra-

tors, principals, teachers and parents reviewed decision 

areas which should be delegated to the principal. The area 

viewed as most important was the authority of the principal 

to hire his or her own staff. (17) 

The review of literature in this area indicates that 

the personnel function of staff selector is appropriate for 

the principal. The effectiveness of this has not been 

measured empirically. However, the justification for this 

role seems to lie in the premise that if the principal is to 

be held accountable for student growth and progress, which 

is implicit in the site based management concept, he or she 

needs to have the authority to hire the personnel that would 

accomplish these goals. 
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This issue is one that has implications for the 

instructional leadership dimension of the principal's 

position. 

TnRt-riictional Leader.—The concept of site based mana-

gement delegates the authority for making instructional 

programming decisions to the individual building through the 

principal. Inherent in such systems is the accountability 

for success of the instructional program. This dimension of 

leadership has been shown to be critical to the effective-

ness of urban schools. 

The Urban Education Studies project found evidence in 

sixteen of America's major urban school systems that the 

instructional leadership position of the principal has far-

reaching effects on the success of the school. Two common 

elements were found to contribute to successful educational 

programs. One element is strong leadership combining know-

ledge of subject with new leadership strategies and a risk-

taking approach to problem solving. Another common element 

is a change in the relationships of school personnel which 

gives principals more autonomy, authority and control over 

deciding how an individual school or program will meet its 

goals. (64, p. 635) 

Evident in effective schools were vigorous leaders who 

typically exhibited certain behaviors. These leaders were 

well-versed in the content of the programs of their schools, 
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They were able to utilize formal feedback more effectively 

to improve the program implementation process. Leaders 

exerted pressure on school staffs to perform by making them 

aware of the progress towards achievement of goals and 

objectives. (64, p. 636) 

In the decentralized districts of Detroit? Atlanta* and 

Dade County, principals assumed instructional and curricular 

supervision responsibilities and accountability. (64, 

p. 636) 

The Phi Delta Kappa study of effective elementary 

schools found the principal to be the critical factor. His 

or her attitudes towards urban education and expectations 

for the school had a significant effect. (51) 

A New York state study found that effective schools had 

administrators that provided a balance between management 

and instructional skills. A Michigan study had similar 

results. In the effective schools, principals were more 

likely to be instructional leaders and more assertive in 

this role as well as their institutional role. (79) 

A London study of secondary schools found that a higher 

proportion of "checking on the teachers' work" was asso-

ciated with better academic outcomes. These schools were 

not found to be unduly regimented but both supervision and 

support were available to the teachers in more successful 

schools. (54) 



72 

Strong leaders who participated more fully in 

instruction were characteristic of effective schools identi-

fied in a Maryland study. This was also found in a 

Philadelphia study where more frequent classroom observation 

by the principal tended to positively influence reading 

improvement. Assertive, achievement oriented leadership was 

a key factor in successful schools according to the findings 

of a New Haven research project. (59) 

The review of literature on effective schools strongly 

supports the view that the principal must be an 

instructional leader. 

A final perspective on principals is given by Drucker 

in describing managers, including principals. 

The manager of an institution must establish 
himself as the representative of the common good, 
as spokesman for the general will . . . and for 
the interest of society in producing, in per-
forming and in achieving. The manager . . .will 
have to learn to create the issues, to identify 
both the social concern and the solution to it, 
and speak for the producer interest in society as 
a whole rather than for the special interest of 
"business." (18, p. 218) 

Conclusions 

The decision of a school system to implement site based 

management is one that should be carefully planned. Untold 

variables exist within a heretofore centralized system which 

must be addressed in planning. 

Weischadle suggests that there are three key ingre-

dients for a district implementing site based management. 
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1. Time—The district, in conjunction with prin-
cipals, must develop a timeline allowing for a 
period of analysis, discussion, goal setting 
and program development. It may take as long 
as three years . . . 

2. Training—All levels of participants must be 
trained in the . . . concepts, particularly 
relative to what it means in terms of their 
current professional functions. Training must 
be initiated with the principals so that they 
can be proponents . . . 

3. Trust—The training sessions ought to begin 
establishing the basis for trust which each 
participant should have for others in the 
district. (66, p. 54) 

Conclusions regarding site based management based on 

the review of the literature include. 

1. This type of school management permits flexibility 

and allows for individual schools' diversity. But a frame-

work for districtwide coordination is required. 

2. The process of site based management involves all 

levels of school communities, administrators, teachers and 

parents in planning and implementing educational programs 

aimed at increased student outcomes. 

3. The change from a centralized system to one that is 

decentralized involves changes in organizational structure; 

but, more importantly, it brings about changes in management 

behaviors of the persons in key leadership roles. 

4. The increased participation of teachers and other 

staff in decision making results in a higher degree of 

commitment to the implementation of plans and ownership of 

outcomes. 
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5. The principal plays the key role in a successful 

plan for site based management. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

The primary focus of this study was to identify 

barriers which may impede a single urban school system's 

responsiveness to the needs of its clients and those which 

hinder the successful implementation of site based manage-

ment. 

The Population 

The population for this study included parents, princi-

pals and teachers in the district under investigation as 

well as those central administrators of the school system 

who had responsibilities for curriculum and instruction. 

Selection of the Sample 

Teachers were randomly selected from an alphabetized 

listing of teachers by school using a table of random num-

bers. The sample was five per cent of teachers per school 

level—elementary, middle and high school. Teachers were 

assigned code numbers and the first three digits of the list 

of random numbers was used to determine the participants. 

M l schools were represented in the final sample selection. 
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The number of participants from each school ranged from one 

teacher from two schools to seven from one high school. 

Ninety-one elementary school, forty-eight middle 

school, and forty-three high school teachers were selected 

for the study. The final sample included 182 teachers out 

of a total teacher population in the district of 2,363 

teachers. 

Two populations were used to select the parent sample. 

Thirty district schools had an operating Title I Parent 

Advisory Council (PAC). Each PAC had an elected chairperson 

who also represented the school at district-wide PAC meet-

ings. These thirty chairpersons comprised one segment of 

the parent sample. The other sample of the parent popu-

lation was drawn from the presidents of parent organizations 

including PTAs, PTOs, and Booster Clubs. The president of 

each school's parent organization was selected for the 

second segment of the parent sample. The lists of names and 

addresses of chairpersons and presidents were obtained from 

the district's communications department. Organizational 

presidents whose names appeared on both lists were retained 

on the list of PAC chairpersons only. 

The final sample contained twenty-eight Title I PAC 

chairpersons. The sample of organization presidents con-

tained eighty-seven names but five were removed because they 

were also Title I PAC chairpersons. A total of 110 parents 

participated in this study. 
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At the school site a five per cent sample of principals 

at each level was selected. Each principal was selected at 

random utilizing a table of random numbers. A list provided 

by the personnel department of the district was used to 

acquire the individual names. The sample included three 

elementary principals and two principals each from middle 

schools and high schools. 

The school district had formed a planning group to 

study the concept of site based management. Nine school 

principals were members of this planning group. These nine 

principals served as a separate sample because they were 

more knowledgeable about the concept of site based manage-

ment. Most of these persons had already received some 

training in site based management and the others were soon 

to be trained. Due to their awareness of the subject under 

study it was appropriate to separate their views from that 

of other principals. Their names were removed from the 

master list of principals before the sample of principals 

was selected. 

The total number of principals selected for the study 

included six from elementary, six from middle school and 

four from high school. 

Personnel with district-wide responsibility for curri-

culum and instruction comprised the central administrators' 

sample. This included superintendent, associate superin-

tendent for instructional services, assistant superintendent 
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for instruction, assistant superintendent for planning and 

development, director of elementary schools, director of 

secondary schools, director of curriculum development, 

director of research and evaluation, director of instruc-

tional support services, two elementary area directors 

selected at random and two secondary program directors 

selected at random. A total of thirteen persons composed the 

sample of central administrators. 

Procedure for Collection of Data 

This study was a descriptive survey. Two different 

techniques were utilized to gather data from the partici-

pants. Two groups, parents and teachers, were surveyed 

through means of a questionnaire, (Appendices C and G) while 

the administrators were interviewed using a structured 

interview technique. 

Two different survey techniques were used because of 

the participants' level of sophistication and experience 

with the decision-making process in the schools. Principals 

and central administrators offer a broader perspective of 

the organization because generally their experiences are 

more varied. Also, many have held positions in other 

schools and therefore are familiar with other organizational 

structures and procedures. 

In addition, the research questions of the study 

applied to different samples. Parents were surveyed only in 
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regard to research questions one and two. Teachers were 

asked only to respond to items related to research questions 

one, two, and three. Administrators, on the other hand, 

were surveyed with items pertaining to all five research 

questions. The final two research questions required knowl-

edge of districtwide procedures and perspectives broader 

than a single school. Many questions aimed at this group 

also required explanation or elaboration from the respon-

dents. 

construction a M Validation el instruments 

Four instruments were used to survey the participants. 

Parents and teachers were surveyed by means of two different 

questionnaires (Appendices C and G). Similar or the same 

items appeared on each questionnaire when responses were 

sought for research questions one and two. Other items 

appeared on the teacher questionnaire which pertained to 

research question number three, to which parents were not 

asked to respond. 

Two interview guides were used with administrators 

(Appendices I and J). Included in these guides were items 

which were similar or the same as those appearing on the 

parent or teacher questionnaire. In addition, items 

pertaining to research questions four and five were also 

included. These questions did not appear on the parent or 

teacher questionnaire. 
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The questionnaires and interview guides were con-

structed by the writer based on the review of literature. 

Validation of the instruments was accomplished through means 

of advisory panels and a panel of experts. The developed 

questionnaires and interview guides were submitted to the 

district's data analyst to review for computer processing. 

Val idation Q£ tjhe parent questionnaire.—The parent 

questionnaire was submitted to a group of eleven parents who 

comprised a community council of a high school attendance 

area and represented four schools—two elementary schools, 

one middle school and one high school. The panel reviewed 

the questions for validity as well as to answer the items. 

In addition, respondents were asked to answer four questions 

regarding the content and to give suggestions for addition 

or deletion of questions and to list other suggested 

improvements. Ten persons responded to the questionnaire. 

The analysis of the responses of this process resulted in 

the deletion of one question and addition of one other. The 

revised questionnaire was then submitted to a panel of four 

experts in research and evaluation. These persons were 

asked to review the instrument for validity and clarity. 

Based on their suggestions, minor format changes were made 

and one question was added. 

Validation of the teacher questionnaire.—The teacher 

questionnaire was submitted to eight teachers of the 
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district under study. This advisory panel included teachers 

from the following levels: two from high school; and three 

each from middle school and elementary school. Seven of the 

eight persons responded to the questionnaire. 

Based on the results of this group's comments, one 

question was added, four were deleted, and five additional 

items were added to the existing questions as possible 

responses. The revised questionnaire was submitted to the 

jury panel of four experts. One question was added and the 

other changes were of a format nature. 

Validation of the interview guide.—The interview 

guides were constructed from the final version of the parent 

and teacher questionnaire. Additional questions were based 

on the review of the relevant literature. 

The interview guides were validated through means of a 

pilot test. Two principals and two central administrators 

were interviewed. A consultant conducted most of the inter-

views of the administrators. This individual is an 

experienced interviewer with a background in the evaluation 

of management systems. For the purpose of training, the 

following procedure was utilized. The writer interviewed 

one principal and one central administrator alone. The 

interviewer assisted in the interview of one principal and 

he conducted the final pilot test interview in the presence 
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of the writer. The interviews were taped and analyzed 

jointly to improve the interviewer's skills and techniques. 

The results of the pilot test interviews were analyzed 

in two ways. Comparisons were made with the results of the 

parent's and teacher's validation process on specific 

questions which were similar or the same. The interviewees 

were also asked to comment on the validity of the questions 

presented and suggestions for improvements were requested. 

Only one question was reworded based on these interviews. 

The revised guides were submitted to the panel of experts. 

Several editorial changes were made and one item was added 

as a new question. 

Administration Q£ SHL5ZSY 

The final questionnaires were typed and duplicated and 

mailed to the homes of the parents and to the schools of the 

teachers. Cover letters (Appendices A and D) were attached 

explaining the purposes of the survey. Self-addressed, 

stamped envelopes were enclosed for the parents. Teachers 

were requested to return the completed questionnaires in an 

enclosed self-addressed envelope through the inter-school 

mail. 

The minimal goal of this study was a fifty per cent 

questionnaire return rate. If the initial response produced 

less than a sixty-six per cent return rate, a follow-up 

letter was to be sent. 
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The initial response rate for the parents was forty-

four per cent with fifty-one responses. A follow-up letter 

(Appendix B) was sent to those that had not responded to the 

initial contact. The follow-up letter produced nineteen 

additional responses for a total response rate of fifty-nine 

per cent. The second follow-up took the form of a telephone 

call by the researcher. As a result of these telephone 

conversations, seven additional questionnaires were 

requested by participants. Self-addressed, stamped envelopes 

were also enclosed with the second copy of the instrument. 

Nine additional responses were received. The final response 

rate was 71.8 per cent. Two individuals had moved and one no 

longer had her child enrolled in the public schools. Two 

presidents of PTAs indicated that they were not going to 

respond to the survey after speaking to their respective 

principals. 

The initial response rate for the teachers was thirty-

eight per cent. After receiving two telephone calls from 

participants, the writer decided to include additional 

information in the first follow-up letter (Appendix E). The 

initial cover letter omitted the superintendent's endorse-

ment of the present study. This information was added to the 

follow-up letter. Twelve responses were received after the 

first follow-up letter was sent. The return rate was forty-

seven per cent at that point. A second follow-up letter 

(Appendix F) was sent to the non-respondents. This letter 
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produced ten requests for new questionnaires. Forty-one 

responses were received after these actions. The total res-

ponse rate is broken down accordingly: elementary =70.3 per 

cent, middle schools = 54.2 per cent, high schools - 62.7 

per cent? total = 64.3 per cent. The goal of a fifty per 

cent response rate was exceeded in both surveys. 

The principals and central administrators to be inter-

viewed were initially contacted by the superintendent of the 

district under study. They received a letter (Appendix H) 

notifying them of their selection and the purposes and the 

importance of the study. Their participation was encouraged, 

but it was noted that it was voluntary. They were notified 

that the writer would contact them to set up appointments 

for the interviews. The superintendent and assistant super-

intendents were notified by the researcher through means of 

a telephone call. They did not receive a letter from the 

superintendent. 

Appointments were made and all interviews were com-

pleted within a four week period. The writer interviewed all 

administrators above the director level. The principals and 

middle managers (director level and below) were interviewed 

by the interviewer. All sessions were taped with the 

exception of those with four persons. Two central adminis-

trators were not taped at their request. One principal was 

not taped due to technical difficulties and one principal's 

interview was partially taped. The interviewer decided to 
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end the taping due to the personal nature of the principal's 

responses. Twenty-nine administrators were included in the 

original sample. All twenty-nine were interviewed, resulting 

in a 100 per cent response rate. 

Procedures^fgx Analysis, and 

Data secured from the surveys were compiled and 

reported for each item of each questionnaire and the inter-

view guides. The results were reported by frequency counts 

and by percentages of responses per item. Weighted averages 

or mean values were computed on two questions where 

respondents were asked to rank the importance of certain 

items. Where appropriate, cross-tabulations or comparison of 

responses were reported by school level, elementary, middle 

school, and high school. Parent responses were compared 

through cross-tabulations of responses by organization— 

parent advisory council and parent-teacher association 

membership. Cross-tabulations were also reported by 

position—parent, teacher, principal, and central office 

administrator. 

Since the data collected were nominal in nature, a non-

parametric statistical test, the Chi square, was used to 

test for significant differences at the .05 level. All 

calculations were prepared by the data processing department 

of the district under study. 
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The administrators' survey included two open-ended 

questions in addition to explanations and elaborations of 

other items. These were individually analyzed by the 

researcher. One question requested a definition of site 

based management. In order to analyze this question, the 

responses were categorized on the basis of definitions 

secured from the review of literature. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The responses of each sample group, i.e., parents, 

teachers, principals, and central administrators, are pre-

sented and analyzed in this chapter. The responses are in 

the form of frequency counts and corresponding percentages 

of responses per item with the exception of the two open-

ended questions which were asked of administrators. Since 

these responses did not lend themselves to presentation in 

tabular form, they are treated in narrative fashion. 

The findings and analyses are in seven sections. The 

first four sections contain the tabulated responses of the 

four sample groups. The presentation of responses to the 

open-ended questions is in section five. The sixth section 

provides an analysis of intergroup differences of all the 

samples on like survey questions. The final section is a 

summary of the findings. In addition, each section contains 

a discussion of any statistical significant differences. 

The investigator projected a response rate of fifty per 

cent. Table I shows that this goal was achieved with all 

participants. 
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TABLE I 

RATE OF RETURN OF FOUR 

SAMPLES IN STUDY 

95 

Interviews 

Requested 

Interviews 
Conducted 

Question-
naires 
Sent 

Question-
naires 

Returned 

Total 
Response 

Rate 
Per cent 

Parents • • • • 110 79 71.8 

PAC 
PTA 

• • 
• • 

• • 
• • 

28 

82 
19 
60 

67.8 
73.2 

Teachers • • • • 182 117 64.3 

Elementary 
Middle 
High 

• * 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

91 
48 
43 

64 
26 
27 

70.3 
54.2 
62.7 

Central 
Administrators 16 16 • • • • 100.0 

Superintendents 

Directors 
Sub-Directors 

4 

5 
4 

4 

5 
4 

• • 
• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Total Response Rate 

All Groups • * • • • • • • 70.1 

Response rates varied from 100 per cent to 54.2 per 

cent. The parent sample was divided into two groups. 

Chairpersons of Title I Parent Advisory Councils (PAC) 

returned their questionnaires at a rate of 76.8 per cent. 

Presidents of Parent Teacher Associations (PTA) and of other 

parent-teacher organizations had a return rate of 73.2 per 

cent. The rate of return for the total parent sample was 

71.8 per cent. 
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The teacher sample was composed of teachers of elemen-

tary, middle, and high schools. The return rate for the 

respective groups was 70.3 per cent, 54.2 per cent, and 62.7 

per cent. The rate of return for the total teacher group 

was 64.3 per cent. 

Interviews were requested of sixteen principals and all 

were interviewed. All thirteen central administrators who 

were contacted participated in the interviews. 

Presentation and Analysis of Parent 
Questionnaire Responses 

The responses of the presidents of parent-teacher asso-

ciations (PTA) and those of the chairpersons of the Title I 

Parent Advisory Councils (PAC) are presented separately. 

The responses of the total parent sample are also presented. 

Responses to the question in Table II revealed that 

parents were almost evenly divided on the possibility of the 

TABLE II 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IS IT REALISTICALLY 
POSSIBLE FOR THE DISTRICT'S SCHOOLS TO BE 

RESPONSIVE OR ANSWER THE NEEDS 
OF ALL STUDENTS?" 

Group • 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses N % N % N % 

Yes 29 49.2 8 47.1 37 48.7 

No 30 50.8 9 52.9 39 51.3 

No Response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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schools meeting the needs of all students. There appears to 

be no clear distinction between parent groups regarding this 

item. In addition, there was no statistically significant dif-

ference between groups. 

In the follow-up question, parents who responded that 

it is not realistically possible to meet needs of all stu-

dents clearly indicated two top reasons for this. The 

variety of student needs which are present in the district's 

schools was the most often selected reason, followed closely 

by the lack of available teachers. The expense involved was 

TABLE III 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHY DO YOU 
NOT THINK IT IS POSSIBLE TO MEET 

THE NEEDS OF ALL STUDENTS?" 

Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 
Responding 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Students' needs 
are too varied 22 73.3 7 77.8 29 74.4 

Not enough tea-
chers available 20 66.7 5 55.6 25 64.1 

Too expensive 13 43.3 4 44.4 17 43.6 

Some teachers 
and administra-
tors don't 
care about kids 9 30.0 4 44.4 13 33.3 

Other 1 3.3 0 0.0 1 2.6 
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the reason given by 43.6 per cent of the respondents. Only 

a small percentage, 33.3, felt that the lack of caring by 

administrators and teachers was the reason schools could not 

meet individual needs. The findings did not indicate any 

significant statistical difference of responses between 

these two groups. 

Parents were asked if their individual schools met the 

needs of their own children. The responses are presented in 

Table IV. 

There was a high degree of parent agreement that 

schools "usually" met the needs of students. A much smaller 

segment of the respondents, 11.8 per cent, felt that the 

schools "occasionally" met their children's needs. Only 6 

per cent reported that the schools "seldom" met needs. None 

TABLE IV 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU FEEL 
YOUR SCHOOL MEETS THE NEEDS 

OF YOUR CHILD?" 

Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Usually 49 83.1 13 76.5 62 81.6 

Occasionally 7 11.9 2 11.8 9 11.8 

Seldom 3 5.1 2 11.8 5 6.6 

Never 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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of the respondents indicated that the schools "never" met 

their children's needs. 

Parent responses to this item clearly showed that they 

felt the schools were successful at meeting the needs of 

their own children. There was no statistically significant 

difference of responses between the two parent groups. 

Although the schools were perceived as meeting the needs of 

students, this did not necessarily indicate complete satis-

faction with their performance. 

The failures or non-successful areas of the schools 

were explored by asking parents to list their perceptions of 

shortcomings. The results are presented in Table V. 

Almost two-thirds, 64.5 per cent, of the responses 

indicated that parents perceived that there was "too little 

parent involvement" in the schools of the district under 

study. Although this was the only response reported by a 

majority of the participants, two others were reported by a 

near majority. "Classes are too large" according to 46.1 

per cent and 43.4 per cent reported that "more of the basics 

(3 R1s)" were needed. 

Over one-third of the respondents reported that "some 

teachers don't care about kids." At least one-fourth 

indicated that the schools "need more of different types of 

classes for some students" and that the "classes are not 

interesting to students." 
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TABLE V 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION; "WHAT ARE THE REASONS, 
IF ANY, THAT YOUR SCHOOL IS NOT DOING 

A GOOD JOB FOR STUDENTS?" 

< Sroup 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Too little 
parent in-
volvement 35 59.3 14 82.3 49 64.5 

Classes too 
large 28 47.5 7 41.1 35 46.1 

Need more of 
the basics 
(3 R' s) 27 45.8 6 35.3 33 43.4 

Some teachers 
don't care 
about students 21 35.6 7 41.1 28 36.8 

Need more of 
different types 
of classes for 
some students 14 23.7 7 41.1 21 27.6 

Classes not 
interesting 14 23.7 5 29.4 19 25.0 

Too little 
time spent on 
teaching 16 27.1 2 11.8 18 23.7 

Other 16 27.1 2 11.8 18 23.7 

Standards 
too low 14 23.7 2 11.8 16 21.1 

Students do 
not take part 
in school 
related 
decisions 8 13.5 5 29.4 13 17.1 
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Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Job training 
is needed in 
schools 8 13.5 4 23.5 12 15.8 

Suspensions 
used too often 7 11.9 4 23.5 11 14.5 

Drugs 8 13.6 2 11.8 10 13.2 

Fights 6 10.2 3 17.6 9 11.8 

Poor equipment, 
buildings 5 8.5 3 17.6 8 10.5 

Drop-outs not 
encouraged to 
return to 
school 3 5.1 2 11.8 5 6.6 

Help needed to 
get jobs after 
graduation 3 5.1 1 5.9 4 5.3 

The lack of parent involvement was seen as the major 

failure of the schools. Officers of parent-teacher organi-

zations often request help from other parents in the 

activities of the group. The response or lack of response 

they receive to these requests may have influenced their 

responses to this item. The second failure noted, "large 

classes," may be based on the experiences of the partici-

pants, who, as officers of their respective organizations, 
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visit the schools in their official capacity. No signifi-

cant statistical difference of responses was found in this 

item. 

The previous question (Table V) found that parents 

viewed the lack of parent involvement as the major failure 

of the schools. The involvement of parents in school 

decision making was the focus of the question: "Do you feel 

that parents helping the schools make decisions regarding 

your child's schooling would be beneficial?" (Table VI) 

TABLE VI 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU FEEL 
THAT PARENTS HELPING THE SCHOOLS MAKE 

DECISIONS REGARDING YOUR CHILD'S 
SCHOOLING WOULD BE BENEFICIAL?" 

Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Yes 54 91.5 16 94.1 70 92.1 

No 5 8.5 1 5.9 6 7.9 

No Response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

A very high percentage (92.1) of parents felt that 

their participation in school decision making would be 

beneficial to students. There was no significant statisti-

cal difference of responses between the PAC chairpersons and 

the PTA presidents. Both groups strongly reported the 
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benefits of such a participatory role for parents. The 

exact nature of the type of role parents should play was 

explored by the next question. Table VII delineates these 

responses. 

A majority of participants reported six roles that 

parents could play to help and influence the schools: PTA 

activities (92.1 per cent), membership on principal's parent 

committee (84.2 per cent), development of goals for all the 

school's students (76.3 per cent), help in the classrooms 

(76.3 per cent), development of goals for one's child (61.8 

per cent), and help to determine discipline practices (57.9 

per cent). 

The remainder of the responses were reported by less 

than a majority of respondents: run for school board (31.6 

per cent), help select teachers and principal (23.7 per 

cent), help determine grading practices (21.1 per cent), and 

other responses (11.8 per cent). 

The roles parents selected were both traditional and 

non-traditional. The more traditional roles were PTA acti-

vities and volunteer help to teachers. But the more non-

traditional roles were also deemed as useful ways in which 

parents could influence the schools. These included helping 

to develop goals and objectives, working on a principal's 

committee, and helping to develop discipline practices. 

A statistically significant difference was noted on 

responses to one item of this question. Almost ninety per 
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TABLE VII 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HOW CAN PARENTS 
BEST HELP AND INFLUENCE THE SCHOOLS?" 

( 3roup 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

PTA activities 56 94.3 14 82.3 70 92.1 

Principal's 
parent 
committee 53 89.8 11 64.7 64 84.2* 

Help develop 
goals for 
all school's 
children 46 77.9 12 70.5 58 76.3 

Help in 
classrooms 44 74.6 14 82.6 58 76.3 

Help develop 
goals for 
your child 35 59.3 12 70.5 47 61.8 

Help determine 
discipline 
practices 46 78.0 12 70.5 44 57.9 

School board 20 33.8 4 23.5 24 31.6 

Help select 
teachers and 
principals 14 23.7 4 23.5 18 23.7 

Help determine 
grading 
practices 13 22.0 3 17.6 16 21.1 

Other 5 8.5 4 23.5 9 11.8 

difference 
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cent of the PTA presidents reported membership on the prin-

cipal's parent committee as an important role for parents. 

Approximately 65 per cent of the PAC chairpersons reported 

this response. This variance is statistically significant 

at the .05 level. PAC chairpersons are residents of econo-

mically depressed areas and they themselves are often 

academically disadvantaged; the presidents of the PTA's are 

residents of more affluent areas. The difference may be 

due, in part, to this factor. This district, like others, 

historically has had more parent involvement in the affluent 

sections of the district. Although there may be more of a 

reluctance on the part of poor parents to participate 

directly in school affairs, a majority of PAC chairmen (64.7 

per cent) reported this role as important. 

The next item asked parents to list the three most 

important ways they could "help and influence" the schools. 

Their responses are shown on Table VIII. 

Although no one response was listed by all respondents, 

almost one-third (30.3 per cent) selected one answer: 

parent participation in the development of the school's 

goals and objectives. This indicated that this non-

traditional role was more important to parents than the more 

traditional role parents play in PTA activities which was 

selected by only 19.7 per cent of the sample. The develop-

ment of goals and objectives for the participants' own 
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TABLE VIII 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "OF THE ANSWERS 
TO THE BEST WAYS PARENTS CAN HELP AND 

INFLUENCE THE SCHOOLS, LIST THE 
THREE MOST IMPORTANT WAYS." 

Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Help develop 
goals for 
all school's 
students 20 33.8 3 17.6 23 30.3 

PTA activities 14 23.7 1 5.8 15 19.7 

Help develop 
goals for 
your child 7 11.8 7 41.1 14 18.4* 

difference 

children was the third most often selected response with 

1R.4 per cent of the total response. 

One item revealed a statistically significant 

difference. PAC members more strongly felt (41.1 per cent) 

that they should be involved in the development of their own 

children's goals than PTA presidents (11.8 per cent). It 

seems clear that poor parents, represented by PAC chairper-

sons, want a greater voice in their own children's 

education. 
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Survey participants were asked if they had more time to 

be involved in the schools. The findings appear on Table 

IX. 

TABLE IX 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU FEEL 
YOU HAVE THE TIME TO BE MORE INVOLVED 

IN YOUR CHILD'S SCHOOL?" 

Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Yes 47 79.7 13 81.3 60 78.9 

No 12 20.3 3 18.8 15 20.7 

No Response 0 0.0 1 1.3 1 1.3 

The responses indicated that 78.9 per cent of the 

parents had the time to be more involved. There was no 

significant difference between the responses of the two 

groups. The responses to this question and other related 

items (Tables VI, VII, and VIII) indicated a willingness on 

the part of the survey participants to assume new participa-

tory roles in their schools. 

Parents were asked if they felt comfortable and wel-

comed at their children's schools. Their responses appear 

on Table X. 

A large percentage, 88.2, of surveyed parents indicated 

that they felt comfortble and welcomed at their schools. 
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There was no significant variance of responses between the 

two groups. These were parents who provided some degree of 

service to the school and they did not necessarily represent 

the typical parent. But the responses indicate that these 

parents were well received. 

TABLE X 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU FEEL 
COMFORTABLE AND WELCOMED IN YOUR SCHOOL?" 

Group • 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Yes 53 89.8 14 82.3 67 88.2 

No 4 6.8 2 11.8 6 7.9 

No Response 2 3.4 1 5.9 3 3.9 

The specific type of reception parents experienced was 

the focus of the next question. The responses are presented 

in Table XI. 

Table XI indicates that a majority of respondents (78.9 

per cent) were received openly and sincerely by school 

employees. A. much smaller percentage, 10.5, experienced a 

"friendly but insincere" reception. Only 5.3 per cent were 

treated coldly and 1.3 per cent indicated feeling disrespect 

by the school's employees. 

Most parents feel that they are well received at their 

schools. The responses corresponded to those on Table X 
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where 88.2 per cent indicated they felt comfortable and 

welcomed at their schools. 

TABLE XI 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT IS THE ATTITUDE 
OF SCHOOL EMPLOYEES WHEN YOU GO TO THE SCHOOL?" 

Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Open and 
sincere 51 86.4 9 53.4 60 78.9* 

Friendly but 
insincere 3 5.1 5 29.4 8 10.5 

Coldness 2 3.4 2 11.7 4 5.3 

Disrespect-
fulness 0 0.0 1 5.9 1 1.3 

No response 3 5.1 1 0.0 3 3.9 

difference 

When asked to describe the attitude they perceived, 

there appeared to be a qualification to the degree of com-

fort. This is illustrated by the statistically significant 

difference found on the first response to this question. 

PTA presidents felt a more positive (open and sincere) 

reception than did PAC chairpersons. Just over one-half of 

the PAC members reported this positive reception while a 

much higher percentage of the PTA presidents, 86.4, reported 

an open and sincere attitude. Although not statistically 
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significant, it is noteworthy that almost one-third of the 

PAC chairpersons, versus 5.1 per cent of the PTA parents, 

felt a degree of insincerity in the school employees' atti-

tudes toward them. These responses tend to indicate that 

while poor parents felt comfortable and welcomed in their 

schools, they perceived a less positive reception from 

school employees than did the more affluent PTA presidents. 

When asked how well informed they were kept of their 

children's education, divergent responses were noted. These 

are presented in Table XII. 

TABLE XII 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HOW WELL INFORMED 
ARE YOU KEPT BY THE SCHOOL ON 

YOUR CHILD'S EDUCATION?" 

Responses 

Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Often 
37 48.7 informed 28 47.4 9 52.9 37 48.7 

Greatly 
29.4 23 30.3 informed 18 30.5 5 29.4 23 30.3 

Seldom 
13 17.1 informed 11 18.6 2 11.8 13 17.1 

Never 
5.8 1.3 informed 0 0.0 1 5.8 1 1.3 

No response 2 3.4 0 0.0 2 2.6 
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The "often informed" response was reported by 48.7 per 

cent of the parents. A smaller percentage, 30.3 per cent, 

felt their schools kept them "greatly informed." Less than 

one-fifth of the sample (17.1 per cent) perceived that they 

were "seldom informed." Only one respondent or 1.3 per cent 

reported that the school "never informed" the parent of the 

child's education. 

Reported responses indicated that schools were doing 

well in keeping parents informed. No significant variance 

of responses was noted between PAC and PTA parents. 

The question: "Do you feel it is important for each 

teacher to have freedom in deciding the courses or programs 

that are best for your child?" sought to find out if parents 

felt that teachers should have instructional freedom in 

responding to student needs. 

Table XIII reveals that almost two-thirds of the parent 

respondents (61.8 per cent) felt that it was important for 

teachers to have freedom in instructional decision making. 

No statistically significant difference of responses was 

found. 

Parents were asked what they thought would motivate 

teachers to be more responsive to individual student needs. 

Their responses are shown in Table XIV. 

Parents believe that increased teacher communication 

and involvement with parents would increase teachers' moti-

vation to be responsive. Over 81 per cent reported this. 
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TABLE XIII 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU FEEL IT IS 
IMPORTANT FOR EACH TEACHER TO HAVE FREEDOM 

IN DECIDING THE COURSES OR PROGRAMS 
THAT ARE BEST FOR YOUR CHILD?" 

Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Yes 35 59.3 12 70.6 47 61.8 

Mo 21 35.6 3 17.6 24 31.6 

No Response 3 5.1 2 11.7 5 6.6 

Higher salaries were viewed as motivators by 68.4 per cent. 

Over half of the participants reported that parent involve-

ment in teacher evaluation would also be a motivator. 

According to 48.7 per cent of the parents, improved training 

would aid responsiveness as would improved leadership as 

indicated by 39.5 per cent. Thirty per cent reported that 

committees of parents, teachers, and the principal to select 

teachers would also help motivate teachers. Over one-fourth 

responded that "parent pressure" would have the same effect. 

Allowing principals to select their own teachers was not 

seen as important since only 17.1 per cent of the parents 

supported this. Even less important was the allowing of 

teachers to select new teachers. Only 2.6 per cent felt 

this would motivate teachers to be responsive. No signifi-

cant variance in responses was noted. 
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TABLE XIV 

PARENT RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT WOULD IT TAKE 
TO MOTIVATE TEACHERS TO BE MORE RESPONSIVE 

IN MEETING STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Group 1 PTA Group 2 PAC Total Parents 

Responses 
N % N % N % 

Increased 
communication 
and involve-
ment with 
parents 48 81.3 14 82.3 41 81.6 

Higher 
salaries 41 69.9 11 64.7 37 68.4 

Involve 
parents in 
evaluation 
of teachers 31 52.5 10 58.8 • 41 53.9 

Better training 28 47.4 9 52.9 37 48.7 

Better 
leadership 
by principal 25 42.3 5 29.4 30 39.5 

Committee 
of teachers, 
principal 
and parents 
select 
teachers 19 32.2 4 23.5 23 30.3 

Parent 
pressure 17 28.8 4 23.5 21 27.6 

Principals 
pick own 
teachers 11 18.6 2 11.8 13 17.1 

Other 11 18.6 2 11.8 13 17.1 

Teachers pick 
teachers 0 0.0 2 11.8 2 2.6 
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Two of the top three responses clearly point out that 

respondents felt that parental involvement could be a moti-

vational factor for teachers. The respondents felt that 

teachers needed to increase their communications and 

involvement with parents. The wording of this item implied 

that the initiation of such action should be undertaken by 

teachers, not parents. The parents' desire for teacher 

accountability can be seen in that a majority of respondents 

wanted to be involved in the evaluation of teachers. Money 

for higher salaries was seen as an important motivational 

factor. Apparently these parents are willing to pay teach-

ers higher salaries but would also expect better results. 

About one-third of the parents believed that they should 

participate in the selection of new teachers. They felt it 

was more important to have parent involvement in the 

selection of teachers than to give this authority solely to 

the principal. 

Presentation and Analysis of Teacher 
Questionnaire Responses 

Teacher perceptions are presented in the following 

tables. The responses of teachers of elementary, middle, 

and high schools are given separately. The responses of the 

total teacher sample are also presented. 

Teachers were asked if the schools could realistically 

respond to individual student needs. Their responses appear 

on Table XV. 
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TABLE XV 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IS IT REALISTICALLY 

POSSIBLE FOR THE DISTRICT'S SCHOOLS TO BE 

RESPONSIVE TO INDIVIDUAL 

STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N 1 N % N : % N % 

Yes 37 58.7 14 51.9 16 59.3 67 58.1 

No 25 39.7 12 44.4 8 29.6 45 38.5 

No Response 1 1.6 1 3.7 3 11.1 5 4.3 

The reported responses to this question showed that 

58.1 per cent of the teachers felt it was possible to be 

responsive to individual student needs. Over one-third 

(38.5 per cent) of teachers felt it was not possible. No 

significant differences of responses were noted. Teachers 

perceive that the schools do have the capacity to be 

responsive to the variety of students needs present in the 

district. The number of negative responses could pose a 

barrier to the schools' efforts to improve responsiveness 

since the teachers are the ones who will be directly 

involved in improving responsiveness to student needs. The 

reasons teachers felt that the schools could not be respon-

sive to all students are presented in Table XVI. 

The lack of available teachers to respond to all 

student needs was the most often mentioned hindrance to 
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TABLE XVI 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHY DO YOU THINK 

IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO MEET THE NEEDS 

OF ALL STUDENTS?" 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses Responses 
N % N X N % N % 

Not enough 

teachers 

available 19 76.0 7 58.3 8 100.0 34 75.6 

Students' 
needs too 

varied 16 64.0 7 58.3 6 75.0 29 64.4 

Too 
expensive 10 40.0 6 50.0 5 62.5 21 46.7 

Other 1 

. 

4.0 1 8.3 0 0.0 2 4.4 

responsiveness. Almost two-thirds of those responding to 

this question felt that student needs were too varied for 

the schools to effectively respond. The expense was found 

to be too great by 46.7 per cent of the respondents. 

Apparently a fairly large minority of teachers perceive 

a multitude of student needs which could not be met with the 

present number of teachers. The expense involved in 

securing the necessary teachers was also seen as prohibi-

tive. The findings indicate that almost forty per cent of 

the teacher participants did not feel that the district's 

schools could respond effectively to all the needs of indi-

vidual students. 
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Teachers were asked to identify those areas where their 

schools failed to meet the needs of students. Their respon-

ses are presented in Table XVII. 

The answers to this question varied, with no one 

response being selected by a majority of the participants. 

Not enough individualization of instruction was the most 

selected response reported by 37.6 per cent of the teachers. 

Thirty-five per cent reported that there was not enough 

emphasis on the basics, defined as the "3 R's. The remain-

der of the responses were selected by less than one-fourth 

of the teachers: irrelevant curricula (17.9 per cent), lack 

of teacher concern (16.2 per cent), miscellaneous responses 

(14.5 per cent), not enough emphasis on vocational training 

(11.1 per cent), lack of effective organization by building 

administrator(s) (9.4 per cent), lack of emphasis on college 

preparation (7.7 per cent), lack of student input into 

programs/courses (7.7 per cent), and not enough emphasis on 

career counseling (7.7 per cent). 

Teachers reported more often that their schools failed 

to individualize instruction to meet student needs. Schools 

were also perceived to be failing in providing enough in-

struction in the "3 R's." 

Significant statistical difference of responses occur-

red on two sub-items of this question. High school teachers 

felt schools failed to emphasize career counseling more so 

than did the other two teacher groups. This may be due to 
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TABLE XVII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IN WHAT WAYS, IF ANY, 

IS YOUR SCHOOL PRESENTLY FAILING TO MEET 

THE NEEDS OF STUDENTS?" 

I 

Responses 

Ilementary Middle High Total Teachers 

N % N % N % N % 

Not enough indi-

vidualization 24 38.1 8 29.6 12 44.4 44 37.6 

Insufficient 

emphasis on 

basics (3 R's) 19 30.2 8 29.6 13 48.1 41 35.0 

Irrelevant 

curriculum 13 20.6 4 14.8 4 14.8 21 17.9 

Lack of concern 

by teachers 8 12.7 6 22.2 5 18.5 19 16.2 

Other 11 17.5 4 14.8 2 7.4 17 14.5 

Not enough 

emphasis on 

vocational 

training 5 18.5 2 7.4 6 22.2 13 11.1 

Lack of 

effective 

organization 

by building 

administra-

t o r s ) 3 4.8 5 18.5 3 11.1 11 9.4 

Lack of student 

input 4 6.3 2 7.4 3 11.1 9 7.7 

Not enough 

emphasis on 

career 

counseling 2 3.2* 1 3.7* 6 22.2* 9 7.7* 

Not enough 

emphasis on 

college 

preparation 2 3.2* 1 3.7* 6 22.2* 9 7.7* 

•significant difference 
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the fact that such counseling is normally conducted in high 

schools and that elementary and middle school teachers are 

less familiar with it. A similar explanation can be given 

to the significant variance reported by high school teachers 

in noting a lack of college preparation by the schools. 

The impact of parents in school decision making was the 

focus of the next question; The responses to this question 

appear in Table XVIII. 

TABLE XVIII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU FEEL THAT PARENT 
PARTICIPATION IN THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS REGARDING 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION WOULD BE BENEFICIAL 
TO INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N 1 N % 

Yes 31 49.2 11 40.7 16 59.3 58 49.6 

No 28 44.4 14 51.9 9 33.3 51 43.6 

No Response 4 6.4 2 7.4 2 7.4 8 6.8 

The teachers were almost evenly divided on the value of 

parental involvement in curriculum and instructional 

decision making. Less than half of the teachers (49.6 per 

cent) reported that this action would positively affect 

instructional improvement. A similar percentage (43.6) 

reported that no instructional improvement would result from 

such participation. 
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The reported views indicated that the role of parents 

in instructional decision making was not seen as beneficial 

by a large number of teachers surveyed. This does not imply 

that parent participation is not desired by teachers but 

that their exact roles in the schools were not clearly 

defined by this item. 

These data, which do not reveal a significant statisti-

cal difference, pose an important question with respect to 

what teachers perceived as the proper role for parents in 

instructional improvement and in the schools. The responses 

to the question, "If you answered yes, in what ways do you 

feel that parents should participate?", describe parent 

role(s) as viewed by those teachers who feel parents have a 

role to play in decision making on curriculum and 

instruction. Their responses appear on Table XIX. 

No one response was supported by a majority of the 

teachers. Agreement was indicated by those who selected 

participation in PTA activities as their favored response. 

This was the response of 41.9 per cent of the participants. 

Teachers who responded to this question supported other 

involvement as follows: help determine discipline practices 

(74.1 per cent), help identify student needs (70.7 per 

cent), assist in the development of goals and objectives 

(60.3 per cent), classroom volunteer (51.8 per cent), assist 

in special programs' student placement (39.7 per cent), help 

select books and materials (25.9 per cent), assist in the 
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TABLE XIX 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IF YOU ANSWERED YES, 

IN WHAT WAYS DO YOU FEEL THAT PARENTS 

SHOULD PARTICIPATE?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 

N % N % N % N % 

PTA activities 31 100.0* 6 54.5* 10 62.5* 49 84.5* 

Help determine 

discipline 

practices 23 74.2 9 81.8 10 62.5 43 74.1 

Help identify 

needs 17 54.9 9 81.8 14 87.5 41 70.7 

Help develop 

schools' goals 

and objectives 18 58.1 8 72.8 9 56.3 35 60.3 

Assist in 

classrooms 18 58.1 4 36.4 7 43.8 30 51.8 

Help place 

students in 

special 

programs 9 29.0* 3 27.3* 10 62.5* 23 39.7* 

Assist in 

selecting books 9 29.0 1 9.1 5 31.3 15 25.9 

Help determine 

grading 

practices 4 12.9 1 9.1 1 6.3 6 10.3 

Other 5 16.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 8.6 

difference 
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determination of grading practices (10.3 per cent), and 

other varied responses (8.6 per cent). 

Responding teachers viewed parents in a traditional 

role for the most part. This was the role of participation 

in parent-teacher organizations. The major function of 

these types of groups is traditionally raising funds and 

securing additional resources for the schools. One other 

role was parental involvement in the determination of disci-

pline practices, which was mentioned by one-third of the 

participants. 

Statistically significant differences to two responses 

were noted in the findings. The traditional parent role in 

PTA's was more favored by elementary teachers than by 

secondary teachers. Half of the elementary teachers saw 

this as a viable form of participation for parents. The 

strengths of elementary schools' PTA's compared to those 

normally found in secondary schools may have influenced 

these responses. A similar difference was noted in the 

parent role of helping to place students in special pro-

grams. This was viewed as significantly more important by 

high school teachers than by teachers in elementary and 

middle schools. 

These responses must be considered in conjunction with 

responses to the basic involvement question of Table XVIII. 

The responses to the question of parent involvement in 

decision making showed that almost one-half of the total 
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teacher sample did riot see any instructional benefits from 

such participation. 

The question, "What benefits would occur, if any, as a 

result of community participation at the building level?", 

identified the specific benefits teachers thought would 

occur as a result of community participation at the school 

level. Responses to this question are presented in Table 

XX. 

Three-fourths of the respondents, 74.4 per cent, 

reported that improved community support would result. 

Decreased discipline problems were foreseen by 60.7 per cent 

of the teachers. A majority of the teachers surveyed, 52.1 

per cent, predicted higher student attendance. Achievement 

gains were the results perceived by 45.3 per cent. Smaller 

percentages of responses were indicated on the following: 

improved student self-concept (32.5 per cent), more relevant 

programs/courses (14.5 per cent), and varied miscellaneous 

responses (.9 per cent). 

Teachers indicated that the benefits of community par-

ticipation would be primarily in the areas of community 

support, discipline, and attendance. Although no statisti-

cally significant differences occurred, some variance was 

noted on two of these responses. More high school teachers 

(70.4 per cent) than middle school teachers (51.9 per cent) 

indicated that improved discipline would result. A higher 

percentage of high school teachers (70.4 per cent) than 
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TABLE XX 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT BENEFITS TO STUDENTS 
WOULD OCCUR, IF ANY, AS A RESULT OF COMMUNITY 

PARTICIPATION AT THE BUILDING LEVEL?" 

< 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

< 

Responses 

N % N % N % N % 

Improved 

community 

[support 

of schools 46 73.0 21 77.7 19 70.4 86 74.4 

Decreased 

discipline 

problems 38 60.3 14 51.9 19 70.4 71 60.7 

Higher 

student 

attendance 30 47.6 11 40.7 19 70.4 60 52.1 

Higher 

student 

achievement 29 46.0 10 37.0 14 51.9 53 45.3 

Improved 

student 

self-concept 22 34.9 5 18.5 11 40.7 38 32.5 

More relevant 

programs/ 

courses 6 9.5 4 14.8 7 25.9 17 14.5 

Other 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 

middle school teachers (40.7 per cent) foresaw improved 

student attendance resulting from parent participation in 

the schools. High school teachers also consistently 

believed that student-related benefits would result. Ele-

mentary teachers also reported such benefits in discipline, 
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achievement, and attendance. Middle school teachers rated 

student-related benefits lower than any of the participant 

groups. 

Teachers were asked to assess the ability of the dis-

trict's instructional staff to develop responsive 

educational programs and curricula. Their responses appear 

in Table XXI. 

TABLE XXI 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU THINK MOST TEACHERS 
IN YOUR SCHOOL HAVE THE NECESSARY SKILLS TO DEVISE 
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS TO RESPOND 

TO INDIVIDUAL LEARNER PROBLEMS?" 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 42 66.6* 16 59.3 13 48.1* 71 60.7* 

No 21 33.3 10 37.0 11 40.7 42 35.9 

No Response 0 0.0 1 3.7 3 11.1 4 3.4 

*significant 
difference 

A majority of the respondents, 61.5 per cent, reported 

that teachers were capable of developing responsive curri-

cula and programs. The results indicated that 35.9 per cent 

did not feel that teachers had the necessary skills. 

A statistically significant difference in responses 

appeared between elementary teachers and high school 

teachers on this item. A significantly higher percentage of 
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elementary teachers (66.6 per cent) than high school 

teachers (48.1 per cent) reported that the district's 

teachers had the necessary skills. 

Teachers were asked to indicate what would be necessary 

to provide teachers with the skills to develop responsive 

educational programs and curricula. These responses are 

presented in Table XXII. 

TABLE XXII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IF TEACHERS DO NOT HAVE THE SKILLS 

TO DEVELOP RESPONSIVE CURRICULUM AND PROGRAMS, WHAT WILL IT TAKE 

TO GIVE TEACHERS THESE SKILLS?" 

1 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

1 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Inservice 13 61.9 5 50.0 5 45.5 23 54.8 

Better 
university 
teacher 
preparation 

programs 11 52.4 4 40.0 8 72.8 23 54.8 

Improved 
teacher 
evaluation 4 19.0 4 40.0 5 45.5 13 30.9 

Instructional 
leadership by 
principal 5 23.8 2 20.0 2 18.2 9 21.4 

Other 6 28.6 2 20.0 0 0.0 8 19.0 

Masters degree 
required in 
specialty 1 4.8 0 0.0 2 18.2 3 7.1 
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This question, which was asked only of those who had 

responded negatively to the previous question (Table XXI), 

produced two main responses. Over fifty per cent (54.8) of 

the respondents felt that the necessary skills would be 

acquired through inservice activities and improved univer-

sity preparation. An improved teacher evaluation system 

would also improve skills, according to 30.9 per cent of the 

participants. Only 21.4 per cent felt that such skills 

could be provided through improved instructional leadership 

by the principals. Only 7.1 per cent indicated that a 

masters degree would be beneficial in the acquisition of 

these skills. 

Teachers reported that principals were not an important 

resource for teaching teachers how to design responsive 

programs. According to many teachers, sources outside of 

the school such as inservice and the universities are better 

resources. 

Factors affecting teachers' motivation to be responsive 

to students' needs were explored in the survey by means of 

the question: "What would motivate you as a teacher to be 

more responsive in meeting individual student needs?" These 

factors are described in Table XXIII. 

Teachers reported that smaller class size was the most 

important factor in motivating teachers to be more respon-

sive to student needs. "More time to teach" was selected as 

an important factor by 61.5 per cent. These were the only 
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TABLE XXIII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT WOULD MOTIVATE YOU 

AS A TEACHER TO BE MORE RESPONSIVE IN MEETING 

INDIVIDUAL STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Smaller 
class size 54 85.8 23 85.2 25 92.5 102 87.2 

More time 

to teach 39 61.9 14 51.9 19 70.4 72 61.5 

Increased 

salaries 31 49.2 13 48.1 12 44.4 56 47.9 

Improved 

inservice 29 46.0 13 48.1 12 44.4 54 46.2 

Improved 
instructional 
leadership by 
principal 16 25.3 4 14.8 8 29.6 28 23.9 

Autonomy in 
course/program 
development 16 25.3 3 11.1 4 14.8 23 19.7 

Greater 
parent 
participation 8 12.7 3 11.1 11 40.7* 22 18.8 

Participation 

in hiring 

teachers 4 6.3 2 7.4 3 11.1 9 7.7 

Other 7 11.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 6.0 

difference 
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responses reported by a majority of the teachers. Less than 

half of the respondents (47.9 per cent) reported that higher 

salaries would have a motivating effect. Improved inservice 

was also deemed important by 46.2 per cent. Improved 

instructional leadership by the principal was not seen as a 

major factor in teacher motivation to improve their respon-

siveness. Less than one-fourth of the teachers felt that 

this could be a factor. 

Teachers saw the remainder of the items as even less 

likely to affect motivation: autonomy in course/program 

development (19.7 per cent), greater parent participation 

(1R.8 per cent), and participation in the hiring of other 

teachers (7.7 per cent). 

One statistically significant difference of responses 

occurred. High school teachers felt that parent 

participation in the schools was a significantly more impor-

tant factor to them than to the other two groups. Parent 

participation, traditionally less in the high schools, ap-

peared to be desired by the teachers in these schools. 

Over ninety per cent (91.5) of the teachers reported 

that they should have the freedom to initiate courses or 

programs to respond to student needs. These responses are 

reported in Table XXIV. 

It can be seen in Table XXIV that teachers from all 

three levels shared this view. No significant difference of 
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TABLE XXIV 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "SHOULD YOU HAVE 
THE FREEDOM TO INITIATE COURSES/PROGRAMS 

RESPONSIVE TO STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 58 92.1 24 88.8 24 88.8 106 91.5 

No 3 4.8 2 7.4 2 7.4 7 6.0 

No Response 2 3.2 1 3.7 1 3.7 4 3.4 

responses was noted. Teachers were then asked if they 

presently had such freedom. 

TABLE XXV 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "ARE YOU FREE TO INITIATE 
COURSES/PROGRAMS WHICH ARE RESPONSIVE 

TO SPECIFIC STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 42 66.6 18 66.6 15 55.5 75 64.1 

No 21 33.3 8 29.6 11 40.7 40 34.2 

No Response 0 0.0 1 3.7 1 3.7 2 1.7 

The findings pointed out that while 91.5 per cent of 

the respondents felt that they should have instructional 

autonomy, only 64.1 per cent believed that they actually had 
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this freedom. It was also noted in this item that teachers 

from all levels responded similarly; no statistically signi-

ficant difference in responses was found. 

These two questions (Tables XXIV and XXV) pointed out 

that teachers desired more autonomy in decisions related 

directly to the instruction they provided. 

The amount of freedom that teachers actually had was 

explored by the question presented in Table XXVI: "How much 

freedom do you have as a teacher to initiate courses/pro-

grams which are responsive to specific student needs?" 

TABLE. XXVI 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HOW MUCH FREEDOM DO YOU HAVE 
AS A TEACHER TO INITIATE COURSES/PROGRAMS 

WHICH ARE RESPONSIVE TO SPECIFIC 
STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Some freedom 27 42.9 11 40.7 13 48.1 51 43.6 

Much freedom 20 31.7 6 22.2 4 14.8 31 26.5 

Little freedom 11 17.5 5 18.5 4 14.8 20 17.1 

No freedom 5 7.9 3 11.1 5 18.5 13 11.1 

No response 0 0.0 2 7.4 1 3.7 3 2.6 

Over one-fourth of the respondents (26.5 per cent) 

reported "much freedom." Many teachers, 43.6 per cent, 

indicated "some freedom." Nearly 30 per cent of the 
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teachers believe they have little or no freedom to initiate 

courses or programs. 

Considering the "much freedom" response to indicate 

autonomy in instructional decisions related to the teachers' 

classrooms, it was evident that most teachers in this dis-

trict did not have this freedom. Barriers to such autonomy 

were present in 73.5 per cent of the cases reporting less 

than "much freedom." The specific nature of the barriers is 

considered later in Tables XXXII through XXXV. 

The question presented in Table XXVII, "Should you have 

the freedom to select courses/programs from a district 

approved list?", explored the teachers' freedom to select, 

rather than initiate, responsive courses or programs. 

TABLE XXVII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "SHOULD YOU HAVE THE FREEDOM 
TO SELECT COURSES/PROGRAMS FROM A 

DISTRICT APPROVED LIST?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 53 84.1 20 74.1 21 77.7 94 80.3 

No 4 6.3 1 3.7 4 14.8 9 7.7 

No Response 6 9.5 6 22.2 2 7.4 14 11.9 
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Most teachers (80.3 per cent) responded that they 

should have this freedom. However, when asked if they had 

such freedom, a contrast appeared (Table XXVIII). 

TABLE XXVIII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "ARE YOU FREE TO SELECT 

COURSES/PROGRAMS FROM A DISTRICT APPROVED LIST?" 

Responses 
Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 35 55.5 10 37.0 10 37.0 56 47.9 

No 26 41.3 11 40.7 14 51.9 51 43.6 

No Response 2 3.2 5 18.5 3 11.1 10 8.5 

Only 47.9 per cent indicated that they could select 

courses or programs to respond to their students' needs. 

These findings are comparable to those found in Table XXIV 

and Table XXV. Teachers felt that they should have the 

discretion to initiate or select courses and programs they 

felt were best suited to meet the needs of their students, 

but this freedom did not exist in the district under study. 

Teachers suggested many benefits to be derived if they 

had instructional autonomy (Table XXIX). 

A majority of teachers identified five benefits which 

would be the results of instructional freedom. These 

included increased student interest in school (82 per cent), 

more responsive instruction (76.1 per cent), increased 
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TABLE XXIX 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS 

AND/OR DISADVANTAGES OF THE SCHOOLS' PERSONNEL 

HAVING THE FREEDOM TO INITIATE.OR SELECT 

PROGRAMS/COURSES?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Increased 
student 

interest 50 79.4 22 81.5 24 88.8 96 82.1 

More responsive 
instruction 48 76.2 21 77.7 20 74.1 89 76.1 

Increased 
achievement 51 74.1 20 74.1 17 62.9 88 75.2 

Improved 
self-concept 45 71.4 14 51.9 13 48.1 72 61.5 

Improved 
faculty 
morale 36 57.1 16 59.3 18 66.6 70 59.8 

Decreased 
drop-out rate 21 33.3 6 22.2 8 29.6 35 29.9 

Lack of 
coordination of 
instructional 
program 16 25.3 5 18.5 7 25.9 28 23.9 

Decreased 
faculty morale 3 4.8 1 3.7 2 7.4 6 5.1 

Other 2 31.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.7 

None 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 

student achievement (75.2 per cent), improved student self-

concept (61.5 per cent), and improved faculty morale (59.8 
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per cent). A decreased drop-out rate was suggested by only 

29.9 per cent of the teachers. 

A small percentage of teachers, 23.9 per cent, indi-

cated that one disadvantage would result: the instructional 

program would suffer from a lack of coordination. An even 

smaller percentage, 5.1, reported that decreased faculty 

morale would be a disadvantage of instructional autonomy. 

Teachers reported many benefits to such freedom. Most 

of the responses pointed out benefits to the students and 

one indicated value for the faculty. The survey partici-

pants viewed such freedom as having definite effects on 

student achievement, interest, self concept, and also 

improving the responsiveness of instruction. With improved 

faculty morale, as predicted by the respondents, the 

instructional environment would provide motivation for the 

teachers as well as the students. 

The next question (Table XXX) asked about help provided 

to the teachers in the individualization of instruction. 

Inservice programs were identified as being made avail-

able by 44.4 per cent of the teachers. Help from other 

teachers was the second most often reported type of 

assistance. Specialists and program directors ranked third 

with 38.5 per cent of the teachers reporting such help. The 

principal was the fourth most frequently reported source of 

help with only 17.1 per cent indicating the receipt of this 
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TABLE XXX 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT SPECIFIC HELP 

HAVE YOU RECEIVED THIS YEAR TO INDIVIDUALIZE 

YOUR INSTRUCTION?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Inservice 

programs 27 42.9 15 55.5 10 37.0 52 44.4 

Other teachers' 

help 30 47.6 6 22.2 9 33.3 45 38.5 

Help from 
specialist or 
program director 24 38.1 11 40.7 7 25.9 42 35.8 

Help from 
principals or 
vice principals 14 22.2 3 11.1 3 11.1 20 17.1 

Parents' help 11 17.5 3 11.1 2 7.4 16 13.7 

University 

course(s) 8 12.7 4 14.8 3 11.1 15 12.8 

Other 4 6.3 4 14.8 1 3.7 9 7.7 

form of assistance from their principals. Almost as many, 

13.7 per cent, received this type of help from parents. 

University courses were a source of help to 12.8 per cent of 

the teachers, but there was no indication of how many 

teachers in the sample sought this kind of help. 

Teachers most often received assistance in the form of 

professional inservice, from their colleagues, and from 

specialists. Principals appeared to be of relatively little 

help and do not appear to be, as a group, instructional 
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leaders. It cannot be determined through the present study 

if help from principals was requested, offered, or mandated. 

The question dealt with in Table XXX sought to deter-

mine sources of help, while the question of what sources (of 

help) were "most helpful" is considered in the responses 

shown in Table XXXI. 

TABLE XXXI 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHO PROVED 
MOST HELPFUL IN THE INDIVIDUALIZATION 

OF YOUR INSTRUCTION?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

N % N % N % N % 

Other 
teacher(s) 21 33.3 9 33.3 9 33.3 39 33.3 

Specialist/ 
program director 15 23.8 3 11.1 5 18.5 23 19.7 

Inservice 
presentor 9 14.3 8 29.6 4 14.8 21 17.9 

Principal/ 

vice principal 11 17.5 3 11.1 2 7.4 16 13.7 

Parent(s) 6 9.5 2 7.4 1 3.7 9 7.7 

No one tried 

to help me 2 3.2* 1 3.7* 6 22.2* 0 7.7* 

No one proved 
helpful 2 3.2 1 3.7 4 14.8 7 6.0 

Professor 4 6.3 2 7.4 1 3.7 7 6.0 

Other 4 6.3 0 0.0 1 3.7 5 4.3 

*significant 
difference 
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The most helpful source of aid in the improvement of 

instruction proved to be other teachers. This was reported 

by 33.3 per cent of the teachers. Over nineteen per cent 

valued the assistance of specialists. Inservice consultants 

were helpful to 17.9 per cent of the respondents. The 

principal or vice principal proved to be the fourth most 

helpful source. The remaining sources were reported as 

follows: parent (7.7 per cent), no help provided (7.7 per 

cent), no one proved helpful (6 per cent), professor (6 per 

cent), and other sources (4.3 per cent). 

Teachers who received help in individualizing their 

instruction relied more heavily on their colleagues than any 

other source of assistance, including the principal and 

resource specialists. Inservice was the most often received 

source of assistance (Table XXX), but it was not perceived 

as being as important as help received from sources within 

the school or district such as teachers and specialists. 

Inservice was not as effective in providing the teachers 

with the skills needed to make instruction more responsive 

as were peers and specialists. These findings indicated 

that the focus and effectiveness of inservice activities 

should be carefully studied by the district. 

One response item of this question resulted in a sta-

tistical difference. High school teachers significantly 

more often reported that "no one tried to help me" indivi-

dualize instruction. This indicates that perhaps the 
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supervision of high school teachers is not as vigorous as 

that of other teachers. Regardless, these teachers reported 

not receiving as much assistance as did elementary and 

middle school teachers. 

Teachers reported few actual hindrances in the imple-

mentation of their ideas on instruction. Their responses 

appear in Table XXXII. 

TABLE XXXII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HAVE YOU BEEN PREVENTED 
FROM IMPLEMENTING YOUR IDEAS ON INSTRUCTION 

THIS SCHOOL YEAR?" 

Responses 
Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 11 17.5 3 11.1 3 11.1 17 14.5 

No 52 82.5 22 81.5 21 77.7 95 81.2 

No Response 0 0.0 2 7.4 3 11.1 5 4.3 

Most teachers, 81.2 per cent, felt they were not hin-

dered, and only 14.5 per cent noted that they had been 

hindered during the school year in which this study was 

made. Teachers perceived a lack of barriers to personal 

instructional initiative present in their schools. Such 

responses can point out several possibilities. Supervision 

may be such that teachers are mostly left to use their 

professional discretion in the classrooms. This is not 
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borne out, however, in previous survey questions (Tables 

XXV, XXVI, and XXVIII), where teachers reported a lack of 

instructional autonomy. Another possibility is that there 

is little supervision, or it may point out the apparent 

strengths of the teachers themselves. Teachers may also see 

the supervision that is provided as constructive and helpful 

to the improvement of their performance. 

Teachers did, however, identify several factors which 

proved to be hindrances. These factors are reported in 

Table XXXIII. 

Over three-fourths of the teachers reported that class 

load or size was the greatest hindrance to their responsive-

ness. Time proved to be another hindrance mentioned by 57.3 

per cent. The lack of texts and materials was reported by 

27.6 per cent to be a barrier. Over twenty per cent (22.2) 

reported that the "lack of reward for exerting the effort" 

was a barrier. Less than one-fourth of the teachers who 

responded, 20.5 per cent, perceived the district's curricu-

lum to be a hindrance. Other sources identified were the 

principal (6 per cent), lack of skills (6 per cent), pro-

gram/area director (5.1 per cent), and miscellaneous answers 

(5.1 per cent). 

Two often-heard complaints of teachers, large classes 

and lack of time, were echoed by the participants as 

hindrances they have encountered. These were the only two 

responses reported by a majority of the subjects. 
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TABLE XXXIII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING 

HINDER YOU FROM INDIVIDUALIZING 

YOUR INSTRUCTION?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Class load/ 

size 44 69.8 20 74.1 24 88.8 88 75.2 

Time 35 55.5 13 48.1 19 70.4 67 57.3 

Lack of 
materials 21 33.3 5 18.5 6 22.2 32 27.6 

Lack of reward 

for effort 8 12.7* 9 33.3* 9 33.3* 26 22.2* 

Curriculum 18 28.5* 4 14.8* 2 7.4* 24 20.5* 

Principal 2 3.2 1 3.7 4 14.8 7 6.0 

Lack of skills 4 6.3 1 3.7 2 7.4 7 6.0 

Program/area 

director 3 4.8 2 7.4 1 3.7 6 5.1 

Other 3 4.8 
1 

3.7 
2 

7.4 6 5.1 

*significant 
difference 

Statistically significant differences of responses 

occurred on two parts of this question. Secondary teachers 

reported the lack of reward as being a more significant 

hindrance than did elementary and middle school teachers. 

The prescribed curriculum was reported to be a signifi-

cantly greater impediment to elementary teachers than to 

secondary teachers. This may imply closer supervision of 
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elementary teachers than their secondary counterparts. This 

school system did have a more extensive monitoring process 

in the elementary schools, particularly in the areas of 

mathematics and reading. In addition, most elementary 

schools in this district had instructional specialists 

assigned to the schools on at least a half-time basis. One 

of the specialists' major responsibilities was the monitor-

ing of the implementation of the district's curriculum. 

Of the 20 per cent of the teachers who reported hin-

drances, the specific nature of the barriers is considered 

in the next question. Their responses are recorded in Table 

XXXIV. 

Most teachers (9.4 per cent) reported that the needed 

physical space or classroom was unavailable. The unavail-

ability of materials and/or equipment was a barrier to six 

per cent. Innovations of 3.4 per cent of the teachers were 

disapproved at the local building level. Four types of 

hindrances were reported by 2.6 per cent of the respondents: 

lack of funds, disapproval by central office, selection of 

others' ideas, and miscellaneous hindrances. 

The lack of space and materials was reported as the way 

teachers were most often prevented from implementing their 

ideas. However, the small number of responses makes drawing 

conclusions difficult. 



143 

TABLE XXXIV 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HOW WERE 
YOU HINDERED FROM IMPLEMENTING 

YOUR IDEAS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High ' Total Teachers 

Responses 

N % N % N % N % 

Space not 

available 5 7.9 2 7.4 4 14.8 11 9.4 

Materials/ 

equipment 

not available 6 9.5 0 0.0 1 3.7 7 6.0 

Disapproved at 

building level 1 1.6 1 3.7 2 7.4 4 3.4 

Lack of funds 3 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 2.6 

Disapproved by 

central office 2 3.2 1 3.7 0 0.0 3 2.6 

Other ideas 

selected 2 3.2 1 3.7 0 0.0 3 2.6 

Other 1 1.6 1 3.7 1 3.7 3 2.6 

Community 

pressure 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 , ° 0.0 

A question was asked in order to identify specific 

individuals who hindered teachers from implementing their 

ideas. The responses to this question are presented in 

Table XXXV. 

Only those who indicated that they had been hindered 

responded to this item. These teachers identified program 

and area directors as the greatest source of hindrance (5.1 

per cent). The building principal was the second most 
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TABLE XXXV 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHO HINDERED 

YOU FROM IMPLEMENTING YOUR IDEAS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N X N % N % N % 

Program/area 

director 3 4.8 2 7.4 1 3.7 6 5.1 

Other 5 7.9 1 3.7 0 0.0 6 5.1 

Principal 2 3.2 1 3.7 2 7.4 5 4.3 

Vice principal 0 0.0 1 3.7 0 0.0 1 0.9 

Counselor or 

other teacher 0 0.0 1 3.7 0 0.0 1 0.9 

Instructional 

specialist 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 

Parent and/or 

community 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 

mentioned hindrance by 4.3 per cent of the respondents. The 

remainder of barriers was selected by .9 per cent. 

The teachers who answered this question represent only 

14.5 per cent of the total sample. The size of this group 

restricts the use and significance of the results. There 

was a trend that indicates that the source of hindrances, 

however few that may exist, were the program and area direc-

tors. These individuals had responsibilities for the eval-

uation of non-tenured teachers. This may have influenced 

the respondents, but this cannot be concluded with the 
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available data. It is important to note that program/area 

directors are the presumed sources of help (Table XXXI)f but 

their help might be viewed as hampering the teachers more 

than actually helping them. 

Administrative directives or mandates may be perceived 

by teachers as hindrances in some cases. Teachers identi-

fied specific instructional directives they had received and 

these are reported in Table XXXVI. 

TABLE XXXVI 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT DIRECTIVE(S) 

HAVE YOU RECEIVED THIS YEAR REGARDING 
CURRICULUM AM) INSTRUCTION?" 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Use new/ 
different text 37 58.7 9 33.3 0 0.0 46 39.3* 

Implement new 
curriculum 21 33.3 5 18.5 0 0.0 26 22.2* 

Change teaching 

techniques 8 12.7 6 22.2 3 11.1 17 14.5 

Individualize 
instruction 9 14.3 4 14.3 4 14.3 17 14.5 

Other 7 11.1 3 11.1 5 18.5 15 12.8 

Teach different 
course/class 3 4.8 3 11.1 7 25.9 13 11.1* 

Develop course/ 
program 4 6.3 3 11.1 1 3.7 8 6.8 

difference 
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The most frequently received mandate was to use dif-

ferent or new texts. Almost forty per cent of the teachers 

received this directive. The implementation of a new 

curriculum was a directive given to 22.2 per cent of the 

respondents. To change methodologies and to individualize 

teaching were instructions received by 14.5 per cent of the 

participants. Miscellaneous orders were given to 12.8 per 

cent, and 11.1 per cent were directed to teach different 

courses or classes. Finally, 6.8 per cent of the teachers 

were told to develop courses and/or programs. 

This question resulted in three items with statisti-

cally significant different responses. Elementary and 

middle school teachers more often were mandated to implement 

a new curriculum. No high school survey participants indi-

cated receiving such a directive. More elementary teachers 

than middle school teachers received this mandate. None of 

the high school teacher participants was directed to use new 

or different texts during the year of the study, while a 

majority of elementary teachers, 58.7 per cent, were 

directed to use new texts. Also 33.3 per cent of the middle 

school group received such instructions. During the year of 

the study, a new elementary and middle school basal reading 

series was implemented. In addition, several new books were 

adopted at the middle school level. High school teachers 

were, however, more often asked to teach a different course 
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or class. The findings suggest that the leadership in the 

high schools is more concerned with administrative or orga-

nizational matters than with curricular or instructional 

concerns. 

Teachers identified several sources of information with 

respect to district-wide changes. These sources appear in 

Table XXXVII. 

TABLE XXXVII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HOW ARE YOU 

INFORMED OF DISTRICT-WIDE CHANGES?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Teachers 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Faculty 
meetings by 
principal 51 80.9* 18 66.6 13 48.1* 82 70.1* 

District 
employee 
publications 35 55.5 16 59.3 9 33.3 60 51.3 

Media 29 46.0 14 51.9 10 37.0 53 45.3 

Other teachers 20 31.7 8 26.9 9 33.3 38 32.5 

"Grapevine" 19 30.2 7 25.9 8 29.6 34 29.1 

Other 6 9.5 1 3.7 1 3.7 8 6.8 

difference 

The principal was the most powerful information source 

reported. Most teachers, 70.1 per cent, perceived that the 
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principal-led faculty meeting was the most important 

frequently used means of communication. A majority of 

respondents, 51.3 per cent, indicated that district employee 

publications also provided much information. The media was 

another important communications source, according to 45.3 

per cent. Less often selected responses were: other 

teachers (32.5 per cent), the "grapevine" (29.1 per cent), 

and miscellaneous responses (6.8 per cent). 

High school teachers' responses were significantly 

different from those of elementary teachers on one item. 

The principal, as a source of information, was significantly 

more important to elementary teachers than to high school 

teachers. Four-fifths of the elementary teachers reported 

this influence, but less than one-half of the high school 

teachers reported this to be true. 

The principal appeared to be the major source of dis-

semination of information to teachers in this school system. 

Print and other forms of media were also powerful sources, 

according to a majority of responses. As the possessor and 

disseminator of information, the principal was indeed in a 

critical position in relaying district-wide directives. 

Teachers were asked to rank six possible influences on 

the goals of the curriculum. They ranked them from one to 

six, with one being the most important. These ratings as 

well as their mean values or weighted averages are presented 

in Table XXXVIII. 
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TABLE XXXVIII 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHICH DO YOU CONSIDER 

THE MAJOR INFLUENCES ON THE DISTRICT'S 

CURRICULUM GOALS?" 

Rankines 

1 2 3 4 5 6 Mean 

/alues 

Influences N % N Z N Z N X N % N % 

Needs of 

students 50 42.7 3 2.6 7 6.0 17 14.5 26 22.2 7 6 .9 3.9 

The passing 

of tests 13 11.1 29 24.8 17 14.5 30 25.6 6 5.1 10 8 .5 3.4 

The needs 

of society 8 6.8 17 14.5 41 35.0 19 16.2 19 16.2 3 2 .6 3.3 

The demands 

of the 
disciplines 6 5.1 25 21.4 22 18.8 24 20.5 20 17.1 8 6 .8 3.1 

Governmental 

pressures 13 11.1 18 15.4 16 13.7 14 12.0 34 29.1 7 6.0 2.9 

Common 
demonimator 
("we've 

always done 

it this way") 17 14.5 11 9.4 3 2.6 3 2.6 1 .9 66 56 • 2.1 

Mean Values 

Needs of 

Students 

Passing 

of Tests 

Needs of 

Society 

Demands of 

Disciplines 

Governmental 

pressures 

Common 

Denomi-

nator 

Elementary 4.1 3 .7 3 .1 3.8 3.0 1.4 

Middle 3.2 3 .5 2 .4 3.2 3.2 1.4 

High 3.3 2 .9 2 .5 3.5 3.3 2.6 

Total 3.9 3 .4 3 .3 3.1 2.9 2.1 
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The needs of students were found to be the most impor-

tant influence. "To promote the passing of tests" ranked 

second in importance. Teachers reported that "to meet the 

needs of society" was the third most important source of 

impact of the curriculum. The "demands of the academic 

disciplines" was ranked fourth and "governmental pressures" 

was next. The least influential source was tradition or 

"we've always done it this way." 

Teachers were asked to rank six possible determiners of 

the needs of the district's students. These rankings appear 

in Table XXXIX. 

Teachers perceived that the state education agency was 

the most important entity in the determination of student 

needs. Teachers ranked themselves and administrators as the 

second source. They felt that curriculum experts and uni-

versity professors had much influence. Society and/or the 

local community was ranked as the fourth important source. 

The courts and finally students were the least important 

sources in determining needs. 

Presentation and Analysis of Principal 
Interview Responses 

The following tables present the responses secured 

during the interviews of principals. The sample included 

principals of elementary, middle, and high schools. The 

findings appear separately for each level, and the total 

findings for the entire sample are also presented. 
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TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHO DECIDES 

WHAT THE NEEDS OF THE DISTRICT'S 

STUDENTS ARE?" 
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Ranking8 

1 2 3 4 5 6 Mean 
Values 

Influences N Z N Z N Z N Z N Z N Z 

Texas 
Education 

Agency 30 27.3 24 21.8 14 12.7 21 19.1 14 12.7 7 6.4 3.9 

Teachers/ 

adminis-

trators 18 15.8 25 21.9 22 19.3 19 16.7 27 23.7 3 2.6 3.7 

Curriculum 

experts/ 

professors 9 8.2 24 21.8 27 24.5 19 17.3 18 16.4 13 11.8 3.3 

Broader 

society/ 

local 

community 6 5.5 15 13.6 32 29.1 32 29.1 23 20.9 2 1.8 3.2 

Federal/ 

state courts 20 19.0 15 14.3 12 11.4 11 10.5 16 15.2 30 28.6 2.9 

Students 29 26.1 10 9.0 3 2.7 8 7.2 12 10.8 49 44.1 2.8 

Mean Values 

Texas 

Education 

Agency 

Teachers/ 

Adminis-

trators 

Experts/ 

Professors 

Society/ 
Community 

Courts Students 

Elementary 3.7 3.9 3.5 3.4 2.9 3.0 

Middle 4.3 3.4 3.1 3.0 3.3 2.6 

High 4.0 3.5 3.1 3.3 2.7 2.7 

Total 3.9 3.7 3.3 3.2 2.9 2.8 
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Principals were asked if it was feasible for the 

schools to meet the needs of all students. Their responses 

appear in Table XL. 

TABLE XL 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IS IT REALISTICALLY POSSIBLE 

FOR THE DISTRICT'S SCHOOLS TO BE RESPONSIVE 

TO INDIVIDUAL STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 5 83.3 5 83.3 4 100.0 14 87.5 

No 1 16.7 1 16.7 0 0.0 2 12.5 

No Response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

A majority, 87.5 per cent, perceived that it was real-

istically possible for the schools to be responsive to the 

needs of all students. 

These principals indicated that there were three rea-

sons why the schools could not respond to the needs of all 

students (Table LXI). Two of the responses can be linked to 

funding: "lack of teachers" and "too expensive." The third 

response indicated the enormity of the problems as perceived 

by some principals. 

Even though most principals believe that the schools 

can meet the needs of all students, they were able to 
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TABLE XLI 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHY DO YOU NOT THINK 
IT IS POSSIBLE TO MEET THE NEEDS 

OF ALL STUDENTS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 
Responding Responses 

N % N % N % N % 

Not enough 
teachers 1 100.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 

Students' needs 

too varied 1 100.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 

Too expensive 1 100.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 

Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

describe ways in which the schools were failing to meet the 

needs of students at the present time (Table XLII). 

Irrelevant curriculum, reported by fifty per cent of 

the principals, was one of the two most often given 

responses. An insufficient emphasis on the basics, defined 

as the "3 R's," was also reported by half of the 

participants. Over forty per cent of the principals 

indicated that there was a lack of individualization in the 

schools. According to 37.5 per cent of the principals, the 

lack of effective organization by their colleagues was also 

a failure. The same percentage gave miscellaneous 

responses. The remainder of the responses included lack of 

teacher concern (18.B per cent), college preparation 

emphasis (18.8 per cent), not enough emphasis on career 
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TABLE XLII 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IN WHAT WAYS, IF ANY. 
IS YOUR SCHOOL PRESENTLY FAILING TO MEET 

THE NEEDS OF STUDENTS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle 

N % N % 

High 

N % 

Total Principals 

Irrelevant 
curriculum 

Insufficient 
emphasis on 
the basics 
(3 R's) 

Not enough 

individuali-

zation 

Lack of 
effective 
organization 
by building 
administrators 

Other 

Lack of student 

input 

Lack of concerr 

by teachers 

Not enough 
emphasis on 
college 
preparation 

Not enough 
emphasis on 
career 
counseling 

Not enough 
emphasis on 
vocational 
training 

50.0 4 66.7 

16.7* 3 50.0 

83.3* 1 16.7* 

66.7 

33.3 

16.7 

2 133.3 

3 150.0 

33.3 0 0.0 

0.0 

33.3 0 0.0 

33.3 0 0.0 

16.7 0 0.0 

0 

1 

25.0 

100.0* 

25.0 

0.0 

25.0 

50.0 

50.0 

25.0 

0.0 

25.0 

50.0 

6 

6 

50.0* 

43.8* 

37.5 

37.5 

25.0 

18.8 

18.8 

12.5 

12.5 

*significant difference 
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counseling (12.5), and insufficient emphasis on vocational 

training (12.5 per cent). 

Principals generally agreed in their answers to this 

question, with the exception of two items where statisti-

cally significant differences occurred. All of the high 

school leaders reported that the schools were failing in 

teaching the basics. On the other hand, only 16.7 per cent 

of the elementary school principals saw this as a short-

coming. Although most middle school principals did not feel 

that the schools were failing to individualize instruction, 

this was not the feeling of elementary principals, who 

reported that this was indeed a district failure. 

The survey principals were queried on whether or not 

parental involvement in decision making regarding curriculum 

and instruction would have beneficial results (Table XLIII). 

TABLE XLIII 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU FEEL THAT PARENT 
PARTICIPATION IN THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS REGARDING 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION WOULD BE BENEFICIAL 
TO INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 5 83.3 6 100.0 3 75.0 14 87.5 

No 1 16.7 0 0.0 1 25.0 2 12.5 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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Most principals (87.5 per cent) viewed such parent 

participation as beneficial to instructional improvement. 

These principals were then asked to identify the ways 

parents should participate in the schools (Table XLIV)• 

TABLE XLIV 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IF YOU ANSWERED YES, 

IN WHAT WAYS DO YOU FEEL PARENTS 

SHOULD PARTICIPATE?" 

I 

ppenonses 

Slementary Middle High Total Principals 

Responding 

N % N % N % N % 

Help develop 

schools' goals 

and objectives 5 100.0 6 100.0 2 66.7 13 92.8 

PTA activities 4 80.0 6 100.0 3 100.0 13 92.8 

Help identify 

needs 3 60.0 6 100.0 3 100.0 12 85.7 

Assist select 

books 3 60.0 6 100.0 2 66.7 11 78.6 

Assist in 

classrooms 4 80.0 5 83.3 2 66.7 11 78.6 

Help determine 

discipline 

practices 2 40.0 4 66.7 2 66.7 ' 8 57.1 

Help determine 

grading 

practices 0 0.0* 4 66.7* 2 66.7* 6 42.9* 

Help place 
students in 
special programs i 0 0.0* 4 66.7* 2 66.7* 6 42.9* 

Other 0 0.0 1 16.7 1 33.3 

is a 4 e 

2 

mi f irflrit" 

14.3 

difference 
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More than half of the principals agreed on five ways in 

which parents should participate. The two most often men-

tioned activities were for parents to work in the PTA and to 

help develop goals and objectives for the school. Three-

fourths of the principals thought it was appropriate for 

parents to help identify needs. "Assist in the selection of 

books" and "assist in classrooms" each was selected by 68.8 

per cent of the respondents. Exactly one-half felt parents 

should help determine discipline practices. Only 37.5 per 

cent saw the parents in a role which would help determine 

grading practices or one which would aid in deciding which 

students should be placed in special programs. A small 

percentage saw parents participating in some way not listed 

among the responses on the survey. 

Statistically significant differences occurred on two 

responses. Elementary principals reported that parents 

should not participate in the determination of grading prac-

tices nor should they help place students in special 

programs. 

Since parents traditionally participate in parent-

teacher associations in the schools, it is not surprising 

that this response appeared in the top five. The other 

roles identified by principals are non-traditional 

functions. 

When principals were asked about the ability of their 

faculties to devise curriculum and instructional programs 
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that were responsive to individual learner problems, only a 

little over one-half felt their teachers possessed this 

skill. 

TABLE XLV 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU THINK MOST TEACHERS 

IN YOUR SCHOOL HAVE THE NECESSARY SKILLS TO DEVISE 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS TO RESPOND 

TO INDIVIDUAL LEARNER PROBLEMS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 1 16.7 6 100.0 2 50.0 9 56.3 

No 5 83.3* 0 0.0* 2 50.0* 7 43.8* 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

difference 

Although the majority of all principals (56.3 per cent) 

reported that teachers had these skills (Table XLV), there 

was a statistically significant difference noted. Secondary 

principals felt that teachers did possess the skills, but 

only 16.7 per cent of the elementary principals felt that 

their faculties did. 

These responses indicated that if teachers were asked 

to be involved in designing responsive programs, elementary 

principals doubted the teachers' ability to accomplish this 

task. If this perception is accurate, this would pose a 



15S 

serious hindrance to building-level development of curricu-

lum and programs designed to be responsive to local needs. 

Nine principals then specified the ways these skills 

could be developed. These appear in Table XLVI. 

TABLE XLVI 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IF TEACHERS DO NOT HAVE THE SKILLS 

TO DEVELOP RESPONSIVE CURRICULUM AND PROGRAMS, 

WHAT WILL IT TAKE TO GIVE TEACHERS 

THESE SKILLS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 
Responding 

N % N % N > % N % 

Inservice 3 60.0 1 16.7 2 100.0 6 85.7 

Better 
university 
teacher 
training 4 80.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 6 85.7 

Instructional 
leadership 
by principal 4 80.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 6 85.7 

Improved 

teacher 
evaluation 3 60.0 0 0.0 2 100.0 5 71.4 

Master degree 
required in 
specialty 0 0.0 1 16.7 1 50.0 2 28.6 

Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

The respondents most often reported three ways teachers 

could be given the skills needed. They reported that prin-

cipals could provide the skills and that inservice and 



160 

improved university preparation programs could meet the 

needs as well. Fewer principals reported that skills could 

be provided through an improved evaluation system (71.4 per 

cent) and only 28.6 per cent thought requiring a masters 

degree would be of benefit. 

Principals saw themselves as playing a critical role in 

the retraining of teachers. They reported their influence 

as important as inservice and college preparation. They 

also saw themselves as motivating forces for improving 

teacher responsiveness (Table XLVII). 

More than four-fifths (87.5 per cent) of the school 

executives felt that their instructional leadership would 

motivate teachers to be more responsive in their 

instruction. Seventy—five per cent responded that inservice 

was another motivational factor. Almost two-thirds (62.5 

per cent) reported that greater parent participation and 

having more time to teach would also encourage responsive 

instruction. Teacher involvement in the hiring of teachers 

and their freedom in the development of courses and programs 

were also viewed as important by 56.3 per cent. Half of the 

participants indicated that having better salaries and 

smaller classes would also spur teachers to be more effec-

tive in meeting needs. Miscellaneous responses were 

reported by 18.8 per cent. 

Smaller class size was perceived to be significantly 

more important in motivating teachers by secondary 
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TABLE XLVII 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT WOULD MOTIVATE TEACHERS 

TO BE MORE RESPONSIVE IN MEETING 

INDIVIDUAL STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Rpsnnnsps 

Elementary Middle High Total I 'rincipals 

i\U O M v U O C Q 

N 1 N % N % N % 

Improved 
instructional 
leadership by 
principal 6 100.0 4 66.7 4 100.0 14 87.5 

Improved 
inservice 4 66.7 5 83.3 3 75.0 12 75.0 

More time 
to teach 3 50.0 3 50.0 4 100.0 10 62.5 

Greater parent 
participation 3 50.0 4 66.7 3 75.0 10 62.5 

Participation 

in hiring 
of teachers 3 50.0 3 50.0 3 75.0 9 56.3 

Autonomy in 
course/program 
development 2 33.3 4 66.7 3 75.0 9 56.3 

Increased 

salaries 1 16.7 5 83.3 2 50.0 8 50.0 

Smaller 
class size 1 16.7* 4 66.7* 3 75.0* 8 50.0* 

Other 1 16.7 1 16.7 1 25.0 3 18.8 

difference 

principals than by their elementary peers. Since the spread 

of ability levels in a classroom becomes more pronounced as 

the students move into the upper grades, the total number of 
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students in a class may be more important to the motivation 

of high school teachers. In elementary schools, accurate 

ability grouping is perhaps more important to teachers' 

motivation than the number of students in the classroom. 

The responses to this question showed that the princi-

pals felt they were essential in the motivation of 

responsiveness to student needs in their schools. In this 

particular case, they felt they were more important than any 

other factor including inservice and teaching time. 

Most principals indicated their belief that the school-

level personnel should have instructional autonomy. They 

did not indicate, however, that they presently had such 

freedom. Their responses appear in Tables XLVIII and XLIX. 

TABLE XLVIII 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "SHOULD TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 
BE FREE TO INITIATE COURSES/PROGRAMS WHICH ARE RESPONSIVE 

TO STUDENTS NEEDS?" 

Responses 
Elementary Middle High Total Principals 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 5 83.3 6 100.0 4 100.0 15 93.8 

No 1 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.2 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

All but one principal (93.8 per cent) indicated that 

they and their staffs should have increased flexibility in 
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curricular and instructional matters that concern their 

students and schools. 

TABLE XLIX 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "ARE TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS FREE 
TO INITIATE COURSES/PROGRAMS WHICH ARE RESPONSIVE 

TO STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 2 33.3 6 100.0 2 50.0 10 62.5 

No 4 66.7* 0 0.0* 2 50.0 6 37.5* 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

difference 

However, over one-third (37.5 per cent) of the princi-

pals reported not having the instructional autonomy they 

desired. Significant differences were noted in the 

responses of elementary and middle school principals. Most 

elementary principals (66.7 per cent) responded that they 

did not have this freedom. On the other hand, all of their 

middle school colleagues perceived that they had such flexi-

bility. Only half of the high school principals felt they 

had this autonomy. 

The responses to two additional questions regarding the 

local schools' autonomy appear in Tables L and LI. 

Principals unanimously agreed that they and their 

teachers should have the freedom to select courses/programs 
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TABLE L 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "SHOULD TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 

BE FREE TO SELECT COURSES/PROGRAMS FROM A 

DISTRICT APPROVED LIST?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 6 100.0 6 100.0 4 100.0 16 100.0 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

that they deemed to be responsive to their particular stu-

dents' problems. 

When principals were again asked to assess whether such 

freedom existed, responses were the same as those to the 

question presented in Table XLIX. Principals wanted this 

sort of autonomy, but over one-third (37.5 per cent) felt 

that they did not have it. Again the elementary principals' 

responses were significantly different from those of their 

middle school peers. Most elementary principals, 66.7 per 

cent, felt that they and their teachers did not have this 

type of instructional autonomy. Conversely, 83.3 per cent 

of the middle school principals perceived that they and 

their staffs did have the freedom to select the courses or 

programs they felt were responsive to their students. 

These responses could indicate that the elementary 

division of this district is allowed less flexibility in 
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TABLE LI 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "ARE TEACHERS FREE TO SELECT 
COURSES/PROGRAMS FROM A DISTRICT APPROVED LIST?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 2 33.3* 5 83.3* 3 75.0 10 6.2 

No 4 66.7 1 16.7 1 25.0 6 37.5 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

o
 •
 

o
 

difference 

instructional matters than the secondary division. 

Responses could a l s o i n d i c a t e t h a t i nc reased f l e x i b i l i t y i s 

de s i r ed a t t he e lementary l e v e l and t h a t the pe r sonne l of 

the secondary schools pe r ce ive t h a t they have the needed 

f l e x i b i l i t y t o respond t o s t u d e n t needs . 

P r i n c i p a l s pe r ce ive numerous b e n e f i t s of having 

autonomy in l o c a l i n s t r u c t i o n a l m a t t e r s . These a re p r e -

sented in Table L I I . 

Over 90 per cent of the school executives believe that 

student achievement would increase and that the resultant 

instruction would be more responsive to actual needs if 

school personnel had freedom to initiate/select courses and 

programs. Over eighty per cent also believe that student 

self-concept and interest would increase, as would faculty 

morale. Fifty per cent reported that drop-outs would 
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TABLE LII 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS AND/OR 

DISADVANTAGES OF THE SCHOOLS' PERSONNEL HAVING THE FREEDOM 

TO INITIATE OR SELECT PROGRAMS/COURSES?" 

E 

P o c n n n t J A R 

lementary Middle High Total P rincipals 

I\c O v U l l O C D 

N % N % N % N % 

Increased 

student 

achievement 6 LOO.O 5 83.3 4 100.0 15 93.8 

More responsive 

instruction 6 100.0 6 100.0 3 75.0 15 93.8 

Improved 

self-concept 6 100.0 5 83.3 3 75.0 14 87.5 

Increased 

student interest 5 83.3 5 83.3 3 75.0 1 3 81.3 

Improved 

faculty morale 5 83.3 5 83.3 3 75.0 13 81.3 

Decreased 

drop-out rate 3 50.0 3 50.0 2 50.0 8 50.0 

Lack of • 

coordination of 

instructional 

program 1 16.7 3 50.0 2 50.0 6 37.5 

Other 0 0.0 2 33.3 0 0.0 2 12.5 

Decreased 

faculty morale 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.3 

None 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

decrease in number. A few principals saw disadvantages to 

instructional autonomy. Some reported that a lack of coor-

dination of the instructional program would result. One 

even thought it would result in decreased faculty morale. 
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As a whole, principals reported important benefits 

resulting from having more authority in deciding appropriate 

courses/programs for their students. The evidence clearly 

pointed out that principals wanted this flexibility and that 

they saw many student—related benefits as a result. 

While principals did not feel they had the degree of 

authority they wanted in instructional matters, very few 

actually reported being prevented from implementing their 

instructional ideas (Table LIII). 

TABLE LIII 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HAVE YOU BEEN PREVENTED 
FROM IMPLEMENTING YOUR IDEAS OR YOUR FACULTY'S IDEAS 

ON INSTRUCTION IN YOUR SCHOOL?" 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 0 0.0 1 16.7 2 50.0 3 18.8 

No 6 100.0 5 83.3 2 50.0 13 81.3 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Although few principals, only 18.8 per cent, said they 

had been hindered in the implementation of their ideas, all 

principals could identify organizational barriers which had 

the effect of hindering the implementation of their ideas 

(Table LIV). 

Principals reported that the major obstacle encountered 

in responding to student needs was the control of funds by 
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TABLE LIV 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IN WHAT WAYS ARE TEACHERS 
AND PRINCIPALS HINDERED IN RESPONDING TO STUDENT NEEDS 

BY THE PRESENT DISTRICT STRUCTURE REGARDING 
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION?" 

Elementary 

Responses 
N 

Middle High 

N 

Total Principals 

Funds 
controlled by 

central office 

which restricts 

their use 

Curriculum not 
flexible enough 
to meet variety 
of needs 

Have to accept 
programs 
regardless of 
local need 

Not free 
to fully 
individualize 
courses/programs 

Existing 
programs/courses 
do not meet needs 
in all schools 

Other 

66.7 

50.0 

50.0 

66.7 

66.7 

0.0 

3 

4 

66.7 

33.3 

66.7 

50.0 

50.0 

66.7 

50.0 

100.0 

50.0 

50.0 

25.0 

25.0 

10 62.5 

56.3 

56.3 

50.0 

50.0 

31.3 

the central office staff. Another hindrance was the 

restrictive curriculum of the district, h majority (56.3 

per cent) of respondents felt that they were forced to 

accept programs regardless of their local needs. Fifty per 
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cent also reported that they did not have the autonomy or 

authority to tailor their programs to their students nor did 

the existing programs meet all the needs of students. 

It is apparent that principals felt they were hampered 

in being responsive to their students by the organization 

itself. The structure of the district was an obvious 

barrier to the schools' responsiveness. 

The ten principals who felt they had been prevented 

from implementing their ideas on instruction identified the 

sources of hindrance. These are shown in Table LV. 

Respondents were usually able to identify who specifi-

cally had hindered implementation of ideas generated at 

building level. They included: directors (18.8 per cent), 

area/program directors (12.5 per cent), associate/assistant 

superintendents (12.5 per cent), superintendent (16.3 per 

cent), and the board of education (6.3 per cent). 

The responses in Table LVI indicate what principals 

considered the major influences on the district s curriculum 

goals. 

Principals ranked their responses in order of degree of 

influence. The weighted average or mean value computed 

indicates that respondents felt that the needs of the stu-

dents were the greatest influence. The needs of society 

were the second most important influence. Principals ranked 

pressures imposed by governmental entities as the third most 

important influence. 
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TABLE LV 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHO, IF ANYONE, HAS PREVENTED 

YOU FROM IMPLEMENTING YOUR IDEAS OR YOUR FACULTY'S IDEAS 

ON INSTRUCTION?" 

Elementary Middle High Total Principals 

RpQtioYises 
N % N % N % N % 

Other 2 33.3 3 50.0 0 0.0 5 31.3 

Director 0 0.0 1 16.7 2 50.0 3 18.8 

Area/program 

director 0 0.0 1 16.7 1 25.0 2 12.5 

Assistant 
superintendent 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 12.5 

Superintendent 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 1 6.3 

Board of 
education 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 1 6.3 

Teachers 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Community 
pressure 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

The effort to meet the needs of students was ranked as 

the most important influence on curricular goals. The 

question reported in Table LVII indicates principals' per-

ceptions about who determines what the needs of the 

district's students are. 

The major source that determined student needs was 

perceived to be the state education agency. Society and the 

local community ranked as the second most important source. 
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TABLE LVI 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHICH DO YOU CONSIDER 

THE MAJOR INFLUENCES ON THE DISTRICT'S 

CURRICULUM GOALS?" 

Rankings 

1 2 3 Mean 

Influences N % N % N % Values 

Needs of students 10 62.5 0 0.0 2 12.5 2.0 

Needs of society 0 0.0 9 56.3 1 6.3 1.1 

Governmental 

pressures 4 25.0 1 6.3 2 12.5 0.8 

Passing of tests 2 12.5 3 18.8 0 0.0 0.7 

Demands of the 

disciplines 0 0.0 1 6.3 6 37.5 0.5 

Common 

denominator 

("we've always 

done it this 

way") 0 0.0 1 6.3 2 12.5 0.2 

Mean Values 

Elementary Middle High Total Mean 

Values 

Needs of students 2.1 1.6 2.2 2.0 

Needs of society 1.3 1.0 1.2 1.1 

Governmental 

pressures 0.8 1.1 1.0 0.8 

Passing of tests 0.5 1.1 0.5 0.7 

Demands of the 

disciplines 0.3 0.3 1.0 0.5 

Common 

denominator 

("we've always 

done it this 

way") 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.2 



TABLE LVII 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHO DECIDES 

WHAT THE NEEDS OF THE DISTRICT'S 

STUDENTS ARE?" 

1 7 2 

Rankings 

1 2 3 Mean 

Sources N % N % N % Values 

Texas Education 

Agency LO 6 2 . 5 1 6 . 3 3 1 8 . 8 2 . 1 

Broader 

society/local 

community 3 1 8 . 8 4 2 5 . 0 3 1 8 . 8 1 . 3 

Teachers/ 

administrators 1 6 . 3 i S 3 7 . 5 2 1 2 . 5 1 . 1 

Curriculum 

experts/ 

professors 0 0 . 0 2 1 2 . 5 2 1 2 . 5 0 . 4 

Federal/state 

courts 0 0 . 0 1 6 . 3 0 0 . 0 0 . 1 

Students 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 

Elementary Middle High Total Mean 

Values 

Texas Education 

Agency 1 . 6 2 . 1 3 . 0 2 . 1 

Broader society/ 

local community 1 . 6 1 . 2 0 . 8 1 . 3 

Teachers/ 

administrators 0 . 8 1 . 2 1 . 3 1 . 1 

Curriculum 
experts/professors 0 . 3 0 . 3 0 . 5 0 . 4 

Federal/state 

courts 0 . 3 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 1 

Students 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 
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Teachers and the administrators themselves were the third 

most influential determiner of student needs. 

The most important source was seen to be an outside 

influence. Requirements set by the state education agency 

are more important determiners of local needs than are local 

sources. However, it can be seen that administrators per-

ceive that the community is an important source of 

information in the planning process as are teachers. 

Principals were asked if there would be advantages to 

their being able to select their own teachers. Their 

responses appear in Table LVXIX. 

TABLE LVIII 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WOULD IT BE ADVANTAGEOUS 

TO HAVE PRINCIPALS SELECT THEIR OWN TEACHERS?" 

Paer\r»ncp<l 

Elementary Middle High Total I 'rincipals 

tlcbpunoco 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 6 100.0 6 100.0 4 100.0 16 100.0 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

The findings showed that principals unanimously agreed 

that it would be advantageous to have the authority to hire 

teachers. Their responses as to why it would be beneficial 

appear in Table LIX. 
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TABLE LIX 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHY WOULD IT BE ADVANTAGEOUS 

OR DISADVANTAGEOUS TO HAVE PRINCIPALS 

SELECT THEIR OWN TEACHERS?" 

Elementary Middle High Total Pi rincipals 

JXebpUllOCD 
N % N % N % N % 

Principals best 

know type of 

teacher to 

meet local 

needs 5 8 3 . 3 6 1 0 0 . 0 4 2 5 . 0 1 5 9 3 . 8 

Loyalty to 
school is 
enhanced 3 5 0 . 0 4 6 6 . 7 4 1 0 0 . 0 1 1 6 8 . 8 

Principal's 
role is 
enhanced 4 6 6 . 7 2 3 3 . 3 3 7 5 . 0 9 5 6 . 3 

Principals 
want this 
authority 2 3 3 . 3 4 6 6 . 7 3 7 5 . 0 9 5 6 . 3 

Principals 
not properly 
trained 0 . 0 . 0 2 3 3 . 3 1 2 5 . 0 3 1 8 . 8 

Other 1 1 6 . 7 2 3 3 . 3 0 0 . 0 3 1 8 . 8 

Too time-

consuming 0 0 . 0 1 1 6 . 7 0 0 . 0 1 6 . 3 

Principals do 
not want this 
responsibility 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 

All but one principal (93.8 per cent) reported that 

teacher selection would be important because principals best 

know the type of teacher necessary to meet the needs of the 
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students at their individual schools. Somewhat fewer 

reported three other advantages to this increased authority 

for principals. These principals perceived that the 

teacher's loyalty to the school and the principal's role as 

well would be enhanced. In addition, 56.3 per cent reported 

that principals wanted this authority. 

Disadvantages to this authority were listed by less 

than twenty per cent of the respondents. Such respondents 

cited the lack of necessary training, the amount of time 

necessary, the reluctance of some principals to assume such 

responsibility, and other factors not listed on the survey. 

Another important function related to curricular 

responsiveness is the control of the local school's budget. 

Principals perceive positive benefits resulting from this 

kind of control. Their responses appear in Table L-X. 

At least 50 per cent of the principals reported five 

positive results of their having the authority to control 

their own schools' budgets. They most often reported that 

funds would be better utilized under their immediate con-

trol. Principals reported that they would be able to better 

determine the number of personnel needed. Another positive 

result, reported by 56.3 per cent, was the increase of 

fiscal accountability. According to fifty per cent of the 

participants, school-community relations would improve, 

there would result a better distribution of federal and 
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TABLE LX 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT WOULD BE THE RESULTS 
OF SCHOOLS, UNDER THE AUTHORITY OF THE PRINCIPALS, 

CONTROLLING THEIR OWN BUDGETS?" 

I 

Responses 

Elementary j Middle High Total Principals 

N % N % N % N % 

Better 

utilization 

of funds 4 66.7 4 66.7 3 75.0 11 68.8 

Local 

determination 

of personnel 

needed 4 66.7 3 50.0 3 75.0 10 62.5 

Increased fiscal 

accountability 4 66.7 3 50.0 2 50.0 9 56.3 

Improved school-

community 

relations 2 33.3 4 66.7 2 50.0 8 50.0 

Better 

distribution 

of federal/state 

funds to meet 

special needs 3 50.0 4 66.7 1 15.0 8 50.0 

Possibility of 

fraud and 

mishandling 

of funds 2 33.3 0 0.0 1 25.0 3 18.8 

Other 0 0.0 2 33.3 1 25.0 3 18.8 

state funds to meet special needs such as special educationt 

bilingual education, and other unique needs. Only 18.8 per 

cent reported that there would exist a possibility of the 

mishandling of local funds. 
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The responses indicate that principals not only favor 

controlling their school's budget but they also see numerous 

benefits, the inost important of which is that funds would be 

better spent and thus more effectively meet their students' 

needs. 

The remainder of the questions relate to site based 

management (SBM), a method of decentralization which incor-

porates faculty and community participation into planning 

for school improvement and also provides increased authority 

for the principal in many areas, such as the determination 

of needs, development of goals, design and implementation of 

appropriate delivery systems, selection of needed personnel, 

and authority to control the budget to achieve agreed-upon 

goals. 

Principals were asked how they felt about SBM. Their 

responses appear in Table LXI. Principals unanimously 

agreed that the district's principals favored increased 

authority to make decisions. Most respondents (87.5 per 

cent) reported that principals also wanted the autonomy to 

determine their own instructional programs. The same per-

centage indicated that faculty involvement in decision 

making at the local level would be welcomed. Three-quarters 

of the principals responded that principals favored 

increased parent participation as well. Negative results 

were reported by only 6.3 per cent of the principals. They 
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reported that principals did not want additional duties and 

saw SBM as a waste of time and funds. 

TABLE LXI 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT ARE THE GENERAL FEELINGS 
OF PRINCIPALS REGARDING SITE BASED MANAGEMENT?:" 

Responses 
Elementary 

N 

Middle High 

N 

Total Principals 

N 

Favor 
increased 
decision making 
authority for 
themselves 

Want to be able 
to determine 
their schools' 
programs/courses 

Welcome faculty 
involvement in 
instructional 
matters 

Favor increased 
parent 
participation 

Do not want 
additional duties 

See SBM as a 
waste of time, 
money and effort 

100.0 

83.3 

4 66.7 

83.3 

16.7 

0.0 

00.0 

83.3 

100.0 

66.7 

0.0 

1 16.7 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

75.0 

0.0 

0.0 

16 100.0 

14 

14 

12 

87.5 

87.5 

75.0 

6.3 

6.3 

The perceptions that the survey principals had of the 

attitudes of principals in general indicated a favorable 

feeling towards SBM. The support of this group of employees 
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is a critical factor in the successful implementation of 

SBM. The data suggested that this was not a hindrance at 

the time of the survey. 

Principals reported their degree of agreement or dis-

agreement to statements of different possible benefits and 

disadvantages of SBM. The findings appear on Table LXII. 

A high percentage of principals, 87.5 per cent, agreed 

to some degree that SBM would give parents a greater voice 

in the schools and that they would be more effective as 

school leaders. Principals felt that they and their col-

leagues were not prepared to implement SBM. Only one-fourth 

felt that the principals were ready to implement SBM suc-

cessfully. 

The specific areas where training was needed were cur-

riculum, instruction, and planning. Over 80 per cent of the 

respondents indicated that principals needed training in 

these three areas. Most of the principals, 87.6 per cent, 

felt that SBM was not forced upon the schools by the super-

intendent. All but one respondent, 93.8 per cent, indicated 

that principals favored the increased decision-making 

authority provided under SBM. 

Principals agreed (87.5 per cent) that the individual 

schools' personnel were the persons best qualified to deter-

mine local needs and that their personnel were also the ones 

best qualified to develop responsive courses/programs for 

their students (62.5 per cent). 
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PRINCIPALS' DEGREE OF AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT 

REGARDING SITE BASED MANAGEMENT 
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Strongly Agree 

Responses 

Elementary Middle High Total 

N % N % N % N % 

Parents will be 

given a greater 

voice 2 33.3 1 16.7 2 50.0 5 31.3 

SBM will allow 

me to be more 

effective 5 83.3 2 33.3 3 75.0 10 62.5 

Principals are 

prepared to 

implement SBM 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Principals need 

the following 

training: 

curriculum and 

instruction 3 50.0 3 50.0 2 50.0 8 50.0 

planning 4 66.7 2 33.3 3 75.0 9 56.3 

The superintendent 

has forced SBM 

on the schools 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Principals favor 

increased decision 

making authority 2 33.3 3 50.0 1 25.0 6 37.5 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to 

determine needs 2 33.3 2 33.3 2 50.0 6 37.5 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to develop 

responsive 

courses/programs 0 0.0 1 16.7 1 25.0 2 12.5 
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Responses 
Elem entary Middle High Total 

N % N % N % N % 

Parents will be 

given a greater 

voice 4 66.7 4 66.7 1 25.0 9 56.3 

SBM will allow 

me to be more 

effective 1 16.7 2 33.3 1 25.0 4 25.0 

Principals are 

prepared to 

implement SBM 0 0.0 2 33.3 2 50.0 4 25.0 

Principals need 

the following 

training: 

curriculum and 

instruction 3 50.0 2 33.3 1 25.0 6 37.5 

planning 2 33.3 3 50.0 1 25.0 6 37.5 

The superintendent 

has forced SBM 

on the schools 1 16.7 1 16.7 0 0.0 2 12.5 

Principals favor 

increased decision 

making authority 3 50.0 3 50.0 3 75.0 9 56.3 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to 

determine needs 3 50.0 3 50.0 2 50.0 8 50.0 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to develop 

responsive 

courses/programs 3 50.0 2 33.3 3 75.0 8 50.0 
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Elementary 

Responses 

Undecided 

Middle 

N N 

High Total 

N N 

Parents will be 

given a greater 

voice 

SBM will allow 

me to be more 

effective 

Principals are 

prepared to 

implement SBM 

Principals need 

the following 

training: 

curriculum and 

instruction 

planning 

The superintendent 

has forced SBM 

on the schools 

Principals favor 

increased decision 

making authority 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to 

determine needs 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to develop 

responsive 

courses/programs 

0 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

16.7 

16.7 

33.3 

0 

0 

16.7 

16.7 

16.7 1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

16.7 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

25.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

6.3 

6.3 

12.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

6.3 

12.5 

16.7 I 0 0.0 18.8 
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Responses 

Elementary 

Disagree 

Middle 

N 

High Total 

N N 

Parents will be 

given a greater 

voice 

SBM will allow 

me to be more 

effective 

Principals are 

prepared to 

implement SBM 

Principals need 

the following 

training: 

curriculum and 

instruction 

planning 

The superintendent 

has forced SBM 

on the schools 

Principals favor 

increased decision 

making authority 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to 

determine needs 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to develop 

responsive 

courses/programs 

0.0 

0.0 

66.7 

0.0 

0.0 

50.0 

0.0 

0.0 

16.7 

16.7 

50.0 

16.7 

16.7 

66.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

25.0 

25.0 

0.0 

50.0 

0.0 

0.0 

6.3 

6.3 

50.0 

12.5 

6.3 

56.3 

0.0 

0.0 

16.7 33.3 0.0 18.8 
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Elementary 

Responses 
N 

Strongly Disagree 

Middle High Total 

N N 

Parents will be 
given a greater 
voice 

SBM will allow 
me to be more 
effective 

Principals are 
prepared to 
implement SBM 

Principals need 
the following 
training: 

curriculum and 
instruction 

planning 

The superintendent 
has forced SBM 
on the schools 

Principals favor 
increased decision 
making authority 

Individual school 
personnel are best 
qualified to 
determine needs 

Individual school 
personnel are best 
qualified to develop 
responsive 
courses/programs 

0.0 

0.0 

33.3 

0.0 

0.0 

33.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

16.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

50.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

12.5 

0.0 

0.0 

31.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
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The evidence suggests several factors to be addressed 

in the implementation of SBM. Principals need training in 

curriculum, instruction, and planning. Although a majority 

of the principals agreed that their own personnel could 

develop responsive instructional systems, over one-third 

were not sure that local staffs should develop the 

curriculum. 

SBM will probably bring job role changes for numerous 

employees of the district. The anticipated nature of such 

changes was identified by principals and appears in Table 

LXIII. 

Principals reported that middle managers, specifically 

directors, and area/program directors would lose authority 

under SBM. They unanimously responded that principals would 

gain authority. Over eighty per cent (81.3) also reported 

that teachers would have increased authority. Most princi-

pals did not expect morale to be lower. However, most saw a 

reduction of morale of middle management personnel and the 

assistant superintendents. However, 37.5 per cent of 

respondents indicated that SBM would have no effects on the 

assistant superintendents, h smaller percentage (25 per 

cent) of principals was undetermined as to effect SBM would 

have on these employees. 

The findings clearly indicated that principals per-

ceived that SBM will have the most impact on themselves, 



1 3 6 

TABLE LXIII 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: ™ CHANGES 
DO YOU ENVISION FOR THE FOLLOWING EMPLOYEES 

UNDER SITE BASED MANAGEMENT? 

Principals 
Directors Area Assistant 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Directors 

Decreased authority 

Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total 

0.0 1 

Increased authority 
66,7 
83.3 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total 

100.0 .3 

Lack of morale 

Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total 

effect 

83.3*1 
0.0* 

Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total 

Undetermined 

16.7 
50.0* 

Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total 

•significant difference 
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teachers, and middle managers. Teachers and principals will 

have additional authority, apparently at the expense of 

middle managers, who will lose authority. The least impact 

will be on the superintendent's cabinet or assistants. 

Principals predicted certain specific outcomes as a 

result of SBM. These appear in Table LXIV. 

One hundred per cent of the respondents reported that 

student achievement would increase and that SBM would 

improve school—community relations. In addition, 93.8 per 

cent predicted that, as a result of SBM, courses and pro-

grams would be more responsive to actual needs and that 

there would be greater accountability to all publics. Prin-

cipals foresaw a better utilization of funds and an 

improvement in staff morale. Over eighty per cent also saw 

that the workload of principals would increase. Fifty per 

cent felt that SBM would positively affect the drop-out 

problem. 

The principals saw many positive results to SBM. Stu-

dents would benefit from more responsive instruction, which 

would result in student achievement gains. There would be a 

greater accountability to the public, which would improve 

school-community relations. The staff of the schools would 

feel more involved and responsive, and therefore their 

morale would improve. Principals reported these results 

even though they acknowledged that their own duties would 
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TABLE LXIV 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING 

DO YOU FORESEE AS RESULTS OF 

SITE BASED MANAGEMENT?" 

Responses 
llementary Middle High Total Principals 

N % N % N | % N % 

Improved 

school-

community 

relations 6 100.0 6 100.0 4 100.0 16 100.0 

Increased 

achievement 6 100.0 5 83.3 4 100.0 15 93 .8 

Responsive 

courses/programs 6 100.0 5 83.3 4 100.0 15 9 3 . 8 

Greater 

accountability 6 100.0 6 100.0 3 75 .0 15 93 .8 

Better 

utilization 

of funds 6 100.0 5 83.3 3 75 .0 14 87.5 

Positive 

staff morale 5 83.3 6 100.0 2 50 .0 13 81 .3 

Increased 

workload for 

principals 5 83.3 5 83.3 3 75 .0 13 81 .3 

Less drop-outs 3 50.0 3 50.0 2 50 .0 8 50.0 

Militancy 

of certain 

communities 1 16.7 2 33 .3 0 0 . 0 3 18 .8 

Disruption of 

local school 

operation 0 0 . 0 1 16.7 0 0 . 0 1 6 . 3 

Other 0 0 . 0 1 16.7 0 0 . 0 1 6 . 3 

No significant 

achievement 

gains 
0 

0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
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increase. The principals' support of SBM was quite evident 

according to the data. 

Principals were asked to predict the response of 

various employee groups to SBM. Their predictions are pre-

sented in Table LXV. 

Principals predicted that SBM would be positively 

received by four groups. These were assistant superinten-

dents (68.8 per cent), principals (68.8 per cent), teachers 

(75 per cent), and community members/parents (81.5 per 

cent). They most often reported an unfavorable response or 

even "resistance" to SBM by the middle managers group com-

posed of directors, area/program directors and other such 

central administrators. However, almost one-third (31.3 per 

cent) were "undetermined" as to the exact type of reception 

middle managers and principals would give SBM. 

The findings clearly pointed out that principals felt 

that middle managers could be an obstacle to the successful 

implementation of SBM. Parents, teachers, principals, and 

higher echelon central administrators were seen as favoring 

SBM and do not pose a hindrance but, rather, solidly welcome 

the new concept. 

Presentation and Analysis of Central Administrator 

Interview Responses 

The responses of the central administrator sample, 

composed of superintendents, directors, and sub-directors, 



TABLE LXV 

PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HOW DO YOU FEEL 

THE FOLLOWING GROUPS WILL RESPOND 

TO SITE BASED MANAGEMENT?" 
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Assistant Middle Principals Teachers Community/ 

Responses Superin-

tendents 

Managers Pare ints 

N % N % N % N % N % 

Eagerly welcome SBM 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 

0 

1 

1 

0.0 

16.7 

25.0 

0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1 

1 

2 

16.7 

16.7 

50.0 

1 

0 

1 

16.7 

0.0 

25.0 

3 

1 

1 

50.0 

16.7 

25.0 

Eagerly welcome SBM 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 2 12.5 0 0.0 4 25.0 2 12.5 5 31.5 

Favorable response 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 

4 

3 

2 

66.7 

50.0 

50.0 

0 

1 

1 

0.0 

16.7 

25.0 

2 

4 

1 

33.3 

66.7 

25.0 

3 

5 

2 

50.0 

83.3 

50.0 

3 

3 

2 

50.0 

50.0 

50.0 

Favorable response 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 9 56.3 2 12.5 7 43.8 10 62.5 8 50.0 

Undetermined 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 

1 

1 

0 

16.7 

16.7 

0.0 

1 

3 

1 

16.7 

50.0 

25.0 

3 

1 

1 

50.0 

16.7 

25.0 

2 

1 

0 

33.3 

16.7 

0.0 

0 

2 

1 

0.0 

33.3 

25.0 

Undetermined 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 2 12.5 5 31.3 5 31.3 3 18.8 3 18.8 

Unfavorable response 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 

1 

0 

0 

16.7 

0.0 

0.0 

3 

1 

1 

50.0 

16.7 

25.0 

0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

1 

0.0 

0.0 

25.0 

0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Unfavorable response 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 1 6.3 5 31.3 0 0.0 1 6.3 0 0.0 

Resistance to SBM 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 

0 

1 

1 

0.0 

16.7 

25.0 

2 

1 

1 

33.3 

16.7 

25.0 

0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Resistance to SBM 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Total 2 12.5 4 25.0 0 0.0 

• 
0.0 0 0.0 
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are given separately by employee group. In addition, the 

responses for the total administrator sample are presented. 

Administrators were asked to assess the ability of the 

district's schools to respond to the needs of all students. 

Their responses appear in Table LXVI. 

TABLE LXVI 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IS IT REALISTICALLY 

POSSIBLE FOR THE DISTRICT'S SCHOOLS TO BE RESPONSIVE 

TO INDIVIDUAL STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Superin- Directors Sub - Total Central 

tendents Directors Administrators 

Responses Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 4 100.0 5 100.0 3 75.0 12 92.3 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 1 7.7 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

The findings clearly show that the central office 

administrators believe that the schools can realistically 

respond to all students1 needs. All but one individual, or 

92.3 per cent, indicated this. Table LXVII presents the 

reasons why one administrator felt that such responsiveness 

was not feasible. 

This individual reported three reasons why the schools 

could not respond to all needs: too expensive, lack of 

teachers, and the variety of student needs. 
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TABLE LXVII 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHY DO YOU 

NOT THINK IT IS POSSIBLE TO MEET THE NEEDS 

OF ALL STUDENTS?" 

Responses 

Superin-

tendents 

Directors Sub-

Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

Responding 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Too 

expensive 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 

Not enough 

teachers 
available 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 

Students1 

needs too 

varied 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 

Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Although roost central administrators felt that the 

schools can be responsive to all individual student needs, 

the responses shown in Table LXVIII point out that the 

schools are not presently successful in meeting all needs. 

According to 46.2 per cent of the respondents, the schools 

were failing to meet the needs of children in two specified 

areas: the relevancy of the curriculum, and the lack of 

emphasis on career counseling. Over one-third, 38.5 per 

cent, felt that the schools were experiencing shortcomings 

in two other areas: ineffective organization by the princi-

pals, and "not enough individualization." Three other areas 



TABLE LXVIII 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IN WHAT WAYS, IF ANY, 

ARE THE DISTRICT'S SCHOOLS PRESENTLY FAILING 

TO MEET THE NEEDS OF STUDENTS?" 
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Responses 

>uperin-

.endents 

Directors Sub-

Directors 

Total Central 

Administrators 

N % N I N I N % 

Irrelevant 

curriculum 2 50.0 3 60.0 1 25.0 6 46.2 

Not enough 

emphasis on 

career 

counseling 2 50.0 3 60.0 1 25.0 6 46.2 

Other 3 75.0 2 40.0 1 25.0 6 46.2 

Lack of 

effective 

organization 

by building 

administra-

tors 2 50.0 1 20.0 2 50.0 5 38.5 

Not enough 

individuali-

zation 3 75.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 5 38.5 

Lack of 

concern by 

teachers 1 25.0 1 20.0 2 50.0 4 30.8 

Lack of 

student input 2 50.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 4 30.8 

Not enough 

emphasis on 

vocational 

training 1 25.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 2 15.4 

Insufficient 
emphasis on 
basics 
(3 R's) 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Not enough 
emphasis on 
college 
preparation 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 



194 

cited as needing improvement were "lack of concern by 

teachers," "lack of student input" (30.8 per cent), and "not 

enough emphasis on vocational training" (15.4 per cent). 

Central administrators indicated most often that the 

district's curriculum was irrelevant to student needs and 

that career counseling was not being emphasized enough. The 

responses also suggested that the respondents felt that the 

schools were doing well in the "basics (3 R's)" and college 

preparation. 

Administrators were asked to consider the benefits of 

parent participation in school-level decision making. Their 

responses are presented in Table LXIX. 

TABLE LXIX 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU FEEL THAT 
PARENT PARTICIPATION IN THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

REGARDING CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION WOULD BE 
BENEFICIAL TO INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT?" 

Superin- Directors Sub - Total Central 

tendents Directors Administrators 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 4 100.0 5 100.0 3 75.0 12 92.3 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

A high percentage of administrators, 92.3, perceived 

instructional benefits from parents being involved in 

decision making. The particular roles parents should play 
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in decision making was explored by the next question 

(Table LXX). 

P, majority of administrators who responded to this 

question reported five roles parents should play in the 

local schools. The role mentioned most often was parental 

assistance in the development of goals and objectives. Also 

mentioned, by 91.7 per cent, was "PTA activities." Two-

thirds responded that parents could help in three ways: 

identify needs, determine discipline practices, and volun-

teer help. 

Three of the five major roles identified were non-

traditional in nature. These were assistance in the: iden-

tification of needs, development of goals, and determination 

of discipline practices. Traditional roles of parents were 

PTA and classroom volunteers. The responses indicated that 

central administrators saw parents playing viable roles in 

the schools, in both traditional and non-traditional ways. 

Central administrators were asked to assess the skills 

of the district's teachers to develop responsive 

instructional delivery systems. The findings are given in 

Table LXXI. 

The responses shown in Table LXXI indicate that admin-

istrators are divided on this issue. Half of the 

respondents felt that teachers had the needed skills, while 

half felt they did not. No statistically significant 
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TAELE LXX 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: 
IF YOU ANSWERED YES, IN WHAT WAYS 

DO YOU FEEL THAT PARENTS 
SHOULD PARTICIPATE?" 

Responses 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-
Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

Responding 

N % N % N % N % 

Help develop 
schools1 

goals and 
objectives 4 100.0 5 100.0 3 100.0 12 100.0 

PTA 
activities 4 100.0 5 100.0 2 66.7 11 91.7 

Help identify 
needs 4 100.0 3 60.0 1 33.3 8 66.7 

Help 
determine 
discipline 
practices 3 75.0 3 60.0 2 66.7 8 66.7 

Assist in 
classrooms 2 50.0 4 80.0 2 66.7 8 66.7 

Help place 
students in 
special 
programs 3 75.0 2 40.0 1 33.3 6 50.0 

Assist to 
select books 3 75.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 5 41.7 

Help deter-
mine grading 
practices 2 50.0 1 20.0 1 33.3 4 33.3 

Other 

—.i-

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 33.3 1 8.3 
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TABLE LXXI 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO YOU THINK MOST 

TEACHERS IN THE SCHOOLS HAVE THE NECESSARY SKILLS TO DEVISE 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS/COURSES 

TO RESPOND TO INDIVIDUAL NEEDS?" 

Superin- Directors Sub Total Central 

tendents Directors Administrators 

Responses Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 2 50.0 3 60.0 1 25.0 6 46.2 

No 1 25.0 2 40.0 3 75.0 6 46.2 

No response 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 

difference of responses was noted among the three groups. 

The results must, however, be analyzed with the notion in 

mind that it is not necessary for all teachers to have the 

skills to develop curricula and design responsive programs. 

The design of instructional delivery systems, including 

curricula, is a specialized function. 

Central administrators were asked to identify means to 

improve teachers' skills. These are presented in Table 

LXXII. District activities are perceived as the best means 

of providing training for teachers to acquire the skills to 

design programs. The most powerful activities were seen to 

be the instructional leadership shown by the principal and 

inservice, as indicated by almost 70 per cent. Less than a 

majority, 46.2 per cent, reported that an improved teacher 

evaluation system would be helpful in providing the needed 
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skills. A smaller number, 30.3 per cent, felt that such 

skills could be taught through improved teacher preparation 

university programs. It was not felt that a masters degree 

would be helpful in developing such skills. 

TABLE LXXII 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IF TEACHERS DO NOT HAVE 
THE SKILLS TO DEVISE RESPONSIVE CURRICULUM AND PROGRAMS, 

WHAT WILL IT TAKE TO GIVE TEACHERS THESE SKILLS?" 

Responses 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-
Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

Responding 

N % N % N % N % 

Instruc-
tional 
leadership 
by prin-
cipal 3 75.0 3 60.0 3 75.0 9 69.2 

Inservice 3 75.0 3 60.0 3 75.0 9 69.2 

Improved 

teacher 

evaluation 1 25.0 3 60.0 2 50.0 6 46.2 

Better 
university 
teacher 
preparation 
programs 2 50.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 4 30.8 

Master 
degree 
required in 
specialty 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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The findings on this question (Table LXXII) paralleled 

the findings of the question presented in Table LXXIII: "If 

teachers do not have the skills to devise responsive curri-

culum and programs, what will it take to give teachers these 

skills?" 

The importance of the principal's instructional leader-

ship was viewed as the major factor in motivating teachers 

to be more responsive in their instruction. Four other less 

important factors were reported by a majority of 

respondents: "more time to teach," class size, parent par-

ticipation, and inservice. Factors mentioned by less than a 

majority were teacher involvement in hiring (38.5 per cent), 

better salaries (30.8 per cent), freedom in course/ program 

development (30.8 per cent), and miscellaneous responses 

(15.4 per cent). 

The question in Table LXXIV explored the desireability 

of autonomy for school personnel to initiate responsive 

courses/programs. 

Central administrators unanimously perceived that the 

schools' personnel should be free to initiate courses/ 

programs to respond to student needs. When asked if the 

schools had such freedom (Table LXXV), the responses were 

not unanimous. 

Administrators were not in total agreement on this 

question. Approximately one-fourth felt that the schools' 

professional staffs did not presently have this autonomy. 
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TABLE LXXIII 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT WOULD 

MOTIVATE TEACHERS TO BE MORE RESPONSIVE 

IN MEETING INDIVIDUAL STUDENT NEEDS?" 

] 
1 

Responses 

Superin-

tendents 

Directors Sub-

Directors 

Total Central 

Administrators 

N % N % N % N % 

Improved 

instruc-

tional 

leadership 

by prin-

cipal 4 100.0 5 100.0 4 100.0 13 100.0 

More time 

to teach 4 100.0 3 60.0 3 75.0 10 76.9 

Smaller 

class size 1 25.0 4 80.0 4 100.0 9 69.2 

Greater 

parent 

partici-

pation 3 75.0 3 60.0 2 50.0 8 61.5 

Improved 

inservice 3 75.0 2 40.0 2 50.0 7 53.8 

Participation 

in hiring 

of teachers 3 75.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 5 38.5 

Increased 

salaries 2 50.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 4 30.8 

Autonomy in 

course/ 

program 

development 2 50.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 4 30.8 

Other 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 2 15.4 



201 

TABLE LXXIV 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "SHOULD TEACHERS 

AND PRINCIPALS BE FREE TO INITIATE COURSES/PROGRAMS 

WHICH ARE RESPONSIVE TO STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Superin- Director! Sub- Total Central 

tendents Directors Administrators 

Responses Responses 
N I N % N % N % 

Yes 4 100.0 5 100.0 4 100.0 13 100.0 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

The autonomy of the schools' personnel to select rather 

than initiate responsive courses/programs was the focus of 

the question presented in Table LXXVI. 

Again the respondents indicated unanimously that the 

freedom to select such courses/programs should be accorded 

TABLE LXXV 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "ARE TEACHERS 
AND PRINCIPALS FREE TO INITIATE COURSES/PROGRAMS 

WHICH ARE RESPONSIVE TO STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Responses 

Superin-

tendents 

Directors Sub-

Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

N % N % N % N % 

Yes 2 50.0 5 100.0 3 75.0 10 76.9 

No 2 50.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 3 23.1 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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TABLE LXXVI 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "SHOULD TEACHERS 

AND PRINCIPALS BE FREE TO SELECT COURSES/PROGRAMS 

FROM A DISTRICT APPROVED LIST?" 

Superin- Directors Sub Total Central 

tendents Directors Administrators 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 4 100.0 5 100.0 4 100.0 13 100.0 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

to the schools. Nevertheless, the responses shown in Table 

LXXVII present a different picture of the actual situation 

in the schools. 

hs is in the case of the previous questions (Tables 

LXXIV and LXXV), central administrators reported that the 

schools did not have the amount of freedom that they should 

TABLE LXXVII 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: ARE TEACHERS 
AND PRINCIPALS FREE TO SELECT COURSES/PROGRAMS 

FROM A DISTRICT APPROVED LIST?" 

Responses 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-
Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

N % N % N % N % 

Yes 3 75.0 4 80.0 3 75.0 10 76.9 

No 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 2 15.4 

No response 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7. 
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have in the selection of appropriate programs to meet local 

needs. 

Local school autonomy to initiate/select courses or 

programs would have many benefits according to the per-

ceptions presented in Table LXXVIII. A majority of the 

participants reported six benefits to instructional autonomy 

at the building level. The three most often mentioned 

benefits were: instruction more responsive to actual needs, 

increased student interest, and improved teacher morale. 

Approximately 85 per cent of the administrators believed 

that student achievement gains would result. Over two 

thirds believed that student self-concept would improve and 

that the drop-out rate would decrease. One disadvantage of 

instructional autonomy was suggested: "lack of coordination 

of instructional program." The findings clearly show that 

central administrators believed that instructional autonomy 

for the schools would benefit the student in terms of 

achievement, self-concept, and interest. 

Administrators were asked to identify barriers that the 

schools' personnel encountered in trying to provide 

responsive instruction. These hindrances are delineated in 

Table LXXIX. Two obstacles to the schools' responsiveness 

were mentioned most often: central office control of funds 

restricting their use, and the imposition of programs on the 

schools regardless of local need (46.2 per cent). Other 
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TABLE LXXVIII 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS 
AND/OR DISADVANTAGES OF THE SCHOOLS' PERSONNEL 

HAVING THE FREEDOM TO SELECT OR INITIATE 
COURSES/PROGRAMS?" 

Responses 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-
Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

N % N % N % N % 

More respon-
sive 

instruction 4 100.0 5 100.0 3 75.0 12 92.3 

Increased 

student 
interest 4 100.0 4 80.0 4 100.0 12 92.3 

Improved 

faculty 

morale 4 100.0 4 80.0 4 100.0 12 92.3 

Improved 
achievement 3 75.0 4 80.0 4 100.0 11 84.6 

Improved 

self-concept 4 100.0 3 60.0 3 75.0 10 76.9 

Decreased 

drop-out 

rate 3 75.0 3 60.0 3 75.0 9 69.2 

Lack of 
coordination 
of instruc-
tional 
program 2 50.0 2 40.0 1 25.0 5 38.5 

Other 0 0.0 2 40.0 2 50.0 4 30.8 

Decreased 
faculty 
morale 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

None 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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barriers identified were "not free to fully individualize 

courses/programs" (38.5 per cent), "existing programs/ 

courses do not meet needs in all schools" (38.5 per cent), 

and the inflexibility of the curriculum (30.8 per cent). 

Statistically significant different responses were 

noted on the two most often mentioned barriers. Middle 

managers, directors and area/program directors, did not 

view the control of funds as a hindrance. Nor did they 

report that the schools were forced to accept programs from 

the central office. The top echelon of administrators, 

superintendent and assistant superintendents, were in total 

agreement that these were indeed obstacles for the schools. 

Examination of these responses reveals that the sources 

of hindrance perceived by the superintendent group are with-

in the purview of the middle managers. Program and budget 

development and monitoring are responsibilities of these 

individuals. They did not see themselves as obstacles, but 

their superiors viewed them as hindrances to the responsive-

ness of the schools. 

Administrators were asked to identify the major 

influences upon the district's curriculum goals. These are 

shown in Table LXXX. Mean values or weighted averages were 

computed for these responses. The needs of students were 

found to be the most important influence, closely followed 

by the pressures exerted from governmental agencies and the 

needs of society. Other influences which were less often 



206 

TABLE LXXIX 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IN WHAT WAYS, IF ANY, 
ARE TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS HINDERED IN RESPONDING TO STUDENT 

NEEDS BY THE PRESENT DISTRICT STRUCTURE REGARDING 
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION?" 

Responses 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-
Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

N % N % N % N % 

Funds 

controlled 
by central 
office 
which 
restricts 
their use 4 100.0* 2 40.0* 0 0.0* 6 46.2* 

Have to 
accept 

programs 

regardless 

of local 
need 4 100.0* 1 20.0* 1 25.0* 6 46.2* 

Other 1 25.0 3 60.0 2 50.0 6 46.2 

Not free to 
fully indi-
vidualize 
courses/ 
programs 3 75.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 5 38.5 

Existing 
programs/ 
courses do 
not meet 
needs in 
all schools 3 75.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 5 38.5 

Curriculum 
not flexible 
enough to 
meet variety 
of needs 2 50.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 4 30.8 

*significant 
diffrence 
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mentioned included: promote passing of tests, the demands 

of the disciplines and tradition. 

When administrators were asked who decided the needs of 

students (the major curricular influence) sources inside the 

district were viewed as most important. These sources are 

listed in Table LXXXI. Administrators believe that teachers 

and administrators are the major determiners of student 

needs in the district. The state education agency was 

TABLE LXXX 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHICH DO YOU 

CONSIDER THE MAJOR INFLUENCES ON THE DISTRICT'S 

CURRICULUM GOALS?" 

Rankings 

1 2 3 Mean 

Sources N % N % N % Values 

To meet the needs 

of students 7 53.8 1 7.7 1 7.7 1.5 

To respond to 
governmental 

pressures 6 42.3 1 7.7 2 15.4 1.3 

To meet the needs 

of society 0 0.0 8 61.5 1 7.7 1.1 

To promote the 
passing of tests 0 0.0 2 15.4 2 15.4 0.4 

To meet demands 
of the 
disciplines 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 38.5 0.3 

By common 
denominator 
("We've always 
done it this 
way") 0 0.0 1 7.7 2 15.4 0.2 
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Mean Values 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-

directors 

Total 

mean 

value 

To meet the needs 

of students 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.5 

To respond to 
governmental 
pressures 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.3 

To meet the needs 

of society 0.7 1.6 0.8 

«—1 • 
iH

 

To promote the 
passing of tests 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.4 

To meet demands 
of the 
disciplines 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.3 

By common 
denominator 
("We've always 
done it this 
way") 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.2 

second in importance, with the community being ranked third. 

Other less important sources included curriculum experts, 

courts, and finally students. 

The advantages of having principals select their own 

teachers were explored by the question presented in Table 

LXXXII. A high percentage of administrators, 92.3, believe 

that it would be advantageous for principals to have this 

authority. 
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TABLE LXXXI 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHO DECIDES 

WHAT THE NEEDS OF THE DISTRICT'S STUDENTS ARE?" 

Rankings 

1 2 3 Mean 

Sources N % N % N % Values 

Teachers/ 
administrators 6 46.2 1 7.7 2 15.4 1.4 

Texas 

Ecuation 

Agency 2 15.4 4 30.8 3 23.1 1.1 

Broader society/ 
local community 1 7.7 4 30.8 2 15.4 0.8 

Curriculum 
experts/ 
professors 1 7.7 1 7.7 2 15.4 0.4 

Federal/state 
courts 0 0.0 1 7.7 2 15.4 0.3 

Students 1 7.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.2 

Mean Val ues 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-
directors 

Total mean 
value 

Teachers/ 
administrators 1.0 1.6 1.5 1.4 

Texas Education 

Agency 1.2 1.3 0.5 1.1 

Broader society/ 

local community 0.7 1.0 0.8 0.8 

Curriculum 
experts/ 
professors 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.4 

Federal/state 
courts 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 

Students 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 
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TABLE LXXXH 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WOULD IT BE 
ADVANTAGEOUS TO HAVE PRINCIPALS SELECT 

THEIR OWN TEACHERS?" 

Superin- Directors Sub- Total Central 

tendents Directors Administrators 

Responses Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Yes 4 100.0 5 100.0 3 75.0 12 92.3 

No 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 1 7.7 

No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

The specific advantages of such authority are shown in 

Table LXXXIII. Over 90 per cent of the administrators 

reported two major advantages to giving the principal the 

responsibility to hire his own staff: they "best know the 

type of teacher" needed to address local problems, and "the 

loyalty to the school is enhanced." Approximately 85 per 

cent indicated that the principals wanted this authority and 

that their role would be enhanced. A few central admin-

istrators saw some disadvantages: the lack of training 

possessed by principals, too time-consuming, and "principals 

do not want this responsibility." 

Central administrators recognized the apparent value of 

the principal having the authority to select his own staff. 

Not only did they report that principals wanted this respon-

sibility, they also reported that principals were qualified 
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TABLE LXXXIII 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHY WOULD IT BE 

ADVANTAGEOUS OR DISADVANTAGEOUS TO HAVE PRINCIPALS 

SELECT THEIR OWN TEACHERS?" 

Responses 

Superin-

tendents 

Directors Sub-
Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Principals 
best know 
type of 
teacher to 
meet local 
needs 4 100.0 5 100.0 3 100.0 12 100.0 

Loyalty to 

school is 

enhanced 4 100.0 5 100.0 3 100.0 12 100.0 

Role of 
principal is 
enhanced 4 100.0 4 80.00 3 100.0 11 91.7 

Principals 
want this 
authority 4 100.0 4 80.0 3 100.0 11 91.7 

Principals 
not properly 
trained 3 75.0 1 20.0 1 33.3 5 41.7 

Too time-
consuming 1 25.0 0 0.0 2 66.7 3 25.0 

Other 1 25.0 1 20.0 1 33.3 3 25.0 

Principals 
do not want 
this respon-
sibility 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

to select the appropriate type of teacher and that the 

principal's role would be strengthened. 
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Central administrators perceived two obstacles to the 

principals controlling the budget function (Table LXXXIV). 

The two major obstacles mentioned by a majority of partici-

pants were lack of training and the amount of time it would 

take. Other factors were not considered important as indi-

cated by the small percentage of responses: reporting 

system problem (23.1 per cent), danger of fraud (15.4 per 

cent). The state law was not an obstacle. 

The perceived obstacles may be minor insomuch as they 

can be easily remedied. Training could be provided, as 

could the necessary clerical personnel to handle the 

additional work load. This function, as well as the person-

nel function listed in Table LXXXIII, did not appear to pose 

insurmountable obstacles if these were delegated to the 

building level. 

Central administrators were asked to give their opin-

ions on various aspects of site based management. These 

appear in Table LXXXV. 

Almost 85 per cent agreed that SBM would give parents a 

greater voice in the schools. Over 60 per cent felt that 

they would be more effective in their work under SBM. Less 

than one-fourth of the respondents indicated that principals 

were prepared to effectively implement SBM. The majority 

felt that principals were not ready and needed training in 

planning, curriculum, and instruction. The superintendent 
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TABLE LXXXIV 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT ARE THE OBSTACLES 

TO PRINCIPALS CONTROLLING LOCAL BUDGETS ALLOCATED 

FROM AVAILABLE DISTRICT FUNDS?" 

Responses 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-

Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

Responses 
N % N % N % N % 

Principals 
not trained 4 100.0 4 80.0 3 75.0 11 84.6 

Too time-
consuming 2 50.0 4 80.0 2 50.0 8 61.5 

Other 1 25.0 2 40.0 1 25.0 4 30.8 

Reporting 
system takes 
too long to 
be useful 
to schools 1 25.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 3 23.1 

Danger of 
mishandling 
funds 0 0.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 2 15.4 

State law 

prevents 

this 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

was not seen as having "forced" SBM on the schools. All but 

one respondent reported that principals favored increased 

decision-making authority for themselves. Approximately 85 

per cent reported that the individual schools' personnel 

were best qualified to determine local needs. Three-fourths 

also felt that these individuals were also the ones best 

qualified to develop suitable instructional systems for 

their schools. 



214 

TABLE LXXXV 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS' DEGREE OF AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT 

REGARDING SITE BASED MANAGEMENT 

Strongly Agree 

Responses 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-

directors 
Total 

N % N % N % N % 

Parents will be 
given a greater 
voice 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

SBM will allow 
me to be more 
effective 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 

Principals are 
prepared to 
implement SBM 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Principals need 
the following 
training: 

curriculum and 
instruction 1 25.0 2 40.0 1 25.0 4 30.8 

planning 2 50.0 3 60.0 1 25.0 6 46.2 

The superintendent 

has forced SBM 

on the schools 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 

Principals favor 
increased decision 
making authority 0 0.0 3 60.0 0 0.0 3 23.1 

Individual school 
personnel are best 
qualified to 
determine needs 2 50.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 3 23.1 

Individual school 
personnel are best 
qualified to develop 
responsive 
courses/programs 

\ 

1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.' 
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TABLE LXXXV—Continued 

Agree 

Responses 

Superin-

tendents 

Directors Sub-

directors 

Total 

N % N % N % N % 

Parents will be 

given a greater 

voice 4 100.0 4 80.0 3 75.0 11 84.6 

SBM will allow 

me to be more 

effective 1 25.0 3 60.0 3 75.0 7 53.8 

Principals are 

prepared to 

implement SBM 1 25.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 3 23.1 

Principals need 

the following 

training: 

curriculum and 

instruction 3 75.0 3 60.0 3 75.0 9 69.2 

planning 2 50.0 3 20.0 3 75.0 6 46.2 

The superintendent 

has forced SBM 

on the schools 0 0.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 2 15.4 

Principals favor 

increased decision 

making authority 3 75.0 2 40.0 4 100.0 9 69.2 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to 

determine needs 2 50.0 2 40.0 4 100.0 8 61.5 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to develop 

responsive 

courses/programs 2 50.0 3 60.0 4 100.0 9 69.2 
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TABLE LXXXV—Cont inued 

Undecided 

Responses 

Superin-

tendents 

Directors Sub-

directors 

Total 

N % N % N % N % 

Parents will be 

given a greater 

voice 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 2 15.4 

SBM will allow 

me to be more 

effective 2 50.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 4 30.8 

Principals are 

prepared to 

implement SBM 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 2 15.4 

Principals need 

the following 

training: 

curriculum and 

instruction 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

planning 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

The superintendent 

has forced SBM 

on the schools 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Principals favor 

increased decision 

making authority 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to 

determine needs 0 0.0 2 40.0 0 0.0 2 15.4 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to develop 

responsive 

courses/programs 1 25.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 2 15.4 
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TABLE LXXXV—Continued 

Disa gree 

Responses 

Superin-

tendents 

Directors Sub-

directors 

Total 

N 1 N % N % N % 

Parents will be 

given a greater 

voice 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

SBM will allow 

me to be more 

effective 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 

Principals are 

prepared to 

implement SBM 3 75.0 2 40.0 3 75.0 8 61.5 

Principals need 

the following 

training: 

curriculum and 

instruction 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

planning 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 

The superintendent 

has forced SBM 

on the schools 3 75.0 2 40,. 0 4 100.0 9 69.2 

Principals favor 

increased decision 

making authority 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to 

determine needs 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to develop 

responsive 

courses/programs 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 
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TABLE LXXXV—Cont inued 

Strongly Disagree 

Responses 

Superin-

tendents 

Directors Sub-

directors 

Total 

N % N % N % N % 

Parents will be 

given a greater 

voice 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

SBM will allow 

me to be more 

effective 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Principals are 

prepared to 

implement SBM 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Principals need 

the following 

training: 

curriculum and 

instruction 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

planning 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

The superintendent 

has forced SBM 

on the schools 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 

Principals favor 

increased decision 

making authority 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to 

determine needs 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Individual school 

personnel are best 

qualified to develop 

responsive 

courses/programs 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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These findings indicated positive views towards SBM. 

One important factor, however, was identified as a barrier 

to SBM. The central staff did not feel that the building 

principals were presently capable of effectively assuming 

the responsibility inherent under SBM. Training needs iden-

tified were planning, budgeting (Table LXXXIV), curriculum, 

and instruction. 

Central administrators were asked to assess the impact 

SBM would have on several employee groups. Their responses 

appear on Table LXXXVI. The findings indicated that the 

administrators believe that SBM would have the greatest 

impact on four employee groups: directors, area/program 

directors or sub-directors, principals, and teachers. Over 

60 per cent of the administrators believe that middle mana-

gers, directors and area/program directors, would undergo a 

loss of authority. The administrators believe that this 

authority would be taken over primarily by principals (84.6 

per cent) and secondarily by teachers (53.8 per cent). It 

is noteworthy that almost one-third reported specifically 

that area/program directors would experience a "lack of 

morale" as well. The effect on top-level administrators, 

superintendent-level employees, would be minimal or non-

existent according to the findings. 

These findings showed that SBM would produce a signifi-

cant change in the locus of authority in the district. 



TABLE LXXXVI 

CEMTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPOIISES TO QUESTION: "WllAT 
CHANGES DO YOU ENVISION FOR THE FOLLOWING 
EMPLOYEES UNDER SITE BASED MANAGEMENT?" 
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Assistant Directors Area Program Principals Teachers 

Superin- Directors Directors 

Responses tendent 8 

N X N X N I N X N X N X 

Decreased authority 

Superintendents 2 50.0 4 100.0 4 100.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Directors 0 0.0 3 60.0 3 60.0 3 60.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Sub-directors 1 25.0 1 25.0 2 >0.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 3 23.1 8 61.5 9 69.2 9 69.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Increased authority 

Superintendents 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 100.0 4 100.0 

Directors 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 4 100.0 3 60.0 

Sub-d irectors 1 25.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 75.0 0 0.0 

Total 2 15.4 2 15.4 1 7.7 1 7.7 11 84.6 7 53.8 

Lack of morale 

Superintendents 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Directors 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Sub-directors 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 25.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 30.8 4 30.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Ho effect 

Superintendents 2 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Directors 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 

Sub-directors 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 

Total 3 23.1 1 7.7 3 23.1 3 23.1 0 0.0 3 23.1 

Undetermined 

Superintendents 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Directors 2 40.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 20.0 

Sub-directors 2 50.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 

Total 4 30.8 2 15.4 1 7.7 1 7.7 2 15.4 3 23.1 
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There obviously should be a transition period during which 

time principals would be properly trained to assume new 

authorities and responsibilities and middle managers would 

be allowed to define new support roles for themselves. 

Table LXXXVII presents the perceived effects of SBM as 

viewed by central administrators. Participants unanimously 

believe that SBM would improve school-community relations. 

They further believe that the workload of the principals 

would increase (92.3 per cent) as a result of the new 

management concept. Almost 85 per cent predicted that funds 

would be better utilized and that student achievement would 

improve. Over three-fourths reported that courses and pro-

grams would be more responsive to actual needs and that the 

schools would be more accountable to the public. A majority 

also indicated that the drop-out rate would decrease. One 

final positive result was indicated by 46.2 per cent: posi-

tive staff morale. 

Negative or neutral results were predicted by smaller 

percentages of central administrators: "militancy" or 

increased vocalness of communities (46.2 per cent), "dis-

ruption of school operations" (7.7 per cent), and no 

"significant" student gains (7.7 per cent). 

Significantly different responses occurred on three 

items. Sub-directors felt that courses/programs would not 

necessarily be more responsive under SBM, This differed 



TABLE LXXXVII 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING 

DO YOU FORESEE AS RESULTS OF SITE BASED MANAGEMENT?" 

222 

Responses 

Superin-

tendents 
Directors Sub-

Directors 
Total Central 

Administrators 

N % N % N % N Z 

Improved 

school-

community 

relations 4 100.0 5 100.0 4 100.0 13 100.0 

Increased 

workload for 

principals 4 100.0 4 80.0 4 100.0 12 92.3 

Increased 

achievement 4 100.0 4 80.0 3 75.0 11 84.6 

Better 

utilization 

of funds 4 100.0 4 80.0 3 75.0 11 84.6 

Responsive 

courses/ 

programs 4 100.0* 5 100.0* 1 25.0* 10 76.9* 

Greater 

account-

ability 4 100.0 4 80.0 2 50.0 10 76.9 

Less 

drop-outs 4 100.0* 1 20.0* 2 50.0* 7 53.8* 

Militancy of 

certain 

communities 3 75.0 2 40.0 1 25.0 6 46.2 

Positive 

staff morale 4 100.0* 1 20.0* 1 25.0* 6 46.2*. 

Other 2 50.0 2 40.0 1 25.0 5 38.5 

Disruption 

of schools 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 

No signifi-

cant 

achievement 

gains 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 

*significant 
difference 
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significantly from the responses of directors and the super-

intendent group. These two groups unanimously believed that 

instruction would become more responsive because of SBM, 

while only 25 per cent of the area/program directors predic-

ted this result. The superintendent group also unanimously 

believed that SBM would impact the drop-out rate and improve 

staff morale. Middle managers differed significantly in 

their opinions in these areas. 

According to the findings, site based management will 

positively influence student achievement, the utilization of 

funds, the schools* accountability, the relations between 

the schools and the community, as well as increase the 

workload of principals. The views of those most impacted by 

a loss of authority, middle managers, were not as positive 

as the superintendent-level employees. Nevertheless, SBM is 

seen as having numerous positive results on the schools, 

communities, and students. 

Central administrators were asked to predict the gen-

eral feelings of principals towards SBM. The findings are 

shown in Table LXXXVIII. Over 90 per cent of the adminis-

trators believe that principals favor increased authority 

for themselves. In addition, over three-fourths believe 

that principals wanted the authority to determine appro-

priate course/programs for their schools. Less than a 

majority (46.2 per cent) believed that principals actually 
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wanted faculty involvement in instructional matters. Even 

fewer, 15.4 per cent, indicated that school principals 

actually wanted greater parent participation. Almost 40 per 

cent responded that principals "do not want additional 

duties" and 15.4 per cent said that principals viewed "SBM 

as a waste of time, money, and effort." 

Examination of the findings of Table LXXXVIII indicate 

only one significantly different response. Sub-directors do 

not feel that principals want faculty participation. Eighty 

per cent of the directors and fifty per cent of the superin-

tendents differed in their responses. It can be seen, 

however, that central administrators generally agreed on 

their responses to the rest of the items. 

The responses of different groups to SBM were explored 

by the next question as presented in Table LXXXIX. Positive 

responses ("eagerly welcome" and "favorable") were noted 

most often for principals and parents (76.9 per- cent). A 

majority of respondents (53.8 per cent) also reported such a 

response for assistant superintendents and middle managers. 

Only 46.2 per cent indicated positive responses for 

teachers. It was most often reported (53.8 per cent) that 

participants were "undetermined" as to how teachers would 

respond to SBM. Negative responses ("unfavorable" and 

"resistance to SBM") were predicted only for middle managers 

by 30.8 per cent. 
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TABLE LXXXVIII 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT ARE THE 

GENERAL FEELINGS OF PRINCIPALS REGARDING 

SITE BASED MANAGEMENT?" 

Responses 

Superin-
tendents 

Directors Sub-

Directors 

Total Central 
Administrators 

N % N % N % N % 

Favor 

increased 
decision 
making 
authority 4 100.0 4 80.0 4 100.0 12 92.3 

Want to be 

able to 

determine 
their 
schools' 
programs/ 
courses 4 100.0 3 60.0 3 75.0 10 76.9 

Welcome 
faculty 
involvement 
in instruc-
tional 
matters 2 50.0* 4 80.0* 0 0.0* 6 46.2* 

Do not want 
additional 
duties 2 50.0 2 40.0 1 25.0 5 38.5 

Favor 
increased 
parent 
partici-
pation 0 0.0 1 20.0 1 25.0 2 15.4 

See SBM 
as a waste 
of money, 
time and 
effort 2 50.0 0 0.0 0 

, 

0.0 2 15.4 

*significant 
difference 



TABLE LXXXIX 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO QUESTION: 
"HOW DO YOU FEEL THE FOLLOWING GROUPS WILL 

RESPOND TO SITE BASED MANAGEMENT?" 

226 

Assistant Middle Principals Teachers Community/ 
Responses Superin- Managers Parents 

tendents 
N X N X N X N X N % 

Eagerly welcome SBM 
Superintendents 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Directors 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Sub-directors 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 
Total 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 15.4 1 7.7 1 7.7 

Favorable response 
Superintendents 2 50.0 1 25.0 3 75.0 3 75.0 3 75.0 
Directors 3 60.0 4 80.0 3 60.0 2 40.0 4 80.0 
Sub-directors 2 50.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 
Total 7 53.8 7 53.8 8 61.5 5 38.5 9 69.2 

Undetermined 
Superintendents 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 
Directors 2 40.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 3 60.0 1 20.0 
Sub-directors 2 50.0 1 25.0 1 25.0 3 75.0 1 25.0 
Total 5 38.5 1 7.7 2 15.4 7 53.8 3 23.1 

Unfavorable response 
Superintendents 1 25.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Directors 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Sub-directors 0 0.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Total 1 7.7 2 15.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Resistance to SBM 
Superintendents 0 0.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Directors 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 o;o 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Sub-directors 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Total 0 0.0 2 15.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
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Analysis of Additional Data Secured During Interviews 
of Principals and Central Administrators 

Two open-ended questions were asked of administrators 

during the interviews with them. They were asked to define 

site based management and to indicate if they personally 

favored the management concept. Responses to these ques-

tions are presented separately for principals and central 

administrators. 

The definitions of SBM were grouped according to 

commonality of response. Unique responses, with no similar-

ities to other responses, are presented individually. The 

reasons for administrators favoring or not favoring site 

based management are presented in similar fashion. 

Principals' MsEfinaes 

Principals' definitions of site based management indi-

cated a wide difference of understanding of the concept. 

Responses given can be divided into five categories. 

Participation.—Responses indicate that principals view 

site based management as a decision-making process that 

includes many persons. The involvement of staff, community, 

and students was mentioned by seven participants or 43.8 per 

cent. Pelevant comments follow: "team effort with 

faculty," "involvement in education with people charged with 

the responsibility," "involvement of staff, community, and 

students." 
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Local building decision making.—Site based management 

was also defined as including the delegation of authority to 

the individual schools. Nine respondents (56.3 per cent) 

indicated such responses. Relevant comments were given as 

follows: "campus/building level decision making," "decision 

making at local level under central guidelines and objec-

tives, " "we as participants decide where decisions should be 

made," and "decisions closer to where the action is." 

Improved student achievement.--principals also saw this 

management concept as a tool to improve achievement. This 

feeling is represented by various comments made by 56.2 per 

cent of the respondents. Some of the definitions given 

included: "decisions made in light of student achievement," 

"best programs for student achievement," "designed to 

increase student learning," "provide ability for schools to 

meet student needs," "means to correct problem identified as 

major problem of education," and "how to meet needs." 

Ipcreeised aytohomy fox schools.—Site based management 

was also seen as a process by which the local schools 

received more flexibility and autonomy. Thirty-one per cent 

saw this concept as one that gave the schools considerable 

leeway in addressing students' needs. Comments which illus-

trated this were "set up programs within the limits of the 

district's objectives," "freedom to implement what schools 

think is best," "emphasize mode of operation," "authority to 
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put into action ways and means within guidelines," and "have 

to have a set of standards within which to operate." These 

comments also indicated that principals did not perceive 

this autonomy as unrestricted. The mention of standards, 

guidelines, and limits indicates that principals believe 

that centrally developed goals and priorities are an inte-

gral part of site based management. 

Increased authority £ox principals.—Participants saw 

site based management as a process which enhanced and 

increased the authority of the principals. This authority 

was seen in specific areas as indicated by the responses. 

The areas of increased responsibility which were mentioned 

were staff selection, hiring, budget, curriculum,- and 

instruction. Specific comments included: "responsibility 

for principal in deciding what is best—increased leader-

ship," "increased responsibility and authority," "total 

operation for the school under the principal," "attempt to 

give more power to the principals," and "school autonomy 

under the principal in what school thinks is necessary." 

Miscellaneous responses which could not be grouped into 

the aforementioned categories were also given. These 

responses included: "system to develop and identify compe-

tencies in school personnel," "information on schools," 

"provide skills training," "I don't understand it but what 

I'm hearing sounds good," and "broaden awareness." 
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Principals were asked if they personally favored site 

based management. All but one participant indicated that 

they favored the innovation. In addition, participants were 

asked to give the reasons why they did or did not favor site 

based management. 

The responses given can be categorized into the same 

five groupings given on the previous question. These were: 

participation, student achievement, increased authority for 

principals, local building decision making, and increased 

autonomy for the schools. 

The following comments were given which illustrated the 

feelings of the respondents towards site based management. 

These included: "team effort," "involvement of parents," 

"process that will improve student achievement," "improve 

community relations," better programs for kids," and "prob-

lem solving closer to problem than from downtown." 

The only respondent who did not favor site based 

management made the following statement: "I have no strong 

feelings one way or another—I'm just a little disenchanted 

with the whole thing." 

The evidence elicited from the interviews suggests that 

the principals' concept of site based management is similar 

to that presented in the reviev; of literature chapter. In 

addition, principals expressed a positive view towards site 

based management. They saw their authority increasing in 



231 

critical areas such as curriculum, instruction, hiring, and 

budget. They also saw the increased involvement of parents 

and faculties in the decision-making process as well as 

increases in student achievement. 

Central office personnel who participated in the pre-

sent study were also asked to define site based management 

and to state their personal feelings towards the concept. 

Although central administrators' definitions can be 

grouped into the same five categories as were the princi-

pals' responses, their answers tended to emphasize local 

decision making, autonomy for the schools, and increased 

student achievement. 

Site based management was most often defined as the 

relocation of educational decision making to the local cam-

pus. Twelve of the thirteen participants gave such defi-

nitions. Their definitions were more comprehensive than 

those of the principals. 

Following are examples of definitions given by central 

administrators: "involves making educational decisions 

about students at the local level by the principal, staff, 

and with community and some input from students," "process 

by which decisions can be made at the point the decision 

would be implemented to improve services to students and 

teachers for whom the program is planned," "allows principal 
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the flexibility to determine program needs, personnel needs, 

materials and supplies needs that could better enhance the 

instruction for his or her school," "management procedure 

designed to raise student achievement by relocating 

instructional decision making as close to the student as 

possible," and "method for placing responsibility for orga-

nization and curriculum decisions and meeting individual 

needs at the school level." 

When asked if they personally favored site based 

management, all of the central 'administrators interviewed 

reported that they did. The reasons given for their 

favoring SBM are similar in nature to the definitions given. 

However, five central administrators indicated that the 

increased authority that a principal would have under site 

based management was the reason they favored it. Their 

responses follow: "gives principals opportunity to make 

decisions at the school level," "gives the principal 

authority to be the leader in the school," "there needs to 

be more authority at the local school level," "principals 

should be in a position to best know program needs of a 

school, what personnel is desirable and where the dollars 

should be spent within their schools," and "it could be 

unfair to some principals who are not prepared." 

Three responses mentioned the value of participatory 

decision making of site based management. These included: 
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"teachers should be involved," "creates ownership by both 

staff and community in success or failure of school," and 

"professional staff needs to feel more effective that their 

perceptions are valued and are an important part of the 

decision making." 

Three other reasons given for favoring site based 

management included: "holds people accountable who should 

be accountable for student success," "it will improve the 

caliber of principals," and "more responsiveness to 

clientele." 

The central office staff participants expressed posi-

tive feelings towards site based management. Their reasons 

can be generalized to say that they felt that local level 

decision making was beneficial to student academic improve-

ment, to increased staff participation, and to the 

enhancement of the role of the principal as the leader of 

the school. 

Presentation and Analysis of 
Intergroup Differences 

This section presents a comparison of the responses of 

the four sample groups, parents, teachers, principals, and 

central administrators, to those questions which were common 

to two or more groups. 

All survey participants were asked to assess the 

ability of the district's schools to respond to the needs of 



234 

all students. Their responses are compared in Table XC. 

The findings indicate that three of the groups feel that the 

schools are capable of being responsive to individual needs 

of all students. A majority of parents (51.3 per cent) do 

not feel that it is realistic to expect such responsiveness 

from the schools. On the other hand, it appears that the 

district's personnel feel that they are capable of meeting 

the needs of all students. 

Those participants who reported that it was not realis-

tic for the schools to respond to all needs were asked to 

identify the reasons for their responses. 

The four groups responded similarly to this item. They 

most often reported that the variety of student needs and 

the lack of available teachers prevented individual respon-

siveness. 

The participants identified ways in which the district 

was presently failing to meet the needs of students. These 

shortcomings are reported in Table XCII. 

Upon examination of the findings of Table XCII, one can 

see that all four groups noted that an "irrelevant curricu-

lum" was one of the three most often mentioned failures. 

"Not enough emphasis on the basics" was ranked high by 

parents, teachers, and principals. The professional school 

personnel also noted that there was "not enough individuali-

zation" by the schools. There was agreement by the princi-

pals and teachers that these were the three major ways in 
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TABLE XC 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "IS IT 
REALISTICALLY POSSIBLE FOR THE DISTRICT'S 

SCHOOLS TO BE RESPONSIVE TO 
INDIVIDUAL STUDENT NEEDS 

Percentages 

Respondents No 
Yes No Response 

Parents 
PTO 49.2 50.8 0.0 
PAC 47.1 52.9 0.0 

Total 48.7 51.3 0.0 

Teachers 
Elementary 58.7 39.7 1.6 
Middle 51.9 44.4 3.7 
High 59.3 29.6 11.1 

Total 58.1 38.5 3.4 

Principals 
Elementary 83.3 16.7 0.0 
Middle 83.3 16.7 0.0 
High 100.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 87.5 12.5 0.0 

Central administrators 
Superintendents 100.0 0.0 0.0 
Directors 100.0 0.0 0.0 
Sub-directors 75.0 25.0 0.0 

Total 92.3 7.7 0.0 

which the schools were failing to meet needs. Parents 

expressed that a "lack of concern by teachers" was a major 

shortcoming. Central administrators noted that career coun-

seling and the organization of schools for instruction by 

the principals were shortcomings as well. 
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TABLE XCI 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHY IS IT NOT POSSIBLE 

FOR THE DISTRICT'S SCHOOLS TO BE RESPONSIVE 

TO INDIVIDUAL STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Percentage of Responses 

Too expen- Not enough Needs Teachers Other 
sive teachers too & admin-

Respondents available varied istrators 
don't care 

Parents 
PTO 22.0 33.9 37.3 15.3 1.7 
PAC 23.5 29.4 41.4 23.5 0.0 

Total 22.4 32.9 38.2 17.1 1.3 

Teachers 
Elementary 15.9 30.2 25.4 NA 1.6 
Middle 22.2 25.9 25.9 NA 3.7 
High 18.5 29.6 22.2 NA 0.0 
Total 17.9 29.1 24.8 NA 1.7 

Principals 
Elementary 16.7 16.7 16.7 NA 0.0 
Middle 16.7 16.7 16.7 NA 0.0 
High 0.0 0.0 0.0 NA 0.0 
Total 12.5 12.5 12.5 NA 0.0 

Central Administrators 
Superintendents 0.0 0.0 0.0 NA 0.0 
Directors 0.0 0.0 0.0 NA 0.0 
Sub-directors 25.0 25.0 25.0 NA 0.0 
Total 7.7 7.7 7.7 NA 0.0 

NA not asked of participants 

According to most of the participants, parent involve-

ment in local school decision making would benefit 

instruction. Table XCIII depicts these responses. 

Over four-fifths of three samples, parents, principals, 

and central administrators, reported that such parent parti-

cipation would benefit instructional improvement. However, 
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TABLE XCIII 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WOULD PARENT 
PARTICIPATION IN DECISION MAKING BE BENEFICIAL 

TO INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT?" 

Percentages 

Respondents No 
Yes No Response 

Parents 
PTO 91.5 8.5 0.0 
PAC 94.1 5.9 0.0 

Total 92.1 7.9 0.0 

Teachers 
Elementary 49.2 44.4 6.3 
Middle 40.7 51.9 7.4 
High 59.3 33.3 7.4 

Total 49.6* 43.6 6.8. 

Principals 
Elementary 83.3 16.7 0.0 
Middle 100.0 0.0 0.0 
High 75.0 25.0 0.0 

Total 87.5 12.5 0.0 

Central Administrators 
Superintendents 100.0 0.0 0.0 
Directors 100.0 0.0 0.0 
Sub-directors 75.0 25.0 0.0 

Total 92.3 7.7 0.0 

•significant difference 

teachers differed significantly in their responses. Only 

49.6 per cent reported instructional benefits from parental 

involvement in school decision making. 
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Table XCIV indicates the perceived roles parents should 

play in the schools and provides insight into the dilemma 

posed by the responses to the question previously presented. 

The survey subjects agreed that parents could play 

three major roles in the schools: PTA activities, assist in 

the development of goals, and help determine discipline 

practices. The professional educators also noted that 

parents could help as volunteers and in identifying needs in 

the schools. The parents were not asked to respond to the 

latter role. 

Autonomy for the schools' staffs in initiating appro-

priate courses/programs for their students was viewed favor-

ably by all four groups of participants. Their responses 

are shown in Table XCV. Each group reported that teachers 

and principals should have this freedom. Although supported 

to a lesser degree by parents than by the other groups, over 

sixty per cent of the parent sample favored such autonomy 

for the schools' professionals. 

Many professional educators felt such freedom did not 

always exist in reality. Table XCVI compares their 

responses. The findings show that from one-fourth to one-

third of each of the school personnel groups believe that 

local school autonomy did not exist at the time of the 

study. 

Elementary principals' responses differed significantly 

from those of their teachers on this item. Two-thirds of 
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TABLE XCV 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "SHOULD TEACHERS 
AND PRINCIPALS BE FREE TO DECIDE THE BEST 

COURSES/PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS?" 

Percentages 

Respondents No 
Yes No Response 

Parents 
PTO 59.3 35.6 5.1 
PAC ' 70.5 17.6 11.8 

Total 61.8 31.6 6.6 

Teachers 
Elementary 92.1 4.8 3.1 
Middle 88.8 7.4 3.7 
High 88.8 7.4 3.7 

Total 90.1 5.9 3.4 

Principals 
Elementary 83.3 16.7 0.0 
Middle 100.0 0.0 0.0 
High 100.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 93.8 6.3 0.0 

Central administrators 
Super intendents 100.0 0.0 0.0 
Directors 100.0 0.0 0.0 
Sub-directors 100.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 100.0 0.0 0.0 

the elementary principals reported not having this autonomy, 

while the same percentage of teachers reported that they had 

such freedom. These results suggest several possible con-

clusions. Teachers may have felt they had the necessary 
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TABLE XCVI 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "ARE TEACHERS AND 
PRINCIPALS FREE TO INITIATE COURSES/PROGRAMS 

RESPONSIVE TO STUDENT NEEDS?" 

Percentages 

Respondents 
Yes No 

No 
Response 

Teachers 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

66.7 
66.6 
55.6 

33.3* 
29.6 
40.7 

0.0 
3.7 
3.7 

Total 65.0 34.2 0.8 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

33.3 
83.3 
75.0 

66.7* 
16.7 
25.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 62.5 37.5 0.0 

Central administrators 
Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 

50.0 
100.0 
75.0 

0.0 
0.0 

25.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 76.9 23.1 0.0 

•significant 
difference 

freedom to operate within the given structure in the elemen-

tary schools, or they may indeed have this autonomy. 

However, principals might not have felt that the present 

situation was satisfactory as far as they were concerned. 

As administrators they encountered restrictions more often 

than did teachers and they may have served as buffers for 

their teachers or modified the restrictions to the degree 
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that they were not perceived as limits on teachers' 

autonomy. It is also conceivable that principals did not 

restrict the teachers' judgment regardless of restrictions 

imposed by the central office. 

Similar responses were noted on the questions presented 

in Tables XCVII and XCVIII. The findings indicate that the 

professional educators believe that local schools should 

have the freedom to select responsive courses/programs from 

a district approved list, but the actual situation in the 

schools appeared to limit such freedom. 

Most of the participants from these three groups noted 

they had this freedom. But over one-third of the principals 

and teachers perceived that they did not have this autonomy. 

It is noteworthy that only 15.4 per cent of the central 

administrators reported that the schools did not have this 

freedom. 

These findings suggest that the local schools' per-

sonnel experienced more restrictiveness on their schools' 

operations than the central administrators wished to admit 

or were aware of. It is also possible that the schools* 

personnel are not availing themselves of the freedom which 

they actually have to select courses/programs from a 

district approved list. 

Survey participants identified those factors which they 

felt motivated teachers to be more responsive to student 
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TABLE XCVII 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "SHOULD TEACHERS 
AND PRINCIPALS BE FREE TO SELECT PROGRAMS/COURSES 

FROM A DISTRICT APPROVED LIST?" 

Percentages 

Respondents 
Yes No 

No 
Response 

Teachers 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

84.1 
74.1 
77.8 

6.4 
3.7 

14.8 

9.5 
22.2 
7.4 

Total 81.2 7.7 11.1 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 100.0 0.0 0.0 

Central administrators 
Super intendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 100.0 0.0 0.0 

needs. These factors are shown in Table XCIX. The findings 

show little agreement on what each group feels are the most 

important motivational variables. However, some areas were 

viewed as important to more than one group. Parents and 

teachers agreed that improved salaries and inservice were 

important, but parents indicated that increased parental 

participation was the most important factor. All 

professional personnel reported "more time to teach" and 
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TABLE XCVIII 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "ARE TEACHERS 
AND PRINCIPALS FREE TO SELECT PROGRAMS/COURSES 

FROM A DISTRICT APPROVED LIST?" 

Percentages 

Respondents 
Yes No 

No 
Response 

Teachers 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

55.6 
37.0 
37.0 

41.3 
40.7 
51.9 

3.2 
22.3 
11.1 

Total 47.9 43.6 8.5 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

33.3 
83.3 
75.0 

66.7 
16.7 
25.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 62.5 37.5 0.0 

Central administrators 
Super intendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 

75.0 
80.0 
75.0 

0.0 
20.0 
25.0 

25.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 76.9 15.4 7.7 

"smaller classes" were important factors. For teachers, 

these were the most important factors. Both administrators 

and principals reported that "improved leadership by the 

principal" would motivate teachers to be responsive more 

than any other factors. 

The findings point out that administrators viewed the 

principal's leadership role as critical to improving respon-

siveness of the teachers. However, teachers did not see the 
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influence of the principal as that critical. As a matter of 

fact, it was listed as only the fifth most important 

influence on their motivation. Parents also gave litte 

value to the principal's role, ranking it as the fourth most 

important factor. 

The remainder of the questions were not asked of 

parents. Only professional personnel gave responses to the 

questions which follow in this discussion. The professional 

educators of the study generally agreed that teachers 

possessed the skills to devise responsive curriculum and 

instructional programs. 

Although the findings show that teachers and principals 

felt that teachers had the skills to produce responsive 

delivery systems, almost 40 per cent of each group dis-

agreed, The central administrators were evenly divided on 

this response, with 46.2 per cent reporting "yes" and the 

same percentage reporting "no," 

A statistically significant difference occurred on the 

responses of the elementary school participants. Two-thirds 

of the teachers reported that teachers possessed the neces-

sary skills, while only 16.7 per cent of the elementary 

principals held this view. The skills of teachers to devise 

instructional programs and courses were questioned by ele-

mentary principals. If teachers are called upon to develop 

instructional delivery systems, the elementary principals 
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TABLE C 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "DO MOST TEACHERS 
HAVE THE NECESSARY SKILLS TO DEVISE RESPONSIVE 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS?" 

Percentages 

Respondents 
Yes NO 

NO 
Response 

Teachers 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

66.7* 
59.3 
48.1 

433.3 
37.0 
40.7 

0.0 
3.7 

11.1 

Total 58.1 38.5 3.4 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

16.7* 
100.0 
50.0 

83.3 
0.0 

50.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 56.2 43.8 0.0 

Central administrators 
Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 

50.0 
60.0 
25.0 

25.0 
40.0 
75.0 

25.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 46.2 46.2 7.6 

•significant 
difference 

have expressed a doubt about the instructors1 abilities in 

this area. 

The role of principals as instructional leaders came 

into question on the item shown on Table CI. This question 

sought to find out how teachers could acquire the necessary 

skills to develop responsive instructional systems. Inser-

vice was highly ranked by all three groups of educators. 
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Central administrators reported that the principals could 

play a critical role in the retraining of teachers to 

acquire these skills. However, teachers disagreed. Elemen-

tary principals again differed significantly from elementary 

teachers. These responses support those in Table XCIX where 

teachers reported that principals were not that important in 

motivating them to be more responsive. 

The participants listed five major benefits of local 

building autonomy in deciding the most appropriate courses/ 

programs for their students. The responses appear in Table 

CII. The educators agreed on five major benefits to 

instructional autonomy at the school level: increased stu-

dent achievement, more responsive instruction, increased 

student interest, improved student self-concept, and faculty 

morale improvement. 

Principals and teachers agreed that they had not been 

personally hindered from implementing their ideas on 

instruction. These responses are compared in Table CIII. 

While most of the school-level personnel reported they had 

not been hindered, they nevertheless listed hindrances to 

their responsiveness. These responses are compared in Table 

CIV. 

Teachers reported class size and time to be the biggest 

barriers to their responsiveness. Principals reported that 

the control of funds by the central office staff was their 



250 

M 
Q 

m 
PQ 

JS 

6 

CO 
0) 
CO 
G 
o 
GN 
CO 
<U 

a i 
6 ( 
co 
4-> 
a 
<D 
o 
u 
<u 

pL, 

<u 
r C 

T3 
0) M I 
> CD 03 
O r C D 
M O r-4 
p - CO CO 
g <u > 

h 4J a i 

I fl} 
o i > i a 
3 r-4 V-| .jQ * H 
M CO 0) O 
• u c * o a a 
CO o CO »H . H 
a « h a) ^ m 

H i J H (O ft 

I 
$-i V* 
0) <D 
4J > 

60 
a 

• H 
c 

H «M CO 
a * h ^ 
£3 CO 4J 

CO 
<U 

CL> <D 
4J M 
CO 60 
CO <L> 

JS * o 

C 
0) 

T? 
a 
o 
a 
CO 
Q) & 

tn <t o 
• • • 

ON N O 

c o o o i n • • • 

v© <1* 0 0 

* 
ON <t <fr • • • 

r ^ . 

i n o o s o • • • 

< t o 
H rt M 

v o o < r • • • 

«—t © 

v o m m 

o o o o o 
M H H 

00 

vO 

© © © • • 

o o o 

o o o 
• • • 

o o o 
m m 

4c * 
O © • • • 

sO © © 
v o i n 

ON 

© © 

v o © © 
v o i n 

nO 

CM 

© rs . © 

O v o i n 
- H CM 

r ^ 

ON 

© © • • • 

© vO © 
i n h » n 

© 
© 

© © © • • • 

© © © 

CO O © © • • 

i n © © 
cm v o i n 

i n 

c o 

© © © 

m © i n 
N vO N 

r^ . 
CO 

© © © 

© © i n 
i n CM CM 

i n 

CM 

© © © • • • 

© © © 

m © © © • • • 

m © m 
N VO N 

CM • 

vO 
s f 

•fc 

CM • 

ON 
vO 

<U 
u 
c 
a 

<D 

I U 
•r4 

no 

•M 
a 
CO 
o 

• H 
M-l 
• r l 
a 
60 

• f t 
CO 

* 

00 

© CO 

© 
© 

CM 

ON 
vO 

u 
CO 
u 
C 
<u 

w 

<v 
r-4 r—4 
* 0 J 2 CO 
•O 60 4J 
• H *i-4 O 
S3 W H 

co >> 
«-* M 
CO CO 
a . u 

• h a a) 
O (D r-4 H 
C S t 

• H a; x ) 60 4-> 
M H » r l «H O 

^ W S S H 

CO 

o 
4J 
co 
U 
-U 
CO CO 

• H XJ 
a a 

• H a) 
B*g 

T> C 
< J 0) CO 

o • - * £ 

CO •«-§ 4-i * H 
^ ^ U ' O H 
«u> a> <u i co 
C ( X M 4J 
«) 3 » H 3 O 

U W O W H 



251 

c o 
H 
w o 
U - z 
w »—i 
z H 
w u 
C Q u 

W w s 
= C O e»-

H C O 
C O S 

W a s < 
OZ feu a ; 

< 3 2 $ 2 
O © 

H < cc 
< w d . 

P H C O 

fi u 
z C O 

< a : 
• • » 
sz C O o 

M o t-3 © 
M H i < 
u H C U w 

C O > 
u : w M 

s z C O 
P C c M y . 

< oc O 
H o P k P k 

H C O 
o w 

C O H a ; 
w 
C O C O © 
S 2 u z 
o e > M 
P u < H 
C D H < 
Cx3 z w 
etf < H 

> W 

o Z 
o < M 

C O 
z t—1 tc 
© c © 
C O 

h-4 a ; 
en o 
< ««*», 
C h c 

z 
o < 

C 
0 ) 

e 
o 
a 

QJ 

JZ o f>» o r>» o o o m o o o 0 0 

O o e n o o o o 

1
2

 

o o o 
m 

o 
C O 

" O 
a> 
(0 >% 
co i J a> 
0 ) i H f—4 
Ul 3 a a o r - < r r>. o o C O o O o o 
w O u 
0 ) 00 o P O i n s O o o N O o o o o 
C J W M E 

V M 
O 

U-l 1 S 
o • r4 C CO 

* o 0 Wi m 0 0 o o i n o o o i n 
J-l • H 6 0 

u o 4-1 0 m 0 0 m < r v O o o o o m 0 0 
CO 

J 
0 
u 

CO 
c 

u 
a 

c s c s c s i n m c o m < • C S c o 

• D 
0 ) > s 
> 4 J 0 ) 
o «-4 »-* ••M m r-« 0 0 r > C O o C O o o o C O u 3 CO • 
a . O iM O v v O a s C O C O m o o o C S 
E CO o i n i n v O m 0 0 0 0 r > . o c o 0 0 o a s 

M V M E 

* o 
CO a> 4-1 
V > a 
a 0 1 QJ 
C tM I M O < • O N P H •tf o C O o m o o o a s 
0 C u c 
a E a> 0 0 0 c s o C O m r ^ o o i n s O 
CO 
<u 

t-4 (0 a m v r N O o 0 0 0 0 o N O r*«» 

0 i 

V M 

^ 5 
0 ; 
CO 

4 J 
3 

o CO 
a ; 

0 
1 

O t- a 0 ) e n c s v O 0 0 o o o o o o O < N 
o t o 0 4 J 
CO a; CO m < N a s o o o o o o o m a s 
4-1 o • o Wl r~> C M c s C-> i n i n i n m o N O N O 
c 
& 0 ) 

u > 
Ul i 
0J CO o 

c 3 
o M c s 0 0 * - 4 © O o 0 0 o o o C O 
o . < u c • • 

C O 

CO 03 o sO s f v D o o m c o o o i n c s 
a ; c f " . o o r-* a s o o a s 

c £ 4-1 «—1 *•4 

" O 
G ; 
CO 

4 J 
CO 

CO c 
Q) a ; u ^3- i n O N a s r o C O o C O o o O C O 
U " O a ; • 
o 3 4-1 O x 0 0 C N m C O m o o o C N 
c 4-1 c r - . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 r - . 0 0 o C O o a -

M CO • H «—I 

* o 
a> 1 
to a ) 
CO c > 
0 ) 0 ) 0 ) O wi o 1—4 o C O O 0 0 o o o s O 
>-H * o • H 4 J 

V 3 X. c •—« c o S O o c o O C O m o o < T c 4-1 o a 0 0 S O o 0 0 o o-> 0 0 o 0 0 
M (0 CO E 

t-l < u 
a> C 0 ) 

JZ o «-i f~( 
O £ * 0 p C to 
co a> * o o o - u 
<u r-t . H .f-l O 

H W 2 s h 

CO CO 
a . 4-> 

c QJ 
(J U H l-l 
C g * 0 J C «0 

• h a> t j W > * J 
M r-i •<-) > H o 

0 * W s 9 C H 

u 
O < U 
• U c 03 
CO ai v-t 
»-« • © o 
4 J C < U 
B I I B ) u 

•»-i *j u ai 
1-" C C O M 
CO * H » H 4-> » H 
M E ^ o « o ^ 
u * c a ; a> i co 
C < O. »-! £i 4J 
GJ 3 3 o 

o w o t n h 



252 

TABLE CIII 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HAVE YOU BEEN 
HINDERED IN IMPLEMENTING YOUR IDEAS 
ON INSTRUCTION THIS SCHOOL YEAR?" 

Respondents 

Percentages 

Respondents 
No 

Yes No Response 

Teachers 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

Total 

17.5 
11.1 
11.1 

82.5 
81.5 
77.8 

0.0 
7.4 

11.1 

Teachers 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

Total 14.5 82.1 3.4 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

Total 

0.0 
16.7 
50.0 

100.0 
83.3 
50.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

Total 18.7 81.3 0.0 

biggest hindrance to responsiveness to the students. Fur-

thermore, they indicated the inflexibility of the curriculum 

and the imposition of programs by the central office staff 

as barriers. 

Although central administrators also reported the con-

trol of funds and the curriculum to be barriers, middle 

managers differed significantly from principals on these 

responses. Directors and sub-directors, or middle managers, 

did not feel that the flexibility of the curriculum posed an 

obstacle to the principals and teachers. Only one-fourth or 

less of the middle managers reported the curriculum to be a 
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barrier, while over half of the principals (56.3 per cent) 

felt it was indeed a hindrance. 

Sub-directors also differed significantly in their view 

of the effect that their control of funds had on the respon-

siveness of the schools. Principals, on the other hand, 

indicated this to be the major barrier. 

Table CV indicates whom the teachers and principals 

perceived as being the deterrent to their responsiveness. 

The teachers reported being hindered by the sub-direc-

tors or program/area directors. The principals reported 

being hindered most often by the directors. The small 

numbers do not permit generalizations or clear-cut con-

clusions. 

The educators identified the major influences on the 

district's curriculum goals. These are compared in Table 

CVI and presented in terms of weighted averages rather than 

percentages. 

The participants agreed that the "needs of students" 

was the greatest influence on the curriculum. They further 

agreed that the "needs of society" was also an important 

influence. However, teachers saw the influence of the 

passing of tests" to be more important than did the admin-

istrators, who felt that "governmental pressures" were more 

influential. 

These findings are understandable when one considers 

that administrators are normally the ones who encounter the 
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TABLE CVI 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHICH DO YOU 
CONSIDER THE MAJOR INFLUENCES ON THE DISTRICT'S 

CURRICULUM GOALS?" 

Mean Values 

Needs of Needs of Govern- Passing Disci- Common 
students society mental of plines denom-

pres- tests inator 
sures 

Respondents 

Teachers 
Elementary 4.1 3.1 3.8 3.7 3.8 1.4 
Middle 3.2 2.4 3.2 3.5 3.2 1.4 
High 3.3 2.5 3.3 2.9 3.5 2.6 

Total 3.9 3.3 2.9 3.4 3.1 2.1 

Principals 
Elementary 2.1 1.3 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.5 
Middle 1.6 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.3 0.1 
High 2.2 1.2 1.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 

Total 2.0 1.1 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.2 
Central 
Adminis-
trators 
Superin-
tendents 1.5 0.7 1.0 0.2 0.2 0.5 
Directors 1.6 1.6 1.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 
Sub-
directors 1.3 0.8 1.3 1.0 0.5 0.3 

Total 1.5 1.1 1.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 

pressures exerted by the guidelines and regulations of 

governmental entities. The teachers felt the pressure 

exerted on them by administrators to improve achievement 

through better test scores. Upon examination of the 

findings, it is apparent that the pressure to improve test 
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scores was also felt by administrators who ranked this as 

the next most important influence on the district's 

curriculum. 

The responses of all educators were similar on the 

question, "Who determines what the needs of the district's 

students are?", presented in Table CVII. Educators agreed 

on two sources which determined the needs of the district's 

students. They agreed that the state education agency and 

that they, themselves, were important sources in the deter-

mination of student needs. Administrators, however, felt 

that the "society/community" was more important than did the 

teachers. Teachers believe that "curriculum experts" are 

more important determiners of student needs than is the 

community. 

The remainder of the questions were asked of adminis-

trative personnel only, since they dealt with matters 

pertinent to management and to the effects of SBM on 

administration of the district. Table CVIII indicates that 

administrators agree that it would be advantageous for prin-

cipals to be able to select their own teachers. 

Administrators agree that giving the principals the 

authority to select teachers would be advantageous because 

they know the local needs and the type of teacher that is 

needed to meet those needs. There was general agreement 

that only one disadvantage existed. This was that 
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TABLE CVII 

COMPARISON OP RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHO DETERMINES 
WHAT THE NEEDS OF THE DISTRICT'S 

STUDENTS ARE?" 

Mean Values 

Texas 
Education 
Agency 

Teachers 
Adminis-
trators 

Society 
Commu-
nity 

Curri-
culum 
experts 

Courts Stu-
dents 

Respon-
dents 

Teachers 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

3.7 
4.3 
4.0 

3.9 
3.4 
3.5 

3.4 
3.0 
3.3 

3.5 
3.1 
3.1 

2.9 
3.3 
2.7 

3.0 
2.6 
2.7 

Total 3.9 3.7 3.2 3.3 2.9 2.8 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

1.6 
2.1 
3.0 

0.8 
1.2 
1.3 

1.6 
1.2 
0.8 

0.3 
0.3 
0.5 

0.3 
0.0 
0.0 

0.6 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 2.1 1.1 1.3 0.4 0.1 0.0 

Central 
Adminis-
trators 
Superin-
tendents 
Directors 
Sub-
directors 

1.2 
1.3 

0.0 

1.0 
1.6 

1.5 

0.7 
1.0 

0.8 

0.5 
1.0 

0.0 

0.2 
0.3 

0.3 

0.5 
0.0 

0.0 

Total 1.1 1.4 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.2 

principals were not properly trained in personnel to hire 

their own teachers. 

The results of local control of the budget by the 

principals are listed in Table CX. 
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TABLE CVIII 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WOULD IT BE 
ADVANTAGEOUS TO HAVE PRINCIPALS SELECT 

THEIR OWN TEACHERS?" 

Percentages 

Respondents 
Yes No 

NO 
Response 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 100.0 0.0 0.0 

Central administrators 
Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 

100.0 
100.0 
75.0 

0.0 
0.0 
25.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Total 92.3 7.7 0.0 

The responses to this item can not be compared for the 

most part since the answers provided on the survey instru-

ment were similar in only one instance. This particular 

item showed that there was agreement that there would be 

little danger of principals mishandling funds if they had 

control of their local school budgets. 

Table CXI indicates that administrators display agree-

ment on all facets of site based management (SBM) presented 

in this question. Administrators agree that SBM would make 

them more effective and increase the involvement of parents, 

Furthermore, they agree that principals are not prepared to 
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implement SBH and that they need specific training in order 

to be prepared. They view the local schools' personnel as 

the ones best qualified to determine needs and to develop 

responsive programs/courses. There was also a high degree 

of agreement that principals favored increased authority to 

make decisions and that the superintendent had not "forced" 

SBM on the district's schools. 

The probable effects of SBM on employees were 

considered by the administrators. The comparison of their 

perceptions appears in Table CXII. The respondents 

generally agree on the effects that SBM would have on 

employees in terms of authority and morale. However, on two 

items sub-directors' opinions differed significantly from 

those of principals. Half of the sub-directors noted "no 

effect" for teachers, while only 6.3 per cent of the princi-

pals indicated this response. The effect that 81.3 per cent 

of the principals perceived for teachers was "increased 

authority." On the other hand, sub-directors totally dis-

agreed by not supporting this response at all. Principals 

perceived that SBM would increase teachers' authority, but 

sub-directors doubted this. 

Administrators also generally agree on the outcomes and 

benefits of SBM. These responses are compared in Table 

CXIII. The results indicate that principals and central 

administrators agreed on five positive results of site based 

management. These include: increased student achievement, 
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improved relations with the community, more responsive 

instruction, better utilization of available funds, and 

greater accountability to the public. It is noteworthy that 

81.3 per cent of the principals reported that SBM would 

positively impact staff morale, while only 46.2 per cent of 

the central staff reported this answer. Closer examination 

of the findings indicates a significant difference on this 

item between the responses of middle managers and princi-

pals. Middle managers, as in Table CXII, reported a 

difference of opinion regarding the effect SBM will have on 

teacher morale. The principals, who work more closely with 

teachers, felt that SBM would improve staff morale. 

Administrators were asked to assess the general 

feelings of principals toward SBM. Their responses appear 

in Table CXIV. 

There was general agreement on all but two responses to 

this question. Administrators agree that principals favor 

increased decision-making authority and the authority to 

determine their schools' programs. They also agree that 

principals do not see SBM as a "waste of money, time, and 

effort," or that they do not want "additional duties." 

Significant differences were noted on two items between 

central administrators as a whole and principals. Princi-

pals reported that their colleagues favor both increased 

parent participation and faculty involvement "in curricular 

and instructional matters." 



TABLE CXII 

COMPARISONS OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "WHAT CHANGES DO YOU 
ENVISION FOR THE FOLLOWING EMPLOYEES 

UNDER SITE BASED MANAGEMENT?" 

267 

Percentage of Responses 

Respondents 

Assistant 
Superin-
tendents 

Directors -Area 1 
Directors I 

Program 
Directors 

Principals Teachers 

Decreased authority 

Central Administrators 
Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 
Total 

50.0 
0.0 

25.0 

100.0 
60.0 
25.0 

100.0 
60.0 
50.0 

100.0 
60.0 
50.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Central Administrators 
Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 
Total 23.1 61.5 69.2 69.2 0.0 0.0 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
H i o h 

0.0 
33.3 
50.0 

66.7 
83.3 
50.0 

83.3 
83.3 

100.0 

83.3 
83.3 
75.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
16.7 
0.0 

ruga 
Total 25.0 68.8 87.5 81.3 0.0 6.3 

Increased authority 

Central Administrators 
Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 
Total 

0.0 
20.0 
25.0 

0.0 
20.0 
25.0 

0.0 
20.0 

0.0 

0.0 
20.0 
0.0 

100.0 
100.0 

75.0 

100.0 
60.0 

0.0* 

Central Administrators 
Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 
Total 15.4 15.4 7.7 7.7 84.6 53.8 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total 

0.0 
0.0 

25.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0/0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

66.7 
83.3 

100.0 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 81.3* 

Lack of morale 

Central Administrators 
Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 
Total 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

50.0 
20.0 
25.0 

50.0 
20.0 
25.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Central Administrators 
Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 
Total 0.0 0.0 30.8 30.8 0.0 0.0 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total 

0.0 
33.3 

0.0 

0.0 
33.3 

0.0 

0.0 
33.3 

0.0 

0.0 
33.3 

0.0 

0.0 
16.7 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Principals 
Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 6.3 0.0 
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Administrators gauged the type of response various 

groups would give SBM. Their answers are compared in Table 

CXV. 

Respondents generally agree that the following groups 

would positively welcome SBM: assistant superintendents, 

principals, teachers, and community members/parents. Signi-

ficant differences were noted between the responses of 

principals and middle managers on two items. A small 

percentage of principals (12.5) indicated that middle mana-

gers would favorably welcome SBM. The majority of middle 

managers, however, reported that their colleagues would 

indeed positively welcome SBM. Although middle managers 

generally perceived teachers as responding favorably to SBM, 

a significant number, over 60 per cent, reported that they 

were "undetermined" on this item while only 18.8 per cent of 

the principals gave this response. 

Since responses to a previous question (Table CXII) had 

indicated that principals felt that teachers would have 

increased authority under SBM, the responses shown in Table 

CXV were predictable. Furthermore, middle managers' 

responses on Table CXII indicating "no effect" for teachers 

under SBM would explain why they felt they could not deter-

mine how teachers would receive SBM. 
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TABLE CXV 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION: "HOW DO YOO FEEL 

THE FOLLOWING GROUPS WILL RESPOND TO 

SITE BASED MANAGEMENT?" 

Percentage of Responses 

Responses 

Assistant 
Superin-
tendents 

Middle 

Mana-

gers 

Principals Teachers Commu-
nity/ 
Parents 

Eagerly welcome SBM 

Superintendents 

Directors 

Sub-directors 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

20.0 

25.0 

0.0 
0.0 

25.0 

0.0 
0.0 
25.0 

Total - Central 
Administrators 0.0 0.0 15.4 7.7 7.7 

Elementary 
Middle 
High 

0.0 
16.7 
25.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

16.7 
16.7 
50.0 

16.7 
0.0 
25.0 

50.0 
16.7 
25.0 

Total - Principals 12.5 0.0 25.0 12.5 31.5 

Favorable response 

Superintendents 
Directors 
Sub-directors 

50.0 
60.0 
50.0 

25.0 
80.0* 

50.0* 

75.0 
60.0 
50.0 

75.0 
40.0 
0.0 

75.0 

80.0 

50.0 

Total- Central 
Administrators 53.8 53.8 61.5 38.5 69.2 

Elementary 
Middle 

High 

66.7 

50.0 

50.0 

0.0 
16.7 
25.0 

33.3 

66.7 

25.0 

50.0 

83.3 

50.0 

50.0 
50.0 
50.0 

Total - Principals 56.3 12.5* 43.8 62.5 50.0 

Undetermined 

Superintendents 

Directors 
Sub-directors 

25.0 
40.0 
50.0 

0.0 
0.0 
25.0 

0.0 
20.0 
25.0 

25.0 
60.0* 
75.0* 

25.0 
20.0 
25.0 

Total - Central 
Administrators 30.8 7.7 15.4 53.8 23.1 

Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total - Principals 

16.7 
16.7 
0.0 

16.7 
50.0 
25.0 

50.0 
16.7 
25.0 

33.3 
16.7 
0.0 

0.0 
33.3 
25.0 

Elementary 
Middle 
High 
Total - Principals 12.5 31.3 31.3 18.8* 18.8 
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TABLE CXV—Continued 

Percentage of Responses 

Assistant Middle Prin- Teachers Commu-

Superin- Mana- cipals nity/ 

Responses tendents gers Parents 

Unfavorable response 

Superintendents 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Directors 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Sub-directors 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total - Central 

Administrators 7.7 1.5.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Elementary 16.7 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Middle 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 

High 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 

Total - Principals 6.3 31.3 0.0 6.3 0.0 

Resistance to SBM 

Superintendents 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Directors 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Sub-directors 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total - Central 

Administrators 0.0 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Elementary 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Middle 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 

High 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total - Principals 12.5 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

•significant difference 

Chapter Summary 

Summary of Fjpdjncjs and MsIysJLs 
of Parent Responses 

Responses indicate that parents were almost evenly 

divided on the ability of the district's schools to meet 

individual student needs. Parents more often felt that the 

variety of student needs hindered the schools' 
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responsiveness. The findings also indicate that the lack of 

the necessary teachers to be so responsive presented a 

barrier. 

Parents clearly responded that the schools "usually" 

met the needs of their children. However, three areas were 

most often mentioned as needing improvement. Parents 

reported a lack of parental involvement, that classes needed 

to be smaller in size, and that the schools needed to pro-

vide more instruction in the "basics." 

The need for more involvement appeared in parent 

responses regarding the role parents should play in decision 

making. Almost all of the respondents reported that parent 

involvement would result in benefits to the students. The 

reported roles parents should play were both traditional and 

non-traditional in nature. The non-traditional roles 

involved planning for school improvement through working on 

school-parent committees helping to develop goals, objec-

tives, and discipline practices. However, the more affluent 

PTA presidents supported the role of parents on such advi-

sory committees more often than did poorer Title I parents. 

Parents indicated that they did have the time to become 

more involved in their schools. The findings reveal a 

willingness of parents to become more involved in their 

schools in both traditional ways, such as classroom volun-

teers and PTA activity, and in other ways, such as those 
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normally related to school-community advisory groups or site 

based councils. 

Parent respondents felt comfortable and welcomed at 

their schools and most were treated honestly and in a 

friendly fashion. However, the evidence indicates that the 

less affluent PAC parents felt a less positive reception 

than did the PTA survey participants. 

Schools were doing well in keeping parents informed 

according to the survey findings. But it is perceived that 

schools could do a better job of informing parents. 

Most parents felt that teachers should have the freedom 

to make decisions regarding the educational program for 

individual students. However, increased communication with 

parents was seen as having an influence on teachers* moti-

vation to be responsive to individual needs. Higher 

salaries were also viewed in this same vein. Parents also 

reported that parental involvement in teachers' evaluation 

would increase teacher responsiveness. 

The findings indicate that parents view teachers' 

autonomy in instructional programs as beneficial, but they 

also viewed their own involvement in decision making and 

teacher evaluation as needed. 

Summary ol Findings and Analysis 
of T o c h e r Responses 

The findings indicate that teachers believed that the 

system's schools have the capability to be responsive to the 
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variety of all students' needs. On the other hand, teachers 

also reported insufficient number of teachers could pose a 

hindrance to responsiveness. 

According to teacher responses, the shortcomings of the 

district are directly related to instruction. They reported 

that the schools were lacking in the individualization of 

instruction and in the emphasis on the "basics." 

The findings of the study indicate that teachers are 

not in agreement with regard to the benefits of parent 

involvement in school decision making. A high percentage 

(43.6) did not see instructional benefits, and a majority 

saw little value of such involvement. Teachers most often 

mentioned that the most appropriate role for the parents was 

through PTA-type activities. Parent participation in disci-

pline and in the identification of needs was also mentioned. 

Most teachers believe that community involvement would 

result in better support of schools, improved discipline and 

attendance. Furthermore, many of the teachers think 

achievement gains would result from such involvement by 

parents. 

Most teachers believe that the district's instructional 

staff has the necessary skills to produce responsive curri-

cula and instructional programs. However, high school 

teachers differed significantly in their perceptions and 

indicated that the instructional staff did not have the 

essential skills. In the teachers' view, these needed 
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skills might be acquired through teacher preparation pro-

grams at the university level. The principal was not seen 

as an important source of providing such training. 

Most of the participants reported that they would be 

motivated to be more responsive in their instruction if they 

had smaller classes and more time to teach. Higher salaries 

and improved inservice activities were seen as slightly less 

important to their motivation. While elementary and middle 

school teachers ranked increased parent participation low on 

the list of motivating forces, high school teachers gave it 

a significantly different position. 

A high percentge of teachers (91.5) reported that it 

was important for them to have autonomy in instructional 

decisions, and yet a much smaller percentage (64.1) reported 

having such freedom. 

Similarly, teachers wanted the freedom to select pro-

grams or courses from a district approved list, but this was 

not the situation in many schools. Less than half of the 

teachers reported having this freedom. 

Instructional autonomy for teachers would result in 

five benefits, according to most teachers. Student achieve-

ment, interest, and self-concept would be positively 

affected if teachers had more freedom to initiate or select 

programs/courses for their students; their instruction would 

be more responsive, and their own morale would improve. 

Teachers wanted more instructional freedom and saw positive 
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benefits as a result, mostly for the students but also for 

themselves and their colleagues. 

Teachers reported that inservice programs provided 

valuable assistance for them in the individualization of 

their instruction. However, other teachers and specialists 

were seen as powerful sources of such help. Of all the 

district sources of assistance to teachers, the principal 

was perceived to be the least important. This strongly 

suggests that the principals of this district must receive 

the necessary training to prepare them for the instructional 

leadership role inherent under SBM. 

Four-fifths of the teachers indicated that they had not 

been prevented from implementing their own ideas in their 

classrooms. However, teachers did report barriers to indi-

vidualizing their instruction. These hindrances were class 

size and the lack of instruction time. These responses 

correspond to the responses to a previous question to which 

teachers reported that having "more time to teach" and 

"smaller class sizes" would motivate them to be more 

responsive to individual needs. The district could investi-

gate pupil-teacher ratios and non-instructional duties or 

"time on task" to improve responsiveness to learner prob-

lems. 

Teachers in this system were seldom directed to indivi-

dualize instruction to meet needs or to change their 

methodologies. They were most often directed to use new 
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books or curricula. These responses could indicate a lack 

of supervision or an extraordinarily superior performance by 

the teachers. 

The needs of students were seen by teachers as the most 

important influence on the district's curriculum goals. The 

passing of tests and meeting the needs of society were also 

important. It must be noted that teachers believe that 

student needs are determined by the state education agency 

and not by teachers, administrators, or parents. In fact, 

teachers feel that teachers and administrators are slightly 

less important than are professors and curriculum experts in 

determining student needs. 

Summary of Findings and Analysis Q£ 

Principal ftegpQpses 

Principals reported that the district's schools could 

realistically respond to the individual needs of all stu-

dents. Nevertheless, almost half of the principals reported 

that the schools were failing to individualize to meet 

student needs. 

Principals see two major instructional shortcomings of 

the district's schools: irrelevancy of the present curricu-

lum, and insufficient emphasis on the basics, defined as the 

"3 R's." The latter perception, however, was not shared by 

the elementary principals. 

Principals believe that parent participation in local 

school decision making would positively impact instruction. 
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They reported five primary roles for this type of partici-

pation. Parent participation through PTA activities and 

their involvement in the development of the schools' goals 

and objectives were most often suggested by the partici-

pants. In addition, they reported that parents could help 

by assisting to identify local needs, to select textbooks, 

and to determine discipline practices. 

Principals, in general, believe that the district's 

teachers have the skills to develop responsive instructional 

delivery systems, including curriculum development and pro-

gram design. However, elementary principals significantly 

differed with this position. 

Principals saw themselves as playing a critical role in 

the training of teachers who did not possess the skills to 

design responsive courses or programs. In addition to their 

own training role, principals felt that inservice activities 

and improved university training could help provide the 

needed skills. 

Principals view their own behavior as the most impor-

tant factor in motivating teachers to be more responsive in 

their instruction. Principals also supported the value of 

inservice in motivating teachers to improve instruction. 

Other less important motivational factors mentioned were 

greater parent participation, more time for teachers to 

teach, teacher involvement in the hiring of teachers, and 



281 

teacher autonomy in the design and development of responsive 

instruction. 

Principals feel that they and their faculties should 

have autonomy to design or select responsive instructional 

systems. Although a majority reported having such freedom, 

over one-third claimed that they did not. The findings 

indicate that most elementary and some high school princi-

pals do not believe that they have this autonomy. 

Instructional autonomy would have several student-

related benefits, according to the principals. Principals 

believe that student achievement, interest, and self-concept 

would increase. They believe that instructional autonomy 

would also increase faculty morale. The findings clearly 

point out that principals want this flexibility and that 

they project many student-related benefits as a result. 

Principals stated that they were not being personally 

hindered from implementing their ideas in instruction. 

Rather, they are indirectly hindered by the organization's 

present structure. The fact that they do not directly 

control instructional funds is perceived as a major barrier 

to responsive instruction. The inflexibility of the curri-

culum poses another obstacle, as does the imposition of 

programs on the schools by the central office staff. 

Principals believe that they are not free to "fully" indivi-

dualize their courses or programs. Principals believe that 

the barriers to school responsiveness emanated from the 
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central office staff and from the restrictiveness of the 

organizational structure and procedures. 

The findings indicate that principals rank student 

needs as the most important influence on the curriculum 

goals of the district. The needs of society and the pres-

sures imposed by governmental entities are seen as the 

second and third most important influences. The most impor-

tant source that principals believe determines the needs of 

the district's students is the state education agency, an 

outside source. They believe that the community, adminis-

trators, and teachers are also important determiners of 

student needs. The findings indicate that state require-

ments were an important factor in the local schools' 

planning process. Principals also noted that teachers, 

administrators, and community members are also important in 

planning for school improvement. 

School systems operated under the concept of site based 

management (SBM) delegate many functions to the school 

level. Two of these are the authority to hire personnel and 

the control of the school budget. Principals believe that 

it would be advantageous for them to have these responsi-

bilities. They feel that they are in the position to best 

know the specific type of teacher needed to meet local 

needs. They also believe that having these responsibilities 

would increase the schools' accountability to the public and 
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would result in a better distribution of funds to meet local 

needs. 

Principals believe that the district's principals gene-

rally held positive feelings about SBM. They specifically 

value the increased authority, faculty and parental involve-

ment, and authority to determine instruction for their 

schools that SBM provides. 

The findings indicated specific needs to be addressed 

in the implementation of site based management. They 

reported that the district's principals need training in 

three areas in order to be properly prepared. These areas 

are planning, curriculum, and instruction. While the data 

suggest that principals believe the identification of local 

needs should be a building level function, the development 

of courses or programs to respond to the needs was not as 

strongly supported by principals. 

The findings indicate that SBM would have the greatest 

impact on middle managers, principals, and teachers. Prin-

cipals foresaw that mid-level central administrators would 

lose authority under SBM, while principals and teachers 

would gain authority. Much of the authority that the middle 

managers would lose includes control of funds, of curricu-

lum, and to some degree of instruction. These functions 

would be delegated to the building level personnel under 

SBM. The most inconsequential impact would be on the 
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overall authority of top-level central administrators, 

according to the principals' responses. 

Principals projected many positive benefits as a result 

of SBM. Foremost were student achievement gains and 

improved school-community relations. It was strongly felt 

that instruction would be more responsive to actual student 

needs, that the schools would be more accountable to the 

public, and that funds would be more effectively utilized. 

Principals responded that SBM would create more work for 

them, but they also pointed out that the morale of their 

staffs would be enhanced. 

The findings indicate that SBM would be favorably 

received by principals, teachers, parents, and top-level 

central administrators. They also indicate that middle 

managers would be negatively disposed toward SBM, even to 

the point of resistance. This reception by the middle 

managers is understandable, given their loss of authority 

which would occur under SBM. 

Summary Findings and Analysis Of 

Central administrators believe that the schools can 

realistically respond to all individual student needs. How-

ever, they also reported that the schools are presently 

failing to meet individual needs in two major areas; the 

relevancy of the curriculum and the lack of emphasis on 

career counseling. 
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Administrators indicate that parent participation in 

local school decision making would benefit instructional 

improvement. They identified five roles parents should play 

in the schools. The traditional role of parents in PTA and 

as classroom volunteers are two of these roles. In 

addition, three less traditional roles were considered as 

important. These roles involved parents helping to develop 

goals and objectives, to identify needs, and to determine 

discipline practices. 

The ability of the district's teachers to develop 

responsive instructional delivery systems was doubted by 

half of the administrators. Administrators feel that the 

principals must play a major role in improving teachers' 

skills to develop effective instruction. The leadership 

exhibited by the principal was identified as a major factor 

in motivating teachers to be more responsive to individual 

needs. Inservice training was also seen as an important 

tool in the improvement of teachers' skills and their 

responsiveness. Administrators also believe that greater 

parent participation would prove to be a teacher motivator. 

Although administrators unanimously believe that the 

schools' professional staffs should have the autonomy to 

determine the most appropriate instructional systems for 

their students, it was found that this was not necessarily 

the present situation. Most administrators felt that the 

schools presently had this flexibility, however, the results 
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indicated that one-fourth of the respondents disagreed with 

this perception. 

Administrators believe that instructional autonomy 

would result in six benefits: responsive instruction, 

increased student interest, improved teacher morale, student 

gains, improved self-concept, and fewer drop-outs. This 

freedom for the schools was viewed positively. 

Two major hindrances to responsiveness were identified. 

Administrators reported that the control of funds by the 

central office staff restricted the effective use of these 

funds by the schools. They also believe that programs are 

often imposed on the schools regardless of local needs. 

Middle managers less often viewed these as hindrances than 

did the superintendent-level group. It may be the case that 

middle managers themselves are the source of hindrance since 

they are responsible for the development and monitoring of 

budgets and programs. 

The central administrators described the major 

influences on the district's curricular goals as student 

needs, governmental pressures, and societal needs. The 

three major determiners of student needs were the schools' 

professional staffs, the state education agency, and the 

community. 

Central administrators believe that it would be advan-

tageous for principals to have the authority to select their 

own teachers. They feel that principals know best what type 
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of teacher is needed to meet local needs. They feel that 

teacher loyalty to the school would be enhanced by means of 

principal selection, that principals wanted this authority, 

and that the role of principals would be strengthened. 

Two obstacles to allowing principals to control their 

own budgets were suggested. Administrators indicated that 

principals were not properly trained in budgeting and that 

it would take too much of their already limited time. 

Central administrators believe that SBM would have 

numerous positive effects on the school district. They feel 

that parents would be given a greater voice in school plan-

ning and that school-community relations would improve. 

They also feel that SBM would make them more effective in 

their present positions. They believe that SBM will improve 

student achievement gains and produce more responsive 

instruction. The administrators feel that a better utili-

zation of funds, more accountability to the public, and a 

decrease in the drop-out rate would result. 

Other perceived effects of SBM were: increased work-

load for principals, increased decision-making authority for 

principals and teachers, loss of authority for middle mana-

gers, and the need for the training of principals in 

budgeting, planning, curriculum, and instruction. One-third 

of the administrators believe that sub-directors will under-

go a "loss of morale" because of the implementation of SBM. 
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The findings indicate that there would be a major 

change in the locus of authority away from middle managers 

to the building level and primarily to the principals. The 

perceptions of middle managers indicate a less favorable 

view of the benefits of SBM, particularly in the respon-

siveness of instruction, the impact SBM would have on the 

drop-out rate, and staff morale. 

Central administrators did not generally believe that 

principals wanted either faculty or parental involvement in 

instructional matters. Administrators believe that most 

groups would respond positively toward SBM, particularly 

principals and parents. Administrators were not sure of the 

nature of the reception teachers would have to SBM. Most of 

the "unfavorable" responses were ascribed to the middle 

managers. Middle managers were also viewed as the only 

group that would actively resist SBM. 

Suppary Fjpdjpgs qM Analysis 
ol IfttgrgrQup preferences 

Responses indicate that parents disagreed with school 

personnel on the feasibility of the schools' being able to 

respond to all individual student needs. Parents did not 

feel it was realistic to expect the schools to be so 

responsive. 

All four groups reported that an "irrelevant curricu-

lum" was one of the major ways the district is failing to 

meet student needs. Other responses reflect the special 



289 

interests of the particular group. Teachers are most con-

cerned with instructional factors. Administrators are aware 

of organizational restraints. Parents want not only more 

participation in decision making but such participation by 

more parents. Parents, teachers, and principals reported 

that an "insufficient emphasis on the basics" was another 

shortcoming. The failure to individualize instruction was 

highly supported by the educators' groups. Central adminis-

trators felt that ineffective building organization by the 

principals was a major failure of the schools. 

Parental participation in decision making would benefit 

instructional improvement, according to all the groups. 

However, the teachers were much less positive in this 

response. Almost as many teachers felt that such partici-

pation would not benefit instruction as those who felt that 

it would. 

The groups supported three major roles parents could 

play in the schools, including: development of goals and 

objectives, determination of discipline practices, and the 

traditional role of PTA involvement. 

All educators believe that local school personnel 

should have the freedom to decide appropriate courses/ 

programs for their students, but fewer educators believe 

that this autonomy actually exists in the district's 

schools. Elementary principals believe that they do not 

have this autonomy. 
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All groups did not agree on what would motivate 

teachers to be more responsive in their instruction. 

Smaller class size and more instructional time were most 

important to teachers. Parents reported that greater 

parental involvement would motivate teachers, while the 

administrators saw the instructional leadership of the prin-

cipal as the most important motivating factor. 

Although the findings indicate that the professionals 

felt that teachers had the skills to produce responsive 

delivery systems (programs/courses), agreement is not 

strong; almost forty per cent did not agree. Many 

elementary teachers feel that they possess these skills, but 

their principals disagreed. 

Principals and central administrators believe that 

teachers could acquire the skills to devise responsive 

courses/programs through the instructional leadership of the 

principal. Teachers, on the other hand, feel that they 

could best acquire the skills through inservice. They 

ranked the principal much lower in importance in providing 

these skills. 

The groups agreed on five major benefits of local 

school autonomy in deciding the most appropriate courses/ 

programs for students. These included: increased student 

achievement, more responsive instruction, increased student 

interest, improved student self-concept, and positive 

faculty morale. 
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Most principals and teachers believed that they had not 

been personally hindered in the implementation of 

instruction. However, hindrances to their responsiveness 

were present. Teachers reported that time and class size 

posed the biggest barriers to their responsiveness to stu-

dent needs. Principals reported that the control of funds 

by the central office and the restrictiveness of the curri-

culum most often hindered their responsiveness. Middle 

managers disagreed significantly on both of these responses. 

Their disagreement may be due in part to the fact that they 

were the ones responsible for the distribution of school 

funds and, to some degree, the monitoring of the implemen-

tation of the curriculum. 

The greatest influence on the curricular goals of the 

district is believed to be "to meet the needs of students." 

The needs of society was also viewed as an important factor. 

Teachers felt that the pressure for students to do well on 

standardized tests was a major influence on the curriculum. 

Administrators recognized the importance of this pressure, 

but the pressures exerted by governmental entities and the 

perceptions of teachers and administrators were more 

important in their view. 

Professionals noted that the state education agency and 

educators (teachers/administrators) were the most important 

sources that determined the needs of the district's stu-

dents. The third major source was not agreed upon by the 
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teachers and administrators. Teachers reported "curriculum 

experts" as more influential sources than the community, 

which was more important to the administrators. 

Administrators feel that it would be advantageous for 

principals to select their own teachers. They reported that 

principals could better select the type of teachers needed 

to meet local needs. Administrators also agreed that it was 

a disadvantage that principals were not properly trained for 

this task. 

Central administrators also reported that princpals did 

not have the necessary training to control their school 

budgets. Principals, however, want this control and 

reported that this responsibility would result in a better 

utilization of funds and improved school-communty relations. 

Administrators agree that site based management (SBM) 

would make them more effective and increase the influence of 

parents in school affairs. They also reported that princi-

pals needed training in planning, curriculum, and 

instruction to prepare for SBM. Administrators viewed the 

schools' personnel as those best qualified to identify local 

needs and to develop responsive instructional delivery sys-

tems. Principals and superintendent-level participants 

believe that SBM would increase the authority of principals 

and teachers. They also believe that middle managers would 

lose authority as a result of SBM. Area/program directors 
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believe that SBM would have "no effect" on teachers 

whatsoever. 

Administrators project five benefits as a result of 

site based management: increased student achievement, more 

responsive instruction, improved community relations, better 

utilization of funds, and greater accountability to the 

public. 

The administrator participants reported general agree-

ment on the feelings of principals regarding SBM. They 

agree that principals: favored increased authority, wanted 

the authority to determine local programs/courses, did not 

see SBM as a waste of effort and funds. Significant dif-

ferences were noted regarding principals' feelings towards 

increased parent and faculty participation in school 

matters. Principals reported that their colleagues wanted 

this greater involvement, while central administrators dis-

agreed significantly. 

Respondents generally agree that superintendents, prin-

cipals, teachers, and parents/community members would 

positively welcome SBM. The group that stood to lose a 

significant amount of power and influence, middle managers, 

was viewed by principals as opposed to site based 

management. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purposes of this study include: 

1. Identification and description of organizational 

barriers to individual school curricular and instructional 

flexibility and responsiveness, which exist within a large 

urban school district. 

2. Assessment of the relative importance (dys-

functional effect) of the barriers identified. 

3. Development of a process model which addresses 

identified barriers for the purpose of overcoming these 

obstacles. 

The study included samples of parents, teachers, prin-

cipals, and central administrators. A survey was conducted 

through written questionnaires administered to parents and 

teachers, while responses from principals and central admin-

istrators were obtained by using a structured interview 

technique. 

294 
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The questionnaires and interview guides were con-

structed to address the five research questions of the 

study: 

1. What are the specific barriers to curricular and 

instructional flexibility and/or responsiveness that 

presently exist in the school system as viewed by represen-

tative school district personnel and community members? 

2. What specific impact do the barriers have on the 

present operations of the schools? 

3. What, specifically, do the schools' building level 

personnel want to do that they cannot now accompish due to 

the existence of the identified barriers? 

4. What are the specific barriers to site based man-

agement (SBM) as viewed by representative school district 

personnel in this urban system, and how do findings of this 

study compare to findings of similar studies in other school 

systems? 

5. Can the identified barriers to SBM be overcome or 

ameliorated by means of a process model for the implemen-

tation of site based management? 

A review of literature was the basis for the devel-

opment of the survey instruments. Pilot tests and jury 

panels served as the means of validation of all instruments. 

The population for the parent sample included presi-

dents of parent-teacher organizations and chairpersons of 

the district's Title I Parent Advisory Councils. The 
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district's 2,363 teachers was the population from which the 

teacher sample was drawn. The district's 108 principals 

comprised the population of site level administrators. Cen-

tral administrators with responsibility for curriculum and 

instruction made up the population of administrators. 

Findings 

RESEARCH Question Qimx what ELS. £ M Barriers 
to curricular M instructional Flexibility 

apd/oy Responsiveness? 

Parent perceptions.—Parents generally (61.8 per cent) 

felt it important for teachers to have the freedom to decide 

the best programs for their students. Over 90 per cent of 

the parents indicated that parental involvement in making 

educational decisions would be beneficial to instruction. 

Approximately 90 per cent of the parents felt comfort-

able and welcomed in their respective schools. Over three-

fourths of the parents perceived school employees' attitudes 

at their schools as open and sincere. Others saw school 

personnel as friendly but insincere, while some saw atti-

tudes of coldness and disrespectfulness. 

Over 53 per cent indicated that the following factors 

would motivate teachers to be more responsive to individual 

student needs: increased involvement and communication with 

parents, higher salaries, and parent involvement in teacher 

evaluation. Other motivating factors indicated by less than 

a majority were better training, improved leadership by the 
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principal, parent pressure, principal selection of teachers, 

teacher selection of teachers, and committee selection of 

teachers. 

More than half of the parents did not feel that the 

district's schools could realistically respond to the needs 

of all students. They did not feel it was realistic to 

expect the schools to answer the needs of all students for 

various reasons. These included expense involved (22.4 per 

cent), unavailability of enough teachers (32.9 per cent), 

variety of students' needs (38.2 per cent), and the lack of 

concern by some of the schools' personnel (17.1 per cent). 

The two most often mentioned reasons, however, were the lack 

of teachers and the variety of needs. 

Teacher perceptions.—Most teachers (81.2 per cent) 

believed that they had not been hindered in implementing 

their ideas on instruction. Of those who believed they had 

been hindered, 14.5 per cent reported that the program/area 

directors and principals were the sources of hindrance. 

Other less often mentioned hindrances were vice principals, 

counselors or other teachers, instructional specialists, and 

parents or community members. 

Although only 14.5 per cent of the teachers reported 

that they had been personally hindered, over one-third (34.2 

per cent) perceived that they were not free to initiate 

responsive educational programs and courses. Approximately 
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two-thirds of the teachers felt that they were free to 

initiate responsive educational programs and courses. 

Forty-three per cent of the teachers reported that they had 

"some freedom" in initiating responsive courses and pro-

grams. Less than 50 per cent indicated that they were free 

to select a variety of courses and programs from a district 

approved list. These responses indicate that over one-third 

of the teachers perceived that they were hindered in either 

initiating or selecting responsive courses or programs. 

Most teachers identified the following probable bene-

fits as a result of instructional freedom: increased 

student interest (82.1 per cent), achievement gains (75.2 

per cent), more responsive instruction (76.1 per cent), 

improved faculty morale (59.8 per cent), and better student 

self-concept (61.5 per cent). Another benefit mentioned was 

decreased drop-out rate. A smaller number of teachers re-

ported two disadvantages of curricular freedom: lack of 

coordination of instructional program and decreased faculty 

morale. 

A majority of teachers (57.2 per cent) indicated that 

the district's schools could realistically respond to the 

needs of all students. Those who felt that the schools 

could not respond to all needs, 38.5 per cent, indicated 

several reasons for this. The lack of enough teachers was 

the most often mentioned reason. Also mentioned frequently 
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was the variety of student needs. Expense was the least 

often mentioned reason. 

Less than half of the teachers (49.6 per cent) reported 

that parental involvement in decision making would improve 

instruction. Almost as many teachers (43.6 per cent) 

reported that such parental involvement would not help 

instruction. Teachers in this district are almost in com-

plete disagreement among themselves regarding the value of 

parental involvement in school-level decision making. 

Those teachers who reported that parent participation 

in school-level decision making would improve instruction 

indicated several ways in which parents could be involved. 

These included: participate in PTA activities (41.9 per 

cent), help identify student needs (35 per cent), help 

develop goals and objectives (35 per cent), and assist 

teachers in classrooms (25.6 per cent). Other areas 

selected by fewer teachers included: assist in selection of 

textbooks, help determine grading practices, and assist in 

placement of students in special programs. 

A majority of teachers, over 60 per cent, reported two 

factors which would motivate them to be more responsive to 

student needs: having smaller class loads/sizes and more 

time to teach. Other motivators reported included: 

improved inservice, increased salaries, improved 

instructional leadership by principal, autonomy in course/ 
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program development, greater parent involvement in school 

affairs, and participation in the hiring of teachers. 

Sixty per cent of the teachers reported that most of 

the district's teachers possessed the skills necessary to 

devise responsive curriculum and programs. 

Teachers received a variety of mandates or directives 

regarding curriculum and instruction from district officials 

and principals. Most often teachers were directed to use 

new and/or different books (39.3 per cent). "To implement a 

new curriculum" was the second most frequently received 

mandate (22.2 per cent). Other less frequently received 

directives included: to change methodology or techniques, 

to individualize instruction, to teach a different class, 

and to develop or help develop courses and/or programs. 

Teachers ranked the six major influences on the dis-

trict's curriculum goals in the following order: to serve 

the needs of students, to promote the passing of tests, to 

serve the needs of society, to meet the demands of the 

disciplines, to respond to local/state/federal pressures, 

and by common denominator ("we've always done it this way"). 

The six sources which determined the needs of the district's 

students were reported in the following order of importance: 

state education agency, teachers and administrators, curri-

culum experts, society and local community, federal/state 

courts, and students. 
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Principal perceptions.—Most principals (81.3 per cent) 

felt that they had not been prevented from implementing 

their ideas on instruction nor from implementing the ideas 

of their faculty. Of those who felt they had been hindered, 

18.8 per cent reported the following sources of hindrance: 

director, area or program director, assistant superinten-

dent, and the board of education. The director was the most 

often mentioned source of hindrance. 

Approximately 60 per cent of the principals felt that 

both teachers and they themselves were free to initiate 

responsive educational programs and courses. However, 37.5 

per cent perceived that they did not have this freedom. 

Most principals also indicated that they, as well as 

teachers, were free to select a variety of courses and 

programs from a district approved list. But 37.5 per cent 

reported not having this autonomy. 

Most principals reported the probable following bene-

fits as a result of instructional freedom: increased 

student achievement (93.8 per cent) and interest (87.5 per 

cent), more responsive instruction (93.8 per cent), improved 

student self-concept (87.5 per cent) and faculty morale 

(81.3 per cent), and decreased drop-out rate (50 per cent). 

A small minority of principals reported two disadvantages: 

lack of coordination of instructional program and decreased 

faculty morale. 
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Over eighty-five per cent of the principals indicated 

that the district's schools could realistically respond to 

the needs of all students. Those who reported that the 

schools could not meet all needs, 12.5 per cent, indicated 

three reasons for this: the lack of enough teachers, the 

expense involved, and the variety of student needs. 

Most principals (87.5 per cent) reported that parent 

involvement in decision making would benefit instruction. 

Over 50 per cent supported the following ways in which 

parents could participate: help to develop goals and objec-

tives, assist in classrooms, participate in PTA activities, 

help identify student needs, assist in selecting books, and 

help in determining discipline practices. Other areas se-

lected by less than a majority of principals included: help 

determine grading practices and assist in placing students 

in special programs. 

A majority of principals reported that the following 

factors would motivate teachers to be more responsive to 

student needs: improved inservice, autonomy in course/ 

program development, increased teacher salaries, 

participation in the hiring of teachers, improved instruc-

tional leadership by the principal, greater parent 

participation, more time to teach, and smaller class size. 

Improved leadership was the most often mentioned factor 

(87.5 per cent). 
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A majority of principals (56.3 per cent) perceived that 

most of the district's teachers have the skills required to 

devise responsive curriculum and programs. 

Principals ranked the three major influences on the 

district's curriculum goals in the following order: to meet 

the needs of students, to meet the needs of society, and to 

respond to governmental pressures. The three important 

sources which determined the needs of the district's stu-

dents were ranked in the following order: the state 

education agency, broader society/local community, and 

teachers/administrators. 

fourths of the central administrators felt that principals 

and teachers were free to initiate responsive educational 

programs and courses. They similarly reported that princi-

pals and teachers were free to select a variety of courses 

and programs from a district approved list. The perceptions 

of central administrators differed from those of the 

teachers and principals. Over one-third of the teachers and 

principals reported not having this freedom, while only one-

fourth of the central administrators felt that the schools' 

personnel did not have this type of autonomy. 

Over 70 per cent of the central administrators per-

ceived the following benefits as a result of instructional 

freedom: increased student achievement and interest, more 
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responsive instruction, improved student self-concept and 

faculty morale. The lack of coordination of the 

instructional program was mentioned, by less than a 

majority, as a disadvantage. 

More than 90 per cent of the central administrators 

indicated that the district's schools could realistically 

respond to the needs of all students. Those who felt that 

the district could not realistically meet the needs of all 

students (7.7 per cent) indicated three reasons for this: 

the lack of enough teachers, the expense involved, and the 

variety of student needs. 

All but one central administrator reported that parent 

involvement in decision making would benefit instruction. A 

majority of these respondents indicated several ways in 

which parents could be involved: help develop goals and 

objectives (92.3 per cent), assist in classrooms (61.5 per 

cent), participate in PTA activities (84.6 per cent), help 

identify student needs (61.5 per cent), and help determine . 

discipline practices (61.5 per cent). Other areas selected 

by less than a majority included: assist select books, help 

determine grading practices, and assist place students in 

special programs. 

Central administrators reported that the following 

factors would motivate teachers to be more responsive: 

improved inservice (53.8 per cent), greater parent partici-

pation (61.5 per cent), improved instructional leadership by 
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the principal (100 per cent), more time to teach (76.9 per 

cent), and smaller class size (69.2 per cent). Fewer admin-

istrators reported that the following would motivate 

teachers: autonomy in course/program development, increased 

teacher salaries, and participation in the hiring of 

teachers. 

The survey participants from this sample group were 

equally divided on the question of whether or not teachers 

possessed the skills to devise responsive curriculum and 

programs. 

Central administrators ranked the major influences on 

the district's curriculum goals in the following order: to 

meet the needs of students, to respond to governmental 

pressures, and to meet the needs of society. The three 

major sources which determine the needs of the district's 

students were ranked in the following order: teachers and 

administrators, the state education agency, and broader 

society/local community. 

Resggycfr Quest;iPH. Two,; What Impact D£ 
£ M Barriers Have on District's 

gcfroojs Operation? 

Parent perceptions.—Approximately two-thirds of the 

parents reported just one reason why the schools were 

failing to do a good job for students. These parents 

reported that there was too little parent involvement in the 

schools. Two other reasons which were given by over 40 per 
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cent of the parents were that classes were too large and 

that more of the basics (3 R's) were needed. Other 

responses in order of frequency include: some teachers do 

not care about students, more different types of classes 

needed, classes not interesting, not enough time spent on 

teaching, grading standards too low, students not involved 

in decision making, job training needed, suspensions used 

too often, too many drugs, too many fights, poor equipment 

and buildings, drop-outs not encouraged to return, and help 

needed to help graduates find jobs. 

A majority of parent respondents reported the following 

ways in which they could best help and influence the 

schools: help develop the schools' goals for their children 

(61.8 per cent), help develop goals for all the individual 

schools' students (76.3 per cent), help teachers in the 

classrooms (76.3 per cent), participate in PTA activities 

(92.1 per cent), be a member of principals' parent commit-

tees (84.2 per cent), and help determine discipline prac-

tices (57.9 per cent). Other ways which were selected by 

less than a majority included: help to select principals 

and teachers, run for the school board, and help determine 

grading practices. 

Not all the ways in which parents could help in the 

schools were considered important by the parents. Of the 

aforementioned activities, the following were listed as the 
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most important ways in which parents could help and in-

fluence the schools: help develop goals for all students, 

participate in PTA, and help develop goals for their indivi-

dual children. The remainder of the ways in which parents 

could help were ranked in importance accordingly: help in 

classrooms, help select teachers and principals, be a member 

of principal's committee, help determine discipline prac-

tices, help determine grading practices, and run for school 

board. 

Most parents (78.9 per cent) felt that they had the 

time to be more involved in their schools. Approximately 40 

per cent reported that the schools kept them "often" 

informed. Fewer parents (30.3 per cent) indicated that they 

were kept "greatly" informed. Even fewer (17.1 per cent) 

felt they were "seldom" informed. Only one parent felt that 

he was "never" kept informed. Most parents (81.6 per cent) 

reported that their schools "usually" met the needs of their 

children. A much smaller percentage indicated that the 

schools "occasionally" (11.8 per cent) or "seldom" (6.6 per 

cent) met their children's needs. 

Teacher perceptions.—Teachers reported various ways in 

which their individual schools were failing to meet the 

needs of students. However, no particular failure was men-

tioned by a majority of teachers. The two most often 

mentioned shortcomings of the schools were the insufficient 
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individualization of instruction (37.6 per cent) and not 

enough emphasis on basics (3 R's) instruction (35 per cent). 

The next two most often mentioned failures were the irrele-

vance of the curriculum and the lack of concern by teachers. 

The remainder of the shortcomings reported are listed in 

order of frequency of response: not enough emphasis on 

vocational training, lack of effective building organization 

by administrator(s), lack of student input into courses/pro-

grams , and not enough emphasis on career counseling and 

college preparation. 

Inservice programs provided the most (44.4 per cent) 

help to teachers in the individualization of their 

instruction. The next two most often reported forms of 

assistance were help from other teachers (38.5 per cent) and 

instructional specialists/program directors (35.8 per cent). 

The principal or vice principal was the fourth most men-

tioned source of assistance. Parents and university profes-

sors provided assistance as well but to a much lesser 

degree. 

Teachers usually received information on district-wide 

matters by means of faculty meetings conducted by their 

principals, according to 70 per cent of the respondents. 

District publications were the second most improtant source 

of information, as reported by over 50 per cent. Other 

sources of information reported by a minority of teachers 

included: the media, other teachers, and the "grapevine." 
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Class loads/sizes (75.2 per cent) and time (57.3 per 

cent) most often hinder teachers from individualizing their 

instruction. Other barriers mentioned by less than a 

majority are listed in order of frequency of response: lack 

of texts/materials, lack of reward, the curriculum, the 

principal, lack of assessment and diagnostic skills, and the 

program/area director. 

The most often reported benefit of community partici-

pation at the building level was improved support of schools 

(74.4 per cent). Sixty per cent also indicated that disci-

pline problems would decrease and 52.1 per cent reported 

that attendance would improve. Other benefits listed were 

reported by less than a majority of respondents. These are 

presented in order of frequency of response: improved stu-

dent achievement, better student self-concept, and more 

relevant courses and programs. 

Most teachers who responded indicated that they had not 

been hindered from implementing their ideas on instruction. 

Those who had been hindered, 14.5 per cent, reported most 

often that the physical space was unavailable. Other men-

tioned means of hindrance are presented in order of 

frequency of response: materials/equipment not available, 

disapproved at the building level, lack of funds, disap-

proved by central administration, and other ideas selected. 
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is.—Over 60 per cent of the princi-

pals reported that the control of funds to schools by 

central administrators restricted their use of these monies. 

This was indicated as the greatest hindrance to school 

personnel in responding to student needs. Other major hin-

drances reported by over 50 per cent of the principals were 

that they had to accept programs regardless of local need, 

that the district's curriculum was not flexible enough, that 

they were not free to fully individualize programs and 

courses, and that the existing programs do not fully meet 

local needs. 

Almost 70 per cent of the principals indicated that a 

better utilization of funds would occur if they could have 

the authority to control their schools' budgets. Over 60 

per cent felt that the number of school employees at the 

schools should be locally determined. Increased account-

ability, a better distribution of federal/state funds, and 

improved community-school relations were other results 

listed by a majority of principals. A small minority, 18.8 

per cent, indicated that mishandling of funds and fraud 

would result if principals had the authority to control 

their schools' budgets. 

Fifty per cent felt that an irrelevant curriculum and 

an insufficient emphasis on the basics (3 R's) were the two 

major failures of the schools in meeting student needs. Not 

enough individualization of instruction and ineffective 
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building organization by principals were the next two most 

often reported shortcomings of the district's schools. 

Other failures reported are presented in order of frequency 

of response: lack of student input, lack of concern by 

teachers, not enough emphasis on college preparation and 

career counseling, and vocational training. 

Central office fldpjpjlgtretQr perceptions.—The control 

of school funds by central administrators and the mandating 

of programs regardless of local need were reported to be the 

greatest hindrances to local school personnel in responding 

to student needs by 46.2 per cent of the respondents. Other 

reported barriers are presented in order of frequency of 

response: not fully free to individualize programs/courses, 

existing programs do not fully meet local needs, and the 

amount of flexibility in the district's curriculum restricts 

responsiveness. 

Forty-six per cent of the central administrators felt 

that an irrelevant curriculum and an insufficient emphasis 

on career counseling were the two major failures of the 

schools in meeting student needs. Ineffective building 

organization by principals and insufficient individuali-

zation of instruction are the next reported major 

shortcomings. Other failures listed are presented in order 

of frequency of response: lack of student input, lack of 

teacher concern, and not enough emphasis on vocational 
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training. Central administrators did not feel that the 

schools were failing in basic (3 R's) skills instruction and 

college preparation. 

Research Question Tbiefti Whfrt Schools' 
Building Perspnnel Hani is that Ti^y 

Cannot Hqs Accomplish M g 
Existence af £ M identified 

Parclgj^? 

Teacher perceptions.—Teachers want to have the freedom 

to initiate courses/programs which are responsive to student 

needs. Most teachers (80.3 per cent) reported that they 

should have the autonomy to select responsive courses/ 

programs from a district approved list. 

Teachers want teachers, more than others, to help them 

in the individualization of their instruction. Almost 35 

per cent reported that other teachers proved most helpful in 

the individualization of their teaching. Teachers do not 

appear to want help from other less helpful sources 

reported. 

Teachers want to utilize inservice activities to 

acquire the needed skills to develop responsive 

instructional delivery systems. Teachers also want the 

universities to provide this training as a part of their 

teacher preparation programs. Teachers do not want an im-

proved performance evaluation system (11.1 per cent) to 

provide such skills, nor do teachers want the instructional 
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leadership of the principal (7.7 per cent) to focus in this 

area. 

principal perceptions.—Principals want the authority 

to select their own teachers. Ninety-three per cent 

reported that they best knew the type of teacher needed to 

meet local needs. It was reported by over 55 per cent that 

the loyalty to the school -and that the role of the principal 

would be enhanced if principals could select their own 

teachers. A majority of principals (56.3 per cent) reported 

wanting this authority. Very few principals (18.8 per cent) 

felt that they were not properly trained for this role. 

Most principals (93.8 per cent) want the freedom to 

initiate courses/programs which are responsive to student 

needs. Principals also want for themselves, and for 

teachers, the autonomy to select a variety of responsive 

courses/programs from a district approved list. 

Principals want to utilize their instructional 

leadership role to help teachers acquire the skills to 

devise responsive instructional delivery systems. 

Principals also want inservice activities directed to help 

teachers get these skills. They want the universities to 

incorporate such training into their teacher preparation 

programs. Principals also want an improved teacher 

evaluation system which would help teachers to acquire the 

neceessary skills. 
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administrators reported that it would be advantageous for 

principals to have the authority to select their own 

teachers. Most respondents (93.8 per cent) reported two 

advantages to this authority: principals best knew the type 

of teacher needed to meet local needs, and that loyalty to 

the school would be enhanced. Approximately 85 per cent 

felt that principals wanted this authority and that the 

principal's role would be enhanced if they had it. Over 

one-third perceived that principals were not properly 

trained for this role. 

Central administrators unanimously reported that 

principals and teachers should have the freedom to initiate 

courses/programs which were responsive to student needs. 

All central administrators also felt that pricipals and 

teachers should have the autonomy to select a variety of 

responsive courses/programs from a district approved list. 

Four; What hL& ill£ 
^Barriei^la 

!.—Almost two-thirds of the 

respondents felt that principals were not presently prepared 

to implement site based management (SBM). Over four-fifths 

of the respondents reported that principals needed training 

in planning, curriculum, and instruction before they could 

successfully implement SBM. 
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Most principals (87.5 per cent) agreed that the 

individual schools' personnel were best qualified to deter-

mine individual student needs. Approximately two-thirds of 

the principals felt that individual schools' personnel were 

best qualified to determine programs/courses to meet local 

schools' needs. 

A majority of principals (56.3 per cent) felt that 

middle managers would not favorably welcome SBM. One-fourth 

reported that middle managers would actually resist SBM. 

Most principals (87.5 per cent) did not feel that the super-

intendent had forced SBM on the schools. 

All but one principal (93.8 per cent) reported that 

they personally favored site based management. At least 70 

per cent of the principals felt that the following groups 

would positively receive SBM: assistant superintendentsr 

principals, teachers, and parents/community members. 

thirds of the central administrators felt that principals 

were not presently prepared to implement site based 

management (SBM). Over 90 per cent of the respondents 

reported that principals needed training in planning, curri-

culum, and instruction before they can successfully 

implement SBM. 

Almost one-third (30.8 per cent) of the respondents 

felt that middle managers would not favorably welcome SBM. 
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Approximately 85 per cent of the central administrators 

agreed that individual schools' personnel were best 

qualified to determine individual student needs. Over 

three-fourths of the central administrators reported that 

individual schools' personnel were best qualified to deter-

mine programs/courses to meet local schools' needs. 

Most respondents (76.9 per cent) agreed that the 

superintendent had not forced SBM on the schools. All 

central administrators reported that they personally favored 

site based management. Middle managers reported that they 

were undetermined as to how teachers would respond to SBM. 

Five: £an Identified 
Barriers is Overcome QL 

Ameliorated by fleans o£ & 
Process Model &£ Site 

Based Management? 

perceptions.—Principals perceived that a 

process model for SBM would overcome barriers identified by 

the present study. More than 80 per cent of the principals 

reported that an SBM process model would overcome the fiscal 

control possessed by middle managers by giving principals 

budgetary authority of their local funds, which would result 

in better utilization of funds. 

The restrictions on instructional flexibility of the 

schools' personnel would be overcome by such a model. Over 

four-fifths of the principals reported that SBM would give 

them the autonomy and authority to design, select, and 
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provide responsive instructional delivery systems to their 

students. 

The middle managers were perceived as a barrier to SBM. 

Over 66 per cent of the principals felt that an SBM model 

would reduce the authority of middle managers which would 

decrease their influence over principals. They also 

reported that SBM would increase the authority of the prin-

cipals and teachers as well. This authority would include 

responsibility for curricular and instructional related 

matters in the schools for the building-level personnel. 

Over 80 per cent of the principals reported that the above 

changes would eventually increase student achievement and 

impact the student drop-out rate. 

Teacher attitudes toward parental involvement in local 

decision making pose a barrier to SBM. Eighty per cent of 

the principals reported that a process model for SBM would 

improve school—community relations by giving parents a 

greater voice in the decision-making process. Principals, 

however, as previously mentioned, believe that the actual 

authority delegated to the schools under SBM would also 

increase the authority of teachers. This perception might 

overcome teacher doubts about parental involvement in 

decision making since their own authority would also 

increase. 

A model for SBM would ameliorate the barrier of the 

principals' lack of preparation to implement SBM. Over 90 
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per cent reported that a model which includes training for 

principals in planning, curriculum, and instruction would 

overcome this situation. 

According to 87.5 per cent of the principals, a model 

for SBM would make them more effective in their present 

positions. The definitions of process model for SBM 

reported by principals can be divided into five categories: 

staff/community participation, local building decision 

making, a tool for improved student achievement, increased 

autonomy for schools, and increased authority for princi-

pals. 

Central office administrator perceptions*—Central 

administrators also perceived that a process model for SBM 

would ameliorate barriers identified by this investigation. 

Three-fourths of the central administrators reported that 

SBM would overcome the fiscal control of middle managers 

over the schools by giving principals control of their 

school budgets. Seventy-five per cent of the central admin-

istrators also reported that the barriers to instructional 

responsiveness of the schools would be overcome by giving 

teachers and principals the flexibility and authority to 

design, select, and provide instruction more responsive to 

the actual local student needs. 

Eighty-five per cent of the central administrators 

reported that a process model for SBM would overcome the 
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hindrance posed by middle managers by reducing the authority 

of that group and increasing the authority of principals as 

well as teachers. 

According to over 75 per cent of the central adminis-

trators, providing increased authority for the local 

schools* perconnel for curricular and instructional-related 

matters would increase student achievement. Half felt that 

the increased responsiveness would also decrease the drop-

out rate. 

Central administrators feel that a process model for 

SBM would overcome barriers confronting staff and community 

involvement in school matters. However , central administra-

tors do not feel that principals want such involvement, 

although principals reported that they did. Forty-six per 

cent of the central administrators reported that principals 

favored faculty participation and even fewer, 15.1 per cent, 

felt that increased parent involvement was favored by prin-

cipals. 

Regardless of the central administrators' perceptions 

of principals as barriers, they reported that a model for 

SBM would overcome these barriers by increasing the voice of 

parents in the schools, improving school-community 

relations, and by providing greater accountability to the 

public. 

A model of SBM would ameliorate the barrier of the lack 

of preparation of the principals to implement SBM. Over 90 
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per cent perceived that a model which includes training for 

principals in planning, curriculum, and instruction would 

overcome this situation. 

Eighty-five per cent of the central administrators 

reported that a process model for SBM would give parents a 

qreater voice in the schools. Parents, it should be 

recalled, perceived their lack of involvement in the schools 

to be a barrier to instructional responsiveness. The defi-

nitions of an SBM process model reported by central 

administrators can be divided into five categories: 

staff/community participation, local building decision 

making, a tool for improved student achievement, increased 

autonomy for schools, and increased authority for princi-

pals. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions are warranted. 

BarFlexibilitv and/or Responsiveness 

1. Teachers doubt the instructional value of parental 

involvement in decision making at the individual school 

level. The other participants, parents, principals, and 

central administrators, favor such involvement and see 

instructional improvement benefits resulting. Teachers' 

attitudes, therefore, pose a barrier to parental 
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participation in site based councils which are inherent in 

SBM models. Consequently, teachers pose a barrier to the 

successful implementation of SBM. 

2. Parents believe that parental involvement in the 

schools is an important factor in motivating teachers to be 

more responsive to student needs, but teachers do not view 

parental involvement as improving their responsiveness. 

Teachers appear to distrust parents and do not value their 

direct participation. Teachers seem to fear that parents 

will be given a greater voice in the schools under SBM and 

therefore diminish teachers' autonomy. 

3. Teachers want parents to continue playing tra-

ditional roles such as involvement in PTA activities and as 

classroom volunteers. SBM involves parents in a more direct 

role as partners in school decision making with the 

building's staff. Barriers exist to the development of this 

relationship and to the effective involvement of parents in 

decision making because of teachers' perceptions of the role 

of parents in the schools. 

4. The lack of importance that parents and teachers 

place on the instructional leadership role of the principal 

indicates a barrier to curricular responsiveness. Adminis-

trators view this role as influential in increasing 

responsiveness, while teachers and parents do not. The 

qualifications and training of the present principals should 

be investigated, as also should be the role of the principal 
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in instruction. Teachers do not respect the principals as 

instructional leaders and, so long as they do not, SBM will 

be difficult to implement. 

5. Teachers do not have much freedom in initiating 

responsive instructional delivery systems to meet student 

needs. Barriers imposed by the district's curriculum, by 

the central office staff, and by principals hinder the 

responsiveness of the district's teachers. 

6. Central administrators' perception that teachers do 

not have the skills to devise responsive instructional 

delivery systems (courses/programs) implies that the 

development of curriculum and programs should continue to be 

centralized at the central office. This poses a barrier to 

responsiveness by not allowing the local schools' staff to 

devise instructional systems specific to their students' 

needs. Central administrators apparently feel that others 

at the central office, not teachers, are better qualified to 

develop such courses and programs. 

7. Centralized control of curriculum is also evident 

by the fact that teachers most often received mandates on 

instruction and curriculum than any other directives. The 

reluctance on the part of central administrators to release 

curricular and instructional control is an obstacle to over-

come in achieveing local autonomy in these areas. 

8. Middle managers, directors and area/program direc-

tors, are hindrances rather than helpers in promoting 
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instructional flexibility in the view of teachers and prin-

cipals. Principals also pose a hindrance to teachers in 

many of the schools. 

9. Principals of the elementary schools have less 

autonomy to initiate or select systems responsive to their 

students' needs than do secondary school principals. The 

elementary schools, moreso than secondary schools, are ham-

pered in responding to student needs by the restrictiveness 

of the curriculum, state requirements, and the fact that 

they do not offer elective courses. 

10. The schools' building-level personnel believe that 

the state education agency is the major determiner of stu-

dent needs. This view poses a barrier to the flexibility of 

the schools to respond to locally identified needs because 

it is a source outside the school and not fully cognizant of 

local needs. Since the central office administrators see 

the building personnel as more important in this regard, 

perceptions of the agency's role by building educators may 

be the source of this hindrance rather than specifically the 

role of the agency itself. 

Impact of the Barriers fin the District's 
Schools operation 

1. The lack of local flexibility and autonomy results 

in a curriculum that is not always relevant to local needs 

and an insufficient emphasis on the "basics" (3 R's). 
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2. The view of teachers and parents that principals 

are not as important as instructional leaders as are other 

personnel results in not enough individualization of 

instruction in the schools. 

3. Teachers attribute the failure to individualize 

instruction to lack of instructional time, large loads, and 

large classes. 

4. The lack of parental involvement in the schools may 

be a cause of the lack of teacher concern for students, as 

reported by parents and central administrators. 

5. The teachers' distrust of parental involvement in 

instruction results in the teacher view that parental parti-

cipation can result in only non-instructional benefits such 

as: public support, increased attendance, and decreased 

discipline problems. 

6. Central office hindrances and barriers result in 

various forms of control and impact at the local level. 

Utilization of funds by principals is restricted and hampers 

local responsiveness. Principals are forced to accept pro-

grams dictated from the central office, which results in the 

fact that schools cannot fully individualize programs to 

meet local needs. Local responsiveness is further 

restricted by result that the programs dictated by the 

central office are not capable of fully meeting local needs. 

In addition, budgetary and personnel controls result in 

funds not being utilized in the most effective manner and in 
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not allowing local determination of the number and type of 

employees in the schools. 

what iim schools' personnel c^n 
Accomplish Dim til Barrier? 

1. Teachers and principals want the autonomy to ini-

tiate and select courses/programs which are responsive to 

their schools' students. 

2. Principals lack decision-making authority in the 

areas of budget, personnel, curriculum, and instruction. 

They specifically want the authority to select their own 

teachers and to determine the type and number of employees 

for their schools. Principals also want the authority to 

control their schools' budgets. Principals desire the auto-

nomy to determine appropriate courses/programs for their 

schools. They also want to be the schools' instructional 

leaders with the necessary authority and autonomy to accom-

plish this. 

3. Teachers want smaller class sizes and more 

instructional time in order to be responsive to individual 

needs. 

Barriers Site Based Management 

1. Principals are not prepared to implement site based 

management (SBM). Training is needed in budgeting, 

planning, curriculum, and instruction. 
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2. Middle managers pose a barrier to the successful 

implementation of SBM. They will probably resist SBM due to 

the loss of authority they will experience. 

3. Teachers' attitudes towards parental involvement in 

instructional matters pose barriers to the successful 

operation of site based councils. 

4. Central administrators doubt the willingness of 

principals to involve parents and teachers in the decision-

making process regarding curriculum and instruction. 

5. Directors do not feel that the schools' personnel 

are the individuals best qualified to develop responsive 

instructional delivery systems. This restricts local flexi-

bility to respond to needs. 

6. Teachers' and parents' perceptions of the lack of 

importance of the instructional leadership role of the prin-

cipal is a barrier to SBM and to this function for the 

principal. 

7. Budget control by central office administrators 

limits local discretion to utilize funds to respond to local 

needs, which is inherent in SBM. 

8. Instructional and curricular flexibility is 

restricted through middle managers' control of the curricu-

lum and by centralized program development. The 

implementation of SBM can be hindered by the continuation of 

this control by the middle managers. 
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9. As the most important source of information and 

district-wide changes, the principals could pose a barrier 

to SBM if they do not understand the concept fully or if 

they do not support SBM. 

10. Educators' attitudes towards parental involvement 

pose a barrier to SBM. Parental participation through PTA 

is seen as the major role of the parents. This organization 

has not generally played an active role in curricular and 

instructional matters. 

11. The major failure of the district is seen by 

parents as the lack of parental involvement in the schools. 

This could pose a barrier to the successful operation of 

site based councils if the perception is valid. 

12. The instructional leadership role of the principal 

is further minimized by teachers because he is not seen as 

an important source in assisting teachers to individualize 

instruction. 

13. Since the principal is the most important source of 

information on district-wide matters, he is in a critical 

position to either aid the implementation of SBM or present 

a formidable barrier. 

Site Based Management as. & Means 
is overcome Barriers 

1. District administrators and principals expect site 

based management (SBM) to produce positive results in: stu-

dent achievement, responsiveness of instruction, community 
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relations, utilization of funds, accountability to public, 

and staff morale. 

2. SBM will decrease the authority of middle managers 

while increasing the authority of principals and, to a 

lesser degree, teachers. 

3. The effectiveness of administrators will be 

improved through SBM. 

4. Parents will have a greater voice in the schools 

because of SBM. 

5. SBM will give principals increased decision-making 

authority, parental/staff participation, and the authority 

to determine their local programs. 

6. SBM will increase the authority of the schools 

under the leadership of the principals to determine local 

courses/programs. 

7. Local control of budgets by principals under SBM 

will give the schools the flexibility to allocate funds 

where the needs are the greatest and also allow schools to 

determine the type and number of employees needed to meet 

those needs. 

8. SBM will increase the involvement of parents in 

local building decision making, as well as the participation 

of teachers. 

9. Under an SBM model, the principal assumes responsi-

bility for the performance of the school and is delegated 

the authority to accomplish the task. The instructional 
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leadership role of the principal is therefore magnified 

through SBM. 

10. An SBM model will provide for central office admin-

istrators to assume support roles rather than the 

traditional role of control. Their function will be to 

provide aid to the principals to achieve district and local 

goals. 

Recommendations 

Two types of recommendations are presented in this 

section. Recommendations are made based on the findings and 

conclusions of this study for a process model of site based 

management for the district under study. Finally, recommen-

dations for further study are presented. 

Process Model fox site 
Based Management 

Planning for SBM.—Since SBM will alter the roles of 

middle managers, principals, teachers, and parents, this 

study reveals that the attitudes assumed by these persons 

toward SBM will greatly affect its success or failure. 

These persons should have an active role in the planning 

stage of SBM. 

The plans should include a definition of the role each 

group will play in the schools under SBM. The position of 

principal will undergo the most sweeping changes. In 
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addition to other duties, the authority and responsibilities 

of this position should include: 

1. ultimate responsibility for student achievement 

2. authority to identify needs and set goals and 

objectives to address those needs. 

3. authority to design or select instructional 

delivery systems to respond to needs. 

4. responsibility for the performance of teachers 

5. authority to determine staffing pattern and to 

select teachers ancl other employees 

6. responsibility to involve parents and teachers in 

planning and evaluating school improvement 

7. authority to organize and operate site based coun-

cils including parents, teachers, and others 

8. responsibility for the most efficient and 

effective utilization of allocated funds 

9. authority to disburse district allocated funds as 

needed to address identified needs 

10. responsibility for improving staff performance 

11. authority to identify staff needs and to devise 

staff development activities to address needs 

12. responsibility for the implementation of the 

curriculum to meet goals 

13. authority to modify, revise, recommend, or develop 

curriculum suited to local and district goals 

14. responsibility for short and long range planning 
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15. authority to develop plans including state/local 

requirements, local needs, and district priorities 

The role of middle managers should be one of support to 

the principals. Their role changes from control to 

assistance to the site manager in providing needed resources 

to meet goals. Their supervisory function should be accom-

plished by a monitoring of the schools' locally developed 

plans. Since this group of employees would undergo a loss 

of authority, a transition period should be planned when the 

new responsibilities delegated to the local level are phased 

in. The length of this period would be determined primarily 

by the training, skills, and experience of the principals. 

As the building leaders gain the needed training and profi-

ciency, or as more effective persons are placed as 

principals, these new responsibilities should be decen-

tralized to the building level. 

In order to minimize the possibility of middle managers 

covertly resisting SBM, their roles as support systems 

should be emphasized as an integral part of SBM. The 

remaining functions should not reduce the former decision 

makers to "glorified clerks." 

The role of the teachers is enhanced through SBM. With 

the authority delegated from the central office, the princi-

pal will now be in a position to respond more quickly and 

effectively to student needs. In order to accomplish this, 

however, the teacher is of vital importance. The teacher 
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assists in the identification of student needs, helps to 

develop goals and objectives, provides input into the 

selection and/or development of appropriate instructional 

delivery systems and evaluates their effectiveness, and 

provides needed input for necessary revisions to the plans. 

The teachers' role is one of an active participant in a 

participatory form of management in which they provide mean-

ingful advice to the principal in the formulation of short 

and long range plans. 

The parents form the third segment of participants in 

the participatory concept of SBM. Their input is solicited 

in an effort to address the needs of all students by formu-

lating responsive plans. Parents become partners of the 

local corporation—the school. In addition to teachers and 

administrators, they form the site based councils which are 

the vehicles for planning for school improvement. 

Training.—The findings of the study indicated that in 

order to implement SBM effectively, principals needed 

training. Skills should be developed in planning. This 

phase of the training should provide skills in needs identi-

fication, goal setting, development of objectives, program 

development, and evaluation procedures. 

In addition to planning, budget supervision training is 

an evident need for the principals. This training should 

provide skills to enable the local administrator to estimate 
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cost-effectiveness of programs, budgetary recordkeeping and 

monitoring systems, and ability to set up short and long 

range budget plans. 

The findings revealed that curriculum and instruction 

were areas in which principals needed training. These areas 

are broad, but training can be provided which would enhance 

the skills of the school's instructional leader. The 

training should include: identification of "good" teaching, 

essential instructional skills, clinical supervision, 

planning, classroom management, program development and 

evaluation, teacher performance evaluation, and staff devel-

opment. 

Personnel training would enhance the ability of the 

principals to select and retain high quality employees. 

This training should include: recruitment strategies, 

interview techniques, orientation processes, evaluation 

procedues, due process rights, disciplinary procedures, 

grievance and arbitration procedures, and job description 

development. 

In addition to an on-going program of staff development 

for teachers, additional training is needed based on the 

findings. In order to participate in site based councils 

with parents and administrators, teachers as well as the 

other participants should be trained to function on advisory 

councils. This training should include trust building, 

group dynamics, and planning. The findings pointed out that 
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teachers did not eagerly welcome parental involvement in 

decision making. This type of training should focus on the 

attitudes of both groups towards this type of parental 

involvement in an effort to reduce distrust and build a 

feeling of a support team. 

Staff/community participation.—The findings revealed 

that participants felt that teachers, parents, and princi-

pals should cooperatively plan to address local needs. Site 

based councils should be formed to accomplish this. The 

purpose of these councils is to be a resource to the princi-

pal in planning and evaluating school improvement. The site 

based council should be composed of teachers, parents, the 

principal, and others are deemed appropriate. The findings 

revealed that all groups valued the role of parents in PTA 

activities. This suggests that site based councils should 

incorporate the PTA officers or executive board members as 

participants on these councils. Furthermore, PAC chairper-

sons should also be considered since they expressed the 

importance of such a participatory role for parents and 

because the schools were apparently not receiving these 

parents as positively as PTA presidents. 

According to the findings and the relevant literature, 

the specific functions of the site based council should 

1. prepare/review needs assessment 

2. review/prioritize identified needs 
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3. formulate appropriate goals and objectives 

4. design delivery systems to meet goals 

5. prepare/review funding proposals designed to 

address goals 

6. review progress reports 

7. formulate needed modifications to plans 

The site based council should serve in an advisory role 

to the principal. The work of the council should be sub-

mitted to the principal for final disposition. As a member 

of the council, the principal is actively involved in the 

formulation of all plans. This type of structure would 

incorporate the participatory nature of SBM noted in the 

literature as well as allow the principal to exercise the 

final authority for the eventual direction of the school. 

The functions of the site based council as listed above, 

however, provide for the meaningful participation of the 

teachers, staff, and parents. 

Decentralization Q£ functions.—The findings revealed 

that the responsibility and authority for the following 

functions should be decentralized to the principal: 

1. student achievement 

2. determination of instructional delivery systems to 

respond to needs 

3. short and long range planning 
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4. curriculum implementation, monitoring, and modifi-

cation 

5. selection of personnel for the school 

6. determination of staffing pattern 

7. control of the local budget from district funds 

8. parental involvement 

9. supervision/evaluation of all staff 

10. design of staff development plans 

11. program development 

CQfltfalj-Sgd functions.—The findings of the study 

pointed out that numerous functions should remain central-

ized at the district level: 

1. district-wide planning and setting of priorities 

2. standardized testing 

3. purchasing/warehousing 

4. curriculum development (according to local 

designs) 

5. personnel recruitment 

6. accounting/auditing 

7. payroll 

Qfchei recommendations.—SBM enhances the instructional 

leadership role of the principals. The principals, however, 

are not perceived as being strong instructional leaders by 

the teachers of the district studied. It is therefore 

recommended that the principals be thoroughly and carefully 
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trained to assume this responsibility. In addition, 

specialists, resource persons, and area/program directors 

should report directly to the principals when in the schools 

in order to provide the needed assistance to teachers. By 

having these individuals report directly to the principals, 

all assistance provided to the teachers will come through 

the principals. Not only will this keep principals 

informed, but this type of assistance will be viewed as an 

extension of the principals and enhance the teachers' views 

of the instructional leadership role of the principals. 

The qualifications of potential principals should 

reflect the needed competencies of the position under SBM in 

the following skill areas: instruction, supervision, per-

sonnel, budgeting, program development, planning, 

curriculum, and parental involvement. 

Teachers reported that their large class loads/sizes 

and the lack of time to be major barriers to responsiveness. 

These areas should be addressed by the district's officials 

in an effort to alleviate these situations. 

Inservice was reported to be a major source of 

assistance to teachers. This vehicle should be used to 

address the two major shortcomings reported by teachers: 

individualization of instruction and the teaching of the 

"basics (3 R's)." 

Due to the extent of changes which will occur under 

SBM, a transition period should be planned for a gradual 
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implementation. There exists a potential for abuse in two 

particular areas. Middle managers presently hold cen-

tralized control of key functions: curriculum/program 

development, budgeting, and some personnel functions. Since 

they stand to lose the most authority and possibly prestige, 

it is not inconceivable that they could delay, undermine, or 

even sabotage the implementation process. In addition, the 

principals will gain much authority. The means by which 

they exercise this power and the extent to which they in-

volve or fail to involve the staff and community in decision 

making are areas of potential abuse. Improperly trained 

principals or those unsupportive of the concept of SBM could 

abuse the newly acquired power to simply exercise control 

unilaterally without parent/staff involvement in decision 

making. Individual "dictatorships" by principals is a 

potential hazard of SBM if not carefully monitored. 

In order to avoid such abuses, the support of all staff 

members and community persons should be secured. All should 

be involved in the development of comprehensive short and 

long range plans. The support and endorsement of the board 

of education is also critical to the success of SBM. A 

monitoring process should be developed which would ensure 

open communication by all parties on the progress of the 

implementation process. 

According to the respondents, SBM has the potential to 

positively impact student achievement. Every deliberate 
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effort should be made to meaningfully involve all partici-

pants in the implementation process. Otherwise, the success 

of site based management could be seriously jeopardized. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

Based upon this study, the following recommendations 

are made for further study. 

1. It is recommended that this study be replicated 

three to five years after implementation of SBM. 

2. It is recommended that student achievement levels 

be studied after the implementation of SBM to assess its 

impact on student gains. 

3. It is recommended that the specific competencies of 

the district's principals be studied in an effort to assess-

training needs. 

4. It is recommended that a study be made of teachers' 

attitudes towards parental involvement in school-level deci-

sion making. 

5. It is recommended that site based councils be 

studied after their implementation to determine the extent 

of meaningful, active parent/staff participation. 

6. It is recommended that middle managers be studied 

to identify their perceptions of the exact nature of their 

role under site based management. 
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APPENDIX A 

Initial Letter to Parents 



F O R T W O R T H I N D E P E N D E N T S C H O O L D I S T R I C T 

CIRCLE PARK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL NO. 13 

708 N. W . 21 ST STREET 

FORT W O R T H , TEXAS 76106 

JOSS A. L6PEZ 
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PnnC'pal January 19, 1982 (si?) 624-26(3 

Dear PTA/PTO President: 

In order for the Fort Worth public schools to do a good job, 
they must be able to answer the needs of all students. I am 
trying to find out if you, as a representative of your 
school's ̂  PTA/PTO, feel that we in the Fort Worth Independent 
School District are doing a good job with your child. 

As a parent and as president of your school's parent-teacher 
organization, you can be of much help. Your assistance is 
needed in answering a few questions about the Fort Worth 
schools. These questions are in the questionnaire which is 
included with this letter. 

Please take a few minutes to answer these questions which 
will help the schools to meet your children's needs. As a 
PTA/PTO member, you have already expressed your interest and 
support for your school. Answering these questions will 
further show your involvement in the direction the Fort 
Worth schools will take. 

Your answers_are completely confidential. The number on the 
first page will allow me to follow-up on questionnaires 
that are not returned. Please mail your completed question-
naire in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation. If you have any 
questions, you can reach me at school at 624-2613 or at 
home at 429-3976. 

Sincerely, 

J. A. Lopez 
Principal 
Circle Park Elementary 
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APPENDIX B 

Follow-Up Letter to Parents 



The 
big 

question 
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F O R T W O R T H I N D E P E N D E N T S C H O O L D I S T R I C T 

CIRCLE PARK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL NO. 13 

708 N. W . 21 ST STREET 

FORT W O R T H , TEXAS 76106 

February 26, 1982 

Dear Parent 

I recently mailed you a set of questions 
regarding your opinions on our public schools. 
I have yet to receive yours in the mail. 

Maybe you have been busy or have laid the 
questionnaire aside for a later date. 
Whatever the reason, there is still time 

to complete and return it. The superintendent of schools 
has approved this important study, and I would like to include 
your views in my report to the school district. 

I have kept the survey short so that it should not take you 
more than 5 minutes to fill it out, But if you can not find 
the first one I sent you, let me know. Call me at 624-2613 
or 429-3976, and I will be happy to send you another one and 
a return envelope as well. 

If your questionnaire is in the mail, please disregard this 
letter, but let me thank you for your help, 

Sincerely, 

Jose' A. Lopez 
Principal 
Circle Park Elementary School FORBETP. 

J) 
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APPENDIX C 

Parent Questionnaire 
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APPENDIX D 

Initial Letter to Teachers 



F O R T W O R T H I N D E P E N D E N T S C H O O L D I S T R I C T 

C I R C L E PARK E L E M E N T A R Y S C H O O L N O . 13 
3 4 8 

708 N. W. 21 ST STREET 

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76106 

JOS| A. L6PEZ | G | 7 J £24-2613 
Principal v ' 

February 10, 1982 

Dear Teacher: 

The capability of the teachers in responding' to the needs 
of their students is critical in the successful educational 
process. The school district is attempting to discover if 
any barriers to this responsiveness exist in our schools. 

As a teacher, you play an important role in this effort. 
This study is being conducted to determine what) if any, 
barriers exist to your successful implementation of educa-
tional decisions which you consider important in meeting 
the needs of your students. 

The school district is interested in your opinions in this 
regard. Attached is a set of questions which addresses the 
issue of our schools' responsiveness in meeting the educa-
tional needs of students. As a practicing educator, you can 
be of much help in this effort. 

Please take a few minutes to respond to the questions which 
are enclosed. Your candor and time in answering these ques-
tions will greatly aid the district in best determining 
future directions for our schools. 

The confidentiality of your name and your responses are 
assured in this survey. The number on the first page will 
allow me to follow-up on questionnaires that are not re-_ 
turned. But if you wish a copy of the final results, write 
your name and school number on the last page. Please return 
the completed questionnaire in the enclosed envelope through 
the mail as soon as possible. 

Your cooperation and help is appreciated in advance. If you 
have any questions, please feel free to call me at 62^-2613 
or at home at ^-29-3976* 

Sincerely, 

Jose' A. Lopez, Principal 
Circle Park Elementary 



349 

APPENDIX E 

First Pollow-Up Letter to Teachers 



The 
big 

question 

F O R T W O R T H I N D E P E N D E N T S C H O O L D I S T R I C T 

CIRCLE PARK ELEMENTARY S C H O O L N O . 13 

708 N. W . 21 ST STREET 

FORT W O R T H , TEXAS 76106 

350 

February 26, 1982 

Dear Teacher: 

I recently sent you a survey regarding 
your opinions on our school district's res-
ponsiveness to students. 1 have not yet 
received yours. 

With the amount of paperwork you undoubt-
j edly have, perhaps you laid it aside for 
a later date, It could be that you may 

have forgotten. Whatever the reason, there is still time to 
complete and return it. In my original letter, I failed 
to mention that this study, which will also be used for mY 
dissertation, has been approved by Dr. Candoli, Superintend-
ent. Your opinions are important, and I would like to in-
clude them in the survey. 

Although four pages long, the survey does not require much 
actual writing on your part, Multiple choice and yes/no 
answers are about all that is necessary. You can easily 
complete the survey in less than 10 minutes. 

If you can not locate the first form I sent you, let me know. 
Call me at 624-2613 or 429-3976, and I will gladly send you 
another one as well as a return envelope. 

If your survey is in the mail, please disregard this letter, 
but let me thank you for your help, 

Sincerely, 

Jose A. Lopez 
Principal 
Circle Park Elementary School 

MBEIPi 
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APPENDIX F 

Second Follow-Up Letter to Teachers 



F O R T W O R T H I N D E P E N D E N T S C H O O L D I S T R I C T 

CIRCLE PARK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL NO. 13 
352 

708 N. W . 21 ST STREET 

FORT W O R T H , TEXAS 76106 

IT'S SAD THAT WE 

HAVEN'T HEARD FROM YOU YET !! 

WE'VE RECEIVED MANY RESFONSES TO OUR QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT OUR 

SCHOOLS, BUT WE'VE MISSED HEARING FROM YOU. 

If you need another survey form, 
please call Jose' Lo'pez at: 

624-2613 or 429-3976 
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APPENDIX G 

Teacher Questionnaire 



TEACHER SURVEY 354 

1. Are you free to initiate courses/programs which are responsive 
to specific student needs ? 

yes (1) no (2) 
2. Should you have such freedom as a teacher ? 

yes (1) no (2) 

3. Are you free to select a variety of courses/programs from a 
list of district approved courses/programs ? 

yes (1) no (2) 

4. Should you have such freedom as a teacher ? 
yes (1) no (2) 

5. How much freedom do you have as a teacher to initiate courses/ 
programs which are responsive to specific student needs ? 

much freedom (1) 

some freedom (2) 

little freedom (3) 

no freedom (4) 

6. When the professional school staff or individual teachers have 
the freedom to initiate or select courses/programs, what 
benefits and/or disadvantages do you see as a result ? 
(select as many responses as apply) 

a. increased student achievement 

b. increased student interest in school 

c. instruction more responsive to actual needs 

d. decreased drop-out rate 

c. improved student self-concept 

f. improved faculty morale 

g. lack of coordination of instructional program 

h. decreased faculty morale 

i. none 

k. other(specify) 

7. Do you feel that parent participation in the decision-making 
process regarding curriculum and instruction for the indivi-
dual schools would be beneficial to instructional improvement? 

yes (1) no (2) 

8. If you answered yes, in what ways do you feel that parents 
should participate ? (select as many as apply) 

a. help teachers and administrators develop goals and 
objectives for each school '' 

b. assist teachers in the classrooms 

c. by participating in PTA/PTO activities 

d. help to identify students' needs 

e. assist in selection of books/materials 

f. help to determine grading practices 

g. assist in placement of students in special programs. 

h. help to determine discipline practices 

i. other(specify) 



9. What would motivate you as a teacher to De more responsive in 

meeting individual student needs ? 3 5 5 

a. improved professional inservice 

b. autonomy in course/'program development 

c. increased teacher salaries 

d. participation in hiring of teachers 

e. improved instructional leadership by principal 

f. greater parent participation in school affairs 

g. more time to teach 

h. smaller class size 

i. other(specify) 

10. In what ways, if any, is your school presently failing to 
meet the needs of students ? 

a. irrelevant curriculum, programs/courses 

b. lack of concern by teachers 

c. not enough individualization of instruction 

d. insufficient emphasis on the basics (3 Rs) 

not enough emphasis on career counseling 

f. not enough emphasis on vocational training 

g. lack of student input into courses/programs 

h. not enough emphasis on college preparation 

i. lack of effective organization by building 
administrator(s) 

j. other(specify) 

11. What benefits to students would occur, if any, as a result of 
community participation at the building level ? 

a. decreased discipline problems 

b. improved student achievement 

c. higher student attendance 

d. more relevant courses/programs 

e. improved student self-concept 

f. increased community support of schools 

g. other(specify) 

12. Which of the following, if any, hinder(s) you from individual-
izing your instruction to be more responsive to students ? 

a. the principal 

b. the district curriculum 

c. program/area director 

d. lack of texts/materials 

e. lack of assessing and diagnosing skills 

f. t ime 

g. class load/size 

h. lack of reward for exerting the effort 

i. other(specify) 

13. Have you been hindered from implementing your ideas on 
instruction in your school this school year ? 

yes (1) no (2) 



14. If you answered "yes" to number 13, indicate by whom ? 3 5 6 

a. principal 

b. vice principal 

c. counselor or other teacher 

d. program/area director 

e. instructional specialist 

f. parent(s) and/or community 

g. other(specify) 

15. How were you hindered from implementing your ideas on instruction? 

a. disapproved at building level 

b. lack of funds to implement idea 

c. disapproved by central office 

d. parent(s) complaints or community pressure 

e. materials/equipment not available 

f. physical space or room not available 

g. other ideas selected over mine 

h. have not been hindered from doing so 

i. other(specify) 

16. During this school year, what specific help have you received 
in terms of individualizing instruction for your students ? 

a. inservice programs 

b. college/university course(s) 

c. help from other teachers 

d. assistance from specialist/program director 

e. help from principal or vice principal 

f. parent's help 

g. other(specify) 

17. Of the person(s) who may have helped you in individualization of 
instruction, who has proven to be the most helpful ? 

a. inservice presentor/consultant 

b. college/university professor 

c. other teacher(s) 

d. specialist/program director 

e. principal or vice principal 

f. parent(s) 

g. no one proved helpful 

h. no one tried to help me -

i. other(specify) 

18. How are you usually informed of district-wide changes in areas 
such as board goals, new programs, curriculum changes and 
test scores ? 

a. the media 

b. faculty meetings conducted by principal 

c. district publications for employees 

d. other teachers 

e. the "grapevine" 

f. other(specify) 



19. Is it realistically possible for the district's schools to be 
responsive to individual student's needs? ,1N , r yes (1) no (2) 

20. If not, why not ? 

a. it would be too expensive 

b. not enough teachers available to do the job well .... 

c. needs too varied to effectively meet them all 

d. other(specify) 

21. Do you think most teachers in your school have the necessary 
skills to devise curriculum and instructional programs to 
respond to individual learner problems ? /1x ,0\ r ^ yes (1) no (2) 

22. If not, what will it take to give teachers the necessary skills? 

a. specific inservice training 

b. masters degree required in teaching speciality 

c. better university teacher preparation programs 

d. instructional leadership by the principal 

e. improved teacher evaluation system 

f. other(specify) 

23. Of the following, which do you consider the major influences 
on the school district's curriculum goals ? Indicate which 
you feel are the most influential by ranking your responses 
from the 1st most influential through the 6th by placing the 
appropriate number in the proper blank. 

a. to meet the needs of students 

b. to serve the needs of society 

c. to meet the demands of the academic disciplines 

d. to promote the passing of tests 

e. to respond to local/state/federal pressures 

f. by common denominator ("we've always done it 
this way") 

24. Which of the following sources do you feel determine what 
the needs of the district's students are ? Indicate which 
you consider the most influential sources by ranking your 
responses from the 1st most influential through the 6th most 
influential by placing the appropriate number in the proper 
blank. 

a. students 

b. teachers/administrators 

c. society and/or local community 

d. Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

e. curriculum experts/professors 

f. federal/state courts 

g. other(specify) 

25. What specific directive or mandate have you received this 
school year regarding curriculum and instruction ? 

a. to implement new curriculum 

b. to use new and/or different text(s) 

c. to develop or help develop course(s)/program(s) 

d. to change teaching techniques or methodology 

e. to individualize instruction 

f. to teach a different course or class 

g. other(specify) 

357 
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APPENDIX H 

Letter to Administrators 



FORT WORTH INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76107 3 5 9 

Date: April 20, 1982 

To: Administrator Addressed 

From: I. Carl Candoli 

Subject: Research Study-

Jose Lopez, principal of Circle Park Elementary, is_conducting 
a research study which is important to the school district. He 
is investigating potential barriers to our implementation of 
Site Based Management. Your help is needed to complete this 
work. 

Central administrators and principals are part of the study. 
Your perceptions are vital in order to accurately assess our 
present situation. Mr. Lopez will be calling you soon to sched-
ule an interview with you. 

Interviews of approximately 45 minutes to one hour are being 
scheduled. These interviews will be tape recorded to facili-
tate analysis, but confidentiality of your responses and iden-
tity is assured. Mr. Raul Rodriguez of the Planning Department 
staff will conduct the actual interviews. 

Your cooperation to participate in this study is requested and 
greatly appreciated. The results of this study will greatly 
aid the district in our SBM efforts. 
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Principal's Interview Guide 



Principals' Interview 

Guide 3 6 1 

1. a. Are teachers and principals free to 
initiate courses/programs which are 
responsive to specific student needs? yes no 

"b. Should they be free to do so? yes no 

2. a. Are teachers and principals free to 
select a variety of programs/courses 
from a list od district approved courses/ 
programs? Y e s n o 

b. Should they have such freedom? yes no 

3. When the professional staff and principals have^the freedom to 
initiate or select courses/programs, what benefits and/or 
disadvantages do you see as a result? 

a. increased student achievement 

b. increased student interest in school 

c. instruction more responsive to actual needs 

d. decreased drop-out rate 

c. improved student self-concept 

f. improved faculty morale 

g. lack of coordination of instructional program 

h. decreased faculty morale 

i. none 

k. other(specify) 

4. Do you feel that parent participation in the decision-making -
process regarding curriculum and instruction for the indivi-
dual schools would be beneficial to instructional improvement? 

yes (1) no (2) 

5- If you answered yes, in what ways do you feel that parents 
should participate ? (select as many as apply) 

a. help teachers and administrators develop goals and .. 

objectives for each school 

b. assist teachers in the classrooms 

c. by participating in PTA/PTO activities 

d. help to identify students' needs 

e. assist in selection of books/materials 

f. help to determine grading practices 

g. assist in placement of students in special programs., 

h. help to determine discipline practices 

i. other(specify) 

6. Is it realistically possible for the district's schools to be 
responsive to individual student needs? 

yes no 
If not, why not? (select as many as apply; 

a. it would be too expensive 

b. not enough teachers available to do the iob well 

c. needs too varied to effectively meet them all 

d. other (specify) 
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7. In what ways, if any, are the district's schools presently 

failing to meet the needs of students? 

a. irrelevant curriculum, programs/courses 

b. lack of concer by teachers 

c. not enough individualization of instruction 

d. insufficient emphasis on the basics (3 Rs) 

e. not enough emphasis on career counseling 

f. not enough emphasis on vocational training 

g. not enough emphasis on college preparation 

h. lack of student input into courses/programs 

i. lack of effective organization by building 
administrator! s) 

j. other (specify) 

8. What would motivate teachers to be more responsive in meeting 
individual student needs ? 

a. improved professional inservice 

b. autonomy in course/program development 

c. increased teacher salaries 

d. participation in hiring of teachers 

e. improved instructional leadership by principal ...... 

f. greater participation by parents in school affairs .. 

g. more time to teach 

h. smaller class size 

i. other (specify) 

9. Do most teachers in the district have the necessary skills to 
devise curriculum and instructional programs to respond to 
individual learner problems? y e s n Q 

If not, what will it take to give teacher the necessary skill? 

a. specific inservice education 

b. masters degree required in teaching speciality 

c. better university teacher preparation programs 

a. instructional leadership by the principal 

e. improved teacher evaluation system 

f. other (specify) 

10. In what ways, if any, are teachers and principals hindered in 
responding to student needs by the present district structure 
regarding curriculum and instruction? 

a. not free to fully individualize programs/courses 

b. have to accept programs regardless of local need 

c. funds to schools controlled by central office which 
restricts their use 

d. district's curriculum not flexible enough to respond 
to variety of needs in schools 

type of program 
local needs of 

f. other (specify) 

e. type of programs/courses that exist do not fully meet 
local needs of students in specific schools 
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11. Have you teen prevented from implementing your ideas or your 

faculty's ideas on instruction in your school ? y e s n Q 

If you have been, who prevented you ? 

a. superintendent 

t. associate/assistant superintendent 

c. director 

d. area/program/asst. director (specify) 

e. community pressure 

f. board of education 

g. teachers 

12-. Would it be advantageous to have principals select their own 
teachers ? Why or why not? 

a. principals best know local needs and type of teacher 
needed 

b. loyalty to that school is enhanced 

c. principals want this authority 

d. principals do not want this responsibility. 

e. too time-consumming 

f. principals not properly trained 

g. role of principal is enhanced 

h. other (specify) 

13. What would be the results of school buildings, under the 
authority of the principal, controlling their own budgets ? 

a. better utilization of total funds 

b. local determination of number of teachers and 
support personnel needed 

c. increased fiscal accountability 

d. possibility of fraud and mishandling of funds 

e. better distribution of federal/state funds to ....... 

respond to special needs (ie.f bilingual, special ea. 

f. improved school-community relations 

g. other (specify) 

14. Of the following which do you consider the major influences on 
the school district's curriculum? Prioritize you top 3 responses. 

a. to meet the needs of students 

b. to serve the needs of society... 

to meet the demands of the academic disciplines. 

d. to promote the passing of tests 

e. to respond to local/state/federal pressures 

by common denominator ("we have always done it 

c 

•F 

this way"), 

15. Who decides what the needs of the district's students are? 

a. students 

b. teachers/administrators. __ 

c. broader society and/or local community 

d. Texas Education Agency (TEA) _ 

e. curriculum experts/professors 

f. federal/state courts 

16. Define Site Based Management as you understand it. 
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following statements. 
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1 8 . 

SA= Strongly agree 
A = Agree 
UN= Undecided 

D = Disagree 
SD= Strongly disagree 

a. Parents will be given a greater voice in the 
decision making process through SBM 

b. SBM will allow me to be more effective in my 
present position 

c. Principals are presently prepared to effectively 
implement SBM 

d. Principals need training in the following areas 
before they can successfully implement SBM: 

1) Curriculum and instruction 
2) Planning 

e. The new district superintendent has forced SBM on 
the schools 

f. Principals generally favor increased decision 
making authority for themselves 

g. Individual school personnel are best qualified to 
determine individual student needs 

h. School personnel are best qualified to determine 
programs/courses to meet local schools' needs.... 

SA A UN D SD 

What changes, if any, do you envision for the following groups 
of employees under SBM? Other than those listed, what other 
changes do you envision? 
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Assistant Superintendents 

Directors!secondary and 
elementary levels) 

Area directors (elementary) 

Program directors (secondary) 

principals 

Teachers 

19. How do you feel the following groups will respond to Sited Based 
Management? 
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20. Which of the following do you foresee as results of Site 
Based Management? 

a. increased student achievement 

b. improved school-community relations 

c. responsive programs/courses 

d. better utilization of available funds 

e. greater accountability to publics 

f. less school drop-outs at all levels 

g. no significant student achievement gains 

h. disruption of local school operations 

i. militancy of certain communities 

j. positive/negative staff morale (indicate which) 

k. increased workload for principals 

1. other (specify) 

21. Characterized the general feelings of principals regarding 
Sited Based Management. 

a. principals favor increased decision-making 
authority 

b. principals want to be able to determine their local 
buildings' programs/courses 

c. principals favor increased parent participation 

d. principals would welcome faculty involvement in 
curricular and instructional matters 

e. principals don't want additional duties 

f. principals see SBM as a waste of time, money 
and effort 

22. Do you personally favor Site Based Management? Why/why not? 
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1. a. Are teachers and principals free to 
initiate courses/programs which are 
responsive to specific student needs? yes no 

b. Should they be free to do so? yes no 

2. a. Are teachers and principals free to 
select a variety of programs/courses 
from a list od district approved courses/ 
programs? ^ e s n o 

b. Should they have such freedom? yes no 

3. When the professional staff and principals have#the freedom to 
initiate or select courses/programs, what benefits and/or 
disadvantages* do you see as a result? 

a. increased student achievement 

b. increased student interest in school 

c. instruction- more responsive to actual needs 

d. decreased drop-out rate 

c. improved student self-concept 

f. improved faculty morale 

g. lack of coordination of instructional program 

h. decreased faculty morale 

i. none 

k. other(specify) 

b. Do you feel that parent participation in the decision-making 
process regarding curriculum and instruction for the indivi-
dual schools would be beneficial to instructional improvement? 

yes (1) no (2) 

5» If you answered yes, in what ways do you feel that parents 
should participate ? (select as many as apply) 

a. help teachers and administrators develop goals and .. 

objectives for each school 

b. assist teachers in the classrooms 

c. by participating in PTA/PTO activities 

d. help to identify students' needs 

e. assist in selection of books/materials . 

f. help to determine grading practices . ... 

g. assist in placement of students in special programs. . 

h. help to determine discipline practices 

i. other(specify) 

6. Is it realistically possible for the district's schools to be 
responsive to individual student needs? y e s n Q 

If not, why not? (select as many as apply; 

a. it would be too expensive 

b. not enough teachers available to do the job well 

c. needs too varied to tively meet them all 

d. other (specify) 
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7. In what ways, if any, are the district's schools presently 

failing to meet the needs of-students? 

a. irrelevant curriculum, programs/courses 

to. lack of concer by teachers 

c. not enough individualization of instruction 

d. insufficient emphasis on the basics (3 Rs) 

e. not enough emphasis on career counseling 

f. not enough emphasis on vocational training 

g. not enough emphasis on college preparation 

h. lack of student input into courses/programs 

i. lack of effective organization by building 
administrator( s) 

j. other (specify) 

8. What would motivate teachers to be more responsive in meeting 
individual student needs ? 

a. improved professional inservice 

b. autonomy in course/program development 

c. increased teacher salaries 

d. participation in hiring of teachers 

e. improved instructional leadership by principal 

f. greater participation by parents in school affairs .. 

g. more time -to teach 

h. smaller class size 

i. other (specify) 

9. Do most teachers in the district have the necessary skills to 
devise curriculum and instructional programs to respond to 
individual learner problems? y e g n Q 

If not, what will it take to give teacher the necessary skill? 

a. specific inservice education 

b. masters degree required in teaching speciality 

c. better university teacher preparation programs 

d. instructional leadership by the principal. 

e. improved teacher evaluation system 

f. other (specify) 

10. In what ways, if any, are teachers and principals hindered in 
responding to student needs by the present district structure 
regarding curriculum and instruction? 

a. not free to fully individualize programs/courses 

b. have to accept programs regardless of local need 

c. funds to schools controlled by central office which 
restricts their use 

d. district's curriculum not flexible enough to respond 
to variety of needs in schools. 

e. type of programs/courses that exist do not fully meet 
local needs of students in specific schools 

f. other (specify) 
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11. Would it be advantageous to have principals select their own 
teachers ? Why or why not? 

a. principals best know local needs and type of teacher 
needed 

b. loyalty to that school is enhanced 

c. principals want this authority 

d. principals do not want this responsibility 

e. too time-consumming 

f. principals not properly trained. 

g. role of principal is enhanced 

h. other (specify) 

12. What are the obstacles to principals controlling local budgets 
allocated from available district funds? 

a. principals not trained in budgeting 

b. danger of mishandling funds 

c. too time-consuming 

d. state financial laws prevent this 

e. budgetary reporting system takes too long to be 

useful to local buildings 

f. other (specify) 

13• ?? t h e f o l l o w i n S which do you consider the major influences on 
the school district's curriculum? Prioritize you top 3 responses. 

a. to meet the needs of students. 

b. to serve the needs of society 

c. to meet the demands of the academic disciplines 

d. to promote the passing of tests 

e. to respond to local/state/federal pressures. . . 

f. by common denominator ("we have always done it 
this way") 

14. Who decides what the needs of the district's students are? 

a. students 

b. teachers/administrators 

c. broader society and/or local community............ 

d. Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

e. curriculum experts/professors 

f. federal/state courts 

1 5 . Define Site Based iManagement as you understand it. 
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SA= Strongly agree 
A = Agree 
UN= Undecided 

D = Disagree 
SD= Strongly disagree 

b. 

Parents will be given a greater voice in the 
decision making process through SBM 

SBM will allow me to be more effective in my 
present position 

Principals are presently prepared to effectively 
implement SBM 

Principals need training in the following areas 
before they can successfully implement SBM: 

1) Curriculum and instruction 
2) Planning' 

f. 

The new district superintendent has forced SBM on 
the schools 

Principals generally favor increased decision 
making authority for themselves 

Individual school personnel are best qualified to 
determine individual student needs 

School personnel are best qualified to determine 
programs/courses to meet local schools' needs 

SA A UN D SD 

What changes, if any, do you envision for the following groups 
of employees under SBM? Other than those listed, what other 
changes do you envision? 
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Assistant Superintendents 

Directors(secondary and 
elementary levels) 

Area directors (elementary) 

Program directors (secondary) 

principals 

Teachers 

How do you feel the following groups will respond to Sited Base 
Management? 
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Which of the following do you foresee as results oi Site 

Based Management? 

a. increased student achievement 

b. improved school-community relations. 

c. responsive programs/courses 

d. better utilization of available funds 

e. greater accountability to publics. 

f. less school drop-outs at all levels 

z. no significant student achievement gains 

h. disruption of local school operations • 

i. militancy of certain communities 

j. positive/negative staff morale (indicate which) 

k. increased workload for principals • 

1. other (specify) 

Characterized the general feelings of principals regarding 

Sited Based Management. 

a. principals favor increased decision-making 

authority 

b. principals want to be able to determine their local 

buildings ' -programs/courses 

c. principals favor increased parent participation 

d. principals would welcome faculty involvement in 
curricular and instructional matters • 

e. pr inc ipals -don ' t want additional duties 

f. principals see SBM as a waste of time, money 

and effort. 

Do you personally favor Site Based Management? Why/why not? 
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