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(ABSTRACT)

The purpose of this study was twofold: to examine (1) how shared
decision making was operating in a large urban high school, especially in the
administrative areas of personnel, finance, staff development and curriculum
and instruction and (2) why shared decision making was operating in the
manner it was.

A descriptive case study was conducted of the school’s organizational
and administrative processes to determine staff involvement in decision
making. Four central office department heads, two assistant principals, four
department chairpersons, six teachers, four Faculty Council members, and
four parent members of the Planning Council were interviewed to determine
perceptions of shared decision making at the subject school. Data gathered
from the different stakeholders were transcribed from tape recordings and
entered into participant-by-involvement matrices. School documents were
reviewed, and data retrieved were entered into documents used as sources

of data matrix. The participant-by-involvement matrices and documents used



as sources of data matrix were then stacked comparing involvement of
stakeholders in the administrative areas of personnel, finance, staff
development, and curriculum and instruction. Data emerged from these
stacked matrices which provided the findings from which conclusions were
drawn.

The data indicated that there was no model for shared decision
making in operation within the school system or at the school level.
Disjointed activities and responsibilities in the guise of shared decision
making were parcelled out by the division superintendent to the schools to
be implemented.

Opportunities for stakeholder participation were better organized and
managed in the areas of staff development and curriculum and instruction.
However, the same was not true in personnel and finance, as activities were
isolated and disjointed; and stakeholder involvement was selective rather
than inclusive.

The reason shared decision making activities were better organized
and managed in the areas of staff development and curriculum and
instruction was the superintendent mandated stakeholder participation in the
two areas and the building principal extended the mandate to the school.

- While there was no mandate to include stakeholders in personnel and

financial decisions, the building principal attempted to include selected

stakeholders in isolated activities.
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CHAPTER |

THE PROBLEM

Background

At a time when the prevailing public opinion questioned the country’s
- educational systems, national reports, state legislatures, parents, and
politicians demanded an overhaul in the manner in which schools operated
(Murray, Tinny, Lasseter, Atkins, & Puckett, 1993). A concomitant demand
for accountability was evident as parents, politicians, and business leaders
voiced concern with the product of public schools. Decentralization,
restructuring, and local control initiatives expanded rapidly throughout the
country. The shifts to decentralization, restructuring, and local control were
manifested in concepts of school based management which were designed
to democratize school governance through shared decision making. Shared
decision making was an attempt to shift the responsibility of making
decisions about school management to each local school and provide
parents, students, and teachers an opportunity to have input in decisions
which affected how their schools were operated (Faucette, 1992).

School leadership looked to business and industry for those concepts
which had shown promise in improving productivity. Educational reformers

examined the work of W. Edwards Deming and his contemporaries to



- develop frameworks to reconstruct their school systems. What reformers
gleaned from the Deming model was a decreased level of organizational
bureaucracy, thus providing the opportunity for all employees to participate
within the decision making process (Madsen & Silkey-Larsen, 1993).

Prior to shared decision making, teachers had been both formal and
informal school leaders. As coaches, mentors, department heads, and
program coordinators, they shaped the school’s unofficial processes for
making decisions. Within a restructured organization, the decision making
role of teachers expanded and became more formal. The contributions of
teachers were no longer merely tolerated but now were expected and
actively sought. Shared decision making provided the opportunity for
leadership skills to emerge among teachers (Kirby & Bogotch, 1993).

Shared decision making, as a restructuring process, assumed a variety
of forms and processes within schools, according to the needs and purposes
of each situation. There appeared to be no one best model. The myriad of
approaches required a new vision which allowed for the development of
interpersonal, intrapersonal, managerial, and educational leadership skills at
various levels within the school organization (Madsen & Silkey-Larsen,
1993).

School based management represented an effort to reduce

bureaucracy, decentralize and restructure the organization, and shift



responsibility to the school site. Shared decision making, a frequent
companion to school based management, democratized school governance
and gave teachers, students, and parents a leadership role in school decision
making. Anticipated results of this shared decision making were to involve
stakeholders in decisions which affected them and to reach quality decisions
which would improve parent and teacher morale (Faucette, 1992).

The degree of autonomy for making various types of decisions was
dependent upon the philosophy and goals of the school system, the
limitations imposed by the central office, and the initiative and willingness of
teachers and other staff members to become involved, as well as the
restrictions imposed by the building principal. Building principals determined
the utilization level of shared decision making, the areas of school operation
in which shared decision making would be implemented, and the degree that
stakeholders would be involved in the decision making process.

Statement of Problem

The perception of high failure rates, low test scores, and growing
illiteracy helped create public and political distrust and lack of confidence in
public schools. Parents and politicians demanded change and pressured
schools and school systems to be more accountable. In an attempt to
answer critics, public schools looked to such reforms as site-based

management and shared decision making. As a result, shared decision



making emerged as a cornerstone of educational reform. States such as
Georgia, Texas, and Florida went so far as to mandate school boards to
implement site-based, shared decision making models (Bondy, 1994).
Mandates by local school boards and state governments created a
maze of uncertainty for local school administrators. School administrators
were required to implement site-based, shared decision making programs,
but few were given adequate direction, training, or the autonomy to do so.
Principals were often encumbered by central office bureaucracy, the lack of
any standard model, restrictive guidelines and limitations imposed by the
- school system, and a basic insecurity and uncertainty regarding their part in
the process and implementation of this program. Some felt threatened by
the new philosophy, fearing loss of authority or power (Stover, 1989).
While mandated to implement such initiatives as shared decision
making, principals were often left to do so on their own initiative.
Consequently, models differed. The lack of planning, education, and
understanding underscored Myron Tibrus’s description of the failing of the
educational process (Aguayo, 1990). He stated that political leaders and
school boards made pronouncements and goals for education which were
shallow because implementation of such initiatives had not been fully
thought through. School boards required implementation of such initiatives

as shared decision making but limited local schools with restrictive goals,



lack of a clear vision of the initiative, and lack of direction and training of
personnel (Dobyns & Crawford-Mason, 1991).

The problem investigated by this research was generated by the fact
that little is known about how shared decision making is operating in schools
~ and models are widely varied. The New York model identified parents as the
primary stakeholders with the objective to increase parental involvement in
the local schools.

The Live Oak, Florida, model identified teachers and administrators as
primary stakeholders, and the objective of the model was to include teachers
in the decision making process along with school administrators in the areas
of curriculum and staff development.

The Bloomington, Minnesota, model identified an elected council of
parents, teachers, support staff members, and the principal as the
stakeholders. The objective of the model was to include the identified
stakeholders in school improvement decisions.

This study addressed two questions:

1. How was shared decision making operating in a large urban
high school?

2. Why was it operating as it was?

The study was limited to stakeholders involved in the decision making

process and decisions they made in four critical areas of school



management: personnel, finance, staff development, and curriculum and
instruction as shown in Table 1.
Procedural Plan

A descriptive case study was conducted of the four critical areas of
personnel, finance, staff development, and curriculum and instruction. The
high school in the study was entering its fourth year of implementation of
shared decision making. The study was conducted from February to May of
the 1995-96 school year.

Data were gathered through structured interviews with stakeholders
and examination of documents describing the processes utilizing shared
decision making. The researcher was the principal of the school.
Stakeholders interviewed were central office staff, assistant principals,
teachers, department chairpersons, Faculty Council members, and parent
members of the Planning Council who had input into the operation of the
school and had a vested interest in the outcomes at the school.

Faculty Council and Planning Council members were interviewed
because the division superintendent mandated the two organizations
established in each school as integral to his shared decision making initiative.
" The Faculty Council--eight teachers and the principal--had the primary
responsibility for providing direction for improvement in school climate,

curriculum and instruction, staff development, and school budget



TABLE |

STUDY DESIGN: CRITICAL AREAS, ACTIVITIES,
STAKEHOLDERS, AND ACTIONS

CRITICAL AREAS

ACTIVITIES

Recruitment

STAKEHOLDERS

Administrators

ACTIONS

Who to Screen

Selection Central Office How to Identify
Assignment Department How to Assign
PERSONNEL Chairpersons
Teachers
Faculty and
Planning Councils
Allocation of Funds Administrators Review Requests
Management of Central Office Allocate Funds
FINANCE Funds Department Manage Funds
Chairpersons Assess Process
Faculty Council
Teachers
Planning Administrators Prioritize Needs
Implementation Central Office Design Plan
STAFF Assessment Staff Development Implement Plan
DEVELOPMENT Committee Assess Plan
Teachers
Department
Chairpersons
Review and Revise Administrators Design and
Adapt Central Office Recommend
CURRICULUM\ Identify Resources Department Change
INSTRUCTION Monitor Student Chairpersons Provide Resources
Achievement Faculty and Monitor and

Planning Council

Assess curriculum

and was, therefore, a key group in shared decision making.

The Planning Council was comprised of fifteen members: the building

principal, eight teachers on the school’s Faculty Council, and six parent or

community members. Its purpose was to develop, revise, and maintain the



school’s strategic plan. As such, it was involved in discussions and
decisions concerning school climate, finance, personnel, and curriculum and
instruction.
Justification

This in-depth case study focused on structures and processes for
implementation of shared decision making. It identified critical areas of the
school’s organization for implementation of shared decision making
activities, individuals involved, and types of decisions made. From this
investigation and description, a school or school system contemplating
shared decision making will have better information to make decisions
concerning the implementation of a shared decision making model.
This study will further provide data for improving the existing shared

decision making model at the subject school.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Historical Evolution of Educational Management Practices

The shared decision making model that was investigated in this study
had roots in the private sector. The development of educational
management practices mirrored those of business and industry.
Consequently, the principles of this shared decision making model that were
studied originated from the work of W. Edwards Deming and his Total
Quality Management model, a model developed to increase and produce
"quality" in all aspects of a business organization (Walton, 1986).

During an early stage of development of business and industry in
America, the imperative for efficiency in production was the basis of theory
in management. Adam Smith (1921) described the concepts of
organizational practice used in a pin plant as division of labor; workers each
performed a specific job function on a production line. Because each
concentrated on one function, the pin factory was able to produce more pins
than if each man had undertaken the complete and total task of pin making.

Classical theorists believed that the ills of any organization could be
solved through the principle of organizational and scientific management

(Callahan, 1964). Frederick Taylor (1911) was an early theorist who



believed that by studying a task, the one best system of doing work could
be determined. The idea that efficiency depended upon scientifically
selecting and training workers, developing a science for each element of
work, and providing for an equal division of work responsibility between
management and labor was the essence of industrial organization.

At the turn of the century, industries were highly structured and
- tightly organized. Each department, unit, or layer had a specific job
function. Employees were trained to specialize in their unit of work, and
each job function was spelled out and highly supervised. Efficiency and
economy were the driving forces that propelled management (Fayol, 1916).
All decisions and communication flowed from the top down. Executives
were rarely seen and never questioned by employees. Obedience by the
workers was owed to the legally established order and extended to the
person exercising authority (Weber, 1947).

The early structuralist and scientific management philosophy had a
strong influence on education. The concepts of hierarchical control, division
of labor, goal definition, and formal rules were mirrored in the way schools
and school systems were organized and operated. Organizational charts for
school systems reflected a hierarchy of control and unity of command.
Authority was highly centralized and all decisions originated with the central

office and flowed downward to the local school principal, assistant
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principals, department heads, and finally teachers. Teachers were viewed as
the on-line workers who were told what to do and what was expected of
them to carry out their jobs as directed without question (Callahan, 1964).

Division of labor occurred with departmentalization for subject area
teachers, custodians, and administrators and was especially evident in the
organization of schools, which was by levels. Employee selection was
evidenced by certification requirements. Rules of behavior were established
in the form of teacher handbooks and manuals containing policy, guidelines,
and practices (Callahan, 1964).

While the strong authoritarian management style flourished through
the 1930s, a more humanistic approach to leadership began to emerge. The
once highly structured and organized authoritarian manager was being
replaced by a manager with a more humanistic and organic approach
(Murray, 1993).

Abraham Maslow (1943) developed the theory that human motivation
was critical to the success of an organization. Maslow defined a hierarchy
of needs in which individuals were initially concerned about the basic needs
of food, clothing, and shelter. As these needs were met, workers became
more concerned with higher level needs such as the need to be recognized
for good work and the need to achieve. While the hierarchical structure of

organizations remained in place, change occurred in how management
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viewed and treated employees. Management recognized that employees
were a part of a social unit and, as such, had social needs.

Frederick Herzberg (1968) further attempted to explain human
behavior. Herzberg theorized that individuals worked more efficiently if they
felt secure in their jobs, were given responsibility, and enjoyed a sense of
~ achievement. He suggested that employee satisfaction and dissatisfaction
did not follow a continuum. Five factors influenced employee attitude in a
positive direction: achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility, and
advancement. Different factors affected employee dissatisfaction. Herzberg
concluded that salary, interpersonal relationships, personal life, job security,
and status were some of the factors that created employee conditions that
could lead to dissatisfaction (Gorton, 1983).

Following Herzberg’s work, several studies were conducted to
determine the effect of employee motivation on production. Sergiovanni
conducted a study of three thousand teachers and found that achievement,
recognition, and responsibility contributed to staff satisfaction. Work itself
was a potential source of either satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Zakrajsek,
1979).

The National Education Association conducted a nationwide survey in
1980 to determine teacher attitudes towards education. From the study it

was found that thirty-five percent all public school teachers were dissatisfied
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with their jobs and suggested they would quit or retire if they could. The
reasons cited for this dissatisfaction were incongruity of school goals and
policies, fragmentation or being drawn in different directions by the school
work they were performing, and a lack of support from administration
(Gorton, 1983).

Likert (1967) attempted to explain employee behavior as a result of
the organization’s management structure. Likert suggested that employees
would be more effective if management paid more attention to their human
needs. He recognized the tension between conventional management and
- employee groups. In his social system model, Likert emphasized employee
participation in the organization and maintained that an organization must
insure employee interaction within all aspects of the organizational structure.
He stressed three basic concepts: (1) supportive relationships, (2) group
decision making, and (3) high performance work norms (Hanson, 1991).

The team management concept, which was an outgrowth of Likert's
social system model, became popular among schools across the country.
The human organization concept interlocked teachers with department
heads, central office staff, and building administrators in a team approach.
The purpose was to provide a more diverse knowledge base in dealing with
problems and to get teachers involved in managerial decisions (Hanson,

1991).
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While Likert and others attempted to explain leadership as a dynamic
entity affected by the social systems that surrounded and interacted with
organizations, perhaps the greatest influence on modern leadership and
organization was initiated by the work of W. Edwards Deming. Deming’s
concept of Total Quality Management had a far reaching and profound effect
on business, industry, and education. His premise can be summarized by
the idea that "quality"” is the driving concept upon which management,
production, sales, and service must be based. Quality begins in the board
room with leadership and must permeate the entire organization in all facets
of its operation (Aguayo, 1990).

The quest for quality in all phases of administration and production is
continuous and involves all employees of the organization. Deming’s
philosophy called for organizations to produce quality goods and services
and by so doing develop loyal customers (Aguayo, 1990). In the production
of goods and services and the quest for quality, Deming recommended that
those individuals closest to production should make decisions concerning the
quality of the goods produced. He referred to this realignment as "flattening
out the organization” while elsewhere it may be called decentralization
(Madsen, 1993). The results of flattening the organization produce total
transformation of the organization. Authority to make decisions is shifted

downward to those closest to production who perceive the need for change

14



(Tewel, 1991).

The transformation of management as a result of Deming’s philosophy
surfaced in the administration of public schools. The decentralization of
schools occurred on a widespread educational front. Sidney L. Faucette
(1992), superintendent of Virginia Beach City Public Schools, in his position
paper entitled "Resolution of Support for School-Based Management and
Shared Decision Making," wrote that school bureaucracy needed to be
slimmed down and that the organization needed to be decentralized with
. more responsibility shifted to the local school site. The result of his decision
concerning decentralization placed more authority and power to make
decisions in the hands of the local schools. However, to further the
implementation of shared decision making, Faucette required that the local
schools flatten their administrative hierarchy as well, placing more decision-
making authority in the hands of the teachers. Teachers were to be included
in certain areas of decision making: personnel, budget, staff development,
and curriculum and instruction.

Shared decision making called on the principal to involve teachers in
decisions regarding their schools and share the accountability for school
" success. Under the site-based management plan proposed by Faucette,
Virginia Beach schools were to establish a faculty council consisting of the

principal and seven faculty-elected teachers. The purpose of the faculty
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council was to address concerns relating to instruction, implement school
goals and objectives, and review student progress (Faucette, 1992).
Social and Economic Influences that Shaped Shared Decision Making
Growing public unrest with public schools and a sudden economic
downturn spurred initiatives which resulted in educational reform
emphasizing site based management and shared decision making. Both
forces inadvertently contributed to generating public interest and concern for
education which led to implementation of site based management and
shared decision making initiatives in public schools (Murray, 1993; Walton,
1986).
The initial force that focused national attention on the perceived
decline of American public education was the governmental report A Nation

at Risk (1983). The report was presented by the National Commission on

Excellence in Education and commissioned by the Secretary of Education,
Terrell Bell. The purpose of the report was to define problems in American
educational institutions and to provide solutions to those problems. While
the commission accomplished that goal, the recommendations which came
from this report put extreme pressure on public educators to take school
restructuring seriously (Murray, 1993).

As a result of the report, state governments reacted by becoming

more involved in decisions concerning educational reform. Between 1983
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and 1990, states mandated numerous regulations and policies affecting
some aspect of school reform (Ornstein, 1991). Forty-five states enacted
increased graduation requirements; twenty states raised college entrance
requirements; six states added computer literacy to their required curriculum;
six states lengthened their school year and eleven states lengthened their
school day (Ornstein, 1991).

The second type of reform generated by A Nation at Risk (1983)

addressed teacher professionalism. Forty-eight states introduced changes
aimed at teacher preparation programs which included thirty-four states
adding admission testing to their teacher education programs. Twenty-one
states required exit testing for prospective teachers, and thirty-three states
required testing for initial certification. In other states, educational and
testing requirements were added for principals. More than twenty-five
states introduced improvement or leadership programs or centers to help
principals improve leadership and managerial skills (Ornstein, 1991).

The third type of reform implemented by states involved curriculum.
States emphasized increased math and science requirements for graduation.
" Virginia changed its requirements from two math and two science credits for
graduation to a total of five combined credits for math and science.
Computer and technology programs were recommended as well as business,

community, and school partnership initiatives (Ornstein, 1991).
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The second wave of educational reform resulted in states requiring
restructuring of schools and school systems as a reform tool.

- Decentralization was the means by which the restructuring of school
systems occurred. Nearly every major school system had undergone some
form of decentralization. The chief assumption associated with
decentralization was that of removing constraints on schools, enabling staffs
to make more effective decisions about instructional matters. Site based
management and shared decision making share the assumption that reducing
controls prompts school staffs to exert a greater initiative to better tailor
action to the needs of the students (Bimber, 1994). This wave of reform
looked to those closest to the action for help in providing answers to
educational problems. Models of site based management and shared
decision making varied widely, but most included some or all of the
following groups: students, parents, community members, business
community, teachers, administrators, and central office staff (Ornstein,
1991).

Consequently, the public concern created by A Nation at Risk (1983)
resulted in attempts by state governments to improve schools which
produced legislation requiring state boards of education and their school
districts to search for methods to improve. Again, the search for

educational improvement led to an examination of the philosophy and
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