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SITE-BASED MANAGEMENT AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Roxana Marie Hopkins, D_P.A.
Western Michigan University, 1999

The question that this study seeks to answer is. Does site-based management
increase student achievement? Researchers believe that when a school can function
more like a closed system, involved in site-based decision making, the culture of the
organization may be more conducive to higher student achievement. This study has
attempted to determine if there is a basis for this belief
Supporting the study are three organization theories. Bureaucracy Theory,
Systems Theory, and Human Resource Development Theory. These three theories run
like threads in a tapestry throughout the research and legislation upon which this research is
developed.
Researchers, up to this point, had not focused on the components of site-based
management and their implementation, or lack thereof, and the effects it has on student
achievement; nor had any research defined site-based management. The first step in the
study was to set a standard by which schools could be held to determine if site-based
management exists within the building. An expert panel of educational reformers
chose 57 of 75 characteristics that had been disaggregated fi'om the literature review
as the set of standards.
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This study gathered SBM implementation data from 19 schools in Michigan
who began a planning year in 1994-95 to implement site-based management as
outlined in the Improving America’s Schools Act, Title I. The data determined
whether SBM was in place as measured by the Expert Panel’s standard. Then, when
possible, the change in student achievement within those schools was determined from
the baseline year, 1994-95, to the study year, 1997-98. Student achievement was
measured by Michigan’s Assessment o f Education Program (MEAP).
None of the schools in the study met the standards declaring it site-base
managed. The schools were rank ordered by their degree of implementation and then
the MEAP student achievement data was rank ordered. From the data gathered, there
appears to be no impact of site-based management on student achievement. A future
study could revise the standards or perhaps weight some of the characteristics.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

As part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Schoolwide Title I
legislation requires the decentralization of decision making. The question addressed
by this dissertation is whether decentralization makes a difference in the academic
success of students. Nearly one-third of today’s K-I2 population are educationally
disadvantaged due to poverty, cultural obstacles, or linguistic barriers and are,
therefore, eligible for Title I intervention (Stitt-Gohdes, 1996). Title I, and
decentralization, will be successful only if they make a positive difference in educating
this vulnerable population.
There are two formats for delivering Title I services to students, a Targeted
Assistance program or a Schoolwide program. In a Targeted Assistance format,
students are identified as failing in one or more academic areas and needing assistance.
Support activities are aimed specifically at only those identified students. Schools with
less than 35% poverty levels must use this format for Title I assistance to identified
students.
A Schoolwide program, on the other hand, allows schools who choose, with
above 35% poverQr, to co-mingle Federal categorical funds to improve the educational
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program for all of the students in the building improving America’s Schools Act of
1994, October 20, 1994).
Students determined to be “at risk” according to Michigan law must be
achieving below grade level or receiving an average of 1.5 out of a possible 4.0 in any
subject. In addition, the following criteria places students in an “at risk” category and,
thus, generate additional State funds to give academic support to these students; (a)
low achievement on MEAP tests; (b) victim of child abuse or neglect; (c) pregnant
teen or teen parent; (d) poor attendance patterns or behavior; and/or (e) a family
history of school failure, incarceration or substance abuse (Nfichigan State Aid Act,
1999-2000, Section 3 Ia.(15)).
If intervention is not available or, if available, unsuccessful, the “at risk”
population can translate into some staggering statistics. Thirty percent of today’s
students will drop out of high school (Stitt-Gohdes, 1996). These persons will find it
extremely difficult in today’s economy to have even minimal financial stability. The
cost to America’s society cannot be calculated. We have only begun to experience
the increasing levels of violence expressed by this disenfi'anchised population.
Research clearly allows schools to identify this population by the end of second grade
(Slaven, et al., Dec. 1992/Jan. 1993). Can decentralized decision-making, as outlined
in Title I legislation, intervene on their behalf
decentralization of decision-making can improve teaching and learning, as
manifested m improved student achievement, fewer students will fail, lose motivation,
drop out of school, and will ultimately become contributing citizens to America’s
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economy. We cannot afford to fail. We cannot stop searching for the key to leaming
for all. We must answer the question, what will it take?
Researchers, up to this point, have not focused on the components of sitebased management and their implementation, or lack thereof and the effects it has on
student achievement. Title I legislation requires individual schools to spend a year of
planning to implement a Schoolwide format through site-based decision making. My
study focused on the 51 schools who began their planning year in 1994-95, their
implementation of site-based management, and student achievement within those
schools, as measured by Michigan’s statewide student assessment program, Michigan
Assessment of Education Program (MEAP).
The MEAP State testing program within Michigan is a criterion referenced
testing program based on a Model Core Academic Curriculum with Standards and
Benchmarks for each of the four academic areas: math, social studies, English
language arts, and science. Students are tested in reading and mathematics in 4th, 7th,
and 11th grades and in science, writing, and social studies in the 5th, 8th, and 11th
grades. These tests show academic achievement of Michigan’s students by individual
school and district. In addition, these tests are used to show adequate yearly progress
(AYP) for Title I schools. Schools who do not show AYP for two years in a row in
any tested area must develop a plan for program improvement that will assure more
students achieving at higher levels.
My hypothesis is that site-based management (SBM) increases student
achievement Within SBM schools, critical decisions should be made by those who
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daily interact with students allowing for “just in time” intervention strategies. The
study sought to discover if SBM is sanctioned, rewarded, and a part of standard
operating procedure policy within the study population of schools.
Often two terms are used interchangeably, governance and management.
These terms are not used interchangeably in this dissertation. For purposes of this
study, “governance” refers to the institutional process of setting policies used to guide,
provide incentives, and supply resources to enable schools to operate. “Management,”
on the other hand, is the process by which various levels of the bureaucracy
operationalize those policies and resource allocations to be used in their schools.
Through their influence on management decisions and teacher and student behaviors,
the policies created by governance, can have a profound effect on what happens in the
classroom and student achievement.
The purpose o f this study was to connect governance, management, and
student achievement. Figure I depicts how I proceeded in several steps. Step one
was to define “site-based management.” The literature review did not provide a clear
definition. In order to develop a definition for the study, I assembled an Expert Panel
fi’om those who have done research in the area of site-based management and/or
school reform. The panel was selected fi’om authors identified by the literature review,
and through recommendations by Dr. Lawrence Lezotte, an internationally known
school reform expert.
Six key concepts and defining characteristics of those concepts became evident
fi’om the literature review, as well. Seventy-five defining characteristics were
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identified. The panel was asked to rate the importance of each of the defining sitebased management characteristics identified in current research. Their ratings were
then synthesized to create a set of standards by which a school could be measured
concerning implementation of site-based management.

ixpert Panel Selection
Based on Literature
Review and
Recommendations .

Expert
Panel Survey
(75 Items)

Literature
Review

School
Participant
Survey
(57 Items)

Key Concepts
and Defining
Characteristics

Figure I. Creation of School Participation Surv^.

From the Expert Panel data, a School Participant Survey was developed to be
used with school personnel at each of the buildings. Research has shown that each
school building is a leaming community and that each person who interacts with a
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student positively or negatively influences that student’s achievement. Michigan P.A.
25 legislation recognized this phenomenon and, therefore, required that school
improvement teams be inclusive of support personnel within schools (Public Act 25,
Section 1277, 1991). Therefore, for purposes o f this study, when the term “school
personnel” or “staff” is used it means every person employed in that building,
regardless of their position within the organization.
The principals at the 51 schools within the population were contacted and
invited to participate in the study. Nineteen principals agreed to have their staff*
surveyed. Each principal was then sent a packet of surveys for each member of the
school personnel. School personnel were then asked to return the surveys in the
provided stamped, self-addressed envelope. The data collected was compiled by
school and analyzed to determine each school’s compliance with the standards set by
the Expert Panel data.
The results of each schools MEAP data was then accessed. At this juncture,
five schools were eliminated. The five schools did not have MEAP data that could be
used for purposes of this study. Four schools had less than 25% return rate and were
eliminated. The remaining 12 data sets were then analyzed to determine the
relationship, if any, between the MEAP data and implementation of SBM as measured
by the study’s standards. Figure 2 shows the beginning 51 schools that made up the
1994-95 cohort, why various schools were eliminated fi’om the study population and
the final 12 that had MEAP scores available.
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Figure 2. Determining Study Cohort.

This study defined site-based management, identified the Title I Schoolwide
schools in Michigan’s 1994-95 cohort who have implemented SB H and determined if
decentralized, site-based decision makmg within those programs affected student
achievement, as measured by the MEAP.
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Theories
Owens (1991) suggests that “schools are far more organizationally complex than
has been traditionally understood” (p. 54). It is important to understand this concept and
some organization theories since the bedrock of my research is based on the
organizational structure of the schools and its impact on student achievement. At this
time I want to introduce three organizational theories upon which I believe educational
governance, management, and legislation are based. The discussion will continue as it
becomes applicable throughout the dissertation. You’ll discover, as I discuss the
legislation in the next chapter, how these Organizational Theories have impacted the
legislation as it has evolved over the 35 years since its inception. I want to begin here,
however, to introduce you to the theories I use and explain how I have seen them
played out in an educational setting.
Supporting this study are three organization theories. Bureaucracy Theory,
Systems Theory, and Human Resource Development Theory. These three dieories run
like threads in a tapestry throughout the research and legislation upon which this research is
developed. The theories are separate and distinct at times. Other times, th ^ are blurred
and convergent There are even times when they blend to create what m xf be construed as
an entirely dififerent theory. However, once again, they diverge distinct, yet perhaps with a
formal structure that seems to have been refined to fit the needs of the social organization.
“Formal structures are not on^ creatures of their relational networks m the social
organization. In modem societies the elements of rationalized fi)rmal structure are deeply
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organization. In modem societies the elements of rationalized formal structure are deeply
ingrained in, and reflect, widespread understandings of social reality” (Meyer & Richard,
1992, p. 24). Social reality takes comfort in knowing how to define school based on these
dieories.
Bureaucratic Theory

Taylor’s Scientific Management and the industrialization of our society set the
stage for Weber’s model of Bureaucracy Theory. Taylor, at the dawn of the 20th century
realized that work could be separated into distinct parts. Those parts, then, assigned to an
individual. With the dawning of this new paradigm, came the system of management
Managers were needed to oversee those on the production lines (Meyer, 1978; Drucker,
1977b; Scott 1983).
As industrialization expanded businesses, Weber’s model of Bureaucracy Theory
became widely accepted. The S main tenets of this theory are: (I) maintainance of a
strong hierarchical control and authority that supervises diose in the lower ranks, (2)
establish and maintain vertical communication, (3) develop clear written rules and
procedures to guide conduct (4) develop clear strategic plans for participants to follow,
and (S) add supervisors where necessary to maintain the hierarchy and address problems
that may arise (Owens, 1991).
What society accepted as wise practice for growing American businesses, soon
became thrust upon education as well. Questions of econonty and price per unit Wiich had
been applied to busmess, surely could be applied to education, too. It onty meant foat
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doing dieirjobs appropriately. “By 1907 Acre were indications that aspects of the business
ideology had been accepted and were being applied by educators themselves” (Callahan,
1962, p. 6).
The bureaucratic theory continues to manifest itself in education tod^. The
community, in fact, expects it A leader makes decisions and sets policy; usually the
Superintendent or School Board. Supervisors (Principals) assure Aat those policies are
adhered to by those working within individual buildings. Subordinates follow die rules and
carry out the decisions of the leader(s). Those subordinates are die teachers and students.

Systems Theory
“By and large they [Weber and Taylor] were concerned with management in
industrial settings” (M^er, 1977, p. 10). Today, in the Information Age, many
successful organizations are implementing a systems organizational structure. This is
based on systems theory developed at about the midpoint of the 20th century. Peter
Drucker (1977b) wrote of the systems approach to management.
Each component of the system has to work in its own way, be effective
according to its own logic, and according to its own standards. Or else it will
not be effective at all. Yet all components have to work toward a common
goal. Each has to accept, understand, and carry out its own role. This can be
achieved only by direct, flexible, and tailor-made relationships among people or
groups of people in which personal bond and mutual trust bridge wide
differences in point of view, and in what is considered “proper” and
“appropriate” (p. 517).
hi 1932 Mary Parker Follett had come to realize that the rigid structure of
bureaucratic theory needed rethinking. She identffîed coordination of processes or
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systems that reacted with, between, and among other processess or systems, a Systems
Theory (Owens, 1991). Deming (1993) states, “A system is a network of
interdependent components that work together to try to accomplish the aim o f the
system...The aim of the system must be clear to everyone in the system” (pp. 50-51).
After World War n, Deming applied systems theory and gained success in
Japan with companies. Deming (1993) made the Systems Theory popular with U. S.
business and industry in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Peter Drucker (1993)
discussed the idea of each component in the system being a vital part of the system and
the necessi^ for a clear understanding of the mission of the system or organization.
An organization utilizing systems theory operates under a certain set o f constructs;
1. An organization is made up of a set of systems that affect one another.
2. Environments are created and maintained where human interactions occur
with some regularity and predictability.
3. Systems are permeable and function within a context.
4. Every participant has a role influenced by interactions within the system.
Systems theory is evident in schools. Districts are made up o f individual
schools that influence what the other schools do. School cultures determine
interactions among participants. Participants move between and among various
contexts, and influence and are influenced by them. Participants play various roles
depending on the context and expectations of self and others. As Peter Drucker
(1993) and Mary Follett (Owens, 1991) would agree, the best way for teachers to
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function at a high degree is to have a clear understanding o f the mission for the school
and district, and for districts to abandon a rigid hierarchical organizational structure.

Human Resource Theory

In 1928 in Hawthorne, Illinois at a Western Electric Company, Elton Mayo
conducted studies that spawned the Human Resource Theory. His studies showed
that social and psycological factors have more to do with productivity than had been
previously believed. People respond intrinsically to their work (Drucker, 1977a).
Human resource development theory, sometimes referred to as management
theory, emphasizes using the conscious thinking of individuals about involving their
commitment, abilities, and energies toward achieving the goals of the organization
(Owens, 1991). McGregor’s Theory Y expects that people want to contribute
ef&ctively and are capable of initiative, responsibility, and creativity.
This theory sets forth four tenets on which it claims credibility: (1) the front
line worker is foremost in creating change, (2) the front line worker should be included
in decision making when it concerns their work, (3) coordination of the ^stem is
accomplished through socialization of the participants, and (4) identification with the
culture provides motivation.
This theory plays out in schools through site based management where: (a)
stakeholders to decisions develop a vision/culture and goals; (b) new stakeholders to
the organization are given professional development in the vision/culture and goals; (c)
teacher efBcaqr is developed; and (d) a strong sense of commitment, on the part of all.
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to the vision/culture and goals exists. In this environment, the administrator allows
and encourages teachers to participate in important and routine decisions. The more
important a decision, the greater are the administrator’s efforts to include the Acuity
as resources. McGregor’s theory asserts that teachers will exercise responsible selfdirection and self-control in the accomplishment of worthwhile objectives that they
understand and have helped to establish. Peter Senge (1990) calls it a “learning
organization.”
The literature review identified the management style within this type of
organizational as critical to the success of students. Therefore, the management style
of the educational leader within each building, the principal, will be assessed as a part
of the research. In the survey instrument for the Expert Panel participants, one
question is based entirely on the management style which, in their opinion, best
exemplifies a leadership style necessary within a site-base managed school.
As you will see. Title I Schoolwide legislation requires implementation of sitebased decision making and management which would be supported by human resource
theory. This legislation mandate, however, recognizes that each local school is a part
of a larger system (district) and, therefore, expects collaboration with other entities in
the system, supporting systems theory. Under this legislation, teachers are expected
to perform unfamiliar tasks for which th^r need to be trained, presumably through the
support o f a hierarchy which supports bureaucratic theory. In fact, bureaucratic
theory is alive and well in education today, as evidenced by legislation which includes
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enabling funds to support the professional development for teachers within the larger
Improving America’s Schools Act (lASA) bill.
Creation of a learning organization that diminishes a hierarchical structure may
be the intent of this legislation. All three theories, however, have a part to play in
implementation. There has been a great deal of research on the implementation of the
Title I Schoolwide legislation. None, however, has looked specifically at the
governance structure, which I believe is the intent of this legislation, as the one
overarching variable that affects student achievement.
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CHAPTER n

TITLE I LEGISLATION

On April 11, 1965, Lyndon Baines Johnson signed into law the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) near the LBJ Ranch in Texas. This
legislation was part of his “War on Poverty.” The ESEA is the largest source of
federal monetary support for K-12 educational programs. The purpose of this
legislation was to give supplemental funds to school districts with high concentrations
of economically disadvantaged children.
Expectations, under the 1965 ESEA were very different than they are today. It
was assumed that poor children were not capable of learning more than rudimentary
skills and, therefore, were pulled out of classroom instruction to receive a lower level
of instruction in small groups. Catching up to their peers was difhcult, if not
impossible.
Funding for the ESEA was reauthorized every five years for 30 years with very
little changes or revisions made to the initial legislation.
There was one exception in 1978. A schoolwide provision was added to aid in
the flexibility in use of funds in high poverty schools. The ESEA Act amendments of
1978 were intended to enable schools with high proportions o f economically

15
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disadvantaged students to implement a Schoolwide format. A Schoolwide program, it
was theorized, could eliminate disruptive instructional practices, simplify the
complexity of scheduling requirements and the school’s organizational structure, and
utilize staff and other resources more effectively. To be eligible for Schoolwide
program funding a district had to have at least one school with at least 75% of the
students eligible for Title I fimds (Goor& Farris, 1980). That eligibility being low
socio-economic status.
Goor& Farris (1980) looked at Title I Schoolwide statistics in the 1979-80
school year and found that of the schools applying for Title I funding, only 5% were
eligible for a Title I Schoolwide format. Six states had no districts eligible. Three
percent of the total number of schools in 49 states were eligible. And only 4 percent
of the eligible districts had, or expected to have. Title I schoolwide projects during the
1979-80 school year.
Although the legislative amendments were aimed at 6cilitating schools with a
high percentage of socially disadvantaged students operating in a Schoolwide format,
this legislation had a provision that discouraged schools from initiating a Schoolwide
program. Matching state and local funds were demanded for those students not
eligible for Title I remediation. In other words, if a student did not qualify as
economically disadvantaged, the school would have to match the amount of federal
dollars coming into the school for those students. This matching requirement could be
as high as 25 percent of the student population within a school with an economically
disadvantaged population o f 75 percent. This could account for the low percentage of
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school participating in Title I Schoolwide programs under this earlier legislation.
Except for rare exceptions, the spirit and intent of the amended law could not
pragmatically be implemented.
In February 1990, the nation’s governors met at the winter meeting o f the
National Governors’ Association (NGA) to give final approval to “a set o f national
education goals shaped through negotiations with the Bush Administration” (Walker,
Feb. 28, 1990). Then Governors Bill Clinton of Arkansas and Carroll A. Campbell of
South Carolina worked on a document to fiuther clarify and give substance to the
goals. The flexibility mantra was once again set forth. This time, however,
accountabUity was added.
A portion of the text of the document set forth by the NGA states what
ultimately became the backbone of the changes made to the E.S.E.A.
. . . our public education system must be fundamentally restructured in order
to ensure that all students can meet higher standards. This means: reorienting
schools so they focus on results, not on procedures; giving each school’s
principal and teachers the discretion to make more decisions and the flexibility
to use federal, state, and local resources in more productive, innovative ways
that improve learning; ..Most important, restructuring requires creating
powerfiil incentives for performance and improvement, and real consequences
for persistent failure. It is only by maintaining this balance of flexibility and
accountability that we can truly improve our schools.
The consensus reached by the White House and the National
Governors’ Association was hailed by many as a historic occasion—the first
time that all SO governors and the President have set a joint agenda to improve
the nation’s schools (Walker, March 7,1990, p. I).
When it became apparent that there was support nationwide for sweeping
changes, other organizations began to Ime up behind the reform efifi)rts and voice their
support or concerns.
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At a press conference in Washington on July 26 [1990], the Council of Chief
State School OfBcers unveiled its own, eight-point strategy for achieving the
national education goals, based on its concern that there was, as yet, no "game
plan” for providing national or federal leadership (Olson, August 1, 1990, p.
1)-

In August 1990 at the National Conference of State Legislatures’ annual
meeting, they made clear that they did not want to be left out of the discourse on
implementation of any new educational reform legislation initiatives. At this early date,
few of those at the conference believed that the goals were attainable, however they
were willing to declare that the goals had “provided a sense of urgency and direction
for the public schools at the federal, state, and local levels” (Harp, September 5,
1990).
By January of 1991, half way through President Bush’s term of office people
began complaining that he had not done enough to push the NGA goals or legislation
to support them. Roger B. Porter, White House domestic-policy advisor came to his
defense by stating.
Is the country more interested and engaged in education than it was two years
ago? Yes. Are people more convinced that we’re going to have higher
standards and a major restructuring is going to achieve those higher standards?
The answer is yes. Is it clear that we have a President who is interested in the
subject? Clearly, yes. Are all these things moving us in the right direction?
Yes. (Olson and \fiUer, January 9, 1991, p. 1)
Given the support and discourse, I believe it was safe for him to say that
education had moved to the nation’s agenda. By the time Governor Clinton was
elected President Clinton in 1992, the snowball of school reform was gaining
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momentum and support from all areas of the country and, especially essential to the
process, the educational community.
By December of 1992 a consortium of 25 education groups led by the Chief
State School OfBcers submitted their support and wish list to Capital Hill. Among
those were the American Federal of Teachers, The National School Boards
Association, the American Association of School Personnel Administrators, the
Association of School Business Officials, the Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development, the National Alliance of Black School Educators, the
National Association of Elementary School Principals, the National Association of
Pupil Services Administrations. (Miller and Pitsch, December 9,1992) The list goes
on. It was clear that there was a groundswell of support from grassroots educators’
associations for the changes set forth, such as accountability for student achievement,
consolidation o f federal categorical funds to support schoolwide school improvement
planning, and decision making at the building level. The educational community was
willing to accept site-based management with the accompanying accountability if they
could be assured of more flexibility in the use of federal, state, and local funds.
Late in 1993 the preliminary report of the National Assessment of Chapter 1
being conducted by the U.S. Department of Education proclaimed that the Chapter 1
program “has had little success in improving the achievement of the educationally
deprived children it is intended to serve” (Pitsch, November 24, 1993, p. 1). This
information was old news for educators. T h ^ were willing to abandon efforts that
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were not working to try something new, especially if th^r could blame it on
“Washington,” just in case the new approach did not work either.
Pitsch (Nov. 3, 1993, p. I) reported that the education media was proclaiming.
State and local education ofScials generally praise the course the Clinton
Administration has charted in its plan to revamp Chapter I . . . In its proposal
to reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the Clinton
Administration called for what would be the most substantial reworking of
Chapter I since the law was first enacted in 1965.
Clinton’s plan had two sticking points that the various stakeholder groups
could not come to a consensus on. He wanted a new formula for allocating the Title I
funds which would send the money only to high poverty counties. Many schools
would be eliminated under this new formula.
A compromise bill came out of a House Panel in February 9, 1994 with fortyone of 43 members voting in favor of the compromise formula allowing districts to
continue to receive their present allocations under the 1990 reauthorization, but any
new money would be distributed as concentration grants to counties with the highest
concentration of poor. (Pitsch, February 16, 1994) This compromise language was
readily accepted and ultimately included in the final legislation.
Another sticking point was a requirement for a setting of national standards,
among them “opportunity to learn” standards. Opportunity to learn standards would
address the processes and procedures schools use to deliver teaching and learning in
classrooms. No one wanted to give up local autonomy. The compromise that
ultimately was included in the legislation mandated states setting high standards in
support of the Goals 2000 legislation and an assessment program for districts’ students

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

21

under this change, initiating the accountability requirements. (Pitsch, February 9,
1994).
With these two compromise issues taken care o ( the legislations other major
change was that of allowing more schools to participate in the schoolwide orientation.
Miller (August, 4, 1993, p. 1) reported.
Despite the overwhelming support of Chapter 1 experts, however, the idea of
greatly increasing the number of schoolwide projects is based more on reform
theory than on solid evidence that they lead to improvements in student
learning. There’s just not a lot of solid evidence, and the evidence that does
exists suggests that schoolwide projects are not a panacea,” said Larry F.
Guthrie Director o f the students-at-risk program at the Far West Laboratory
for Educational Research and Development. “Nevertheless, research showing
that Chapter 1 students still lag behind their peers has convinced many that a
new approach must be tried.
Site-based management would be the hallmark of the push to Schoolwide
implementation.
On Sept. 30, 1994 the House approved the reauthorization of ESEA by a
bipartisan vote o f262 to 132 with 30 Republicans voting in favor and five Democrats
voting against. Two days later the Senate passed the measure by a vote of 77 to 20,
again with a bipartisan vote. On October 21, 1994, President Clinton signed the
reauthorized ESEA into law. (Pitsch, October 12, 1994).
With that signature to the revamped Title I legislation, a new era of educational
reform efforts began. This new legislation not only maintained the original intent of
the E.S.E.A., to give supplemental support to schools with high concentrations of
poverty, in addition it put in place an agenda of site-based decision
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making with accountability for continuous improvement for these schools and
sanctions if improvement did not occur.

Flexibility and Accountability Under the 1994 Reauthorization

In 1994, when the reauthorization bill was signed, some sweeping changes
were set forth. The new bill was part of a package of school reform legislation. Goals
2000: Educate America Act, Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and Schoolto-Work Opportunities Act.
These three bills together make up what is referred to as the Improving
America’s Schools Act (lASA). The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 ( P i.
103-382) reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA).
The purpose of this legislation is to improve teaching and learning for all children to
enable them to meet challenging academic content and State student performance
standards through . The reauthorized ESEA complements the Goals 2000: Educate
America Act and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act by supporting state and local
education reform efforts and promoting coordination of resources to improve
education for all students.
Under the new legislation fonds from various programs may be combined to
develop and hnplement comprehensive efforts by schools to reach the National
Education Goals, raise the academic standards for all students, put in place site-based
decision making, and become accountable for students’ achievement. When the ESEA
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was reauthorized in 1994, several changes were made that dramatically altered how
schools could work with this at risk population.
Title I, the largest program funded by ESEA, is designed to help support
children living in poverty so they can meet challenging content and student
performance standards set by the individual states. Title I programs are to be but one
element in a school’s comprehensive, continuous improvement effort.
Part A of Title I provides financial assistance through State educational
agencies (SEAs), such as the Michigan Department of Education in Michigan, to local
educational agencies (LEAs) to meet the educational needs of children who are failing
or most at risk of failing to meet a state’s student performance standards in school
attendance areas and schools with high concentrations of children fi-om low-income
families. What that means for Michigan is that Title I Schoolwide programs should
have teachers, through site-based decision making, decide howto best help students,
through supplemental instruction and materials to pass the State’s MEAP test.
The ESEA of 1994 eliminated the need for a local match and lowered the
poverty threshold to 50 percent. In Michigan, under a waiver fi-om the United States
Department of Education (USDoE), we only require a school have 35% poverty to
operate a Schoolwide program. This further increases the number of schools eligible
for a Schoolwide format.
Not only has there been a relaxation of the Title I rules, but also enabling
legislation (Section 108 of Public Law 103-448) authorizes the release of aggregate
and individual student information to determine the socioeconomic status of students
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within a school’s population. This enabling legislation is an important piece of the
overall for it allows schools to identify at risk students for funding purposes.
The Secretary of Education, Richard W. R il^, (September 1995) offered an
overview of the new legislation. Each school’s comprehensive education effort should
include, “. . . 1) high standards for all students; 2) teachers better trained for teaching
to high standards; 3) flexibility to stimulate local reform, coupled with accountability
for results; and 4) close partnerships among families, communities, and schools” (p. 1).
The new Title I legislation mandates site based decision making, specifically
moving program decisions down to the school level and engaging teachers in the
decision-making process; and at the same time, holding schools and teachers
accountable for students’ academic success. As Mary Jean LeTendre, Director of the
Compensatory Education Program for the U.S. Department of Education stated in
Title I Times (April 1995), “Teachers, administrators, parents, and other staff will
decide who will be served and what form the program will take in order to help
students meet high State standards” (p. 2). By law, individual schools, in consultation
with their districts, are to determine how to use their funds in ways that best meets the
needs of the students in each individual building. With this comes new accountabilify
for student achievement at the building level and accountability for individual students
at the classroom level.
Moving decisions to the school level can help change a Title I program fi-om a
centrally-directed “one-size-fits-all” program to a significant resource for individual
schools to use to meet the needs o f their failing students. However, consultation with
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the LEA regarding these decisions is extremely important because the LEA has the
ultimate responsibility for the education of its students and proper administration of
Title L Part A legislative mandates. The management of individual schools then
becomes a balancing act allowing for SBM while at the same time maintaining a level
of accountability at the district level.
Under Section 1114(b)(1) of the new legislation, a Schoolwide program must
include eight components. The first component is a comprehensive needs assessment
of the performance of the school’s students in relation to the State content and student
performance standards. A school must, secondly, have in place Schoolwide reform
strategies that provide opportunities for all children to meet the State’s student
performance standards, based on effective means, using effective instructional
strategies. There should be an increase in the amount and quality of learning time for
students identified as failing or most at risk of failing. An enriched and accelerated
curriculum must be provided for the failing students. And the educational needs of
historically under served populations, including girls and women must be addressed.
The third necessary component includes a site-based management plan to
include teachers in the decisions regarding the use of curriculum and assessments. In
addition to putting in place effective instructional strategies, an assessment program
must be implemented at each grade level to determine students’ continuous
achievement or lack thereof. The teaching, learning, and assessment plans must be
consistent with and an integral part o t the school’s School Improvement Plan under
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Title m of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and Michigan’s PA . 25 school
improvement legislation.
A fourth component consists of instruction by highly qualified professional
staff The fifth component is professional development of the professional staff aides,
and where appropriate, pupil services personnel, parents, principals, and other staff to
enable all children in the Schoolwide program to meet the State’s student performance
standards. The professional development is to be of high quality, sustained and
continuous so that the training affects teaching and learning in the individual classroom
and is supported and reinforced within the home.
Most reform efforts include some form of parental involvement. The Title I
legislation says that the sixth component of a Title I program must include strategies
to increase parental involvement, such as family literacy services. The IASA of 1994,
also known as Goals 2000: Educate America Act, includes eight National Education
Goals. Goal eight of the National Education Goals states, “Every school will promote
partnerships that will increase parental involvement and participation in promoting the
social, emotional, and academic growth of children” (Goals 2000: Educate America
Act, March 31, 1994).
When schools work together with families to support learning, children are
inclined to succeed not just in school, but throughout life. Three decades of research
have shown that parental participation in schooling improves student learning
(Improving Basic Programs Operated bv Local Education Agencies Policv Guidance
for Title I. Part A. April 1996). Such participation of parents and fiunilies is critical
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not only in the very beginning of the educational process, but throughout a child’s
entire academic career. To accomplish this objective, the Act promotes the formation
of new partnerships, particularly home-school partnerships, to help address more
completely the M range of student needs that impact on their learning. Both pieces of
legislation recognize the important roles that school, 6mily, and community members
play in helping our children to succeed in school, and both provide greater opportunity
for these entities to participate directly in school governance and in the design and
implementation of State school reform plans. Title I Part A acknowledges the full
range of roles that parents can play in their children’s education.
Component number seven states that the Title I plan must include strategies for
assisting preschool children in the transition from early childhood programs, such as
Head Start and Even Start, to local elementary school programs.
The final component ensures that students who experience difficulty mastering
any of the State’s standards during the school year will be provided with effective,
timely additional assistance.
Title I legislation is an attempt on the part of the Federal government to
address the issue of unsuccessful students and their inability to compete in today’s
economy. Directing districts to apply a systems theory approach to planning
hnplementation, evaluation, and accountability, the fervent hope is that student
achievement will improve, especially for this disadvantaged population.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Nearly one-third of today’s K-12 population are educationally disadvantaged
due to poverty, cultural obstacles, or linguistic barriers (Stitt-Gohdes, 1996). These
barriers make these students eligible for Title I funding. Title I funding is provided
through an allocation &om the Federal government to each State. Financial assistance
flows through State educational agencies (SEAs), such as the Michigan Department of
Education, to local educational agencies (LEAs) to meet the educational needs of
children who are failing or most at risk of failing to meet a state’s student performance
standards in school attendance areas and schools with high concentrations of children
from low-income families (Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994).
In Michigan, schools receive Title I fimds based on free and reduced lunch
counts. Nearly 32 percent of Michigan’s students receive free or reduced lunch. Any
student in a family of four is eligible for a reduced price for lunch if the income is
$28,860 and a free lunch if the family income is at or below $20,280 (Robotham,
September 1997).
Any classroom teacher can tell you that the at risk student population is
growing ^iske, 1991; Kozol, 1992; Schorr & Wilson, 1989; Stitt-Gohdes, 1996;
Hewlett, 1991). Kids Count in Michigan has stark statistics in the 1996 Data Book
28
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(1996). Since 1988 the percentage of students on free and reduced lunch has
increased by nearly 33 percent. Nearly 85 percent of this population today are eligible
for a completely subsidized lunch. This is the population that the Title I legislation
targets as at risk of failure.
In 1997 high school students in ^frchigan took the high stakes MEAP test.
Forty-seven percent were not proficient in math. Fifty-eight percent were not
proficient in reading. Sixty-one percent were not proficient in science. And nearly 70
percent were not proficient in writing. The test scores at the fourth and fifth grade
levels were similarly startling. Research clearly allows schools to identify this
underachieving population by the end of second grade (Slaven, Dec. 1992/Jan. 1993).
Theory says that intervention should be easily implemented in plenty of time to assure
academic success (Slaven, 1996; Classer, 1969; Fisk, 1991).
Thirty percent of today’s students who are unsuccessful in high school will
drop out (Stitt-Gohdes, 1996). These persons will find it extremely difiScult, in
today’s economy, to have even minimal financial stability. The cost to America’s
sodety is incalculable. Ask the business community the cost, or perhaps a better term
would be value, o f a well educated employee. James Burke, Chairman of Johnson &
Johnson said, “Our people can’t be properly trained unless t h ^ are first adequately
educated. . . We are running out of time and no less than the future of the nation is at
stake” (Gerstner, 1993, pg. 251). Intervention strategies can be put in place early in a
child’s academic career.
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Charles Sykes (1995, p. 23) cites two studies by economists John Kendrick of
George Washington University and John H. Bishop of Cornell University. Both
equate a slow down in the economic growth to the skills of our workforce.
The skills of our workforce and their ability to adapt to a knowledge-based
economy seem certain to be critical 6ctors in our ability to compete... much
of the decline in productivity in American society can be linked to the decline
in education and to the resulting gap between the requirements o f the economy
and the reality of the workforce.
It is critical to give every student an education so that not only they, as individuals, can
compete in today’s job market, but so that we, as a country, can successfully compete
in today’s global market.
Many schools today remain entrenched in the hierarchy of the industrial model,
still functioning using the Bureaucratic Theory, where decisions that affect what and
how instruction is given emanates from the central ofBce (Sarason, 1990; Bauer,
1996). Teachers, who work directly with students, have very little latitude in their day
to day work. Decentralization, as outlined in the Schoolwide Title I legislation, would
move decision making and, likewise, accountability to the school building level
(Improving Basic Programs. April 1996; Schoolwide Program Planning. April 1995;
U.S. Department of Education, 1994; Johnson, May 1997; Swanson & Finnan, April
1996).
Researchers, up to this point, have focused on the components of pedagogy,
school climate, or specific programs in their quest for an answer to why some Title I
Schoolwide programs move student achievement ahead (Carlson, Dec. 1996; Curry,
June 1996; Lein & Johnson, Feb. 1997; Schlechty, 1990; Wong, 1996). After fiitile
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attempts at pinpointing what influences student achievement, many researchers have
come to believe that there can be no significant progress in educational reform that
raises student achievement for all students until the governance system changes the
way schools are organized and managed (Bauer, 1996; Tyack & Cuban, 1995;
Gerstner, 1994: Putting Learning First. 1994; Ceresin, 1990; Bimber, 1993; Berman,
Spring 1978).
In 1981 Secretary of Education, T. H. Bell created the National Commission
on Excellence in Education. The Commission was to examine, and report on, the
quality of education in the United States. The Commission’s report entitled A Nation
at Risk quickly became one of the seminal documents in American educational history.
Throughout the report, emphasis was placed on the importance of what happens to
individual students in individual classrooms. Recommendations for classroom changes
were made based on the Commission’s findings (A Nation at Risk. 1984).
Researchers and policy makers concluded that before changes can be implemented in
the classrooms of America, power for decision making must be given to those
involved with classroom behaviors, teachers, students and their parents (Improving
Basic Programs Operated bv Local Education Agencies Policv Guidance for Title I.
Part A. April 1996; Curry, June 1996; Holt, January 1993).
The Committee for Economic Development (CED), a research and policy
recommending organization, has done extensive research and literature review on the
topic o f school governance and site-based management. The CED is comprised of
250 business leaders and educators, and is a self proclaimed “nonprofit, nonpartisan.
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and nonpolitical” organization. Their findings are set forth in a small book entitled
Putting Learning First: Governing and Managing the Schools for High Achievement
(1994). This organization, and other researchers, hypothesize that the hierarchical,
centralized governance system in place in most schools today is a major barrier to
improving our schools and ultimately student achievement (EQll & Bonan, 1991; Holt,
January 1993; McLaughlin, March 1995; Ceresin, 1991; Wells, 1993; Senge, 1990;
Martz, 1992; Swanson & Finnan, April 1996).
When legislators set forth site-based management as a legal requirement in the
Title I legislation and used increased student achievement as an evaluatory measure, it
appears they were trying to tie the two together. There is, however, at this point, little
more than belief to support this supposition.

Defining Site-Based Management

Lack of a Common Definition

While researchers believe that decentralized decision making is the best model
to improve student achievement, there has not been any research to establish a causal
relationship. No one has established that gains in achievement followed the
implementation of SBM (Malen, Ogawa, & Kranz, 1990).
My study will address two areas where research has been silent or, at best,
sparse. One clear problem exists that makes any research in this area difficult. There
has not been any definition, nor standards for identifying a school as a site-based
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management school. Secondly, no study has attempted to use student achievement as
the measure of site-based management’s implementation.
Researchers use the term, site-based management, but no one has offered any
consistent definition nor criteria by which to measure or determine if SBM has actually
been implemented. Hill and Bonan in their 1991 research, nf»rp»ntrali7ation and
Accountability in Public Education (p.v), have come the closest to actually offering a
definition.
Site-based management. . . involves shifting the initiatives in public education
fi~om school boards, superintendents, and central administrative ofSces to
individual schools. The purpose. . . is to improve performance by making
those closest to the delivery of services . . . more independent and therefore
more responsible for the results of their school’s operations.
The focus of their study was to make building administrators and teachers
accountable for student achievement. HU and Bonan, like other researchers, did not
make any link, however, between implementation of SBM and student achievement.

Kev Factors of SBM

A school, as with any organization, is made up of a community of individuals
with their own culture, norms, and history. To move fi’om the status quo, the entire
community must become a conununiQr of learners, researching best practices, applying
those practices, assessing effectiveness, and adjusting for future learning. Sarason
(1990) asserts that the basis of power and control must be reaUocated to make school
relevant for aU the learners within the community.
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Sarason's vision of a school community as a learning organization was first
created by William R. Torbert in 1972 and outlined by Joiner (1986). Peter Senge's
(1990) model is best known today. Senge's model suggests that actions or changes
should always be based on research, either other’s or one's own. It is essential that
the educational leader within the school community encourage this process and instill a
vision of a continually evolving future where the goal is continual school improvement
and student achievement.
This study will determine the transfer o f authority fi-om the central oflBce to the
individual schools. The goal for education, whether site-based or some other form of
governance, is empowered, growing, learning organizations involved in determining
their own actions, research, and new actions culminating in higher achievement for
their students, including those at risk. From my review of the literature, I have
identified six key components which researchers believe need to be in place to
facilitate a “learning organization " format, identified by many as site-based
management.

1. Leadership
Today’s educational leaders find themselves in a chaotic environment in which
everything is in a constant state of flux. Assumptions and theories designed months or
years ago may no longer be valid. Berman (Spring 1978) found that the impact of
school reform hinges on the local administrator's ability to enhance and change
leadership style to fit the ever changing landscape within school reform. Curry (1996)
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found that strong leadership and a team-like approach were among the most important
factors for school success in such an eb and flow culture. The Schoolwide Program
Planning Guide 1995-96: A Catalyst for Reform TApril 1995) states that administrative
leadership and support

. . ensures initial and continuing plan operation” (p. 17).

When collaborative groups of school personnel and community members
become involved in site-based decision making, the leadership style best suited to this
new governance format is participative. A participative leader encourages individuals
to be highly involved in their work, take personal responsibility for quality, and
exercise initiative ÇEîouse, 1995).
To the extent the administrator within local buildings can change or enhance
their leadership style, and to the extent central administration will allow change, and to
the extent the unions will allow change, dictates the impact of the Title I Schoolwide
legislative intent (Berman, Spring 1978; Sarason, 1990).
“The principal’s leadership is critical. To lead a school effectively, the
principal must be both an expert manager of resources and an inspiring educator who
sets the tone and direction of the school” (Tutting Learning First. 1994, p. 14).
Swanson and Finnan (April 1996) also found that a strong dynamic leader who was
willing to share power made a marked difference in the students academic success.
Through personal experience Joseph A. Fernandez (1993) writes o f site-based
management, “ . . . when such a strategy is adopted, it had better have a leader who is
willing to fight for it. To be there for it. To be willing to help create the right climate
and then keep everythmg moving” (p. 170).
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2., yisign
A shared sense of vision, goals, and strategies for implementation is repeatedly
mentioned throughout the literature as a means for accelerating student achievement
(Swanson & Finnan, April 1996; Schoolwide Program Planning Guide 1995-96. A
catalyst for reform. April 1995; Curry, June 1996; Kirst, 1989).
The shared vision may be developed by an SBM committee or may begin with
the school administrator. House (1995) states, “Outstanding leaders articulate a vision
or serves as a catalyst to facilitate the development of a vision that expresses cherished
end values shared by leaders and followers” (p. 416). In fact, Janice Curry (June
1996, p. 31) has found that.
The most important factor common to these Best Practices Schools appears to
be a unified philosophy and goals that are shared throughout the school. Staff
and administration at these schools work together as a community to increase
the achievement of their students.
While studying the literature on effective schools, Kirst (1989) points out that
SBM creates a consensual rather than hierarchical governance system with a great deal
of personal involvement and investment by those involved. Furthermore, Kirst (1989)
found that this degree of involvement tends to create a sense of mutual goals and belief
system which teachers working within an SBM context attend to almost religiously.

3. .Support

Administrative Support. The overarching stumbling block of any polity is that
it requires change. Change is not comfortable for anyone, but especially for teachers
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who may or may not have administrative support for taking risks and changing the
standard operating procedures. In 6ct, many administrators work at maintenance of
the status quo (Berman, Spring 1978; Sarason, 1990). Curry (June 1996) found that
factors such as strong administrative support contributed to improved student
achievement and Holt (January 1993) claims support of teachers is a prerequisite for
any reform initiatives.
Support by school leaders during stressful times of change can be “ . . . a
source of self-confidence and social satisAction and a means for stress reduction and
alleviation of frustration”(House, 1995, p. 432). Stress reduction permits those
involved in the change activities to use their intellects effectively, thus further allowing
for evaluation of new initiatives and revisions so necessary during a change process.
Levin (1996) cites two advantages for SBM which focus on teachers and their
need for support: (1) teachers more readily accept responsibility for student outcomes
that they were instrumental in developing, and (2) teachers’ talents are often
underutilized because of a lack of decision making power.
Support for action research is critical. Teachers need to be able to have time
to analyze results of changes by individual student, classroom, grade, or by school. It
is important for both innovative teaching strategies and professional development
activities to be valued and supported by administrators (Curry, June 1996; Holt,
January 1993; Fernandez, 1993; McLaughlin, March 1995).
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Conunumtv Support. In Austin, Texas, Curry (June 1996) found that it was
clear that administration, staf^ students, parents, and community were all an integral
part of the SBM process. Community support is a very valuable asset to the schools
and is not only recognized as such by the Title I legislation, but parent involvement
activities initiated by the school is one of the mandates o f the legislation. Community
involvement provides finandal assistance, volunteer support, and reinforcement of
teaching within the home setting. Parents contribute an understanding of the
community and needs and strengths o f their children. In turn this understanding not
only supports, but aids in the development of a comprehensive school improvement
plan for improved student achievement (Putting Learning First 1995; Comer, 1996;
Darling-Hammond, 1997).

Parental Support. The Title I legislation supports the National Education
Goals. Goal number 8 is, “Every school will promote partnerships that will increase
parental involvement and participation in promoting the sociaL emotional, and
academic growth of children.”
Improving Basic Programs Operated bv Local Education Agencies. Policv
Guidance for Title I. Part A (April 1996, p. 136) states;
When schools work together with families to support learning, children are
inclined to succeed not just in school, but throu^out life. Three decades of
research have shown that parental participation in schooling improves student
learning. . . To accomplish this objective, the Act promotes the formation of
new partnerships, particularly bome-scbool partnerships, to help address more
completely the full range of student needs that impact on their learning. . . the
legislation recognize the important roles that school, fomily, and community
members play in helping our children to succeed in school, and provides
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greater opportunity for these entities to participate directly in school
governance and in the design and implementation of State school reform plans.
Title I, Part A acknowledges the full range of roles that parents can play in
their children's education.

Legislative Support. The reauthorized ESEA complements the Goals 2000:

Educate America Act and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act by supporting state
and local education reform efforts and promoting coordination of resources to
improve education for all students. In addition, a mandate for parental involvement
made it clear that the legislators understood and supported the integral role parents
play in any school reform initiatives under SBM improving Basic Programs Operated
bv Local Education Agencies. Policv Guidance for Title I. ParLA. April 1996).
Not only has there been a relaxation of the Title I rules, but also enabling,
supportive legislation (Section 108 of Public Law 103-448) authorizes the release of
aggregate and individual student information to determine the socioeconomic status of
students within a school’s population. This enabling legislation is an important piece
of the overall puzzle that must come together to support Title I Schoolwide program
implementation (Improving basic programs operated bv local education agencies.
Policy guidance for title I. part a. April 1996).

Peer Support. Peer evaluations or review have been cited by several
researchers as an important component both to improved classroom behavior but also
to improved coUegiality in an environment where work is interdependent (Kirst, 1989;
House, 1995). Darling-Hammond (1997) identifies peer evaluation and review within
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SBM as a call for “greater collective authority coupled with greater professional
accountability” (p. 165).

Resources. Gaining autonomy over resources is probably one o f the last areas

where local districts relinquish their authority (Kirst, 1989; Odden, 1999; Sarason,
1990; Darling-Hammond, 1997). Odden (1999) states however, “The next necessary
fiscal step in designing a new school finance system is to budget the dollars to the
school site and provide sites with the authority to use those dollars in ways that
support revised instructional and related organizational strategies”

149).

Miles and Darling-Hammond (1997) have done research in resource
reallocatioiL Schools who were given budgetary oversight almost immediately used
finances very differently to support improved student performance. Without any
additional funds Odden (1999) cites the following six accomplishments: (1) reduced
class sizes, (2) lower class sizes for reading instruction, (3) reduction of the high
school student teacher contact number fi'om around 150 to below 100, (4) personalize
the learning environment, (5) provide for common planning time for teachers, and (6)
expand professional development for the staff.
Fernandez (1993, p. 169) states that when he was the Superintendent of Miami
Public Schools and major budgetary cuts had to be made, that the strength of SBM
came to the forefi’ont.
Wholesale money problems virtually create the stimulus to find solutions
through the redirection o f fimds and offer windows o f opportunity to invent
better ways to make do with what you’ve got. Despite the cuts, with strategic
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planning we were able to initiate a string of new programs through SBM, as
varied as the schools are varied.
The reauthorized ESEA complements the Goals 2000: Educate America Act
and the School-too-Work Opportunities Act by supporting state and local education
reform efforts and promoting coordination of resources to improve education for all
students (Tmproving Basic Programs Operated bv Local Education Agencies. Policv
Guidance for Title I. Part A April 1996). The coordination of several formula-based
Federal categorical funding is a very new phenomenon. Under the ESEA umbrella, if
a school implements a Title I Schoolwide program. Title I, Migrant, Bilingual, Special
Education, Gifted and Talented, Eisenhower Professional Development, and Title VI
Innovative Program funds may all be utilized together to support site-based decisions
that impact student performance. As long as the Schoolwide program SBM
committee can substantiate that the intent of these legislative allocations are being met,
they may be used in concert to implement programs that reach all students and raise
student achievement for all students within the building. In any other context these
funds must be kept separate and carefully monitored to meet the compliance guidelines
of the legislation.

4. Information

It is important to have a broad knowledge base when asked to make decisions.
Change will never happen unless teachers have enough confidence and information to
foel comfortable trying something new (Kriegel and Brandt, 1996).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

42
Teachers can be isolated. However, their eflScacy can be enlarged when they work
together (Lezotte, 1992; Shuhnan, 1989).
Darling-Hammond (1997) found in her research that there were five features
important in the sharing of knowledge for teachers in schools involved in SBM: (1)
team planning and teaching; (2) continual horizontal communication throughout the
school; (3) peer evaluation and support; (4) continually sharing information about
students, their families and their work; and (5) high visibility of students’ exhibition of
work. Darling-Hammond states, “Shared information about how students are
achieving can motivate greater accountability” (p. 168).
Curry (Spring 1996) found that a shared common knowledge was important to
student achievement. A time for common reflection on data and shared insight into
strategies that are working or not working can be very motivational. As Sarason
(1990, p. 147-148) describes it.
The problem inheres in your unrefiective acceptance of assumptions and
axioms that seem so obviously right, natural, and proper that to question them
is to question your reality. Therefore, faced with failure after failure, having
tried Ü1ÎS, that, and almost everything else, you don’t examine your bedrock
assumptions. Instead, you come up with variations on past themes—now with
more desperation and anger, but less hope. Instead o f stimulating discussion in
which no assumption is sacred, no alternative automatically off limits, and
arguments for practicality and the status quo are no inhibitors of envisioning
alternatives, intractability has reinforced the repetition compulsion.
Swanson & Finnan (April 1996) fi)und that changes occurred that raised
student achievement when teachers were mutually involved in reflection and research.
Title I Schoolwide schools work primarily with poor, low-achieving students.
Swanson and Finnan (April 1996) state, “ . . . that schools cannot change until
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teachers beliefs and expectations for low-achieving minority students changes.
Changing school structure is easier than changing expectations” (p. 7).

5. Communication
Professional Development. In accordance with sections 111(a)(5) and I I I 9,
the Title I legislation mandates “professional development for teachers and aides, and
where appropriate, pupil service personnel, parents, principals, and other staff to
enable allchildren in he Schoolwide program to meet the State’s student performance
standards” (Improving Basic Programs Ooerated_bvLLocaI Education Agencies Policv
Guidance for Title I. Part A. April 1996).
Swanson & Finnan (April 1996) found that it was, indeed, important for
teachers to make decisions about their own staff development activities and the
materials and equipment needed to enhance their instructional efifbrts. There is a
distinction between what Title I legislation calls professional development and a “sit
and get”^that many schools call professional development. The legislation says the
professional development must be “high quality, sustainable professional development
that effects student achievement” (Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994, October
20, 1994).
Lack of sufficient training in decision making, consensus building, and conflict
resolution is one o f the reasons site-based decision making does not work. School
personnel should not be asked to undertake SBM without technical training. This
training for both teachers and principals should be an integral part of any plan to
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decentralize management to the school level (Putting Learning First 1994; Fiske,
1991).

Student Information, Not only has there been a relaxation of the Title I rules,
but also enabling legislation (Section 108 of Public Law 103-448) authorizes the
release of aggregate and individual student information to determine the
socioeconomic status of students within a school’s population. This is the first step in
identifying students at risk.
However, identifying those at risk does not necessarily identify those who are
failing. Often they are one in the same student, however, failing students may come
ftom families of higher socioeconomic status. It is, therefore, important to conduct
ongoing student assessment to be able to administer timely intervention. Timely
intervention can mean the difference between a student’s success or failure in school
(Schorr, 1989; Bernhardt, 1999).
Measures to ensure that students’ difficulties are identified on a timely basis
and to provide sufficient information on which to base effective assistance. It is only
as the organization and individuals within the organization mutually adapt to changes,
collect data on what is and is not working, revise the plans, and move on to improve
continually can any program be effective (Berman, Spring 1978).

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

45
^.■■Eower
Swanson and Finnan (April 1996) found that a strong dynamic leader who was
willing to share power made a marked difference in the students academic success.
The whole concept of SBM is moving the decision-making authority to the site where
the decision needs to be made to allow for a quick more flexible response to students’
needs. As Schlechty (1990) so aptly puts it, “ . . . much of the effort expended in
bureaucracies has to do with getting around the system, around the rules, and around
the procedures so that work can get done” (p. 79).
When school administrators delegate power in an effort to help teachers
accomplish the shared vision of the school teachers experience a sense of competence.
Sergiovanni (1989, p. 221) states.
Empowerment and efficacy are closely connected ideas. When teachers and
principals are empowered, their sense of control increases, as does the belief
that they can make a difference. Teacher efficacy has been convincingly linked
to more effective teaching and to gains in student learning, as measured by
achievement test scores and other indicators of school effectiveness.

Implementing Site-Based Management

While there is no research clearly linking site-based management to student
achievement, it may be that this is due more to a failure to adopt genuine SBM than to
flaws in the concept (Ceresin, 1990; Fiske, 1991; Putting Learning First 1994;
Bimber, 1993; Berman, Spring 1978; Wohlstetter, September, 1995; Wong, 1996;
Bauer, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 1997). Most SBM experiments have focused on
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relationships among the adults in the school and between the school and the central
office (Putting Learning First, 1994). Educators and educational researchers are
seeking ways to improve student achievement. None of the studies of SBM have used
improved student achievement as a criterion for successful implementation of SBM.
Teachers and principals have little incentive to implement strategies to improve
academic performance if achievement is neither established as a goal nor used as a
basis for evaluating their effectiveness.

Macro vs. Micro Implementation

Berman (Spring, 1978) discusses the implications caused when macro
implementation (federal government) tries to dictate micro-implementation (local
level) policies and procedures. Berman’s essay goes to the heart of the
decentralization issue. The spirit of the law may not, and often does not, get
transferred to the context within which it must be implemented. In other words, the
intent o f Title I legislation dictates site-based decision making, however, the local
context within which SBM may or may not be utilized, will ultimately affect how the
policy plays out in reality, '...micro-implementation may be the most pivotal step
because a social policy’s outcome depends on local delivery” german. Spring 1978,
p. 172).
The legislation affecting K-12 education moves from Congress to the U.S.
Department of Education, who in turn sends it to the 50 State Departments of
Education, who in turn moves it to the hierarchy within the 692 local districts, in the
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case of Michigan, who in turn moves it to the 3,662 individual district’s schools. One
can begin to understand the enormity of the problems to implement the policy of sitebased management. At each level the possibility of cooptation is ever present.
Administrators o f policy may have bias, a personal agenda, or for pragmatic reasons
coopt the process.
Add to this dilemma the vague construct of “decentralization,” and you have,
to understate the situation, a hodge podge of various local implementations, none of
which may actually look or act as the legislature intended when the legislation was
originally written. This would explain why so many of the research studies conclude
that Title I Schoolwide implementation looks very different from one locale to the
next. Researchers studying Title I implementation have found multiple forms, or
programs, being used to implement the Title I legislation at the local level (Tyak and
Cuban, 1995; Lezotte, 1992; Swanson & Finnan, April 1996; Stitt-Gohdes, 1996;
Schoolwide Program Planning Guide 1995-96: A catalyst for reform. April 1995;
Sarason, 1990).
Some o f the formats being used to implement Schoolwide programs are
discussed below. Their use varies based on: (a) a school’s finandal status, as in the
use of technology; (b) comfort in making change that may not be welcomed by some
parents, such as multi-age classrooms or project-based learning; and (c) the trust
among teachers necessary to implement team teaching strategies.
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Multi-Age Classrooms. For example, elementary schools have always been set
up into classrooms of students who are nearly homogeneous as to age. However, in
an effort to eliminate social promotion without attainment of content some schools
have chosen to move to multi-age classrooms (Tyak and Cuban, 1995). In a multi
age classroom students work on skills they have not yet attained regardless of their
chronological age.

Teams. Teachers are working in teams with groups of students rather than
individual classrooms. Teacher teams allow for a sharing of expertise, support for new
teachers, immediate intersession for student needs. Teachers discover that problems
that they thought belonged to them alone, are shared by others, possible solutions can
be discussed in this collaborative climate, and solutions put in place (Lezotte, 1992;
Darling-Hammond, 1997; Fiske, 1991). I was recently in a middle school that had
begun teaming. T h ^ enthusiastically stated that far fewer students were getting lost
because more people were responsible for them and noticed when a problem arose. In
fact, they said their absenteeism and discipline referrals had dropped dramatically
because problems were met with immediacy rather than allowed to fester and grow
into AiU-blown proportions.

Technology. Computer labs are being used in some schools to meet the needs
of at risk students. Computers are non-biased pieces of equipment. It does not have
any preconceived ideas about whether the person sitting in front o f the computer is a
gifred or special education student. As Larry Lezotte is known to say, Tt is important
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not to replace a 3-cent pencil and a 2-cent piece of paper with a $3,000 computer”
Teachers no longer have to teach to the middle when a computer is used. Students
receive immediate feedback from the computer, data are collected and analyzed.
When a student is having difBculty and a concept is not understood, they are not
pushed ahead, nor left behind. The computer waits until the student has mastered the
concept before it allows the student to access more complicated material. As Fiske
(1997, p. 158) so adequately states it.
Computers are powerful tools for working the curriculums of schools away
from rote learning and toward the problem-solving skills that students will need
in the workplace of the future. . . Computers promote the value of respect for
diversity. Whereas teacher talk appeals to the minority of students who learn
best by hearing abstract ideas, computers offer a dazzling array of visual
images.
I was recently in a computer lab observing 30 students. All were totally engaged in
their own work. No two computer screens were alike. The teacher and instructional
aid were free to work with the identified Title I students in this classroom to accelerate
their learning without having to be concerned with behavior problems or making any
other student have to wait while the students having difficulty caught up.

Connections to Life. Problem-based schools where students are given a
problem to which they must collectively find a solution are creating groups of students
who work together to draw on strengths o f Mch participant. “Teaching the process of
inquiry, we must show that questions are just as important as answers. Factual
answers, the counterfeit currency o f the educational system, are worthless unless th^r
are integrated into ideas and thinking (Glasser, 1969, p. 77).
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These represent a few of the tools and pedagogical changes being made in
classrooms to implement the Title I Schoolwide programs. All forms must, however,
have in place site-based decision making to comply with the law. This study looks at
this one uniting requirement o f the legislation, SBM, and its possible impact on the
academic success of the students, who are ultimately impacted by this legislation. But
until there is a standard definition and consistent application we cannot determine that
SBM has or has not been implemented nor if it is having a direct impact on the
academic success of the students who are ultimately impacted by this legislation.
Many school systems seem intractable and bent on maintaining the status quo
(Darling-Hammond, 1997; Sarason, 1990; Hill and Bonan, 1991). I have been in
numerous schools, however, where both teachers and administrators are consciously
seeking continual school improvement. However, a lack of knowledge concerning
implementation and uncertainty about problems that may arise may serve as barriers to
change. When the organization realizes that decisions may need to be made that
depart fi’om the routine behavior or, when there is a need to explain new operating
procedures, it is easier to revert to the time honored way of doing things (Sarason,
1990; Lezotte, 1992; Berman, Spring 1978; Postman, 1995).

The Principal’s Role

Researchers agree that the principal’s leadership in implementing SBM is
critical. The extent to which the administrator within local buildings can change or
enhance their leadership style, and to the extent central administration will allow

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

51
change, and to the extent the unions will allow change, dictates the impact of the Title
I Schoolwide SBM implementation. Ideally, the principal must be both an expert
manager of resources and an educational leader who nurtures a safe climate for risk
taking within the teaching and learning process and sustains the shared vision of the
school. Sharing power within this context is essential (Carlson, December 1996; Hill
and Bonan, 1991; Holt, January 1993; Johnson, May 1997; Leighton, 1996;
Mehlinger, 1995; Swanson & Finnan, April 1996).
An authoritarian principal who demands total authority is repeating the
command-and-control of traditional school bureaucracies. The principal must act as a
liaison between the school and the larger community so that collaborations with
business and other human service providers can be developed and sustained. The Title
I legislation makes it clear that these collaborative efforts are to be an integral art of
the site-based management model.

The Teacher’s Role

Teachers who work together with site-based authority, work with the
community, and make decisions that are research based should make decisions that
will lead to higher student achievement for the at risk population (Johnson, May 1997;
Lein & Johnson, February 1997; Swanson & Finnan, April 1996; Sarason, 1990).
Sarason (1990), Berman (Spring 1978), Lezotte (1992), and Holt (January 1993) each
argues for the necessity to shift power to the lowest level of the hierarchy, classroom
reachers, parents, and other community members. Researchers contend that there will
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be no sustainable school reform untQ individual classroom teachers are afforded the
power necessary to become lifelong learners involved in, and encouraged to, take risks
and meet the needs of students, not merely cover content within a curriculum. Berman
(Spring 1978) reinforces Peter Senge’s theory o f a learning organization; the basis of
power and control must be reallocated to make school relevant for all the learners
within the community, including teachers.

Organizational Culture

Berman’s description sounds a great deal like Peter Senge’s (1990) “learning
organization” model. Educators and business alike are coming to understand that the
old command and compliance model must be replaced by more flexible management;
management for educators that gives more authority and accountability for student
achievement to teachers, individual school administrators, parents, and students. In
other words, to the fi'ont line workers (Lein & Johnson, February 1997; Improving
Basic Programs Operated bv Local Education Agencies. Policv Guidance for Title I.
Part A. April 1996; Holt, January 1993; Bauer, 1996; and Gerstner, 1994).
Meyer and Scott (1992, p. 14) argue that organizations have “rational myths.”
Widely held beliefs within the organization or community which are
...rational in the sense that they id en t^ specific social purposes and then
sp e c ^ in a rule-like manner what activities are to be carried out...to achieve
them. However, these beliefs are myths in the sense that t h ^ depend for their
efiScacy, for their reality, on the fitct that thqr are widely shared, or are
promulgated by individuals or groups that have been granted the right to
determine such matters. We argue that the elaboration of these rules provides
a normative climate within which formal organizations are expected to flourish.
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Without a consistent definition o f site-based management, many initiatives may
call themselves site-based management without actually transferring management
decision making activities to the individual school. The organizational climate may
continue under rational myths or organization comfisrtable to those within the
organization and proclaim the school a SBM school.
“The culture of an organization makes clear what the organization stands for—
its values, its beliefs, its goals—and provides tangible ways in which individuals in the
organization may personally identify with that culture” (Owens, 1991, p. 167). This is
a concise statement of what the Title I legislation was seeking when it mandated sitebased management. Each school, through school personnel and community input, was
to identify a learning culture to improve student achievement based on shared values,
beliefs, and goals set forth by the collective community and legislation.
Implementation of SBM would then allow the personnel within the school authority to
make decisions, on site, that would theoretically increase student achievement.

Conclusion

Slaven, Karweit, and Wasik (December 1992/January 1993, p. 17) state.
The good news in research on prevention and early intervention is that early
school failure is fundamentally preventable. The implications of this should be
revolutionary. At the policy level, it means we can choose to eradicate school
Ailure, or we can allow it to continue. What we cannot do is pretend that we
do not have a choice.
Is the lack of implementation o f site-based management standing in the way of
making the choices Slaven and his colleagues say are so essential? Congress thought
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SBM would make a difference or they would not have included it in the legislative
mandates. Researchers believe, albeit without any research to support their belief that
SBM will make a difference. The barrier to knowing the answer is a lack of a
definition for site-based management and criteria by which a school can be measured
to have implemented site-based management.
This study will supply both a definition and a set of standards for determining if
a school has implemented site-based management. Then I will examine the correlation
between site-based management implementation and student achievement as measured
by the Nfichigan Educational Assessment Program (MBA?) results in each school
building.
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CHAPTER IV

METHODOLOGY AND FINDINGS

Defining Site-Based Management

Sorting Defining Characteristics

It became apparent fi’om the literature review that no consents had been
drawn around a definition nor had standards of site-based management been set. This
gap left two strategic questions unanswered. What is site-based management? And
what standards can be applied to an organization that would deem that organization
site-base managed? The success of this study was contingent on a consistent
delineation upon which to base a decision as to whether a school could actually be
considered a site-base managed school.
The research cited many defining characteristics that were evidence that sitebased management was taking place. The same characteristics were recurring
throughout the literature. Some characteristics were cited more than others, but there
were no characteristics that were unique to any one study. The characteristics tended
to group into six broad components: (I) information, (2) vision, (3) support, (4)
communication, (5) leadership, and (6) power.

55
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The first step, then, became sorting the site-based defining characteristics
identified in the research into these six broad component. The six groups of
characteristics combined to define the component. I called these individual
characteristics “defining characteristics.”
When the defining characteristics were grouped, I created a table type of
survey to use with an Expert Panel of researchers. The INFORMATION component
included nine defining characteristics. The VISION and CORE VALUES component
included nine defining characteristics. The SUPPORT component included twelve
defining characteristics. COMMUNICATION included nine defining characteristics.
LEADERSHIP included eight defining characteristics. The degree to which, over
what, and who at what time, questions concerning power, dictated the necessity to
have a much larger group of defining characteristics for the POWER component.
Twenty-eight were identified fi'om the literature and included.

Th? Expgrt Kang]
The review of the literature made it clear that there were people who had
completed a great deal of research in the area of site-based management in schools. In
addition, there are internationally recognized school reform experts whose opinions
concerning site-based management as a school reform tool would be valued by the
broader educational commun%. Ten people from across the United States and
Canada were invited to participate in an Expert Panel. The Expert Panel was asked to
identify the site-based activities that must be in place (essential) for a school to be
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identified as a site-base managed school. These then became the standards by which
the schools in the study cohort were judged.
Two invitees declined to participate in the Expert Panel. Those who agreed to
offer feedback on this project were:
1. Dr. Janice Curry of the Austin bidependent School District, Department of
Performance, Audit and Evaluation, Austin, Texas.
2. Dr. Pat W. Dolan of W. P. Dolan & Associates, Overland Park, Kansas.
3. Dr. Vfichael FuUen, Dean, School of Education, University of Toronto,
Toronto, Ontario, Canada.
4. Dr. Carl Glickman, Director, Program for School Improvement, School of
Teacher Education, University of Georgia, Athens, Georgia.
5. Dr. Paul T. Hill, RAND Institute for Education and Training, Santa
Monica, California.
6. Dr. Maurice Holt, School of Education, University of Colorado, Denver,
Colorado.
7. Dr. Sandra Kessler-Hamburg, Vice President and Director of Education
Studies, Committee for Economic Development, Putting Learning First, Project
Director, New York, New York.
8. Dr. Margaret Wan^ Center for Research in Human Development and
Education, Temple University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
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The Expert Panel Suiyey

The survQT consisting o f the six overarching components and 75 defining
characteristics was sent to the ten people identified as potential Expert Panel
participants. Feedback data was received fi'om eight panelists identified above. The
panelists were asked to indicate how important, in their opinion, each statement was in
defining the component of site-based management. In addition, they were encouraged
to add defining characteristics they believed to be “critical, infiuential, or important” in
defining the component.
The panelists were allowed to determine one of four degrees to which they felt
the defining characteristic was necessary to define the component. The degrees and
their definitions used in the Expert Panel’s survey were:
1. Critical: Without this statement the component definition would not be
complete.
2. Influential: Without this statement the definition changes in such a way that
I would no longer agree with the definition.
3. Important: This statement adds clarity to the definition.
4. Not Relevant: This statement can be left out without aflfecting the
definition of the component
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Setting the Standards: The Expert Panel’s Opinion

The classification of CRITICAL on the survey was given a value of four,
INFLUENTIAL, a value of three, IMPORTANT a value o f two, and NOT
RELEVANT a value of one. The individual scores fi’om the Expert Panel for each
defining characteristic were averaged to give a composite score for each characteristic.
Fifty-seven of the defining characteristics received a composite score above 3.0.
These 57 defining characteristics became the survey used with the individual school
building personnel.
In the interest of keeping the school survey as short as possible, but keep the
defining characteristics which the expert panel saw as most important, I determined
that a defining characteristic must receive at least a composite score of three, or valued
by the Expert Panel as INFLUENTIAL or CRITICAL to be maintained and included
as a standard for determining the existence of site-based management. While a
defining characteristic that received a composite score above two and below three was
identified as adding clarity to the definition of the component, I felt there needed to be
a cutoff point.
Table I shows the scores garnered ftom the Expert Panel on each defining
characteristic. Those shaded were eliminated ftom inclusion in the School Surv^
based on the Expert Panel’s composite scores. A copy o f the Expert Panel’s survey in
its orginal format is included in Appendix A
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Table 1
Expert Panel Survey Tally

INFORMATION
DEFINING STATEMENT

TALLY

Professional staff is given information on the school improvement
process.

4.0

Many kinds of data are collected to determine impact of new initiatives.

3.8

Decisions regarding change are research based.

3.5

There are clear codes of conduct which all stakeholders (including
students) understand.

3.6

A needs assessment, including students’ achievement, has been
administered to determine school goals.

3.6

The building staff can articulate the goals of the school’s improvement
inhiative(s).

3.8
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Table 1—Continued

VISION AND CORE VALUES
DEFINING STATEMENT

TALLY

The existence of a school norm of continuous improvement.

3.5

The building principal articulates a clear vision for the school.

3.6

The school’s vision incorporates standard school behaviors expected of
all staff.

3.5

The school’s normal (usual) behaviors have been changed to implement
the school’s vision.

3.3

A shared vision is supported by a majority of the staff

4.0

The school’s improvement goals and strategies were developed in such
a way that there is support by a majority o f the staff

3.8

School personnel have a well-defined vision regarding student
outcomes that guides curriculum decision making.

3.6

The staff holds high expectations of all students.

3.8

All stakeholders feel a sense of responsibility and accountability for all
students’ achievement.

4.0
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Table 1—Continued

SUPPORT
DEFINING STATEMENT

TALLY

Focused professional development supports the vision.

3.3

Resources are actively sought to implement new initiatives.

3.1

Building level administrator(s) support a culture o f risk taking.

3.5

Central ofihce administrator(s) support a culture o f risk taking.

3.5

m m »
Teachers trust their building administrator(s).

3.6

The union allows waivers teachers see as necessary to implement new
innovation.

3.4

The school board allows waivers teachers see as necessary to
implement new innovation.

3.1

There are sufGcient resources to implement changes teachers see as
necessary.

3.3

There is a high level of parent involvement.

3.0

Teachers model continuous learning for students

3.1
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Table 1—Continued

COMMUNICATION
DEFINING STATEMENT

TALLY

All members of the community have a vehicle for input into decision
making that would result in changes at the school.

3.5

The principal(s) in the building communicates effectively.

4.0

School staff take a proactive stance when questioned about changes
being initiated at the school.

3.1

School staff has opportunities to collectively reflect and communicate
about school improvement issues.

3.8

Parents receive information on a regular basis regarding their student’s
success.

3.6

Formative assessments are provided to students for self-evaluation.

3.8
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Table 1—Continued

LEADERSHIP
DEFINING STATEMENT

TALLY

The building administrator(s) is viewed as a facilitator of change.

3.8

The building adminîstrator(s) recognizes accomplishments publicly.

3.6

The building administrator focuses on systemic requirements that
support successful implementation of building level initiatives.

3.6

The building administrator is seen as the instructional leader by the
staff

3.3

The building administrator uses a participative leadership style (decision
making procedures allow others some input to the leader’s decisions).

3.5

The building administrator uses an instrumental leadership style (the
leader empowers followers who are seen as well qualified).

3.3
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Table 1—Continued

POWER
DEFINING STATEMTN

TALLY

There are areas that are “non negotiable,” standard operating
procedures that cannot be changed.

3.5

Professional development needs are identified by the teachers.

3.3

The school has a decision making group representative of all
stakeholder groups (i.e., building staff members, parents, students,
community members, business people, etc.).

3.1

The decision making group (identified above) has control over:
curriculum

3.5

hiring (including the principal)

3.1

entire school budget

3.1

supply budget

3.1

content delivery system

3.3

The building staff has control oven
curriculum

3.5

content delivery system

3.1

The school involves a variety of stakeholders in the school’s
governance.

3.1

Members of the decision making group have identified responsibilities
to the group.

3.3
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Table 1—Continued

POWER
DEFINING STATEMENT

TALLY

The building administrator fosters shared leadership to aid staff in a
feeling of empowerment.

3.5

The staff believes the building administrator empowers them to make
schoolwide decisions.

3.5

The staff believes the building administrator empowers them to make
classroom decisions

3.6

The staff believes the building administrator empowers them to make
decisions concerning curriculum delivery.

3.6

Teachers are involved in self-evaluation.

3.5

Teachers are involved in peer evaluation.

3.5

NBNK

ggggggggggggg
There are no “sacred cows.” If something isn’t working anyone in the
school has the responsibility of bringing the issue or practice to the
attention of the decision making group to consider change.

3.5

Codes of conduct for the school are administered consistently and
equitably.

3.6
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Three defining characteristics received a perfect 4.0 composite score: (I)
Professional staff is given information on the school improvement process, (2) A
shared vision is supported by a majority of the stafi^ and (3) All stakeholders feel a
sense of responsibility and accountability for all students’ achievement.
The Expert Panel had identified 57 defining characteristics that, in their
collective opinion were either “Critical: Without this statement the component would
not be complete.” or “Influential: Without this statement the definition changes in such
a way that I would no longer agree with the definition.” These defining characteristics
then became the standard by which the individual school would be judged as having
site-based management in place.

Survey of Cohort Population

A School Survey was developed based on the 57 defining characteristics that
the Expert Panel identified as critical or infiuencial for classification as a SBM school.
Each defining characteristic on the survey used the same wording as the Expert
Panel’s survey and was given a scoring option of a five-point Likert Scale of strongly
agree to strongly disagree. The defining characteristics included in the School Survey
are noted above and a copy of the surv^r is included in Appendix B.
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The Pilot

A pilot school was chosen from the 1995-96 cohort of Title I Schoolwide
implementers. I had been the MDE fiicilitator for this school during their year of
planning and was, therefore, familiar with the principal and staff. This school was
chosen because it demographically closely resembled the 1994-95 cohort and also for
its convenience due to our relationship. Figures shows the Pilot School’s composite
score for each defining characteristic on the School Survey.
The pilot school scored above four (agree) on two o f the defining
characteristics the Expert Panel had given a perfect (4.0) score: “Professional staff is
given information on the school improvement process.” and “Building level
administrator(s) support a culture of risk taking.” The pilot, on the other hand, had a
score below undecided (2.8) on number 15, “All stakeholders feel a sense of
responsibility and accountability for all students’ achievement.” In addition, the
defining characteristics concerning the decision making group’s power in several areas
scored as a disagree (2.0). However, they scored agree on “The staff believes the
building administrator empowers them to make schoolwide decisions.” This defining
characteristic the Expert Panel again gave a perfect score of critical (4.0). It is
possible that the staff feels they have responsibility and accountability for all students
achievement, but that others, such as the decision making group, does not feel that
sense of responsibility and accountability.
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Figure 3. Pilot School’s Composite Answers to Defining Characteristics.

Pilot School Survey Results

Given the responses and the high degree of return rate (58%), I saw no reason
to change any of the defining characteristics. However, the one change that was
apparent fi-om the Pilot School that must be changed when conducting the study was
in mailing protocol. I mailed the package of materials to the principal of the pilot
school in a plain mailer. When after three weeks the materials still had not arrived, a
search entailed at the building. The materials were found in a supply storage closet.
They had been identified as supplies and thus stored. The Cohort Schools received
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their materials in U.S. Postal supplied red, white, and blue mailing boxes clearly
marked Priority Mail.

Identification and Description of the Target Population

1994-95 Title I Schoolwide Cohort

In 1994-95 when the ESEA was revised, Michigan encouraged schools with a
population of 35% or more of students qualifying for fi’ee or reduced lunch to move
fi-om a Title I Targeted Assistance school to a Schoolwide school model. Thirteen
districts in Michigan identified schools who met the criteria and were willing to take
on the responsibility of a site-based management model. F%y-one schools signed up
for a year of training and planning. Five of the schools were rural schools. The
remaining forty-six were urban schools. Five of the schools were junior high or middle
schools. The remaining forty-six were elementary schools. All schools were located
in the lower peninsula of Michigan. These schools were then identified as the 1994-95
Title I Schoolwide cohort. These schools will be referred to in this study as the 199495 cohort.
Poverty in these buildings is based on the percent of students on a firee and
reduced lunch count. The average percentage o f poverty population in the 1994-95
cohort schools was 77.4 percent, with a range o f 53.9% to 100% fi-ee and reduced
lunch.
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Identifying thg Study.RoBulation

Each o f the schools from the original cohort was identified as a potential
participant in the study. The principal in each building was contacted by telephone and
invited to have their staff included in the study.
One district chose not to allow any of their six schools to participate, leaving
11 districts with schools as possible participants in the study cohort. Five schools had
returned to a Targeted Assistance format. Two schools had closed. In addition, 17
schools chose not to participate in the study.
The measure used to determine student achievement in each building is the
Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP). The MEAP test is administered
at the 4th, 5th, 7th, 8th, 10th, and 11th grades. Therefore, two of the schools in the
1994-95 cohort were eliminated, because they were K-3 buildings. Both of the
eliminated schools were in the same district, thus narrowing the district population to
10.
An mteresting sidebar occured during the conversation with each principal. I
explained that the study was to test the implementation o f site-based management in
their building since becoming a Title I schoolwide school and the correlation with
student achievement. Of the 19 who agreed to take part in the study, only two said
they wanted to gain consensus for the activi^ from their staff prior to agreeing to take
part. While I mentally noted this fact, I failed to note which buildings t h ^ were, so I
was unable to identify those schools’ data when it arrived.
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To determine the participating schools were representative o f the original
1994-95 cohort, I conducted a series o f two-tailed t tests on five available variables.
The variables included were: (I) percent of poverty, (2) enrollment, (3) student to
teacher ratio, (4) enrollment of district, and (5) whether the school was in a rural or
urban setting. There was no statistically significant difference between the study
cohort and the 1994-95 cohort. Figure 4 shows the results o f the tests.
This elimination of schools fi’om the original 1994-95 Title I Schoolwide
cohort made the Study Cohort fi'om which to gather data consist o f 19 schools fi’om
10 districts located in the lower peninsula of Michigan.
The Study Cohort principals were assured that there would be no way to
identify their schools fi-om the study. Therefore the schools are referred to throughout
this study by number, 1-19.

Collection of Data

Those 19 principals who agreed and had a building that qualified were asked to
identify the number of school personnel employed by the district in the building. Since
researchers (Slaven, et. al., 1996, Classer, 1969) have identified the importance of all
school personnel who interact with students, that definition included anyone who
worked in the building regardless of their position. The surv^r was to be given to all
school personnel. The requested number of packets were mailed in a bundle of large
self-addressed, stamped manilla envelopes. Each envelope contained a surv^, consent
form, and information for returning the surv^. Table 2 shows the participatmg
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schools, the number requested, returned, and the percentage returned. There was a
44% overall return rate of surveys.

t-Test Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
69.4
84.4
80.72727 77.42143
Mean
Variance
1552642 199.7466
11
Observata'o
42
ns
0
Hypothesi
zed Mean
Difference
17
df
0.761005
tStat
P ( T < = t ) 0228541
one-tail
t Critical 1.739606
one-tail
PERCENT OF
P ( T < = t ) 0.457081
two-tail
POVERTY
t Critical 2.109819
two-tail

Figure 4. T-Test of Variables.
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Figure 4—Continued
t-Test Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
Vanabh 1 Variable 2
360.5833 403.1591
Mean
Variance
10185.9 27494.83
44
Observat'o
12
ns
0
Hypothesi
zed Mean
Difference
df
29
-1.10906
tS tat
P ( T < = t ) 0.138258
one-tail
t Critical 1.699127
one-tail
SCHOOL
P ( T < = t ) 0.276515
two-tail
ENROLLMENT
t Critical 2.045231
two-tail

t-Test Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
Variable 1 Variable 2
Mean
27.11667 27.68674
Variance
7.20697 22.69646
Observatao
12
43
ns
Hypothesi
0
zed Mean
Difference
df
32
-0.53666
tS tat
PdT/Cjst) 0297606
one-tail
STUDENT TO
t Critical 1.693888
one-tail
TEACHER RATIO
P ( T < = t ) 0.595212
two-tail
t Critical 2.036932
two-tail
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Figure 4—Continued
t-Test Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
Vanable 1 Variable 2
8817.5 128662
Mean
Variance 74212165 1.08E+08
44
Obsenmt'o
12
ns
Hypothesi
0
zed Mean
Difference
df
21
-1.37807
tStat
ENROLLMENT OF
0.091345
one-tail
DISTRICT
t Critical 1.720744
one-tail
0.18269
.

t Critical 2.079614
two-tail

t-Test Two-Sample Assuming Une
Vanable 1 Variable 2
Mean
1.75 1.886364
Variance
0204545 0.103066
44
Observat'o
12
ns
Hypothesi
0
zed Mean
Difference
df
14
tS tat
-0.97934
URBAN v s RURAL
P ( T < = t ) 0.172017
one-tail
t Critical 1.761309
one-tail
0.344033

t Critical 2.144789
two-tail
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Table 2
1994-95 Cohort Study Participants
Percent
Response

School Number

No. of Survqrs
Requested

No. Returned

1

50

26

52

2

50

21

42

3

40

13

33

4

50

11

22

5

48

10

21

6

90

33

37

7

36

18

50

8

50

28

56

9

28

14

50

10

40

23

58

11

11

9

82

12

44

23

52

13

30

12

40

14

60

13

22

15

35

6

17

16

30

8

27

17

14

9

64

18

53

26

50

19

33

13

39
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Recording the Data

The return envelopes that were provided had the school’s name and address on
them. As the surveys returned they were divided by school. Each school was given a
number and entered into a database. Each defining characteristic was given a score of
1-5 based on the participant’s score. By averaging the scores each school received,
each defining characteristic was given a composite score of 1-5. As the data were
collected, it became clear that none of the schools had all of the defining
characteristics identified by the Expert Panel as Critical or Infiuential. To avoid any
bias of non-respondents, I eliminated the four schools with a return rate below 25%.
Perhaps if their colleagues had responded to the survey the results for those buildings
would have been different.

Findings

SBM Schools

A check to determine if the remaining 15 schools had valid MEAP scores
identified three buildings that did not have satisfactory MEAP information. Two
schools had changed the grade level format since 1994-95 leaving their MEAP data
unavailable for comparison purposes. One school was an alternative school with a
population taking the MEAP too small to draw sîgnffîcant conclusions.
To determine if the MEAP scores o f the study cohort were representative of
the original 1994-95 cohort, I ran two-tailed t tests on both the Reading and Math
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percentage of change between 1994, the planning yearfor Title I Schoolwide
implementation, and 1998, four years into implementation. Figure 5 shows that there
was no statistically significant difference between the two groups.

t-T est Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
Variable 1 Variable 2
4625833 48.08718
Mean
Variance
261.8117 525.3369
39
Observatao
12
ns
Hypothesi
0
zed Mean
Difference
df
26
-0.30787
tS tat
COMPARING
P ( T < = t ) 0.380318
one-tail
t Critical 1.705616
MATH SCORES
one-tail
P ( T < = t ) 0.760636
two-tail
t Critical 2.055531
two-tail

Figure 5. T-Test of MEAP Score Changes for 1994-95 Cohort and Study Cohort.
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Figure 5—Continued
t-Test Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
Variable 1 Variable 2
31.83333 34.37692
Mean
371.1097 5162497
Variance
39
12
Observato
ns
0
Hypothesi
zed Mean
Difference
21
df
-0.38275
tStat
COMPARING
P(T"^==t) 0.352875
one-tail
READING SCORES
t Crib'cal 1.720744
one-tail
0.70575

s& r"

t Critical 2.079614
two-tail

Schools in Michigan are tested in Reading, Writing, Math, Science and Social
Studies. However, the MEAP scores that were used for this study are for math and
reading only because these tests have not changed over the four years since the
schools Title I Schoolwide implementation. The baseline data used is the school’s
MEAP score for each area during the year of planning, 1994. The difference between
the 1998 percent of students passing and the 1994 baseline year was used to determine
change in student achievement, if any. Figure 6 shows the rank order of the schools
and the percentage point change in MEAP scores for each building. If there is a
relationship between implementation of SBM and student achievement, as measured
by the MEAP, one would expect the two graphs’ trend lines to be similar. T h ^ are
not.
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All of the remaining 12 schools received a score on at least one of the defining
characteristics of less than 3.0 meaning none met a 100% standard set by the Expert
Panel. The composite scores for all 57 defining characteristics were, therefore,
averaged to rank the schools in order of degree o f implementation. The schools all fell
between 3.842 and 3.369. In other words, the schools’ personnel reported 67-77%
implementation of the standard set by the Expert Panel.
While many schools were lacking in the same areas, there does not appear to
be any correlation between the number of defining characteristics below 3.0 and their
overall ranking by composite score. This indicates that those defining characteristics
which are in place received high scores raising the overall composite score.
Question 58 on the School Survey asked the participant to indicate their
position in the school. Not everyone answered this question, including the
administrators. However, the lowest achieving schools, 9 (LAI) and 10 (LA2), and
the highest achieving school, 12 (HA) did provide this information. I was able,
therefore, to compare answers on the part o f the staff to those of the administrator in
the buildings. These three schools are all rural schools.
Up to this point none of the data has supported the hypothesis that site-based
management increases student achievement. I decided to compare these three schools
by component and see ^ perhaps I could find a focal point that would give a clue as to
why school number 12 had such remarkable increases in student achievement, while
their sister school in the same district, LA2, had such remarkable decreases in student
achievement. I almost hesitate to relay what I found because the findings fly in the
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fece of accepted beliefs about the trust and respect of staff toward their administrator.
I would recommend a case study o f these two schools as a future dissertation study.
The administrators in both LAI and HA consistently rated the school with
agree or strongly agree on all but 7 of the defining characteristics. (The seven were
not the same between the two schools.) While the administrator in school LAI
consistently rated the school as undecided in 20, more than one-third, of the defining
characteristics, how the staff differed fi’om what the administrators said, provided an
interesting contrast and some areas of agreement.

Component 1 - Information

Everyone agreed as to the importance of the first defining characteristic in this
component area. Expert Panel and school personnel, that the “Professional staff is
given information on the school improvement process.” In addition to the three
schools that I’m focusing on, this defining characteristic received the highest score in
all 12 schools. The school improvement process has been legislated in Michigan for
10 years and, as an employee of the Michigan Department of Education, I was glad to
see that this was in place in the study cohort.
As reported by school personnel in all three buildings (LAI, LA2, and HA),
“Data are being collected to determine impact of new initiatives” , but the
administrator m school HA is undecided as to whether or not this is happening. In
addition, while buildings LAI and HA have building staff who can “articulate the goals
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of the scboofs improvement initiative(s),” both the staff and administrator in school
HA. are undecided on this point.

Component 2 - Vision and Core Values

All three buildings, staff and administration, agree that there exists “a school
norm of continuous improvement” and a “building principal that articulates a clear
vision for the school.” For all other defining characteristics of this component, the
administrator in building LA2 is undecided, while his staff agrees that t h ^ are in place.
Schools LAI and HA have agreement between the staff and administrator that these
components are in place.

Component 3 - Support

This component is very interesting in the light of site-based management. The
staff in the school with the highest student achievement of any school in the study
cohort does not “trust their building administrator(s).” Yet, he believes that th^r do.
In the two schools, LAI and LA2, with the lowest student achievement there is
agreement between the administrators and staff that the “teachers trust their building
administrator(s).” All agree that “building level administrator's) support a culture of
risk taking. At the same time, school HA reports a lack of trust.
All disagree with the statement that “The union allows waivers teachers see as
necessary to implement new mnovation.” And while the school personnel are
undecided about “The school board allows waivers teachers see as necessary to
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implement new innovation., the administrators agree that the school board is willing to
allow waivers. The school personnel in all three buildings and administrators in
schools LAI and HA believe “There is a high level of parent involvement.” The
administrator in building LA2 once again is undecided.

Component 4 - Communication

“The principal in the building communicates effectively.” is one of the defining
characteristics the Expert Panel agreed was critical for SBM to be in place. In the
school with the highest student achievement the administrator believes he
communicates effectively, however his staff" is undecided. Yet in the two buildings
with the lowest achievment there is agreement from everyone in each building that
their principals communicate effectively.
Another defining characteristic in this component that the Expert Panel rated
high (3.8 out of 4), is “Formative assessments are provided to students fbr selfevaluation.” The administrator in school HA strongly agreed, but his staff"were
undecided.

Component 5 - Leadership

In this component, the administrator in building LA2 showed he did strongly
agree with some defining characteristics: (a) “The building administrator is seen as the
instructional leader by the staff.” and (b) “The building administrator uses a
participative leadership style”. His staff agrees with him. The staff in building HA,
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undecided while he agrees strongly in two important defining characteristics: (a) “The
building administrator's) is viewed as a Acilitator of change.” and (b) “The building
administrator focuses on systemic requirements that support successful implementation
of building level initiatives.” He and his staff do agree that he is seen as the
instructional leader in the building.

Component 6 - Power

The final component. Power, is seen as the one area that stands as a barrier to
SBM. Here is how the three buildings we have been examining see themselves.
Does the school have “a decision making group representative of all
stakeholder groups (i.e., building staff members, parents, students, community
members, business people, etc.)?” School LAI was undecided. School LA2's
principal agreed that there was, but his staff was undecided. School HA's principal
strongly agreed, ffis staff was undecided.
While school LAI was undecided as to whether there was a decision making
group in place, the principal agreed that that group had control over curriculum. His
staff disagreed with him. Both principals and staff fi’om schools LA2 and HA agreed
that this group did not have control over the curriculum.
The principal fi’om building LA2, who was undecided about one-third of the
defining characteristics agrees that the decision making group, “identified above”, has
control over the entire school budget and the content delivery system. K s staf^ on
the other hand is undecided. Ifis colleague fi’om the same district, principal of building
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HA strongly agrees that this group has decision making power in these same two
areas. His sta£^ too, is undecided. Building LAI consistently does not believe they
have this group and that t h ^ have no control over these areas. However, building
LAI has a prmcipal who believes his building staffhas control over curriculum and
content delivery system. I£s staff is undecided.
Di response to the defining characteristic, “The building administrator fosters
shared leadership to aid staff in a feeling of empowerment,” the administrators fi'om
buildings LAI and HA strongly agree. Their staff is undecided. The principal fi^om
building LA2, once again, is undecided. His staff agrees.
While the staff in the building HA, the one with the highest student
achievement, believes that “the building administrator empowers them to make
schoolwide decisions” earlier they reported not trusting him. The principals of the
other buildings, LAI and LA2, each have a staff the believes their administrator
empowers them, yet they have low achieving students. In addition, they trust him, see
him as an educational leader, and a facilitator for change.
It would appear that LAI has an administrator that is undecided in most areas,
has a staff that respects, trusts, and feels empowered by him, yet their students are not
achieving. School LA2, where students also are not achieving, has an administrator
who reports agreement on the defining characteristics much more in line with his staff.
On the other had, where the students are achieving in an outstanding fiishion, the
principal is not trusted, does not empower his staf^ and reports a much higher degree
o f agreement on most defining characteristics than his staff
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Why?

Meyer and Scott (1992) have a theory that myths accepted by the staff affects
the degree to which, “...th ^ are able to speak with a unified and persuasive voice on
matters affecting their world’ (p. 15). The defining characteristics identified by the
schools as being in place should indicate a high degree of efficacy on the part of the
-Staff

Leithwood and Menzies (1997) who summarized and analyzed 75 research

studies on SBM implmentation state the the model used for Title I Schoolwide
implementation, the Professional Control model, “...appears to have more positive
efiect on the practices o f teachers than either o f the other two forms, and no more
negative effects. Professional Control SBM appears to hold the greatest promise for
contributing to student growth” (p. 235).
In their Conclusion, Leithwood and Menzies (1997) state, “From the
perspective of high-involvement theory, SBM begms to supply some of the conditions
for increasing the productivity of schools” (p. 278). I restate, the data collected by
this researcher does not support these beliefs. While I still would like to believe that
SBM is the “silver bullet” to increase student achievement, future studies will have to
be conducted to prove this belief.
I may have made some erroneous assumptions going into this study. I
assumed a bureaucratic hierarchial form of governance was in place when the schools
chose to unplement Title I Schoolwide planning. I, also, assumed that changes should
have occured after that year o f planning.
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While the highest achieving school and one of the lowest achieving schools in
my study cohort both came from the same district, all years of Title I Schoolwide
planning are not equal. Each building in the study cohort had the same professional
development provider. Each building had a facilitator provided by the Michigan
Department of Education. Those facilitators were not the same person, however.
They may have had an influence that was not identified by this study.
The MEAP is the only common student achievement measure used in
Michigan’s schools and was, therefore, chosen as the measure of student achievement.
However, the data collected did not take into account the transient population of
students at each school. Some buildings have reported as much as 80 percent turn
over in their student population to this educational consultant. Even a 10 percent
change can afreet the MEAP scores dramatically, depending on the number of students
taking the test.
In some schools there is a high degree of skepticism over MEAP scores and
their ability to accurately test student achievement. The data collected for this study
did not take that into consideration. Schools that believe MEAP is a valid reliable test,
work to align their curriculum, instruction, and assessment to the State Model Core
Curriculum to which the MEAP is aligned. Their scores are usually considerably
higher than schools who do not take these steps.
A tragedy in a school can cause a skewing of MEAP results. One school saw a
beloved teacher die shortly before the 4th grade MEAP and a peer killed in a hit-and-
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run accident shortly before the 5th grade MEAP. These two events affected the
scores of that cohort.
Another question left unanswered by this study is, how long does it take to
implement site-based management. These buildings scored from 67-77% on the
standard set by the Expert Panel. Two schools showed a decrease in student
achievement, however all others showed an increase. One building had an increase in
math achievement and a decrease in reading achievement. This could be explained by
a new reading series implementation or a concentration on math with a lack of
attention to reading. The data from this study doesn’t answer any of these questions.
Another consideration is the remaining 39 schools from the 1994-95 cohort
that were not included. While the variables I used showed the study cohort was
representative, there may have been other intervening variables that made this cohort
considerably different.
Or is intractability, as Sarson (1990) asserts destined to be the downfall of
public education in America? A study looking at the degree of change using schools
with high student achievement may be able to link in some manner SBM with higher
student achievement. If I had begun with high achieving schools and applied the
Expert Panel’s standard, it would be interesting to compare the results to this study.
Site-based management may be the beginning. However, it alone cannot
assure higher student achievement as indicated by the data collected in this study. As
Kriegel and Brandt (1996, p. 147-148) state.
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The problem inheres in your unreflective acceptance of assumptions and
axioms that seem so obviously right, natural, and proper that to question them
is to question your reality. Therefore, 6ced with M ure after Mure, having
tried this, that, and almost everything else, you don’t examine your bedrock
assumptions. Instead, you come up with variations on past themes—now with
more desperation and anger, but less hope. Instead of stimulating discussion in
which no assumption is sacred, no alternative automatically off limits, and
arguments for practicality and the status quo are no inhibitors of envisioning
alternatives, intractability has reinforced the repetition compulsion.
Further studies using the definition of SBM supplied by this study may
substantiate or obliterate the findings in this study. Only time and more research of a
wider study population will tell.
Questions to consider during future studies may include:
1. Do high achieving schools meet more of the Expert Panel’s criterion for
identification as a site-based management school?
2. Does a change in administration at the building level aSbct site-based
management and/or student achievement? If so, how?
3. Are there defining characteristics within components of the Expert Panel’s
criterion that should be eliminated or given more weight when identifying a site-based
management school?
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The literature review has identified eight components that seem to be present m a site*based decision making
school. The components are: INFORMATION, VISION, SUPPORT, COMMUNICATION,
LEADERSHIP, and POWER.
Please indicate, with a check, how important, m your opinion, each statement is in defining each component of
site-based management The definitions for each category are given below. In the emp^'rows, please add any
statements you believe are critical, influential, or important in defining the component If there are other
components that you feel should be included, please indicate them on the reverse side of the survey, and include a
couple defining statements.
Critical:
Influential:

Without this statement the component definition would not be complete.
^^thout this statement the definition changes in such a way that I would no longer agree with the
definition.
Important: This statement adds clarity to the definition.
Not Relevant: This statement can be left out without affecting the definition of the component

Information
DEFINING STATEMENT

Critical

Influential

Important

Professional staff is given information on the school
improvement process.
Professional stafTis given information on the school
accreditation process.
Stakeholders visit other schools to learn about school
improvement strategies.
Stakeholders attend conferences to learn about school
improvement strategies.
Marqr kinds of data are collected to determine impact of new
initiatives.
Decisions regarding change are research based.
There are clear codes ofconduct which all stakeholders
(including students) understand.
A needs assessment, including students’ achievement, has
been admhustered to detennine school goals.
The building staffcan articulate the goals of the school’s
improvement initiativc(s).
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VISION and CORE VALUES
D E firaN G STATEMENT

Critical

Eafluential

The existence of a school norm of continuous improvement
The building principal articulates a clear vision for the school.
The school’s vision incorporates standard school behaviors
expected of all staff.
The school’s normal (usual) behaviors have been changed to
implement the school’s vision.
A shared vision is supported by a majority of the staff.
The school’s improvement goals and strategies were
developed in such a way that there is support by a majority of
the staff.
School personnel have a well-defined vision regarding student
outcomes that guides curriculum decision making.
The staff holds high expectations of all students.
All stakeholders feel a sense of responsibility and
accountability for all students’ achievement
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SUPPORT
DEFINING STATEMENT

Critical

Influential

Focused professional development supports the vision.
Professional development is provided for all who interact with
students (i.e., support staff custodians, bus drivers, parents,
etc.).
Resources are actively sought to implement new initiatives.
Building level administrator(s) support a culture of risk
taking.
Central ofGce administrator(s) support a culture of risk
taking.
Schoolwide celebrations of success occur.
Teachers trust their building admim'strator(s).
The union allows waivers teachers see as necessary to
implement new innovation.
The school board allows waivers teachers see as necessary to
implement new innovation.
There are sufGcient resources to implement changes teachers
see as necessary.
There is a high level of parent involvement
Teachers model continuous learning for students
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Communication
DEFINING STATEMENT

Critical

Influential

Professional development for the professional staff includes
interpersonal skills (Le., group decision makmg, consensus
budding, conflict management).
All membeis of the community are kept aware of changes
being considered at the school.
All members of the community have a vehicle for input into
decision making that would rrault in changes at the school.
The prmcipal(s) in the building communicates effectively.
School staff take a proactive stance wiien questioned about
changes being initiated at the school.
School staffhas opportunities to collectively reflect and
communicate about school improvement issues.
Parent compacts are an important part of the school’s
parental involvement
Parents receive information on a regular basis regarding
their student’s success.
Formative assessments are provided to students for selfevaluation.
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Leadership
DEFINING STATEMENT

Critical

Influeatfal

The building administrator(s) is viewed as a facilitator of
change.
The building adnunistratoifs) recognizes accomplishments
publicly.
The building administrator focuses on systemic requirements
that support successful implementation of building level
initiatives.
The building administrator is seen as the instructional leader
. by the staff.
The building administrator uses a participative leadership
s^le (decision making procedures allow others some input to
the leader’s decisions).
The building administrator uses a transformational leadership
style (the leader is admired and respected, followers make
decisions “for the Gipper”).
The building administrator uses a directive leadership style
(the leader makes the plan and delivers expectations to
followers).
The building administrator uses an instrumental leadership
style (the leader empowers followers who are seen as well
qualified).
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Power
DEFINING STATEMENT

Critical

Influential

There are areas that are **000 negotiable,” standard operating
procedures that cannot be changed.
Professional development needs are identified by the teachers.
Professional development for the professional staEincludes
leadership skills (i.e., runnmgmeetings, budgeting, and
interviewing).
The school has a decision makmg group representative of all
stakeholder groups (i.e., buildmg staff members, parents, students,
communi^ members, busmess people, etc.).
The decision making group (identified above) has control over:

curriculum
hirmg (mcludingthe principal)
entire school budget
supply budget
content delivery system
The building staff has control over:

curriculum
hiring (including the prmcipal)
entire school budget
supply budget
content deliverysystem
The school mvolves a varietyofstakeholders in the school’s
governance.
Members of the decision making group have identified
responsibilities to the group.
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Power (continued)
DEFINING STATEMENT

Critical

influential

The building admmistrator fosters shared leadership to aid staff in a
feelmg of empowerment
The staff believes the buildmg administrator empowers them to make
schoolwide decisions.
The staff believes the building administrator empowers them to make
classroom decisions
The staff believes the building administrator empowers them to make
decisions concerning curriculum delivery.
Categorical program budgets are integrated to serve all students.
Teachers are involved in self-evaluation.
Teachers are involved in peer evaluation.

Administrators evaluate teachers based on a teacher developed
instrument
There is no difference in teacher evaluations between a sitebased management school and one that is not so designated.
There are no ' sacred cows.” If something isn’t woridng
anyone in the school has the responsibili^ of bringing the issue
or practice to the attention of the decision making group to
consider change.
Teachers make presentations to the school board.
Codes of conduct for the school are administered consistently
and equitably.
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1994-95 Title I Schoolwide Implementors
This survey is to be completed by personnel present^ woridng in a school that began the year of
planning to become a Title I Schoolwide school during the 1994-95 school year and began
implementation of their plan during the 1995-96 school year.
When the term "staff" is used, it means all of the building personnel.
The survQ^ is made up of statements meant to indicate the degree to >^ch this school has
implemented site-based decision making. Please put a check in the box next to the degree of
agreement that most closely aligns with your agreement to each of the statements.
1. The staff is given information on the school improvement process.
0
0
0
0
0

A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
D. Disagree
E. Strongly Disagree

2. Many kinds of data (rubrics, standardized tests, portfolios, etc.) are collected to determine the
unpact of any new initiatives.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strongly Disagree
0

3. Any decisions regarding change are research based.
0
0
0
0
0

A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
D. Disagree
E. Strongly Disagree

4. There are clear codes of conduct which all stakeholders (including students) understand.
0 A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strongly Disagree
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5. A Deeds assessment, including students' achievement, has been administered to detemune the
school goals.

A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strong^ Disagree
0

6. The building staff can articulate the goals of the school's improvement initiative(s).
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

7. A school norm of continuous improvement exists.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

8. The building principal articulates a clear vision for the school.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

9. The school's vision incorporates standard school behaviors expected of all staff.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree

0

10. The school's normal (usual) behaviors have been changed to hnplement the school's vision.
0 A. Strong^ Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strong^ Disagree
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11. A shared vision is supported by a majority of the staff.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E- Strongly Disagree
0

12. The school's improvement goals and strategies were developed in such a way that there is
support by a majority of the staff
o A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
13. School personnel have a well-defined vision regardmg student outcomes that guides curriculum
decision making.
o A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
14. The staff holds high expectations for all students.
A. Strongly Agree
o B. Agree
0 C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

15. All stakeholders feel a sense of responsibility and accountability for all students' achievement
o A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strong^ Disagree
16. Focused professional development supports the school's vision.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
oD.D^agree
o E. Strong^ Disagree
0
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17. Resources arc activety sought to implement new initiatives.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strong^ Disagree
0

18. The building level administrator(s) support a culture of risk taking (trying new teaching
strategies, etc.).
0 A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree

19. Central office administrator(s) support a culture of risk taking (trying new teaching strategies,
etc.).
o A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
20. Teachers trust their building administor(s).
A. Strongly Agree
o B. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strongly Disagree
0

21. The union allows waivers that teachers see as necessary to implement new innovations.
o A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strongly Disagree
22. The school board allows waivers that teachers see as necessary to implement new innovations.
A. Strong^ Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
o E. Strong^ Disagree
0
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23- There are siifBcient resources to implement changes teachers see as necessary.
0 A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree

24. Teachers model continuous learning for students.
0
0
0
0
0

A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
D. Disagree
E. Strong^ Disagree

25. All members of the community have a vehicle for input into decision makmg that would result in
changes at the school.
0
0
0
0
0

A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
D. Disagree
E. Strongly Disagree

26. The principales) in the building communicates effectively with all stakeholder groups (parents,
staf^ community, students, etc.).
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

27. School staff take a proactive stance when questioned about changes being initiated at the
school.
oA. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
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28. School StafThas opportunities to collectively reflect and communicate about school
improvement issues (shared planning time, staffmeetings, professional development d^s, etc.).
0
0
0
0
0

A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
D. Disagree
E. Strongly Disagree

29. Parents receive information on a regular basis regarding their student's success.
0
0
0
0
0

A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
D. Disagree
E. Strongly Disagree

30. Formative assessments (weekly quizzes, peer evaluation, rubrics, etc.) are provided to students
for self evaluation.
0
0
0
0
0

A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
D. Disagree
E. Strongly Disagree

31. The building administrator(s) is viewed as a facilitator of change.
0 A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
o E. Strongly Disagree

32. The building administrator(s) recognizes accomplishments publicly (during staff meetings, in
newsletters, etc.).
o A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strong^ Disagree
33. The building administrator(s) focuses on systemic requirements that support successful
hnplementation of buildmg level initiatives.
o A. Strong^ Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
oD. Disagree
o E Strong^ Disagree
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34. The buildmg admmistrator is seen as the instructional leader (a person who understands new
instructional strategies and research) by the staff.
0 A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree

35. The building administrator's decision making procedures allow others some input into the
leader's decisions.
o A. Strongly Agree
0 B. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
36. The building administrator empowers staff who are seen as well qualified.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

37. There are areas that are "non negotiable,” standard operating procedures that carmot be
changed.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

38. Professional development needs are identified by the teachers.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree

0
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39. The school has a décision making group representative of all stakeholder groups (i.e., building
staffmembers, parents, students, communia members, business people, etc.).
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strongly Disagree
0

40. The decision making group (identified above) has control over the curriculum.
0 A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree

41. The decision makmg group (identified above) has control over hmng (including the principal).
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

42. The decision making group (identified above) has control over the entire school budget (salaries,
utilities, etc.).
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongfy Disagree

0

43. The decision making group (identified above) has control over the supply budget (teaching
materials, professional development, etc.).
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree

0
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44. The d e c is io n

m a k in g

group (identified above) has control over the content delivery system.

o A-Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
o E. Strongly Disagree
45. The building stafThas control over curriculum decisions.
o A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strongly Disagree
46. The building stafThas control over the content delivery system.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strongly Disagree
0

47. The school involves a varied of stakeholders in the school's governance (decision-making).
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

48. Members of the decision making group have identified responsibilities to the group.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

49. The building adnmustrator(s) fosters shared leadership to aid staff in a feeling of empowerment.
o A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
oD. Disagree
o E. Strongfy Disagree
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50. The staff believes the building admmistrator empowers them to make school wide decisions.
A. Strongly Agree
0 B. Agree
o C. Undecided
o D. Disagree
0 E. Strongfy Disagree
0

51. The staff believes the building administrator(s) empowers them to make classroom decisions.
o A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
52. The staff believes the building administrator(s) empowers them to make decisions concerning
curriculum delivery.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

53. The categorical program budgets (i.e.. Title L, Gifted and Talented, Eisenhower, etc.) are
integrated to serve all students.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
o E. Strong]^ Disagree
0

54. Teachers are involved in self evaluation.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0
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55- Teachers are involved in peer evaluation.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
0 C. Undecided
o D- Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

56. There are no "sacred cows." If something isn’t woridng anyone in the school has the
responsibili^ of bringing the issue or practice to the attention of the decision making group to
consider a change.
0
0
0
0
0

A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Undecided
D. Disagree
E. Strongly Disagree

57. Codes of conduct for the school are administered consistently and equitably.
A. Strongly Agree
oB. Agree
o C. Undecided
0 D. Disagree
0 E. Strongly Disagree
0

58. Please check your position below.
A. Maintenance
oB. Kitchen crew
0 C. Counselor
0 D. Teacher
o E. Administrator (please specify)
0 F. Other(please specify)
0

59. If you’re a teacher, what grade level do you teach?
60. Please indicate your gender.
0
0

A. male
B. female
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WESTERN M i c h i g a n U n i v e r s i t y

Dace: 28 August 1998
To:

Barbara Liggett. Principal Investigator
Susan Hannah. Principal Investigator
Roxana Hopkins. Student In v e stig a tw Q ^ ^ ^ ^

From: Richard Wright. Chair
Re:

HSIRB Project Number 98-08-08

This letter will serve as confirmation that your research project entitled “SiteBased Management & Student Achievement” has been approved under the
exempt category of review by the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board.
The conditions and duration of this approval are specified in the Policies of
Western Michigan University. You may now begin to implement the research as
described in the application.
Please note that you may only conduct this research exactly in the form it was
approved. You must seek specific board approval for any changes in this project.
You must also seek reapproval if the project extends beyond the termination date
noted below. In addition if there are any unanticipated adverse reactions or
unanticipated events associated with the conduct of this research, you should
immediately suspend the project and contact the Chair of the HSIRB for
consultation.
The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goals.

Approval Termination:

28 August 1999
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Western Michigan University
Department of Public Adairs and Administration Site-Based Management and Student Achievement
Dr. Susan Hannah & Roxana M. Hopkins
CONSENT FORM
I am attempnng to determine whether site-based school governance is associated with observed changes in
student achievement. There are two related problems and the help of a panel of experts is needed to assist
in solving them. The problems are, first, site-based management means different things to different
people. Second, schools evidence varying degrees of implementation of the concept and. therefore, should
be classified diHerently.
Through a reading of the literature and knowledge of the field you have been identified as a potential
panicipant on the "panel of experts." I understand your participation will take time from your busy
schedule, but I would sincerely appreciate it if you could take a few minutes and complete the enclosed
questionnaire.
The responses from the “panel of experts” will be synthesized to form a comprehensive definition of sitebased management. Using that definition, a survey will be developed and given to the staff of a cohort of
schools engaged in Title i Schoolwide improvement planning and implementation. The data from the
surveys will be used to scale the schools in terms of their degree of implementation of site-based
governance. Then, using the Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) scores. I will attempt to
determine to what degree those schools that evidenced the highest degrees of implementation of site-based
management also had the greatest amount of improvement in achievement.
There will be no confidentiality maintained in the collection of answers to the questionnaire. A list of
researchers invited to participate in the expert panel is enclosed. If you agree to participate. I need the
completed questionnaire temmed in the enclosnl stamped, self-addressed envelope before September 4. if
possible. If it would be more convenient for you to fax the completed questionnaire, the fax number is
(517] 349-8352. If you cannot participate, will you please drop the enclosed post card in the mail.
As in all research, there may be unforeseen risks to the participant. If an accidental injury occurs,
appropriate emergency measures will be taken; however, no compensation or additional treatment will be
made available to the subject except as otherwise stated in this consent form.
I would be happy to send you a copy of the study or executive summary of the study upon request. If you
have questions. I can be contacted either by e-mail at RoxanaMH@aoI.com or by phone during the day at
(517) 335-0352 or evenings at (616) 789-1157. If you have questions for the Dissertation Chair, you may
contact Dr. Susan Hannah by e-mail at hannah® ipfw.edu or by phone at (219) 481-6116. You may also
contact the Chair. Human Subjects Institutional Review Board (616-337-8293) or the Vice President for
Research (616-387-8293) if questions or problems arise during the course of the study.

Date:

Participant’s Signature:

TTiirconsent doauntnt (tea been approvedfor usefo r one year by the Human Sub/ecu Institutional Review Board
(HSIRB) as indicated by the stamped date and sisnature o f the board chair in the upper rigfu comer. Subjects
should net sijn this document if the comer does not s/iow a stamped date and signature.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

114

AtVOtNYMOÜS SURVEY CONSENT FORM
You are invited to participate in a research project entitled “Site-Based Management and
Student Achievement" designed to determine whether site-based school governance is
associated with observed changes in swdent achievement. The study Is being conducted by
Dr. Susan Hannah (principal investigator) and Roxana M. Hopkins (student investigator)
from Western Michigan University, Department of Public Affairs and Administration. This
research is being conducted as part of the dissertation requirements for Roxana M. Hopkins.
This survey is comprised of 57 statements to which you have the opportunity to indicate your
degree of agreement with the statement from strongly disagree to strongly agree. In addition,
there are three demographic questions; (1) position: (2) if a teacher, grade level you teach;
and (3) gender. It will take approximately 30 minutes to complete. Your replies will be
completely anonymous, so do not put your name anywhere on the form. You may choose not
to answer any question and simply leave it blank. If participate or you choose not to
participate in this survey, please return the blank survey in the stamped, self-addressed,
envelope provided. Returning the survey indicates your consent for use of the answers you
supply.
If you have questions, you may contact Dr. Susan Hannah by e-mail at hannah@ipfw.edu or
by phone at (219) 4S1-6116, Ro-xana M. Hopkins at RoxanaMH@aol.com or by phone (616)
789-1157, the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board at (616) 387-8293, or the vice
president for research (616) 387-8298.
This consent document has been approved for use for one year by the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board as indicated by the stamped date and signature of the board chair
in the upper right comer. You should not participate in this project if the comer does not
have a stamped date and signature.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

A nation at risk. (1984). Cambridge, MA: USA Research.
Allen, J., Cary, M., & Delgado, L. (1995). Exploring blue highways: literacy
reform, school change, and the creation o f learning communities. New York:
Teachers College Press.
Application and instructionsfo r the 1995-96 Title I application. (Available from the
Michigan Department of Education, P.O. Box 30008, Lansing, MI 48909).
Barriers to excellence: our children at risk. (1985). Boston, MA: National Coalition
of Advocates for Students.
Berman, P. (Spring 1978). The study of macro- and micro-implementation.
Public policy, 26(2), 157-184.
Bernhardt, V. L. (1999). The schoolportfolio, second edition. Larchmont,
NY: Eye On Education.
Bimber, B. (1993). School decentralization: lessonsfrom the stucfy o f
bureaucracy. Santa Monica, CA: Rand.
Bliss, J. R., Firestone, W. A., & Richards, C. E. (1991). Rethinking
effective schools: Research and practice. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Brandt, D. & Kriegel, R. (1996). Sacredccwsmake the best burgers.
New York, NY: Warner Books, Inc.
Bums, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York, NY: Harper & Row, Publishers.
Callahan, R. E. (1962). Education and the cult o f efficiency: A study o f the
socialforces that have shaped the acbnmstration o f the public schools.
Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.
Carlson, D. (Dec. 1996). The new Title I assessment: are you up to the test?
School acbninistrator, 53(11), 18-20.

115

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

116
Clune, W. EL (1990). Educational governance and student achievement. In
William H. Clune & John F. Witte (Eds.), Choice and control in American
education (pp.391-424). London: The Palmer Press.
Comer, J. P., Haynes, N. M., Joyner, E.T., & Ben-Avie, M. (Eds ). (1996). Rallying
the whole village: The Comer processfo r reforming education. New York:
Teachers College Press.
Covey, S. R. (1991). Principle-centered leadership. New York, NY; Summit
Books.
Cuban, L. (1991). At-risk students: What teachers and principals can do. In
James Wm.NoU (Ed.), Taking sides: Clashing views in controversial
educational issues (pp. 164-168). Guilford, CN: The Dushkin Publishing
Group, Inc.
Curry, J. (June 1996). Title I best practices review 1995-96, (Report No. TM 026
114). Austin, TX: Austin Independent School District, Department of
Performance Audit and Evaluation. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 404 350)
Darling-Hammond, L. (1997). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Inc., Publishers.
Doss, David, & Holley, Freda. (March, 1982). A causefo r nationalpause:
Title I schoolwide projects. (Report No. TM 820 257). NY: American
Educational Research Association. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 214 996)
Deming, W. E. (1993). The new economicsfo r industry, government,
education, Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts Institute o f Technology Center for
Advanced Engineering Study.
Drucker, P. F. (1977a). An introductory view o f management. New York, NY:
Harper’s College Press.
Drucker, P. F. (1977b). People andperformance: The best o f Peter Drucker on
management. New York, NY: Harper’s College Press.
Drucker, P .P . (1993). Post-capitalist society. New York, NY: HarperCollings
Publishers, Inc.
Edelman, M. W. (1992). The measure o f our success, Boston, MA: Beacon
Press.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

117
Fernandez, L A. with John Underwood. (1993). Tales out o f school. Boston:
Little, Brown and Company.
Fiske, E. B. (1991). Smart schools, smart kids. New York: Simon & Schuster.
Frase, L. E. & Melton, BL G. (January 1992). Manager or participatory
leader? What does it take? NASSP Bulletin, 17-24.
Gerstner, L. V., Semerad, R. D., Doyle, D. P., and Johnston, W. B. (1994).
Reinventing Education. Entrepreneurship in Am erica'spublic schools. New
York, NY: Penguin Books USA Inc.
Glasser, W. (1969). Schools withoutfailure. New York: Harper & Row
Publishers, Inc.
Glasser, W. (1990). The quality school. M anaging students without coercion.
New York, NY; Harper & Rowk Publishers.
Goals 2000: Educate America Act. [On-line]. Available:
http://inet.ed.gov/legislation/GOALS2GGG/TheAct/seclG2. April IG, 1999.
Goor, J. & Farris, E. (198G). ESEA Title I schoolwide projects: Eligibility and
participation. (Report No. 0 0 G21 264). Rockville, MD: Westat
Research, Inc. (EWC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 199
336)
Hagberg, J. 0 . (1984). Realpower: Stages ofpersonal power in organizations.
New York: Harper & Row, Publishers.
Harp, L., Legislators assert their role in national-goal effort. Education week on the
web. September 5, 199G. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
August 3G, 1999.
Heifetz, R. A. (1994). Leadership without easy answers. Cambridge, MA: The
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.
Helgesen, S. (199G). Thefem ale advantage. New York: Doubleday.
Hewlett, S. A. (1991). When the bough breaks. New York: Harper/Collins.
Hill, P. T. & Bonan, J. (1991). Decentralization and accountability in
education. Santa Monica, CA: Rand.

public

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

118

HSrsch, EX)., Jr. (1991). Restoring cultural literacy. In James Wm. Noli (Ed.),
Taking sides: Clashing views on controversial educational issues (pp. 208217). Guilford, CN: The Dushkin Publishing Group, Inc.
Holly, P. & Southworth, G. (1989). The developing school. Philadelphia,
PA: The Palmer Press.
Holt, M. (January 1993). The educational consequences o f W. Edwards Deming.
PHI DELTA KAPPAN, 382-388.
House, R. J. (1995). Leadership in the twenty-first century: a speculative inquiry.
In Ann Howard (Ed.), The changing nature o f work (pp. 411-450). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, Inc.
Improving America's Schools Act o f 1994, Public Law 103-382 (October 20, 1994).
Improving basic programs operated by local education agencies: Policy guidance
fo r Title!, part a. (April 1996). (Report No. UD 03 1 448). Washington, DC:
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education, Compensatory Education
Program. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 403 340)
Jacobson, S. L. & Berne, R. (Eds.). (1993). Reforming education: The emerging
systemic approach. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press, Inc.
Jennings, J. F. (Ed.). (1995). National issues in education goals 2000 andschoolto-work. Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa International and Washington,
D C.: The Institute for Educational Leadership.
Johnson, J. F. Jr. (May 1997). Building capacity through school support teams.
Educational Leadership, 54(3), 80-82.
Johnston, R. C. By any other name. Chapter 1 program will still aid poor
children. Education week on the web. October 12, 1994. [On-line]. Available
at: www.edweek.org. December 22,1998.
Joiner, W. B. (1986). Leadership for Organizational Learning. In John D.
Adams (Ed.), Tranrforming leadership: From vision to results (pp. 39-59).
Alexandria, VA: Miles River Press.
Kellaghan, T., Sloane, K., Alvarez, B., & Bloom, B. S. (1993). The home
environment & school learning. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Inc.,
Publishers.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

119
Kids count in Michigan: 1996 data book. (1996). Lansing, MI: Kids Count in
Michigan.
Kirsch, I. S., Jungeblut, A. & Campbell, A. (1992). Beyond the school
doors: The literacy needs o f job seekers served by the U.S. Department o f
Labor. U. S. Department of Education. (Contract No.99-8-3458-75-052-01).
Washington, DC: Department o f Labor.
Kirst, M. W. (1989). Who should control the schools? Reassessing current
policies. In Thomas J. Sergiovanni and John H. Moore (Eds), Schoolingfo r
tomorrow: directing reforms to issues that count (pp. 62-88). Boston, MA:
Allyn and Bacon.
Kozol, J. (1985). Illiterate America. New York: Anchor Press/Doubleday &
Company, Inc.
Kozol, J. (1992). Savage inequalities. New York: Harper Perennial.
Kriegel, R. & Brandt, D. (1996). Sacred caws make the best burgers. New York:
Warner Books, Inc.
Leighton, M. (September 23, 1996). Leader’s role in sustaining school reform
[On-line]. Available: http://www.ed.gov/pubs/Leadership/
Lein, L. & Johnson, J. F., Jr. (February 1997). S u c ce s^l Texas schoolwide
programs: Research stuefy results. [On-Une]. Available:
http://www.starcenter.org
Leithwood, K. & Menzies, T. “A Review o f Research Concerning the
Implementation of Site-Based Management.” School effectiveness and school
improvement. Vol. 9, No. 3, 1998, pp. 233-285.
Lezotte, L. W. (1992). Creating the total quality effective school. Okemos, MI:
Effective Schools Products, Ltd.
Lezotte, L. W. & Jacoby, B. C. (1991). Effective schoolspractices that work.
Okemos, MI: Effective Schools Products, Ltd.
Louis, K. S. (1990). Teachers, power, and school change. In William H. Clune &
John F. Witte (Eds.), Choice and control in American education (pp. 381390). London: The Falmer Press.
Maehr, M .L. (1996). Tranfforming school cultures. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

120

Malen, B., Ogawa, R. T. & Kranz, J. (1990). What do we know about school-based
management? A case study of the literature—A call for research. In William
H. Clune & John F. Witte (Eds.), Choice and control in American education
(pp. 289-342). London: The F ^ e r Press.
Marsh, M. S. (1999). Ltfè inside a school: implications for reform in the 21st
century. In David D. Marsh (Ed.), 1999: Preparing our schoolsfo r the 21st
century. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development (pp. 185-205).
Martz, L. (1992). M aking schools better. New York: Times Books.
McDonald, J. P. (1996). Redesigning school: lessonsfo r the lis t century. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
McKenzie, J. A. (1987). M aking change in education: Preparing your schoolsfo r
the future. Westbury, NY: J. L. Wükerson Publishing Company.
McLaughlin, M. I. (March 1995). Consolidated special educationfunding and
services. (Report No. EC 303 879). Palo Alto, CA: American Institutes for
Research in the Behavioral Sciences. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 381 933)
Mehlinger, H. D. (1995). School reform in the information age. Bloomington,
Center for Excellence in Education, Indiana University.

IN:

Meyer, M. W. and Associates. (1978). Environments and organizations:
Theoretical and empiricalperspectives. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, Inc.,
Publishers.
Meyer, M. W. (1977). Theory o f organizational structure. Indianapolis, IN: BobbsMerrill Educational Publishing.
Meyer, J. W. & Scott, W. R. (1992). Organizational environments: Ritual and
rationality. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.
Michigan State Aid Act, (1997-98 - 1999-2000).
MHler, J. A. Change in course eyed for flagship federal program. Education week
OMrAewgA. August 4, 1993. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
August 30, 1999.

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

121

NfiHer, J. A. “E.S£.A . plan would retool Chapter 1, eliminate block grant.” An
education'weekontheweb. Aug. 4,1993. [On-line]. Available:
http://www.edweek.org. December 22, 1998.
Miller, J. A. & Pitsch, M. Lobbyists submit legislative bids for education act.
Education week on the web. December 9, 1992. [On-line]. Available at:
www.edweek.org. August 30, 1999.
Moore, J. and Johnson, S. (1990). Teachers, power and school change. In William H.
Clune & John F. Witte (Eds.), Choice and control in American education
(pp.381-390). London: The Falmer Press.
Moore Lappe, F., & DuBois, P. M. (1994). The quickening o f America. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc. Publishers.
1998 Michigan School Report. [On-line]. Available:
http://www.state.mi.us/mde/cfdata/msr98. January 8, 1999.
Odden, A. R. (1999). Making better use o f resources for educational reform. In
David D. Marsh (Ed.), 1999: Preparing our schoolsfo r the 2Ist century.
Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
(pp. 143-164).
Olson, L. Major changes in Chapter 1 testing are in the ofiBng. Education week on
the web. August 3, 1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
December 22, 1998.
Olson, L. N.G.A. Lists Strategies for Achieving National Goals. Education week
on the web. August 1,1990. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
August 30, 1999.
Olson, L. Rules will allow districts to set Title I measures. Education week on the
web. February 1, 1995. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. December
22, 1998.
Olson, L. & Miller, J. A. The 'education president’ at midterm: mismatch between
rhetoric, results?. Ekiucationwee^kontheweb. Ja m a iy9 ,\9 9 \. [On-line].
Available at: www.edweek.org. August 30, 1999.
Owens, R-G. (1991). Organizational behavior in education. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, Die.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

122

Owens, R_ G. & Steinhof^ C. R. (1976). Admmistermg change in schools.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Pankake, A. M. (1998). Implementation: making things happen. Larchmont, NY:
Eye on Education.
Parnell, D. (1985). The neglected majority. Washington, D C.: Community
College Press.
Parnell, D. (1995). Why do I have to leant this? Teaching children the way they
learn best. Waco, TX: Center for Occupational Research and Development,
Inc.
Peeler, T. H. & Parham, P. A. (1994). A public-private partnership: South Pointe
Elementary School of Dade County, Florida. In Simon Hadim, Paul
Seidenstat, & Gary W. Bowman (Eds.), Privatizing education and educational
choice (pp. 195-204). Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers.
Pitsch, M. Accord struck on Chapter 1 fund formula. Education week on the web.
September 14, 1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. December
22, 1998.
Pitsch, M. Chapter 1 fails to spur gains, data indicate. Education week on the web.
November 24, 1993. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. August 30,
1999.
Pitsch, M. Chapter 1 formula plan hot topic in states, districts. Education week on
rAg we6. November 3, 1993. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
August 30, 1999.
Pitsch, M. Congress fends off G .O f. attacks, backs E.SÆ.A. Education week on
the web. October 12, 1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
December 22,1998.
Pitsch, M. Districts scurry to play by new rules for Title I. Education week on the
web. December 13, 1995. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
December 22,1998.
Pitsch, M. ED publishes new rules for Title Ischoolwide programs. Education
week on the web. October 4, 1995. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
December 22, 1998.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

123
Pitsch, M. E.S.E.A. compromise clears House committee. Education week on the
web. February 16,1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
December 22, 1998.
Pitsch, M. E.S.E.A. reauthorization clears Senate panel. Education week on the
web. May 25, 1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. December 22,
1998.
Pitsch, M. House Panel Rejects Clinton’s Chapter 1 Formula. Education week on
the web. February 9, 1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
December 22, 1998.
Pitsch, M. House passes E.S.E.A bill after weeks of debate. Education week on the
web. March 30, 1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. December
22, 1998.
Pitsch, M. House poised to clear E.S£.A. reauthorization. Education week on the
web. March 9, 1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. December
22, 1998.
Pitsch, M. New laws leave state, local ofiBcials ftiU of questions. Education week on
the web. December 14, 1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
December 22, 1998.
Pitsch, M. Title I changes tucked away in 1996 budget law. Education week on the
web. May 8, 1996. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. December 22,
1998.
Postman, N. (1995). The end o f education. New York: Alft’ed A Knopf.
Purkey, S. P. (1990). School-based management: More and less than meets the eye.
In William H. Clune & John F. Witte (Eds.), Choice and control in
American education (pp.371-380). London: The Falmer Press.
Putting learningfirst: Governing and managing the schoolsfor high achievement.
(1994). New York: Committee for Economic Development.
Reauthorization o f the elementary and seconebxry ethtcation act o f1965: Hearing
before the subcommittee on echication, arts and humanities o f the committee
on labor and human resources United States Senate, one hundred third
congressfir st sessiorL (June 4, 1993). (Report No. PS 022931). Montpelier,
VT: U.S. Senate. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 380 188)

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

124
Robotham, M. (September 1997). K-12 public education in Michigan: Selected
characteristics and services by county and school district. Lansing, MI:
Michigan League of Human Services.
Rosenholtz, S. J. (1989). Teachers ' v/orkplace: The social organization o f schools.
New York: Teachers College Press, Columbia University.
Rossow, L. F. (1990). The principalship: dimensions in instructional leadership.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Sarason, S. B. (1990). The predictable failure o f educational reform. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Schlechty, P. C. (1990). Schoolsfor the twenty-first century: Leadership
imperativesfo r educational reform. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Schlechty, P. and Cole, B. "Creating a System That Supports Change."
Educational Horizons. Vol. 69, No. 2, Winter 1991, pp. 78-82.
Schoolwide Program Planning Guide 1995-96. A catalystfo r reform. (April 1995).
(Report No. EA 026 966). Frankfort, KY: Kentucky State Department of
Education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 386 786)
Schorr, L. B. & Wilson, W. J. (1989). Within our reach: Breaking the cycle o f
disadvantage. New York: Bantam Doubleday Dell Publishing Group,
Inc.
Sec. 101. Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act o f1965.
[On-line]. Available at: http://www.ed.gov/legislation/ESEA/secl001.
January 22, 1999.
Senge, P. M. (1990). The Ffth Discipline. New York: Doubleday/Currency.
Senge, P., Roberts, C., Ross, R. B., Smith, B. J., and Kleiner, A. (1994). Thefifth
discipline fteldbook. New York, NY: Doubleday.
Sergiovanni, T. J. (1989). The leadership needed for quality schooling. In
Thomas J. Sergiovanni and John H. Moore (Eds.), Schoolingfo r tomorrow:
directing reforms to issues that count Q)p. 213-226). Needhmn Heights, MA:
Allyn and Bacon.

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

125
Shulman,L. S. (1989). Teaching alone, learning together: needed agendas for the
new reforms, hi Thomas J. Sergiovanni and John H. Moore (Eds.), Schooling
fo r tomorrow: directing reforms to issues that count (pp. 166-186). Needham
Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon.
Slavin, R. E., et al. (1996). Every child, every school: successfo r a ll Thousand
Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Slavin, R. E., et al. '"Whenever and Wherever We Choose' The Replication o f Success
for All.'" Phi Delta Kappan. Vol. 75, No. 8, April 1994, pp.
639-647.
Slavin, R. E., Karweit, N. L., & Wasik, B. A. "Preventing Early School Failure:
What Works?" Educational Leadership. Vol. 50, No. 4, December
1992/January 1993, pp. 10-18.
Smith, D. K. (1996). Taking charge o f change: 10 principlesfor managing
people andperformance. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing
Company.
Stitt-Gohdes, W. L. (1996). Business and industry need qualified workers. In
Heidi R. Perreault (Ed.), Classroom strategies: The methodology o f business
education: National business education yearbook. No. 34 (pp. 1-9). Reston,
VA: National Business Education Association.
Stringfield, S., Ross, S. M., & Smith, L. (1996). Bold plansfo r school restructuring:
The new American schools design. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, Publishers.
Summary of the Improving America’s Schools Act. Education week on the web.
November 9, 1994. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. December 22,
1998.
Swanson, J. D. & Finnan, C. (April 1996). School improvement and action research:
Two paradigms. (Report No. SP-036-902). Charleston, SC: College o f
Charleston. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 399 248)
Sykes, C. J. (1995). Dumbing dawn otir kids. New York: St. Martin’s Press. Text of
Statement on Education Goals Adopted by Governors. Education week on
the web. March 7, 1990. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. August
30,1999.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

126
Tyack, D. & Cuban, L. (1995). Tinkering toward Utopia-. A century o f public school
reform. Cambridge, MA; Ifarvard University Press.
U. S. Department o f Education. (1994). An idea book: Implementing schoolwide
projects policy Studies Associates Contract LC 89089001). Washington, DC:
Author.
U. S. Department o f Labor. (1992). Secretary’s commission on acquiring necessary
sidlls learning a living: A blue printfo r high performance. A SCANS report
for American 2000. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
Walberg, H. J. & Lane, J. J. (Eds.). (1989). Organizingfor learning: Toward the
21st century. Reston, VA: National Association o f Secondary School
Principals.
Walker, R. Governors Aim to Make Schools ‘2nd to None’. Education week on the
web. March 7, 1990. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org. August 30,
1999.
Walker, R. Governors Set to Adopt National Education Goals. Education week on
the web. February 28, 1990. [On-line]. Available at: www.edweek.org.
August 30, 1999.
Wilson, T. A (1996). Reachingfo r a better standard New York, NY: Teachers
College Press.
Wohlstetter, P. (Sept. 1995). Getting school-based management right: What works
and what doesn’t. Phi Delta Kappan, 77 (1), 22-24, 26.
Wohlstetter, P., Van Kirk, A. N., Robertson, P. J., & Mohrman, S. A. (1997).
Organizingfo r su c c e s^ l school-based management. Alexandria, VA:
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Wonfe K. K. (1996). Whenfederal Title I works to improve student learning in
inner-city schools: Lessons learned in schoolwide projects in Minneapolis.
(Report No. UD-031-384). Washington, D C. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 402 369)
Yan, J. Interview (8/30/99) Senior Study Director, Education Study Division,
Westat, Rockville, MD.
YukI, G. A. (1989). Leadership in organizations: Second edition. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice HaU.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

