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ABSTRACT 

Many claims are made for the burgeoning phenomenon of schwl-based 

management. In this study , perceptions held by principais and school dismct 

administrators of relationships between school-based management, the quality of 

educational programs and student achievement were examined. 

Data were obtained, as a case study, through the administration of a 

questionnaire survey to all 21 principals in an Alberta school district. Content, 

derived from the literanire, focused on influences and impacts of the phenomenon. 

A purposive sample of 10 principals and district administrators was administered a 

semistnictured interview, and a document survey and anaiysis were undertaken. 

Questionnaire content formed the basic structure by which the data from aii 

sources were analyzed. Fortyeight findings emerged, from which a range of 

wnclusions was reached. 

Linkages between school, school district, and provincial policy statements 

about school-based management demonstrated a focus on the enhancement of 

student achievement as a process outcorne. P ~ c i p a l s  and district administrators 

were cognizant of the focus. Schwl-based management was exerting a positive 

influence on the q a t y  of school programs. Such influence was not uniform, with 

the nature and degree of the causaiity unclear, although flexibility emerged as one 

important element. Better resource use, enhanced instructional policy and program 

initiatives, goal setting , accoun tabili ty , and enhanced professional developmen t 

also emerged as contributing elements. 

Little evidence emerged of perceptions of causal linkaging between school- 

based management and student achievement, and resemations were held that such 

linkages would be established, thereby placing doubt on claims made in the 

literature. Perceptions emerged that the phenomenon was exerting a positive 



influence on principals' instructional leadership, notably in sethg and monitoring 

school-wide academic standards. 

Time constraints and tensions between managerial and pedagogical roles 

emerged as major influences on both program quality and student achievement 

enhancement. 

The site-specific nature of school-based management and the relatively small 

size of the school district meant that no claims for generahability were made for 

the study beyond the research site. Eight recommendations for practice and 

research in the district were made. These may be usehl for schools and schwl 

districts contemplating school-bas& management. 
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CEAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Introduction 

School-based management is an idea whose the  has corne. and al l  we have to 
do to assist in the transition is to: 

Clearly defbe what we mean by school-based management. This definition 
may vary fiom district to district. 
Decide who is to have what degree of decision-making power in such areas as 
budget, personnel, curriculum and govemance. 
Smoothly make the transition h m  a topdown bureaucratie school district 
govemance culture to one that provides an opportunity for much greater 
decision-making power at the level where the students are taught-in the 
school building. (Herman, 199 1, p. v) 

The perceptions of school principals and district administrators of the 

relationships between school-based management, the quality of educational programs 

and student achievement in an Alberta school district where school-based management 

has been implemented as district policy were examined in this study. 

The concepts and processes of school-based management have moved, in a 

relatively short the ,  to a position of some prominence in the areas of school and school 

district governance. Alberta Education, the education administrative ann of the 

provincial government of Alberta, bas stated as  its policy on school-based management 

that "a school and its community shall have the authonty and the support to make 

decisions which directly impact on the education of students and shaIl be accountable 

for the results" (1996, Policy 1.8.2). The Department of Education, Province of Nova 

Scotia (1993), has d e f d  school-based management in the foliowing temis, 

Site-based management is a process of governing that decentralws decision 
making to the individual school. It moves the process of creating solutions from 
the board rmm and disûict office to personnel in the local school. Site-based 
management is based upon on the premise that the students, teachers, parents, 
administrators and citizens closest to and most affected by the outcornes of 
educational decisions are the people best qualified to develop and implement 
solutions to achieve desired results. (p. 3) 



The statements of the provincial govemments of Alberta and Nova Scotia 

encapsulated, in general ternis, the broad philosophicai underpinnings, educational 

rationdes, and expectations of a movement which has gained impetus in many 

educational systerns in different areas of the world in ment decades. The key elements 

underpinning this rnovement are bat  (a) decision-makiog which govems the directions 

of a s c h d  is best made at the school level by those with the closest investment in the 

decisions, (b) there will be an educational dividend flowing to the clients of the school. 

and (c) accountability for directions and outcornes wdi be pl& at the level of the 

decision-making site. 

A s w e y  of the extensive school-based management literature indicated that 

there is a plethora of rhetonc presenting appealing arguments of a philosophical, 

political, social, or economic nature which give rise to the key elements propelhg the 

school-based management movement. The literature survey also indicated a dearth of 

research which supports the broad contentions of much of the rhetonc. and clearly 

indicated that Herman's (199 1) contentions demonstrated either a naive appreciation of 

the nature of schml-based management, or a serious misunderstanding of the nature 

and pathology of change and the waves of refom, restnicturing, and reorganization in 

schools and school districts in recent decades. This snidy focused particularly on the 

key element of school-based management theory, namely, that there is an educational 

dividend to schools and students through the enhancement of educational programs. 

The literature dso containeci some evidence of research explorations of the 

perceptions of principals as to the impact and Muence of school-based management on 

school improvement processes (e.g., Brown, 1990; Delaney, 1995). However, the 

research literanire provided few significant insights into the perceptions of principals 

about the impact and influence of school-based management on the quality of the 

educational programs of schools, and on student achievement. This study, therefore, 

focused on the perceptions of principals of the impact and influence of school-based 



management on school level educational programs and student achievement, and on 

why such perceptions were held 

Closely linked to school-based management processes at the Ievel of the school 

are their impact and influence on school districts. School-based management processes 

clearly imply a SM in the locus of decision-making h m  a centralized situation to the 

Ievel of the local school (although overall district accountability has not and cannot be 

relinquished). Hence, the power to centmily manage, control, and direct educational 

programs at school Ievel would appear to have been diminished. Oswald (1995) noted 

that "having delegated control over expenditure, cuniculum, and personnel, district 

administrators now facilitaie schools' actions by fomulating and defining the district's 

general policies and educational objectives" (p. 12). However, the Literature did not 

indicate that the perceptions of those who carry much of the overall systemic 

responsibility for the quality of educational programs and student achievement in 

schools, especially district superintendents, have been explored in any detail. 

Therefore, this study also examineci the perceptions of school district administrators of 

the impact and influence of school-based management processes on the quality of 

educational programs and student achievement, and why such perceptions were held. 

Purpose of the Study 

School-based management has been implemented in many education systems, 

usually in the context of ongoing educational reorganization, restnicnuing, and refom. 

A range of positive outcornes is ascribcd proleptically to school-based management, 

frequently before it is implemented, and cornmonly on the basis of less than robust 

evidence. Perceptions held by priacipals and schwl district administrators about 

relationships between schwl-based management, the quality of educational programs 

and student achievement in their schools and district were examineci in the study, as 

well as factors which intluenced such perceptions. By probing the perceptions of key 



personnel who hold specific implementational responsibilities in schools and at school 

district level, the study sought insights as to whether claims of enhancement of the 

quality of educational programs and student achievement were justifiable in the 

perceptions of such personne1 in the particular schwl-based management 

implementational circumstances of an Alberta schwl district, and why such justification 

was king claimed. 

Research Questions 

In order to examine the efficacy of some of the claùns made for the impact and 

influence of school-based management on prograrn quaiity and student achievement, 

the following generai and specific research questions guided this study. 

General Research Question 

This shidy addressed the following general research question: 

What perceptions did principals and school district administrators in a school 

district of Alberta hold about relationships between school-based management, the 

quality of educational programs and student achievement, and why did they hold such 

perceptions? 

Specifc Research Questions 

The snidy addressed the following specific research questions: 

1. What perceptions were held by principals about relationships between 

school-based management, the quality of educatioaaî programs and student 

achievement in their schools? 

2. What perceptions were held by school district administrators about 

relationships between school-based management, the quality of educational programs 

and student achievernent in schools in their district? 



3. What factors influenceci the perceptions held by principals? 

4. What factors infiuenced the perceptions held by school district 

administrators? 

Justification for the Study 

A survey of the fiterature about school-based management revealed that much of 

the content was characterized by rhetoric which was clearly ideological in flavor, 

confusion about terminology and about the nature, substance, and issues of school- 

based management philosophies and processes, and a general paucity of research 

evidence which examined its impact and innuence on schools, educational programs, 

and students. Malen and Ogawa (1992), arguing for a much stronger knowledge base 

about school-based management, stated that "our review of iiterature on site-based 

management suggests that the tendency to rely on casual appraisal, anecdotal data and 

ideological appeal is pronounced" (p.204). Funher, school-based management is not 

uniform in its terminology and application across schools, school districts, provinces, 

states and nations, and over time (Caldwell, 1990; David, 1995/1996). David observed 

that 

it has almost as many variants as there are places claiming to be "site-based." 
And they differ on every important dimension-who initiates if who is 
involved, what they conaol, and whether they are accountable to an outside 
authority. Site-based management may be instituted by state law or by 
administrative action, by a district or by a school. It may be linked to an 
accountability system with consequences tied to student peIfomance, or it may 
not be. Most variant. of site-based management involve some sort of 
representative decision-mahg corncil at the school, which rnay share authority 
with the principal or be merely advisory. (p. 5) 

In addition, forces of centralization, decentralization, and recentralization are 

frequently acting simultaneously on xhools and school districts (Beare, Caldwell, & 

Milliken, 1989; Caldwell, 1977, 1990; Mintzberg, 1983). Caldweil(1977) considered 

that centralization and decentrakation forces and tendencies acted in a state of 

interactive tension on a continuum, although some writea have claimed that the 



relationship is more complex than can be represented on a continuum (Lauglo & 

McLean, 1985; Mohrman & Wohlstetter, 1994; Swanson, 1989). 

This picture is m e r  CO- by the fusion with, and intrusion of, related 

concepts fiom the school reform and school improvement movements, and by the 

rhetoric, conceptual f?ameworks, and hown outcomes associated with them. Bimber 

(1993) noted that "SBM [schwl-based management] is too often viewed as a scheme 

that can be added to a menu of other reforms, rather than as a fundamental change in 

how decisions-ail decisions-are made in a school system" (p. 36). While schooi 

reform and improvement processes and school-based management processes may be 

acting on schools and districts simultaneously, they are not necessarily interdependent. 

School-based management is but one approach which may be contributing to school 

reforrn and improvement. The distinction was not always mognized in the Iiterature, 

and this appeared to be one confounding element to obtaining researched 

understandings of the educational benefits of school-based management (David, 

l9%/ 1996; Malen, Ogawa, & Kranz, 1990b). David concluded that 

although site-based management appears in rnany guises, at its core is the idea 
of participatory decision making at the school site. And despite all the variations 
in rationale, its main stated objective is to enhance student achievement. 
Participatory decision making and school improvement are presumed to be 
related, but that's not always the case. (p. 6) 

Further, while many processes of school reform and improvement and school- 

based management fkquendy share the feature of the relocation of decisionmaking 

authority to schools, and the processes were widely perceiveci in the literature as 

important elements in enhancing school and system performance, David (1989) noted a 

si@cant Merence between hem, 

School-based management has a broader scope; it represents a change in how 
districts operate-how authority and responsibility are shared between the 
district and its schools. It not only changes roles and responsibilities within 
schools but has implications for how the centrai office is organized and the size 
and roles of its staff. (p. 49) 



Hence, the study focused on school-based management and sought to filter 

inmiding concepts and processes without considering school-based management in 

isolation, attempted to determine and understand linkages between schwl-based 

management, the q d t y  of school educational programs and student achievement, and 

exarnined perceptions of principals and school distnct administrators in the contexts of 

their own sites and in the intemlationships between schools and district. In these ways, 

the study contributed to a clearer understanding of the nature of the impact and 

influence of school-based management on the quality of school educational program, 

and on student achievement. 

Genesis of the Study 

The focus of the study had its origins in the experiences of the researcher in one 

school system in A u s t d a  In that context, the researcher participated in and observed 

the movement of the system from the traditional Australian mode1 of a large, 

centrahd, and highly bureaucratized state-wide system to one where a considerable 

amount of responsibility had been devolved to schools, with school-site councils, 

including majority parent representation, specificaily included in these processes. 

Although these devolutionary processes were not particularly predicated on the grounds 

of enhanced quaiity of school programs and enhanced snident performance, there was 

an expectation that decisions made at each site, such as the allocation of resources, 

would be made with the uniqueness and particular needs of each site borne in mind. 

These processes were, in general, a positive experience for the researcher. 

Doctoral studies at the University of Alberta provided an opportunity to examine 

aspects of these processes in some depth, and in a Canadian context. 

Clearly, these experiences and interests raised the possibility of the presence of 

researcher bias king present in the research processes. This possibility was declared as 

a limitation to the study. 



The Need for Research 

The rapid diffusion of school-based management in schools and school 

systems, the thtorrtical claims made for it, and the confushg picture of impacts, 

influences, and outcomes have generated a need for researched understandings of the 

applied reality of school-based management. Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (199ûa) 

observeci that 

most writings on site-based management are either project descriptions, status 
reports, or advocacy pieces. These sources tend to rest on the impression of a 
single individual and emphasize the exceptional cases, such as achievements 
attained in a small number of the most successfd pilot schools. (p. 30) 

Burlingame (1988) noted that "Iittle work has directly examined the impact of 

political decisions about school organization on community support for schools, on life 

in schools, or on individual student achievement" (p. 442). Caiis for m e r  research 

appeared with some frequency in the literahire (e.g., Cheung & Cheng, 1996; Malen, 

1994). perhaps typified by Malen, "embracing broad notions of decentraiization and 

participation as guiding principles of school governance and schwl improvement, SBM 

has commandeci considerable public attention but has not received cornmensurate 

empirical inspection" (p. 249). 

However, the literature also reflected some contention about the nature and 

focus of the research that is required. Kowalski (1994), for example, stated that 

"increasingly, scholarly Uiqujr relative to decentdhed govemance is likely to focus 

on outcomes. There is a pressing need to examine educational outcomes in ali types of 

schools utilizing SBM. This includes scrutiny of both student performance and teacher 

effectiveness" (p. 205). Chubb (1990), however, was concemed that change processes 

be researched rather than there king a focus on production functions, as suggested by 

Kowalski. Estler (1988) also cautioned that "decision making is viewed as a process 

having many effects unrelatecl to outcomes rather than as a techology focused only on 

goal achievement" (p. 3 1 1). This study focused on aspects of change processes specific 

to a particular case of school-based management irnplementation, and did not 



specincaIly seek to consider the research questions through a particuiar focus on school 

production functions, although such data were considered when they were available 

and if they were relevant. 

It is also possible that seeking detailed research data about the phenornenon of 

school-based management may be premature, as Qwn Lce (1993) posited after 

complethg a research investigation of its implementation in the Los Angeles Unified 

School District, 

It appears fiom previous research that SDM [shared decision making] is still tw 
young to detennine its overall effectiveness in schools. Longitudinal studies on 
the academic achievement of students, school operations, quality of instruction, 
the perceptions of students, teachers, and administraton, and interpersonal 
relations of all employees between all levels mut  continue to be conducted in 
order to detennine the effectiveness of SDM or SBM as a means for school 
refom. (p. 43) 

Contribution to Knowledge and Practice 

The general dearth of research knowledge about emerging patterns of impact 

and influence of school-based management in relation to the tbeoretical claims made for 

it, and the confusecl picture of outcomes and effects which is presented in the research 

that has ken undertaken, contribute to a knowledge base about school-based 

management which is uncertain, thereby making rational, balanced judgements about 

the efficacy of the claims made for school-based management somewhat problematic. 

While no clairns of generalizability are made for the outcornes of the study because of 

the site-specific nature of schwl-based management generally, and because of the case 

shidy approach to research applied in one schwl district oniy, understandings were 

reached about the implementation of school-based management as the phenornenon 

affects, or has little or no effect on, the quality of school prograrns and student 

achievement. Such knowledge may facilitate M e r  understanding and reappraisal of 

the theory of school-based management, and the ramifications for practice of this 

particular school and school district resûucturing artifact. Some implications of the 



snidy for school-based management theory, policy, and practice are briefly examined in 

the following section. 

Implications for Theoty , Policy, und Practice 

Theory 

Eichenberger (1989) has observed that "the relationship between empiricd 

research results and theory is difncuit to discem precisely" (p. 267). The review of the 

iiterature about schwl-based management, and the outcornes of this study, amply 

demonstrated the accuracy of Eichenberger's perception. 

The contemporary nse to prominence of the phenomenon of school-based 

management is a result of cornplex interactions of an array of factors and influences. 

ûutcomes are, at this time, patentiy ephemerd, and there is linle coherency to them. 

There are indications in the literature that this fact, and the theoretical advantages which 

have been clairned for school-based management, are beginning to cause doubt to be 

thrown on both the efficacy and the theoretical edifices upon which the phenomenon 

has been constructed. However, several writen (e.g., Birnber, 1994; David, 1995/96) 

have cautioned against a rush to judgement. Bimber comrnented that "it would be 

premature to judge the validity of decenaalization's chief assumption, a s  some are 

beginning to do, until we have a better empincal understanding of the nature of 

govemance changes that decentralization efforts bring about" (p. viii). 

This study's exploration of the perceptions of a key assumption of the thwry of 

schwl-based management, the enhancement of the quality of school programs and of 

student achievement, and the conclusions reached that perceptions existed that school- 

based management was exerting some influence on the quality of programs, but not on 

student achievement, help inforni the theoretical basis of school-based management. 

Further, as a component of a growing pool of knowledge, these explorations and 



conclusions may facilitate the reshaping of the underpinning perspectives, as the nature 

of the changes noted by Bimber assume more distinct form. 

P o k y  

Definhg the relationship between research and policy appears to bc just as 

problematic as denning that between theory and research. Rist (1994) noted that "policy 

making is multidimensional and multifaceted. Research is but one (and often minor at 

that) among the number of frequentiy contraclictory and competing sources that seek to 

influence what is an ongoing and constantly evolving process" (p. 546). However, it 

has also b e n  noted that "research provides tentative knowledge that may be 

informative, advisory, and problernatising in tenns of the issues faced by policy- 

makers, administrators, as welî as practitioners" (Centre for Educational Research and 

Innovation, 1995, p. 30). In Holdaway's (1986) view, these functions are possibly 

enhanceci if they are not considered in isolation. Citing Adams, Smelser, and Treiman 

(1 982), he noted that 

the power of basic research to improve and e ~ c h  our lives grows out of the 
mutual reinforcement and synergissm of many interlocking ideas. findings, and 
practical outcomes. It cannot be understood and properly utilized if we 
concentrate instead on isolated product-centered outcomes. (p. 255) 

This study provided some tentative knowledge that could benefit both the 

development of policy and the reappraisd of existing policy in respect of school-based 

management. Although the researcher has been steadfast in not claimuig generalizability 

for the shidy's outcomes beyond the research site, it does contribute to an accumulation 

of howledge and experience which could provide perspectives in policy development 

and reappraisal processes. It could also be of value to xhwls, school districts, and 

others such as provincial organizations, in gainhg understandings of the 

implementational facets of school-based management policies, as they have been 

demonstrated in one school district, 



Practice 

The characteristic of school-based management that, in practice, it is specific to 

schools and school districts and that, in terms of practice, it will be shaped by and in 

turri shape the site-specific nature of each school and district, means that care needs to 

be exercised in attempting to translate practice among district and school sites. 

Notwithstanding, such specificity is not so exclusive that the study cannot be granted 

some potentid contribution to practice. 

Eichenberger (1989) commented that "with the fealization that we cannot know 

the exact tnith about anything should corne the understanding that d l  relevant 

knowledge for making the 'right' decision is seldom, if ever, available" (p. 272, 

author's emphasis). The tmth about school-based management in practice is far fiom 

being known and understood. This is a common problem for, as Fullan (1991) noted, 

"neglect of the phenomenology of change-that is. how people actually experience 

change as distinct fkorn how it might have b e n  intended-is at the heart of the 

spectacular lack of success of most social refom" (p. 4). This study, in its 

examination of school-based management implementation in one school district, and of 

its early influence on school sites, may provide insights in some specific areas which 

have the potentiai tu inform practice, especially in the areas of pre-implementation 

preparation, professional development, and school and school district interrelationships 

in a school-based management context, and may contribute to a howledge base which 

is beginning to challenge the assumption of a directly articdated relationship between 

the practices of school-based management, the enhancement of the quality of school 

programs, and student achievement 

Definitions 

Definitionai analyses of key tem used to guide the study are undertaken in this 

section. 



School-bused management. The concept of school-based management 

does not lend itself readiy to definitional clarity. The nature of the concept is confused 

and conteste& and may Vary from site to site. There is intrusion fiom other facets of 

schwl refonn, restructuring, and improvement movements and their associaîed 

concepts and practices. Variations in definitions may be indicative of underlying 

political, social, econornic, or philosophical confusion or turbulence. Consequently, a 

process of examining and critiquing of definitions is undertaken in Chapter 2. In broad 

terms, school-based management refers to a process of govemance adjustment whereby 

decision-making authority is relocated from a central authonty such as a schwl district 

to individual schools. Idedy, the relocated authority empowers schwls to make 

decisions which influence, in positive ways, the core tasks of schools, the education of 

students, and which facilitates shared decision-making processes by site participants 

such as staff and parents. 

Perceptions. An understanding of the nature and importance of perceptions 

assumed some importance in this study. Johnson (1987) observed that 

perceptions shape human attitudes and behavior; their impact is pervasive and 
unavoidable. They provide bases for understanding reality-objects, events, and 
the people with whom we interact-and OUI responses to them. Thus 
perceptions dominate a l l  the situations that educational and other social 
researchers study. (p. 206) 

However, Johnson also noted that "the notion of perceptions has resisted clear 

and conclusive definition" (p. 207). For example, Shafiitz, Koeppe, and Soper (1988) 

defued perception as "the way in which a person views his or her environment based 

on the senses, past experience, attitudes, current information, and other personal 

variables" (p. 347). Page and Thomas (1977) also noted that "we restructure our 

environment through perceptual processes" (p. 26 1). However, these are more 

descriptions of perceptual processes than definitions. In attempting to develop insights 

into the nature of perceptions, Johnson, citing AUport (1955). posited a series of major 

generalizations about perception theories. These were that (a) multiple understandings 



of events are aggregated and intemlated by individuals and are organized within 

limiting perceptuaI boundaries; (b) perceptions are constructeci over time and remain 

relaîively constant with general order and stability prevailing, although inconsistencies 

cm be present; (c) foliowing disruptions fkom new impressions, there is a tendency to 

r e m  to original percepnial constructs; (d) impressions are not weighted equally in 

aggregations; and (e) although aggregations may sometimes confiict, usually they 

mutualiy support higher-order perceptual generalizations. 

Further understandings of the nanire of perceptions have been enhanceci by the 

focus in recent decades in the field of social psychology on the nature of attribution 

theory @alal, 1988; Hewstone, 1989; Frasher & Frasher, 198 1 ; Pepitone, 1986). 

Pepitone defined attribution theory in iùnctiond tenns, 

The basis issue of attribution theory-how do people infer the "causes" of their 
own behavior and that of others-identifies the field as cognitive social 
psychology in that it concerns the process of knowing. It may also be said that 
the issue rests on an implicit premise that people have a need to know and to 
understand; and to confroI the outcomes important for them by king able to 
explain and predict. (p. 247) 

Several writers believed that attribution theory offea strong possibilities for 

exploring the nature of perceptions in educational research contexts, but that such 

possibilities were not king pursued (Frasher & Frasher, 198 1 ; Johnson, 1987). 

Aithough there is some research evidence of attribution theory k ing  used to research 

aspects of organizational and administrative behavior in educational contexts (e-g., 

Martenko & Gardner, 1987; Misra, 1988), the observations made by Johnson and 

Frasher and Frasher remain essentially tme, for no apparent reason other than perhaps 

interdisciplinary myopia 

In sum, the framework of generalizations provided by Johnson engenden 

sufficient insights into the nature of perceptions for the purposes of this study, 

providing Johnson's waming that "objective reality can be known oniy through the 

filter of perceptions" (p. 207) is borne in mind. 



Qwlity- Blake and Hadey (1995) have noted that "the idea of quality is 

elusive since what appears to some as highqualîty educational provisions may not 

bring universal approbation" (p. 134). Such definitionai elusiveness was aiso noted by 

Adams (1993), and Smith and Lusthaus (1995). Further, it reflects a serious and 

ongoing philosophical debate in the literature which is focused on the purposes of 

education, and considers such contentious matters as the relative importance of 

measurable and non-measurable goals and outcomes (e.g., Adams, 1993; Blake 

Hanley, 1995; Harrison, 1994; Hopkins, 1987; Roxburgh, 1996; Smith & Lusthaus, 

1995). 

The contentions of Adams (1993) that educational quality has multiple 

definitions would appear to offer an approach to overcoming this deffitional 

conundnim. Adams noteà prevailing perspectives about the nature of quality in 

education, and considered that they were (a) quality as reputation, @) quality as 

resources and inputs, (c) quality as process, (d) quality as content, (e) quality as 

outputs and outcomes, and ( f )  quality as "value added" (p. 5). 

In exploring these perspectives, Adams concluded that the characteristics of the 

v q i n g  definitions of educational qua3ity were (a) quality has multiple meanings and is 

frequently mdtidimensional; (b) individual values and interpretations may be reflected 

in meanings of quality and such meanings of quality are grounded in values, cultures, 

and traditions, and may be specific to part ida societal, cultural, geographic, and 

personai milieux; (c) dinerent stakeholders may hold differing interpretations of quality; 

(d) quality is dynamic, possibly changing over time and across contexts; and (e) 

qualitative and quantitative approaches may be used to assess quality. 

Adams also developed constmcts about which contexhial understandings of 

quality rnay be clustered. These were that (a) quality is definable in context; 



(b) objective measurement is possible under some assumptions; (c) interpretations of 

efficiency and equity ofbn supplemenf complement, or are integrated with conceptions 

of quality, and there is not necessarily a linkage between quality and high costs; 

(d) quality can be evduated across educational settings provided sirnilx missions and 

goals and comparable contexts are present; and (e) while consensus on definitional 

understandings of quality may be d E c u l t  to achieve, there is usually consistency in 

agreement that it is an appropriate a h  for educational settings. 

Dimmock (1990) contended thaf in influencing the quality of education, 

the standards of teaching and teachers' performance, the standards of leaming and 

students' performance, and a more balanced (containhg few knowledge gaps) and 

relevant (meeting the needs of clients) cUmculum, also need to be infiuenced both 

singularly and collectively. 

In view of the parochial specifîcity associated with the theory and practice of 

school-based management, the consmicts of Adams and Dimmock provided 

appropnate definitional clarity and boudaries for the purposes of this study. 

Student achievement. Good (1973) has described achievement as 

"accomplishment or proficiency of performance in a given ski11 or body of knowledge" 

(p. 7), and achievement by a pupil as "the status of a pupil with respect to attained skills 

or knowledge as compared with other pupils or with the school's adopted standards" 

(p. 7). However, Wehiage, Newmann, and Secada (1996) challenged traditional 

conceptions such as these, claiming that "the kind of achievement required for students 

to eam school credits, grades, and high scores on tests is often considered trivial, 

contrived, and meaningless" (p. 23). They suggested a concept of authentic 

achievement. They use the tenn authentic in the sense that it means "d, genuine, or 

tme rather than anificial, fake, or misleading" (p. 22). Their conception of such 

achievement consisted of (a) construction of knowledge, by which knowledge is 

consîructed and produced as well as reproduced; (b) disciplined inquiry, which 



includes using prior knowledge, seeking indepth ratber than superficial understanding, 

and expression thugh elaborated communication; and (c) the value of achievement 

beyond school, which "reflects aesthetic, utilitarian or personai value" (p. 26). The 

perspectives of Wehlage et al. refiected more contemporary philosophies and 

approaches to teaching and Ieaming, and provided an appropriate definitional construct 

for this shidy in respect of student achievement. 

Edacat io~i  program. The planned teaching and leamhg expenences 

provided by the schools for their students. 

School district. A defined area in which children attend school, or are 

entitled to attend school, and which is governed by an elected board of trustees. A 

board is charged by the province or state with the responsibility of controlling education 

in the district. In the province of Alberta, the term is sometimes used synonymously 

with the ternis school division and school jurisdiction. 

Summary 

In this introductory chapter, the general and specific research questions of the 

study have been stated, and the background, genesis, purpose, and justification for the 

study have been examined. Additionally, the need for research in the area of school- 

based management has been noted, specifidy but not exclusively referring to the 

dearth of research data cunently avaiiable, despite extensive writings in the area, and 

the study's potential contributions to knowledge in the areas of theory, policy, and 

practice have also been noted. Definitional analyses of key terms guidùig the study 

were undertaken. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

The dissertation is organized into nine chapters. 



In Chapter 2, an extensive review of a sarnple of the Literature is undenaken, 

adopting the perspective that school-based management needs to be examined both as a 

conceptual entity itseif, and as an outgrowth and product of the very extensive reform, 

reorganization. and restnicturing processes which have influenceci education in recent 

decades. An examination of the recent, somewhat limited research in the area of school- 

based management outcornes is included in the review. 

A description and rationale for the research method are provided in Chapter 3. 

Descriptions of the t r u s t w o ~ e s s  and ethical measures and their rationales employed 

in the study are provided. Limitations, delimitations, and assumptions potentiaily 

influencing the study are also stated. 

In Chapter 4, a description of the data gathering and analysis procedures is 

provided. 

The policy and professional contexts of school-based management in 

Snowfields School District are examined in Chapter 5, including an analysis of the 

provincial and school district policy contextç. The knowledge, experience, perceptions, 

and attitudes of principals and district executive staff of Snowfields School Disûict 

toward school-based management prior to implementation are also summarized in this 

chapter. 

In Chapter 6, the implementation processes employed with school-based 

management in Snowfields School Disûict are examined, and their general influences 

and impacts are considerd in order to establish the contextual circumstances in which 

the phenornenon's influence on school program quaüty and student achievernent are 

considered. 

The data in respect of school-based management, the quality of school 

programs, and student achievernent are considered in Chapters 7 and 8, and a number 

of fmdings are made. 



In the fmal chapter, Chapter 9, a summary of the study is provided, including 

the shidy's findings. A nurnber of conclusions are drawn fkom these findings, and 

aspects of both the findings and conclusions are examineci in the Light of elements of the 

literatue. Recommendations fonwd on practice and research in the school district are 

offered. The chapter, and the dissertation, are concluded with some personal reflections 

by the researcher. 



C U T E R  2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

PreambIe 

A review of the literature, according to Rudestam and Newton ( 1 WZ), 

"provides a context for the proposed shidy and demonstrates why it is important and 

timely" (p. 46). Patton (1990) observeci that a "review of relevant literahire c m  also 

help focus the study " (p. 163). 

This review of the literahire was undertaken in the context of an era of ongoing 

restructuring and reorganization in education, many of the theories, processes, and 

effects of which are examined in a substantial litera~ue. It was also undertaken in the 

awareness that school-based management is but one process, agency, and 

manifestation, amidst many, giving carriage to school and school district restructuring 

and reorganization. The phenornenon of school-based management, as a conceptual 

entity and as a process, can be examine4 to a limited extent, in isolation. At the sarne 

tirne, school-based management cannot be examined, in terms of its influence and 

impact, in isolation fiom the plethora of other influences engaging schools and school 

districts, or from the influences, residual and ongoing, of other manifestations of 

change. 

Introduction 

School-based management, far fiom king  a new concept (Carlos & Amsler, 

1993; Cistone, 1989), is, according to Hartley (1994), "an idea whose time has corne" 

(p. 129). Sheppard and Devereaux (1997) reported that 

Australia, New Zedand, ail European countries (with the exceptions only of 
Portugal and some areas of Gemiany), and over forty states in the United States 
have adopted a site-based approach to management. h Canada, provinces such 
as Saskatchewan, Alberta, Prince Edward Island, Quebec, and, more recently, 
Nova Scotia and Newfoundland have joined the long list of believers in the 
power of site-based management. (p. 30) 



Wohlstetter and Bnggs (1994) noted that 85% of the member districts of the 

Councii of Great City Schools in the United States, including many of the largest, have 

implernented school-based management in sorne f o m  Caldwell (1990) cited specific 

developments in Austraiia, Canada, France, New Zeaiand, the United Kingdom, and 

the United States. The momentum of implementation of school-based management 

practices has k e n  accompanied by a large and rapidly growing pool of literature. 

Delaney (1994) noted that "a ment search of the ERIC database listed over 800 articles 

written on school-based management fkom 1982-1993 and the list grows daily " (p. 24). 

This review of the Literature is not and cotdd not be exhaustive, but conveys a sense of 

the contested and uncertain nature of the concept of school-based management, its place 

in the gamut of schwl refomis of men t  decades, and its impact and influence. 

The ProbIem of Definition 

The d e f ~ t i o n  used in Chapter 1 is an exemplar of defînitions of schwl-based 

management which appeared freguently in the literature (for example. Alberta 

Education, 1996; Altien, 1993; Brown, 1990; Malen, Ogawa, & Kranz, 1990b; 

Murphy & Beck, 1995; Oswald, 1995). In miving at a suitable definition of school- 

based management, it became clear that the t em schuol-bmed numugement was by no 

means accepted and used as a standard term for the concept and its associated 

processes. Bimber (1993) noted that "people speak of decentralization in tenns of a 

panoply of concepts: creating smaller organizational units, reducing hierarchy and red 

tape, creating shared decision making, and increasing local autonomy" (p. ix). Brown 

(1994) observed that 

as one of the latest and most popular bandwagons for reforming public 
educaîion, school-based management has several names: site-based 
management, shred leadership and shared decision making. School-bmed 
munagement serves as the most appropriate descriptor to represent the various 
aspects of this current reform movement. (p. 3, author's emphases) 

Delaney (1994) dso observed that in addition to the term decenaalization, "the 



concept is more often referred to as any one of the foilowing: site-based management, 

school-based budgeting, decentralized decision-making, collaborative schwl 

management, schwl-based govemance or local school management" (p. 23). H e m  

and Hennan (1993) enwnemted some 15 terms which are used to identify forms of 

school-based management. 

The range of such generic terms pointeci to one dilemma in reaching clarity of 

definition. A M e r  dimension to this dilemma evident in the literature was that such 

t enu  were interchangai freely (for example, Candoli, 1995; Conway & Calzi, 

1995/1996) or, on the other hand, some precision was amibuted to a particular term 

(e.g., Caldwell, 1994; Council on School Administration, 1997; Dimmock & Hattie, 

1994; Gordon, 1992; Murphy, 1991; Quinn, 1996). Dimmock and Hattie disthguished 

between the terms decentralization and devolution. In their view, the former refers to 

the tramfer of authority and the latter to the transfer of power, which they termed "the 

essence of devolution" (p. 38). In a similar vein, Kozolanka (1994) stated that "scho~l- 

based management, site-based management, school-based budgeting, shared decision 

making and school-based decision making are k ing  used interchangeably when in fact, 

there is a distinction" (p. 98). Kozolanka perceived school-based management as the 

decentralization of power and authonty from central administrations to schools, and 

shared decision making as the transfer of decision making authority to major 

stakeholders through conmittee and council mechanism. This is a useful distinction, 

although it was unclear what meaning she was attributing to other t e m  such as school- 

based budgeting. Sirotnik and Clark (1988) chailenged the implications inherent in the 

terni school-base. management. They stated that 

choosing to talk about management focuses attention on a broad spectrum of 
activities, many of which are only indirectly related to instructionai prograrns. 
TalkUig about school-based management seems to imply an eithedor 
interpretation: either the school rnakes aii its own decisions, or all decisions are 
made elsewhere. Such an interpretation fails to recognize that decisions made at 
school sites are part of a broader environment. (p. 660) 



Interchangeable and confused usage of terminology was indicative of the even 

more critical dficulty of reaching an infomed consensus in d e m g  the concept of 

school-based management. Murphy and Beck (1995) noted that "SBM remains 

empincaily and conceptually elusive and somewhat abstract but definitions are 

beginning to pile up" @p. 12-13). The range of emergent definitions presented as 

confusing a p i c m  of understandings of schwl-based management as did the range of 

descriptor terms. "Variations of the SBM concept have emerged; the result seems to be 

confusion and misunderstanding conceming these vague and sometimes conflicting 

def~t ions"  (Lindquist & Mauriel, 1989, p. 404). This observation was supported by 

Ogawa and White (1994), who stated that "like so many terms in the educationai 

lexicon, school-based management has a range of definitions. Given the many forms 

SBM has taken, the variety of dennitions should corne as no surprize" (p. 56). Heman 

and Herman (1993), however, also noted that "the ciifferences in terminology are less 

important than the shifts in authonty implicit in the process" (p. 9). 

Lack of clarity and precision, however, cannot be perceived only in ternis of 

being a product of divenity of understanding and application. Lindquist and Mauriel 

again noted that "either implicitly or explicitly, these definitions provide a bench mark 

against which the success or failure of a school's SBM effort may be partially 

evaluated" (p. 404). This view was supported by Davis and Hentschke (1994), and by 

Ogawa and White (1994), who stated that "in some instances, SBM documents note 

that such ambiguity is intentional, based on the belief that school-level actors should 

determine how SBM programs will operate" (p. 56). One effect of this has been noted 

by Ogawa and White, 

This ambiguity makes it diflticuIt to mess the creative effectiveness of variously 
configurecl programs. Without a clear understanding of the practices k ing  
employed, making meaningful cornparisons between different programs and 
their abilities to affect the performance of schwls wiiI be extremely diffcult. 
(p. 75) 



Notwithstanding such ambiguity, some definitional understandhg can be 

reached by delineating the elements about which school-bd management is usually 

structured. Herman and H e m  (1993) identined thtee elements common to school- 

based management: 

1. The shi& exchange, and balance of decision-making authonty with regard to 

au tonomy and accountability . 

2. The consensus that those closest to, rnost impacted by, or primarily 

responsible for any decision implementation, should be the decision makers. 

3. The empowerment and involvement of principals, teachers and other staff, 

and community, in school decision making. (p. 12) 

Guskey and Petenon (1995/1996) perceived the key elements thus, 

The guiding premise of school-based decision making is that administrators, 
teachers and parents are the ones who best understand the contexts and cultures 
of the school, and so we must build their capacity to be jointly responsible for 
student leaming. (p. 10) 

Mohrman and Wohlstetter (1994) elaborated this element in terms of the 

political dimension alluded to by Dirnmock and Hattie (1994), 

SBM has been concepnialized as an example of the school refom movernent 
that addresses the power baiauce between schools and their clients. The premise 
of this approach to reform . . . is that schwls will be better able to produce 
results that are in line with their clients' preferences if they have a more direct 
link to their clientele and if they have a greater degree of control over their 
resources. (pp. 253-254) 

Under what they t e m  "the rubnc of restnicturing" (p. 330), Hallinger, 

Murphy, and Hausman (1992) provideci m e r  elaboration, 

Considered difficult to capture to everyone's satisfaction, restmcturing is not 
quite so arnorphous a construct as critics sometimes argue. Basically, 
rcstructuring includes endeavors to (a) decentralize the organization, 
management and govemance of schooling; @) empower those closest to 
students in the classroom (Le., teachers, parents and principals); (c) create new 
roles and responsibilities for aU the players in the system; and (d) transform the 
learning-teaching process that unfolds in classrwms. (p. 330) 

After conducting an extensive review of definitions of school-based 

management, Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990), cited in M o h a n ,  Wohlstetter. and 



Associates (1994), denved a definition which attempted to encompass al l  of the 

common elements of school-based management. This definition, described by Ogawa 

and White (1994) as "comprehensive, if cumbersome" (p. 56), stated that 

schwl-based management c m  be viewed concepnially as a formal alteration of 
govemance structures, as a form of decentralization that identifies the individual 
school as the primary unit of improvement and relies on the rOd~tribution of 
decision-making authority as the primary means through which improvements 
might be stimulated and sustained. Some formal authority to make dezisions in 
the domains of budget, personnel and programs is delegated to and often 
distri ied among site-level actors. Some formal structure (council, cornmittee, 
team, board) often composed of principals, teachers, parents, and, at times, 
students and community residents is created so that site participants can be 
directly involveci in school-wide decision making. (p. 56) 

The comprehensive nature of this definition may, however, engender some 

misconceptions. For example, although it is a fairly common element in the 

implementation of school-based management, in many instances there are no 

requirements, or even expectations, that formal structures such as site councils be 

fonned. Murphy and Beck (1995) have also cautioned thus, 

In reality, SBM is less a coherent intervention than variations on a theme. It 
materializes in a variety of ways and forms in different settings: (a) stressing 
different components and strategies to varying degrees; @) empowering 
different sets of stakeholders in various communities differently; (c) meaning 
quite different things to different groups of stakeholders, to different actors at 
the same schwl, and to similar role occupants throughout the same district; and 
(d) k ing  packaged in diverse ways with other reform initiatives. (p. 7) 

Because of the definitional ambiguity surroundhg the concept of school-based 

management, this study used descriptor tenns h m  the literature interchangeably, 

unless contextual analysis of the use of each term indicated that this was an 

inappropriate strategy . 

School-Based Management in Context 

The very substantial attempts in ment decades to engender change in schools 

and xhool systems are Crequently described metaphorically as waves. The first wave of 

sustained reform attempts, commencing in the 1960s. was focused very much on 

school renewal, refom, and improvement. "The second wave of refonn. still in 



motion," noted Williams (1992), "suggests nothing less than restrucniring the 

education system. This approach focuses on improving the effectiveness of schooliag 

by rearranging its componeats and Raligning the distribution of responsibilities" 

(p. 10). Fulian (199 1) described the first wave of reform as intensification, in which 

much existing practice is subjected to increasing mandating, monitoring, and 

specification. The second wave, in Fullan's view, is that of restruchiring, typified by 

teachea and othen being invoived in decision-making, collaborative work cultures, 

and so forth. 

In the context of the waves of refonn, school-based management has assumed a 

significant and growing role. "School-based management is rapidiy becoming the 

centerpiece of the current wave of refom" (David, 1989, p. 45). Some writers 

attributed this not to a demonstrated need to restructure for enhanceci performance, but 

to a slavish foilowing of industrial trends. Conway and Calzi (1995/1996), for 

example, stated that "just as earlier scientific management studies spurred education's 

cult of efficiency, so too decentralization and empowennent have moved h m  industry 

to education" (p. 46). Malen, Ogawa, & Kranz (1990b) observed that 

proposais to delegate decision making authority to subunits of school disiricts 
or to individual sites and proposais to distribute that authority among various 
combinations of administrators, teachers, parents and community residents have 
been enacted, rescinded and reenacted for decades. (p. 296) 

They also observed that 

the documcntary data suggests that these initiatives tend to surface during 
penods of intense stress . . . when, in sum, a turbulent environment generates a 
host of highly salient demands and the system is pressed to search for solutions 
to a cluster of seemingly intractable problems. (p. 297) 

However, Sackney and Dibski (1994) presented a more moderate perspective, 

Philosophically, school-based management c d s  for a shift £tom a hcavy 
reliance on a structural-functionalist paradigm to one characterised as being 
much more "interpretive" and "humanist" in orientation. The individual, 
according to this paradigm, is held to be more important and there is more 
emphasis on what Habennas calls communicative rationality and consensus 
building. Such a view entails a much more collaborative and participative 
approach to decision-making. (p. 105) 



This perspective was echoed by hasch (1990) and Hargreaves (1994). In Prasch's 

view, 

Imbedded in many of the approaches to restruchiring is the concept of site- 
bas& (or schwl-based) management (SBM). SBM is consistent with, if not 
parallel to other popular themes such as teacher empowement and shared 
decision making. The concept fits industry's move toward decentralkation and 
participatory management-the idea that decisions are better made at operational 
points in the hierarchy. (p. 1) 

Theoretical Foundations of School-Based Management 

An Emerging Concept 

School-based aanagement is not a new concept nor can ownership claims be 

made on it by individuah or groups (Cistone, 1989; Marburger, 1985; White, 199 1). 

Marburger has noted that "noone invented school-based management. Rather, it seems 

to have emerged independently as a response to problems that resulted fkom the 

centraiization of decision-making and a shift in society's values away from control and 

toward autonomy" (p. 27). Estler (1988) identified a succession of decision-making 

modes in education based in assurnptions of choice. She identified these modes as 

rational-bureaucratie, participatory, political, and organized anarchy. Estter clairned that 

"over tirne, rather than a denial of prior thinking, successive models have reintegrated 

elements of earlier traditions in new ways, yielding Mler explanations for the reality of 

educational decision making" @. 306). Murphy and Beck (1995) have identifed 

antecedents of school-based management in the United States in the late 19th and the 

fmt half of the 20th centuries. There was, however, considerable evidence in the 

lierature that the contemporary focus on school-based management began to emerge 

with the fiist wave of reform, and is developing to its present position of prominence 

with the second wave (David, 1989; Herman & Herman, 1993; Sackney & Dibski, 

1994). David has observed in respect of the first wave of reform, 



In the 1960s and 1970s, certain forms of schwl-based management, usually 
cailed decentrakation and school-based budgeting, had a wave of popularity. 
They were adopted in order to give political power to local cornmunities, 
increase administrative efficiency, or offset state authonty. (p. 45) 

David M e r  observai that "districts are implementing school-based 

management today to bring about signifiant change in educational practice: to empower 

school staff to create conditions in schools that facilitate improvement, innovation and 

continuous professional growth" (p. 45). 

The emergence has been far fiom smooth, and has been marked by 

inconsistency and contestation, as Fullan (1993) has obsemed, 

The present is a combination of bifurcation and confusion. The former is 
represented on one hand, by centralists who see greater top-down regulation, 
accountabiiity and contml of the educational establishment as the answer. This 
includes, by the way, strategies such as local management of schools which 
attempt to place more power in the hands of local interests outside the school. 
The other hand of bifurcation is represented by the reconstructionists who see 
greater control by school-based teachers and other educators as the basic 
solution. (p. 2) 

Such bifurcation and confusion is M e r  exacerbatecl by the fact that school- 

based management fiequently encompasses elernents of the perspectives espoused by 

both the centralists and the reconstructionists. Bimkr (1 993) noted that 

in practice, decentrabation plans too often suffer £iom disagreement over 
whether decentralization is primarily intended to draw more people-teachers 
and parents-into the decision-making process or whether it is primarily 
intended to make schools more autonornous from centrd-office bureaucraties. 
Because of this disagreement, and because of the reluctance of boards, 
superintendents, and other administrators to relinquish real power, decentralized 
plans often result in fragmentecl decision-making authority, adding even more 
complexity to administrative processes. (pp. 36-37) 

Perestroika and Postmodernism 

The emergence of educational reconstruction in the fom of school-based 

management is clearly predicated on the waves of educational refonn, although the 

relationship is not t d y  or necessarily symbiotic in n a m .  Rather, the refom waves 

have provided an appropnate setting fiom which and in which school-based 

management may flourish. Several writers have used the contemporary metaphor of 



perestroika to describe this flourishing (Cistone, 1989; Lawton, 1992). Lawton has 

described such educational perestroika as "a reorganizaton that replaces centrai 

planning, control and supervision with a deregdateci, decentdi& system" (p. 139). 

The processes embodied in ducational perestroika mirror significant 

recooceptuaiizations of the nature of control in a posmiodern context. Usher and 

Edwards (1994). citing Bauman (1992), observed that pobtmodernity "is marked by a 

view of the human world as irreducibly and irrevocably pluralistic, split into a multitude 

of sovereign d t s  and sites of authority. with no horizontal or vertical order, either in 

actuality or in potency" (p. 12). Achilles (1994) perceived the changes in the nature of 

control thus, 

As the sociological paradigm shifts h m  industrial-age mechanistic processes to 
an infornation-age future, there is emerging a pardel move b m  schools as 
tightly-coupled, highly bureaucrate structures to schools as loosely-coupled 
entities run by site-based administration (SBA). (p. 13) 

Weiss (1990) identified five forms of control in school organizations: 

1. Professional control. 

2. Administrative control. 

3. Political control. 

4. Market control. 

5. Control through values and ideas. (pp. 93-1 19) 

She posited that each fom of control is connecteci with different goals and 

values, and that schools are "tapestries of control" (p. 124). Carlos and Amsler (1993) 

suggested that the loci of power and authority largely detemine whether school-based 

management is a "syrnbolic geshire or a genuine redefinition of power" (p. 2). Estler 

(1988) observed that "perhaps more than any other tradition within the decision-making 

literaîure, the participatory mode1 is rooted more in values and beliefs than in 

empincism" (p. 309). Caldwell and Spinks (1992) perceived such perspectives as 

evidence of "the coilapse of bureaucracies in education" (p. 14), and argued that the 

collapse is of such significance that it can be labeled as an "educational megatrend" 



(pp. 14-16). 

In contrast, Firestone and Corben (1988), citing House (198 1), identified three 

perspectives by which the dynarnics of change can be interpreted at a local level: 

1. Technological perspectives, by which change implementation is considered 

as a technical process subject to rational anaiysis. 

2. Political-rational perspectives, which consider that aoalysis is impossible 

because of the divergent interests of those involved. 

3. Cdtural-"interprets differences stemrning from e n d u ~ g  vahes and 

cognitions of those involved" (p. 323). 

They noted that "generated by the behavioral regulanties of the settings in which 

people live, over time these values assume a life of their own and continue even after 

those regularities change" (p. 323). 

Propelling Forces 

Perestroika, postmodernism, and the possible collapse of bureaucracy are 

clearly potent Muences in the emergence of SC hwl-based management. However, 

separately and collectively, they do not provide a sufficientiy robust and coherent 

explmation for the increasing adoption of the strategy. Lawton (1992) suggested that 

the following factors may be instrumentai in propehg this emergence: 

1. A legitimation crisis, which refïects concems about overail schwl 

effectiveness, equitability, and hadequacies in governance structures. 

2. Concem about educational effectiveness, or, more accurately, the perceived 

ineffectiveness of education. 

3. Concern about efficiency. 

4. The managerial revolution, which "reflects a philosophy of operation that 

capitalizes on the desires of individuals for autonomy, productivity and creativity, even 

at a cost of a loss of central control" (p. 145). 



5. A populist movement reflecting demands for choice, control, and the 

recognition of collective rights. 

6. A crisis in capitalism. 

7. Rovider capture, a term used to reflect the belief that bureaunacies serve the 

interests of their members better than those of their clients. (pp. 140-150) 

However, Weiler (1993) also examined the political dynamics of 

decentralization, and the prevaiiing arguments in support of the process, b r n  a 

sociological perspective. He concluded that there were three arguments propelling the 

debate: 

1. Decentralization and the redistribution of authonty, which reflects a concem 

for the sharing of power. 

2. Decentralization and efficiency, which focuses on the management of 

resources. 

3. Decentralization and the cultures of leaming, which is concemed with the 

decentralkation of educational content. (p. 57) 

Frorn the perspective adopted by him, Weiler concluded that, in general, the 

concept of educational decentralization is "a precarious and problematic proposition" 

(p* 66). 

In examining the Austratian context of decentraiization and devolution, 

Dimmock and Hattie (1994) enmerateci five explanations for the emergence of the 

concepts, which they also viewed fiom essentially sociopolitical perspectives. They 

stated that "public policy, including decentralisation of education. is best seen as 

s p ~ g i n g  from the interaction of political power and national values as mediated by 

structures of policy making and by the role of public opinion" (p. 39). Dirnmock and 

Hattie's explanations were: 

1. Dissatisfaction theory, which encompasses public discontent with 

educational standards and reforms. 



2. Values based explanations, which are concemed Mth matters of equality, 

efficiency , liberty, and choice. 

3. Political decentralizaton as an appropriate structure to meet diversity. 

4. The outcornes of school effectiveness research. 

5. Teacher professionalism and empowerment. @p. 3 9 4 )  

Phciples  and Goals 

Altien (1993) has observed that "school-based management is a complex 

process that entails collaboration, conflict management and continual 

reconceptualization'' (p. 3 1). The processes are dynamic as well as complex, as Wissler 

and Ortiz (1988) noted, 

Decentralization is not a "once learned, always in place" change process. 
ûrganizations are as dynamic as the human body. The prwss must be repeated 
over and over and re-leamed repeatedly if it is to stay viable. So when we speak 
of decentralization, we mean a continukg process. (p. 50) 

Notwithstanding, it is possible to isolate general principles and goals of school- 

based management fkom the plethora of literahire. The Nova Scotia Department of 

Education (1993), for example, has established guiding principles underpinning the 

implementation of school-based management in that province: 

1. The primary purpose for school-based management is to increase student 

achievement and success tbrough improved educationd services to students; it is 

therefore a student focused initiative. 

2. There is a need for management structures which are flexible, adaptable, and 

responsive to local needs and capabilities. 

3. Those closest to the challenges of education are best qualifed to develop and 

implement solutions to the problems associated with increasing student achievement 

and success. 

4. Management requkes authority to make decisions and is fUy accountable for 

the results of these decisions. 



5. Management ensures effective implementation of an ongoing support for 

cumculum. (p. 4) 

The Department has also tramlated these principles into a series of goals, statîng 

that "the prime goal for SBM is to increase student achievement and success" (p. 3). 

Subsidiary goals were identified as: 

1. Makiug schools more responsive to local oeeds. 

2. Making schools more accountable for results. 

3. Enabhg schools to make decisions which are economic, efficient, and 

equitable. 

4. Increasing quality and quantity of communications. 

5. Building partnerships with parents, businesses, and cornmunity. 

6.  Empowering principals and teachers. 

7. Enhancing student involvement in leaming. (p. 3) 

References to other facets of principles and goals appeared in the literature. 

Schlechty (1990) and Hennan and Herman (1993) perceived the abilities of schools to 

meet needs quickly and fiexibly, and to understand the "unique configurations" 

(Schlechty , p. 79) in each setting , as important underpinnings. Bailey (1 99 1 ) observed 

that "school-site management WU not work unless authorities view each school as a 

center for change" (p. 26). Greenhalgh (1984) noted an ethicd dimension when he 

stated that "decentralization of school govemance and dinction is a response to the need 

for providing local school programs that are rneaningful and right for the consumer-not 

necessd y administratively tidy-but time1y and important" @p. 15- 16). Bailey 

considered that "a process of reciprocal interaction" (p. 40) is necessary. He defmed the 

process as "power from the public and power to the public" @. 40). 

Teacher empowerment is a predominant theme in the school-based management 

literature as it is considered to be both a key goal and an important underpinning 

principle of the concept. Brown (1994) has elucidated this facet thus, 



Based on organizational and leadership theory and concepts of collegiality and 
professionaüsm, qualities of school-based management rnay indeed recast the 
role of those on the fiont lines of education-teachers-into roIes that dlow them 
to becorne a .  integral part of determining policies that will be implemented in 
developing successfd learning enviromnents for students. Because previous 
reform efforts have not enabled teachers to add their voices to proposed 
solutions for the improvement of schooling, schwl-bas& management 
provides an avenue for change based on teachers' views and beliefs. (p. 3) 

Bailey (1 99 1) concurred with this perspective, having stated that 

school-site management (not intended to solve all of our problems or be a 
passing fancy either) provides a workable struchval arena in which 
professionah can apply th& craft with experienced peers as guides and dtimate 
resuits evaluated by the community. (p. 164) 

Sirotnik and Clark (1988) brought a measure of realism to this perspective, 

having stated that "the ultimate power to change is-and aiways has ben-in the heads, 

hands, and hearts of the educators who work in the schools. Decisions must be made 

where the action is" (p. 664). 

First- and Second-Order Change 

Fuiian (1991), citing the writings of Cuban (1988). has noted the importance of 

second-order change in the current restruchuing and reform agendas. He stated that 

"second-order changes seek to alter the fundamental ways in which organizations are 

put together, including new goals, structures, and roles (e.g., collaborative work 

structures)" (p. 29, author's emphasis). Fust-order changes are focused on matters of 

effectiveness and efficiency without fundarnentally affecthg organizational structures 

and roles. Fullan M e r  noted that "most changes since the h m  of the century have 

been fust-order changes. aimed to improve the quality of what already existed. Second- 

order reforms largely failed" @. 29). Clearly, second-order changes are both an 

underpinning principle and a clear goal of the school-based management movement. 

Conley and Bacharach (1990) observed that 

however, school-site management will not guarantee that the same bureaucratie 
strategies for managing teachers will not emerge in this current wave of reform. 
For school-site management to succeed, it must be developed with the specific 
goal of creating a professional work environment for teachea. Without this 



goal. school-site management may become just another bureaucratie mode of 
control masquerading as  a real refonn. (pp. 539-540) 

Glickman (1993) developed a typology of govemance decisions in terms of 

their possible influence (see Table 2.1). While this provideci a useful indication of the 

generai nature of school-site decisions, and of possible areas of focus for both first and 

second order change, the fypOIogy is conceptually flawed to the extent that the site- 

specific nature of schwl-based management processes WU largely determine the 

potentid influence of decisions. 

Reitzug and Capper (1996) conceptualized school-based management as framed 

dong three continua: scope of authority, scope of involvement., and scope of influence, 

with related practice in each of these distinct but interrelated continua grounded in 

paradigms ranging kom structural-functionalism to critical theory. They determined that 

"practices on each scope can range fkom rather traditional, hierarchical decision-making 

practices to practices signifcantly orienteci toward power sharing" (p. 57). 

Centralkation and Decentralization 

The nature of the relationships between centrahatioa and decentralization 

assumes some importance in the theoretical understandings of educational restruchuing 

processes. Several wnten (e.g., Caldwell, 1977; Caldwell, Srnilanich, & Spinks, 

1988; Mintzberg, 1983) considered that the relationship was that of a continuum 

"whose poles cannot be attained in reaiity " (Caldwell, 1977, p. 14). Other writers, 

however, have conceptualized the relationship in more complex ways. Lauglo and 

McLean (1985) stated that 

if the aim is to describe accurately the patterns of influence and control in 
education, the polarity of centralized venus Qcentralized control is clearly 
inadequate, though it provîdes a first starting-point for aaalysis. If detailed 
description is the aim, it is appropriate to think in terms of a multidimensional 
mtRx where some of the dimensions might be: type of issue, the agency or 
group exerting Muence, the channel of influence involved, and the stage in the 
decision-making process. (p. 19) 



TABLE 2.1 

Govenume decisions and eurmples of possible educational impacts 

Adapted from Glickman (1993) 

zero-impact 
decisions 

Minimal-impact Core-impact 
decisions decisions 

Parking Text adoption Cumculum School budget 
Bus duty Parent programs Staff development Personnel hidng 
Staff lounge Small budgets Instructionai programs Personnel deployment 
Lunch supervision Discipline policy Student assessment Personnel evaluation 

Instructional budget 
Coaching 



Mohmian and Wohlstetter (1994), Sharpe (1 994), and S wanson (1989) 

supported this contention. Sharpe desnibed four sets of variables which, in his view. 

essentially structured such multidimensionality. These were (a) input variables (e.g., 

mission and goals). @) structural variables (e-g., organizational structure), (c) process 

variables (e.g., policy determination, budgeting), and (d) relations with the 

environment (e.g., accountability processes). Mohnnan and Wohlstetter added an 

operational dimension, 

School-based management is not an either-or proposition where the schwls are 
automatically given control over aIl  aspects of education or control is fully 
vested in the district Rather, it is a set of design choices. Furthemore. SBM is 
not simply a set of decisions about the govemance system; rather it is the 
creation of a whole set of organizational design features that enable the school- 
level participants to greatiy enhance their influence and their involvement in the 
creation of high-perfonning schools. In addition, SBM needs to be integrally 
related to other elements of schwl reform, for example in the areas of teaching 
and leaming, in order for student performance to irnprove. (pp. 12- 13) 

Cheung and Cheng (1996) endorsed these perspectives and suggested a 

structure of boundaries, having noted that "in general, extemal boundaries frame the 

degree of autonomy of the school" (p. 28). They suggested that there are boundaries of 

resources. authority, and curriculum implementation and change. Bimber (1993) 

disthguished between administrative and political decentralization, claiming that the 

former engenders change within a school system, with the latter relocating authority out 

of the existing structure to a goveming body. Brown (1987) and Lauglo and McLean 

(1985) are in general agreement with this typification, with Brown also observing that 

recentralization of political decentralization would most likely require Iegislative 

authority, while administrative or bureaucratie recentrakation could be achieved by 

administrative action. While by no means unifo~n, there were clear indications in the 

literature (e.g., Hennan & Herman, 1993; Wohlstetter & Odden, 1992 ) that the areas 

of budget, personnel, and curriculum are the most common areas on which school- 

based management processes are focused, although their place in the decentralization 

typifications would be influenced by their specific contexts. Brown (1994), Fullan and 



Miles (1 Wî), and Levine and Eubanks (1992) have a i i  observed that school-based 

management is, or should be, site-specific. Hence, theore tically , the boundaries 

established at a schwl site would be aligned to the specific ecology of that site, and 

would be sufficiently flexible to accommodate r e c o n c e p ~ o n s  both internally and 

extemally. Ln accepting that contention, Schlechty's (1990) perspective was apt, 

Thus the question is not one of centralization vernis decentralization. Rather, 
the questions are: What is best decentrabxi and what is best centraüzed? What 
cm be centralized and what can be decentralized? What cannot be decentralized 
and what cannot be centraihi? (p. 8 1) 

Whatever the answers to these questions might be in the context of each schml 

site, there is one important precept underpinning the centralization and decentralization 

conundnun, stated by Dimmock and Hattie (1994), "school-based management places 

emphasis on the individual school as the fundamental decision-making unit within the 

education system" (p. 40). However, Hennan and Herman (1993) also observed that 

"although school-bas4 management focuses on individual schools, in fact, it is a 

refonn of the entire school system" (p. 244). 

With the perception of the school as the fundamental decision-making unit, the 

nature of the relationship between the school and school system' s central authority will, 

or should, be aansformed in sorne important ways. David's (1 989) perception of this 

transformation has k e n  noted in Chapter 1. However, the perception was also well 

encapsulated by Goldring and Railis (1993), 

If central offices relegate power to schools, it must be accompanied by 
innovative ways of thlliking about leadership, involvement and schwl 
improvement. ûtherwise, bureaucracy merely relocates from the central office 
to the school site, with no new power king gained by school personnel and the 
commUIiity. It follows that the central office must assume a support role 
providing resources, technical assistance and training that enables schools to 
succeed. (p. 61) 

Participation and Collaboration 

The principles and goals of school-based management convey saong 

expectations of participation and collaboration. Johnson and Hedemann (1994) have 



stated clearly that "underlying the poiicies of devolution are expectations that principals 

and teachers will employ coilaborative processes to fulfill the new roies that have been 

handed to them" @p. 298-299). They also identified a practical reason for ernploying 

participative and collaborative strategis by wting that "the problems of teaching and 

schoolhg are too great to be dealt with aione and that the sharing of individual 

knowledge and understanding about issues wiU produce more enriched responses to 

those issues" (p. 299). While this statement is demonstrably tme in any schwl 

environment, the advent of school-based management clearly &es it an added 

irnperative. However, Brown (1991) noted that "the approach is not usuaUy designed 

to increase the participation of teachers and parents for its own sake. Rather, it offers 

the hope that schools can be made better through the involvement of teachers and 

parents" (p. 4). 

Mafiurger (1985), in contrast, offered an even more emphatic perspective. He 

stated that "the other essential feature of school-based management is that al l  those 

involved with that local schwl wiil participate in making those decisions" (p. 19). 

However, David (1995/1996) was not in full agreement with this perspective. She 

noted that 

participatory management does not mean that everyone decides everything. 
Some decisions are best left to the professionals in the schwl, some to the 
parents, and others to shidents. Some decisions are appropriately made by 
representatives of several constituencies, others by a fonnal schoolwide body. 
Nor does site-based management mean that a l l  decisions are appropriately made 
at the school level. Schools belong to Iarger systems-districts and states-that 
must provide a strong center if decentrabition is to create something more than 
anarchy. (p. 7) 

Conway (1984) examined facets of participative decision making and observed 

that there are three dimensions-the degree of participation, and the content and =ope of 

the decisions-affecthg decision quaiity. He also identified three modes of participation 

in which personnel are clustered; mandateci versus voluntary participation, formal 

versus informal participation, and direct (whole group) versus indirect 

(representational) participation. Conway concluded that 



the  and time again the studies in education have concluded that teachen do not 
view their role in decision m a h g  in the same way in all situations, that too 
much participation is almost as detrimental as not enough, and that satisfaction 
is related to the content of the issues at hand. (p. 30) 

Glichan (1990) &O cautioned that 

the notion that a school that uses a process of shared govemance is a utopia of 
people holding han& and dancing through rose petals is quite misleading. 
Shanxi governance brings differences to the surface, it gives everyone equal 
rights and responsibilities to influence school-wide decisions, and it intensifies 
ideological debate. (p. 7 1) 

Firestone (1992) perceived linkages between organizational and instructional 

design. He utilized metaphors of students as leamers and students as workers to 

exempw these hkages (see Table 2.2 ). He noted that "the leamer metaphor is most 

conducive to the kind of higher-order thiaking that refomers believe will become 

increasingly necessary" (p. 267). 

SchooG Based Management and Leadership 

In order to have effective self-management in school, we need leaders who 
create a numuing environment with a well-balanced autonomy in what to do 
and how to do which develops conditions for the activating of self-management 
cycles at al1 levels. Leadership is therefore the driving force for initiating and 
developing self-management in school. (Cheung Br Cheng, 1996, p. 26) 

The roles of principals as the driving force of leadership for change in schools 

was a dominant theme in the literature, summarized most aptly by Fullan (199 l), who 

stated that "as long as we have schools and principals, if the principal does not lead 

changes in the culhue of the schwl, or if he or she leaves it to others, it normally will 

not get done. That is, improvement wiil not happen" (p. 169). Peel and Walker (1994) 

have confimed that "site-based management cannot succeed without the principal's 

leadership and support" (p. 41). Louis and Miles (1990), cited by Fullan (1991), 

distinguished between leadership and management. In their view "leadership relates to 

mission, direction, inspiration. Management involves designing and canying out plans, 

getting things done, working effectively with people" @p. 157- 158). Fullan 



TABLE 2.2 

Theoretical perspectives: TeachUlg, lèanrUzgy Md orgmiizationai design 

Adapted nom Firestone (1992) 

- - - - - -- 

CLASSROOM Student as learnec Student as workec 
mTAPHOR Emphasizes student Product oriented, 

learning, intrbic emphasizing outcornes, 
motivation, snident passive recipience, 
thinking, problem solving, extrinsic motivation, and 
and lmowledge error suppression; 
relationships lmowledge presented as 

discrete facts and skiils 

TEACHING 
RESEARCH 
PARADIGM 

Reflective practice: Direct insttuction: 

Complex theones about Rule focus&-teachen 
teactiing used to make manage for efféctive 
judgements; teachers as instruction using niles 
problem solvers; content across students and 
and student capacities content; time on task and 
considered efficiency emphasjzed 

ORGANIZATIONAL Pro fessionalism: Bureauctacy : 
DESIGN Assumes uncertainty and Assumes high certainty and 

the need for problem need for expert knowledge, 
solving; decentralization of centralization of strategic 
strategic decisions; stresses decisions; emphasizes 
training, mutuai standardization, direct 
adjustment, and intrinsic supervision, outcomes, 
incentives including testing, and 

extemai incentives 

commented on this view that "successful principals and other organi7iitional heads do 

both fimctions simultaneously and iteratively. It is dso important to note that when we 

refer to management we are not talking about management for stability, but aiso 

management for change" (p. 158). This view was endorsed by Mutchlet and Duttweiler 

(1990). Thus, the concept of school-based management is imbued with a strong 

dimension of proactive leadership, especially but not exclusively by principals. 



Studies of the principalship and leadership have shown that school-based 

management contributes to the shaping of leadership styles. For example, Peel and 

Walker (1994) studied 26 principals in North Carolina who were committed to teacher 

empowerment in site-based management environments. These principals shared the 

1. A strong commitment to school improvement and shared decision making. 

2. A willingness to take risks. 

4. An awareness of potential problems. @p. 4142) 

These characteristics may well be exhibited by principals in other than school- 

based management and teacher empowerment enviroments, however, the importance 

of this study was that it demonseated a clear preponderance of these traits in the 

defining and reshaping of leadership styles in the context of school-based management 

and teacher empowerment environments. Wohlstetter and Briggs (1994) reporteci on a 

study in 25 elementary and middle schools in the United States, Canada, and Australia 

in which the principal's role in school-based management was examineci. The snidy 

found that 

the SBM plans that were most successfid in irnproving performance were those 
that not only empowered people at the school site to make decisions, but also 
traiaed hem for their new roles, provided information to guide their decision 
making, and established rewards for performance. In each of these areas, the 
rnost successful principals were effective in moving four critical resources- 
power, knowledge and skills training, information and rewards-to teachers and 
commUI11:ty members. @. 14) 

Murphy and Beck (1994) endoned this perspective. They stated that "they rnust 

leam to lead, not fiom the apex of the organizational pyramiâ, but fiom the center of a 

web of personal relationships. Their base of influence must be professional expertise 

and moral imperative rather than h e  authority " (p. 10). They also commented that 

"what is becoming increasingly apparent is that the process dimensions of leading from 

the center need to be united with insights about leamhg and teaching if this evolving 



role for principals is to lead to important benefits for students" (p. 30). Hallinger and 

Heck (1996) concluded that "the most theoreticaily and empiricaily robust models that 

have been used to study kadership effects tell us that principal leadership that rnakes a 

ciifference is aimed toward infiuencing interna1 school processes that are directly linked 

to student learning" (p. 38). 

The successful changes observed in the Wohlstetter and Briggs study are clearly 

second-order changes, and are changes which are not easiiy wrought. Stanatt (1995) 

commented that "schwl-based leadership wiil always be organized in the zone between 

dernands and consaaints" (p. 9). Fuiian (1993) observed that "to restructure is not to 

reculture . . . changing formal structures is not the same as changing noms, habits, 

skills and beliefs" (p. 49). Fuilan also observed that the lack of conceptual clarity about 

schwl-based management contributes to this difficulty . He stated that "concephial 

clarity is hampered by the widespread use of jargon, and by the coexistence of 

superficial and substantive attempts at change operating under the same labels- 

restructuring, site-based management, coliaborative cultures, transfomative leadership, 

and the like" (p. 174). There are other dimensions of this difficulty, as noted by 

Goldring and Rallis (1993). "although principals are becoming more accountable to 

their school comrnunity with school-based management, they are still perceived as the 

primary school leader. These responsibiiities result in significant role ambiguity" 

(p. 60). Starratt noted that "the principal is an agent of multiple constituencies" (p. 5). 

Cultural reorientation and adjustments to leadership praxis are not confined to 

principals in school-based management environments. The superintendent's role is 

subjected to change forces akin to those impacting on the principalship. as Candoli 

(1 995) observed, 

Whüe still assuming the responsibility for the education of di students in the 
system, the emerging role is more one of collaboration, of support activity, of 
consensus building and of providing vision and leadership to a most disparate 
set of schools and staff in order to provide the best possible program of 
education for students in the district. (p. 18) 



This view was firmly endorsed by Fullan (199 1 ), who noted that "the district 

administrator is the single rnost important individual for seaing the expectations and 

tone of the pattern of change with the local district" (p. 101). 

Just as principals are faced with the challenges of secondader change, 

supe~tendents are also faced with similar challenges (Buckley , 1993; David, 1989: 

Herman & H e m ,  1993; Lindelow & Heynderickx, 1989). David cornmented on the 

realignment of schwl and district relationships necessary for the effective 

implementation of school-based management, as cited in Chapter 1. The nature of the 

challenge for superintendents was stated by Rasch (1 WO), 

Although resûicted to a softer leadership style, the superintendent must 
nevertheless transmit an overall inspirational vision of mission to the entire 
organization. Such a vision is extremely important to SBM because it provides 
the glue that holds the organization together. The task is accomplished not by 
making pronouncements but by engaging staff in conversations that help thern 
work together to develop and accept consensus. Such work depends on 
establishing the institutional climate for colIegial work and skiIl in group 
dynamics. (p. 19) 

The concept of teacher empowerment is imbedded in the principles and goals of 

school-based management. Where processes of teacher empowerment, collegiality, and 

participative decision-making are at work, there is some influence on the patterns of 

leadership in schools. Such processes represent a distinct cultural change, as Brown 

(1994) noted, "devoid of signifiicant leadership roles exclusive of administrative 

positions, teachers do not traditionaIIy consider their role or responsibility in making 

decisions conceming school wide managerial or operational factors" (p. 2). 

Notwithstanding, Brown M e r  noted that "the mere thought of professionals not 

having considerable input conceming issues and decisions that m u r  each day seems 

somewhat absurd (p. 21). The adjustment to traditional patterns of leadership and 

influence in schools theoretically enhances the school's prime functions of teaching and 

learning. "Development of teacher leadership draws principals and teachers together to 

confront directly the ambiguities associated with their primary tas k: instructional 

leadership1' (Smylie Br Brownlee-Conyers, 1992, p. 154). However, Smylie ( 1992) 



surveyed teachers in a midwest United States metroplitan school district (K-9) and 

found that "teachers' willingness to participate in school decision making is influenced 

primariiy by their relationships with their principal" (p. 63). Purkey (1990) cautioned 

that school-based management and tacher empowerment are not synonymous, and that 

the former can exist without the latter. 

However, as with principals and superintendents, such a vast cultural change 

may engage teachers in difncult matters and oblige them to confront discornfihg 

situations (Brown, 1994; Codey, 1989; kithwood & Jantzi, 1990; Weiss, Cambone, 

& Wyeth, 1992). Conley noted that "a participatory mode of management that alters the 

authority structure of a school . . . is likely to precipitate disagreements among various 

parties over who should have the authority to implement various decisions" (p. 368). 

Brown (1 994), citing Glickman (1990), expressed concem about teachers attaining a 

sense of readiness for leadership roles. He observed that "it may be ill-advised for 

schools to initiate empowement if the faculties are reluctant to share such 

opportunities" (p. 23). 

Teacher empowennent may also have unanticipated consequences. Conley 

(1989) has suggested that empowement may engage teachers in a web of influence 

with unforeseen effects, 

Clearly, the more that teachers are involved in f o d a t i n g ,  irnplementing, and 
evaluating school and district policies and programs, the more influence they 
can be expected to have on school management decisions. Less obviously, such 
involvement also gives the school and the district a means of influencing 
teachers' classroom decision making. (p. 375) 

School-Based Management and Student Achievement 

The theme of enhanced teaching, leaming, and student achievement was a 

consistent one in the school-based management Merature (Peterson, 199 1). David 

(1995/1996) observed that "reasons for initiating site-based management run the gamut, 

yet vimially all are cloaked in the language of increasing student achievement" (p. 5). 



The Nova Scotia Department of Education statements were typical examples. Candoli 

(1995) strongly emphasized the aspect of student achievement when he stated that 

one of the strongest rationales for moving toward the SBM mode1 of operation 
is the capacity to make the school more responsive to student needs. The basic 
premise of SBM is developing appropriate student goals and the flexiiility 
needed to reach these goals. (p. 25) 

Greenhalgh (1984) and Chubb and Moe (1990) held similar views. 

However, while acknowledging the vital importance of innovation king linked 

to student achievement, Hopkins, Ainscow, and West (1994) identified a pragmatic 

perspective, 

The history of educational innovation is littered with the skeletons of 
innovations and changes whose implementers failed to recognize that successful 
school improvernent efforts are characterized by a dual emphasis on enhancing 
the school's capacity for change and implementing specifïc reforms-both of 
which have as their ultimate goal an increase in student achievement. (p. 83) 

Glickman (1990) held a more fmely focused perspective about student 

achievement. He observed that 

what should drive the efforts of an empowered school are patterns of improved 
learning. Thus any change in a particular measure of achievement cm be 
explained either as a redirection of energies to more important things or as a 
signai that revived attention is needed (p. 73, author's emphasis) 

In the section, Emerging Patterns of Influence, the literature concerning the 

actuai influence of school-based management on student achievement is examined. 

Critique of the Theory of School-Based Management 

Both first- and second-wave refom movements have attracted strong criticism 

on philosophical, poïitcd, economic, or social grounds. 

Weiler (1993) examined the concept of decentralization fiom a sociological 

perspective, reaching the following conclusions, which he temed "an interim 

assessment" (p. 66): 

1. The notion of decentralization as redistribution of power seerns incompatible 

with the modem state's interest in maintaining control and discharging key functions. 



2. Decentralization as a means of educational efficiency has some potential, 

provided it is accompanied by a real division of authority. 

3. Decentrabhg the contents of learning as one method of accornmodating 

diversity is valid and rneaminghil, although "it encounters the conflicting claims of 

different conceptions of knowledge, which contrast a kind of learning that is more 

geared to the specifics of cultural contexts with the national and international 

universalities' (p. 66). 

WeiIer concludeci, therefo~, that "the idea of decentralization proves 

fundamentally paradoxicd and precarious, presenting the state with one of its more 

profound and intractable dilemmas" (p. 78). 

Raywid (1990) delineated M e r  facets of this dilemma: 

1. Ensuring the protection of the larger public interest assumes "that state and 

district guidelines wouid continue to reflect the public interest and keep schools 

operating within parameters outlined by public policy" (p. 191). 

2. There is a need to protect the interests of the students. 

3. There is a need to protect the integrity of technical knowledge and 

professional judgement. 

4. "The tyrauny of the majority" (p. 193). 

James (199 1) made the foilowing observation, 

It does not seem likely that school-by-school and teacher-by-teacher reform 
sporadidy developed according to the peculiarities of local organizations, 
cultures, and practices, will move the overall structure of schooling and its 
enduring reguiarities toward a new synthesis without acting as weU through the 
state. (p. 174) 

Haaley (1994), however, commenting on the school seIfmanagement 

phenomenon in Britain, has detected what he termed "an emerging isomorphism in the 

management of control" (p. 241). He perceived centralized control of curriculum, and 

student assessrnent and testing programs as underpinning such isornorphism and 

ameliorating the impact of choice and participation. 



Anderson and Dixon (1993) supported Weiler's contentions but reached a less 

tentative conclusion, "although the cuncnt wave of school reforrn included site-based 

management, in practice it does not challenge the fundamentally consewative interests 

of existing govemment strucnins" (p. 59). Angus (1994) elaborated this perspective, 

Participants are to operate with Iimited discretion granted h m  above and 
according to approved formats within govemment control. Despite the rhetoric 
of anti-bureaucracy, this has the effect of reinforcing among educational 
participants bureaudc modes of thinking while partially descnbing the 
bureaucraîic structures of cuntml within which participation occurs. (p. 82) 

The irony of this wa; not Iost on Johnson and Boles (1994), who noted that 

"although SBM is designed to encourage those in the schools to take charge of their 

own organizations, the prevailing model for achieving this change is a top-down one in 

which district officiais delegate authority and responsibility " (p. 1 12). Chubb and Moe 

(1 990) commented that 

school-based management . . . is another way of controliing the schools within 
an essentially bureaucratic system. Its very name, in fact, is wonderfdiy 
appropriate, for what it suggests is that principals, teachers, and others at the 
lower reaches are fundamentally engaged in the "management" of schools-a 
bureaucratic conception, if ever there was one, of what effective education is aU 
about. (p. 201) 

Hargreaves (1994) held an even stronger view, 

When school-based management is implemented in a system where public 
funding is scarce and bureaucratic control over curriculum and assessrnent has 
been retained or reinforced, this can lead to self-seeking competitiveness around 
narrowly defined goals of basic skilis or academic success. Hence, school- 
based management c m  lead not to devolution of decision-making but 
displacement of blame. (p. 7) 

Wohlstetîer (1995) has dso observed that when schwl-based management is 

implemented on the narrow political grounds of power shifting, "SBM is an inadequate 

effort to improve school performance" (p. 26). Angus (1994) has advanced the 

argument that those who are king affectecl by decentralization are largely not seeking 

transfer of power and decision making authority. He stated that 

we need to remember that there has been no groundswell of support for the new 
educational agenda of schwl-level managerialism, accountability and quality 
control among educators or parent organizations, whose views on schooling 
cannot be dismissed simply as naive and self-interested. (p. 8 1) 



While Angus was unclear in stating what he considered to be a "groundswell." 

devolutionary concepts have, in fact, been advocated for some time (for example, 

Coons, Clune, & Sugermau, 1970; Goodlad, 1984). Goodlad surveyed teachen, 

parents, and students in 38 schools in 12 districts in the United States, concluding that 

most of the parents we surveyed wouid take power nom the more remote, more 
impersonal authorities heading the system and place it in the han& of the more 
visible, more close-at-hand staff of the school and parent groups close to the 
school. (p. 274) 

Despite such evidence, Murphy (1991) has drawn the conclusion that "efforts at 

reorganization-despite the prevailing rhetoric-okn have more to do with politics than 

with greater efficiency and enhanced quality" (p. 76). 

The concepts of school-based management have been crïticized on economic 

grounds. Critics contend that not ody is schwl-based management a dubious concept 

on the basis of economic rationalist arguments, but that it is also a masquerade behind 

which serious economic concems are hidden. According to Hartley (1994), 

It represents an attempt by the state to curb without coercion the level of public 
expendinire on education at a time of fiscal overload. By appeaüng to 
dernomtic principles using the slogans of choice, ownership and self- 
management, the state is set to minimize its visibility in order to maximize its 
control over education. (p. 129) 

Nause (1995) cautiously endorsed this view when he stated that "'site-based 

management' is rooted in the need to Save money and not in a sincere desire to improve 

our education system" (p. 11). Kozolanka (1994) has argueci that centrakation may 

actually be a more cost effective option. She dso suggested that school-based 

management may impede efficiency because of the time commiments, and skill and 

trainhg deficits which have to be overcome in implementing school-based 

management. 

The theoretical underpinnings of school-based management have been criticized 

on grounds which lwsely encompass the social aspects of such underpinnings. Both 

Watt (1989) and Achilles (1994) have expressed wncem about the impact of school- 

based management in situations of social deprivation. Watt asked, 



In a radically decentralized system, who is to be concemed for the interests of 
al l  chüdren and particularly of those whose parents Iack the education, the 
experience and the personal and political power to advance their interests 
effcctvely in a deregdateci, competitive environment? (p. 27) 

Apelt and Lingard (1993) considered that, for public schools, "staying close to 

their fundamental principles of equity in the interests of social justice, while at the same 

tirne embracing cornpethg discourses manifited in the state's demand for a devolved 

and decentralkd system" (p. 69) was a cntical dilemma. 

Watkins (1993) believed that the emergence of schwl-based management was 

one societal response to the crisis occUmng in Western capitalist economies. He was 

concemed that the ideology of the marketplace would place schools in economic and 

social vacuums. He has observed that "the concept of a self-managing school, in 

competitive isolation from its neighbouring schools, is driven by the quest for money, 

power and status on which, in the present ecoaomic rationalist environment, its 

survival depends" (p. 147). Angus (1993), commenting on the removal of school zone 

boundaries in parts of Bntain and Austraiia, noted that 

this has enabled schools to be placed in relation to each other as cornpetitors in 
an educational market. Within such a relationship, individual schools will have 
to compete with other schools for pupils (or market share) in such a way 
that . . . the more efficiently managed and entrepreneurid schools are likely to 
be successful. (p. 15) 

Cntics of school-based management have also identifieci flaws in the structural 

elements of the theoretical foundations of the concept. Hurst (1985) has identified three 

levels of participation which can occur in decentralized environrnents. Hurst believed 

that it is important to "distinguish between the kinds of decentralization which 

masquerade as decenîralization fiom that which genuinely extends the power to take 

part in i n g  decisions" (p. 80). Hurst idenWied the three levels as: 

1. Information-facts are sought by decision makers. 

2. Consultation-views are sought by decision makers without any cornmitment 

to using such views. 



3. Participation or power-sharing-there is participation in and responsibility for 

decision making and decisions. @. 80) 

Hurst concluded that "decentralization of the administrative structure does not 

automatically imply any change h m  one level of involvement to another" (p. 80). 

Elmore (1993) adopted a stronger perspective. He stated that 

the idea that school-based management involves decentralization of authority 
and responsibility to "the school," then, is a convenient fiction masking 
considerable ambiguity and disagreement over who is the object of 
decentralization and what decisions are supposed to be made at the school-site 
level. (p. 45) 

Elmore (1992) also questioned the assumed articulation between orgaaizational 

structure and teaching and Iearning. He noted that "it may be mie that teaching and 

leaming are influenced in important ways by the organization of schooling. It is 

probably not true, however, that changing the structure of schools wiIl Iead reliably to 

changes in teaching and leaming" (p. 44). 

The style and location of decision making may, however, mask a more serious 

aspect which Sackney and Dibski (1994), and Estler (1988), citing Wise (1 W), have 

described as "hyperrationality." Sackney and Dibski noted that "what may happen is 

that one level of bureaucracy may be juxtaposecl on another" (p. 106). The impact of 

this phenornenon is that "a rational system of decision making . . . gives way to a 

hypemtional system as added procedures rather than distributed authonty becomes the 

response" (p. 106). This is clearly the antithesis of Caldwell and Spinks' contention of 

the coilapse of bureaucracy. 

Emerging Patterns of Influence of SchooI-Based Management 

Patterns of influence of school-based management were beginning to emerge 

fiom the literahue, and these pattems were as confusing as many other facets of the 

concept Fullan (199 1) concluded that "restructuring efforts such as site-based 

management have not yet demonstrated that they focus on, let alone alter, the deeper 



second-order change required for reform" @. 202). a conclusion also reached by 

Carlos and Amder (1993). Wohlstetter and Odden (1992) have concluded that 

when programs are andyzed, the general conclusion is that the extent of 
decision-making ~sponsibility devolved ta the school is limite-; w~l~equently, 
site teachers and administrators have litîle to manage. particularly with respect to 
budget, petsomel, and curriculum snategîes. Thus many snidies conclude that 
SBM has not been much of a change because nothing reai has been 
decentralized-SBM is everywhere and nowhen. (p. 53 1) 

On the other band, Levin (1992) stated that "it does appear from available 

evidence that school-based management holds some promise of productive change" - 
(p. 3 1). Brown (1987). in an early investigation of the pioneering devolutionary moves 

in Edmonton Public School District, Alberta., and Langiey School District, British 

Columbia, concluded that "flexibility and accountability have been achieved and 

productivity appean to have increased" (p. 39). Odden and Wohlstetter (1995) reported 

that "some school districts and some schwls are experiencing greater success with 

school-based management than others" (p. 32). Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990b) 

noted that "because school-based management is, empirically, an elusive notion, it is 

extraordinarily difficult to detennine the extent to which schwl-based management 

plans hdamentaliy alter formal decision making arrangements" (p. 296). Malen, 

Ogawa, and K m  (1990a) also suggested that "perhaps site-based management simply 

is not an effective approach to education reforrn. However. it is also possible site-based 

management has not been given a full or fair test" (p. 59). 

Typologies of Influences 

Researchers and writers are beginning ta consf~~ct typologies of influences of 

schwl-based management as one method of drawing together the complex amy of 

information which is beginning to emerge about school-based management. The 

following an examples of such typologies. 

Hill and Bonan (1991) examineci school-bawi management in five large urban 

school districts in North America. They drew the following conclusions: 



1. Whiie focusing on individual schools, schwl-based management is a school 

system reform. 

2. Real changes wül only occur at the level of the school site if school-based 

management is a fundamental refom strategy, rather than one such strategy among 

several, 

3. Distinctive chatacters, goals, and operating styles will moa iikely evolve 

over time in site-managed schools. 

4. Systems composed of distinctive, site-managed schools require Merent 

forms of accountability. 

5. Parental choice is the ultimate accountability mechanism. (p. 65) 

Lindquist and Mauiel(1989) examined school-based management 

implementation in two school districts of the United States. They isolated three kinds of 

problems that hampered school-based management development in these districts: 

1. Conceptual flaws and dennitional incongruence. 

2. Lack of motivation to delegate authority. 

3. Tirne and skill requirernents. (p. 403) 

Malen. Ogawa, and Kranz (1990a) examined some 200 documents relating to 

school-based management attempts in the United States, Canada, and Austdia. 

Overd, they concluded that schwl-based management was not fiilfilhg the 

expectations of proponents. While cautioning that there was Little systematic evidence to 

examine, that the settings were diverse, and that differing versions and dimensions of 

school-based management had b e n  examined in the documents, they concludeci the 

following a s  reasons for their perceptions on the basis of the contents of the documents 

they examined: 

1. Little substantial influence on policy. 

2. Unclear patterns of authority redistribution. 



3. Fieeting m o d e  boosts-affected by lack of tirne, confusion and anxiety, 

dissonance and resentment, complex problems, and fiscal restraints. 

4. Little impact on planning. 

5. Little sustained innovatory impact 

6. Limits to autonorny. 

7. Little impact on student achievement @p. 32-59) 

In contrast fiom a methodology perspective. Brown (1994) conducted an 

extended ethnographie andysis of the impact of school-based management in an 

elementary school in the United States which was in the early stages of implementation 

of school-based management n i e  staff of the school perceived that the foilowing were 

the successful aspects of the processes k ing  irnplemented; open communications, 

working coilaboratively, establishing common goals, and the sharing of decision 

making. Among issues raised were; matters of trust, a questioning of the value of 

collaboration, roles and responsibilities confusion. the challenge of focusing on student 

needs, and administrative expeztations and needs. Lack of time was perceived as the 

main roadblock to the implementation process, as well as fear of the process, lack of 

trust, role confusion, hidden agendas, too much control h m  central office, and lack of 

teacher support for the process. 

David (1 989) attempted to s ynthesize research on school-based management. 

She concluded that, although school-based management exists in many forms, its 

essential elements are a combination of school-level autonomy and participative 

decision-making, and she conducted her review h m  that perspective. She concluded 

that the following are benefits of school-based management: 

1. Increased teacher satisfaction and professionalism. 

2. New arrangements and practices in schools. 

3. Despite increased time and energy demands, heightened teacher exuberance 

(which Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz, 1990a, described as "fleeting," p. 53) 



4. Greater differences amongst schoois (in contrast with Hartley's expectations 

of increasing isomorphism). (p. 5 1) 

David's synthesis also identified the following as less beneficid effects: 

1. Little evidence of second-order change. 

2. The substitution of participation for authonty. 

3. Roblems caused by a lack of strong leadership and support. @p. 5 1-52) 

Other Emergent Inftltences 

Other writers have identifid a range of emergent influences of school-based 

management For example, Chapman and Boyd (1986), in examining decentraiization 

in the state of Victoria, Australia, uncovered some preliminary evidence of 

improvements in educational quality because of increasing levels of analytical skius in 

school councils. 

Weiss (1993) conducted a longitudinal study of 12 high schools in 11 school 

districts of the United States in respect of shared decision making. Half of the schools 

were managed in more traditional styles, and the remainder were implementing school- 

based decision making. She concluded that "if SDM is to lead to significant 

improvements in teaching and learning, change in the decision-makuig structure is not 

enough. On its own, SDM is simply a set of arrangements for teacher participation, a 

process without a direction" (p. 87). 

Malen (1994) used Weiler's conception of political utility to examine some 

contemporary developments with school-based management. She concluded that 

it is argued 
Apart h m  
efficacious 

that SBM may have considerable political utility in certain contexts. 
its capacity to improve organizatonal perfoxmance, SBM may be an 
means of addressing the most fundamentai politicai problem: how to 

manage actual and anticipated conflict over the distribution of scarce resources 
in ways that enhance the legithacy of the institutions authorized to make those 
determinations. (p. 249) 



Leadership 

It can be noted fiom the review of the literature that the theoretical basis of 

school-based management implies realignments in leadership styles at both school and 

district levels. if meaningful change is to be facilitated. In contrast to other fwts  of the 

theory of school-based maflagement, this in fact appears to be borne out in practice. 

David (1989) detennixled that 

studies of successful school-based management practices reach the same 
conclusion. Successful practices have less to do with management details and 
more to do with the leadership and culture of the district and the morale and 
material support it offers staff. (p. 5) 

Levin (1992) observed that change wiIl be marginalized, if it occurs at all, when 

principals choose not to share the increased power granted to them. Wong (1994) 

exa-ed govemance refom in four inner city schools in the United States, and noted 

that "despite the variation in govemance reform . . . and despite the perceptions in 

different leadership styles, principals remain the key to cwricular and instructional 

innovation" (p. 174). However, Wong also noted the diminution of impact on 

improvement when teachers, parents, and principals were not complementing each 

others' tasks. In a s w e y  of 139 principals in Hawaii about school-based management, 

Ganapole (1990) determineci that teacher participation in decision-rnaking processes 

was associated wih: 

1. The degree to which principals believed that participation is important to 

student achievement. 

2. The degree to which principals were confident that teachers have sufficient 

skills and knowledge for participation. 

3. The degree to which principals believed that authority to make decisions is 

vested in the school. (p. 8) 

The findings of Ganapole were supported by Kowalski (1994). She stated that 

"principals were more willing to share power in areas where they thought they had 

substantial power . . . and less where they thought they had lirnited power" (p. 200). 



Moreover, there is research evidence which indicated that the matter of principals' 

leadership in school reform may be morr complex that the rhetonc envisaged. 

Hallinger, Murphy, and Hausman (1992) studied the perceptions of 15 principals fiom 

three States in the United States, and their findings suggested that "even professionals 

who view themselves as supporters of fundamental reform may be severely limited by 

their own expenence, W g ,  and beliefs in bringing about a new order of schools" 

(p. 348). 

Student Achievement 

Brown (1994) posed key questions about school-based management and 

student ac hievernent: 

1. Will there be an impact on the improvement of the leaming community in 

each school? 

2. Will the changes proposed and implemented by teachers' decisions within 

each school actually have an impact on students' ne&? 

3. Will students acquire the desired outcomes more readily as a result of school- 

based management? (p. 40) 

In attempting to answer his own questions, Brown codd fmd very littie 

evidence in his investigations which would lead to affirmative answers. The evidence 

emerging from the literature indicated that there is a great deal of ambivalence 

surrounding the influence of school-based management on student achievement 

(Peterson, 1991). Ogawa and White (1994) found that "evidence on the efficacy of 

SBM programs is not compehg. A comprehemive fiterature review concludes that 

there is little evidence that SBM has significantly enhanceci conditions in schools and 

districts, or irnproved students' academic performance" (p. 54). This finding is 

supported by Bell, Bail, and Esposito (1997)' Bunin (1996), Carlos and Arnsler 

(1993), Chubb and Moe (1990)' Clune and Witte (1990), Cuendett (1992), Levine and 



Eubanks (1992), Lopez (1992), Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990a; 1990b), M o h m  

and Wohlstetter (1994), Murphy and Beck (1995), Sackney and Dibski (1994), 

Summers and Johnson (1995), Taylor and Bogotch (1994). 

Conway and Calzi (1995/1996) noted the relative de& of research about 

teacher participation and student açhievement. However, citing Greenblatt, Cooper, and 

Muth (19831, they also noted that one study had determineci a cuntilinear relationship. 

Where teachers perceived their level of involvement as consultative, teaching quality 

was higher than in authoritative or highly participative schools. They also cited a study 

by Weiss (1993) which indicated that heightened authority and coUegiaLity did not 

translate into an increased emphasis on teaching. Klebacha (1994) conducted case study 

research into the influence of changing govemance patterns in a Horida school district, 

concluding that "as seen through an evolutionary process, shared decision making has 

the potential [to] be institutionalized into the organization, and if the basic assumption is 

c o m t ,  may ultimately impact on student performmce" (p. 122). 

The general thmsts of these findings contrastai with those from the study by 

Hallinger, Murphy, and Hausman (1992), where principals envisaged that restructuring 

would bring affective gains for students, including a higher frequency of classrmm 

success. Jenkins, Ronk, Schrag, Rude, and Stowitschek (1994), after undertaking a 3- 

year study in 23 schools in the state of Washington focused on participative decision 

making, concluded that teachers held strong perceptions of enhanced program quality. 

White (1992) studied decentralization in three elementary school districts in the United 

States, and concluded that "student motivation had increased since teachers were better 

able to tailor prograrns to meet the demands of students" (p. 79). Littiefield (1991) 

conducted a survey with a national sample of teachers and administraton in the United 

States in districts where school-based management was in place, and concluded that 

areas related to insîruction and the leaming environment were identified as the 
most improved as compared to operationally oriented items as a result of 
SBDM. These areas are within the teachers' domain and the success or failure 
of proposed changes wiu ultimately be determined by the teacher. These 



findings seem to indicate that when teachers are involved in instructional 
improvement plans, they are more likely to be successfully implernented in the 
classroom. (p. 65) 

Wong (1994) has suggested that the dearth of research may be a cause of the 

apparent gap between perceptions such as those uncovered by Hallinger et al. and 

others, and the possible realities. He stated that "there is, however, too litiie empirical 

research that links govemance stnxctures to classrwrn organization . . . it remains 

unclear where the new forms of decentraIized govemance acnialiy irnprove the use of 

classroom 'technologies' in the process of produchg leamers" (p. 154). Wohlstetter, 

Srnyer, and Mohrman (1994) suggested that 

part of the exphnation is that improving school performance may be an 
unrealistic expectation for a govemmce reform that alters the balance of power 
within educationai systems towards schools. A means-end relationship between 
govemance and school improvement is difEcult to argue in the absence of some 
kind of instructional guidance mechanism that sets forth the direction of change 
with regard to curriculum and instruction, the technical core of schooling. 
(p. 268, authors' emphasis) 

They also found that "the majority of actively restrucniring schools did not want 

to manage the daily operations of the organization beyond what was needed to effect 

change in teaching and learning" (p. 284). 

Bimber (1994) concluded, after a research examination of decentralization in a 

sample of Amencan schools, that 

the disappointhg educational results h m  decentralization attempts . . . should 
not be taken as a sign that the principles themselves are flawed. Rather, poor 
results may reflezt oniy the fact that decentraiization efforts have not produced 
significant changes in constraints on schools-that shifts in decisionmaking 
authority have k n  incomplete. (p. 51) 

Guskey and Peterson (1995/1996) and Weiss, Cambone, and Wyeth (1992) 

dso noted the lack of evidence linking school-based management and student leaming. 

Guskey and Peterson isolateci a series of problerns which they contended are the 

causes: 

1. The power problem-there has been no real change in the locus of power and 

au thority . 



2. The implementation problern-new organizational f o m ,  and lack of goal 

clarîty and direction are impeding irnplernentation. 

3. The ambiguous mission problem-uncertainty exists as to whether teaching 

and leaming or school management should k the focus of schwl-based management. 

4. The time problem. 

5. The expertise problem, whereby teachers, parents, and others lack the 

confidence to participate in school-based management processes. 

6. The culhiral constrahts problem-the long standing non-involvement of 

teachers and parents in critical anas of management and policy, and teachers' 

preference for their traditional domain of influence, the classroom, f o m  a set of 

constraints that impede schml-based management. 

7. The avoidance problem-for a range of reasons, including complexity, 

matters affecthg teachhg and leaming are avoided by participants in school-based 

management processes. 

8. The motivation problem-the avoidance of the added responsibilities that can 

accrue at school level. (pp. 1 1-12) 

Guskey and Peterson have provided a useful typology of the likely problems 

impeding school-based management irnplementation, but have not established causal 

linkages between these problems and student achievement, and have not demonstrated 

the linkages between these problems and problems of a dearth of empirical data. 

Sailor (199 1) analyzed relationships between special education and school 

restnicturing endeavoa. He noted potentially serious difficulties for speciai education 

programs if they remained aloof fiom changes engendered by initiatives such as school- 

based management. He concludeci that "an opportunity exists to realign al l  educational 

systems to work more effectively and efficiently for all chüdren at the school site" 

(p. 18). 



Expectations and the Emerging Realities 

Rhettonc about centralization and decentralization has promised much for 
reforme15 have not been shy in their claims. Much of the policy tdk is based on 
dinerent ideologies and interests, either explicitly stated or taken for granted. 
One p e n d s  common sense becomes a delusion in the next. (Tyack, 1993. 
P* 1) 

The patterns of emerging realities of the impact and influence of school-based 

management are conflicting and confusing. The reasons for this, according to the 

fiterature, Vary from conceptual flaws, poor implementation, and the localized nature of 

the concept, to inadequate research and premature evaluation. Chapman and Boyd 

(1986) made the following observation, 

Those who have studied administrative reorganization in governent agree that 
such efforts rarely achieve success in ternis of the usual goals of increased 
efficiency, effectiveness or responsiveness. . . . Yet, the usually lirnited success 
of reorganization efforts in tenns of their professed goals does not mean they 
are useless. These nevertheless may have both signifïcant short-term and long- 
nui effects. (p. 50) 

This section examines emerging realities in the light of the expectations held for 

school-based management. 

The rhetoric about school-based management has been placed in relief by 

Delaney (1994), who, taking a perspective similar to Malen, Ogawa. and Kranz 

( 1 WOb), stated that 

xhool-based management is not a panacea for solving aU educational problems. 
Neither is it the "be a l l  and end allt' for reforming our schools into more 
effective institutions of learning. However, it does represent one way of 
involving aLI stakeholders in an ongoing attempt to d e  schools better. (p. 26) 

Fullan (1991) also obsemed that "successful innovations and reforms are 

usually clear after they work, not in advance" (p. xi). He M e r  observed that "change 

must always be viewed in relation to the particular values, goals, and outcomes it 

serves. This is frequently difficult to assess in education because rhetoric ciiffers from 

reality and consequently cannot easily be determined or measured" (p. 8). 



Even in the light of these viewpoints, there are clear indications in the fiterature 

that ciifferences between the rhetoric and the reajity of school-based management are 

extensive. LeWi (1992) has concluded that "the evidence does not suggest that 

SBM . . . will always, or even often, result in sigoificant changes in educationd goals 

or practice" (p. 3 1). Wohlstekr and Odden (1 992) observed that "researchers have 

often concluded that SBM did not change authority relationships significantly largely 

because litde power was offered and few govemance changes were made. In short, the 

reach of SBM rhetoric has often been much pater  than its substance" (p. 533). These 

conclusions were echoed by Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990a) as an outcome of their 

analysis of extensive documentation of school-based management in three countries. 

They stated that "we must conclude site-based management in most instances does not 

achieve its stated objectives" (p. 30). M o h a n  and Wohlstetter (1994) also concluded 

that "even though approximately one-third of the nation's school districts have SBM 

programs, there remains scant evidence in the research literature that conditions in 

schools, let alone student performance, have improved" (p. 168). David (1 989) noted 

that there were limitai examples of second-order change in the literature, although she 

also attributed this fmding to the lack of empirical data and the newness of initiatives. 

ScMechty (1993), after extensive observations of school-based management in schools 

and districts in the United States, reached the conclusion that 

unless specific attention is given to hproving the quality of decisions, the only 
certain result of changing the composition of decision-making groups or 
relocating the site of decision making is that more and different people WU be 
happy with the decisions made-however bad and stupid the decision may be. 
(P. 21) 

Elmore (1993) clairned that research evidence has shown a "complete 

dissonance" (p. 35) between restnichiring, classroom instruction, and leaming. He also 

identified a M e r  concem resuiting fiom the accumulating detritus of reform, 

Because the process of centraiization and decentralization is cyclical, and 
because each cycle leaves behind some vestiges of its refom, the cumulative 
efiect of severai cycles of reform is to make the educational system more 
complex, Iess accessible to its clients, less comprehensive to those who work in 



it, and therefore less manageable, even though each reform. taken by itseif, is 
predicated on the assumption that it alone wiu make the system simple. more 
comprehensive, and more manageable. (p. 35) 

Elmore's perspective contrastecl with that of Estler (1988), noted previously, of 

the positive influences of an accda t ing  knowledge and experience base about 

participative processes. 

There are attempts in the literature to reach understandings of the reasons for 

the perplexing outcornes of experiences with school-based management thus far (e.g.. 

Conway & Calzi, 1995/1996; David, 1989; Fullan, 1991; Cuskey & Peterson, 

1995/1996; Mohrman & Wohlstetter, 1994; Peterson, 199 1; Prasch, 1990). 

Lindelow and Heyndenckx (1989) believed that "the biggest sturnbling block in 

implementhg school-based management is breaking dom the conventions that people 

hold about what should or can be" (p. 134). Brown (1987) suggested that technical 

rnatten increasingly occupied principals at the expense of curricular matters. Peterson 

(1991). citing Ogletree and McHenry (1990), observed that "school-based management 

teams cannot be faulted for failing to increase student performance if they are not given 

the authority to address that task" (p. 3). 

Levine and Eubaaks (1989), cited by Fulian (199 1). have determined six major 

obstacles to school-based management: 

1. Inadequate time, training, and technical assistance. 

2. Difficulties of stimulahg consideration and adaptation of inconvenient 

change. 

3. Unresolved issues involving administrative leadership on the one hand and 

enhanced power among participants on the other. 

4. Constraints on teacher participation in decision-making. 

5. Reluctance of administrators at al l  levels to give up traditional prerogatives. 

6. Restrictions imposed by school board, state, and federal regulations and by 

agreements with teacher organizations. (p. 201) 



LRvine and Eubanks concludexi that "perhaps it is no surprize that research-to- 

date generally has reportai conclusions tbat appear to be more neutral and disappointing 

than positive and encouraging" (p. 201). 

Emerging Reaiities and the Scbooi Site 

The implementatioo of schwl-based management in atkmpting schwl-level 

reform impacts school culture (e.g., Brown, 1994). Cross and Reitmg (19991996) 

observed such changes in six schools in three midwest United States school districts. 

They gleaned the fouowing nom their research: 

1, Parent involvernent must be r d .  

2. Cunent relationships in the school should be open to challenge. 

3. Traditional or destructive relationships shouid be removed. 

4. A climate of trust must be built. 

5. Meaningful staff involvement must be created. 

6. Suficient time must be allowed. (pp. 16-19) 

Crosby (199 1) surveyed teachers' opinions about school-based management in 

60 Chicago elementary schools, fmding that the majority of the teachen believed that, 

under mandated school-based management processes, there bad been improvements in 

instructional strategies and instruction, curriculum, collaboration, an increase in teacher 

autonomy, and a reduction in teacher isolation. However, in contrast, Radnofslq 

(1994), using a sample of 30 teachen from the Chicago public school system to 

examine the effects of mandated schwl-based management, found that rnost chose to 

opt out of involvement in school management, and prefened their traditional reah of 

influence and autbority, the classmom. 

A recent shidy by Bell, Ball, and Esposito (J. Esposito, personal 

communication, 10 January, 1997) has provided some insights into the influence of 

school-based management at school sites. Thkty-five randody selecied elementary 



schools in Virginia, identifid as school-based managed, representing 9% of such 

identined schools in that state, formeci the sample used in the study. Principals 

responded to questions in the areas of budget and administration, personnel, and 

curriculum and instruction, fkom which an index of teacher involvement and 

participation in decision making was devised. The index was correlated with 4th grade 

standardized test scores over three years in an attempt to determine the extent to which 

school-based management contributed to the variability of scores. After controlling for 

school size, per-student expenditure, and the socioeconomic starus of students, the 

researchers concluded that school-based management was not an important conaibuthg 

factor to variability in test scores. They aiso cautioned that there was considerable 

variation in implementation, even though the tem school-based management was 

cornmonly applied to the processes king implemented. 

Cheung and Cheng (1996), after examining the literature. posited that school- 

based management is a cyclic process (see Figure 2.1). 
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FIGURE 2.1 

SeIf-mmgement cycle at school b e l  
Adapted fiom Cheung and Cheng (1996) 

While acknowledging the relevane of enWonments and influences extemal to 

the school, Cheung and Cheng concluded that, when implemented in ways which 

reflected a rneaninghil corninitrnent to school-Ievel decision making, the process is 

multidimensional, occtming at school, group, and individuai level in a context of 

constant, ongoing interaction (see Figure 2.2). 

They concluded that 

it seems that in order to accomplish e f f ' v e  self-management in school, a 
certain degree of consistency in the functioning of the self-management cycles 
across the three levels is essentid. This may include consistency in school 
mission, group direction and individual goals; the work procedures fonnulated 
at school level and those at the group and individual levels; the directions of 
staff development amss  the three levels; and the pace of implementation of 
educational programs. (pp. 23-24) 
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FIGURE 2.2 

School self-manugemnt cycle ut vaMur b e i s  
Adapted fkom Cheung and Cheng (1996) 

This interpretation of one form of impact of xhool-based management is 

indicative that some school-based management processes have some potential to effect 



the secondader changes as conceptualued by Fullan (1991). Further, it endorsed 

Altieri's (1993) observation about schwl-based management entailing collaboration, 

conflict management, and continuai reconceptualization. It also addressed Hurst's 

(1985) and Bimber's (1993) concems about superficial decentralization and genuine 

power sharing. 

Resource Diversion 

In their analysis of devolution in Victoria, Australia, Chapman and Boyd (1986) 

perceived the diversion of resources, including human resources. from the teaching and 

learning processes to administration as the major problem arising nom devolutionary 

processes. They concluded tbat 

the difficulty for the principal was that on one hand devolution reduced the 
teaching resource of the school, but on the other hand it made the principal more 
accountable to a local community that ultimately would judge the school by the 
quality of its educational product. (p. 45) 

Classroam Influence 

If there was a consistent and coherent theme in the rhetonc associated with 

school-based management, it was that there will be educationd dividends for students 

as a key outcome of the process. However, evidence in the literahire to support this 

contention was elusive, dthough King, Louis, Marks, and Peterson (1996) considered 

that, while such dividends are not accrued automatically, participatory decision making 

was facilitative of better quality teaching and learning. However, the geneml thms of 

the literature was captured by Hess (1992), 

However it is measured, one primary criterion for the success of school reform 
efforts is the effect on student achievement. To date, there is littie evidence that 
school-bas& management, in any of its manifestations, can be directly linked to 
improvement in student xhievement. (p. 167) 

As has been noted, Hess' view was an increasingly common theme in the 

literature. These views may be a reflection of serious problerns of ambiguity 

surroundhg the influence of school-based management rather than king indicative of a 



clear conclusion. However, the real problem may be found in the ways in which such 

outcomes are determined. Brown (1990) drew the foilowing conclusion, 

Either the methodological difficulties to date have been so great as to not permit 
research to provide answers to the question of how schools produce leaming, 
or the problem may actuaiiy be one which carmot be solved by using research 
methods which aim at general knowledge applicable across maay schwls. 
(p. 38) 

Ogletree and McHenry (1 WO), in a study undertaken with 100 teachers in 10 

Chicago schools, the data fiom which confounded that obtained by Crosby (1991) and 

contributeci to the obfuscation surroundhg school-based management outcomes, found 

that in the mandateci school-based management environment of that school district, no 

gains were made in student achievement, school discipline, teacher morale, collegiality, 

school cihate, teacher involvement in decision making, and in job satisfaction. The 

daim was made in the study that "the classroom is ignored (p. 4). Comrnenting on the 

outcomes of this study, Peterson (1991) observed trenchantly that "it is unfair to expect 

any school reform to have an effect in urban areas wracked by violence, crime, and 

poverty" (p. 3). 

Conceptual Frameworks 

The review of the literature has revealed a range of propositions which jointly 

and separately served to fom appropriate conceptual frameworks which generally 

underpioned the study, and which helped to focus facets of the research elements of the 

study. 

Conceptual Propositions 

1. School-based management, while not a new concept, is an increasingly 

common phenornenon of the educational landscape of many schools and school 

districts in different parts of the world. 

2. While the genesis of schwi-based management is unclear, it ernanates from a 

confluence of succeeding waves of schwl reform, philosophical perspectives about 



organizational and educational change, and a range of social, historical, political, and 

economic factors. 

3. Definitional translucency and contestation surround school-based 

management The phenomenon is interpreted and implemented in very diverse ways, 

varying from school to school, and h m  district to district. 

4. Extensive m y s  of outcornes are attniuted to school-based management, 

hquently proleptically, and often in the absence of substantive evidence that such 

attributions are justified. The enhancement of school programs and student achievement 

are m u e n t  such amibutions. 

5. School-based management is a process, not a product. The phenomenon is 

dynamic and subject to ongoing reconceptualization, and is enmeshed in a gamut of 

other change processes influencing schools and school systems. 

6. Slowly emerging evidence of the impact and influence of school-based 

management provides an incomplete and somewhat incoherent picture, possibly 

reflecting the definitional and implementational diversity of the phenomenon, the 

unsubstantiated clallns made for schwl-based management not being borne out in 

reality, and the nature and focus of the research itself. 

7. There is a need to reach researched understandings of the na- and 

influences of the concept and processes as implemented, to begin to decipher the 

emerging evidence of the phenornenon's impact and influence, and to understand why 

such evidence may Vary from the attributions for school-based management. 

8. More specifically, the evidence that school-based management influences the 

quaLity of school programs and student achievement is limiteci, and that which is 

available is inconsistent and incoherent. 



Summary 

The contents of this chapter represent a bnef analysis of a sample of a large and 

rapidly growing literature bank about schod-base. management. The nature of the 

concept of schwl-based management has been e x h e d ,  some of the claims made for 

it have been explored, face& of implementation have been perused, and sorne 

outcomes, influences, and impacts have been canvassed. These have yielded conceptual 

fiameworks which served, in part, to cluster and focus the study's research design. 

The general conclusions can be safely drawn that schwl-based management is a 

complex process which is widely employed in many schools and districts, and for 

which there are high expectations. Figure 2.3 iliustrates the complex and interactive 

nature of the phenomenon as demibed in the literature, representing the underpinning 

principles and influences shaping school-based management in the three more 

commonly devolved areas, and illustrating exampies of presumed outcomes of the 

phenomenon. However, the evidence of the infiuence of the process is also complex 

and presents a very unclear picture. David (199Y1996) suggested that 

one risk is that the public will judge site-based management prematurely on the 
ultirnate goals, deraihg sound pmctices whose success is not yet reflected in 
test scores. When there is more than one desired end and the means to those 
ends are not clear it is difficult to assess progress dong the way. Therefore, it is 
vitally important to devise ways of measuring progress for such an undertaking. 
(P- 9) 

Research approaches to assessing such progress in one school district in Alberta 

are examined in Chapter 3. 
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Introduction 

The research strategies employai in this study are examined in this chapter. The 

research design and its underpinning methodological principles, assumptions, and 

perspectives are discussed in some detail. Matters of trustworthiness, pilot processes, 

and ethical issues are canvassed. The chapter concludes with an explication of the 

delimitations, limitations, and assumptions which may have infiuenced the study and its 

associated research design. 

The information provided in this chapter and that which follows is presented 

with severai key purposes in mind. First, the review of the literature clearly indicated 

that the influence and impact of schwl-based management presented in a sornewhat 

incoherent form in the literature, and that application of the phenomenon is very 

fkequently unique to particular schools and school districts. Consequently, appropriate 

detail is required to enable consumers of the research to make judgements about the 

achievement of the study's purposes, and to make a rational analysis of the study's 

contribution to clarSying the picture of influence and impact emerging from the 

confûsing data in the literatwe. Second. the details provided may guide and assist 

foilow-up and replication studies. Third, the standards of tmstwoahiness established 

for the study demanded, among other requirements, that clear auditability be 

maintained. The information provided in this and subsequent chapters contributed to the 

study's auditability. 

CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Focus of the Study 

The research tasks, as stated in Chapter 1, were to examine the perceptions held 

by principals and school district administrators about relationships between school- 



based management, the quality of school programs and student achievement, and why 

such perceptions were held. 

An examination of a sample of an extensive literature enabled the derivation of 

eight broad conceptual propositions about which the snidy was generally clustered, and 

which sexved as a generative structure for the research design of the study. 

Type of Study 

Yin (1989) has observed that "in the most elementary sense, the design is the 

logical sequence that connects the empiricd data to a study's cntical research questions 

and, ultimately, to its conclusions" (p. 28). Patton (1990) also observed that "any given 

design is necessarily an interplay of resources, possibilities, creativity, and personal 

judgements by the people involved" (p. 13). The research design of this study blended 

Yin's Stream of logic with the broad design elements identifieci by Patton. 

The research design of the study was both influenced by and cast in a 

coherentist mode, using elements of a case study format in a field situation, and with 

instrumentation drawn from various research perspectives. The study was non- 

experhnental, and focused on exploring, describing, and analyzing data obtained 

through the administration of a questionnaire to principals in an Alberta school district, 

the conduct of semistructureci interviews with a purposive sampie of respondents 

drawn from the cohort of principals and fiom senior district administrators, and the 

conduct of a document s w e y  and analysis. 

Context of the Research Design 

Coherentist perspectives provided, in the view of the researcher, an appropriate 

bais by which the judgements suggested by Patton could be translated into research 

design processes and outcomes. The theoretical considerations and debate informing 

such perspectives are examineci in this section. 



Some Contemporary Contexfs of Educationul Research 

The worst thing that could happen in educational research is for aIl inquiry to 
proceed âom a single normative perspective (or even h m  a limited few 
perspectives). Part of the generative value of doing inquiry cornes fkom not 
king trapped hto  thinking in one way, using one methoci, or proceediiig as if 
one perspective is best (Short, 1993, p. 9) 

That the world of edu~t iond research has been nven with disputation rooted in 

powemù divisions about philosophical perspectives of research is a reality of life in that 

wodd in contunporary times. Patton (1990) co~nrnented that "philosophen of science 

and methodologists have been engaged in a long-standing epistemological debate about 

how best to conduct research" (p. 37). Reinharz (1990) noted that such disputation is 

frequently expressed in "military and social movement metaphors" (p. 293). although 

Guba and Lincoln (1994) believed that the use of such metaphors "pauits the matter as 

more confiontational than necessary" (p. 116). Notwithstanding, the debate has been 

dominant and pervasive. However, Short encapsdated succinctly an eclectic 

perspective which is appearing more frequently in the literature and which appean to be 

a development attributable. in part at least, to the paradigm debates. 

The Purposes of Educational Research 

In seeking to understand the nature of the schism that has so preoccupied 

educational research. it is helpful to disengage from the minutiae of the debate, and 

focus on the critical question of what is the purpose of educational research. Donmoyer 

(1990) observed that "the purpose of research is simply to expand the range of 

interpretations available to the research consumer" (p. 194). While Donmoyer may have 

used deliberate understatement to ernphasize the n e d  for a bedrock of available 

knowledge, bis was also a timely reminder of the importance of actively seeking 

knowledge to inform understanding. Eisner (199 1) also observed that 

knowledge is not an inert material discovered through research. it is a 
functioning aspect of human cognition, a resource that lives in biographies. 
thoughfs, and actions of individuals, not something that one c m  stockpile and 
point to. To be known, someone must act upon it. In short, knowledge is a 
verb. (p. 210) 



While Eisner is an advocate of the qualitative schm1, and purists at the 

extremity of the traditional research perspective wouid most likely take issue with facets 

of his view, it is difficult to envisage that contemporary researchers would tnily 

disagree with the spirit of research captured by him. Erlandson, Harris, Skipper* and 

AUen (1993) observeci that "'good research is good research' and that whatever mode1 

significant rrsearch follows, it wiil capitalize on the wonderfhl flexible capacity of the 

human mind" (p. 1 ) .  

Quantitative and Qualitative Research 

There is linle need to dweii at length on the nature of the schwls of research 

thought embroiled in the debate and which are generally, if loosely and possibly less 

than accurately, identified as quantitative and qualitative research. The broad 

descriptions offered by Memam (1988) are sufficient for the purposes of this 

discussion. She stated that "traditional research is based on the assumption that there is 

a single, objective reality-the world out there-that we can observe, know, and 

meanire. . . . From a research perspective, this worldview holds the nature of reality to 

be constant" (p. 17), while "qualitative research assumes that there are multiple 

realities-that the world is not an objective t b g  out there but a function of personal 

interaction and perception. It is a highly subjective phenornenon in need of interpreting 

rather than rneasuring" (p. 17). Reichardt and Cook (1979) identified what they termed 

"shopping lists of attributes" (p. 9) of each. 

The quantitative paradigm is said to have a positivistic, hypotiietico-deductive, 
particularistic, objective, outcome-oriented, and natural science world view. In 
contrast, the qualitative paradigm is said to subsaibe to a phenomenological, 
inductive, holistic, subjective, process-oriented, and social anthropologicai 
world view. @p. 9- 10) 

They also noted two assumptions of these paradigrnatic characterizations. First, 

that each paradigm is inextricably linked to a method-type, and second, that the 

paradigms are rigid and that researchers must choose between them. 



The Noture and Some Effects of Paradigrnatic Tensions 

If there is some agreement about the bmad purpose of educational research. and 

by attempting to ignore the overheated rhetoric at times associated with the debate, it is 

possible to uncover other factors which contribute to this philosophical chasm in 

educational research. 

The observation by Short at the commencement of this discussion was not 

merely a tnllsm, rather it pointed to a key feature of the debate that the nature of the 

paradigms arc both frequently assumed and believed to be fundamentally different. 

Patton (1990) observed that "paradigms are deeply embedded in the socialization of 

adherents and practitioners. Paradigms tell them what is important, legitimate and 

reasonable" (p. 37). Paradigmatic loyalty and adherence influence the nature of 

research, for, as Erlandson et ai. (1993) observed, "the prescriptive nahue of cment 

social work conceptualizations of science as embodied in the prefened forms of 

research design and methodology, effectively determine the nature of pranice rather 

than allowing practice to determine the form of scientific inquiry" (p. 6). 

Adherence and paradigrnatic rigidity, beyond deteminhg the nahire of research 

practice, also contain the genesis of a major flaw in that reflexiveness is almost certainly 

inhibiteci. Patton (1990) noted that 

paradigms are also normative, telling the practitioner what to do without the 
necessity of long existential or epistemological considerations. But it is this 
aspect of paradigms that constitutes both their strength and their weakness-their 
strength in that it rnakes action possible, their weakness in that the very reason 
for action is hidden in the unquestioned assumptions of the paraàigm. (p. 37) 

Lincoln (1990) perceived this phenornenon as king very powerful, observing 

that 
the adoption of a paradigm literally permeates every act even tangentially 
associated with the enqujr, such that any consideration even remotely attached 
to inquiry processes demmds rethinking to bring decisions into lioe with the 
worldview embodied in the paradigm itself. (p. 8 1) 

Further, the picture is made more complicated by the belief of some writers that 

even the terni paradigm itself is somewhat ambiguous (Guba, 1990; Keeves, 1988). 



Guba concludeci that "1 believe it is important to leave the term in such a problematic 

limbo, because it is then possible to reshape it as our understanding of its many 

implications improves. Having the term not cast in Stone is inteilectuaily useful" (p 17). 

Howe (1992), in his analysis of the &bate, noted that there are other important 

effects of paradigrnatic rigidity and adherence. He discussed the nature and iafluence of 

what he termeci disjunctive eclecticism, whereby researchers are not constrained in 

operaihg within a particdar paradigm, and methodalogicd impe~l i sm,  whereby one 

paradigm is adopted as superior. Howe's categorizations were insightful in that they 

made plain not only some influences of rigidity and adherence, but aiso in emphasizing 

the assurnption that each paradigm excluded the other. However, Howe took his 

analysis a further step by delineating what he temed literal and derivative contrarrs 

between piiladigrns. The former have to do with the procedures and techniques of 

research, the latter with broder issues which are epistemological in nature. Howe 

detected a level of coherency in literal contrasts in that they are generally overt, easy to 

examine, and that mutual exclusivity is not always present, but believed that denvative 

contrasts remain incoherent. This distinction is an important one, for such incoherency 

must contribute to the mystifiication of the opposing schools of epistemological thought 

and would, therefore, do little to ease rigidity and adherence. 

Emergent Perspectives 

There is, however, increasing questioning that such derivative contrasts are, in 

reality, the bulwarks that has been assumed. Reichardt and Cook (1979) asked, "are 

qualitative procedures necessarily grounded, exploratory, and inductive whereas 

quantitative procedures are always ungrounded, confmatory, and deductive?" (p. 1 3). 

In some of their earlier writings, Guba and Lincoln (198 1) also observed that "it is 

fresuently argued that the difference between the scientific paradigrn and naturalistic 

paradigrn is more apparent than real and that a compromise position should be devised 

to take advantage of their complementarity " (p. 76). S imilarly , Patton (1990) noted that 



"because quantitative and qualitative methods involve differing strengths and 

weaknesses, they constitute aitemative, but not mutually exclusive, strategies for 

research" (p. 2). According to Miles and Hubennan (1994), 

scores of postpositivists are using naturaiistic and phenomenological 
approaches. At the same tirne, an increasing number of interpretively oriented 
ethnographers are using predesigned conceptual frames and instruments, 
especiaily when deaihg with multiple cases. Few postpositivists will dispute 
the validity and importance of subjective meanings, and few phenomenologists 
still practice pure hemneutics. @. 4) 

They also obsemed that "no study confonns exactly to a standard rnethodology; 

each calls for the researcher to bend the methodology to the peculiarities of the setting" 

(p. 5). Eisner (1991) and Skrtic (1990) endorsed this view dso. Eisner noted that 

all empirical phenomena are qualitative. The difference between "qualitative 
enquiry" and "quantitative research" pertains m d y  to the f o m  of 
representation that are emphasized in presenting a body of work. The difference 
is not that one addresses qualities and the other does not. (p. 5) 

What are also clearly emerging in these reconceptualizations are responses to the 

influences of both literal and derivative contrasts. At the level of procedures and 

techniques, the coherency identifiecl by Howe is king exploited in some research in the 

interests of particular knowledge, while the incoherency associateci with denvative 

contrasts is at least k ing  better understood, if not diminished, through M e r  

examinations of the nature of the epistemological barriers. Perhaps Denzin and 

Lincoln's (1994) conceptualization of "blurred genres" (p. 9) in respect of qualitative 

research bas some application in this context also. 

Walker (1991) also concludeil that "educationd researchers . . . are increasingly 

recognizing not just the desirability of rapprochement between adherents of different 

research traditions . . . but the methodological need for more coherent and if possible 

integrated fmt-order methodology within and across traditions" (p. 510). 

Thus, by rnoving away h m  the matural limitations to research approaches 

imposed by the qualitativequantitative conundnim, and by focusing more on research 



outcornes, coherentist perspectives can accommodate a mix of research methods and, 

more importmtly, perhaps stimulate didogue about epistemologicai concem. 

Operational dimensions of this approach have been clarifd by Patton (1990). 

The advantages of a quantitative approach is that it is possible to m u r e  the 
reactions of a great many people to a limited set of questions, thus facilitating 
cornparison and statistical aggregation of data. This gives a broad generalizable 
set of fïadings p~sented succinctly and parsimoniously. By contrast, qualitative 
methods typically produce a weaith of detailed information about a much 
s d e r  number of people. This increases understanding of the cases and 
situations but reduces generalizabiiity. (p. 14) 

Additionally, Miles and Huberman (1994), citing Rossman and Wilson (1984; 

1 99 1 ), suggested M e r  reasons for employing a method mix, "(a) to enable 

confirmation or corroboration of each other via tnangulation; @) to elaborate or develop 

analy sis, providing ncher detail; and (c) to initiate new lines of thinking through 

attention to surprises or paradoxes, 'tuming ideas around,' providing fresh insight" 

(P. 41). 

Challenges to Coherentist Perspectives 

The emergence of coherentist perspectives in no way assumes that pragmatic or 

philosophical tensions have evaporated. For example, Eisner and Peshki. ( 1 WOb) 

noted that "in the encounter between quantitative and qualitative researchers . . . the 

politics of method emerged that continues less robust but unabated to the present tirne. 

It involved, as politics always does, power, resources, control, policy rnakuig and 

personnel" (p. 2). Greenfield (1993) challenged the conceptualkation of eclecticism in 

educational research, or more precisely, he challenged what he termed "the easy denial 

of conflichg modes of enquiry" (p. 176). The danger that Greenfield saw was that "it 

encourages the researcher not just to selcct a p d g m ,  but to make a patchwork 

melding of divergent methodologies and conflicting epistemological assumptions. 

Ultimately it reasserts the dominance of the empiricist paradigm of enquiry" (p. 177). 

Lincoln (1990) wamed of the possibility of a form of "discursive incoherence" (p. 8 1) 



emerging which results in the production of research findings of no value to any 

perspective. 

Greenfield's and Lincoln's admonishments are sobering, although the research 

waters have not calmeci dficiently for any realistic assessrnent of the emergence of 

these possibilities to be made. Perhaps Phillip's (1990) assurance is appropriate in 

considering this concem, "when we abandon foundationalism, we abandon the 

assurance that we know when we have reached the truth but . . . we do not have to 

abandon the notion of mith, and we do not have to abandon the view that some types of 

inquiries are better than others" @p. 22-23). 

The Shtdy in a Coherentist Context 

The emergent coherentist perspectives are having some influence in the field of 

educational research. Roponents are struggling to bring shape to the amorphous nature 

of the perspectives, a task made more difficult by both the burgeoning array d 

qualitative strategies, and by contestation within the qualitative domain. The future of 

coherentist perspectives is difncult to discem. and there is no way of knowing whether 

an enduring or transitory phenomenon faciltating a new era of emancipatory research is 

occlcufilig. Eisner (199 1) observed that "1 do not believe in '1st words' in human 

affairs, only better conversations" (p. 7). The methodology of the research design of 

this smdy is influenceà by coherentist perspectives in the interests of better 

conversations about school-based management, a phenomenon which does not appear 

initially to be theoretically and philosophically complex yet the outcornes of which are 

proving in practice to be complex, diverse, and confounding of facets of the 

phenornenon's theoretical and philosophical underpinnings. 



Research Design Orientation 

The broad parameters of the research design are examined in this section. 

Research Focus and Methodology 

Io adopting a coherentist methodological perspective, cognizance needed to be 

taken of the contestation, uncertainty, and imprecision which characterize the emergent 

and uncertain nature of the perspective. Clearly, an appropriate articulation and 

alignment was necessary between the focus and purposes of the research and its 

methodological basis. The literature provided some useful guidance for establishing 

such articulation and alignment. 

Miles and Huberman (1994) clearly advocated a pragrnatic perspective. They 

commented that "the issue is not quantitativequalitative at all, but whether we are 

taking an 'analytic' approach to understanding a few controlled variables, or a 

'systematic' approach to understanding the interaction of variables in a complex 

environment" (p. 41). Keeves (1988) summarized the pragmatic element in this way, 

It wodd seem that k a u s e  educational and social research are concerned with 
responses to both the Ieaming of ideas and the meaning ascribed to those ideas, 
and together f o m  a domain inevitably subjected to constant change, there is 
room in such research for a variety of methods, a range of theories, models of 
different types and different procédures of analysis. @. 28) 

Keeves also made the important observation that "the purposes and functions of 

research lie in the outcomes to be achieved h m  the research rather than the foundations 

of the research" (p. 28). Keeves, clearly, was not advocating a quantitative, outcomes- 

oriented approach, and nor was he suggesting that ends jusufy means. Rather, he was 

focusing on outcomes in temis of overall contributions to knowledge growth and 

understandings. Reichardt and Cook (1979) also concluded that 

there is no need to choose a research method on the basis of a traditional 
paradigrnatic stance. Nor is there any reason to pick between two polar-opposite 
paradigms. Thus, there is no need for a dichotomy between the method-types 
and there is every reason (at least in logic) to use them together to satisQ the 
demands of evaluation research in the most efficacious manner. (p. 5 10) 



The type of study and the instrumentation developed in it reflected axticulation 

and alignment between the underpinning methodoIogy and the focus and purposes of 

the research, and the nature of the instrumentation deerned appropriate to the research. 

Perceptions and Educafionul Research 

The cornplex nature of perceptions and their "pervasive, pumiasive power" 

(Johnson, 1987, p. 206) was examined briefly in Chapter 1. Johnson also examined 

the Muences of perceptions on nsearch design and irnplementation. He concluded that 

researchen' own perceptions shape their theories about life in educational 
organizations, prompting them to regard certain kinds of activities and ideas as 
worthy of shidy, bias their selections among available methodological 
techniques, and influence the data they coiiect from educators and other 
stakeholders. (pp. 2 19-220) 

The nature of research being implemented fan also influence the utility of 

percephial analyses king undertaken. LeCompte and Preissle (1993). in an 

examination of qualitative analysis techniques in respect of perceptions, noted that 

"experimental and quasiexperimental researchen attend onl y to variables they designate 

a priori as the focus of the study or which they specified in advance of data collection. 

Other factors are considered p s t  hoc, when unexpected results obtain" (p. 240). On 

the other han& they noted in respect of ethnographie research that "all the factors 

composing or influencing the phenornena are noteworthy" (p. 240). 

Additionally, Johnson believed that the phenornenon of varying perceptions of 

the same event between individuals had implications for reseamh design. "Hence 

educational practitioners and researchers would do weli to draw on a variety of 

perspectives and to recognize the limitations of their own and others' perceptions when 

forming impressions and making decisions" (p. 210). 



Research and School Production Functions 

Greenhalgh (1984) observed that "when administered on a decentralized bais, 

each school deveiops its own production hction" (p. 1 1). An important tenet of 

school-based management is that student achievement will be enhanced in school-based 

management environments, and consequently the concepts of school and student 

production functions have received some attention in the literature. Critical questions 

arising fiom this tenet included how and why student leaming is or may be enhanceci in 

such environments, and how such enhancement is demonstrated. 

It is becoming clear that providing amwers to these questions involves matters 

of some complexity. Sackney and Dibski (1994) noted that 

looking first at student leaming, the relationship between SBM and leaming 
achievements is not at a l l  clear. Accordhg to the production function model, 
one should be able to gain an understanding about how changes or variances in 
the inputs and processes of production affect output. . . . Unfortunately, the 
decisions about inputs and processes are made largely in a vacuum of ignorance 
about what the impact might be on student leaming. (p. 107) 

Elmore (1993) endorsed this viewpoint, stating that "research on centralization 

and decentraiization in Amencan education is characterized by the Whially complete 

disconnection between structural refonn and anything having to do with classroom 

instruction or the leaming of students" (p. 35). He perceived this situation as  so serious 

as to potentially negate much of the impact of structural reforms, 

This disconnection between structural reform and the core technology of 
schooling means that major reforms can wash over the ducational system, 
consuming large amounts of scarce resources-money; the; the energy of 
parents, teachers and administrators; the political capital of elected officiais- 
without having any discernible effect on what students leam in schools. (p. 35) 

Whether or not this phenornenon is occurring with the school-based 

management movement is proving a very elusive determination to make (Hess, 1992). 

The complexity of establishing causai linkages between school-based 

management and student achievement is most certainly contniuting to this lack of 

evidence. Sackney and Dibski (1994) reached the following conclusion, 



To date, educational theory and productivity studies provide some optunism but 
no certakty about the complex relationships that exist among input, process, 
and output variables. Thenfore, arguments supporthg school-based budgeting 
and decision-making as means of improving student learning are at best 
speculative. (p. 107) 

They further concluded that 

the real challenge and test for SBM is to see if it does produce the types of 
changes in educational inputs and processes that result in enhanced and 
irnproved leaming outcornes. Until this comection can be shown, educators 
must continue to justify SBM on outcornes other than irnproved student 
leaming. (p. 108) 

In contrast, Chubb (1990) noted that there has been a reorientation of research 

away fkom production functions, "an unspecified pmcess that somehow converts 

economic inputs into educational outputs" (p. 227), toward the production process 

itself. Chubb concluded that an abundance of evidence was demonstraiing "that school 

organization may hold the key to school performance" (p. 228). 

This snidy did not specifically seek to explore the relationship between school- 

based management and school production functions. However, the researcher was 

cognizant that some writers did anticipate some degree of causality between the two, 

and considered any such causal indications if they became evident in the study. 

Instrumentation 

The Case Study Context 

LeCompte and Preissle (1993) have commented that "the goal of research is a 

search for truth" (p. 3 15). In seeking that goal, this study used elements of a case study 

approach in a field setting to explore and describe facets of the phenornenon of school- 

based management, dso bearing in mind LeCompte and Preissle's observation that 

"there are different kinds of tmth and that there are different degrees of truth within and 

across kinds" (p. 315). 



The appropriateness of case study methodologies was summarized by Yin 

(1989), who, citing Schramm (1971), stated that "the essence of a case study . . . is 

that it tries to iiluminate a decision or a set of decisions: why they were taken, how they 

were implemented, and with what result" @p. 22-23). Yin also clarified the appropriate 

context for using case studies, obseming that "in general, case studies are the preferred 

strategy when 'how' or 'why' questions are king posed, when the investigator has 

little control over events, and when the fwus is on a contemporary phenornenon within 

some real-Life context" (p. 13). Merriam (1988) noted that "case study does not claim 

any paaicular methods for data collection or data analysis" (p. 10). 

In this study, data were gathered through (a) questionnaires administered to all 

principals in an Alberta school district; @) semistnictured in t e~ews  conducted with a 

purposive sample of principals dram from the same school district cohort, and with a 

purposive sample of school district administrators; and (c) a document s w e y  and 

analysis. 

Questionnaire 

Rationale 

The use of a questionnaire, as a self-reporthg instrument, was based on a 

number of assumptions. Wolf (1988) observed that there are three such assumptions. 

They are that (a) respondents can undentand the questions posed, @) possess the 

information reqwed to respond to the questions, and (c) they are willing to respond in 

an honest mamer. 

Biddle and Anderson (1986) noted that "questionnaires are probably the 

cheapest way of acquiring data conceniing the beliefs, attitudes, or concenis of a 

sarnple of persons" (p. 232). A broad interpretation of this view encompassed an 

understanding that the questionnaire is an efficient, cost effective, and convenient 



means of gathering such data. Guba and Lincoln (198 1) identifed other advantages of 

using a questionnaire: 

1. It can be self-administered to many penons simultaneously. 

2. It provides ease of logistics. 

3. A questionnaire calls for some uniformiity of responses which facilitates data 

agpgation and analysis. 

However, the c d  for unifonn responses can dso resdt in wide interpretations 

by respondents, thus raishg possibilities of misinterpretation or forced responses. 

Other disadvantages of using a questionnaire include the impmonal nature of the 

process, and the limitations imposed on the range of responses by the nature of this 

fonn of instrumentation. 

Construction 

Construction of the insrniment proved to be a most chailenging task. A copy of 

the s w e y  questionnaire is provided as Appendix A. The survey of the literature 

regarding school-based management convinced the researcher that existing instruments 

were not appropriate for adaptation because of the paiticular focus of the study; 

therefore a specific instrument aeeded to be devised. 

Content sources. With the exception of the contextual information, data 

sought through the questionnaire items were suggested by the literature review. Using 

the focus of the shidy as a guide initiaiiy, items were extracted from the contents of the 

literature as the survey pnmeded and placed in general categories which approximated 

the general and specific research questions. AU items in each category were reviewed 

for applicability in the study, and to avoid, as much as was possible, replication across 

categories. Hence, al1 content of the questionnaire, except the contextual information 

items, was drawn nom the theoretical and practical perspectives found in the extensive 

literaîwe. This engendered the possibiiity that unstated assumptions might be a cause of 



concem to respondents, anci, consequently, the derivation processes for the content 

were explainecl briefly in a covering letter to al l  respondents. 

Structure and design In devising an appropnate structure and presentation 

format for the questionnaire, an extensive range of resources was reviewed (e.g., AIY, 

Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1990; de Vaus, 1990; FowIer, 1988; Labaw, 1980), many 

examples were examined, and researchers experienced in questionnaire design were 

consulted- From these actions, a series of propositions emerged which generally guided 

the design and structure of the questionnaire. These propositions included ensuring an 

attractive format which facilitated ease and speed of completion, the placing of 

categories and category items in a logicd and coherent order with appropriate 

transitions between them, providing clear, brief instructions, using examples where 

appropnate, pbrasing the language of the contents to ensure clarity, sirnplicity and the 

avoiding of biased, leading, or double-barreled statements and questions, avoiding 

questions and statements that might elicit embarrassrnent or hostility, and, interestingly. 

avoiding using terms such as questionnaire and checklist in the instrument to minunize 

the possibility of negative reactions to such t e m .  That particular advice was followed, 

with the term suxvey king preferred, although the term questionnaire is used in the 

dissertation to avoid confusion with the interview survey. 

Using both information fkom the literature and the technical advice as was 

appropriate, the instrument was constructeci and was redrafted frequently until it was 

considered to be at an appropnate stage of development to undergo piloting. The 

piloting process is described elsewhere in this chapter. 

Semistructured Interview 

Rationale 

"The inteniew as a research method in s w e y  research is unique in that it 

involves the colleaion of data through direct verbal interaction between individuals" 
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(Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 446). Hence, intemiews provide some balance with the 

questionnaire in the instrumentation mix, engendering thickness, depth, and nchness to 

the data king acquired. 

Writers such as Biddle and Anderson (1986), Borg and Gd (1989), Gd, 

Borg, and Gall (1 9%). and Guba and Lincoln (1 98 1) have identified other advantages 

of using interviews: 

1. Response rates tend to be higher. 

2. Interviews are personal in n a m .  

3. Respondent confusion cm be detected and appropriate adjustments made as 

part of the interview process. 

4. Interviews provide a better exploratory tool than a questionnaire. 

5. Interviews provide a better formai for dealing with sensitive matters. 

6. The researcher c m  note affective responses occUmng in the interview 

process. 

7. Interviews approximate real life situations. 

Disadvantages of interviews were also noted by these writers. These included: 

1. The possible presence of subjectivity and bias in the researcher. 

2. Interviews are expensive in tenns of t h e  and cost. 

3. Interviews are rarely conducted with large or random samples. 

Construction 

In addition to the opening section which described the procedures followed in 

estabIishing the context of the interview, there were two other sections in the schedules 

One, Ietter designated P, was focused on principals. The other, designated by the letters 

S or AS, was focused on district office staff, with the Ietter variations king used to 

accommodate minor intemal differences which reflected the nature of the positions of 

superintendent and associate superintendents. Probe questions were included, although 

these were used as broad guides only, as the content and directions of interviews 



fresuently created opportunities for other probe questions. Interview schedules are 

provided as Appendix B. 

Content sources. InteMew questions were suggested by the categories and 

items which emerged h m  the review of the fiteranire and the construction of the 

questionnaire, and to a far lesser extent by the questionnaire responses. The questions 

were devised so that aspects of the questionnaire and respondents' reactions to them, 

including the questionnaire's design and content, could be explored in pater depth, 

and were aimed at engendering thickness and richness to questionnaire data, and at 

exploring other issues and matters which amse in the course of the interview. 

Shucture and design. In developing a semistmctured interview format, the 

advice of Berg (1995) was apt, 

This type of interview involves the implementation of a number of 
predetermined questions andlor special topics. These questions are typically 
asked of each interviewe in a systematic and consistent order, but the 
interviewers are dowed sufficient freedom to digress; that is, the interviewers 
are permitted (in fact expected) to probe far beyond the answers to their 
prepared and standardized questions. (p. 33) 

Hence, questions and possible probe questions were devised so that a logical 

order was foiiowed, but with sufficient flexibility so that matters could be probed, 

pursued, and more closely analyzed through the interview dialogue. 

The interview guides were subjected to pilothg processes, and these are 

describeci elsewhere in this chapter. 

Documentation 

"Documents and fùes, the spoor of contempomy organizations, are part of the 

information resources avdable to the field evaluator" (Patton, 1990, p. 235). The 

review of the literahire about school-based management suggested that documentation 

rnight be a useful source of insights into the phenornenon of school-based management 

policies and practices, in view of the descriptive rather than andytical nature of much of 

the iiterature. Further, given that xhool-based management has been mandated in the 



province of Alberta only recently, and that the schwl district which was the subject of 

the research was in the early stages of impIernentation, it was nasonable to assume that 

documentation wodd exist which would be focused on the policy and implementation 

issues at both provincial and school district levels. Using the same Iogic, it was also 

reasonable to assume that, because of the brief rime span involveâ, there would be littIe 

pst-implementation documentation available in the forms of policy and process 

reviews, and reports of influences on school programs and shident achievement In 

generai, these assumptions proved to be accurate. 

Patton has suggested that sweys  of documentation have a dual purpose. They 

cm provide basic information about background, decisions, processes, and activities, 

and they can suggest ideas, questions, and avenues for pursuit through other research 

techniques. These suggestions provided the bais  for the survey of documentation, the 

processes of which are described in Chapter 4. 

Trustworthiness 

Donmoyer's observation that the purpose of research is to provide a broder 

range of interpretations to the consumer has been noted. However, Erlandson et al. 

(1993) have also observed that 

if intellectual inqujr is to have an impact on human howledge, either by 
adding to an overall body of howledge or by solving a particular problem, it 
must guarantee some measure of credibility about what it has inquired, must 
communicate in a manner that wiU enable application by its intended audience, 
and mut enable its audience to check on its fmdings and the inquiry process by 
which the findings were obtained. (p.28) 

Hence trustworthiness was an integral component of al l  facets of the study. 

As the study used approaches associated with both quantitative and qualitative 

penpectives in a coherentist mode, it was appropriate that the study avail itself of 

quality conmol measures which refîected this. Several writers (e.g., Erlandson et al., 

1993; Krupa, 1994; Lincoln & Guba, 1985) have developed schemas which generaily 
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aligned categones of trustworthiness used in both research modes. These provide a 

relevant and usefhi stmchire for this snidy (see Table 3.1). 

Strategies for Addressing Trustwortliiness 

Erlandson et al. (1993), cihg Lincoln and Guba (1985). noted bat, in the 

traditional research paradigm, truth value, intemal validity, ascribed an isomorphic 

relationship between the data and the phenomena represented by the data. However, 

they also noted "more pertinent is the compatibility of the constructeci realities that exist 

in the min& of the inquiry's respondents with those that are attributed to them" (p. 30). 

A range of strategies was used to enhance the mth value of the shidy. 

T ~ n g ~ h t h .  A key strategy for ensuring the truthfuhess and authenticity 

of the study was that of triangulation. Yin (1989) observed that 

the most important advantage presented by using multiple sources of evidence is 
the development of converging lines of enquiry, a process of triangulation. . . . 
Thus. any hding or conclusion in a case study is likely to be more convincing 
and accurate if it is based on several different sources of information, foilowing 
a corroboratory mode. (p. 97) 

Lecompte and Preissle (1993) also observed that "trianguIation prevents the 

investigator h m  accepting tao readily the validity of initial impressions; it enhances the 

scope, density, and clarity of consmcts developed during the course of the 

investigation" (p. 48). 

Several types of triangulation were noted in the literahue. In this study, 

methods triangulation was used, whereby a variety of data collection devices were used 

to examine the consistency of fmhgs. There was no assumption made that 

consistency would necessdy flow fkom tnangulation, as Patton (1990) warned, 

There is no magic in trimgdation. The evaluator using different methods to 
investigate the same program shouid not expect that the fuidings generated by 
those different methods will autornatically corne together to produce some nicely 
integrated whole. Indeai, the evidence is that one ought to expect initial 
conflicts in hdings fkom qualitative and quantitative data and expect those 
findings to be received with varying degrees of credibiiity. (p. 466) 



TABLE 3.1 

Schemutic representation of tnutwotthiness categories 
Adapted h m  Erlandson et al. (1993); Kmpa (1994); Lincoln & Guba, (1985) 

Criterion Quantitative Qualitative Central Constructs 
Tem Term 

Truth Value Intemal 
Va l id i  

Consistency 

Credibility The establishment of 
confidence in the truth 
of the findings of a 
particular inquiry for the 
subjects/respondents 
with whom and in the 
context of which the 
inquiry was undertaken 

Dependability 

The determination of 
the extent to which the 
findings of a particular 
inquiry have applicabil'ity 
in other contexts or with 
other 
subjecWrespondents 

The determination of 
whether the findings of 
an inquiry would be 
repeated if it were 
replicated with similar 
subjects/respondents 
in a similar contexl 

Establishing the degree 
to which the findings of 
an inquiry are 
detemined by the 
su bjectslres pondents 
and conditions of the 
inquiry, and not by the 
biases, motivations, 
interests, or 
perspectives of the 
researcher 



In the study, data were collected h m  three sources, using three methods. The 

sources were principals, school district rdministrators, and documents. The methods 

consisted of a survey questionnaire, intemiews, and reviews of selected documents. 

Other stratepies used included ensuring, as far as possible, the validity of the 

instruments, establishing researcher presence and credibility in the school district, 

respondent review of interview transcripts and other f o m  of member checks, 

triangulation of data in analysis, as discussed in Chapter 4, and providing guarantees of 

anonymity and confidentiality. 

Insinunent validity. The validity of the instrumentation developed for the 

study was necessarily a key concem to the researcher and for the study. LeCompte and 

Preissle (1993) commented that "intemal vaiidity raises the problem of whether 

conceptual categories understood to have mutual meanings between the participants and 

the observer are shared" (p. 342). The development and piloting processes of the 

instrumentation are described elsewhere in this chapter. Additiondy, the actions of 

basing the questionnaire and interview categones and items in the extended literature 

survey, and of consulting the literature on instrument construction and with authorities 

in the field, have ail contributecl to the technical rigor, internai validity, and credibility 

of the study. 

Member checks. Erlandson et d. (1993) observed that "because the realities 

that will be included are those that have individudy and collectively been constructed 

by persons within the context of the study, it is imperative that both data and 

interpretations should be verified by those persons" (p. 3 1). In the study. interview 

transcripts were provided to ail respondents, except in two instances where respondents 

specifically and voluntarily declined to review transcripts, and follow-up discussions 

were held with each of the remaining respondents. Additionally, copies of a draft data 

analysis were provided to all questionnaire respondents and to district offce staff who 



had participatecl in interviews, and respotlses were invited. A copy of the studyfs 

outcornes has bezn lodged with the schwl district's central office. 

Researcher presence and credibiüty. Patton (1 WO), citing Alkin ( 1979), 

stated that "the utility of any evaluation is closely associated with and heavily dependent 

on the personal and professional credibiIity of the evaluation researcher" (p. 461). 

Considerable care was taken in this study to ensure the professional d b i l i t y  of the 

researcher, thereby contributhg to the overail credibility of the shidy. kiitidy, the 

district superintendent was contacted about the study, and personal rapport and the 

bona fides of the researcher were established. Initiai contact with principals was made 

through a general statement placed in the district's regular news digest to schools. 

Subsequently, each principal and district office administrator was contacted in person 

or by phone, the researcher's background and the nature and purposes of the research 

were explained, and a personal plea was made for support with the research. Full 

support was both assured and given in each case. The r e m  rate of the questionnaire, 

and the fact that all i n t e ~ e w  participants who were invited voluntarily accepted the 

invitation, are indicative of the level of researcher credibility. Meticdous attention to 

matters of confldentiality, anonymity, and foiiow-up commitments contributed to this 

credibility . 
ConfidentiaIity and anonymity. Guarantees of confidentiality and 

anonyrnity were aven orally and in writing to ail questionnaire respondents, and orally 

to aU interview respondents. The researcher was scrupulous in adhering to aU such 

parantees. In addition, i n t e ~ e w  transcribing was undertaken by a professional 

transcriber who operated under a code of ethics which included safeguarding the 

confidentiality and anonymity of audio tape contents. Accordhg to Berg (1995), 

"although researchers certainly do have a professional responsibility to search for 

knowledge, they also have an e t h i d  responsibility to avoid exposing subjects to 



potential harrn" (p. 216). Actions taken in respect of confidentiality and anonymity 

engendered a safe environment for the expression and exploration of ideas. 

Externul Validity/TransferabiCity 

The site-specific nature of school-based management at both school and school 

district level, the use of a single, s d  school district in a case study mode, and the 

purposive sampling methods used, caused this study to make no serious cl& of 

generalizability. Further, "every context shifts over time as the persons in that context, 

their constructions of reality, and the relationships arnong them also shift (even if the 

individuais are the same" (Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 32). However, Eisner and 

Peshkin (199ûb) noted that "they [generalizations] consist of ideas-images-that in 

some way allow us to understand or anticipate phenomena we have not encountered 

fiom phenomena we have encountered. Generalhtions enable us to form expectations 

on the basis of prior experience" (p. 17 1). They further noted that "qualitative 

researchers are justifiably uncornfortable with the notion that the careful shidy of cases 

yields conclusions that pertain only to the cases snidied and no more" (p. 17 1). 

Hence, this study contributed to the growing pool of knowledge about the 

impacts, influences, and outcornes of school-based management. It may provide some 

illumination of the complexity of that Imowledge, and it may have relevance in other 

schools and school districts. Beyond that, there is no obvious warrant for claims of 

transferability and extemal validity. 

Relia bility/Dependa bility 

Erlandson et al. (1993) noted that "the establishment of reliability depends on 

replication, the assumption being made that repeated application of the same or 

quivalent instruments to the same subjects under the same conditions wiil yield similar 

measurements" (p. 34). However, Lecompte and Preissle (1993) concluded that "this 

poses an impossible task for any researcher snidying nahualistic behavior or unique 

phenornena" (p. 332). Hence, seeking perceptions, in ai l  their complexity and 



uniqueness, from a range of individuais about a diverse, cornplex, and contesteci social 

phenornenon such as school-based management renders replication somewhat 

problematic. Thus, Erlandson et al. fhrther noted that "the quest is not for invariance 

but for 'trackable variance,' variabilities that cm be as~nbed to particular sources 

(enor, reality shifrs, better insights, etc.)" (p. 34). Stratepies used to address such 

variances and their sources included close attention to instrument construction and 

validation, pilot testing, and the establishment of a dependability audit M. Owens 

(1982) noted that "an audit trail consists of deliberately IeaWig sufncient evidence so 

that someone extemai to the inquiry could review the processes and results of the 

inqujr and ascertain whether the processes were appropriate and the results were 

reasonable and credible" (p. 13). Detailed documentation was maintained throughout 

the study in the form of a research journal, extensive notes and records of the fiterature 

review, and of data collection, and records of analyses, findings, and conclusions. 

These provided a trail of suffcient breadth and depth to permit auditability. 

Objectivity/Confirmability 

"An inquky is judged in terms of the degree to which its fmdings are the 

product of the focus of its inqujr and not of the bias of the researcher" (Erlandson et 

al., 1993, p. 34). Traditional research modes are reliant, in seeking objectivity, on 

research method approaches that are open to scrutiny, explicated, and replicable, and on 

the minimization of researcher b is .  However, Erlandson et al. (1993) noted that "the 

naturalistic researcher does not attempt to ensure that observations are fke h m  

contamination by the rcsearcher but rather to trust in the confinnat>ility of the data 

themselves" (p. 34). Erlandson et al., Guba, and Lincoln (1981; 1985) advocated a 

confïrmability audit as the appropnate strategy to be used. Hence, a high levd of 

auditability must be established to ensure objectivity and confirmabiiity. The auditability 

of this study has been described. 



In addition, the following aspects of the shidy contributed to its objectivity and 

confjrmability : 

1. The researcher's background in school-based management environments, 

and therefore a source of potential bias, was explained to a l l  respondents, and included 

as a limitation to the study. 

2. Construction of the instruments included the avoidance of presenting a 

positive or negative orientation, and the inclusion of both positive or desirable and 

negative or undesirable aspects, as explicated in the iiterature. The l o g i d  order of 

categories established in the instruments was intended to minimize or avoid respondent 

perceptions of any relative importance bebg amibuteci by the researcher to either 

categones or their contents. This is a contentious point with some Mters. Labaw 

(1980) noted that "suwey researchers can legitimatdy be accused of overemphasizing 

the importance of asking unbiased questions in order to evade the problem of bias" 

(p. 148). 

3. The response to the questionnaire by all principals in the district Ied to a 

nasonable conclusion that the perceptions of these key participants were represented in 

the study. 

4. The semisîruchired nature of the interviews permittecl clarification and 

exploration of issues and matters raised in and derived from the questionnaire and 

i n t e ~ e w  processes, and pemitted respondents to introduce other ideas and 

perceptions. 

5. The strategy of triangulation employed in the saidy. 

6. The attendance to matters of the ethical conduct of the research. 

Piloting Processes 

Both the questionnaire and the interview çche&.de were subjected to piloting 

processes. The broad purposes of the pilot processes were to (a) assess the design 



features of the structures of the instruments; (b) assess the relevance, appropriateness, 

and cl* of the contents of the instruments; (c) detect problems with the 

administration of the instrument; and (d) determine the approximate instrument 

administration îime. 

Questionnaire 

Instrument design. The details of this process have been described 

elsewhere. hiring the design processes, the instrument, in various draft f o m ,  was 

examined by experienced researchers, for example, members of the supervisory 

cornmittee, and by other doctoral candidates, and many suggestions were made to 

improve the design and contents of the instrument. Suggestions included, for example, 

adjustments to language to improve item clarity, and changes to instrument format and 

layout. 

Pilot cohor?. A cohort of nine educational administrators was invited to 

participate in the pilot testing of the instrument. The cohort was carefidly structured in 

the following ways: 

1. Three principals fiom three different, srnail, rural school districts where 

school-based management had recentiy been implemented. Their situations 

approximated, in some ways, the situation of the school district examined in the saidy, 

especially in that the principals were aware of the conditions prevailing both before and 

after the implementation of school-based management 

2. Three experienced principals from the Edmonton Public Schools District. 

School-based management has been a feature of this school district for some 

considerable tirne. These cohort members were only distantly aware of conditions in the 

district prior to the implementation of school-based management, however, their input 

was considered important in order to provide a check on the instrument's content and 

categories in the Light of the experiences of these principals with school-based 

management. 



3. Three superintendents fiom three school districts which also approxirnated 

the situation of the school district in the study, and where school-based management 

had recently been introàuced. The superintendents were h m  different school districts 

to those of the principals. Whiie district executive staff were not included in the actual 

questiomaire survey in the study, it was believed that the superintendents' expenence, 

expertise, and perspectives across schools and districts could bring valuable insights to 

the content of the questio~~~laire. 

AU whort members were, or had recently ken, graduate program members in 

educational administration, and were f d a r  with the theory, practices, and exigencies 

of survey design. 

Pilot testing fasks. Cohoa members were briefed in person and by memo 

of the nature of their tasks (see Appendix Cl). W e  particular attention was focused 

on content, structure, layout, and language, responses were also invited in any areas 

which might enhance the quality of the instrument. 

Outcornes. The pilot testing yielded an extensive array of responses and 

suggestions. AU of these were placed on a categories grid of content, structure, 

language, and other suggestions, for evaluation. Most suggestions feu in the categories 

of structure and language, with few in other categories. The content area attracted the 

least comment Each suggestion was evaluated and adopted, adapted or discarded, 

with the instnunent king redrafted to reflect amendments. The draft was reviewed by 

the supervisory and candidacy cornmittees, and m e r  suggestions in the foxm of fine- 

tuning were made. Data from the pilothg of the questionnaire were not used in the 

study. 

Interview 

As the interview schedule was designed to elicit responses from respondents 

who, with the exception of the school district administrators, had completed a 

questiomaire which had directed their focus to specific elements of school-based 



management in their schools and school district, and &r consultaiions with 

experienced interviewers. a process of piloting-in-action was adopted. The adoption of 

this approach was i d l u e n d  by Owens (1982), who stated that "the nahiralistic 

inquirer seeks not some 'objectivity' brought about through rnethodology but, rather, 

sûives for validity through personalized, intimate, understandings of phenomena 

stresshg 'close in' observations to achieve fachial, reliable, and confimiable data" 

(p. 10)- 

Review cohort. Rural school principal members of the questionnaire pilot 

testing cohort, representing more closely the situation of the school district examined in 

the study, were requested to review the i n t e ~ e w  schedule, including the probe 

questions, in the light of their experiences and their involvement in the questionnaire 

pilot testing. These reviews yielded suggestions which resulted in some adjustments to 

the probe questions. 

District offiee personneL At the suggestion of the supervisory committee, 

district office personnel of the dishict examined in the study, the superintendent and the 

associate superintendents, were inteniewed pnor to the cornpletion of the questio~aire 

survey. As part of the interview processes, they were invited to critique the interview 

schedule at the close of the i n t e ~ e w ,  and to suggest areas which might have been 

overlooked fkom their perspectives, or which might be improved. This process yielded 

some minor suggestions, which were evaluated and incorporated in the schedule as 

appropnate. 

Rincipal cohort. The same process of critiquing was adopted in interviews 

with principals. This also yielded some minor suggestions in the area of content, and 

one major suggestion in the same area. This suggestion was discarded after evaluation 

as it was outside the scope of the study. 
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Ethical Considerations 

The study was wnducted in accordance with the standards, requirements, and 

expectations established in the University of Alberta guidelines, University Srmtdardr 

for the Protection of Humeur Research Participmrts, as approved by the General 

Faculties Council, 1985, and by the Department of Educational Poky Studies 

statement, Research Ethics Reviau Policies and Procedures, 1988. 

The study was approved by the University of Alberta Department of 

Educational Policy Studies Ethics Review Conmittee pnor to commencement of 

reseanih activities. Strict conformity with the standards and procedures as approved 

was ensured throughout the research and foliow-up activities, with pdcular  attention 

king given to rnatters of voluntary participation, confïdentiality, anonymity, and ethical 

use of outcornes of the study. 

Style 

The convention has been adopted throughout the dissertation of presenting 

statements by respondents, written and oral, in italicized, indented style. Additionaily, 

minor changes were made to some statements to improve presentation. 

Delimitations 

The study was potentidy delunitecl by a nurnber of factors, including the 

following: 

1. Data were collected from one school district only. 

2. Questionnaire data were collectai h m  school principals only. 

3. Respondents were volunteers from arnongst principals and district 

administrators only. 

4. Other possibly relevant sources of data, notably teachen and parents, were 

not included in the study. 



5. Only one facet of school refonn and change, school-based management, was 

examined in the study; the study did not m p t  to examine other factors possibly 

influencing the quality of school programs and student achievement, unless they arose 

incidentally in the study. 

6. As the shidy focused on perceptions held at a particular time by particular 

people, and was essentially descriptive and exploratory, causal inferences which might 

have been drawn were limited by the non-experimental nature of the research, by 

kadequacies in the research rnethod, and by weaknesses in the data. 

Limitations 

Several potential weaknesses in the study can be identifie4 including the 

following : 

1. The study examined perceptions held by respondents and, as perceptions are 

interpretations held by individuals based on their experiences, they cannot accurately 

report what they have not experienced, do not know, or do not consider appropnate or 

relevant. 

2. Instrumentation was devised within boundaries of theory, knowledge, and 

experience about both the instrumentation design and content, and these limitations 

influenced their reliability and validity. 

3. The knowledge and skill of the researcher in devising the instruments, 

adminis te~g the swey,  conducting the in t e~ews ,  surveying documents, analyzing, 

interpreting, and describing the data, and in determining hdings and drawing 

conclusions. 

4. The perceptions held by the researcher on the basis of personal experiences 

as an administrator in a school-based management environment, 



5. As the study was not longitudinal, and examined the perceptions of specific 

participants at a particular t h e ,  the data might not k npresentative of that which might 

be obtained at another time or h m  another cohort. 

6. As the data were gathed fiom one s d  schwl system which was adopting 

and adapting a f om of schwl-based management aligaed to the parochial realities of 

the system and its schools, generalizations to other schools and school districts are only 

justifiable, with extreme caution, to the extent that the data and outcornes may iiiurninate 

possible realities in such schools and systems, and that the knowledge gleaned in this 

study may contribute to a generaI pool of knowledge and experience about schwl- 

based management 

Assomptions 

The study proceeded on the bais of the following assumptions: 

1. That participants held perceptions about relationships between school-based 

management, program quality and student achievement. 

2. That participants in the study were willing to share their perceptions with the 

researcher in a truthful manner, and as objectively as the focus and nature of the shidy 

permitttd. 

3. That the instrumentation, as devised and applied, and the document survey 

and analysis were appropriate and adequate devices for gathering the data, and that the 

procedures used for data analysis and presentation, in singular and aggregated form, 

reflected the responses obtained through the instrumentation. 

4. That the influences of perceptions held by the researcher were minllnized as 

fa. as possible, and did not significaotly influence the data, including the data collection 

and analy sis procedures. 



Surnmary 

The contents of Chapter 3 have outLineci the type of snidy and its focus, and 

have examined the philosophical and epistern01ogical bases for the research design in 

the context of some dilenmÿis in contemporary research in educational administraton. 

The orientation of the research design was examine& including the idluences of 

perceptions on research processes and researchers, and the influence of the c a s  in the 

literature for research examination of school production functions. The nature, 

development, and piloting processes of the instrumentation were examined, and 

attention was paid to the important matters associateci with tnistworthiness of the study. 

The chapter concluded with a review of ethical considerations in the study, and 

staternents of the study's delimitations, limitations, and assumptions. 

Io the next chapter, the data gathering and analysis procedures of the study are 

explored. 



CHAPTl3R 4 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSE 

Introduction 

The procedures used in the study for the collection and analysis of data are 

examined in this chapter. The processes used to idenafy the school district, and the data 

sources used in the study are describe& as are the data collection and data management 

steps taken. The procedures used in the data analysis stages of the study are explored, 

and an analysis of the effectiveness of the instmentation is undertaken. 

Data Sources 

Identification of the School District 

The school district identified for examination in this study rnay be considered as 

s e m i - d .  It is a comparatively s m d  district comprishg 21 schools, encompassing 

elementary and secondq schools. In seeking to focus the snidy on this school district, 

Patton's ( 1990) observation that a study's design involves "an interplay of resources, 

possibilities, creativity and personal judgements" (p. 13) was most apt. Reasonable 

proximity, the categories of schools in the district, the Limitations on the resources of 

the researcher, and the ment implementation of schwl-based management in the 

district so that perspectives before and after implementation were available, al l  

suggested that the district was an appropnate site for this research. Additionaily, the 

interested response nom the district superintendent to the researcher's initial approach 

was encouraging. The superintendent m e r  noted that the district had not been the 

subject of substantial amounts of research, and that he believed that suficient t h e  had 

pas& since the implementation of school-based management for some research 

examination of the phenomenon to be of value. 



District nome. For the purposes of the study, and in keeping with the 

guarantees of ddent ia l i ty  and anonymity given, a name has been created for the 

disoict for use in this study. After an examination of the names of ail school districts, 

public and separate, in the province, the name SrwwfieIdr School District was chosen 

Participants 

PnncïpcJs. As key personnel at both school and district level for the 

implementation of school-based management, characterized by Fullan (1991) as "the 

gatekeepen of change" (p. 1 l), principals were identified as  the main data source for 

the study. The comparatively small nurnber of schools in the district, the nature of the 

schools, and the site-specifc nature of school-based management, suggested that the 

sample for the questionnaire survey be ai l  21 principals (see Table 4.1). 

TABLE 4.1 

Categoties of schools in Snowfiekii School District 

(N = 21) 

School Category n Notes 

K-6 6 I French Immersion 

K-9 11 1 French Immersion 

2 Special Education 

K-12 1 - 

7-9 1 French Immersion 

10-12 2 - 

From a target population of the 21 principals, 6 were invited to participate in the 

interview processes. The membea of this purposive sample were arrived at through 

discussions with the district superintendent, the associate superintendents, and school 



principals. A sample was sought in which the types and locations of schools in the 

district were represented, in which pre- and pst-irnplementation perspectives were 

present, and in which the= was some experience in district activities beyond individual 

schools which infiuenced the implementation of school-based management in the 

district. 

Inmence of school fype. Differences between school types, specifically 

elementaxy and secondary schools, in aspects of organizational and leadership styles are 

acknowledged in the fiterature (e.g., Bernian & Gjeltens, 1984, cited in Mohrman, 

Wohlstetter, & Associates, 1994; Firestone & Hemot, 1982% 1982b; Wilson, Hemot, 

& Firestone, 1991; Van Scroy, 1989), and, therefore, these differences couid be 

considered as factors possibly influencing the study. However, in the context of an 

examination of school-based management, it can be poshilated that these differences 

contribute to the site-specific ecology of each school which, theoreticaüy, is a strong 

distinguishing feature of the implernentation of school-based management. 

Consequently, there was no attempt to distinguish between school types in the conduct 

of the study and in the interpretation of the data, with the exception of ensuring that 

school types were represented in the purposive sample of principals used for the 

interviews, and where such differences surfaced in the context of any of the data 

presented in the study. 

School distrîcf administrutors. Four members of the school district's 

executive staff were used as data sources. These persons were the district 

superintendent and the associate superintendents. Each participated individually in 

a sernistructured interview. The sample of schwl district administrators was limited in 

this way because of the small size of the district's central office staff, and because the 

duties associated with each of these positions encompassed, in a supervisory sense, al1 

of the operational responsibilities of the central office. Further, there are clear 

indications in the literature that the articulation between school district leadership and 



management and schools is a critical facet of school-based management. Such 

theoreticai mutuaiity of infiuences meant that the senior school district administrators 

formed an important data source in the study. 

Documents 

Document data sources in the study feu into two broad categories, those that 

pertained to the province of Aiberta generally, and those that pertained to Snowfields 

School District in particular. Documents in the former category were mainly collected 

h m  the resources of Alberta Education, the provincial govemment's education 

department. In the latter category. the central office of the school district was the chief 

source of documents. Very little documentation was available fkom individual schools. 

although an amount of documentation collected from the centrai office either came fiom 

individual school sources, or was available in summary or aggregated forms. 

Data Collection 

With the exception of some of the documentation, all data were collected in the 

winter of 1996/1997. Some of the documentation, mainly that pertaining to provincial 

policies, was collected earlier in 1996. 

Questionnaire 

Contact with principal&. The general style of the researcher's approaches 

to principals has been described in Chapter 3. Considerable care was taken to estabiish 

a positive rapport with principals from the moment of f h t  contact This included 

providing explmations of the researcher's background, professional interests. the 

background to the study, and the reasons why Snowfields School District was chosen 

as the research site. This was a tirne consurning task, but at some profit to the study, as 

a i i  p ~ c i p a l s  completed the questionnaire and ail principais who were invited 

voluntarily participated in an interview. A number of principals launched into 

discussions about school-based management during the fmt contact. and many 



expressed some satisfaction at king provided with an opportunity to express their 

views. 

Instniment package. The questionnaire instrument was printed on paper of a 

color that was difficdt to ignore, and the questionnaire package included a covering 

letter and a stamped, adâressed return envelope. The covering letters were personalized 

using a computerized mail merge systern, and each letter was individually signed. The 

lettes were printed on University of Alberta letterhead, and the both the forward and 

rehim envelopes d e d  University of Aiberta identification. AU of these measures were 

Litended to impart a sense of professionalism in the management of the research. 

Codes. Each respondent was docated a 3-digit code which was known only 

to the researcher. Once the coding system h a .  been devised, potential respondents were 

aiIocated a code on a random basis. The code was carrieci on each page of the 

instrument as a security measure in case any page became dislodged, and to facilitate 

receipt and follow-up action. The same ailocated code was used when principals 

participateci in an interview, and school district personnel who were interviewed were 

also aIlocated a code using the same numencal system. 

Despatch and receipt. The questionnaire packages were despatched to 

principals through the school district's internai mail system on the same &y. It was not 

considered appropriate to indicate a r e m  date on the instrument because of the prior 

interest in the research genedy expressed by principals, and because of the 

administrative load carrieci by principals. However, verbal and written requests were 

made to principals to allocate a high pnonty to the completion and r e m  of the 

questionnaire. Some were ren~ned in a matter of days, with the majority k ing  retumed 

within three wwks. Follow-up phone caiis to those principals who had not responded 

were made approximately one month after the initial despatch. With one exception this 

elicited commitments to respond immediately, commitments which were adbered to. 

The exception was a case of mail king lost in transit However, the respondent had 
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retained a photocopy of the completed instrument, and this was c o h t e d  in person by 

the researcher. Upon receipt, questionnaires were checked for compIetion, with follow- 

up action for missing data only necessary in two instances. 

Personalized Ietters of appreciation were sent to aii principals, and a general 

note of appreciation was inserted in the district's reguiar news digest to principals. 

Interviews 

Contact. Potential interview respondents weE contacted either by phone or in 

person. In the w e  of principals, invitations to participate were issued at the same thne 

as invitations to participate in the survey questionnaire. Arrangements were made for 

convenient times for the conduct of the inte~ews .  The intemiews were conducted over 

a period of approximately one month. At the suggestion of the supervisory c o d t t e e ,  

district office personnel were h t e ~ e w e d  in the early stages of the conduct of the 

questionnaire survey with principals (sep Table 4.2). 

TABLE 4.2 

Positions of interview respondents 
(N = 10) 

. - - - - - - 

Position n 

Superintendent 1 

Associate superintendent 3 

Principal (K-9) 2 

Principal (10-12) 2 

Principal (K-6) 1 

Principal (7-9) 1 



Interview se#ings and lengtk Ail interviews were conducted at the work 

site of each respondent. always at bis or her work desk or a nearby conference table. 

I n t e ~ e w  length varieù considerably, with the average time k i n g  approximately one 

hour. It was a common experience for respondents to continue discussions at the 

conclusion of the audio tapiug. The contents of these dimissions were included in the 

data only in the sense that they were always rtpetitions of what had been stated in the 

taped interview. Several respondents in the principal cohort questioned the researcher 

on the general nature of the views expressed by their fellow principals. 

Conduct. Glesne and Peshkin (1992) asked, "is it conceivable that you can 

leam anything of consequence from anyone, Save the uncontroilably loquacious. 

without rapport?" (p. 79). The process of establishing and maintainhg rapport 

commenced with the fïrst contact with potential respondents, and continued throughout. 

Principals appeared to especially appreciate the researcher, as a practising principal who 

had been involved in a considerable number of research interviews and questionnaire 

sweys ,  understanding the pressures and exigencies of their positions, and the 

imposition king placed on them by the interview processes. InteMews always 

commenced with exchanges of pleasantxies and mutual explanations of professional 

backgrounds. The researcher provided each respondent with a small memento of his 

homeland, and this often led to respondents reciprocathg with a memento of their own. 

The researcher's demeanor in i n t e ~ e w s  was, as much as possible, that of encouraging 

respondents to respond as M y  as possible to questions posed without perrnitting his 

perspectives to intnide, either tbrough spoken or body language. AU interviews were 

conducted in an atmosphere which reflected mutual respect, interest, and openness in 

sharing knowledge and perspectives. 

Audio recording. All interviews were audio recorded with the permission of 

the respondent. A small, reasonably unobtmive machine was used in conjunction with 

a flat table microphone. The tramcriber describeci the audio quality on tapes as 



excellent, and very facilitative of accurate transcribing. Some 220 pages of data were 

generated in the interview processes. 

Confirm<ition Transcriptions were personally delivered to al l  respondents, 

with follow-up phone discussions king held shonly after. The two respondents who 

voluntarily declined to review transcnpts both stated that they had not made any 

cornments which they would need to revisit, or which they believed would not be an 

accurate reflection of their views. Respondents had veto rights over the contents of 

transcripts, but none chose to exercise those rights. 

Documents 

In addition to policy documents coilected from Alberta Education, an exhaustive 

survey of available school dishct documentation was cmied out. This was mainly 

unde~taken at the Snowfields School District's central office. The district 

superintendent and the disûict office staff ensurrd that the researcher had access to as 

much documentation as was possible and appmpnate. The following types of 

documents were collected: 

1. General policy handbooks. 

2. District education plan, 1996-2000. 

3. Site-based management policy and procedures handbooks. 

4. Principals' handbook. 

5. Annual education results reports. 

6. Agendas and minutes of school board meetings. 

7. Executive summaries of school education plans. 

8. Position papers. 

9. School district newspapers. 

10. Annual reports. 

Little documentation was available from individual schools, and basically 

consisted of Education Plans. 
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While avaüabie documentation was not extensive, and foilowing a document 

trail in respect of the pre-implementation processes in the district was somewhat 

problematic, the researc her was conscious that the sc hool-based management 

developments in the district were just one of many changes and issues pressing on the 

district and its personnel, and that it was unrealistic to expect documents to provide an 

expansive data source in relation to one facet alone. 

Data Management 

According to Miles and Huberman (1994), "data management and data 

analysis are integrally related. There is no fïrm boundary between them" (p. 45). 

However, in the interest of maintaining auditability, a brief description of the data 

management processes employai in the data collection stages of the study is provided. 

Questionnaire 

Two forms of data were extracted from the questionnaire instruments: 

1. Scale responses for each item were extracted and entered on a computer data 

base for transfer to data analysis facilities at the University of Alberta. Each item was 

checked several tirnes against its data base entry to ensure that it was entered accurately. 

Where a respondent placed a range of responses against an item, a point on the scale 

was allocated altematively for each such response, unless contextuai analysis indicated 

that a particular response was appropriate. Such ranges of responses were not 

common. 

2. Comments written on the instrument, both invitecl comments for particular 

items and unsolicited comments, were extracted and coiiated against item nurnbers, and 

placed in both computer and hard copy files. Such comments were numerous. These 

formed a data source in the analysis stages of the study (see Table 4.3). 



TABLE 4.3 

Caregories and percentages of comments on questunnaire insrnunent 

(N = 160) 

-- - 

Comments n % 

Invited comments 100 62.5 

Unsolicited comments 60 37.5 

Interviews 

Transcripts of interviews were retained in computer and hard copy f o m  in 

files in the study's data banks. Amendments arising from the confmation processes 

were recorded in these mes. 

Documents 

Documentary data were retained in hard copy files. After analysis, appropriate 

sections were transferred to computer files. 

ConfUentiaZity. In keeping with the ethicd requirements of the study, no 

school district document was used in the study in a way which wouid permit 

identification of the district or its membes. Further, the documentation was retained for 

the researcher's exclusive use only. A list of such documentation was provided to the 

chair of the supervisory cornmittee. 

Data Analysis 

Analytical Perspective 

"Data analysis is the process of making sense out of one's data. In the process 

of analysis, data are consolidated, reduced, and to some extent interpreted" (Memam, 

1988, pp. 127-130). The sense-making in this study was informed, to some extent, by 

the coherentist perspective adopted in the research methodology . However, Walker 



116 

(1991) observed that "coherence is easier to espouse than achieve" (p. 507). Howe 

(1992), in advocating a f o m  of compatibilism through the adoption of a range of 

research methods and techniques, exhorted researchers using this mode to "ensure the 

overall warrant of conclusions drawn" (p. 25 1). This section of the chapter describes 

and summarizes the data analysis procedures used in the study in claiming such warrant 

for the findings made and the conclusions drawn. 

Questionnaire Survey Data 

Starisfical analysis procedwes. Data extracted fiom the instruments and 

encoded were entered into a statistical analysis program, Statisticul Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSSx). The nature of the study, and its assurnption of non- 

generalizability, precluded the need for aoy statistical data beyond basic descriptive 

statistics in the fom of frequencies, fiequency percentages, and some limited 

references to means. These proved appropriate for the needs of the study. 

Invited and unsolicited comments. The data obtained from the survey 

instrument in these ways were treated in several ways. Invited comments were collated 

and used in the overall consideration and analysis of the particuiar instrument categones 

from which they were drawn, and dso in conjunction with the questionnaire statistical 

data, interview data, and documentation data, in considering emergent patterns and 

categories arising from the study. Unsolicited comments were used in the investigation 

of each category item and in conjunction with statistical analysis. The comments were 

used to illuminate, if possible, the aggregated statistical &ta for each item, and to bring 

perspectives to items which may have been overlooked or lost in the application of 

statistical procedures. A dificulty for the researcher in this situation was to evaluate the 

devance of such comments and to allocate a weighting to them in reaching conclusions 

about specific findings. Each situation was considered in the context of the particular 

item. niese data were also used in the interpretation of data about the instnunent 

categories, and in the consideration of the research questions. 



Interview Data 

Memam (1988) bas obsemed that "collection and analysis should be a 

simultaneous proces" (p. 123). In the conduct of the interviews, interpretation aod 

analysis of both the process and data were an integral part of data collection, reflected in 

the ongoing review and reorientation of the structure and content of the interview 

schedules. giving substance to Memam's contention that "the process . . . is recursive 

and dynamic" (p. 123). 

Post-collection analysis took the fom of the following steps: 

1. The interview data were examinecl and interacteci with in some detail, 

pemiitting the researcher to become conscious of the both the broad substance and 

detail of the data. The interaction took a muititude of f o m ,  including noting 

sirndarities and clifferences, language usage, respondent reactions to questions, and so 

forth. This process constituted an M a l  open coding of the data. 

2. Concephial labels of the data were derived fiom this process. Such labels 

were described by Strauss and Corbin (1990) as "labels placed on discrete happenings, 

events, and other instances of phenornena" (p. 61). Selecting an appropnate unit of 

andysis presented a dilemma for the researcher because of the rich nature of much of 

the data set against the need for the amount of detail emerging from the andysis to be 

kept at manageable levels. The decision was reached to use a concepniai unit of 

analysis, defined by Berg (1995) as "words grouped together into conceptual clusters 

(ideas)" (p. 182). This unit of malysis was genedy inforneci by the research 

questions, by the broad conceptual categories denved fiom the review of the Merature, 

and by the contents of the data themselves. Approxirnately 120 conceptual labels were 

derived in this way. 

3. The conceptuai units were then reviewed and placed into categories, a 

process defineci by Strauss and Corbin (1990) as "a classification of concepts" (p. 6 1). 

They further comrnented that "diis classification is discovered when concepts are 



compared to one another and appear to pertain to a similar phenornenon" (p. 61). 

Approximately 30 categories were derived in this way. Berg (1995) noted that "the 

categones researchers use in a content analysis can be determined inductively, 

deductively, or by some combination of both" (p. 180). The conceptual analysis and 

categorization processes used both deductive and inductive processes, although the 

semistrucRued nature of the i n t d w  processes, the time limitations imposeci on 

interviews, and the descriptive nature of the shidy meant that deductive processes 

predominated in the analysis. Some concephiai labels were set aside at this stage as they 

were not considered to be germane to the thrusts of the study. 

4. The contents of each category were then reexamined to ensure the relevance 

of concepts, and to detect errors in the aiiocation of conceptual unit. to categories. 

Meniam (1988) suggested that unis should be placed in one category only. However, 

a number of units could be located Radily and helpfully in a number of categories, and 

this process was followed. Units set aside in the categorization process were 

reevaluated and either placed in categories or discarded. This process meant that 

discarded conceptual units had been examinai and considered at least three thes .  

5. The questionnaire survey provided an appropnate andyticd framework for 

the snidy, in that its contents were derived fiom the theoretical perspectives and 

outcornes of research and practice found in the fiterature. However, it was decided not 

to integrate the i n t e ~ e w  data with the fhmework after the categorization processes 

were completed. It was considered that direct linkaging of aggregated questionnaire 

responses with i n t e ~ e w  data, at this stage, might have diminished the richness and 

thickness of each by possibly excluding perspectives across categories and items. 

Rather, each data source, including those from questionnaire cornrnents and the 

documentation analysis, were used, separately and collectively, to inforni the analysis 

and evaluation of each element of the analytical framework. This approach accorded 



with the study's stated research philosophy, illuminateci in te- of data analysis, by 

Glaser and Strauss (1967), 

In many instances, both forms of data are necessary-not quantitative used to 
test qualitative, but both used as supplements, as mutuai verification and . . . as 
different f o m  of data on the same subject which, when compared, will each 
generate theory. (p. 18) 

Document Data 

Data evaldon a d  extraction. Al1 documents were exarnined for 

references to any facet of school-based management. AU such references were 

evaluated in situ, and those judged to be appropriate and relevant to the snidy were 

extracteci and placed in cornputer and hard copy nles. Data were sought which provided 

information about the context, rationales, and backgrounds of decisions, including 

implementation decisions, and responses to, reviews of, and reports about decisions 

and actions. Evidence of adjustment to policies and procedures was sought also. A 

considerable amount of the documentation was procedural or technical in nature, for 

example, the school district's school-based management manual, and was usually 

judged not to be particularly relevant to the h t s  of the study. 

Consideralion of data. Data obtained in the document survey were used in 

conjunction with other data to gain understandings and reach conclusions about a range 

of facets of school-based management in both provincial and school district contexts. 

These data both provided important background information to the processes which had 

occurred in Snowfields School District, and added thickness and depth to data which 

emerged fkom the analysis of facets of other data forms. 

Summary of Data Collection and Aaalysis 

The study's approaches to the collection, management, and analysis of data, 

and the general rationales for these approaches, are summarized in Table 4.4. 



TABLE 4.4 

Stcmmclry of data collection rmd anulysis procedures 

POPULATION 

Principals of all schools in 
Snowfields School District 

PROCEDURES 

Survey Questionnaire 

Collection: 

Piloted s w e y  instrument 
provided to al l  principals 

Analysis: 

Numerical data extracted 
and treated with 
computerized statisticai 
package. Comments 
extracted, collated, 
analyzed, and integrated 
with other data f o m  

RATIONALE 

Advantages: 

Efficient; convenient; cost 
effective; s e l f - M s  tered 
to a large population; 
unifonnity of responses 
facilitated data aggregation 
Disadvantages: 

Unifonnity of responses 
rnay not detect nuances of 
perceptions; possibility of 
misinterpretation; 
Iimitations placed on 
possible range of 
responses; impersonal 

Interview 

CoIlection: Advantages: 

Purposive sarnple of 6 Semistnictured, audio Personal interaction with 
principals and 4 school taped interviews; respondents; added 
district adminisirators transcribed and confinned thickness and depth to 

by respondents; researcher other data forms; issues 
and respondent critique of could be explored in depth, 
instrument including sensitive matters; 

affective respooses could 
be observeci 

Analysis: Disadvantages: 

Transcripts reviewed, data Inefficient and wstly; 
analyzed, coded, possibility of presence of 
categorized and integrated researcher bias; purposive 
with other data for- sample rnay have been a 

source of bias 



Documentation 

ColIection: Advantages: 

Provincial, schwl district, 
and school policy, 
procedures, analysis, 
reporting, and review 
documentation 

Focused on information 
about discussions, 
decisions, decision 
contacts, rationales, 
implementation actions, 
responses, reviews, 
adjustments to policies and 
procedures 

Augmentation of data b m  
other sources contributed 
to thickness and àepth; 
unobtmive method of 
coilecting and 
corroborating data; sumey 
was generally conducted at 
the convenience of the 
researcher, no reciprocity 
required between 
researcher and respondent; 
l a s  reactive compared to 
other methods 

Analysis: Disadvantages: 

Data evaluated, extracted, Data sources potentially 
collated, categorized, and uncertain and meagre; 
integrated with other data validity of documents 
sources difficult to assess 

Revisiting the Research Design 

LeCompte and Preissle (1993) observed that 

a cornmitment to seeking quality in the human sciences requires responsibility to 
ourselves as researchers, to the participants we study, to our community of 
scholars, to the various publics who support or otherwise take an interest in the 
research, to the traditions that infom the research, and to those who inherit the 
knowledge generated by the research. (p. 3 19) 

The expenence gained in the research data collection and andysis stages of the study, 

and the preliminary analysis of the data, made it possible to revisit and reexamine 

bnefly some facets of the research design. 

Appraisal of the Instrumentation 

LeCompte and Preissle (1993) have also noted in respect of research that 

"getting it al1 is impossible and getting it nght is tough" (p. 317). The preliminary 



appraisal of the instrumentation is f d  on ascertaining its efficacy in the light of the 

experiences of the research processes. 

Questionnaire 

Respunses. The 100% retum rate, the generally prompt r e m  of 

instnunents. and the amount of unsolicited information offered in responses, as 

indicated in Table 4.3, were some indicators of a positive response to the instrument by 

the respondent cohort. Additionally, the instrument was examine& at various stages of 

its development, by a total of approxirnately 40 pesons with expextise in questio~aire 

design and school management, including the respondents themselves and the memben 

of the pilot cohon. In interviews conducted with principals, critiques of the 

questionnaire instrument were specificaliy requested. The comments offered were 

mostly positive and usually referred to the thoroughness and appropriateness of the 

instrument. One respondent referred to the fact that there were a lot of questions that 

could be asked about schwl-based management that were not asked in the 

questionnaire. She commented that 

ifyou ask me whut site-based management hm to do with, for instance, 
achievement, and you dun't ask me what it has to do with s o m  other area that I 
think is important, then in the end you rnight not really know what I think are 
the advantages of site-based management. You always feel thut way when 
you're answering a survey. 

When this point of view was explored with the respondenl she stated that she 

realizd that the shidy was focused on a limited number of facets of schwl-based 

management, and that the i n t e~ew would most lürely provide oppominities for her 

views on matters not raised in the questionnaire to be explored. 

Strengths ond weaknesses. Although there were no major criticisms of the 

instrument, several specific strengths and weaknesses were identified in the 

implementation process. The thoroughness and ease of completion were considered to 

be strengths The relatively fine focus of some of the categones, especiaily those 

related to the quality of school programs and student achievement, did cause some 



concem to some respondents. There were indications that some of the items in these 

categories rnay have been too discrimindg or sought outcomes premahirely, usuaiiy 

because of the relatively short t h e  since the initial implernentation of school-based 

management in the district A respon&nt commented that 

I don 't think we have enough histo~y to give you a base. 

Further, attributing some facets of change in schools to school-based 

management proved a problem for some respondents in that they perceived that there 

were other influences at work in their schools and the district. This was useful as a 

corroboration of the element of the literature which stressed the difficulty of isolating 

the influences of school-based management amid a range of infiuences, and which had 

been identifiai as a delimitation of the study. 

Because the categories and items in the insuurnent were derived solely from the 

literature, it was anticipated that respondents could presume that unstateù assumptions 

were present in items. This did occur in some instances in respect of a very limited 

number of items, with respondents indicating their views through cornments written on 

the instnunent. 

The scale posed some problems, with some respondents being uncertain as to 

whether the third point on the main response scale, identined as Neutra1 in the 

instrument, referred to the fact that they held or offered no opinion, or the fact that they 

were neither in agreement nor disagreement with the matter raised in the item. 

Contextually, the latter was the appropriate interpretation, and one which was made by 

a major* of respondents. This concern was raised by one respondent only in the 

piloting of the instnunent, and in that case, the respondent considered that adequate 

contextual guidance was available. Then was reluctance on the part of the researcher to 

design the instrument without the provision of a neutral option, because the absence of 

such an option may have possibly placed respondents in a situation of having to adopt a 

perspective in their responses which, in fact, may not actually have reflected or 



approximated their views. However, this problem could possibly have been avoided if 

some indication of the nature of the r e ~ p ~ ~ l ~ e  associateci with this segment of the scale 

had been included in instructions provided in or with the instrument. 

The difficdties of examining perceptions, especially in a non-longitudinal 

study, were a limitation in this study, and were suggested by one respondent, 

A person is always in the process of revising whot they 're saying. So in some 
places maybe I will seem to think differently even from when Ifilled out the 
suntey, because as you process these things you're continwlly revising it. 

Interview 

Responses. Each interview was conducted in a cordial atmosphere of mutual 

respect and interest. Response styles varied among respondents from loquacity to the 

sornewhat precise. The researcher was interested to test whether in fact a cohoa of ten 

respondents waç appropriate for the study. However, it was increasingly evident, as 

interview data accumulated, that the point of saturation of sources was king  rrached, 

and that the cohort responses generally estabiished reasonable and generally common 

data parameters. Memam (1988) considered saturation to be the point at which 

"continuing data collection produces tiny increments of new information in cornparison 

to the effort expended to get them" (p. 126). 

Interview guide. Miles and Huberman (1994) observed that "if interview 

schedules . . . are not focused, too much superfluous information wiU be collected" 

(p. 35). The i n t e ~ e w  guide proved to be appropriate for the task, and retained the 

overalI duection sought by the semistructured nature of the instrument. Interviews 

tended to be more structured in the earlier interviews in cornparison to those conducted 

later in the process. This diversification, while not extensive, was a reflection of the 

researcher's growing experience with the instrument and i n t e ~ e w  processes, and of 

the anticipation, baseci in that experience, of what questions were more relevant and 

appropriate. 



Researcher Values and Perspectives 

The nature of perceptions and their potential influence in a snidy which 

researched perceptions have been examined briefiy in earlier chapters, as has the 

coherentist perspective which has influenced the research design. However, there are 

funher dimensions of the researcher's values and perspectives which may have also 

infiuenced both the research design and its implementation. 

Earlier writers, BurreU and Morgan (1979), noted that "in order to understand 

alternative points of view it is important that a theorist be fully aware of the 

assumptions upon which his own perspective is based" (p. xi). Burrell and Morgan 

conceived of these assumptions as king based within the paradigrnatic boundaries 

found in both the traditional and contemporary social theories about organizations. 

However, LeCompte and Preissle (1993) concludeci that "the personal fife experiences, 

cultural ideologies, disciplinary training, philosophical cornrnitments, and issues and 

problerns identifid by si6cant others that so clearly affect goals and questions 

operate far more subtly on choices of research design" (p. 125). The latter perspective 

was supported by Jacknicke and RoweU(1987), who stated that "a paradigrn is much 

more than a rnethodological orientation, for it provides an orientation for our 

relationship with the world, a world view" (p. 63). 

The genesis of the study and the possible consequent limitations posed for it 

have been stated. However, the researcher's personai and quite strongly held 

perspectives about the power and potential of schools to influence, and be idiuenced 

by, processes of change and development, and the pivotal, though not exclusive, roles 

of principals and school system leaders in these processes, may have influencexi the 

research design and implementation in the marner suggested by Lecompte and 

Preissle. Notwithsîanding, such views are in accord with many of the thnists which 

emerged from the review of the fiterature. Furiher, the research design and 

implementation processes described, and the bias mlliimization and credibility 



enhancement endeavors employed in hem, represented the researcher's attempts to 

attenuate, as much as possible, the subtle influences of his personal world view in the 

study. 

Summary 

The overail approaches used in the study for the collection and analysis of data 

have been described in this chapter, including a review of the data sources used, and 

the approaches to data management employed. Aspects of the research design of the 

study, as examined in the pnvious chapter, were revisited and some tentative 

conclusions about the efficacy of the instrumentation were reached, based on 

implementational experiences and some preliminary analysis of the data. The chapter 

concluded with a brief examination of the nature of some subtle influences which were 

possibly present in the research design and irnplementation. 

In Chapter 5, the policy contexts of both Aiberta Education and Snowfields 

School District are examined, as are the professional contexts of principals and school 

district executive staff  in which school-based management was irnplemented. 



CHAPTER 5 

POLICY AND PROFESSIONAL CONTEXTS 

Introduction 

The implementation of school-based management in Snowfields Schwl District 

has occurred in a period of intense and sustained change in public govemance in the 

province of Alberta. In this chapter, the generd nature and directions of that change are 

examine& the provincial policy contexts which have rnandated the implementation of 

school-based management are explored, and their translation into policy in Snowfields 

School District are considered. The school district is described, and the experience of 

principals and district office executive staff is discussed, as are the knowledge of and 

experience with school-based management of pxincipals and district office executive 

staff prior to its irnplementation in the district. A number of findings are made, and 

these and other policy and professional elements emerging from the chapter are 

discussed briefly in the context of facets of the review of the literature. 

Provincial Contexts 

Redirections in Public Governance 

The election in 1993 of a progressive conservaiive government in Alberta under 

the leadership of Ralph Klein ushered in the period of quite dramatic change in the 

public govemance of the province. The process of change is still occurring, with its 

effects stül emerging and yet to be comprehensively evaluated. Peters and Richards 

(1995) noted that "the single rnost dominant focus for a i l  the govemment endeavors 

however, appears to be the elimination of the deficit so that the province will fit 

comfortably in a globalized world" (p. 24). The dominance of this precept has 

manifested itself in a particular sociopoliticai and economic environment which 



pervades d face& of provincial public govemance. This environment broadly 

encompasses the foiiowing: 

1. Deficit budgeting is no longer an acceptable device in provincial governance, 

with steps king taken to pexmanently eliminate deficits. 

2. Reductions in governrnent expenditure. 

3. The introduction of Business Plans for aIl government departments, with the 

plans including standards, measUres, and results provisions. 

4. Increased client invof vement in service delivery , with consequent 

accountability for results. 

5. Increased pnvatization of government functions. 

6. Funding equity and the relocation of some local levels of taxation. 

7. The implementation of "user pay" principles. 

Provincial Influences on Education 

The philosophical reorientation of public govemance and the changes king 

wrought by it, are having signifcant influence on education policies at the provincial 

level, and, consequently, at the levels of school districts and schools. Alberta 

Education, the provincial department of education, does not equivocate in its 

expectation that such influence will occur, stating that "school authorities must either 

develop and adopt paraller local policies to ensure fit with local context or, by board 

motion, adopt provincial policies as board policies" (Alberta Education, 1996, p. v). 

The changes have been placed by Peters and Richards (1995) into five groupings: 

1. Govemance structures, including reductions in the number of schw1 boards. 

2. Fiscal structures. 

3. School management, including provisions for parental choice, and increased 

authority to schwls. 

4. Charter schools. 



5. Program, including expanded student assessrnent and nporting provisions. 

The thnist of these changes has b e n  summarized by Alberta Education (1996), 

The emphasis on a policy-dnven and results-based management system is a key 
characteristic of the education management cycle. It encourages a system of 
shared responsibility with school boards, schools and school councils in 
planning, budgeting, implementing, reviewing, aijusting and improving, and 
reporting of results. The grrater responsibility and authority provided to schools 
brings with it a quitement to ensure there is accountability at the school level 
for the use of public resources. (p. v) 

Provincial Directions for Education 

The realignment of education policy has established particula. directions for 

education in the province ( s e  Figure 5.1). The following represent some of the 

manifestations of these directions. 

Mission 

Alberta Education's stated mission is to provide "the best possible education for 

al l  Alberta students" (Alberta Education, 1996, p. xi). 

Beliefs 

The mission is informed by a series of beliefs, including the beliefs that ai l  

students can leam and experience success, that quality education programs develop the 

total person, that high expectations challenge a l l  students to achieve, and that resources 

and relevant decision makuig should be located where education happens. 

Achievement Standards 

Alberta Educationls policies are clearly focused on achieving and sustainhg 

student achievement "The province will define acceptable standards and standards of 

excellence for student achievement" (Alberta Education, 1996, p. xü). Further, "the 

xhwl's primary responsibility is to ensure that students meet or exceed the provincial 

standards as reflected in student leamhg expectations, provincial achievement tests, 

diplorna exams and graduation requirements" (p. xi). 
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Delivery 

Methods for achieving quality and standards are not mandated. "Schwls may 

use any instructional technique acceptable to the community so long as the results are 

achieved. The school will have authority to deploy resources and determine how results 

are achieved" (Alberta Education, 1996, p. xi). 

MeclionLFms for Policy Irnplementation 

In addition to establishing new directions for education in the province, the 

govemment has put in place rnechanisms for achieving the intent of the policies and 

their associated directions for education. The following are some of the mechanisms 

which are pertinent to this study. 

Business Plans 

The key vehicle g i h g  effect to al1 of the provincial policy directions is the 

process of Th-Year  Business Plans for education, collectively titled Meeting the 

Challenge. Plans are prepared on a rolling ûiemium basis. The elements of each plan 

consist of government priorities, challenges, goals, results, and strategies. A focus on 

the achievement of high standards by students pemeates the plans. For example, it is 

stated in Meeting the Challenge III bat "high standards for education are a top priority" 

(p. 1). It is also the fmt priority in each of the structunng elements of the p h .  Key 

strategies designated for achieving this goal include the implementation of schwl-based 

management and the advent of schwl councils. School authorities in the province are 

also obligated to produce education plans that accord with both the province's 

accountability requirements and with local needs. 

In commenthg on the concept of Business Plans in the education sector, Peters 

and Richards (1995) noted that the plans were a mixture of neoconservative and 

neoliberal ideologies. They considered them to be neoconservative because of the value 

placed on hierarchy, tradition, and control, and neoliberal because of the emphasis 



placed on fke markets and minimal govemment regdation. However, an argument 

could also be made that the focus on such mattes as student acliievement standards and 

leaming outcornes, parent and community involvement in education, school-based 

management, and charter schools is creating an environment in which Fullan's (199 1) 

concept of secondsrder change, the deconstruction of educational organizations and 

the institution of new stmcnires, goals, and roles, may find fertile ground. 

School-Based Management 

According to Alberta Education (1996), "school-based management involves 

the whole school community in teaching and learning to ensure high levels of 

achievement" (Policy 1 -8.2). The mandahg of school-based management by the 

province is based in a belief that "establishing an integrai relationship among teaching, 

leaming and the decision-making process should result in higher levels of student 

performance" (Policy 1.8.2). The statutory underpinnings informing this policy are 

given as the provisions of the Province of Alberta School Act relating to the 

responsibilities of principals, and the discretionary, advisory, and consultative 

responsibilities which rnay be exercised by school councils under the provisions of the 

Act Neither of these sections of the Act refers in particula. to school-based 

management, or to aay of the generic terms by which the phenornenon is known. It can 

be concludecl, therefore, that the mandating of school-based management in the 

province is through administrative rather than direct legislative authority. 

School Councils 

There is a clear assumption that the implementation of school-based 

management and the establishment of school councils are linked as processes. Alberta 

Education (1996) has established its guiding policy in respect of school councils as "the 

recognition of the right of parents to be involved in their children's education and for 

parents, community members and school staff to be involved in key decisions about the 

education of students" (Policy 1.8.3). School councils hold advisory and consultative 



responsibiiities. A majority of schwl council membership must be parents of students 

enrolled at the school. 

Snowfields School District Contexts 

The School District 

General Description 

Snowfields School District covers an area well in excess of 1,000 square miles. 

Its boundaries encompass several large centers of population as weU as  niral areas. The 

21 schools in the district sexve a population of nearly 48,000 residents, with 

approximately 9,000 full-the day students and kindergarten students enrolled in the 

schools. Over 800 teaching and support staff are employed by the district (see Table 

5.1). 

The econornic base of the district has become increasingly diversified in m e n t  

decades, moving fiom being essentidy agricultural to becoming increasingly 

industrialized through activities related to coal, oil, and gas resources, power 

generation, and an increasing amount of other types of industrial and commercial 

developments. Diversification of governent seMces and the development of pst -  

school education facilitïes are also contributhg to the diversification. 

District Governance and Otganizatiun 

Governance. The school district, as it is now constmcted, has b e n  in 

operation for only a few years, having separateci from a county jurisdiction. School 

district govemance is conducted by a Board of Education numbering seven tnxstees, 

and which was inaugurated in 1995. The district was not required to undergo 

arnalgarnation as part of the province's efforts to reduce the number of school 

jurisdictions. The Board has set three priorities for its current term of office: 



TABLE 5.1 

Numbers of students anci professional personnel U, schuols 

(N = 21) 

Number of Students or 
Professionai Personnel %f 

Number of Stuàents: 

Fewer than 100 1 4.8 

800 or more 2 9.5 

Number of Full-Time 
Equivalent Teachers: 

Fewer than 10 

30 or more 

Number of Full Time 
Equivalent Support 
Staff: 

Fewer than 10 



20-29 1 4.8 

More t h  30 2 9.5 

Mean = 1 1.3 

1. To achieve excellence in education for aii its students. 

2. To mate a participative environment where ali educational cornmunity 

members participate M y  in the education of its snicients. 

3. To maintain a responsible and efficient management system. (School District 

Education Plan, 1996-2000) 

The district bas been divideà into a number of centralizations, based on 

geographic location, to aid in the management and administration of the district. 

DiWict organizution The general organizaîion of the district is represented 

in Figure 5.2. The Figure indicates the general h e s  of accountability and support 

established as the district has moved to a school-based management environment and 

has introduced school councils to the organizational and govemance pattern. 

Change Influences in the Dishcrèt 

In addition to experiencing change brought about by the separation from a 

county mode1 of governance and the establishment of a new district Board of 

Education, Snowfields School District has been influenceci by the impact of many new 

directions in provincial education policies, including those relating to the directions for 

education and adjusted funding frameworks, and by the need to restructure the district 

office in keeping with the changed governance status and fiscal limitations imposed on 

district administrative costs. Additionaily, the district has experienced a change of 

superintendent. 

In keeping with the experience of every school district in the province, 

Snowfields School District has experienced, and is still experiencing, a period of 
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sustaiDed and far-reaching change, the influences of which are stül quite difEcult to 

assess (Peters & Richards, 1995; Webber, 1995). 

District Mission and Mandate 

Snowfields School District's stated mission affirms a cornmitment to excellence 

in education for all students. and it takes as its mandate the responsibility of providing a 

schwl system organized and operated in the best interests of present and hiture clients. 

The district's mission and mandate are underpinned by a series of 26 belief 

staternents, including beliefs that students can experience success in leaming, and that 

decision making regarding the needs of snidents and how they should be best met 

should be made as close to the classrmm as possible (School District Education Plan. 

1996-2000). The plan also aims, by the year 2000, to have staff, parents, and the 

community involveci in the decision-making processes of schools and the district. 

The focÿs on student achievement and on involvement in decision-making 

processes is a dominant and pervasive theme in the district's policies and procedures 

documentation, including that relating to school-based management. 

The Policy Context of School-Based Management 

School-Based Management 

The district's approaches to schwl-based management are clearly and quite 

strongly predicated on the importance of enhancing student achievement, and on the 

importance of involvement with decision making by school staff. parents, and the 

community. For example, the district's school-based management manual, the last 

available annual education results report (1995/1996), the district's Education Plan, and 

the handbwk for principals, a l l  list these aims as two of the disirict's top tbree goals. In 

the case of the schwl-based management manual, these and other goals are presented in 

conjunction with the mission. mandate, leamhg expeztations, delivery modes, and 

ac hievernent standards of Alberta Education. 



The importance to the district of these goals was stated by the superintendent in 

the district's newsmagazine, 

As our Board continues to devolve responsibility to the school level, three key 
ingredients will ensure our students and the le-g process continue to be our 
district's primary focus: student-centered goals, effective leadership, and 
responsible participation. . . . Site-based decision making will require ail those 
who are affecteci by decisions to have the opportunity to be involved in those 
decisions. 

School Councils 

School councils are perceived as an important element in the district's thnist for 

higher levels of student achievement. The district's policy manual states in respect of 

school councils, 

The Board of Trustees believes that comrnunity support for its schools enhances 
the quality of leaming outcornes for students in the classrwrns. It recognizes 
that School Councils have the potential to foster such comrnunity suppon. 
Therefore the Board supports and encourages the formation of School Councils 
for each of its schools in accordance with the School Act and the SchooI 
Councils regulations. 

The district's Education Plan, 1996-2000. also states that "on an ongoing basis, 

[Snowfields'] School Councils are encouraged to provide input regarding the 

development of Board policy, educational directions, and student progranming." 

Additionally, school-based management and school councils are identified as strategies 

for enhancing the Plan's goal of increasing staff and community satisfaction with their 

involvement in decision-making processes. 

Policy Frameworks 

The underpinning philosophy of school-based management in Snowfields 

School District is stated in the district's school-based management miillual, 

School-based decision making is a process for devolving responsibiiity for 
decisions to the stakeholders at the school level. School-based decision making 
addresses both the kinds of decisions that are made at the school and the manner 
in which those decisions are made. School-based decision making empowers 
those persons closest to the students to make decisions about the instructional 
programs and senrices for those students. 

Five interrelated beliefs explicate the philosophy: 



1. The primary focus should be on the leamer and the learning process, 

enabling increased attention to instructional strategies, thus promoting greater 

responsiveness. 

2. The school should be the focus of improvement, ensuring that meaningful 

improvement is focused on the unique needs and characteristics of students in each 

school. 

3. The author@ of the school should be expanded, with decisions traditionally 

made at juxisdiction level being placed at the level of schools. 

4. Teachers need increased autonomy in decision making, providing greater 

control over matters such as curriculum, instruction, and the deployment of resources. 

5. The centrai office acts as a service and support agency, as well as in an 

administrative capacity. 

School Education Plans 

An integral component of the school-based management processes in the district 

is the School Education Plan. The district's school-based management manuai notes 

that "school-based decision making is an orderly process for improving the 

management of schools using varying degrees of shared decision making. It is not a 

licence for schools to do as they please." Schwl Education Plans are clearly one device 

in ensuring that such licence is not taken. 

The school-based management rnanual is also quite explicit about the prime 

function of the Plan, 

Since student leamhg is the highest priority, the focus of the School Education 
P h  should be to better meet the educational ne& of all students and to 
improve the delivery programs and enhance teaching and leaming. 

School Education Plans are prepared in conjunction with a Budget plan, which 

should support the goals established in the former. 

Parameters have been established for School Education Plans, and include 

nquirements that Plans are legal, within provincial statutory and regdatory 



requiremen ts, Board of Education policies, and district administrative guidelines, and 

that ail existing contracts and employment conditions are honored. Ail Plans must 

receive the approval of the superintendent and the Board of Education. 

School Education and Budget Plans form part of the cycle of the policy-driven, 

results-based management system instituted by Alberta Education, and which includes 

the provincial Three-Year Business Plan and the district Education Plan. 

The Role of the District Offze  

The philosophy and practices of school-based management as articulateci in 

Snowfields School District, encompass a vision of the roles of the district office. This 

vision, which is stated in both the district's school-based management manual and 

principals' handbook, perceives the role of the district's office in several key ways. 

They are: 

1. The district office articulates a sense of purpose, direction, and tearnwork for 

the schoof district. 

2. The district office provides services to support the needs of each school site. 

3. The district office ensures that each site operates effectively and efficiently. 

The seMces provided by the district office in this conception of its role, apart 

from those related to facilities, maintenance, personnel rnatters, bansport, and the 

support provided to the Board of Education, include the monitoring and supervision of 

program results and student achievement, the rneasurement of educational outcomes, 

policy formulation, the provision of advice and inservice to teachers and principals, 

devising better ways of ailocating resounies to schools, the provision of information to 

all levels of management, providing assistance to site managers so that the quality of 

service to students and parents can be improved, and seeking clarification and 

involvement from district stakeholders in defining needs. 
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Findings 

This brief examination of the schwl-based management policy contexts of both 

Alberta Education and Snowfields School District pointed to several general findings 

that may be reached: 

Finding #Z. There was a clear articulation between the school-based 

management policies, including those relating to school councils, of Alberta Education, 

and those of Snowfields School District. 

Finding #2. School-based management policies in both provincial and 

Snowfields School District contexts were predicated on the assumption that there will 

be educational benefits derived, particuiarly in the form of enhanced student 

achievement. The bais  for such an assumption was not clearly stated in either context, 

unless it was the belief that there is a relationship between teaching, learning, decision 

making, and the processes of decision making at the point of decision implementation. 

Finding #3. There was an assumed, though somewhat poorly articulateci, 

relationship between school-based management and school councils in the policy 

documentation at both provincial and school district levels. 

The Professional Context 

To establish understanding about the knowledge and experience of principals 

and district office executive staff, both in the principalship and in the context of the 

implementation of school-based managemenf data were sought through the 

questionnaire and interview sweys. This information is summarized in this section, 

and is intended to be descriptive rather than leading to particular conclusions. 



Experience 

Principalship Experience 

The questionnaire survey data indicated that the majority of principals currently 

practising in the district fall into the range of behg moderately experienced (6 years or 

more) to highly experienced. Additiondy, over 80% of principals would be considered 

to have had principalship experience prior to and after the implementation of school- 

based management in the district (see Table 5.2). 

TABLE 5.2 

Years of experience in the principakhip 

(N = 21) 

Years of experience %f 

1 3 14.3 

2-5 3 14.3 

6-9 4 19.0 

10-12 5 23.8 

13-15 2 9.5 

Principalship Experience in P resent Sckool 

Although one third of principals currently practising in the district are s e M n g  in 

their first year as principal of their cumnt schwl, the remainder have ali served as 

principals of their present schools since pnor to the implementation of school-based 

management (see Table 5.3). 



TABLE 5.3 

Principukhip eqerience in present school 

(N = 21) 

- - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - . .. . - . - - - - 

Years of experience %f 

1 

2-5 

6-9 

10-12 

13-15 

16 or more 

District O ffiee Executive Staff 

Extensive expenence and diversity in school district leadership and management 

are key fea~ires of the professional experience of the district office executive staff. 

The superintendent has had six years experience as a superintendent, and nine 

years as an associate superintendent. Each of these positions was located in a different 

schwl district. The superintendent has experience as a teacher and as a deparûnent head 

in a large urban high school, but has not held a principalship position. He has 

experience with the provincial education department and in university contexts, both 

focused on educational projects. 

One associate superintendent is not a certificated teacher, but has extensive 

experience, amounting to some 25 years, in financial management in two school 

districts. Another associate superintendent has had 20 years experience in district and 

provincial education department positions, including six years as an associate 

superintendent in Snowfïelds School District. Experience as a classroom teacher and 



principal was gained pnor to moving into the other administrative roles. and time has 

k e n  spent as a curriculum and specid education consultant. 

The third associate superintendent has filled that role since 1980 in Snowfields 

Schwl District, and was appointed as deputy superintendent in the mid-1980s. The 

position of acting supe~tendent was held for one and a haif years. Rincipalship 

expenence of some eight years was gauied in other school districts at elementary and 

secondaiy school levels, preceded by assistant principalship experience of some t h e  

years in two different schools. 

School-Based Management Knowledge and Experience 

Principals' Kno wledge Prior tu Implementation 

While a majority of principals considered themselves to be from moderately to 

highiy knowiedgeable about school-based management prior to its implementation in 

the district, in excess of one third had slight to no knowledge about the phenornenon 

prior to implementation (see Table 5.4). 

TABLE 5.4 

Principals' howledge of school-bmed mcuzclgement prior to implementation 

( N =  21) 

Knowledge level %f 

None 1 4.8 

Slight 7 33.3 

Moderate 6 28.6 

Very Knowledgeable 3 14.3 

Highly Knowledgeable 4 19.0 



PrincipaIs' Experience Prior to Implementution 

One third of the district's principals had no experience with school-based 

management prior to implementation, and no principals considered themselves very 

experienced or highly expexienced with the phenomenon (see Table 5.5). 

TABLE 5.5 

PrVicipuIs' expenence with school-based management prior tu implementation 

(N = 21) 

None 

Slight 

Moderate 

Very Experienced 

Highly Experienced 

No remonse 

District O f B e  Staff 

The general pattern of knowledge and experience of principals with school- 

based management is reflected to some extent in that of the executive staff of the district 

office. 

The superintendent's experience dated back to 1982, 

When I was an assistant superintedent, we were ushg a fom of site-baseà 
management thut wouki be roughly refective of the Edmonton Public Schools 
approach 

One associate superhiendent, who had been involved with moves towards 

schwl-based management in a school district prior to taking up duties in Snowfields 

School District, cornrnented that 



up mtil t h  time, and in most school jurisdictim across the province. I think 
site-based decision mnking with respect t o ~ i a l  maners, which is where 
deciswn making occurs to a certain extent, would have been around supplies 
und materials und those kïnds of things. 

In the previous jurisdiction, knowing that school-based management was a 

likely development in the district, the associate superintendent spent several years 

examining the practical aspects of the concept, including making visits to school 

districts in the United States where school-based management had been implemented. 

Another associate supe~tendent's p ~ c i p d s h i p  experience was gained in a 

highly centralized system. However, extensive experience in systems redesign in 

Snowfields School District in the context of the implementation of school-based 

management has engendered experience in pre- and pst-implementation situations. 

The third associate superintendent's principalship experience was gained in 

centdized system environments. However, the concept of school-based management 

was initiated by the associate superintendent, in the capacity of acting superintendent. 

The associate superintended noted that 

I have fnendr with Edmonton Public, and I've always Iistened to them talk 
&out the horrors of site-based management and the pluses of site-based 
management. We thought about it, we talked about it, and we never really did 
anything about it. When 2 was appointed acting superintendent, I sensed this as 
the direction we were treadeh 

Revisiting the Literature 

The review of the Literature ~vealed an array of themes, perceptions, and 

assumptions about school-based management. The analysis of the policy contexts of 

school-based management at both provincial and school district levels conducted in this 

chapter facilitated a reWiting of facets of the literature in order that some themes, 

perceptions, and assumptions, at the theoretical level, can be compared and contrasted. 



A Burgeoning and Diverse Phenomenon 

The mandating of school-based management in school districts in the province 

can only M e r  the emergence and spread of school-based management which was 

noted in the review of the fiterature. However, while school-based management is itself 

mandated by administrative fi& the province has not mandated the form the 

phenornenon should take in te= of its application and implementation in school 

districts and schools. The philosophical bais of the concept, its policy context, and the 

thmsts of anticipated outcomes are clearly explicated by the province, and these 

explications have been translated into the school-based management policy constructs 

and procedures at school district level. Consequently, it can be concluded that, within 

clear parameters, diversity of implementation should evolve among Sn0~e1d.s School 

District and other school districts, and among school sites in school districts. Such 

diversity, if it does emerge, caanot be directly attributable to a Iack of conceptual and 

definitional clarity, and to the intentional ambiguity observed by Lindquist and Mauriel 

(1989), which may mask other political or philosophical considerations, in view of the 

unequivocal nature of the poiicy parameters established at provincial and school district 

level. 

Structural Elements 

Herman and H e m  (1993) identified three structural elements conmon in 

school-based management endeavors as (a) the shift, exchange, and balance of 

decision-makuig authority; (b) that decisions should be made or influenced by those 

who are impacted by or who have implementionai responsibility for them; and (c) the 

empowerment of principals, teachers, and community. 

Each of these structural ekments is clearly present in both the provincial and 

school district school-based management policies. The devolution of decision-making 

authority to school districts and schwls is made at the cost to school districts and 

schools of increased levels of accountability, most notably in the form of increased 



student assessrnent and public accomtability for outcomes. The exchange and 

rebdanciug of authority in this way is predicated, to some extent, on the other two 

structural elements idenined by H e m  and H e m .  

Change and Turbulence 

Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990b) have observed that phenomena such as 

school-based management fiequently emerge at times of stress and turbulence. While 

this is demonmbly tme in the context of developments in Alberta, care needs to be 

taken in accurately ascribing causality in this situation. School-based management has 

emerged at a time of significant educational change and turbulence in the province, but 

not because of the change and turbulence. Rather, school-based management policy has 

b e n  clearly articulated as one of an extensive series of changes and redirections in 

education in the province, and as such is but one measure among many contributhg to 

meeting what is perceived by the provincial government as  a serious hancial crisis. 

Hence, change and turbulence are king connibuted to by the advent of school-based 

management, rather than the phenomenon emerging as a result of such change and 

turbulence. 

Student Achievement 

The policy developments described in this chapter provided a potent example of 

David's (1995/1996) assertion that most of the reasons advanced for the initiation of 

school-based management "are cloaked in the language of increasing student 

achievement" (p. 5). This precept penneates policy statements at both provincial and 

district level. 

Drîvîng Influences 

The forces driving school-based management, and other redirections in 

education, present a confushg picture. W e  the overt motivation of deficit reductions 

and economic globalization are extant, and there appear to be many of the propelling 

forces identified in the literature review by Lawton (1992) and Weiler (1993), the 



underpinning motivations and p~c ip les ,  a s  far as they c a .  be discemed, do not fom a 

cohesive rationaie. Peters and Richards' (1995) observation that the changes reflect a 

mixture of neoliberalism and neoconscrvatism has been noted. Such duality may also 

be observed in policy directions which, on one hanci, espouse libertarian values such as 

the right of choice, while simultaneously hposing, for example, quite finn control of 

curriculum and establishing cen tdy  devised educational standards. The clarity of 

underpinning motivations is M e r  diminished by the exacerbation of the natural 

tensions that exist between the forces of centrakation, decentrakation, and 

recentralization. This is cleariy demonstrateci in the implementation of policies of 

decentralization, local control, and consequent accountability, while sunultaneously 

imposing centralized control over many aspects of educational functions. Peters and 

Richards, citing Lisal (1995), have obsemed that in the context of developments in the 

province, "it was getting difficult to sort out principles fiom clichés" (p. 24). This 

appears to be no less tme in respect of the particular context of school-based 

management at the provincial level. 

Design Choices 

While Alberta Education has not prescribed the particular form of school-based 

management to be implemented in and across school districts, Snowfklds School 

District has, however, put in place a policy and implementation structure wbich 

reflected what Mohrman and Wohlstetter (1994) have termed "design choices" (pp. 12- 

13). Accountability to the district office has not been removed, as it cannot be, and nor 

have schools been given fieedom of action to move beyond established policy and 

procedural boundaries. Within the design choices made by the district are notions of 

leadership by p ~ c i p d s ,  shident-focused programs, participation by staff, parents. and 

community in decision making, collaboration, efficient and effective use of resources, 

and accountability. 



District RoIes and Leadership 

The recasting of roles by district superintendents and other school disîrict 

leaders, and the realignment of roles of district offices and the types and styles of 

support provided to schools in schwl-based management environments, was a distinct 

theme emerpjg ffom the review of the literature. Policy statements refiected this 

development in Snowfields School District In addition to realignments brought about 

by a cormnitment to the tenets of school-based management, these processes have been 

given impetus b y changes to provincial funding frameworks to school jurisdictions, 

and by provincidiy imposed limitations on district office administrative costs. 

Summary 

In this c hapter, the provincial and school district policy contexts, including 

implementation mechanisms, of schwl-based management have been examined, as 

have the professional contexts of its implernentation in Snowfields School District. The 

phenonenon is but one element in a range of changes and redirections in education 

being driven by an array of political, economic, and philosophical considerations in the 

province. The general nature and educational govemance pattern of the district were 

reviewed, and some general hdings were made which reflected the levels of 

articulation between provincial and district policies. The examination of the professional 

context of the implementation of school-based management included a review of 

relevant experience and knowledge by principals and district office executive staff. The 

chapter concluded with a brief revisitation of the literature to identiQ some elements 

which emerged from the literahire review which cm be aligned with elements of the 

policy contexts at provincial and district levels. 

In Chapter 6, the school-based management implementation processes 

employed in Snowfields School District are examined, together with their overail 



impact and innuence in the district, as are the general impact and influence in the district 

of the implementation. 

Summary of Findings 

Finding #I. There was a clear articulation between the school-based 

management policies, including those relating to school councils, of Alberta Education, 

and those of Snowfields Schwl District. 

Finding RtZ. School-based management policies in both provincial and 

Snowfields School District contexts were predicated on the assumption that there will 

be educational benefits denved, particlùarly in the form of enhanced student 

achievement The basis for such an assumption was not clearly stated in either context, 

unless it was the belief that there is a relationship between teaching, Ieaming, decision 

making, and the processes of decision making at the point of decision implementation. 

Finding #3. There was an assumed, though somewhat poorly articulated, 

relationship between school-based management and school councils in the policy 

documentation at both provincial and school district levels. 



CEMPTER 6 

THE IMPLEMENTATION AND INFLUENCE OF SCHOOL-BASED 

MANAGEMENT IN SNOWFIELDS SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Introduction 

Chapter 6 is the h t  of three chapters which examine particular facets of 

school-based management in Snowfields School District The chapter provides an 

analysis of the implementational framework of school-based management in the district, 

thereby examining the contexts in which the general and specific research questions of 

the study were addressed. Eisner (1991) observed that "the writer starts with qualities 

and ends with words. The reader starts with words and ends with qualities" (p. 22). 

The challenge for the researcher in these chapters is to interpret the data and present 

those interpretations in a marner which is faithfid to the data, which contributes to an 

understanding of school-based management in the school district, and which also 

possibly contributes to some enhanced understanding of the processes and influences 

of school-based management generally. 

The rationale for undertaking an examination, in this chapter, of the 

implementation and general influence of the phenomenon in the school district is 

twofold. First, the relationships between school-based management, the quality of 

school prograrns and student achievement must be examined within their contextual 

circumstances. The review of the literature indicated that school-based management is a 

matter of some complexity which involves cntical matter of organizational design (e.g.. 

Mohrman & Wohls tetter, 1 994), including that of school districts. Consequentl y, 

implementation processes are shaped by, and help shape, the district's philosophical 

stance towards school-bas& management, and influence the philosophical perspectives 

of individual schools. 



Second, the nature of any organizational redesign wili have ramifications for the 

potential and achial innuence of school-bas& management on the operations of 

individual schools and on those of the district. Sackney and Dibski (1994) have 

observed that 

there is a tendency for those in charge to hang on to the old values and ways of 
doing things, shce these approaches have worked in the past. It is mcult to 
change values, beliefs, n o m  and assumptions based on the old paradigm . . . 
the iraditional rational bureaucratie organization may still be weil and active even 
though structural changes have taken place. (p. 106) 

This chapter is divided into two main sections. The fint examines the 

perceptions of principals and district office staff about the implementation of school- 

based management in the district The second examines the overd impact and influence 

of school-based management in the district, in the perceptions of principals and district 

office s b f f ,  and at a fairly early stage in the post-implementation p e n d  

Data Sources 

Three sources of data were used in reaching conclusions about the 

implementation and general impact and infhence of schwl-based management in the 

school district. 

Questionnaire Survey 

Conceptml and analytical structures. The items contained in Sections B 

and C of the questionnaire s w e y  instrument formed the key conceptuai and analytical 

structures for this facet of the study. Section B contained 28 items and also included 

invitations to respondents to comment on theû responses in two of the items, and to 

comment on any matter pertaining to that section of the instrument. Section C contained 

40 items and one invitation to make open responses to any matter pertaining to that 

section. AU of the items in both sections were drawn from the contents of the literature. 



Directed and Open Responses. Responses in both directed and open 

formats in the questionnaire instrument provided a useful source of data. Open 

responses included unsolicited comments added by respondents in both sections under 

examination in this chapter. 

Interview Data 

The perceptions of principals about the implementation of school-based 

management drawn from the questionnaire m e y  data were considerably enriched by 

the perceptions conveyed by principals in interview. Interviews also formed the key 

source of data for d e t e m g  the perceptions of district office personnel. 

Documentation 

Documentary sources did not provide any substantial insights in this part of the 

inqujr. As the implementation of school-based management in the district is at a 

comparatively early stage, there is iittle evaluative infonnation available in respect of the 

implementation processes, and the influences and impacts in schools and the district. 

Documentation such as the district's schwl-based management handbook provided 

either philosophical rationales, exarnined in Chapter 5, or infonnation about technical 

rnatters. The latter are important in school and district operations, but are not of 

particular devance to this study. 

The Implementation of School-Based Management 

District Orientations 

Background 

A perception existed in Snowfields School District that the district was weii 

placed to initiate school-based management. There are two main reasons attributed for 

this. First, the infiuence of a past superintendent, 

We hod a superintendent before al2 this began who was a sort of a fururirr; he 
was a fmard-thinking person, and he hod this s c e ~ r i o  in mind ten years ago. 



He hnd a vision of thefuture that encouraged al1 of us. and we were well 
prepared by his instruction through leadership for what h a  occumed 
(Principal) 

Second, the district had devolveci a considerable amount of responsibility to 

schools over a p e n d  of time. A principal observed, 

1 thhk our distn'ct has given pMcipaLÎ a fair bit of decision-making autonomy 
already compared to other districts. lX& [school-bared management] was jwt 
one more step, and jndjusr gave us a liîîle more latitude in temis of decision 
making. 

The effect of these two factors was, in the words of a principal, 

I think our system was probably one of the most ready in the province to move 
inio this site- based management business. 

The Edmonton Effect 

Edmonton Public School District has been a lighthouse district, in North 

Amenca and beyond, in the relocation of decision-making authority fiom central office 

to schools during the p s t  two decades. There is evidence that the experiences of that 

schwl district had influenced perceptions in Snowfïelds School District about school- 

based management. An associate superintendent noted that 

I would suggest that Edmonton had u very strong influence on our model, very 
much so. 

This view was supporteci by a principal, 

There are a lot of principals who have fiends in the Edrnonton system and saw 
some things that the Edmonton prHic@als were able to do t h t  felt we werenr 
able to do. 

However, the influence of Edmonton Public School District's experiences was 

not uniform or necessady positive, for example, 

Some of us knew principak who were very happy and some of us knew 
principak who were desperately unhappy. (Principal) 

Finding #4. There was some familiarity in the district with the 

philosophy and practices of school-based management pnor to implementation. This 

was due to the district's existing devolutionary policies and practices, and to some 

awareness of developments in the Edmonton Public School District. 



Implementation Processes 

The Genesis of the Implementation 

A combination of prior experience in the district, an awareness of developments 

in the Edmonton Public Schwl District and other school districts, and developments at 

the provincial level appear to have provided a basis upon which implementation in the 

district could commence. An associate superintendent was appointed as acting 

superintendent, and the process of implementation commenceci under his leadership, 

1 war appointed acting superintendent . . . and it was gohg to be my 
responsibiliry to initiate Md take on site-based management- 

A principal was appointed as acting associate superintendent, and was given the 

particular responsibility of developing draft policies and procedures for the 

implementation of school-based management in the district. 

Provincial Influence 

The knowledge that the provincial govemment intended to mandate the 

implementation of school-based management in a i l  schwl districts in the province, and 

the eventual promulgation of ihat mandate, did have some infiuence on the decision to 

implement school-based management in Snowfields School District, although the 

degree of causality is obscure, 

I feel it was mandated, unà that was that. [Mandated by] the province and, of 
course, the superintendent following in line with provincial regulations. 
(Principal) 

I think the province's move was probably the morivating force, although it hm 
been, in part, something that this system had toyed with for a while. (Associate 
Supe~tendent) 

The min force behind the implementation would huve been the provincial 
mmidnre. (Associate Superintendent) 

However, both the district superintendent and an associate superintendent did 

not perceive the provincial mandate as the singular motivating force in the district, 

They [the province] have not led; they're following so that there are no good 
modeh thnt they are prepared to promote, to shnre. We have none of that 
infunnation. (Superin tendent) 



Zn lookhg at the provincial direction, Z thhk we became of the viav thot we 
weren't gohg to really debate whether or rwt site-based management war the 
most appropriate way to m e  a school jurisdiction in the way it w m  to maMge 
its @airs, but more so tu Q und see how e i e n t l y  we could manuge it 
underneath that system. Once it was occornplished whm the province and 
others evaluute site-based rnanugement, they cm m hast be evaIuaturg n system 
that har tnkd to work towardï implementation in itsfsnest fonn, as opposed to 
~ i n g  to evnluate a system that h a  been dohg something reluctmuly. 
(Associate Superiatendent) 

Finding #5. The anticipated provincial mandate was a very important, but not 

exclusive, element in the decision to implement school-based management in the 

district. 

Principals' Motivation and Initiatives 

Increasing interest in the concept and a desire to build on existing conditions by 

principals also provideci considerable motivation for the move to school-based 

management in the district. The perceptions of principals of school-based management. 

however, were not uniformly positive (see Table 6.1). 

TABLE 6.1 

Prnicipals' pre-hplemen~u~ion perceptions of school-bused management were positive 

(N= 21) 

- - 

Response %f 

Stroagly Disagree - - 
Disagree 2 9.5 

Neutra1 2 9.5 

9 42.9 

Strongly Agree 8 38.1 

These data were supported by comments of principals, 



Origurally, [the initiative] had cornefrom principals, mid we had kept asking for 
more. I shouldn't say all; we were t o m  n e r e  was a division. Some wanted it 
and some didn Y. 

My perception LI that mostpeople were in fmor of it, Md U I  some cases that 
people were very anxiouî for it to move men f m e r  than it was. 

Our views were va* I thhk it's fair to say. mid our attitudes towardi site- 
based Management rangedfiorn some who were eager to get on with if, liked 
the concept, tu some who thought we sbuld do everything that we could tu 
avoid k i n g  to go in that direcrion 

2 WU mt enthusÈastic. Z think a lot of felt thnt this would open the 
door for a lot of &&ion making on their part. I thought that it would have ifs 
use. but Z was wom0ed t h ?  the time expolded rnight mt be wonh the beneft 
one woulà gain from site-based management. 

The perceptions of principals of school-based management are clearly a potent 

factor in the successiùi implementation of the concept, and the study probed as to why 

a dichotomy of views existed. In responding to questionnaire items about their 

perceptions of school-based management, principals were invited to offer comments 

about their perceptions. Nineteen principals offered comments and, while reflecting the 

dichotomy of perceptions indicated in Table 6.1, the comments did provide some 

Limited insights as to why such perceptions were held, 

I believe thnt those closest to the situution, those taking the responsibility, 
should have the power. 

I haà mixed feelings. In some ways having more outhority was very positive, 
but with the budget allocations we could start to move backwards. We had a fair 
degree of autonomy prior to forma1 implementation. However, I was concemed 
as to w h t  impactfull school-based management would have on s t e n g  
requirements. 

2 believed (sic) that having more control over staflng, budgeting etc. woud 
beneft my school. Decisions made close to the source are K S U U ~ ~ ~  good 
decisions. (Respondent's emphasis) 

Lack of information from the province which d t e d  the change. and 
swpicions that the change was forfinmcid Md political reasons and not m 
educatiod rationale. 

School-based mmragement promlred to give sciwol personnel more autonomy, 
and more responsibili~. Zt seemed to be a great opporîunity for creative. 
innovative program planning. 



Finding #6. A majority of principals were generally positive about school- 

baseci management prior to its implementation, aithough some principals held strong 

reservations. Reasons underpinning principals' perceptions were diverse, and included 

motivation and leadership by principals, a welcoming of the opportun@ for more local 

control, autonomy, and creativity, a wariness of the effects of change, and suspicions 

about the motivation for the introduction of school-based management. 

District Office Staff Perceptions 

Perceptions of school-based management by district office staff prior to 

implementation appear to have been generally positive also, although, in common with 

the principals' cohort, reservations and concems were held by sorne. The acting 

superintendent initiatcd the implementation in the belief that it was a timely and 

appropriate action, and in response to both provincial directions for education and 

increasing representations from p~cipals .  An associate superintendent had undertaken 

extensive research on the matter, and became enthused about its potential, 

I think I became a convertetifSm believer thut an orgmbtion cm  be nm this 
w q  and it con be run just as gectively, if not more eflectively. I think the 
biggest component of this hm been t h t  it's going to change, or is changing, 
attitudes amongst people. 

Another associate superintendent saw potential but did hold some reservations, 

My perception of it was that it would certainly provide people with many more 
opponimities to make decisiuns at the school leveL My concem when I thought 
about it prior to implementation was that we would get very different kinds of 
expen'ences for chiUren within the same jurisdiction, so thut there w u  not 
going to be the same sense of stmidardkation or skilur experiences that wuuld 
lead to a sense of equity between the schoois. Another concem that I had was 
thut schuo~  might becorne perhaps more insukr and that there would w t  be the 
s m  senre of couperation between the central services anù people working ut 
the sch401 leveL You get this W offrctionating and a breakdom in the 
cohesiveness of the system. 

Finding #7. District office staff were generaliy positive about school-based 

management pnor to irnplementation, although some menrations were held which 

were focused largely on the effects of the processes on the standardization of services, 

and on system cohesiveness. 



District Implementation Action 

W h  the appointment of an acting associate superintendent who had been given 

the specific responsibility of taking forward the concept of school-based management in 

the dis* implementation processes advanced with some rapidity. A committee of 

principals was stmck under the leadership of the associate supeintendent, research of 

the school-bas4 management literahirc was undertaken, consultations were held with 

staff of other school districts in the province, including Edmonton Public School 

District, rnodels were developed, and consultations were held with principals and 

district office staff. The district's schwl-based management manual was formally 

released to schools at the beginning of April, 1995. Education Plans from schools were 

provided to the district supe~tendent for approval by the middie of May, 1995, and 

transmitted to the Board of Education for approval by mid-June of the same year. 

Operational implementation commenced at the beginning of the 1995/1996 school year. 

The Role of the Board of Education 

Although the documentation in relation to the Board of Education's role in the 

implementation was sparse. there are indications that the Board's role was confined to 

general support of the concept and its implementation, policy approval, and 

endorsement of Education Plans. The Board received a report from its Education 

Services Cornmittee at a meeting in April, 1994, with a subsequent motion carried that 

the Board approve, in principle, the concept of site-based management, and that 

implementation action be initiated as soon as possible. Snowfields School District's 

Annual Report of 1993/1994 noted that "the concept of site-based management was 

approved in principle, with implementation to commence in the 1995/1996 school 

year." The acting associate superintendent commented that 

basically if went to the Board for approval when the document was complete 
and the nwnben were there and the philosophy wm there. nie Board was 
ce~ainly kept infonned as to whut was happening, but they did not play a major 
role outside the final opproval of the school budgets as part of the budget 
package. 



Perceptions of the Implementation Processes 

Consultation and Involvement 

A majority of principals who offered opinions agreed or strongly agreed that 

they were consulted by the district in the decision to implement school-based 

management, and that principals were involved in the preparation of the district's 

school-based management policies (see Table 6.2). It is possible that the data about the 

perceptions of principals were influenceci by the number of principals who are either in 

their k t  or the early years of their p~cipalship experience (see Tables 5.2 and 5.3). 

TABLE 6.2 

Irnplementation consulration with and involvement of pMcipalr 

(N= 21) 

Response Consultation Involvemen t - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - 

Strongly Disagree 1 (4.8) - 

Disagree - - 

Neutral 4 (19.0) 1 (4.8) 

10 (47.6) 10 (47.6) 

Strongly Agree 5 (23.8) 9 (42.9) 

No Response 1 (4.8) 1 (4.8) 

Note. Figure in parentheses is frequency percent 

The vehicle for consultation was essentially the cornmittee of principals under 

the leadership of the acting associate superintendent, 

Initially, al1 of the prii~ipaLs were ïnvolved with the associate superintendent to 
develop the book the guide for site-based numagement. (Principal) 

Al1 the principals met a great m ~ y  times. We wrote the book on it for the 
district, together with an associate superintendent who worked with us. The 



systm embraced the concept, invited the pnkipais Ut it tu be pan of semiig it 
up for the system, and away we went. (Principal) 

Finding #8. Principals perceived that they were consulted about the 

implementation of school-based management, and that they were involved in the 

preparation of the district's policies and procedures. 

Training and Inservice 

A rnajority of p ~ c i p a k  who offered opinions agreed or strongly agreed that 

training and inseNice were provided by the district, although eight principals either 

disagreed or offered no opinion. Eighteen of the principals who offered opinions 

agreed or strongly agreed that they perceived such programs as necessary, whiie ody 

just over half of principals offering opinions perceived such programs as effective, 

although nine principals offered no opinion on this matter (see Table 6.3). 

TABLE 6.3 

Provision, necessi@, ami effectiveness of training and bervice 

(N = 21) 

Response Provision Necessity Effectiveness 

Strongly Disagree - - - 
Disagree 3 (14.3) - - 

Neutrai 5 (23.8) 2 (9.5) 8 (38.1) 

Ag= 11 (52.4) 10 (47.6) 9 (42.9) 

Strongiy Agree 1 (4.8) 8 (38.1) 2 (9.5) 

No Response 1 (4.8) 1 (4.8) 2 (9.5) 

Note: Figure in parentheses is frequency percent 



A principal commented tint these particular items in the questionnaire survey 

"assume that training pmgrams were provideci." This comment illustrated the potential 

problem, identifieci in Chapter 4, of respondents considering that the questionnaire 

survey itcms containeci unstated assumptions because the content of all items was 

drawn fiom the literature. However, Table 6.3 is illustrative of the fact that the 

principal's observation, in ihis instance, was not a major concem for the study. 

The perceptions of a majority of principals about training and inservice were not 

shared by district office staff. The district superintendent, even though he had not been 

appointed at the time of implementation, had not developed a positive perception of the 

district's school-based management training and inservice endeavors. He further 

observed that 

I would suggest t h t  the professional developrnent of our school-based 
leadership, perioh has been Uuzdeqmte. nere  is no coordinated program or 
coordi~ted set of requirements. 

An associate superintendent held a similar perspective, 

I think it was very, very limited and idequate. Ir's been a process in this 
district where we've almost been learning as we go. It 's almost like an on-the- 
job truining process as opposed tu trying to provide some insemice. 

Another associate superintendent, when asked if principals bad received 

inservice training about schwl-based management, commented, 

Not reully. We had some intensive hahhg. We hod a retreat and the associate 
superintendent got three or four principals from Edmonton to come down and 
son of exphin ?O our principals what it was all about, go over some of the paper 
documentation that was required. and how the budget wm expendèd, and how 
decisiom were arrived ut. 

The timeline for implementation was seen by an associate superintendent as one 

factor inhibithg training and inservice program, 

In order to get the Ediication P h  and bwigeting done, we needed to move 
pretty quickly, and so we missed a major cornponent of the implementation, 
from my perspective, and thut was an gective inservice progrm on the whole 
concept of site-based manugement a d  what its irnplicatwns were and are, and 
how to m k e  it work eflectively. M a y  of them [principals] had not sensed the 
full ramification of what they would be expected to deal with. 
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Finding #9. While principals and district office staff perceived that training 

and inservice about s c h o o l - b d  management was necessary and provideci, only 

slightly more than half of the principals who offered opinions perceived that such 

programs were effective, and district office standid not perceive that the pro- 

were effective. Inexperience in the district with the phenornenon as it was Mplemented, 

and the accelerated rate of implementation appeand to be the reasons for the negative 

perceptions held. 

Foci of Training and Inservice 

The review of the literature suggested areas on which the delivery of training 

and inservice programs could be appropriately focused as part of implementation 

processes of school-based management. The perceptions of principals of Snowfields 

School District about the inclusion of these areas in district training and i n s e ~ c e  

programs are summarized in Table 6.4. 

These data indicate that in the focus areas of organizational management, 

technical skills, long- and short-terni planning, communications, and the management 

of change, a majority of principals who offered opinions perceived that these were 

present in programs. In the areas of negotiating and leadership sküls, small group 

dynamics, and human resource management, a majority of principals who offered 

opinions perceived that these were not present. 





Goals of School-Based Management Implementation 

In response to the statement that they understood the district's goals in 

introducing school-based management, 19 principals agreed or strongly agreed that 

they did (see Table 6.5). 

TABLE 6.5 

Principals' understanding of goah of school-based management 

(N = 21) 

- - - - - -  - - - - -  

Response %f 

Strongly Disagree - - 

Disagree 2 9 -5 

Neutral - - 

AF 16 76.2 

Strongly A p  3 14.3 

In view of the clearly enunciated policy and goal statements at provincial and 

district levels, examined in Chapter 5, that the enhancernent of student achievement is a 

key goal of school-based management, these data lead to the conclusion that principals 

were aware of the assurnption, in the statements at least, of a linkage between the 

phenornenon of school-based management and student achievement. 

FindUlg #IO. Principals understood the stated goals of school-based 

management pnor to its implementation. 

Specifîc Situations in SchooZs 

The review of the fiterature indicated with some clarity that the successful 

implementation of school-based management took some account of the specific 

circumsüuices of each school, and that the pace of change and implementation would 



need to take some cognizance of such specificity. The perceptions of principals who 

offered opinions were aimost evenly divided in respect of the implemeniation taking 

account of the specific circumstances of their schools, with four principals either not 

responding or not offering opinions, possibly because they were not involved with 

their present schook at the the  of implementation. In contras& only three principals 

agreed or strongly agreed that the pace of implementation was attuned to their specific 

school contexts, with over haif of the sample of principals offerhg no opinion in this 

area (see Table 6.6). 

TABLE 6.6 

School contexts and rate of implementation 

(N = 21) 

- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Response School Contexts Rate of Implementation 

Strongly Disagree 1 (4.8) 2 (9.5) 

Disagree 7 (33.3) 5 (23.8) 

Neu trai 3 (14.3) 10 (47.6) 

A m  8 (38.1) 2 (9.5) 

Strongly Agree 1 (4.8) 1 (4.8) 

No Response 1 (4.8) 1 (4.8) 

Note. Figure in parentheses is fiequency percent 

Finding #l I .  There was clear division in principals' perceptions about 

school-based management king attuned to their specific school contexts, and most 

principals did not perceive that the rate of implementation took cognizance of such 

contexts. The study has indicated that the decision to implement was taken by the 



district for the district, and that individual schools were not given options about the 

nature and rate of implementation. 

Trust and Anxiety 

Rincipals' perceptions of their level of trust in the motives for the introduction 

of school-based management in the district were sought in the questionnaire survey. 

Thirteen principals disagreed or strongly dis+ that there was mistrust of such 

motives, while three agreed or strongly agreed that there was. Five principals did not 

offer an opinion on this matter. Similady, principals were asked about their own level 

of anxiety or confusion about the implementation of school-based management Ten of 

the district's principals disagreed or strongly disagreed that they were anxious and 

confused, while seven agreed, and four offered no opinion. 

The district superintendent demonstrated some mistrust of the motives of the 

province in implementing school-based management, linking government reductions in 

education expenditure and the lirniting of expendinire on administration to the 

implementation. He observed that 

if1 was a strntegist for the province and I was gohg to make a twelve and one 
hulfpercent cutbuck in total education fundng, and I I e w  that there were h d f a  
million students in the province who hod parents attached tu than, and I didn 't 
want to upset the electorote too much, Z would do everything that 1 could to cut 
in mery area of education without impacting the chsroom So I c m  tell you 
t h  part of this. ifnot most of the entire strategy, was based on how do we tuke 
the percentage out 4 t h  total education budget without "pacturg the 
classroorn And it hm done exactly t k t .  

Fiding  #12. Principals and district office staff generally demonstrated trust 

about the implementation of school-based management, although there was also 

evidence of some mistrust and anxiety k i n g  present. Indications emerged from the data 

suggesting that suspicion of political motives at provincial level underpinned some 

mistrllst. 

Resistance 

Fullan (199 1) observed that "the adage 'where there's a will there's a way' is 

not always an apt one for the planning of educational change. There is an abundance of 



wills, but they get in the way rather than pointing the way" (p. 96, author's emphasis). 

The reality of resistmce to educational change has received some attention in the 

literature (e-g., Bailey, 1994; Fullan & Hargreaves, 1996). The perceptions of 

principals about the presence of resistance to the implementation of schwl-based 

management by various groups were examineci in the study (see Table 6.7). 

These data indicated that, in generd, a major@ of the disaict's principals who 

offered opinions did not perceive major resistance h m  the Board of Education, district 

office personnel, or parents to the implementation. However, over half of the 

responding principals who offered opinions agreed that there was some resistance from 

their colieagues in the p~cipdship.  The latter data tended to support the perceptions of 

principals noted earlier in this chapter that principals' perceptions about school-based 

management were not uniformly positive. In respect of resistance from teachers, some 

ambivalence surrounded the perceptions of principals, with nearly half offering no 

opinion or not responding to this item. However, seven of the principals who 

responded disagreed or strongly disagreed that teachers had been a source of resistance 

to the implementation of school-based management. Ambivalence was attached to 

principals' perceptions of resistance fkom the provincial teachers' association, with 13 

principals either not responding, or not offering an opinion. 

Less ambivalence in this latter aspect was indicated in the perceptions of district 

office personnel. One described a situation where a school had decided to eliminate an 

administrative position in favor of additional professional support of other school d e s ,  

and met very strong opposition fkom the teachen' association. Further, an associate 

superintendent observed that, within the teachers' association, 

there hm been concem with the degrec to which school-bmed management has 
huù an impact on the role of the schuol crdminisiration at al1 b e l s .  

This concern, however, was not characterized as either overt or covert 

resistance. 





F W n g  #13. Over half of the principals who offered opinions perceived that 

there was resistance to the implernentation of school-based management fiom their 

principal colIeagues, but principals did not perceive generally that there was notable 

resistance from elsewhere. Some district office staff perceived that there was resistance 

from the teachers' association. Possible reasons for principals' perceptions of 

resistance by other principals were cited in Finding #6. 

School CounciZs 

All but one of the schools in the district had estabiished school councils, 

according to their principals. As both the School Act and the provincial and district 

policy staternents in respect of school councils are not precise in indicating the 

responsibilities that can or should be accepted by councils, principals were asked to 

indicate the types of responsibilities carried by councils at their particular school sites. 

Responses are summarized in Table 6.8. 

It is notewoahy that contributions to the development of School Education 

Plans and to general schwl policy were the most common responsibilities held by 

schwl councils in the distnct, in addition to the more traditional roles of fund raising 

and general support activities for the school. 

Involvement of school councils in the processes of school-based management 

was a clear expectation in the distxict. The acting associate superintendent commented 

that 

in the Urrervices with principals, it was stated quite clearly thut I would expect 
comuniïy involvement in the goal setting. 

An associate superintendent also commented that 

I wouH say thut is a very stmng emphasis within our particular philosophy 
here, ami itk efpected t h t  prtrcipak will work with thir  st@rnembers as well 
as with representatives of the communily, parttrttcu1arly the parent community. 
The expectation Lr thut they will be involved in the entire planning process Md 
that each school will huve an active and engaged school council. 



TABLE 6.8 

Responsibilities of school counciis 

(N = 108) 

Responsibility 

Contribution to School Education Plan 15 

Poiicy development 15 

General assistance to school 25 

Communications with parents and 
commdty 

Financiai managementlAdvice on budget 12 

Providing advice to principal 3 

Other (e.g., volunteer program, hot lunch 
program, playground development) 20 

In the words of another associate superintendent, 

They weren't consulted on the decision to implement, but have been extensively 
involved in the implementation processes. 

However, understanding the nature of the involvement of school councils in 

school-based management processes became somewhat problematic when these data 

were compared to responses from principals in the interview survey, 

The parents who are part of the schoul council want to know what's going on. 
niey dont really want to have a say in decision making. They just simpb want 
to know how the moneys are being distribute4 and they will have questions on 
how the stafing is being deployed They will huve questions, and may provide 
input, but they really leuve the decisions up to the school administration. 

I really do rwt believe thut they play a lorge role in the decision making, and I 
really dont believe that they want tu. I believe t h  they wmt tu be comulteh 
they want to be heard, and they want the school to make the decision. 

We showed them the goals thut we had put together us being Vnpomt  to us, 
and invited them to odd goals or to make comments. Generally, I founù that 



they just wmted tu listen mrd to talk about what we haà dom. and very seldom 
did they provide input as to new goals. So it seems to me that the school council 
jus? wunt tu be infonned as tu whot the school is doing. 

However, these indications were not d o m ,  

1 th* of one small rural school where there k, in essence, a munagement 
cornmittee on which several purent representatives sit, a h g  with the st@and 
prUrc@al The principal d l  ho& the lnsr chance decisrion-mahg authority, but 
the majority of decisions are made on in-school policies und on budget 
detenninations by thut commitfee. ((Associate Superintendent) 

Another principal commentai that 

we had a b t  of positive and active parental involvement in the total operation of 
the school before the advent of site-bused mmurgement. Most of our parents do 
not wmt to be involved in site-based management. 

The study sought the perceptions of principals about the presence of resistance 

towards the involvement of parents in the management of schools in the district. In the 

cohort of 21 principals, 12 disagreed or strongly disagreed that such resistance was 

present, while nine principals agreed or strongly agreed that it was. m e  perceptions 

of the source of such resistance were not sought, the division in the perceptions of the 

principals reflected the unclear p i c m  of parent and school council participation in 

district school-based management implementation. 

Finding #14. Although the roles and influences of school councils in the 

district's schml-based management environment were difficult to clearly discem and 

assess, principals and district office staff perceived that councils do have roles in the 

processes, but that the nature of such roles was unclear, or was still developing, and 

appeared to be paaicularly sensitive to the specific nature of each school site. 

The Impact and Influence of School-Based Management 

This section of the chapter continues the examination of the contextual 

circumstances of the implementation of school-based management in Snowfields 

School District by exploring the overall impact and infiuence of the phenornenon. 



Areas of Impact and Influence 

Decision- Making Areas 

Figure 2.3 illustrateci the hding of the review of the literan~e that the most 

common areas of devolved responsibilities in school-based management contexts were 

centered on budget, personnel, and curiculum matters. Principals of Snowfïelds 

School District responded to a swey item which sought their perceptions of their 

responsibilities in the areas of the allocation of school finances, staffmg, curriculum, 

and school programs. These responses are presented in Table 6.9. 

TABLE 6.9 

PrUlcipaLF' perceptions of decision-making areas 

(N = 21) 

Ami School Finance Staffmg Curriculum Programs 

S trongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 1 (4.8) 2 (9.5) 6 (28.6) 3 (14.3) 

Note. Figure in parentheses is frequency percent 

The data indicated that in the allocation of finmices, 19 principals perceived that 

decision-making authorify was held at the school level. Majorities of principals who 

offered opinions agreed or strongly agreed that authority was also held in matters of 

staffmg and school program. Slightly more than half of the principals who offered 

opinions disagreed or strongly disagreed that authority was held in curricuIum maners. 



SLa@nge A principal observed, in respect of stafiing, that 

there are still some union and conammai constraints. 

However, the district superintendent, commenting on teachers' association opposition 

to a schooi's attempt to replace an assistant principal's position, noted that 

the union perspective is that they &n't want to dhihish or lose those kinds of 
roles for their membership, anà i'm telling them, '7 dont see what the problem 
bs. As far as Z mn concemed, you c m  have one assistant or ninety--fie in the 
school, I don 't care, it's not my issue." They are arguing t h t  thk is in fact a 
district issue, t h t  they [stm should be district appointed. They 're actually 
arguing for a cennaiist poht of view. 

In terms of stafnng costs, the superintendent also observed that, under school- 

based management, there was, in his perception, a direct linkage between such costs 

and funding available for school programs, 

WeVre@&ng thut the Board is in the very peculiar position of arguing 
collstfaints so thut there will be m n e y  available for a variety of things. nie 
teachers' association argues for more rnoney. That will corne straight out of the 
school; they g e c t  th& own ability to operate insidè the school. So us they are 
arguing for more money, they understami as well that it means that they are 
damaging their abilily to deliver the product. Ami we 're sitting there ami 
arguing for collstraints so they'll be able to do bener whot it is they need to do. 

CwricuCunr The provincial mandating of curriculum appeared to be a 

generdy accepted fact in principals' perceptions of their authority in matters of 

curriculum. A principal commented that such authority is held 

within Alberta Education comtraints. 

Another observed that curriculum is 

still govemment mcmdated; some authority b ours. 

However, the curriculum mandate was not universally perceivecl as a major 

restriction on the authority of the principal. A principal commented that 

this school has changed the cum~culunt ùt m j o r  ways Md put pressure on the 
district #@?ce to validate that through the Board, mid to sland up for us in areas 
where we are pretty liberal with interpretations of the curn'culum document. 
We've got limitations, and thut's a good thing in some ways. l lere are ways in 
which I can see the possibiliry of problens jcthere isn't d a t e d  cum*culurn. 

Finding #15. The perceptions of principals were that, under school-based 

management, budgetary authonty is held at the school, with less authority held in 



matters of staffing and school programs. Principals perceptions indicated some 

uncertainty about ctmicuium authority arnong those who offered opinions. 

Autonomy, Flexibiliîy, and Initidve 

Seventeen of the district's principals a p d  or strongly agreed that, under 

school-based management, the school had increased autonomy and fiexibility, with 

ody one disagreeing, and three offering no opinion. Fieen principals agreed or 

strongly agreed that schools were better able to take initiatives, with one disagreeing, 

and five offering no opinion. 

However, the levels of autonomy, flexibility, and initiative king demonstrated 

by principals were unclear. Initiatives were beginning to emerge, for example, of 

flexibüity and creativity in the use of staffing allocations, in using fun& to obtain 

consultancy services, and in making provisions for the needs of Aboriginal students. In 

addition, the pre-existing organizational culture, and the levels of previously devolved 

responsibiiity, seemed to have aided the ûansition to school-based management, 

the orgunizatioml cdtwe, rather than being m inhibitor, was a contributor to it 
[school-based mmuigement] being acceptable and adoptuble ar a philosophy. 
(Principal) 

However, district office staff expressed a range of perceptions about the abiüty 

or willingness of schools to be flexible and creative, and to take risks. The district 

superintendent believed that the district did encourage principals in this regard, but also 

observed that 

we SM, Z think, have prVicipaZs who don 'î believe us. 

An associate superintendent held a differing perception, 

At thir point in tirne, Z don'? see that encouragement as being at the forefront. 
Risk taking is something that some people have dificul~y with, and that's going 
tu be pan of th3 whole irctrtsition. %se who are not risk takers are going tu 
fVul il very hard to sunive in this enviromnent as opposed to the risk takers. 

Another associate superintendent considered that the levels of accountability 

inhibited risk taking by principals, 



I think the balmrce of thut [ d k  raking] is the constant expectation of 
accountability and that we've becorne very goal focued, and that sometimes, 
while it should encourage school principals to be more risk takùsg, I'm not sure 
that they're at the point where they feel confidmt m u g h  about their role t h t  
they will stan to reach out Slto th& risk tcrking. 

The effects of reductions in education expenditure, and the concomitant need for 

system restmcturing, were perceived by one associate superintendent as making 

organkational initiatives at the school level an imperative. He M e r  cornmented that 

jCschooLÎ are going to continue to operute odministratively the s m e  ar they've 
always operated in the part, they are rwt going to be able to meet the needs that 
they need to meet d e r  site-based mmtngement. They too are in the position of 
k i n g  to make the necessary o r g a n ~ o n u l  c h g e  withùt the traditiod school 
in order to meet the needs thut they are now having laid on their desks. 

Finding #Id. Principals and district office staff perceived that, under school- 

based management, schod autonomy and flexibility, and the ability to take initiatives 

had increased. However, patterns of responses to this ability were mixed at this stage 

of the irnplementation, and perceptions existed of some resistance to this ability. 

Constrain t s  

In addressing the autonomy, creativity, and flexibility of schools in a school- 

based management environment, perceptions of the source of constraints on schools 

were examined. The responses of principals are summarized in Table 6.10. 

The teachers' association, community groups, and the Federal governent were 

not perceived by principals as notable sources of constraint. Principals were evenly 

divided in their perceptions of the Board of Education as a source of consaaint, with 

five offering no opinion. These perceptions contrasted with those of district office 

personnel, as  noted earlier in this chapter, where only relatively minor involvement in 

implementation was attributed to the Board. Slightly more than haIf of the principals 

who offered opinions disagreed that the province was a source of constraint, with four 

offering no opinion. 





District Office Roles 

An important fanor emerging fkom the review of the literatwe was that the 

successfid implementation of schwl-based management involveci a change in the 

ecology and styles of leadership of the district office. In the perceptions of the district 

office staff, such ecological change has occurred in Snowfields School District, both 

structurally and cuihually. 

The ceiling placed by the province on administration expenditure, and the move 

to a school-based management environment, have caused some significant restructuring 

of the district office organization. The design of school-based management processes in 

the district included the reorganization of the district office, 

Every component Vi the jurikdiction b a site, ami the same principles mid theory 
behind site-based managemort apply to each and every site, whether its 
transportation or whether it's a school, whether it's maintenance, or whether 
it's the oDce of the superintenden?. They're obligated to live within their 
resources jus? like everyone else in each of the sites. (Associate Superintendent) 

A cultural change in the district office from that of a central authority to that of a 

support and advisory role has also occuned, 

2 would say in total that there LF much greater emphasis on hving the buck stop 
on the principal's desk and m t  so much at the central oflce level. We're 
probably more mediators in the sense of solving problem between, say, 
parents and the school, whereas in the pas?, there was probably a greater 
emphasis on being the authurity to solve the problem. (Associate 
Superhiendent) 

1 think that, in genera4 there is an overall acceptance thut thut's the way we're 
going to operate, and everybody's going tu try and see ifthey can make it 
suc ces^. 1 kiow that we've gotten into some discussions over the las? year 
during the implementation on various issues, suggesiing the way we would 
huve decided in the pae, bu? it's no longer in o w  ballpark to be deciding on 
something that's now the schools'. We're constantly k i n g  to remind 
ourselves that that's a school decision. Ifthey want consultation on it, we2-e 
ce~ainly able to provide some comu2tution to but the ultimte decision, 
we have to keep reminding ourselves, lies with them (Associate 
S uperintendent) 

In the perceptions of principals, slightly more than half of the principals who 

offere-ù opinions agreed or strongly agreed that the district office role had changed from 

one of supervision to one of support. However, two thirds of the principals perceived 



that distxict office support was forthcoming for initiatives emanating from the school, 

and a majonty also agreed or strongiy agreed that the district office provided 

information needed by the school for decision making. The distxict superintendent 

stated that 

they [schooLrJ have al1 the information they need tu do these things, ulways 
have had except in the past, it's al1 been laid on and coordinaed iia detuüfrom 
the central ofice. N m  thete are no formulas, and none of that coordinution 
exists. l7te-y do a b t  of decision d n g  at the school level, and then they jurt 
advise us as to where they need us in the process. 

However, an associate supe~tendent held a d i f f e ~ g  perspective, 

We have had d@ctilty in providing significant or substantive amounts of 
fiMncial infomtion, as we are developing a totalf'zllancial information 
program within the centrai ofice. mere hus been some dzficulty in providing 
e w u g h ~ c i a l  reporîing to the principals, su that they were not avare of whot 
status their budgets had as quickly us they felt they needed the informution 

In tenns of general information, the associate superintendent also noted that 

the schuols cornplain thuî we're providing far too much infunnation, and they 
cun 'r handle it all. 

Only one principal disagreed that principals were able to influence district 

poiicies that affected schools, although nine principals did not offer opinions. 

Principals observed in respect of such influence that 

we did previously, 

and that it was 

no more than before. 

Finding #17. District office personnel perceived that the role of the district 

office had changed under school-based management, while principals' perceptions of 

such changes were less conclusive. Principals generally perceived that their initiatives 

were supported by the district office, and that adequate information was provided to 

enable schools to make decisions. District office staff perceptions were that the 

information provided was not adequate. Perceptions of principals of their ability to 

influence district office decisions were not conclusive. 



School Leadership 

Changes in leadership styles are not co&ed to the district office under school- 

based management, according to the review of the literature. The leadership style of 

principals is a factor of some significance in the implementation of schwi-based 

management and, in tum, is shaped and influenced by the processes. The perceptions 

of phcipais of the influence and impact of the phenornenon on leadership in schools 

are summarized in Table 6.11. 

These data indicated that school-based management has had important 

influences on leadership patterns in the district's çchwls, even at this comparatively 

early stage of implementation. AU principals agreed or strongly agreed that their 

leadership roles had become more complex under schwl-based management, while 19 

principals perceived that leadership had become a shared responsibility within the 

school. Fewer principals agreed or strongly agreed that school-based management had 

engendered changes in traciitional patterns of school decision making, that teacher 

leadership had been enhanmi, and that better quality decisions were being made. 

However, in the area of changes to personal leadership styles engendered by school- 

based management, 10 principals agreed or strongly agreed that this had occurred, and 

nine disagreed or strongly disagreed that it had, with two principals offering no 

opinion. 

ûne principal perceived potential danger in changes in principal leadership 

styles, observing that 

Z think there's a h g e r  of a prùteipal becoming more of a manager us opposed 
to an ed~~~utional leader, and a a g e r  of a f d t y  as opposed to king a 
colleague and an educatur. There's a trmpration thut you become a numbers 
enincher or a polky maker or a puliticaliy oriented person who's trying to get 
certain groups to agree with directions thut you're looking at, as opposed to 
someone who 's commrmicaring about educational mtters. 

Finding #I8. Principals perceived that school-based management had 

influenced school leadership in some ways, including, in particular, making the 





leadership roles of principals more cornplex, engendering patterns of shared leadership 

in schools, and the reaching of better quality decisions. 

Other Ifluences 

The perceptions of principals were examined about a range of more general 

influences and impacts which are attributed, in the literature, to the advent of school- 

based management. Principals responses are summarized in Table 6.12. 

Some principals were cautious in attn'buting influences and impacts to school- 

based management, for example, 

Muny of the changes in the items had raken plare, or started to take place, prior 
tu SBDM, for e m p l e ,  school clhate, trust among st& siurred mission. 
comwtications, work practices, etc. 

My respomes are neutrai since muny of these factors were 
a reolity of what was done prior tu SBM in the district. 

The data contained in Table 6.12 presented a varied picture of principals' 

perceptions of general influences and impacts. School-based management would appear 

to have influenced a heightened sense of shared mission in schools, shared decision 

making, collaborative work practices, increases in staff and principals' workloads, and 

time consaaints. There has aiso been some influence on schwl climate, trust among 

staff, coommunications, clearer understanding of roles, s h a d  responsibiiity for 

effective discipline, creativity and innovation, staff morde, and loyalty. Aspects of 

these general perceptions helped inform other perceptions about school-based 

management, program quality, and student achievement which emerged in the study. 



TABLE 6.12 

Princi'ls'perceptions of schoof-hed management influences 

Am 
Strongfy 
Disagree Disagnx Neuûai &?a Strongly Agree No Respanse 

Bcttcr school 
cfimata 

Higher lcvels of 
(NS~ 

Shared mission 

Better 
communications 

S h d  decision 
making 

Collaborat ive 
wofk practices 

Understanding of 
rotes 

Effective 
discipline 

Cmtivity and 
innovation 
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Job Satisfaction 

Principals' perceptions of relationships between school-based management, 

changes in leadership patterns, and job satisfaction are presented in Table 6.13. 

TABLE 6.13 

PrUlcipah ' perceptions of increased job sa.fclctron 

(N = 21) 

Response Principals Teachers Support Staff 

S trongly Disagree 1 (4.8) - - 

Disagree 4 (19.0) 2 (9.5) 3 (14.3) 

Neutml 6 (28.6) 8 (38.1) 10 (47.6) 

Ag= 7 (33.3) 9 (42.9) 6 (28.6) 

Strongly Agree 3 (14.3) 1 (4.8) 1 (4.8) 

No Response - 1 (4.8) 1 (4.8) 

Note. Figure in parentheses is frequency percent 

While majorities of principals who offered opinions in these areas were 

generally in agreement that leadership changes have influenced job satisfaction of 

principals, teachers, and support staff, a number also offered no opinion in each of the 

modal response categories. 

Job satisfaction may be influenced by ment provincial political history, as 

noted by a principal, 

In the province, there's been an awful lot of criticisnts of educators. Politicim 
have used educators as scapegom, they have criticized. 1 believe thnt pan of the 
philosophy of some of the leadership in the govemment was thut U1 order to 
resttucture something, you've got to discredit it first to facilitate restwturing, 
and teachers bore the b m t  of that. Tu win them back into the fold after that, 
and get them to trust that they 're believed in and cared about hus not been an 
easy task. 



The district's 1995/1996 Annual Education Results Report reporteci on the 

satisfaction levels in decision-making processes, including those for principals, 

teachers, and support staff (see Figure 6.1). These satisfaction levels were perceived as 

an improvement on the l994/199S levels. 

The district superintendent perceived job satisfaction as a more relevant goal of 

schwl-based management than shulent achievement, 

Obviously we wmt  to improve stu&nt achievement. but what I am suggesting 
Lr thut, while thut's an uirimate goal of virtuully everything thut we do, that the 
more direct outcome [of school-based munagement] may be a more san'sfied 
wor~orce, a huppier wor~orce. 

FIGURE 6.1 

Satisfaction levels (percentages) with decision-Wng processes 

O No response 

Principals Teachers Support Staff 



Accountability 

The implernentation of school-based management in Snowfields School District 

occurred in the context of provincial fiscal limitations and broadened processes of 

accountability imposed by the provincial authority. Principals' perceptions of levels of 

accountability to the district office and to parents are summarized in Table 6.14. 

These &ta were unquivocal. Principals perceived that under school-based 

management, accountability to both the district office and to parents had increased. 

A principal observed that 

the level of accountability was a long time coming. Education, I ?hi& did it tu 
themselves for a lot of years by saying, "we can't measure anything, su go way 
and leave us alone. " For me, it's a positive thing. It proves to me werre doing 
whut we're supposed to be doing, and beùtg able to see that you're getting to 
where you're seîting the goal to be. 

TABLE 6.14 

Principalsr perceptions of heightened accountcrbility 

(N = 21) 

Response To district office To parents 

S trongly Disagree - - 
Disagree - - 

Neu tral - 1 (4.8) 

A- 11 (52.4) 10 (47.6) 

Strongly Agree 10 (47.6) 9 (42.9) 

No Response - 1 (4.8) 

Note. Figure in parentheses is frequency percent 

Finding #19. Under school-based management, principals perceived that 

accountability to parents and the district office had increased 



An Ongoing Process 

A clear, though not unanimous, consensus existed in the district that the 

processes of school-bascd management implementation were not complete, and that the 

development of the phenornenon was ongoing, 

Zt  certainly ih't complete. (Principal) 

Z don 't really think that schuol-baied management will ever be completed us 
long as we always have reasons to discuss andjhd ways to Unprove things. 
(Principal) 

I think that we're just at the Urfmcy stage, imd Z thoik thnt the implementation is 
going to be ongoing mrd continuous, and that it will continue to be refned and 
become more successfuL Once we corne to the co1u:lusion thut we're at the 
other end, then we 're at a stulemute of progression. (Associate Superintendent) 

It has to be ongoing. We have probably made afùndàmntal structural change 
in the organization, but whether we have @ected true change at the site remains 
tu be seen. (Associate Superintendent) 

FindUIg #20. Principals and district office staff generally perceived that the 

implementation of schwl-based management was a .  ongoing, developmental process. 

Patterns of Future Development 

If the assumption that school-based management wiU be an ongoing 

developmental process in the district is accurate, then perceptions of possible future 

development patterns are relevant. The beginnings of schwl restructuring have been 

examined in this chapter. Further to these beginnings, an associate supe~tendent 

voiced the view that 

if1 w u  to go ahead a couple of years, and tum a r o d  and look back, I think 
that we're going tu look at things thut we're abhg to& as being very archic 
in the way we rnamge and process the operation of the organizarion. 1 think that 
it's gohg to be almost a self;propelling process of good Md positive change. 

The associate superintendent dso perceived that this type of development will 

result in administrators evolving who are aMined to such organizational renewal. 

Principals' perceptions of future development patterns tended to be more 

pragmaticaliy focused, with several considering that facilities maintenance and custodial 

services would be an area for firther administrative devolution, although such 



perceptions were not uniforrniy welcomed by respondents. One principal saw business 

partnerships as an area for possible developments, 

There CO& be more pamrships with business and more enirepreneurial 
pursuits by the school than where we are m. I think there's unlùnired 
possibilities, in that sense, for schwli, dependhg on what the central ofice 
puts ih p h e  as limitananotu or encouragement of these things. 

R e c e n f r u ~ o n ,  AU but one of the principals and district office staff 

in te~ewed in the study were not in favor of recentrabtion of the system at any point. 

The following are examples of principals' perspectives, 

No, I wouldn 't like tu reveH. Now there is no question. Now we know that we 
c m  muke decisions that will Mect the students in the school. There have been 
improvernents in the immediucy of deciiions, and offexibiliiry. (Principal) 

No one person c m  make a decision universally for the district that will be good 
for every one of those schools. When the dollars are in your hunùs, you look at 
your community, you look at your stat  you look at your kids, and you can 
make the decision that nwst rneets their needs. So no, no? ever! (Principal) 

The one principal who did not have a concem about recentralization was not 

opposed to school-based management, but, rather, believed that the energies of 

principals should be directed to what he perceived as the key tasks of the school. 

The bottom line is relating with kids; working with students about thinking, 
about skills, playing basketball, wwritg exums, coordinating complenientary 
course program, inviting parents into the school. T?tat's what schools are 
about. 

District office administrators, while opposed to recentraiization. perceived that 

efficiency and effectiveness could be enhanced if some facets of operations were 

recentrahed, for example, 

I thihk that sooner or later there wiü be a realbtion amongst a signijkant 
number ofprikcipali that they are dealing with sorne fairly straight fonvard 
things that may have at one point seemed like big issues. They're dealing with 
them in twenty-one different sites in twenq-one different wuys, and they're 
wasting a lot of t h e  and energy when they could tranrfer some of those roles 
back tu a central department or aurhority who could deal with that. It doesn't 
have to be an authority modeL (Associate supe~tendent) 

Finding RI. Neither principals nor district office staff perceived that a need 

or a desire existed in the district at the tirne of the study to recentralize devolved 

responsibilities. The flexibility and the ability to react to identifid needs were some 



reasons that principals held such perceptions. Sorne district office staff perceived that 

eficiencies could be attained tbrough some recentralization of services without 

impinging on the authority devolved to schools. 

Other Perceptions of Influences and Impacts 

Broader perceptions of the influences and impacts of school-based management 

in Snowfields School District were sought in the study. Responses represented a wide 

range of perspectives. These included a welcoming of opportunities to plan locally to 

meet educational needs, including resource management, increased opportunities to 

offer better quality education programs, and enhanced staff motivation. They also 

included concems about the amount of work school-based management entailed, 

possible increasing insularity of schools from each other, lack of real empowerment of 

schools by the district office, limits to the autonomy engendered by outside groups, 

especially govemment, and inefficiencies rendered by the decentralization of services. 

The following are examples of the perceptions offered, 

Implementation personalized our work here at the school. Highly motivational. 
(Principal) 

2 am not a filly convirzced believer. 2 still have reservutions about whether it is 
in fact the best way to organle the system I think there Lr a lot of duplication of 
management ejjiorts, and I think thot much of whut we want out of site-bared 
mnnagement coi& have been accomplished through retaining a collsiderable 
number of organizatioml things centrally while givhg schwls more autonomy 
to set up school p h  and to mget studoit achievement. (Associate 
supe~tendent) 

The data also indicated that there were ody siight changes in principals' 

perceptions of their levels of positiveness towards school-based management after the 

implementation in cornparison to before the implementation, as indicated in Table 6.1 

Fifteen principals considercd that their perceptions were positive &ter implementation, 

and six did not agree or offered no opinion. The tumover in occupancy of principals' 

perceptions may have affected perceptions sumrnarized by these data. 



Summary 

The implementation and geneml impact and infiuence of school-based 

management in Snowfields School District have been examined in this chapter. The 

district orientation to school-bas& management implementation, provincial influences, 

aspects of the implementation processes thernselves, and principais' and district office 

staff perceptions of these were considered. An array of areas where school-based 

management may have had impact and e x e d  influence, in the perceptions of 

principals and district office staff, were explored. Perceptions of possible future 

developments and the possibility of recenealization were briefly examined, and the 

chapter concluded with an o v e ~ e w  of some general perceptions about school-based 

management held by principals and district office staff. 

The analysis conducted in this chapter yielded 18 fkidings. 

Chapter 7 examines the relationship between school-based management and 

school programs, as perceived by principals and district office personnel. 

Summary of Findings 

Finding M There was some farniIiarity in the district with the philosophy 

and practices of school-based management prior to implementation. This was due to the 

district's existing devolutionary policies and practices, and to some awareness of 

developments in the Edmonton Public School District. 

Finding #S. The anticipated provincial mandate was a very important, but not 

exclusive, element in the decision to implement school-based management in the 

disfrict. 

FNiding #6. A majority of principais were generally positive about school- 

based management prior to its implementation, although some principals held strong 

reservations. Reasons underpinning principals' perceptions were diverse, and included 

motivation and leadership by principals, a welcoming of the opportunity for more local 



control, autonomy, and creativity, a wariness of the effects of change, and suspicions 

about the motivation for the introduction of school-bas& management. 

Finding Re District office staff were generaiiy positive about school-based 

management pnor to implementation, although some resematioons were held which 

were focused largely on the effects of the processes on the standardization of senices, 

and on system cohesiveness. 

Finding #8. Principals perceived that they were consulted about the 

implementation of school-based management, and that they were involved in the 

preparation of the district's policies and procedures. 

Finding #P. While principals and district ofice staff perceived that training 

and inservice about school-based management was necessary and provided, only 

slightly more than half of the principals who offered opinions perceived that such 

programs were effective, and district office staff did not perceive that the programs 

were effective. Inexpenence in the district with the phenomenon as it was implemented, 

and the accelerated rate of implementation appeared to be the reasons for the negative 

perceptions held. 

Fînding #IO. Principals understood the stated goals of school-based 

management prior to its implementation. 

Finding # I l .  There was clear division in principals' perceptions about 

schwl-based management king attuned to their specific school contexts, and most 

principals did not perceive that the rate of implementation took cognYance of such 

contexts. The study has indicated that the decision to implernent was taken by the 

district for the district, and that individual schwls were not given options about the 

nature and rate of implementation. 

Finding #12. Principals and district office staff generally demonstrated trust 

about the implementation of school-based management, although there was also 

evidence of some mistrust and anxiety king present. Indications emerged fiom the data 



suggesting that suspicion of political motives at provincial level underpinned some 

mistnist. 

Finding #13. Half of the principals' cohort perceived that there was some 

signincant mistance to the implementation of school-based management h m  their 

p ~ c i p d  colleagues, but the cohort did not perceive generally that there was signincant 

resistance nom elsewhere. Some district office staff perceived that there was resistance 

fiom the teachers' association. Possible reasons for principals' perceptions of 

resistance by other principals were citeâ in Finàing #6. 

Finding #14. Although the roles and influences of school councils in the 

district's schwl-based management environment were difficult to clearly discem and 

assess, principals and district office staff perceived that councils do have roles in the 

processes, but that the nature of such roles was unclear or was still developing, and 

appeared to be particularly sensitive to the specific nature of each school site. 

Finding #IS. The perceptions of principals were that, under school-based 

management, budgetary authority is held at the school, with less authority held in 

matters of staffmg and school programs. Principals' perceptions indicated some 

uncertainty about curriculum authority among those who offered opinions. 

Finding #16. Principals and district office staff perceived that, under school- 

based management, school autonomy and flexibility, and the ability to take initiatives 

had increased. However, patterns of responses to this abiiity were mixed at this stage 

of the implementation, and perceptions existed of some resistance to this ability. 

Finding #I 7. District office personnel perceived that the role of the district 

office had changed under school-based management, while principals' perceptions of 

such changes were less conclusive. Principals generally perceived that their initiatives 

were supporteci by the district office, and that adequate information was provided to 

enabie schools to make decisions. District office staff  perceptions were that the 



information provided was not adequate. Perceptions of principals of their ability to 

influence district office decisions weE not conclusive. 

Finding #28. Principals perceived that schwl-based management had 

innuend  school leadership in some ways, including. in particular, making the 

leadership roles of principals more cornplex, and engendering patterns of shared 

leadership in schools, and the reaching of better quaiity decisions. 

Finding #19. Under school-based management, principals perceived that 

accountability to parents and the district office had increased. 

FNiding #20. Principals and district office staff generally perceived that the 

implernentation of school-based management was an ongoing, developmental process. 

Finding &1. Neither principals nor district office staff perceived that a need 

or a desire existed in the district at the t h e  of the study to recentrafize devolved 

responsibilities. The flexibility and the ability to react to identined needs were some 

reasons that principals held such perceptions. Some district office staff perceived that 

efficiencies could be attained through some recentralization of seMces without 

impinging on the authority devolved to schwls. 



CHGPTER 7 

SCEOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT AND SCHOOL PROGRAM 

QUALITY 

Introduction 

In this chapter, the examination of the impact and influence of school-based 

management in schools, which commenceci in Chapter 6, is continued with an 

exploration of impact and influence on the quality of school programs in Snowfields 

School District. The chapter addresses the question of what perceptions were held by 

principals and district office staff about relationships between schwl-based 

management and school program quality, and why such perceptions were held. 

Data Sources 

The pattern of synthesizing data sources, established in Chapter 6 in exarnining 

the overall effects of the implementation of schwl-based management, is continued in 

this and the following chapter's analyses and discussions. Conceptual and analytical 

stmchires were based in the survey questionnaire items, which were developed from 

the contents of the literature. Section D of the questionnaire s w e y  instrument provided 

the key stmctures for the explorations detailed in this chapter. The section contained 16 

items, with one invitation to respondents to provide open responses to any matters 

pertaining to the section's focus on program quality. These open responses provided a 

usefùl data source in making some of the hdings. Interviews dso formed a very 

valuable source of data, especially in seeking to understand the perceptions of 

principals as those most directly responsible for addressing and implementing school- 

level policies and pnictices which influence the caliber of programs in the schools. 

As anticipatecl, documentary sources provided limited arnounts of data which 

contributed to deeper understandings of the areas addressed in the chapter. However, 
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an analysis of School Education Plans did provide useful iusights into the goals of 

schools in their pursuit of quality in school programs. 

Influence and Impact on School Programs 

Quolity of School Programs 

As uidicated in Table 7.1,10 of the disîrict's principals perceived that school- 

based management had contributed to the overall quality of their schooi's educational 

programs, although slightly over one third of the principal cohort did not oRer an 

opinion. 

TABLE 7.1 

Contribution to overall school program q d i î y  

(N = 21) 

Response %f 

S trongly Disagree 1 4.8 

Disagree 2 9.5 

Neutrd 8 38.1 

Ag= 8 38.1 

Strongly A- 2 9.5 

Data fkom other sources would seem to support the perceptions of principals 

indicated in the table, which may be characterized as perceptions that school-based 

management has Muenced the quaiity of school programs, but that such perceptions 

are tempered with uncertainty, and a degree of ambivalence. 

Principals made the following observations which iliustrated these perceptions, 



We have taken several stepdmitiatives tu enhmice our edWationa1 program, but 
these rnay (probubly?) would have taken place men ifschool-based 
mmuzgemetlt had not been in p k e .  H~ower ,  the perception that school-based 
managemerzt has givm us greater autonomy has created an aûnusphere thut 
fosters Uviovation. 

Most of the items in this secrion [of the survey quemonnaire] are occurnhg, but 
not as a resdt of SBDM. î k y  are the resulr of goud teaching and strong 
leadership in fulfilling oow professwnal mmrdate tu provide O quality progrm 

S o m  marvelously e#ècîive progr~zllung options have corne out of that [the 
implementation of school-hed mrmagement], and some really crearive 
solutions to p rogrm  that we could never have done. We wouldn't have even 
thought of them under the old system because the system didn't even allow you 
tu think that way about thihgs. 

The thmsts of these perceptions were echoed to some extent by district 

personnel. An associate superintendent, for example, observeci that 

1 have seen positive influence. I ce~ninly could point out instances where 
schuols have taken on whm they see as being total s c h d  approaches to dealing 
with things like school environment, school climate, to dealing with c u m ~ c u l ~  
as tu hav they organize their entire instructional strutegies and the teaming that 
takes place. 

Finding #22. School-based management created o p p o d t i e s  for school 

program quality to be influenced, and there were examples of this occurring in the 

school district. The degree of causality between such initiatives and school-based 

management was dificdt to discem, and such causality may be influenced by other 

developments and activities in the district. Perceptions of enhanced quality appear to be 

influenced by the flexibility at school level afforded by school-based management. 

Quality Indicators 

The review of the literature indicated a number of areas where school-based 

management may have influence and impact and which, coktively and separately, 

may provide insights into relationships between school-based management and the 

quality of school programs. The responses of principals to questionnaire survey items 

that school-based management has influenced each of these areas are summarized in 

Table 7.2. 





The level of uncertainty and ambivalence which surrounded the more general 

perceptions of rdationships between school-based management and the quality of 

school programs was reflected to some extent in principals' responses to quality 

items, in that of the 189 responses, 48 were in the neutral category. Notwithstanding, 

some fmdings were made. 

Curriculum Hexibility 

Eight principals who offered opinions disagreed or strongly disagreed that 

school-based management had increased curriculum flexibility at the school level, and 

slightly fewer of those who offered an opinion agreed or strongly agreed that the 

phenornenon had contributed to the relocation of curriculum decision making nom the 

district office to the school. The data indicated that the provincial influence was one 

reason for such perceptions king held, for example, 

Since Alberta Education basicaliy controls our cumculum, we're not able to 
make changes or much digerence there. We can d e  some changes in 
program Md the way we offer programs, but the cumèulm is pretty iaid out, 
and that's a provùtcid mandate. (Principal) 

However, one principal had observeci some change, noting that 

before site-based management, teachers depended more on the dishict mice in 
the area of cum~cuium leadership. mis now comesjkm the teachers 
themselves. 

Finding #23. Curriculum flexibility under school-based management was 

perceived by a majority of the principals who offered an opinion to be resnicted by 

provincial cwiculum mandates. This finding is aligneci with the perceptions noted in 

part in Finding #15, indicating uncertainty among principals about the levels of 

cmicuium authority held by them. 

Resource Management 

Sixteen principals a@ or strongly agreed that school-based management had 

contributed to better resource management at school level, with no principal 

disagreeing, and five offenng no opinion. 



The importance of these perceptions is heightened by the reality that, in an era 

of fiscal restraint, no additional financial resources had been avaiiable to schools or the 

district office for schwl-based management implementation, and levels of financiai 

resources allocated to schools and school districts had declined. In the view of an 

associate superhtendent, 

At the smne time we were ùnplementing the site-based numagement m&l, we 
were ako experiencing a s ign~cmt redruition in the resources atailable. At the 
sume time, we expected that schoois were going to be able to provide ar least the 
s m e ,  ifnot more, services nt the school Zevel. So in essence they were working 
with far less dolhrs thun we had available to us when the mode1 w m  
centralked. 

A principal also observed that there are restrictions to the flexibility of resources 

which are aiiocated, 

Site-based munagement has given us some power over budget, but I think really 
in the long tenn, it is a minimal effect over a very s m d  portion of the budget. 
niere is a high ponion of the budget that goes to st#ng, and a low ponion of 
the budget that goes to supplies, materiah, technology, and su on, and there's 
very small rnargins there offlexbilio. 

Principals' perceptions of better management of resources at the school level 

were endorsecl by district office personnel, for exarnple, 

niere's more l ibeq  given to schools to opemte in a way that they think is the 
best tu organize t k i r  resources. We emphasize with principah that they have 
the resources at their dkposal as much as there are in temis of resources, and 
that ifthey wmt to by duing different things, they c m  do that. The ernphnsis is 
on the outcornes. (Associate Superintendent) 

Finding #24. Better resource management has occwed at school level under 

school-based management. 

Access to Specialized Resources 

Thirteen of the district's principals perceived that, under schwl-based 

management, there was enbanced access to specialized resources, including personnel. 

Five principals disagreed that this had occurred, and three offered no opinion. 

Reductions in the district office support services staff, and increased fiscal 

flexibility at schwl level, appeared to have been catalysts for this enhanced access, 



We used to huve a whole codre of people who were the district's testing people. 
We didn't have any choice, they were hired by the dism'ct and we were to use 
them. If we didn't use them, we didn't huve anyone. Once site-based 
management c m  in, they soon got the message from the pMcipals that we 
wmted tu chose with our dollar who we would hire. I c m  have who 1 wanf, 
cortsultant, assessments, whutever. Free-market competition gbes us the besr 
service for our dollar in t e m  cf hining outsi& professw~l anù technical 
advice. (Principal) 

FindUlg m. A majority of principals and district office staff perceived that 

school-based management had contributed to the ability of schools to gain access to 

specialized staff and resources because of the financial and operational flexibility 

aff'orded schools by school-based management. 

Instructional Policy and lndividual Differences 

InteMew data indicated that both principals and district office perso~e l  did 

perceive that, in a schwl-based management environment, school-level instructional 

policy and the ability of schools to respond to individual ciifferences in students had 

both been enhanced. These perspectives were particularly endorsed by principals, with 

a nurnber describing in some detail how they had used the flexibility engendered by 

school-based management to meet particular needs of students in their schools. One 

principal, for example, commenteci in respect of special education, that 

the biggest influence on our school program, the biggest positive wuence of 
site-based management for our school is in the area of special education, the 
area of special needs. There's a fundihg fornula there, but thatfinding goes 
into the school pot, and thut child's progrming needs have tu be aitended to 
by the school. But there is no dollar-to-kid transkùtion or tie there. The 
accountability is in the programming. 1 have to show that we are progrming 
appropriately to meet the child's neeak, and wherher if's costing me five dollars 
orfive thusand dollùrs doesn't have to corne into it ~ l e s s  1 m not 
progranuning to rneet thut child's needs. 

The perceptions of principals as cietexmined by the questionnaire survey are 

summarized in Table 7.2. 

The data confimed that rnajonties of principals agreed or strongly agreed that 

school-based management had contributeci to both the development of school-level 

instructional policies, and the abiiities of schools to respond to individual needs in 

students. 



The district superintendent perceived that the sizes and types of schools may 

have also exercised some influence in these areas, 

Interviewer What about the negative infuences on schwl programs? 

Respondent: I think that in mmry of the senings there were mique challenges 
because of either the popukùtion or the ske of the schwl. Some of our m l 1  
schooIs have seen a sig?ùj?cant reduction in the staffing allocations thut they 
had, mtd men in Our Irrrger schooh we have cerfaully seen some changes in thut 
respect. But partzrtzcularly the d l e r  sc?wok have seen a reducrion m ~ra@zg, 
and thut, 1 believe, bas had an impact on the kir& of things îhey were able to 
do, and the kindr of semices they were able to provide. One example of thLr is 
in the area of specinl educuîion support. niey don 't h m  the people any more to 
do some of the more small group, one-on-one kindr of things that they were 
able todo iB thepan. 

Finding #26. School-based management influenceci, in the perceptions of 

principals and district office staff, the abilities of schools to develop instructional 

policy, and meet individuai student clifferences, although school size, type, and location 

may have affected that ability. The flexibility afforded schwls by school-based 

management poiicies appeared to be a major contributor to these perceptions. 

Znstructional Programs 

In contrast, slightly fewer principals agreed or strongly agreed that school- 

based management had contributed to the development of new instructional programs in 

their schools. 

The reasons for these perceptions and patterns of development of instructional 

programs were m~ult to discem from the data. It may well be that it was too early in 

the implementation period for initiatives in this area to have corne to the fore. 

Notwithstanding, principals have made observations about possibilities in this area, for 

example, 

A lot of schook are concentrathg on technology, and they're channeling 
freedom of decision-making into increased technology in schoolF. That's un 
ewnple of an area where the school knows whut its cupabilities are, and where 
the improvemnts are needed. ami the schoois c m  now move fonvard on their 
own a little more. 

The district supe~tendent perceived signs of the development of schwl-level 

instructional programs, commenting that 



for exumple, over at [school], they implemented an early-moming progrmn and 
an Mer-school program, the su-c&d Iatchkey progrmns, because they thought 
it might be a way of attrmirg kidr to the schuol. Another school h a  generated 
an early mtervention program, seekùig out sorne of t h s e  kiLF in their earlier 
years, tu get them ready in tenns of their reuding and those kùuis of things on 
the premise that the fmnües thut they're coming from have a very low 
socioeconomic backgrowrd, su if's Iike a Head Start type of program 

An associate superintendent perceived that provincial assessrnent prograrns have 

innuend  the development of instructional program initiatives by schocds, and that 

such influence was not necessarily positive, 

The other fùctor hus been the provincial achievement tem. lky, as a partrrtrcuZur 
measure of d e n t  outcornes, have been pro fod  in the impact they've had on 
our schools, and there is a very strong, and sometimes Z dont think positive, 
motivation to find the best w q s  of doing things in t e m  of providing learning 
oppomities for kidr. 

Another associate superintendent perceived this in a more positive way, 

1 think that the move to site-based magement, combined with some of the 
outcornes-bmed expectatiom of schoolÎ. have had an extremely positive impact 
in the seme that they have caused schook to consciously fucus on what they are 
doing, and how they are dohg it. 

Finding #2 7. Schools were beginning to use the flexibility associated with 

school-based management to develop instructional prograrns at school level. The 

provincial assessrnent programs may have inhibited initiatives in this area. 

Text und Insttuctional Materials 

Nine principals disagreed that schwbbased management had conaibuted to the 

selection of better text and supplemental instructional material, although an equal 

nurnber did not offer an opinion. The shidy did not discern if these perceptions were 

due to levels of satisfaction with existing materials, or whether this area had not been 

broached by schools in the implementation of school-based management. 

Relationships with Parents 

It bas been demonstrated in the study that district school-bascd management 

policies assumed that the development of specific school policies and identities at each 

site included the involvement of parents, at least through the formal mechanisrns of site 



councils. Aspects of the nature of relationships between school-based management 

processes in the district and schwl councils were examined in Chapter 6. While nine 

p ~ c i p a b  agreed that school-based management had contributed to closer relationships 

with parents, five disagreed, and seven offered no opinion. These perceptions, 

including some levels of uncertainty and ambivalence, reflected the relevant perceptions 

examined in Chapter 6. 

These perceptions were also rdected in interview data, for example, 

Parents wanted involvement in what they caïlèd budgeting, and parents wanted 
an involvement in goal serring. However, I f o d  that parents tended to corne 
from their own ageda, and so ifthey hud a specinl needr chi4 they didntt care 
what hppened to the rest of the school ar long as maxirnm dollars were spent 
on special needî. It was gening that global awareness as opposed tu "mine," 
and making them feel that the mput they hud given acrually counted yl the 
decision, even if it wasn't one hundred percent the way they wanted it to be. 
(Principal) 

While we are promtuzg that [parent participation]. md while we encourage it, 
and while we ask principals when they present their P h  to us so that we can 
mnitor that development, " h e  parents been involved?, " they al[ say 'Yes." 
But when you mpack that comment, you'llfind that it's al1 over the map. 
(S  uperinîendent) 

Finding #28. While a majority of principals offering an opinion, and some 

district office staff, perceived that school-based management had contributed to closer 

relationships with parents at the school level, to the benefit of the quality of school 

prograrns, the nature of such relationships across the district was unclear. 

Plu n n ing 

In Chapter 5, the b g e s  between provincial Business Plans, district Education 

Plans, and School Education Plans were examined. It was noted that a key linkage was 

a clear focus on the enhancernent of student achievement. This section of the chapter 

examines school level planning, and its relationship with school program quality. 

School Planning 

Nearly two thirds of the district's principals agreed or strongly agreed that 

school-based management had contributed to enhanced collaborative, collegial planning 
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in their schools (see Table 7.3). These data supported those noted in Table 6.12 in 

respect of shared mission, shared decision making, and coilaborative work practices. 

TABLE 7.3 

Conhiburion zo collaborative, colkgid planning 

(N = 21) 

Response %f 

S trongly Disagree - - 

Disagree 3 14.3 

Neutral 5 23.8 

*gr= 12 57.1 

Strongly Agree 1 4.8 

Data also emerged in the study which indicated that collaborative, collegial 

planning processes were used by schwls to establish goals in their Education Plans, 

and which supported the data noted in Table 6.12, for example, 

We have a needy comrnunity, and su basically we had to look at and focus an 
how we CM best serve our students. We [the stm looked ut program needs, at 
s u e n t  needs-whut do we need to improve on? Have we completed that goal? 
Do we need to make more growîh there? Do we drop that one îutd add 
something eke? We look at our d e n t  progress on the achievenzent tests as 
mother way of setîing goak. (Principal) 

Finding #29. School-based management has contributed to school-level 

collaborative, collegial planning in the disixict, including in the goal setting processes of 

School Education Plans. 



Goal Alignment 

The data also indicated that cognition of, and alignment with, district and 

provincial goals, were a considered part of school level program planning, for example, 

We are mare  of whut the district goals are, and obviously there U a wish to ut 
le& align ourselves or oddress in some mearures those larger goals of the 
district. 1 tthUtk it wouiü be impossible not to because the areas thut one wants to 
oddress remin constant in t e m  of &elopment of chiltiren. of achievement, 
of conduct. and so on. Su you're never gohg to be outside the things that the 
district also wants to see hoppen. (Rincipai) 

FindUIg #30. Goal settkg at the school level took cognizance of district and 

provincial goals. 

School and Community Goals 

Finding #14 indicated that community input through the formal mechanisms of 

school councils was present, but bat the pattern of influence and impact was unclear. 

Similady, determinhg alignrnents between goals desired or perceived as important by 

communities and those established by schools was difficult, although there was no 

evidence of misaligrnent of such goals. A principal described goal sethg processes 

which allowed for school community input, 

We collect data primrily from parent sunieys and staff input. We then 
orgrniLe, caregorize, Mdpriolitize al2 that information into school goah for the 
next year. For the most part, the school's goals are, for example, school spirit, 
hcreased commmication, increased discipline, those kir& of things, that don 't 
necessanly have a budget line to them. 

Another observed that 

there was a high degree of shilarity between what the st&wanted and what 
the cornmunity wants. 

Such descriptions were comrnon responses in the study. The district superintendent, 

however, cautioned that comrnunity contribution to school goals is not uniform. 

Ifyou go from school A, they might be vety successfuL They might have thirty 
or f o w  orfifS people out to look at the Education Plan for the next year. The 
next schooL ifthey c m  get out three or four parents, they're quite hnppy 
because maybe that's [the Education P h ]  no? deerned to be important to the 
parent group. 

A principal also expressed concern that 



parents are d d i n g  much more as they pursue ownership of teachers and 
resources, wwanting it dl for their child. (Respondent's emphasis) 

Finding #31. While the study did not specifically address the degree of 

alignment between school and cornmunity goals, principals and district office staff 

perceived that there were efforts to involve schwl communities in goal setting. There 

was no evidence of misalignment between school and community goals. 

Budgets and Goals 

An associate superintendent noted in a district information paper on funding 

distribution models in school-based management environrnents, that "the basic 

foundation in site-based decision making is the development of an equitable funding 

distribution of the school system's resources. The= are no predetennined amounts or 

categories that are universaliy acceptabIe." Perceptions were sought in the study about 

Mages between budget planning and program goals setting, in particular, the 

innuence of school budgets on the establishment of school goals. Perceptions were 

quite diverse, for example, 

I WOU& 't say the budget dictates the goah. nie budget certainly influences 
how well you c m  carry out your goals. You might not be able to achieve them 
as much as you want because you don7 have the support. We have children 
who corne to school who are m t  re& to Zeam and we need to provide a lot of 
assistance. With the loss of our leaming assistance progrum, we had t o j î d  
other ways to do that. You find other ways to bring resources, whether they're 
people or monetary resources, into the school. (Principal) 

However, the focus on budgethg in schwl-based management processes was 

perceived to present some challenges, for example, 

If you don? watch out, the budget becornes your site-based decision making. 
You must indicate go& thuî are reuchuble Md practical, iutd for some schook, 
some goah areas are sùnply nurpracticaL Su you tend to channe1 your e m s  
and mnbitiom and goals into thhgs thut you c m  reuch, and thut nury c u ~ i l  
m ~ y  avenues for cenaul schools, for example, in the area of technology. I ' k  
tnWcXcy thing with goals Lr thut you tend to center on things you c m  afford and 
are measurable, and thut leaves a lot of g r o d  un touche^ and th& 
wifommate. Zt sometUnes ntakes education too neat a package, and you miss a 
lot of the real good things. (Principal) 

F W n g  #32. A perception existed among principals of a relationship 

between budgets and school program goal setting. Although the possibility of school 



budgets dictahg goals was &O perceived by some principals, no evidence of this 

occUmng emerged in the study. 

Teacher Participation 

The ambivalence and lack of overall clarity of the roles and influence of 

parents in goal setting in schools across the district also appeared to be similady 

attacheci to the roles of teachers, in the perceptions of principals and district office staff- 

A p ~ c i p a l  observeci that 

Z think to involve the W a t  the level where it [the decisi4 h a  the highest 
impact is a good Lrsue, but if's m t  a panacea to m e r  al1 issues. 7 7 ~  bonom 
line is, teachers want tu teach. They wmt their classroom, they want to teoch. 

Teacher resistance to goal setting procedures was perceived as a problem by a 

principal, 

Prubably the biggest drawback that I'm finding is convincing stafthey need to 
be involved in all parts of it [school-based management]. I have a very strong 
feeling thut al1 stflneed to be involved in al1 parts of it, and my stu#don 't 
quite think the sme. Budgeting is not a problem I can get them involved very 
earily there. But in the goal setring, mission, vision, that kind of thing, no? ail 
of them want to be involved. 

Another perceived that the provincial political climate inhibited teacher 

participation in goal setting, 

Pan of the diflculty. parr of the challenge, Lr to invite al1 of the staff onto the 
team, and help them believe t h t  they have a persona1 opportunity tu be involved 
in whatever directions we go, whutever decisions we nt&. It's a tuugh one in 
the environment that we hme for teachers in thik province, and even in this 
system. 

Other forms of resistance were noted by a principal, as weil as some changes in 

attitudes b y teachers, 

ntere's always that sort of delicate area that some stfldon 't want to get 
involved in, they don't want to deal with thuse sorts of things: "Thar's your 
job, that's your responsibilify. Give me a classroom, give me 30 kids and let 
me teach " We have teachers who are beginning to realize thut some of those 
decisions are having un impact on them in the claîsroom, mid so they want to 
have mare s q .  

The district supe~tendent's perceptions of school staff involvernent in god 

setting resembled his perceptions of parent involvement, 



It's al1 over the mop. 

He elaborated that 

one of the things that we ask for them [principals] to do is to make sure that 
when they 're putting their Education P h  together annunlty, thnt those p h  
are done j oMy  with stî# The reality i s  thut they Ire successful at doùag thut a? 
various levels. We mk. "have s tabeen involved?, " and they al1 s q  t ) e s . ' 3~ t  
if you go to the stcii you11l find maybe a different set of respomes: 'Well, yes, 
sort of; but basically they gave us the P h  and we just said yes. "And others 
will Say, '"yes, we hud al1 soris ofsubcomminees which generated the Plan." 

FindUg #33. Rincipals and district office staff perceiveci that teachers were 

contributhg to goal setting at school level, but the pattern and influence of such 

contributions in schools across the district were unclear. A perception existed that 

school staff may not wish to be involved in many facets of school-based management. 

School Education Plans 

School Education Plans, as an integrai cornponent of school-based 

management processes in the district, represented the key planning outcornes in respect 

of school goals and program planning. An examination of the executive sumaries of 

School Education Plans for all schooIs in the district was undertaken. W e  reflecting 

the site-specific nature of each school's operations, problems, and resources, each plan 

also reflected a direct and clear focus, as a very high priority in each case, on the 

enhancement of the quality of school programs and student achievement. The following 

examples are illustrative of diis focus, 

Goal #2: One h&ed percent of dl students will demonstrate acceptable 
stmidnrds in problem-solving skills ùa mathemutics. 

Goal 2: To improve studenr achievernent in the core subjects: 

A: To improve students' reodnrg levelr. 
B: To hprove students ' understandings of rnaihemurics. 
C: To improve students' achievement in social studies. 
D: Tu hprove students' achievements RI science. 

To promore growîh m academic achievemenî with an emphasis on h g u a g e  a m  
and mathematics. 

1. Improve Student Pe&n~nce--by improving student achievement on 
provincicrl achievement exarns, better identifying srudents with special needs, 
and utilizing new teaching strategies and technologies. There will ako be a 



focus on siuàents numering basic spelling Md improvntg student reuàing anù 
writing sîraîegies. 

Finding #34. School Education Plans, as an integral component of school- 

based management planning processes, and as a linkage to district and provincial 

policies and goals, reflected a strong emphasis on planning for both enhanced school 

program quality and enhanced student achievement. 

Accountability 

Accountability for Program Quality 

It has been shown in the snidy that perceptions existed among principals that 

school-based management had heightened accountability to both the district office and 

to parents. Sixteen principals aiso perceived that accountabiiity to the district office for 

the quality of school programs had also increased (see Table 7.4). 

Performance Zndicators 

Similarly, a majority of principals perceived that schwl-based management had 

led to schwls developing their own performance indicators of the quality of the 

school's programs (see Table 7.4). 

FMing #35. A majority of principals perceived that, under school-based 

management, accountability for the quality of school programs had increased, and had 

led to the development of program quality performance indicators at school level. 
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TABLE 7.4 

Principals' perceptiuns of accountabiliiiy mid progmm quality pe flonnance indicators 

(N = 21) 

Response Accountability Performance Indicators 

Strongly Disagree - - 

Disagree 2 (9.5) 3 (14.3) 

Neutra1 3 (14.3) 3 (14.3) 

AFee 8 (38.1) 12 (57.1) 

S trongly Agree 8 (38.1) 3 (14.3) 

Note. Figure in parentheses is frequency percent 

Professional Development 

The questionnaire survey data indicated clearly that school-based management 

had led to the enhancement of professional development programs in schools, in the 

perceptions of a majority of the district's principals (see Table 7.5). 

One principal commented that 

a huge portion of the budger went towards professional development. 

An associate superintendent observed that 

in our system, we have o r g a e d  our schuol calendar to allùcate a minimum of 
f i e  days with the culendar t h t  ore established as Vi-school professioml 
development d q s .  Many of the schools u&e that time, or a portion of that 
rime, for eirher the design or review of their Educution Plam, urtd the 
involvement of siafin discwsions relative tu îhat. ntey can also organize their 
rUne so thut they c m  utilize evenings or weekendr in association with th se  
àays to involve parents. 

F M n g  #36. In the perceptions of a majority of principals and district office 

staff, school-based management has facilitated and led to enhanced professional 

development programs in schools. Increased flexibility in resource usage at school 



213 

level, and system facilitation of professional development, appeaRd to be contributhg 

factors for these perceptions. 

TABLE 7.5 

School-based management und enhmu:ed professwnul developntent 

( N  = 21) 

- - - - - - .. - - - .- - - - 

Response %f 

Strongly Disagree - - 
Disagree 3 14.3 

Neutrd 4 19.0 

Agree 12 57.1 

Strongiy Agree 2 9.5 

Effects of Cornmitments 

The iiterature review demonstrated that the relocation of decision-making 

authority to schools had implications in terms of uicreased demands on the school's 

resources such as tirne, and the possibility of conflicts arising because of the competing 

demands of the school's pedagogical and increased managerial responsibilities. Sixteen 

of the district's principals agreed or strongly agreed that school-based management had 

created m~uities because of the ongoing demands of teaching and the increased and 

often competing demands of other cornmitments, with two principals disagreeing and 

three offering no opinion. The specific nature of the mculties created were not 

de terminai in the study . However, the follow ing provide some examples, 

I f M  myself; if1 am not c a r w  gening invulved in policies, meetings, and 
discussions, and maybe frying to manipukte things a certain way, as opposed 
tu just interacting in a free and open way with people in more of an educarionul 
format, whether irs a cumWcuLar or extracurnèulat format. (Rincipal) 



There b a feeling, 1 th* among senior adminimtors that, in the long t e m  
acruss the province, there wül be a sign@cant changeover th the people who are 
currently in principaIship roles. Most of us do not rake training in financial 
management, and 1 th* that the s u ù p a ~  of site-based rnunagement in some 
respects b thut people w?w are very capable of king strong irrmucrional 
leaders, who are master teahers, very capable of helping others become very 
strong, profcient cum*culum people and teachers, will not seme in the role [of 
principal] because they are nut the hy-tOaay, nuts-and-bolts nmuzgers. 
(Associate Superintendent) 

Tirne. Data which emerged from the study indicated that tirne constraints were 

a problem created by school-based management, in the perceptions of some principals 

(see Table 6.12) and district office staff. Increased demands on available tirne, and the 

spending of time on managerial rather than educational rnatters were facets of this 

problem, for example, 

The only real obstacle 1 faced wos time. I had to become very, very involved 
wirh my persona2 rime. (Principal) 

I do m t  believe that it is constructive in tenm of use of time, energy, or 
anything else, th pnncipais or teachers be involved in a discussion of buring, 
or f~cilities issues. (Superintendent) 

Time, only the time limit, only the time we have put into the Educatiun Plans. 
(Principal) 

Finding #37. School-based management has created difficulties for schools 

because of the duality and demaads of pedagogical and managerial roles, with 

principals and district office staff perceiving that time constraints posed particular 

difficulties. The relocation of managerial authonty to schools was perceived as a prime 

source of these difficulties. 

Summary 

In this chapter, perceptions held by principals and district office staff in 

Snowfields School District about relationships between school-based management, as 

implernented in the district, and the quality of school program, have been examineci. 

Perceptions of the impact and influence of school-based management on the overall 

quality of school programs were explored, and an examination of a series of quality 



indicators which the literature suggested were key indicators of program quality was 

undertaken. Perceptions of school program planning processes were considered, 

including the goal setting procedures used in estabiïshing and developing School 

Education Plans, as  were the aligmnents between schwl, district, and provincial goals, 

between school and community goals, between goals sening and budgeting, and 

teacher participation in program goal-setting processes. Perceptions of levels of 

accountability for the quality of school programs, and the development of program 

quality performance indicators were briefly considered. The chapter concluded with a 

penwl of perceptions of some effects created in schools by commitments engendered 

through school-based management processes, and which may be influencing aspects of 

school programs. 

The analysis undertaken in the chapter yielded 16 fïndings. 

In Chapter 8, perceptions held by principals and district office staff about the 

relationships between schwl-based management and student achievement will be 

sirnilady exarnined. 

Surnmary of Findings 

Findittg #22. School-based management created opportunities for school 

program quaiity to be influenced, and there were examples of this occUmng in the 

schwl district. The degree of causaMy between such initiatives and schwl-based 

management was difficult to discem, and such causality may be influencecl by other 

developments and activities in the disaict Perceptions of enhanced quaIity appear to be 

influenced by the flexïbiiity at school level afforded by school-based management. 

Finding #23. Curriculum flexibility under school-based management was 

perceived by a majority of the principals who offered an opinion to be restricted by 

provincial curriculum mandates. This finding is aligned with the perceptions note& in 



part, in Fmding #15, indicating uncertainty among principals about the levels of 

curriculum authority held by them. 

Finding #24. Better resource management has occurred at school level under 

schwl-based management. 

Finding m. A majonty of principals and district office staff perceived that 

school-based management had contributeci to the ability of schools to gain access to 

specialked staff and resounxs because of the hancial and operational flexibility 

afforded schools by school-based management. 

Finding #26. School-based management influenced, in the perceptions of 

principals and district office staff, the abilities of schools to develop instructional 

policy, and meet individuai stuclent differences, aithough school size, type, and location 

may have affectai that abiiity. The flexibility afforded schools by school-based 

management policies appeared to be a major contributor to these perceptions. 

Finding #27. Schools were beginning to use the flexibility associated with 

school-based management to develop instructional programs at school level. The 

provincial assessrnent programs may have inhibited initiatives in this area. 

Finding #28. While a majority of principals offenng an opinion, and some 

district office staff, perceived that school-based management had contributed to doser 

relationships with parents at the school level, to the benefit of the quality of school 

programs, the nature of such relationships across the district was unclear. 

Finding #29. School-based management has contributed to schwl-level 

collaborative, collegial planning in the district, including in the goal setting processes of 

School Education Plans. 

Finding #30. Goal setting at the school level took cognizance of district and 

provincial goals. 

Finding #31. Whiïe the study did not specifically address the degree of 

alignment between school and cornmunity goals, principals and district office staff 



perceived that there were effom to involve school communities in goal setting. There 

was no evidence of misaligrnent between school and community goals. 

Finding #32. A perception existed among principals of a relationship 

between budgets and school program goal setting. Although the possibility of school 

budgets dictating goals was also perceived by some principals, no evidence of thû 

occurring emerged in the study. 

Finàïng #33. Principals and district office staff perceived that teachers were 

contributing to goal setting at school level, but the pattern and influence of such 

contributions in schools across the district were uaclear. A perception existed that 

school staff may not wish to be involved in many facets of school-based management. 

Finding #34. School Education Plans, as an integral componeni of school- 

bawd management planning processes, and as a linkage to district and provincial 

policies and goals, ~flected a strong emphasis on planning for both enhanced school 

program quaiity and enhanced student achievement. 

Finding #35. A majority of principals perceived that, under school-based 

management, accountability for the quality of school programs had increased, and had 

led to the development of program quality performance indicators at school level. 

Finding #36. In the perceptions of a majority of principals and district office 

staff, schwl-based management has facilitated and led to enhanced professional 

development programs in schools. Increased flexibility in resource usage at school 

level, and system facilitation of professional development, a p p e d  to be contributing 

factors for these perceptions. 

Finùing #37. School-based management has created difficulties for schools 

because of the duality and demands of pedagogical and managerial roles, with 

principals and district office staff perceiving that time constraints posed particular 

difficulties. The docation of managerial authority to schwls was perceived as a prime 

source of these dificulties. 
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CHAPTER 8 

SCHOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 

Introduction 

This chapter addresses the study's specific research question of what 

perceptions were held by piincipals and district office staff about the relationships 

between school-based management and student achievement, and why such perceptions 

were held, 

Data Sources 

The patterns of data sources and their usage established in the preceding two 

chapters, were continued in the analysis and discussion in this chapter. Questionnaire 

survey items provided the structural bais for the conceptual and aaalytical framework, 

with Section E of the instrument forming the main source for the framework of this 

chapter. The section contained 18 items and one invitation to respondents to make open 

responses on any matter pertaining to the section's focus on student achievement. 

Again, these responses provided a usefùi data source in making some of the fmdings. 

Interview data also fomed a valuable and potent source about the nature of and some of 

the reasons for perceptions held about this important facet of school operations in a 

school-based management environment. The chapter's focus on student achievement 

memt that principals' perceptions formed a larger data source generally than the 

perceptions of district office staff, as the former hold direct responsibility for levels of 

student achievement. Documentary sources provided negligible amounts of data 

relevant to the chapter, except in the case of the examination of non-measurable 

achievement. Aithough considerable amounts of data were available about Ievels of 

student achievement in the disûict, especially in the form of outcornes of provincial 
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assessrnent programs, there are no stnrctures or mechanisms which clearly link that 

achievement data with school-based management procedures. 

Impact and Muence on Student Achievement 

Contributions to Shrdent Academic Growth 

The responses of principals were sought about the statement that "school-based 

management has contribua to the overall academic growth of students." Principals' 

perceptions are summarizeù in Table 8.1. 

TABLE 8.1 

Contribution to d e n t s '  ucndemic growth 

(AT = 21) 

Response %f 

Strongly Disagree - - 

Disagree 6 28.6 

Neutra1 13 6 1.9 

Agree 2 9.5 

Strongiy A p e  - - 

AU but two of the district's principals either did not perceive or did not offer an 

opinion about a relationship between school-based management and student academic 

growth. These perceptions stood in some contrast to principals' perceptions of 

relationships behveen school-based management and the quality of school programs 

(see Table 7.1). 



Seeking to understand the reasons for such responses uncovered a number of 

underlying perceptions about the relationship. In the perceptions of several principais, 

the item was asking them to make judgements prematurely about the efficacy of school- 

based management in this area, for example, 

Tou soon to tell. 

It's very early in the process tu m e r  these questionsIIS We're really only one 
mtd a halfyears into the process. It tukes three tofive years of a chunge to be 
able tu dectiveely memure results such ar stu&nt achievement under school- 
based decrcion mnking. 

There is little doubt that the perceptions of some principals were influenced by 

the comparatively early stage of school-based management implementation in the 

district. However. this understanding must be tempered to some extent, by perceptions 

in the district, notexi earlier, that the distnct had permitteci and encourageci school-level 

decision making, and had devolved substantial resources to schmls in the decade or so 

prior to the formal implementation of school-bas& management In the perceptions of a 

principal, 

I think this district's always been fairly flexible, so the change hasn't been 
enornous. It really hasnk 

This perception was endoaed by an associate superintendent, 

This hm alwuys been a systern that hm gnten a fair amount of authuriry tu 
schools to create a kind of environment thut they felt was important for student 
lèarning. 

The Edmonton effect. The influence in Snowfields School District of the 

initiatives taken over many years by the Edmonton Pubiic School District has been 

discussed. However, the influence did not appear to have extended to a perception that 

the initiatives have influenced levels of student achievement in that district. When asked 

about the possible disparity between the Snowfields School District's belief statements 

about the influence of school-based management on student achievement, and the 

possible reality, a principal responded that 

we knew thut before we got into it. We knew that in the Edmonton Public 
District. The [Edmonton Public School District] superintendent told us in an 



inservice before we stmed chat site-based mcutagement had m t  increased 
d e n t  achievement. We knew that. 

The reality that schwl-based management was but one element of change at 

work in the district was another m o n  contn'buting to the perceptions about school- 

based management and overall stuâent academic growth, a point made quite strongly by 

several principals. The following typified suc h responses, 

Our school cornmuni9 had dready embarked on new directions and 
hovations before SBM came into effect. Therefore, many of the trends cited in 
the survey may be happening here W t h e y  are not amibuted to SBM. SBM has 
given school commmities more autonomy in some areas (st@ng, budgeting, 
phnnmg) but tkse  are munagerid rather t h  r'educatiooML" The premise that 
SBM will lead to improved educational semnce and therefore stuùenr 
achievement/client saifaction has yet to be borne out. (Respondent's 
emphases) 

Perhaps the most compeUing reason for the perception of little contribution by 

school-based management to the overall academic growth of students to emerge from 

the data was that many principals and district office staff did not perceive that there was 

a significant, k t ,  or causal relationship between the implementation of school-based 

management and levels of student achievement, at least in the shoa term. Data to this 

effect were extant in the shidy, for example, 

I h o w  that the lines to M e n t  achievement are pretty light to nonexistent. But I 
sri11 believe that, by Md Inrge, ifyou involve people in the decision making, 
they will be happier with the nature of the deciswns made; they will better 
understand them. So it may be that one of the key benefis from site-based 
deckion making has nothing to do with d e n t  achievement. The benefir of it 
hm to do with a healthier, more sansfied workjiorce, anù that muy be the 
outcome t h  b being achieved by site-bared decision moking. lXe rest of it, the 
extension to better student achievement, simply may be a throwaway thut's not 
the reason for site-hed decision making. ((Supe~tendent) 

An associate superintendent also observed that 

1 think thnt the province would have d@cultyme years down the road, Mer 
the majority of system have muved into site-bmed mumagement models, saying 
"that's the p h a r y  factur behind the increase in student achievement. " niere are 
so m ~ y  factors that enter into it, I woulù have di#?culty seeing how that couid 
be considered a p h r y  one. 

ûther perceptions offered by principals included the following, 

It could just be the 90s whim of how to manage schools, and we'll get to the 
next decade and we'll have another set of templates to follow and so on. I don'? 



think that these kinds of thùags which are actually &king the processes of how 
we amWve at our goab necessady need to be dictated to schook. Ifanything, we 
need to be dictuted what our redts  are expected to be, and let the professioonals 
in the schooii detennine the processes. Site-based decision muking, to some 
degree, f i  more focused on the process rather t h  the product. 

Interviewer: Hove you been able to detect any influence on student achievement 
in your schwl by school-based numugement? 

Respondent: 1 I d o n  't think so. I think that if there is an inJueme--and it hant k 
signz~cmtly occumed tu date-it wiü be a W of l e f t -Wed  or a secondury 
mfruence. It will corn out of our growing opporiunity mrd capacity to plot our 
mm direction, p h  Our own straîegies, and mido do thkgs that have corne with 
site-b& mCLttLZgmnt. WeYeU txtettd that into our siudenr achievement areas, 
and we'll do a better job beccucse of it. And ifwe do a better job, our kidr will 
do a better job. So I think we ?l see some, but it won? be so direct that you can 
idenrifV that "site-hed rnunagement dùi this, and therefre students did tb t .  " 
It's not going to be quite thut cleun. (Principal) 

As shown Ui Table 8.1, perceptions were not uniform. One principal observed 

that 

school-based mrmogemmt faciltates the work that is dune relarive to program 
and achievement. 

Another commentai about relationships between school-based management 

processes and student achievement that 

ifit changes srudent achievonent because we are forced through the Education 
Plan, to be more specific, more focued, and therefore we analyze more what's 
happening, and see where there 's a need for doing something dz~erenty, and 
so on, then yes. But t h t  part isn 'r because of the money or the power being 
here. ZtS because the analyzing of the programming hm to huppen as part of 
site-based nwmgement. Thut reinforces thut we have to be much more anulytical 
about our results and our achievement. 

Finding #38. There was little evidence that principals and district office staff 

perceived that there were causal linkages between the implementation of school-based 

management and student achievement An array of reasons underpinned these 

perceptions, including the relatively short p e n d  of time since the implementation in the 

district, the reaiity that school-based management was but one change influence in the 

district, and because schwl-based management was not generdy perceived as a major 

influence in the enhancement of student achievement Ievels. The significance of the last 

perception is heightened when considered in the light of Finding #IO, that a majority of 
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principals undentood the goals of school-based management, with the enhancement of 

student achievement as a prime goal. 

Teaching and Learning Processes 

While aven principals agreed that school-based management did enhance 

teaching and learning processes, with four disagreeing, and 10 offered no opinion (see 

Table 82), these perceptions stand in contrast to those indicated in Table 8.1, where 

only two principals agreed that school-based management was contributing to the 

academic growth of students. 

TABLE 8.2 

School-based management enhanced teaching and IeamUIg processes 

(N = 21) 

Response %f 

S~ongly Disagree - - 

Disagree 4 19.0 

Neutrd 10 47.6 

7 33.3 

Strongly Agree - - 

Eliciting reasons for these perceptions provided little illumination on the 

contrast. Again, some principals perceived that it was possibly at too early a stage in the 

implementation processes to make such judgements. Other principals perceived some 

discontinuity between the management and organizational thrusts of schwl-based 

management and the possibilities for enhancing teaching and learning engendered by 

the phenornenon. An example of the responses by principals is, 



We CO& have (anà shoukü have) been respomible for shared mission, goals, 
objectives, musurements, etc. before school-based munagement. We still had 
responsibility in those areas. ïke control over budget dlocatiom allows some 
sta#hgPexibility, and minly Mects our ability to creatively und ejôrectively 
program for meeting special me&. W y  ùt thai area do Z see a connecrion 
between school-based management and srudent outcornes. 

This sense of discontinuity was &O observed by district office personnel, for 

example, 

2 thatk they [principals] hnd serious resen>ariom about moving in that direction 
because they were concemed that they would become very much involved with 
more of the business and accounting side of munagement than they were in 
t e m  of being abk to be Urstnu:tibnal leaders. 1 thihk that's sril1 crirical in the 
rde that they're serving. (Associate supe~tendent) 

Finding #39. While a majority of principals who offered opinions perceived 

that school-based management was enhancing teaching and learning processes, there 

were indications in the data that perceptions existed that such causal linkages were 

tenuous. 

Teaching and Learning Roles 

The study examined principals' perceptions of changes in various facets of the 

teaching and leamhg roles of schools which may be attributed to the influence of 

school-based management. The review of the literature suggested the specific areas 

which were exarnined. Principals' responses are summarized in Table 8.3. 

The perceptions represented by these data reflected, to some exteat, the 

dichotomy in perspectives between principals' perceptions of the innuence of school- 

based management on the overalI academic growth of students. and their perceptions of 

the phenornenon's influence on teaching and learning processes. Some principals again 

observed that it may be too early in the implementation processes to make meaningfd 

judgements. However, it was possible to make some fmdings in particular areas. 

Basic Skills Acquisition 

Eight of the principals who offered opinions agreed or strongly agreed that 







school-based management had caused an increased focus on the acquisition of basic 

skills, with one third of the cohort offering no opinion. Reasons for this diversity in 

perceptions were not readily apparent in the study, although there was some reluctance 

by some principals and district office staff to attnbute any such changes to schwl-based 

management, for example, 

1 suppose I have to say rhere is the potential for it to have Unpact. But it 
shouIdnt? have- We shouid be able to do the thhgs to make srudent achievement 
huppen and incrense and hprove. We should be ubZe to do those things 
anyway. (Principal) 

You're tnlking tu n person who finnly believes that site-based decision making 
im't going to have a major impact on srudent outcornes. (Superintendent) 

Finding #W. A major@ of principals who offered opinions perceived that 

school-based management had caused an increased focus on the acquisition of basic 

skills. However, the study did elicit some reluctance by both principals and district 

office staff to attribute the increase to school-based management. 

Levels of Teacher Responsibilities 

SLightly more principals who o f f e ~ d  opinions perceived that schwl-based 

management had contributeci to increased levels of teacher responsibility for 

instructional and classrmm management, and for levels of snident performance. Again, 

there was some reluctance by some principals to attribute change to school-based 

management. In this respect, a principal observed that 

it's [schwl-based manugement] a management style that fucilitutes the W w e  
do. lfthere Lr mi improvement in srudent aehievement, you may be able to make 
thcir loose conneciion back tu site-bared management, because it shply 
fmilitated it. 

Another also commenteci that 

our student achievement levels are cuming up, and that's something we sturted 
working on prior to schwl-based management. We [the s q  value student 
progr- and so probably we spend as much money as we can on resources, 
whether it's people or books for ka, rather thon on the building. 

Finding MI. While a majority of principals who offered opinions perceived 

that school-based management had contributed to increasing levels of teacher 



responsibility for instructionai and classroom management decisions, and for student 

performance, there existed some reluctance among the principal cohort members to 

attribute these changes specifically to school-based management. 

Parent Responsibilities 

A majority of the district's principals who offered opinions disagreed or 

strongly disagreed that school-based management contrïbuted to increased levels of 

parent responsïbility for student perfomance, although nine did not offer an opinion. 

These perceptions conûasted to some extent with the findings made and stated in 

Finding #28, that school-based rnanagement was engendering closer relationships with 

parents. It could be swnised that perceptions of parent roles in the goal-setting and 

policy-setting processes at school level are perceived to be different fiom parent roles in 

the school's teaching and leamhg roles, although the study did not specifically seek or 

find evidence to that effect. 

Expectations of Student Achievement 

Over two thirds of the district's principals perceived that school-based 

rnanagement had caused heightened expectations of student achievement. These 

perceptions contrasted with principalsf perceptions of the contribution of school-based 

management to the overall academic growth of students. Principals' awareness of the 

underpinning beliefs associated with school-based management were examined, and 

there can be little doubt that this awareness contributed to principals' perceptions of 

heightened expectations of student performance. Rincipals noted that 

there iE certainly a sense m n g  schwl s&#that with school-based management 
h corne greater accoUntCLbiility. 

W t  school-bared management har done, it has put a focus on improvemen~ 
and pevommce, a rra1 focus. 

In the view of an associate superintendent, 

It [school-bmed munagement] hm meant that s c W s  have been told t h !  they 
c m  organize Meir resources, and we will look at the results of what huppens. 
So there is a signifcant emphusis on achievement test results. And so long as 
they s t q  at a relatively satisfizctory Ievel in cornparison to provincia! 



peg5onnonce, I thUik there will be less concem about how the school is 
organizing. 

The district superintendent perceived heightened expectations of student 

achievement in a broder sense, 

It's a h s t  motherhood ùa the sense that everything that we do should be geared 
to an increase or an enhancement of &nt achievement. So if's a given that 
site-based decision maling wu& also be done for that reason primurily. 

FUiding #42. There was a perception among many principals and district 

staff that school-based management entailed heightened expectations of student 

achievement This perception appeared to evolve from the stated underpinning 

philosophical basis for school-based management. 

Teueher Instructional Leadership 

A majority of principals who offered opinions perceived that school-based 

management had led to enhanced instructional leadership by teachers, with five 

principals not offering an opinion. Data obtained in the study did not indicate reasons 

for this perception. It has been noted previously that the reduction in support services 

available £kom the district office had resulted in teachers assuming some curriculum 

leadership roles in schools. A principal presented a somewhat pessimistic perspective, 

Tirne and expertise needed in areas of pet$onnance, measurUrg, collnboratiort, 
c u m ' c u l ~  plmuiing, and professional development as we move ahead. We 
huve "munuged" so far by sîretching the resources, but are "mared out," with 
morale and energy fuIZing fm. 

Finding #3* There are limited perceptions among principals that school- 

based management has contributeci to enhanced instructional leadership by teachers, 

with diminishing district office resources cited as one reason for this o c c b g .  

Sîudents' Special Needs 

A majority of principals who offered opinions agreed or strongly agreed that 

school-based management had some influence on meeting the needs of students in 

categories such as special education and academic challenge. This perception was 



supported by other data emerging fiom the study, particdarly in respect of speciai 

education and special needs students, for example, 

Z cite a schwl that hm been àèaling with a sign flcant number of Aborigùtal 
d e n t s ,  and they have implemented some extremely sweeping changes to try 
and hdp &al with the neeîis of that population Thar b something thut they 
would probablj m t  h e  been able to implement as easiZy or Ui such a sweeping 
mmurer under the old system of admùaisrration. (Associate Supe~tendent) 

Interviewer: Do you see that school-based mmuigernent hm any influence on 
d e n t  achievement in your school? 

Respondent: Only in tenns of speciol needî. Otherwise, I would say no, I don? 
think it has any impact. @incipal) 

Finding W. School-based management, in the perceptions of principals and 

district office staff, had impacted positively on meeting the particular needs of students. 

notably in the area of special education and special needs. 

Diversion of Teacher Time 

Over half of the districh principals perceived that school-based management 

had diverted teachers' time from teaching and leaming functions to meetings and other 

such managerial activities. This perception was in alignment with the perceptions 

principals held about the impact of school-based management on their own 

responsibilities and consequent tirne cornmitments, as indicated in the discussion 

leading to Fincihg #37, and in the general perceptions noted in Table 6.12. 

One principal did note that 

[the] basic hpact on stafand admutistration has been UI planning on the most 
effective ways to wilize the fundng allocation. It is dificult to say ifschool- 
based decision moking, or the tirne of imposition during dzficult economic 
times, had the most impact on the school. 

The district superintendent made the following t e k g  observation, 

I really believe thut one of the things that at school level and on a district level 
that we will huve to look at is time. So the real test here is ifteachers at some 
point stnn to ta& about how they cm allocate the t h e  availùble to achieve 
certain kindr of results, ut that point we 'll huve the break through that will create 
better strcdent achievement. And the test will be whether or not teachers are 
prepared to rearsign and restructure thte. 



FindUlg ##S. In the perceptions of principals, school-based management had 

diverted the the of teachers h m  teaching and leaming responsibilities to managerial 

functions associateci with school-based management processes. The study has shown 

that a similar perception was held by a majority of principals about their own roles. 

Principals' Instructional Leadership Roles 

Evidence emerged h m  the review of the litera~ue that the implementation of 

school-based management could affect the instructional leadership d e s  of principals in 

their schools (e.g., Halhger & Heck, 1996; Murphy & Beck, 1994), despite research 

evidence which has shown that instructional leadership is not a prime role of principals 

in other f o m  of school management (e.g., Murphy, 1990). Using categories of 

leadership roles denved from the literatwe, perceptions were sought from the district's 

principals. Their responses are summarized in Table 8.4. 

The data indicated that majorities of principals who offered opinions perccived 

that their instructional leadership roles had been enhanced in the areas of encouraging 

and monitoring of schwl-wide academic standards, their authonty and control over 

class sizes and composition, and in permitting more appropnate balancing of specific 

program objectives with overall school goals. Slightly fewer principals who offered 

opinions perceived that their instructional leadership roles had k e n  enhanced in areas 

of the selection of teachers, and in heightening teacher and parent awareness of 

cuniculum content. Slightly fewer principals again who offered opinions perceived that 

their instructional roles had ken enhanced in the areas of teacher supewision and 

evaluation. 

Finding #46. Majorities of principals perceived that school-based 

management had affecteci their instructional leadership roles, notably in the areas of 

school-wide acadernic standards, class size and composition, and in balancing program 

objectives with overall school goals. 







Provincial Assessmen f Programs 

Among the many changes irnpacting schools at the same time as the 

implementation of schwl-based management was a broadened program of provincial 

assessment of student achievement. The program was perceived as having some impact 

and influence on district and school operatiom, and may have masked the influence of 

other developments such as school-based management. This was a common response 

fkom both principals and district office staff in the study, for example, 

I think the provincial achievernent tests, abng with the diploma exmination 
results, have been a major infumce on the petfiontuznce of schools, along with 
public enpectationr that have been placed on schools. (Associate 
S uperin t endent) 

niere are a n d e r  of variables aectmg schooIs these days. Site-based 
management is one of t h  One of the others LF an increased focus on 
provincial exams. And I think certainly if1 am trying to differentiate what's 
happening in schools, which of those varicrbles is e t i n g  schools. ce~ainly 
the empharis on provincial euuns, and parental involvement in schools, are, I 
think, much higher in t e m  of creating changes in schools in the last ten years 
than site-based decision making. (Principal) 

Achievement variations. Several principals perceived that the sornewhat 

fickte nature of student outcomes on achievement tests was a concem in measuring 

student achievement in this way, for example, 

One of the prublems with achievement tests behg our mjor  fucus is that your 
kids chungefrom year tu year, so when you compare Grade Three kids with 
Grade Three kids, it can be WU totally different groups. Your teachers may 
change. Our district Lr changing signifcantly. 

Finding M7. A perception existed among principals and district office staff 

that provincial student assessment programs have exerted considerable influence on 

school programs. Some principals also perceived that interpretations of such 

assessment program outcomes may not reflect the reaiities of student achievement in 

that they may not take cognizance of the many facets and elements which influence 

student acbievement. 



Non-Measurable Goals 

The perceptions in Fincihg #47 about the complex nature of student 

achievement gave rise to other concerns about facets of student achievement which are 

not measurable through devices such as provincial assessment programs. The district 

superintendent expressed that perception, stating that 

it dependr what you man by stuùem achievement. Ifwe're taking &out 
student achievement in tenns of academics, that's one item. If we're talking 
about d e n t  achievement in sochl or physical tennr, you coouldn 't m e r  that 
for a decentralized or centralized system. So I would argue that, in t e m  of 
whether or not it hus an impaa on student achievement, we can't even measure 
if, we can't even begh tu, because the only sihgle memure that we have is 
acudemic achievement, and even thut is incomplete beccurse it L recognized thut 
the sttldent achievement meusures only measure paH of what it is that we're 
itrstructurg on, relative & academic cornpetence or outcomes. 

Principals held similar views, for example, 

Once you're dealing with something that hus tu be pluced in doclunent fom, 
there's a tendency tu tbclmtent things that are e d y  meusurable. Site-based 
matutgement, with its goak and objectives, is conducive tu written 
commmicatiun that CM be followed through on and evaiuuted, rmd much of 
education h ' t  like thut. Ifa person doesn't be carefuL those more invisible 
aspects of educatiun such as self-esteem of students, and developing conjiàence 
and motivation, those daily ùateractive things that are very hurd tu measure, 
those things may be ignored. 

Data emerged from the document anaiysis which indicated that the district office 

had taken some steps to emphasize less tangible facets of district and schwl operations 

which may influence student achievement For example, the district's Annual Education 

Results Report for l9Wl996, in addition to providing detailed information about 

student achievement as measureà by provincial achievement tests, also provided data 

about the number of shidents identifieci with special needs within six weeks, and 

student satisfaction with schooling and services. While there was no attempt in the 

Report to link such data with sdiool-based management, the data do indicate that 

perceptions about non-rneasurable goals are king recognized and addresseci to some 

extent. 

FNlding #48. A perception existed among some principals and district office 

staff that student assessment prograrns may not assess less tangible facets of student 
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achievement, and school-b& management may have contributed to this difnculty 

because of a perceived emphasis in school-based management processes on obsewable 

and measurable goals. 

Summary 

In ihis chapter, perceptions of principals and district office staff about 

relationships between school-based management and student achievement, and factors 

affecting such perceptions, have been addressed. Perceptions of the general influence 

and impact of school-based management on student achievement were considered, as 

were perceptions of infiuences and impacts on teaching and leaming processes. These 

perceptions were informeci to some extent by perceptions about a range of teaching and 

learning roles at school level, and an examination of these was carried out. Rincipals' 

perceptions of the effccts of schwl-based management on their instructional leadership 

roles were considered. Further, perceptions of the effects of the expanded provincial 

student assessment program, one of many change influences impacting on schools, 

were also examhed, and a brief analysis of the nature and influence of non-measurable 

student achievement was conducted. 

The analysis undertaken in the chapter yielded 1 1 kdings 

In Chapter 9. the fmal chapter, a summary of the study is undertaken, the 

study's conclusions are presented and discussed. and recornrnendations are made. 

Summary of Findings 

Finding #38. There was little evidence that principals and district office staff 

perceived that ttiere were causal linkages between the implementation of school-based 

and student achievement. An m y  of reasons underpinned these perceptions, including 

the relatively short period of time since the implementation in the district, the reality that 

school-based management was but one change influence in the district, and because 



school-based management was not generaiiy perceived by many as a major influence in 

the enhancement of student achievement levels. The signincaace of the last perception 

is heightened when considered in the light of Finding #IO, that a majority of principals 

understood the goals of school-based management, with the enhancement of student 

achievement as a prime goal. 

FNiding #39. While a majority of principals who offered opinions perceived 

that school-based management was enhancing teaching and learning processes, there 

were indications in the data that perceptions existed that such causal Illikages were 

tenuous. 

Finding #40. A majority of principals who offered opinions perceived that 

school-based management had caused an increased focus on the acquisition of basic 

skills. However, the shidy did elicit some reluctance by both principals and district 

ofice staff to attribute the increase to school-based management. 

Finding #W. Whüe a majority of principals who offered opinions perceived 

that school-based management had contributed to increasing levels of teacher 

responsibility for instructional and classroom management decisions, and for student 

performance, there existed some reluctance among the principal cohort members to 

attribute these changes specifically to schwl-based management. 

Finàing #42. There was a perception among many principals and district 

staff that school-based management entailed heightened expectations of student 

achievement This perception appeared to evolve fiom the stated underpinning 

p hilosop hical basis for SC hwl-based management. 

Finding &3. There are limited perceptions among principals that school- 

based management has conûibuted to enhanced instructional leadership by teachers, 

with diminishing district office lesources cited as one reason for this occurring. 



Finding W. Schwl-based management, in the perceptions of principals and 

district office staff, had impacted positively on meeting the particuiar needs of students, 

notably in the area of special education and special n&. 

Finding #45. In the perceptions of principals, school-based management had 

diverted the time of teachen h m  teaching and leamhg responsibilities to managerial 

functions associated with schwl-bas& management processes. The study has shown 

that a similar perception was held by a majority of p ~ c i p a l s  about their own roles. 

Finding #46. Majorities of principals perceived that school-based 

management had affected their instructional leadership roles, notably in the areas of 

school-wide academic standards, class size and composition, and in balancing program 

objectives with overall school goals. 

Finding #47. A perception existed among principals and district office staff 

that provincial student assessrnent programs have exerted considerable influence on 

school programs. Some principals also perceived that interpretations of such 

assessrnent program outcornes rnay not refiect the realities of student achievement in 

that they may not take cognizaace of the many facets and elements which inff uence 

s tuden t ac hievement . 
F i d i n g  #48. A perception existed among some principals and district office 

stafT that student assessrnent programs may not assess less tangible facets of student 

achievement, and school-based management may have contributed to this difficulty 

because of a perceived emphasis in school-based management processes on observable 

and measurable goals. 
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CaAPTER 9 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

In Chapter 9, the concluding chapter, a summary of the study is undertaken. 

The study's research questions are reviewed, as are their conception, justification, and 

the fiterature base infomhg the questions. A bnef review of the conduct of the 

research, the data gathering methods, and analysis procedures is provided. The 

fmdings reached as outcornes of the data analysis are restated, and the study's 

conclusions based on the fmdings are presented and discussed. Some recommendations 

for research and practice in the district are made, and the chapter concludes with some 

personal reflections. 

Summary of the Study 

The study's rationale, research questions, review of the literature, method and 

findings are summarized in this section. 

Purpose 

The snidy probed the perceptions of principals and school district administrators 

about the relationships between schml-based management, the quality of school 

programs and student achievement in the context of the change to a school-based 

management environment in a school district of Alberta In undertaking this, the study 

sought insights as to whether daims fiequently made in the literature for the existence 

and efficacy of these relationships were justified, at least in the context of the one 

particular school district. 



General Research Question 

The study addressed the general research question of what perceptions were 

held by principals and school district administraton about the relationships between the 

phenomenon of schwl-based management, the quality of school programs and student 

achievement, and why such perceptions were held. 

Specific Research Questions 

The study addressed the foilowing specific research questions: 

1. What perceptions were held by principals about relationships between 

school-based management, the quaiity of educational programs and student 

achievement in their schools? 

2. What perceptions were held by school district adminis&ators about 

relationships between schwl-based management, the quality of educational programs 

and student achievernent in schools in their district? 

3. What factors influenced the perceptions held by principals? 

4. What factors influenced the perceptions held by school district 

administrators? 

Genesis of the Study 

A conjunction of researcher experience in a school system which moved fairly 

speedily fiom the traditional mode1 of centratized contml and decision making, to one 

of schwl-level control and management of many functions, and the increasing adoption 

in school systems of forms of school-based management, provided fertile ground for 

the genesis of the study. The particular research focus of the study was conceived 

essentially in the mearcher's interest in the influence of the phenomenon in schools 

and school systems, and was motivated by the very common daims in the fiterature of 
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relationships between the quaüty of school programs, student achievement, and school- 

based management. 

Justification for the Study 

An examination of the quite extensive literature about school-based management 

readily indicated tint much of the writing about the phenomenon is rhetoricd and 

ideological in thrusts, con- about the terminology and definitional understandings 

of schwl-based management, and extensively characterimi by uncertauity about the 

nature. substance, and issues of the philosophies and practices associated with school- 

based management. Further, despite the plethora of writings about the phenomenon, 

there was a serious lack of research evidence presented in the literature to illuminate in 

any clear manner the effects and thrusts of school-based management, and a 

concomitant dearth of theory about its innuence and impact. 

The increasing presence of school-based management in the education 

landscape is occming in an era of ongoing change, reorganization, and restnicturing in 

education, with a particular emphasis on school performance, including the 

enhancement of student achievement. Frequently, the concepts associated with school- 

based management are intermeshed with the language, concepts, purposes, and 

outcornes of other facets of school reform and restrucniring. This contributeci to the 

diflficulty of attaining researched understandings fkom the literature of the influence and 

impact of school-based management. 

Consequently, the study sought to examine school-based management as a 

conceptual entity, although not in isolation h m  other change forces and influences at 

work in schools and schwl districts, to examine perceptions of Linkages between 

schwl-based management, the quaüty of school programs and student achievement, 

and whether the causal attributions of such relationships, so extant in the literature, 

were justifiable, at least in the context of the research site. 



Review of the Literature 

An extensive review of the literature was underfaken. Perspectives adopted in 

undertaking the review included that an understanding of the broad nature of school- 

based management necessarily preceded an examination of its influence and impact on 

the quality of school prograrns and on student achievement, and that school-based 

management, as a phenomenon, cannot be examineci in isolation from the reform and 

restructuring infiuences at work in schools and schooI districts. 

The review examined the problem of adequately defining school-based 

management, the theoretical foundations underpinning the concept, including the forces 

that are propelling the burgeoning phenomenon, its principles and goals, the 

relationships between school-based management and leadership, and relationships 

between school-based management and student achievement. The phenomenon is by no 

means univeaally welcomed as an appropriate educational development, nor perceived 

as a panacea for many of the current problems besetting education, as was 

demonstrated by the critique of school-based management included in the literature 

review. The emerging patterns of school-based management's influence were 

examined, including those involving leadership and student achievement, and these 

realities were considerd in the iight of expectations of the influence and impact of 

schml-based management, as documented in the literature. 

The review of the literature yielded a number of propositions which provided a 

broad concephial framework, and which helped S o m  the snidy. 

Conceptual Propositions 

1. School-bas& management, while not a new concept, is an increasingly 

common phenomenon of the educational Iandscape of many schools and school 

districts in different parts of the world. 

2. While the genesis of school-based management is unclear, it emanates fkom a 

confluence of succeeding waves of school reform, philosophical perspectives about 



organizational and educational change, and a range of social, histoncal, political, and 

economic factors. 

3. Dennitional translucency and contestation surround school-based 

management The phenomenon is interpreted and implemented in very diverse ways, 

varying fiom school to school, and h m  district to district 

4. Extensive arrays of outcornes are attribua to schwl-based management, 

frequently proleptically, and often in the absence of substantive evidence that such 

attributions are justined. The enhancement of school prograrns and student achievement 

are fiequent such attributions. 

5. School-based management is a process, not a product. The phenomenon is 

dynamic and subject to ongoing reconceptualization, and is enmeshed in a garnut of 

other change processes influencing çchools and xhool systems. 

6. Slowly emerging evidence of the impact and infiuence of school-based 

management provides an incomplete and sornewhat incoherent picture, possibly 

reflecting the def~tional and implementationd diversity of the phenomenon, the 

unsubstantiated claims made for school-based management not king borne out in 

reality, and the nature and focus of the research itselt 

7. There is a need to reach researched understandings of the nature and 

influences of the concept and processes as implemented, to begin to decipher the 

emerging evidence of the phenornenon's impact and influence, and to understand why 

such evidence may Vary from the attributions for school-based management. 

8. More specifically, the evidence that schwl-based management influences the 

quality of school programs and student achievement is iimited, and that which is 

available is inconsistent and incoherent. 



Research Design 

A consideration of the nature of the research questions, the need to seek 

perceptions both before and after the implementation of school-based management, and 

the levels of resowces avdable, led the researcher to focus the study on a school 

district which was in the early stages of implementation of school-based management. 

There were 21 schwls in the district, and ail principals participated in the research by 

completing a questionnaire survey, and a purposive sample of six p ~ c i p a l s  and four 

district administrators participated in individual semistnictured inte~ews.  A document 

survey and analysis were also undertaken. 

The research design was structured so that a broad samphg of perceptions of 

principals and district office staff could be obtained, and so that aspects of perceptions 

could also be probed in more depth. The design refiected the researcher's preference, in 

this context, for a coherentist perspective in both the research design and in the data 

analysis, in the belief that reseanh methods drawn from both qualitative and 

quantitative research perspectives, with ail their strengths and weaknesses, informed 

the other, and pennitted a clearer, more coherent understanding of the phenornenon to 

emerge. The methods used in the study (a questionnaire swey,  semistructured 

interviews, and a document analysis) permitted data triangulation. 

Conduct of the Sîudy 

Wiîh the exception of sorne document collection, the data were gathered in the 

winter of 1996/1997. AU 21 principals responded to the questionnaire survey over a 

period of approximately one month. InteMews were conducted with district office 

personnel in that period, and inteniews with principals were conducted after the 

period. The district superintendent and each of the district's b e e  associate 

superintendents were interviewed. The purposive sample of principals h t e ~ e w e d  was 

arrived at through consultation with both district office staff and principals, and sought 
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to refiect the types of xhools in the district, some geographic balance, and a range of 

perspectives about and experiences with school-based management. InteMew 

transcripts were reviewed by respondents, with the exception of two who specificdy 

declined to do so. No respondents exercised their veto nghts over transcript contents. 

Rata Analysis 

Questionnaire survey &ta were initiaily analyzed using a computerized 

statistid analysis package (SPSSx). Descriptive statistics were appropriate for the 

shidy, with freguencies and frequency percentages used extensively. Interview data 

were analyzed in sorne detail using concepts, as defined by Berg (1995), as the basic 

unit of analysis. Documentary data were analyzed for content, providing some useful, 

though not extensive, insights into policy matters. Documentary data were not 

particularly useful in providing pst-implementation insights. 

Using the contents of the questionnaire survey as the main conceptual and 

analytical framework, the data were considered, focushg on several key areas. The 

areas were the policy and professional contexts of schwl-based management, and its 

impact and influence on school programs and student achievement. This detailed 

analysis yielded a series of fmdings which formed the basis of the study's conclusions. 

Findings 

The theoretical examination of the nature of perceptions, conducteci in earlier 

chapters, revealed their pervasiveness, their complexity, and the difficulties posed for 

research in the area of perceptions. The analysis of the data, and the consequent 

findings, brought some masure of realism to the theoretical perspectives explored 

earlier. Considerable care was taken in reaching findings fiom the quite cornplex, and 

often differing, array of perceptions presented in the data, so that the findings made led 

to justifiable and truthfbl conclusions. The findings made are summarized below. 



Policy and Professional Contexts 

Finding #I. There was a clear articulation between the school-based 

management policies, including those relating to school councils, of Alberta Education, 

and those of Snowfields School District. 

Finding #Z. School-based management policies in both provincial and 

Snowfïelds School District contexts were predicated on the assumption that there will 

be educational benefits derived, particularly in the form of enhanced student 

achievement The basis for such an assumption was not clearly stated in either context, 

unless it was the belief that there is a relationship between teachrng, learning, decision 

making, and the processes of decision making at the point of decision implementation. 

Finding #3. There was an assumed, though somewhat poorly articulated, 

relationship between school-based management and school councils in the policy 

documentation at both provincial and school district levels. 

Implementation and Generul Influence und Impacts 

Finding #4. There was some familiarity in the district with the philosophy 

and practices of school-based management pnor to implementation. This was due to the 

district's existing devolutionary policies and practices, and to some awareness of 

developments in the Edmonton Public School District. 

Finding #5. The anticipated provincial mandate was a very important, but not 

exclusive, element in the decision to implement school-based management in the 

district. 

FNuüng fi. A majority of principals were generally positive about school- 

based management prior to its implementation, although some principals held strong 

reservations. Reasons underpinning principals' perceptions were diverse, and included 

motivation and leadership by principals, a welcoming of the opportunity for more local 

control, autonomy, and creativity, a wariness of the effects of change, and suspicions 

about the motivation for the introduction of school-based management. 



247 

Finding #7. District office staff were generally positive about school-based 

management prior to implementation, altbough some reservations were held which 

were focused largely on the effects of the processes on the standardization of services. 

and on system cohesiveness. 

Finding #8. Principals perceived that they were consulted about the 

implementation of school-based management, and that they were involveci in the 

preparation of the district's policies and procedures. 

Finding d 9 .  9lrhile principals and district office staff perceived that training 

and i n s e ~ c e  about school-based management was necessary and provided, only 

slightly more than half of principals who o f f e d  opinions perceived that such programs 

were effective, and district offrce staff did not perceive that the programs were 

effective. Inexperience in the district with the phenornenon as it was implemented, and 

the accelerated rate of implementation appeared to be the reasons for the negative 

perceptions held. 

F i d i n g  #IO. Principals understood the stated goals of school-based 

mimagement pnor to its implementation. 

Finding #II.  There was clear division in principals' perceptions about 

school-based management being attuned to their specific school contexts, and most 

principals did not perceive that the rate of Unplementation took cognhnce of such 

contexts. The study has indicated that the decision to implement was taken by the 

district for the district, and that individual schmls were not given options about the 

nature and rate of implementation. 

Finding #I2. Principals and district office staff generally demonstrated mist 

about the implementation of school-based management, although there was also 

evidence of some mistrust and anxiety king present. Indications emerged fiom the data 

suggesting that suspicion of political motives at provincial level underpinned some 

mistrust. 



Finding #I3. Over half of the principals' cohort perceived that there was 

resistance to the irnplementation of school-based management h m  their principal 

colleagues, but principals did not perceive generally that there was significant resistance 

nom elsewhere. Some district office staff perceived that there was resistance h m  the 

teachers' association. Possible reasons for principals' perceptions of resistance by other 

principals were cited in Finding #6. 

Findîng #M Although the roles and influences of school councils in the 

district's school-based management environment were difficult to clearly discem and 

assess, principals and district office staffperceived that corncils do have roles in the 

processes, but that the nature of such roles was unclear or was still developing, and 

appeared to be particularly sensitive to the specifïc nature of each school site. 

Finding #15. The perceptions of principals were that, under school-based 

management, budgetary authority is held at the school, with less authority held in 

matters of s a n g  and school programs. Rincipals' perceptions indicated some 

uncertainty about curriculum authority among those who offered opinions. 

Finding #16. Principals and district office staff perceived that, under school- 

based management, school autonorny and flexibility, and the ability to take initiatives 

had increased. However, patterns of responses to this ability were mixed at this stage 

of the irnplementation, and perceptions existed of some resistance to this ability. 

Finding #I7. District office personnel perceived that the role of the district 

ofice bad changed under school-based management, while principals' perceptions of 

such changes were less conclusive. Rincipals generally perceived that their initiatives 

were supported by the district office, and that adequate information was provided to 

enable schools to make decisions. District office staff perceptions were that the 

infornation provided was not adequate. Perceptions of principals of their ability to 

influence district office decisions were not conclusive. 



F i d n g  #18. Principals perceived that school-based management had 

influenced school leadership in some ways including, in particuiar, making the 

leadership roles of principals more cornplex, and engendering patterns of shared 

leadership in schools, and reaching better quality decisions. 

Finding #I9. Under schwl-based management, principals perceived that 

accountability to parents and the district office had increased. 

FindUIg #20. Principals and district office staff generally perceived that the 

implementation of school-based management was an ongoing, developmental process. 

FindUlg #21. Neither principals nor district office staff perceived that a need 

or a desire existed in the district at the t h e  of the study to recentralize devolved 

responsibilities. The flexibility and the ability to react to identified needs were some 

reasons that principals held such perceptions. Some district office staff perceived that 

effciencies could be attained through some recentralization of services without 

impinging on the authority devolved to schwls. 

InfIuence and Impact on School Program QuaCity 

Finding #22. School-based management created opportunities for school 

program quality to be influenced, and there were examples of this occUmng in the 

school disûict. The degree of causality between such initiatives and school-based 

managemenr was diffcult to discem, and such causality may be infiuenced by other 

developrnents and activities in the district. Perceptions of enhanced quality appear to be 

influenceci by the flexibility at school level afforded by schwl-based management. 

Finding #23. Cumculum flexibility under school-based management was 

perceived by a majority of the principals who offered opinions to be restricted by 

provincial cwiculum mandates. This finding is aligned with the perceptions 

surnmariied in part in Finding #15. 

Finding #24. Better resource management has occurred at school level under 

school-based management. 
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Findurg #rS. A majority of principals and district cffice staff perceived that 

school-baseci management haà contributed to the abiiity of schools to gain access to 

specialized staff and resources because of the financiai and operational flexibility 

afXorded schools by school-based management 

Finding #26. School-based management innuenceci, in the perceptions of 

principals and district office staff, the abilities of schools to develop instructional 

policy, and meet individual student differences, although school size, type, and location 

may have affected that ability. The flexibility afforded schools by schwl-based 

management policies appeared to be a major contributor to these perceptions. 

Finding #27. Schools were beginning to use the flexibility associated with 

school-based management to develop instructional programs at school level. The 

provincial assessrnent programs may have inhibited initiatives in this area. 

Fid ing  #28. While a majority of principals offering opinions, and some 

district office staff, perceived that school-based management had contributed to closer 

relationships with parents at the school level, to the benefit of the quality of school 

programs, the nature of such relationships across the district was unclear. 

Finding #29. School-based management has contributed to school-level 

collaborative, collegial planning in the district, including in the goal setting processes of 

School Education Plans. 

Finding #3û. Goal setting at the school level took cognizance of district and 

provincial goals. 

Finding #31. While the study did not specifically address the degree of 

aiignment between school and commwùty goals, principals and district office staff 

perceived that there were efforts to involve school cornmunities in goal setting. There 

was no evidence of misaligament between school and community goals. 

Finding #32. A perception existed among principals of a relationship 

between budgets and school program goal setting. Although the possibility of school 



budgets dictating goals was also perceived by some principals, no evidence of this 

occurring emerged in the study. 

FindUlg #33. Principals and district office staff perceived that teachers were 

contributhg to goal setting at schwl level, but the pattern and influence of such 

contributions in schools across the district were unclear. A perception existai that 

school staff may not wish to be involveci in many facets of school-based management. 

Finding #34. School Education Plans, as an integral component of school- 

based management planning processes, and as a linkage to district and provincial 

policies and goals, refiected a strong emphasis on planning for both enhanced school 

program quality and enhanceci student achievement. 

Finding #35. A majority of principals perceived that, under school-based 

management, accountability for the quaiity of school program had increased, and had 

led to the development of program quality performance indicators at school level. 

Finding #36. In the perceptions of a majority of principals and district office 

staff, school-based management has facilitated and led to enhanced professional 

development programs in schools. Increased flexibility in resource usage at school 

level, and system facilitation of professionai development, appeared to be contributing 

factors for these perceptions. 

Finding #37. School-based management has created difficulties for schools 

because of the duaiity and dernands of pedagogical and managerial roles, with 

principals and district office staff perceiving that time constraints posed particular 

diffïculties. The relocation of managerial authority to schools was perceived as a prime 

source of these difficulties. 

Influence and Impact on Student Achievement 

Finding #38. There was little evidence that principals and district office staff 

perceived that there were causal Mages between the implementation of schwl-based 

management and studeni achievement. An array of reasons underpinned these 



perceptions, including the relatively short p e n d  of time since the implementation in the 

district, the reality that school-based management was but one change infiuence in the 

district, and because school-based management was generally not perceived as a major 

influence in the enhancement of student achievement levek. The significance of the 1 s t  

perception is heightened when considered in the light of Fiding #IO, that a majority of 

principals understood the goals of school-based management, with the enhancement of 

shident achievement as a prime goal. 

Finding #39. While a majority of principals who offered opinions perceived 

that school-based management was enhancing teaching and learning processes, there 

were indications in the data that perceptions existed that such causal linkages were 

tenuous. 

Finding M. A majority of principals who offered opinions perceived that 

school-based management had caused an increased focus on the acquisition of basic 

skills. However, the study did elicit some reluctance by both principals and district 

office staff to attribute the hcrease to school-based management. 

Finding M. While a majority of principals who offered opinions perceived 

that school-based management had contributed to increasing levels of tacher 

responsibility for instructional and classrmm management decisions, and for student 

performance. there existed some reluctance among the principal cohort members to 

attribute these changes specüically to school-based management. 

Finding #42. There was a perception among many principals and district 

staff that school-based management entailed heightened expectaîions of student 

achievement This perception appeared to evolve nom the stated underphhg 

philosophical bais  for schwl-based management 

Finding #43. There are limited perceptions among principals that school- 

based management has contributed to enhanced instructional leadership by teachers, 

with diminishing district office resources cited as one reason for this occuning. 



Fuiding #44. School-based management, in the perceptions of principals and 

district office staff, had impacted positively on meeting the particular needs of students, 

notably in the area of speciai education and special needs. 

Finding #W. In the perceptions of principals, school-based management had 

diveaed the time of teachers h m  teaching and leaming responsibilities to managerial 

functions associated with schwl-based management processes. The study has shown 

that a s S a r  perception was held by a majority of principals about their own roles. 

F M n g  #46. Majorities of principals perceived that school-based 

management had affected their instructional Ieadership d e s ,  notably in the areas of 

schwl-wide academic standards, class size and composition, and in balancing program 

objectives with overall school goals. 

Finding M7. A perception existed among principals and district office staff 

that provincial student assessment programs have exerted considerable influence on 

school programs. Some principals also perceived that înterpretations of such 

assessment program outcornes may not reflect the realities of student achievement in 

that they may not take cognizance of the many faces and elements which influence 

student achievement. 

Finding Ra8. A perception existed among some principals and district office 

staff that student assessment programs may not assess less tangible facets of student 

achievement, and school-based management may have contributeci to this difficdty 

because of a perceived emphasis in school-bas& management processes on observable 

and measurable goals. 

Conclusions and Discussion 

The observation by Yi (1989) that a case study "tries to illuminate a decision or 

set of decisions: why they were taken, how they were implemented, and with what 

result" (pp. 22-23) has guided the study to a large extent, facilitahg the researcher 



reacbing a series of findings and conclusions which addressed the challenge for case 

studies set out by Yin. However, the complex nature of the perceptions compiled in the 

study created a particula. problem for the researcher, as stated by LeCompte and 

Reissle (1993), "researcher-constnicted descriptions of ceality may be quite different 

from the meanings that participants use to construct feality" (p. 235). The challenge in 

this section is to present and discuss justifiable conclusions which are based in the 

study's array of findings, and which take heed of the caution issued by LeCompte and 

Preissle. 

Policy Contexts 

Policy Linkages and Causal Relaîionships 

The researcher concludes that there were distinct policy linkages among the 

school-based management policies and goals established in each school's Education 

Plan, the district's Education Plan, and in the provincial policies and directions for 

education as promulgated in the Three-Year Business Plans (Finding #1). These 

Mages  confirmed the provincial thnist of a policy-driven, results-based management 

system across school, school district, and provincial levels. 

Further, the emphasis placea on student achievement in policy statements at 

each level established linkages between student achievement as an outcome of school- 

based management. and the policy directions established at each level (Fiidings #1, #2, 

#IO, and #34). Clune (1990) has described this type of linkaging as a "chah of 

causation" (p. 396). Using the concept of such chains. Clune noted that "a fundamental 

strategy for causational indicaton is the inclusion of input, process, and outcome 

vanables" (p. 396). While the process variable of school-based management is 

provincially mandated conceptuaüy but not in form, it is concluded that it was a potent 

element in the cycle of the results-based management system established by the 

provincial authority, affecting the operations of the school district and the schools 



(Finding #1). The si-came of this was elaborated by Rosenholtz (1991), "whatever 

impact education policy has on school success compared to other factors, it is 

significantly affe~ted by the quality of the linkages between poiicy and the intendeci 

beneficiaries of that policy, namely teachers and students" (p. 205). 

While the policy linkages were M y  estabiished in the study, the researcher 

concludes that they did not lead to a detennination of the rationale underpinning 

assumptions of causal linkages between heightened student achievement and the 

hplernentation of school-based management in policy statements and in practice in the 

district. This conclusion, based on Finding #2, was a not unanticipated outcome of the 

study, if the fiterature provided any indications of experiences elsewhere. Weiss, 

Cambone, and Wyeth (1992), for example, have noted that "no one has expiicated the 

senes of assumptions that would Iead from tacher involvement [in decision making] to 

student performance" (p. 365). Bimber (1994) posnilated that 

it may be that the connection between institutional structure and organizational 
performance is weak: The assumption that removing constraints will result in 
more initiatives, better instruction, and hproved schools is wrong. Or it rnay 
be that decentralization efforts are not producing significant changes in the 
institutional sûuctw in the fmt place. (p. viii) 

Whatever the problem may be, the researcher has confmed, at the level of 

policy analysis, the difficulty of establishing causal Mages between school-based 

management, changes in the quality of school programs, and levels of student 

achievement. 

School Councils and SchooGBased Management 

The researcher concludes that policies about school councils at provincial and 

district level assumed that there were linkages between the advent of councils and the 

implementation of schwl-based management, although such linkages were 

inadequately articulated (Finding #3). This was in some contrast to the policy 

staternents about school-based management and student achievement (Findings #1 and 

#2), and despite the fact that both sets of policies were nested generaiiy in the provincial 
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and district focus on the enhancernent of the quality of school programs and student 

achievement. Bimber (1994) observeci that "it is too soon to know whether govemance 

changes c m  be successful at irnproving school outcornes but not t w  soon to see that 

decentralization efforts can easily faü to produce real changes in govemance" (p. 5). 

Should the latter prove to be the case, there are implications for the assumptions in 

policies of linkages between school councils and school-based management, and 

ultimately. through chahs of causation, to the quality of schwl programs and levels of 

student achievernent. 

Irnplementational Contexts 

Implemenlation Stages 

Several studies of the implementation of school-based management (Brown & 

Ozembloski, 1996; Ozembloski & Brown, 1994) have pmvided a usehil template for 

constructing stages of change in school-based management processes known as the 

triphasic model. The three phases of implementation identified in the model are the 

adoption phase, concemed essentially with sharing information about the school-based 

management model, the implementation phase, where the change is effected through 

policies and institutional behavior. and the continuation phase, where the practices 

becorne routine. The overall findings of the study indicated that the implementation 

processes in the school district are approaching the continuation phase, if indeed they 

have not already entered that phase. 

Perceptions and Attitudes 

The researcher concludes that, in general, the perceptions of principals and 

district office staff towards the implementation of school-based management were 

positive, although some mistrust and anxiety existed (Findings #6, #7, and #12). A 

range of reasons contributed to this perception, including the prior experience in the 

district with extensive levels of devolved authority, the influence of the developments in 



the Edmonton Public School District (Fiidhg #4), leadership and motivation by 

principds (Finding #6), and perceptions by piincipals that they were consultai and 

involved in the development of d i s ~ c t  policies and practices (Fiiding #8). The 

anticipation of the provincial mandathg of school-based management was also a factor 

influencing perceptions (Fimding #5). This conclusion supported, in general, the 

contentions of Fullan (1991) and David (1989) that leadership and district culture are 

critically important elements in the successfd implementation of school-based 

management. 

Despite the existence of a genedy positive clirnate for the implementation, 

principals did perceive some levels of resistance among their fellow principals, as well 

as some anxiety and mistrust (Fi~ldings #13, #12, and #6). As the district has moved 

through the stages of the triphasic model, resistance among principals appeared to be 

diminishing (Findings #20 and #21). Bailey (1994), in an examination of teacher 

resistance to change, demonstrated both that teaching is becoming an increasingly 

complex activity, and that resistance to change is itself a complex phenornenon. Citing 

Fullan and Hargreaves (1 99 l), Bailey suggested that the innovations are not solutions 

to the problerns created by this complexity, noting that "the solution becornes the 

problem. Innovations are not making the teacher's job more manageable. They are 

making it worse. Overload of expectations and fragmented solutions remain the nurnber 

one problern" (p. 1). The examples given in Finding #6 and other data included in the 

study indicated that sources of p ~ c i p a l s '  resistance were complex, ranging across a 

number of perceptions, and did not present a coherent p i c m .  However, those same 

sources of resistance indicated that the perspectives of Bailey, Fullan, and Hargreaves 

are as applicable to principals as they are to teachers. 

Goals 

The goal of enhanced student achievement through schwl-based management 

permeated policy and procedural statements at al l  levels, and the resemher concludes 



that principals and district office staff understood that enhancing student achievement 

was a prime goal (Fhdings #10 and #3O). However, an understanding of this goal did 

not necessarily translate into a belief that such a goal was feasible, anainable, or 

realistic, as Finding #38 has shown. From an implementational perspective, 

understanding of the goals of innovations and coRzrnitment to them by organizational 

leaders assume some importance. Murphy (1990) observed that "the more effective 

principals have a clear sense of direction for their schools that they are able to articulate 

clearly. Less effective principals seem to possess little sense of direction" (p. 167). 

However, Rosenhola (199 1) aiso noted that "teachers, students, administrators, 

parents, politicians, and other interest groups a l l  bring to bear a variety of perspectives 

and values which inevitably ensure that school goals wiil be multiple, shifting and 

frequently disputed" (p. 13). In this "swirl of competing forces" (Rosenholtz, p. 13), 

the imposed goal of enhanced student achievement through school-based management 

that school and district leaders understood but may not have accepted as realistic, may 

weU have contributed to dissonance between leadership effectiveness and a cornmitment 

to the anainment of such a goal. Further, in the context of Snowfields School D i s ~ c t ,  

principals' perceptions of little linkaging between the rate of implernentation and their 

specific school contexts, and the perceptions of some that the irnplementation of school- 

based management was not amuied to the particular circumsbnces of their schools 

(Finding #1 l), may well have contributed to the possibility of such dissonance. 

Pro fessional Development 

The study's data indicated that the limited amount of time devoted to pre- 

implernentational preparations, the rate of implementation, the pressures imposed by 

other change influences, the limited amount of resources that could be directed to 

implementation preparations, and a focus on procedurai and technical matters, resulted 

in a professional development program that was perceived as being barely adequate. It 

is concluded, therefore, that less than full advantage of a critical professional 



development opportunity had b e n  taken (Finding #9). However, the stage of 

implementation indicated by the triphasic model, and the perception among principals 

and district office staff that the development of school-based management was ongoing 

and was infiuencing leadership patterns (Findings #18 and #20) mean that other 

opporhmities for professional development are king ~~eated.  There is evidence in 

ment 1iteraiu-e about school-based management that tbis is a matter of sorne 

importance. Sheppard and Devereaux (1997), after a snidy of leadership training for 

effective school-bas& management, suggested that "sorne (perhaps many?) school 

principals have not developed the leadership capacity to enlist 'the hearts and min& of 

followers through inclusion and participation' that is needed to bring about the 

irnprovements anticipatecl by the promoters of school councils and site-based 

management" (p. 6). They also suggested that 

unless time and resources are provided for the development of leadership for 
change, so that principals are prepared to work with others in a manner effective 
site-based management requires, a deceatralizatioa initiative is no more likely to 
succeed than past efforts at change . . . the implementation process must include 
attention to the professional development and training needs of those who will 
serve in leadership positions. (p. 6) 

Clearly, this applies both to principals and district leaders who currently have 

cariiage of the implementation processes, and to those who wiil be rnoving into such 

leadership positions, and in view of the conclusion reached about professional 

development in the school district, the suggestion is germane to that context. 

Boundaries of Authority 

The researcher concludes that in Snowfields School District, a considerable 

amount of administrative, budgetary, staffing, and school program authority had been 

devolved to schools. However, there is also evidence in the study of uncertainty about 

the level of cutricuium authority which has been devolved (Fiding #15). There is little 

doubt that the provincial authority exerts a strong controllhg influence over curriculum 

matten through the mandating of cmiculum with specificdy detailed content, and 

through an extended provincial student assessrnent program (Findings #23 and #47). 



However, the u n c e h t y  which ernerged in the perceptions of principals about the 

degrees of flexibzty and initiative that could be taken in cUmculurn implementation, 

coupled with the pervasive influence in curriculum mattcrs of the provincial authority, 

appears to have important implications for the influence of school-based management 

on the enhancement of school program qu&ty and student achievement. 

Clune (1990) noted that "hi& quality ~Umculum actuaiiy delivered to students 

in the classroom is the variable with the single greatest impact on student performance" 

(p. 391). Clune also concluded that two combinations of govemance circumstances 

have the greatest impact on student achievement. These are "the cenîralkd system for 

curriculum alignment, supplemented by supportive, decentraüzing elements, and the 

decennalized systern of mission-oriented school improvement supplemented by parental 

choice" (p. 392). Clune concluded that the two systems are ultimately incompatible 

because they place the authority for decisions about curriculum content at different 

levels in education systerns. 

There seemed to be little choice for the schwls in the district but to operate in a 

mode closely resembling Clune's conception of a centralized system of curriculum 

control, with decentraljzing elements. The researcher formed no conclusions about the 

efficacy of the approach, however the fhdings and other data did show that some 

principals were prepared to use the autonomy, flexibility, and the ability to take 

initiatives (Finding #16), and the perception that the district office is generally 

supportive of school's initiatives (Finding #17), to test the boundaries of authority 

king established in the district through school-based management policy development, 

and through procedural and irnplementational experience. In the Light of the key 

responsibility of dl  schools to meet the needs of students, the use of autonomy and 

flexibility would seem to be a professional imperative. Rosenholtz (199 1) supporteci 

this contention, 

Instructional goals . . . are neither static nor intractable. Schools may 
reformulate or reinterpret them as conditions within the workplace require it, 



with shifts in the school's clientele, perhaps, or as different student needs 
emerge, or through the discovery of new technical howledge, bringing with it 
reappraisal of the way objectives are currently k ing  met. Through all of this, 
the school's abstract goals of student learning remah intact; it is only their 
application that is subject to analysis and aiteration. (p. 16) 

Leadership 

The theme of the aitical importance of leadership in the effective 

implementation of schwl-baseà management is extant in the litmature. Reçearch 

findings such as those of Sheppard and Devereaux (1997) are begllining to provide a 

research base for understanding its importance in applied school-based management 

contexts. Bunin (1996) observed that "positive changes will result only if the leadership 

style moves to one of influence as opposed to one of control. . . . Once the process of 

schwl-based management begins to take shape, the administrator assumes a role 

between that of director and facilitator" (p. 21). The researcher concludes that school- 

based management was beginning to influence leadership pattems and styles, including 

those of principals, at both district and school levels, although a clear pattern of change 

and influence was stili emerging (Finding #18). 

A clear implication emerging from this conclusion, supported by the 

professional development needs as outlined by Sheppard and Devereaux (1997), and 

the suggestions made about professional development, is that changing leadership 

pattems should not be left to chance, given the critical importance of leadership in 

school-based management processes. The relatively short period of school-based 

management implementation in the district has resulted in changes in leadership 

pattems. It is, therefore, incumbent upon principals and district administrators to 

n u t u e  the process for the enhancement of the quality and influence of leadership 

pattems. and for progress toward achievable school and district goals. 

District Offiee Ecology 

The researcher concludes that the reorganization of the district office into sites, 

brought about by the provincidy imposed capping of administrative expendinire, and 



by the district's move to a school-based management mode of operations, represented a 

major change of roles and realignmtnt of authonty for the district office, and was 

perceived as such by district office personnel (Findings #47). The district office's 

revised roles moved the office fiom a more traditional, bureaucratie mode to one where 

support and advisory roles were taiiored to the needs and contextuai elasticity generated 

by the specific circumstances of each school site. However, it is also concluded that 

some uncertainty surrounded principals' perceptions of the reorganiiriition, even though 

principals also perceived some practical effects in that the district office was supportive 

of school-level initiatives, and provided information appropriate for schools' needs in 

their decision making (Finding # 17). 

Data which emerged in the study indicated that the culRual change represented 

by the revised roles of the district office was substantial, despite the district's history of 

devolving responsibilities and authority to schools. When that cultural change is 

coupled with the comparatively early stage of implementation, therein may be found 

some of the rasons for the degree of principals' uncertainty found by the study. 

Mohrman and Wohlstetter (1994) proposed a series of principles which grew out of 

their analysis of school-base.d management. They noted, as one principle, that "school- 

based management cannot be adopted as an innovation or as a program. It is a systemic 

change that requires a transition to a new way of managing and a new logic of 

organizing" (p. 256). They also noted that 

the large-sale transition will include the redesign of orgaaizational systems to 
ensure that as power is moved, howledge and skills are developed and 
information is sharcd. As new structures are designed, the organization will 
have to determine the roles of these new structures and how they relate to one 
another and to other existing roles and structures. (p. 257) 

The district superintendent described the transition in ternis of a maninty 

continuum, with the system gradually adjusting to the reaiignment of responsibilities, 

and the shifts in the loci of power, control. and decision making. Tymko (1995) 



summarized the changing ecology of school districts in school-based management 

The organizational form of not only the central office but the system will be 
dynamic, emerging and receding in a ûuly se~ce-oiented mode as the needs 
of students, parents and communities change in concert with other changes in 
the world. This should not be a cause for alarm, but reason for great hop. 
(P. 8) 

School Councils 

The researcher concludes that uncertainty was a strong element in the 

perceptions of principals and district office staff about the nature of the roles of school 

councils in school-based management processes (Fi~lding #14). The assumptions of 

linkages among the implementation of schwl-based management, the advent of school 

councils, and enhanced studemt achievement have been considered. The fuiding of 

uncertainty in principals' and district office personnel's perceptions suggested that the 

Mages, if they do exist, rnay be more complicated than the policy statements seemed 

to assume. Clune (1990) concluded that "no matter how specific we are about the 

description of govemance stn~ctures, other factors intervene in the success of failure of 

the structures in producing designated outcomes" (p. 416). Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz 

(1990b) have suggested that governance and organizational changes may serve 

syrnbolic purposes quite apart from educational outcomes. Undoubtediy, syrnbolic 

intentions are part of the policy thmsts of school-based management and school 

councils, as evidenced in Chapter 5. That king the case, Clune suggested several 

general approaches which may result in closer alignrnents between symbolism and 

ducationai outcomes. He suggested that rather than making assumptions about 

linkages. "govemance systems must be designed around achievement in order to 

produce achievement gains" (p. 414). Second, he suggested that "to understand how to 

increase achievement, we would need to study what govemance does, rather than what 

govemance is" (p. 398). Should uncertainty continue to surround the roles of school 

councils in school-based management processes in the district as the implementation 



proceeds and develops, these suggestions may offer some potential for an increased 

understanding of the nature of any linkages among councils, school-based 

management, and educational outcomes. 

An Ongoing, Developmentul Process 

Gliclanan (1990) detected seven ironies of school empowennent processes, 

with the fmt king that "the more an empowed school improves, the more apparent it 

is that there's more to be improved" (p. 70). It is concluded that principals and district 

office personnel generaIly perceived that schwl-based management was both ongoing 

and developmental (Fiiding #20). This suggests that the thVd phase of the triphasic 

mode1 will be an extended prows, or that there are deveiopmental dimensions beyond 

the stage of continuation. This suggestion is enhanced by the conclusion that principals 

and district office staff did not wish that the authority and control vested in schools be 

recentralized (Finding #2 1). These conclusions M e r  suggest that both the eventual 

forms and outcomes of schwl-based management are very difficult to estimate, and that 

the implementational processes may be more infiuential than policy directives in 

generating forms and outcomes. 

School-Based Management and School Program Quality 

General Perceptions 

The researcher concludes that school-based management was exening some 

positive influences on the quality of school programs in schools in the district, although 

the nature and degree of the causaüty was unclear, and such influences were not 

uniform across schools. It is also concluded that the flexibility af5orded schools in 

program design and delivery was an important infiuence in shaping this perception 

(Finding #22). 

These conclusions are in accord with some of the findings of other snidies 

(e.g., Jenkins, Ronk, Schrag, Rude, & Stowitschek, 1994; White, 1992), and 



supported some of the contentions in the literature that decision making at the point of 

delivery of senrices, coupled with appropriate flexibility, should resuit in educational 

dividends in some form (e.g., Candoli, 1995; Nova Scotia Department of Education, 

1993). The conclusions must be tempered somewhat by the awareness that a range of 

other change innuences were @acting on schools and the school district at the same 

time as school-based management. 

The general perception of a relatiomhip between school-based management and 

the quality of schwl programs was idiuenced by perceptions of relationships between 

program quality and other elements which structure school programs. These are now 

considered. 

Resources 

Wohlstetter and Mohrman (1994), in their anaiy sis of school-based 

management, noted that 

a challenge . . . is for districts and schools to leam how to red-t existing 
resources. This will requke that decision makers develop the capability to 
conduct systematic analyses to make and justify infomed decisions about 
resource tradeoffs. Participative structures and processes will have to be 
designed and managed as they result in more rather than less efficient use of 
resources. (p. 282) 

The researcher concludes that this challenge was king met in the district in that 

principals and district office staff perceived that better use was king made of 

resources, and that schools were better able to access specialized resources (Findings 

#24 and #25). 

Instructional Policy and Program Initiatives 

Within limits imposed by factors such as schwl size and type, it is concluded 

that school-based management had influenceci the abiüty of schools to develop 

instructional policy and to meet individual needs in students, and that school-level 

instructional program initiatives were beginning to occur (Findings #26 and #27). 

These concIusions accord closely with views expressed in the literature that needs of 

students can best be met through decisions king made by those with the closest 



knowledge of such ne& (e-g., Chubb & Moe, 1990; Greenhalgh, 1984). Indeed, this 

emerged in the fiterature as a key underpinning principle of school-based management, 

and appears to be borne out by the conclusions reached in respect of instructional 

policy, individual ciifferences, and program initiatives in the district. 

Goals 

The researcher concludes that the cycle of a results-based, policy-driven 

management system mandated by the provincial authority was found to be having some 

innuence on planning at school level, and, consequently on the potential to ifluence 

the quality of school programs. In particular, it is further concluded that in the 

perceptions of principals and disûict office staff, schools took some cognizance of 

district and provincial goals in theû planning under school-based management policies 

and practices (Finding #30), that the planning cycle had influeaced patterns of 

coilaborative, coilegial planning in school goal setting (Finding #29), that teachen were 

contributing to school-level goal setting (Finding #33), and that goal setting reflected a 

strong emphasis on enhancing school program quality and student achievernent 

(Finding #34). Mohmian and Wohlstetter (1994) establishexi, as one principle of the 

implementation of school-based management, that "if schwl-based management is to 

result in improved school outcornes, it must be implemented in the context of goals for 

the educational process" (p. 258). They further observed that 

the bottom line is that innovations have to have meaning to people if they are to 
be able to implement them effectively and achieve organizational impact. One 
part of the shared meaning that m u t  be developed is the goals of the change 
pracess-the values that the organization is trying to achieve. (p. 259) 

The conclusions reached, wbich must be considered somewhat tentative at the 

stage of implementation in the district, offer some promise that goals and goal-setting 

processes at school level have the potentid to contribute to the quality of school 

programs and student achievement. 

The goal sening processes of school-based management in the disûict required 

that schools establish both Education Plans and Budget Plans. However, the study 



found no evidence of perceptions of the budgets of schools dictating the goals of 

schwls (Fmding #32). This conclusion accorded with that reached by Kaight (1993) 

that 

it appean that decentrakation in general (and hancial delegation in particular) 
has a facili~ating and perhaps a gearing effect on schools that experience it. It 
faditates because of the flexibility and additional choices that it offers; and 
gars because it tends to stmgthen school management, planning and 
participation. It does not necessarily alter the values, a h ,  expectations or 
classroom practices of the school. (p. 139, author's emphases) 

Accountability 

It is a conclusion that, in the perceptions of principals, accountability to parents 

and the district office for the quality of school programs had increased, and that 

consequently, performance indicators were king developed for school program 

quality (Fiiding #35). This is not an uncornmon occurrence, as indicated by Hanie 

(1990), "associateci with trends to deccntralize educational decision making there is a 

concerted movement towards accountability via school-based management, 

standardized testing, and performance indices" (p. 10 1 ). Hanie postulated that greater 

autonomy of school-level decision making conhibuted to greater system ignorance of 

what is occurring io schwls, hence creating a need for accountability forms. He 

concluded that "without accountability, ail parties will continue in ignorance and this is 

a heinous crime in an activity aimed at increasing opportunities and enhancing leaming" 

(p. 1 16). Enhanced accountability processes focused on schwl program quaby would 

appear to be negating this possibility to some extent in the school district. 

Pro fessional Developrnent 

The researcher has concluded that the ongoing implementation of school-based 

management had created opportunities for professional development, as has been 

noted. It is also concluded that professional developrnent programs at school level were 

king enhanced by school-based management (Fiiding #36). This clearly has the 

potential to influence the quality of schwl programs. The specific nahue of the 

professional development was not elicited in the study. However, the overail 



enhancement of programs through school-based management bodes weil for the 

enhancement of organizational leaming. Duignan (1 990) observed that "effective 

school-based management requires organizational leamhg systems that encourage 

reflection, cnticism, assessment, and negotiation" (p. 337). Conditions that facüitate 

such organizationd leaming are king estabiisiied under schwl-based management in 

the district. 

Relationships with Parents 

It has been shown that some ambivalence and uncertainty surrounded parental 

involvement in schooi-based management processes through the formal mechanisrns of 

school councils. The researcher also concludes that while less uncertainty surrounded 

perceptions that the phenornenon had contributed to closer relationships with parents, 

the nature of the changed relationships was unclear, as was its influence on the quality 

of school prograrns (Finding #28). The researcher also found no evidence of 

rnisalignrnent benveen school and community goals for schooling, and that school 

accountability to parents had increased under school-based management (Findings #3 1, 

#35, and #19). It c m  be further concludeci, therefore, that school-based management is 

enhancing conditions in schools which contribute to changing relationships with 

parents, and that changing patterns of accountabiiity to parents may have the potential to 

influence the quality of school programs. 

Inhibiting Elernents 

The review of the literature has shown that schwl-based management can 

influence schools in ways that also inhibit the enhancernent of the quality of school 

endeavon, particularly in the creation of conflict between managerial and pedagogical 

roles, and in the effective use of teachers' time. Chapman (1990), for example, citing 

Conway (1984), noted that "some consultation is critical for quality teaching so that 

teachers are informeci, but that participation should not create a situation in which the 

teacher is distanced from the teaching function" (p. 237). The researcher concludes 



that, in the perceptions of principals and district office staff, role duality and time 

diversion k m  the core ~eaching and leaming tasks of the school were causing 

difficulties under school-based management (Fhdings #37 and #45). It cm be 

concluded that such diffidty has potential to negatively influence the quaüty of schwl 

programs. 

School-Based Management and Student Achievement 

General Perceptions 

The researcher has previously concluded that principals did understand that 

enhanced student achievement was a prime goal of school-based management, and that 

both principals and district office staff perceived that school-based management was 

creating and enabling opportunities for the enhancement of school programs. It is 

further concluded that principals had perceived that school-based management had 

heightened expectations of student achievement (Fiiding #42). Despite these 

conclusions, data in the study also lead to the conclusion that there was littie to indicate 

that those perceptions translated into a perception of causal linkaging between the 

phenornenon and enhanced student achievement (Finding #38). 

Given the pervasiveness of the focus on enhanced student achievement as an 

outcome of schwl-based management, this is a critical conclusion arising fiom the 

study. The reasons why such perceptions were held were determined in the study to be 

both complex and diverse, as noted in the findings. The most t e lhg  reason to emerge 

was that principals and district office staff clearly did not perceive that school-based 

management was, or would be, a major influence on student achievement. 

The review of the litexam clearly indicated that the focus on enhanced student 

achievement permeated much of that fiterature (e.g., David, 199511996; Peterson, 

199 1). and that evidence of such outcornes was elusive (e.g., Hess, 1992). It must be 

concluded, in the context of the study's limitations and delimitations, and the stage of 



implementation of schwl-based management at which the study was conducted, that 

the justification of enhanced student achievement claimeci, often proleptically, for the 

phenomenon camot be upheld. This conclusion supports the general thrusts of research 

fmdings in the literature. Weiss, Cambone, and Wyeth (1992) posed an obvious 

question, "if the link to improved student performance is so problematical. should this 

particular aspect of reform be getting all the attention that it is receiving?" (p. 365). The 

conclusion is given added emphasis in the context of Snowfields School Disûict by the 

particular conclusions that principals understood that enhanced student achievement 

was a prime auticipated outcome of schwl-based management, and that the 

phenomenon was contributhg to conditions, notably the quality of schwl prograrns, 

which should theoretically contribute to student achievement. 

Core Technology of Schooling 

The researcher concludes that the range of change influences impacting the 

schools and the district was an important reason why changes in aspects of the core 

technology of schools were generally not attributed, or attributed with some reluctance, 

to school-based management, in the perceptions of the district's principals (Fiiding 

#38). The enhancement of teaching and leaming processes, an increased focus on the 

acquisition of basic skills, and levels of teacher responsibility for instructional decisions 

and student performance have a i l  been influenced by the phenomenon (Findings #39, 

#4û, and #41), but reluctance existed among principals in attributhg changes to direct 

and causal relationships with school-based management. Only in the area of meeting 

special needs was this not the case (Finding #44). While a plethora of change 

influences made causal relationships between school-based management, changes in 

core technology. and student achievement a~ul t  to discem, this does not appear to 

adequately explain the perceptions of principals. Hattie (1 990) has suggested that 

product gains should not be confused with process gains. He observed that "current 

trends towards process outcornes are seriously misguided in their attempts to speciw 



educational outcomes, largely because they confuse process as outcomes with progress 

towards outcomes" (p. 106). District policies do not specify how the processes of 

school-based management are to be assessed for progress towards goals, yet 

considerable attention is devoted to assessing progress towards the assumed outcorne 

of enhanced student achievement. It cm be concluded, therefore, that Hattie's 

postulation is accurate in this case. 

Teacher Instructional Leadership 

The researcher concludes that principals perceived that, in a limited way, 

schwl-based management had influenced the development of instnictionai leadership 

by teachers, with the decline in centdy  avaiiable support services king the main 

reason cited for this perception (Finding #43). The early stage of implementation of 

school-based management in the district rnay also have k e n  a factor in the perceptions 

held. However, these perceptions may hold the seeds of a potentidy important 

influence on both school program quality and student achievement when aligned with 

the perceived enhancement of collegial, collaborative planning in schools (Finding 

#29). Rosenholtz (1991) has concluded that "collective commitment to student leaming 

in collaborative settings directs the definition of student learning toward those 

colleagues who instmct as weil as they inspire, awaking all sorts of teaching 

possibilities in others" (p. 68). 

A justifiable conclusion about the influence of heightened teacher 

instructional leadership on student achievement in a school-based management 

environment cannot be reached at this stage of the implementation. However, it can be 

concluded that the infiuence of the phenornenon on teacher instructional leadership may 

offer some potential for the enhancement of schwl-level pedagogic practice. 

Principals' Instructional Leadership 

Murphy (1990) observed that "there is a considerable contrast between 

descriptions of the preferred role for school principals in the areas of curriculum and 
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instruction and chronicles of how these executives acniaily behave" (p. 164). Murphy 

also cited exteosive research data which clearly indicated that instructional leadership in 

schools by principals was not to the fore in principals' activities. However, the 

researcher concludes that, in several areas of operatiom, principals perceived that their 

instructional leadership roles have been considerably enhanced, for example, in the area 

of school-wide academic standards (Finding #46), and to a lesser extent in several other 

areas, for example, in the selection of teachers (see Table 8.4). 

This is an outcome of some note. The data which emerged in the study clearly 

suggested the conclusion, which is in keeping with some proleptic claims made in the 

literature, and in contrast to a considerable amount of other research data which found 

that, in other management environment styles, instructional leadership was not 

perceived as a prime role in practice. The influence of these changing roles of principals 

was not clear from the study's data, but is reasonable to conclude that the changes are 

conducive to promoting a school environment in which student achievement may be 

enhanced. 

Assessrnent Programs 

In the range of change influences irnpacting the schools and the schwl district, 

the mearcher concludes that the provinciaiiy mandated and expanded student 

assessment progam has been one of sorne importance, in the perceptions of both 

principals and district office staff (Finding #47). However, the influence of the 

assessment prognuns, coupkd with the nature of the programs and the inherent 

difficulties associated with standardized assessment programs (Finding #48), posed 

some difficuities in reaching justifiable conclusions, at this stage of the school-based 

management implementation, about the relative innuence of this and other changes on 

student achievement. Further, the influence of provincial standardized programs in a 

district embracing a schwl-based management environment exemplified the dynamic 

tension between the forces of centraikation and those of decentralization, a 



phenornenon weU recognized in the literature. In respect of such tension and student 

assessment programs, Johnson and Boles (1994) commented that 

to the extent that schools are expected to meet districtwide goals, they need 
information about their performance relative to those goals. If, on the other 
hand, schools are accountable primarily to the3 students and parents, then they 
need information about the extent to which they are meeting their clients' needs. 
(p. 128) 

Using these criteria, and the data which emerged in the study, it can be 

concluded that in Snowfields School Disaict, the former is the prevalent form of 

information. Johnson and Boles' suggestion that assessment information systems are 

needed which provide data about progress towards disûict goals (and hence, through 

the chains of causation, towards the provincial goals), as well as goals specific to 

school sites, has important ramifications for the district. Finidings #47 and #48 indicate 

that the need for such an approach in the district is a reasonable conclusion to be 

reached in the shidy. Romising beginnuigs were evident in the local establishment and 

review of school goals, and in the emphasis king placed in disûict reporthg on 

progress towards goals other than academic goals. 

Time 

The problem of time king diverteci from teaching and learning activities to 

those which are managerial in nature was a consistent hding in various facets of the 

study. In the perceptions of principals, this problem had the potential to exert some 

innuence in the relationship between school-based management and student 

achievement (Fiidings #37 and #45). 

Murphy (1990) has observed that "there is strong evidence that ailocated, 

engaged, and academic leaming tirne are related to achievement" (p. 17 l), and that 

"instnictional leaders are also active in protecting instructional time" (p. 172). Given the 

clarity of these fmdings in the study, a reasonable conclusion that cm be reached is that 

the protection of teaching, leaming, and instructional leadership tune may be becoming 



a prime challenge for principals as school-based management processes unf01d in the 

district, 

School Program Qualitp and Student Achievement 

The disparity between perceptions that school-based management was having 

some positive innuence on the quatity of school programs, and the perceptions that the 

phenomenon was not influencing levels of student achievemenf emerged with some 

clarity in the study's fmdings and conclusions. The reasons for this disparity, as far as 

and district office staff to accept that school-based management was, or was able to, 

influence student achievernent, king a prime factor in the conclusion. Dimmock (1993) 

stated that 

the critical challenge is to c o ~ e c t  the features associated with schwl-based 
management with factors affecthg student leaming. If the functional 
connections can be achieved so that autonomy, flexibility, responsiveness, 
planning, participation, collaboration and seif-efficacy have maximum impact 
on leaming, teaching, climate and curriculum structure and content, then 
improved student learning may be achieved. (pp. 18- 19) 

Conclusions reached in the study such as the indications of a generally positive 

influence by school-based management on school program quality, and the enhancing 

of principals' instructional leadership roles, lead to the M e r  conclusion that school- 

based management is in fact Muencing some conditions in schools which may 

eventudy lead to enhanced student achievement, as envisaged by Dimmock. 

Recommendations 

The study exarnined several specific aspects of school-based management in the 

context of its implementation in one smaller school district in Alberta. Although schwl- 

based management is a burgeoning phenomenon and is being implemented in rnany 

school systems, daims of generalizability of the study's findings and conclusions 

beyond the research site are not made for a variety of reasons explicated in the study. 



Notwithstanding, some recommendations can be made for both practice and research in 

the context of the district which may have applicability in other districts and schools 

embarking on the irnplementation of schwl-based management, and for which the 

knowledge and theory generated by this study may have some utiiity in learning from 

the experiences of Snowfields School District. 

Recommendations for Practice 

The fmdings made and the conclusions reached in the study suggested a number 

of recommendations for practice in the schwl district. 

Guiding Principles 

The researcher concludeci that there were few perceptions of direct, causal 

linkages between schml-based management and student achievement, while at the sarne 

t h e  concluding that there were perceptions of linkages between the quality of school 

programs. principals' instructional leadership, and other facets of school operations, 

and school-based management. The latter linkages are laudable developments in 

themselves. Hence, rather than continue to imbue the policies of school-based 

management with a guiding principle that school and district leaders have Little faith in at 

this tirne, these conclusions lead to a recommendation that the guiding principles should 

be revisited. 

Recommendafion #I. That Snowfields School District reexarnine the 

underpinning principles of its school-based management policies and practices to 

ensure that they reflect beliefs and realities, especially in respect of sîudent 

achievernent, rather than resting on unsubstantiated claims and ephemeral hopes. 

Core Technology 

If school performance is to be enhanced, the prime focus of ai l  school 

endeavors must be the core technology of teaching and learning. Conclusions arose 

from the study that school-based management was causing diversions from this focus, 



especiaily in terms of t h e .  However, conclusions were also reached that school-based 

management processes were in fact enhmcing the instructional leadership roles of 

principals in some ways. 

Recommenddon B. That school and district leaders examine ways in 

which the prime focus on the core technology of schools can be enhanced by the 

amelioration of negative aspects of implementation such as t h e  diversion, and the 

encouragement of positive aspects such as principals' instructional leadership. 

Professional Development 

The confirmation in the study's data of the importance of leadership in school- 

based management processes, coupled with the conclusions reached that school-based 

management was influencing leadership patterns and that the phenornenon was ongoing 

and developmentai in the district, means that professional development assumes a vital 

role in these processes. If school-based management is to become an e n d u ~ g  feanire 

of the district's educationd landscape, rather than displaying the evanescence so 

common to rnany educational innovations, there is a need to develop leadership skills 

and howledge in both the current and next generation of leaders, to meet the 

challenges of ongoing development. 

Recommendation #3. That ongoing professional development is essential, 

especialiy in the area of leadership. Such professional development should move 

beyond procedural and technical mattes of an administrative nature, and focus on 

developing the particular leadership qualities and skills, for example, collegial 

leadership styles, that are needed to meet the challenges posed by school-based 

management, and develop the potential of positive influences which emerged in the 

study, such as enhanceci principals' instructional leadership. 

Student Assessment 

It is a conclusion in the study that the intluence of provincial student assessment 

programs has been quite extensive in the district. The study demonstrated a need for a 



balanced assessment program which reflects both provincial and district goals, and 

goals which are specific to the particuiar situation of each schooI site. 

Recomme&on #4. That student assessment programs in the district be 

reassessed to ensure that not only are academic goals set by the province and the district 

reflected in them, but also the overall development of students, and the particular 

situations and goals of each school site. 

School Councils and Parent Involvement 

The involvement of parents in both fonnal school governance and in other ways 

in the schools was an important but generally underdeveloped facet of schwl-based 

management processes in the district. It was dso concluded that district leaders, school 

leaders, and parents were often uncertain of the nanire, expectations, and potential of 

parents to contribute to the development of school-based management practices. 

Recommenhtion #5. That school-based management policies and 

procedures be reviewed to ensure that they clearly reflect appropriate roles and 

responsibilities of school councils and parents in the ongoing development of school- 

based management, and that effective means of giving carriage to such roles and 

responsibiüties be developed in the context of the district as a whole, as well as in the 

context of specific school sites. 

Recommendations for Research 

Indications arose clearly in the shidy of several potentially fnutfhl avenues for 

m e r  research in the district in respect of the ongoing implementation and 

development of school-based management. 

Long-term Research 

The perceptions exarnined in the shidy were limitai at times by the relatively 

bnef p e n d  of implementation of schwl-based management in the district, a fact 

reflected in a number of perceptions, findings, and conclusions. Clearly, longitudinal 



studies, or studies undertaken after a nurnber of years have passed, should yield clearer 

perceptions and outcomes, and failitate less tentative hdings and conclusions than 

some reached in this study. Care would need to be taken in such snidies to ensure that 

as schwl-based management changes becarne reified in the district and schools, 

consideration is given to perspectives of relativities between school-based management 

and non-school-based management enviroments. 

Recommendation #6. That further research undertaken in the district be 

cognizant of the need and influence of a longer period of implementation, to be better 

able to M e r  explore developments and perceptions about the phenornenon. 

Governance Style 

The conclusion reached in the study of perceptions of weak or nonexistent 

linkages between school-based management and student achievement in the district, 

despite the prevdence of assumptions in the literature about their existence, indicated 

that there is much to understand about linkages between educational govemance and 

educational outcomes. There is a need for a sound and appropriate conceptual basis 

about such relationships, rather than contiming with the existing situation where 

assumptions are fiequently made about relationships, with little or no basis in 

researched understandings. The concept of school-based management, for example, 

may or may not be fiawed, but this cannot be assumed because of the fmdings of this 

and other studies. Further, there may be unanticipated outcomes of changes in 

govemance styles which need to be known and understood. 

Recornrnendafion #7. That there is a need for further detailed research 

which examines the relationships between school-based management, as a foxm of 

govemance, and educational outcomes. 

SchooZ Staffs and Parents 

School-based management is a process which, theoretically, moves principals 

from the apex of school decision-making to the center of a web of decision-forming and 



decision-making relationships involving aIl with a stake in school decisions. 

Conclusions reached in the study concerning emerging changes in leadership patterns, 

heightened accountability to parents, and the influence of school councils suggest that 

stakeholders such as staff and parents fom potentidy valuable data sources. Hence, an 

understanding of the infîuence of school-based magement processes in the district 

requires that the perceptions of parents and school stafT be considered also. 

Recommendation #8. That the perceptions of school staff and parents about 

the relationships between school-based management and educational outcornes be the 

subject of research in order to provide a broader understanding of the infiuence of the 

phenomenon in the district. 

Personai Reflections 

It has been a fascinating and challenging experience to trace the development of 

school-based management in Snowfïelds School District, and to attempt to understand 

facets of the school-based management experiences of the district's principals and 

district office personnel. My personal experiences as a school leader in a devolved 

education system where the change, by and large, occwed more graduaily, were 

personaily and professionally liberating and uplifang. The principals and district 

adminis&ators of Snowfields School District did not have the luxury of a great deal of 

tirne to prepare for school-based management and other significant changes bearing 

down on them. The stage of developrnent of school-based management detailed in the 

study indicates how effectively the challenges are generally king met in the district. 

In my view, the district and its schools have made a brave and genuine attempt 

to implement school-based management in ways that provide opportunities for the 

phenomenon to have significant infiuence on and in schools, their staffs, and their 

clients, rather than adopting a minimalist approach to an extemdy imposed political 

imperative. The change has not been without its dificulties and stxuggles, and the new 
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form of govemance in the district is saül king shaped through experience and 

knowledge. It will also undoubtedly be reformecl and reshaped in the fiiture as 

experience grows and other change influences occur. 

A convincing perspective about the efficacy of school-based management is that 

neither principals nor district administrators wish to return to a centralized form of 

govemance. Some arguments codd be made for the recentralization of some aspects of 

some operations on the grounds of efficiency, cost effectiveness, and maintainine a 

focus on the teaching and learning tasks of schools. 1 believe that this c m  be done 

without any loss of decision-making authonty or control by schools. Should this 

eventuate, it wiU mur, in di probability, somewhere beyond the stages of the tripha 

implementation model, as schools become confident in the new style of govemance, 

and as they and the school district move dong the maturity continuum noted by the 

district's superintendent. 

The challenge for principals and schools in the new govemance era is to ensure 

that the power and control that they now have is best used to shape the schools in ways 

that are uuly reflective and supportive of each schwl community's aspirations for its 

chüdren. The challenge for school district administrators is to support schools in their 

endeavors, and to ensure that, as individual school identities grow, the benefits that 

flow fkom king part of a school system such as mutual support, sharing, and cross 

fertilization, are not lost. 

Rosenhola (199 1) understooâ that initiatives such as school-based management 

foster "a professional, egalitarian culture whose visible hands nourish highly qualified 

teachers with technicd growth, with opilmism about change, with spirited 

inventiveness, and with growing liberty fiom classrwm failure" (p. 215). The school- 

based management developments in Snowfields School District are a promising 

beginning to developing such an important culture. However, the study has dso shown 

thai there is still much to be done for such a desirable culture to be attained in reality. 



Summary 

In this concluding chapter of the dissertation, the study has been summarized, 

including its purpose, justification, and genesis. The general and specific research 

questions have been restated, and the review of the relevant Literature has been revisited 

briefly. The study's research design, data collection, and data analysis procedures were 

reviewed, as  was the m m e r  of conduct of the research. The findings drawn h m  the 

data analysis were restated, and conclusions h w n  fiom these fmdings were presented 

and discussed. The study adopted the perspective that perceptions of the influence of 

school-based management on school program quality and student achievement must be 

considered in the context of perceptions about policy and implementational contexts, 

and this approach is refiecteà in the findings and conclusions. It has been shown in the 

study that a very diverse and complex range of perceptions were held by principals and 

school district admlliistrators about relationships between school-based management, 

school program quality and student achievement. The factors influencing perceptions 

were also very diverse and complex. Rincipds and school district administrators 

perceived that relationships existed between school-based management and the quality 

of school prograrns, with such perceptions influend by the impact of the phenomenon 

on a range of program quality indicators. However, little evidence emerged of 

perceptions k i n g  held about relationships between school-based management and 

student achievement, with the key factor influencing this perception king that a direct 

causal relationship is not perceived to exist The latter outcome casts some doubt, in the 

context of the research site, on the extensive claims in the literaiure of such a 

relationship. Recomrnendations for practice and for M e r  research, also in the context 

of the school district, were offered. The chapter, and the study, concluded with some 

brief persona1 reflections by the researcher about school-bas& management and some 

aspects of the phenomenon in Snowfields School District. 



REFERENCES 

Achilies, C. (1994). Dernocrar:y and site-based administration: The impact on 
education. NASSP Bulletin, 78(558), 12-2 1. 

Adams, D. (1993). Defîning ducational quaiity. &ationul Planning, 9(3), 
3-18. 

Alberta Education (1995). Meeting the challenge DI: Three-year bwiness p h  
for e d d o n  Edmonton, AB: Alberta Education. 

Alberta Mucation (1996). Policy, regdations unà f o m  manual. Edmonton, 
AB: Alberta Education, Policy and Planning Branch. 

Altieri, D. (1 993). On school-based management. Education Manitoba, 20(4), 
30-3 1. 

Anderson, G.L., & Dixon, A. (1993). Paradigm shifu and site-based 
management in the United States: Towards a paradigm of social empowerment. In J. 
Smyth (Ed), A socially critical view of the seIf-managing school (pp. 49-6 1). London: 
Falmer. 

Angus, L. (1993). The social and political location of the self-managing school. 
In J. Smyth (Ed.), A sociully critical view of the self-managing school (pp .  11-33). 
London: Falmer. 

Angus, L. (1994). Sociological analysis and education management: The social 
context of the self-managing school. British Joumd of Sociology of Educatiun. 15( 1 ), 
79-9 1. 

Apelt, L., & Lingard, B. (1993). Public schooling reform in Australia: In 
whose interests? Journal of Educational Administration, 31(3), 59-7 1. 

Ary, D., Jacobs, L.C., & Razavieh, A. (1990). Introduction to reseorch in 
education. Fort Worth, TX: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston. 

Bailey, B. (1994, June). Resistant teachers: Who are they and what they have 
to say about school management. Paper presented at a meeting of the Canadian Society 
for Studies in Education, Calgary, AB. 

Bailey, W. J. (1 99 1). SchooZ-site munagement applied Lancaster, PA: 
Technomic. 

Beare, H., Caldwell, B.J., & Millikan, R.H. (1989). Creating an excellent 
schod: Som new management techniques. London, Routledge. 

Berg, B .L. (1 995). Qualitative research methods for the social sciences. 
Needham Heights, MA: AUyn & Bacon. 

Biddle, B.J., & Anderson. D.S. (1986). Theory, methods, knowledge and 
research. In M.C. Wittrock (Ed.), Harutbook of research on teaching (pp. 230-252). 
NY: M a c d a n .  



Bimber, B. (1993). School decentralization: Lessonsfrom the study of 
bureaucracy. Santa Monica, CA: Rand. 

Bimber, B. (1994). The decentralizztion mirage. Santa Monica, CA: Rand. 

Blake, D., & Hadey, V. (1995). The dictiomry of educationul t e m .  
Brookfield, VT: Arena. 

Borg, W.R, & Gall, M.D. (1989). Educatr'oml research. White Plains, NY: 
Longman. 

Brown, D E  ( 1  987). A preümimry inquiry into school-bmed management. 
Ottawa: Social Science and Human Research Council of Canada. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction SeMce No. ED 284 33 1) 

Brown, D.F. (1994). EiFpeî+emùzg shared leadership: Teuchers' reflections. 
Paper presented at the annuai meeting of the Amencan Educational Research 
Association, New Orleans, LA. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 370 
927) 

Brown, D. J. (1 990). Decentralization and school-based management. London: 
Faher.  

Brown, D.J. (199 1). Decentralization. Newbury Park. CA: Corwin. 

Brown, D.J., & Ozembloski, L.W. (1996). One Canadian district's road to 
substantial school-based management. International Joumul of Educatio~l Refom, 
5(4), 444-45 2. 

Buckley, G M  (1993). The role of central once administrators in the context 
of school-based decision-making. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Kansas State 
University, Manhattan. 

Bunin, A. (1996). The nature of site-based management. m e  Canadiun Schuof 
Executive, 16(5), 20-24. 

Burlingame, M. (1988). The politics of education and educational poiicy: The 
local level. In W.J. Boyen (Ed.), H a d o o k  of research on educational administration 
(pp .  439-451). New York: Longmao. 

Burrell, G., & Morgan, G. (1 979). Sociological paradigms and organisational 
unalysis. London: Heinemann. 

Caldwell, B. (1990). School-based decision making and management: 
International developments. In J.D. Chapman (Ed.), School-based decisionmaking 
and management (p. 3-26). London: Faher. 

Caldwell, B. J. (1977). Decentralised school budgethg Ut Albe~a:  An anulysi3 
of objectives, adoption, operation ami perceived outcornes in selected school systems. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Alberta, Edmonton. 

Caldwell, B.J. (1994). Leading the transformation of Ausualia's schools. 
Educatio~ Mamgement and Administration, 22(2), 76-84. 



Caldwell, B.J., & Spinks, J. (1992). Leading the self-mmaging school. 
London: Falmer. 

Caldwell, B., Srnilanich, R., & Spinks, J. (1988). The self-mauaging school. 
nie C d i m  Admin &rator. 2 7(8), 1-8. 

Candoli, C. (1995). Sire-bosed management in education: How to make it work 
in your schuol. Lancaster, PA: Technomic. 

Carlos, L., & Amsler, M. (1993). Site-based munagement: An experiment in 
govemance. (Policy Briefs No. 20) Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and 
Development, San Francisco. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 356 
522) 

Centre for Educational Research and Innovation (1 995). Educational research 
and development: Trendr, ksues and challenges. Paris OECD. 

Chapman, J.D. (1990). School-based decision-making and management: 
Implications for school personnel. In J. D. Chapman (Ed.), School-based decision- 
making and nunagement (pp.  22 1-244). Bristol, PA: Faimer. 

Chapman, J., & Boyd, W.L. (1986). Decentralization, devolution, and the 
school principal: Austraüan lessons on state wide educational reform. Educational 
Administration Quarterly, 22(4), 28-58. 

Cheung, W.M., & Cheng, Y.C. (1996). A multi-level framework for self- 
management in schwk. Intemationut Joumal of Educational Management. 10(1), 
1 7-29. 

Chubb, J.E. (1990). Political institutions and school organizations. In W.H. 
Clune & J.F. Witte (Eds.), Choice and control in AmencM education Volume 2: n e  
theory of choice and control in education (pp .  227-234). Bristol, PA: Falmer. 

Chubb, J.E., & Moe, T.M. (1990). Politics. markets, and America's schools. 
Washington, DC: The Brookings Institute. 

Cistone, P.J. (1 989). School-based managementkhared decision making: 
Perestroika in educational govemance. Eüzîcation and Urban Society, 21(4), 363-365. 

Clune, W.H. (1990). Educational govername and student achievement. In 
W.H. Clune & J.F. Witte (Eds.), Choice and control in Amen'cm education Volume 2: 
The practice of choice, decentralization and school resm<nuring @p. 39 1-423). Bristol, 
PA: Falmer. 

Conley, S.C. (1989). Who's on first?: School reform, teacher participation and 
the decision-making process. Education and Urban Sociev, 221(4), 366379. 

Conley, S.C., & Bacharach, S.B. (1990). From school-site management to 
participatory schwl-site management Phi Delta Kappm, 71(7), 539-544. 

Conway, J.A. (1984). The myth, mystery and mastery of participative decision 
making in education. Educatiomzl Administration Quarterly, 20 (3), 1 1-40. 



Conway. J.A., & Calzi, F. (1995/1996). The dark side of s h e d  decision 
making. ~ucutiortal Leadership, 53(4), 4549. 

Coons, J.E., Clune, W.H., & Sugemüui, S.D. (1970). Private weafth and 
public educazion. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University. 

Council on School Administration (1997). A framework for shared decision 
making. Monograph #3, Issues for Administrators Series, Council on School 
Administration, Alberta Teachers' Association. 

Crosby, S. (1 99 1). Teackrs' opinions of school- bared management. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction SeMce No. ED 343 241) 

Cross, B.E., & Reitzug, U.C. (199Y1996). How to build ownership in city 
schools. Educationaf Leadership, 53(4), 16- 19. 

Cuendet, P.D., (1 992). The goais, goal fulfillment, evalua tion, relnted 
outcornes, and obstacles of schoo6based management implementation. Unpubiished 
doctoral dissertation, Arizona S tate University. 

Dalal, A.K. (1988). Attributional approach to achievement and social 
behaviour. In A.K. Dalal (Ed.), Amibution theory and research (pp. 3- 14). New Delhi, 
Wiley Eastern. 

David, J.L. (1989). Synthesis of research on school-based management. 
Educational kaùership, 46(8), 45-53. 

David, J.L. (1995/1996). The who, what, and why of site-based management. 
Educutio~l Leadership, 53(4), 4-9. 

Davies, B., & Hentschke, G.C. (1994). School autonomy: Myth or reality-- 
developing an analyticai taxonomy. Educational Management and Administration. 
22(2), 96-103. 

Delaney, J.G. (1995). The relationship between school-based management and 
school improvement. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Alberta, 
Edmonton. 

Delaney, J.G. (1994). Schools run by stakeholders. P h ,  3(1), 23-26. 

DenUn, N.K., & Lincoln, Y.S. (1994). Introduction. In N.K. Denzin & Y .S. 
Lincoln (Eds.), Hnndbook of qualitative research (pp.  1-17). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage. 

de Vaus, D.A. (1990). Surveys in social research. London: Unwin Hyman. 

Dimmock, C. (1 990). Managing for quality and accountability in Western 
Australia. Educational Review, 42(2), 1 97-206. 

Dimmock, C. (1993). School-based management and linkage with the 
curriculum. In C. Dimmock (Ed.), School-based management and school eflectiveness 
(pp. 1-2 1). London: Routledge. 



Dimmock, C., & Hattie, J. (1994). Principals' and teachers' reactions to school 
restructuring. Aust~aliduz Journt of Educatlatlon, 38(l), 36-55. 

Donmoyer, R. (1990). Generaiizability and the single-case study. In E.W. 
Eisner & A. Peshkin (Eds.), Qualitative inquiry in educution (pp. 175-200). New 
York: Teachers College Ress. 

Duignan, P.A. (1990). School-based decision-mahg and management: 
Retrospect and prospect. In J. D. Chapman (Ed.), School-bmed decision-mcrking Md 
munagement @p. 327-345). Bristol, PA: Falmet. 

Eichenberger, KT. (1 989). Disciplined inquiry. White Plains, NY: Longman. 

Eisner, E.W. (1991). The enlightened eye. New York: Macmillan. 

Eisner, E.W., & Peshkin, A. (1990a). Introduction. In E.E. Eisner & A. 
Peshkin (Eds.), Qualitative inquiry in education (pp. 1-14). New York: Teachers 
College Press. 

Eisner, E.W., & Peshkh, A. (1990b). Generaiizability. In E.E. Eisner & A. 
Peshkin (Eds.), Qualitative inquiry in education (pp. 17 1 - 173). New York: Teachers 
College Press. 

Elmore, R. (1993). School decentralization: Who gains? who loses? In J. 
Hannaway & M. Camoy (Eds.), Decentralization and school improvement (pp. 33-54). 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Elmore, R.F. (1992). Why restnicturing alone won't improve teaching. 
Educ~tiond Leadership, #9(7), 44-48. 

Erlandson, D.A., Harris, E.L., Skipper, B.L., & Men, S.D. (1993). Doing 
nuturalistic inquiry. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Estler, S.E. (1988). Decision making. In W.J. Boyen (Ed.), Handbook of 
research on educationuZ administration @p. 305-3 19). New York: Longman. 

Firestone, W.A. (1992). Organizational design and teaching for student 
leaming. In H.H. Manhall (Ed.), Redefining d e n t  leaming: Roots of educational 
change (pp. 265-291). Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Firestone, W.A., & Corbett, H.D. (1988). Planned organizational change. In 
NJ. Boyen (Ed.), Handbook of research on educationui administrution @p. 321-340). 
New York: Longman. 

Firestone, W.A., & Herriot, R.E. (1982a). Two images of schmls as 
organizations: An explication and illutrative empirical test Educatib~I AdminiSn-ation 
Quarterly, 18(2), 39-59. 

Firestone, W.A., & Herriot, R.E. (1982b). Prescriptions for effective 
elementary schools dont fit secondary schools. Educational Leadership, 40(3), 5 1-53. 

Fowler, F.J.. Jr. (1988). Survey research methods. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 



Frasher, J.M., & Frasher, R.S. (1 98 1). Administrative attribution theory . me 
Journal of Educutio~l ArLninisrraîion, 19(2), 153-176. 

Fullan, M. (1993). C h g e  forces. London: Faimer. 

Fullan, M.G. (1991). The new rneaning of educational change. New York: 
Teachers College Ress. 

Fullan, M., & Hargreaves, A. (1996). What's worthfighting for in your 
school. New York: Teachers College Press. 

Fullan, M.G., & Miles, M.B. (1992). Getting refom right: What works and 
what doesn't. Phi Delta Kappan, 73(10), 745-752. 

Ga, M.D., Borg, W.R.. & Gall, J.P. (1996). Educatioml research. White 
Plains, NY: Longman. 

Ganapole, S. (1 990). School-based management, shared decision making: 
Perspectives of Hawaii school principals. Unpublished manuscript, University of 
Hawaii at Manoa 

Glaser, B.G., & Strauss, A.L. (1967). m e  discovery of grounded theory. 
Chicago: Aldine. 

Glesne, C., & Peshkin, A. (1 992). Becoming quolifative researchers. White 
Plains, NY: Longman. 

Glickman, C.D. (1990). Pushing school refom to a new edge: The seven 
ironies of school empowerment Phi Delta Kappan, 72(1), 68-75. 

Glickman, C.D. (1993). Renewing Americu's schools. San Francisco: Jossey- 
Bass. 

Goldnng, E.B.. & Rallis, S.F. (1993). Principals of dynamic schools. 
Newbury Park, CA: Corwin. 

Good, C.V. (Ed.)(1973). Dicrionary of education USA: McGraw-HU. 

Goodlad, J.I. (1 984). A place called school. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Gordon, L. (1992). The state, devolution, and educational reform in New 
Zealand. Educationul Policy, 7(2), 187-203. 

Greenfield, T.B. (1993). Re-forming and re-valuing educational administration. 
In T.B. Greenfield & P. Ribbins, Greenfieu on educational administration: Towardr a 
h m n  science @p. 1 69- 1%). London: Routledge. 

Greenhalgh, J. (1984). School site budgeting. Lanharn, MD: University Press 
of America. 

Guba, E.G. (1990). The alternative paradigm dialog. Ia E.G. Guba (Ed.), The 
paradigm dialog (pp .  17-27), Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 



Guba, E.G., & Lincoln, Y.S. (1981). Effective evaluation. San Francisco: 
Jossey-B ass. 

Guba, E.G., & Lincoln, Y.S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative 
research. In N.K. Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Hadbook of qualitative research 
(pp. 105- 1 17). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Guskey, T.R., & Peterson, ICD. (1995i1996). The road to classroom change. 
Educational Leadership, 53(4), 10- 14. 

Hallinger, P., & He& R.H. (1996). Reassessing the p ~ c i p a i ' s  role in school 
effdveness : A review of empiricai research, 1980- 1995. Educational Admüzisb-~tion 
Quanerly, 32(1), 544. 

Hallinger, P., Murphy, J., & Hausman, C. (1992). Restructurllig schools: 
Principals' perceptions of fundamental educational reform. Educationul Administration 
Qua~erly, 28(3), 330-349. 

Hargreaves, A. (1994). Chg ing  teachers, chunging tims. New York: 
Teachen College Press. 

Harrison, B. (1 994). Applying criacal ethics to educational management. 
Educatioml Management and Administration, 22(3), 175- 183. 

Hartley, D. (1994). Devolved school management: The "new deal" in Scottish 
education. Jounial of Education Policy, 9(2), 129- 140. 

Hattie, J. (1990). The quality of education and accountability. In J. D. 
Chapman (Ed.), School-based decision-making and management (pp. 10 1- 1 17). 
Bristol, PA: Faimet. 

Heman, J.J. (1991). Introduction to school-based management. In National 
Association of Secondary School Principals, School-based mmurgernenc Theory and 
practice (pp. v-viii). Reston, VA: NASSP. 

Herman, J.J., & Heman, J.L. (1993). School-bnsed management: Current 
thinking and practice. S prinfield, IL: Charles C. Thomas. 

Hess, G.A., Jr. (1992). Chicago and Bntain: Experiments in empowering 
parents. Journal of Education Policy, 7(2), 155-17 1. 

Hewstone, M. (1989). C a d  Cambridge, MA: Basil Blackwell. 

Hill, P.T., & Bonan, J. (199 1). Decentralkation and accowrtabili~ in public 
education. Santa Monica, CA: Rand. 

Holdaway, E.A. (1986). Making research matter. The Alberta Joumal of 
Educatioml Research, 32(3), 249-264. 

Hopkins, D. (1987). hproving the quality of schooling. In D. Hopkins (Ed.), 
Improving the quc~lity of schooling (pp. 1-10). London: Falrner. 

Hopkins, D., Ainscow, M., & West, M. (1994). School improvement in an era 
of change. New York: Teachen Coilege Press. 



Howe, KR. (1992). Getting over the quantitative-qualitative debate. American 
Journal of Education, 1 W (2), 236-256. 

Hmt,  P. (1985). Decentralization: Panacea or red herring? In J. Lauglo & M. 
McLean (Eds.), The control ofeducution (pp. 79-85). London: Heinemann 
Educational. 

Jacknicke, KG., Br Rowell, P.M. (1987). Aiternative orientations for 
educational research. The Alberta Journal of Educatiod Research, 23(1), 62-72. 

James, T. (1991). State authority and the politics of educational change. In G. 
Grant (Ed.), Review of research UI education @p. 169-224). Washington, DC: 
American Educational Research Association. 

Jenkins, J.R., Ronk, J., Schrag, J.A., Rude, G.G., & Stowitschek, C. 
(1994). Effects of using school-based participatory decision making to improve success 
for non-performing students. The Elementary School Jouml, 94(3), 357-372. 

Johnson, N.A. (1987). The pervasive, persuasive power of perceptions. The 
Alberta Jouml of Educational Research, 33(3), 206-228. 

Johnson, S., & Hedemann, M. (1994). Schml leveI curriculum decisions-A 
case of batthg against the odds. Educational Review, 46(3), 297-308. 

Johnson, S.M., & Boles, K.C. (1994). The role of teachers in schoo1 reform. 
In S.A. Mohrman, P. Wohlsteîter, & Associates, School-based mu~gernent (pp. 109- 
137). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Keeves, J. (1988). The unity of educational research. Interchange, 19(1), 14- 
30. 

King, M.B., Louis, H.M., Marks, H.M., & Peterson, K.D. (1996). 
Participatory decision making. in F.M. Newmann & Associates, Authentic 
achievernent (pp. 245-263). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Klebacha, T.A. (1994). Restnrcturulg in practice: A case study of the changing 
pattern of govenuvlce in one Florida school district. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
The Florida State University, Tallahassee. 

Knight, B. (1993). Delegated financial management and school effectiveness. 
In C. Dimmock (Ed.), School-based management and school eflectiveness (pp. 1 14- 
141). London: Routledge. 

Kowalski, TJ. (1994). Site-based management, tacher empowennent, and 
unionism: BeIiefs of suburban schwl principals. Contemporary Education, 65(4), 200- 
206. 

Kozolanka, K. (1994). Going beyond school-based management before we've 
even got there. Our SchooLr. Our Selves, 6(1), 97- 106. 

Knipa, E. (1994). Bruckton's joumey: Sexuulity education, community 
development and research Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Alberta, 
Edmonton. 



Labaw, P.J. (1 980). Advunced questionmire design. Cambridge, MA: Abt 
Books. 

Lauglo, J., & McLean, M. (Eds.)(1985). The control of education. London: 
Heinemann Educational. 

Lawton, SB. (1992). Why restructure?: An international survey of the mots of 
reform. J o u m l  of Education Policy, 7(2), 139- 1%. 

Lecompte, M.D., & Preissle, J. (1993). Ethnography d qwlitative design in 
educationul research. Sm Diego, CA: Academic. 

Leithwood, K. & Jantzi, D. (1990). Transfiorntational leadership: How 
principals c m  help refonn school culture. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
Canadian Association for Cumculurn Studies, Victoria, British Columbia (ERIC 
Document Reproduction S e ~ c e  No. ED 323 622) 

Levin, B. (1992). Schwl-based management The C a d i a n  School Ececutive, 
11(9), 30-31. 

Levine, D., & Eubanks, E.E. (1992). Site-based management: Engine for 
reform or pipedream? Problems, prospects, pitfalls, and prerequisites for success. In 
J.J. Lane & E.G. Epps (Eds.), Restnrcturing the schools: Problems and prospects ( p p .  
6 1-82). Berkeley, CA: McCutchan. 

Lincoln, Y.S. (1990). The makuig of a constmctivist. In E.G. Guba (Ed.), The 
paradigrn dialog (pp.  67-87). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Lincoln, Y.S., & Guba, E.G. (1985). Natziralistic inquiry. Beverly Hilis, CA: 
Sage. 

Lindelow, J., & Heynderickx, J. (1 989). School-based management. In S .C. 
Smith & P.K. Piele (Eds.), School leadership (pp. 109-15 1). ERIC Clearinghouse on 
Educational Management. 

Lindquist, KM., & Mauriel, J. J. (1989). School-based management: Doomed 
to failure? Educatim and Urban Society, 21(4), 403-4 16. 

Littiefield, E.D. (1991). Factors identified by administrators mui teachers t h t  
support the ùnplementation of school-based iièckion makmg and areas idenrifed as a 
resdt of the implementation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Memphis State 
University. 

Lopez, R. (1 992). A stuïiy of school-based management in Texas school 
districts. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Baylor University, Waco, Texas. 

Maien, B. (1994). Enacting site-based management: A political utilities 
andy sis. EducarioMl Evalwtion & Policy Analysis, 16(3), 249-267. 

Malen, B., & Ogawa, R. (1992). Site-bas& management: Disconcerting policy 
issues, critical policy choices. In J.L. Lane & E.G. Epps (Eds.), Restructuring the 
schools: Problems and prospects (pp.  185-206). Berkeley, CA: McCutchan. 



Malen, B., Ogawa, RT., & Kranz, J. (1990a). Site-based management: 
UnfulfiUed promises. The School Aaministrator, 47(2), 30-59. 

Malen, B., Ogawa, R.T., & Kranz, J. (1990b). What do we know about 
school-based management? A case study of the literature-a c d  for research. In W.H. 
Clune & J.F. Witte (Eds.), Choice ami connol in Anierican educarion Volume 2: Z%e 
prwtice of choice, decentraizaarion mid schwl restmcturing @p. 289-342). Bristol, PA: 
Falmer, 

Matburger, CL. (1985). One school at a rime. Columbia MD: The National 
Cornmittee for Citizefls in Educaîion. 

Martenko, MJ., & Gardner, W.L. (1987). The leader/member attribution 
process. Acaàemy of Management Review, 12(2), 235-249. 

Memam, S. (1988). Case study research M education San Francisco: Jossey- 
Bass. 

Miles, M.B., & Huberman, A.M- (1994). Qualitative data amlysis. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Mintzberg, H. (1 983). Structures in fives: Designing effective organizations. 
Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall. 

Misra, G. (1988). Social disadvantage and achievement attribution. In A.K. 
Dalal (Ed), Attribution theory and research (pp. 60-80). New Delhi, Wiley Eastern. 

M o h a n ,  S.A., & Wohlstetter, P. (1 994). Introduction: Improving school 
performance. In S.A. Mohman, P. Wohlstetter, & Associates, School-based 
mnugement (pp. 1-2 1). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Mohnnan, S.A., & Wohlstetter, P. (1994). Establishing the conditions for high 
performance. In S.A. Mohrman, P. Wohlstetter, & Associates, School-based 
management (pp. 1 65- 1 83). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Mohrman, S.A., & Wohlstetter, P. (1994). Understanding and managing the 
change process. In S.A. M o h a n ,  P. Wohlstetter, & Associates, School-based 
manugentent (pp. 253 -268). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Mohrman, S.A., Wohlstetter, P., & Associates (1 994). School-based 
management. San Francisco, Jossey-Bass. 

Murphy, J. (1990). Principal instructional leadership. In P.W. Thurston & 
L.S. Lotîo (Eds.), Advances in educatio~l adnthislration. ~~e 1 (pp. 163-200). 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Murphy , J .  (199 1). R e s ~ t u r i n g  schools. New York: Teachers CoUege Press. 

Murphy, J., & Beck, L.G. (1994). Reconstnicting the principalship: 
Challenges and possibilities. In J. Murphy & K.S. Louis (Eds.), Reshaping the 
principalship (pp.  3-19). Thousand Oak, CA: Corwin. 

Murphy, J., & Beck, L.G. (1995). School-based management as school 
refonn. Thousand Oaks, CA: Convin Press. 



Mutchler, S., & Duttweiler, P.C. (1990). Implernenting shared decision 
making in schwl-hed management: Barriers to changhg traditionai behuvwr. Paper 
presented at the annuai meeting of the American Educationai Research Association, 
Boston, MA. (EIUC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 320 286) 

Nause, J. (1995). Site-based management: Boon, bane or bomb? Aviso, 
Spring, 1995, 10-12. 

Odden, E.R., & Wohlstetter, P. (1995). Making school-based management 
work Educatioml Leadership, S2(5), 32-36. 

Ogawa, R.T. & White, P.A. (1994). School-based management: An overview. 
In S.A. Mohmiao, P. Wohlstetter, & Associates, Schoul-based management (pp. 53- 
80). San Francisco: JosseyBass. 

Ogletree, EL, & McHeniy, E (1990). Chicago teachers and school reform. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 324 380) 

Oswaid, L.J. (1995). School-based management. Oregon School Smdy 
Council, 38(7). Eugene, OR: University of Oregon. 

Owens, R.G. (1982). Methodological rigor in naturalistic inquiry: Some issues 
and answers. Educ~tional Administration QuanerIy. 18(2), 1-2 1. 

Ozembloski, L.W., & Brown, D.J. (1994). The institution of school-based 
management in Ehonton. Papa presented at the annual meeting of the Canadian 
Society for the Study of Education, Calgary, AB. 

Page, G-T., & Thomas, J.B. (1977). International d i c t i o ~ r y  of education. 
New York: Nichols. 

Patton, M.Q. (1990). Qualitative evnluation Md research methodi. Newbuiy 
Park, CA: Sage. 

Peel, H.A., & Wallcer, B.L. (1994). What it takes to be an e m p o w e ~ g  
principal. Prùzcipal, 73(4), 4 1-42. 

Pepitone, A. (1986). Culture and cognitive paradigm in social psychology . 
Aurtralian J o u m l  of Psychology, 38(3), 245-256. 

Peters, F., & Richards, D.M. (1995, June). Restmcturing education Alberta 
style. Paper presented at the annual conference of the Canadian Association for the 
Study of Educational Administration, Montreal, Quebec. 

Peterson, D. (199 1). School-based mnnagement and student petfiontunce. 
(ERIC Digest No. 62) (Report No. EDO-EA-914) (ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No. ED 336 845) 

Phillips, D.C. (1990). Subjectivity and objectivity. In E.W. Eisner & A. 
Peshkin (Eds.). Qualitative inquiry in education (pp. 19-37). New York: Teachers 
CoUege Press. 

Prasch, J. (1990). How to organize for school-based management. Alexandria, 
VA: ASCD. 



Province of Alberta (1996). School Acr. Alberta: Queen's Pnnter. 

Province of Nova Scotia Department of Education (1993). Discussion paper on 
site-based management. Halifax, Nova Scotia: Department of Education. (Micornedia 
MICROLOG Number 94-03773) 

Purkey, S.C. (1990). School-based management: More and less than meets the 
eye. In W .H. Clune & J.F. Witte (Eds.), Choice Md controI in Amerïcan education 
Volume 2: The p r . c e  of choice, decentralization anù schod restmcturing @p. 37 1 - 
380). Bristol, PA: Falmer. 

Quan Lee, V. (1993). A shldy of perceptions cf secondary sciwol principals 
regardhg shared decision-moking in the Los Angeles Unifid School D m .  
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Pepperdine University, Malibu. 

Quinn, D. (1996). Site-based management. Challenge, 33 (l), 25-32. 

Radnofsky, M.L. (1994). Empowerment and the power not to change: 
Teachers' perceptions of restmcturing. Intemutional Journal of EducarioMl Reform 
3(2), 154- 1 64. 

Raywid, M.A. (1990). Rethinking school govemance. In R.F. Elmore & 
Associates, Restructuring schools (pp. 152-205). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Reichardt, C.S ., & Cook, T.D. ( 1979). Bey ond qualitative versus quantitative 
methods. In T.D. Cook & C.S. Reichardt (Eds.), Qualitative and quantitative rnethods 
in evaluntion research (pp. 7-32). Beverly HUS, CA: Sage. 

Reinhan, S. (1990). Socalled training in the socalled alternative paradigm. In 
E.G. Guba (Ed.), m e  paradigm dialog (pp. 290-302). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Reitzug, U.C., & Capper, C.A. (1996). Deconstmcting site-based 
management: Possibilities for emancipation and alternative means of control. 
Intemutional Journal of Educational Refonn, 5(1), 56-69. 

Rist, R.C. (1994). Influencing the policy process with qualitative research. In 
N.K. Denzin & Y.S . Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 545-557). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Rosenholtz, S.J. (1991). Teachers' workplace. New York: Teachers College 
Press. 

Roxburgh, C.L. (1996). Measuring qualiu anà effectiveness in schools. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Alberta, Edmonton. 

Rudestam, K.E., & Newton, R.R. (1992). Surviving your disseriation. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Sackney, L.E., & Dibski, D.J. (1994). School-based management: A critical 
perspective. Educat io~l  Management and Administrutio~ 22(2), lO4- 1 12. 

Sailor, W. (1991). Special education in the restructured school. RASE. 12(6), 
8-22. 



Schlechty, P.C. (1990). SchooLr for the iwenpjirst century. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 

ScbIechty, P.C. (1993). Shared decisions that count. The School 
Administrator, 50( 1 ), 20-23. 

Shafntz, J.M., Koeppe, R.P., & Soper, E.W. (Eds.)(1988). Facts onfile: 
DiaioMry of educarion New York: Facts on File. 

Sharpe, F. (1 994). Devolution: Towards a research fknework. Educatiod 
Management and Admuiistration, 22(2), 85-95. 

Sheppard, B., & Devereaux, L. (1997). Leadership training is essential to 
effective site-based management. The Canadian School Executive, 16(8), 3-8. 

Short, E.C. (1993). The use of multiple theories of inquiry in educationai 
research. Paper presented at the annuai meeting of the Amencan Educational Research 
Association, Atlanta, GA. (ERIC Document Reproduction SeMce No. ED 358 147) 

Sirotnik, KA., & Clark, R.W. (1988). School-centered decision rnaking and 
renewal. Phi Delta Kuppan, 69(9), 660664. 

Skrtic, T.M. (1990). Social accommodation. In E.G. Guba (Ed.), The 
paradigm dialog (pp. 125- 135). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Smith, W.J., & Lusthaus, C. (1995). The nexus of equality and quality in 
education: A framework for debate. Cmzadian Jounuzl of Education, 20 (3). 378-39 1. 

Smylie, M.A. (1992). Teacher participation in school decision making: 
Assessing willingness to parficipate. Educational Evaluation and d ~ i y s i s ,  M(l), 53- 
67. 

Smylie, M.A., & Brownlee-Conyen, J. (1992). Teacher leaders and their 
principals: Exploring the development of new working relationships. Educational 
Administration Quarterly, 28(2), 150- 1 84. 

S tarratt, R.J. (1995). Leaders with vision. Thousand Oak, CA: Corwin. 

Strauss, A.L., & Corbin, J.M. (1990). Basics of qualitative research. Newbury 
Park, CA: Sage. 

Summers, A.A., & Johnson, A.W. (1995). Doubts about decentralinxi 
decisions. The Scho l  Administrator, 52(3), 24-32. 

Swanson, A.D. (1989). Restruchiring educational govemance: A challenge for 
the 1990s. Educat io~l  AAdmUlistration Quarterly, 25 (3), 268-293. 

Taylor, D.L., Bi Bogotch, LE. (1994). School-level effects of teachen' 
participation in decision-making. Edcccatio~l Evaluution and Policy Analysis, 16(3), 
302-3 19. 

Tyack, D. (1993). School govemance in the United States: Historical puzzles 
and anomalies. In I. Hannaway & M. Camoy (Eds.), Decentralization and school 
improvement (pp. 1-32). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 



Tymko, J.L. (November, 1995). Thejùîure role of central offce. Paper 
presented at the Council of Alberta School Superhtendents Issues F o m .  

Usher, R., & Edwards, R. (1994). P o ~ d e r n i s m  and education. London: 
Routledge. 

Van Scoy, U. (1989). The prUMry dflerence: Whot makes teaching in the 
prVMry grades unique. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Southem 
Association of Children Under Six, Richmond, VA. (ERIC Document Reproduction 
SeMce No. ED 308 957) 

Walker, J.C. (1991). Coherence and reduction: Implications for educational 
inquiry. Infeniational Journal of Educatioml Research, 15 (6), 505-520. 

Watkins, P. (1993). Pushing crisis and stress d o m  the line: The self-managing 
school. In J. Smyth (Ed.), A socMy crirical view of the s e l f - m g i n g  school (pp .  
137- 152). London, Falmer. 

Watt, J. (1989). Devolution of power: The ideological meaning. Journal of 
Educational Administration, 27(1), 19-28. 

Webber, C.F. (1995). The early effects of mandated change in Alberta. The 
Canadian Administrator, 34(6), 1 - 1 1 . 

Wehlage, G.G., Newmann, F.M., & Secada, W.G. (1996). Standards for 
authentic achievement and pedagogy. In F.M. Newmann and Associates, Authentic 
achievement (pp. 2 1-48). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Weiler, H.N. (1993). Control versus legitimation: The politics of ambivalence. 
In J. Hannaway & M. Carnoy (Eds.), Decentralizution and school improvement 
(pp .  55-83). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Weiss, C.H. (1993). Shared decision making about what? A cornparison of 
schools with and without teacher participation. Teachers College Record, 95(1), 69-92. 

Weiss, C.H., Cambone, J., Br Wyeth, A. (1992). Trouble in paradise: Teacher 
conflicts in school decision making. Educatioml Adminisiration Quarterly, 28(2), 350- 
386. 

Weiss, J.A. (1990). Control in school organizations: Theoretical perspectives. 
In W.H. Clune & J.F. Witte (Eds.), Choice and control in Amencan education Volume 
1: The theory of choice ond control in education (pp. 9 1-134). Bristol, PA: Falmer. 

Wte ,  P.A. (1991). An overview of schwl-based management: What does the 
research say? In National Association of Secondary Schwl Principals, School-based 
management: nieory dprac t i ce  @p. 3-7). Reston, VA: NASSP. 

White, P.A. (1992). Teacher empowennent under "ideal" school site 
autonomy. Educational Evaluation and Policy Amlysis, 14(1), 69-82. 

Williams, R. (1992). The leadership edge. Vancouver, British Columbia: 
Eduserv. 



Wilson, B.L., Hemot, R.E., & Firestone, W.A. (199 1). Explaining 
differences between elementary and secondaxy schools: Individual, organizationd, and 
institutional perspectives. In P.W. Thurston & P.P. Zodhiates (Eds.), Advances in 
educational administration @p. 13 1- 157). Greenwich, CN: JAI Press. 

WissIer, DE, & ûrtiz, F.I. (1988). rite superinterdent's leadership in school 
refom Philadelphia, PA: Falmer. 

Wohistener, P. (1995). Getting school-based management right: What works 
and what doesn't. Phi Delta Kappan, 77(1), 22-26. 

Wohlstetter, P., & Bnggs, K.L. (1994). The principal's role in school-based 
management. Principal, 74(2), 14- 17. 

Wohlstetter, P., & Mohnnan, S.A. (1994). Conclusion: New directions for 
school-based management. In S.A. Mohnnan, P. Wohlstetter, & Associates, School- 
based management (pp. 269-286). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Wohlstetter, P., & Odden, A. (1992). Rethinking school-based management 
policy and research. Educatioruzl Administration Quarterly, 28(4), 529-549. 

Wohlstetter, P., Smyer, R., & Mohrman, S.A. (1994). New boundaries for 
school-based management: The hi@ involvement model. Educutional Evaluation and 
Policy Analysis, 16(3), 268-286. 

Wolf, R.M. (1988). Questionnaires. In J.P. Keeves (Ed.), Educatioml 
research, methodology and masurement (pp. 478-482). Oxford, England: Pergamon. 

Wong, K.K. (1 994). Linking govemance refoxm to schooling opportunities for 
the disadvantaged. ~ucat ionul  AdminLmation Quarterly, 330(2), 153- 177. 

Yin, R.K. (1989). Case study research: Design and methoh. Newbury Park, 
CA: Sage. 



PERCEPTIONS OF RELATIONSHIPS BEWEEN 

SCHOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT, PROGRAM QUALITY 

AND StUDENT ACHlEVEMENT 

SURVEY OF PRINCIPALS IN AN ALBERTA SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Michael B. Myers 

Depanment of Educational Policy Studies 

University of Alberta 

Phone: 438-4637 (Home) 

Dear Coileague, 

Your cornmitment to responding to ttiis survey in a 
prompt and accuiate manner is very much appreciated. Upon 
completion, please place the suwey in the stamped, 
addressed envalope providad, end mail it at your earliest 
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A. CONTEXTUAL INFORMATlON 

This section seeks brief background information about yourself and your 
school which will assist in the analysis of the survey data. 

Please check (O your school category. 

How many years have you served as principal of the school? 
(Count the current year as a full year.) 

years 

How many years in total have you served as a principal? 
(Count the current year as a full year.) 

years 

If you have served in an executive position in a school district 
office (e.g., superintendent, assistant superintendent, 
curriculum adviser), please indicate the nature of the position/s 
and the number of years in the positionls. 

Yearls : 

What is the current enrollment at your school? 

How many teaching staff are employed at your school? 

m 
How many support staff are employed at your school? 

Office 
use only 
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8. Does your school currently have a school council? 

Check: 

O Yes or O No - Please proceed to 0. 10. 

9. If you checked "Yes" for Q. 8, please indicate briefly the types 
of key responsibilities the council carries (e.g., oversight of 
school budget). 

10. Please comment as to why your school does not have a 
council. 

Office 
use only 
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Please hdicate yuur responses to Questions I I  and I2 by selecting frorn the 
scele belo w the number of the descriptor tbat best applies. For example, if your 
response is best deocribedas Highjy Kno wledgeable, place the number 7 on the 
Bne besMe the question. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Highly VeW Moderately Slightiy None 

knowledgea ble knowledgea ble knowledgeable knowledgeable 

11. What was your level of knowledge about school- 
based management before you became aware that it 
was to be implemented in the district? 

1 - -  - I I I I 
1 2 3 4 5 

Highly VeV Moderately Slig htly None 
experienced experienced experienced experienced 

12. What was your level of experience with school- 
based management before you became aware that it 
was to be irnplemented in the district? 

Office 
use only 
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B. KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERIENCE Wlf  H SCHOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT 

This section seeks hformetion about your knowledge, experiences, and 
perceptions of aie implementation of rchool-based management. 

Please indicate your msponse in tnir and the folowing sections by selecting 
from the $cale below the number of th8 descriptor that best applies in your 
case for each statement. For example, if you consider thet yow response is 
best describecf as Disagree, place the number 4 on the fine beside the 

I I I I 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
agree disagree 

Principals were consulted by the district in the 
decision to implement school-based management in 
the district. 

Principals were involved with preparing district 
school-based management implementation policies. 

Training programs about school-based management 
were provided for principals by the district prior to 
the implementation of school-based management. 

I perceived these training programs as necessary. 

I perceived these training programs as effective. 

These training programs included the foliowing 
(please provide a response in each category): 

18a. organizational management 

18b. technical skills (e.g., budgeting) 

18c. long- and short-range planning 

1 8d. negotiating skills 

t8e. shared leadership skilis 

18f. srnall-group dynamics 

18g. human-resource management 

18h. communications 

18i. management of change 

Office 
use only 
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1 2 3 4 
Strongly Agree Ne ut ml Oisagree 

agree 

I understood the district goals in introducing school- 
based management. 

The implementation process took into consideration 
the specific situation of my school. 

The pace of implementation was anuned to the 
specific situation of my school. 

Prior to irnplementation, I felt anxiety or confusion 
about school-based management. 

There was misrrust of the motives for introducing 
school-based management. 

There was resistance to the implementation of 
school-based management from (please provide a 
response in each category): 

the board 

district office personnel 

principals of other schools 

teachers in this school 

parents in this school 

teac hers' association 

Theie is resistance towards parent involvement in 
the management of schools in the district. 

Prior to implementation, my perceptions of school- 
based management were positive. 

5 
Strongly 
disagree 

Office 
use only 
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1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Agree Neutra1 Disagree Strongly 

agree disagree 

27. Please comment on your response to Question 26. 

28. After implernentation, rny perceptions were positive. 

29. Please comment on your response to Question 28. 

30. Please add any additional cornments you wish about 
rnatters raised in this section. 

Office 
use only 

b 

P/ease turn to next page. 
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C. IMPACT OF SCHOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT ON THE SCHOOL 

This section seekr your perceptions of the averall impact of school-based 
management on your school. 

I I I I I 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly Agree Neutra1 Disagree Strongly 
agree disagree 

t h e  school has attained greater autonomy and 
flexibility because of school-based management. 

Under school-based management, the school has 
authority for decision making in the following areas 
(please provide a response in each category). 

32a. allocation of schod finances 

32b. staffing (e.g., the appointment of teachers and 
support staff) 

32c. curriculum 

32d. school programs 

Under school-based management, the school has 
been better able to take initiatives at the local level. 

Under school-based management, the school has 
been constrained by one or more of the following 
sources (please provide a response in each 
category): 

34a. the district board 

34b. teachers' association 

34c. comrnunity groups 

34d. the province 

34e. federal government 

The district office has adopted a support rather than 
a supervisory role for principals and schools under 
school-based management. 

The district office provides material and moral 
support for initiatives emanating from the school. 

Office 
use only 
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1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Agree Neuval Oisag ree Strongly 

agree disagree 

The district office readily provides information 
needed by the school in decision making. 

Under school-based management, principals are able 
to influence district policies that affect schools . 
My style of leadership has changed under school- 
based management. 

My leadership role has become more cornplex under 
school-based management. 

Under school-based management, leadership is a 
shared responsibility in the school. 

School-based management has engendered changes 
in the traditional patterns of decision making in the 
school. 

Leadership by teachers in the school has been 
enhanced by school-based management. 

The school is making bener quality decisions under 
school-based management. 

Changes in school leadership patterns have led to 
increased job satisfaction for (please provide a 
response in each category) : 

45a. the principal 

45 b. teachers 

45c. support staff 

Under school-based management, the following have 
occurred or are occurring in the school (please 
provide a response in each category): 

46a. better school clirnate 

46b. higher levels of trust arnong al1 staff 

46c. heightened sense of shared mission for the 
school 

46d. better communications 

46e. shared decision making 

Office 
use only 
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1 2 3 4 
Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree 

agree 

46f. enhanced collaborative work practices 

469. clearer understanding of roles 

46h. shated responsibility for effective discipline 

46i. heightened staff creativity and innovation 

46j. increased staff morale 

46k. increased staff loyalty 

461. increased workload for staff 

46m. increased workload for the principal 

46n. increased time constraints 

47. Under school-based management, the school has 
greater levels of accountability to the district office. 

48. Under school-based management, the school has 
greater levels of accountability to parents. 

49. Please add any additional comrnents you wish about 
rnatters raised in this section. 

5 
Strongly 
disagree 

Office 
use only 

Please turn to next page. 
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r----  I I I I 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly Agree Neutral Disa~ree Strongly 
agree disagree 

50. School-based management has contributed to 
enhancing the overall quality of the school's 
educational program. 

51. School-based management has contributed to the 
following at the school (please provide a response in 
each category 1: 

-- - - - -  

This section seeks Information about youi perceptions of relationships 
between school-based management and the qurlity of the educational 
piOgT8mS at yoü? rchool. 

increased curriculum flexibility 

a relocation of curriculum decision making 
from the district office to the school 

better resource management 

development of school-level instructions l 
policy 

enhanced school ability to respond to 
individual differences 

enhanced access to specialized resources and 
staff within the school and/or from external 
sources 

the development of new instructional 
programs in the school 

selection of better text and supplemental 
instructional materials 

closer relationships with parents 

52. School-based management has contributed to 
enhanced collaborative, collegial program planning in 
the school. 

53. SchooCbased management has led to increased 
accountability by the school to the district office for 
the quality of the school's programs. 

Office 
use only 
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1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Agree Neutml Oisagree Strongly 

agree disagree 

54. School-based management has led to the school's 
developing its own performance indicators of the 
quality of the school's programs. 

55. School-based management has created difficulties 
because of the demands of teaching and increased 
dernands of other commitrnents. 

56. School-based management hes led to enhanced 
professional-development programs in the school. . 

57. Please add any additional comments you wish 
about matters raised in this section. 

Office 
use only 
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E. SCHOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 

T h i s  section seeks Informition about your percsptions about relationships 
betwaen school-based management as implemented in your school and the 
; achievement of students. 

58. School-based management has contributed to the 
overall academic growth of students. 

I l I I 1 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly Agree Neutra1 Oisagree Stfongly 
agfee disa~ree 

59. School-based management is enhancing what is 
occurring in teaching and learning processes. 

Office 
use only 

60. Under school-based management, the following 
changes are occurring in the school's teaching and 
learning roles (please provide a response in each 
category): 

increased focus on basic-skills acquisition 

increased levels of teacher responsibility for 
instructional and classroom-management 
decisions 

increased levels of teacher responsibility for 
student performance 

increased levels of parent responsibility for 
student performance 

heightened expectations of student 
achievernent 

enhanced instructional leadership by teachers I 
impact on meeting needs of students in 
categories such as special education or 
academic challenge 

a diversion of teacher time from teaching and 
learning functions to meetings, etc. I 

Survey of Principals Page 12 
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61. School-based management has affected the 
principal's instructional leadership roles in the 
following ways (please provide a response in each 
categofy): 

I I I I I 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly A ~ r e e  Neutral Disagree Strongly 
agree disagree 

61a. encouraging the sening and monitoring of 
school-wide academic standards 

Office 
use only 

61 b. increasing authority and control over class site 
and class composition 

61c. enhancing the supervision of teachers 

61d. enhancing processes used in the evaluation of 
teachers 

61 e. enhancing the selection of teachers 

61f. permitting more appropriate balancing of 
specific program objectives with overall school 
goals 

61 g. heightening teacher awareness of curriculum 
content 

61 h. heightening parent awareness of curriculum 
content 

62. Please add any additional comments you wish about 
matters raised in this section. 

Survey of Principals 
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F. ADDITIONAL COMMENT S 

Please add any comments you wish to make about relationships between 
school-based management, the quality of school programs, and student 
achievement. 

Thank you for your cooperation end for the time and effort you have 
cornmitted to completing th& survey. 

PLEASE PLACE THE COMPLETED SURVEY IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED AND 
MAIL If AT YOUR EARLIEST CONVENIENCE. 

Survey of Principals Page 14 



APPENDIX B 

PERCEPTIONS OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SCHOOL-BASED 
MANAGEMENT, PROGRAM QUALITY AND STUDENT 

ACHIEVElmNT 

INTERVIEW GUIDES 

Principals 

Superintendent 

Associate Superintendents 

Michael B. Myers 

Department of Educationd Policy Studies 
University of AIberta 



INTERVIEW GUIDES 

INTRODUCTION (General for al1 respondents) 

This section will be used to establish rapport with respondents and to set the scene for 
the interview processes. The section will broadly encompass the following: 

Interviewer's background 

Respondent's background 

Some cornparisons of education systems 

The purposes of the i n t e ~ e w  

The semistructured nature of the interview 

Review arrangements for the conduct of the interview, including the use of audio 
recording 

Co& confïdentiality arrangements 

Confirm follow-up arrangements, for example, providing a copy of the transcript for 
contents verification to the respondent, and arrangements for the provision of study 
outcornes. 



PRINCIPALS 

Pl: Tell me about your background as a principal. 

Probes: 

How h g  have you been a principal? 
How long have you sented in your present position? 

P2: Do you have any general comments to make about the survey or any 
matters raised in it? 

Probes: 

What do you think about schuol-based munagernent generally? 
Is there any pam0cular point you wirh to pursue further? 
Did you huve any dijficulty in completing the suntey? 

P3: Did you choose either of the extremes on the scale for any of the 
questions? Do you wish to comment further on this? 

Probes: 

Why do you feel strongly about that? 
Do you have MY e-es that you could share? 

P4: What are your perceptions of the nature and purpose of school- 
based management? 

P5: Describe your role in the introduction of school-based management 
in the District. 

Probes: 

Did you have a role beyond your school? 
Did you feeZ that you were consulted by the District m c e ?  

P6: Describe your role in the introduction of school-based management 
in your school. 

Probes: 

Whar chalknges and obstacles did you fncc? 
Did you perceive that there wcrr resistance tu the imp&mentatzatzon? 
What presented lide or no dificulty for you Ui the in trod~'on? 
What goal-sening procedures were wed? 
What perceptions do you have of the rehtiomhips between goais and budgets? 



W: Describe your perceptions of school-based management prior to its 
introduction. 

Probes: 

Why did you hou these perceptions? 

PS: Have your perceptions of school-based management changed since 
its introduction? 

Probes: 

In whar ways huve your perceptions changed? 
What h a  influenced you to change yourperceptiom? 

P9: Do you perceive that the implementation of school-based 
rnanagement in your school is complete? 

Probes: 

Do you see school-based rnmgement implementation as an ongoing process? 
D o  you see possibilities for hplementution beyond what is currently Dishict 
policy ? 

P10: In your experience, have there been positive influences by school- 
based management on your school's programs? 

Probes: 

Could you provide some examples? 
In what ways do you consider that progrm have been enhanced? 
Why do you attribute such influences to school-6ased mnnagement? 

P11: In your experience, have there been negative influences by school- 
based management on your school's programs? 

Probes: 

Could you provide some euunples? 
In what ways do you consider thut p r o g m  huve been a$ected? 
Why do you amibute such Urfluences to school-based management? 

P12: In your experience, has schooi-based management had any 
influence on student achievement levels in your school? 

Probes: 

Why do you have such perceptions? 
Why do you attribute sirch Urfruence tu schwl-based management? 
Can you give some exmnples? 



P13: Would you iike your school or the District to revert to a non- 
school-based management environment? 

Probes: 

Why/Whynot? 



SUPERlNTENDENT/ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENTS 

SIAS1: Tell me about your background as a superintendent/associate 
superintendent and as a principal. 

Probes: 

How long have you been in yourpresentposition? 
Was any of your principakhip position gained in a school-bared munagernent 
environment? 

SIAS2: Describe your role in the introduction of schooi-based 
management in the District. 

Probes: 

* Whar were t h  motivating forces behind the introduction? 
* What faciliitared the rntroduction? 

Whar inhibited the introduction? 
What was the Board's involvement? 
Were princeah involved in the decision tu implernent and in the implernentational 
processes? 
Were other stakeholders, for eeuunple, parents, involved? Whyhvhy not? 

SIAS3: Eow do you perceive the District Office as operating in a 
school- based management environment? 

Probes: 

Does the District Offce demonstrate and promote school-based management Md 
decisiun making? 
Is the District m e  prurrwting the creation of new roles in schools and in the 
Dishict W c e ?  
Zs the Distntnct W c e  delegating authority to schooli to create new or different 
leaming mvironments? 

Is the Distnèt OJïce comrnmicating approprulte infomtion to schools to facilitate 
school-based management? How ? 
Does the District m c e  encourage riik taking und expehentution in schools? 
How? Why? 
Does the Dkrict m e  encourage principals to involve teachers and other 
stakehoIders in school-based mmurgement? How? Why? 
Does the District m e  encourage and fmilitate school-bel professional 
development? How? 
Has the District m e  k e n  able to build alliances with unions tu f d t a t e  school- 
based mnnngmnt? Why? How? 
Ha the Disirkt m c e  been able $0 provide resources for schwls to faciltate 
school-based management, for exomple, time for staffto assume new roles and 
responsibilities ? 



SIAS4: Describe your perceptions of school-based management prior to 
its introduction. 

Probes: 

Why did you b l d  these perceptions? 

SIASI: Have your perceptions of school-based management changed 
since its introduction? 

Probes: 

In what ways have your perceptions chimged? 
What hm hfluenced you to change your perceptions? 

SIAS6: Do pou perceive that the implementation of school-based 
management in the District is complete? 

Probes: 

Do you see school-based management implementation ar an ongoing process? 
Do you see possibilities for implementation beyond what is currently Disnict 
policy ? 

SIAS7: In your experience, have there been positive impacts by school- 
based management on the programs of the schools in the District? 

Probes: 

In what ways do you consider ?ha? program have been enhced?  
Could you provide some examples? 
Why ab amibute such impact to school-based management? 

SIASS: In your experience, have there been negative impacts by school- 
based management on the programs of schools in the District? 

Probes: 

Could you provide some examples? 
In what ways do you consider thut program have been aeccted? 
Why do amibute such impact to school-based management? 

S/AS9: In your experience, bas school-based management had any 
impact on student achievement levels in schools in the District? 

Probes: 

Why do you have such perceptions? 
Why do you amibute such impmts tu school-based mrmagement? 
Cm you give some m p l e s ?  



SIAS10: Would you like the District to revert to a non-school-based 
management environment? 

Probes: 
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Department of Educational Policy Studies 
@ U n i v e m ~  of Alberta Eduational AdminrJtration. Educabonal Founàaaons. Adult and Hi& 

Edmonton Faculty of Education %Y""" 

Canada T6G 2G5 7-104 Education Building North, 
Telephone (403) 492-7625 
F a  (403) 492-2024 

PILOTING OF SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Thankyou for agreeing to participate in the .pilothg of the attached m e y .  

Could 1 ask that you do the following: 

1. Complete the sunrey at your earliest convenience. 

2. Note the time taken to complete the survey and record that time on the attached 
response sheet 

3. Make any comments you wish about the survey instrument on the response sheet. 1 
am particularly intemted in your responses to the structure and layout of the survey, 
the clarity of language use& and any suggestions or thoughts that you may have about 
content anas in respect of school-based management. 

4. R e m  the pilot survey to me: 

if you are a member of the Department of Educational Policy Studics, would you 
lave it in my mailbox in the mailroom, 

for other respondents, 1 will make amingements to collect it fmm you. 

Again, my sincere appreciation for your willingness to assist my research in this way. 

Michael B. Myers 

October, 1996 



PERCEPTTONS OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SCHOOL-BASED 
MANAGEMENT, PROGRAM QUALITY AND STUDENT 

ACHIETEMENT 

SURVEY PILOT 

RESPONSE SHEET 

1. 'MME TAKEN TO COMPLETE THE SURVEY: 

2. STRUCTURE AND LAYOUT OF THE SURVEY: 

3. CLARITY OF LANGUAGE: 

4. CONTENT: 

5. OTHER COMMENTS, SUGGESTIONS: 



Debartment of Educational PoIicv Studies 
University of Alberta 

& 

Eduational Admrnistxation, Educahanal Foundataons. Adult and 

Edmonton Faculty of Education 

Canada T6G 2G5 7-104 Education Building North, 
Tekphone (4û3) 492-7625 
Fax (403) 492-2024 

1803 Galbraith House 
Michener Park 
EDMONTON 
ALBERTA 
T6H 5BS 

Further to our recent telephone discussion, 1 have pleasure in enclosing the survey 
which you have kindy agrccd to complete. 

As 1 mentioned to you, 1 am an experienced principal from Austdia undertaking a 
doctoral program in ducational administration at the University of Alberta as an A.W. 
Reeves Scholar. My doctoral research is the area of school-based management, and 1 
am utiliUng (School District) as a case study in the nsearch. The survey seeks your 
perceptions of relationships between schwl-base. management, the quality of school 
programs and student achievement, in the context of the implementation of schwl- 
based management in the district, and in your school. AU items in the survey, with the 
exception of the contexhial information, have been extracted from the extensive 
literature on school-based management, and represent a distillation of claims made in 
the literanire of activities and infiuences which may emanate fiom the implementation of 
school-based management. 

The District Superintendent, (name), has given both his approval and his support for 
this research to be undertaken. Your participation is, of coune, voluntary. However, 1 
do ask that you give of your time, kaowledge, and experience to support the research, 
and for that you have my sincere appreciation. The w e y  has bem designeci to 
faciiitate completion as efficiently as possible. Space has been provided for additional 
comments, but if it is insufficient, please feel fke to annotate or add pages as you wish, 
in order to ensure that your views are expresseü to your satisfaction. 

The confidentiaiity of your responses is guaranteed. Individual schools, 
principals, and the school district WU not be identifiable in the study's outcornes. Data 
contained in the study report will not be attributable to any source, other thaa in 
aggregated form relathg to the district or principals as a whole. The survey has been 
codeci, as you may have n o t i d  This code is known only to me and will not be 
revealed to any other person. A code is necessary for the administration of the survey 
and to Iocate responses in categories for comparative purposes. 



A copy of the study's fïndings will be provided to each respondent in due course, and a 
copy of the dissertation wiil be provided to the district's central office upon completion. 

Should you have any inquiries, 1 have provided my home phone number on the survey. 
Additionally, the Chair of my doctoral supenisory cornmittee, Professor Ken Ward, 
may be contactai at the University on 4924905. 

Please place the completed survey in the stamped, addressed envelope provided and 
mail it at your earliest convenience. 

I am only too conscious that you have many demands on your rime. 1 appreciate very 
much your willingness to complete the s w e y .  Thankyou. 

Yours sincerely 

Michael B. Myers 

09 December, 1996 



Department of Educational Policy Studies 
@ Ufiversiiy of Aiberta Edueaonal Adminisbabon. Educational Foundamons, ~ d u l t  and ni$ 

Edmonton 
Faculty of Education 3YJQnon 

Canada T G  2G5 7-104 Education Building North, 
Teiephone (403) 492-7625 
FW (403) 492-2024 

1803 Galbraith House 
Michener Park 
EDMONTON 
ALBERTA 
T6H SB5 

You will recall that, during the recent winter months, you assisted me with my doctoral 
research program in which I was examining the perceptions of principals and district 
administrators about relationships between school-based management as implemented 
in (School District). the quality of school pmgrams and student afhievement. 

May 1 again express my deep appreciation for the time and effort you gave to support 
the research program. The research could not have been canied out without the 
generous help given by younelf, and your coUeagues in other schools and the (School 
District) centrd office. 

My time in the jurisdiction, and my interactions with people such as yourself, have 
given me some insights into the professiond ethos of (School District), and 1 have been 
very impressed by the levels of professionalism, enthusiasm, and commitment which 1 
was privileged to see wherever I went. 1 have also gleaned many ideas which will assist 
me in my work in Australia 

In keeping with the cornmitment 1 made, I am enclosing a copy of the shidy's final 
chapter. In the chapter, the shidy is surnmarized, iocludiag the fidings made, and my 
conclusions and recommendations are presented. The hdings and conclusions were 
derived h m  my analysis of the extensive data which were gathereù brn the survey of 
principals, i n t e ~ e w s  with principals and district office administrators, and fiom 
documents. The chapter is in dra€t fom as 1 have yet to defend the dissertation. Should 
you wish to discuss any matter in the draft chapter, I can be best contacted on my home 
phone number, 438-4637.1 would be very intereste. in your responses. 

Once the dissertation has been accepted, a bound copy wiil be lodged with the 
superintendent's office, should you wish to peruse the complete document. 



Again, I express my sincere appreciation for your support and interest, and 1 wish you 
continued success in your leadership endeavors. 

Michael B. Myers 

Aprii, 1997 


