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‘ About ERIC

1

The Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) is a
national information system operated by the National Institute of
Education. ERIC serves the educational community by dissemi-
nating educational research results and other resource informa-
tion that can be used in develeping more effective educational
programs. .

The ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management, one of
several clearinghouses in the system, was established a. the
University of Oregon in 1966. The Clearinghouse and its ¢om-
panion units process research reports and .journal articls for.
announcement in ERIC’s index and abstract bulletins.

Research reports are announced in Resources in Education (RIE),
available in many libraries and by subscription for $42.70 a year
from the United States Government Printing Office, Washing-
ston, D.C. 20402. Most of the documents listed in RIE can be
purchased through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service,
operated by Computer Microfilm International Corporation.

Journal articles are announced in Current Index to Journals in
Education. CIJE is also available in manv libraries and can be
ordered for $85 a year from Oryx Press, 2214 North Central
Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004. Semiannual cumulations can
be ordered separately.

Besides processing documents and journal articles, the Clear-
inghouse has another major function—information analysis and
synthesis. The Clearinghouse prepares bibliographies, literature .
reviews, state-of-the-knowledge papers, and other interpretive
research studies on topics in its educational area.
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Foreword

All successiul organizatio}xs grapple at one time or -
another with the problem of finding a productive balance
between autonomy and contyol. In the past decade, this
problem has come to the fore inthe field of publiceducation.

Many educators_contend that the balance between the
autonomy of individual schools and the control imposed by
the central office is askew. In the great majority of the
nation’s school districts, the central dffice makes most ofthe
decisions governing the day-to-day operations of indi-
vidual schools. Critics of this arrangement argue that it is
overweighted.in favor of control and that as a result school
districts have become unresponsive to the needs of both
their clientele and school-site personnel.

A new balance between autonomy and control can be
achieved in public education, many educators believe, by
making the school instead of the district the central locus of
educationdl decision-making. [n this special report on

school-based management, the case for such a school-
_centered system of educational governance s put forth.

This report was produced through a special cooperative
arrangement between the Association of California Scheol
Administrators and the ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational
Management at the University of Oregon. The topic was
planned and developed cooperatively by both organiza-
tions. The Clearinghouse researched the topic, using its
extensive research facilities and expertise, and prepared the
copy for publication by the Foundation for Educational Ad-
ministration.

The author of this report, John Lindelow, was com-
missioned by the Clearinghouse as a research analyst and
writer.

Richard T. Cooper : Philip K. Piele
President Director
ACSA ERIC/CEM




Introduction |

School-based management is a system of educational
administration in which the school is ’fhe primary unit of
educational decision-making. It differs from most current
forms of school district organization in which the central
office dominates thé decision-making process.

In districts utilizing school-based , management, each

" school is a relatively autonomous unit. Most decisions

regarding expenditures, curricula, ang’i personnel are made
by school-site personnel in consultation with parents,
students, and other community members. The school
board continues to formulate and;’ define the district’s
general policies and educational objectives. The role of
the central office, however, is altered from that of ““dictator”’
of individual schools’ actions to t'hat of “facilitator” of
those actions. : | ) ’

This report will present the case for school-based manage-
ment as put forth by its proponents, with particular attention
given to the kgy role of the principal in such a management
system. Becauz school-based management is in large part a
reaction to what'many educators perceive asan overcentrali-
zation of power within school districts, these pages neces-
sarily contain critizisms of the centralized systems of school
governance that mést districts now employ.

An important issye in any discussion of school-based
management is therole of thé principal, Autonomous
schools demand princ.pals who an act as strong and effec-
tive leaders. To be effictive lea,ﬁers, principals must have
the authority to make important decisions regarding _their
schools’ operations. ’

Proponents of school-based management argue that the-
principal’s power to mak> many critical decisions at the
school! site has been slowlyxtrq’nsferred to the central office
over the past several decad"s, yet there has been no con-
comitant decrease in the prir Cipal’s responsibility for what
goes on in his or her school. | ongstreth, for example, sees
the principal’s dilemma as follows: oy

. The principal is’placed in,/‘an extremely difficult posi-
tion in a centralized m,mq’gen.ent system. The distrfct
/
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staff has deternvined how many people will be assigned

to the school, what tvpes of ‘people they will-be, and

frequently who those people will be. But the principal

has been held ““accountable” for that which is or is not

accomplished. District-level directives dictate most of

the actions to be performed by the principal, but

parents and students generally approach the principal

when they are dissatisfied with school practj_c_g_.s.
Nolte sees the principal being pressured from both above
and below. Many superintendents and school boards pass
the accountability buck down to the principal where it most
often stops, but they don’t give principals the authority and
power that should come with the responsibility. ““The board
can.ftire a superintendent and the superintendent can get a

il:Lc\ip\ailr fired,” states Nolte, but “a principal who rattles
his sabre disturbs few people—¢ertainly not the teachers
who are job-protected by tenure or unien.”

At the same time principals are being pressured from
above, they are being pressured-from bélow by teachers’
unions that hold the principal responsible for their griev-
ances vet bargain directly with the school board. According
to Wagstaft:

" As teachers gain power, principals tend to lose it. But
there is no concomitant loss in responsibility. In other
words, principals are still expected to develop and
mdintain good educational programs without the
power to determine the best use of their primary
resource—teachers. In this kind of situation, an
administrative truism seems applicable: Responsibility .
without authority leads to ineffectiveness. Within the
general populace, howéver, principals are held
accountable more than ever for the quality and form of
education. .

“The negotiations process has by and large sidestepped
the principal,” says Houts. “Principals are frequently called
on to carry out agreements that they had no part in reach-
ing.”” Moreover, states Paul Cunningham, “Boards and
Superintendents have relinquished a number of building
administrator prerogatives, while still holding them
accountable for implementing the Board’s approved edu-
cational programs.” Thus, principals are expected to do the
same job but with fewer tools. )
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Many principals’ feelings are echoed by Morison,
here responding to the failure of decentralization in New
. AN

. York City:

Many principals have been able to develop good.
schools despite the Catch 22 situation in which. they
find themselves, but it becomes increasingly more
difficult to sustain a good school with less and less
control over resources. We need to be able to make
decisions at the local level.

It is not that many principals do not desire’ more
autonomy. Although some principals might be happier as
middle managers, obeaiently following the dictates of the
central office, mosi seem to be ready and willing to take on
more authority and the respongibility that comes with it. In
response to the pressures on the principalship and the
growing attrition these pressurcs have caused, the 1980
convention of the National Association of Secondary
School Principals (NASSP) adopted a resolution to
reestablish the autonomy, initiative, and authority of the
principalship so that time and attention may be devoted to
the improvement of schooling rather than to extraneous
matters.”

Callison and Beckman surveyed school administrators at
an NASSP national convention. The principals were most
concerned about issues of control at the sehool site and least
concerned about issues of their own job security. Curri-
culum, staffing, and budget control were ranked of most
concern, while salaries, length of contract, and fringe
benefits were ranked lowest.

In other countries, too, building autonomy is an
importantissue. Holdaway, for example, reports that some
of the most important concerns of school administrators in
Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada are
“increasing autonomy of individual schools” and “increas-

‘ing involvement.of the community-in school affairs.”

There is widespread agreemert, then, that the site
administrator must have flexibility, authority, and freedom
to_effectively exercise leadership over the schqol. The
drincipal can gain the authority needed to become a true
Lader if the school replaces the district as the basic unit of
educational management. This shift of decision-making
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authority from the district to the building level is at the-heart
of the school-based managementeoncept = - -

In a school-bagsed management system, funds are allo-
cated to schools based on the needs of the students in those
schools. People associated with the school—site admini-
strators, teachers, parents, studenits (at the secondary
level), and other school staff— set the specific educational
objectives of the school, decide how funds will be spent for
instruction, and determine the organization of instruction.

School-based management goes by many other names,
including school site management, decentralized manage-
ment, school-based budgeting, “school site lump sum
budgeting, responsible autonomy, shared governance, and
the autongmous school concept. In all school-based
management plans, the school becomes the center of the
educational process, while the traditional dominance of the
central otfice recedes.

The principalin school-based management is returned to
a leadership role. Building administrators, states Decher,
“become educational leaders through increased responsi-

bility for the total school operation.” Along with the

increased responsibility, though, comes a great deal of
authority oy er financial, staffing, and curriculum decisions.

An essential component of school-based management is
increased community and teacher involvement in decision-
making at the school site. Although it is possible to shift
power from the central office to the school site without
decentralizing it further, all school-based management plans
implemented to date include provisions designed to enhance
parentat, staff, and sometimes student involvement.

The actual extent to which parents and staffs are involved
in school decision-making varies widely both among dis-
tricts utilizing school-based management and among indi-
vidual schools within school-based management districts.
Essentially, school-based management does not give
decision-making power to the community and staff of a
school, but rather to the school site with the principal as
its leader. Thus, it is up to the principal in most districts
to decide how much real influence others at the school
site have.

The site management concept has great promise and has

ERIC. . « 11
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proved successful in numerous districts where it has been -
implemented, many of whose experiences are reviewed in
this report. In the following chapters, the school-based
management concept will be examined in some detail. The
rationale underlying decentralized management will be
examined, and numerous school systems that have success-
fully implemented school-based management will be
described. The key role of the principal in school-based
management will be discussed, along with the comple-
mentary’ role of the central office. The school site’s control
over curriculum, personnel, and-budget matters will be
examined, followed by a review of the roles of the staff and
community in the decision-making process.
‘ ~
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- The Rationale

, T8

In many districts the administration of education has
been centralized to the point of diminishing returns, say
critics. A new balance of decentralization and centralization
—autonomy and control—needs to be struck. School-based
management is designed to redtess the current over-
emphasis on centralization and control by reassigning a
good deal of decision-making authority to the school site.
In this chapter, the history of American education will be

briefly examined to determine how school districts becaine.

so centralized in the first place. The deficiencies of this

overcentralization will be outlined, followed by the merits
. of decentralization to the building level. Finally, the issue of

balancing autonomy and control will be addressed.

Autonomy and Control through Hlstory

To gain, perspeutlve on the current interest in school-
based management, it is useful to examine the past history
of the centralization-decentralization. debate, not only in
education but in society in general.

For as long as there has been government, there has been
a constant tug-of-war between the concepts of autonomy
and control. Indeed, Amitai Etzioni attributes the failures of
both past empires and contemporary organizations to an
inability “to locate a productive balance between autonomy
and control” (quoted by Luvern Cunningham). It is really
no surprise, then, thattoday’s educators have riot yet found
the perfect blend of freedom and form.

One view of the long-term oscillations of centralization
-and decentralization is provided by Alvin Toffler in his new
book The Tlu'rd Wauve. Toffler believes society is on the brink
of a new “post-industrial”” age that will be characterized by
decentralization and the encouragement of individual vari-
ation. In Toffler’s view, the ancient agrarian civilization was
washed over about three hundred years ago by a “second
. wave” of industrialization. According 't Zale's review of
Tofﬂer s book, “the ovemdmg prmcnple:, of standardization

O
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and centralization alang with a “covert curriculum’ of punc-
tuality, rote learning, and obedience (set up and encouraged
by mdustr\ and governments) helped train the voung for
work in the new [industrial] society.” The second wave
moved children from the fields to regimented schools
“designed to meet the needs of the industrial age. :

The coming third wave, characterized b\ “a hwhlv
developed informational grid, home computers, and ‘other
electronic devices” will challenge todav’s notions  of
centralizéd and standardized education. The fa rge bureau-
cratic educational institutions will break up as the centers of
Rnowledge disperse into the informational grid. Society
will bcmme more democratic, and the family home will be
restored as a teaching and social institution.

Whether or not Toffler's s analvsis of the long-range wax-
ings and wanings of centralization is correct, there appear
to be shorter- range oscillations of the concept’s popularity
as well. American education, for example, has seen a
change trom a decentralized to a centralized organization,
and now appears to be becoming more decentralized: again.

In the early vears of the United States and up until about
1900, local control and representation in the g governance of
education were in vogue. According to Kirst, “a decentral-
ized, ward-based committee system for administering the
public schools provided effective linkages to community
opinion.” There were more board members per district than
there are today, and each represented the population of an
unamblguous geographical area. Some large cities had
hundreds of neighborhood boards.

“[The more than 100,000 school districts in the United

tates (compared to about 15,000 today) were “truly
democratic units,” Schofield points out, “incorporating
proportionally many more community members in the
school government process.” [t was a period of ‘maximum
feasible participation,” as Tucker and Zeigler have called it.

Unfortunately, this kind of decentralized system lent
itself to political corruption, particularly in the large
urban centers. According to Kirst, “many politicians at
the time regarded the schools as a useful support for the
spoils system ahd awarded teachmb jobs and contracts in
return for political favors.” Educational policies were

Q 7 s
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often adopted not for the public good, but for the self-

serving interests of politicians. In short, state Tucker and
- Zeigler, "school politics, like the machine politics of the
urban area of which it was a part, provided respon-
siveness an:d corruption.” -

Besides these ills,_the schools were thought to have
other problems as well. Discipline and learning were
"’thought to fall far short of acceptable standards,” states
Guthrie, while the “mighty engine of democracy”—the
public'school system—was “failing to integrate immigran.s
and lower class children into the main body of American
life.” The schools, concludes Guthrie, were thought to be
long on politics.and short on professionalism.

Public school reformers argued that the cure for these
problems was to depoliticize education by transferring the
power then held by politicians (and citizens, as Schofield
| notes) to a professional.group of educators. The reformers
i _advocated that educational management be modeled after
! “’the large-scale industrial bureaucracy that rapidly emerged
| in the turn-of-the-century economy,” explains Kirst. The
|
4
|
I
|
|

watchwords of reform were “centralization, expertise,
professionalism, nonpolitical control, and efficiency.”
Between 1920 and 1970, as the reformers’ efforts came to
fruition, the management of education became more and
mwre centralized and insulated from community politics.
School boards became smaller while districts were enlarged.
Superintendents and other professional educators gained
increasingly greater,control over education, while the repre- _
sentative governance of lay boards slowly melted away.
The results of several survevs, reports Kirst, indicate the
lack of public representation that is now the norm in the |
ranks of contemporary professional educators: “Two-thirds
| of the board members and three-fourths of the superin-
| tendents do not think the board’s role should be that of a
| representative of the public desires; they stress, instead, the
role of trustee.” Board members, sav Tucker and Zeigler,
" “view their role as speaking for the administration, fo the
public,” which is certainly a strange twist in a supposedly
representative system.
How has the principal’s role changed in response to these
" radical changes in educational governance? When the

ERIC - 8 -
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* principalship began in the early 1800s, says Houts, “the
principal was quite literally the head teachér—one teacher
selected: from a small group of teachers to handle minor
routines.” As enrollments and conconitant administrative
problems increased, principals began to lose some of their
teaching duties and pick up responsibilities for curriculum

- development, student testing, budgeting, and so forth.

) “Up until about 1920,” states Houts, “the principal

e 7 ;. POssessed near total autonomy,” including total authority

* | _for “teacher selection, placement, promotion, and salaries.”

' -*As the reform movement progressed, however, the new

central school boards transformed superintendents from

‘clerks into major policv-makets. While the power of the

central office swelled, the autonomy of the building princi-

pal slowly eroded, so that today the principals and not the
superintendenis are often considered to be the “clerks.”

Today, school boards and superintendents continue to

relinquish principals’ powers in collective negotiations

with teachers’ unions, often with little or no consultation
with principals.

Sqmetime in the last decade or two, the swing of the
pendulum apparently reached its limit, and it now appears
that education may be moving back toward a more decen-

deceatralization, diversity, shared governance, and school-
based management are the key words of this new reform
movement. For the principal, this new movement may well
mean a return to a true leadership role.

~

: The Deficiencies'of Centralization

Most present-day advocates of decentralization and
school-based management begin their arguments, logically
enough, with an expose of the evils of centralization.
Gasson, for eXample, has this view of the status quo:

The central office hierarchy regards the school princi-
pal as an agent of the superintendent. The principal
may ostensibly run the school, but in reality he acts as
a vehicle to transmit and implement edicts from the
office. As a result, the principal and his teachers have
““become-cogs fixed into a large, impersonal machine

. ERIC | 1%
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that depends on the machinist (superintendent) to
keep every cog uniformly lubricated.

Cross,believes the administrative team is essentially an
extensio%-j of a centralized view of administration, “even
though thé superintendent may employ a participative
stvle.” (Other critics envision the administrative team asan
integral part of a decentralized education system.) Cross
© lists four assumptions underlyving the administrative team
and thus centralized management:

® Educational needs and values vary little from one
attendance area to another within a district.

® Decisions about the operation and program of

— * oneschool are valid for all schools.

® Decisions by a group of administrators applied to
all schools in a district are better than the aggre-
gate of individual.decisions of principals (and
their taculties) acting independently.

® Effective and efficient school programs result
when programs are developed centrally under
the direction of an administrative team and im-
plemented by teachers in the various schools.

Centralized educational management, states DPierce,
operates on. the premise “that education is a science and
that with enough information, educational professionals
can agree on the best school program for all children.”
Although these programs are designed with good inten-
tions, critics maintain that their imposition from on high
fosters expectations of uniformity and an intolerance for '
difference. Programs are designed for either the “mythical
average” or for the majority, with the result that the special
needs of individuals and minority groups are frequently
overlooked.

A rigid, “hierarchical structure extending from central
office to cldssroom, critics continue, does little to foster
innov ation dnd creativity, which require a flexible and sup-

- portive atmosphere. “Inflexible bureaucratic structures,”
states Houts, “can often serve as the best innoculation
against individuality and originality.”

Curriculum is not the only area where svstemwide de-
cisions are inadequate. In many administrative areas, state
Cawelti and Howell, local autonomy is desirable because .

——r
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“’too manfy variables ... dilute the efrectiveness of broad
central office decisions.” Unique, school-site problems
demand unique solutions, designed by school-site person-
nel. Central mandates often do more harm than good.

The above criticisms are reactions, it seems, to the over-
application of the “large-scale industrial bureaucracy”
modell to the field of education. Now, the tide of public
opinion has turned; community involvement and decen-
tralization of power are again in'démand. .

“-Itis hopeéd that the pendulum will not now swing to

excess in the direction of decentralization. As Schofield
points out, “a return to a decentralized education system in
which citizen participatior is expanded means the re-
emergence of politics” in school governance.” This re-
emergence is not necessarily undesirable, but it would be
better still if a balance could be struck between the concepts
of centralization and decentralization in school manage-
ment. School-based mandgement, proponents argue, can
provide this badly needed balance. '

The Efficiency of Decentralization

" Proponents of centralizing and consolidating school dis-
tricts often claim that such actions can reduce the cost of
education, and thus increase its “efficiency.” Sher and other
researchers have studied this issue, particularly in rural
districts, and argue from their data that centralization often
provides no economic advantages for school districts.
Moreover, Pierce and other proponents of school-based
management have’ criticized this definition of efficiency
because it takes only dollars into account.

Pierce believes educational efficiency should be defined
“in terms of matching available resources with the educa-
tional needs of children in schools.” Thus, centralized
administration, geared to provide uniform services, is effi-
cient only if the needs of its clientele are uniform. “If they
are different,” states Pierce, “then centralized provision
may be inefficient.” Decentralized administration, on the

other hand, is much more capable of matching educational .

services with the changing needs of students and parents.
Its flexible nature allows it to ke efficient in the sense that

=+ = Pierce defines.
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The push for equal opportunity bas tended to accentuate '
the inefficiency of centralized administration. As long as |
districts are providing equal expenditures per student, equal
class size, and the same course offerings, they feel as if they
. have fulfilled the requirements for ¢qual opportunity.

" But to more and more citizens, afgues Pierce, equal edu-
cational opportunity has come to mean more than just
superficial dollar equality or program uniformiity. It has
come to imply instead a condition in which all students—
regardless of social or economic background—can realize
their full potential. School-based management, savs Pierce,
answers this call by encouraging “schocel program diversity
50 as to promote equality of educational outcomes rather
than inputs.”

An idea of equality such as this requires that schools have
the flexibility to match their services to the needs of the
particular student population they serve. Discretionary
control over personnel, curriculum, and expenditures—
within broad limits set by the board—would allow the prin-
cipal to tailor the educational program to the needs and
desires of the students and parents in his or her school.

Proporients of school-based management reason that the
closer to their constituency decisions are made, the better
those decisions will be. Michael Strembitsky, superinten-
dent of the Edmonton (Alberta) Public School District
(quoted by Caldwell), calls this bit of rationale the principle
of “subsidiaritv.” In Strembitsky’s words, “whatever can
best be done at the school level should be done at that level,
as opposed to having those functions performed from a
centralized location remov ed from the scene of the action.”

According to Pierce, better decisions will be made because
school-site personnel are more sensitive to and familiar
with the problems of their schooland are thus better able to
respond to those problems. Better decisions will also result
from parent participation in school governance. "Parents
and students are more interested in their particular school
than in the district,” Pierce states, and they are more likely
to get involved when the decision-making process is opened
to their influence. Increased information from parents
allows school personnel to respond to parental preferences.

Although ~school-based ~ management — proponents
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espouse the value of community involvement in school
governance, none advocates the populist extreme of a full
transter of power to the local community. Rather, they
argue for a 5hift along the centralization-decentralization
gradient so that the school, and not the district, is the
primary unit of educational governance.

According to Decker, for example, proponents of school-
based management “argue that the classroom is tog small a
unit and the district too large a unit for effective decision-
making. Thus, they believe that the school is the most
reasonable unit in which to place primary managerial
responsibilities and functions.”

Lambert states that “’the school is the only completely
natural unit for efficient, effective, and responsible
decision making.” The qualities of good education, he
continues, “come in administrative packages no larger
than the school itself.”

Pierce argues that a more decentralized power structure
would more closely match the reality of current educational
organization. Despite the fact that many professional
administrators trv to impose a hierarchical, businesslike
structure on education, it remains, says Pierce, a “loosely
structured” entity, with “little control exercised between
levels of the organization.” In contrast to a tightly linked
organization—with relatively easy control of employees at
each level—the subunits of education remain “surprisingly
autonomous.” Each subunit, Pierce continues, “chooses
whether to comply with the regulations and rules estab-
lished at the level above.”

But even though “school districts and school-level
personnel remain remarkably immune from centralized
control,” they continue to be “increasingly frustrated by
the paperwork and effort required to meet the formalistic
requirements of higher level administrators.” Given this
reality, concludes Pierce, it may be that the only practical
way to administer schools is through a decentralized school-
based management approach. R

For both Cross and Pierce, the autonomous school idea
and the concept of greater diversity and choice in education
are closely related. Cross argues that “’the increasing accep-
tance of pluralism in American education,” coupled with
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the failure of “externally engineered” soltitions to educa-
tional problems, have caused the rise of the autonomous
school concept. ““The provision of alternatives,” he'states,
“is the antithesis of the monolithic, districtwide program.”
Pierce advocates the coupling of school-based manage-
ment, which gives parents and students a larger “voice” in
education, with districtwide open enrollment plans, which
would provide greater “choice.” As autonomous schools
gained more freedom from centrally mandated philoso-
. phies, they would tend to diverge in their approaches to
education. If open enrollment plans were instituted, the
consumers of education would then have the long-awaited
ideals of diversity and choice within the public system.

Balancing Autonomy and Control

What is needed, it seems, is not the ',abolition of the
central office but rather a new balance between the auton-
omy of the local school and the control imposed by the
school board. No one claims that centralized imanagement
is inherently evil, for it does have many virtues. Rather,
some educators believe that it has been applied to excess in
the past fifty vears and now holds a stranglehold on the
freedom of children, teachers, and principals. Several edu-
cators have sought to outline a new balance of power in
school governance. Thev emphasize, states Decker, that
“an effective management svstem may be centralized in
some aspects and decentralized in others.” ‘

Beaubier and Thaver, for example, have the following
view:

As contrary as it may seem, it is absolutely essential
to centralize some aspects of a district’s operations
for successful decentralization of the operating unit.
The most important aspect is to centralize the major
goals, objectives, criteria and criterion measures
used to assess’the outcome. This also necessitates
. strong infofmation system that can keep board
and central office staff adequately informed to
complete their responsibilities. Only with a strong
information, reporting and assessment system can
a large school district successfully plah, implement
and maintain a decentralized systemof responsibility
and accountability.




Rex Fortune, an officer in the California State Department
of Eduvcation (quoted in Decker), has this to say about the
coexistence of decentralization and centralization in a
school district: -

———There ‘can be centralized “services, such as data

processing, accounting, evaluation, transportation,
districtwide needs assessment, and district-level
budgeting. At the same tiine there can be decentralized
school-level program plahning; program develop- .
ment; locally determined staffing patterns; organiza-
tion of the school site; and; to some extent, school-
level budgeting svithin the parameters of the overall
district budget.
In fact, says Fortune, there already are some facets of
decentralized management in the California junior and
senior high schools that receive state or federal funds for

‘categorical programs. This will be discussed more fully in
the next chapter.

The real question, according to another California state
department officer, Samuel Barrett (also quoted by Decker),
is not one of centralization versus dccentralization, but
rather one of “’the proper balance of the two. How can the
output of the organization be maximized in an efficient
manner by a proper balance of each structure?”

- Uniformity in some things, diversity in oth. 5, states
Decker. ““Provision must be made to meet the need for both
uniformity throughout the district and diversity at the
school site.” Attendance accounting, ordering of supplies,

~and the fair treatment of staff and students should be
uniform, while curricula, class sizes, and decision-making
techniques should be diverse. g

The next chapter examines the ways in which numerous

districts have struck a new balance between autonomy and
control through school-based management.
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Examples of Impleméntation
. ToDate

The basics of school-based management were apparently
. first outlined by the staff of the New York State Fleischmann
Commission in 1971, according to Pierce. This commission
later published a report on the quality, cost, and financing
of education in New York. Florida then picked up the idea
and deveioped it further, as can be seen in the report of the
Governor’s Citizens’ Committee on Education (Improving
Edducation in Florida) published in 1973. In the late 1960s and
early 1970s, the concept took root in California where it has
been implemented in a few districts.

According to Eleanor Waddell, finance officer in the Oak
Grove (California) School District, the concept of site-based
management beganbeing advaniced by educators about ten
to twelve years ago, when school districts started hiring
administrators who had been trained in business and
industry. These administrators saw the need for better
_budgeting and management systems in education and
began implementing decentralized budgeting and zero-
based budgeting. This view is supported by a Monroe
County (Florida) School District document, which places
the origins of . school-based management in business
management theory.

School-based management has been implemented pri-
marily in Florida and California, in part because legislation
in these states encourages or requires the decentralization
of some aspects of school management. In this chapter we
will outline the development of school-based management
in these two states and look closely at several districts in
each state. .

School-based management has also sprung up in other
districts around the United States and Canada without the
provocation of state legislation. We will describe the
systems in Lansing (Michigan), Edmonton (Alberta), and
Cherry Creek School District (Colorado). An early 1970s
experiment in decentralized management in Louisville
(Kentucky) will be the next stop, followed by reports on an
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_elementary school in Eugene (Oregon) and the Salt Lake
City school system. The chapter ends with a brief
examination of New York City’s fight for decentralization.

Florida

In the early 1970s, Florida’s legislature passed a series of
acts designed to transfer decision-making authority to the
school site. This legislation was part of a broader legislative
reform of state education and school finance that took place
starting in the late 1960s. According to a National Urban
Coalition (N1JC) document (Four Case Studies of School Site
Lump Sum Budgeting), the refdrm movement was stimulated
by three major concerns: “tax issues and inter-district
revenue equalization problems”; the desire to “foster the
development of prograrit and management skills within
oval districts”; and .a desire to increase accountability
in education,

In 1971 the or appointed a citizens’ committee that
studied Florida’s edtivational svstem and recommended
changes. The committee conitluded that the focal point of
school governance should be shifted from the district to the
local school, based on the philosophy that most decisions
regarding education are best made as close to the site of
implementation as possible.

The committee recommended several of the essential
elements of school-based management, including the
transfer of decision-making power for curricula and budget
matters to the school site. More specifically, the committee
recommended “school-by-school accounting and reporting,
strengthening the role of the school principal as manager,
annual reports of school progress, school advisory councils,
and student choice of programs offered within a cluster of
schools,” according to Pierce. In contrast to most reports
submitted by citizens’ committees, the report issued by the
Governor’s Citizens” Committee on Education had a signifi-
cant impacton the state’s educational system.

__ Following up on the report’s recommendations, Florida‘s
legislature between 1971 and 1973 passed several bills that
set “guidelines for educational accountability, compre-
hensive lanning, annual progress reports, school advisory




committees, and a comprehensive information, account-
ing, and reporting system,” states the NUC document. The
legislature did not, however, “mandate specifically that
.decisionmaking; be decentralized to the school level,” as
Pierce notes, though it did significantly prune the state
education codes to facilitate local control.
Since 1971 several Florida school districts have imple-
_ mented elements of school-based management, often with
- the help of grants from the state’s Departmient of Education.
Since 1978, the state has funded districts wishing to
implement or experiment with school-based management.
In goth the 1978-1979 and 1979-1980 school years, five of the’
state’s sixty-seven county’ school districts were given
srants. In 1979-1980 those grants totaled about $250,000.
everal more districts will be given grants again in
1980-81, according to Larry Brown of the Florida
Department of Education.

Despite the attention given community involvement in
Florida’s,reform legislation, the main theme of Florida’s
school-based mahagement movement has been ““principal
power,” not community involvement, said Pierce in an
interview. According to a study by Crowell (discussed by
Caldwell), principals in Florida view parental involvement
with some iepticism. Parents have had a very minor role in
Florida and function primarily in an advisory or assistance
capacity much as the PTA does now, said Pierce.

The implementation of school-based management in
Florida has beén uneven, despite the legislative mandates
and the state\ funding. The Monroe County School ™
District—reviewed below along with the Alachua and
Broward County\systems—remains one of the few shining
examples of schdol-based management in the United
States, while most of the rest of the, state’s school districts
still move slowly toward decentralized decision-making,.

Even though the implementation of school-based
management has had only scattered success in Florida, the
. state is probably the furthest along of any in implementing
the system. “School site management is most often talked
about in those states that have either large, diverse school
districts or a highly centralized state school system,” said
Pierce in an interview. In Florida, the sixty-seven school
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districts are county based. Thus, within one county there
can bea wide range of commuiiities that have very different
educational needs. The weaknesses of centralization come
to the fore in systems, such as Florida’s, where the diversity
within one district can be great. ) :
School-based management began in Florida—as it has
elsewhere—not as a grassroots movement, but as a reform
movement promoted by legislative policy-makers, said
Pierce. Where it has been successful or partially successful
—as in Monroe and Alachua.counties—it has been so be-
cause of a superintendent who strongly-believed in the
concept. It seems; as is often the case, that it takes a great
deal of energy and persuasion to break down people’s con-
ceptions of what can or should be. S
School-based management may one day becdme the
norm in Florida, but it will probably be Some timé before it
15. For one thing, Larry Brown told the writer, it simply
takes a long time for real chaage to come about. For hnother,
some people are offended by mandates, such as thé Floricda
mandates requiring the implementation of some elements
of school-based management. And finally, there just aren't
enough funds to provide for the extensive retraining and
restructuring needed to switch to a school-based manage-
ment system. . . \\

Monroe County ° ) \\
Between 1971 and 1976, the Monroe County School

District (1980-81 enrollment about 8,000) moved from a

centralized to a school-based management system. The
change was stimrlated both by the state’s reform legislation
. and by the unique geography of the county. Monroe

County—composed of a long chain of islands (the Florida

Keysj—stretches over one hundred. miles from tne Florida
mainland out into the Gulf of Méxica. The islands are
" connected by bridges and causeways, and the school
centers are clustered in three geographic areas about fifty
miles apart.

Armando Henriquez has been the superintendent of
Monroe County School District since January 1969. He has
been a major factor in the successful implementation of
school-based management in that district.
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Soon after coming to Monroe, Henriquez—whose train-
ing was in centralized management—tried to improve

"educatim in the district by traditional means: inservice

teacher training, ‘adding curriculum coordinators, and so

forth. The central office staff grew, but after three years no
significant improvement could be seen. ' :
_ Henriquez started to ask consultants about the district's
problems and began to look at the research literature on
school management. Together with the central office staff
and the principals, he began to look for ways to reorganize
the district. When the group ran across the concept of
school-based management, said Henriquez in a telephene
interview, “there was kind of an enlightenment that took
. place among all of us, and we thought this might be the
.~ direction to go.” The principals, Henriquez noted, did not
have to have decentralized decision-making imposed on
them by the district, because they were involved in the
decision from the very start. ’

Starting in the 1972-73 school year, the district shifted its
training emphasis from central office personnel to building
personnel and_ elevated principals- from middle
management to top management, with commensurate in-
creases in both salary and responsibility. Prior to the
change, the principals were “just carrying out edicts and
directives from the central office,” said Henriquez, “aiid
there was nc chance for the principals to really become
managers or exercise any ingenuity or créativity.”

School-based managemerit concepts, including shared
decision-making with teachers, were phased in slowly over
a five-year period, so that teachers, principals, and central
office administrators could adjust to the new power
structure. During the first year, principals spent more than
,  eighty days outside of their buildings undergoing extensive

training in team management and decision-making skills.

The training was supported by a grant from the National

Institute of Education, grants from the Florida Department
. of Education, and some of the district’s own funds. Fourof .

the state’s universities collaborated in the development ac-

tivities, and an organizational development consultant was
hired to help in the training and evaluation. The district
benefited because its move toward school-based manage-

¢
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ment coincided with the state’s interest in implementing
the concept. '

During the changeover, the number of central office staff
fell frem twenty-eight to sixteen, partially because of infla- .
tion and partially because the schools were deciding what .,
services they needed. The fifteen principals actively par-
ticipated in deciding which district-level positions would be
eliminated or combined with other positions. Despite this
central office reduction, the amount of papérwork and
communication between the schools and the district office
increased. Community involvement also demandéd more
time and effort. In short, the new system generated a lot
more work. _ '

In the Monroe County svstem, funds are allocated to
schools according to both number of students and special
school needs. Each school decides how it will spend.its
funds and what its educational goals will be.

\ The schoels are run by school “teams” that usually
consist of the principal, assistant principal, guidance
counselor, department heads, and other inhduse personnel.
-According to Henriquez, 99.9 percent of the decisions
reached by-the team are based on consensus. If the principal
decides to make the decision himself or herself, the other
team members must be informed beforehand that they are
only offering advice. The same decision-making process is
used by district management teams. headed by the
superintendent. Lo

Besides a school team, each school has an advisory
committee composed of parents, teachers, students (at the
secondary level), and nonparent citizens. The authority of
the fifteen-to-twenty-five member committees depends on
the relationship between the professional staff and the

| community, according to Henriquez. In some schools, the

| . committees are heavily involved in decision-making with

' the school team, while in other schools the committee’s

influence is quite restricted. Although state law requires
that these committees be involved in establishing goals and
plans, their real influence is determined by the principal
and school team.

Thestate also requires each district in Florida to develop a
comprehensive educational plan. In the Monroe County
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School District, each school develops its own plan, with the
restriction that it have “at least one major objective in each
of the ten goal areas established by the district,” according
to a report issued by the district. By fall 1976, the planning

_ system had expanded into a well-developed auditing and

evaluating program, designed to assure the accuracy of data
used in evaluating the school and principal.

A computerized accounting system was developed to
help manage the district’s budget. Each schooi' receives a
monthly printout indicating the school’s expenditures and
the balances in each budget category. The information in
this report is compiled in several different ways to help
school-level personnel in their budget planning process.

The teachers’ union did not fullv understand school-based
management in 1its early davs, but the contract with the
union now contains a clause stating that “they agree with
and recognize school-based management as the form of
management within our district,” said Henriquez. The dis-
trict negotiates salaries, hours and conditions, fringe
benefits, grievance procedures, and other related matters
with the union. But “’the district itself does not hire teachers
or other school staff,” said Henriquez. “That is strictly the
principal’s prerogative.” .

Each spring the district agrees to employ fifteen or twenty
new teachers. Each of the teachers in this pool, however,
has already been interviewed and approved by at least three
of the district’s principals. When vacancies occur in the
summer, the principals hire from this pool.

The union, stated Henriquez, is reacting very favorably to
the system. Teachers have the highest starting salary in the
state, have a favorable student-teacher ratio, and can buy
their own materials and supplies. Henriquez believes that
over 99 percent of the teachers would say they prefer his
district to any other, mainly because they have a sense of
“ownership” in the decisions made at the school. “That’s
what school-based management is really all about,” said
Henriquez, “It's giving people an opportunity to have an
input.” The trade-off for thatinput, however, is that it takes
a lot of extra time and effort to make the participatory
process work. :

Henriquez feels that one of his important duties is selec-
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ting the nbht principals. When apnncnpalnsneeded central
office administrators screen and interview applicants and
present three qualified applicants to Henriquez, who makes
the final decision. Henriquez says he wants principals to
have an allegiance to him and the school board, rather than
to the parents, because if the principal is not functioning
properly, he wants to have the authority to remove that
principai without creatmg an uproar in the community.
When the community is involved in selecting the principal,
there might be more compatibility between the principal
and the community, but, says Henriquez, “we just haven’t

- felt comfortable enough to go that way yet.”

Henriquez believes the role of the school board has
changed very little. The board still has the legal responsi-
bility for assuring quality education in the district, and it is
still responsible for setting the broad policy objectives

" within which the district will operate. Its main functions

remain ‘‘ratifying recommendations or actions that have
been delegated to other people” and serving as a decision-
making body of last resort. Apparently, the community is
quite pleased with the system: in the last election, two
board members and dennquez (an elected superintendent)
ran unopposed !

Alachua County “

The Alachua County School District (1975-76 enrollment,
about 22,000) in north central Florida started moving toward
school-based management in 1972, when James Longstreth
became superintendent in the district. According to a
National Urban Coalition (NUC) document, Longstreth

“strongly believed that principals and schools should
become the keys to management of the district.”

During the 1973-74 school year, the superintendent and
principals developed and refined a management model for ~
school-based budgeting. According to the NUC document,
Longstreth emphasized these points: that as long as
principals “were receiving management salaries, their

management-budget authority should match their program
responsibilities”; and that as' managers, principals should
become a part of a district management team. By 1974-75,
the district was operating under school-based management.
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In the summer of 1974, school staffs_ in.cooperation with.
their citizen advisory councils prepared a budget for the
coming vear. The district then “made adjustments or-cor-
rections for inflation, pupil-teacher ratio or accreditation
minimums,” according to the NUC document, and finally
the state reviewed the budget and made its allocations in
October or November. .

The central office staff made the “total operating budget
decisions,” and the comptroller’s office monitored and
audited the spending of the individual schools. A key func-
tign of the comptroller’s office was to offer technical assist-
ance to managers for making budget projections.

In accordance with a state mandate accompanying the
Florida Educational Finance Act of 1973, each school estab-
lished a citizens advisory committee. At least half of the
eleven to twenty-five members had to be parents, while the
remaining members were teachers, nonparent citizens,
students (in middle and high schools), and members of the
PTA or other school support groups. The principal was also
a member of the committee, but did not have a vote.

The NUC report states that the administrators of the
district “offered strong evidence that a great deal of time
and effort had been put into expanding opportunities for
parents to gain information” about the schools. This effort
apparently paid off, for parents .eported that information
was readilv available to them. Parents also indicated that
they wanted the school to be open to them, but wanted the
professionals to keep running the school.

The superintendent and school board no longer made
decisions about how to utilize funds at individual schools.
The superintendent viewed his mostimportant functions as

" selecting site managers, making as much money for the
district as possible, “developing standards of service for
school programs,” and “district planning and continuing
evaluation.” P .

The school board members, states the NUC report, were
“struggling to redefine their positions.” They were sup-
portive of the changes in district management, and were
trying to “stay out of administrative issues and house-
keeping.” The board was also attempting to refocus its
energies on “’seiving as a public forum for concerns about
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education, taking a s'i?ong hand in shaping policy and

- working with the superintendent in the selection of school

site and district leaders.” )

_The central office staff shifted fromn control functions to .

functions of “assistance.and advisorship to school managers
and staff.” For example, the assistant superintendent. for
personnel maintained a pool of qualified personnel for the
schools, instead of allocating personnel to the schools. The

“riumber of central office staff was halved during the re-

organization, but many of these staff members were sentout
to the school sites. .

One of the problems of implementing school-based
management, said Longstreth in a telephone interview, is
that “you really strip some authority from the central staff,
and they’re net too happy about that.” In Alachua County,
if central administrators were dissatisfied with their new
support roles, Longstreth offered them the opportunity

to take one of the new top-level management positions.

as principal. ‘ .

Principals, states the I\;U/G report, “had truly become
school site managers apd” participants in the district’s
management team in/A%chua.” They reported that they.
were more cost copstious, did more planning, and had
more flexibility to zgrk toward their schools’ goals.

Three. decision-making stvles were used by different
principals. Some were autocratic, some sought advice from
teachiers and parents, and some shared their decision-
making. In all three styles, however, “the ‘buck’ stopped

P

with the principal,” states the NUC report.

1

Principals who survived the changeover were those who

enjoved their new responsibility and authority, said Long-
streth. But about 20 to 30 percent of the principals did not

‘want to take on, or couldn’t handle, the new decision-

making role. Such principals, said Longstreth, are best
moved to non-decision-making roles. '

In Alachua County, school-based management appeared
to encourage experimentation and diversity of program
offerings. All schools designed instructional programs that
were within the guidelines set by the district. But within
those guidelines, the schools could vary their programs,
without prior approval from the central office.
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A policy of Gp‘en enrollment couldn’t be implemented
with the schooi-based management system, said Long-
streth, because the district was interested in-maintaining
desegregation, Open enrollment,” Longstreth believes,
‘would have led to increased segregation .-

ey .

.James LongStreth left the district in 1977 and is now
proféssor of edtication at the  University of Eloride in7 |
Gainesville, The new superintendentis nota strong backer
of decenfralization, and the district has drifted back toward
a more centralized structure. R

b

{Broward County )

In 1973, the superintendent and some members of the
central office staff of the; Broward County-School District

_(1975-76 enrollment 137,416) were looking for ways to

_decentralize ‘management authority. 'When the Florida

Educational Fihance Program was passed in 1973, the

, district “plunged headlong” into school-based manage-

/" ment, according to‘an NUC report. The NUC's 1977 study
of the district found “major departures from traditional
management and budgeting practices.”
- As in Alachua County, budgets were prepared by the
school staff and submitted to the district for approval. In

Broward County, the funds given to schools were partially

restricted, but principals retained authority for shifting
nonrestricted funds.
_ Parents and teachers were.inyolved in school decision-
» making through a “pyramid structure of school site, area
and district advisory councils,” in which concerns were
simply.funneled up to the central office. Parent pa:ﬁci a-
tion in the schools, states the NUC report, ““changed 0!‘*.{

. where officials and principals encouraged such change.”

. Parents reported that information was readily available, but
. few of the documents reviewed by the NUC's research team
“appeared to be geared toward the layman.”

The superintendent indicated again that 'his most im-
portant decision was the selection of principals. The central
office staff had been transformed from a supervisory to a
“monitoringand technical assistance” group. Among some
administrators, the “’sense of loss of authority” was “acute,”
states the NUC report.
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Personnel officers saw their role as providing a poel of
qualified staff for the school sites, and they also assisted in
creating inservice programs for the individual schools.
Curriculum officers designed “standards of services” and

;" helped school sites meet curricular resource needs. Vel g
" Changes in the principals’ budgeting roles were “often )
quite dramatic.”” One high school principal, for example,
became responsible for budgeting $2,600,000 one year, as
opposed to $60,000 the year before. Some principals were
guite satisfied with their new roles, while others were
issatisfied.

Teachers in the district indicated that their roles had not

" changed, except in schools in which principals used shared-
decision-making methods. Teachers felt that their contracts
should contain stricter language on class size and teaching
time, to prevent principals from taking advantage of them.
The teachers also thought their contract might eventually
have to include provisions to assure teacher participation in
school decision-making.

The implementation of school-based management
differed significantly between Alachua and Broward
counties. There were differences in “program emphasis,
the nature and extent of teacher and citizen input,” and
“qualitative differences in the perceptions of key players,”
states the NUC report. School-based management was not
as successful in Broward County and “faced opposition
from a number of quarters,” perhaps because of the
“plunge-in" method of impleinenting the change. Accord-
ing to Pierce, who visited the district in 1978 to evaluate the
success of school-based management for the state, the dis-

. trict had reverted back to a more centralized system in

response to a budgetary crisis.
{

California

A 1977 publication of the California Department of
Education (see Decker) lists sixty-one California school
districts that have “implemented, to some degree, one or
more concepts of a decentralized management plan.” In
thirteen of these districts, the principals “’have moderate to

“substantial latitude in decision-making.”

.d‘}’
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As ,in Florida, the move toward decenfralization in
.Califo/rgia‘ was stimulated in part by state legislation. The
Ear}¥ Childhood Education—Act directed state funds to
individual schools that used the money to improve educa-
tion in the first three grades. The act also had “well defined
requisites for.parent involvement in the planning, imple-
mentation and evaluation of related school programs,”
states a National Urban Coalition document.

Schools that receive categorical funds from state and
federal programs use some elements of decentralized
management in administering these programs. Specifically,
says Fortune (quoted by Decker), “there is school-level )
planning; school-level program development; school-level )
involvement of community, parents, and teachers in the |
planning; schooi-level program implementation and assess-
ment; and school-level budgeting within the overall budget
provided by the district and the state.”

California’s most recent school firance reform legislation
(AB 65), which incorporated the Early Childhood Education
Act, requires that each school in the California School
Improvement Program have a school site council. The
councils are to be composed of the principal, teachers, other -
school personnel, parents, and students (at the secondary
level). The California State Department of Education, ina
document designed to help districts and schools establish -
councils, outlines these council responsibilities: “develop-
ing a schoolimprovement plan, continuously reviewing the
implementation of the plan, assessing the effectiveness of
the school program, reviewing and updating the school’
improvement plan, and establishing the annual school
improvement budget.”

Encouragement for California’s move toward school-
based management was also provided by a loose-knit con-
sortium of twenty-five superintendents, according to James
Guthrie. who was interviewed by telephone. In the late -
1960s and early 1970s, the superintendents—most of whom -
were from Southern California—started to meet informally
to v urk on the idea of school-by-school budgeting with the
hope that it could improve the delivery of educational
services and increase accountability. According to an NUC
document, decentralization was also seen by some Cali-

v

28 3 5 /s

— g U



WV

:

-

: '-;%;// S .

“fornia educators as a remedy for the decreased flexibility in
education’brought on by collective bargaining agreements
with teachers. Finally, Governor Jerry Brown and several
members of the California State Board of Education were
interested in decentralized school management as a means
of reforming education, according to Decker.

As in Florida;, the implementation of school-based
management has been slow in California. According to
Guthrie, school site management is “not going at all” in
California, or at the very best is “not expanding.’’ ‘Some
districts that started the system, such as Newport-iviesa,
have gone back to centralized systems. In a few scattered
districts, though, school-based management has been a
success. Four of these successful districts—Fairfield-Suisun
Unified, Irvine Unified, Oak Grove, and Mt. Diablo
Unified—uvill be reviewed below.

Superintendent Stan Corey of Irvine Unified was asked
in a telephone interview why school-based management
was having such limited success in California. His response
was that many districts had not allowed commitment and
trust to develop between central administrators and school
staffs. Manyd}dets*had given responsibility to the school

—site but-thenpulled it back in. "It takes a high risk person-

ality and trust to maW&mg@ment work,”
-.said Coréy. “You must-altow people to develop commit-

ment to the System. For that, the people need to know that
their decisions make a difference, and the , need to have real
power to implement those decisions.”’

“Eleanor Waddell, the finance officer in the Oak Grove
School District, believes the main problem in California is
the state’s restrictive education code. Also, with California’s
financial problems at present, many schoot districts are so
busy just keeping their heads above water that they don't
have the time or the desire for the questions and challenges
that school-based management brings.

Fairfield-Suisun Unified

“The Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District (1980-81
enroliment about 13,000) began its move toward a decen-
“tralized management system in March 1973, after a “careful

~ assessment of its needs,” according to Wells and Carr,
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Frincipal.s in the district. The district’s objectives included
inding the best management system for the district, de-
veloping school-based budgeting, providing for com-

. munity and staff input to the budgetary process, and

“improving the community’s knowledge of the school dis-
trict by establishing a district informational system.”

Prior to the change to decentralized budgeting, say Wells
and Carr, principals had two budgetary functions: they
maintained records for a small amount of restricted money
given them by the district, and they “learned and used
persuasive techniques in obtaining additional ‘special
money’ that a district administrator controlled to use for a
local school project.”

The district revamped its management system so that site
administrators had more control over their budgets. This
new control, state Wells and Carr, gave the principals “the
substance to change priorities that affect the quality of
education at the school site.”

The schools are funded on an enrollment basis, but the
schools design their own budgets, according to Ernest
Moretti, assistant superintendent for instruction. “We
encourage the involvement of staff and parents in the
decision-making process,” said, Moretti in a telephone
interview, but “the degree of involvement in the schools is
really up to the principal.” The central office doesn’t advo-
cate any one method of involvement, so there are all varie-
ties and extents of involvement. When teachers are more
involved in decision-making, though, they become much
more aware of what different programs cost, Moretti noted.

Moretti has found some changes in his role as assistant
superintendent of instruction. Instead of telling a principal
what to do, he has to convipce the principal to change..He
also finds that he has to examine particular problems at
school sites in more depth, so he can offer the principal
sound advice and convince the principal when a change is
needed. ”Ifwe’re going to hold the principal responsible for
the instructional program,” said Moretti, “’he ot she has to
have that expertise from the central office available.”

In the personnel area, the central office maintains a pool
of qualified applicants, Principals make the final personnel
selection, with the restriction that intradistrict transfers
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must be placed first. The principal is required to put together
a panel of teachers and community members to helpin the
selection process. However, the principal has the final

. hiring authority.

The district has established the departments of mainten-
ance, data processing, printing, food services, transporta-
tion, and personnel as independent budgeting units.
Schools buy the services out of their budgets. Large main-
tenance expenditures and other emergency expenses,
however, come out of the district’s undistributed reserve.
Schools can carry over any budget surpluses they have,
said Moretti. Since schools have control over their budget,
building pefsonniel have’learned to be very ingenious in
using and saving funds, particularly on utilities.

The district has a comprehensive monitoring system to
provide information on needed changes. The feedback
system includes staff and community surveys, a student
sentiment index survey, C.T.B.S. Standardized Testing,
required state testing, and quality rating of exterior and
interior of all school district buildings. ,

Moretti reports that as a result of the decentralization,
there’s a lot more communication between the central office
and the school sites. “There isn’t one central place that has
all the answers,”’ said Moretti, so the principals and central
staff have to talk a lot more.

Principals have responded favorably to the new system
and like their new autonomy. Even though the central staff
sometimes thinks it might be easier the old way, said
Moretti, I don't believe’there’s an administrator out there
who would like to go back to the centralized system.”

Irvine Unified

The Irvine Unified School District (1980-81 enrollment
about 15,000) was created by election in 1972. It consisted at
that tine of six elementary schools and ore high school,
with a total enrollment of about 6,000. Today, there gre
twenty-five schools in the district, and the district’s
enrollment js continuing to grow at a rate of 10 percent per

. year. .

“From the district’s inception,” states an NUC document,
“the superintendent and school board had agreed that the

35 31



school site was to be the basic unit of management.”
According to Superintendent Stan Corey, the district
— wanted a management model that would take them through
the period of turbulent growth that lay ahead. After eight
vears, said Corey in a telephone interview, school-based
management is working “'very well.”
- The school site is given a good deal ofautonomy atIrvine,
a finding confirmed by the NUC study group, which found
“patterns of management and budgeting that were sub-
stantially different from centralized school systems.” The
principal is responsible for geal setting, needs assessment,
reporting educational results to the community, budgeting,
program planning, and staff selection, development, and
. evaluation. But the principal must fully involve the staff in
all important decisions or he or she gets in trouble witb the
central office. “That's the trade-off,” said Corey. “He can
have lots of autonomy as long as he shows me it's participa-
tive. If he can’t handle that, then we have to get a new
principal.”

At Irvine, resources are allocated to the school sites
according to a staffing formula that is, in turn, based on the
average daily attendance at the school. This method is used
to get the resources to the schools in an equitable manner.

.. Once the moneyis at the school site, said Corey, “the
principal can move money around, as long as he can show
that the decisions wete made participatively and the bottom
line isblack.” .
The staff must also be involved in personnel selection. The
—————entratofficemaintains a pool of qualified applicants, and the
principal, with- staff input, makes the final choice. The
school’s staff can hire paraprofessionals instead of p 0~
fessionals if they so desire, of they cl‘mliminate a’position
and buy books, as long 45 they stay within state laws.
School sites also have substantial latitude over curriculum
matters, resulting in a variety of educational approaches.
“One of our maxims is that diversity is good,” said Corey,
s0 ““we try to offer people significant choices between the
kinds of schools they send their kids to.” To further en-
hance educational choice, the district maintains a policy of
open enrollment.
.. The central office conducts districtwide curriculum

ERIC » 39

.




e -

>

development projects with heavy staff involvement. For
. example, a basic skills achievement sequence has been

developed, with checkpoints and records on how students

are doing. Thus, said Corey, ““there are districtwide strands

or : sreads of curriculum that define what is to be accom-
- lished. But how a subject is taught is a site-level decision.”
: ceptions are the few programs—such as hea!ih education
—that are mandated by the board. :

Each school in the district participating in the California
School Improvement Program has a site council, while all
other schools have a school advisory forum. The principal,
sald Corey, is heavily accountable to these community-
involvement badies, but the principal retains final decision-

aking authority. The extent of community involvement
varies with the principal and with the community the
§chool s in. '

According to the NUC document, “teachers, parents and
site_ administrators were central participants in planning,
design, staff selection and program development for each
new facility” in the district’s first three years. “Moreover,
each group playved continuing roles in shaping the overall
o development of district programs and policies.” After

about 1975, though, teachers and parents began to concen-
trate more on their own schools.

To date, said Corev, the teacher association’s response
has been very good. “So far, we’ve avoided the separation
into ‘we’ and ‘they.’ They can’t separate themselves from
management because they were co-mingled in decision-
making tasks.”’

According to Corey, participative management has paid
offiri commitment from the district’s staff: "We have aiot of
people out there who not only view themselves as workers
in the vineyard but as decision-makers as well. To the
degree that their decision-making is real, then, their com-

. mitmentisreal.”

Oak Grove

The Qak Grove School District (1980-81 enrollment

‘ 13,6/6) started a gradual, five-yvear implementation of
decentralized management starting in 1972. The district,

", now consisting of twenty-two schools, was facing a period
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of rapid growth, and decentralized management was seen
as the best way to run the district during this time. Also,
according to Eleanor Waddell, the finance officer of the
district, involving the public in an advisory capacity in

. -

schoql decision-making was seen as a means of generating* '

increased public support for the programs and finances of
the district. .

Currently, the decentralized system is going well, said
Waddell in a telephone interview, although due to the
restrictions put on California education by Proposition 13,
the district ha$ not decentralized to the extent that it had
initially hoped to. Budgeting and curricula developmentare
decentralized, but staffing is not. Because of tight finances,
the schools are operating at the maximum-allowed student-

teacher ratios, which takes away any staffing flexibility the™

schools might have had. The principal is involved in per-
sonnel interviews and decides who will work in his or her
school, but within the restrictions placed by intradistrict
transfer policies: .

The schools are given their budget allotment—Iless
personnel—and they can spend it any way they see fit.
Purchasing decisions are generated by the individual
schools, and requisitions are forwarded to the central office,
which administers the purchasing process. Besides being
cheaper, this system allows the central office to monitoran
individual school’s budgeting. Some educatioral programs
in the district are also budgeted in a decentralized manner,
even, though the programs may be used at several of the
individual sites.

The decentralized system has generated much diversity
in curriculum offerings. Some schools have back-to-basics
programs in addition to their regular programs. Other
schools have programs utilizing team teaching. According

to. Waddell, “as long as schools are teaching within the

outlines of the district curriculum, they may use whatever
supplemental materials they see fit.”” Supplemental ma-
terials, however, must first be reviewed by a district team.
There is no open enrollment plan per se, said Waddell,
because the individual schools have been flexible enough to
satisfy their clientele. Parents who transfer their children
from one schootto another through the district’s intraschool
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program generally do so for reasons other than curriculum.
The leadership styles of the principals vary substantially

from school to school. Some are “dictatorial’”in style, while

others work closely with staff and parents. Unlike Irvine’s

- ‘&ncipals, the principals in Oak Grove are not required by

district to involve parents and staff in day-to-day
delision-making, though all schools in the district involve
parents to some extent.
© Each school has a site council or other group for parent
and teacher involvement in decision-making. Even in
schools where the principal is more authoritative, the site
councils have significant infiuence, said Waddell. Each local
council has a representative on a districtwide advisory
committee. If a problem arises at a school, the commit*ee
goes back and works with the principal. In the great majority
of instances, said Waddell, the principal makes the decision
in concurrence with the staff and parents.

The teachers’ union, said Waddell, is “pretty Well satis-
fied” with the system, mainly because the potential areas of
conflict with the union don't significantly overlap with the
concerns of school-based management.

. s °
Mt. Diablo Unified ,
The Mt. Diablo Unified School District east of San
Francisco (1980-81 enrollment about 35,000) began imple-
menting school-based management when James Slezak
became superintendent there in 1976. Slezak had previously
implemented -an “individualized school management
system” in the Escondido (California) School District,
where he was superintendent from 1969 to 1976.
Escondido had been a rapidly growing district of 10,000
students. Mt. Diablo, however, was experiencing a rapid
enrollment decline (1976 enrollment: 50,000). Despite these
differences in size and enrollment trend, Slezak felt that
school-based management couid also be successfully im-
plemented at Mt. Diablo. -
~ In 1977, Mt. Diablo Unified received a federal Title IV-C
project grant to implement a school-based management
system. Title [V-C grants are given for innovative develop-
ment projects and are administered by the state. Over the
next three years, the district received a considerable amount
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of additional Title IV-C support to develop a “’detailed and

sophisticated school-based decision-making system,” said
Slezak in a telephone interview.

In 1980, the state chose Mt. Diablo as “the number one
rated project in the state” and gave the district additional
funds to disseminate the results of their school-based

.management system throughout the state as “an exemplary

Title IV-C project.” Materials detailing Mt. Diablo’s school-
based management system can be obtained on request from
the district. .

To implement school-based management at Mt. Diablo,
Slezak, repeating what he had done at Escondido, asked
principals to volunteer their Schools for the new system.
The first vear five schools volunicered, the next year four-
teen, the next vear thirty-one, and in the fourth vear forty-
four of the district’s fiftv-eight schools had joined the new
management system. By using this gradual implementation
process, resistance to the new system was minimized, while
those pringipals who were uncomfortable with the system
or incompetent remained in the nonparticipating group.

In September 1980, Slezak left Mt. Diablo to becore the
executive director of the Association of California School
Administrators. If he had staved, he said in a telephone
interview, he would have required the remaining schools to
join the svstem. Such a mandate would torce the resistant or
incompetent principals to either quit orjoin the new system.

In Mt. Diablo’s system, principals have "as much
freedom to chose teachers as is left after teacher contract
negotiations,” Slezak told the writer. The central office
screens applicants and directs them to the schools, where
the principal in consultation with teachers and parents
decides whom to hire. The principal retains the final say on
whois to be hired, however.

Individual schools also have a great deal of freedom
to choose their own curricula. State mandates and
rerieral school board policies (for example, a requirement
%or four years of English) are the only restrictions. The
selection of teaching methods and materials is left to the
individual teacher, though the principal has to approve the
choices made.

Each school is given a lump sum that can be spent inany
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manner, as long as the school stavs in the black and state
laws and teacher contract provisions are not violated. Ele-
mentary principals work ‘out their budget decisions with
teachers, while secondary principals work with department
heads. Teachers, said Slezak, have a “great deal” of influence
on budget matters. Parents, however, have little, though
they have significant influence in curriculum matters.

Parent, teacher,’and student (at the secohdary level) in-
volvement is obtained through site councils. Every school
has a site council, whether or not the school receives funds
from the School Improvement Program. Principals are re-
quired, not just encouraged, to involve teachers and
parents in school decision-making,.

The district personnel most difficult to convince about the
value of the new system were the central office adminis-
trators, said Slezak. They were, in fact, losing power,

because their function was changing from that of “control””.

to that of “service.” Some of the central office adminis-
trators ended up quitting,.

The implementation of a decentralized managemeat
system is sometimes accompanied by confusion and lack of
coordination among decision-makers. According to Slesak,
this problem was avoided at Mt.Diablo through the devel-
opmient of comprehensive “decision analysis charts” that
clearly specify “who has-the power to make decisions in
several hundred situations.” The ““territorial rights” of the
superintenderit, board, district office, principals, and
teachers are all clearly spelled out in these charts. The
district, said Slezak, “was able to implement a shared
decision-making svstem even though it was considered to
be extremely large™ for such a system.

The sucgess of school-based management, said Slezak,
requires that both the central office administrators and the
school board “have faith and trust in the school-site staff,
and a tolerance and enthusiasm for diversity of school pro-
grams.” They must also understand and have tolerance for
the “ditfering leadership stvles of principals, the varied
teaching methods of teathers, and the peculiar needs of
students.” Especially critical to the success of school-based
management, Slezak believes, is a commitment to the
svstem by the superintendent. .

O
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iansing, Michigan

In the Lansing, Michigan, schools, the essential elements
of school-based management have been in effect since 1971,
and the svstem is operating smoothly now. The individual
schools have considerable autonomy, according to Super-
intendent Matthew Prophgt.

Each school has a twelve-to-thirty-five member citizen
involvement committee, consisting of parents, teachers,
students (at the secondary level), and building administra-
tors, including the principal. Decisions are arrived at through °
a “modified” consensus model. Prophet explained in a tele-
phone interview: “The principal is encouraged and, in fact,
is obligated to involve citizens and staff in all of the critical
decisions made at the building, but the pnncipal retains 51
percent of the stock. In other words. the ultimate decision is
made by the principal.”” However, when a principal is found
to be habitually or continually exercising his or her 51
percent, the district intervenes and counsels that principal.

To help this consensus model work, the district has de-__

veloped a manual on consensus-based decision-making,
w hich gives several examples of how a group might apply
the consensus model in attempting to reach decisions. The
consensus method is successful 90 percent of the time,
Prophet stated, but in about 10 percent of the decisions,
there is nonacceptance by community or staff members,
who teel that the principal is being too dictatorial.

Even with these probiems, Prophet contends, the advan-
tages of a school-based system far outweigh the advantages
of a centralized system, which has proved itself time and
again to be unresponsive to individual needs. Parents,
teachers, and studenis have all expressed their satisfaction
with the decentralized system.

The results of a 1973 study of the district by Throop
“showed a centralization of some administrative tunctions
but generally most decisions are forced to the lowest possible
lev el through the philosophy of building autonomy.” The
overriding philosophy of the autonomy movement in
Lansing, continues Throop, is that “decisipns affecting the
activities, organization, and curriculum of a school com-
munity (the staff and parents of that school) may not be
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made at the central office.” As Prophet put it, the function
of the central office is to “facilitate, not dictate.” .
The diversity of program offerings has increased greatly
since school-based management was implemented. Given
the diversity of the community, said Prophet, “no single

program is needed by all buildings, so each building has to
“adapt its {progmm to what it perceives its needs to be.” The
f

central office staft believe they cannot determine what each
building nz ds relative to other buildings, and they do not
tell the schools how to teach math or how to teach reading.
“We make available to the schools, however, the oppor-
tunity to select from some forty to forty-five different cur-
riculum management systems,” said Prophet.

“But while the buildings have that kind of latitude,”
Prophet continued, “that doesn’t mean'they have the lati-
tude to determine what the final products are.” The central
office, in other words, maintains educational standards that
the schools must meet, and the central staff, measures
annually to determine the effectiveness of each school’s -
program. If a school is notliving up to district expectations,
the central office intervenes.

The central office maintains a pool of qualified applicants
for district jobs, but the principals make the decisions about
who thev want to work in their schools. Each building must
hire staff according to a staffing formula. Through mutual
agreement with the school’s staff, however, the principal
can, for example, exchange a professional for two or three
paraprofessionals. )

Busing is still centralized in Lansing, as is payro]l. The
schools determine their own budgets, but purchases are
made through the central office, except for certain items.
under 5100.

Over the years, the principal population has shifted, as
those principals who have been incompatible with
Lansing’s system have left. The principals, said Prophet!
“must have the ability and the inclination to be humanistic
and humanitarian in their whole management approach. It
takes a very strong and sincere person to exercise this
management model. A weaker pérson can always fall back
on the authoritarian model.”
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Edmonfon, Alberta

The Edmonton Public School District (1980-81 enrollment
65,000) decided to implement school-based budgeting in all
of its 160 schools in December 1979, after a three-year pilot
project in seven volunteer schools in the district. The
implementation of school-based budgeting was one part of
a major district reotganization. Other changes, according to
Caldwell, included:

the appmntmqht of six associate superintendents,
each responsible for the administration of 25-30
schools in two areas of the city; a redefinition of the
roles of central office supervisors and consultants; the
adoption .of Zero-base budgeting for the centralized
component of the school districf budget; and a broadly
based program of monitoring activities in the system,
with annual surveys of parents, principals, teachers

and students. ;

As in other districts that have decentralized their
management, the superintendent in Edmonton, \«1th¢‘10|
Strembitsky, provided a good part of the initiative 'for
moving the district to school-based budgeting.

Inthe Edmonton system, the school site is responsible for
budgeting for certificated and support staff, supplies,
equnpment, and services. The parts of the budget that
remain centralized include building maintenance and
renovation, substitute teachers to cover long-term iliness,
and utilities.

Allocations to the school sites are determined by a method
that “is one of the most elaborate of any system with school-
based budgeting,” states Caldwell. Allocations vary accord-
ing to such factors as special education needs of students,
type of program, size of school (schools with fewer than 100
students receive more funding), rate of student transience,
and enrollment in such programs as home economics, in-
dustrial arts, and extended French programs.

Despite initial fears to the contrary, the principal’s role

has become "“more that of instructional planner than book-
keeper or business manager,” states Caldwell. The suc-
cessful change to instructional planner, Caldwell notes, is
dependent on the provision of support services from the
central office.
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It is too soon, states Caldwell, to assess the impact of

decentralized budgeting in Edmonton. However, "experi-
ence in the three-vear pilot and in other jurisdictions sug-
gests that it will be favorably received at all levels following
stabilization of the change.” The district is taking pains to
retrain its staff in school-based budgeting, an action that
seems imperative to the success of any major management
change. . .

Cherry Creek School District, Colorado

The Cherry Creek School District (1980-81 enroliment
about 21,000) in suburban-metropolitan Denver, has used
school-based management for as long as Principal Doug
Govwler can remember, and Gowler has been there for eight
years. In fact, the district's management system is the
reason Gowler came to Cherry Creek: it was a place where a
principal could be a true educational leader.

“It is to the point that when the district opens a new
school, the principal gets a shell and must design and
develop everything in it,” said Gowler in a telephone
interview. He estimated that he had 95 percent or more
autonomy’ over personnel and curriculum in the Sage-
brush Elementary School that he heads.

The central office staff remains very small, even though
the district has éxpanded from eleven to thirty-one schools
in the past eight years. Thus, the individual schools per-
form many of the traditional central office functions. With a
smaller central office staff, the principals can be paid well
for their extra duties.

“Our superintendent sées principals as curriculum direc-

tors, directors of special education, directors of finance, and
so on, as well as principals,” states Gowler in a Nationual
Elementary Principal article. “’Fe hires us to do all those
things, and he gives us the freedom to do them. In other
words, he lets us rise or fall on our own strengths and
abilities.”

When Sagebrush Elementary needs to hire a new teacher,
Gowler sits down with the teacher team with which the
new teacher will work, and together they work out a job
description that is then advertised. The district’s personnel
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department do¢s the initial screening, Gowler interviews
the applicants he thinks may be good for the job, then he
sends the best of these — those who could ““teach under a
tree” — to the teacher team and the team makes the final
choice. ‘ ' -

When a teacher slot opens up, the school can hire para-
professionals or a professional. The teachers’ union would
notargue with this, said Gowler, and “would challenge any
* union to challenge them.”” Both the teachers and Gowler
believe that their primary responsibility is “to design
appropriately to meet the needs of the kids, and if that
means that we buy only paraprofessionals, we can do that.”

Gowler and the school’s staff design and continually
refine most of their own instructional materials, and they
design according to the students’ needs. They do not use
any major publisher’s curricula in the building.

. Other principals in the district also have the opportunity
to run their schools the way they see fit. Gowleradm-.s he 15
disappointed with some of them because they have simply
adopted a published curriculum system, even though they
have the opportunity to design their own system “and
show what education isreally all about."” o,

Parents have been very much involved in Sagebrush
Elementary ever since it was built, even before it was built.
Community support, said Gowler, is “fantastically strong.”
Gowler works with parents through the parent-teacher
organization, and parents work closely with Gowler in
developing school policy. o

What makes the difference in Cherry 'Creek are
commitment and trust, said Gowler. The staff is extrermely
committed to their school and spend extra time to make it
work. Superintendent Richard Koeppe trusts the st ffs of
Sagebrush Elementary and the other schools in the district
to do their job. The result is a newfound sense of freedom
ﬂpr the principal, which Gowler described as “absolutely
fantastic.”

>

Louisville, Kentucky

In the early 1970, the Louisville School District operated
under a decentralized managément system that incorpo-
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rated many of the elements of school-based management.
The district, under the superintendency of Dr. Newman
Walker (now superintendent of the Palo Alto, Catifornia,
School District), was a recipient of substantial amounts of
federal aid, and was involved in fifty to sixty federal projects
in the early 1970s. . .

The move toward decentralization started in 1969.as a
’humanistic” attempt to cope with inner-city problems,
said Walker in a telephone interview. The district did a lot of
training based on Carl Rogers’ philosophy, in particalar
the ideas expressed in his book Freedom to Learn. At the
same time, the district was looking for ways to improve
managenient through management-by-objectives and in-
creased community involvement. -« -

“Neighborhood school boards” were formed at each
school to enhance community participation in educational
decision-making. The boards consisted of the school’s
principal (ex officio member), and parents, teachers, stu-
dents, and other citizens, elected for one-year terms. They
functioned as “mini-boards of educaticn” at the school site,
said Walker, and the central board delegated a substantial
amount of authority to them. Because the local boards had
no l¢ 3al status in Kentucky, the Louisville School Board had
to “rubberstamp’’ some of their aciions, according to Riley.

The principal had authority over personnel selection,
but the neighborhood school boards were often involved,

too. Some local boards even got into personnel evaluation, .

said Walker.

According to Larry Barber, a central office administrator
in the district in the early 1970s, the ptincipals were
essentiaily the “'superintendents”” of their schools. The [ocal
boards set educational standards, and the teachers inno-
vated a great deal. The central office acted as a support
agency, conducting evaluations and testing and providing
technical assistance. .

In 1975, the Louisville School District and the surround-
ing county district were ordered by a federal court to deseg-
regate their schools by busing students from one district to
another. The result of this order was the merging of the

. Louisville School District with. the county district. A legal
outcome of this merger was the dissolution of the Louisville
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central administration. Witbout,/the support of Walker,
Barber, and other leaders in the central administration, the
neighborhood school boards fell apart and the grand exper-
iment in decentralized management ended.

Willagillespie Elementary School
Eugene/ Oregon

In 1978, the National Co/ﬁncil for Citizens in Education
(NCCE) was planning to sponsor a pilot project to study
school-based management in six individual schools around
the nation. Willagillespie Elementary School was one of the
schools chosen. The principal, Mike Brott, attended a train-
ing session in school-b{?sed management, along with the
superintendent, two school board members, two teachers,
and twe parents from the school. When the NCCE's fund-
ing for the project fell through, Willagillespie decided to go
ahead on its own.

"“Basically,” said Brott in a telephone interview, “the
district has agreed '/ghat we will be a school-based manage-

f

’

ment school. We follow the same procedures as the other
schools in the district, with some exceptions.” The school is
givenits funds—gther than those for personnel—in alump
sum, and the schgol council decides how it will be budgeted.

The school council consists of seven parent members and
seven staff members. The staff members include the princi-
pal, the community school coordinator, one person from
the classified staff, and teachers from different class levels.
What makes this council different from other school coun-
cils is that each of the fourteen members is equal. The
principal does not have “veto” power. Decisions are made
on a consensus basis when possible, but when consensus
can’t be achieved, majority rule is used. e

The council decides how the budget will be distributed,
how the curriculum will be implemented within the dis-
trict'’s curriculum guidelines, and who will work in the
school, within the limitations of the teachers’ contracts. The
teachers’ association, said Brott, “‘thought we were crazy to
try i%‘but they’ve left us alone.”

Br tt is quite pleased with his new role. Sharing the
authority, he notes, means also sharing the responsibility.

N /
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“When people have a stake in a decision, then they’re
willing to see that it works. Rather than my making a
derision and getting chewed out for making a mistake, the
whole group is responsible for a wrong decision.”

Salt Lake City, Utah

In Salt Lake City, the public school district has
“recaptured’’ hundreds of students from the private schools
by using” several innovations, including school-based
management. According to Parker, each school has an im-
provement council consisting of teachers and adminis-
trators, and a community council consisting of the principal
and parents. The two groups work together to run the
school. They “establish the schedule for the school year,
make policy, set disciplinary standards, and manipulate the
school budget in whatever way they see fit,” writes Parker.
In addition, they are free to design the curriculum, which
has resulted in a wide variety of educational approaches in
the district, ranging from back-to-basics to open class-
rooms. Superintendent Donald Thomas, quoted by Parker,
states unabashedly that “school based management is the
best thing that ever happened to public education.”

New York City

New York City, Detroit, and Los Angeles have all been
attempting—with various degrees of success—to decen-
tralize their huge districts. This decentralization, however,
consists mainly of dividing one giant district into several
large districts.

Although reformers hoped it would do so, “decentraliza-
tion of the New York City school system did not bring about
greater participation of school-parent organizations in
governance activities,” according to a study by Franse.
After studying community participation in one New York
City district, Byrne concluded that “those forces which
dominated the education system under centralization con-
tinued to do so under decentralization. Between 1970 and
1977, local education remained brokered among the Demo-
cratic Party, union groups, and religious associations.”

r
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Each ygar, New York City’s thirty-two districts elect com-
munity, 5chool boards. These boards, says Morison, “are
(or should be) the focus of the continuing struggle for
decentralized community control that began in the late
sixties.” In a June 1980 article, Morison—the principal of
P.S. 84in New York City—describes some of the battles that
the local community school board has fought with the
powerful central board.

After ten years of unhappiness with “decentralization,”

-and the politics of school district control, reformers in New

York City are looking for other ways to improve education
in the classroom. One potential reform being considered is
school-based management. )
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The Transfer of Authorify '

- In.a_school-based management system, the principal

becomes the central actor. The great responsibility that the

rincipal now shoulders is—finally—matched by an 2quiva-

. len't measure of authority. With both the responsibility and

the authority, the principal is free to become the leader of
his or'her schovl.

The relationship that will be most changed by the imple-

mentation of school-based management is that between the
central office and the school site. Because the site adminis-
trator will inherit power and authority from the central
office, the roles of the central office administrators will
change nearly as much as the role of the principal. Thus,
before the principal’s new role is described in detail, the
complementary role of the central office will be outlined.
And prior to that, the school board’s role in a school-based
managementsystem will be briefly reviewed.

The School Board

In a change to school-based management, the role of the
school board would not change significantly. The board’s
primary duties would be providing general direction for the
district by establishing goals and policy statements,
keering informed about the district’s progress toward
goals, and acting as a decision-maker of last resort.

According to Paul Cunningham, a school board member
in Cambridge, Maryland, the school board would not
relinquish any of its power in a change to a decentralized
budgeting system. The board’s role would remain that of
developing broad policies for the operation of the school
district. As Cunningham notes, when the board makes the
decision to decentralize the decision-making process, it is
exercising policy development of the highest order.” Once
the decision has been made, continues Cunningham,

it is the responsibility of the superintendent to submit
aplan for board approval. The board is not relinquish-
ing any of its authority to fix the budget. In the event
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that a budget must be reduced, the superintendent is
given the directive and the amount by whicn it is to be
cut. The staff (including building principals), on the
other hand, should determine where the cuts are to
be made.

Advocates of school-based management point out that
redistributing the power in the district can work to the
advantage of the school board because, as Parker states
“the total school system becomes more accountable and
those at the top can get more results.” Parker quotes Oron
South, an organizational development consultant to
Monroe County during its change to school-based manage-
ment, as sa\'mi7 that decentralized marfagement gives
board members “a greater sense of power—not so much to
order people around, but finally to get something done.”

The superintendent would still remain responsible to the
board for administrative decisions, but the decisions that
are best made at the school site would now be made there,
instead of in the central office. ideally, said Pierce in an
interview, the function of the board would be ““to see that as
many educational decisions as possible were made by school
level personnel, at the place where the problems exist.”

A major advantage of school-based management is that it
clarifies the roles of district personnel, particularly the roles
of the central and site administrators. School-based manage-
ment can, states Longstreth, “and in many instances has,
provided the blend of roles that enables board members to
exercise leadership, while ensuring an crderly, effective
operation of the school system

Support from the school board is vital to the success of
school-based managément. As Longstreth points out, dis-
trlcts that have tried to initiate school site management

“without school board endorsement or with their grudging
acceptance of the program have not generally received con-
tinuing support” from the board.

If the new management system is to stick, the board
members—=after giving their approval for the system—
should be involved in a continuing education and training
program, to ensure their unmterrupted suppurt. Without
such a program, Longstreth continues, the board, when
faced with a crisis, may revert to its accustomed behavior

o
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and take “centralized district-wide action. Although such

action may not be appropriate for all schools within the
.- district, it will be taken to demonstrate.to the community
that the board is ‘on top’ of the edugational needs of the
system.” A retuin to centralized action is, in fact, what
happened in the Alachua County (Florida) district, after
Longstreth, a~strong advocate of school-based manage-
ment, left the superintendency there.

The board should be kept well informed about what is
going on in the district. In the early years of implementa-
tion, cautions Longstreth, “there will appear to be a loose-
ness of organization, a disunity of the school svstem.” Fora
board member, it would be tempting during such a period
to impose a traditional kind of centralized order on the
district, to bring the individual schools “"back into line.” If
kept appropnately informed, however, the board may well
realize that the individual schools are simply responding to
their clients’ needs, and that a looser rcin on their part mayv
well be'the best action they can take. . :

The C,eﬁtral Office: Facilitator

In a school-based management system, central admini-
strators shed some of their authonty and become managers
of the school system instead of its bosses. They become
support and evaluative staff for the schools instead of
directors. In short, thev “facilitate, not dictate,” as Matthew
Prophet putit.

The pnncipal and other school site personnel design the
budget, hire instructors and other school personnel, and
work out the curriculum. The central office focus on
“developing student and staff performance standards,
offering technical assistance to schools,” determining how
much funding eacn school «hould get, and “carrying out
svstemwide planning, monitoring and evaluation,” states a
National Urban Coalition (NUC) document.

In districts that have gone to school-based management,
the primary element of the central administrator’s new role
has been “program auditing,” says Longstreth, or “deter-
mining the extent to which goals and objectives are met.”
Another major element has been providing technical assist-
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ance for building-level administrators to help them in their
decision-making process. With this kind of support from
the central office, it is much less likely that the quality of
performance will deteriorate at indiv ldual schools, as some
district staff fear, g
The role of the chief business official in the district has
traditionally been a combination of three functions—
maintaining tight fiscal control over school budgets, pro-
viding technical assistance to the schools, and acting as the
comptroller, or monitor, of district expenditures. In a
school-based management svstem, tight fiscal control
becomes the responsibility of the principal, but the business
officer Continues the . other two functions. Longstreth
enumerates the budget official’s responsibilities in a school-
based management svstem as follows:
andly zing, the revenue for the budget vear under con-
sideration, assisting in the allocation of sufficient
dollars to fuel the programs at the school level, pre-
paring the overall budget (including the'individual
schoul budgets as determined by the principals and
local school participants), maintaining the administra-
tive responsibilities of the finance department, pro-
viding techmical assistance to the principals, and en-
suring that the superintendent and the school board
are continuously informed as to the current financial
condition of the district. -

William Dickey, business administrator for the Alachua
County (Florida) School District in 1977, reports that
decentralized budgeting “greatly reduces the responsibility
of the school business official and substantially modifies his
traditional role.” Under a school-based management sy 5
tem, savs Dickev,

The school business official becomes a coordinator and
controller of the budget and soon realizes, to his sur-
prise, that he has an ally in the school principal.
Whereas previously the school business official was
one of the few emplovees in the school district who
wornied about enrollment fluctuation, utility costs,
and the budget in general, he now has each principal
worrying about those things for him.

The school site determines what items it would like to
purchase and then forwards a requisition order to the pur-
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chasing officer at the central office. The purchasing officer
orders the items, pays the vendor, and charges the school’s
budget accordingly. The central office can keep an eye on
the schools’ purchases in this way and make sure that the
schools don’t overshoot their submitted budget. According
to Longstreth, "“such a process is orderly and provides
checks and balances against overspending,” while enabling
the principal and: school staff to “actually manage
the school.”

The personnel officer is still .responsible for recruiting
emplovees, collecting information about applicants, main-
taining personnel records, and providing technical assist-
ance to the school site. But the principal and other building
level personnel are responsible for selecting staff for their
school. . ?

In many districts that have implemented school-base i
managenment, the district maintains a pool of qualified
applicants from which the principal can select. In Lafising,
Michigan, where there is a strong teachers’ association,
eack. building must still hire according to a staffing formula.
However, the formula can be altered if the decision
has been made mutually between the principal and the
school’s staff.

The chief instructional officer of the district should main-
tain the traditional functions of that office—providing tech-
nical assistance and general direction to the schools, and
monitoring the school’s effectiveness—but should not dic-
tate the details of the curricuiim. The district should con-
tinue to require that studunts become competent in basic
skills, and should menitor the schools with both stan-
dardized tests and visitation. But the .individual schools
should be free to meet the district’s educational goals in
whatever way they see fit.

The superintendent should continue to be the chief
administrator of the district and should continue to be the
one person responsible to the board for administrative de-
cisions, advisgs Longstreth. In some states, in fact (such as
Florida), there is a serious legal question whether the school
board can delegate its authority below the level of the
superintendent, as Pierce noted in his interview.

Experience in district after district has shown that strong
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support tor school-based management from the superin-
tendent is absolutely-necessary tor its proper implementa-
tion. Superintendents will support the concept once they
realize that it can help them meet the responsibilities of their
office in a more effective and efficient manner; when the
entire system becomes more accountable and responsive to
client needs, say proponents ot school-based management,
the job at the top gets easier and easier.

Although the role changes are equally profound, it is
probably more difficult for central administrators to switch
to school-based management than it is for principals.
‘Central administrators are, after all, losing power in the
change, and most people are quite reluctant to give up any
power they might have.

This kind of change requires, first of all, “an under-
standing and commitment to the principles of decentralized
management, and a willingness to live with the good and
bad decisions” of others in the district, says Pierce. It also
requires the kind of central administrators who have ad-

vanced along Maslow’s hierarchy of needs to the point that
they would not hoard power to satisty their personal power
needs.

The Principal: School Leader

The renewal or remaking, of society is imaged in the
remaking, the restructuring of education, which, in’
turn, 15 epitonmized by the remaking of the principalship,
These words of John Bremer reflect the growing
consensus among educators that the leadership role of the
principal must be exhumed and revived if education—and
society—are ever to find new vitality. The importance of
the principal to quality sc hoolmz_ is attested to by legions of
educators and researchers. “One of the few uncontested
findings in educational research,” states the chief executive
officer of the NASSP (See “An Interview with Scott
Thomson”), “is that the principal makes the difference
between a mediocre and a good school.”
Both Bremer and Thomson believe that an effective prin-
cipalship demands considerable autonomy and authority
for the building administrator. Comymon sense and modern
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management theory agree, continues. Thomson that. true
educational leadershlp can only be achieved when the
principal is “freed from the blanket of directives and reports
and meetings which now suffocate performance.” Within
the limits of general objectives established by the central
office and board, the principal and school staff “should
enjoy consideratle latitude in decision making about
program, personnel, and budget.

The principal is in a strategic position in the school
system, bridging at once the gaps between the central
office, the classroom, and the community. The building site
administrator, states Houts, “is the only person within the
school structure who faces both inward toward the school
and outward toward the larger school system and the
,publlc who is the key link between school and commu-
mtv " Yet too many 5upenntendents still view principals

”’as little more than glorified clerks.”

If the principal is to become a true leader, he or she must
be given the authority and power that leadership demands—
power to back up decisions, power to alter the blend of
eaucational resources at the school site, and power enough
to match the responsibility that_the principalship now
bears. To gain this power, states Gasson, “the stranglehold
of the central oftice over most of education decision making
in each school must be removed.”

Foraschool system to be truly ac c0untable, savs Guthrie,

“it is lmpemtl\'e that there ‘be a chief executive, the

principal.” Only when the responsibility for educational

outcomes and the authority for making educatipnal deci-
sibns reside in the same unit can true accountability be
established. Presently, most important decisions are made
in the central office and passed down the line to principals
and then to teachers. But the responsibility for educational
outcomes is a hot potato, juggled from principal to teacher
to central office and never seeming.to come to rest. School-
based management seeks to fix responslbllmes where they
belong and thus dose “the gap Between the authority for
initiating and operating school programs and the responsi-
bility for their success or failure,” as Shuster states.
School-based management “strips away much of the
"buck passing’ in school management,” says Longstreth;
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“the principal 15 quul\lv recognized as the key decision-
maker in the system.” The principal as autonomous leader,
states Gasson, “will be much more effective defending and
explaining his 6w n school’s educational phllosophy than he
was rationalizing directions from the central office.”

From all accounts, it appears that school-based manage-
ment would mean more work for the principal. The building
site administrator, states a National Urban Coalition docu-
ment, “would have to attend a much larger set of managerial
tashs tied to the delivery of educational services,” including
“program  planning, development and evaluation,
personnel selection and assignment, staft developmentand
evaluation, and budget management.” In addition, the
principal would be turther burdened by the extra time and
effort required by shared decision-making processes at the
school site.

This added burden may discourage some already
overworked principals from tryving the svstem. But it
should be remembered that along with the extra burden,
the prinapalis gaining authority and autonomy to guide his
or her own school. The rewards of lcadershlp and authority
may well be sufficient compensation for the added adrmini-
strative burden

vThe success of the principal in the new role depends
largelv on the availability of support serv ices from the
central office. As Caldwell states, “Any hope of enhancing
the role of the principal as an instructional leader will surely
be confounded if adequate support systems are notin place,
in their absence, the principal may mdu:d be nomore tha na
bookkeeper or business manager.”

According to both a study by Craig (reported by Moore)
and the testimonials of cenuzal oftice administrators, the
flow of information between the central office and the
school site has increased significantly when school-based
management has been implemented. An exception to this
tendency is found in the Cherry Creek School District in
Colorado, where Principal Doug Gowler reports very little
communication between school sites and central office,
mainh because the school sites are performing most of the
traditional central office duties.

\lthnug.,h most principals will respond positively to the
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Oprortunity to become autonomgus school leaders, sorme
will not. A common figure given by school-based manage-
ment consultants is that 20 to 30 percent of principals will
not find the system satisfactory. Many in this fraction
would rather continue to be middle managers for the
district, and they may view the new management system as
a threat. i
"Thus, the selection of the principals for the district
becomes quite important. In fact, many superintendents in
districts with school-based management systems regard
principal selection as their primary and most important
responsibility. In most states, the free selection of principals
by districts is often hindered by principal tenure laws. In
Florida, the legislature eliminated principal tenure in 1974,
thus granting districts the opportunity to pick and choose
the best principals for their needs. '
Longstreth observed districts that had implemented
school-based management and concluded that principals
should be chosen by a procedure that allows faculty and

© community input. One method is to have the school board

and central office choose three or four qualified applicants
and send them to the school council for the final decision.
Another method is to have the council do the initial
screening and let the superintendent or board make the .
final decision.

Principals should be periodically evaluated by the super-
intendent or by a team of central administrators, advises
Longstreth. The evaluators should judge the principals in
the following areas: “relationships with the public,”
“relationships with the staff,” “fiscal sompetence,” and
"’program productivity.”

The dramatic change in the principal’s role necessitates
extensive retraining of principals. Without retraining, the
new management system will probably not survive its first
real challenge. Instead of working with the new system
when a crisis arises, people will tend to fall back on the
workings of the familiar centralized systen.

To further help principals adjust, Longstreth recommends
that districts develop guidebooks for principals. In districts
where guidebooks have been used, “some uniformity of
management” has been created in the district, states Longs-
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treth, while some of the “isolation problems™ that some-
times accompany autonomous schools have been avoided.

If school-based management is to work in the Iong, run,
the preparation of principals must be modified. ““Instruc-
tional, curricufar, and community leadership requires not
only a vast amount of time,” states Shuster, “but also
high-level competer.c for which prmcnpals have not been
prepared.”

Shuster recommends. several modifications to _the
present pnnural training system to broaden principals for
their new leadership role. For example, trmnmgj programs
should be expanded to cover a full two vears to “provide a
broad background in such areas .as philosophical and
psychological foundations of learning, child development,
community understanding, human relations, and leader-
ship trmnlm_, ” Students should be given, field-based
training in several schools under the supervision of both a
college instructor and a practicing principal.

Finally, states Shuster, preparation programs should
provide two types of mternship. In the first, the student
should “shadow’™ a practicing principal in all activities

" “until their roles are reversed so that the principal does the

‘shadowing’ and the student provides the leadership.” In
the second, the student should intern in a public agency
other than a school to learn “how to use an organization to
help attain goals, and how to deal with pressure groups.”




* Three Critical Control Areas

Which kinds of decisions should be decentralized to the
school site, and which should remain centralized? The
professional educators in thirty-nine California districts
with some level of decentralization were asked this question
in a 1976 survey, reported by Decker. The responses are as >
follows (parentheses indicate those groups of educators not
agreeing with *he majority):

Areas thatshould be decentralized: *

® Budgetand fiscal planning

® Accounting i

® Personnel, classified and certificated (business

“officials, personnel directors, and presidents of
professional organizations)

® Curriculum development (governing board presidents)

® Counseling and pupil personnel services .
(superintendents) ’

Public relations
® Civic center use of facilities

Areas that should remain centralized:
® Transportation (principals) .
® Plant maintenance (principals and presidents of
professional organizations
¢ Custodial services (principals and presidents of
professional organizations)
¢ Grounds maintenance (principals and presidents of
professional organizations)
® Equipment maintenance
® Purchasing (principals and presidents of
professional organizations)
® Warchousing
® Food services (presidents of professional
organizations)
® Data processing
These results, states Pierce, support “’the conclusion that
decisions related to the delivery of school programs (per-
sonnel, curriculum and budgeting) can be effectively de-
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centralized w hile those decisions which provide supportive
service (transportatlon, maintenance, warehousing, data
processing, etc.) should remain centralized.” These per-
ceptions were shared by the administrators in school-based
management districts interviewed for this report.

Pierce also notes that most of the objections to decentrali-
zation come, predictably, from central office staff, while
objections to centralization come from principals and
teachers. The implication is, says Pierce, ““that most prin-
cipals and teachers are willing to accept more responsibility
tor decision-making than central office personnel are
probably willing to give them.”

The three main areas in which principals and their staffs
would gain authority in a school-based management system
are curriculum, personnel, and budget. Each of these critical
areas is reviewed separately below.

N

Curriculum

In a school- bascd management system, the school site
has near total autonomy over curriculum matters. Within
broad outhnes defined by the board, the individual schools
are free to teach in any manner thcv see fit. A< long as a
school is attaining the ‘educational goals set by the board,
the district does notintervene. The district provides techni-
cal assistance to the school sites in instructional matters and
monitors the schools’ effectiveness. The principal works
with staff and parents to determine edueational needs and
designs the school’s eurriculum around these needs.

This is in strong contrast to the present situation in many |
districts, here described by Gasson:

‘The burcaucratic system, firmly established on
generations ot precedent, has created not only con-
formung non educators, but also teachers who accept
the prenuse that teacher decision making should be
very limited. Curriculum guides, time allocation for
subjects, and determination of textbooks are but a few
ot the many educational decisions made from on high.
This collective direction by the central office—and its
accompanying acceptance by many teachers—is why
school curriculums are often irrelevant. They are
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packaged, sent to the principal, interpreted by
teachers, and perceived by pupils in a manner that
probably bears little relationship to the authors’
original conceptions, which may not have been
relevantanyway! -

In the Sagebrush Elementary School in Colorado,
teachers are certainly not the “textbook technicians;” that
Gasson describes. This school uses o premanufactured
curriculum. All instructional materials are developed at the
school site by the teachers and administrators.

Sagebrush Elementary may be exceptional, but school-
based management proponents claim that most schools can
be this free from the textbook barons. In site management
schools less creative than Sagebrush, the staff has usually
diversified its curricula by selecting a variety of published
materials, as opposed to using the district's suggested cur-
ricula. In Lansing, the district maintains a large number of
curricula systems from which the schools can choose. In

other districts, the schools can use whatever curricula they

choose, but they must be screened by the central office first.
In most school-based management districts, though, the
board and central office establish an outline of educational
objectives and leave the schools free to meet those objec-
tives inany Way they see fit.

In a school-based mana&,ement system, states Pierce, one
of the principal's nmultiple roles is that of “program
manager.” Since most principals were once teachers, the
transition in roles is not necessarily a difficult one. The
program manager’s duties, continues Pierce, include

assessing  the educational preferences of the
community and the requirements of students in the
school, establishing educational objectives for the
students, matching the skills and interests of teachers
with the educational rc juirements and styles of
students, developing ways of assessing the achieve-
ment of classroom objectives, monitoring the per-
formance of teachers and students, and reporting on
the successes and failures to the community and the
district.

“Initially,” state Garms, Guthrie, and Pierce, “schools
would undoubtedly find that state curriculum require-
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ments and pressures from national accreditation and testing

organizZations leave little room for curriculum innovation at

the school level.” But state requirements could be relaxed

over time, they state, allowing schools to develop theirown

curricula. In practice, districts switching to school-based
« management have not had much difficuity in this area.

In general, a district’s implementation of school-based
management has led to an increase in the diversity of edu-
cational approaches in that district. Teachers and principals
gain more freedom to design their own instructional pro-
grams, and parentS gain more influence on the design of
those programs. Some schools may opt for a back-to-basics
focus, others for open classrooms. Still others may adopt
both approaches and have “schools svithin schools.”

Some school districts, such as Irvine, have combined
school-based management, which increases parental
“voice,” mth open enrollment, which enhances parental
“choice.”” With such a combination, parents’ opportunities
to have their children educated as they wish is maximized.
Districts serving communities less racmll) homogeneous
than Irvine—such as Alachua County (Florida)—have shied
away from open enrollment, because it would work against
desegregation in those communities.

Personnel

If principals are to tailor their schools’ educational
programs to the needs and desires of the community, they
niust have control of their major resource—teachers. In
most existing districts with school-based management,
principals make the final choice of who will work in their
schools. The situation in most of these districts, in fact,
approaches the idea of the “autonomous principal” as
described by Gasson:

Information about specific vacancies in each scheol
would be available at the central office, and principals
would be responsible for hiring their own teachers.
Applicants would be allowed to visit the school so that
the principal could talk informally with them and ex-
plain the educational philosophy of his school. This
. woulld become increasingly necessary as autonomous
principals gradually produced individual educational
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environments. ... Such individual, -humane treat-
ment of the prospective employee, which contrasts
sharply with current practice, would mean that
teachers would more often teach in schoals that re-
. flected their own beliefs or interests in educational
practice. The result would be happier teachers and a
more positive educational climate in many:schools.

One limitation on such freedom is the requirement of
many districts that intradistnict transfers be placed before
new personnel. Thus, even in districts using school-based
management, a principal is sometimes required to take a
teacher.he or she “oesn’t want.

The most com..ion practice at present is for the central
office to maintain a pool of qualified applicants. When a

osition opens up, the principal—often with involvement

om staff and community—selects from the pool. The dis-
trict negotiates such matters as salanies, working conditions,
fringe benefits, and grievance procedures with the union,
but the actual decision to hire is made by the principal.

In many school-based management districts, the prin-
cipal has some flexibility to hire paraprofessionals instead of
certificated teachers. In some distriets, the decisior mustbe
reached mutually between the principal and schoor staff. In
other districts, the delision can be made by the principal
alone, as long as the school stays within state staffing laws.

So far, resistance from teachers’ unions to school-based
management has been minimal. One fear expressed by
teachers is that principals might start acting as dictators if
given more authonty, so some unions want protection
against this kind of mismanagement. Essentially, however,
the concerns of teachers’ unions do not significantly conflict
with the conceris of school-based management.

—

Budget

Budget control is at the heart of school-based manage-
ment, as is attested to by some of the alternative names for
the concept, such as “’school based budgeting” and “school
site lump sum budgeting.” Control of the curricula and of

ersonnel are largely dependent on the control of the
udget. Thus, as Longstreth notes, “the extent to which a
school district may be determined to practice school-based
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management is the extent to w vhich the principal is allowed
total badgetary discretion

Many traditional districts allow principals control over
expenditiires for supplies and equipment only. Many
school-based management districts, on the other hand,
give the school a “lump sum,” which the school site can
spend in any way it sees fit. Individual schools, it should be
pointed out, are not given the money outright. Instead,
they purchase the services and produLts they need through
or from the central office. The schools generate the decision
to spend, and the central office carries out the schools’
orders. The central office, however, also functions as a
monitor of school spending and can intervene when a
schoolis exceeding its budget or has other budget problems.

In the first step of the budgeting process, the central
office allocates lump sums to the individual schools. In
many districts, this is carried out with the aid of various
pupil weighting schemes, some of which are quite elabo-
rate. Fowler outlires one such pupil weighting formula.

Yaul Cunningham describes a similar system along with
two other varieties for allomtm;, funds based on “Edu-
cational Equivalents” and “Personnel Units,” both of which
reflect the average cost of a teacher in the district. A Monroe
County School District (Florida) document describes the
elaborate allocation svstem used in Florida districts, which
is based on “each school’s total weighted full time equivalent
students.” Caldwell aescribes the system used in Edmon-
ton, Alberta, as “one of the most elaboraie of any system
with school-based budgeting.”

The ideal, of course, is “‘a formula which can be applied
uniformly and fairly to all schools but which takes account
of facturs that distinguish one school from another,” as
Caldwell states. Whatever method is used, even if it is
based on “Personnel Units,” should not be used to deter-
mine how the money is spent at the site. The formulas
should be used only to distribute the funds equitably.
The school site should retain authority over how those
funds are spent.

Whatkinds of restraints should be put on the school site’s
authority to make budget decisions? Longstreth, a former
superintendent in a school-based management district,




believes that no restrictions should be placed on the schools,
except, of course, that they not eaceed their budget. In
practice, certain constraints will remain on the schools. The
district’s general educational objectives must be met, and
student-teacher ratios must be kept within limits set by
state law or collective bargaining agreements.

The second major step of the budgeting process is for the
school site to actually budget its lump sum. Thisis the most
critical process in school-based management, for it is from
this process that most of the advantages of decentralized
management stem, in particular the flexibility of the school
to meet students’ needs, and the feelings of “ownership”
that people derive from making decisions at the schodl site.

The budget should be prepared with input from the

school’s staft and—according to most proponents of
school-based management—from parents and students (at
the secondary level) as well. The process should include the
following elements, mcordmb to Caldwell: the assembly
and interpreting of needs assessment data; the establishing
of goals tor school programs, as well as standards to measure
progress by, the determining of allocations for personnel,
supplies, equlpment and services based on the goals pre-
viousl, set torth; and the preparing of a written program
budget for resource allocation.

Each school should be required to prepare an annual
budget report for both the public and the central office. Itis
also exaremely helpful if monthly financial statements are
prepared by the central office staff, so that school personnel
can know exactly how much they have spent already in
each budget category.

Schools should be allowed to carry over budget surpluses
from vear to vear. This practice allows schools to save
money for expensive items that could not be included in a
single year’s budget. Longstreth recommends that a district
remain committed to the carry-over provision, even in the
face of a budget crisis, or the “spend it or lose it”attitude
and its concommitant waste will immediately resurface.

Budgeting at the school site, say proponents, increases
the efficiency of resource allocation. Teachers and other
schocl staff become more aware of the costs of programs,
the school’s financial status, and its spending limitations.
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Old programs “fade away to pcmut the establishment of
a‘t“rn-.\.tv'c new vnes,” savs Fowler. Budgeting becomes
“marhkedly more reallstlg, cantinues Fowler, because the
charade ““of requesting more money than expected in hopes
of receiving a reduced amount still sufficient for program
goals” is ended.
How will spending vary among different schools? “In
actual practice,” states Longstreth, “the differences among
- school budgets within a district will be minor.” A study by
Sewa-d, however, found that school-ey-school spending in
a decentralized district was significantly mote diverse than
that in an equivalent centralized district. Whether or not
spending is more diverse, “being able to vary spending
patterns fosters the idea of ownership within the school
svstem and results in an involvement by emplovees to an
extent usually not present in centralized systems,” states
Longstreth.
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- Shared Decision-Making

Increased community and staff participation in school
decision-making” has been an important component of
school-based management wherever it -has been imple-
mented. In general, teachers, parents, and oftentimes
students (at the secondary level) participate in decision-
making as members of school advisory councils, which are
usualiy distinct from the traditional PTAs or PTOs. Advisory
councils vary widely in form, but generally they are com-
posed of the principal, classroom teachers, other school
personnel, parents, nonparent citizens, and students (at
the secondary level). In some districts, the principal meets
separately with a staff council as well as with an advisory
council. Although their input usually' comes by wayv of the
same coundil, the involvement of staff and community
members will be considered separately here.

Staff Involvement

[t is possible, as noted earlier, to shift power from the
central office to the school site without decentralizing it
further. As Beaubier and Thaver note, however, it makes
very little ditference to a teacher if decision making has been
decentralized to the school unit if he has not gained
freedom to make a decision in an area that was verboten
betore a decentralization decision:”

Some districts and coilective negotiation agreements
require that principals involve teachers in decision-makinz.
Other site management districts only encourage the princi-
pal to involve others. Thus, the extent of teacher involve-
ment varies widely from district to district'and from school
to school. In general, though, all site management schools
have involved teachers to somg extent.

According to several research studies, a principal who

shares power with teachers will not necessarily be losing
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power. Power is apparently an expandable quantity, which
grows as it is shared among the members of an organiza-
tion. “Because power is reciprocal, an increase in the power




O

RIC 66 73

E

of teachers should lead to a corresponding increase in the
power of the principal,” states an ERIC Clearinghouse on
Educational Management publication. Conversely, “the
principal who is stingy with power also circumscribes his
0w n power.

Sharing decision-making authority at the school site,

states Lonz,,streth “enables faculty to be personally in-
volved in decisions crucial to them, which directly relate to
theic dav-to-day activities within the school.” As a result,
faculty members develop a sense of “individual partnership
or ownership” with the school.

Thus, it behooves the principal to involve teachers in
policy decisions and give them more authority to design,
develop, and evaluate their own curricula. To match this
new authority, teachers should also be held responsible for
their students’ performance, states Pierce.

*"Ag the climate created by decentralization demanded
that teachers be sigpifticant decision makers, they would
bmduall\ become more educativnally responsible,” states
Gasson. “They would teach accordmb to their own beliefs,
using the instructional materials that they had indivi-
dually chosen for their particular setting.” *Eventually, they
would bewme the “major recogniz d determiners of the
curriculum.”

If teachers are to become true provessional educators,
with both the responsibility and authority for classroom
decisions, they should be paid commensurately. As Pierce
notes, teachers are now “the lowest paid professionals in
most school systems. The path to higher wages is out of and
away from the classroom. The more remote from children

one is, the more one gets paid.” This situation should be
reversed, states Pierce; “excellent teachers should be the

highest paid professionals in a school with the possible
exception of the school principal.”

How should staff members be chosen for participation on
a faculty committee? If the faculty elects members to the
committee, says Longstreth, it wiil likely be more represen-
tative, but “it can also result in the selection of the more
popular facdlt\' members ignoring those with th. .ecessary
expertise.” If the principal appoints members, the necessary
expertise will be available, vet the committee may not be

a
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representative. Despite the weaknesses of each method,
savs Longstreth, one or the other method should be used,
or perhapsa combination of the two.

Cbmmunity Involvement

School-based management often allies itself with the
community involvement movement. Both are decentraliza-
tion movements, but school-based management is more of
an “administrative” decentralization that preserves the
notion of professional control of education. The community
involvernent movement, on the other hand, is more “poli-
tical” in nature and seeks to transfer real power to the
community level. This discussion . will confine itself to
community involvement within a school-based manage-
ment svstem. ‘

The advantages of involving parents and other com-
munity members in school decision-making are many and
well acknowledged. Public involvement enhances public
support of the schools. The school becomes more respon-
sive to community and student needs. Parents have more of
a sense of “ownership” of their school. Parents can partici-
pate in decisions that affect their children.

The question that remains is how to achieve community
input while retaining an accountable education svstem.
Longstreth notes that “after advisory councils are formed
and begin operation itis often discovered that the members
serve no real function except as window dressing for the
community providing only the appearance of lay involve-
ment.” On the other hand, “there is no general mechanism
by which advisory councils can be held accountable for their
decisions” if they are given real authority.

The only avenue left open—while still retaining the
seneral structure of the educational governance system—is
?or school administrators to voluntarily accept and adopt
the advice offered by community advisory councils. If the
recommendations ot the councils are repeatedly ignored or
rejected, states Longstreth. “’the council will quickly lose its
membership and its effectiveness, or there will be a con-
certed effort to seek decision-making or veto power for it.”
Thus, it becomes vital for principals and other staff
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members “to ensure a visible acceptance of implementation
of the recommendations offered by the council.”

One wav to encourage the principal to involve the council
in decisions would be to allow the council to participate in
the selection or the principal. Guthrie recommends that

parent councils have principal selection as their only real

authority and be advisory in all other matters. Principals
would be given a three- or four-year contract, “a periad of
time sufficient to implement programs and be evaluated,”
states Guthrie. Thereafter, the continuation of the princi-
pal’s contract would be a joint decision between the council
and the superintendent, with each having veto power.

The Oak Grove (California) School District uses another
system to check dictatorial principals. Each school has an
advisory council, and representatives from each council
make up a district-level advisory council. If a principal is
failing to imvolve the community in decision-making or is
bem;.,tuu wthoritative, the district-level council works with
that principal. :

Advisory councils, states Pierce, should be lntlmately
involved in designing and evaluating the school program.
The council, Pierce continues, should ““decide what stu-
dents need to learn, assess the capabilities of both the
school’s teachers and programs to teach those competen-
cies, recommend changes for improving the effectiveness
of school programs, and design a system for evaluating
school programs.”

Another duty of the advisory council would be to prepare
annual reports of school performance for distribution to the
community. According to Pierce, Florida and California
require that advisory councils prepare such reports. The
reports, states Pierce, “would be the primary printed in-
strument by which clients could assess the effectivenes of
their local school.” The reports should contain the follow-
ing information: descriptive information about the school;
staff information, including experience and categories;
student performance information; program strengths and
deficiencies; and parent, teacher, and student evaluations
of the school.

Whatever the duties of the parent advisory council, those
duties should be clearly defined. Without guidelines, states

.
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Longstreth, two major problems arise: “The councils fre-
quently become involy ed in mundane school operations or
inactivities such as fund raising (generally not considered
an apprapriate council role),” or they go to the other ex-
treme and start influencing “matters normally considered
bevond the scope of effective participation.”

Council members could be selected by a variety of means.
Longstreth advises that not all menibers be appointed by
the principal, or the council may be viewed as a “"hand-
picked, rubber stamp” group. Some members should be
elected to assure representation of interested community
members, but others should be appointed to ensure “repre-
sentation by persons from segments of the community
which might not be included in the election process,” such
as minorities and the disadvantaged.

Parent participation at their child’s school makes much
more sense—and has a much more immediate impact—than
participation at the district level. A parent meniber of a
school council, quoted by Parker, put it like this:

Let’s face it. A parent’s interest really is with his child’s
school—not an entire svstem. And that’s where a
teacher or principal’s interest is too. If all of them
working together can improve their own school then
that’s efficient, effective responsive education.

Because school-based management systems are de-
signed to enhante community involvement in school
decision-making, one area in which principals of autono-
mous schools must have competence is public relations.
Good public relations demands more than disseminating
periodic reports to the community.

[t requires, states Pierce, that the principal have “the
ability to communicate with the public in the sense of both
learning about their preferences and concerns and provid-
ing citizens with information to help them make decisions
about the school’s educational programs.” Principals must
learn to work with school councils “as deliberative and
decision-making groups,”’ Pierce continues, “'not as just an
administrative arm of the principal’s office.”

Public relations skills are especially critical during a tran-
sition to school-based management, for itis at this time that
traditional conceptions of how a school system operates are
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challenged and replaced. If parents and other community
members don’t fully understand the  new management
system, they may resist it. Thus the principal should use
every means at his or her disposal to communicate the
organization of the new system to the public.
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Conclusion

In the preceding pages, the essential elements of school-
based management have been described, with special
emphasis on the principal’s role in a decentralized
management system. In brief, the role of the principal in a
shift to school-based management would change from that
of middle manager for the district to leader of the school.
The schoolssite would replace the district as the basic unit of
educational governance, and the principal would become
the central actor in school management, with authority over
curricula, staffing, and budget matters. The central Office,
which now dictates so many of the actions that individual
schools take, would become the facilitator of decisions
made at the - “hool site. Parents, teachers, and students
would work with the principal to develop educational goals
and implement decisions they helped make.

Studies of the implementation of school-based manage-
ment indicate its “extraordinary complexity,” states
Caldwell. According to South, the Lh{\nbt‘ required to’im-
plement school-based management “is not particularly an
administrative problem, an accounting problem,” or “a
curriculum and instruction problem.”” Rather, “it is a com-
bination, an mtegration of all of these, which must be dealt
- with as a combination if change is to be effected.”

Numerous examples ot working school-based manage-
ment systems already exist, and much can be learned by
studying these districts. Successful implementation re-
quires, Frst of all, extensive retraining of central office and
school site personnel. The biggest stumbling block in im-
plementing school-based mangement is breaking down the
conventions that people hold about what should or can be.
With extensive retraining and education, so that all school
and central office personnel understand the new system,
the change can be made smoothly and the school system
can stabilize in its new management mode.

Successful implementation also requires strong support
from the school board and supérintendent. In fact, as
Caldwell notes, the initiative to implement decentralized




ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

budgeting “has.mvariably been tann by supenntendents
who have contended that better decisions will be made
if resources are allocated with a high degree of school
involvement.”

Betore it starts, the district must have a clear idea on the
extent to which power will be decentralized. The authority
that is to be given to the school site and to staff and com-
munity members should be decided in advance, to avoid
confusion and conflict.

Finallv, successtul implementation requires a good deal
of trust and commutment. The superintendent must trust
school site personnel to do their jobs, and all concerned
must be committed to making the system work By all
accounts, the system takes more work at the school site, but
many educators beheve that the rewards of autonomy and
teelln;,s of ownership are well worth the extra time and
ottort spent.
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