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Preface

There is A sustained interest in the United States and Canada in
decentralization as .1 means of school district and school reform. How
much and what to decentralize are abiding concern:, for school dis-
tricts. Many ideas have been tried, such as voucher plans, magnet
schools, zero-base budgeting and school consultative committees.
However, the mechanism of school-based management has remained
prominent among the reform possibilities. The ,:oncept has been tried
in Florida, California, Minnesota and Washington: many groups have
advocated variations on the idea in other states. Yet, the most ad-
vanced plan is to he found in Canada with a sophisticated form of
decentralization working in Edmonton, Alberta. But very little has
been written about the Edmonton experience or others like it.

What is school-based management? As a manifestation of decen-
tralization, it means simply that schools within a district are allotted
money to purchase supplies, equipment, personnel, utilities, main-
tenanceind perhaps other services according to their own assessment
of what is appropriate. Schools' authority to make decisious such as
these is in contrast to standard practices in most districts, which re-
quire that such decisions be made at the central office. A change to
school-based management implies greater flexibility of decision-
making, changes in role accountaHitv (particularly for the principal)
and the potential enhancement of school productivity.

Objectives of This Inquiry

The general aim of the book is to provide a focussed discussion on
decentralization and school-based management which is unique in a
number of respects. First, the book presents the background ideas to
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decentralization, the theoretical principles on which it can he based. No
other easily-available source has shown where the ideas come from
or how they fit with the more general concept of organizational struc-
ture. This work does not offer an historical account of the rise of
centralization and the counter-trend of decentralization of school
districts across various continents. Such a study Leserves its own
volume. Rather, the perspective taken is largely one from organiza-
tional theory, which addresses the structure and processes of districts
and schools.

Second. it is grounded in research on school-based management
undertaken in Edmonton. in Langley (a Vancouver suburb), and to a
lesser extent in Cleveland and two rural districts in British Columbia.
These districts represent a selected group which includes the leader in
decentralization. They also provide a lens through which school-based
indnagement Illav be comprehended and from which implications may
be drawn. While there is a popular literature on the topic, there are no
sources, apart from older dissertations, which use research results
to draw important conclusions. 'Fhis research WAS based upon 1 14

interviews backed up by documents and quantitative data. lt was
:unded partially by the Social Sciences and Ilmnanities Research
Council of Canada.

Third, the volume does not 'take a position' on decentralization
as a means to effect changeis is done by some authors. Rather, it
attempts to produce an impartial analysis of how school-based man-
agement works and what its effects are. BY setting aside advocacy,
its focus is on the facts perceived to be pertinent to this version of
decentralization. lt is important that educators and policy-makers judge
what the merits and demerits of decentralization are for themselves.

Fourth. in offering both theoretically interpreted and research-
based views of decentralization and school-based management. it is

intended to explore sonic of' their implications for theory and practice.
Simply, the book discusses decentralization, how it is conceived. how
it works, what its outcomes are and how it is attained.

The Prospective Reader

Tins book should be of interest to a reader who is a professional
educator or policy-maker. 11e/she will probably want to gam All
tInderstandIng or decentralization based on the literature and the
first-hand knowledge of others who have had the experience of
school-based management. 1 leishe may want the opportunity to Coln-
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prebend where the idea comes from, wlhit problems it is intended to
solve. and what effects, positive and negative. might be expected if a
local district was to adopt decentralization to some degree. More
particularly, one set of prospective readers includes those in academic
pursuits such as graduate students of education, especially those of
educational administration and policy. It also inchides professors of
education who could use the volume as a supplementary textbook in
courses which address educational administration, policy. organiza-
tions. finance. leadership, change and personnel roles. Another set of
prospective readers encompasses those with direct responsibilities for
the delivery of educational services. They include school board mem-
bers, senior administrators (particularly superintendents), principals
and teachers who have an interest in educational administration.

How to Start This Book

If you are a reader who would like to know about the general outcomes
of this st.idy, then the conclusions in point form (chapter 15) would be
.1 starting point. These outcomes are presented in paragraph form
labelled as 'precis' in chapters 13 ancl 14. where they are linked to the
literature.

If you are uncertain Just why decentralization in school districts
is worth reading about, you might start at chapter 1, which discusses
some of the problems which decentrahvation addresses. A later look
at the outcomes of the study. elaborated in chapters 13 and 14 and
expressed in point form in chapter 15. would probably be of interest.

If you would like to understand school-based management by
vicariously visiting districts and reading statements made lw those who
have experienced it, then anv of chapters s, 9, 10, 11 or 12 would serve
as ,111 initial incursion.

If you are a reader who wouid like to know about the approach
taken in tins study, the literature review (comprising chapters 2, 3, 4, 5
and () provides .1 start. This could be followed by the methods used in
the inquiry, L'xpl.nned in chapter 7.
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PART I: INTRODUCTION

"Fhis part addresses the issue' of why this book was written. What are
some problems for which school-based management might be a
solution? Might it create some new opportunities? Why would anyone
recommend it? And if it was to be adopted, what might educators in
presently centralized districts anticipate? These issues 'set the stage' for
the review of the writings on decentralization and the results which
follow in later di a p ers .

1 3



Chapter I

Some Problems, a Recommendation
and Anticipations

Some Problems

School administrators in centralized districts were sked about sonic of
the frustrations they face as principals. They responded by articulating
a set of complaints about educational administration. One of their
critical problems was the Lick of flexibility to acquire the resources they
wanted to do their jobs. I fere are sonk. of the responses noted when
principals nd other adnimistrators were interviewed in one large
suburban district and four sin,111. rural ones.

One set of complaints concerned the acquisition of cquipwn1 Such

as office copiers, computers, furniture, projectors and equipment for
i. hisses such as physical education, industrial arts, and science laborator-
ies. It 111,11. Seem Odd that school administrators do not have control
over the equipment given to their schools. After all, niaterial effects are
among the less iniportant resources schools need. One principal
replied.

>ollars are generated !by purchasing department formulas and
the formulas are unknown.

Regarding those f-ornlillas, .1110ther added

1 here appears to be no rhyme nor reason.

They frequently mentioned the distance between the central office and
their Schools:

Resource people at the district level are too far removed I from
the schooll.

One interviewer summed up the problem of inflexibility for acquiring
nhiterial items m his district this Nvay:

1 4
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There exists little freedom for principals to use their operational
budgets for supplies, textbooks, and smaller capital items.
Further, budget transfer appears non-existent. (Berry, 1986,
p. 88)

Another respondent said,

Invariably the sixth item on our priorized list was chosen it
was the clusapest.

The principals appear to feel that not only re the material needs of
their schools not being met, but they do not understand the basis on
which equipment is distributed to their schools. If school administra-
tors do not have much control over material acquisitions, then it may
be assumed that their real authority may be found in the area where the
bulk of resources are directed personnel.

School staffs contain vice-principals, counsellors, librarians,
teachers of various specialties, and support personnel such s secre-
taries, clerks, kitchen helpers and teacher aides. Wlut about the ways
in which school personnel are provided? An imerviewer offered these
two remarks:

All school staffing levels ... are determined by the central
office. (Collins, 1985, p. 37)

Co In M only, the principal has had an opportunity t least to
short list group of candidates before the final decision is made
at the central office. p. 43)

It a.)pears that the wav schools re supplied with teachers nd support
sta T is also determined centrally. While such allocations are usually
done in consult,uion with principals, they do not make final decisions
as to who may work in their schools, how many st, ff. inembers they
have, or what mix of personnel they have. The pattern follows this
comment:

Resources are usually allocated to 5choo1s in accordance with
previously established rules or 'norms,' such as one teacher for
every twenty-tive students. (( ;arms, Guthrie and Pierce, 1978,
p. 267)

The question arises, who knows best what kinds and numbers of
personnel that schools require?

If school administrators do not comrol materiel or personnel
cquisitions, are they simply maintainers? What about maintenance.
which covers daily cleaning to minor repairs and replacements?

4 41 0
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Principals seem to be concerned about the schedule of niaintenance in
their schools and also the way in winch custodians are managed. One
interviewer writes:

'When a school needs painting, when plumbing needs fixing,
where new shelving should be built', were mentioned by the
interviewees as examples of school maintenance needs winch
can best be determined on site. (Craig, 1985, p. 35)

Another notes:

Schedules (for major maintenance work( are determined cen-
trallv with very innited input from building principals, leading
one principal to comment that this results in 'maintenance by
surprise'. (( :ollins, 1985, p. 41)

As for custodial helpin interviewer stated:

(Sonic principals( seemed adamant that (custodial services( was
an area where the school should have complete control.
being able to hire small contractors, the school could circum-
vent the present regulations which allocate staffing on the basis
of a square foot formula, not on a need basis. Some schools
seem to be hea.ilv overstaffed due to the ... contract under
winch the custodians presently operate. (Craig, 1985, p. .16)

It appears that principals feel they cannot direct the priorities for
maintenance in their schools, nor can they control the way in which
their schools are maintained on a daily basis.

I'he problem of fie.vibility seemed to be a major one for the per-
sons interviewed. While thev usually have control over a budget for
supplies, most other resources are distributed to schools by the central
office. Principals inte .iewed in these districts felt th 1at t.leV had very
little control over the R.,ources coining their schools, for equipment,
personnel, or maintenance matters. One interviewer articulates the
principals position in tins way:

Principals desire more input into school funding and more
control over a greater percentage of total school illocation.
(Berry, l986, p. 88)

A major avenue which determines how resources are controlled in
districts and distributed to schools is the budgeting process. It is easy to
infer that the persons who establish the budget are those in authority.
How do principals feel about budgeting? .I.wo interviewers observed:

1 6
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Principals who were interviewed seenied to see the initial
budgeting process as one which is totally controlled by the
central office. (Craig, 1985. p. 45)

Overall maintenance. transportation. supplies. equipment Ind
programme budgets are determined ... with very limited input
from iAdividual school administrators. ((2ollins. 1985. p. 37)

The im?ression given is that school personnel have little control over
how priorities are reflected in budgetary decisions. More generally. the
problem is described by Garms, ( uthrie and Pierce (1978)

At the district le el. school district budgets are constructed by a
small group of peoply in the district office. (p. 2W))

.1 he results is 3 budgeting process that is highly centraliied.
\kith Most decisiOns flowing from the top down. (p. 2(7)

After the budget is determined, resources are also acquired by
schools via t-entral pelwnnel. Are schools able to acquire what they
believe they require? Perhaps not. The problem is that persons in the
central office are perceived as

... having their own agendas.

IntervIeWLTS tel dim central office staff persons have Control over
re,ources and they are given to schools as central office staff see tit.

If the agenda or the helping teachers matches the agenda of the
staff, you're laughing.

Another respondent put the problem more bluntly:

The bean counters have too much power.

The difficulty appears to be that die persons leyoir.ibic for the education
of students have twit- authority to control educational resources, while
persons '10/ le.TOndlie rot. students haVe 1111/h1rity to control resources
for schools. I low does this problem affect the role of' the principal. the
person nonlinalk responsible for student learning? Since there Is little
control, it might be expected that principals are not highly accountaHe.
( )ne interviewer noted that

dld not sense a high level of accountability to their
immediate superiors within the district. ( lamblyn, P)S8. p. 1)

I IC also indicated that not much effort was made at assessim4 school
performance:
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Other than the principal evaluation process, there is httle
monitoring of the school.

These views tend to agree with Leithwood and Montgomery (1)82)
who assert that the principal's role is a complex and contradictory one:

Ambiguity manifests itself as a lack of clear expectations for the
role and conflict about responsibilities; frequently, no viable
rationale for the duties assigned to the role and no defensible
criteria for assessing principals performance are available ...
(p. 332)

It seems that principals do not feel particularly accountable and that their
roles are not clearly specified.

I low do principals cope with these problems of resource acquisi-
tion which they face? One way is to ask for more than they expect to
receive. An interviewer reports that

Almost all of the interviewees suggested that if principals are to
get the things they need they must pad their requests with a
bottom half of which they consider expendable. (Craig, 1985,
pp. 44-8)

Another practise is to order nonessential items so that budgeted
amounts will be spent on time because surpluses cannot be carried
forward to the next Year. The fear is that if this is not done, budgets
will be reduced next year.

But a 1110re obViolls Strategy IS to lobby the central office strongly
for what a principal thinks is needed. The same interviewer reports:

When the participants this study were discussing resource
allocation, a number of terms of the Sallie genre contintially
surfaced. 'Play the game, caio:e, manipulation, exaggeration,
and squeaky wheel' were the terms most often encountered.

p. 47)

Three principals commented:

There are some unique problems in each school, and right now
evervt1MT, has to be okayed by the Board. So unless you reany
yip and yodel, You don't get anything and have to live with it.

If You cry hard enough you get it.

I've learned the system.

References were made to the 'old boys' club'. But not all principals are
members. Two in separate districts said:

1 8



Decentralization and School-based Management

... different schools get different answers to their requests
depending on the [part of the districtj they are in.

There are `have' and `have not' schools in this district when
there should be a basic supply [of resources! offered to all.

Principals appear to have to resort to a number of questionable
practises to satisfy school needs for resources. Among them are request
padding, spending money on nonessentials, and intensive lobbying.
Not all are successful at acquiring resources through these efforts.

There are a number of critical problems facing school educators, if
this group of adnnnistrators is indicative. One is the lack of flexibility
faced by school principals. They have little control over resources
deployed to their schools they do not make key decisions about
equipment, personnel kinds or quantity, or maintenance of their
buildings. Yet they are considered responsible for the education of the
students under their care. A second problem is that the central office
personnel are perceived in control of district budgets, most of which
affect schools directly. Yet the staff persons in particular are perceived
as having the authority to allocate resources for students but they do
not have responsibility for their education. The third problem is a
consequence of the first two, namely, that principals resort to spending
practises which appear inefficient and they are required to lobby for
resources, an outcome of which is that more resources are directed to
some schools than others.

A Recommendation

Goodlad (1984) argues for more authority to be given to principals and
teachers. He sees the need for the capability of school renewal (p. 276).
Central to his proposal for school reform is the existence of planning
groups in the schools and the Ability of schools to have control over
their own budgets. Thus all expenditures, including those for staffing,
could be made more flexibly. Garms. Guthrie and Pierce (P)78, p. 278)
also recommend school-based management, largely as an avenue for
increasing parental participation. Is it possible that school-based man-
agement could address some of the problems perceived by the admin-
istrators interviewed?

As a model tbr administration, school-based management has been
discussed widely. How do educational administrators react when pre-
sented with the idea? Based on a considerable amount of experience
as teachers and principals, the forty-four educators from the five

8



Some Problems, a Recommendation and Anticipations

centralized districts reflected on what the advent of decentralization
might mean for their own circumstances. As result, they raised some
very important issues which accompany the discussion of decen-
tralization in education.

Anticipations and Apprehensions

School-based management may be viewed as a different administrative
structure for education. What were some of the reactions to the basic
design of decentralization?

Structure

When the interviewers raised the topic of school-based management
with the educators in the centralized districts, they were required to
agree on a common definition of school-based management with their
respondents. One subject gave a clear and (as it turns out) quite accurate
description:

liasically a pot of money is given to the school and the school
makes decisions as to how to use that money to acquire the
resources mi ssary to provide an educational programme.
Those decisions are made through consultation with general
staff, ideally in conjunction with kimwn, stated, and measur-
able educational objectives.

What might be the extent of decisions permitted by schools under
decentralization? Would equipment, personnel and maintenance all be
included? Interviewees were not certain. A principal noted that

School-based management can be looked at on a continuum to
some degree, and you can venture down the road towards it in
bits and pieces, or in a total way.

There were a number of qualitications about decentralization
which were volunteered by the interview s9bj:cts. One was possible
legislative changes: The School Act would need to be al,.ered to give

more control to the schools over the educational services they
provide ... and to give school principals the powe hire and
tire staff.

Another qualifier was the need to clarify authority and responsibility.

9
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Hatlevik (1986) notes that her respondents specified tho requirement
that

the line of authority to make decisions to be ckarly established.
(p. 39)

and the parameters of responsibility be

spelkd out very clearly so that everybody understood what
their role was in this approach. (thid)

Another caveat related to district and school sizes:

The feding (was! that the larger the school district and the
larger the schools within the district, the greater the amount of
decentralization that would be possible. (Collins, 1985, p. 73)

And a final reservation spoke to the need for trust in school personnd:

Principals may not ethically or educationally approve, but
might be tempted to hire less qualified people to make the

budget stretch further.

A distinction was made between school-based management with
parental control of schools and school-based management which re-
taMed administrative control. Interviewees reacted extensivdy to the
idea of direct parental control of schools via school councils. One
interviewer n..ports:

Several reasons were postulated for not allowing the parents
direct control over the schools. Probably the most COM mon

given was that most parents are not interested in the admink-
tration of schools unless there is a (ievdoping crisis situation.
(Craig, 1985, p. 41)

Another principal agreed with the 'crisis view of parental participation
by saying

If things are going to hell in a basket you get a lot of parent
participation quickly those people aren't then.. to help:
they're there to bitch. If the parents are happy with what's
going OIL it's very difficult to get a lot of active participation.

A third suggested tlut

The idea is desirable, it's ideal, but in reality, parents just don't
care.

10
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In one district, respondents questioned the competence of parents. The
interviewer summarizes their remarks by saying:

Perceptions of schools would be formed based upon the school
advisory council members school experiences as a student, not
[based oni the present. (Berry, 1986, P. 68)

Furtlwr, one principal expressed the view that

Decision making input on how money would be spent is not
appropriate because parents are not employees of the board and
shouldn't have that authority, because they're not responsible
for the decisions, and not held accountable to anyone.

When using a simple definition of decentralization whereby
schools receive money to acquire the resources they need, interviewees
noted that there could be a range of decisions permitted and felt that
some qualifications were in order. They also offered a number of
reasons why parents should not control schools via councils, suggesting
that participation was based on crisis occurrences, it was difficult to
achieve because of apathy, parents were not competent, and that they
were not accountable.

Flexibility

Would school-based management result in some of the flexibility
which these administrators said that they lack? One principal said:

I School-based managementI gives the principal complete con-
trol of the money for the nminng of his school including
everything from negotiating wages to paying light bills.

An interviewer summarized his respondent's reactions to the range of
decisions in this way:

School-based management meant having within the school's
scope of operating functions the power to hire or tire staff,
including teachers, custodians, maintenance workers, aides, and
secretaries. (Collins, 1985, pp. 45-6)

However, some interviewees do not welcome unlimited authority. The
saine interviewer also noted that

Maintenance services would remain largely centralized, both
for economic reasons and because principals do not wish to

I 1
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become active as general contractors whenever something
needs repair or maintenance. (ibid, p. 48)

One concern about contracting out maintenance was expressed by
another interviewer:

Many lprincipalsl felt that by allowing contractors in to provide
the custodial services, Ithey] would lose the pride that seems to
be part of the custodian's motivation ... (Craig, 1985, p. 36)

But the flexibility of decision-making can he extended beyond
necessities. The ideas of taking initiatives and the pursuit of planning
were also expressed in these ways:

It would be a chance to emphasize a direction you want to go.

Ilf1 a principal was responsible for the long term planning,
you could start to take on more different types of responsibil-
ity. If you had control of all funds you'd be more selective for
long term benefits. You'd have an overall plan instead of a

patchwork quilt approach.

Interviewees believed that decentralization would accord prin-
cipals a wide range of decision making flexibility. However, author-
ity over maintenance services was not fully welcomed. The possibility
was raised that the new flexibility could permit initiatives to be taken
and encourage long-term school planning.

If greater fteedom was accorded schools, would they be more ac-
countable and have different expectations for persons in the roles of
board members, senior personnel, principals and teachers?

Interviewees foresaw a number of role changes which would like-
ly accompany school-based management. Some of these were at the
school boari and central office level. It was felt that the school board
members would be less involved in school atIairs. One summary of
views says

According to those interviewed, the School Board would
become a district policy-making and monitoring body, and
school-based administrators would become responsible for
providing services within overall district policy guidelines and
budgetary limitations. (( ollins, 1985, p. 67)
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TI.L superintendent would also be art-ected. If decisions were sincerely
delegated to principals, then some interviewees believed that he or she
would

no longer have vt.to power over the decisions made at the
school level.

Some respondents believed the authority of central office staff persons
would shift markedly. According to one interviewer.

It is felt that Icentral office staff would function almost ex-
clusively in a supporting role, and would lose any decision-
making power affecting individual schools. (Collins, 1)85,

p. 51)

One principal was much more blunt.

( ntral office staff \yould become 'advisors rather than dicta-
tors.' (Craig, 1)85, pp. 42-3)

Interviewees tended to agree that there would be a substantial
impact on the principal's role. As noted by an interviewer, their
perception was that

The principal would become directly accountable for all that
goes on within the school, and would control all school
resources. (Collins, 1)85, p. 4(')

A respondent expressed the idea more simply:

IThel principal is the driving force behind a school-based
management school.

Subjects also Iiiresaw a change in the outlook or the principalship in
another way:

ISchool-based nI.Inagement I would instill a pride in one's
work, and spill over as pride in one's school.

If you run it. you pay the bills; therefore you create owner-
ship and ownership fosters ... loyalty and dedication...

I lowever. some aspects of the role changes were not welcomed.
These were sonic of' the new problems which respondents believed
they might face as principals under decentralization. Most were
concerned about the difficulties of decisions which they had liot made
before. One saw school-based management as

13
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a risk for principals you could lose your job the first year. If
you're not a good organizer, or you don't have management
skills, you cmild run out of money.

Another confessed,

It's nice to make decisions at face level, but sometimes as a
principal you don't want to ... you want somebody else to
make it.

Some decisions would be unconifortable.

You could hurt people with long term standing in your school
it' you decide to save money by contracting out j..mtorial
services.

An interviewer commented that

Several lintervieweesj indicated that staffing decisions involv-
ing support or professional staff could have unfortunate re-
percussions. Most did not wish to assillne the responsibility for
these eventualities. (Ilatlevik, 1986, p. 34)

For one, the extent of the new authority was bothersome:

It's hard enough being a principal during the day with all the
other problems, never mind running the night With the janitors
etc. It could lead to an early grave!

Most principals believed that teacher .111(1 support staff input into
decentralized decision-making was necessary for effectiveness and
commitment. One interviewer summarized the position in tlUs way:

A principal who did not consider staff recommendations \Vas
not considered likely to be successful with a school-based
management school. The staff's aid in the areas of budgeting
and planning were seen as 'essential if the school was to run
smoothly.' It \Vas suggested ... that the principal. by heeding
the suggestions put frward by his or her staff, would greatly
enhance the commitment oldie teachers to the school. (C:raig,
1 985. pp. 39-4(0

I lowever, the question arose as to llSt hOW democratic these principals
were prepared to be under decentralization. An interviewer says:

The feelings of all the subjects can be summed up by the
comment made by One ofthe district's principals. 'There is only
one captain on any ship. p. 62)

14
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Two kinds of reactions to the Outcome of staff participation wee
expressed. One was the worry that when teachers were given the
opportunity to work with money.

It would not he good for morale; there may be difficult
decisions over whose need is greatest and the squeaky wheel
may get the grease. Staff-members may be resentful if someone
gets something that they wanted and didn't get.

One respondela stated graphically.

This is a perfect setup for staff to get at each others throats; the
principal should have first aid instruction and defensive fighting
training.

The other opinion was that participation was voluntary, as expressed
by this interviewer;

Teachers, it was felt, may not be greatly atThcted in their
day-to-day activities, but could have opportunities, if they so
wished, !o share in determining school-based resource allo-
cations .. . and other aspects ofschool operations. (Collins, 1985,
p. 7(J)

These interviewees foresaw a number of changes in personnel roles
as a result oldie potential adoption of decentralization. Board members
would be more confined to policy matters; superintendents would not
control schools directly; central office staff would no longer have direct
authority over schools But principals would experience the greatest
change. Their authority over many kinds of school resources would be
increased and greater pride in their schools could result. I lowever,
tough decisions would have to be made and some pain would follow.
As for staff participation in decision-making, most would welcome it
but saw themselves as the ultimate decision-makers. They also had
mixed views on the cffects of participation, from the likelihood of
divisive outcomes to giving staff the opportunity to afIect school
resource allocations.

Prodnitiv.ty

If school-based manageinent was adopted, would schools be more
productive% Would inefficiencies be reduced? Could efficiency be
overemphasized% Might educational equality be affected? And are there
not some additional costs brought on by decentralization?

15
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Principals believed that decentralization would permit them to
direct resources to the tasks needed to be done in their schools. One
said:

Decisions would be made within the confines of an individual
building for things that they know are their strengths and
weaknesses. The school district isn't always aware of your
unique problems or concerns.

But a difficulty could be

prioritizing programs according to how efficient or effective
they re. If you have 'x' dollars to spend you have to decide
which programs are your best dollar value.

They welcomed the

bility to carry forward a surplus from one year to the next.

And they anticipated that they could reduce sonic costs and redirect
money:

With staff input, they have an investment in the school-based
malugement approach and would tend to save where they
could, so that other expenditures could be made.

But would an emphasis on productivity and efficiency turn the
principal into a technician? Many believed this would happen. One
interviewer sunnilarizes the reactions she received:

These respondents were almost unanimous on one anticipated
role change for principals working under school-based manaw-
ment a potential shift from the supervision of instruction to
supervism of the fiscal operation of the school Each of the
subjects indicated the principal's potential role change ... could,
and most likely would, prove detrimental to the schools.
(1 latlevik, P)86, p. 26)

Some saw loss of collegiality and even professionalism:

Principals inay become viewed as business managers and risk
losing the collegial feelings that they as proft..ssional educators
share with their staffs. (Collins, 1985, p. 52)

And the issue of leadership was raised as well:

Principals working in school-based management ... could
become ... 'more like business managers than educational

16
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leaders' within a school. This would not occur by choice, but
rather out of necessity. (Collins, 1985, p. 52)

While respondents believed that resource allocation by formula
would be fairer to schools, a few observed that schools might become
less alike if they offered different programs. One noted

Equality of services may not be offered in a district. For
example, some schools may offer French, but not all.

These subjects also perceived that decentralization would incur
certain costs. particularly for school administrators. Many anticipated
the

tremendous amount of time needed from both principals and
staff.

An interviewer added:

In fact. 'finding the time to do the extra' was a serious
concern expressed by the majority of these educators. (Katie-
vik, 1986. p. 32)

One interviewee said about teacher workload,

How can they possibly be evected to comnnt more of their
time to the running of the schools?

These interviewees believed decentralization would enable them to
deploy school resources to school tasks but that it would require them
to examine their priorities carefully. They also thought that some costs
might be reduced and the monies saved expended on other items to
school benefit. But the sharp fear was raised that a concern for such
financial matters could turn the principal into a business manager and
reduce collegiality and proti..ssionalism. They foresaw that equality of
resource allocation to schools would be enhanced but that inter-school
differences might be magnified. And they strongly expected an increase
in workload for principals and possibly other members of school staffs
as well.

Chave

Subjects saw the potential change to school-based management to be a
considerable alteration to the administrative structure of districts. How
might a change to decentralization proceed%
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One way would be for a state or province to encourage the change.
Such a policy was not favoured, as an interviewer notes:

It was strongly felt that if school-based management were
implementeL: oy a consensus from within the district, rather
than 'from a provincial mandate], chances of success would be
much greater. (Craig, 1985, p. 59)

The same interviewer mentions the rate of adoption as a concern:

Each person interviewed made the same first suggestion: lithe
district does decide to 'change to a decentralized system of
management that it do so very slowly ... p. 57)

Many respondents telt that districts would need to make an extensive
effort:

Nobody should be allowed to drift into this system unprepared.

They also felt unprepared themselves. One interviewer notes

Apprehensions about the principal's role ;Ind the technical
expertise that may be required under scl'ool-based management
seemed to overwhehn most of these interviewees. (I latlevik,
1986, pp. 33-4)

Principals s,m new skills being required under decentralization. One
remarked:

I luman relation skills are needed so vou could work with the
staff so that they are involved in the plamnng. You'd also need
planning skills being able to project what you'll need in the
future to build in the tkxibilitv so you could make changes as
the needs arise.

An interviewer sltInmarized similar suggestions:

'Ile respondents felt that school-based adm..nstratoi s Would
be obliged to become more knowledgeable in ireas such as
accounting, budgeting, personnel practices, curriculumind
maintenance. (( .ollins, 1985, p. 69)

And some respondents stressed the elfort needed to enhance the new
skills. One said:

It 'would be] time consuming to get your own training and
retrain staff to the high intensity of communication to make it
work ...

18
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Some believvd that the idea of school-based management would be
opposed by groups at the district level or beyond. One interviewer
observed that unions may disagree with the change:

Most notably, there was great concern about dealings with
various labour groups and the feeling that they would be
opposed to the implementation of school-bas.d management
because it could act 'to weaken the influence of the unions in
some schools.' (Collins, 1)85, p. 60)

Another reflected potential teachers' association concerns:

It was felt that if the individual schools were to become
responsible for the hiring and tiring of staff, the Iteachers'
association I would strongly oppose this system on the grounds
that some of the hirings would be politically motivated and
that some of the firings could be iiidictive in nature. (Craig,
1)85, p. 55)

Central office staff persoimel might not support the change:

Another fear ... WAS the possibilities that sonic central office
staff may be reassigned to the schools, presenting a threat to the
power of the incumbent administration. (Collins, 1985, p. (0)

And principals would certainly not be fully in favour:

The idea that school-based management would be a threat t'.)
the power of some school principals was mentioned several
times, with the explanation always being that under the p out
system each principal manipulates situations in order to er
some special degree of power or influence in the district, and
that under the more equitable school-based system, these
'corners of power' would no longer be available. (ibid,
60- )

Hut not all problems would be ones of outright opposition. Some
were perceived to come from tlie inability of some personnel to either
work under decentralization, as in the case of autocratic principals, or
the ability of the central office to miplement the change successfully.

A number of facilitators to the change were also suggested. In
contrast to die view that A voluntary change would be more positive,
one interviewer commented:

Several people felt that the government may wish to increase
the Accountability for funds within districtsmd for this reason
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NNould be willing to provide the impetus for the implementation
of school-based management systems province-wide. (Craig,
1985, p. 50)

At the district level, commitment from the top was seen as quite

important:

It was felt that the major facilitating factor which is necessary is
the board's acceptance of the concept of school-based manage-
ment and its willingness to give up imich of its power and
responsibility to individUal schools. (Collins, 1985, p. 58)

Other sources of support were also anticipated, such as the idea that

Teachers could also become allies in the movement towards
school-based management if they were to see this as a way of
having greater input into administration. (Craig, 1985, p. 52)

What was the general attitude toward decentralization among
those interviewed? Were they willing to try it? One test was to ask if a

person would accept a job under school-based management. Hatlevik
(1986) reports a range of responses to the question if principals would
accept a position in a district with school-based management (pp.
37-8). Only two out of eight felt qualified for the job. Some would
volunteer; some were positive but with qualifications. Others were
generally open to the idea, expressed by one in this %Nay:

inservice and training were available it would provide a new
interest and challenge a new direction.

She is supported by another interviewer, who says

From the interviews, the most consistent impression gained of
such a management system was one of support for the concept.
(Collins, 1985, p. 67)

But other groups of respondents were less convinced. A third inter-
viewer says

Most principals, despite wanting more school autonomy, are
NNary of adapting any extensive school-based management
model. (Berry, 1986, p. 93)

ft appears that many respondents favour the idea but others have
reservations, an outcome in agreement with Kowalski (1980) who
polled principals' attitudes toward decentralized budgeting and found
that 73 per cent were in favour of the concept because of the flexibility
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it was perceived to offer and the faculty participation which it was
believed to permit (p. 71).

Some subjects believed that adoption of decentralization should
be voluntary to be successful, but others indicated that the province
could provide sonw initiative for the change. They recommended the
transition proceed slowly and nominated several areas of skills which
would need work, particularly technical Ones. Opposition could conw
from unions, teachers' associations, central office staff, and some
principals. Support could emanate from tlw board's acceptance of the
concept and some teachers, as well as many principals. Most respon-
dents were positively disposed to school-based management but a
minority was wary of the idea.

The Purpose of This Inquiry

Interviewees in the centralized districts raised a number of very
important issues regarding school-based management. They antici-
pated that decentralization would be a significant structural change.
They believed that schools would be accorded a considerable flexibility
of decision-making. They also foresaw a greater degree of account-
ability reflected in role changes for district personnel and even more for
principals. They suggested that schools could be made more produc-
tive in some ways, but indicated that additional costs and other effects
could result as well. And they surmised how the process of change
to school-based management might come about. Their commentary
suggests that decentralization has some potential to improve public
education.

Were they right in their assessment of school-based ma:lagement?
Are their anticipations and apprehensions accurate? One way to answer
these questions is to investigate. If some facts about decentralization
could be provided, particularly ones from those persons who work in
districts with school-based management, then the issues could be
examined and some tentative conclusions drawn. Fortunately, a num-
ber of districts have adopted school-based management and much
can be learned from their experiences. This is particularly true of
Edmonton, Alberta, a large district which started decentralization in

ale need to know: What does school-based management look
liks Does it offer schools flexibility? Does it require accountability? Do
schools become more productive? And how is it implemented?

13efore we ask those educators about their experiences with
school-based management, it is important to examine the literature on
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decentralization to form a broader picture of organizations, how they
can be strictured, what some of the effects of decentralization may be,
and how organizations can he changed. Let the writers on organizations
speak!

. 3



PART II: A LOOK AT
THE LITERATURE

Flow can the concerns and anticipations offered by the educators in
chapter I be understood at an abstract level? One way of approach-
ing this question is to consider decentralization to be a matter of
organizational structure, explored in chapter 2. Since the structural-
functional viewpoint is the one adopted in this volume, its assumptions
and some alternatives to it are examined in chapter 3. The study of
organizational structure suggests that the form of decentralization
being investigated here is administrative it takes place within
organizations. That thrin is in contrast to the other major form, called
political, discussed in chapter 4. Writings on organizational decentral-
ization specifically in education are addressed in chapter 5.
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Chapter 2

The Structitial View of Organizations

What are the general kinds of structures available to school districts?
While there are many typologies available. Mintzberg has provided a
reasonably complete set of alternatives. After an examination of them,
two important assumptions inade about decentralization are explored

those of the amount of tolerance tbr disorder and the location of
knowledge in the hierarchy. Flwn, two other aspects of decentraliza-
tion are discussed, namely how it inay be defined and broken down
into components or more elemental parts. Nextind perhaps most
impoilantly, three objectives that organizations commonly haVe when
proceeding to decentralize are examined. Finally, the process of change
to decemrahzation is addressed,

Organizational Structures

lenry Mintzberg produced a book entitled The struentriv of Ovniz-a-
tions in 1979, followed by a more popular versionStiThillre in rilTS, in
1983. I le defines structure as the

total of the ways in which Ian organizatiom ! divides us labor
into distinct tasks and then achieves coordination among them.
(N7), p, 2)

After an mulysis of structure based upon division of labour and
coordination, he otIers five types of orgainzations which reflect the
various ways in which districts and ichools may be structured. The
reader is referred to Mintzberg (1979 or 1983) tbr an extensive
exposition of the five, presented in a way which is well-documented in
the 1979 version, highly readable, richly detailed and thoughtful. What
is offered here is a precis of each and some commentary on how they
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may be applied to education. They are not offered in the ordei
presented in his book, but in the order of potential relevance to
educational systems, from the least applicable to the greatest.

7*he Simple Struaure

The most noteworthy attribute of this type is that decision-making
authority is concentrated at the organizational apex. Such a concen-
tration can be permanent or temporary as shown by Mintzberg's (1979)
example: 'a school system in a state of crisis' (p. 305). Yet, in normal
times, school districts are rather centralized since their central offices
make most of the decisions on how most of the resources are to be
deployed in schools. The model of the simple structure most closely fits
an organization in winch one person makes most of the key decisions.
Mintzberg notes that this model fits the entrepreneurial firm with a
charismatic leader (ibid, p. 310). While the simple structure inay also
match the case of some schools with autocratic principals, in most
districts of all but the smallest size, the central office staff has authority
delegated to it, so districts are normally decentralized to that extent.
The main utility of the simple structure model for public education is
the provision of ;-; baseline of relatively extreme centralization against
which other models and existing organizations can be judged.

.4dhocracy

The term 'adhocracy' is used by Mintzberg to describe a structure
which aims to be innovative and solve problems directly for clients
on a project basis. Its key part is its support staff combined with
its operating core. Coordination is attained via 111uLal adjustment
(accommodations between persons) and the structure changes shape
frequently (ibid. p. 431). Examples include the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, the National Film Board of Canada,
research-based organizations, advertising firms and consulting busi-
nesses. Becaus.: each task encountered is relatively unique, adhocracies
do not have the ability to apply efficient techniques karned on one
project to the next. Such organizations tend to be young and
bureaucradze as they age (ibid, p. 455). Their fluid structures provide
many organizational ambiguities, which in turn may explain why they
are highly politicized. Mintzberg considers them to be Darwinian,
fluid, highly competitive, and ruthless (ibid, p. 462).
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Does the adhocracy model have any relevance for districts or
schools? Perhaps it does for some alternative schools, conceived as
experiments to break out of the mold of rules surrounding public
schools. The structure suggests that such schools could be more
innovative, but at the cost of ambiguity, politicization, and ineffi-
ciency. These features could be most detrimental to ordinary schools, if
educational institutions are perceived as being places where there is
general agreement as to goals and nwans. Such perceptions may be very
important to parents who entrust the schools with their children for
several hours daily.

The Machine Bureaucracy

The machine bureaucracy is not a bureaucracy which makes machines
necessarily. Mintzberg's examples include post offices, banks,

prisons and mass production firms (ibid, p. 314). More precisely, it is
coordinated by the standardization of work processes, has the technical
staff as its key part and is centralized except for some authority which is
given to its technical staff. In fact, the analysts enwrge as key persoimel
with considerable authority. Mintzberg notes that

The only ones to share any real informal power with the top
managers are the analysts in the technostructure. (ibid, p. 317)

Further,

[Ow first-Iiiw manager's job can, in fact. become so circum-
scribed that he (sic can hardly be said to function as a manager
at all.

His view is that rules permeate the entire structure.
Apart from the lack of certainty of the knowledge base as evident

in manufacturing organizations, such as camera companies, school
districts may be characterized by some of the features of the machine
bureaucracies. Comments made in chapter 1 revealed the importance of
the analysts (central office staff) and the abundance of rules (particularly
with reference to resource allocation).

Mintzberg attributes certain environmental conditions to machine
bureaucracies: tlw environment is simple and stable; they tend to be
large in size and producers of standardized products; they are estab-
lished in the way government offices are p. 325). However, he
points out that they have been criticized severely for their neglect of
human relations (ibid, p. 334) and lack of innovation (ibid, p. 346).
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Machine bureaucracies appear to resemble school districts to some
extent because they share some of the same characteristics and
difficulcies.

The Pro.fessional Bureaucracy

This model of organizational structure hinges on the standardization
of skills of professional people. The key part of the structure is the
operating core and the model is a highly decentralized one. Mintzberg's
examples of professional bureaucracies include universities, general
hospitals, school systems, public accounting firms, and social work
agencies (ibid, p. 348).

Coordination is achieved via the common skills and knowledge
which the professionals have learned from outside the organization,
much of it prior to entry, such as in medical school. Considerable
latitude is given to each person and the need for communication among
persons is not great. The service process is one of consultation with a
client and then pigeonholing of client problems is done so that a
standard program may be applied (ibid, p. 352). According to Mintz-
berg, there is no need for the professionals to be supervised directly,
nor much requirement that they coordinate their efforts (ibid, p. 355).

Whik such a description seems appropriate for physician-patient
relationships, it may be less suited to the way educational services are
provided in schools. There, students are grouped in classes without
much individualization. The consultation process involving diagnosis
and prescription may not always operate. Further, the professionals do
not work in isolation: their services are interlocked through established
schedules during the school day. Variations in the routines are made for
special events which themselves require teacher action such as student
supervision. This demands much more coordination than it does
knowledge and skills from teacher education programs. Because stu-
dents are grouped and timetables are linked, the roles of teachers may
not tit closely the pattern of Mintzbvrg's professional bureaucracy.

Another way in which schools may vary from this model is the
extent to which teachers control schools. Mintzberg (ibid. p. 358) labels
the professional bureaucracy a 'highly democratic structure'. While
Mintzberg shows how doctors and university faculty are quite suc-
cessful at controlling their respective organizations, the average
teacher does not necessarily vote on the critical issues facing the school,
nor does he or she control the allocation of resources in the school, as
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noted in chapter 1. Such authority is retained at a higher administrative
level. Again, the relevance of the model is suspect.

But the profi'ssional bureaucracy remains very useful as an opiion
for school organizations. If they were to function as Mintzberg
suggests they do, what would be some of the outcomes? Mintzberg
provides some answers when he looks some of the issues that pro-
fessional bureaucracies encounter (ibid, p. 371). Among them are auton-
omy which leads to perfection of skills but also to a lack of control
over deficiencies such as problems of coordination, discretion, and
innovation (ibid, pp. 372-6). Thus, it would appear that the profes-
sional bureaucracy has an attendant set of weaknesses if Mintzberg
is correct. If schools were modeled in their structure, it is quite likely
that the same positive and negative attributes would emerge. How-
ever, none of Mintzberg's ideal types noted thus far, the simple
structure, the adhocracy, the machine bureaucracy or the professional
bureaucracy match school distric ,tructure very well. There is one
more to go.

The

For the purposes of this volume. Mintzberg's divisional form is most
important. Its structure and processes are presented, along with some
of its problems.

Organizations which are structured by division have middle line
units as their most salient characteristic (ibid, p. 380). He states that they
define their units on a market basis, which constitute a

set of quasi-autonomous entities coupled together by a central
administrative structure. (ibid, p. 381)

Headquarters coordinates the divisions using the standardization of
outputs. He notes that most of the largest corporations, along with
multiversities and some hospital systems are organized in this way.

School districts appear to have aspects of the divisionalized
structure. They have two obvious divisions, elementary and secon-
dary, though one of these is dependent on the other for the flow of
students. Another way in which they are partially divisionalized is with
the school conceived as the unit which is specialized by geography and
to some extent by kind of program offered. However, school
autonomy to deploy resources is abridged as noted in chapter 1 and

79
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output measures are not used extensively as a means for school
coordination.

Mintzberg's view of divisional administration is that the divisional
manager is required to plan so that personnel direct their energies
toward performance goals (ibid, p. 385). But he asks,

... does divisionalization constitute decentralization? Not at
all; it constitutes the vesting of considerable decision-making
power in the hands of a few people the market unit managers
in the middle line, usually at the top of it -- nothing more.
(1983, p. 104)

Thus, most major corporations arc only partly decentralized. Levels of
authority to make decisions within divisions are at the discretion of the
unit managers.

Divisional autonomy is quite circumscribed, however, Mintzberg
(1979) specifies the kinds of control retained by the headquarters or
central office: management of the strategic portfolio so that it can
change the divisions, products, and markets; allocation of overall
resources; design of the performance control system; replacement of
division managers; monitoring of division behaviour; and provision of
certain support services (p. 389). Beyond these functions, divisions
have considerable freedom and often their own technical support
system (ibid, p. 397).

He also asserts that the divisional form has the economic ad-
vantages of aiding efficient allocation of capital within the organiza-
tion, and increasing strategic responsiveness (ibid, p. 415), but it does
not encourage innovation (ibid, p. 418). These features are examined in
greater detail later in this review.

While Mintzberg claims that the divisionalized form is resident in
school systems (thid, p. 402), it is evident from chapter 1 that school
principals do not have the authority to deploy resources (including
personnel) the way divisional managers do. Further, their success is
not dependent on their outputs. Would a change to divisionalization
in school districts be advisable? Mintzberg makes the strong point
that public service agencies, such as schools, are not suited to the
divisionalized form. This is partly because divisions are seldom
divested in the public service, so that this avenue for renewal is

blocked. Another reason is that divisional managers are usually given
control over personnel selection, discipline, transfer and dismissal, a set
of responsibilities seldom granted public service managers (ibid, p.
428). But Mintzberg's major reservation stems from the inability of
public agencies to measure the attainment of their social goals. lie
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warns emphatically that those public agencies adopting the divisional-
ized form have three choices. They can abandon attempts at control
(except for the appointment of socialized managers), they can control
using work process rules, or they can impose control using artificial
objectives (ibid, p. 428). His examples of responses to these conditions
are managerial actions which include lying about needs, stockpiling
materials and hiring influence pedlars to make deals outside the
organization.

It is quite possible that school districts have essentially ;gnored
control apart from appointing principals who have been well social-
ized as teachers, if the comments on accountability in chapter 1 are
indicative. However, their pi...sent organization also has a plethora of
rules regarding use of resources. Principals are then faced with bending
and breaking rules, stockpiling and lobbying to gain the resources they
believe they need for their schools; this sounds like divisionalization
gone awry.

Are school districts divisionalized or not? The divisionalized form
is a model which partly describes school districts as they exist today.
Yet it departs considerably from present district structures where the
authority of schools to make decisions is concerned. As a model which
school districts could adopt, it may have considerable potential for the
improvement of the delivery of educational services. Such a possibility
is investigated in this monograph.

Mintzberg's five structures have been presented briefly and their
tentative connection to districts and schools noted. Each has some
applicability to schools and districts, but none fits well. But Mintzberg
was chosen because he has provided a most complete and pertinent
analysis and synthesis of organizational structure, particularly with
reference to decentralization. He is mostly concerned with the ways
that structures function. By taking a neutral stance, Mintzberg does not
explore how human values might en;er into organizational design.
However, as will be shown, his work offers one of the most useful
vehicles for providing a general perspective within which school-based
management can he understood.

Assumptions of Decentralization

Interest in decentralization has been evident for many centuries.
Kochen and Deutsch (1980, p. 5) mention that decentralization has
followed the collapse of one-man empires. More positively, the Roman
Empire is usually seen as being decentralized and its longevity is
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attributed to the discretion given to governors and generals under
conditions of infrequent and unreliable communications (Jay, 1970,

p. 69).
In modern times, the idea of decentralization has taken consider-

able prominence in the divisionalization oflarge corporations, the most
apparent example being General Motors. Chandler (1962) investigated
the divisionalization of four large companies, including 'GM'. He
specified the processes under which firms grew, encountered problems
of complexity and diversity, and then selected ways in which they
make themselves more manageable. More widely, the concepts of cen-
tralization and decentralization arise in many disciplines and fields of
study, such as anthropology, history, philosophy, theology, the social
sciences, law and accounting as sketched by Brooke (1984, p. 39).

Discussions of the background to decentralization (and central-
ization, too) often rest on two assumptions about the nature of
organizations. One of these is the need for some balance between the
level of order and disorder; the other is the locus of knowledge in the
structure.

Condition of Disorder

To some extent, organization implies order. To organize nieans to
establish order. This thought suggests that without order, there is no
organization to behold. Yet, task accomplishment may require some
degree of disorder.

Sinion (1960) puts the problem of disorder and decentralization
rather simply. lie believes there is an optimal level of for each class
of decisions. Schumacher (1973, p. 243) expresses much the same idea
with some elegance:

. any organization has to strive continuously for the orderli-
ness of order (original italics( and disorderliness of creative
freedom (original italics]. And the specific danger inherent in
large-scale organization is that its natural bias and tendency
favour orderit the expense of creative freedom. (p. 243)

One wav to counteract the stated natural bias and tendency toward
order is to invoke the 'Principle of Subsidiaritv', so that

... the burden of proof lies always on those who want to
deprive a lower level of its function ... they (original italics !
have to prove that the lower level is incapable of fulfilling its
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function satisfactorily and that the higher level can actually do
much better. (thid, p. 244)

But organizations centralize. And Brooke (1984, p. 170) offers
some reasons why. Among them is 'The threat of disaster' which
implies the need for central control to map strategies, particularly those
which may not be in the lower units' specific interests. Just as pertin-
ent is Brooke's 'Lack of confidence', which seems closely parallel to
Simon's remark that 'it feels safer' (1957, p. 235). This reason reflects
on head office's view of the lack of competence and trustworthiness of
the units to make intbrmed and proper decisions.

Basic grounds for decentralization are sometimes the opposite of
those tbr centralization. They include 'the ability of the units to manage
themselves' (Brooke, 1984, p. 170), which suggests that either the
lower levels are competent or could be trained to become so, and a

f framework of confidence and trust' (ihid), which implies that not
only are the units able. but they are of sufficiently upstanding character
to make ethical and generally wise decisions. According to Mintzberg
(1979) organizations may tend to retain more power than is required at
the strategic apex (p. 212).

Thus the need for order and the tolerance of relative disorder
appear to influence the degrees of centralization/decentralization which
may be observed in organizations. Crisis, the larger picture, compe-
tency, and trust each may influence the willingness of the apex to
share decision making .uithority.

It is difficult to know the degree of disorder which might he
generally tolerated in schools and districts. Their present structures are
replicated across the continent from Newfoundland to Hawaii and
t'roin the Arctic Circle to the Rio Grande. Further, arguments for
the need for order are strong ones among educators; the crisis of
retrenchment is used to justify top level decision making; district goals
and state or provincial mandates require sonic unity of direction; the
level of competence in some sets of principals and school personnel is
not high; there may be grounds for not trusting them beyond the minor
decisions now made about school supplies as illustrated in chapter 1. lt
may be that educators, who initially chose teaching over more com-
petitive and changing careers, have a strong preference for order.

The Condition OIKHOW/Cdty

The issue of where knowledge to make decisions is located in the
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organizational hierarchy is one which is of both theoretical and prac-
tical concern. Simon (1957) points out

The insulation of the higher levels of the administrative
hierarchy from the world of fact known at first hand by the
lower levels is a familiar administrative phenomenon. (p. 238)

It might also be accurate to say that higher-level managers have
different kinds of information not always available to lower-level
managers. Mintzberg (1983) says

The top managers, ..., see errors committed below and believe
they can do better, either because they believe themselves
smarter or because they think they can more easily coordinate
decisions. Unfortunately, in complex situations, this inevitably
leads to a state known as 'information overload.' People at the
L ottom of the hierarchy with the necessary knowledge end up
having to defer to managers at the top who are out of touch
with the reality of the situation. (p. 96)

And one of Brooke's (1984) reasons for decentralization is 'holding of
specialized knowledge in the units' (p. 170). These authors give the
clear impression that the needed knowledge to attain organizational
objectives is obviously resident at the lower levels. Not only do unit
managers have specific knowledge of their circumstances, but they also
may have specialized knowledge at hand.

However, there is no question that . .. possession of scarce
knowkdge, expertise, or ability' may be at headquarters (ibid). Further,
lower units, enmeshed in their own contexts, may lack '... the ability
to see the whole picture' (p. 170). The existence of certain kinds of
knowledge at the central office as compared to units seems quite
evident. The ability of units to appreciate the wider context or all the
organization's goals is probably more debatable. What emerges from
this discussion of knowledge is that both higher and lower levels may
possess different kinds of knowkdge of what the problems are and how
to solve them.

Clearly, when a district's central office is well-staffed with super-
visors, coordinators, and consultants, it can he said to have a good deal
of specialized knowledge certainly more than schools. The staff has a
higher level of education, more experience with special problems, and a
wider perspective than school-based personnel do. Yet it is the
educators in the schools who have considerable levels of university
education, the commitment to students as their prime responsibility,
the facts of their students' imirdiate circumstances, and the job of
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carrying out the integrated set of activities which is a school. Another
facet of the knowledge problem is that if the district staff members
were dissipated among schools, the district would have no core of
experts and all leadership initiatives would have to come from district
line officers or from school personnel. But what does it mean to
decentralize?

Some Definitions and Dimensions of Decentralization

How may decentralization bc defined? What are some of its compon-
ents? It is useful to know with some precision how the term is used and
how it has been analyzed.

Dyinitions of Decentralization

At this point in the discussion it is important to note that the form of
decentralization being emphasized here is that which is called 'organ-
izational'. It does not have participation or local autonomy as its
primary objective. Kochen and Deutsch (1980) emphasize this idea
by asserting that decentralization is only a means to such goals as
responsiveness, service quality, and lower costs (p. 17). The desirability
of decentralization is then based on the performance of a service.

Etzioni (1973, p. 135) also stresses the distinction between the
two forms, one which may be called 'political', the other which is
organizational. He suggests that political decentralization may exist
tbr its own sake, while organizational decentralization, which is revok-
able, is a technique. The reader is referred to chapter 4 for a discussion
of political forms of decentralization. But is it possible to define
decentralization usefully? Mintzberg (1979) says

The fact is that no one word can possibly describe a

phenomenon as complex as the distribution of power in the
organization. (p. 184)

Fie defines decentralization as

... THE EXTENT TO WHICH POWER IS DISPERSED
AMONG MANY INDIVIDUALS ... !original emphasisi

So decentralization becomes, roughly, the way power is spread. But
Brooke (1980) notes that power can be formal or informal (p. 7(1); it
is possible for a person to have power without legitimacy. Since
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organizational structure is of primary concern, Brooke suggests that
power, which he conceives as ability to influence, be separated con-
ceptually from formal, legitimated decision making authority. If
Brooke's advice is taken, it may be wise to alter Mintzberg's definition
accordingly:

DECENTRALIZATION IS THE EXTENT TO WHICH
AUTHORITY TO MAKE DECISIONS IS DISTRIBUTED
AMONG THE ROLES IN AN ORGANIZATION

This definition is varied by using the concepts of authority and role to
depersonalize the ways in which decisions arc made. It shows that
decentralization (or centralization) is a nutter of degree, because the
same words can be used as a definition for centralization. But mostly,
it gives a reference point for discussion. There is no question that
decentralization is a complex idea and that any simple definition such
as this one does not capture the richness of the concept.

Some Dimensions of 1)ecentraliz-ation

The concept of decentralization (and its complement, centralization)
may be analyzed, that is, taken apart for examination of its compon-
ents. Three important sources attack this problem; they are examined
in turn.

The book by Kochen and Deutsch entitled Decentralization:
Sketches Toward a Rational Theory (published in 1980) is one of the few
in which the topic is treated extensively. Kochen and Deutsch provide
their logical analysis of the term:

(A) decentralizes operation or function (13) in service urgan-
ization (C) at level (1)) to extent (E) at time (F) by means of ((;)
in order to (H). (p. 18)

This description reflects some of the idea's complexity and is consistent
with the dimensions (ibid. p. 22) which they say correspond roughly to
those posited by prior authors. Although they offer eight, the four
salient ones for this discussion are: (i) the number of particular tasks
performed by specialized agents; (ii) the ways clients request service
and response time; (iii) the number and luture of-decisions that may be
made at lower levels; (iv) participation in decision-nuking.

There is no question that these dimensions show many of the basic
ideas inherent in the concept of decentralization. While Kochen and
Deutsch (1980) assert that their work roughly reflects that of other
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writers, no clear account is given just how they are building on their
thinking (p. 28). The lack ()fa specified connection nwans that it is hard
to know which of the four are well grounded and which are being
volunteered. Unfortunately, this criticism applies throughout the
book. Many general statements are nude without apparent substan-
tiation. This condition gives the impression that Kochen and Deutsch
are less interested in the major conceptual ktilles involved in decen-
tralization than they are in deriving the formulas which are intended to
solve the relatively particular problems of service queues. The result of
this apparent focus is that they have not provided a clear synthesis of
the dimensions of decentralization. Another problem in reading
Kochen md Deutsch is tlut paragraphs are sometimes unrelated to one
another and sentences not entirely connected (such as those on p. 242).
The combitution of these conditions results in considerable frustration
for the reader who wishes to locate elements of secure knowledge on
the topic of decentralization.

Another major indepth source on decentralization is Brooke's
Centraliz.ation and Autonomy: A Stmly ONanizational Behaviour, pub-
lislwd in 1984. The aim of that volume is to provide some insights
into the often-observed swings between centralization and decentral-
ization (which Brooke labels 'autonomy.). He makes no attempt to
specify dimensions of his topic but uses the word 'horizontal' to mean
participative or political decentralization and 'vertical' as hierarchical or
organizatiomil decentralization. This distinction is congruent with that
of Kochin and Deutsch. Brooke also notes that

Decentralization to a particular level may imply centralization
from that level downwards: one person's autonomy !meaning
decentralization! precluding that of his or her subordinates.

This observation agrees with Mintzberg's (1983) concept of divisional-
ization (p. 104). It suggests that if school districts were decentralized
down to a key role such as the principal, schools themselves could
remain highly centralized.

Brooke addresses the issues of centralization and decentralization
extensively. The lack of a general conceptualization of centraliza-
tion/decentralization limits the book's usefulness, however. Discus-
sions of potential dimensions are scattered throughout the volume but
not integrated. Two further problems are quite evident and probably
caused 1w the highly discursive style in which the book is written. One
is that general concepts are used without connection to the sources
from which they are taken, somewhat in the manner of Kochen and
Deutsch. Again, the reader often has difficulty tracking the ideas. In
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Brooke's case there seems to be too much written where a few words
would do. This style gives the impression that the author is more
comfortable at sounding authoritative rather than expending the effort
to do the well-grounded academic homework, although there are many
tine references. The other problem is closely related, and is the use of
trite or hackneyed expressions throughout the book. Such use may
make sop,e readers 'feel more at home', but it undermines the potential
seriousness of the messages to the reader who is groping for conceptual
substance. The outcomes of these shortcomings are that the volume
is not as helpful at organizing a reader's thinking about centraliza-
tion/decentralization as it could have been and its utility is limited to
selective points, some of which have been quoted here.

Mintzberg (1979) also addresses the issue of decentralization quite
extensively. His starting point is that structure comes about because of
two;opposing needs: the division of labour into various tasks and the
coordination of the different tasks (p. 2). Considerable discourse is
devoted to the implications of division of labour and coordination, and
the reader is referred to the several chapters on organizational design
and function (ihid, pp. 1-180). Decentralization is then examined. He
considers the many ways in which the term is used (ibid, p. 184).

There are two key dimensions of decentralization, according to
Mintzberg (ibid, pp. 185-208). The first is vertkal/horizontal (ibid,
p. 185). Vertical decentralization refers to the extent decision-making
authority is shared down the hierarchy of management. It involves line
persons from the chief executive to the lowest subordinate and can be
placed within any role in Ole line of authority. For example, a school
district would be more vertically decentralized as the locus of authority
progressed from the board. superintendent, assistant superintendent,
principal, head, to the teacher.

The other aspect of the first dimension is horizontal decentral-
ization, defined as the dispersal of authority to non-line or staff
members who may be resident at any level in the organization (i.:4, p.
185). For example, if the authority of the superintendent was sha..ed
with the central office stall. (not just line), then the district would be
decentralized horizontally. Mintzberg comments:
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TO THE EXTENT THAT THE ORGANIZATION
HAS NEEI) OF SPECIALIZED KNOWLEDGE, NOT-
ABLY BECAUSE CERTAIN DECISIONS ARE HIGHLY
TECHNICAL ONES, CERTAIN EXPERTS ATTAIN
CONSIDERABLE INFORMAL POWER. (original em-
phasis! (p. 19))
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He also asserts that such horizontal decentralization reduces the
decision making 'power' of lower-line managers (ibid, p. 195). It is
possible that a considerable number of school districts reflect this
structure, if the comnwnts in chapter 1 about authority are indicative.
At the school level, if staff members resident in schools were given
authority to make decisions, then schools would be horizontally
decentralized to roles such as counsellors and learning specialists.

Mintzberg's second dimension is called selective/parallel (ibid, p.
187). By 'selective' he means that only certain kinds of decisions are
dispersed to the organization and others are r ,ained. His examples
include the possibility of retaining financial decisions at the strategic
apex but moving production decisions to the first-line supervisors.
Kinds of decisions which could be selectively dispersed in school
districts include school level supplies, equipment, and personnel, while
decisions regarding utilities, maintenance, and expert services could be
retained by the central office. Another word which might describe the
issue of what decisions to decentralize is 'scope'.

The other facet of the second dimension is parallel decentral-
ization. Mintzberg uses 'parallel' to mean dispersal of many (but not
all) decisions to the same place. It seems reasonable to interpret 'same
place' as 'same role'. His examples include the dispersal of 'finance,
marketing, and production decisions to the 'division managers in the
middle line' (p. 187). Parallel decentralization for schools could mean
that their authority to plan and make decisions would encompass a
much greater proportion of the resources they typically consume.

But could a district or an organization be fully decentralized?
Mintzberg admits that

of course, such vertical decentralization must always be some-
what selective. That is, some decision-making power is always
retained at the strategic apex. (ibid, p. 191)

When the two dimensions proposed by Mintzberg are examined
in this way, it seems that organizations can be both vertically and
horizontally decentralized and use selective and parallel dispersal of
authority at the same time. If that conclusion is correct, then there are
actually four dimensions, grouped for convenience into pairs. 'Ver-
tical' and 'horizontal' may sound opposite, but they arc not, since
dispersion can be both down the hierarchy and across to staff roles at
the same time. The sanw applies for selective and parallel since some
kinds of decisions can be shared and those decisions can be delegated to
the same places. But the four terms are not strictly independent, as
Mintzberg acknowledges p. 191). Vertical decentralization is
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always partly sekctive. And all authority.could be resident in the line
officers, so that vertical could preclude horizontal decentralization.
Although not fully precise, these dimensions provide sonic useful
guideposts in comprehending how decentralization may bc analyzed.

How do Mintzberg's dimensions compare with those of Kochen
and Deutsch? Coordination and delegation of authority, one of Kochen
and Deutsch's dimensions addresses the same concerns as does
Mintzberg's vertical and horizontal dimension. Functional specializa-
tion integrates fairly well with the selective and parallel dimension.
But the other two of Kochen and Deutsch, feedback responsiveness and
participation in decision-making, are not seen as integral to decen-
tralization by Mintzberg. Perhaps it is just that Kochen and Deutsch's
view of decentralization is both more global and more mathematical
than that of Mintzberg's structural perspective.

Generally. Mintzberg's analysis of decentralization appears to be
the most helpful of those authors reviewed. His dimensions do not fit
well with Kochcn and Deutsch's, hut the same terrain is evident. The
issues raised by Brooke arc similar ones, but Mintzberg, starting from
an amply evident theoretical base and using over 200 prior authors, was
able to generate a much more coherent theory for understanding
decentralization using the structural functional viewpoint. Moreover,
his writing style is remarkably readable and quite precise with reference
to where ideas originate, although his own reflections are allowed to
enter into gaps in the flow of discourse.

Reasons for Organizational Decentralization

According to the literature, decentralization is often considered to be
a means to achieve three goals. They are organizatimul
accountability and productivity.

Flexibility

he idea of flexibility refers to the capacity to change and capability of
modification (11'ebsters', 1968). But decentralization may not produce
such a state, as noted by Brooke (1984)

The word i1exibilitv ... signals one of the many paradoxes
inherent in the subject fot decentralization). Where quick action
is required at the centre, the need for flexibility suggests
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centralization, but the reverse is true when the units have to be
able to respond fast 'sic to changing or competitive conditions.

(p. 181)

So if decisions are delegated to lower units, sharp realignments or
suitable reactions to problems such as retrenchment may not be pos-
sible. Yet speed of response at local sites seems to require capacity to
make local decisions. Brooke states his reason for flexibility in this way.
That is the inability of the central office to make sufficiently applicable
or adequately quick decisions for the units (ibid, p. 170). Brooke's
justification is backed up by Mintzberg's (1979, p. 183) assertion that
decentralization permits quick response to local conditions. Simple

enough.
Kodien and Deutsch (1980, p. 163) also suggest flexibility is an

important virtue because responsive links between providers and
recipients of human services are highly valued by nearly all persons.
Their use of 'nearly all' implies that there are some exceptions; it would
be interesting to speculate on why some persons might not share this
belief. Kochen and Deutsch also consider the concept of responsive-
ness, which they define as the time needed to deliver an acceptable
response (ibid, p. 11).

So flexibility implies not just that a service agency respond to a
client's request, but that response be rendered within a time deemed
reasonable by the client and perhaps by the agency as well. Kochen and
Deutsch go further than the idea of just meeting the client's wishes.
They say that decentralization should be found to have a greater
amount of responsibility, time and resources given to lower levels.
Moreoveris an organization becomes more decentralized, they believe
it may become more innovative. It is not clear from Kochen and
Deutschs' placement of this assertion if they are assuming or con--ft
cluding the connections made between flexibility and innovation.
But it is an intriguing thought that a large amount of flexibility might
permit innovative responses to client needs and not simply mundane
ones within a reasonable time.

Mintzberg (1979) supports the same idea: '... it is a stimulus for
motivation' (p. 183). lie suggests that the attraction and retention of
creative and intelligent people is aided by the latitude of decision
making Afforded them. This logic implies that it" an organization is
inflexible, no creative or intelligent persons would want to work there.
In more popular vein, Schumacher (1973) rather elegantly argues for
the idea that flexibility may lead to greater creativity:
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In any organization, large or small, there must be a certain
clarity and orderliness; if things fall into disorder, nothing can
be accomplished. Yet, orderliness, as such, is static and lifeless;
so there must be plenty of elbowtom and scope for breaking
through the established order, to do things never anticipated
by the guardians of orderliness, the new, unpredicted and
unpredictable outcome of a man's [sic! creative idea. (p. 243)

Perhaps he is being very optimistic.
Decentralization is viewed by these authors as a necessary, but not

sufficient condition for greater flexibility, meaning a higher level of
responsiveness to satisfy the changing needs of clients. And although ao
organization may not be designed specifically to produce innovations
(as Mintzberg's adhocracy is), the level of innovation in it could
possibly be increased if sufficient flexibility of decision making is
provided.

Accountability

If units in an organization are given greater freedom to make decisions,
then the need arises to have them held accountable for their actions
using sonie mechanisms of accountability.

The idea of having to demonstrate the achievement of objectives
has not received a great deal of attention from writers on decentral-
ization, perhaps because it is assumed to be in place when private
sector organizations are being studied. But it is stressed when en-
countered. Brooke (1984) states

The control system represents the perspiration without which
the inspiration is easily dissipated. (p. 89)

Drucker (1985) looks at the problem of inspired goals another way. He
says of persons in public agencies,

.. they tend to see their mission as a moral absolute rather than
as economic and subject to a cost/benefit calculus. .. . If one is
'doing good,' then there is no 'better'. (p. 179)

He recommends a clear definition of mission and a realistic statement of
goals for those in the public service and suggests that when agencies
fail, their objectives may be wrong (ibid, p. 183). In his rather informal
style, Drucker (1977) says globally
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Only if targets are defined can resources be allocated to tlwir
attainment, priorities and deadlines be set, and somebody be
held accountable for the results. (p. 135)

He tackles the problem of nwasurenwnt and uses the need to measure
grade-level reading attainment as an example.

Brooke (1984) adds the problem of optimization to the problem of
measurement (p. 88). He asserts that local optimization (in the pursuit
of local objectives) may risk global suboptimization (in the pursuit of
global goals). If Brooke's comment is correct, a system of account-
ability which permitted excessive freedom among the units could result
in the lack of attainment of gener?1 objectives. An example might be a
school's pursuit of physical education over academic basics.

Mintzberg (1979) also raises the issue of freedom and account-
ability in his discussion on how coordination is achieved under
divisionalization (p. 191). Noting that each market unit is 'quasi-
autonomous' when divisionalized, he stresses that it is important

... to ensure that the autonomy is well used, that each market
contributes to the goals considered important by the strategic
apex. So the strategic apex faces the delicate task of controlling
the behavior of its market units without restricting their
autonomy unduly.

For Mintzberg, results in divisionalized structures are assessed primari-
ly, but not completely, by 'performance control systems' (ibid, p. 191).
The concept of a performance control system, if applied to school
districts, would imply an assessment of district objectives without
excessively limiting school autonomy or having deleterious effects on
school objectives. To be genuinely useful, the system would need to
incorporate measures which are comparable across schools. Such a
system would be quite ambitious, and some would say, impossible. As
mentioned earlier, Mintzberg believes that since public agency outputs
are not nwasured in dollars, the divisionalization of public agencies is
unsuccessful because such evaluation systems have failed to provide the
desired coordination and they have generated so many negative effects
(ibid, pp. 428-9).

The authors reviewed appear to say that accountability is an
important element in organizations and that accountability systems are
required under decentralization. Further, those mechanisms need to be
properly attuned to overall organizational aims if they are to function as
intended and not subvert organizational goals.
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Productivity

One of the motivations for decentralizing an organizaiion is to improve
its outcomes. Another, closely-related reason is to reduce its costs. And
a third is to improve its efficiency, the ratio of outputs to costs. Tht:se
potential reasons for decentralization are so closely connected that they
will be addressed under the general heading of 'productivity'. Kochen
and Deutsch (1980) state simply that service performance is the guiding
principle of decentralization (p. 18).

Simon (1957) believes that decisions made at a higher level are
more costly because higher administrators are paid more (p. 236). This
is a very simple idea and quite compelling when the value of the time of
senior executives is considered. If they do not dekgate decisions, not
only will they be overloaded, but the decisions will cost more just
to make. Another cost incurred in a centralized operation is that of
presenting iniormation to higher administrators. It takes time and
money to transmit information, particularly when persons arc not
proximate. Simon seems to be assuming that the subordinate has the
necessary information to make the decision and really just needs to
convince the superordinatc of his or her choice. That belief raises the
general issue of 'who knows best' about what kinds W. decisions. A
further cost-related concern of Simon is that

... centralization leaves idle and unused the powerful coordi-
native capacity of the human nervous system, and substitutes
for it an interpersonal coordinative mechanism. p. 24(i)

Here the assumption is made that the locus of decision making can be
made resident in n individual person. This view suggests that the
individual is capable and comprtent. and that group ctivity may be
less so. Simon provides examples of individual coordination, such
as threading needle or playing a piano. Thus, he raises the potent
questions, dow much coordination do human beings need? And how
costly to operate are large organizations which ignore the potential for
individuals to make decisions based on their own expertise?

For Kochen and I )eutsch (1)8o)

. .. the major 'cost' of decentralization lies in the added effort
required of maiugers to formulate and state objectives for their
own tasks and for tasks to be delegated more clearly ... giving
the manager more utonomy, his or her own resources,
authority, nd so on. (p. 134)

Although this is not particularly dear statement, it is one which
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acknowledges that if more decisions are to be made by managers under
decentralization, then there are costs attached to those decision making
activities.

Remarkably, Brooke does not allude to productivity, cost reduc-
tion, or efficiency when he offers the reasons for decentralization
(p. 170). Even more strangely. Mintzberg is silent on these potential
motivations. Perhaps these tWO authors felt that these reasons were
such obvious objectives that they could remain unstated. After all, why
divisionalize unless one's firm was able to increase its productivity
or market shae for the same costs, maintain its productivity with
decreased costs, or even Hcrease outputs with fewer inputs? What
would be the point of greater flexibility or more appropriate coordina-
tion if they did not have the potential to increase profits in the private
sector or render more efficient service in the public sector? If
decentralization is not pursued for its own sake or solely for the
interests of organizational members, then such reasons sound plausible.

The Change to Decentralization

A ntIlliber of authors have addressed the question, 'When do
organizations decentralize7:' It is possible to view the answers in the
form of stages of growth of large-scale corporations, contingency
factors winch promote decentralization, and the observed cycle of
centralization, decentralization and return to centralization.

The hhhotrial Giants

( handler (1%2) undertook an historical analysis of 1)u Pont, ( kneral
Motors, Standard Oil of New Jersey, and Sears, Roebuck and Com-
pany who were among the first corporations to decentralize, or
more precisely, divisionahze. Ile gives a sunimary of the four phases of
growth experienced by these firms. Initial expansion and wealth
accumulation was followed by more rational use of rc.iources, then by
expansion into new market and product lines and later the develop-
ment of a decentralized shape. This structure was designed to permit
adaptation to short and long-term market demands (ibid, p. 385). For
Chandler, the key factors in the change were the market, the firms'
resourcesmd their entrepreneurial talents (ibid, p. 383).

Some of the aims within the move to divisions included the
definition of lines of atulpgity, clarification of the line and staff

,
4.
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distinction, specification of responsibility for single individuals (Ad,
p. 286), stipulation of the divisional degree of autonomy, and clarifica-
tion of the duties of senior executives in the central and divisional
offices p. 290). It is interesting to note that these are arnoni.;
the same concerns which are faced by schools today (as articulated in
chapter 1). Some of these issues are also among the anticipations of
those who contemplated the prospect of decentralization in school
districts (chapter 1).

Chandler makes his tlwsis a very simple one: *Structure follows
strategy'. First, strategy is defined as the need to plan and carry out the
growth experienced by successful ventures into new markets. Second,
the structure is devised to administer the growth (i/ild, p. 13). The
argument is well supported by a considerable amount of historical
evidence. A variety of corporations is examined (in addition to the
four) and causes and motivations for their structures (divisionalized or
not) are examined. This is a very fine inquiry and the reader is
encouraged to investigate it further.

lt is clear that the contribution by Chandler has influenced the
general level of thinking about decentralization. A key question for
educators seems to be: Are diversification and its accompanied growth
plausible grounds for the divisionalization of education? More speci-
fically, are school districts sufficiently diversified in their missions and
suitably large to receive some of the benefits of decentralization which
are attributed to the large corporations?

Two authors subsequent to Chandler have attempted to integrate
!he findings on decentralization reported in the literature. Dressler
(1976) and Mintzberg (1)79) kive explored the same question of when
decentralization takes place. Notably, they draw on the work of quite
different sets of writersipart from Chandler who is common to both
accounts. While Dressler's synthesis is much more abbreviated than
Mintzberg's, the six factors which they include are largely the same for
each.

(:ontiveney Factors in thc Move to Divisionahz.e

Stressed by Chandler (1%2) and emphasized by Mintzberg (1979, p.
393), market diversity is seen as the main reason why organizations
adopt the divisionalized form. Dressler (1)76) refers to the same idea as
diversification of customers (p. 112) but Mintzberg (197), p. 395)
warns
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ANI) YET BASED ON CLIENT OR REGIONAL DIVER-
SIFICATION IN THE ABSENCE OF PRODUCT OR
SERVICE DIVERSIFICATION, DIVISIONALIZATION
OFTEN TURNS OUT TO BE INCOMPLETE (because]
THE HEADQUARTERS IS ENCOURAGED TO CEN-
TRALIZE A GOOD DEAL OF DECISION MAKING AND
CONCENTRATE A GOOD DEAL OF SUPPORT SER-
VICE AT THE CENTER, TO ENSURE COMMON
OPERATING STANDARDS FOR ALL THE DIVISIONS.

So market diversification may be of several forms: based on clients,
regions, products or services. When school districts are considered,
regional diversification is clearly evident when neighbourhoods or
catchment areas are used as a basis of organization. Client (student)
div-rsification will vary considerably depending on how it is defined,
but the need to individualize instruction would suggest that sub-factor
is present among schools. Service diversification is a condition which
may have grown considerably in recent years, since the mission of
schools has enlarged.

There are also secondary factors which seem relevant to school
districts. One of these is a pair of demographic variables. Dressler notes
that large size is associated with decentralization, and Mintzberg agrees.
He adds that age is associated with decentralization (ibid, p. 400), but
this fact is not surprising if size and age are positively correlated for
organizations.

A second main factor, not mentioned by Mintzberg, is the
dependence on a stable outside agent, such as a large purchaser
(Dressler, 1976, p. 112) which is more likely to be associated with
centralization. Educational institutions would be included in this
category, as would all public sector organizations, since they are
dependent on the tax rolls for resources. Unfortunately, Dressler does
not expand upon this idea, so that the reasons for why this dependence
might promote centralization are left unstated. However, if the idea is
accepted, then the lack of an external agency may contribute to an
organization's incentive to decentralize.

A third important factor is power, not mentioned by Dressler, but
emphasized by Mintzberg. While he does not have a general conclusion
about the role of power in affecting divisionalization, he notes that
changes can reflect moves to increase power of specific persons (1979,
p. 402). Also, he states that divisionalization can be a product of
fashion, a critical idea treated more extensively in the next section.
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These three authors perceive a number of factors which influence
the process of divisionalization. The primary motivator is believed
to be market diversity the provision of more products or services
or alwrnatively, expansion to more regions or clients. Among the
secondary concepts associated with divisionalization are large size and
advanced age, independence from a stable outside agent, and the setting
of power in the organization.

7'he Potential Instability ofDivisionalization

The chief aim articulated in Brooke's book is to shed some insights
onto the cycles of centralization and decentralization observed in many
organizations. He says that resources are wasted by such cycles. While
good reasons are given for each change, he believes that such cycles can
be broken (p. 3). Brooke's answer to the problem of cycles is that
decentralization (called autonomy in his book) comes about because of
such forces as bureaucracy, predictability, the lack of flexibility, and the
paramount status of local needs. The organization reacts later to threats
to its vital knowledge and the threat of disaster, and 'autonomy recedes'
(p. 181). He posits a 'normal line' or accepted degree of centraliza-
tion/autonomy for an organization but does not show how such a
normalization would be applied.

Mintzberg, when considering divisionalization, articulates the
possibility of recentralization and comments on what can happen:

A strong set of forces encourage [sic] .e headquarters managers
to usurp divisional powers, to centralize certain product-market
decisions at headquarters and so defeat the purpose of divi-
sionalization . . . Headquarters managers may believe they can
do better; they may be tempted to eliminate duplications

..; they may simply enjoy exercising the power which is
potentially theirs; or they may be lured by new administrative
techniques. (p. 419)

His simple conclusion is

THE PURE DIVISIONALIZED FORM MAY PROVE IN-
HERENTLY UNSTABLE . (p. 430)

While he offers an extensive number of reasons tbr the potential in-
stability, most of these are strictly applicable to corporations. How-
ever, the ones stated by Mintzberg, which speak to the centralizing
tendencies of the head office, may be highly appropriate to school
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districts. The reasons given for increasing central authority arc
often quite compelling, and taken collectively, can constitute an
overwhehning case for recentralization if the contrary arguments arc
not considered.

Summary

Mimy authors works on the structure of organizations mid decentral-
ization have been discussed. Mintzberg's typology was examined and
within it, the divisionalized form was tbund to be highly relevant to
decentralization. Two assumptions behind decentralization were seen
to lw a tolerance for disorder and the belief that important knowledge
rests with lower-level organizational units. The dimensions of decen-
tralization found to be most uselbl were Mintzberg's selective/parallel
and vertical/horizontal. hree ideas closely associated with decentral-
ization were explored the im of greater flexibility of decision
making, the provision for accountability, and the outcome of pro-
ductivity, broadly defined. Finally, the ways in which organizations
decentralize (and sometimes recentralize) were seen as processes of
organizational change.
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Chapter 3

Rationality and Organizations

Thus far, the discussion on decentralization has been within the
framework of what Holman and Deal (1984) call a rational model of
organizations. This rational perspective implies that !natters of organ-
izational structure, rules, authority, order, goals and the environment
are all key variables in understanding decentralization. However, such
concepts are mostly part of what is called traditional organizational
theory and that kind of theory has come under attack from a number
of sources in recent years. While an extensive examination of the
arguments is the worthy subject of hooks by the best theorists, it seems
appropriate that some of the more noteworthy statements be consi-
dered and some reasons offered why the traditional approach was taken
in this document. Concepts of loose coupling, garbage cans, symbolic
systems and metaphors will be contemplated in turn.

Loose Coupling and Garbage Cans

The two concepts of loose coupling and garbage cans represent pivo-
tal ideas in critiques of traditional organizational theory. They are
discussed, compared. and their relevance to centralized and decentral-
ized management is noted.

Karl Weick (1976), in a seminal article entitled 'Educational
organiz.ations as loosely coupled systems', states that

... the typical coupling mechanisms of authority of office and
logic of the task do not operate in educational organizations.
(p. 17)

In bri, educational organizations are seen as not being rational;
linkages among their parts do not form logical chains where clear
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divisions of labour, authority, job descriptions, and consistent evalua-
tions exist (p. 1). For factories, deliberate decisions make a difference to
organizational successes or failures. In schools, however, the classroom
activities are not seen to reflect higher level decisions, but continue
under something of their own direction as shown by the remark:

... if we do not find many variables in the teacher's world to be
shared in the world of the principal ... then the principal can be
regarded as loosely coupled with the teacher. (p. 3)

Weick mentions other examples and situations where he says loose
coupling is evident. These include decentralization (p. 10), delegation
of discretion (p. 11), and infrequent inspection of activities within the
system (p. 9). How does he describe loose coupling? He sees coupled
events as being responsive, but loose coupling is associated with
impermanence, dissolvability and tacitness (p. 3).

A number of the functions and dysfunctions of loose coupling
offered by Weick include: good and had outcomes, sensitivity which
can produce vulnerability to fad, localized adaptations, novel solutions,
breakdowns which do not affect other parts of the organization, more
self-determination, and lower coordination costs (pp. 6-8). But use of
the concept of loose coupling appears to imply that organizations are
tightly coupled in spots. Weick notes that a small number of tight
but hidden couplings hold educational organizations together (p. 11).
Unfortunately, he does not provide examples of where those hidden
corners might he, but he offers certification and client definition as
evidence of tight couplings (p. 11). lie suggests that

Rifts of some organizations are heavily rationalized but many
parts also prove intractable to analysis through rational assump-
tions. (p. 1)

It would appear that to Weick, organizations have both rational,
tightly coupled elements and not-so-rational, loosely coupled parts.
Further, the loosely coupled structures could be helpful in the
achievement of some goals. Fraditional theory is said to be unable to
understand the less rational features. Moreover, Weick's examples may
be accurate for schools: some of the problems of accountability raised M
chapter 1 reflect the possibility that school districts are quite loosely
coupled, although Weick does not say they were examined closely for
this feature. What does such a characterization imply for district
det.:ntralization? Weick lists decentralization as an example of loose
coupling (p. 10), but this association would not 1.-e strictly correct if
decentralization is accompanied by greater accountability. Mintzberg
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(1979) appears to think that when divisionalization occurs, a review
system is required to monitor divisional productivity (p. 428). Thus,
divisionalization with a method of review would be an example of
tighter coupling in school districts, particularly if the authority of each
role was clarified. However, if divisionalization provided more
freedom to schools to set some of their own goals and methods of
achieving them with no more than the usual supervision, then the
coupling would be loosened further, Divisionalization could result in a
change to the coupling looser in one sense, tighter in another.

Are rational changes to school district coupling possible? Perhaps
not. There may be little knowledge about how districts function and,
therefore, no apparent ways in which to improve them. This rather
pessimistic perspective is supported by March and Olsen (1976), with
the introduction of their model of 'garbage can decision making',
closely related to the loose coupling concept. They attack the tradi-
tional model of decision making used by many analysts and argue
that its four assumptions are wrong (p. 15).

First, they suggest that there is no clear connection between the
attitudes and beliefs held by a person and that person's behaviour.
Second, they do not assume that rational individual action in an
organizational context will produce rational organizational action as a
result. Third, they assert that the organizational outcomes which come
from organizational actions do not produce the environmental re-
sponses desired by those in the organization. And fourth, environ-
mental actions do not result in altering individual cognitions and
preferences. Thus, there is a pattern which the traditional model
assumes but which is broken, or 'loosely coupled', in four places.

Specifically, March and Olsen mention some beliefs made in
organizational life which may be quite wrong (p. 19):

... to assume that what appeared to happen did happen to
assume that what happened was intended to happen ... to
assume that what happened had to happen.

hi other words, what happened was not required to happen, was not
intended to happen, and actually what appeared to happen did not
happen at all. More concretely, it was not necessary to have a new
reading program; it was not intended to have a new reading program;
and actually, there was no new reading program established at all. The
example of the reading program is phrased in this way so that it
illustrates how the model raises potentially interesting questions about
organizational ( lunges.

March nd Olsen remark that
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... the Igarbage can] process occurs precisely when the pre-
conditions of more 'rational' choice models are not met. (p. 36)

This statement is consistent with Weick's applications of loose and tight
coupling. However, it may be inappropriate to label most decision-
making processes in organizations as non-purposive, inconsistent, and
irrational. There is no doubt that 'things happen'. There is little doubt
that 'things are intended to happen'. And there is also no doubt that
from some perspectives they 'had to happen'. To surrender all pursuit
of purpose, consistency and rationality of decision-making is to suggest
that persons who make decisions are quite incompetent and that
organizations are necessarily ineffective as well. Such pessimism may
not be justified. If it is not, then it may be possible to 'rationalize'
organizations (school districts in particular) so that there is a clearer
connection between their ends and their means.

March and Olsen present a loosely scoupled view of small-scale
decision-making which are seen as largely irrational. Weick offers a
similar view of large-scale structure using the loose coupling concept.
Decentralization, for Weick, appears quite disorderly and may not even
be accompanied by an infrequent inspection system. These views of
educational institutions seem to tit some of the observations made
about them in chapter I, but they do not match Mintzberg's
form, where the control system was combined with delegation of
authority and would seem to have elements of both tight and loose
coupling tighter for accountability and looser for discretionary
decision-making.

Organizational Cultures

Bolman and Deal (1984) also provide a critique of traditional or-
ganizational theory and offer an alternative perspective along with a
typology of models used to understand organizations. According to
them, rational systems theorists focus on goals, roles, and technology
(p. 2). They state that the rational model is based on four key
assumptions: that the organization was created to achieve goals; that the
goals, technology, and the environment determine the organizational
structure and processes; that behaviour is intentionally rational; that
goals, tasks, technology, and structure are primary determinants of
behaviour (p. 191). They admit that this perspective is useful in con-
sidering organizational design because it focuses on the organ-
ization itself to diagnose and solve organizational problems. Not a bad
endorsement. But they also indicate that rational assumptions tit well in
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organizations with clear goals and well-specified technologies (p. 14$:
McDonald's restaurants are offered as examples. Schools are not.
Bolman and Deal provide a useful typology of 'frameworks', each
perspective having a label: structural, human relations, political and
symbolic. The reader is referred to Holman and Deal for a well-.
articulated statement on each viewpoint. However, there is no question
which one they believe deserves special emphasis and that is the
symbolic or cultural approach to organizations which deserves a short
description lwre.

The symbolic approach is advanced as an alternative to the three
conventional approaches (structural, human relations, and political). Its
assumptions are phenomenologically based: the meaning of events are
important; events and processes in organizations are often ambiguous
and uncertain; such ambiguity and uncertainty undermine rational
arulysis; as a result of the ambiguity and uncertainty, humans create
symbols to resolve confusions, increase predictability, and provide
direction. The need for order produces a number of devices which
appear to be irrational. They include myths, rituals, storytelling,
metaphors, play, and graphics. While not directed to the performance
of tasks, the use of symbols can be quite functional:

Organizational structures and processes then serve as myths,
rituals, and ceremonies that promote cohesion inside Organ-
izations and bond Organizations to their environments. (p. 188)

Further. I3ohnan and 1)eal indicate that 'organizations are judged not so
much by what they do as by how they appear' (p. 173).

The symbolic or cultural viewpoint offers an additional way of
looking at and potentially understanding organizations. It is based upon
the meanings people impart to organizational phenomena and the way
they respond to the events around them by creating an organizational
culture. The concept of culture used is the anthropological one, which
is shown by the many examples provided by Bohnan and Deal.

For some reason, they do not draw upon the artistic notion of
culture, from which many more examples could have been drawn,
such as those from the theatre, painting, hterature, dance, architecture,
music, and sculpture, the major arts. It could be argued that excursions
into art forms have a strong contribution to the total organizational
culture experienced.

Another shortcoming of their book stems from the way in which
it is written. Many claims are made which are stated enthusiastically
but appear to be unsubstantiated except in the apparently rich personal
experiences of the authors. This problem means that a reader is often
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unable to trace the origins of ideas presented and thus their veracity
cannot be checked.

More important are some of the difficulties presented by the
symbolic perspective itself. As shown by the last quotation, it is largely
concerned with appearance as opposed to substance. What one does is
less important than how one does it. Focus is on the illusive, delusive,
or simply unreal. According to Bolman and Deal, it is less rational,
certain, or linear than the other perspectives, panic dad y the structural
one. The cultural view is very non-instrumental because it is not
concerned with the delivery of a product or service. Nor can it be
substantiated that symbolic success leads to instrumental success.

lt appears that the symbolic view is a limit.T1 one, partly because it
ignores basic structural concerns such as the accomplishment of a task

in the case of schools, the task of education. Style may be important,
but delivery of the service seems to be critical. Surely organizations
which are publicly supported by tax dollars have the obligation to
deliver a service. Although schools and districts may have met the
personal needs of their employees, experienced high morale, registered
high levels of job satisfaction among their members, maintained
conflict at a reasomible level, garnered ample political support, adopted
a logo. offered a place to work where employees share legends,
engaged in humour, play, and taken part in meaningful rituals, if
students are not learning then perhaps such organizations should be
altered. Even when schools do not tit neatly into the simple production
model of McDonalds. it May be useful to consider some of the
traditional concepts of the structural viewpoint to address perceived
probleins.

Organizational Images

Gareth Morgan, in his hook entitled Izce of Organization (1986),
presents a series of ways organizations may he viewed which he calls
metaphors. These frameworks naturally overlap with those of Bolman
and Deal, but are extended further. They encompass the organizational
metaphors of machine, organism, psychic prison, brain, culture, poli-
tics. flux, and domination. Most novel among these perspectives is
the brain nmaphor, which focusses on organizational learning and the
capacities for self-organization (p. 1%). Also refreshing is the psychic
prison image, which explores the !ndden meaning of behaviours rooted
in the subconscimis mind (p. 228). When the number of images is
presented as eight (not fully nnitually exclusive) perspectives, it is easy
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to ask, why stop at eight? A liberal education should be able to generate
many more. But Morgan makes a fine case for the viability of each
of his images, a case that is well documented. And his contribution
is enhanced considerably with an assessment of the strengths and
weaknesses of each metaphor.

It is useful to look more closely at Morgan's treatment of the
machine and organism, since they, when taken together, fit quite well
with the structural view of Bolman and Deal and characterize nnich of
Mintzberg's work. Morgan's description of the machine metaphor
appears accurate. It is clearly a prescriptive model which is quite
incomplete in its characterization of organizations. However, his Coln-
mentary on it suggests that it has very few positive attributes (p. 34).
They include the idea that it works ... well only under conditions
where machines work well' (p. 34). Such circumstances arc said to
occur when there are straightforward tasks, the environment is stable,
the same product is always produced, the need for precision is high,
and when personnel behave rather mechanistically (p. 34).

If the reader finds the positive attributes somewhat disquieting, the
negative features leave no doubt where Morgan's opinions lie. He
suggests that the machine metaphor has these 'limitations' which are
abbreviated from his original text. They can: create forms which have
difficulty in adaptation, result in mindless rules, hay undesirable con-
sequences when the interests and goals become separated, and have
dehumanizing effects on employees (p. 35). For Morgan, the machine
model is the runt of the litter and should not have been allowed to
survive. The impression received from his analysis is that the metaphor
is so limited and deleterious in its consequences that most organizations
ought not to consider it seriously. Alternatively, the image of organism
is treated more kindly with its corresponding strengths and weaknesses
(p. 71).

However, Morgan provides a most useful summary of the
machine nwtaphor's basic concepts and principles (p. 26). Here are
seven of them which have been extracted from his list:

.56

Unity of command, the 'one boss rule' for each employee.
Scalar chain, the line of authority, which runs from super-
ordinate to subordinate from the organization's top to bottom,
is clearly specified and unbroken.

3 Span of control, the number of subordinates reporting to one
person.

4 Staff and line, staff personnel provide advice 3nly; line
personnel are in the line of authority'.
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5 Division of work, the degree of specialization of rok.s.

6 Authority and responsibility: these coincide within the same
role

7 Centralization of authority: these can be varied to optimize
personnel faculties.

It must be admitted that other concepts and principles have been

excluded from this present list. Since. the exclusions contain some of
the quainter and harsher aspects of the machine metaphor, they are
considered to he less useful here.

It would be easy to discard the machine image in light of Morgan's

restriction of it to organizations which require mechanical precision,
such as surgical wards, aircraft maintenance. departments, along with

finance offices and courier firms (p. 35). Yet it may be a fairer test of the

model for school districts to consider what happens when the concepts
and principles of the model ate ignored. 1f the image is a severely
limited and misleading one as Morgan suggests, then surely it is quite

possible and even advantageous to put aside consideration of it. What
happens when the selected concepts and principles of the machine
metaphor are. disregarded? Let us examine. each in turn:

Multiple. bosses are possible, and can he. quite prevalent. Such a
condition exists in school districts when principals are required to
respond to the requests of variety. of central office personnel. This

condition may not provide. difficultk.s if the rules of coordination are
clearly worked out. liut it seems from the. commentaries in chapter 1,

that the multipk boss rule may impede. the effectiveness of some
districts.

I'he scalar chain is allowed to become a set of multiple. chains,
which, of course, violate.s the. 'one. boss rule'. It is no longer clear, from
the perspective of a person low in tla. hk.rarcliy, who actually has the.
authority to sanction certain actions. Nor is it clear, from the. %:iew of

om ie. high in the. hierarchy, how to link one's own authority with tasks
required to be. accomplished at lower levels. Again, the. difficulties
presented in chapter I reflect this condition.

Span of control may be. allowed to grow beyond the. ability of one
role. incumbent to supervise persons inmwdiately subordinate to him or

her. As a principle., the. idea of span control is not particularly
problematic with reference to school districts. I lowever, its violation
would Cause difficulties and the. clarity of who is supervised stands AS a

problem if the. 'multiple boss rule' is permitted.
The. staff and linc differentiation is ignored so that staff and line.

role.s are well mixed. The. outcome. is that a request from a person who
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is in a position labelled 'staff' may actually be received as an order. The
implication is that tlic scalar chain has been varied and the commentary
in chapter I would seem to substantiate this assertion.

The specialization of work concept raises the questions of who
does what and how many persons serve in specialized roles. The
optimal number of coordinators, supervisors and other specialists in a

particular school district is most difficult to determine. It is possible
that the quality and quantity of services provided may not always fit the
needs of the schools.

Authority and responsibility are permitted to separate, so that
those with authority may not have the attendant responsibility and
those with responsibility may not have the required authority. Such a
condition was expressed in chapter 1 with reference to the principal's
role, who is responsible for almost all matters within his/her school,
but who may not have the authority to act on key matters of personnel
or equipment, for example.

Centralizaton, or the degree of it, may not vary greatly across
most school districts. This variable could be used in an experiment to
determine the effects of a move to decentralize, which may have the
potential to 'optimize the taculties of personnel'. If the remarks made
in chapter I are indicative, the faculties of school personnel may not
be optimized if they are not able to control the resources needed to
do their jobs. If districts remain centralized, then that problem may
persist.

What happens when key concepts and principles of the machine
metaphor, more kindly called 'classical management theory' are
disregarded? The major outcome is confUsion over authority in school
districts. It is not always obvious who reports to whom, who is enabled
to do what, and whose clearance is needed to accomplish whatev;;r. It
also appears that staff and line roles ar..- mixed, that authority does not
coincide with responsibility, that staff functions are questioned, and
that lower level personnel may be capable of making more decisions
than now permitted.

Summary

The machine metaphor, or classical management theory, has, with just
a small core of selected concepts and principles, provided some
grounding for understanding some of the administrative problems
faced by school districts. While it is quite possible apd potentially useful
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to invoke the other images provided by Morgan, along with the
perspectives of loose coupling and garbage cans, it appears that classical
management theory and the view of the organization as an adaptive
organism (as reflected in the work of Mintzberg and others) offers some
useful insights into school district management.

59



Chapter 4

Political Decentralization in Education

There is something of a 'great divide' in the literature on decentraliza-
tion. One form is strictly organizational, in which the central office
may delegate authority to make certain kinds of decisions to specific
levels further down the hierarchy. This form is emphasized in chapter
2, where the writings of organizational theorists were examined for
insights on how decentralization might be structured and what seine of
its effects might be, partic.ilarly for school districts. This form is most
rekvant to the present study, since this inquiry into school-based
management will, generally, concern itself with how districts may be
deceptralized administratively. However, there is another way to do it.

The other form in which the centralization/decentralization issue
arises is perhaps more widely known among educators. It refers to the
way in which decisions are made at the lower levels in large-scale
structures. Political decentralization implies some form of semi-
autonomous local control, perhaps via boards of elected officials. This
form is most evident in the presence of local boards of education, but
city and municipal councils represent it more generically. Two minor
differences between the forms are quite apparent. One is that admin-
istrative action can recentralize an organization which is organiza-
tionally decentralized. 'What the superintendent giveth, the super-
intendent can taketh away.' But when the structure is politically
decentralized, recentralization would likely call for legislative action.
The other difference is the method of accountability of personnel. In
the first instance, personnd are accountable to those higher in the
organization: in the second, they are more accountable to the persons
who elected them.

The general literature on Nlitical decentralization is qdite exten-
sive and will not be reviewed here. It addresses relations among several
levels of government, spans inany countries and centuries, and raises
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many questions which speak to fundamental values held in free
societies. For general reviews of this form of decentralization, see
Haider (1971) and Fes ler (1965 and 1968). Two sets of authors who
have addressed political decentralization in education are Laugo and
McLean (1985) and LaNloue and Smith (1973).

The centralization/decentralization issue in education has been
tocussed chiefly between state or provincial and local levels. Simply
stated, what extent should states or provinces, who have constitutional
mandates to provide education, offer local control to school boards
within their boundaries? Departments of education could retain most
decision-making authority, but what would be the effects? Local
boards could be given near-autonomy, but what would result? These
issues have been extended to include parental freedom and the need for
greater control of educational expenditures.

Decentralization at the State or Provincial Level

Charks Benson (1978) offers four studied reasons full-scale political
decentralization (with attendant financial decentralization) may not be
appropriate (p. 135). One is that while educational benefits are realized
by the nation as a whole, not all districts arc necessarily able (because of
diseconomy of small scale) nor willing to provide quality educational
programs. This argument is one of quantity as well. It reflects the
geographic mobility of the population. Benson's second reason is that
the re% ,nues, it' gathered locally, would fall more severely on poor
persons. Also, state (and provincial) governments covld not 'shift
resources from richer geographic areas to poorer ones' (p. 138). As
Benson notes, this effect would hamper income redistribution. He does
not make it clear how much redistribution is optimal nor how much
the decentralization in education would affect it, however. The third
argument is that departments of education would not be able to control
the curriculum, abandoning state or provincial (or national) goals for
those of local communities, not seen as trustworthy in their willingness
to impart values embraced by society as a whole. Such a concern speaks
to the mandate for education. Since states and provinces have been
given the mandate, they require the control to implement the general
curriculum. Benson's fourth reason is one of vision and cxrrtise to
know where future employment of graduates might be, a facility he
observes that most local agencies do not have. However, he does not
evaluate the success which departments of education have had at
maintaining the currency of their curricula.
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Benson also presents five arguments for not centralizing education
completely to departments at the state or provincial level. First are the
knowledge of local conditions and flexibility arguments, addressed in
chapter 2. Second is a mixed thesis itwolving both knowledge of
student needs and the possible lack of innovation, also considered
earlier. Third, lw specifies that the knowledge of educational resources,
notably teacher competence, is held at the local level. All three oftlwsc
arguments are essentially knowledge-based, with the addition of flex-
ibility in the first. However, they have already been considered in
chapter 2 without invoking the need to decentralize politically. They
may be quite attainable under organizational decentralization. Fourth,
he adds the idea that

Some degree of local autonomy in education is consistent with
maintaining those types of political freedom we enjoy ...
(p. 141)

The concept of political freedom is an important one, as will be shown
when other authors on political decentralization are considered. Ben-
son's final argument is that if education is fully centralized, district
innovation would be curbed and therefore fewer resources would be
channeled to schools NN h n they fail to compete and offer improved
programs. Such an argumem is a subtle one but it suggests that
mediocrity in output could lead to reductions in resources at the state or
provincial levek. Benson observes that the degree of decentralization
has been an educational issue fin scum: time. One example is Cille's
study of hoards in New York State dated 1940.

Benson has taken considerable care to present a clear account of'
different facets of centralization and decentralization as he sees them.
The arguments are well nude and worth contemplating. However,
two observations could be added. One is that in reviewing the pros and
cons Of centralization/decentralization in such a balanced fashion, it is
very unclear how any policy changes between the two levels might
proceed so that the ddivery ol educational services might be improved.
The totality of the arguments presented may be taken as defense of the
status quo.

The other observation which can be made is that many of Benson's
ideas, which are applied to relations between departnwnts of education
and districts, are as applicable between districts and schools. At that
level, under decentralization, spill-over effects become benefits shared
by neighbouring school catchments; economies of scale become
matters of school size; the income redistribution issue becomes one of
allocating resources to schools equitably; control of curricula devolves
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to district control of school curricuh; future needs and the expertise to
predict them become issues between central office and schools. Under
centralization, knowledge and flexibility of local administrators be-
comes the same fbr school administrators, as does knowledge of
student needs and resources, notably teacher competence; political
freedom at the local level raises the issue of how governance within
schools is carried out; interdistrict competition suggests the possibility
of interschool competition to provide program excellence. While these
points have been selected from the full set presented by Benson, it
appears that they have their counterparts between school district and
school, particularly when school districts have state or provincial
attributes such as large size, high diversity of population, and
considerable geographic dispersion.

Benson's (1978) factors in centralization/decentralization highly

relevant to school-based management include the requirement for
control, the location of vision and expertise, the possession of local
knowledge among the units, the presence or absence of trust in the local
units, the requirement that the units have flexibility, the idea that some
unit decentralization can promote innovation of value to the whole, and
the presence of local needs. Each of these issues was imbedded in the
discussion on organizational decentralization. So there is some com-
monality between the concerns voiced from an economic/financial
perspective and an organizational one. However, other issues are raised
by Benson. Matters of equity were certainly not issues which emanated
from the discussion on organizational decentrali&Hon. Freedom was
noted as a possible avenue for innovation, but political freedom 'las not
the purview of the organizational theorists. So these two concei. -r are
additions to the issues for discussions about school-based management.

Decentralization for Parental Freedom

Education could be much more decentralized than it is when local
school boards are given decision making authority by states or pro-
vinces. Instead, parents could simply be asked to choose schoois for
their children and the schools could be paid according to the number of
children in attendance an idea called a voucher plan.

13ackuound

Milton Friedman (1)0 iLs the be.,t known writer on such an idea. lie
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starts with the premise that i an econonnc democracy, the role of
government is restricted to -ule maker and umpire' (p. 25), that
is, provider of law and order and provider of services when it is tech-
nically efficient (such as with utilities), when there are neighbourhood
effects (others are affected, as with pollution and highways), and
on 'paternalistic grounds' (pp. 30-3).

His central argument here is one of freedom. The more services
the government provides beyond those thought essential, the more
societal resources are deployed for those services and the fewer dollars
are available for individuals' allocations. As the size of government
grows, the economic freedom of the individual diminishes. This
outcome is not a problem when individual preferences coincide with
governmental expenditures. But when disagreements arise, as they do
for almost all governmental decisions, resources are deployed against
the will of those in disagreement with the majority. Thus, freedom is
curtailed. But. according to Friedman (1962), a minimum amount of
schooling is justified via the exception of the neighbourhood effect,
where the benefits of basic schooling are shared throughout the society
and not just by the recipient.

Another notable source which deri%.es its conclusions from
assumptions about freidoni is Coons and Sugarman (1)78). Unlike
the case resting on economic freedom made by Friedman, they ask,
who has the best interests of the child at heart, the family or the state?
Coons and Sugarman answer this question by applying the criteria
of knowledge of the child, caring for the child, and the principle of
subsidiarity. Comparing families with educators, they find

1tjhere is no reason to treat as mere sentiment the human
perception that children by and large are loved more by their
parents than by crossing guards, scoutmasters, welfare work-
ersind teachers. (p. 56)

Using a good many well-articulated arguments, they try to show that
the family has the ability and the responsibility to choose a school for its
child.

"Oucher Plans

According to Friedman (1%2), if a voucher for a year's schooling was
provided by the government for each child, then that voucher could be
taken to any school, public or private, ill exchange for the year's
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services. This arrangement would provide a maxinnim of-consumer or
parental control and it would also encourage a diversity of schools to
be made available instead of the relatively uinform provision of educa-
tion currently existing. Radical as this suggestion was, Friedman and
Friedman (1980) later suggest that the voucher plan would be a 'partial
solution and favour the idea that parents bear the full costs of school-
ing for their children (p. 161). Apparently, after reconsidering the
argument of neighbourhood effects, Friedman no longer believed it
justified government provision of schooling and suggested all schools
be privately funded.

he result of Coons and Sugarman's deliberations is a recom-
mended variation of the voucher plan in which students select schools,
schools pick students, and schools are financed via a complex
arrangement called 'family power equalizing' (p. 190). Such complex-
ity is seen as needed partly to overcome foreseen problems, such as
racial segregation ,md program aberrations which could result from a
less regulated plan. Although the objections to their plan are quite well
anticipated (pp. 133-211), the problems of too little attention to the
common aims of schooling remains. Pluralism could lead to segre-
gation and social class differences could be maintAined instead of
reduced (Levin, 1980, p. 254). Associated costs could also be
prohibitive.

Does the idea of voucher plans have some merit? It certainly
provi(ks an important option for educational reform. As is n)ted, the
idea can be &rived from arguments about economic democracy, and
could retilth in schools which operate as businesses. Or it can be
deduced from arguments about political freedom and the centrality of
the family, %vhich, if adopted, could make public schools inure like
private ones. These points of origin have a very common ideological
basis, however. Labelled 'liberalism', 'neoconservatisin', or just 'the
right', they are dearly based on a political pinlosophy of individualism,

... a world of independein human beings making their own
decisions and acting as they think best to i;atisfy their wants and
needs. Everyone has responsibility for him or herself and is
nwant to make his or her way through life on tlw basis of Ins or
her own ability or diligence. Any interference with individual
human action is a violation of huinan nature, a tampering with
human beings as they are at their best. (Dyke, 1980, p. 71)

What makes Dyke's statement so interesting is not its truth or falsity,
but tlw philosophy of collectivism which lw puts in contrast to it:
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... the picture of groups of people working together for the
mutual achievement of their destiny as human beings ... It Pie
source of all value is the mutual recognition and appreciation of
peoples by one another. People are not isolated individuals but
necessarily members of groups. (p. 72)

The view of people as social beings goes much further than this
simple statement. It encompasses ideas about the welfare of the entire'
society and particularly, group rights to justices. The collectivity
becomes responsible for individuals, instead of the other way around.
As Levin (1980) notes in his reservations about voucher plans, the
societal goals of euucation may be threatened by any change based on
the values of individualism.

The foregoing discussion may highlight ones of the major
problems with educational reforms based upon a strong ideological
rysition, right or left. Although there is always seines level of support
for the idea, it is open to a strong attack because there is a

well-developed set of ideas in complete contrast to it. Anyone who
does not favour the proposal has available an arsenal of arguments
regarding why its assumptions or its outcome's are wrong. Further,
clearly-identified and well-organized groups who support the opposites
view can mobilize easily and direct their resources against the proposed
reform. There is no pragmatism here, just the clash of ideas.

Friedman's (1%2) arguments clearly rotate around the theme of
economic democracy. Personal freedom is seen as critical. However,
the presmee of neighbourhood effects, which are the same as Benson's
issue of the spread of benefits and costs, lead to the suggestion that
educationll vouchers be used. When we ask whose freedom is at stake
here, it is clearly th it of parents. Thus the ability of parents to chooses
schools becomes a paramount concern. And it is ones which is ignored
by the organizational theorists.

Coons and Sugarman (1978) make' a similar cases for pirental
choices. Their arguments are based upon the centrality of the family and
its capability to 'do best' for its children. The suggestion is a much
mores elaborates voucher plan than Friedman's. How( ver, the possible
effects, such as excessive diversity of program aims and more
segregation than at the present time, run contrary to the goals of the
kivosite ideological perspective and even to the provision of public
education. As with Friedman, the importance of the family in

educational governance is underscored. But matters of the common-
weal and equity are' raised again, as they were by Benson.
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Decentralization for Educational Control

As has been shown, the proposals tbr vouchers stem from ideas about
freedom and responsibility which come from laissez-faire economics or
from a political perspective based on the individual unit, particularly,
the family. Yet there is a related framework provided by a group of
writers called 'public choice ccOnOMistti., who draw ideas from the
sphere of political economy. Their attention spans criticism of how
government services are supplied, ways those services might be
reformedmd particularly, how schools could be decentralized
politically.

Public Choice

Micludson (1980) offers an overview of public choice theory, draw-
ing upon earlier authors (pp. 208-16). A key concept is allocative
efficiency, achieved when it is not possible to improve upon the quality
or quantity of the mix of goods and servkes (p. 209). Not to be
confused with technical efficiency, which focuses on production and
costsillocative efficiency is less than optimal if an agency produces
the wrong service or too much of a service. How does allocative
inefficiency happen in a government bureau? Michaelson summarizes:

The source of these departures is the relation of bilateral
Thonopolv between the bureau and its sponsor in which the
bureau possesses superior bargaining power because of its
special access to and control over information about its
production processes. Because of the inherent difficulty these
circumstances create for setting goals and monitoring per-
formance and because bureaucrats are likely to exploit their
position to advance their own interests, bureaucratic decision-
making will be marked by pervasive goal displacement. (p. 216)

An example may help to make this logic more specific. The bureau is a
school district while the sponsor is seen as a local board and citizenry.
Bureaucrats are educational administrators, teachers, and other profes-
sionals who have close access and iontrol over information, parti-
cularly about resources. Since educational goals are hard to specify and
since the performance of personnel is not monitored closely, the board
is not able tO control the district very well. Perhaps more important,
the professional educators are assumed to act 111 t heir own self-interest.
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The result of these factors is that the goals which the district follows
will not be the same as the ones the board and citizenry have for the
district. The goals pursued will be ones certain to reflect the interests of
the professional personnel. This description is a highly simplified view
of how the theory may be applied.

As Michaelson explains, the prime problem here is seen as the
separation between ownership and control (p. 214). Owners are
members of the public, parents, and board members. Controllers are
those who work in school districts. Because the controllers act to serve
their private interests or perhaps their own interpretations of the public
interest (p. 222), it can be expected that technical inefficiencies are
introduced via rising budgets. Allocative inefficiencies, such as pro-
grams not wanted by parents, also can result. Self-interest is probably
the most important concept in this perspective. Boyd (1982), another
author who outlines the position of political economy, makes the
self-interest idea starkly clear when he includes a quotation from
Perrow, who suggested that human service employees may ask
themsdves

I cian you minimize the personal costs of working in this place;
can you manage to make the work fairly light; can you avoid
unpleasant duties or clients . .. can you manage to pick up office
supplies or food from the kitchen ...? Can you get your friend
or relative a job here? Most important of all, can you be sure of
having a job here as long as you need it?

A further analysis of the self-interest of managers is supplied by
Hentschke et al (1986) who specifies that it is analyzable by consider-
ing individual desires (the preference functions which determine indi-
vidual beluviour) and the individual property rights (those rights
over particular sets of reso).irces, notably resources in organizations)
(pp. 13-14).

A complete look at managerial self-interest is not provided here.
However, the political economy perspective offers some interesting
concepts and explanations for behaviour in organizations. Most notable
is probably the view that managers are seen as rational beings who try
to maximize their own self-interest which does not always coincide
with organizational aims. It is easy to add that administrators are also
talented and that many are creativL The picture that is painted is close
to a 'shark theory of management', which contrasts markedly with the
idea that personnel are trustworthy. Rather, they are seen as building
empires, dt fending their respective turfs, and plotting their career
paths. Under such conditions, goal displacement and its allocative
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inefficiency become likely outcomes. A second important facet of the
political economy view is its explanation for enlarging budgets with no
accompanying productivity increase. When managers pursue their
private objectives and function in an environment in which goals are
obscure and personnel evaluation is minimal, it is quite easy to see why
technical inefficiencies leading to rising costs result. Organizational
monsters are created.

The political economy perspective also presents some of its own
difficulties st':nuning from the emphasis on managerial self-interest. To
suggest that educational professionals are really sharks is to disregard
any efforts they make to offer the services which their board or
citizenry requests. To believe that personnel do not render good service
for whatever motivations is to debase their contributions entirely. To
overlook the connections made between social contributions and
personal benefits is to ignore a major way in which careers are built. To
suggest that all managers arc strictly rational calculators of their
personal costs and benefits in every decision in which they are involved
is to overlook many other bases on which decisions are made.

But what is the outcome of pursuing the logic of the theory of
public choice? How could districts be changed to counteract the
problems of rising costs and resulting wrong qualities and quantities of
services? Michaelson's recommendation is that

... control must be wrested from those who manage schools,
the current de facto owners, and returned to those who
properly own them, the de jure owners. (p. 228)

A related framework for understanding decentralization in educa-
tion is provided by (ams, Guthrie and Pierce (1 978, pp. 21-36).
Rather than use the terminology of economics, they explain there are
!Free key values resident in a free society whicli impact on the way
schools are organized and financed. These nuy be arranged as 'Clarms'
triangle'. First is equality of educational opportunity, which can
interpreted as equality of access (where equal amounts of dollars are
allocated per pupil), equality of treatment (where resources are
allocated depending on pupil needs), or equality of outcome (where
resources are deployed so that pupils emerge with the same levels of
skills and knowledge). Second is educational efficiency, concerned with
the reduction of costs and the prformance of schools, and the relation
between costs and performance. Efficiency is also defined as 'maximal
consumer satisfaction at nnnitnuin costs (p. 29), close to the idea of
allocative efficiency as presented by Michaelson (1980, p. 222). Third is
liberty, defined as the freedom to choose, which is the ability to select
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from among alternatives (p. 30). Liberty is seen as ensured by
governmental responsiveness, but according to Corms, Guthrie and
Pierce, responsiveness was

eroded by school district consolidation am; professional
management in the interests of efficiency, and by the increased
influence of the state government acting in the interest of
equality. (p. 43)

three values presented by Garms. Guthrie and Pierce are
clearly not fully compatible, as partly shown by their example above.
Emphasis on one often reduces emphasis on the others, as they note
throughout their presentation. Yet one may serve another, where an
argument for student equality or equity is grounded in his/her ability to
participate freely in the society, or where educational efficiency permits
more resources for equal access to education than inefficient practices
would. Most of the time, however, equality and efficiency si..in to be
at odds, as noted by Gams, Guthrie and Pierce (p. 27), Graphically, the
values form a triangle, where equality is suitably placed on the lower
left, efficiency appropriately on the lower right, and liberty at the top,
because in many ways, it is paramount. If we are equal without
freedom, our condition is worse than being unequal with freedom; if
we are efficient without freedom, our fate is worse than if we are free
and inefficient.

School Site Alatiagemetit

Garms, Guthrie and Pierce (1978) propose school site management as a
mechanism which could help in gaining student equity, enlarging
educational choice. and aiding efficiency (p. 42). School ite manage-
ment is structure which makes the school clearly the basic unit of
management in a school di.striet. Briefly, the proposal has several
components: elected parent advisory councils would serve as boards of
each school. The individual school council would choose and advise
the p,incipalipprove the school site budget, and participate in local
collective negotiations. The principal would be a key figure. As man-
ager, he/she would control the hiring and assignment of personnel,
be responsible for the budget, and direct the curriculum. Resources
would come from the district on a lump-sum basis. 'Hie school would
respond by assembling a program budget. The state or province's role
would be to provide statewide examinations and guide the curricu-
lum. Each school would produce an annual report shared by all and
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including student pertbrinance on standardized tests, other indicators
of school status such as student turnover, school strengths and school
problems. Collective negotiations would proceed at the site level only.
Parents would have a choice of schools (open boundaries) and hence,
schools would compete for students. For a full account of the proposal,
see Garms, Guthrie and Pierce (pp. 278-89).

A number of comments may be useful here. One is that the parent
advisory council has a good deal of authority. It functions as a
miniature district board and is surely 110i advisory, but controlling. It
hires and tires the principal, rules on the principal's decisions to an
extent not specified, approves the budget, and negotiates with teachers'
representatives. Just what i., the councirs relationship to the district
board is unclear. Another comment is that the principal plays a pivotal
role. Hiring, assigning, and tiring teachers and staff, formulating the
budget, and directing the curriculum become key tasks. Further, the
roles of the state or province and district would be reduced correspon-
dingly. Collective bargaining would be decentralized fully. And
parental choice of schools would be increased.

The comments may be generalized to two major impressions. One
is that the parents have been given much authority in school affairs.
This level of authority is coincident with the aim of the political
economists to give control to the owiwrs' and it seems to provide
parents with a greater amount of liberty. How imich more efficient
schools would be is difficult to say. but if satisfaction is a product of
control and involvement, then it should increase. Equality of edu-
cational opportunity could be reduced if parental effects were strongly
felt. The otlwr major impression is that the proposal is a radical one, in
the sense that it suggests major changes in the structure and modus
operandi of schools and districts as known today. By proposing that
public schools he reshaped in the model of private schools, the idea is
not far ti-oin that of a voucher plan. The implenwntation of boards for
each school, their level of a,ithority, the reduction in tlw present roles
of the district and state or province, the &centralization of collective
negotiations are all significant departures from the ways in which
districts are structured and operated now. It is possible that schools
may be Unproved only via major lterations. But it is also likely that
changes of this order may not happen because of the magnitude of the
alterations required. Perhaps for these reasom, no district in North
America known to the author has experimented with this proposal.

Writers such s Michaelson (1980) and Boyd (1982), who draw on
the work of political econoinists, articulate the problems faced by
schools and districts: professionals control information, goals .ire
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difficult to spec4, personnel assessment is minimal, and most
importantly, educators are seen to act in their self-interest. As a

consequence, public ownership of schools is separated from the public
control of schools. Again, some form of direct parental participation in
school governance is logically consistent with the need to counteract
the separation of ownership and control and the self-interest of
educators. The problem of trust of personnel, particularly of adminis-
trators, arises as it did among the organizational theorists. And again,
parental freedom is stressed as it was by Friedman and Coons and
Sugarman, but this time it is for control.

Garms, Guthrie and Pierce (1978) provide a framework of values
which reflects some of the key concepts articulated thus far. Offered as
a triangle, these values are equality (or its larger concept, equity),
educational efficiency, and liberty or freedom. While the terms need
specification to be applied, the important idea is that they are somewhat
incompatible. Again, equality and freedom are not especially relevant
concepts among the organizational theorists, although efficiency is
considered important. The school site management plan proposed by
Garms, Guthrie and Pierce is an intriguing package of ideas. However,
a critical question is raised: How much change is required to effect the
implementation of the proposal as stated?

Summary

Writers on political decentralization have presented a variety of per-
spectives relevant to understanding how schools and school districts
function. They are also noteworthy for the reforms which they
suggest. While the perspectives and reforms are not in the mainstream
of the present volume, they offer several concepts and concerns. Some
of these are familiar in the context of organizations generally. Yet other
ideas were raised which had not been addressed by the organizational
theorists. Such concerns, while not unique to schools, require that they
be addressed so that school-based management may be understood
more completely and honestly.
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Chapter 5

Organiza,ional Decentralization
in Education

Writers on organizations 114 Vt.' CX,Inthled four important outcomes of
decentralization: flexibility, accountability. productivity, and change,

each in %%Irving degrees of emphasis. As see» in chapter I, these are
features of decentralization seen as important by those educators
anticipating the effects of school-based management. Along with

structure, these four olit collies were also found to be very important

to persons who work in decentralized districts, as shown in chapters

8 to 12. Prior to considering their reflections, let u.s examine sonic
unportant writings which address the four outcomes within the field of

education. A look at those winch discuss school-based management in
particular is added in separate section.

Flexibility in Education

As interpreted In tills volume, the idea of flexibility is used to nn..In
the ability to respond within .1 reasoliable time. I lowever, tt can be
enlarged to include the notion not just of accommodating immediate
needs, but also of taking iintiatives, some of' \'hich may result in
innovations, although they may not be unique or even novel at all.
There are a few writers who have addressed the problem of how
schools may be made flexible enough so diat they can change, or to
use a more value-laden term, 'improve'. Some of these writers are
considered here.

John Goodlad (19S4), writer of .4 Mace Called School, addresses

flexibility and renewal. I inquiry was based upon the study in depth
of thirty-eight schools and lonu classrooms. Many of his conclusions
have a rather despondent ring to them, such as schooling is

ever ywhere very much the same' (p. 204) and yet he believes that
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schools can be altered for the better. His remarks Oil how schools might
be improved are based upon his observations about the more effective
schools in his study. Good lad first considers the viewpoint of parents:

They would prefer to leave the running of the school to the
principal, and the classrooms to teachers and, if possible, to
hold them accountable. (p. 273)

He elaborates that most parents believed that the important decisions
regarding their own school were made by the superintendent and
board. Parents would prefer to have more power shifted to the local site
but they do not want to have more authority than the professionals or
the board (p. 273). These desires are quite contrary to the assumption,
made under the model of political decentralization, that parents would
like to make decisions for schools. But they do agree with the
interviewees in chapter I who expressed their views on parental
control. The idea of administrative decentralization seems more
supported, where parental input is felt but win re control is left to
accountable professionids at the school site.

Second, Goodlad observed the desires of principals and teachers,
who agreed with the parents that there should be 3 'rebalancing of
power (p. 273). This view was articulated strongly by school
personnel when they shared the problems they faced in chapter I.
Goodlad states that

The wish for this kind of shift in power conies through clearly
for our sample. It implies the significance of the school as the
unit for improvement and those associated with the individual
school as the persons to efft..ct change. (p. 274)

Thus Goodlad supports the idea that the school is a viable unit thr
change. The motivations, abilities, and opportunities for change arc
seen as resident in the school which is given the authority to make more
decisions on site.

A third recoimnendation from Goodlad specifies aspects of the
suggested district-school relationship: He proposes

... (al genuine decentralization of- authority and respoithibilitv
to the local school within a framework designed to assure
school-to-school equity and a measure of accountability. (p.
275)

He elaborates by !,aying that the job of the superintendent and board is
to monitor the curriculum, provide broad guidelines and consultation,
and evaluate plans. In his view, the central office should not be
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concerned about precise uniformities among schools, detailed plan-
ning, and other school-specific matters (p. 276). Thus the school takes
the active planning role, and the board and central office are seen as
having an overseer function. Good lad connects his vision to his study
by saying in rather personal and graphic terms,

I believe that to invoke in these ways the principle of 'every tub
on its own bottom', or nearly on its own bottom, would go a
long way toward developing schools that took care of their own
business, rectified chronic problems, and communicated effectively with
parents charaaeristics qf the more satisfying schools in olir sample.
Further, I envision that, in time, those associated with sdiools would
become increasingly creative in designing alternative programs of
instruction. (p. 276, my emphasis)

Here again is the argument, so clearly stated, that the seed to ele-
mentary problem fixing and even to substantial innovation lies in
permitting sufficient flexibility to make decisions at the school site.

Goodlad's fourth set of reconnnendations focus prominently on
the school itself. He suggests that schools become mostly self-directing
and that school personnel develop capabilities thr school renewal using
the mechanism of a planning group (p. 276 and 278). Particularly,

The budget of each school should include all costs and
alternative plans for the use of funds. Because, even in the
domain of allocating the funds spent on teachers, the individual
school should be ftee to exercise some control. (p. 278)

Again, it should be noted that such desires are echoed in chapter 1,
whc.e school personnel articulated their wishes to have control over
many of the decisions affiscting their schools. Such a formula for
flexibility of decision-making is proposed, as Goodlad says, to solve
problems and promote renewal. 'Hie reader is referred to Goodlad (pp.
272-79) for an elaboration of his suggestions. However, it must be
remembered that these are not research results. They constitute a body
of recommendations which appear logically consisrent with the results
of his sizeable study but they should 11ot be taken as grounded in fact.

Purkey and Smith (1983) also grapple with the problems of im-
provement in schools. As a result of their review of the literatur, on
effective schools, they suggest that schools are not strictly hier.rchical
in nature (p. 441). They equate concers of traiitional organi..ational
theory and lack of change with the imposition of a hierarchical vi,sw
which change is imposed from the top (p. 446). Purkey and Smith
observe that when improvement HAS occurred, it has been ones of
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collaborative planning and collegial work (p. 442). This model of
change is a highly cooperative one within the school, where partici-
pation is high and a commitment to innovation and its assessment are
evident. Clearly, this is a `bottom up' approach to change and one
which agrees with Good lad's. But it does not fit with the conclusions
of a group of authors who review the limited literature on school
improvement.

Clark, Lotto, and Astuto (1984) state that leadership need not
emanate solely from schools. In their model, the leadership role of the
district administrators is accentuated, along with the importance of the
principal's engagement. The commitment and sense of ownership of
teachers are developed as the innovation is implemented and supported
(p. 52). What their inodel of change does is to relieve the school of the
responsibility for all innovative developments. Both bottom up and top
down changes are seen as potentially successful.

Some of the outcomes of the modest literature on school
improvement have been considered. It is asserted that parents do not
wish to contiol schools directly and that school personnel want more
authority than they have now. If the school is seen as the unit of
improvement, both mundane and more creative changes could be
effected by more flexible decision-making. The utility of school plan-
ning and 1-iidgeting is stressed, particularly planning in which the
school staff participates. However, writers support both top down and
bottom up methods of Unprovement.

Accountability in Education

The literature on organizational accountability is sparse, but writers
who discuss the topic say that sonic accounting of lower to higher roles
is advisable. They also point out that goals may be subverted unless the
mechanisms for accountability are well-connected to organizational
aims. And they separate the concepts of power and authority. But how
is accountability interpreted in education? What are the main kinds of
accountability for schools? There is a range of possible answers to these
questions.

Maurice Kogan (1986), in his book entitled Education .4ceountabil-
ity: An Analytic Ovewieni, grapples with the idea of accountability and
its ttendant concepts. I le staas by saying that accountability is seen as
a problem in education because the institution is difficult to supervise
yet supported by public funds (p. 17). This problem could be exnanded
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to include the need for internal accountability as well, since even
without outside inspection, some level of reporting aud monitoring is
usually seen as advisable. Kogan off-ers a definition of accountability to
which he adheres:

... a condition in which individual role holders are liable to
review and the application of sanctions if their actions fail to
satisfy those with whom they are in an accountability rela-
tionship. (p. 25)

This definition is noteworthy in three respr.cts. One is its focus on the
individual. No mention is made of any possible accountability of a
group. Another is that individuals are liable to review. It appears that
accountability can exist without actual review. Also, sanctions are
interpreted as strictly negative. Inclusion of rewards as positive
sanctions is not seen as necessary.

While the concept of authority is not imbedded in the definition,
it is closely related: 'Authority is the legitimated right to affect the
behaviour of others, (Kogan, 1986, p. 30). In contrast, Kogan says that
power is not a formal matter. His uses of the words 'authority' and
'power' coincide ckarly with those of 13rooke (1)84). A distinction is
stipulated between legitimized, formal authority and non-iegitimized.
informal power. Kogan also defines responsibility, but somewhat
problematically as a moral sense of duty to perform appropriately (p.
26). This idea of a 'sense' is part of individual makeup and not part of
organizational structure. If Kogan's concept of responsibility is used,
then it would not make sense to list responsibilities associated with a
role. The id ", behind job specifications seems to be what a person is
'responsible for' rather than his or her 'sense of responsibility'.

Based on his discussion of such concepts, Kogan offers three
general mechanisms of accountability. The first is public or state
control and managerialisin, which results in '... the managerially
accountable school within a local authority ... legitimated by the
electoral process' (p. 4(i). [fere, professionals and administrators are
given authority to act. Consultation with the recipients of educational
services is common. However, he notes that accountability can IN. so
strongly emphasized that authority and discretion may not be suitably
distributed (p. 40). This is a double disadvantage. Accountability can be
severe. as shown by Callahan (1%2), and it can be very unequally
shared among employees.

Kogan's second version of accountability is the professiorml
accountabilit v in CCIL1 nism which at. knowledgcs
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... 'democratic' principles in school in that 'the mechanism)
recognizejsi the interests of the particular groups of participants
involved. (p. 47)

In this arrangement, the professionals, primarily teachers, are seen to be
accountable, largely to themselves as a group. Kogan specifies the main
difficulty with the mechanism, which is the inability of others who
wish to evaluate the school to gain access to evaluations (p. 47).

The consumerist control mechanism stands in contrast to the
above two. It has two variations, one based on parental partnership, the
other on the free market, where Kogan draws from Coons and
Sugarman's (1978) work, discussed in chapter 4. The parental version
has as its strength the acknowledgement of the parents' job to share
responsibilities for their children's education with the school. How-
ever, Kogan notes that the mechanism does not make clear the role
relations between teacher and parents or between parents and boards of
education. (p. 51)

Kogan then synthesizes the three mechanisms and their variations
to what he believes are fmmdational ideas from which they can be
derived. As presented. these two general sets of values become touch-
stones for many exchanges about accountability and lmw it might be
structured. Here is a brief statement of each: The liberal democratic model
emanates from the centrality of the individual and his or her rights.

Illt accepts that political leaders are legitimized by the ballot box
in handing to professionals and administrators the authority to
act on behalf of the electorate and client groups. (p. 89)

Further, Kogan states that the model assumes general agreement on the
objectives of public policy, consent of the governed, and acceptance
that those who are elected may rule (pp. 89-9D). The liberal democratic
view is one which appears to fit well when school board members are
seen as trustees of public education, when teachers and administrators
ate seen as acting in the service of their boards, and, as Kogan says,
when general accord on educational goals prevails.

Kogan's second model, a contrasting one, is called participatory
democratic. It seeks

to involve mor,. closely non-elite groups, including clients and
recipients of services, and, more cont('ntiously, employees of'
public organisations, in policy formation and its administration.
(p. 89)
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Further, Kogan's assessment of the participatory democratic model is
that it is associated with pluralism and it sanctions a social order with
processes of negotiation (p. 90).

The participatory democratic view seems to apply to the govern-
ance of education vhcn it is seen as legitimized through the work-
ings of interest gro ps, whether they be. organized as school board
members, administrators, teachers, parents, or others. ;ch groups,
while not always seen as having specific agendas which only serve
their own welfare, are seen as having a natural place in processes
of consultation and sometimes control.

Kogan suggests that the two models may not be in conflict (p. 89),
but it would seem that they are at least partly incompatible. While
structures reflecting both of them exist in the same organizations, issues
of who is accountable for what naturally emanate from the two views.
Different answers result. Thc implications for decentralization in
school districts are quite. contingent upon which model prevails.

Along with a definition of accountability and the separation of
the concepts of authority and power, Kogan (1986) provides three
mechanisms of accountability which are managerial, professional, and
the consumerist (the last tits with proposals of political decentral-
ization). Clearly, the managerial mechanism seems to coincide most
closely with organizational decentralization. Two grand models are
proposed which derive their legitimacy from very different assump-
tions the. tirst from the will of the. electorate, the second from
participation based on pluralism.

Productivity in Education

A main reas 1 r the implementation of organizational decentraliza-
tion is to improve performance. While writeN on orgainzations do not
address productivity extensively, the aims of increasing output or
decreasing costs are evident. But ;s the idea appropriate for schools?
The word 'productivity' is associated with the machine. model of
organizations. It suggests that schools are somehow equated to
factories and that the techniques of factory production may be appl'e!d
to them. Snyder and Anderson (1986) note in their textbook entitled
Managing Produetipe Sdiools time the word 'management has a similar
connotation:

79



Decentralization and School-based Management

For some in education, the term 'management' may seem less
suited to schools than to factories or to business establishments.
Similarly, 'productivity' is more oft,n associated with agri-
cultural or industrial output than with increments of human
learning and development. We have found, however, that the
concepts embedded in those terms are wholly relevant to
schools, which are, after all, goal-oriented human on..anizations
seeking to produce measurable results (academic products)
under the influence and direction of designated leaders. (p. xii)

When used in this volume, productivity is a term of convenience,
encompassing those related concepts pertaining to effectiveness, effi-
ciency, and its complement, equity. While productivity could be more
narrowly defined, it is used in this general way to capture the sense
of payoff or potential results of decentralization.

If the comments of Snyder and Anderson are generalized, the ideas
of goal-orientation and measureable result seem to fit well witl, a
clearly-defined systems model called a production finiction, discussed
tirst. Then outputs are seen as connected to inputs less rigidly in the
overview of literature on school effectiveness. Next, some of the
important writings on school efficiency are presented. The concern for
student equity is also addressed. Each of these concepts is considered
with a sense of how decentralization and particularly school-based
management might impinge on them.

Production Functions

One attempt at understanding educational processes is via production
function analysis, which compares measurable educational outputs,
learning, to measurable educational inputs, all those factors which
contribute to the learning results. Benson (1978) offers a general
description of production function studies (pp. 189-93). Outputs are
specified as student attainments, such as reading or mathematics
achievement scores. Inputs are three-fold. First, family or neighbour-
hood characteristics such as parental income, education, occupation and
wealth are included. Second, student peer characteristics, such as racial
composition, kinds of prog -anis attended and rates of transfer are
added. Third, schuol inputs such as pupil-teacher ratio, dollars spent
per student, facilities provided and teacher attributes are included.
Outputs and inputs are then compared in an equation using a statistical
model called multiple r2gression.
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Benson (1978) offers some harsh criticism of the production
function studies (p. 1%). He says that overall, they only explain about
25 per cent of the student achievement, a low level of successful
prediction. Also, the inputs arc too closely related to disentangle. For
instance, schools with low neighbourhood socioeconomic characteris-
tics may have high student transfer rates and inexperienced teachers. It
is not possible to separate out these factors so that they can be examined
independently. Benson also says that some of the studies have been
'fishing expeditions with regard to what factors have been included
and that they have suffered from poor quality data (p. 196).

It is difficult to know if such studies are just badly carried out or
if they are fundamentally flawed. Another critic offers a negative
possibility. Levin (1974) suggests that each individual school may have
its own production function, a rather startling idea, because it is so
contrary to the emphasis on near-universality characterized by thinking
about production functions (pp. 21-2). If Benson and Levin are correct
in their assessments of production function studies, it may not be
possible to link school outputs to inputs via equations with much
success. However, the basic logic seems inescapable: schools are given
the job to produce learning and they definitely consume resources
while doing so. Students learn somehow, even if each school is

different in the way it works and each individual student pursues
learning via his or her own production function. But the idea of
uniqueness, while always somewhat valid, may be overemphasized. It
may be possible that some answers to the question of-how schools can
be made to increase their outputs lies in the school effectiveness
literature, with its attempts to discover general features of schools
related to outputs.

School Efiectiverres.

No attempt will be nude to compile the full scope of literature on
school effectiveness here. However, it may be useful to consider a few
of the authors who have presented reviews so tlut the general themes
may be highlighted. The issues are: what the importam inputs into the
educational process may be, if those inputs are related to decentral-
ization, and if the body of research on school effectiveness is sufficiently
valid. For the purposes of this study, an effective school is one which
has a high level of outputs, particularly those pertinent to student
lea ruing.

Clark. Lotto, mid Astuto (1984) provide one overview and state
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that the objective of the school effectiveness movement is to deter-
mine if school outcomes arc altered by changing resources, processes
and structures (p. 42). They mention a cluster of factors which are
attributed to more effective schools. Ones which pertain to school
management include strong administrative leadership, provision of the
resources for karning, building level administrators who 'make a
difference' and support the work of teachers, system level adminis-
trators who also 'make a difference' and support the work of schools
via goals and resources (pp. 47-50).

Sweeny (1)82), reviewed eight effectiveness studies relevant to
school administration and found that in each of eight studies, leadership
behaviours were associated positively with school outcomes. Those
behaviours included emphasis on achievement, setting of instructional
strategies, provision of an orderly school atmosphere, and frequent
evaluation of pupil programs (p. 350).

Another source is Purkey and Smith (1983), who include among
their managerial features for an effective school: school-level auton-
omy, instructiowl leadership, and district support (p. 443). They also
assert

There is a good deal of common sense to the notion that a
school is more likely to have relatively high reading or rmith
scores if the staff agreds1 to emphasize these subjects ...
(p. 439)

A fourth author who presents a look at the school effectiveness
literature is Cohen (1983), who specifies that in effective schools, such
elements as school goals, objectives, and pupil performance are care-
fully aligned (p. 29). Further, Cohen asserts

Agreement on the importance of leadership is nearly universal,
but consensus is less general about the behaviour and practices
that characterize leadership on a day-to-day basis. (p. 31)

He also includes other school sets of characteristics, such as those
relating to effective classroom teaching practices and the presence of
shared values aud culture in the school.

What arc these four reviewers of effective schools literature saying?
It appears that they emphasize the principal's leadership, the school
planning function, the required support to carry out decisions, and the
monitoring of school activity. The authors also list many more features
pertinent to effectiveness in classrooms. If their generalizations are
correct, then the policy implications are fairly clear: any restructuring
of schools and districts which requires more leadership from the
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principal, increases the extent of school planning, offers more support
for decisions made, and requires that school activity be more closely
monitored should make those schools more like effective schools on the
administrative dimension.

There are warnings about the certainty of the results derived from
the effectiveness studies, however. Some authors have stated the
limitations and defects embedded in the research. Cohen (1983)
mentions that they have been largely concerned with elementary
schools, mostly focused on reading and mathematics, and that many
other factors are not considered (p. 22). Purkey and Smith (1983) cover
a host of methodological difficulties. it may be that the results of these
studies should be considered to be rather tentative and not definitive at
all (pp. 430-9).

Another problem with the effectiveness studies is that they rest on
the assumption that a set of general factors can be identified those
which will be able to influence student achievement positively. But the
present state of educational research may not be able to determine what
those global factors are. As stated by Hanushek (1981) who states that
neither how children learn or how schools make decisions is adequately
understood (p. 37). Spencer and Wiley (1981), in their rejoiner to
Hanushek, admit the great difficulty in modelling the relationship
between educational goals and resources (p. 51). Still, they believe the
problem is solvable.

Where does this leave us? Either the methodological difficulties to
date have been so great as to not permit research to provide answers to
the question of how schools produce learning, or the problem may
actually be one which cannot be solved by using research methods
which aim at general knowledge applicable across many schools. Just
what are the policy implications of such a dismal dilemma? One answer
is to provide the school personnel with sufficient flexibility to deploy
resources as they see fit yet hold them accountable for the results. In
that way, it is not necessary for districts to know very specifically how
teachers and principals 'make their magic' so that children learn. The
processes whereby resources are converted to achievements may
(necessarily) remain a black box, but if those who inhabit schools are
able to produce the results using acceptable methods, then the job is
done.

The school efkctiveness literature examined has highlighted soti:e
important variables that appear connected to organizational decen-
tralization, particularly school-based management. They include the
principal's leadership, school planning, support (resources) for deci-
sions, and monitoring. While the validity of the school effectiveness
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research is questioned, if school personnel are given flexibility and held
accountable, it may not be necessary to have a well-defined model of
the educational process.

School Efficiency

This section takes a look at some important works on efficiency and
relates them to decentralization. It also addresses the aim of student
equity (often seen as complementary to efficiency) and shows how it
may he connected to school-based management.

The concept of efficiency is part of the idea of productivity.
Outputs are produced and inputs are required. Efficiency speaks to
the relationship of outputs to inputs. Callahan's (1962) book entitled
Education and tlie Cult of Iffliciency is a useful source on the concept.
His approach is an historical one which suggests that the pursuit
of efficiency in education may be akin to embracing the scientific
management theory of Frederick Taylor, whose ideas were popular
during 1910-20. According to Callahan, the concern for efficiency
among educators during the first quarter of this century was the
response of school administrators to demands for efficiency from
outside education. It seems that business successes were based on
technological advances and credit for them was given to 'modern
business methods (p. 148). Business people apparently introduced and
applied principles or scientific management (p. 54) via the production
of records and reports (p. 153). According to Callahan, the imposition
on education meant that teachers spent much time on meaningless
clerical work (p. 178).

Callahan's view of efficiency would suggest that if schools adopt
the efficiency aim again, then administrative processes for account-
ability could degenerate into having to answer for the cost of minutiae
devoted to teaching and learning. Mintzberg (1979) would tend to
at,ree with this view, since he believes that small objectives would
replace general goals (p. 428). Ilowever, a closer look a Callahan may
provide some additional insights. He admits to the advisability of
applying business methods which are `appropriate% and considered as
simply techniques to provide a better level of education (p. 177). It

would seem that some business methods may he reasonable to adopt,
even if a preoccupation with efficiency is not. Ile acknowledges that
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business. But a 'wise' expenditure of funds depends on the
Olin-MC.5 Which are expected, or, in business terms, the quality of
produa desired. (p. 178, my emphasis)

Nere, Callahan seems to be saying that the educators of those earlier
years did not focus adequately on the outcomes of education but were
preoccupied with the inputs. He clarifies his perspective completely
when he says

It is clear that what administrators sought after 1911 was not
efficiency but economy plus the appearance of ifficiency. (p. 178)

Thus the aim was cost reduction. What Callahan appears to admit is
that his book is not about efficiency at all. Rather, it is a work on a
severe form of cost accounting, which most persons would say is
misplaced in education. It may be that the popular use of the term
'efficiency' among educators has twen so closely associated with cost
accounting because his book, which was not about tfficiency, retained that
word in its title.

Callahan's concern that efficiency could be misinterpreted as cost
accounting and cost reduction remains a valid one. If teachers and
administrators are burdened by the need to account for dimes then the
goals of education are displaced, as implied by Mintzberg (1979, p.
428). But Callahan did endorse the general concept of efficiency, which
is defined by Thomas (1980) as simply '... making the best use of
scarce resources to achieve given ends' (p. 148). He says that when
efficiency is improved, one of three outcomes happens: an increase in
goal attainment at the same level of costs; maintenance of goal attain-
ment at reduced costs; or an increase in goal attainment at reduced
costs. He notes that efficiency is an important societal value and
also that it may not conflict wholly with the need for student equity.
This is because the education of low achievement students is dependent
on efficient methods (p. 164). Schultz (1982) agrees strongly with
Thomas, saying that

The complementarity between efficiency and equity in ele-
mentary and secondary schooling is being overlooked in the
quest for equity. An optimum level of efficiency in our big
school systems would in all probability contribute more to the
cause of equity than any of the many school reforms now being
imposed on our schools. (p. 38)

When the term 'efficiency' is used in this volunk, the sense that
Thomas employs is invoked.
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If equity is considered to be the equality of student access to
resources, the apparent complementarity ot equity and efficiency
becomes a critical conceptual and empirical issue. Is it possibk to
achieve both, when the major assumption which Garms, Guthrie and
Pierce (1978) make is that the values are frequently seen as being
mutually exclusive? Could they be attained simultaneously? One way
to increase the level of student equity could be to offer approximate-
ly the same number of dollars per student to each school. That
arrangement could provide a measure of equal access at the school level.
One way to increase the level of school efficiency could be to give
school personnel discretion over resources they require.

Authors who have addressed productivity in eduLation offer a
number of conclusions about it. One is that attempts to formalize th.:
relationship between inputs and outputs in education via production
functions have failed. However, the logic that inputs are somehow
related to outputs persists. Writers on school efkctiveness suggest that
a number of administrative variables such as leadership, planning,
control of school resources, and monitoring are important, though
their generalizations are tentative ones. Efficiency was also considered
and a concern with it was seen as capable of degenerating into a
preoccupation with cost accounting. The complementaritv issue of
student equity was also raised if efficiency was stressed it is possible
that equality could be reduced.

Change in Educational Organizations

Writers on organizations have investigated the theme of ch.nige,
particularly changL to decentralization, in sonic depth. They suggest
that 'structure follows strategy' organizations adapt to growth and
new environments. They also report that size and ;iv are positive
factors in decentralization. I iowever, they note thc existence of Cycles
of centralization/decentralization and observe that there are always
strong forces which encourage organizations to recentralize. In con-
trast, the literature on planned change in education speaks to the
way changes are undertaken, regardless of what the change might be.
Some of the main factors which influence the process and outcomes of
change are discussed in this section. A few, key sources were consulted.
They were drawn from a review of the planned change literature
undertaken for a dissertation proposal by Lloyd Ozembloski (1987).

As presented by Huberman and Crandall (1982), along with other
writers on educational change such as Fullan (1982) and McLaughlin
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and Berman (1978), the process of change can be fitted logically into
three relatively distinct phases in time order: adoption, implementa-
tion, and continuation (pp. 16-22). Briefly, adoption is the phase
wherein a decision is made to initiat e. the change, plans are made, and
the organization is prepared. Implementation is the phase wherein the
innovation is first put into practice, problems are encountered and
addressed, and the innovation becomes more widespread. Continua-
tion is the phase in which the innovation either becomes commonplace
and routine or may be discarded, perhaps by attrition.

According to Huberman and Crandall (1982), the three pluses are
associated with factors working to influence the Success or failure of the
innovatnm. Generally, the factors are attributes of: the innovation
(content), the institution (context), the community (greater context),
and federal, state or provincial educational policies (external factors).

A number of pertinent issues emerge among the factors. Oni of
these issues is the source of the innovation. Is it 'home-grown or
adopted from the outside (Huberman and Crandall, p. 2)? Does it
emanate from state policy or from a local school? For decentralization,
is it possible to sav that the idea came from within the organization, or
is its inception easily traceable to an external source? What impact does
the source of the idea have on the commitment of personnel to it? One
answer is provided by Clark. Lotto, and Astuto (1984) A hose literature
review of school improvement indicated:

The commitment of teachers is not a prerequisite to imple-
mentation: commitment can be formed through the process
of implementation. This recent finding suggests that the deci-
sion to adopt lies chiefly in the hands of administrators, and,
consequently, early commitment to the innovation is more
important for administmors than teachers. (p. 52)

A second issue raised by I luberman and Crandall is the degree of
adaptation undergone by an innovation (p. 2). They say that there is
some disagreement in the literature as to whether successful innova-
tions are faithfully executed adoptions or if highly adapted practices
were inevitable and perhaps even resulted in superior outcomes, as
suggested by McLaughlin and Berman (1978). More specifically, when
decentralization is proposed, how closely does the idea stay to the form
originally suggested? Such fidelity is recommended by I hiberman and
Crandall (p. viii). To what extent IS it adapted to local conditions and
desires?

Third, the role of central office personnel has been a concern of
those interested in educational change 1.1hiberman and ( randall, p. 3).
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Personnel at the district level who displayed knowledge of the content
areas of the innovation and had a repertoire of organizational and
interpersonal skills were critical actors in the implementation pro-
cess, according to McLaughlin and Berman (1978) and confirmed by
Huberman and Crandall's research (p. viii). They also stress the need
for direction in the form ot forceful leadership, seen as a strategy to
produce sizeable changes.

Another key role in educational change is the principal. The role
may be one which influences teachers' views about innovations, but not
all research supports the centrality of the principal in the change process
(Huberman and Crandall, p. 3). What makes decentrakation rather
special is that the principal is one of the prime targets for the in-
novation. It would seem likely that the involvement of principals and
their response to the idea of decentralization might prove critical to its
implementation success.

A sixth concern that relates to the extent external assistance is
provided to aid the implementation process (Huberman and Crandall,
1982, p. 5). This aid can be supplied at different levels, and in the case of
decentralization, relates to ideas provided at thc central office for
planning and resources provided at the school level during the im-
plementation phase. Huberman and Crandall stress that attention to
detail and the requirement of resources supporting changes made. They
make this bhmt statement about assistance:

Innovations enta.ling significant practice change live and die by
the amount of assistance they receive. (p. viii)

It appears that the source of the change, the extent of its
adaptation. the roles played by different levels of personnel, and the
assistance given are prime factors in the change process. The tri-phasic
theory of planned change, encompassing adoption, implementation
and continuation, thus provides a platform from which to ask a number
of questicns about the process of change to district decentralization.
Such questions include the linkage between the source of the in-
novation and personnel connmtmenr, degree of adaptation of the
innovation, the roles of the leadership function, central office person-
nel, and the principal, and the amount of external assistance received.

Some Sources on School-based Management

A look t the. literature on school-based management provides some
initial answers to the questions raised by the more general literature On
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organizations and education. Unfortunately, most available sources on
school-based management appear in professional journals as short
statements of opinion, either in favour or against. They tend to make
general claims for the idea without offering substantiation for those
claims, either from the literature or from any systematic research. Data
offered as evidence are based usually on one person's observations and
there is often no way of supporting their credibility. However, there
are a few sources which are either more prominent or more firmly
based in research and it is these which are examined to determine what
issues ar: raised, what ideas are invoked, and what evidence is
presented to shed light on the phenomenon of school-bascd nunage-
ment as encotintered prior to the present study. Five themes are
considered in turn.

The Structure of School-based .11.1nagement

As a maink'station of decentralization, school-based management has
been described by a number of authors. They note its occurrence in
several dist.icts in the United States, provide information on the extent
of district decentralization, and give some idea how school-based
management functions. They also address the role of parents.

Linde low (1981) offers glimpses of the structure in a variety of
districts which have experimented with decentralization. He says ex-
plicitly that his report 'presents the case' for school-based manage-
ment (p. 1). After an initial defense of the concept, Linde low gives a
useful set of 'examples of iinplementation to date', which are based on
one telephone interview to each of several districts who had, by 1981,
adopted the idea to some degree.

Comments about Monroe Coumy, Florida, indicate that there are
school advisory committees made up of parents, teachers. students, and
non-parents who apparently adise but do not control school decision
making (p. 21). Principak have the responsibility to hire (and perhaps
fire) teadiers. The district had seen the number of central office
personnel fall from twenty-eight to sixteen in five years. In Alachua
County, Florida, 'the number of central office staff was halved (p. 25).
It appears from Lindelow's account that (i) advisory committees do not
control the schools; and (ii) the change to school-based management
was substantial for some' districts, giviog considerable authority to
principals and resulting in sufting shifts out of the central office.

Another useful source is Greenhalgh's book entitled Sdtool Site
Budgeting: Decentrali:ed Alanagement, published in 1984. Green-
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halgh begins with a sketchy review of some of the background of
school-based management but then offers a relatively detailed descrip-
tion of how the idea is adopted. The sources of the data are never
revealed, and those omissions make the volume much less helpful than
it could have been. However, the book can be regarded as an 'expert's
views of school-based management and for that reason, it is quite likely
to be of assistance to any district contemplating tEe idea.

Greenhalgh makes two sets of statements which relate directly to
structure. One concerns what decisions are more logically centralized
in a school district, such as closing schools because of weather
conditions, specification of district-wide wage scales, matters of
compliance with the law, labour agreements, resource entitlements
of schools, accounting and reporting, public welfare matters, and the
relationships to other governtnental agencies (p. 7). While Greenhalgh
does not defend these choices for centralized decisions, they appear to
be matters in which the district functions as a unit (such as relations
with other agencies) and decisions which require an 'umpire' function
for schools (for example, resource entitlements).

The other statement on structure made by Greenhalgh relates to
how school-based management proceeds in his experience. He says it
includes a tive-part budgeting process: (i) a district budget target: (ii)
determination of non-school site costs, (iii) calculation of per capita
allocation of funds to schools, (iv) production of school budgets, and
(v) production of an integrated district budget (p. 43). This general
process is described in some detail and serves to illustrate the workings
of school-based management. Greenhalgh's description, while based
on 'expert opinion', shows how the process of school-based manage-
ment is very much one of cyclic budgeting, an emphasis which
characterizes his book. Less attention is paid to the broader managerial
issues. And it is not clear just how much authority schools have to
manage resources. Are they constrained to supplies and equipment, or
do they have discretion over kinds and numbers of personnel?

Another noteworthy source is Marburger's One sdiool at a tnne:
school based management, a process of change, published in 1985. While this
book offers a few facts about school-based management, its prime
purpose appears to be one of advocacy and the expression of enthu-
siasm for this particular reform. Very little effort is made to weigh
positive against negative aspects of the idea. But the book is helpful
because of the perspectives it raises. The definition of school-
based management given by Marburger is one which explicitly
includes shared power with teachers, principals, parents, citizens, and
students (p. 26).
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The key words in his definition appear to be 'power' and 'parents'.
Marburger suggests that under current conditions, superintendents
have the most power, teacher organizations somewhat kss, the
students have the least, and parents and citizens have slightly morc than
students (p. 12). One way to provide more power to parents and

citizens is to have school-based management wherein they occupy an
important role in the structure. This is accomplished with a school
council (called a site council, an improvement council, a governance
council, or a decision-making council) where he says that the principal,
teachers, and parents must be involved (p. 27). The recommended
make-up of the council is to have half the positions elected from among
parents, students, and citizens, the other half elected or selected from
among school employees (p. 35). Other features of school-based
management, such as a lump-sum allocation to the school arc included.

Marburger's strong advocacy of school-based management is

noteworthy because it highlights the idea that parents be given a
controlling interest in the school and not simply an advisory one. Here
is school-based management in the form of political decentralization, as
proposed by Garms, Guthrie and Pierce (1978) and others. While it is
not nude clear how such controlling councils would be related to the
district school board, or just where the lines of authority flow to the
principal, they embrace the idea of participation and suggest that this
form of grass roots democracy will clearly benefit schools. Interesting-
ly, Guthrie (1986), in an article advocating school-based management,
says specifically

Though they provide.' important advice and feedback fi om

parents and staff members, school advisory councils are not
crucial lemphasis added] to school-based management. (p. 3(17)

It appears that the author of a key proposal of decentralization
involving controlling councils has decided that they are no longer
necessary to the refOrm. However, Caldwell (1987) reports that
school-based management is being combined with school-site councils
in 2260 schools in the State of Victoria, Austraha:

... I Elvery public school now has a school-site council of
parents, teachers and for secondary schools, students. These
councils have the power, within a franwwork of state policies
and priorities, to set educational policy for the school, approve
the budget, and evaluate the educational program. Principals
arc now appointed through a local sdection process. (p. 18)
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Caldwell notes that if financial authority is given to those schools, the
new legislation would provide a structure which was fully funded by
the state yet largely governed independently by school councils (p. 21).
When in place, this example of school-based management in its form of
political decentralization would be most worthy of further study.

Writings on the structure of school-based management indicate
that considerable authority is given to the principal to make decisions
about resource allocations in his or her school. However, the central
office may retain authority to make decisions which are less divisible
among schools or those requiring an adjudicative function. There
appears to be a major planning cycle both for districts and schools. And
the issue of the role of school-site councils is raised quite assertively.
Are they controlling or advisory?

ofSebool-based Alanagement

The literature offers a few insights as to the degree of flexibility attained
by districts who have adopted school-based management. Flexibility is
discussed initially in terms of tFe kinds of decisions which are decen-
tralized. Then, as the organizational theorists made a connection be-
tween flexibility and initiative, so the association is made between
school-based management and school innovation.

Greenhalgh (1984) denmnstrater the need for flexibility by quoting
an earlier report from the President's Commission on School Finance
(1972, pp. 61-2):

But when a principal wants to send a class of an absent teacher
to a zoo or put the class in the auditori for some special
programs, he may find that all he can get for this purpose is the
pay allotment for a substitute teacher, vv hen what he needs is
a chartered bus or a couple of movies and a projector. The
rigidity of such controls of educational practice demonstrates
the need for translating alternative resource applications into
some freely usable common denominator.

Lindelow (1981) offers some evidence concerning the degree of
flexibility of resource allocations within schools. He reports that in
Monroe County, each schc.ol develops its own budget (p. 19). In
Mount Diablo Unified in California, schools budget all items within
the teacher contract and state laws. However, in Alachua County, the
district controls the pupil-teacher ratios. These few facts suggest that
there may be a range of flexibility accorded schools, from wide scope of
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decisions, including the number of teachers, down to situations where
the district, contracts, and state laws severely constrain the flexibility
available.

Greenhalgh (1984) leaves open the possibility that various con-
figurations of personnel time for learning might be built (p. 72). In
fact, he asserts that

The biggest single issue of budgetary planning at the school
building level is the number of professional staff members to be
employed. (p. 154)

Greenhalgh also seems convinced that this flexibility is provided and
tlut invention and creativity result (p. 184). His reference to creativity
is an intriguing one, since it suggests that not only can common
problems be solved in obvious ways, but perhaps special problems
could be attacked using the talents of school-based personnel. The
possibility is quite optimistic but remains based upon expert opinion.

Marschak and Thomason (1976) offer a different view of tkxibility
in school-base managed districts. They note an important constraint
that California requires a certain pupil-teacher ratio across each grade
for each school district (p. 35). Other restrictions are made apparent.
They believe that because of state regulations and rules emanating from
teachers' organizations, school budget allocation freedom is restricted
to small expenditures such as those for aides, equipment, and supplies
(p. 36). A rather basic question is implied here. Is the change to
school-based management worth the flexibility accorded? Clearly,
Marschak and Thomason's skepticism is rare among writers about
school-based management. it is rtheshing to encounter such criticism.

There appears to be a range of flexibility of decision making
accorded schools under school-based management. External con-
straints may nullify the flexibility that schools have. However, the hope
was expressed that schools could solve problems creatively when given
some control over resources.

.slaolintability of School-based Alanajytiwnt

The topic of accmmtability is not addressed extensively by writers on
school-based management. However, some key issues do emerge and
arc discussed in turn. First is the extent to which performance in-
formation is gathered. Second is the effect of accountability. And third
is the issue of accountability to parents.

o what extent arc schools held accountable under school-based
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management? Linde low (1981) says that in Alachua County, the
superintendent and board 'no longer make decisions about how to
utilize funds at individual schools' (p. 23). So some role changes are
evident. But apart from reviews of school budgets by districts,
Linde low does not mention any general means whereby the perform-
ance of schools is usually evaluated. One exception was the Fairfiela-
Suisun Unified District in California, where staff and community
surveys were harnessed.

Greeithalgh (1984) note-z that important accountaoility alternatives
are student testing, opinicm polls, and other performance indicators
(p. 141). He favours the use of evaluations, saying that without
them, school pr...gram quality would be suspect or unequal (p. 148).
He also suggests that when parent advisory councils are formed, they
result in meaningful involvement for parents (p. 18(i). His view ot'
this involvement is highly positive buause of the outcomes which
he believes transpire. These include a new confidence in budgeting and
a reduction in the mistrust of school financial practices (p. 187).

But when parents are considered, accountability has another facet.
Rather than reporting solely to the superintenCent and board, schools
could be held accountable to parents, as is stressed by Marburger (1985,
p. 20). He says simply that schools should be directly responsive to the
parents. Further, he claims that public confidence increases when
parents are involved in the governance of schools to this extent.

Caldwell and Spinks (1988) also incorporate parents into a decision
making role in their monograph entitled The Sell:managing Sdiool.
They offer a normative model of school planning as a means of
achieving school effectiveness. Because 'collaborative school manage-
ment' incorporates parental and student representation on a governing
board for each school and works toward a consensus nmdel of decision
making, it may be considered an example of political decentralization.
However, the options and extensive guidelines they provide could
be most useful for any school which is about to assume its new
responsibilities under school-based management. No other source
pursues the many aspects of school planning under decentralization as
fully as their work does.

Some limitations of the Caldwell and Spinks volume are also
noteworthy. They do not address district decentralization: their focus
is on the school in a decentralized district. Since they have many
suggestions as to how school planning might proceed, it seems fair to
raise two concerns about the volume. First, just what is the basis in
knowledge from which the model comes? It appears to be two-fold:
one is the use of the model as a method of achieving effectiveness in
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a case school, described as being isolated, incorporating grades K-10,
and having forty-two teachers; the other is the extensive consulting
experience of the two authors in working with the model in other
schools. Such a knowledge base appears to be rich in extent but poor in
documented evidence about the model and its outcomes. Second, the
work contains an extensive effort to build a case for the model, along
with considerable delineation of its benefits. Yet the authors acknowl-
edge virtually no problems associated with it aside from those which
the participants can address with the recommended tactics. Such an
emphasis on the positive features of collaborative school management
suggests that the authors have accepted the model fully and optimisti-
cally, thus leaving the reader to surmise what difficulties might ensue
with its adoption.

Role changes seem to result when school-based management
is adopted. In addition, different mechanisms for accountability are
available to decentralized districts, although they may not always be
used. The issue of who is to accountabk to whom is raised by a number
of authors.

Productivity 0.School-based Management

Evidence concerning productivity and its related sub-themes is quite
scant in the literature. However, some sources do provide initial
inklings as to what the general answers might be. First, the aspect of
efficiency is considered (a) as a service increase; and (b) as reduced costs.
Next, equality of student access is considered. Third, questions arc
raised about the costs of administering decentralized schools.

Seward (1976) looked at two California school districts, one
decentralized and one not. He reviewed documents and conducted
interviews to gain answers to some important questions. Two of these
related to the way in which the districts spent their monies for supplies.
He found that the decentralized district showed a greater variation in
the amount of money spent on sehool supplies (p. 82). If it can be
assumed that school personnel 'know best' how much to spend on
supplies relative to other priorities, then Seward's evidence supports
the idea that spending in the decentralized district would be -.lore
efficient for supplies.

The same efficiency issue is also considered by the Florida
Commission (1973). It says that decentralization is likely to provide
more services which may match the taknts of teachers with the needs
of particular students. However, it acknowledges in increase in ad-
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ministrative costs (p. 52). The Commission also tackled another facet
of efficiency, that of local payment for local services. It asserts that
expenditure decisions, when made by people who will be asked to pay
the bins, may be less in cost (p. 52). It is important to recall that the
Commission's generalizations are based on eight site visits, a review of
reports, plus the views of experts.

The Florida Commission also commented on the general prob-
lem of equality of educational opportunity and offered a defense of
school-based management as a device which could promote such
equality. It suggests that without programs tailored to students, dollar
equality among students and schools is quite superficial (p. 51). This
argument suggests that one way of achieving greater equality of
educational opportunity, particularly of disadvantaged students, is to
pLrmit school personnel the discretion to allot resources to students as
they see fit.

Another topic which has captured the interests of authors writing
on school-based management is the cost of administration under
centralization or decentralization. Seward (1976) compared the costs of
the central business services of his two districts, believing that the
decentralized arrangements would require a greater load of work.
Conversely, he found that the centralized district had greater costs for
its central business services (p. 90). This outcome could have resulted
from other differences between the districts, however. Unfortunately,
he compared dollar figures and not relative costs of central and
school-based services. He did find that resources required for budget-
ing at the school site in the decentralized district were greater (p. 94).
There is no mention of the role of technology at the school level,
perhaps because the time the research was done was prior to the
widespread use of microcomputers in school administratiou.

Marschak and Thomason's (1976) paper is mostly devoted to the
subject of administrative costs. In a difficult-to-follow discussion on
decentralization, they define it as 'more freedom accompanied by more
effort devoted to local expertise and less to coordination' (p. 11).

Based upon data from questionnaires and interviews in the same
districts as Seward studied, Marschak and Thomason's main point
appears to be that decentralization increases the workload because of
the more elaborate budgeting process, more effort at curriculum
building, more personnel decisions, and a greater need to obtain
parents' views (p. 53). Since they appear to have concentrated on the
'burden' (p. 52) school-based management, they may not have
considered where in the decentralized district costs could have been
reduced (no interview schedules are provided). However, their point is
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a very serious one: the problem of workload could be sizeable if schools
do not have additional resources to cope with the local demands of site
decision making. In Greenhalgh's (1984) opinion, computer data pro-
cessing is a considerable aid to school-based management (p. 166).

He advocates the use of microcomputers in schools. Such use may be
one way to offset the workload problem.

The literature on school-based management suggests that money
for supplies may be spent more efficiently and it raises the possibility
that decentralization is more likely to permit suitable local expenditures
for local purposes. The argument is put forward that some equity of
student treatment may be attained. However, it warns that workloads
for school personnel may increase.

The Change to School-based Alanagenwnt

Not much evidence is presented on the general problem of imple-
mentation of school-based management in the literature. Only two
sources present some insights clearly based on facts. One is Lindelow
(1981), who provides some examples of the change process. They
involve the use of strong leadership, moving principals, pilot pro-
grams, resistance by central office personnel and sonic districts' return
to centralized management. The impression gained from reading
Lindelow's examples is that the road to implementation is a bumpy
one, requiring assertive leadership and sometimes containing switch-
backs to a centralized form of management.

'The other source is Florida Commission's Report (1978), which
gives the weight of its discussion to the problem of change to
school-based management. Here are some highlights of the Florida
implementation experience, which involved a legislative mandate for
districts to spend 8() per cent of their dollars on school sites (p. 24).
They are concerned with opposition to the change, dis.rict size, pre-
paration for the change, and the idea of province- or state-mandated
decentralization.

When the Commission noted reactions to the legislation, it

mentioned that state level interest groups such as the School Board
Association and the Superintendents' Association were opposed, as
were the Florida Education Association, the Florida Teaching Profes-
sion, and the statewide parent teachers' association. The Commission
says that lack of their involvement partly accounted for their opposition
(p. 29). School district responses to the mandate showed wide variation
in understanding what school-based management wa (p. 3(1). Snper-
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intendents, principals, teachers, and parents were not clearly aware of
the aims of school-based management or the way it was intended to
work.

A hard look was taken at district implementation in Florida. When
the Commission investigawd small rural districts, the response to
school-based management was:

Small districts do not have the problem of diversity and
communication that large districts face, and public access to the
schools is direct and adequate. In fact, as one superintendent
pointed out, in districts with one or two schools, school based
management already exists. (p. 34)

When large districts were investigated, the Broward County experi-
ence was noted. Broward moved quicklY to school-based management
but then found that

... certain conditions must be present for school based manage-
ment to be successfully implenwnted. These included full
support of both the school board and the superintendent,
careful phase in of decentralized budgeting with extensive
training for principals in both budgetinki and planning, and,
importantly, a commitment to the integrity of the school
budget, with carryovers retained for school use, not reverted to
district use. (pp. 36-37)

As a recommendation, the Commission added that a necessary con-
dition of implementation is acceptance of the principle that school-
level personnel have discretion over curriculum design, personnel
decisions, and resource allocation in the school (p. 64).

The general lack of knowledge about school-based management
was noted when the Commission looked at individual schools. Most
principals were positive about the idea but unclear about what it
comprised (p. 38). However, where school-based management was
adopted. principals favoured it. Teachers, apart from their association
representatives, had a very unclear view of school-based management.
Parents had 'the most limited knowledge' (p. 41).

Another section of the Commission's Report specifies the imple-
mentation problems encountered by district officials. Some of the
difficulties include what are called technical problems, such as the lack
of skills on tlw part of principals to manage budgets, the most fre-
quently mentioned reservation. A further difficulty was the need to
comply with state and federal laws, district policies, and union con-
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tracts (p. 42). This problem speaks to the important question of how
much and what to decentralize. A number of superintendents

said specifically that school based management should not be
mandated in all Florida school districts. (p. 44)

Some believed that district variability was too great to justify blanket
adoption. The last line of the Commission's section on implementation
is perhaps quite telling: ' ... there is no widespread implementation of
school based management in Florida' (p. 46).

Thc change to school-based management appears to be a difficult
process with a fair prospect of failure. Many factors appear to affect
adoption and implementation, such as the leadership required, speed of
the change, opposition to it, district size, level of support, and the
extent of preparations. A most critical question seems to be the wisdom
of a state or provincial mandate for school-based management.

Summary

What can be said about organizational decentralization in education?
One of its chief intended outcomes is flexibility of decision-making.
Writers on flexibility in L.Jucational organizations advocate the ability
of schools to have more authority to control resources. Another
potential outcome is :,.«-ountability, for which the choices offered is a
liberal/managerial model or one which is participatory. The third
intended outcome is productivity, broken down into decentralization's
potential to increase school eft-ectiveness, promote school efficiency of
resource use, and provide a greater level of student equity. A fourth
outcome, required rather than intended, is the change to decentral-
ization. Authors on planned change in education point to a variety
of factors seen to be important for change to be successful.

A modest number of writings on school-based management itself
is also included under the topic of organizational decentralization
in education. Authors describe school-based management in general
terms. They focus on the role of parents, the extent or scope of school
authority to make decisions, and the role changes and means of
accountability. Productivity issues are also raised. And the change to
school-based management per se is seen as somewhat perilous with
many factors influencing the process.
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Chapter 6

Conceptual Synthesis and Key Questions

A look at the literature relevant to decentralization has revealed a set of
interesting concepts associated with it. Many authors have shared their
views and findings. They range among those working on organization-
al theory. those pertinent to political decentralization, and others
writing on educational issues. This chapter presents a synthesis of thc
prior work on decentralization and then look:, at particular questions
which may be directed at a manifestation of decentralization
school-based management.

Conceptual Synthesis

It is possible to conceive of the literature as having provided a
five-tiered model of decentralization (see figure 1). Strata proceed
downward from the most to least conceptual generality. The first
category contains the question of how the general problem of de-
centralization is contemplated. While non-rational perspectives such
as loose-coupling and metaphors arc considered, the view adopted is
the rational structural-functional view, with its emphasis on relations
among roles, authority, and the locus of decision-making. On the next
level, an issue about the very general forms of decentralization arises.
These are seen as political, with an emphasis on participation, and
organizational, with an emphasis on hierarchical authority. Once the
organizational type is selected, then a third set of' issues emerges. One
of these is the factors which impinge on organizations, such as beliefs
about knowledge, tolerance of disorder, tasks to be accomplished, and
response to the environnwnt. Another is the choices of organizational
design, which in turn address the basic question of the extent of
centralization or decentralization, itself an issue of many dimensions.
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Figure 1: A Conceptual Synthesis of Decentralization
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A fourth level relates to the outcomes of decentralization. Direct
outcomes are seen as flexibility, accountability and productivity, in
varying amounts and kinds. Change in the organization is also seen as
an outcome of the decision to decentralize. The fifth level concerns
school-based management, which is conceived as an empirical man-
ifestation of decentralization and draws upon the two prior levels.
Major and minor questions addressing it are articulated below.

Key Questions

The writers on organizations and education have spoken, and in so
doing, have presented a variety of ideas which have been examined and
grouped into five rough categories. While an attempt has been made to
keep these classifications from overlapping, it was not possible to make
the divisions mutually exclusive. Too many intriguing strands seem to
be woven among them. Yet to make sense of school-based manage-
ment, such a synthesis must be attempted.

The major themes pertinent to school-based management which
may be induced from the literature are these:

Structure
Flexibility
Accountability
Productivity
Change

Note that structure is a fundamental idea that envelopes the entire
inquiry; flexibility, accountability, and productivity are considered to
he effects of school-based management: change is an attendant issue
which just cannot be ignored. So there are tually three elemental
kinds of questions to be raised in this inquiry, but they are readily
broken down into the five key questions.

Strliall re

What is the structure of school-based management? This question is
asked because most fundamentally, school-based management was
conceived as a matter of organizational structure. It is not just a
recurrent theme, but lays the groundwork for a thorough under-
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standing of the idea. It speaks to the way in which school districts may
be decentralized and to the processes imbedded in that decentralization.

A number of sub-themes have become apparent from the look
at the literature. First is the question of the .form of school-based
management itself. Is it a manifestation of organizational decentral-
ization, wherein authority is (Uegated administratively? Or is it an
example of political decentralization, wherein schools have a control-
ling group of parents in the role of a neighbourhood school board?
The difference between these two forms is so fundamental and has so
many implications for other elements of school-based management
that it seems appropriate to address it at the start of the inquiry.

A second sub-theme is the question of how well school-based
management fits the divisionalized form of many modern corporations.
Can decentra;ized school districts be described as organizations with
some autonomy with the divisional manager or principal as the key
role? Does the district central office exercise circumscribed control such
as allocations, monitoring, and replacement of principals?

Third, what are some of the reasons expressed when districts adopt
school-based management? Do they reflect a tolerance for disorder, the
belief that schools are trustworthy and able to manage themselves, and
the belief that school persoimel have sufficient knowledge to act in-
dependently? To what extent do the counterarguments prevail? They
involve concerns about disaster, lack of confidence in school personnel,
residence of speciali-c.ed knowledge in the central office, and the need
for a focus on district goals and the wider social context.

A fourth sub-theme probes two main dimensions of decentrali-
zation. One dimension is the locus of authority in the organization. To
what extent does school-based management imply vertical decen-
tralization down the district hierarchy? How does it affect the usual
level of horizontal decentralization, where authority is shared with
specialists at the central Office? The other dimension relates to the
scope of decisions which are decentralized. Are those kinds of deci-
sions selective, that is, highly restricted to matters such as supplies
and equipment, or do they extend to all school personnel, utilities,
maintenance, and the use of outside experts?

The last sub-theme addresses the question of how school-based
managenwnt works in general terms. What kinds of processes are
evident? How does the allocation system function? Is budgeting a
prominent feature? Does such financial planning proceed in an inte-
grated fashion, district-wide and year-round? Are district and school
goals integrated?
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Does school-based management provide flexibility of decision making?
The idea of flexibility isit heart, quite a simple one. It suggests a
certain quality of pliability, a characteristic of being easily bent without
breaking, the capability of modification. With reference to decisions
made in schools, it is something of a negative notion: it means not
rigid.

As used in this volume. flexibility refers to the decision making in
schools and not in the central offi,. What are sonic of the attendant
sub-themes thr school-level flexibility? There are three. First, does
school-based management increase schools capacity to wspond to their
local circumstances? Are plans and decisions made with sufficient
responsiveness that individual students and groups of students re more
likely to be better served? Is the immediate knowledge of local con-
ditions, student needsind the local resources harnessed?

Second, do educators perceive real changes in the latitude or
flexibility accorded to schools? Is there some evidence to show how
rigidities and uniformities have been reduced? Are schools more
adaptive? What is the role of constraints on the level of flexibility
accorded?

hird, has the degree of flexibility granted to schools resulted not
just in the solution of common problems in straightforward ways, but
in attempts to improve schools through creative efforts? Can school
personnel identify projects they consider innovative? Do they take
initiatives? I )o they have sufficient resources to engage in experimenta-
tion?

Does school-based management provide a systeln of accountability?
An idea perceived as good for others but seldom welcomed for
ourselves, to be accountable means to answer for one's actions to
someone else. Accountability occupies the place of a rather basic value
and is reflected in the writings of several of the authors reviewed. What
general model of accountability is followed? It is often seen as
fundamental to decentralization, a sine qua non, where it may not make
sense to decentralize unless some means of accountability is put in
place. Three large sub-themes atzend this rather complex issue.

First, how does the budotinQ process work? Who takes part in the
process of planning? What checks and balances are in place? Gin school

104

114



Conceptual Synthesis and Key Questions

budgets be overridden? Is there an extensive process of review and
control?

The second question is a more general one. What are the main
role changes which accompany school-based management? How are
the board, superintendent, other central office personnel, principals,
teachers, support staff and parents affected? Do boards focus more on
policy? Is the authority of central office specialists altered? Does the
self-interest view of staff explain behaviour? Another issue speaks to
the 'one boss' vs. 'multiple boss' rules. Under school-based manage-
ment, how are line and staff roles blended or separated? Are those
persons responsible for certain tasks given the authority over them?
I-low do the roles of specialists interact with the roles of generalists
in the schools? Do principals perceive themselves as having more
authority? Is the principals' authority shared with planning groups
within the schools? Can it be said that school-based management
produces a tighter coupling as far as accountability, authority and
responsibility are concerned? Might im impartial observer see schools as
irrational, inconsistent, non-purposive despite a change to school-based
nianagement?

Third, what measures of performance are used? Can school per-
formances be compared? What actions can be taken when results are
below expec;ations?

Does school-based mana4ement increase the productivity of schools?
This theme is something of a 'bottom line' issue. The reason is that
unless it can be demonstrated that school-based management provides
sonic advantages in terms of increased results, decreased costs, or both,
it is difficult to justify it fundamentally. Three general questions steni
from the idea of productivity.

First, is there evidence that costs have been reduced? Are some
costs, such as those of building maintenance and utilities, decreased?
Are hoarding and waiting reduced? Are school personnel more
cost-conscious? Alternatively, has decentralization increased some costs
because of the planning, decision-making and accounting processes
which take place under school-based management? Specifically for
schools, are extra clerical staff members needed? Is the contribution of
teacher time to the planning process significant? How much has the
administrative workload increased? Is it considered a burden by prin-
cipals? What role does school and district-level technology play? A
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sub-issue pertains to student equity, considered a complement of
efficiency. Has the level of equality ot' resources for students increascd
or decreased? Are inter-school differences magnified? Is it possible that
both equity and efficiency arc enhanced?

Second, is there evidence that processes for increasing productivity
are adopted as a result of school-based management? More specifically,
from what is known about school etIectiveness, do schools provide
more of the needed resources for learning? Are resources allocated to
tasks as desired by school personnel? Are district resources shifted to
schools? Further, has school-based management affected school 0-
(Imo)? Are relationships between inputs and outputs formalized? Is
spending for supplies, equipment, and personnel more suiyd to tasks?
Does an emphasis on efficiency result in displacement of other goals,
particularly for principals? Do they become technicians?

Third, do schools with school-based management render services
%vhich are greater in quality or quantity? Is there evidence that output in
the timu of learning has increased? I )o measures of outcomes register a
positive change as a result of the institution of school-based manage-
ment?

Chave

How does the change to school-based management conic about?
'Success' or 'failure' of an innovation, regardless of its inherent quality,
may be contingent on the process by which a district is introduced to it.
Guided mostly by the tri-phasic model of adoption, implementation,
and continuation, a number of questions can be raised about what
factors influence the process of change.

First, lmw did the idea of school-based management come about?
Generally, does 'structure follow strategy?'. Particularly, was school-
based management 'invented' within districts, or 'imported' from
outside? ( losely related to how school-based management emu. about
are the roles of various persons who may be critical to the change. I )id
the superintendent provide the essential leadership t-or the innovation?
What were the roles of the board and central office staff in facilitatinu,
the change? Was external assistance brought in? Was there an external
mandate?

Second, what was the rate of implementation of school-based
management across the district? Were schools adequately prepared?
How did implementation progress? Were the levels of knowledge
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about school-based manav,ement and the skills of school personnel
considered as the change took place?

Opposition can be a major factor in the implementation processes.
A third question is, did provincial level groups impede the change? Was
there resistance at the central office level, or from professional or staff
associations? How was the change accepted by school personnel? Did
the problem of the small district arise?

Fourth, once school-based management had been implemented,
how did continuation progress? Is there evidence that districts may
recentralize? Would personnel fivour a return to centralized planning
and decision making? What are the main reasons given? How do
administrators view the possibility of recentralization?

The literature relevant to decentralization has provided the basis
for a conceptual synthesis, five themes and a host of questions about
school-based management which are probably worth pondering. In the
following chapters, this inquiry will provide some tentative answers to
many of these queries which have been raised.
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PART III: METHODS
OF RESEARCH

This part is devoted to the wav in which this inquiry into school-based
nunagement was conducted. It provides information on the mostly
Livalitative orientation of the research, the districts which comprised the
sample, the strategy and tactics used in gathering the interview data,
how other data sources were harne..sed and how the data were analyzed
and synthesized into the results and conclusions.
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Chapter 7

How the Study Was Conducted

General Orientation

The research method on which this qudy is largely based is outlined in
Guba and Lincoln (1981, pp. 63-81). Called 'naturalistic inquiry', it k
one of the ways to seek truth. 13m as Glih.1 and Lincoln say,

flow does onc get at truth? 'Fhis basic question has engaged
epistemologists for many centuries, but it remains unresolved.
(p, 53)

They develop a case of contrasts between what they call the scientific
and naturalistic paradigms. The scientific paradigm is characterized by
a view of reality which is singular, convergent and fragmented; the
belief that the inquirer and subject are independent; and the view that
truth statements are generalizations of a universal or near-universal
form (I- 57). The naturalistic paradigm views reality as multiple and
divergent (person-dependent); the inquirer and Subject are seen as
interrelated; and truth StatementS are believed to be working hypo-
theses which focus on differences and not on universalities.

These assumptions underlying naturalistic inquiry are consistent
with qualitative research techniques. The assumptions include: discov-
ery of the underlying nature of the general topic, use of categori7ation
as a procedure for making sense of data gathered, maintenance of
rigour through improving the probability that findings are credible,
testing of credibility v'ith sources, acknowledgement of threats to
internal validity, pursuit of consistency of tindings, and ways to
address the issue of investigator neutrality (pp. 85-127). Notes such .1s
these do not present the naturalistic method in ny depth at all.
I lowever, they serve to show what sonic of the elements of the method
are. They were applied during the conduct of this inquiry, particularly
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with reference to the ways in which interview data were gathered and
compiled.

It would be simple to say that the ingitiry in this study was
naturalistic, but that would be an insufficient characterization of its
method. Because quantitative data were also usedind because the
entire structure of the research came as much from the literature as it
did from the information gathered; this research must be seen as a
composite of both the scientific and naturalistic methods. The overall
objective was to arrive at the maximum amount of insight into
school-based management within resource limitations. As a conse-
quence, the two general methods were used to build some tentative
conclusions about administrative decentralization. Herriott and Fires-
tone (1983) address many of the issues associated with such research
(pp. 14-19). Their concern is with multi-site studies which encompass
both qualitative and quantitative techniques and the ,. try to balance the
need for description with the need for generalization. According to
their results, studies frequently blend research methods. Such an etThrt
has been made in the present inquiry, wherein general questions were
pursued at the same time as interviewees were encouraged to volunteer
information.

It may be useful to consider the particular methodology of this
study a bit further through the use of a metaphor. The depiction is one
of an hourglass with a broad top and base and a constriction in the
middle (see figure 2). Unlike the standard hourglass, the 'sand' is
stratified. At the top are writings in the literature of organizations and
other academic areas. Next, come readings in education, including
educational administration. These are followed by the relatively small
number of research questions. At the stricture are the conclusions of the
study, stated briefly. In a more highly structured inquiry, they would
have been called hypotheses. Below the conclusions come the ans-
wers, more elaborate statements of what was found. 'I his stratnin also
Includes those answers relating to specific sources in the literatures
mentioned above. Next. the inure extensively stated results are located.
However, these are still much more concise than the base of facts from
which the results are generated. Such fails consist of the particular
results reported (such AS verbatim quotations) and all the repetitive
material on winch the reNults are based.

Such a metaphor has a number of interesting attributes which help
to illuminate aspects of this kind of inquiry. One is that the reahns of
ideas and facts are given independent realities. These realities are seen as
equal in import since the top and bottom of the hourglass are the same
in volume. This is a quaint, positivist notion to be sure, but its utility
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Figure 2: The Hourglass
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persistsis demonstrated in this study. Another is that the strata of
knowledge are identified both as to extent of generality and as to
source. A third is that as the stricture is approached from top or
bottom, the contents become more compact, reflecting the greater
simplicity of particular ideas or local patterns.

The hourglass metaphor may be helpful in understanding any
study. Still, its own limitations are quite apparent. References to grains
of sand, while they reflect the multiplicity of pieces, do not show the
important vertical connections between strata. Unless logical categories
unite the grains, the integrity of the structure is in question. Another
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limitation conics from the use of a dynamic metaphor in a static way.
Thus far in the description, the sand is not moving. What happens
when the model is made a dynamic one? The existence of strata has
already suggested that the sand is of different colours, perhaps. If the
hourglass is turned over (a common experience for hourglasses), then
the factual material in the bottom half may mix with the concepts and
models in the top. On the one hand, it seems useful to acknowledge
that as any but the most preconceived or wholly open studies progress,
such mixing occurs. Learning about a subject is seen as both contem-
plative and experiential. On the other hand, the infusion of ideas into
facts or facts into ideas suggests that they may be conliised, and that
neither researcher nor reader will be able to separate them or to judge
them in light of each other. Until some of these problems can be
resolved more completely, it may be safer to remain with the static
hourglass model in figure 2 as a way of understanding the structure, if
not the process, of an inquiry such as the present one.

Sample Districts

Three sets of school districts were included in the district sample. The
primary sample consisted of two 'cases', Edmonton and Langley, from
which a great deal of data was drawn. The secondary sample consisted
of two rural districts and Cleveland, which also contributed important
data. A third sample comprised a set of districts which had not adopted
school-based management and from which information was gathered
to gain some characterizations of centralized management as discussed
in chapter 1.

Primary I)istricts with School-based anagement

The Edmonton Public Schools, referred to as Edmonton in this study,
comprise a district of 70,(1(4) students and 3900 teachers (Edmonton,
1986-87). It has 200 schools and a budget of S307.337 million, of which
53 per cent is funded by the Provhce of Alberta, I() per cent by a
provincial levy on local properties, and 37 per cent by local taxes. The
cost per pupil was S4391 in Canadian dollars for 1985-86 (see table 1).

Edmonton is the northernmost major cit y in North America. It is
the capital of the the Province of Alberta and its high latitude makes
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Table 1. School District Data

District

Edmonton Langley'
Peace River

North'
Fort

Nelson' Cleveland.'

Enrollment 70,0004 14.7004 5.207' 1.0464 73.697"

Schools 200 40 24 5 129

Teachers 3.9004 748' 289' 66' 43874
Budget in Millions 307 337" 47 142" 20 857b 4 561" 227 880'
Cost Per Pupil 4,391' 3.409'' 4,244' 4.631" 3,092'
Private Schools 90" 9`` r P 200"

Notes 1 Source Edmonton Public Schools 11986 871
2 Source Province of British Columbia (1986 87)
3 Source Cleveland Public Schools (1986)
4 Full-time equivalents
o Total persons
6 Canadian doHars
7 United States dollars
8 World Book Encyclopedia (1988)
9 British Columbia Federation of Independent Schools (1988)

it a major transportation centre t'or Camida's north. A city with few
suburbs. Edmonton has a wide range of socioeconomic conditions
within its borders. Forty-tive per cent of its population luve British
origins. The city is known as the place where Wayne Gretsky, the ice
hockey star, gained fame and also for the West Ednn,nion Mall, at
present the world's largest shopping centre (World Book Encyclo-
pedia, 1)88: Canadian Encyclopedia, 1985) (see table 2).

Alberta is the most western of the three Canadian prairie pro-
vinces. Its borders include the State of Montana and some of its
waters drain inn) the Missouri River. British Columbia is to the west,
with which it shares the Canadian Rockies. Alberta is known for its
energy production, particularly oil, and it is estimated to have 350
billion barrels of renmyable crude. The world's foremost dinosaur
museum and !lead-Smashed-in But Thlo jump are located within its
borders. Tlw Province is responsible for education but teachers are
locally employed by school boards. Private and paroclUal schools
receive some public funds (World Book Encyclopedia, 1988; Canadian
Encyclopedia, 1985) (see table 3).

The public school district M Edmonton was chosen for this study
on school-based managenwnt because it was a district which took
considerable leadership in moving to decentralized management in
a setting of large size and complexity. Possibilities of school-based
managemem were explored and debated in the early and mid-I970s.
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Table 2: City and Town Facts'

City or Town

Edmonton Langley
Fort

St John
Fort

Nelson Cleveland

Founded

City Population

1795

532,24624

1829

44,6172

1793

13,8912

1800

3,724'

1796

573,822'4

Metro Population 657.0572 1.268.183 1,898.8253

Area Sq mi 262 126 76
Sq km 679 327 197

Geography River River Valley in River River Plains and
Valley on Coastal Valley in Valley on Lake Shore
Plains Mountains Foot-Hills Plains

Average Temp
Winter 8F. 13C 37F, 3C 1F. 18C 8F. 22C 27F, 3C
Summer 63F. 17C 65F, 18C 61F. 16C 61F. 16C 73F. 23C

Economy Petroleum.
Transport

Manufacturing.
Agriculture

Petroleum.
Agriculture

Forestry.
Petroleum

Manufacturing,
Trade

Notes 1 Sources World Book Encyclopedia (1988) and Canadian Encyclopedia (1985)
2 1981 Census
3 1980 Census
4 Estimates tor 1988 from The Market Guide (1987). Edmonton 695.075 Cleveland

516.468

Table 3 State and Provincial Facts'

Province/State

Alberta
British

Columbia Ohio

Established 1905 1871 1803

Population 2.237.724" 2.744.467' 10.797.624 '

Area Sq mi 251.870 365.900 41.330
Sq km 652.330 947.800 107.044

Economy Oil and Gas.
Services

Services,
Natural

Manufacturing.
Trade

Resources

Pupils 465.2004 529.7004 2.088.000'
Teacners 25.3004 27.700' 110.800"

Cost Per Pupil 4,1006 3.8006 2.600'

Notes 1 World Book Encyclopedia (1988)
2 1981 Census
3 1980 Census
4 Public and Private (19831 Statistics Canada
5 Public and Private (1980) U S Dept of Education
6 Public only (1983 84) Statistics Canada
7 Public only (1983) U S Dept of Education
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After the decision to adopt school-based management was made, a
pilot program was begun in 1976 and lasted until 1980, when the entire
district was decentralized. The instance of Edmonton provided the
opportunity to investigate decentralization in a large, urban district
and also to determine some of the potential eftects of school-based
management since its full-scale implementation.

Langley is a school district of 14,700 students and 748 teachers
(Province of British Columbia, 1986/87). It comprises forty schools
and has a budget of S47.142 million, of which 77 per cent is funded by
the Province, 21 per cent from local residential taxesind 2 per cent
from other sources. The district's cost per pupil was S3409 for 1985/86
in Canadian dollars (see table 1).

Langley originated as Fort Langley, a special post in the fur trade
which later became the first capital of British Columbia. It is located in
the southwestern corner of the province in the Fraser River valley.
Now suburban, Langley is a mix of town and rural educational settings
and is socioecononncally heterogeneous (see table 2). The town is an
hour's drive nom Vancouver, the third largest city in Canada, a major
west coast port. It is known for its natural setting and as the site of the
world's fair, Expo '86 (World Book Encyclopedia, 1)88: Canadian
Encyclopedia, 1985).

British Columbia is Canada's westernmost province. Its neigh-
bours include the American states of Washington, Idaho, Montana and
Alaska. A province , f coastal mountains and interior plains, it is known
for its hydroelectric power. I tome to many of the native cultures of the
northwest coast, it is the producer of the world's tallest totem pole. It
also has a town with the name of '100 Mile House', a legacy from the
fur trade. British Colunthia has provincial jurisdiction over education
and works through local school boards which provide educational
services. Private and parochial schools receive some support (see table
3) (World Book Encyclopedia, 1988: Canadian Encyclopedia, 1985).

Langley was chosen for inclusion because it provided some
important contrasts to Ednmnton. As a medium-sized suburban dis-
trict, it may resemble a great many others across North America. It
was not required to 'break as much new ground' as Edmonton was
because the experience gained in Edmonton was applied. A somewhat
less complex setting, Langley is also located in a different provincial
jurisdiction, and those factors were taken into account. Initial investi-
gations into school-based management took place in the early 1980s.
After the decision to adopt, pilot schools experimented with decen-
tralization in 1984/85 and the district implemented it completely in
1985/86.
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Secondary Distrias u,ith School-based Management

A smaller amount of data was collected from two rural districts in
British Columbia which were adopting school-based management.
One of these was Peace River North, which consists of 5207 students.
289 teachers, and twenty-four schools. It has an operating budget of
S20.857 million (Province of British Columbia, 1986/87) (see table 1),
Fort St. John is the main town in the district. It is located on the other
side of the Rocky Mountains from Vancouver; the closest major city is
Edmonton. Fort St. John is part of the oil-producing region and is the
site of Northern Lights Community College (World Book Encyclo-
pedia. 1988; Canadian Encyclopedia. 1985) (see table 2).

The other rural district %%.as Fort Nelson where there are 1(146
students, sixty-six teachers, and five schools. The operating budget
was S4.561 million (Province of British ( olumbia, 1986/87) (see table
1). Located in the northeast corner 'If British Columbia in a prairie
setting. Fort NLIson originated in the fur-trading days. Incorporated as
a town in I. its main industries are forestry and petroleum. A long
distance north from Vancouver and near the 59th parallel of latitude.
it is close to the limit of discontinuous permafrost (World Book
Encyclopedia, 1988; Canadian Encyclopedia, 1985) (see table 2).

Both these rural districts were included because they serve to
broaden the base of data gathered beyond the urban and suburban.
.1.heir sizes were small in population but large in geographic terms and
because of these characteristics, the problems of administration are
different froM those encountered in other districts.

Two superintendents froth other small-enrollment rural districts
were interviewed tr tlhs study. Their districts are both in British
Columbia. One was Nelson (not Fort Nelson). with 3428 students and
209 teachers. The other was Peace River South (not Peace River
North), with 5665 students and 316 teachers. Because they also had
some district-based experience with decentralization, their insights
were used to broaden the foundation of data gathered. 1 lowever, their
contributions are not considered to be 'cases' in any Sense.

Cleveland was another district from which a modest amount of
data was gleaned. The school district within die city of Cleveland has
an enrollment of 73,697. similar to Edmonton's. It employs 4784
teachers in 129 schools. For 1986, the budget was S227.88h nnhlion in
U.S. dollars (see table 1).

Located in the northern part of the state. Cleveland is the largest
city in Ohio. Known AS a major port on the St. Lawrence seaway and as
a manufacturing centre, it has the geographic shape of a Scottish
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Terrier. Black people make up 45 per cent of the population of the city
proper. Cleveland is known for its invention of the first electric traffic
signal in 1914 and for the Cleveland Orchestra at Severence Hall
(World Book Encyclopedia, 1988) (sec table 2).

Ohio is situated across Lake Erie from southwestern Ontario.
Much of the state is plains and foothills. It is known for its manu-
facturing and for the discovery of the oldest known watercraft in
North America a dugout canoe. 'Fhe first public weather forecasting
service was initiated there. Also. Ohio claims the title 'Mother of
Presidents'. having Sent Six to the White House. While the State of
Ohio has respon:,ibilitv for public education, the federal government
occupies a pronnnent role in the support of various programs. Private
and parochial schools are not supported with public funds (World Book
Encyclopedia. 1988) (see table 3).

The inclusion ofCleveland in this inquiry was very important for a
number of reasons. First. Cleveland was required to adopt decentral-
ization by a court order, while the other districts adopted voluntarily.
Second. during the period of this study, decentralization in Cleveland
was restricted effectively to supplies and equipment decisions. The
other districts permitted schools to make per,onnel decisions. The
third consideration was its jurisdictional setting. It is affected by the
strong federal government presence in education which is not felt in
Canada. Fourth, Cleveland had experienced a number of successions
of superintendents, a factor which could influence the adoption of any
administrative change.

Districts with Centraliz-ed Mana,s;ement

As a counterpoint to the concentration of interviews in school districts
with school-based management, five districts with traditional decision-
making structures were included in this study. They consisted of one
suburban and four rural districts in British Columbia. The suburban
district had a student enrollment between 8(),000 and 1 lf),(HH) with a
teaching force between 15()) and 180n. Its budget was between S90
million and SI 20 million in Canadian dollars during 1986/87. In the
four rural districts, enrollments ranged from 30n0 to 80(H); their
teachers spanned 151) to 48( ). and their budgets ranged from SI() million
to S3() million in approximate figures (Province of British ( :olumbia.
1986/87). Their identities have been withheld to avoid anv
criticism of them. It was considered important to include them because
theV may reflect the concerns of administrators who work under
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conditions which may he typical of many districts across North
America. Ilowever, the results from interviews conducted with them
did not reflect actual experience with decentralization. As a consequ-
ence, the information gathered from them was mainly concerned with
decision making, in their own schools and districts and how they
anticipated the impact of school-based management it-it was adopted.
Results from those interviews are located in chapter 1.

Interview Strategy

Interviews were planned in accordance with the guidelines provided by
Gor.len (1987), who defends their use in this way:

Interviewing is most %%linable when we are interested in

knowing people's beliefsittitudes, values, knowledge, or any
other sohjective orientations or mental content. Whether this
knowledge is more valuable than [that oil the questionnaire
depends on the degree to which We kllow exactly what we %yam
and what the possible range of answers might be. (p. 11)

Since some questionnaire data were already available (see Alexandruk,
1985), and since the 'right questions' were not fully assured, interviews
were chosen as a niain method for gathering data.

Information was collected from the aforementioned districts in the
following way: after permission had been given to coAduct interviews,
the interviewers selected a sample of persons. That selection was made
usually with the assistance of a contact person in each district.
Superintendents or their designates were given the opportunity of
suggesting a list of respondents. .1 WM-Et:Sy extellded when practicable
because some of the tillbject matter could have included potentially
sensitive topics. Most did lint bother to name respondents. I lowever.
when suggestions were made. interviewers were not restrained and did
not feel constr.nned in the selection of persons from whom to gather
niformation. When request for permission was seen to be inappro-
priate, as in the case of a person who had left Edmonton, it was not
sought.

The prnne criteria for selection were the extent of knowledge and
experience which a pre witive respondent had with !Willi' aspect of
school-based management, as well as that person's ability to reflect on
those experiences. Sampling was clearly purposive and the sample
makeup was extended or amended according to information provided
by the initial interviewees. Because decentralization was conceived as A
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change in the organizational structure, most of the interviewees were
administrators, though other roles were also represented. The break-
down of interviewee roles by district is also presented in table 4.

Edmonton: twenty persons, including the Superintendent, central
office personnel, principals, vice-principals, teachers, school staff per-
sons and an Alberta Teachers' Association officer. Langley: twenty-
seven persons, the Superintendent, central office personnel, principals,
teachers, school staff persons and the Langley Teachers Association
representative. Peace River North: ten persons, including the Super-
intendent, board members and principals. Fort Nelson: five persons, in-
chiding the Superintendent. Nelson and Peace River South: one super-
intendent each. Cleveland: six persons, an Associate Superintendent,
central office personnel and principals. A total of seventy persons
were interviewed in decentralized districts. Among the five districts
which had not adopted school-based management, there were forty
interviews conducted in sill, with a range of four R) twelve in each.

Tlw interview schedules were based upon a general one designed
for tlw project as a whole. Each was altered according to the following
factors: the district being studied, anticipated interviewee knowledge
and experience regarding decentralization and new insights gained
from previous interviews. Interviewees were instructed to proceed
111,61 redundancies in responses were evident. However, limited re-
sources did not always permit 'saturation' of ideas presented. When this
was anticipated, interviewers concentrated on main topics and reduced
emphasis on secondary ones by selecting renuining interviewees so
that key ideas could be tested for confirmation or refutation.

An additional souce of data was a three-day conference held by
Edmonton on school-based management. An extensive amount of
information was presented via lectures and question-and-answer for-
mat. Data were recorded in note form, compiled and returned to the
presenters with the request that it be checked for accuracy of facts and
interpretations. Most presenters responded and some provided addi-
tional information and reflections.

Interview Tactics

Objectives and conditions of the interview were explained to the
subjects at the start. Anonymity was assured for all but chief executive
officers. The time taken was approximately one hour but much longer
in some cases. Notes were written; tape recorders were not used
because of the potential sensitivities of the interviewees. Schedules were
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Table 4. Numbers of Interviewees by School Distnct

Edmonton 20
Langley 27
Peace River North 10
Fort Nelson 5
Nelson 1

Peace River South 1

Cleveland 6
Subtotal Districts with School-based Management 70
Centralized Districts 44

Total 114

semi-structured, that is, the order of questions was not rigid: subjects
were encouraged to explore some topics in greater depth: facts were
requested: verbatim quotations were recorded in writing: not all topics
on the schedule were necessarily covered. Toward the end of each
interview, the inter'iewee was usually asked for any responses he or
she thought might be useful vet had not been addressed. This invitation
provided the opportunity to volunteer potentially important ideas
which the interviewer had not anticipated. All interviews were
face-to-face except three which were conducted by telephone using the
same format.

It was the Opinion of the interviewers that virtually all subjects
were highly cooperative and straightforward in their responses to
questions, sonic of which required reflective answers. Points of
criticism of school-based management appeared to be freely offered,
giving interviewers the impression that most subjects participated
capably, willingly and with no desire to withhold relevant information
about their school or district. Fhe ability and willingness of the subjects
to work in a professional and detached manner on all issues (sometimes
sensitive ones), was appreciated greatly by all the interviewers. For
most of the subjects, a copy of the interviewer's notes was returned for
a check on their accuracy. Subjects appeared to respond well to this
opportunity to correct am factual errors or misinterpretations.

Other Data Sources

Fhe districts on which this study is based were asked for whatever
documentation they could provide which would be pertinent to
school-based management. Edmonton offered compendium (Ed-
monton Experience II, 1986), which contained descriptions of district

1 71

t)



How the Study was Conducu.d

structure and survey results. Budgetary documentation and the more
extensive survey reports of Palmer and Mosychuk (1983) were freely
given. Langley offered its handbook on decentralization as did Peace
River North. Cleveland provided an extensive set of memoranda and
other background information on decentralization. In all cases, contact
persons expressed their willingness to assist the study and dig up data.
One source which was not requested was board minutes; the scope of
this inquiry did ni.-t require them. Another source of information not
used was student achievement test data. Such data were not available
for Edmonton; tbr de other districts, it was considered the school-
based management had not been implemented long enough to make an
examination of them valid.

Fortunately, this inquiry was able to rely on the work of others
who had investigated some relevant part of decentralization. Such
studies were integrated into the results of the present ono because they
were undertaken in Edmonton when school-based management was in

effect. Most notable was Alexandruk (1985) who surveyed a sample
of Edmonton teachers and principals and received broad set of
reactions on decentralization from them. I us study served to comple-
ment the interviews done in this inquiry and was used extensively in
the results. Another important work was Young's (1984), which
focussed on teacher participation in decision-making in Edmomon

hools. While her research methods were similar to the ones in this
inquiry, her results added insights into critical aspects of school-based
management, particularly for teachers.

Project Supervision

A few words about the interviewers seem appropriate here. Each
district had one interviewer, except for Langley, which had two. The
individual who gathered the information in Edmonton and Cleveland
was one who had a fair amount of experience at conducting interviews
and undertaking administrative research. Those who worked in
Langley and the rural districts were students at the end of their mast,:rs
programs in educational administration, the sixth year of their
university education. Sonic were principals; others were teachers
aspiring to a career in school administration. Except for one who
obtained course credit for an extensive paper. the remaining six
undertook the interviewing task as part of their masters degree papers
which were shared subsequently with administrators in their respective
districts.

1,1
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As was noted, interviewers for several of the districts, including
those with centralized management, conducted their research papers
under the supervision of the chief investigator. Each was required
to write a short literature rev.ew on school-based management, to
develop research questions, write a few pages about the ceiearch
method they were about to ui and to produce a variation on zl,e main
interview schedule. When those had been checked by the chief in-
vestigator, permission to proceed with the interviews was secured in
thi: respective districts. On completion of the interviews and receipt of
the ceturned notes from interviewees, the notes were analyzed and
ip.cerviewers synthesized their results and presented their conclusions.
l'he papers were then examined in detail by the chief investigator and
extensive suggestions and criticisms made, ranging from the specificity
of the results to the integrity of the conclusions. Both of these were
deemed most important because the validity of the work depended on
them. Once each paper had attlined the level of quality acceptable to
the chief investigator, its final form was presented and the student
graduated. A number of the students endorsed the experience as one
which fostered the development of considerable knowledge and skills.

Analysis of Data

The method of data collection and analysis was similar to that outlined
by Miles and Iluberman k 08-1. pp. 21-3). but with some important
differences. Most no.able of these was that the small number of
interviews did not reiluire the extensive tabulation of the results
because the data were limited in kind and quantity. Analysis was less
elaborate than Miles and I luberman's specifications for that reason.
Another simplifying feature was that interview subjects were usually
administrators and the interviewers themselves were students of
educational administration. As a consequence, there were elements of a
com111011 language which the two could share. One result was that
many respondents could provide useful interpretations for the facts as
they found them and these interpretations could be tested in other
interviews. A third variation from Miles and Iluberman was the iiiix of
data sources used. 13\ working with a variety of kinds of data
(interview results. surveys, and documents), interview generalizations
could be tested for validity, at least tentatively, with interpretations
from the available documents, presentation notes, and closely-related
research.

Apart from the ahove variations, data analysis was carried out
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according to Miles nd Huberman's steps of data reduction, data
display and conclusion drawing/veritication. Data reduction proceeded
by having the student investigators compile and interpret their results
under the supervision of the chief investigator. In turn. the chief
investigator compiled his interview data (for which an outliner was
used), student research reports, documents, survey results, and other
researdi findings. 'Hie data were displayed by initial groups which
reflected in.nn topics. These dimes were then checked with those in
the literature, which was updated and realigned with them. As a
consequence, the structure of this volume reflects both tik' prior
conceptualizations ill tik' literature and tik' subsequent topics induced
from the data, which w-re generated mainly fi-om the interYkws. Data
vere regrouped into :le five major themes of structure, flexibility,
accountability, produ(.tivity and change, s reflected in the research
Liuestions developed. I )uring the conclusion drawingIveritkation
phase, data on each theme were examined for validity and stability.
Conclusions were specified nd interpretations made On the basis of the
strength of the themes in the data.

Summary

The general orientation which guided this study was that or qualita-
tive research temperered with the use of sonic quantitative data. An
hourglass model showing the mteracnon of ideas .md data was pre-
sented. Background information was given for the five districts in
which interviews were conducted nd other data gathered. Interview
strategy, refkcting purposive sampling, was discusseddong with
intemew tactics. Other ,ispects 01the inquiry were noted, sudi s tih'
use 01 nOn-intervIew data, somo information On interviews and the
way the 111q111.1*V was supervised. nd n indication how the data were
nalyzed and synthesized. Now, let those who have experienced de-
centralization speak!
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PART IV: RESULTS

This part discusses the answers to the preceding questions about the
structure, provision of flexibility, extent of accountability, resultant
productivity and change process of decentralization in school districts.
While the contents of !Wine of these themes overlap, particularly that of
structure with the others, each topic is intended to offer insights th.it
were seen as highly relevant to school-based management by inter-
vieweesiuthors or boh.
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Chapter 8

What is the Structure of School-based
Management?

This chapter describes and interprets some of the results pertaining
to the structure of school-based management as encountered in the
districts studied. It proceeds by presenting the answer the question
of wIwther school-based management is a form of political or organ-
izational decentralization. Focus is then directed to the way in which
the districts are divisionalized lw school. Intentions, which reflect
district beliefs about knowledge and tolerance for disorder are then
examined. Main dimensions of decentralization as seen lw interviewees
are presented. These include where authority and responsibility lie
and the sope or Cxtent of decisions made by sdiools. Two key pro-
cesses in school-based management, allocations and budgetingire
then outlined.

General Form

*The question of the fundamental form which school-based manage-
ment takes is easy to answer at its most gener,d level. When the political
decentralization niodel proposed by Garms, Guthrie and Pierce (1978)
was reviewed, it was found to contain elements such as school-site
collective bargaining and school-site parent committees which have
responsibility ti)r directing school policy and hiring or tiring the prin-
cipal. 'These critical (perhaps even drastic) features are absent in
school-based management as enColintered in this study. Clearly, the
dect.mtralization in the districts included here th based upon the
willingness of their boards and central administrations to permit
schools to make many critical (kcisions. The school-based manage-
ment has come about adnumstranvely. As such, the strUCtlires are
organizational. and not political \vherebv comnillnitV grknips are given
control of sdlool pohcv. The following sections support tins assertion.
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Divisionalization

A corollary to the basic structural question is the extent to which
decentralization has taken place in the districts. One simple indicator is
the percentage of the operating budget which is allocated on a lump-
sum basis to schools. According to Edmonton (1986/87), the figure is
75 per cent. The corresponding percentage in Langley is 85 per cent
(from interviews). These sizeable percentavs indicate that personnel
are included in the allocations. 'this is a critical point, because prin-
cipals across North America have always had some measure of
'school-based management' in the form of allocations for supplies.
And under such conditions, it is easy to claim that any district 'has
school-based management'.

A second answer to the divisionalization question may be pro-
vided by the wav in which the districts define school-based manage-
ment. Edmonton (1986) niakes a general statement:

School centred administration is a process in which school-
based decisions and actions aimed at achieving specified results
at the schools are made by the staff in the schools. (p. 42)

lt should be noted that the reference to 'staff' normally applies to
taculty and support staff. This definition appears to tit well with Mintz-
berg's (1979) concert of the divisionalized form, in which the managers
of significantly-sized units, called divisions in the corporate worldire
given prime planning and decision-making authority and responsibility
(p. 380). The assumption behind this definition is that the persons with
the major responsibility for the welfare of students are parents, school
board membersmd school personnel (Strembitskv. 1986). A less-
ftequentlY mentioned assumption is that school personnel can be
trusted to manage money and have the competence to set local educa-
tional priorities (Strenibitskv interview).

Langley's (1984) definition for school-based management is
straightforward:

1)ecentralized decision-making is an educational process which
is designed to allow the most significant decisions and actions
aimed at achieving specified rest'lts at the schools, to be made at
the school The essence of decentralization is that there is a
marked shift of decision-making responsibility from central
office to the individual school. (p. 1)

Focus on the school as a locus of decision-making is very clear. While
the scope of is not specified, there is no question that

1.30
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school-level matters are to be addressed by the school. Consequently, it
can be said that the districts arc divisionalized.

District Intentions

The ways in winch districts articulate their aims for school-based
management reflect both their tolerance for disorder and their views on
'who knows best about school-level affaiN. Such aims provide some
idea \vhy the structure might be adopted. They appear to be based on
tWO iInportant maxims. One is that the 'dollar follows the child'
(Strembitsky interview). Another is that the district attempts to he 'fair
and equitable versus fair and equal' (senior Edmonton administrator).
Such principles raise the equality issues which are discussed in chapter
11 on productivity. They appear to represent Edmonton's way of
ensuring some degree of fairness in allocation but acknowledging
variations in resulting expenditures.

Langley's (1984) goals for district decentralization per se are
explicitly put forward:

1. l'o provide principals and teachers with an appropriate and
effective role in the decision-making process in education.

2. To provide a decision-making mechanism which is respon-
sive to the needs of students.

3. To develop a valid system of accountability.

4. To ensure the effectiveness of the expenditure of the
educational dollar.

5. To give the budget/planning process a direct educational
locus. (p. 1)

The first aim emphasizes the role of principals and teachers, an idea tliat

can be inferred from a tOregoing statement that 'decisions and
actions . . be made at the school'. As for the second, a key word is
responsive, one which is closely associated with decentralization
(Kochen and 1)eutsch, 198o) whether organizational or political (p. 11).
In this Context, the intention allpears to be to give schools the authority
to be responsive to student needs s perceived by school staffs. The
next item emphasizes ccountability. This concept is 3 cornerstone
of divisionalization (Mintzberg, 1979. p. 428). The fourth aim is to
achieve effectiveness of dollars expended. which seems to be close to
the concept of efficiency as used by Thomas (1980, p. 148). 'Flu. fifth
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goal affirms the idea that planning (and priorities) are to be integrated
with educational ainv, a concern raised by Good lad (1984).

There is no comparable set of goals for school-based management
which could be found for Edmonton. Instead, the general goals of
the district, which are not reproduced here, have the intentions of
decentralization built into them (Edmonton, 1)86, pp. 47-9).

Some of the aims of school-based management in Cleveland are
provided by the document designed for the use of school community
councils (Cleveland, 1986, p. 1). Three of these goals are:

1School-based management enables the principal, staff and
community to chaimel the available resources toward the
schools' priorities and to plan for educational and school
improvements knowing how they will pay for them. (p. 1)

It allows each school community to respond in 3 more timely
and precise way to their own individual needs since they are in
the best position to know about them. (p. 1)

The principal has the tinal responsibility, authority, and
accountability. (p. 3)

Note that the c(incepts invoked in these statements are similar to those
articulated by Langley (1984, p. 1). Priorities, planning, responsive-
ness, knowledge and ideas of authority and accountability are present.
The idea of the community is in yokedin inclusion which Cleveland
interviewees stressed was an important one for that district.

Clearly, district aims to decentralize reflect those noted in the
literature. Tliev include responsiveness, accountabilitymd effective-
ness. They also show a concern about the locus of authority and
responsibilityind they reflect the belief that for sonic decisions, school
personnel 'know best'.

Dimensions of Decentralization

The dimensions of school-based management as induced by inter-
viewee responses reflect some of those discussed by Kochen and
Deutsch (1981), p. 28), Morgan (1986, p. 35) and Mintzberg (1979, pp.
185-2H8). lhey indicate lines of authority, location of responsibility,
and most critically, the extent decision-making is moved to schools
throughout the districts.
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Authority and Responsibility

Edmonton (1986) provides statements of 'principles of organization'
which reflect aspects of organizational structure (p. 1). One speaks
directly to the 'One boss rule':

Each individual shall have only one supervisor.

As it stands, tins statement seems self-evident. But Strembitsky (1)86)
tells the story about asking a group oladministrators how many bosses
each of them had. One answered that he had ten. When the response
was checked with the ten persons who were named, seven confirmed
that they were the indiyidual's bosses. low many are needed? His view
is that persons m org. nizations need no boss 95 per cent of the time.
The internalized standards and knowledge from which they work
provide sufficient direction.

lowever, an Edmonton vice-principal provides .1 dissonant note:

The one-boss rule tends to make access to the Superintendent
and associate superintendents a hierarchical process The
way school-based management has been utilized has thus
distanced the principals from the district leadership.

A second principle articulated by Edmonton is:

No one shall have authority to direct or Veto any decision or
action where that person is not accountable for the results.
(Edmonton, 1)8(, p. 51)

This idea lso appears to the coincide with the 'one boss rule', as noted
by Morgan (1986, p. 35).

A separate pair of principles laid down by Edmonton (198() speaks
to the authority and responsibility giVen to school principals in

particular (p. 57). It may be seen as necessary to subtract certain
t.requently-encountered constraints to make the authority of the
principal clearer, as shown by the statement

Hie organization should avoid uniform rilles, practices, policies
and regulations which arc designed to protect the organization
against 'mistakes'.

The intention seems to be to avoid the unifornnty of standard
procedures which have originated because of failures, perhaps of a
single instance. If considerable freedom is to be given to personnel in
schools, then this principle appears consistent with the idea that
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'ISchool-based managementj takes off their chains' (senior Edmonton
administrator). Another affirmation of the same thought occurs in the
role and responsibility statements for the position of principal:

The plaiming and control of the expenditure of all funds.
(Edinrmton, 1)86, p. 57)

Questions about authority and responsibility also impinge on the
district as well. Emery Dosdall, Superintendent of Langley, suggested
that the usual school accreditation process is inconsistent with district
decentralization. While it is useful to have schools evaluated by external
teams, schools are not seen as directly accountable to state departments
or ministries of education. Under school-based management, they are
accountable to the district. Hence, he asserted that it is the respon-
sibility of the district to evaluate the school and the department to
evaluate the district.

Cleveland (1982) consists of a series of memoranda entitled the
'Decentralization plan', in which the first memorandum specifies the
'major concepts of iecen.,Talization. These concepts do not invoke
principles of organization as Edmonton and Langley do, but they
indicate what decentralization means in general terms:

.. the allocation of authority to the district headquarters office.
the six cluster offices, and the schools over specific areas of
school operations.

The second memorandum is more pointedly illustrative of the Board's
meaning of decentralization:

... the board has decided that headquarters is prohibited from
deciding on those topics delegated to cluster directors and to
principals. Cluster directors and principals must themselves
decide what to do. (Cleveland, 1982)

Memo Four and the following memoranda offi:r explicit detail ;IS to
what decisions are the purview of headquarters, cluster offices, and
principals respectively. Memo Nine indicates the role of school coin-
mmlitv councils, which is clearly advisory to the principal.

Both Edmonton and Cleveland have made a considerable etfort to
clarify the authority and responsibility of line decision making roles.
Cleveland even prohibits decision-nuking on the part of sonic. And
Edmonton lays out explicitly sonic of die principles behind its

school-based management.
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Scope of School Decision-making

To what extent are schools autonomous? What kinds of decisions do
they make? Here are some answers to the questions of the selective and
parallel nature of-decentralization as provided by sources in Edmonton,
Langley and the rural districts, and Cleveland.

Limonton

The Edmonton Superintendent does not see decentralization as com-
plete autonomy at all. He said flatly,

Schools do not have 'public bank accounts.

He added that

School-based management is decentralization of a form it is
really a redistribution of the decision-making structure. The
centralization of certain tasks is required since there has got
to be some control. It is possible to pick tasks for each 'level'.
(Strembitsky, 1986)

When deciding the scope of school-based management, the key
question for each decision was

Is this a result that schools can be responsible for and manage?
(ibid)

As confirmed by several Edmonton interviewees, sch)ol responsibil-
ities include personnel. equipment, and supplies. Some services are
contracted out, but the contracts are undertaken by the schools. The
central purchasing office has lured temporary workers from outside the
district. When some maintenance is contracted out, the pay is the same
as the inside union wage (Edmonton Experience II, NM).

Some responsibilities are shared between the central office and
schools. An example is sick leave: schools bear the cost of the first three
days of continuous absence; over three days the district pays. There is
the potential problem of a school haying to support fifteen three-day
absences. It was noticed that the pattern of absences for Mondays and
Fridays differs from other days of the week but no allowance was made
for that variation (ibid).

Edmonton schools participated in an optional plan involving
utilities in 1986187. Eighty per cent of allocations, adjusted for degree
days and rates, were given to some schools (Edmonton Experience II,
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1986). They were also partially responsible for nuinteiunce in 1986/87
(senior administrator).

Twelve million dollars per year are expended by Edmonton for
the services of school psychologists, social workers, subject matter
consultants, speech tlwrapists. effective teaching experts, and tht.' like.
During 1986/87, fifteen schools and one curricular department in the
central office participated in an experiment. Schools were allocated
dollars tbr that curricular service and given the option to spend up to 80
per cent of their allocations outside the district from approved agencies
if they wished. Thert.' are no results to report from the experiment as
yet, but it has been mointored closely. While some apprehension has
been expressed by the curricular department, it is known that the
number of librarians nd cminsdlors have remain the same under
school-based management as they were previously. Yet, it is not
kimwn it-schools will adjust the level of curricular service up or down
(Edmonton Experience II, 1986).

Clearly, the scope for school-based management in Edmont(m
includes persoimel, equipment and supplies. Some tasks are sliared
between schools and headquarters. Hut the scope of school-based
nunagement also extends into maintenance, utilities and central service
t-unctions.

LanOey and the rund districts

In Peace River North, schools purchase supplies, equipment, and
teaching and non-teadi* staff from the central office. Unlike the
Ednionton model, maintenance, transportationind special education
itinerant services remain centralized (Stevens, 1987, p. FM).

Another rural district, Nelson (not to be confused with Fort
Nelson), has included certificated persoimel, office staff nd aides,
custodial staff, equipment, supplies .111d utilities within the scope of
sdmol decision making (Superintendent Bill Maslechko).

Kellett (1987) investigated seine of the structural differences
between districts which had adopted school-based management nd
those which had not. She formed her sample by selecting lour
sch(ml-based management districts (Langley and three rural) and
matched them with four non-school-based management ones on a
number of criteria. 1)ata were gathered thnn a questionnaire sent to the
secretary-treasurer of each district nd from financial records. Except
for one school-based in,magement district which was not yet decentral-
ized, the other school-based iihmagement districts permitted school
control of thc number of vice-principals per slnl, teadiers per
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school, substitute teachers, teacher aides and clerical workers. For all
eight districts, control of level of pay for personnel and regular
maintenance remained centralized, while with one exception, responsi-
bility for telephones and teaching supplies had always been decentral-
ized (p. M). These data support Greenhalgh's (1984, p. 7) general
characterization that sonic decisions will remain centralized under
school-based management, while others will be delegated to schools.
One of the school-based management districts had specified guidelines
tOr schools personnel dispositions, however.

Every school-based decision making school will continue to
employ: (a) a principal; (b) a *secretary: (c) a head custodian; (d)
a *librarian; (e) a *library clerk; (I) a *learning assistant. *These
positions need not be full-time. (Kellett, 1)87, p. 74)

It is not clear wh v the roles of principals and head custodians are
required to be Itill-time; the schools might want to vary those resource
deployments. ln fact, Stevens (1987) notes that in Peace River North,
the district did not place minimum or maximum restrictions on class
size (p. 52).

Kellett's impression is dig

Generally the decisions decentralized are those about which
the school staff- has information, and a dirct interest in the out-
come or the decisions made; decisions retained by the central
authority are those about which the school statI has little
nnOrmation, and often little direct interest. (p. 1( J3)

It is apparolt that Langley and the rural districts have extended
school-based 11).111.1genient beyond personnel, equipmelit and supplies
decisions. However, they are clearly restricted; one particularly so.
Authority is explicitly shared with their central offices.

(21eveland

The case of Cleveland provides a special note of contrast to the wide
scope of decisions accorded schools in Edmonton, Langley and the
rural districts. One reason is that Cleveland is subject to the Revised
Code Section 3301 .()7 of the State of0hio. Parts of the Code pertaining
to educational resources read as follows:

The rano of teachers to pupils oh a district wide basis shall be at
least one full-time equivalent classroom teacher per twenty-five
pupils in average daily membership (3301-35-03).
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A minimum of five full-time equivalent educational sevice
personnel shall be employed on a districtwide basis for each one
thousand pupils in average daily membership. (3301-35-03)

Educational service personnel are in these roles:

counselor, librarian, school nurse, visiting teacher, elementary
art, music, and physical education. (3310-35-03)

One senior administrator noted that levels of administrative staffing are
not mandated. But the problem which these laws raise is a simple one.
If schools are permitted the scope to decide numbers and kinds of
personnel. vi1i the schools' wishes satisfy the minimum requirements
when the district ratios are calculated?

Clevdand schools are provided a lump sum dollar allocation
which covers personnel, equipment, supplies, maintenance, and util-
ities. A principal states simply:

On paper, the principal is in charge of everything in the
building.

There are sonie exclusions. The central office pays for major building
renovations at the school level; principals cannot select custodians from
a personnel pool.

The custodian could not be removed if the principal wished.
(Cleveland principal)

If a teacher retired and was not replaced, the principal of another
Cleveland school did not believe the school would continue to be
allocated those funds. She added

A move between instructional and non-instructional allocation
categories requires Board approval.

However. the same school could order equipment from outside the
district.

Another Cleveland principal stated that the lump sum 11a..oca-
tion to the school does not include teachers' salaries. He did not
consider himself to have the .iuthority to reduce his teacher comple-
ment.

One senior administrator reported that in Cleveland, school
maintenance other than janitorial work has been a difficult task to
decentralize. Another stated that actual discretionary dollars available
to schools are very few. being about 10 per cent of school budgets. his
was partly bet .use
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Discretionary dollars have been reduced because of shrinkage in
the overall district budget. Such reductions can be absorbed if a
school has a surplus from previous years. Some have been
forced to fundraise, however.

The intention to give considerable decision-making authority to
schools is quite evident in Cleveland. However, the legislative con-
straint on the total number of teachers combined with the restric-
tion of school authority mostly to equipment and supplies greatly
reduces the scope of school-based management there.

Districts differ in the scope of decision-making permitted tu
schools. Edmonton offers extensive latitude, including some central
office functions. Langley and the rural districts showed control over
many resources, though one had constraints on the kinds of personnel
located in schools. Cleveland, while decentralized for supplies and
equipment, had no authority for schools to vary the personnel
complement.

Processes of School-based Management

There are several processes embedded in the practice of school-based
management. Two important ones which pertain to its structure are the
way in which monies arc given to schools and the planning schools do
to make use of those tUnds.

Methods of Allocation

The way in which resources are distributed to schools constitutes
an important feature of decentralization (as it does with centralized
management). t fere are some general rules which the districts fol-
lowed, along with some problems they encountered.

One senior administrator from Edmonton expressed the change in
the manner in which resources were allocated to schools in this way:

he district has moved away from allocating dollars for per-
sonnel roles, which is constraining, to allocating dollars per
pupil.

Edmonton and Langley haN.'e allocation systems in place which
determine the total dollars to be given to each school. Since these
systems are applied across many schools, they are based on formulas
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which, in general, are intended to ensure that the same nuniber of
dollars are disbursed for each comparable student. In f'fct, the large
proportion of dollars is based on the simple formula of school en-
rolhnent times the allocation per student. Edmonton allocates 90 per
cent of resources to ordinary students in this way (senior administra-
tor), while the figure for Langley is 70 per cent (senior administrator).
The difference in the two percentages may be explained by the way in
which the formulas are set up.

There are exceptions to the general rule of 'the money follows the
child'. One Case was a Child who was identified for enrollment in a
sight-saving class. The money for that child was directed to the
neighbourhood school and not to a school across the city as the parent
requested. Edmonton has 20 per cent of special education children in
their home schools, but the Board does not always allocate funds to the
local schools for special needs children (Strembitsky, 1986). Another
kind of variation from precise per-student allocations is based upon the
school. Building age is taken into account. And some neighbourhood
schools could not be kept open with standard allocations. With
reference to small schools, the Edmonton Superintendent said,

We now pay S95.000 to turn the key in the front door. This
aniount is reduced to z.ero for 300 students.

Allocations are also enhanced fOr schools with multiple programs. The
actUal amount per individual student varied from S2566 to S17,987 in
1986/87 (Edmonton Experience II, 1986).

Alexandruk (1)85), who surveyed schools in Edmonton, provides
IIIS S11111111ary on the allocation of resources.

Respondents 11)0th principals and teachersl perceived the
allocation tOrmulas as being inadequate and resulting in severe
restrictions on small schools and sniall programs .. .

indicated that as school size decreases, the amount of flexibility
in the educational program declines rapidly. 'Hie view was
expressed that, while school budget allocation tOrmulas have
established a degree of equity among schools in the district, the
fOrmulas have not sufficiently addressed the particular needs of
small schools or schools with unusual mixes of educational
programs or needs. (pp. 113-.4)

A number ofinterviewees in Edmonton also pointed out the 'small
school problem', now corrected, which came about because the
original formula was linear. Allocations to small schools were once

140



11/hat is the Stvueture of School-based Alanaqement?

strictly proportional to those in large schools with the result that small
schools had little discretionary income.

Another criticism of the allocation process was that the total
amount of money available (which drives the allocations per student) is
determined in advance by the school board, whereas the educational
priorities are set by schools much later. Calling this process `supply side
education'. Sommerville (1985) argues that the educational priorities
should be determined before the resources arc specified.

A major point to be made about the allocation system is that it
provides each school with a lump-sum dollar figure. The formulas do
not determine how the sclmols are to spend their money. A Langley
principal expressed the idea quite bluntly:

The allocation is just that, an allocation and not a prescription
for expenditures.

Some Langley principals indicated that they would not want to return
to `squecky-wheel budgeting' where school allocations were once
affected considerably by principals who lobbied with central office
staff

A further concern which interviewees raised was the `small district
problem', a variation of the small school problem which occurred
when school-based managenwnt was adopted in Fort Nelson. A senior
administrator said

Student-driven expenses at the small rural school out of town
are not comparable to those for the high school in town. The
two elementary schools are all that are going to tel any
difference because they are the only two schools in the district
that are the same size. In effect, we are setting up a program [of
school-based management which accommodates 50t) out of
1000 students or 5() per cent of the students in 40 per cent of the
schools in the district.

It appears that when schools are not comparable, the use of allocation
formulae does not tit their requirements. Corcoran (1985) notes that
in Fort Nelson, funding for the small secondary school is driven by
external requirements

to provide a sufficient diversity and an adequate level of edu-
cational programming. (p. -to)

Cleveland's allocation system varies from the others because mmy
different sources of fUnds are directed to schools. Sources include

I 4 I
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federal, state, and local; some of these arc categorical (senior adminis-
trator).

Allocation systems encounter-d in the districts are mostly
enrollment-driven. This means that previous methods of disbursing
personnel, equipment and supplies have been supplanted largely by the
use of dollar allocations per student not calculated on those three bases
at all. Some adjustments are made in the formulas, Evidently, such
allocation systems present two difficulties. One is the 'small school
problem', which occurs when allocations per student are the same for
all schools, and the 'small district problem', which arises when each
school requires its own basis for funding.

A Sp eaS of the 13114? etiV Prot'eSS

Planning is seen as an integral part of decentralized decision-making.
Edmonton schools receive their lump-sum figures in March and
updates in October (as a result of enrollment counts on 30 September
which are subject to such factors as the housing market and open school
boundaries). As a result, schools know the extent of their resources.
But the process of planning within the schools continues for most of
the year, according to the principals. In fact, there are two 'cycles'
during the year for Edmonton and Langley, one describing district
activities and the other covering school activities. Like two giant cogs,
they connect for planning where district goal decisions are transmitted
to schools (Taylor, 1)87, p. 28). An Edmonton principal noted that the
sequence of school cycles also overlaps:

School-based management iniposes a continual time line. The
old ;ear's evaluation is not finished before the school is asked to
restart the cycle.

Clearly, the districts intentions are to have school plans connected with
school resources and district goals. That objective may not be achieved
fully. An Edmonton vice-principal noted

In many cases, schools do not associate the goals Nxith the
statenient of finances.

However, an Ldnion toll senior secondary principal explained that his
budget was broken down by school program with staff attached. That
way, programs and their costs are associated directly. Ile added that he
permits departments in his school to have deficits and surpluses.

While chapter 12 on accountability focusses on the process more
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completely, a critical facet of budgeting is tiles way in which teachers'
services are icquired in Edmonton and Langley. All teachers are
purchased at the district average teacher salary rate, about S36,000 in
Canadian funds for Langley in 1986/87. It is not clear why this method
of paynient for teachers was chosen, since it overlooks differential
abilities, particularly of junior and senior teachers. However, two
considerations may be raised. One is that a large proportion of teachers
is at or near the maximum on the salary scales (Edmonton Experiences II,
1986). Another is that salary differentiation among teachers when
school-based management was being implemented could have pro-
duced unwanted conflicts between principals and teachers. One
Outcome' of the ability of schools to purchases new teachers is that
teachers not in a school are placed in a pool and are required to gain
principal approval before joining any particular school.

The districts investigated have set up planning-budgeting eyeless
which last most of thes ':ear and are intended to link district and school
goals with dollars expended. One important aspect of these cycles is the
way in which teachers are purchased at a uniform rate and selected from
a district-wide pool.

Summary

The structure of school-based nian4,ement is one which incorporates
the organizational form authority is delegated from the central office
to school personnel. I)istricts are divisionalized in Mintzberg's terms;
their intentions for school-based management are consistent with many
of the aims of decentralization articulated in the literature. Authority
and responsibility are clearly specified for administrative roles. The
scope of school authority varies from supplies and equipment to Wilk'
control over central office consulting services. IWo key processes of
school-based management are quite evident ones is the process of
allocating money on a per-student basis to schools, the other is the
budget review cycle.

1 4 ;)
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Cha p ter 9

Does School-based Management Provide
Flexibility of Decision-Making?

As demonstrated by the literature on organization and on education,
the idea of flexibility encompasses the key concept of responsiveness to
local conditions, the extent of the ability to respond, and the possibility
that initiatives beyond the ordinary are taken. Here are some reactions
ti-om interviewees. They illustrate the scope and variety of decisions
made by schools with school-based management. The first section
addresses seine general reactions to Lecentralization. The next ex-
amines amples of particular decisions grouped as ones pertaining to
equipment and supplies, school staff, and central office resources. Some
examples are also presented as sets of decisions made by individual
schools. A third section looks at the issue of initiatives taken hy
decentralized schools. And a fourth returns to more general reactions
about flexibility from principals and others.

General Reactions

A number of interviewees stressed the lack of freedom which was
available to them prior to decentralization. One Langley elementary
principal remarked that under centralized administration,

. . the school can prove a need for speech and language aid but
it gets the answer back 'We have a limited number of speech and
language persons'.

One response to being thwarted was to attempt to achieve the same
ends through unapproved means, even ones contrary to directives. But
one Langley principal said

(Wel should not jlave to circumvent the system, doing 'wrong'
in order to do 'right'
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Under school-based management, the district intention is to have
district service

provided upon request so that help is available if and when
needed and so that 'help is not given when it is not needed.
(senior Langley administrator)

This rtAnark suggests that under centralized management, district
priorities usually took precedence over school ones.

Another reaction pertains to the way principals felt that their own
schools were special and had particular needs. A Langley principal
expressed his view of responsiveness quite simply:

"Flw heart of the matter is the ability to respond to the unique
needs of the school.

A Peace River North principal said.

You can now do the little things in your school tbr people that
make the job that much better; before you had to get prior
approval.

In addition, a Langley principal said

The choices of how to run a school are much better. The
decisions are now made Closer to %vhcre the action is.

But the ability to respond is conditional on the span of time of
response, is noted by Kochen and Deutsch (1980, p. 11). Interviewees
clearly felt that school-based management permitted them to respond
to problems or needs within a reasoihible dine. A senior administrator
in Langley raised the idea of speed of response in Ins characterization of
school-based management as:

... faster and more effective decision making that allows for
professionalIsl involvement in decisions that affect them.

The extent of tkxibility accorded schools is also addressed in tlw
chapter on the structure of school-based management. But it was
illustrated well by a principal from l'eace River North who travelled for
job interviews outside his district and remarked

I fere I have control of a budget that is over S4(11).000. In tlut
district. my discretionary budget would be bout S-toun.

A Lmglev principal vas working to establish a iww school. Ilk task
was to sort out vhat the school was intended to be. Ile remarked

You start with a school building. kids and dollars.
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These two principals showed the extent of flexibility in two divergent
ways. The first indicated that quantitatively, his impression was that
his freedom had increased 1(10 times beyond that offered by centralized
management. The second principal was required to define a new school
and to him, only three factors were 'givens'.

Administrators were quick to compare the inflexibilities which
they perceived to exist under centralized management with the ability
to respond to problems which they had under school-based manage-
ment. There is also a hint of pride in their authority to respond to their
own circumstances.

Particular Decisions

A number of examples of decisions about equipment and supplies were
offered by interviewees. In some districts, personnel decisions (and
tradeoffs with equipment and supplies) were also given as examples
of school-based management outcomes. The scope of decisions is
increased to include utilities and even central office support services.
These are lollowed by samples of groups of decisions made by
individual schools.

Equil»nent and Supplies

Among the most immediately mentioned decisions mentioned by
interviewees were those pertaining to equipment and supplies. One
Edmonton school purchased an internal telephone system, some com-
puters, and a bus (principal). A person without the relevant informa-
tion might find it difficult to understand why funds would be spent on
telephones or buses. Strembitsky (1986) gave the example of schools
who require extra audio visual equipment because they re in
two-storev buildings. In both these cases, centralized management in
Edmonton had not accommodated these needs.

A Langley principal reported that

Lilt is possible to borrow from the central office for large
equipment purchases and pay back in three years, interest-free.

Another said

We are now able to supply equipment like computers and the
extra overhead projectors which the staff felt they would never
receive in the past.
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The staff of a large secondary school in Langley reduced copier use
and instead hired an aide. A senior administrator mentioned

This would not have been allowed under centralization ... we
would have to put an aide in every school.

There are other examples of equipment/persoimel tradeoffs. A Langley
elementary principal reported that

The chief building custodian arranged a schedule in consultation
with his staff to cover times of absence. Consequently, he saved
the school money since the first three days of substitute pay are
billed to the sdmol. Later that same year, the vacuum cleaner
broke down and the chief building custodian was able to buy a
new one for S700.

Aimther Langley princinal wanted inore resources to be devoted to
teaching:

We conserve supplies and take better care of the building in
order to divert money into the teaching personnel account.

There appeared to lw a sizable number of acquisitions of tangible
items. Many interviewees stressed the idea that their actions would not
have been permitted under centralized management. Further, they have
been able to shift resources between personnel and equipment/supplies.

Sc./WO/Staff

There arc many examples of flexibility of decisions directly affecting
personnel. One provided by Strembitsky (1986) Nxas the previous
district allocation of Sl(II ),000 for professional development for
personnel in Edmonton's schools. When the budget requests for
professional development from schools (later under school-based
management) were aggregated, the tigure was S400,000. Professional
development may be perceived as an arca of critical need. Three
Langley principals commented:

Wc placed S1000 into our Pro. D. fund ... we could never do
dna bet'ore.

More money is directed toward our professional developmint
account. We purchase release time and even dinners for our staff
when we run our .. . workshops ... Morale is much higher due
to the flexibility of bemg able to make these types of decisions.
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Our professional development and substitute accounts were
increased by reducing our janitorial services.

'Iradeoffi between kinds of personnel were mentioned. A Langley
principal said

The staff' decided that larger classes were a reasonable exchange
for 10 per cent release time for each teacher while physical
education is being taught to their classes each day.

Choice of personnel is another facet of respo-.siveness to needs. An
English department was faced with the choice of S30,000 worth of new
materials for the learning centre or an additional teacher. Department
members then asked 'What kind of teacher? This illustration shows
how handling money brought ideas and problems forward which have
not been the province of the English department before (Strembitskv,
1986). A Langley principal noted

The school short lists for custodians and teachers, then
interviews and reconnnends.

1 le added that schOOls have the ability to change their personnel
complement duriv the year, subject to district approval. A senior
administrator in Cleveland pointed out that principals now Choose their
teachers.

One secondary principal in Langley mentibiled that he could share
the Costs of teachers with other Schools. All elelllentary principal m
Langley c(mfirmed this idea:

. . we are now able to service areas of need. Under decentral-
ization, we have bought the services of a band teacher from
another school for two 45-minute periods each week because
our music teacher doesn't have the background. v..e have also
bought sonic counselling time from that same school.

lt is difficult to say how numbers and proportions of kinds of
personnel may shift over the long term. However, the interviewees'
responses indicate die possibility dui resources for personnel may have
increased in schools. Evidence includes: ln Peace River North, three
school-based management schools increased their resource room
teacher time from 1.7 to 2.0, 0.8 to 1.0, and 0.7 to 1.1)

equivalents respecti%Tly. Other additions were hiring of a part-time
music specialist at two schoolsInd hiring of a part-time enrichment
teacher at one school. A Langley principal noted:
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The flexibility allows You to control school operations. We are
now able to hire a physical education specialist as well as a 0.3
learning assistance teacher who was employed for eight months
from 1 October 1984 to 1 May 1985.

Ihe use of-resources deployed directly for learning also mcludes an
example provided by an elementary principal in Edmonton, who said
he was able to match an experienced mathematics teacher with one who
'needed help'. A Langley elementary principal was able to dispose of
grade levels in reading. This change was not seen as possible under
centralized management, because he would have had to 'squeeze S4000
out of- the Director'. Now the school has homogeneous grouping for
reading across all grades. FIns change also required an extra teacher,
and the principal feels sure that his request would have been turned
down.

lowever, one Langley principal noted that flexibility of-personnel
decisions was limited:

You can't clean house ... land you have to live within the

bounds of the union contract.

11e added that schools may be required to defer a personnel change for
more dun a year. Fhis is because the central office always 1,as the
power of veto over proposed school budgets in 1_ anglev and district
priorities are sometimes invoked.

Another principal ruminated on some or the limits of-flexibility in

this way:

... the push for more rational expenditures will cause hard
questions to be both asked and answered ... there is a real
possibility that we will have to face the fact that some work
(nonprofessional) in the system is being done iw teachers
... Pressure will come from the teachers themselves ... teacher
organizations \yin have to adjust where they are unable to
Justify ln the short term, a staff IllaV be faed with making
decisions that are 'anti-policy' of teacher organizations. These
decisions must be faced ... they won't go away.

Perhaps freedom from some of the rules of the central office does not
imply freedoin from the rules imposed by teacher associations.

Since a large percentage of- any school's resources are represented
by the personnel it contains, perhaps it should not be surprising that
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interviewees reported so many examples of decisions affecting person-
nel. These include professional development ones, for which schools
appeared to perceive a critical need. Choice of who works in the school
seemed most welcomed by principals. The ability to share staff was
stressed. Several of the principals stated they had satisfied school needs
tbr additional staff. And the idea of leadership for staffing decisions was
mentioned. But the freedom to make personnel decisions is limited and
it raises questions as to whose rules will prevail.

Decisions Beyond Staffing

The range of flexibility inay be widened further. Some schools in
Edmonton and Langley pay for their own utilities. Moreover.
Edmonton undertook an experiment during 1986/87 and 1987/88. For
tit-teen schools and one curriculum department, schools were allocated
the monies for those subject matter consultant services, to be spent as
they wished. The privilege of not purchasing those services, or of
tinding them outside the district. was accorded (see the results chapters
on structure and change for details).

According to an associate superintendent in Edmonton, prior to
decentralization services were provided by a team of four consultants:
a psychologisti social workeri reading specialist and a speech
therapist. ()_..ne team would normally serve twenty schools. The prob-
lem with that arrangement was two-fold. First, sonic schools had
need of more services ill a particular area, such as social work, than the
team could provide. They might have needed less in another. such as
reading. Second. if a school was dissatisfied with the quality of service
of one of the team members, the principal did not have the latitude to
seek services outside the team because substitutions were not per-
mitted. -111t: AssoCiate Superintendent explained that of his three
schools which were participating in the experiment on consuhmil
services, all had saved money. 1 hat is, they had not spent their
allocation for consultants on consultants. but in other ways. I le
sunnned up the arrangement in this manner:

Tlie customer is now calling the shot.

I lowever, a consultant raised the question.

Are schools and principals \\ ell enough informed to know what
they need to buy?

This is the familiar issue of knowledge. Who knows best?

1 50
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Four examples of decisions beyond staffing follow. Three are
general ones; they included special education and building main-
tenance. One is specific to a single school.

Does flexibility extend to funding for special education students?
In Edmonton, the answer is 'yes'. According to a senior administrator,
the Province offers block funding for special education. This funding is
passed to the schools as part of the untargeted allocation for each year.

During the 1987/88 year, seven schools were fully responsible
for their own maintemuice. The rest were on a cyclic maintenance pro-
gram determhied centrally combined with partial school maintenance
responsibihties. All could purchase sonie services from outside the
district providing they received bids both from the district maintenance
department and outside contractors (Edmonton Associate Super-
intendent).

Two unusual examples of flexibility provided by school-based
manageinent follow. When Edmonton's central city population lost
4H,000 during recent years, the remainder of the district gained 30,0(H).
Schools with space were often 'poor schools, but sonic were able to
rent out space and others used it for daycares. Prior to decentralization
in Ednmnton. a school's request for landscaping fu»ds was lost among
other central office priorities. Under decentralization, the request was
approve.: or S9f).Hou (Strembitsky, 1986).

Actions of Individual Schools

Examples of individual decisions presented by interviewees provide
a genera! perspective of the flexibility accorded under school-based
management. I lowever, they do not enable the reader to appreciate
die impact on any one school. I lere are sonic lists of school actions
provided tw principals %yho show what individual schools have 'done
witli their money'.

An elementary school principal in Edmonton reported the fol-
lowing actions which he believes would not have been permitted
there without school-based management:

(a) Three mathematics classes were combined with three
teacher,. One reason this was done was to coMbille weaker
%vith stronger eachers.

(b) The number ol instructional minutes of mathematics was
increased.
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(c) A new program was instituted to help with study skills,
specifically a homework log.

(d) Extra time was allocated to relieve homeroom teachers to
contact parents and to aid students.

(e) One person was given five periods per week off to monitor
late arrivals and absence notes.

This principal says he felt more of an educational leader since the
institution of school-based management which permitted decisions
regarding staffing to be made at the school.

In one Langley secondary school, the principal reported that
following actions to be taken via the Staff Allocations Committee:

(a) A parent convention was held at a cost of S2000.

(b) A Macintosh computer and software were purchased for the
library.

Professional development funds of SIM) were set aside
because teachers felt there was a lack of professional develop-
ment time.

(c)

(d) Textbooks were purchased.

(e) An extra secretary was hired.

(I) A library aide was hired at half-timc.

(g) A secretarial aide was hired at half-time.

(h) Teachers were paid for noon hour supervision.

(i) Long distance controls were placed on telephones.

(j) Staff rooms were modified.

(k) Additional markers and aides were hired.

The principal of a Cleveland middle school shared a list of school
equipment acquisitions which she believes would not have been
approved under centralized management there. They include
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New chairs t'or the library.

Comptiter laboratory chairs and tables.

A new carpet in the library.

A laminating machine.
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A large-capacity copier.

A spirit duplicator.

Four new computers.

Two word processing typewriters.

A slide projector.

Playground equipment.

Another middle school principal in Cleveland said that the ability
to spend school money on field trips is much appreciated by teachers.
Some school purchases which she believes would not have been
allowed there under centralized management were

(a) Window shades.

(h) A copy machine with the capacity of 50,000 per month.

(c) A snowblower tractor for S5000.

(d) A floorscrubber/burnisher.

(e) Four computers above the district allocation.

(I) A VCR and television set.

(g) Additional chairs and tables.

A grade lour to twelve school principal in Cleveland reported that
prior to school-based management, the school had only the essentials,
nothing new, l le said simply that under centralized management,

I'd be at someone's mercy.

Some important expenditures nude possible by school-based manage-
ment included standard acquisitions such as

Cabinets.

Replacement of student desks.

Magazines for English, reading, science and social studies.

A master teacher series of books.

Library books.

recordsind tapes.
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Expenditures which would be difficult to make under centralized
management but which the principal saw as special to the school
included

(a) Lighting and sound equipment.

(b) Lumber for scenery.

(c) A radial arm saw.

(d) Rental of theatres.

These school decisions reflect the acquisitions of equipment and
personnel. While some of their principals believed that such acquisi-
tions would not have been possible without decentralization, the
existence of other schools which are well equipped and located in
centralized districts suggests they could be wrong. However, these lists
do demonstrate what they have been able to gain.

Initiative

One group of interviewees perceived the prospects for innovation in
schools to be etthanced by school-based management.

A senior adMinistrator in Langley commented:

I see principals who are making niore unique decisions than
ever before and they are confident in what they are doing.

A principal agreed:

It is possible to initiate (haves via budgeting and decision
making.

I le expressed strongly the need for the principal to 'have a vision'. I Its
view was that

Teachers know that 'if we can come up with something, we can
try it out'. As a result, they are prepared to discuss more
options. They .1re not afraid to put forward an idea which costs
money.

An example of initiative was provided lw Langley, which has a series
of alternative schools along with open boundaries; fifteen per cent
of students pursue their education in alternative programs. Super-
intendent Emery I )osdall believes that decentralization has encouraged
the development of such alternatives as a 'Saturday Morning School'
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because they are funded on the same per-pupil basis. He said principals
find

participation lin alternative programs is a way to bring the
client in.

The prospects for initiative-taking may be enhanced still more.
According to one senior Edmonton Administrator, the results from the
user pay arrangement may be more significant than those achieved
under decentralization thus far. This is because there may be more
stimulus for change when schools receive more dollars and can call
upon the services they wish to receive from inside or outside the
district.

Initiative was associated with leadership in the minds of some
interviewees. One Langley principal clearly wished to impose his or her
own views on the school:

I believe in a low pupil-teacher ratio. I have been able to bring
about my philosophy of a low PTR. We place most of our
money into human resources and I can only do that with
decent ralization.

A senior Cleveland administrator asserted that

If a principal is willing to take risks, he or she can have an
influence on a school.

He also noted that surplus funds have been used for lunchroom
supervision personnel, which had 'never been done before'.

lowevcr, not all viewed school-based management as an avenue
to innovation. An Edmonton yice-principal said

On the one hand, the district administration has provided the
technology of decentralization, but on the other hand it has
tightened the control to discourage initiatives outside of the
norms.

This remark raises the question as to what extent innovation at the
school level is encouraged or discouraged by decentralization. A senior
administrator in Edmonton addressed the question of rewards and
punishments for school initiative in a letter subsequent to his interview:

The money which is allocated ... includes no reward (incen-
tive) nor any penalty (tbr not doing well). Schools with good
results do not get more funds than schools who do D..)t produce
such good results. ... Clreativity is not tied to resources in any
manlier.
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But he also asserted that

Wjhen schools have control over their funds they can be more
creative in choosing Options because they are better able to deal
with confhcting criteria associated with any problem.

Much the same view was expressed by an Edmonton teacher, who said

School-based management provides no incentive to innovate.

She behev:d that decentralization does not hamper initiative-taking,
but neither does it reward attempts at innovation in schools.

An Edmonton principal made this observation on the effect of
decentralization:

School-based management will not turn a nonenactive leader
into ,n enactive leader.

Again, leadership and initiative were associated, but in this instance,
not with certainty.

Is there much evidence that schools under school-based manage-
ment take special initiatives? A Peace River North School board
member noted that in one school staff, there was

... nothing brash or innovative.

This idea is supported by the reactions of several principals who were
interviewed. When asked about innovations resulting from decentra-
lization, their replies were confined to changes which did not appear
particularly sizeable or novel. Their responses were more typical of the
Langley principal whose school had acquired a twenty-two-passenger
bus. Money was borrowed from the Board at the prime rate and the
bus was rented to other schools on occasion. It was very difficult for the
interviewer to judge the degree of creativity shown in the purchase and
use of this bus. I Mails of the circumstances were not known, although
the acquisition seemed somewhat unusual. It was just nor possible to
judge the extent of innovative behaviour on the basis of the responses
given.

Another factor to consider in attempting to assess the levels of
initiative demonstrated by schools under school-based management is
the extent 0f resources available for innovation. Schools in British
Columbia, and to a lesser extent in Alberta were subject to retrench-
ment conditions during the period of this study. It is possible that if
resources were more plentituil, more examples of initiatives would have
been forthconnng. The topic of retrenchment is addressed in chapter 12
on change.
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More General Reactions

The evidence, on a case-by-case basis, seems to indicate that school
personnel are able to make and carry out decisions which may not have
been possible under more centralized management. Schools appear to
be taking more control of their personnel, equipment, maintenance,
utilities and supplies. The presence of uniform rules for school re-
sources, regardless of the source of those rules, seems contrary to the
idea of school-level control.

The individual remarks on flexibility are supported by large
numbers of school-level personnel in Edmonton. Alexandruk (1985)
sampled thirty-two principals (an 84.2 per cent return rate) and 475
teachers (a return rate of 46.4 per cent). One of his questions asked to
what extent flexibility had been achieved. The total sample responded
by saying it had been attained in schools at the 50 per cent level, an
indication that it could be increased further (p. 48). When asked what
were the general strengths of school-based management, respondents
mentioned items which were then classified by Alexandruk (p. 109).

Flexibility was reported as the leading strength by principals and
teachers. It would appear that Edmonton school personnel believe that
their roles accord them a fair measure of flexibility of decision making
on matters which are important to them.

The intention of the districts to increase flexibility is reflected in a
statement by a senior Edmonton administrator whose view of the
formerly centralized management was that it was

easier to get forgiveness than permission.

Now, under decentralization, he asserted that it is

easier to get permission than forgiveness.

A second look at this pair of remarks reveals that they refer to
permission. which is the willingness to offer licence or flexibility.
However, they also reflect the presence ofjudgement or accountability
which accompanies the flexibility accorded.

Summary

When asked about the flexibility of decision-making provided them
under school-based management, principals emphasized that they
operated under fewer constraints than under centralization. They said
they had a greater ability to adapt to school needs with greater speed.
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Their scope of decision-making was wider than previously. Such
general responses were supported by limy examples of particular
decisions they made, ranging from equipment and supplies, staffing,
and even including tradeoffs between the two. The prospect of central
office staff being included in the scope of school decisions was raised.
Actions of individual schools in Edmonton and Cleveland also showed
how needed resources were deployed; many of these actions were
bel"wed 'not possible' under centralization. Responses about school-
based management being a stimulus for initiative were divided.
Overall, interviewees perceived that decentralization offered the
opportunity for innovation, but not necessarily the impetus. When
general reactions were considered again, it was noted that from survey
results that many principals and teachers believed flexibility had
increased and that it was the leading strength of school-based
inana!rement.
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Chapter 10

Does School-based Management Provide
a System of Accountability?

The concept of accountability 111011S ILI V ing to 'answer for 011e'S

actions, particularly the results of those actions. Although not all Of tins
chapter speaks directly to the theme of accountability, it was included
to provide an understanding of the general impact of school-based
in,magement on the important personnel roles in the decentralized
districts. One facet of accountability in school districts is tlw budgeting
process and so it is examined. Next, the accountability of each role
from board member to central office person, principal, teacher, support
person nd parent is explored. Finally, measures of district and school
performance are discussed.

As the chi t complement to tlexibilitylccountability, was one
of the most frequently-mentioned subjects among respondents. The
starting point of discussions was otien centralized management. One
senior administratoi in Langley likened its process to

GiOngl a child a week's allowance on 'Hiursday and saving
that if it was nor sri:Ilt by Saturday it would be returned.

Let us determine how budgeting is supervised under decentralization.

The Budgeting Process

The following commentaries portray how the budgeting process IN
ur taken iii Ednionton, Langley, the rural districts Cleveland.

A brief description ot. the district budgeting proces. . presented
here (Edmontim Experience II, I 98()). Schools know in January the
remmrces available for the follow* year. Board member sub-
committees meet with principals during February to find out plans.
They talk about but may not diange school budgets. I 10 wever. Board
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members ask how school programs reflect district priorities. Schools
submit their budgets to the Board and approval is given by the end of
April, within one month of submission. School surpluses and deficits
arc carried forward to the next year. For example, when the total
budget was S165 million during the first year of school-based man-
agement, surpluses amounted to S3 million, It is important to note
that Edmonton switched from the fiscal year to the school year so that
educational planning and financial planning could coincide.

An Edmonton School Board member also reported that the Board
participates in the yearly review of school and central office budgets.
Each Board member meets with the principals of sixty-five schools
in small groups. Budget sub-committee sessions are public and a
considerable amount of information is presented prior to the Bo-.1r,Ts
final budget decision for that year. During the first year, budget
reviews were difficult. Now they are welcomed by Board members.

A secondary principal in Edmonton observed that the budgeting
process is a year-long one with peak times. January is the time for
setting priorities. March is the tnile for the delivery of a 'pretend'
budget which reflects resources approximately A 'crunch' budget is
established in September when specific allocations are known.

A number of interviewees noted how critical the 30 September
enrollment was, since a school could have its income reduced by well
over S2()00 if only one student left on 29 September or not receive a
needed S2000 if a new student arrived on 1 October. Such observations
led to confessions tha when faced with the news that a large family was
about to move Just before the end of the month, some principals were
inclined to 'try to keep Mrs. O'Flannigan's six kids ill the school one
more day'.

A problem is caused by the lead time necessary for planning.
According to a teachers' association representative, planning in Feb-
ruary for September is difficult when enrollments are not known,
Another difficulty is faced by schools with small numbers of students.
The smaller the school, the more uncertain the forecasts for short-term
sick leave, for instance. As a consequence, plans are tentative, "Fhis
assessment of school planning is offered:

There are simply too many unknown variables in February for
meaningful planning to occur.

ln Edmonton. expenditures are tracked. Each school receives a
monthly expenditure statement. When school-based management was
introduced, schools initially kept a parallel expenditure set of rec,,rds
but this practice is no longer followed (Edmonton Experience I I , I 986).
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A senior administrator in Langley indicated that

... district and all school budgets are open to the inspection of
the schools and the inspection of the public lu:fOre the school year

begins.

One Langley spars description of a similar process included
the fact that his school allocadon, received in April, was based upon the

forecasted 3() September enrollment. If the enrollment was over-
estimated, cuts were likely and could include release of a teacher or
custodian (from the school). Supplies could be cut back and the surplus
could also be used. There is a problem with school turnover; ele-
mentary schools in Langley tend to increase in enrollment during the
year while secondary enrollments go down.

Another Langley principal reported that the budget proposals
are defended, although the central office has veto power over school
budgets. Another remarked that status reports are sent monthly to each

school from the budget office.
Stevens (1987) notes that in Peace River North, each school's plan

was 'driven by school p1 _osophy and objectives. A rule of variance
was applied (p. 53). Schools were not allowed to vary from their
approved allocations by more than I() per cent without the approval of
the Assistant-Superintendent (p. 56). Further, Stevens elaborates on the
process in this way:

Once the staff approved the budget, it was presented to the
Assistant-Superintendent for his approval. I le discussed with
the principal any contentious items such as ... inordinately high
class sizes or too large a decrease in janitorial time. lf agreement
was not reached, the principal took the budget back to the staff
for revision. (p. 55)

1 lowe% er, Stevens adds

The Assistant-Superi»tendent had been given instructions to
give schools wide latitude in preparing their budgets. Principals
indicate this idirectivel has been adhered to. (p. 35)

A Oeveland senior administrator sketched a parallel process in his
district: Each school puts tbrth its budget at a hearing of the Budget
Review Committee of the Board. The cluster superintendent plays a
minimal role in the budgetary process. His/her job is to discuss school
goals with the Principal and ensure that principals are held responsible
for checking budget codes. The cluster superintendent cannot veto a
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budget if it is within state law. Also, the Director of School-based
Management does not veto school budgets.

While Cleveland's budget cycle was not investigated in detail, the
others districts showed a pattern in common. The double cycle exists

one for the district, the other for schools. In general, district
allocations result in a lump sum dollar figure for schools. Receipt of
knowledge of those resource limits is followed by school planning
activities (reported more extensively under the subheading of partici-
pation), which are then followed by review mechanisms involving
board members in which considerable information is shared. A
budgetary control process also is present and characterized by a balance
between the semi-autonomy of schools and the line authority of
associate superintendents. One way to object4 the control, found in
Peace River North, is the use of a rule of variance. School expenditures
are also monitored on a monthly basis.

Role Changes

Some of the most compelling effects of school-based managems:nz are
the impacts on roles of persons in the districts studied. Boards behave
differently in significant ways. Central office functions are affected.
The prin,:ipalship changes substantially. And the roles of teacher and
support staff person are altered somewhat. Let us examine the ways in
which it des are changed and address the main issues raised by the
respondents.

School Board

The role of the School Board appears to vary from that of nmst districts
across North America. An Edmonton trustee delineated the job of
Board members. They

(a) set policy,

(b) have responsibility for collective negotiations,

(c) determine the overall budget,

(d) specify the student allocation formula,

(e) establish district priorities,

(f) provide an interface with the senior government. and

(g)
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Note the general nature of these functions. The Edmonton Super-
intendent believes that the Board now moves

directionally as opposed to exactly.

Does a possible lack of precision and control exist? An Edmonton
trustee expressed her view of school-based management's authority
structure in this way:

Very definitely, the Board is in charge.

She said that the Board works through the Superintendent. Principals
are directly responsible via the Superintendent. Parents can articulate
any concern through their principal. One Langley principal explained
that

The Board now refuses to hear parental complaints until they
have been brought to the attention of the teacher, principal, and
superintendent.

An Edmonton Board member phrased the same idea even more
simply:

The buck is passed back Ito the school'.

This policy affirms the chain of command and reduces the likelihood
that Board members will make direct requests of schools. It also may
diminish the amount of contact between the Board and individual
members of its electorate.

Another Edmonton trustee raised the thought that the Board
knows the dollars allocated to programs. It also has some knowledge of
the program outputs. Prior to school-based management, ownership
was perceived as being very general. Now the Board is more informed
about specific activities.

A senior administrator in Cleveland explained that the Board
determines general policy but that regulations come from the cluster
and school levels. When school-based management was implemented,
district policies were revamped to accommodate decentralization.
Policies were allotted to the central office, cluster, or school, depending
on the topic. This changed stopped the Board from making exact rules,
such ati 'all schools shall have one typewriter'. I us connnent is
supported b that of a board meinb_r in Langley, who illustrated the
shift in focus trom processes to outcomes:

Ihe Board's concern is not with schools doing things right but
with schools doing the right things.
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One Edmonton Board member made several -marks about his
role change:

We are no longer making 'rules for schools'. There is a need
to 'stand back'. When you are uncomfortable with schools'
decisions, you must bite your tongue. It is hard to give up
things you think kids should have. The Board must believe in
their Ischoolsl competency and decisions. This is a big leap.

He observed one instance wherein one school decided to have more
preparation time and increase class size from thirty-two to thirty-five.
According to him, such issues are no longer of direct concern to the
Board because they do not have any special implications for policy.

These remarks and others made by board nlenlbers reflect a

number of thoughts. One is the concern with general policies as
opposed to particular ones relevant to single schools. Another is the
scalar chain of conlnland from board to school, because parental
concerns are redirected to schools. A third is the fact that when boards
no longer address specific school matters as they may have done in the
past, the loss of that particular kind of administrative action may
require some adjustments in the role expectations of board members.

Central Office Stki.

The match between the authority and responsibility accorded to those
persons in central office statI roles is an important issue, it" the
comments in chapter I are correct. What impact does decentralization
have on this problem?

In Edmontonissociate superintendents supervise principals with
a span of control of about thirty-two schools which are geographically
proximate (Edmonton, I9X5/86). Principals are visited by their re-
specti ye associate superintendents. One defined the role as that of a
'coach', but also admitted that a lew decisions could be made by
'administrative fiat'. That associate's view was to address problems as
they arise1 management-by-exception approach.

A duster superintendent in Cleveland reported that his role
provided a link between the principal and the deputy superintendent.
He asserted that the 'one-boss-rule' applied in Cleveland, from
principal to area superintendent to deputy superintendent to super-
intendent. Interpreting his own role as that of a facilitator and
influencer, he makes suggestions to principals and provides options for
them.
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Another set of roles in the central office which are potentially
influenced by school-based management is the group of consultants,
sometimes called supervisors or coordinators. who provide expert
advice and assistance to schools. During 1986/87, fourteen Edmonton
schools (all volunteers) participated in a pilot program of a user pay
system for consultant services. A fixed dollar per hour was the fee
charged for each consultant. Sonw schools were known to be heavy
users.

One consultant estimated that about 80 per cent of expert staff was
opposed to the user pay concept. A reason which she offered was that
the system was designed to offer consultation and not direct service.
However, it was perceived that schools wished to have help, not just
consultation. Another reason was the potential disparity between the
demand for consultants and their supply. A third reservation was that
some jobs might be lost.

'NC Edmonton consultant perceived a potential advantage for
central lffice persomel, however. She observed that sonw of her
colleagues were required to become less specialized under the user pay
arrangement. This meant that 3 consultant could render services
beyond his/her district role if requested by a principal. Such services
would be offered privately, since principals would be permitted to
purchase assistance from outside the district. When that privilege is
accorded to principals, questions of internal and external price and
quality arise.

An opinion voiced by f senior administrator in Cleveland was
that,

The role o. It.w curriculum and instruction units has lessened.

I le also noted that tht. central office had reduced its number of
professionals. lowever, he said that such i reduction is not fully
attributable to school-based management, but also to the difficult
financial situation Cleveland hati faced.

The picture generated by comments from those persons in the
central offices is that those who supervise principals are in inure of a
supportive than controlling role, though they are line officers. As for
the idea or user pay for central office services, it may create both
anxieties and sonic advantages for those in support roles. Reductions in
staff are also possilolc.
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Principal

The role of principal appears as a fulcrum for the entire structure of
school-based management. As noted by Miiitzberg (1979), divisional
managers become key figures in the operation of their units (p. 428).
First, some general remarks on the role in school-based management
are considered. Second, because the principal heavily influences the
level of involvetnent of others iii the school in decision-making, the
participation issue is addressed.

(;eilerai Rea etiOilS (i) Silio0I-baSed lanagement

Responses to the question of the impact on the role of principal are
presented in two forms. One is a few comments by imerviewees. The
other is some results ±-rom a masters tlwsis which surveyed principals
and teachers in Edmonton about the strengths and weaknesses of
decentralization.

The Edmonton Superintendent noted that

School-based management has been labelled lw some as
'principal-based decision-making'.

One Langley principal phrased the idea quite simply:

... in decision making everything conies back to the principal.

Another corroborated that iew.

... we are shouldering most of the decision making.

One reaction to the impact on the role of the pruwipalship was:

III basically gree with (but it scares me) the anmunt of
itithoritv and responsibility of the principal. (seni)r Langley
administrator).

Such responses support the Lhought tlut the principal occupies a pivotal
role in decentralization.

Alexandruk (1985) polled Edmonton principals .md asked them for
what they believed to be the strevals or positive aspects of school-based
management (p. His results were based upon seventy-seven
returns representing about 40 per cent of the population of principals.
The leading advantage was perceived to be subsidiarity (the reducti,m of
decisions to the lowest level), mentioned lw 35 per cent of principals.
Second was flexibility (31 per celit)1 category called 'Efficiency.
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effectiveness and increased staff awareness of program needs and
associated costs was third (13 per cent), and fourth was staff involvement
in decision-making (12 per cent) (pp. 108-9). Remaining advantages
were equity in resource allocation, accountability, and increased
authority for principals (17 per cent of total). Interestingly, 2.6 per cent
of prindpals polled indicated that 'school budgeting has no positive
asp-cts'. Alexandruk's interpretation is

Respondents (both principals and teachers) perceive school
budgeting as providing them with the flexibility at the school
level to plan programs to meet school needs and to attend to
local priorities established at the school. Subsidiarity is viewed
by respondents as a positive development in that decision
making at the school site is a reality. Staff involvement in
decision making and planning at the sdiool level is seen as a
pos:tive development as a result of implementation of school
budgeting. (p. 107)

It is unfortunate that Alexandruk's remarks did not distinguish between
those comments made by teachers and those by principals.

Alexandruk also asked principals wlut they believed to be the
weaknesses of school-based management (p. 112). Based on seventy-
four returns, t1 7e prime negative aspect cited was the 'time.fiictor% (time
demands) mentioned by 32 per cent of the principals. Second was the
allocatio- .irces (23 per cent), uncategorized comments was third
(13 per cent), a.au .vas greSs (10 per cent). Other disadvantages
included concerns aoout lack of meaningfid involvement, the down-
ward shift of responsibility to schools, and educational funding, which
totalled 20 per cent.

Iic Alexandruk study provides a counterpoint to the indivi-
dual responses of interviewees. Its results show several attributes
of decentralization which principals agree upon. They see flexibihty,
efficiency aspects. and staff involvemeht as positive facets of school-
based management with accountability less so. Subsidiarity is seen as
more positive dun negative. Resource allocation is perceived as more
of a problem than an advantage and the time and stress factors are
features which are clearly negative ones. A point of inconsistency is the
view of the increased authority of thc principal combined with the lack
of meaningful decision making involvement, perlhips volunteered by
different persons in the sample.

Alexandruk (1985. p. 49) also asked the extent to which the
principal's role in planning md decision making has been achieved.
Vrincipals indicated that school-based management had achieved its

lb/
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objective's at the 79 per cent level of possible attaimnent, a greater
extent than that perceived by the teachers (73 per cent). For reasons
which Alexandruk does not explain, elementary schools perceived
higher levels of attainment of aims of school-based management than
did secondary schools (p. 73).

How did principals accommodate this role redefinition? An
Edmonton associate superintendent nwntioned that most had been
vice-principals under school-based management and thus had experi-
ence with the planning process. He added that no principal had ever
been removed fig mal-budgeting. Yet, many Langley principals
expressed a fear of having a deficit. They said that they try to budget
conservatively and to complete the school year with surplus funds.
Most schools have fulfilled their needs with funds remaining. Accord-
ing to a senior administrator, there was a surplus of ,S200,000 generated
from all schools in the district during the 1984-85 school year which is
an average of S5263 per school or 0.5 per cent of Langley's operating
budget (Taylor, 1987, p. 32).

Clearly, the weight of school-based management falls on the
principal. He/she is the crux of district organization. While some
concerns arc raised about the onus of the office, most appear to favour
decentralization quite strongly.

Stair Participanon

The involvement of school staftS, notably teachers, was a subject of
great interest among many interviewees, particularly principals, who
perhaps viewed the subject as a critical area which reflected their
personal nianagement styles and skills.

What arc the expectations for staff participation in the districts
studied? According to the Langley (1984) handbook on decentral-
ization, the extent of staff involvement is dependent on the principals'
wishes (p. 7). In I'eace River North, a Board member indicated that
principals we're expected to permit staff participation. In Cleveland, a

Board policy requires that a budget committee be established in each
school. Parent, faculty, students and conmumity represertatives arc to
serve on it (Board of Education, ( :levehnd Public %ools, Policy
number 1210a, 1985).

Responses to those policies vary. Sonic show that principals
delegate part of their responsibility for decision making. One Langley
secondary principal said simply:
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... department heads in our school make up the budget.

Stevens (1987) reports that in Peace River North, principals raised
concerns about asking teachers to decide how to reduce their numbers
when enrollment dropped (p. 55). It was agreed that the least senior
person would be transferred out of the school. Yet, a Langley principal
responded with reference to a school budget committee that

Members of the committee elected by staff were perceived to be
fair and impartial, able to rise above departmental loyalties i.nd
concernsind represent the whole staff with judgement and
discretion.

Some principals believed that the tbrmulation of a detailed annual plan
(outlining the programs schools are to offer and the resources needed to
satisfy those goals) allowed staff members

... more opportunity for input. Some didn't want to know
about it or take part in it. However. I made the staff
acknowledge the plan and the budget. (Langley principal)

A Cleveland principal reported that his department heads are asked
to determine equipment and supply requirements. He anticipates the
departmental requests approximately and determines the allocations for
each.

However. some principals view the budgeting process rather
ditIerently; one Langley secondary principal initially invited extensive
staff participation, but

. . . the Budget Committee (that is mainly comprised of
teachers) made various mistakes determining staffing levels

.. and no matter how much I involve the staff in decision
making everything comes back to the principal. In the future,
the Budget Committee will not be put in the position of
determining staffing levels. I will determine the staffing levels.

An elementary principal in Langley asserted that decentralization

... puts school responsibility squarely on the shoulders of the
prim ipal. Any problems point the finger right to the principal.
Therefore, I'm not going to let the staff make a decision that is
going to 'deleted I things up

Another Langley principal reported that the school has:
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... an elected budget committee which decides on budgetary
matters. They then advise me but don't make any final
decisions.

Onc stated flatly

In Langley, principals do not allow involvement where they
have already made up their minds.

It appears that staff involvement exists but principals feel they are
required to account for the decisions made. In fact, an Edmonton board
member's chief concern about school-based management was that staff
involvement in school budgeting was not ensured for all schools.

Some school personnel shared the specifics of their school's staff
involvenwnt with their interviewer. The principal of a large high
school in Edmonton said that when teachers and support staff are asked
to participate in planning and decision making,

... you have to encourage teachers and support staff to look
beyond their roles.

In his school, 150 staff members participate in performance reviews.
Each has an immediate supervisor. The principal claimed that

A relationship of trust needs to be established.

An Edmonton teacher reported that in her dementary school of
525 pupils and twenty-five teachers there was a budgetary group made
up of three teams defined by grade level (K-2, 3 and 4, 5 and 6). Prior to
team budgeting, the school had used curriculum area budgeting. She
observed that

Team leaders do the legwork and computation.

Leaders are selected by the teachers within their respective teams and
are given one half-hour off per week for their tasks. Budgets are further
broken down by classroom. With regard to budrt decisions, she
explained

Our principal's method is to present alternative plans, have the
staff discuss them, and then vote.

But slw revealed

Some of our principal's pet plans are not open to a vote
... Administrator time is one of the sacred cows.

One secondary principal in Langky reported On the composition
and tasks of his Staff Allocation Committee:
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(a) It is elected by the staff.

(b) One person in tn serves on the Committee.

(c) Membership is changed voluntarily each year.

(d) The Committee works with any surpluses.

(c) The Committee reports to the staff.

(f) It fields many requests for resources.

(g) It makes recommendations on staffing, equipmem, and
supplies.

He perceived the Committee as being 'hard nosed' because in his
estimation, its decisions were well grounded and financially conser-
vative. A surplus of about S201000 was generated in the first year.
However, the Staff Allocation Committee did not make the final
staffing decisions. These decisions were the domain of the principal.

A principal in Fort Nelson provided an example of how the school
staff worked with the budget one year:

In the 1985 school year we thought we would have more
money than we eventually ended up with. We went to the staff
with the historical expenditures. We said, 'Here are the fixed
costs .. . Xerox, phone, computer rental, etc. Subtract this
from the total budget and here is what we have left to work
with for this year.' We then asked the staff to go away and come
up with a needs budget for their department. The budgets
brought back far exceeded the amount of money we had to
work with. So we sat down as a group and went through the
rationale of why this expenditure was needed for this depart-
ment for tins year and where savings could be made. We even-
tually arrived at a consensus and a bottom line which agreed
with the amount of money we had to work with. The staff
had chopped S7000 in three hours.

A Cleveland middle school principal mentioned that it was Board
policy to have the principal seek budgetary input from staff and
parents. Her School Budget Committee consisted of dt:partment chair-
persons and three parents. But she complained

I have to push to get teachers to speak up at all.

She believed that

Teachers don't want to be bothered with the extra work or
Man ipui ation s.
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A variety of participatory mechanisms seem to exist in schools
with school-based management. Tasks are usually delegated by the
principal. Some schools appear to engage in planning as a group
process, as desired by Good lad (1984). In some cases, teachers may
require encouragement to participate. And only in Cleveland was the
inclusion of parents mentioned explicitly.

Some additional insights into teacher participation and principal
decision making are provided by Young (1984). She chose four schools
in Edmonton randomly and then gleaned information from the
principals and two teachers in each school. Her methods included
interviews, observations and the examination of budget documents.
While she notes that no single method of budget planning was
recommended by the central office, the four principals chose a
consultative form of decision making in their schools.

Young (1984) offers four reasons why the consultative model
dominated in her sample schools (pp. 30-1). First was the teachers'
perception that the principal could solve problems because they were
straightforward ones. Second, teachers were seen to have little stake in
decisions made. Third, traditional role expectations from the time of
centralized management were accepted. And fourth, principals and
teachers derived different kinds of satisfactions from their work;
principals enjoy administration while teachers enjoy teaching.

What have the interviewees told us about participation? Two
things. First, there are clear expectations that principals are to involve
school staffs in their planning and decision-making. I lowever, prin-
cipals do not permit decisions to be made when they disagree with
them. Their reason is simply that they, not their staffs, are held account-
able to their respective associate superintendents. Second, responses
to the request for involvement vary according to preferences of the
principals. The Lases of four schools, backed up by additional ones,
indicated a variety of paths to participation, none of which showed
a purely autocratic or collegial model of decision making.

l'eacher

'I he potential effects of school-based management on teachers are more
broadly experienced than just their degree of involvement in planning
and decision making. First, sonic reactions by interviewees are noted.
Second, the results of a poll of Edmonton teachers are presented.

One Langley principal asserted
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Teachers do not need an elaborate process of goal formation
they know the needs of the school.

Two of the principals in Peace River North observed that as a result of
becoming more involved in the planning process,

staff have begun to look at instruction more closely.

This idea is supported by Coleman (1987) who conducted interviews
in one of the rural districts (the name of which was withheld for
anonymity) which had emphasized collegial decision-making (p. 9). He
suggested that collegiality was the most notable change he observed in
four schools he studied. However, a senior administrator in Cleveland
claimed that

Teachers who put out get what they want.

*Fhis is clearly a non-collegial view, and suggests that there are
differences in the way teachers are involved in decision making under
decentralization.

Alexandruk (1985) asked his sample of Edmonton teachers for the
StrentilS of school-based management (p. 1119). Based on 398 returns,
25 per cent of teachers mentioned .fiexibility as the leading advantage.
This was followed by staffinVolVellit'llt in decision-making (23 per cent).
Snbsidiarity was third (19 per cent) and a category described as
'Efficiency, effectiveness, and increased staff awareness of program
needs and associated costs (p. 108) was fourth among teachers,
mentioned lw 12 per cent. Other advantages included accountability.
equity in the allocation of resourcesind increased authority for
principals, one of which was mentioned by I() per cent of teachers. A
total of 11 per cent of teachers perceived no strevths or positive aspects
for school-based management.

When teachers were asked to nominate weaknesses of school-based
management in the Alexandruk (1985) study, leading the drawbacks
was the time demands, mentioned by 22 per cent of teachers (p. 49).
Second was the allocation of* resources ( 1 5 per cent). The stres.c.f;fetor was
third at 14 per cent and the increased authority oldie principal was fourth,
mentioned by 13 per cent. his result is in contrast to the same response
noted as an advantage to teachers. Other concerns were educational
funding, the uownward shift of responsibility to the schools, and the
lack of meaningful inyolyementiccounting for 22 per cent of teacher
responses (p. I 1 2 ) . Alexandruk comments:

Teachers express ,1 concern that the tinn. requirements for
budget preparation and planning are being made in addition to
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an already demanding work load and teaching assignment.
(p. 113)

The Alexandruk study reveals that teachers perceive a variety of
attributes of decentralization. Judging by the numbers of teachers who
offered their views. flexibility and efficiency matters are seen quite
positively and accmintability was mentioned as a positive factor.
Subsidi.ar.tY and staff involvement were viewed more positively than
negatively. Two aspects which were more negative than positive were
the allocation of resources and the increasing authority of the principal.

1)o teachers agree with principals about the strengths and
weaknesses of school-based management? A comparison of Alexan-
druk's two sets of data reveals that there is a considerable agreement
between the two groups or school personnel who had experienced
decentralization for three years bLfore the survey was administered.
Both groups appear to rate flexibility highly. They also concur that
subsidianty, efficiency matters, and staff involvement are quite positive
features of school-based management. They are both positive but less
enthusiastk about the increased authority or the principal. Agreements
about negative features of decentralization are also most evident. Both
groups are somew hat negative about the amount of funding for
schools, which thev perceive as being related to sclmol-based manage-
ment. Both view the method of allocation of resources as more of a
problem than an advantage, and both appear to view the time demands
and stress factors associated with decentralization as strongly negative
charaCteristiCs.

Are there any important areas of teacher-principal disagreement?
Only two are apparent from Alexandruk's data. One is that the
percentage of teachers who indicated that school-based management
has no strengths or positive aspects %vas about four tunes greater than
the percentage for principals (111.6 per cent vs. 2.6 per cent). .1 he other
is an obvious matter the increasing authority of the principal. While
some teachers and many principals noted that Characteristic as positive,
the rano of teachers to principals who believe the increasing authority is
a negative feature IS 1 3 . 1 per cent to (1.11 per cent.

loweyer, when asked about overall satisfaction N.yith school-based
management, on a scale from 1 (highly agree) to 6 (highly disagree),
teachers scored an average or 3.27 and principals 1.68 (Alexandruk.
1985, p. 7N). Principals clearly favoured school-based management
much more than teachers. Fully 65.8 per cent of all his respundents (81
per cent teachers and P) per cent principals) registered some level of
satisfaction with school-based management.
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A separate survey undertaken by the Edmonton Puhli Schools
showed a good deal of variation in the satist-action which teachers
express regarding the budget planning process. The level of satisfaction
ranged from 24 per cent to IOU per cent for the individual schools,
which would indicate that there are some teachers who arc not happy
with the process (Edmonton Experience II, 1986).

As indicated by the survey figures, many but not all persons are
satisfied with their experience in school-based management. Teachers
tend to agree with principals about its strengths and weaknesses.
Would teachers return to centralized control? According to these data,
probably not. Even when under retrenchment conditions experienced
in Langley during the period 1983 to 1986, many would not return to
centralization. One said he preferred 'sell control to central control'.

Support Staff

How have those persons who work in support roles in schools been
affected by the change to decentralization? The responses of support
staff to school-based management vary.

An Edmonton support staff union representative explained that

Support staff personnel now have input into jobs and school
decisions which affect the kinds of equipment on which they
work, their needs for the job, and changes which affect the
office.

She mentioned that training on new equipment is now provided in the
budget and added

l'hev regard themselves as part of the school team; they take
pride in school achievements, have greater self-confidence, and
have positive feelings about their involvement.

Speaking of involvement, she said

Not all support staff employees participate in decision-making,
but all (an.

The problem of potential.job loss arose because of decisions made
under school-based management. She addressed this issue in a letter
which followed her presentation:

job security for permanent support staff within the disti:ct has
continued to be a concern but [is) due rather to the severe
economic conditions of the province and loss of funding for
public education rather than due to the decentralized system.
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A Langley support staff union representative's view of the changes
was quite uncomplimentary:

Decentralization has brought no benefits for non-teaching staff
There has been a loss of positions in order tbr principals to
divert funds into their 'pet projects'. Overall, the morale is low.

Considerable responsibility appears to be given to secretaries. One
Edmonton senior secondary principal noted that the office staff job
which had changed the most with decentralization was the school
secretary's. He said that

they are all able to do accounts now.

However, he added that his secretary nee '; uninterrupted time to
manage the accounts. In Peace River North, caries were required
to undertake more training and acquire knowledge about the budgeting
procedures (Stevens, 1987, p. 61). A secretary in Langley who had
worked in the same school under the same principal before and after
decentralization observed that life in the school office had not changed
very much. While her workload had increased, she did not attribute
that change to school-based management. But she noted that

you're more aware of money.

She also suggested tlut the principal had a large impact on the kind of
equipment provided for office secretaries, their professional develop-
ment, whether there was a non-teaching representative on the School
Budgeting Committee, and the office stalls morale. I-kr observation
of other schools was t1Lat some secretaries were not as fortunate as she
was.

The principal makes all the difference.

Reactions of support staff diverge in this study. Many have
accepted school-based management quite positively while others have
not. Concerns about job losses arose. However, some school support
personnel may welcome their new responsibilities and greater integra-
tion with their school.

Parents

The extent of parental involvement in school planning and decision-
making appears to be quite limited and to remain usually at the
principal's discretion. One secondary principal in Langley reports that
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parents have direct input into school goals using the nominal group
technique. But some may have wislwd for greater levels of partici-
pation. Stevens reports that in Peace River North,

to the chagrin of parents and board members, there was no
significant increase in parental involvement. (p. 79)

In a grade 4-12 school in Cleveland, parents review the school budget
but, in the principal's opinion, they have limited expertise and interest
in school budgeting.

When the matter of parental participation was raised with a
number of principals in Edmonton, they tended to respond by saying
that there were many avenues to parental involvement. Alternative
routes to involvement were mentioned, such as volunteering, confer-
ences with teachers, fund-raising activities, and ad hoc committees.
However, not all parents may desire to participate in school decision-
making. One principal had tried to s:stablish a parental consultative
committee hut failed. Some questioned the competence of parents to
make the schools' more technical and professional decisions.

SIMInlary

Aspects of decentralization luve altered several key roles in the school
districts studied. Many roks have twen clarified; some are more
accmintable to their superordinates. Board members are more con-
strained to policy !natters. Central office staff persons do not have
authority over school activities Principals have full authority over
and responsibility for their schools. They also endorse schoo!-based
management. Teachers participate in school decisions, but they do
not control those decisions. Support staff members' responsibilities
changed. And the level of parental involvement may luve remained
about the sa

Performance Measures

In Peace River North, Ste\ ens (1987) reported that educational reviews
are undertaken through the use of the Canadian Test of Basic Skills,
Provinci,d Learning Assessment tests, and local district tests for the
primary grades (p. 56). Cleveland ,Ilso has extensive testing. One
Langley principal explained dui his district surveys the levels of
satisfaction of principals. teachers, students, and parents. but not every
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year. However, a rather extensive feedback system is operating in the
Edmonton public schools.

Edmonton's surveys are administered annually in late May to
students and staff, biennially to parents. About 111 per cent of students
are included in each survey. Questionnaires are filled out anonymously
and that anonymity has been verified by the Board's external auditors.
Among the parents, the response rate is 93 per cent. Ifa response front a
parent has not been received in two weeks, a telephone call is placed.
Units of fewer than five staff persons are not reported because of the
unreliability of data. Quite importantly, the surveys permit profiles
of schools to be built (Edmonton Experience II, 1986). However,
Strembitsky says flatly.

There haVe been no terminat.ons of principals initiated as a
resu1 .. of the surveys.

Since 1979, Edmonton has distributed questionnaires to random
samples of parents, students, and staff (Palmer and Mosychuk, 1985).
For 1985, student responses numbered 16,139 (a 91 per cent return
rate); parents 15,840 ()2 per cent); administrators, teachers, and staff
returned 6193 (94 per cent). Questions were tailored to each employee
group and school level. A question picked at random from Palnwr and
Mosychuk gives an indication of the kind of information gathered:

16 Do you feel tlut your school/unit is a good place to work?
(p. 57)

This question was administered to all staft. Another randomly selected
one is

2(1 Do you fee! Out the number of pupils in the classes that
you teach is also appropriate?

'ibis is a school staff Lluestion. Responses are ''cry much, fairty much,
not very, or virtually none' with a category for non-responses in-
cluded. Although tallies for each category are reported, the leyd of
satisfaction for each item is measured by the tally of 'very much' plus
'fairly much' divided by the total and multiplied by 100, exclusive of
non-responses.

he district collects and compiks the results and then share,
those responses pertinent to each particnlar school with that school.
Although termed 'white knuckle time' by one Edmonton principal,
interviewees agreed that results were generally useful. One principal
alleged that on rei.eipt of tlwir scnool's results, principals immediately
telephone each other to 'compare report cards'. Schools are also given
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district-wide averages and standard deviations of each item, and thus
can determine their satisfaction performance relative to the whole. Such
feedback from students, parents, teachers and others provides one basis
for school performance and administrator evaluation.

However, an Edmonton principa' found the results to be too
general to be immediately useful. Her co. cern can be illustrated using
the examples from the paragraph above. for instance, the knowledge
that only 30 per cent of the school staff tbund the school a good place to
work does not indicate why a problem exists, only that it exists.
Likewise, 60 per cent of a staff may tel that class sizes are too large, but
the reasons for that view do not accompany the r:sults. Overall.
Edmonton interviewees were satisfied with the use of the survey. Even
the principal who mentioned 'white knuckle time' felt a lack of
feedback one year when the survey was not administered.

Although a number of performance measures were used in the
different districts, the most extensive were Edmonton's surveys of
students, staff and parents. They measure satisfaction and give feedback
to the district and school. They also provide one basis for personnel
evaluation.

Summary

School-based management is associated with varying levels of account-
ability in the districts studied. Review of school budgets by board
members constitutes the first important component wherein schools
are called into account for their planning associated with intended
expenditures. The next component is the impact of decentralization
en sonic roles. Notably, the authority and responsibility of board
members, central office personnel nd especially principals, are more
clearly specified according to their line or staff functions and their level
in the hierarchy. The 'one boss rule' applies. This means that there are
direct links of accountability from public to board to superintendent to
associate superintendent to principal to teacher. Principals are fully
responsible for their schools; they consult with teachers but do not
formally share decision making authority with them. Parents do nor
control schools via councils. Another outcome was the general en-
dorsemLnt of decentralization, particularly from principals, also from
teachers, but with mixed views from support staff. The third critical
component in the system of accountability, observed in some districts,
is the use of surveys measuring the satisfaction of students, parents and
district employees.
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Chapter 11

Does School-based Management Result in
an Increase in Productivity?

As conceived in the literature review, the label of productivity implies
the use of the input, process, output model, broadly conceived. Results
on productivity under decentralization are reported in this chapter with
the main divisions of resource inputs, processes designed to link inputs
and outputs and then indicators of outputs themselves.

Resource Inputs

One way that decentralization might aft'ect. productivity is by altering
the costs of education. This section looks at the possibility that various
kinds of costs may be reduced as a result of school-based management.
It then explores possible cost increases as outcomes of decentralization_
Finally, student access to resource inputs in the form of dollars to
schools are investigated.

Cost Reduilions

As indicated in the literature, one of the means to increase efficiency is
to ..-cduce costs. But there are many kinds of costs. The achievement of
outright savings return to school boards is investigated first. Then
retrenchment is considered as a savings device. Next, the ability of
schools to save a budget surplus is probed. Finaiiy, the idea of cost
awareness on the part of personnel is raised.

Does decentralization save money? Strembitsky stated simply

School-based management was not brought in to save money.
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A Langley principal echoed the same idea.

The idea of decentralization is not to save money, but to spend
it more effectively.

Stevens (1987) confirms that for Peace River North,

Ibloth trustees, the Superintendent, the Assistant Superin-
tendent and the Secretary-Treasurer made it clear that school-
based management was not introduced as a means to cut costs.
All funds were still to be spent (p. 56)

As Edmonton trustee said that the Board is no happier with the total
funds received. I lowever, between 1979 and 1983, the cost per pupil
for Edmonton remained the same at S1000 (calculated in constant 1960
dollars). Thus it appears that resources were not increased for the
period of impact of school-based management.

A principal from Langley illustrated the etTect of retrenchment on
decisions. Staff reacted by

... trying to tind ways to work around (retrenchment]
cutitingl in some areas to provide in others ...

Teachers are now much more conscious of energy (heat and
light).

The concern about decreasing resources was echoed by a Cleveland
principal, who offered the details of her school's allocations:

1984-85. S249,000 fcir 820 students
1986-87, SI60,000 for 753 students,
a 36 per cent and 8 per cent decline respectively over two years.

In 1987/88, again about S160,0(H) was available for non-salary items:
380,000 was needed for utilities (mainly heating and cooling). The
result was that there were far fewer discretionary dollars available., the
school could bi;.; only the essentials. And the work of the budget
process remained. She asserted:

This makes school-based management all work and no fun.

The concern about resource reductions is contrasted somewhat
with that about surplus funds enjoyed by some schools. Stevens (1985)
notes that the ability to carry forward a surplus was seen most
positively by the prmcipals. One commentec::

Then money is Saved for actual perceived needs and not spent
'in a last minute frenzy'. (p. 52)
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Other principals interviewed saw the ability to have surpluses or
deficits an important management tool. However, Strembitsky tells the
story that during one year when Edmonton experienced retrenchment,
the Board considered using school surpluses to offset the deficit. It was
advised by the Superintendent that if the action was taken.

There will never be surpluses again.

The Board reconsidered.
Does decentralization produce cost consciousness? The Super-

intendent of Fort Nelson, Garry Roth, indicated that

Is lchool-based management is philosophically appealing to
people who are fiscally responsible because they are faced with
the creative challenge of budgeting with a set amount of
Money.

Strembitsky's (1)86) view was that

Principals want to make the right decisions with fewer dollars.

Interviewees also believed that staffs had gained a greater awareness of
costs in their own schools. A Langley principal commented on teacher
absenteeism.

Perhaps because the school covers the first three days of pay for
a substitute teacher, the school staff 'goes after' those teachers
who have a chronic pattern of absence.

But school acquisition of equipment can have unexpected consequ-
ences. School purchase of copy machines from a disreputable sales-
person in Cleveland resulted in a lack of copier service (senior
adm inistrator).

Evidence suggests that respondents did not view school-based
management as a device intended to save money by reducing the cost
per pupil in their districts. Retrenchment was used s a cost savings
mechanism. While savings did occur, decision scope became con-
strained. The ability to carry ibrward surpluses and expend them on
items as needed was viewed very positively. The idea was expressed
that principals tried to use resources wisely. Moreover, a greater
awareness of costs on the part of school personnel was attributed to
decentralizatimi.
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Cost Increases

One of- the possible problems of any educational change is the cost
incurred by the 'new way of doing things'. Such potential costs of
school-based nmagement appear in two main forms school
administrator workload and teacher time.

Workloads on the part of principals and vice-principals may have
increased, although one Edmonton principal reported that most large
secondary schools had bookkeepers. An elementary principal in the
sanw district said that the extra work created by school-based man-
agement was justified. He had secretaries to help with the paper-
work. A junior secondary principal in Edmonton agreed that the work
was justified, saying that

Some would call I decentralization; management; I would call it
leadership.

I lis remark suggests that the principal's job requires much more than
the supervision of paperwork. However, he noted that the accounting
function in his school is not automated. A statement of expenditures is
received from 'central services', usually about ten days after the end ()t-
each month.

We must scrutinize it closely because we find costly errors,
some of which can occur on a monthly basis.

Another Edmonton principal, in this case senior secondary, noted that
his business manager keeps her own manual accounts by hand even
though monthly printouts are received from 'downtown'. This is
because the central office reports are not as up-to-date as the school's,
and current information is needed. I le said that the accuracy of the
information from downtown was 'now pretty good'.

Remarkably, this principal's view on the workload issue diverged
from his counterparts. lie explained that in his school with a budget of
about S2.8 million. there was not a significant increase in workload for
him when school-based management was instituted. This was because
once the goals were set for the next year, they determined the staffing,
which is SO per cent of the budget. The remaining 20 per cent, some of
which is fixed (such as utilities) requires less work. lie said that the
accounts set up for funds generated by the school were more work than
those established via decentralization.

A senior administrator in Cleveland said

The paperwork is now done in the schools.
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He added that the schools asked

Do you ithe central officel still need all those clerks?

A Langley secretary's observations provide some additional
information about administrative processes under school-based
management. She observed that in order for the school to acquire a
piece of equipment, such as a filing cabinet,

the teacher fills out the requisition;
the requisition is processed by the secretary;
the principal approves the requisition;
the secretary sends the requisition to the central office;
the district office requests the item trom central stores or puts a bid

to tender;
the item is delivered sometime later;
the invoice is processed by the secretary; and
the teacher acknowledges receipt of the item.

Reflecting on the time taken and work involved, she said

Too had we couldn't just write cheques instead of going
through the paperwork process.

She added,

It would be cheaper and faster in some cases to pick up
equipment at an auction or close-out sale.

Some other evidence suggests that principal workloads arc clearly
affected. Alexandruk's (1985) comment concerning time demands is:

Respondents expressed a view that school budgeting is a time
consuming process for teachers and principals and that it has an
impact on instructional and teacher preparation time. Com-
ments from teachers and principals indicate that there is
insufficient time allocated to the planMng and budget pre-
paration process ... Principals responses indicate a need
for additional administrative time allocation, and that this is
being achieved via the budgeting process in the allocation ofre-
sources within the school. (p. 113)

Level of stress was Alexandruk's fourth most-mentioned weakness of
school-based management by principals. He elaborates on this factor.

The increased stress level was perceived Iby both principals and
teachersi as resulting from: the added responsibilities experi-

1 84



Does School-based Management Result in an Increase in Productivity

enced by teachers and principals; the in-school conflicts aris-
ing from competition among departments or subject areas for
school resources; the competition among schools for students
to secure enrolments, and, therefore, funds; the suspicion and
fear resulting from insecurity created by changing economic
conditions generally; and the internal conflicts arising from
administrative practices of principals in the preparation and
admiMstration of school's budgets. (p. 114)

There is also some evidence that school-based management may
contribute to costs by absorbing teacher time. Alexandruk (1985)
reperts that when teacher respondents were asked for the weaknesses of
school-based management, the leading problem perceived by both
principals and teachers was the 'time factor', time spent in the planning
process which might have been allocated more directly to classroom
work. Another possible cost was the weakness of school-based man-
agement ranked third by teachers, called the 'stress factor' (p. 112).

It seems that the respondents to the Alexandruk study associated stress
with school-based management, perhaps in the process of determining
priorities within their schools.

Does the new office technology reduce workloads? A Langley
principal found computer help to be useful for revisions in the planning

process:

... initially, getting set up for decentralized decision making in
this school was very time consuming. However, after my bud-
getary spreadsheet was made up, things were much easier .. .

Budgeting revisions at this point take very little time.

An Edmonton junior secondary principal explained how he used an
adapted spreadsheet called the '13 Plan' which has all components of a
budgrt, including unit costs, built in. Knowing his total allocation, he
simulates three or four different budgets and produces a printout for
each. These are then shared with his school coordinators. During one
year of extensive timetable changes, many simulations were run. His
view of the new technology was that

it eliminates a lot of the hand calculation we would need to do.

flowever, since his microcomputer is now linked to the central
computer downtown, he noted that it would be much more convenient
if he could call up the district mainframe and query the current status of
accounts such as those for certificated or substitute teachers. Another
Edmonton principal explained that some schools use the spreadsheet

miC.1
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provided by the district to formulate their school budgets. They then
send the floppy disk to the central office. Other schools work with thdr
budgets and submit them on paper. He noted that there have been
problems interfacing the microcomputer information with the district
mainframe. An Edmonton vice-principal mentioned that the new
technology with its monthly reporting system helps make school-based
management work. However, he added that

You can still have tremendous problems finding a clear picture
of where you are financially.

Generally, workloads for administrators appear to have increased.
ahhough many appeared to be willing to accept the additional burden.
Teachers also indicated that they had additional plannMg respon-
sibilities. The new office technology appears to make a contribution in
alleviating some of the workloads under decentralization. However,
not all school admiinstrations are automated and it seems that some
principals f;el they can rely on district automated accounting while
others do not.

Stildent to Resources

Most interviewees did not associate school-based management with
either an increase or decrease in the educational opportunities afforded
students. But some suggested that equahty of access was enhanced by
the 'dollar follows the child' rule.

C:Orcoran (1985) reports that the Superintendent of Peace River
South, Charlie Pars low, perceived an imbalance among schools in
resources for staffing, equipment and snpplies prior to school-based
management. Apparently.

the principals who could write the best budget submissions
inevitably received the most money for their schools. (p. 30)

A senior administrator in Cleveland recounted that as a principal
prior to school-based management.

People knew me and knew that I was principal of the school
where the daughter of the Board President was enrolled ...
There were other principals who could get nothing.

One Langley principal suggested that diversities of school activi-
ties will reduce equality.

186

2 -

a



Centimeter
1 2

Inches

Oi

ANN
AesociMion for Information and Image Management

1100 Wayne Avenue, Suite 1100
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

301/587-8202

10 11 12 13 14 15 nun

MANUFACTURED TO AIIM STANDARDS

BY APPLIED IMAGE, INC.

5

41.4AALs.4

{..5?* -0,1N



Does School-based Management Result in an Increase in Productivity

As each school builds upon its needs, schools will become less
equal.

The remark about 'less equal may be interpretable as 'less alike'. This
principal also believed that under centralized management, the idea of
equity may lead to wasted dollars.

Interviewees often mentioned with certainty that they did not
want to return to 'squeaky-wheel budgeting'. Many regarded the
resource allocation mechanism as equitable, but some dissented. Re-
sults from Alexandruk (1985) corroborate the disagreement found
among the interviewees. A teachers' representative said:

Despite all of the changes which have been made to allocation
formulae, the feding still persists that some schools are better
off than others ...
The small amount of evidence presented here does not provide a

certain response to the student equity question attached to school-based
management. Most of those interviewed perceived resources to be
allocated to schools more equitably. Yet, some inequalities were noted.

It is difficult to say from the evidence provided on perceptual cost
reductions and cost increases just what the net effect of decentralization
in school districts is. Global savings are not effected, but some monies
are saved and deployed for other purposes. Cost awareness is raised,
but loads on personnel are greater. Students may receive access to
resources more equitably under decentralization.

Processes Linking Inputs to Outputs

There are many processes operating in schools which are intended to
link resource inflows to learning outcomes. While the input/output
connection is seldom tightly bound, activities to join them may be
explored. First, some general actions are investigated. Second, particu-
lar activities intended to enhance learning are reported. Third, the
leader-technician issue, seen as an outcome of managing school re-
sources, is presented.

(;encral .Actions

A number of actions may be taken to augment learning outcomes,
directly or indirectly. Such actions include the acquisition of equip-
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ment, expenditures on prolessiona! development for teachers, and
the movement of personnel from central offices to schools.

One set of respondents comnwnts addressed need for equipment.
A Langley principal stated in general terms that

There was an initial push for items that the staff was starved
for ... this District with a back-to-the-basics' history IwasI
starved for items from capital disproportionate[lyl to other
districts.

Other respondents indicated that school-based goal setting and
in-service education were examples of actions taken. One mentioned
that he could 'funnel money into "Pro-D.- and "inservice- as needed'.
or buy expert help.

In Edmonton prior to school-based managemoit, there was a
clause in the district collective agreement for teachers that Sloomoo per
year be allocated tbr wacher professional development. Since that
money was allocated to schools in an unencumbered way under
school-based management. there was some uncertainty as to the out-
come for teachers' professional development. What happened? When
the budgets for professional development were aggregated across the
schools, the total amount was S4n0,0tH) (Edmonton Experience II.
1986). This outcome suggests that the professional development
function was previously underfunded from a school perspective.

Aoother way in which school resources for learning may be
examined is to consider the extent to which districts with school-based
management have sinaller district staffs. If a district is more school-.
based, then it might be expected that it would require a smaller
proportion of personnel at the district level and more at the school
level. Kellett (1987) conipared four centralized districts with four
nutched decentralized ones (p. 80). When she polled the eight
secretary-treasurers, seven responded. She reports that for the periods
before and after the introduction of school-based management,

liln all ... no secretary-treasurers perceived a significant reduc-
tion of central otlice costs in either school-based maihiged or
conventionallv-immaged districts and only one ... in a school-
based managed district.. . perceived a minor reduction in
central office costs'. (p. 80)

kmcvcr, such costs may not reflect a !hill iii reSoUrCes accurately. She
also examined expenditures on central oftie and school adminis-
trations, using audited financial statements from the districts. she
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concluded that in the three pairs for which data were available, two
school-based management districts showed a lower ratio of central
office administrative costs to total adnnnistrative costs (Kellett, 1987,
p, 93). While she notes a number of-difficulties in matching districts and
in working with data which changed format during the period when
comparisons were made, Kellett's results point tentatively to the
outcome that districts which adopt school-based management have
seen minor !hifts in administrative and support personnel proportions
from the district office to the schools.

It appears that school-based management may result in processes
which are intended to facilitate learning directly or indirectly (as with
the acquisitiop of equipment or the professional development func-
tion). While it is not cl...ar just what functions were reduced, some shift
in personnel from district offices to schools was indicated.

ReSoUrceS Stilted tO SpeCitiC TaSkS

One aspect of school-based management is the ability to deploy
resources to 'do what you want to do'. I tere are a number of examples
td how schools committed re.iources for learning.

A Langley principal gave a particular example of how he had
worked out a special arrangement with a part-time secretary. The
agreemept was to have the secretary work full-time during school
opening, reporting, closing and other peak periods in exchange for
time off during mm-peak periodsi more suitable use of secretarial
time. Prior attempts to implement this arrangement had failed under
the centralized adiinnistration.

One Langley principal wanted more resources to be devoted to
teaching:

We conserve supplies and take better care of the building in
order to divert money into the teaching personnel account.

A more extensive example was provided by an Edmonton
principal 1w.io took advantage of a S3(),0(1t) surplus from the previous
year. l ler operating budget was approximately S750,000 that year, so
the surplus represented about 4 per cent above the allocation. The
school had twenty teachers, twenty support staff, 125 regular and
twenty special education students, many with severe disabilities. After
extensive consultations with the staffand district specialist., the surplus
was spent to

189

.



Decentralization and School-based Alanajzonent

(a)

(b)

Update the library with its tifty-year old books on Africa'.

Purchase materials specified in the provincial social studies,
science curriculum guides.

(c) Purchase physical education equipment, including snow-
shoes.

(d) Provide three more microcom iputers with software and some
release time tbr teacher familiarization.

(e) Send teachers and aides to conferences, workshops. and
in-service training.

Provide two lulf-davs per Year substitute time for teacher
interschool visits and special education aides.

A Cleveland principal provided a similar list of expenditures also
mainly targeted for learning:

(a) Support tools for the California Test for Basic Skills.

(b) Artists in residence for brief periods.

(c) A resource teacher presenter for students.

(d) Two field trips per student per year.

When asked about die importance of these expenditures. she said
simply.

If teachers don't have the resources to teach, how are they going
to get the job done?

Clearly, she was able to control resources for her students. But this was
not always the Case.

Several interviewet:s observed that under centralized management,
the maintenance of excess stocks of equipment and supplies was once a
commonly-occurring, Way of overcoming prospective shortages. They
suggested that such practices have been reduced considerabk and were
quick to recall anecdotes of events and conditions in their districts prior
to school-based management. In 1.--:dinonton, there was a central office
administrator whose main task Was to process requests for telephones
in schools. This person Was not replaced after retirement when
school-based management v,.as instituted. Further, the central office
received an inquiry from the manager of the telephone utility. Why had
so many schools discontinued so much of their telephone service
(Edmonton Experience II. 1)86)%

(t)
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A Cleveland seinor admiinstrator observed that before school-
based management, schools ordered supplies and if they were not
received, did without. All schools could do was ask. Equipment was
backordered frequently. Further,

Overordering by ten, fifteen or twenty copies was common.
Schools did not care. Now, principals are alert. Their view is
that 'It is my dollar I am spending'.

Another anecdote from Cleveland was that one of the original pilot
schools with an enrollment of I 600 found 90,(410 business-sized
envelopes in its storage. The supply would have been sufficient for
tifty-five mailings for each student during the school year.

The evidence suggests that resources may be used to accomplish
tasks seen as important by school personnel. Some of-those jobs include
personnel and material for learning. Interviewees thought the need to
hoard supplies was reduced or eliminated.

Leader-l'echnician Issue

One of the issues raised In the small literature on decentralization per se
was the extent to which principals were R.quired to emphasize their
technical skills at the expense of their leaAership role. An Edmonton
vice-principal tackled the leader/techniciau problem in this way:

If one looks at school-based management as just paper shuf-
fling, one can become obsessed with the task.

Moreover, he asserted

It will not turn a non-enactive leader into an enactiye leader.

A Langley principal suggested that the leadership and technician
roles are 'both true to a certain extent'. I le supported the idea that
school-based management cmdd produce a 'latent accountant', where-
by .1 principal already predisposed to technical matters may tind an
opportunity to work more with numbers th...n with people and
priorities. 1 ioweyer, he added that the central office had done much to
reduce the time taken for budgeting and accounting by reducing the
difficulties associated with completing forms.

An Ldmonton principal simply said that he feels more of an
educational leader than prior to the institution of school-based man-
agement when decisions could not be made at the school level regard
ing staff or equipment. Another stated simply,
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I'm not into accounts. We do not need a S6(),(HH) a year
accountant to run a school.

A third principal in Edmonton observed that he deliberately staN.r.ed
away from computer technology. He added,

I have tiouble booting a unit up. I don't want to spend my time
this way; I want to work with people. I can have others generate
the printouts.

A senior administrator in Cleveland said this about school
leadership:

If a principal is willing to take risks, he or she can have an
influence on a school.

lila A school board member in Edmonton asked where the leadership
responsibility of over 200 central otlice consultants lies. Are principals
expected to be 'on top ol every subject area? lie stated it is possible
that too many elements of education are left to the school.

As substantiated Iw the above remarks, principals interviewed
generally felt that their leadership opportunities had increased under
school-based management. While technical demands had also in-
creased, few made complaints about the time demands incurred. The
leadership/tecnician question seemed not to be a major concern to those
interviewed.

Summary

General activities aimed at learning outcomes (directly or indirectly)
included greater amounts of resources for capital acquisitions, pro-
fessional development, and the movement of sonic personnel from
central offices to schools. A number of examples of school decisions to
aid learning were shown. Schools under decentralization may feel less
need to hoard supplies. As a result of managing school resources,
principals say that they feel more like educational leaders than
technicians.

Indicators of Output

Unfortunately, evidence on changes in learning outcomes was not
available from Edmonton. There are no ).early examinations mandated
and no results were available to bridge the years before and after
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school-based management was instituted. In Langley, where testing is
conducted regularly, it was considered too early to determine learning
effect changes since the district adopted school-based management
wholly in September 1985. During an interview in January 1988,
Superintendent Emery Dosdall stated that there is no 'hard evidence'
that learning outcomes have increased in Langley since the institution
of decentralized decision-making. However, he pointed out that the
processes which most likely affect learning altered: principals' ability to
make decisions about resources has increased and teachers now
participate in decisions about resources for learning.

Output defined as learning outcomes may be the most valid
indicator of productivity for schools, but the satisfaction with that
output is another \vav in which productivity may be conceived. Parents
and students may be Seen as consumers or investors in its service. Since
students are required by !aw to attend school, they do not have th,:
option of accepting or refusing the service. I iowever, their satisfaction
with the service which schools offer them may be taken as an indicator
of the quality and quantity of school productivity. As reported in
chapter 10 on accountability, the annual survey of students, parents,
and staff by Edmonton provides measures of satisfaction as shown by a
variety of groups and levels within the district. Fortunately, the survey
was administered from 1979 to 1985, except for 1984. Patterns of
satisfaction with the district services may be traced from before and
after the fall of 1981), when school-based management was instituted
for almost all schools.

Palmer and Mosychuk (1983) have provided sonic information on
district-wide patteins of satisfaction from 1979 to 1983. his period
is assumed to be sufficiently long to observe changes in the level of
satisfaction it. evident. Palmer and Mosychuk note that depending on
sample size, a change of two or three percentage points is significant at
the 0.05 level, which means the change would only occur by chance
one time ollt of twenty. Some excerpts from their report (p. 3 and 4)
are:

... the satisfaction le,.els of Elementary ...students with
schooling has remained high and stable ... results for Junior
Iiigh and Senior high students show increases lin satisfaction]
for almost all areas.

These junior and senior secondary areas were

the usefulness of the school courses; the emphasis on basic skills
such as reading, writir,g, math; the amount the students feel
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that they are learning and; the manner in which student dis-
cipline is handled.

Parental satisfaction showed 'regular` increases for

the vocabulary/spelling/grammar component of language arts;
second language progra.os; the manner in which student dis-
cipline is being handled; the amount of say that they have in
school decisions that affect their child and; the assistance
provided by the school in planning for the child's further
education and career.

Staff levels of satisfaction remained generally stable with notable
increases in selected areas. Some examples were:

Communication throughout the District (16 percentage points)
recognition and appreciation tbr performance (16 points)

. District communicating its goals, philosophies and policies
clearly (20 points).

It may be useful to report sonic of the survey results from Palmer
anu Mosychuk (1983) more directly (pp. 7-35). Since the satisfactions
of parents and students may be more critical indicators of output than
that of staffs, the results for student and parent groups are summarized
here.

Levels of satisfaction were recorded on a variety of items from
1979 to 1983, each expressed as a percentage of persons who answered
that they were satisfied with sonic aspect of school performance. It is
possible to tally the number of items wh:ch show a positive, zero, or
negative trend. This was done by assuming that a 3 per cent difference
would be significant at the 0.05 level, as Palmer and Mosychuk did.
Items were then classified into those which showed a gain of 3 per cent
or more, those which varied between 2 per cent and 2 per cent, and
those which showed a decline of 3 per cent or more. Outcomes are
presented in table 5.

When the results for elementary schools are examined, data from
kindergarten Y0 4ratic six showed student satisfaction indicators with
three trends up, thirteen no change, and one down. Parents, however,
registered eleven up, twelve no change, and none down. Elementary
students showed very little increase in satisfactions over the period, but
their parents were much more positive since their 'advances led
declines' by an I l-to-0 inargin.

Junior secondary school results are rathe different from the
elementary. Students in glades seven to nine registered twenty-four
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Table 5 Changes in Levels of Parental and Student Satisfaction with Edmonton Public
Schools 1979 and 1983'

Direction of Movement Up.' No Change'

Elementary (K6) Indicators
Students 3 13 1

Parents 11 12 0

Junior Secondary (7 9) Indicators
Students 24 0 0
Parents 16 0 0

Senior Secondary 110 12) Indicators
Students 21 rJ 0

Parents 16 9 3

Total Indicators All Schools
Students 48 18 1

Parents 43 21 3

Grand Total All Indicators 134 91 39 4

Percentages Al; Indicators 100 68 29 3

Notes 1 Source Palmer and Mosychuk 119831
2 More than 2 per cent up
3 Between 2 per cent up and 2 pa cent down
4 More than 2 per cent down

items up, and none for fiat or down, a very strongly positive pattern.
Parents gave levels of satisfaction with sixteen items up and none for
fiat or down. Both sets show quite positive trends in satisfiction over
the period. hut students indicated greater increases than parents. Again,
advances led declines, this time for both groups.

Senior secondary school results are similar to their junior
counterparts. Grade ten to twelve students' trends were twenty-one up,
five Hat, and none down, a pattern which is very positive. Secondary
parents did not mirror their children's satisfaction fully, showing
sixteen up, nine fiatlnd three down. Overall, 68 per cent of indicators
showed a gain of 3 per cent or more, 29 per cent were 'stable', and 3 per
cent showed a decline of 3 per cent or inure.

Many items show a marked Unprovement (as noted by Palmer and
Mosvchuk above), while the largest downward trend for the district
was the senior secondary students answer to time item 'The organ-
ization of the school year (Semester, 10-month, etc)' which declined
from 92 per cent to 84 per Cent satisfaction. Overall, it is quite evident
that students and p-r2nts were more satisfied with the educational
services in ltA.3 (three years after school-based management was
implemented) than in 1979 (when only seven pilot schools were 'under
si hool-based management"). It is not possible to guarantee that the
observed differences were a result of the institution of school-based
management, however.
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Table 6: Levels of Parental Satisfaction Shown by Single, Global Indicators for the Edmonton
Public Schools 1979 and 1983

Percent Perccint
Percentage

Point
Satisfaction 1979 1983 Change

Elementary Parents 95 97 +2
Junior Secondary Parents 91 95 +4
Senior Secondary Parents 93 95 +2
Total Weighted Parents 94 96 +2

Source Palmer and Mosychuk (19S3)

The data gathered by the Edmonton surveys have a number of
features worth noting. One is that the typical question shows that 95
per cent of persons who responded to it as satisfied. Even if the
expected curve of satistktion, which ranges from not satisfied to very
satisfied (limr categories), is skewed so that most persons are to be
found on the upper end it is still remarkable that satisfactions reported
have been increased to such high levels. It should be much easier to
move from 70 per cent to 71 per cent than it is to move from 90 per cent
to 91 per cent because the latter 1 per cent are much more difficult to
please. These results suggest that Edmonton has been fairly successful
at attaining a high levd of satisfaction with the people it serves.

Overall, the results From the 1983 Edmonton survey show that the
kwel of satisfaction is quite high among parents and students in
Edmonton. However, it is possible to probe a little more into this
measure of output. Palmer and Mosychuk's (1983) data were examined
for Elk. differences they show between 1979, the year betbre the
district-wide implementation of school-based management, and 1983,
three years later, a time when it might be expected that the results of
decentralizatim would be known to parents. A global question was
asked of all parents: 'Generally, arc you satisfied with your child's
sihool?' Elementary parents registered 95 per cent satisfaction in 1979
ind 97 per cent in 1983, a significant increase of two percentage point.i.

Junior secondary moved from 91 per cent to 95 per cent, an increase of
Cour percentage points during that time span. And senior secondary
parents changed from 93 per cent to 95 per cent, an increase of two
percentage points in satisfaction. The total weighted parent sample
moved from 94 per cent to 96 per cent. It is possible that these changes
reflect the institution of school-based management. A summary of
these data is provided in table 6.

A n ot he r data set was provided by Palmer apd Mosychuk (1984)
and was based On .1 ramhiln saniple of Edinontonian lmuseholds. They
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mailed questionnaires with telephone tbllowups, receiving a response
rate of 82 per cent tbr a total of 378 responses. They tbund that 91 per
cent of parents were 'very or somewhat satisfii"i with 'The overall
education offered by the Edmonton Public Schools' (p. 18). Their
results are not as favourable as the larger survey's outcomes l'or 1983
(96 per cent), but they are still quite high. As tbr non-parents, 566 (78

per cent) were satisfied. However, the non-parents were self-selected as
'public school supporters'. and as a consequence, may not be repre-
sentative of non-parents in gmeral.

Edmonton schools are situated in the wider context of Canadian
schools. Llas the level of support for schools in Canada increased with
Edmonton's level of satisfaction? No. Surveys were conducted by
Gallup Poll Limited for the ( :anadian Educational Association (1984)
tbr 1979 and 1984, one year later than the Edmonton results. Assuming
that year's difference is not critical, let us examine how 2169 persons
rated public schools for those two %Tars. It is presumed that ratings of
A. 13, or C re equivalent to 'satisfied% while I) or F are similar to
'dissatisfied'. When corrected tbr non-respondents. in 1979 90 per cent
rated schools an A. 13. or C. while 1(1.2 per cent said they would give
schools a I) or an F. Perhaps remarkably. the 1984 outconies are the
same per cent and 1() per cent respectively, showing that the
standing of public schools across Canada was stable for the five-vear
period (p. 46). Untbrtunately, it is not possible to Compare the ratings
of parents and non-parents across years, since they were not polled
separately in 1 979. his stable outcome may be contrasted to parental
satisfaction in Edmonton, which is somewhat higher. However,
non-parents in the (:anadian Educational Association poll gave a level
of support of level of 8) per cent, a non-signiticant difference from the
parent:. A partial explanation for this outcome may be the global
nature of the measure parems gave more As and non-parents more
O.. Yet non-parents' support tbr Canadian schools was considerably
higher than that of non-parents in Edmonton (see table 7 for a
summary).

Are the Edmonton results comparable to those from the United
States? Each year Gallup provides a benchmark tbr American educa-
tion, the Gallup survey reported in the Phi Delta Kappan. Let us
examine similar results for the same time span as those in Edmonton.
Gallup (1979) is based on a sample of 1314 structured interviews (p. 35).
As with the Canadian poll. if the ratings of A, 13, and C may be
interpreted the same as 'satistied'ind 1) and F understood to mean
'dissatisfied', then an examination of the public school parental ftsults
shows that 80 per cent were sans:led and 17 per cent dissatisfied for that
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Table 7 Satisfaction of Parents with Schools in Edmonton. across Canada. and in the United
States 1979 and 1983 or 1984

Percent Percent Percent
Percentage

Point
1979 1983 1984 Change

Edmonton Public Schools Survey' 94 96 +2

Canadian Educational Association Gallup
Survey' 90 90 0

United States Gallup Survey' 82 73 9

Notes 1 Palmer and Mosychuk (1983)
2 Canadian Educational Association 11979 and 1984)
3 Gallup (1979 and 1983)

year. When the outcomes are corrected for the non-respondents, then
82 per cent are satisfied and 18 per cent dissatisfied of all persons who
answered the question. These show a much /ower level of satisfaction
than the Edmonton parents at 94 per cent in 1 979 . A look at the Gallup
(1983) results (based on 154(1 interviews) shows that 73 per cent of
parents were satisfied and 27 per cent dissatisfied when corrected for
non-respondents (p. 36). Since the Edmonton datum was 96 per cent in
1983, it appears that Edmonton showed a small increase when American
parents showed a marked decline in the level of satisfaction with their
schools. When Gallup asked parents without children in schools to rate
them, their responses matched the public school parents' that year.
While it is not possible to compare nonpar:;-!al responses across the
time span, it appears that nonparents in Etinl,fliton were more satis-
fied with their schools than was generally the case in America in 1 983.
Table 7 summarizes these trends.

It is easy to attribute the results as being a certain indication that
school-based management has resulted in increasing levels of parental
satisfaction with schools. However, there are a number of reservations
about these results which should be noted. One attribute of the
Edmonton, Canadian Educational Association and G.dlup surveys is
that they are responses from populations of people who change. "'hile
the staff responses may he considered polls of the same persons across
different xars, the students and their parents clearly are not. Virtually
no elementary student or parent polled in 1979 would have responded
to the same poll in 1983. If they were polled, they would have been
included in the junior secondary group. The outcome of the age-grade
progression is that when comparisons are made across four years apart
(though not adjacent years) entirely different groups are being asked for
their levels of satisfaction with the schools. While data from adjacent
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years tend to support the patterns reported for the four-year span, it is
also proper to ask if new generations of parents might have been more
satisfied with schools than their predecessors.

What do these comparisons tell us? While they are subject to the
vagaries of survey data collected over time, they reflect Edmonton's
performance as a unit and also relative to other Cmadian schools.
Parental satisfaction with schools in Edmonton was higher than in the
rest of Canada. It also increased slightly after decentralization while
comparable figures for Canada remained constant. Parental satisfaction
with public schools in the United States was much lower initially and
then showed a substantial decline during the same period, Sincc
Edmonton is embedded in the North American context, it may be
suggested that the introduction of school-based management had an
impact on the satisfaction of rarents there.

Summary

Resource inputs for schools in decentralized districts were considered in
the forms of cost reductions and cost increases, and student access.
While outright savings were not apparent, both cost reductions and
cost increases were evident. Student access to educational resources
may be enhanced. Personnel were able to pursue some general activities
(such as professional development) and take many specific actions
which they believed to he linked directly or indirectly to student
learning. As managers< principals felt they were educational leaders.
With regard to output indicators, data on learning outcomes were
lacking but results based oi satisfaction of students and parents were
positively associated with school-based management.
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Chapter 12

How Does the Change to School-based
Management Progress?

Accord* to the triphasic model, planned change may be divided into
adoption, implementation, and continuation. Adoption is a much too
extensive a story to be reported fully in this volume: a dissertation is
under way to investigate the entire change process for school-based
management (Ozembloski, 1987). However, key elements of the
adoption process are included here. Implementation is the main focus
of this inquiry while continuation is mostly a subject for later studies.
After adoption is examined, implementation of decentralization is
reported in more detail with a focus on preparations, pilot programs
and difficulties encountered.

Districts encountered decentralization rather differently. For
Edmonton, the experience was a gradually unfolding one with many
exchanges of views. Caldwell (1977), in his dissertation written when
school-based management was in the adoption phase, summarizi:s
sonic of the deliberations which attended the adoption of decentraliza-
tion in Edmonton. Proposals reflected

... a strong difference of opinion among central office person-
nel on the merits of further decentralization. The strong interest
of the Superintendent and other senior administrators was
contrasted with varying degrees of concern among subject
supervisors and persons in the Finance and School Facilities
Departments. The views of educators in the schools also varied.
(p. 412)

Langley's initial experience was not the Same. Taylor (1987)
indicates the general process followed in Langley; the Board first
became aware of the 'problem' in 1979; next, the Board Sought the
services of an expert and interest in decentralization was heightened; the
Board later hired a new superintendent who was a former assistant
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superintendent in Edmonton (Emety Dosdall); a commitment was then
made to decentralization (p. 33).

The background to the adoption of school-based management in
Cleveland is quite distinct from the other two districts. Reported in
Cleveland (1982), decentralization came about because of a United
States District Court. Northeastern District of Ohio, Eastern Division
order to desegregao: issued on 6 February 1978 (p. 2). As a con-
sequence, the District Court ordered the Superintendent of Public
Instruction to tile a plan for desegregation which encompassed the
decentralization of the Cleveland Public Schools. The rationale, as
quoted by Clevelmd (1982) was

The decentralization of the system should provide the building
principals with a vital role in staff selection and evaluation,
resource allocations and building accountability. An abundance
of educational research confirms that the vital element in
student achievement is the building principal. Providing prin-
cipals with the resources to perform needed tasks must be a
major priority of the unitary and decentralized system.

decentralization order was filed with the Court in 1982 and a pilot
group of schools was established.

Key Roles in Adoption

The process of adoption appears to have been influenced strongly by
persons occupying strategic positions in their respective districts. In
Edmonton, the experience is overshadowed by the character of the
Superintendent, discussed first. Then, key figures and positions in the
other districts are presented.

Caldwell (1977), in his investigation of school-based management
in Edmonton, asked interviewees about the key factor underlying the
adoption of decentralization. Fie reports:

The most frequently identified factor was the 1set oft manage-
ment strategies of the Superintendent based on his philosophy
and perception of problems with existing practice. The Super-
intendent explained his decision by noting that a relatively
centralized budgetary system, which had proved satisfactory in
former times, was now attempting to meet the needs of over
150 different schools in a much larger system with little
organized input from persons at the school level. lie felt that
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these different needs could not be met in a meaningful way until
the budget process was changed . .. He considered that the
school-based budget ... was an appropriate vehicle for obtain-
ing this kind of input. (p. 413)

Strembitsky was apparently supported in his views by Parry
(1976), whose report on Edmonton is summarized by Caldwell (1977,
p. 416):

iSjubject supervisors were held responsible and accountable
for programs, but principals were responsible for the deploy..
ment of staff, representing ninety percent of school budgets.
(p. 416)

Many interviewees in this inquiry asserted that in Ednmnton, the
'driving force' behind school-based management was (and continued to
be) Michael Strembitsky, the Superintendent. While it is presumptuous
to t,y to offer any real understanding of this person whose reputation is
something of a legend in western Canada and beyond, it is possible to
present a few insights gleaned from his presentations and interviews
with others who know him.

Many interviewees described Strembitsky as visionary, a person
with firmly-held convictions who is able to translate those beliefs into
action by working with people. l'erhaps most apparent are some of his
beliefs about individuals. Pie says that they want to be creative at their
work and not simply 'put in time'. He believes in the 'potential of
people'. He thinks that they would like to participate in a cause greater
than themselves. He believes that they would like the chance to
succeed. With these convictions as groundwork, he then adds others
about how people respond to leadership.

Strembitsky's assumptions about leadership include tlw idea that

People become what you think they are.

This comment suggests that personnel respond to expectations, high or
low. He also said that

There is no such thing as a quality decision without dollar
implications.

and,

Money has the power to slupe behaviour and get results.

Thus, resources are central to human motivation. 1 ic acknowledges
that working with people requires difficult decision-making:
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When it comes to crucial decisions on personneh show
compassion and create problems.

And when undertaking change, his rule is to effect change so that

Tiky think they did it themselves.

Another level of beliefs can be added to ones concerning individuals
and leadership. The third stratum addresses organizations.

Stembitsky's views on organizations are rather disparate, but
many aspects of his drive to establish decentralization seem to reflect
them. One belief is that he perceives the differences between the private
and public sectors' effectiveness or efficiency to be less noteworthy
today than it once was. However, he has difficulty with the word
'management': it suggests mundane matters to him and so he prefers
'program planning' or 'school budgeting' to 'school-based budgeting'.
He insists that all organizational entities want achievement, although
managers want power, too. Fie believes that important outcomes of
organizational decisions can be measured. And he favours gradual over
precipitous change.

As a consequence of these three tiers of beliefs, Strembitsky has
organizational aspirations which reflect them. They include a work
setting characterized by imitual trust and honesty, where 'the commit-
ted feel at ease', where common information exists (this is a 'oneness,
or total sharing of information'), and where problems and opportuni-
ties are perceived as 'win-win and not 'win-lose'. More globally, his
aim is to establish a setting where

The organization fosters people working together.

The Langley Superintendent, Emery Dosdall, is also credited
by interviewees in his district with being the prime force behind
school-based management there. In Peace River North, Stevens (1987)
reports that

The tnistees were responsible for the introduction of decen-
tralization to I the districtl. In particular, the Chairman of the
Hoard was the 'driving force.' It was noted that the Super-
intendent was not the person to suggest it, nor was he an
enthusiastic supporter of the idea. However, he did not work
against the pilot and he eventually delegated the responsibil-
ity for the implementation of the pilot to the Assistant-
Superintendent. (p. 64)

In Fort Nelson, Corcoran (1985) notes that it was the secretary-
treasurer who took considerable initiative in bringing the ideas about
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school-based management to other administrators in the district
(p. 33). He also requested that a pilot project be implemented. The
request was approved by the Board but delayed because of province-
wide retrenchment.

Interestingly. Cleveland has an absence of reports of individual
leadership on behalf of decentralization. Having undergone five
superintendents in five years, the main thrust appears to have come
from the Court order to desegregate and thc willingness of the district
administration to comply (senior administrator).

The use of key soondary roles was observed in Edmonton,
Langley, the rural districts, and Cleveland. In Edmonton, heavy
responsibilities for the development and implementation of school-
based management (such as the construction of the allocation mechan-
ism) were delegated to seMor lieutenants. Langley and Cleveland
identified a person as chief developer and facilitator. The lieutenants
interviewed all expressed their full commitment to their tasks,
enthusiasm for the principles behind them, and a considerable amount
of pride in their accomplishments. The Superintendent of Langley,
Emery Dosdall, believes that

you have got to have somebody who is the keeper of the vision.

The superintendents are credited with being the prime forces
behind deomtralization in Edmonton and Langley. In fact, interviewees
suggested that they are the sine qua non of school-based management
in those who districts. However, a different model of adoption was
followed in one of the rural districts, where a board member or other
senior administrator was credited with the leadership. Alternatively,
Cleveland's nmve to decentralization was externally driven via a court
order. ln nliist districts, responsibility for implementation was dele-
gated to senior administrators who appeared to pursue their roles
vigorousl V.

Preparations

The doption phase was ,ilso characterized by district engagement in
preparation activities for Al personnel who would be involved in
change.

Preparations in Langley involved changing role descriptions of
school trustees, senior administrative staff nd principals. Intbrmation
sessions were held which included planning, budgetary preparation,
fiscal responsibilities. nd control issues (Taylor. 1987, p. 33). There
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was a considerable need for ideas on school-based management in the
view of those responsible for the inservice education required. A
literature search of the Educational Resources Information Clearing-
house database. and the attendance of some personnel at a conference
on decentralization provided some initial information which was
generally hard to find.

Emergy Dosdall, Superintendent in Langley, sees school-based
inanagement in Langley as faithful to many principles o: L I ecen-
tralization as used in Edmonton. But when school-based management
Was introduced there, the term `school-based budgeting was used and
focussed greatly on the financial aspects. However, in Langley during
the Year prior to implementation. board and school goals were
emphasized and discussed widely. According to the Superintendent,
the stress on goals then led naturally to the need for money to achieve
them. Ile said that as a consequence, decentralization is perceived to be
a change which involves planning with goals and resources and imt just
the financial part of budgeting.

Another in am component in planning for decentralization is the
allocation mechanism. I )uring the first year that schools received their
allocations on a per pupil basis in Langley, their total resources were
made to tit closely to what each school already had. The rule was

You reflect reality for the first year. (Dosdall interview)

While such a strategy may seem inequitable, it was seen as necessary for
principals to become accustomed to the flexibility they had without
introducing too many changes at once. I )uring later years, allocations
were shifted to more general formulas. The initial allocation mechan-
ism for Langley was a simple one which did not take long to construct.
When it Was adapted later, it was done so at the request of principals,
and the changes became 'their changes'. Dosdall noted that at the
inception,

the best allocation formula in the world would have failed.

I lad an elaborate formula ban devised initially, he believes it would
not have been understood fully or accepted by the principals.

In Langley, the senior administration provided in-service work-
shops for principals concerning leadership styles, goal setting and the
involvement of staff within school operations. District educational
objectives were also used as a framework (Taylor, 1987, p. 24).
However. a principal said that still more professional development
could have helped. That concern Was echoed by a number of inter-
viewees.
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A Langley principal noted that the Superintendent held retreats
with the trustees. Another observed that the Superintendent's 'teas
with teachers' in their schools helped to inform personnel about
school-based management.

Stevens (1987) articulates the importance of having a working
model as a facilitating factor during adoption:

The Edmonton school district was ... able to provide a model,
resource people for in-service sessions on school-based manage-
ment, and a living example of decentralization in action. It was
felt that visiting the Edmonton system, to see it working, was
of benefit to both supporters and skeptics alike. Observing
the system firsthand and being able to discuss school-based
management with those people involved aided in convincing
those individuals opposed to decentralization of the viability of
the idea. (p. 66)

A number of interviewees in Fort Nelson also noted how visits to
Edmonton had lwlped their understanding of decentralization and how
willing those in Edmonton were to share their views and experiences.

During the adoption period in Edmonton, a System Planner was
ppointed to guide the pilot program. Caldwell (1977) reports two
main problems which this person faced:

The difficulty in accomplishing change at the central office level
as well as a change at the school level.

The difficulty in providing schools with the information
necessary for the preparation of budgets. (p*. 437)

A considerable effort was made during the adoption phase.
Information was gathered, an allocation mechankin was devised, per-
sonnel were inade ware, and some were sent to n lready de-
centralized district. I lowever, the initial tasks of doption were not
all easy ones.

The Pilot Programs

Implementation of deceidralizatio.i is presented s a set of topics
addressing the pilot sche'd1 program ds in the districts, then some limited
information on the post-pilot peri.)d, a look at opposition to the change
and finally some results conceri .ng the unexpected role of retrench-
intmt.

All but one of the five districts included in the inquiry phased in
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school-based management using the pilot concept a few schools
were placed under the structure first; others fbllowed later, Here are
some of the experiences recounted by interviewees in their respective
districts.

idnionton

Edmonton's pilot plan spanned the years from 1976 to 1980, when the
pilot schools had personnel included in their budgets (The starting
point for the Edmonton Public Schools was supplies, 2 per cent of the
operating budget. Later, the equipment budget was decentralized).
Seven schools %%Tre designated as pilots, spanning elementary and
secondary schools, some specialized ones, large and small ones, and
schools in different parts of the city. While thirty principals volun-
teered, they were not chosen because they were 'super people'. In fact,
some of the seven were 'among the less outstanding' (Strembitsky,
1986).

A number of Edmonton pilot school experiences follow. Al-
though they were restricted by legislation and collective agreements,
they broke the rules of expenditure which were still operational for the
remaining schools. Many of the seven did not believe the freedom
which they were granted to make decisions (Strembitsky, 1986).

A second outcome of the pilot program was the heavy demand for
information requested by the pilots. This information included data for
then reporting systems and for their financial records.

Third, it was found that each school approached its decision-
making differently. The district did not mandate decision making in a
uniform wav, though schools were required to involve their staffs.
'Find your own way' was the advice (ibid). One senior administrator
commented that the provision of a model for staff participation would
have been contrary to the idea of decentralization it would not have
been consistent to give schools the freedom to involve their staffs but
then tell them how to do it.

Fourth, Strembitskv (1986) told the story of one principal who
hoped for promotion to another school at the end of the year. Eut
during the year, his school became One of the pilots. The principal then
declined his promotion. When interviewed by the superintendent and
asked why he had I irsaken a new set of opportunities, his response was
1 can't let those people down'. It appears that the ability to make plans
and decisions, which pilot school status affinded him, had generated a

great deal of commitment on the principal's part.
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A fifth outcome was the novel requests made by pilot schools
which were contrary to established practices. Although the previous
allocation had been S150,00n for lockers district-wide, two pilot
schools asked for SW,( I! H) each jrut tu locker.c. Their requests were
supported on the grounds of damage and the need for teacher
supervision of lockers in their schools. Previously, electric typewriters
of high quality were allocated oidy to the central office building.
Schools were given a choice of manual typewriters. A pilot school
requested an electric typewriter and justitied its need. Prior to
decentralizationmdio-visual equipment was distributed to schools
more or less uniformty. A pilot school argued for extra equipment
because it had two storeys (dud).

Sixth was the set of reactions on the part of the Board and central
office when school budgets were encountered. One was

When the seven pilots presented their budgets to the Board, the
Board .1t)1 COurti.s;e from the front line. (ibid)

But Strembitsky added that there was also the concern that die Board
was losing control, possibly because ordinarily, boards maintain
control by 'counting things'. 1 le said that hours can be spent on details
which have nothing to do with the goals or mission of education. His
view was that the Board was required to be reoriented to accept a long
response tnne to their actionsikin to that of an oil tanker. To help
counteract this feeling of lost control and low level of trust in schools,

A community of support was needed. (ihid)

Seventh, the tnne came to adopt s:hool-based management or not.

Ilk' Finance Department said 'All go or no go.' (ibid)

School-based management was adopted district-wide for 198o/81 by a
yote of the Edmonton Board .

birt.Ocy

hnplementation experiences in Langley were sinnlar to those in
Edmonton. Sonic problems were revealed as well, some of which were
attnbuted to the pilot program in Langley which lasted only one year
before decentralization was adopted district-wide. This short time
period led one Langley principal to recommend a two-year pilot
program for other distrletS Considering school-based management
because the pilot schools provided in-service education in midyear. I ie
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said it would have been helpful to have had one-and-a-half years of
preparation instead of six months.

Sonic issues encountered by one secondary school principal in
Langley during the pilot stage included those raised by staff-members.
hey asked

Why decentralize% Is this change for change's sake% I low much
staff involvement should theie be? I low tillle-collsuming vill
it be% Will decentralization turn administrators into business
managers? If schools receive more work, who t the board
office will be doing less%

At one point, half the school staff Was 'for' school-based management
and the other half WaS 'against'. School-based management was
perceived bv some as .1 vehicle for retrenchment. For others, it was
believed to be a path to collegiality (Langley principal).

Another Langley principal noted that during implementation.

ten to fifteen per cent of my time each day was allocated
towards planniiig

This remark reflected the perception of a nUmber of interviewees that
during the first year of decentralization, the time required to master
new administrative procedures Was high.

The Rural 1)istricts

Prior to the pilot program in Peace River North. the Sclmol-based
Decision-making Cc)innuttee Was struck. It consisted of .1 school
secretary, a teacher, a non-pilot-school principal. a trustee, the
Secretary-treasurer and the assistant superintendent. The Cominittee's
mandate was to monitor the pi!,\t, evaluate school-based management,
and make a recommendation to the Board.

Stevens (1987) notes that the pilot prograni 'Allowed for the
developnient Mid refinehlent of the decentralization handbook'
(p. 71). The Peace River North program involved volunt ary schools
which had democratically-oriented principals, according to one prin-
cipal interviewed. Stevens notes that in Peace River North,

... the support and enthusiasm of both the Secretarv-Treastirer
and the Assistant-Superintendent were identified as key internal
(actors to the successful implementation of the pilot. (ibid, p. 66)
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Inhibitors to successful implementation encountered by Peace
River North included the diversity of the district which had both large,
urban and small, rural schools scattered across sizeable distances.
Another was the lack of iianding for implementation. However, a
trustee responded to this List concern by saying that the pilot program
was completed over a two-year period, allowing existing personnel to
'carry the load p, (8).

After interviewing principals and teachers in four schools in Peace
River North, Coleman (1987) concluded that difficulties in imple-
menting collegial decision-making and the time demands for partici-
pation in the planning process were problems which inhibited further
change in those schools (p. 9).

In particular contrast to the other districts, the Peace River North
Board decided not to implement school-based management district-
wide at the end of the pilot. The reason was

It was felt that decemralization had a greater chance of success it-
schools volunteered for it rather than having it forced upon
them. (ibid, p. 85)

1 lowever, the Board did create a part-time position to facilitate the
further iniplementation of school-based management.

In Nelson, five volunteer schools began as pilots in 1986/87. All
seventeen schools were includLA in decentralization in 1987/88, No
principals requested transfers except for one who was assigned as the
person in charge of school-based management. This evidence may
indicate satisfaction with the process of change there.

The pilot effort in Fort Nelson was initiated in this way:

Our approach to Idle pilot schoolsj was that they were the
facilitators of S2 million. The challenge within the district was
not to decentralize from one central office to twentv-six cen-
tral offices. We wanted to have the coinmunitv. parentsind
teachers involved in appropriate ways. (Superintendent ( arry
Roth)

C' Teland

The pilot school program followed the decentralization plan. During
the first Year, 1983, six pilots were established. A committee of twelve
principals was set up to guide the program. "1"he numbers of st.hools
included in school-based management were increased to thirty in 1984,
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sixty in 1985, and 127 (all) in 1986. The process of doubling each year
permitted schools to be paired, one experienced with decentralization
and one nec. During the pilot prograni, the Division of School Based
Management was established to facilitate its implementation (Cleve-
land, 1986, p. 3). An external assessnient of the program was con-
ducted when there were six pilot schools. After interviewing the
pilot principals. Parsons and Briggs Management Assistance (1983) said

The School-Based Management Project has created a Sense of
excitement, interest, and renewed direction by pilot school
principals. (p. 11)

I fowever, the program presented sonle problenis at that hole. They
also noted that some pilot principal,

expressed a concern for additional time to develop the concept
and feel that more time is needed for planning, development,
and debugging before complete implementation. (p. 6)

The Post-yilot Pei it'd

Sonic problems arose as districts changed froin the pilot program to
full-scak. school-based 111,Magenient. Three central office persons left
Edmonton.

Some staff made career choices. (Strembitsky, 1986)

Principals were clearly affected. It was seen as necessary to 'harmier
out' a role statenient for principals in Edmonton. Two retired because
of decentralization. In Langley, one interviewee noted that two
principals declined to stay under school-based management. Some
teachers were affected direL tly because school-level personnel specified
what teachers would be retained and what ones would leave their
schools. '1'he outcome was that 4d0-5do teachers were moved each
year. Every vacancy was advertised and surplus teachers went for
interviews at prospective schools. Strembitsky (1986) observed that

The sanie persons appear on the surplus lists year after year.

All but one district in this investigation mounted pilot progranis
which were used as a learning period for the personnel who participated
in diem. Those involved in the pilots became the sources of knowledge
for others about to become involved in decentralization. Mlich ex-
perience was gained during this stage. liandbooks were oeveloped.,
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information demanded; ideas shared; bugs fixed; support garnered;
surprises encountered. Smaller districts were able to have pilot periods
of shorter (one-year) lengths, although this rate of clhinge may be quite
rapid. The role of facilitators appears to have been criticalts it was in
the preparation period. Each office, school, and indeed, person in the
districts appears to have faced a 'need to know' about school-based
management. Many questions were raised and !wily sources of infor-
mation sought. Quite dramatically those most dffected were required
to undergo considerable adjustments in their roles and thinking
about administrative practices. For some, the change to decentra-
lization was more than they could accommodate. For the rest, implemen-
tation meant the expenditure of effort and time to master the new
processes and expectations.

Districts in this study proceeded with their pilot programs in
rather similar ways. Overseeing committees were established and the
experiments were evaluated. However, they diverged in their later
strategies of implementation. Three moved to Wu per cent decentral-
ization at once, one phased it in over three years, and one permitted
schools to volunteer for school-based management.

Opposition

During adoption and impknnentation, a number of groups and in-
dividuals encountered difficulties and uncertainties (some of which
are noted in the sections on preparations and pilot programs). hese
groups and individuals expressed their opposition to aspects of de-
centralization. Sources of potential opposition to the idea range from
senior governniem to individual members of the public.

Interviewees were largely silent on the roles of senior govern-
ments. except for an Edmonton senior administrator who noted that
the Ministry of Education permitted the district to move from calendar
year to school year budgeting.

School board members were not unanimous in their support for
school-based management. This was certainly true of the Edmonton
Board, where some members questioned both the principles and
outcomes of decentralization. I lowever, it is clear that the maloritv of
the Board supported the idea. One vice-principal in Edmonton even
suggested that

The Superintendent may control the Board.

This opinion was not substantiated b,. other interviewees.
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Central office employees are another source of potential opposi-
tion. A Cleveland senior administrator recounted that

The Business Department .fought like hell for control of
maintenance personnel within the clusters (of schools!, They
specitied work and hours. Their system required that district
work be prioritized. As a result, the work was done very late
too late. One principal hired an outside person to paint the
school exterior.

A Langley pr.ncipal commented that

Maintenance supervisors and secretary treasurers have the
hardest time dealing with decentralization. But maintenance
supervisors are actually made more powerful when a school
asks for a specific individual's services.

What about principals? Do they show any opposition to school-
based management? While the results from Alexandruk 09851 indicate
their overwhehning support, not all may be enthusiastic. An Edmon-
ton vice-principal noted that the district has had difficulty in haying all
leadership personnel accept and understand the principles of decentral-
ization. lie said that

One comment from EPS administrators is a cliche: 'Educators
should Ili. concerned with education and not with manage-
ment'.

Another Edmonton vice-principal observed that acceptance of school-
based management is contingent on school size:

The larger the school the greater the possibility for acceptance
of decentralization.

I le explained that this is because more discretionary income is available
in larger schools. For instance, in one large school,

S400H) was spent on the staff room and did wonders for staff
morale.

What about teachers and teachers' associations? A Langley
principal noted that the local teachers' association argued to retain
substitute teachers as a centralized service, I lowever, the school staff
wanted school decisions for local reasons. In sum,

There is a power shift to teachers in the school.

In Nelson, Superintendent Bill Maslechko reported that decentral-
ization was supported lw the local teachers' association. A senior ad-
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nnnistrator in Cleveland noted that no concerns had been expressed by
the Cleveland Teacher's Union, which is affiliated with the American
Federation of Teachers. One reason may have been that the State law
requires a minimum pupil-classroom teacher ration of 25:1 district-
wide. The ratio includes homeroom and subject teachers, but not
physical education, media or music teachers, or vice-principals.

What of issues raised by staff members and their unions? A union
representative in Edmonton articulated her view of employer-
employee relations in this way:

Our administration has earned the respect and trust of the
employees by making fair decisions regarding complaints
which are presented whether the decision be in Cavor of the
employee or not. ... The formal grievance procedure is only
used where A clear and definite violation of a contract has
occurred. (letter)

However, not all groups are satisfied with school-based management,
as shown by Somerville's (1)85) paper, subtitled 'The case against'. lie
argues the benefits of decentralization have not been realized, it has
disrupted the budgetnig process, and it has resulted in changes that

may be more damaging to the wellare of the district than
[school-based management itself.

A senior administrator in Cleveland noted that there have been no
statements of concern from the support staff onions, such as the clerical
or bus drivers'. Another mentioned explicitly that decentralization was
designed 110t to abrogate any state law, court order, or ninon contract.
Only one letter of inquiry (one step below a grievance) had been
received in three and one half years. That complaint pertained to
teacher participation in school budgeting.

Residual difficulties remain witli some persons.

Parents still ask the Board why a certain school would buy a
copy inadiine. (( leveland senior administrator)

le added,

Phere is considerable discomfort with the freedom that schools
have on the part of.oint' in the community who regularly attend
Board meetings.

According to Langley Superintendent Emery Dosdall, one wav
which districts could become recentralized is through the imposition of
union contracts which have explicit rules m them (for example, the
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requirement that each school have 1.5 librarians). He said that such
contracts would have the same effect as centralized decision-making at
the school board office.

Opposition to the adoption and implementation of school-based
management appears to have been ameliorated in the districts studied.
Concerns arose, perhaps from fears about losses of reso:Irces to persons
or groups. The range of sources of opposition spans board members,
central office personnel who may encounter loss of control of sonic
functions, principals who do not all welcome decentralization some-
times because of small school size, teacher associations who may lose
control of-some functions, staff unions who may be concerned about
job security and due process, and individual parents who may not
accept the change. 1 lowever, interviewees do not perceive opposition
to have affected implementation greatly in the districts studied. One
reason for this outcome is quite obvious: the districts were selected
because of their institutionalization of school-based management.

Retrenchment

An unanticipated factor which created difficulties for the implemen-
tation of school-based management was the reduction in funding
by ministries or departments of education. This development was
stressed by many. {fere are some of their reflections:

School-based management was iniplemented in Edmonion
during financially difficult times. From 198H-86, the pupil-
teacher ratio rose froni 16 to 17. A corresponding loss in
teaching positions resulted with 401 reductions out of a total
compleinent of 43(11) from 198( J/81 to 1985/86 (EdMonton
Experience 11, 1)86).

1 lowever, retrenchment w.r., felt much more severely by the
districts in British ( :olumbia than by Edinontoll in Alberta. Taylor
(1987) summarizes his interview results concerning retrenchment in
this %VA y:

An overall feeling of skepticisnl, conflision and added pressure
is how many Langley educators describe their feelings towards
decentralized decision making. A great number of-teachers had
adopted very skeptical attitudes towards the government about
cutbacks in public education throughout British Columbia.
Ihese feelii40 also st.Villed to be directed at decentralized
decision-niaking. (p. 38)
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A representative of the teachers association in Langley commented

... some teachers were confused. ... Decentralization and
!retrenchment] came together ...

One secondary principal in Langley said simply

The biggest disadvantage of decentralization is that it was
introduced when [retrenchment] was.

Stevens (1987) reports that in Peace River North, all respondents
believed that the most important negative factor impinging on the
decentralization pilot program was the provincial government's re-
trenchment program (p. 67).

Retrenchment not only concurred with school-based management
but it may have magnified the role differences between teachers and
principals accompanying decentralization. The Langley teachers asso-
ciation representation acknowledged that

... decentralization puts a lot of the agony of !retrenchment] at
the school level ... there is much confusion over decentralized
decision making and [retrenchment] ... there may be an inten-
sified conflict between teachers and administrators at the school

What were the reactions of schools to the combination of
retrenchmt.nt and school-based management? A Langley principal
commented on school-based management under retrenchment:

... decentralization is a way to de,-,.mtralize the agony.

Another mentioned that retrenchment A As made less paintid because if
his school could find the dollars it did not cut priority areas. Taylor
(1)87) sununarized the reactions about retrenchment he gleaned from
his interviews in Langley:

Although government retrenchment seemed to be a negative
factor for the implementation of decentralized decision making
in Langley, the overall feeling among those interviewed was
that the flexibility that existed from !decentralization] gave
them an advantage over schools in other districts in combatting
the hardships of the government cutbacks. (p. 39)

The simultaneity of retrenchment and tlw change to school-based
management meant that no extra resources were available for schools
during the change process. Worse, resources and specifically, positions,
were being lost. eachers and others were confused as the troublesome
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decisions were shifted to the schools. Some may have associated the
potential outcomes of decentralization (including greater efficiency)
with the definite outcomes of retrenchment (cost reductions). Yet,
some reactions were rather positive, indicating that school personnel
would rather reduce their numbers themselves than be told 'who
should go'.

Summary

District experiences with the adoption of decentralization were varied.
Some relied on the leadership of key persons; one adopted school-based
management involuntarily. Extensive preparations were undertaken so
that school and central office personnel could adapt to their new roles.
Implementation began usually with a pilot school program and cul-
minating in a decision to fully implement decentralization or not.
Opposition from various sources was asserted. I lowever, the change to
decentralization continued. Difficulties with retrenchment were also
encountered.
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PART V: CONCLUSIONS

Chapter 13 is devoted to a discussion of what thoughts on structure
have been gleaned from the data and looks backward to see how the
data agree with ideas expressed in the literature. Chapter 14 continues
the discussion on outcomes of decentralization: flexibility, account-
ability, productivity and change. It also features a reexamination of
the anticipations about school-based management offered by those
in centralized districts. The last chapter, number 15, provides some
limitations of this modest inquiry, some one-line conclusions about
decentralization in educationi reexamination of the conceptual svn-
tesis, and then some speculations in which the reader is invited to
indulge.
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Chapter 13

Discussions and Reflections on the
Structure of Decentralization

Many individuals have provided answers to the questions posed to
them on decentrahzation. When individual reactions are combined with
other data sources based on the same occurrences of school-based
management. it is possible to otier a picture of the structure of district
decentralization, to offer a precis of 'how the data spoke' in summary
form. A precis of the generalizations also vermits the literature on
structure to be reexamined in light of the results of this inquiry. These
two tasks are undertaken in this chapter.

Precis of Structure

'The general form of school-based management is quite simple. Many
planning and decision tUnctions characteristically made at the district
level are devolved to the schools. But it is school personnel and not
parents who arc given that decision making authority. As such,
school-based management may be labehed 'orgainzatioliah rather than
'political decentralization.

To what extent does decentralization take place? It is most clear
from the evidence provided that a considerable proportion of district
resources (dollar amounts) are directed to the schools. Moreover, the
districts define school-based management so that school-level decisions
are addressed by schools themselves.

Districts express their aims for decentralization in different ways,
but they made goal statements intended to enable schools to be more
effective. responsive. accountable and to link planning with resources.
Such goals appear to reflect the belief that school personnel are
sufficiently knowledgeable about local conditions to make appropriae
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decisions. The structure which seems to fit school-based management
rather well is Mintzberg's 'divisionalized form'.

As interpreted from documentation provided. school-based man-
agement has two key dimensions. One is the detnntion of authority
and responsibilir of those in various personnel roles. The district
hierarchy is sharpened by the 'one boss rule'. where each person hits
only one supervisor. Most importantly. authority and responsibility
are largely brought together. particularly for the school principal. but
also for others in the administrative structure.

The other dimension of school-based nunagement is the scope of
decision-making which is permitted for schools. When the instances arc
examined in turn. it is found that Edmonton exhibits a considerabk
range of decisions made by schools. These may be stated, roughly in
the order of occurrence. They include supplies, equipment. persoimel.
maintenance, utilities and consultant services, dn. last being on an
experimental basis. Langley and the rural districts exhibit a similar
pattern. sometimes more restrictive, but .dl except two including
personnel, the greatest portion of school resources. Data from those
districts also delineate functions which remain centralized, such as level
of pay for personnel. Clevehnd is in gcneral accord with the other
districts, but two main exceptions are noted. One is the state law
requiring a certain teacher-to-pupil ratio district wide. The other,
perlhips more important. is that personnel are not de facto part of the
scope of school decision-making.

Interviewees perceive two main processes as part of the structure
Of school-based niallageMent. The first is the mechanism by which
resources are :illocated to schools. A general rule is applied: 'The money
follows the child'. This means [kit schools receive the bulk of their
allocations from a fornnda vhich multiplies their enrollments by the
allotment per duld. Many adjustments are made for progr,,ms of
various kinds and for school attributes. While many interviewees
perceived the system of allocations to be very fair, one criticism to such
a mechanism is that %vhen it is linear, small schools have little dis-
cretionary meome. A second is that small districts may not be :ible to
apply formulas, \vhich depend on the similarity of schools, very well.
A third is that all(wations precede planning efforts in the schools.

The second in.un process th a much more visible one because many
more persons participate in it. I his is the budgeting process perhaps
\vhv school-based management is suinetlines Called school-based
budgeting. While this process Slinlin.,sized inure completely in the
following section on accottlitabilitV. two spects of it are noted here.
One is that u cyclic for both district and schools. After the district
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provides the schools with district goals and resources, schools plan and
respond with their budgets, most'y absorbed by personnel costs. The
other is that teachers are purchased from the district at a uniform rate.
Further, teachers not in a particular school move to a pool for selection
by other schools.

Reflections on Structure

Tlie starting points for the discussion on structure were the set of views
expressed by writers on organizations particularly Organizational
structure and the attendant topic of decentralization. The perspective of
organizational rationality was contemplated. Political and economic
decentralization in education were then examined. Later, structure was
encountered as part of the small literature on school-based management
itself.

01:SZtilliZt111.011111 Structure

A search of the literature on organizations revealed that Henry
Mintzberg's (1979) treatment of structures (and especially decen-
tralization) was a most useful way to build the groundwork for
understanding school district structure. I le presented live i.:r.,ener-.11

types. Two of these, his simple structure where a single individual
makes most of the deeisionsind his adhocracy, where structure is
highly fluid, project-based and very politicized, do not appear to match
interviewee responses at all. They remain interesting archetypes.

The machine bureaucracy is a kind of structure which may share
some attributes of school districts if the interviewees' comments on
centralized management are corre Roles with 'real authority' are
those of top managers and the anal sts in the technostructure, akin to
superintendents and some senior office Staff. First-line managers, such
as principalsire seen as quite curtailed in their functions. The
abundance of rules contraining flexibility is also a characteristic of the
machine bureaucracy nd a feature of centralized management as re-
ported by the interviewees. I lowever, the sophistication of the general
knowledge of technical staffs in, say, a cunera company, is probably
much Illore extensive than that held by central office staffs in school dis-

tricts. S I_LW.] .imitations make the model not fully applicable to education.
A structural type which Mintzberg believes is relevant to schools

is the professional bureaucracy, which is largely coordinated by the
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standardization of skills of professiomds. But c iticational professionals
have a variety of skills and they work togeth:r to render service to
masses of studenv. So schools may require InCre coordination among
their personnel than doctors offices. And interviewees did not consider
schools to be adfriMstered democratically, either before school-based
management, who', a great many decisions were made at the central
office, or after decentralization, when principals `had the final word'.
Mintzberg mav have grouped schools too globally into a category
which oidv somewhat tits their usual design.

Mintzberg's divisionalized form appears to be the closest model to
the structur; of school-based management as encountered in this study.
WhiL he notes that districts typically have elementary and secondary
'divisions', under decentralization the key unit af management be-
comes the school, which may be characterized as 'quasi-autonomous'
when sizeable amounts of authority are delegated. Coordination is
achieved, not by control of resource inputs (such as numbers of
teachers per student) but by examination of outputs (such as survey
results and other indicators). Mintzberg also notes that many kinds ot'
decisions are retained by headquarters. That observation appears to be
mirrored in the wav some district-wide decisions are not decentralized,
such as collective bargaining and general policy-making. There is one
difficulty which Mintzberg has with the divisionalization of public
service agencies such as schools. lie warns that because of the problem
of measurement of outputs, the choices are to ignore the controlling
function, to control work processes, or to impose artificial performance
standards. Contrarily, the evidence in this study suggests that control
was taken seriously by senior district administrators and school boards
that no special incursions on classroom processes were declared, and
most particularly. that the output control processes in the form of
surveys were accepted by the educators who were partially judged by
them.

Two background assumptions nude in connection with organiza-
tional decentralization were (i) toe relative need for order (or tolerance
for disorder): and (ii) the locus of knowledge resident in the hierarchy.
Simon. Schuma-her and Brooke contemplated the issue of tolerance for
disorder. Schumacher expressed the need for 'creative freedom' and the
danger that the tendency to order would remove the fteedom. Brooke
and Simon noted that when the need for order was stressed, safety was
often a concern and a 'lack of confidence' in lower level personnel was
expressed. The present study did not address the concepts of order and
disorder extensively. They appear to have been raised during the period
prior to adoption of school-based management in the districts studied.
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However, they are tbund in the study in two ways. One is in the
remarks of sonic respondents, who suggested that it was necessary to
build 'trust' into relationships between central office and schools, and
between principals and staffs. Thus, personnel are viewed as being
trustworthy. The other was indirectly in the statements of the aims of
decentralization made by the districts. It is possible to infer from them
that a certain tolerance of disorder lies behind the desire to attain
responsive school decision-making.

The other background assumption is the question of 'who knows
best'? Mintzberg and Brooke tackle this one, noting that particular
knowledge is invariably located at the 'units', hut that 'scarce
knowledge, expertise, or ability' may be at headquarters or in the units.
'The problem of the 'wider picture' is also raised. Documents and
interviewees suggested that the districts in this inquiry have resolved
that particular knowledge of educational needs is resident in the
schools, and therefore, school personnel are given the authority to act
on that knowledge. There is no question that schools are in command
of the bulk of district resources, which appears to reflect the belief that
school personnel are competent to make school-level decisions, an idea
supported by a number of interviewee comments. But the districts
have maintained their central office support staffs, which suggests that
general knowledge of subject matter and other specialists is not
decentralizedipart from the limited experiment involving user pay for
consultants in Edmonton, Further, some interviewees questioned the
ability of schools to know what services they 'actually need'. It appears
that the 'knowledge issue' is mostly, but not completely resolved.

A full understanding of decentralization requires that its form be
determined. Kochen and Deutsch (l980) make the point that decentral-
ization is instrumental to be judged according to the objectives it
achieves and not for its inherent value. It seems fair to interpret the
districts' goal statements for school-based management as being
instrumental to aims such as responsiveness rather than decentralization
for its Own sake. I )ecentralization is defined by Mimzberg on the basis
of the distribution of power, but it seems more apt to see it as the extent
to which ,iuthority to wake decisions is distributed anions; the roles in an
oronization. Authority, which is legitimated, becomes a critical con-
cept and was one invoked throughout this inquiry. But what are the
dimensions of decentralization?

Kochen and Deutsch present four dimensions pertinent to this
study. They are functional specialization, feedback fitting and res-
ponsiveness, coordination and delegation and participation in deci-
sion-making. Overall, these four concepts seem rather global and
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require much more particularity to be helpful in organizing thinking
about school-based management, which is specific to schools and
districts. While Brooke does not focus on dimensions explicitly, he
raises a critical issue of how far decentralization progresses. However,
it is Mintzberg who provides the most complete and clearly-articulated
framework for decentralization.

Mintzberg offers two main dimensions of decentralization; each
is a pair. The first pair is vertical/horizontal. 'Vertical' refers to the
extent to which decisions are delegated downward in the hierarchy.
If the documents and interview data are to be believed, districts
with school-based management have achieved a considerable amount
of vertical decentralization. Authority once resident in the board and
central office has been passed to schoois. And overall, that shift was
welcomed by school personnel. 'Horizontal' refers to the extent to
which decisions are delegated sideways. If the interviewees are correct
that under the previous structure (often caned 'centralized manage-
ment), the central office non-line. staff had considerable authority to
make decisions which affected schools directly, then that authority has
been largely eliminated. A generalization which can be suggested is that
previously, the districts studied were horizontally decentralized, now
they are vertically decentralized.

But decentralization is just not that simple, as Mintzberg notes. He
adds a second dimensional pair: selective/parallel. 'Selective' means that
some authority is always retained at headquarters. Data from this study
indicate that districts vary in the selection or scope of decision making
accorded to schools. There is something of a continuum of delegated
decisions, from supplies, equipment, personnel, maintenance, utilities,
to consultant services. Beyond these, there are others which remain the
purview of the central office, such as payroll, collective negotiations
and general district policy. The other half of the dimension is 'parallel',
which is the extent to which decisions are made in the same place.
According to the interviewees' remarks, schools under school-base.:
management have a bundle of decisions to make regarding their own
affairs. Thus, it seems reasonable to say that the districts in this study
demonstrated a varying degree of selective and parallel decentral-
ization.

ONanizational Rationality

Four sources which inquired into questions surrounding rationality in
organizations were examined. This study may be able to provide sonic
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insights into their perspectives and help determine the utility of some of
the concepts which they harness.

Karl Weick (197(i), in his article on 'loose coupling', offers a
characterization of school districts as being quite disjointed. He says
that job specifications, authority, reward systems and a definite absence
of connections from higher to lower levels are to be found in education.
In short, districts are not rationally conceived, except for a few parts
which are tightly coupled. Does this inquiry shed any light on these
concerns? Generally, it may be said that interviewees' recollections of
what they called 'centralized management' reveal their agreement with
Weick's description of districts and the way they functioned. The
absence of clarity of role expectations, global ownership without
specific responsibilities and lack of consistent evaluation were part of
their experiences. Tight coupling in the form of inflexibility was also a
prime concern. School-based management changed a number of these
fi..atures ii 0.e districts observed. Flexibilities were introduced at the

school level. Roic descriptions, particularly for line officers, were much
more clearly specified. The scalar chain of command was asserted,
Review, control and evaluation systems were put in place. The out-
come of the change to school-based management appears to be that
the district administration is much more tightly coupled in many
respects. However, at the school level, the flexibility provides much
more looseness, except that outcomes are evaluated with resultant
t4ghtening. Looseness and tightness may coexist. The remark that it
was now 'easier to get permission than forgiveness' illustrates this
pattern well. It appears to be possible to alter the coupling in educa-
tional organizations. School-based management is one way of resolv-
ing the issue of just how tight or how loosely connected districts and
schools can be.

A viewpoint closely related to loose coupling is March and Olsen's
(1976) characterization that there are no clear connections between
personal attitudes and beliefs and personal behaviour, between in-
dividual action and organizational action, between organizational
outcomes and desired environmental responses. and between en-
vironmental actions and individual cognitions and preferences. They
also believe that decision making is more of a 'garbage can' process than
that of rational choice models. Does school-based management speak

to these allegations when applied to schools and districts? It is

inappropriate to comment on the rationality of decision-making
processes under decentralization, since they were not investigated. But
the larger question of the connection between individual beliefs and
personal behaviour is addressed for principals, since sonic of them
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indicated the ability to exert more leadership with school-based
management. Mo.ly principals stated that their decisions had a definite
impact on their sinools, showing greater connection between certain
individuals' action and organizational action. The other two potential
connections may not be affected. However, regarding the fourth
connection, environmental responses in the form of survey results do
permit organizational changes in the form of alterations to decisions
made in schools. In general, it may be said that decentralization has
made districts and schools somewhat more rational in the terms of
March and Olsen.

The third critique of organizational rationality came from tne
perspective of organizational cultures, articulated well by Bolman and
Deal (1984). Although the structural view is explained, they empha-
size their cultural perspective. It concentrates on the way in which
organizations may be seen as entities full of symbolism, basing much
of its weight on the perceptions of personnel and ways in which they
tind meaning in their activities. School-based management has some
relevance to this view. A point of agreement is the idea expressed
by some interviewees that school-based management was itself an
'organizational culture', something of a total way of thinking about
how education is administered and delivered. But contrarily, the
differences appear much more profound to this author. Both the aims
and the general descriptions of school-based management suggest that
the stress is on function and the instrumentality of the attendant
processes not their symbolic value, though such symbolic meanings
naturally accompany decentralization. The authors' structural view-
point seems a more useful one to understand decentralization.

A l'ourth perspective was offered by Gareth Morgan (1986), whose
general analysis of organizational theories shows that they are con-
ceivable as organizational metaphors. Both well-established and novd
metaphors are presented and reviewed. Morgan outlines classical
management theory, which lw calls the machine metaphorind tht
metaphor of the organization as organism, which is th inn of the
structural-functional view. In his specification of the ininne meta-
phor, he delineates certain classical principles, such as the one boss
rule, the scalar chain of connnand, span of control, staff and line
distinction, division of work, delineation of authority and rrspon-
sibility, and level of centralization of authority. Morgan appears to
condemn the machine metaphor for its narrowness. However, the
evidence provided in this study indicates that the problems perceived
by interviewees prior to school-based management were violations of
those classical principles, which produced some strongly negative
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results. The change to decentralization was introduced partly in order
to correct those violations, but within the overall goal of having the
districts and schools adapt to new conditions and provide an improved
level of educational service. Thus, two very useful frameworks for
school-based management appear to be classical management theory
and the structural-functional view. Morgan is probably wrong in his
concern with the limitations of those large-scale conceptual models.

Political and Economic Decentralization in Education

While the instances of decentralization included in this inquiry were not
examples of political or economic decentralization, the literature on
those topics provides a relevant set of questions to pose in light of any
effort to decentralize school districts. Political decentralization refers to
a structure whereby authority is given to groups, such as parents or
citizens in general, to control school districts or schools directly via a
voting process. Four sets of authors (a comment and three proposals)
were examined. How does school-based management stand in light of
these writings?

Benson (1978) addresses the general issue of decentralization from
state departments (or ministries) of education to school districts.
Briefly, he argues that complete decentralization is inappropriate
because (i) education benefits the wider society but not all districts
would or could provide quality programs; (ii) revenue generation
would fall more severely on poorer persons; (iii) there would be lack of
curricular control; and (iv) it requires vision and expertise to forecast
educational needs. School-based management, as encountered in this
inquiry, does not appear to invoke these problems. That is because
resource gathering, curricular control and general planning remain
centralized functions. Although the experience with school-based
management is not long-term, interviewees did not see these potential
problems as emergent. Benson also stipulates reasons for not having
education fully centralized at the state or provincial levels. Among
them are knowledge of local conditions and teacher resources.
Decentralization is a structure which appears to acknowledge local
school conditions and teacher resources for schools.

One way in which decentralization could proceed is through a
voucher mechanism, where parents would be given a ticket which they
could redeem for a year's education for their child at the school of their
choice. The key word here is 'choice', defended by Milton Friedman
and others as an avenue to economic democracy. Freedom is the critical
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concept behind choice, Coons and Sugarman (1978) also argue strongly
for voucher mechanisms, but they assert that parents, rather than
school personnel, have the greater stake in their children. Does the
structure of school-based management resemble the voucher arrange-
ment? In one way, it does. When dollars follow children, schools are
allocated monies largely on the basis of enrollments. The effect is to
have resources directed to the child's school, rather than initially to the
parent and then to the school. Under conditions of open school
boundaries, the financial outcome looks rather similar, except that only
public schools are involved. However, school-based management
differs from voucher plans in an imporunt respect. While voucher
proposals are usually perceived as blatantly ideological in their bases,
most interviewees did not view school-based management as an
ideological matter. They tended to judge decentralization on the basis
of its effects, rather pragmatically. And they did not in general
anticipate the negative outcomes associated with voucher phns as
articulated by Levin (198)), such as the possibilities of increased racial
and social class segregation or the dilution of the societal Objectives for
education.

Another proposal for decentralization of education is based on
public choice theory, known for its Mcisive criticism of governmental
bureaucracies and questims about their efficiency and the goals they
pursue. Michaelson (198( 1) and others articulate a view of managerial
self-interest, %yhich sees administrators as highly rational. capable and
inclined to modify organizational objectives to suit their own ends.
Since they :ire not emirely trustworthy. it is suggested that control of
education be placed back in public hands instead of remaining with
professional educators. Does the observed struallre Of school-based
management relate to this perspective? Chiefly, the objectives of de-
centralization appear to underpin the belief tkit personnel in schools
are viewed s ljuitc trustworthy. contrary to the self-interest idea.
lowever. n important sentiment persists among some interviewees.

Central ()flit e staff' personnel, who do not have direct responsibility for
students, are kt onictimes seen s serving their personal needs niore
readily. Their authority has been reduced under school-based nun-
agemem. The self-interests of principals may also be more clearly
connected w the attainment of district goals because of clearer
evaluation medianisms. A key departure from public choice theory k
the relative exclusion of parents from decision-making roles in sdiools.
Parents re invited to participate (usually at the principid's discretion)
and then oidy in n dvisory capacity.

The third important statement for political/econonnc decentral-
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iZation is Gat"! 11S. GlIthrie and Pierce's (1978) proposal for school-site
budgeting. Based upon the triangle of critical values (liberty, equality
and efficiency), that proposal involves lump-sum allocations to each
school, elected parent councils which would select and advise the
principal, approve the school budget, and direct sc'Aool-based collective
negotiations. Performance would be monitored via testing and other
indicators. he version of school-based management encountered in
this inquiry shows two strong resemblances and some clear contrasts
to that proposal. Similarities included the extensive devolution of
decision-making to the school and lump-sum allocations. Differences

are many and appear based on separate rationales behind each. The
school-site budgeting proposal is largely grounded on the argument
that ownersh;p and control should be reunited. A consistent outcome is

to give political control to parents via a school-based board with
considerable authority. In contrast, school-based management as

observed in this inquiry is organizational decentralization given to
schools to the degree the central office and board are willing to share
authority for decisions of various kinds (such as supplies, equipment,
persoimel, and so forth). Principal selection and replacement, school
budget approval and collective negotiations remain the purview of the
central office. Fundamentally, ,.cliool-based educators sire given control
to make decisions based on their perceptions of student needs. And
ownership rights are exercised through the district school boards via a
well-specified chain of command.

.1.he Strua 0/ School-haSed MalhIg0M11/ Repor/Cd

Three sources on school-based management were useful in under-
standing the kind of structure which districts have adopted. One was
Lindehm (198 I), who described some of the structures evident in
Monroe and Alachua Counties in Florida. There, parent advisory
committees were in place, but they did not control the scnools.
Principals had been given considerable authority and central office
staffs had been reduced. Observation of decentralizatic i in this inquiry
reveals a closely-similar structure. Committees of parents were strictly
advisoryind in only one district were they required. Others permitted
them at the principals' discretion. The Mt:tease of the principals'
authority was strongly evident %vhere control o%.er school personnel
was accorded. Ihe e 'feet on the number of central office Staff members
was unclear becauy: reductions also coincided with retrenchment.

( ;reenhalgh 1984) makes two general remarks about structure.
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One is that he noted some decision-making authority was restricted to
the central office. Examples were wage scaks, matters of compliance
with the law, labour agreements, allocations to schools and relation-
ships to Other governmental agencies. The evidence gathered in this
study suggests a range of decision-making authority retained. It in-
cludes all Greenhalgh's examples but normally encompasses consul-
tant services as well. The other aspects of school-based management
which Greenhalgh offers in detail arc the allocation and budgeting
processes. Greenhalgh's general description matches the one's observed
in this inquiry. One important point of agreement is the purchase of
teachers at a uniform rate throughout the districts. Another is the
integration of school budgets with district budgets.

A third source on school-based management is Marburger (1985),
whose chief contribution is one of advocacy. The main point made is
that decentralization can give authority to parents to direct school
decisions and planning. Details of school council structure are quite
clear, and give parents a large percentage of votes cast. Apart from the
requirement to establish parent advisory councils in Cleveland, 311

other districts in this study permitted principals to decide if they
wanted to include parents or other citizens in the planning and
decision-making processes in their schools. This critical question
whether to have controlling or advisory parent councils points to a
clear difference between the school-based management championed
by Marburger and that observed in the districts in this inquiry. His
is a form of political decentralization, while these were a form of
organizational decentralization.

Summary of Structure

Decentralization, s encountered in this inquiry, was clearly the
organizational form; districts were not decentralized politically. Two
key dimensions of decentralization were found: location of authori-
ty/responsibility. which WAS exactly specified in the organizational
hierarchiesmd the scope of decision-making accorded schools. which
varied across districts. School-based management was characterized bv
two key processes. One was resource allocation, whereby resources me
in the form of dollars are disbursed to ;chools. The other was the
budgetary planning and reviw process, which included both central
offices and schools.

All five organizational structures devised by Mintzberg were of
some relevance to the study of school-based management. However,
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his divisionalized form was found to tit the observed decentralization
very well. Background assumptions to decentralization, the tolerance
for disorder and the location of knowledge, were raised as issues. It
seems useful to redefine Mintzberg's statement of decentralization to
read: decentralization is the extent to which authority to make decisions
is distributed among the roles in an organization. Mintzberg's dimen-
sions of decentralization, vertical/horizontal and selective/parallel,
were found to be applicable to school-based management.

The state of loose coupling was seen to be a characteris, of
centralized school districts. Decentralization appears to have altered the
coupling to make it looser in providing more flexibility for schools yet
tighter with respect to the chain of command. This change may make
schools somewhat nmre rational. The adoption of decentralization
seems to he more than just a change in appearances, or image, as
Dolman and I )eal might suggest. Moreover, school-based mmagement
draws from concepts based in classical management theory and
structural functionalism, which were found useful in understanding it.

While the decentralization studied in this inquiry was not the
political form, the issues which develop when states and provinces give
local boards decision-making authority were similar to those encoun-
tered. Voucher plans are perceived as ideologically-charged while
school-based management was not Seen by interviewees in this man-
ner. Negative outcomes anticipated by writers on voucher schemes
were not anticipated by interviewees. Public choice theory was some-
what relevant to this study, since the role of central office person-
nel was claritied. School-based management differed from school site
management in two important respects: in this inquiry, principals were
selected centrally and parental control of schools was exercised via the
district boards.

School-based management as observ:d in this inquiry resembled
its occurrences elsewhere in the United !..-tates. Many of the observa-
tions by Greenhalgh were upheld, though the ability of parents to
control schools. ad vo,:ated by Marburger, was not found.
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Chapter 14

Discussions and Reflections on the
Outcomes of Decentralization

Two sets of people have spoken on the topic of decentralization. One
includes the writers who conveyed their ideas and findings about what
decentralization is, what assumptions lie behind it, and what sonic of its
effects are. The other set encompasses people who have experienced
decentralization and who have articulated their views on what they felt
were relevant aspects of school-based management in their lives as
educators. Along with chapter 13, this chapter is devoted to the
comparison of the ideas and facts expressed by each group. It is
organized roughly in parallel to the literature review and the results
chapters. The main lour outcome themes are each examined in turn,
first as a precis, then as reexaminations of the literature. At the end, the
anticipations of those in centralized districts are compared with the
reactions of those in school-based management districts.

Flexibility

Prcei Ilexibib.ty

Interviewees seemed to value greatly the flexibility of decision-making
accorded to them by school-based management. They had a number of
general reactions to the idea of flexibility. One was the lack of freedom
most had experienced under centralized management. According to
them, unique school needs, as perceived by the school, were often
denied. Sonic believed schools were more responsive to those needs
under decentralization. Others noted the extent of the flexibility
accorded, saying that it had increased both ni anlount and frequency.
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A great many responses to the request for particular examples
of flexible decision-making were offered. First, many pertained to
equipment and supplies, forms of tangible evidence. Second, many
more examples relating to school staff were put tbrward. Trade-offs
between personnel and materiel were evident. Exampks of personnel-
related decisions included inure dollars for professional development,
school choice mid swaps of personnel, and increases in personnel
allocations for learniiig tasks. The idea of leadership was seen as a part
of flexibility of decision-making. And the limits to personnel decisions
were noted. Third, decisions `beyond staffing' were observed, such as
those for utilities and consultant services. Fourth, the cases of- five
schools were delineated briefly to show examples of decisions made,
many of which the principals believed would not have been permitted
under centralized management.

As an extension of flexibility, the question of initiatives was put
to many interviewees. Some believed that school-based management
enhanced the possibilities for initiative-taking and could continue to do
so as its scope increased. But many did not associate decentralization
and innovation, noting that the structure did not reward for doing well
or punish for performing badly. While the model for innovation is a
grassroots one, there may be no incentive to innovate. I lowever, this
inquiry did not explore the question of initiative in depth it was
difficult to judge anv response as to its degree of innovation. One
problem which could have influenced the level of initiative-taking was
the retrenchment (discussed in the summary on implementation)
experienced by all schools in the study.

Still other general reactions to the idea of flexibility were received.
One was the set of responses to a survey, which suggested that a fair
degree of flexibility had been achieved in Edmonton and that it was
perceived as the leading strength of school-based management by
principals and teachers. Another characterization of decentralization
came from the maxims: i'ormerly it was 'easier to get forgiveness than
permission'. Now it was 'easier to get permission than forgiveness'.
They speak to both flexibility and accountability.

RctlettiOnS on 11('.1kibilny

The maior theme of flexibility occurred throughout the literature, but
without a great deal of emphasis. I loweyer. the interviewees' stress on
the idea was VerV strong. II emerged as a central theme in this inquiry.
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Links between decentralization and flexibility were explored initially
in the literature on organizations per se, in the general educational
literature, and in the writings devoted to school-based management.

Responsiveness, the time required to deliver an acceptable re-
sponse (Kochen and Deutsch, 1980), was seen as an important value.
The word 'acceptable is normally applicable to an organization's
clients. The connection is made between decentralization and innova-
tion as well. This thought is supported by Mintzberg (1979), who
implies that decentralized organizations may be more attractive to
creative people and Schumacher (1973), who argues the need for
freedom to generate outcomes of creative ideas.

Does school-based management provide a greater degree of re-
sponsiveness? Interviewees rather resoundingly asserted that the level
of flexibility of school decision-making had been considerably en-
hanced over their recollections of that permitted under centralized
management. However, the responsiveness they were recalling usually
was the ability to serve student needs as perceived by educators.
Clients' needs as perceived by students and parents themselves appear
to have been a secondary consideration. Was there a connection made
between decentralization and creativity or innovation? Except for a few
respondents, most persons did not perceive school-based management
as providing an avenue for innovation or the exercise of creative
behaviour. Tlw resultant perceived flexibility of school decision-
making may bc seen as a strong outcome of this study, while the
provision for innovative developments is not.

John Good lad (1984) suggested more flexible decision-making at
the school level. His recommendations were based upon observations
of the more etTective schools in his extensive study. He noted the desire
for more control on the part o teachers and principals. The vision he
portrayed is oiw where schools solved their local problems and became
increasingly creative over time. His suggestion for an arrangement
whereby schools could achieve these aims is that they be given a bud-
get whidi includes all costs, even those of personnel. School-based
management, as encountered in this inquiry, appears to be a direct
answer to Goodlad's recommendation. Depending on the district's
willingness to delegate authority, much of the fkxibility desired by
Goodlad was achieved.

Other writers address the problem of school improvement.
l'urkey and Smith (19/13) object to the hierarchkal model of organ-
ization where change is directed from the top. They favour a

collaborative, bottom-up approach to improvement. The flexibility of
school-based management appears to permit collaborative improve-
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mem from the' efforts of school staff. However, since' the principal is
clearly in charge, some potential for change rests with him or her,
contrary to the authors' thrust for grassroots change from teachers
alone. Clark, Lotto and Astuto (1)84) suggest that change can be
initiated at the district level, with teacher commitment to follow. The
provision of district educational goals integrated with school goals in
decentralization suggests their more top-down view of change is
partially applicable.

The literature on school-based management itself made compari-
sons between flexibility nermitted with centralized management and
that accorded under decentralization. Greenhalgh (1984) and Lindelow
(1981) each note the variable levels of flexibility accorded schools in

decentralized districts. Such differences were also observed in the
districts in this inquiry. Flexibility ranged from supplies and equip-
ment, through pi:rsonnel, maintenance, and utilities, up to consultant
services. Marschak and Thomason (197(0 presented the problem of
external constraints the limits to flexibility, mostly in the form of
pupil-teacher ratios mandated by law. That constraint was observed
in Cleveland but not in Ole Canadian districts. It may stand as an
impediment to real flexibility and change. Contrarily. the evidence
from this study would snggest that schools are in no rush to replace
teachers with other resources.

Sulninary on Flexibility

Evidence gathered in this inquiry suggests that tis.xibility of decision-
making for schools has increased with decentralization. Many examples
of decisions made, including tradeoffs in budget categories, were
offered. While perceived by personnel as a leading strength of
school-based management, the provision of flexibility may not have
presented much incentive tbr innovations in schools.

Responsiveness. an aspect of decentralization supported by
Kochen and Deutsch and by Schumacher, was found to be based not on
client needs, but on the perception of student needs by school
personnel. The belief that decentralization produced creativity was not
upheld. Yet, school-based management provided an answer to the
number of wishes articulated by Goodlad, including the need for school
planning and the provision of resources at the school level. Decentral-
ization may support school improvement, initiated at the school or
district level. The scope of flexibility and the constraints on that scope
were issues raised by the literature and encountered in this study.
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Accountability

Precis on Accountability

Another major theme on the minds of interviewees, accountabihty was

perceived as a significant development. While not all the contents of

the chapter on accountability or this summary speak directly to the

concept, it is the One most closely associated with many of the changes

which resulted from decentralization.
A key topic of accountability was the budgeting process found in

each district. Interviewees in Edmonton said that schools receive their

allocations based on their 30 September enrollments. After school

planning is done, board sub-committees meet with principals to receive

information and explanations about school budgets. Langley partici-

pants observed that the central office had veto power over school

budgets. The difficult balance between the freedom of the school and

the authority of the assistant superintendent to alter budgets was

observed in Peace River North. In Cleveland, schools have budget

autonomy within state law and collective agreements. For all districts, a

clear process of budgetary review and control was iii place.

School-based management appears to have brought many changes

to the roles of personnel. They are summarized here in turn. The role

of the board mid its members retained many traditional functions.

However, the boards no longer were concerned with the dt'tails of

school administration. Complaints al,out schools were redirected to

schools and then upward via the chain of conunand. Board members

are more concerned with policy matters. Yet they appeared to feel quite

in control via the budgeting and monitoring processes in place. For

some, it was difficult to 'stand back' and permit schools to make 50111e

of the decisions they did.
Central office staff members were also affected. Line officers, such

as associate superintendents responsible for clusters of schools, provide

assistance to principals and direct links to superintendents. Staff

members, such as consultants. are potentially affected in Edmonton,

where a user pay experiment for some schools and consultants was in

effect from 1986 to 1988. Some were concerned about the change in the

kinds of services rendered and potential job los.
The principal I_lecomes a 'unit manager under divisionalization. As

such, he or she is the crux of school district structure. Many inter-

viewees supported this idea. There were several general reactions to

the role diange for principals. A survey of Edmonton principals re-

vealed that they see flexibility, efficiency aspects, and staff involvement
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in decision-making as strongly positive attributes of school-based
management, with accountability less so. Resource allocation is a

problem for sonic but the time demands and stress factors accom-
panying decentralization are viewed as its major disadvantages.
Principals may have acconunodated their role redefinitions quite well.
Seventy-nine per cent would recommend that other districts consider
school-based management.

Another critical sub-theme of great interest to many respondents
was the extent and manner of staff participation in planning and
decision-making in schools. District policies made it clear that staff
participation was expected. Some specified its nature; others left it
strictly to the principals' discretion. Responses to the policies were
varied. Some appeared to be rather democratic and showed a high
degree of involvement. Other responses stated clearly that because the
principal was held ultimately accountable, the principal would make
tinal decisions regardless of the extent of prior involvement of staff.
The specifics of some schools' participatory processes were reviewed
and these appear to reflect a considerable amount of teamwork on the
part of school personnel. However, not all teachers or support staff
members seemed to want to be involved. And another interview study
conducted in Edmonton confirmed that principals decision-making
was primarily consultative rather than collegial.

The effects of school-based management on teachers are quite
evident but far less pronounced than those on principals. Interviewees
conveyed two rather different views about participation in decision-
making. One was that teachers do not care greatly about managerial
matters; their focus is the classroom. However, the other was that
participation had resulted in some schools.

Teachers' reactions to decentralization were captured in -a survey
in Edmonton. They suggested flexibility was the leading advantage,
followed by staff-involvement in decision-making and subsidiarity (the
devolution of decisions to the school). Accountability was among the
lesser advantages. Some thought that school-based management had
no strengths or positive aspects at all. Leading the weaknesses of
decentralization was the time demand, followed by problems with
the allocation of resources, stress, and the increased authority of the
principal. When the survey data were examined, it was found that
overall, teachers agree with principals in their assessment of the
consequences of decentralization.

Support staff members gave a somewhat conflicting account of
how school-based management affects them. Some have accepted
decentralization and involvement in decision-making quite positively.
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They feel more a part of the school management team. Others appear
to be apprehensive, citing job security as a worry. In Edmonton, the
support staff was reduced, but that reduction may have been because of
retrenchment.

Parents are the last group whose role is potentially affected under
decentralization. However, their participation was at the discretion of
the principal in the districts studied, except for Cleveland, where their
role was still quite limited. Parent councils, when they existed, were
clearly advisory and not controlling. When the topic of parental
involvement was raised with principals, they tended to say that there
were many ways in which parents participated in school affairs. Some
also questioned parents ability and motivation to make decisions for
schools.

While most districts have standardized tests administered regularly
to monitor student performance, Edmonton and Langley have rather
extensive surveys of parents, students, and staff. The surveys are an
attempt to measure the level of satisfaction (with structured response
categories) which the three groups have on matters affecting them.
Results are compiled by school with district averages indicated,
becoming something of a school report card and of course, reflecting
to sonic extent the decisions made by the principal. While seen by
interviewees as generally useful in showing school strengths and
weaknesses, the results do not specify why any particular indicator of
satisfaction is high or low.

Reflections on Accountability

The subject of accountability was the second most topical one for
interviewees in this study (after flexibility). The processes and features
of accountability were also addressed in the literature. Considered
somewhat briefly among the organi7ational writers, the concept is
treated in some depth in education and also emerges in the school-based
management literature.

The idea of accountability is raised by Drucker (1977). I3rooke
(1980) endorses it in general terms, stressing the need for measure-
ment of results. A side issue which he raises is the possibility that
decentralization could result in the sub-optimization of general objec-
tives in favour of local ones. The provision of decentralization in two of
the districts studied demonstrated an evaluation system which clearly
measured results in the form of indices of satisfaction of clients (parents
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and students) and employees. The form was a survey wherein re-
sponses were quantified. However, it is not possible to say if more
general goals were sacrificed in favour of school-based ones; that
possibility was seldom raised by interviewees.

A major concern of Mintzberg (1979) was, because divisionalized
structures were regulated mostly by performance control systems, the
difficulty of measurement of outputs in governmental service agencies
such as education would preclude accountability or subvert it by the
imposition of artificial indicators, resulting in the displacement of
goals. Has this happened with school-based management? No.
Responses from interviewees would suggest that the measurement of
satisfaction had a reasonable level of validity and was used for
evaluation with other data sources. However, some districts did not
have accountability systems such as the surveys. In their cases, it

appears that the achievement of accountability for outcomes was
considerably less.

As a writer in education, Maurice Kogan (1986) provides a much
richer exploration of the concept of accountability than do his

counterparts on organizations. His definition of accountability includes
a focus on the individual, the potential for review of performance, and
the presence of negative sanctions. When role accountability was
examined in this study, it appeared to fit that definition quite well.
However, it was divided into two processes. One was the budgeting
cycle where decisions were examined before they took place a check
on school planning. The other was post hoc where school results were
considered and consequent actions taken.

Kogan offers three mechanisms of accountability, which he gen-
eralizes later into two overarching models. His first mechanism is
accountability via state control, school boards, and administrators. The
second is professional control through democratic participation, and
the third is consumer control through parents. These last two arc
collapsed into one model, called the liberal democratic, which derives
its legitimacy from the will of the electorate and the ballot box, and
another, called the participatory democratic, which is based on ideas of
pluralism and negotiations. Where does school-based management
stand in light of these models? There is no question that decentraliza-
tion as observed in this inquiry is clearly based on rule by the citizenry
via election of school board members whose authority is extended
through their administrators. Participation (in a controlling sense), is
not included. However, non-controlling participation is evident
through school planning involving teachers. It is also ,.wident when
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parents, students, and all segments of staff are asked for their levels of
satisfaction. Thus the. general model is a liberal democratic one in
Kogan's terms.

References to accountaoility in the literature on school-based
management are sparse. The budgeting processes are covered, and
these appear similar to the ones observed in this inquiry. Apart from
one observed instance in Lindelow (1981) and the ench)rsement of
Greenhalgh (1984), opinion polls appear rare among districts with
decentralization. A major departure from whit may be the norm.
Edmonton and Langley have surveys of parents, students, and staff
built into the processes attendant to school-based management.

Summary on Accomitability

The budget review process was seen as a key aspect of accountability
by interviewees. They also noted numerous changes in the roles of
personnel with regard to their authority and responsibilities. Those
roles included that of school board member, central office person,
principal, teacher and support staff person. Parents were affected very
little, if at all. Another aspect of accountability was the use of surveys of
satisfaction given to parents, students and all staff members. Results
from those surveys were used to assess performance.

The existence of the survey evaluation system follows the
endorsements of both Drucker and Brooke. Mintzberg's concern that
such performance measures would subvert organizational goals was
not upheld. More generaliy, Kogan's liberal democratic mo 1, where
schools are held accountable to elected officials via adminis tors, was
the one observed under decentralization. Accountability in the form of
survey arsessments was located in only two of the five districts studied,
a finding in agreement with the paucity of them mentioned in the
school-based management literature.

Productivity

Precis on Produaivity

The ultimate test of an administrative change, such as decentnlization,
is seen as whether it makes a difference to educational inputs, process
and outputs. Are there any real changes in the costs of schools?

Results indicate that school-based management was not intended
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as a vehicle to cut costs. It was illustrated that discretionary dollars have
been reduced a great deal by retrenchment in one district. How ver,
examples were offered to show that the dollars on hand might be used
more effectively. It was possible to generate surpluses, thought to be
a more efficient practice than spending money to meet financial
deadlines. Principals valued highly the ability to have a surplus or
deficit. Another facet of costs related to the ways in which supplies are
acquired. Respondents recounted how hoarding of supplies, common
under centralized management, was less necessary. Interviewees also
believed that school staffs had gained a greater awareness of costs and
ha-.1 tried to reduce unnecessary ones.

There is also evidence for cost increases. The ways in which
decentralization functions in a school district imply that different
personnel are doing the work from those who did it under central-
ization. Workloads in schools seem to have increased as shown by the
fact that the leading problem indicated by the survey of principals and
teachers in Edmonton was the 'time factor'. Also, respondents in the
survey associated stress with school-based management, a factor which
may be viewed as an increasing cost. Interviewees believed that the use
of computers had helped them to cope with the new workloads, al-
though computer use was not universal and some problems with the
technology were reported.

The concern about student access to resources was shown in the
recollection by some respondents that under centralized management,
some schools were much richer in resources than others. With the
allocation rule that 'the dollar follows the child', equal access to
resources was seen as more probable. Some respondents mentioned
that they would not warn to return to 'squeaky-wheel budgeting'.
Others noted that some inequities among schools persist.

Are those resources which arc provided to schools linked to tasks
which could enhance learning outcomes? There is some evidence that
this has happened, such as increased resources for professional de-
velopment. Another potential shift is to have fewer personnel at the
district level. When some centralized districts were matched with
decentralized ones in tlw study of the use of personnel, it was found that
decentralized ones had a slightly smaller proportion of central office
staffs.

Sonic evidence on school allocation processes was in the form of
resources matched to specific tasks. Several of these tasks were directly
connected to student learning, such as books required. However, it is
not possible to claim that such resources definitely increase produc-
tivity in the form of learning outcomes.
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An issue raised by respondents in connection with the work
generated by decentralization was the pull between the technical
demands of the principalship as opposed to the need to show leader-
ship. While most principals interviewed felt that their opportunities
for leadership had increased under school-bd management, some
acknowledged that others among their rank may have become ab-
sorbed by the technical aspects of their role.

Is there any indication that outputs have increased under decentra-
lization? The only data available to help answer this question comes
from the Edmonton surveys of parental and student satisfaction. It was
possible to compare the levels of satisfaction observed just prior to the
full-scale adoption of school-based management with those four years
later. Analysis done by Edmonton staff revealed that across the period,
junior and senior secondary results for parents and students increased in
most areas. Staff areas of satisfaction also increased during this time.
When the results were analyzed independently, it was noted that
elementary parents were more satisfied, both junior students and
parents were much more satisfied, and secondary students much more
satisfied.

Survey results from Edmonton show that satisfaction levels rose
when comparcd to those in both Canada and the United States during
the period before and after school-based management was instituted.
However, it must be remembered that other factors besides decentra-
lization could have influenced the levels of satisfaction of Edmonto-
nians with their schools.

How do these general results speak to the sub-themes of pro-
ductivity? The evidence suggests that decentralized schools may be
more effective in accomplishing what they want to do since they are
now able to deploy resources which they could not control under
centralized management. Are schools actually more efficient? The
results show both decreasing and increasing local costs, closer con-
nections between costs and outcomes, and some increase in specific
outputs. It does not seem reasonable to say that schools are more
efficient based on this kind of unclear evidence.

RefleaionS OH PrOdlialVity

One of the most important potential effects of decentralization has been
labelled productivity. Such a concept derives from a systems model,
which suggests that the input. processes, and outputs of an organ-
ization may be examined. Features of productivity were investigated as

244
2 4 S':.

c



The Outcomes of Decentralization

organizational phenomena, as issues in education, and as aspects of
school-based management per se.

The theorists on organizations devote very little emphasis to
questions about productivity, perhaps because many of them have
orientations to the private sector and simply assume that organizational
changes are undertaken with outcomes, such as an increase in .narket
share, in mind. Two who did look at the topic confined their concerns
to costs. Simon (1957) argues that decentralized operations should
be less costly to operate for a number of reasons relating to the
quasi-independence of managers. Kochen and Deutsch (1980) disagree
somewhat, saying that the cost of decentralization involves more
managerial effort in planning local activities. How do the results of this
study speak to those assertions? The evidence shows that workloads for
school personnel appear to have increased as Kochen and Deutsch
suggest. However, there were few facts to indicate that costs were
reduced at the central office level because of decentralization. Further
study is needed before the question of the costs of decentralization can
be resolved.

Educators have attempted to understand the input-process-output
model by applying the idea of a production function. Designed to relate
resources to learning in a quantitative and formal manner, such studies
have been quite severely criticized by Benson (1978) and others.
Nothing in the accounts of school-based management has revealed any
inclination to conceive of educational processes as production function
ones. But the logic that inputs must bear some relation to outputs is not
lost.

Authors on school effectiveness argue and provide evidence that
certain general attributes of schools will produce more learning
outcomes. Some of these attributes are managerial in nature. For
instance, they assert that the principal's leadership, school planning,
support to carry out decisions, and monitoring of school activities
should result in greater school effectiveness. Does decentralization
relate to these claims? Results from this study suggest that principals
think their capacity for leadership is enhanced by the new authority
they have been given. Principal and staff planning appears to be an
important part of school activities. Principals say they have control
over the resources supplied to their schools. And some (but not all)
schools with school-based management have a monitoring systen,
in place, either direct testing for learning outcomes or measures of
parental and student satisfaction, or both. These results would suggest
that schools with decentralization have certain features in common
with effective schools as defined by the literature. An optimistic
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interpretation is that administratively decentralized schools have a
greater probability of being effective schools. However, a more cau-
tious view is to note that the commonality of those features does not
demonstrate effectiveness; only empirical evidence can do that.

School efficiency is defined as the relation of inputs to outputs and
it may be increased in a number of ways (Thomas, 1980). The main
work on efficiency in school systems reviewed in the literature was
by Callahan (1962), whose extensively articulated thought was that
educators, particularly administrators, may be distracted from their
mis ions by a concern for efficiency. According to his study, this focus
on efficiency took the form of cost reduction and the appearance of
'economy'. It is conceivable that Callahan's nightmare could be relived.
Does school-based management bear any relation to Callahan's cult of
efficiency? There is a small amount of evidence which suggests that a
few principals may be distracted by the minutiae of bookkeeping and
thus avoid more general problems in their schools. But, in geiwral, the
data indicate that principals and teachers are not burdened by the details
of cost accounting tbr a few pence. Their work is monitored by sureys
which are not highly specific and which they find acceptable and
helpful in their jobs. No rigid prescriptions appear to be in place as to
how to run schools to cut costs. Overall, it is possible to say quite
firmly that there is no real evidence that Callahan's concerns have been
resurrected.

The literature on equality of educational opportunity was barely
touched upon in this volume. Yet the idea has been a mainstay for the
study of educational finance for about two decades. Thomas (1980) and
Schultz (1)82) be:.,:ve that in order for schools to be equitable, they
must be efficient to a degree. Yet Garms, Guthrie and Pierce ;1978)
assert that equity and efficiency are highly complementary and largely
mutually exclusive values. Does decentralization shed light on this
argument? School-based management as observed in this inquiry has
provided one answer to the equality-efficiency issue. Allocation is
driven by formulas designed to give each school a fair share of
resources. According to interviewees, the outcomes of lobbying for
extra resources, a characteristic of centralized management, have been
reduced. The simple conclusion is that resources appear to be dis-
tributed more equitably with decentralized districts. But pursuit of
equality may stop at the school door. Once inside, resources are
allotted according to priorities based on needs as viewed by school
personnel. While inequalities undoubtedly result, interviewees sug-
gested that such internal allocations approximate fair treatment, an-
other form of equal educational opportunity.
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Very little work has been done to assess whether school-based
management itself may enhance school or district efficiency. Seward
(1976) found that his decentralized district showed a more variable
supplies budget. The Florida Commission (1978) suggested that
efficiency could be increased with decentralization by matching
resources to tasks with some increase h. costs. It made the distinction
between allocative efficiency which relates to the way outputs are
distributed, tind technical efficiency, which focuses on production.
Another main point was the costs of decentralization seen as a potential
burden for schools. This was raised by Seward and also by Marschak
and Thomason (1976). Does the school-based management in this
inquiry address these concerns? Evidence shows that a considerable
variety of expendinires were made by schools for a plethora of
objectives, some directly related to learning. Principals believed that
many of these expenditures would not have been permitted under
centralization. Technical efficiency may have increased. As for the
costs, there seems to be no question that the workload on school
personnel has increased, but mostly on principals. When asked if the
load is found onerous, principals tend to grumble but prefer strongly to
keep the authority to make decentralized decisions. When added to
school offices, computers appear to help school administrators cope
with that workloac:.

The literature was silent on the measured output of school-based
management. However, the topic was seen to be so important that it
was included in this inquiry. The Edmonton surveys reveal an increase
in outcomes in the form of- satisfactions registered by large numbers of
parents, students, and personnel working in schools and the district
office. These results appear to be stable, significant, and superior to
those observed from general surveys conducted in the rest of Canada
and the United States.

Summary On Produaivity

While global cost saving was not one of the purposes of decentraliza-
tion, some school cost reductions were observed. Increases in costs,
largely in the form of personnel workloads, were also encountered.
Shifts of resources in districts and schools were reported. Principals felt
that they were made more leaders than technicians under school-based
management. The only evidence concerning outputs was that from
satisfaction surveys in Edmonton, which showed increases relative to
other geographic areas.
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Simon's assertion that decentralization would reduce costs was not
supported. As for production functions, school-based management
was not conceived in such terms by interviewees. Schools under
decentralization have some administrative attributes in common with
effective schools, such as planning. Decentralization is not associated
with a preoccupation for efficiency, as conceived by Callahan. Though
equality and efficiency are highly complementary, according to Garn,s,
Guthrie and Pierce, greater student access to resources is evident under
school-based management. Questions about efficiency raised in the
literature are not fully addressed by the data gathered in this study.

Change

Precis on Change

The process of change to school-based management was highly
important to a great many interviewees. Adoption of decentralization
appears to have generated some controversy in most of the districts.
But deliberate progress toward the point of adoption was recalled. The
change was voluntary for the Canadian districts, but not for Cleveland,
which incorporated school-based management as a result of a court
order for desegregation which reflected the view that the schools could
function more effectively if principals were given 'resources to perform
needed tasks'.

The adoption process in most districts was overseen by a single
person who most influenced the change. In Edmonton, this person was
Michael Strembitsky, the Superintendent, who was credited with the
vision and effort needed to effect the transjtion. Many interviewees
characterized him as a person with clear convictions and the ability to
work well with people. His reasons for instituting decentralization may
be reflected in his personal value system, inferred from presentations he
has made. Based on his value system, his organizational objectives
emerge. They posit a positive organizational setting where cooperation
is high and people function as a team.

Adoption in Langley was seen to be instigated by Emery Dosdall,
the Superintendent. In Peace River North, the Chairman of the Board
was the 'driving force'. Cleveland may not have had a single individual
to champion school-based management. The weight of the court order
combined with the willingness to execute it appears to have been
sufficient for adoption to take place. In all districts, personnel in key
secondary roles were harnessed to effect the implementation of de-
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centralization. Such people appeared to be very important 'secondary
movers' in the process of change.

It appears that districts engaged in extensive preparations at the
start of implementation of school-based management. A great deal of
work was involved in revising role descriptions, setting up the cycles,
constructirg the allocation mechanisms, and conducting in-service
education. Information on school-based management was sought but
reported to be difficult to find. The importance of having a working
model, in this case, Edmonton, was underscored by those in the other
districts. Early difficulties in accomplishing changes and providing
information were encountered at both district and school levels.

Preparations led to pilot programs, a characteristic of all districts
in this study. For Edmonton, the pilot project lasted four years and
provided an extensive amount of learning. Schools were volunteers but
the seven pilots were chosen to represent different kinds of schools.
Many breakthroughs in administrative practices were made. Demand
for information was high. Schools approached decision-making dif-
ferently. Novel requests were made in the budgets. The Board found
the school budgets illuminating. Later, a community of support for
decentralization developed and the Board voted to implement the idea.

Langley underwent a similar pilot program with six schools for

one year, then moved to involve the remaining schools. A great deal
was learned in the pilot experience there as well. Fort Nelson initiated
its pilot program in a similar way. In Peace River North, the pilot
program was monitored by a district-wide committee. A handbook
was developed and refined. The rural, geographically dispersed nature
of the district appears to have been an inhibitor to the successful
implementation. In contrast to the other districts, Peace River North
did not implement school-based management district-wide. The pre-
ference was to have schools volunteer. Cleveland's pattern of imple-
mentation was quite similar to the other districts. One departure was
that the pilot schools were approximately doubled in number each
year, allowing schools to be matched. Also, a central office division
was established to help the implementation.

During the period after the pilot programs, full-scale implemen-
tation took place in all but two of the districts. Some difficulties
occurred and some persons left the districts. A teacher pool was created
in Edmonton, where 400-500 teachers were moved each year.

Opposition to the change came from a number of groups during
the adoption and implementation stages. The two ministries of
education did not impede decentralization in any way. However,
school board members were not all convinced that the idea was a good
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one. Some central office employees resisted the devolution of decision-
making to schools. While the majority of principals may favour
school-based management, not all do. It was suggested that larger
schools are more likely to endorse decentralization. Teachers' associa-
tions may be rather circumspect about school-based management, but
some have supported it. In Cleveland, the state law requiring a 25:1
pupil-teacher ratio district wide may have reduced fears of job loss for
teachers. Support staff unions have not expressed opposition, to the
knowledge of this author. While some parents simply did not accept
the idea of decentralization, generally, the level of opposition was not
strong. However, it must be remembered that the five districts were
selected and studied as examples of decentralization.

One major factor in the process of planned change for decentraliza-
tion was largely unanticipated at the outset of this study. Retrenchment
was often mentioned as a considerable impediment to successful im-
plementation of-school-based management. Felt quite strongly among
the districts in British Columbia, the occurrence of retrenchment
was confounded with the move to decentralize, creating confusion.
Interviewees observed that difficult decisions relating to retrenchment,
formerly made by the central office, were required to be made by
schools. Yet some said that they preferred to be able to institute their
own cuts in their schools' resources rather than having the central office
nuke those decisions.

Reflections on Change

While not topics integral to decentralization, adoption, implementation,
and continuation are important aveniws through which decentralization
may be understood more completely. School-based management, an
example of planned change, came about in different ways in different
settings. Some general remarks in response to the writings reviewed on
Organizations, educational change, and the transition to school-based
management itself are in order.

A key writer on the topic of organizational change is Chandler
(1962), who studied large corporations and their decentralization. His
chief thesis was that 'structure follows strategy'. The new organization
structure was developed to adapt to new expansions and to capital-
ize further on new markets. As a consequence, problems about lines
of authority, responsibility and divisional autonomy were addressed.
How is school district decentralization related to these changes? There
is little question that much the same kind of decentralization occurred
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with the same kinds of concepts used to describe it. However,
adaptation to growth and new markets are not reasons found in this
study for district adoption of school-based management, except
possibly for Edmonton, where discontent with the status quo described
in chapter 1 was offered as grounds for decentralization. The other
districts were followers of Edmonton, apart from Cleveland on which
decentralization was imposed.

Mintzberg (1979) and Dressler (1962) comment on a number of
factors associated with decentralization. Market diversity is the major
factor, about which Mintzberg (1979) warns that client or regional
diversification may be incomplete (p. 395). Evidence in this study
suggests that there is a considerable range in the amount of decentra-
lization. Some districts do retain considerable decision-making author-
ity at the central office. Secondary factors are also mentioned by these
two authors. One of these is that decentralization is associated with
size. In this study, while a large district played a leadership role, it was
found that rather small districts can be willing to decentralize.

One of the more interesting features of decentralization pointed
out by Brooke (1984) and Mintzberg (1979) is its cyclic nature.
Organizations often move from centralization to decentralization and
back at different times. Mintzberg (1979) thinks the divisionalizcd form
may be inherently unstable because there aw many 'forces' remaining
to promote recentralization (p. 430). Such tendency was not observed
among the five districts included in this inquiry. While not all persons
affected by school-based management were pleased with its outcomes,
there was no major effort to return to centralized management. Perhaps
the time period of the study was too short to observe such an effect.

The general model of planned change in education is characterized
by three phases in the change process: adoption, when planning takes
place; implementation, when the innovation is tried; continuation,
when the new idea is imbedded or discarded (Huberman and Crandall,
1982). A number of factors are seen to influence the progress of change,
such as aspects of the innovation itself, the institution, and its en-
vironments. One of these is the source of the innovation. Another is
the extent to which it was adapwd. A third is the role of key personnel
and a fourth is how preparations were undertaken. What can be said
about the change to school-based management in view of these factors?
The answers appear to difkr among districts. In one, the super-
intendent was acknowledged as a key source of ideas and 'push' for
adoption. In another, the superintendent had working experience with
decentralization and became its local champion. Others used 'leader'
districts as examples. Onc was required to decentralize by a court
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order. The adaptation question is not answer,' inquiry.
A general possibility is that for the Canadian L. rionton
model was copied fairly faithfully but adapted tu k. a1 circum-
stances. As for key personnel, superintendents emerge as central
instigators of change in some districts, but nut all. Other senior
administrators and board members were also active. And once the
adoption was certain, the role of lieutenants in the transition became
very important. As for preparations, the close involvement of prin-
cipals in particular was noted. But throughout the districts, a con-
siderable effort at planning and preparation was evident.

In general, the tri-phasic model seems to be a useful one because it
highlights what appear to be critical aspects of the change. One factor
not specifically anticipated by the model, yet which appeared to affect
the change process in one jurisdiction, was province-wide retrench-
ment. It was confounded with the change to decentralization and made
the transition more difficult. For some, the processes were confused
and the hard decisions resented. Others saw decentralization as a means
of coping with adverse financial conditions.

Evidence about the change process on school-based management
was scant in the literature. However, two aspects reported by Linde low
(1981) were the speed of the change and the presence of pilot programs.
It was observed in this inquiry that the larger districts planned
extensively and then began pilot programs of a few schools. The pilot
stage lasted four years in those districts, at the end of which,
implementation was full-scale. Smaller districts were able to institute
pilot programs of one year's duration and then move to decentraliza-
tion for all schools.

The Florida Commission's Report (1978) focussed clearly on the
problem of change. It noted that there was considerable opposition
across the state from professional groups and that some small districts
questioned the appropriateness of school-based management. It is fair
to say that opposition in the districts included in this study was not
sufficient to halt the implementation of decentralization. While not all
persons were satisfied with the change, it appears that in the districts
studied, opposition was not eNtensive. No evidence was gathered to
determine why; that is the subject of another study. As for the small
districts, they appeared to adapt school-based management's allocation
methods to suit their circumstances.

The Florida Commission stressed the need for support for de-
centralization prior to adoption. It determined that a sizeable amount of
preparation in the form of knowledge about school-based management
and skills required was necessary for successful implementation. It also
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raised the question of the advisability of a state-wide mandate of
decentralization. This study's results showed a strong level of support
for decentralization prior to adoption, partly based on early prepara-
tions and considerable discussion. There was evidence of extensive
preparation and testing of decentralization in the districts studied. It is
important to stress that all four Canadian districts undertook school-
based management voluntarily and at their own rate of transition no
provincial mandates were in place. The only compulsive element was
found in Cleveland (the court order).

Summary on Change

School district change to school-based management can be volun-
tary or involuntary. Adoption was often seen as fostered by a single
leader, particularly in Edmonton. Those in secondary roles were
also important in the change process. Districts engaged in extensive
preparations followed by pilot programs. Opposition to the change
was found in a number of quarters, but it did not halt adoption or
implementation. Concurrent retrenchment was seen as an impendi-
ment to the change to decentralization.

Chandler's main idea, that 'structure follows strategy is not
clearly upheld with reference to decentralization in education. Some of
the factors in the change to decentralization mentioned by Mintzberg
and Dressier were observed. However, the cyclic nature of centraliza-
tion/decentralization, stressed by Brooke, was not evident. The
tri-phasic model of planned change, integrated by Huberman and
Crandall, was used to organize the results. Retrenchment was
apparently unanticipated by that model. Perhaps because the districts
made a major effort to facilitate the change during the adoption and
implementation phases, potential problems raised by the Florida
Commission did not materialize extensively in the districts studied.

Anticipations Revisited

Although the prime evidence about school-based management comes
from persons in decentralized districts, a number of interviewees in
more traditionally managed or centralized districts were asked to
anticipate what administrative life might be like under school-based
management. Many of their beliefs were widely shared. Let us compare
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their views, expressed in chapter 1, with reality as perceived by those
who have experienced decentralization.

Elements of the general structure of school-based management
were quite accurately understood by those in centralized districts.
These included the idea of lump-sum budgeting, varying degrees of
decision making under school control, and clear determination of
authority. Tlwy also noted the potential of decentralization for larger
districts, though they overlooked the possibilities for smaller. A main
concern turned out to be parental control of schools. These inter-
viewees strongly favoured the administrative model of control over the
political modd.

Flexibility was seen as a prime advantage. Those in centralized
districts believed that principals would have considerable discretion to
plan and make many kinds of decisions about resource allocation in
their schools. As a consequence, they foresaw accurately the most
compelling outcome of this study.

How did they believe accountability of roles would be affected?
They thought that the board would become more concerned with
policymaking, that central office staff persons would bc advisory, and
that principals would receive the main responsibility for school welfare.
All of these views were borne out. However, many principals were
fearful of the new responsibility, though their colleagues in decentral-
ized districts expressed fe\ reservations about their added duties.
Further, they anticipated correctly the issues surrounding staff parti-
cipation in decision-making.

Interviewees in centralized districts foresaw the ability to match
resources with school priorities. However, they were in almost com-
plete disagreement with their counterparts under school-based manage-
ment on the leadcr/technician issue. They believed that decentralization
required less school leadership, while those under decentralization
were quite adamant that their roles required more. Further, they
overestimated the need for technical knowledge. One issue which they
forecast quite accurately was the workload required of school personnel
for additional planning and decision-making.

How did they view the process of change to decentralization?
Quite resoundingly, they expressed the need for ample preparation
prior to the full-scale implementation of school-based management, a
matter affirnwd by those in the decentralized districts. They foresaw
accurately that some groups would support the adoption while others
would potentially oppose it. They generally favoured decentralization,
though some had reservations. Such a level of support for school-based
management was also found in the districts studied.
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What is the overall tit between the anticipations expressed in
centralized districts and the reality as experienced by those in districts
with school-based management? It seems remarkably close. This con-
gruence may be explained mly partly hy the visits to decentralized
districts which a few of the interviewees had taken. Many of them had
a rather limited concept of school-based management until it was
explained by the interviewer. Yet. they were able to draw many of
its implications quite accurately. The exceptions, myths found to be
untrue. were twofold: (i) fear that principals might be unable to cope
with their new authority to make decisions in their schools; and (ii) fear
that the new principal's role would detract from Ins or her ability to be
an instructional leader as opposed to a technician. Neither of these fears
was coiitiriiied iii fact, the outcomes were mostly contrary to these
suppcmitions.

2,5;"Jv
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Chapter 15

&Mit' General Thoughts on
DecentralizAtion

This chapter contains a number of important dellients %vhich are
needed to bring this volume to a close. First the limitations of this study
are noted. Second. conlusions are specified In simple. point form nd a
figure is used to characterize the study. Following that section, the
conceptual synthesis is reex,unined aiRI a Coln mentary s offered.

Limitations

This stlidy was a modest olle III terms of the resonrCes availdble. It

%vould hove been helpful to have included greater number of school
districts With sCh001-ftised 111.111.112;elliellt, hOth 111 C.111.1d.1 and the
Umted States. As it stands, most of the evidence about deCent ralreation
%vas gathered in Ldmonton, Alberta, and in I anglev, British Col-
umbia, with a smaller but significant amount coining from Cleveland
and the two rural districts in British Cohimbia. This restriction permits
the conclusions to be only tentative ones. F.xperience with school-based
management elsewhere 111.1v not match completely with that encoun-
tered in these dist rius.

A second limitation is the relatively small innuber of interviews
conducted for the present study. There were seventy m tot,d. (thisi ye

of the centr,dized districts which had forty-four. This concern is

particularly applicable to .1 district the size of Edmonton, where
Interviewees numbered twenty. It is not chimed to tell the kill
Edmonton story here, but rather to give some indications of the
patterns of experiences which seem to be in place. Cleveland, too,
deserves more focus than it received here because of restncted
resources. However, I angley and the rural districts probably have been
exposed to a level of scrutiny which is more suited to then- site .111d
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complexity. The result of tins limitation IS that it may not always be
safe to generalize to all persons connected with the districts studied.

Third. the interviews resulted from a sampling procedure which
was purposive. Respondents were chosen because of their potential
knowledge about, and insights into, decentralization. While they
covered most of the spectrum of roles in Edmonton and Langley, it
cannot be asserted that interviewees' responses are fully representative
of the entirety of the districts' personnel. This limitation is even more
severe for Cleveland and the rural districts. It was overcome partially,
in the author's view, with the inclusion of results from surveys. But it
should be kept in mind that generalizations to entire districts are most
tentative.

A fourth inethodological limitation is important. although it may
seem a subtle one. It is ins( not possible to say for cerL tin that the
apparent outcomes, such as flexibility, accountability, or aspects ot
productivity were caused by the adoption and implementation of
school-based management. Even when it seems evident that these
outcomes increased when decentralization was put into effect, it is

always possible to ,Ittribute their perceived changes to other factors. In
this kind of research without controls on events, the apparent outcomes
may always be questioned. It is most appropriate to do so.

Fifth, it is quite apparent that the greater part of the evidence
presented in this inquiry comes from those who have actually
participated in the decentralization process. While this may be
considered a strength of the study, it is also a limitation because the
views and facts presented by numbers of persons do not guarantee
correctness (40 million French cal be wrong). Very few other kinds of
evidence were introduced Into this study. While every effort was made
to report and interpret the views of the interviewees faithtlilly. it is

always possible to judge the weight of opinion to be correct and
wrongfully ignore dissent and discontinuity when they arise.

Conclusions in Point Form

It is not eisv to decide what outcomes of a study merit the heading of
conclusioi,s The main criterion for their select:on was their strength
on the basi.. .:f the evidence gathered in this inquiry. If they were
well-grounded front several sources, their inclusion was much more
probable. A second criterion was their reflection in the literature
reviewed. When the evidence in the study was substantial and clearl
interpretable in light of prior author's discussions, its inclusion wa:.

2i" t-:.
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more likely. Conclusions are ordered accord*,
themes. Within each, points are broken down into
Again it must be stressed that these generalizations
given the study's limitations.

CoikillsioilS oil Structure

District Struaure

to the five main
%arious categories.
are tentative ones.

School-based management is an example of organizational, rather than
political or economic decentralization. Control of schools is not given
to parents.

The districts with decentralization profess the belief that school
personnel are trust%vorthy and knowledgeable enough to make
school-level decisicms.

School-based management is clnetiv instrumental in its orienta-
tion. It was not introduced for any inherent value it may have.

The structure of school-based management as observed in diis
inquiry resembles other occurrences reported in the UnIted Stateti.

Many general services are retained by central offices.
The scope of decisions given to schools under decentralization

varies from a small to large amount of district resources.

;erwral

Vie structure of school-based managenient matches quite well %vith
Mint/berg's divisional form.

I )istricts with school-based management have moved (rom
Mintzberg's horizontal to vertical decentralization.

I )ist nkts with school-based management shoy a degree of
Mint/berg's selective and parallel decentralization.

I )ecentralization may inake schools and districts soniewhat more
rational.

The frameworks ot classical management theory and structural-
tinictionalism are usetnl tools tOr understanding school-based manage-
ment.

)5S 26"
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COUCIIISI.Ons on Flexibility

School Flexibility

Schools under decentralization JR' considered to be much more
responsive than when they were under centralized management.

Responsiveness is interpreted as the ability to dapt resources ;Ind
procedures to student needs as perceived by school personnel.

The range of flexibility of decision making accorded by different
districts to their schools is large.

External constraints iinposed on schools under decentralization
limits their flexibility.

School Initiatire

School-based management may be a viable ,1VCinie for school improve-
ment because of the flexibility it accords schools.

School-based inanagement does not appear to be a key stimulus
for innovation.

(..0111111.tit111.% Oil Att.-Olilittiltility

;Clieral

The accountability model employed under school-based management
is one which sees ultimate authority coining from the electorate and
directed through boards and administrators. lt is Hot formally
participatory.

Accountability in decentralization is provided mainly b\ two
venues: budgetary review/control prior to expenditures and surveys
of parents, students Mid staff satisfaction after expendhores.

Role. I'm/a Detentuah.:ation

becollie inore concerned with policy matters than school
administration.

District line officers link schools \vith the superintendent.
( :entral office (non-line) staff members do Hot direct schools.
Principals see thei 1nse.ves as solely accountable for their schools.
Most school staffs are consulted during budgeting but they do not

control the planning process or school decision-making.
Parents do not control schools throUgh

2 , r)
)

t. )59



Decentralization and School-based .11auagement

Reactions to School-based .11dt/twine/it

Principals strongly favour decentralization; teachers support school-
based management, but less positively; support staff reactions are
mixed.

Principals and teachers generally agree on the strengths and
weaknesses of decentralization. The leading strength is flexibility while
the leading weakness is the time requirement.

Some teachers and support staff want to participate in the
budgetary process; others do not.

Conclusions on Productivity

School Productivity

Decentralization was not introduced to cut costs.
Some school-level costs may be reduced because of increased cost

awareness.
Workloads for school personnel 11,.ve increased but the new office

technology may help reduce those \vot k loads.
Contrary to the beliefs of those llot 111 decentralized districts.

principals consider themselves to be more educational leaders than
technicians.

Outputsis measured Iw parental and student satisfaction, have
increased under school-based management.

(;Cneril/

School-based managenient shows 110 connection to the thinking behind
production function analysis.

Schools under school-based management may have soille .1d1111111S-
trative sinlilarities with effective schools.

School-based management districts do not demonstrate a pre-
occupation with efficiency conceived as cost accounting.

The evidence is unclear about the overall efficiency of decentraliza-
tion.

Technical efficiencies in schools may have increased because
resources are more matched to school tasks.

Decentralization provides a measure of equal access to educational
resources for students.
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Conclusions on Chanp,

doption

Districts usually have one person who provides leadership for
school-based management.

Most districts in this study a Lopted decentralization voluntarily.
Other districts' experiences with school-based management appear

to be important as information ibout decentralization is gathered.
Opposition to school-based management is voiced by sonic

groups and individuals.
Alter the adoption decision, the roles of secondary leaders become

important.

Impienientation

School-based management is accompanied by extensive preparations.
Pilot programs or one to four years are part of implementation.
Small districts adapt school-based management to tlwir circum-

stanCes.
Retrenchment makes the change to decentralization much more

difficult.
No tendency to recentralize emerges after school-based manage-

ment is instituted fully.

The Decentralization Diamond

One wav to describe decentralization and its utcomes is in symbolic
form. I he major themes of tructlire,thwibility, accountability, productiv-
ity and chancy may be arranged in a diamond pattern. using the tirst
letter of each theme (see figure 3).

ann is at the centre and linked to all other themes because it
provides the unifying perspectives for this inquiry into school-based
management. Productivity is on the bottom since it is seen as the
ultimate test olthe worthiness of decentralization and supports all other
concepts. Chaniy is on the top. forming the superstructure which
requires all other elements to be in place. ile.vibility and accountability,
chief substantive cc.inponents. are posed opposite each other because
they are largely complementary.

zr; tO"-
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Figure 3: The Decentralization Diamond
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NOTES: S = Structure
F = Flexibility
A = Accountability
P = Productivity
C =Change

The Conceptual Synthesis Revisited

I )oes the empirical investigation of school-based management illumin-
ate the conceptual synthesis \vhich evolved from the literature review?
It is rather presumptuous (or small study to try to dd much to
framework based on compilation of Many writings, I lowever. here are
some modest confluents which may be of value.

1 he tirst level of- the synthesis concerns the choice of the
structural-functional Viewpoint. lt seems that this study was usefully
guided by that general set of-concepts. However, there is no question
that the alternative could have been pursued. School-based manage-
ment could have been studied as a cultural phenomenon; decentrahia-
tion could have been seen as a mobililer of emotion. Thus, the
synthesis provided important general altenutiVe which may be
fruitfid.

The second level. addressing the forms of decentralriation, lays
out two global choices, pohtic.d or orgamiational. While the organi7a-
tional emphasis \\ as pursued. the political alternative remains a clear
riosqhility for the study or decentralization in general or school-based

'6)
2tIE%4) )



SOM. Genera/ ThOl(igaS 011 1)CielItrall.:c16011

management in particular. I Iowever, very little evidence of participa-
tory decision-making was encountered in this study.

The third level of the synthesis suggests many questions about
organizational structure which were pursued at some length in this
monograph since they offered elements and principles attendant to
decentralization. 'Fhe three higher levels in the framework thus
provided alternatives and sonic direction for the conduct of this
research.

The fourth level, which addresses outcomes, is a large step closer
to the empirical world of school-based managemem, and hence it is
more appropriate to comment on how it might be altered in view of
this study. A major outo.;ine of school-based management was local
flexibility. This concept seenis to have not been given dle ainount of
emphasis in the literature which respondents were willing to offer.
Such a relative silence in academic writings may suggest an area
of theoretical honiework. The second outcome was accountability.
Again, this question served to provide alternatives. Yet. its eniphasis
was also not great, given the centrality the concept played in this studv.
A third idea was productivity, a compendium of related concepts
pertinent to decentralization. The ideas therein may have been more
clearly addressed if they were each given more separate identities and
focus. The topic of change was highly connected to school-based
management in the minds of respondents. Process and product were
run together. This result may imply that the process and substance of
change may be more closely related dian suggested by the general
Change literature. At the bottom of the conceptual synthesis lies

school-based management. which deserves its own reflections, to be

fOund in the next section.

Commentary

This discussion serves the special purpose of pernntting the monientarY
suspension of strict rules of writing to allow (he author to engage in

sonic unfettered thinking. This is the author's opportunity to contem-
plate each theille a little Wore broadly or more fancit'ully. liut the reader
is warned that midi play with ideas does not constitute serious work.
Rather, it is to be considered part of March's 0972) 'technology
of foolishness', where no responsibility is claimed for the clarity,
certainty, or propriety the thoughts presented.

The principles of decentralization have been applied to schools,
resulting in the divisionalized form of organizational structure. But as

2
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Mintzberg observed, divisional managers tend to 'stop the buck'. To
put the idea another way, decentralization dies at the principal's desk.
If the concept of decentralization is worthy of pursuit, why stop at
the role of chief school administrator? There are some elements of
grade-based budgeting and department-based budgeting already evi-
dent in this study. But a more exciting unit for planning is the teacher
Or classroom.

What would teacher-based management look like? Most prob-
ably, what school-based management is on a small scale with certain
alterations. A school allocation system would disburse funds to
teachers directly. Teachers, or perhaps teacher teams, would decide
how to spend their monies. When coordination was necessary, the
principal would become involved, otherwise not. Budgets would be
submitted for approval and integrated into the school plan. If such
freedom was accompanied by the requisite accountability, the teacher
would he elevated to a professional status, having control over
monetary resources and not just time allocations in the classroom.
Some exciting questions arise. How would teacher supervision be
affected% Would teacher teams be stratified% How might they he
composed? Would learning outcomes be altered positively if teachers
were given this amount of discretion and then held accountable? Would
learning be affected more than under divisionalization? The possibilities
are far more complex than this discourse has alleged but the idea seems
worthy of some good conceptual investigation. If school-based
management was to be extended in this way, then it seems reasonable
to expect some of the advantages and disadvantages of Mintzberg's
professional bureaucracy to occur.

Another extension, the ultimate one perhaps, is to student-based
mamgement. Not appropriate for kindergarten maybe, but at the level
of senior secondary students, something which could be contemplated.
It is possible to imagine resources being disbursed to at least some
students. And the freedom to learn by the method one chooses is an
exciting idea, though accountability may or may not be a surmountable
probleni.

The districts investigated in this study demonstrated a fair range of
decisions which were accorued to schools, from supplies and equio-
ment to consultant services. Two seemed to be quite restricted. Apart
from the usual need to maintain ultimate comrols at the state or
provincial level, how fir can the continuum go% As Greenhalgh
suggests, some central office services seem to make sense only at the
district level (such as payroll). But what would a district look like if all
possible decisions were made at the school level% It seems clear that
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local curriculum design and special needs programming would be
located at the School level. In fact, schools could have their resident
experts, as divisions of corporations often do. What would be a
reasonable proportion of resource balance between central office and
schools? If schools were to take full responsibilities for their manage-
ment, including development of educational initiatives, then perhaps
about 95 per cent of district resources could be allocated to schools,
with a central office core remaining. Such a skeletal structure would
contain line officers and the minimum of support staff.

The freedom which schools were given was well complemented
by the responsibilities to which they were held accountable, something
of a parallel to advice given adolescents. School accountability seems to
be favoured by school board members and associate superintendents in
this inquiry. But flexibility was also strongly endorsed by teachers and
principals. Particularly by principals, who may have felt like 'real
managers for the first time. The pride of being in charge of their school
radiated from many. One started his interview by volunteering the fact
that he 'ran a S4.5 million dollar operation'. But this study did not go
very far in discerning the deeper effects of assuming much more
authority. What are the' real effects on those people. who entered the
teaching profession some time ago, possibly with the idea of avoiding
the business world's hard-nosed decision making? Are they able to
handle all the expectations? Might they be overwhelmed? Alter-
natively, would they behave like entrepreneurs, competing with other
principals for students to build their own empires? While such
problems did not emerge from the conversations with those inter-
viewed, the author's intuition suggests that such possibilities exist and
are worth investigating.

This study offered sonic grounds for the idea that school
productivity was most likely increased under school-based manage-
ment. However, much of the evidence presented was focussed on the
inputs and processes of learning, not the outcomes of learning or other
indicators of productivity. How schools produce learning remains an
intriguing black box. Their efficiencies under school-based manage-
ment have only been touched upon. Are instructional processes actually
altered? Do principals supervise their teachers differently? Further,
schools' level of equity as they carry out their functions has only been
considered briefly. Is it possible that equality of educational oppor-
tunity tOr students in the form of equal treatment is attained in some
way? How? These are key questions tOr those interested in educational
finance and the economics of education. Does school-based manage-
ment actually 'make a difference' on these dimensions? Clearly, many
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more research resources re needed to investigate these topics. .1 here
are dOCtoral dissertations .ind masters theses waiting to be
written OH this general theme.

The final theme considered in this inquiry was the change to
school-based immagement. It Wati Hot covered extensively, though
there is much to be told in the story ol how decentralivation 'came to
be'. Much more needs to be done to understand fully why and how
school-based management is adopted. iniplemented, and continued or
discarded. Only the developed variants ol the model were investigated
in this study. But what are the seeds of recentralization? Can de-
centralization be institutionalized successfUlly via a state or provincial
mandate? What is the role of compulsion in this kind of- planned
change? What about the instances where school-based management
was investigated and declined. or attempted mid rejected: Such
narratives need to be told so that the Cull scale of understanding or
school-based management can be appreciated.

Capstone

I fere is the bottom line: This inquiry has shown that the organizational
structure known as decentralization is perceived to have provided
schools with some flexibility of decision making. districts with sonic
It Walls of.10:0tHlt,lhility and has ofiered the possibility that such schools
may be more productive. Decentralization has been examined s a
structural phenomenon and the process of change from centralived to
decent:Jived management has been investigated. There is onlv one
recommendation \\inch seems fitting to attend such a modest study. It
is suggested that chi educators and others who believe that districts and
schools can somehow be made better are encouraged to explore further
the ideas surrounding decentralization.
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