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Abstract

The purpose of this research was to consider the participation of staff in decision
making in schools for specific purposes in a rural area of New South Wales. The
data was collected in 1994 and was considered in light of the recommendations
made by the Schools Renewal Strategy (1990). This strategy contained a
number of decentralist changes for the Department of School Education and was
led by the Schools Renewal Task Force chaired by Brian Scott.

The two research tools: a survey and structured interview used in this study were
developed with four main areas as their focus. Firstly, participants identified who
made and contributed to specific decision items. These decision items were
divided into the five following decision areas:

decisions concerned with policy and curriculum;

decisions concerned with professional development;

decisions concerned with students;

decisions concerned with community issues and

decisions concerned with resources.

NOR1hN 1EKkI1tJRY 1JPJJERS11i LIBRARY

Secondly, the participants recommended who they thought should make and
contribute to the same decision items.

The third area considered the decisional state of the participants using the data
from the first two areas. For each decision item, it was noted whether
participants wanted to be less involved in decision making, were satisfied with
their current role or wanted more involvement. The decision areas were
compared to establish if the decisional state was affected by the type of decision
that had to be made.

Lastly, a number of variables were considered to determine the impact they had
on decision making processes. These variables were: 1) role of the participants;
2) size of the school; 3) gender of the participants and 4) culture of the school.

Interview schedules for each group of participants were developed after a pilot
run of the survey to supplement the information.

The data were collected from sixty principals, teachers, teacher aides, clerical
assistants and parents at five schools for specific purposes. All staff members
were asked to complete a survey and two parents were selected from each
school. In addition to this, eighteen respondents were selected in a random
stratified sample to participate in face to face or telephone interviews. The larger
schools had between eighteen and twenty participants. The smaller schools had
between six and twelve participants. The data from the surveys were analysed
into tables based on individual schools and participant groups. The interviews
were transcribed and analysed for patterns within schools and participant
groups. The two types of data collection were then compared for similarities and

differences.

The main findings of this study were:

• All of the respondents wanted to be more involved in decision making
processes.

• The larger schools had more opportunity to make decisions at the school
level than the smaller schools. The smaller schools tended to rely on
Department of School Education officers to assist them in making decisions
particulary in decisions concerned with policy and curriculum, professional
development and students. The respondents at the larger schools
experienced greater satisfaction in decision making than their colleagues in
smaller schools.

• The role of the participants affected their involvement in decision making
processes.

Principals made the majority of the decisions in four out of five of the
schools. They also indicated that they wanted to decrease their level of
involvement in some decisions.

• Teachers wanted to make and contribute to more decisions. They
particulary wanted more involvement in decisions concerned with policy and
curriculum and professional development.

• Teacher aides did not make any decisions but wanted to contribute more to
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decisions. They indicated they wanted more involvement in decisions
concerned with policy and curriculum and professional development.

• Clerical assistants made very few decisions in the schools but were
generally satisfied with this role. They wanted more involvement in decisions
concerned with professional development and resources.

• Parents made very few decisions in schools. They wanted to have more
involvement in all decisions, especially those related to community issues.

• The male respondents made more decisions than the female group.
However, this is linked to the role of the participants, in that the male group
dominated the executive positions in this sample.

• Each school had a decision making style that was unique. The larger
schools were found to use more of a collaborative management style than
the smaller schools. Within each of the two groups of school size,
differences in managerial style could clearly be identified. However, some
common features of frustration could be identified across the schools in
relation to centralised system processes that affected all of the schools.
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Chapter 1 The Problem

1.1 Introduction
In 1988 the government in New South Wales commissioned a management
review into public education. This resulted in the publication of a document titled
"School Centred Education" in March 1990. This report outlined a strategy for
change that would increase public confidence in education as well as increase
efficiency across the public education system. Recommendations were made for
organisational changes that handed down more decision making powers to
school whilst still retaining central control over some components.
This study was based on the view that an analysis of staff participation in schools
for specific purposes would provide evidence of whether policies initiated by the
Department of School Education in NSW since 1990 were successfully
implemented. The design of the study was based on Ward's model (1994) who
described the role of teacher participation in primary and district high schools in
Western Australia. Ward recommended that more field based research needed
to be conducted in order to find out more information about how decisions are
negotiated and made and how prepared staff are to accept the increased
responsibilities associated with shared decision making.
Ward's study had three main aims:
to identify the main decision maker in a range of decisions that
occurred in schools
to determine whether teachers were satisfied with their
participation in decisions and
to consider relationships that may exist between variables such as
gender, teaching level, school location, teaching experience,
qualifications and desire for promotion.

Ward's study was carried out by randomly selecting teachers in primary and
district high schools who worked in Western Australia. Two hundred and two
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teachers participated in the survey. Fifty of these teachers were then randomly
selected and interviewed by phone.
The survey used by Ward was based on the Decision Point Analysis instrument.
This instrument has been used in other studies concerned with teacher
participation (Jansen 1979, Telfer 1976). Ward made some adaptions to the
wording and the questions contained in the instrument. The twenty five
questions in the Decision Point Analysis were divided into five areas. The
decision areas were
•
•
•
•
•

School Administration,
Curriculum and Learning Experiences,
Pupil and Pupil activities,
Teacher and Teacher activities, and
School Community Relations.
-

Ward identified three decisional states in relation to the respondents satisfaction
in their participation in decision making. These were originally developed by
Alutto and Belasco (1972) and also were used in Telfer (1978) and Jansen's
(1979) studies. The three levels were.decisional deprivation where respondents indicated that they wanted
more involvement in decisions;
•

decisional equilibrium where respondents indicated they were
satisfied with their current participation and
decisional saturation where respondents indicated that they wanted
less involvement in decisions.

Ward made the following conclusions from his study:
the respondents identified the principal as the main decision maker in
their schools;
the majority of teachers reported decisional deprivation across all of
the focus areas;
female respondents experienced higher levels of decisional
deprivation than their colleagues;
respondents were dissatisfied with the time allocated to participative
decision making as they felt this affected the effectiveness of these
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processes;
teachers with less than ten years' experience experienced higher
levels of decisional deprivation and
respondents in country schools had significantly more involvement in
participative decision making than their colleagues in metropolitan
areas.

This study modified the Decision Point Analysis considerably and used semi
structured interviews with randomly selected participants. Sixty respondents
from five schools for specific purposes (SSP's) participated in the study.

1.2 Background of the problem
This study is based on decision making by staff in SSP's in a rural area of New
South Wales. The data for the study was collected between November and
December in 1994. Literature on shared decision making in schools in Australia
and other countries spans several decades. In this section the systemic
changes that occurred in Australia and New South Wales are briefly outlined.
These changes led to a greater emphasis on decision making at the school
level.
Changes in Australia
Up until 1973, the public education system was managed by each state through
a highly centralised model of administration. In 1972, the Liberal Country party
-

that had been in office since 1949 was replaced by the Labor Party led by E.G.
Whitlam. This government soon announced the formation of the Australian
Schools Commission. This committee was led by Professor Peter Karmel. For
the first time, the federal government was setting standards towards which the
states had to work rather than simply supplementing state funding. The report
was based on the six following values;
•
•
•
•

acceptance of devolution of authority;
equality;
diversity;
acceptance of the parallel system of government and non-government
schools;

El
•
•

acceptance of community involvement in schools; and
acceptance of the role that schools had in assisting young people in
'the acquisition of skills and knowledge, initiation into the cultural
heritage, the valuing of rationality and the broadening of opportunities
to respond to and participate in artistic endeavours' (Australian Schools
Commission,1973 p14).

By 1980, there was considerable concern about Australia's economic position.
During the 1980's the state governments of South Australia, Victoria, Western
Australia and Queensland all chose to undergo organisational restructures in
government departments. Louden and Browne (1993 p214) identified the
shared changes that occurred in these states.
Among the most important are reduced central bureaucracies, devolution of
authority to the school level, increased public involvement in school-level policy
formulation and greater accountability at both school and system level.

In 1985, as a result of a major report; 'Quality of Education in Australia' (Qualit

y

of Education Review Committee 1985), the Commonwealth government
developed an eight year program of recurrent funding which was to be
negotiated with each state. The states had to provide measurable outcomes as
part of these negotiations. When the eight year program expired in 1988, the
functions of the Australian Schools Commission were absorbed into the federa

l

department called the Department of Employment, Education and Training.
Changes in New South Wales
From 1976 until 1988, Labor governments controlled New South Wales with
majorities in both the lower and upper houses. Once the Labor government
gained office, they commissioned the Wilenski Report which undertook a
comprehensive review of the Public Service. The Government also established
an Education Commission which was led by Professor J Hagan (Wollongong
University). These reviews resulted in two Acts of Parliament that impacted on
the administration of the Department of Education. The first act called the Public
Service Act 1979, made the Director-General of Education responsible to the
Minister of Education rather than the Public Service Board as had happened
previously. The Education Commission Act 1980 extended the responsibilitie

s

of the Director-General to include more specific details about the teaching

5
service.
The Education Commission Act 1980 made the Director-General of
Education responsible to the Minister for the general conduct and the
efficient, effective and economical management of the functions and
activities of the Education Teaching Service including
•
•
•
•

classifying schools
determining teaching staff establishments
determining procedures for the appointment, promotion and transfer of teachers
maintaining discipline (Swan and Winder, 1991 p127-128)

A number of interest groups were active in policy development in the late 1970s
and early 1980s
resulting in several proposals for change. One of these led to a
report outlining the need for School Councils in 1983. The title of this report was
'School Councils, A Report of the Working Group on the Establishment of School
Councils for State Schools in New South Wales'. However, this report was
unsuccessful in establishing school councils in state schools.
In 1988, the government changed from Labor to a Liberal/Country Party coalition
where they held a significant majority in the Lower House. This government
claimed that the electorate would support the major educational reforms that
they proposed. The period between 1988 and 1990 was a very volatile period in
educational politics where many public protest rallies against the proposed
changes took place. In September 1988, the government began a review into
education chaired by Hon Sir John Carrick of the Education. Its two main aims
were:
to review the Education and Public Instruction Act 1987 and
to consider ways of improving the quality of education in schools in New
South Wales.

A wide cross-section of the community was represented by the review committee
and a comprehensive process of consultation and data collection was
conducted. When the report was presented to the government in September
1989, one of the major recommendations was that the Board of Studies should
be established to 'develop curriculum guidelines, to provide aid to the minister
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on courses for the School Certificate and the Higher School Certificate and to
register schools' (Swan and Winder, 1991 p146). The Board of Studies have
retained these powers and have a considerable influence on schools in New
South Wales to this date.
in April, 1988, the Hon Dr Terry Metherell, who was then the Minister for
Education and Youth Affairs, announced a Management Review which
undertook to make an in depth examination into the delivery of education within
New South Wales. This review was led by Dr Brian Scott. Scott commented in
this report that every other state and territory in Australia except New South
Wales had conducted a comprehensive review by this time. Scott summarised
that the systems and processes had become too rigid and were not sufficiently
flexible to respond to changes that were occurring in the rapidly changing
society that existed in New South Wales. Scott's reports recommended a
dramatic change to the existing management style in the Department. He
outlined how parents, the wider community and teachers were to have key roles
in the management of education. His recommendations were based on an
organisational structure that supported school-centred education. Although the
review was highlighted as being both an external and independent review, the
majority of the consultations involved people working in senior positions in the
Department of Education. While the recommendations certainly advocated more
control being given to schools, they also retained an element of central contro

l.
Dimmock and Hattie's definition of administrative decentralisation and politica
l
decentralisation is useful in understanding the implications of Scott's
recommendations (1994 p38).
In the case of administrative decentralisation, authority is transferred from higher
levels of a bureaucracy to field units, but selection of local administrators and
broad policy still emanates from the centre. Political decentralisation, howeve
r,
is the transfer of power to a local body and is the essence of devolution.

While Scott's report celebrates the need for political decentralisation, the system
that was recommended fits between these two definitions. Schools were given
some financial autonomy but many decisions were made at a central level and
then handed down to public schools to implement. Scott recommended that the
Department of Education should take five years to implement these reforms.
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This study took place at the end of the fourth year of implementation.

1.3 Statement of the problem
In the previous section, it can be seen that the Department of Education in New
South Wales has moved from being a rigid unchangeable system to one that is
readily affected by the politics of the day and the many changes that occur in
society. Schools have been charged with some responsibilities in making
decisions about the priorities that exist in their unique situation. Although many
reports such as the Karmel report had advocated decentralisation, the Scott
report was the first report that outlined the systemic changes that needed to
occur and the new roles and responsibilities that would emanate from these
changes. Each school was required to develop its own Renewal plan which
outlined the actions that the school was going to take to reach the goals
determined by the school community over a five year period. Scott defined the
Renewal plan in the following way (1990 p72).
Within the framework of overall departmental goals each school will develop its
own Renewal Plan. This will provide the basis for its on-going program of school
improvement and professional development.

The recommended training to implement these changes focused largely on
developing the financial management skills of principals in schools. The
changes that needed to occur in each school community to develop a renewal
plan based on the needs of the school community was largely left up to
principals to coordinate and develop. However, the literature concerned with
school-based management suggests that skill development at the school level is
crucial to the success of participative decision making.
As Hargreaves highlights, teachers need to understand change processes if
they are to have an impact on schools (1993 p16);
teachers are the key to educational change. If the teacher doesn't like a
change, doesn't understand it, doesn't think it is practical, or doesn't agree with
it, then the change will be implemented incompetently, insincerely or not at all.

Involving teacher in change is therefore vital to improving quality in our schools.

The strategies in 'Schools Renewal' (1989) did not provide any systemic
support for training teachers in participative decision making. The training that
principals received mainly focused on financial management and did not have a
major emphasis on school-based decision making. As Hoy and Tarter (1993 p4)
point out, leaders in schools require some understanding of shared decision
making;
shared decision making has taken on added importance as reformers advocate
teacher involvement in decision making. Always involving subordinates is as
shortsighted as never involving them. Participation in decision making (PDM)
can improve the quality of decisions and promote co-operation if the right
strategy is linked to the right situation.

The ability of principals as educational leaders to conduct participative decision
making processes in schools in New South Wales largely depended on their
own personal experience and professional development rather than any
preparation for change outlined by their employers.
While schools have gained some flexibility through the Schools Renewal
Strategy, they are caught midway in the continuum between complete autonomy
and centralist policies. As McGaw et al (1992 p140) point out in their research
into effective schools, this is a common feature of the structural changes that
have occurred during the 1980s and 1990s;
there is a major paradox at the heart of these structural changes in education,
both nationally and internationally. On the one hand we find an emphasis on the
devolution of managerial decision making and school governance to schools
and their communities; on the other hand an equally prominent emphasis on the
centralisation, or recentralisation, of curriculum, reinforced by large-scale testing
programs.

McGaw et al also suggest that often these structural reforms have been
conducted on the basis of financial efficacy rather than the service offered to
students in schools;
although the rhetoric of these reforms has often been couched in terms of a
crisis in education, much of their real impetus has been the need to find
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politically acceptable solutions to economically straitened circumstances.
(1992 p139)

The reforms in education in New South Wales resulting from the Scott report are
accurately represented by the statements above. Although changes were
mandated at the school level, schools were equipped with few tools to assist
them in this process. It would seem that the reforms were doomed to failure,
since the implementation processes developed by Scott limited participant
training to principals and financial management for clerical assistants.
Similar comments have been made in the United States where school-based
management has also been introduced. Morhman et al concluded that schoolbased management in USA had been unsuccessful due to 'weak
implementation processes that included lack of time, inadequate participant
training and unresolved issues involving the links between the district and the
school' (1994 p247).
Research into the impact of these educational reforms at a school-based level
has been limited in Australia. Three studies have been conducted in Western
Australia by Savery, Soutar and Dyson (1992), Ward (1994) and Dimmock and
Hattie (1994). Savery, Soutar and Dyson's paper was titled 'Ideal Decision
Making Styles Indicated by Deputy Principals'. Ward's study considered the role
of teachers in participative decision making whereas Dimmock and Hattie
investigated the views of principals and teachers towards decentralisation. No
studies could be found that considered the impact of devolution on schools that
catered for students with intellectual disabilities.

1.4 Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to collect detailed information from schools for
specific purposes in a rural area of New South Wales. This information was
divided into the following six areas.
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1

To determine the main decision maker in each of the following
five decision areas.

2

•

Decisions concerned with policy and curriculum;

•

decisions concerned with professional development;

•

decisions concerned with students;

•

decisions concerned with community issues and

•

decisions concerned with human and physical resources

To determine who contributed to decisions in each of the five
decision areas

3

To determine who the respondents would like to be the main
decision maker in the five decision areas

4

To determine who the respondents would like to contribute to
decisions in the five decision areas.

5

To determine the decisional state of the respondents in the
selected schools for specific purposes in each of the
decision areas.

6

To consider the impact of the participants role and gender on
their participation and decisional state in each of the decision
areas

1.5 Importance of the study
The focus of this study is the staff that work in schools for specific purposes. This
research considers the beliefs that respondents have about who makes and
contributes to decisions. This is then compared with the beliefs that respondents
have about who they think should make and contribute to decisions. This

11

information is then used to review the decisional state of participants in
individual schools to make observations about the extent these match or differ
from government policy. The reasons for the importance of this research are
listed below.
This research study differs from previous studies using the Decision Point
Analysis in that it provides detailed information about who the participants
would like to make decisions. Previous research studies have only collected
information about one person that is identified as the main decision maker.
This study acknowledges that many schools are using models of decision
making where many people may be involved in contributing to the decision
and consequently attempts to identify who contributes to what type of
decisions.
Since SSP's employ a range of staff, it is important to know what kinds of
decisions different staff feel they can influence. As Chapman pointed out in
her studies 'When teachers feel that their time is spent on decisions that are
not important or decisions which will not be implemented due to constraints
either internal or external to the school, frustration, disillusionment and at
times cynicism result' (1990 p232). Therefore this information will be useful
to administrators in these schools in providing them with a basis to develop
a decision making structure upon.
This study is unique from other studies in that the statistics and interview
data from each of the schools have been used in two ways. Firstly, they
were aggregated by staff groups so that the attributes of each staff group
could be identified. Secondly, the data from each school was analysed
school by school so that differences and similarities about each school
community could be identified. In previous studies, (Ward 1994, Jansen
1979) the researchers have used aggregated statistics to make comments
about the school system under study.
To the researcher's knowledge, no study has been conducted in schools
that cater for students with disabilities in Australia to determine the existing
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levels of participation and the desired levels of participation by staff in those
schools. Although the survey structure was similar to previous studies, the
content of the survey was modified considerably to extract explicit
information from schools for specific purposes in New South Wales.
Although, restructuring and decentralisation has occurred in all of the states
of Australia, there has been little reported research into how this has been
received by schools. Clearly, the response of schools to these changes will
have considerable impact on their success or otherwise.
The evidence from this study will assist administrators in considering
whether the changes arising from Scott's recommendations have been
effective. Some of the issues that may be considered in relation to the
devolution of resources have been summarised by Spinks (1990 p142) as
benefits and fears.

1
2

3

4
5
6
7

Benefits
Able to manage money more
effectively and create savings.
Better able to manage the
educational business of the
school.
Better positioned to
understand the financial
position and an incentive to
plan.
Decisions best taken by those
most affected by them.
Opportunity for more
upward flow of information.
Opportunities for innovation.
The good performers are
rewarded.

Fears
1 Principals would become
more mangers than
educational leaders.
2 Concern about principals
having sufficient managerial
experience and ability.
3 Suspicion that devolution is a
device for making cuts and
transferring the odium to
schools.
4 Suspicion that the good
managers in one year would
be penalised in the next.

1.6 Justification of the study
On the basis of the data collected from educators in schools around Australia
McGaw et al gave a pessimistic forecast for the impact of decentralist changes.
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It is too early to do more than speculate on how these structural changes will
affect schools and schooling in Australia, or how they might impinge on the
issues of school improvement ... only. Proponents of restructuring believe that
schools will be transformed by making them more entrepreneurial, more marketoriented and more competitive. Critics fear they are right. Then again, given the
history of educational reform in Australia and elsewhere, and the predominantly
structural focus of the current changes, there is at least the possibility that they
will simply wash over schools as so many past reforms have done (1992 p140).

As new reforms have taken centre stage in schools in News South Wales during
the 1990s, there has not been an external evaluation at the school level to judge
the impact of Scott's reforms. During the years of implementation, the External
Council of Review produced annual reports on the progress of the
implementation of the recommendations from 'School Centred Education'
(1990). The Council was an independent body appointed by the Minister for
Education and Youth Affairs whose role was to assess and account for the
progress of the report. The seven people in this Council "consulted widely with
people at all levels within the Department, and reported to the Council at each
External Council meeting on significant issues and developments". (Second
Annual Report; January 1992). However, this Council still concentrated on a
systemic centralised model where they attempted to collect information from the
entire organisation so that comments could be formulated on the impact the
central direction was having on the education system. Close analysis of
individual schools was not made to determine the impact the reforms had on
schools and students. Unless the effectiveness of reform is examined at the
school-based level, it is difficult to see how Scott's reform can be evaluated
properly. Scott implied that he wanted to produce a system that was responsive
to the educational needs of students and teachers, yet there has been no
serious examination of whether this has been achieved. There has been no
recent research into staff participation in schools in New South Wales since
these changes have occurred. The role of SSP's varies from other schools due
to their unique staffing structure. The staff from these schools largely consist of
teachers and teacher aides who work with a range of itinerant staff and staff from
other government departments to provide an appropriate education for students
with disabilities. There has been no research in this area to determine how
these schools handle these processes and how the varying staff groups within
the school are responding to the structural changes that have occurred. A study
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based on decision making by the staff in SSP's would provide evidence of the
impact of the changes mandated by the Scott report. This in turn would provide
some information on whether the implementation of Scott's recommendations
had succeeded in producing a more flexible school system that met the needs of
students and teachers.

1.7 Research Questions
The following research questions were developed by the researcher based on
personal observations of the variables that exist in the staffing structure that
operate in schools for specific purposes. The four main variables that were
identified were differences in roles, gender, size of the school and the school
culture.
Questions 1-2 Role of participants
•

Is there a relationship between the role of participants and their
response to decision making in each of the decision areas?
Is there a relationship between the role of participants and their
perceptions about their role in decision making (decisional state) in
each of the decision areas?

Questions 3

-

4 Gender of participants

Is there a relationship between the gender of the participants and their
response to decision making in each of the decision areas?
Is there a relationship between the gender of the participants and their
perceptions about their role in decision making (decisional state) in
each of the decision areas?
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Questions 5
•

-

8 Size of the school

Is there a relationship between the size of the school and the role of
the participants and their response to decision making in each of the
decision areas?

•

Is there a relationship between the size of the school and their
perceptions about their role in decision making (decisional state) in
each of the decision areas?
Decisional states are described in more detail on page 50.

•

Is there a relationship between the size of the school and the decision
making style?

Question 9

-

Individual school culture

Can a decision making style be determined for each school

1.8 Definition of terms
Schools for specific purposes (SSP's)
These state schools cater solely for school age students with intellectual
disabilities from Kindergarten to Year 12 in New South Wales.
Teachers
Officers employed by the Department of Education and Training in New South
Wales who have a teaching responsibility for classes of students enrolled in
state schools
Teacher Aides
Officers employed by the Department of Education and Training in New South
Wales who are responsible for assisting teachers in the education of students
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with intellectual disabilities in schools for specific purposes.
Itinerant teachers
Officers employed by the Department of Education and Training in New South
Wales who have a specific teaching responsibility for certain targeted groups of
students enrolled in state schools eg visually impaired students.
Education Resource Centres
These centres were established as part of the Schools Renewal Strategy. They
were centres that aimed to provide strong professional and curriculum support
for principals and teachers. A centre served a cluster of between ten and twenty
schools which were generally not more than one hour of travelling time away.
Department of Education personnel state
Officers employed by the Department of Education and Training in New South
-

Wales who are primarily responsible for coordinating the activities of the
Department across the state of New South Wales.
Department of Education personnel region
Officers employed by the Department of Education and Training in New South
-

Wales who are primarily responsible for coordinating the activities of one of the
five regions in the Department of Education established across the state of New
South Wales
Department of Education
This organisation is responsible for providing a public education system in
schools in New South Wales. The organisation has recently been restructured
to include TAFE and retitled Department of Education and Training. The
previous title has been retained for the purpose of this study as this was the
existing title at the time of the data collection.
Community Health professionals
Those professionals employed by Department of Community Services,
Department of Community Health or the Department of Health to provide therapy
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services to school age students who have intellectual disabilities.
Decision making
Simon (1993) divided decision making into four stages
•
•
•
•

finding problems that need attention and attending to them...
thinking about what alternative, what kinds of solutions, might deal with
that problem...
evaluating the solutions and choosing among them (p394).
implementing the chosen solution

Shared decision making
In this research, the terms school-based decision making, shared decision
making are seen as forms of participative decision making. Seddon et al points
out that 'the move to participative decision making entailed shifts in the
preexisting power relativities of a centralist administrative structure'. (1990 p36)
Decision areas
In this research, the decision areas are a way of classifying the range of
decisions that school staff can participate in through shared decision making
processes. The decision areas used in this study are
•

Decisions concerned with policy and curriculum;

•

decisions concerned with professional development;

•

decisions concerned with students;

•

decisions concerned with community issues and

•

decisions concerned with human and physical resources

Collaborative decision making
Collaborative decision making was defined by Boyd (1986 p30) as 'the process
by which parents, teachers, students, principals, administrators and other closely
involved in the work of education will reach agreement on educational policy
and practice.
School culture
The culture at the school is the environment that is created by the shared beliefs,
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values and knowledge of the people who have some involvement with the
school.
Decisional state
Alutto and Belasco (1972) identified three levels of decisional participation
which they referred to as the decisional state of the participants:
decisional deprivation: participation in fewer decisions than preferred;
decisional equilibrium: participation in as many decisions as required
and
decisional saturation: participation in more decisions than desired
Systemic
Established processes and protocols that are defined and controlled from a
central body within a government department.

1.9 Scope and Delimitations of the study
The scope of this study is limited to the participation of staff in five schools for
specific purposes in a rural area of New South Wales in 1994 for the following
reasons.
The researcher wanted to look at the impact of decentralist reforms on schools
for specific purposes in a rural area of New South Wales only. Due to this
private schools that catered for students with disabilities were not included in this
study.
Primary schools and secondary schools that catered for students with disabilities
through the provision of inclusive settings or support units were not included in
this study as this research was primarily concerned with the unique culture of
schools for specific purposes.
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Only five schools were selected as the researcher wanted to complete an in
depth analysis of each school and the role of participants.
The views and opinions of some parents were sought in this study. However,
the parent sample was considerably smaller than the other participant groups.
The data for this study was collected during October to December 1994 at five
schools for specific purposes.
In terms of shared decision making, this research is limited to five decision
areas:
•

Decisions concerned with policy and curriculum;

•

decisions concerned with professional development;

•

decisions concerned with students;

•

decisions concerned with community issues and

•

decisions concerned with human and physical resources.

Other decision areas that school staff may participate in were not considered by
this research.

1.10 Outline of the following chapters
The rest of this thesis has been organised in the following way.
Chapter 2 Literature Review
-

This chapter reviews literature pertinent to this study. As well as providing a
historical and theoretical framework to this study It identifies studies that have
used similar methodologies and explored similar themes.
Chapter 3

-

Methodology

This chapter explains the research design and the techniques used to collect
data.
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Chapter 4 Findings
-

This chapter provides a complete analysis of the data accompanied by
interpretive comments. This analysis is discussed in relation to each of the
research questions.
Chapter 5 Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations
-

This chapter provides a brief summary of the first four chapters along with the
conclusions. From this the limitations of the study are identified and suggestions
for further research are made.
1.11 Summary
This chapter provided an overview of this study alongside the background and
the reasons for its importance. The major focus of the study was identified as
decision making by staff groups in schools for specific purposes. The variables
under consideration were differences in roles, gender, size of school and school
culture.
The rationale for this research was stated as providing evidence of the impact of
the restructuring strategy initiated by Scott's reports (1989,1990) on SSP's in a
rural area of New South Wales. This research provides external evidence at the
school level, of the attributes of individual schools and staff groups. It also
provides evidence of the satisfaction levels of schools and staff groups with their
current involvement in decision making processes.
The purpose of this study is outlined along with the nine research questions.
Lastly, key terms that have been used throughout the study have been defined
followed by an overview of the chapters.
Chapter 2 Literature Review
The next chapter outlines the historical events surrounding the introduction of
the Schools Renewal Strategy both from a local and international perspective.
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It also outlines the developments in organisational management that impacted
on these changes. Lastly, a summary is made of existing studies that have
influenced the basis and development of this research.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

2.1 Introduction
This chapter provides the background for the change that has occurred in the
education system of New South Wales. This change has affected both the
organisational structure of the educational system and also teaching in schools.
This reconceptualisation of the education system is not unique to New South
Wales and needs to be considered in the context of international and national
trends. This restructuring process has demanded a new style of management
that is responsive to the needs of the community. Collaborative management
techniques, identified initially in commercial business settings, have been
adapted to meet the needs of educators. This has resulted in schools
participating in organisational structures that utilise shared decision making.
Participants in shared decision making clearly need to understand the process
and what their role is in that process.
Many research studies have considered the impact of decision making from the
viewpoint of the participants in a range of education systems (Beeson 1992;
Boyd 1986; Caldwell 1992; Chapman 1988; Dimmock and Hattie 1994; Jansen
1980; Mutchler & Duttweiler 1990; Robertson & Kwong 1993; Savery, Soutar &
Dyson 1992). The implementation of the Schools Renewal Strategy in New
South Wales (Scott 1989, 1990) has had a unique impact in schools for specific
purposes. These schools cater for students with disabilities. This strategy
emerged from a management review of Education and Youth Affairs,
commissioned in 1988 by Dr Terry Metherill who was the Minister of this portfolio
in New South Wales. Brian Scott was selected to chair and direct this review.
This led to the production of two reports 'Schools Renewal' (1989) and 'School
Centred Education' (1990), which described the existing state education system
and detailed recommendations for change. These documents represent the
work of many employees within the Department of Education. However, in this
discussion they will be referred to by the name of the chairman of the review;

-

Brian Scott, as the Scott report is how they are generally titled.
The discussion below focuses on the following areas:
•

background to the implementation of the Schools Renewal Strategy;

•

the aims of the Schools Renewal Strategy;

•

the implementation of the Schools Renewal Strategy;

•

the organisational structure of education;

•

international trends in education systems;

•

collaborative management styles;

•

decision making and related research and

•

issues in Special Education

2.2 Background to the implementation of the Schools
Renewal Strategy in New South Wales.
The Minister for Education and Youth Affairs in New South Wales commissioned
a management review in April 1988. This review led to a one year management
study of the Department of School Education led by Brian Scott. Once the review
was completed, a strategy for change was developed. A document entitled
'Schools Renewal' was published in June 1989 as an advance briefing of the
more comprehensive report that was published in March 1990 and entitled
'School Centred Education'. At that time school education in New South Wales
was administered through a central bureaucracy assisted by ten regional
administrations. Dissatisfaction was being expressed by teachers, students and
parents about the delivery of education through a centralised system and its
effectiveness for students. The systems required to communicate decisions from
the centre to each school were complex and rigid. These systems no longer met
the rapidly changing needs of students and teachers and parents across the
state.
The increased debate about the need for reform and the direction this should
take, led to the generation of a political agenda that clearly identified the need to

increase efficiency and effectiveness within the education system of New South
Wales. This political impetus was stated in Schools Renewal:
To win back a high level of pubUc confidence, the NSW state education system
needs to manage itself in a way that gives a ctear indication of effective
performance at all levels (Scott, 1989 p5).

Scott argued that a centralised system for the administration of education was no
longer beneficial to the provision of quality education in New South Wales. This
centralised system constantly attempted to ensure uniformity in the education
provided to each student across the state through central policies and programs
and the monitoring of teaching through inspectors. The management review
concluded that whilst this system may have been administered effectively it did
not meet the diverse needs of students that existed in New South Wales. The
influences on a school can be many and varied according to geographical and
human factors. The management review recognised this and asserted that true
equity existed where the needs of community members were met. It suggested
that schools could only begin to plan to meet the educational needs of their
school communities if schools had greater control over their resources.
Accordingly, a restructured system that supported the planning and
development of education at the school level was recommended. Scott (1989
p5) is very clear about the need for this fundamental change in the structure of
the education system
The efficiency and effectiveness for public education is today seriously
undermined by existing structures, and burdensome operational and
administrative procedures.

The terms 'effectiveness' and 'efficiency' need to be defined in order to
understand the direction that schools within New South Wales have taken since
the release of the 1989 report. Scott (1990 p221) succinctly defined the terms in
this way:
effective and efficient management may be thought of as 'doing things in the
right way'. Management for 'doing the right things in the right way' involves
deploying resources dynamically to achieve the goals of the organisation in the
most productive manner possible.
...
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Scott pointed out that this could only be achieved through careful planning using
language that stated what schools wanted to achieve at the end of a
predetermined period. This has resulted in a large movement towards outcomes
based education. Unfortunately, this movement has focused solely on curriculum
issues and has ignored the relationship of the curriculum to the management of
resources and organisation of the school. This movement has consequently
focused on the needs of the majority of the students in the education system in
New South Wales, that is to say exclusively, students in mainstream schooling,
rather than developing a flexible approach that meets the educational needs of
all the students. For example, there have been many draft documents stating the
content of curriculum areas for students in regular schools in terms of
generalised outcomes that may be expected for most children. This has made it
difficult for special educators to interpret the ideas found in outcomes based
education documents and apply them to their situation, since the curriculum
based on an individual student's needs found in schools and classes catering for
students with disabilities is often different to the curriculum found in a
mainstream school. This situation has begun to be addressed in 1997 and 1998
with the production of curriculum documents that include the learning needs of
students with disabilities. However, in order to achieve the educational
outcomes stated in curriculum documents, educational practitioners need to
develop strategies within schools in order to manage and organise the
resources at their disposal in order to achieve the outcomes identified in
curriculum statements. When the schools renewal strategy was introduced,
many SSP's were faced with the prospect of developing their own outcomes
based curriculum as well as developing planning strategies that would allocate
and organise appropriate resources.

2.3 Aims of the Schools Renewal Strategy
The management review team identified six aims for Schools Renewal (1989),
each of which are discussed in turn here.
The first and overarching aim of the review was the provision of high quality
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education through changes in the administration of schooling. Although never
stated, there is an implicit suggestion that students in New South Wales schools
were not receiving a high quality education when this review was conducted.
However, the need for a comprehensive review arose from problems within a
system that had become inflexible. Clearly Scott believed that a positive
relationship could be established between the proposed changes to the
administration of the education system and the quality of education provided to
students by introducing a process that would lead to a 'continual state of
adaption' (Scott 1990, p xiii). As conceived, this process is designed to be
responsive to the continually changing needs of students in order to provide
them with the skills necessary for living and work. Unfortunately, this process is
designed with mainstream schools in mind and does not detail strategies for
managing the complex funding and other elements that operate within schools
for specific purposes. To work effectively, this process needed to focus on the
teachers and students in schools rather than on regional or state issues. The
report identified the processes that needed to occur to improve education but
tended to focus on state and regional offices. Staff in schools were left in a
tentative position of knowing what was required but left to themselves to develop
tools that would assist them in the process of continual adaption.
The second major aim, strongly linked to the first which it supports, was to
promote the active involvement of the community, parents and industry in the
delivery of education. Both the Schools Renewal Strategy and School Centred
Education stated that involvement by the community and parents was of benefit
to students and staff within a school, for example;
In schools where parent and community involvement is high, there have been
very substantial benefits to the school students and staff. Special interest
groups such as the Parents and Citizens Association, FOSCO, community
service organisations, local councils, firms and others have all made substantial
contributions. (1989 p29)

Both reports strongly recommended the development of School Councils within
each school consisting of parents, the principal, community members and staff
members from the school. The role of these Councils was broadly described as
providing a forum where the education needs of students and the expectations of
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the community can be discussed. From this, School Councils participated in the
development, implementation and evaluation of School Renewal plans.
The third major aim was to raise the morale of teachers by providing a structure
for greater responsibilities, leading to better career opportunities and upgrading
of professional and administrative skills. Scott noted that job satisfaction for
teachers was declining. Many teachers found their job overwhelming, salaries
had declined in relative value and the bureaucracy had increased within the
system. The recommended improvements (Scott 1990 p87-95) can be
summarised into four areas:
salaries should be reviewed in the light of declining relative salaries and
comparison with other skill based occupations;
career opportunities that provided opportunity for advancement and
recognition of individual talent should be addressed through a system of
selection based on individual merit; this should be linked to the need for
schools to develop their own professional development programs within
schools
classroom and working conditions could be changed within schools
through local control of face to face teaching periods within a school, and
schools should be given budgets to buy furniture and to refurbish
facilities so that the working environment for students and teachers is well
maintained.

Whilst recognising the existence of a highly trained and professional teaching
service (Scott 1989 p5), the management review team also wanted to introduce
the concept of life long learning within the context of schools renewal. The
review team recommended that professional support was to be provided in two
ways. Individuals were to be supported within schools and clusters of schools
through collegial relationships and schools were to purchase programs and
services for groups of staff or for the whole school. In reality, it is impossible for
schools to meet the individual professional development needs of every staff
member. Some professionals may choose to undertake their own professional
development outside the school structure. Others may find the professional
development planned at the school level satisfactory. However, there are likely
to be some staff members who have particular requirements that cannot be met
within schools due to the specialist nature of the course, the school as a whole

has determined different priorities for professional development or insufficient
time is available based on the amount of funding allocated to the professional
development budget. As a result of a school's annual management plan, a
school may decide to allocate funds to particular professional development
programs to facilitate the changes identified in the plan. If this occurs, funding is
likely to be insufficient to meet other individual needs in a comprehensive way.
Although training and development was recognised as an essential condition for
change in the education system of New South Wales, no financial distinction
was made between rural and urban areas (Scott 1990). This had the potential to
disadvantage educators in rural areas who find themselves geographically
isolated from the kinds of training and development offered in urban areas since
no financial allowance was made to cover the extra costs such as travel or
overnight accommodation that are necessary in providing professional
development in rural areas. Consequently, schools in rural areas received the
same budget to access professional training but would actually be able to
purchase less hours of training due to the costs outlined above.
The External Council of Review were employed as an independent body to
monitor the progress of the Schools Renewal Strategy on an annual basis. They
were able to comment on the provision of training and development across the
state as well as many other issues. The Council recognised that the Department
of Education was providing a range of training and development on a state wide
basis. However, it suggested that there was insufficient monitoring of these
activities, resulting in insufficient knowledge about whether these activities were
or were not meeting the needs of the employees. The Council suggested
The Department needs to know how staff are carrying out new roles and the
extent to which these roles are contributing to the achievement of the
Department's overall performance. (External Council of Review, 1993 p92)

Review members saw data collection as an essential evaluation technique to
ensure that staff had been adequately trained in the skills they needed to adapt
to the changes in the Department.
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Scott recommended that executive staff within schools should be selected
through merit selection rather than through a list system based on suitability and
years of service. This was so that the principal and his or her school community
would be responsible for selecting a team of people who would constantly
improve the effectiveness of the school. Although this system gave opportunities
for recognising particular skills of candidates, the accountability processes that
were put in place to ensure fairness to candidates were not effective. It also
assumed that principals would be equipped with the skills to carry out this
selection process. Clearly merit selection represented a radical change and
'systematic trialling and evaluation' was recommended to ensure successful
implementation (1990 p13). The NSW Teachers' Federation is still actively
campaigning against the introduction of this strategy for the appointment of
teachers as it sees it as detrimental to those teachers who want to continue their
careers as teachers in another school. The Federation also stressed that
students will be disadvantaged in hard to staff areas since these schools will find
it difficult to recruit teachers and have promoted a range of strategies to address
this issue.
The Scott report also wished to address equity in opportunities for promotion.
For teachers, this has been one of the most controversial aspects of this reform.
Although Scott proposed that merit selection would be introduced for principals,
executive staff, ancillary staff and teachers within a five year period, this had not
been fully achieved at the time of writing in 1999. Merit selection processes are
used to appoint principals, executive staff, special fitness positions (that is to say
those teaching positions that require applicants to have specific skills), some
ancillary positions and some targeted casual vacancies. The Department of
Education and the NSW Teachers' Federation have yet to come to an agreement
that meets the needs of both schools and the professional lives of teachers.
Scott also recommended that the Department needed to consider people
outside of the Department for more senior appointments. This is a reflection on
the insular approach previously favoured by the Department. The report
suggests that recruitment for senior staff should be conducted on an international
basis in order to continually improve effectiveness. Although these
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recommendations sound promising, Scott did not support this with systemic
solutions. It is difficult to imagine how Department officers would break away
from previous traditions without these structures. Also Scott suggested that
practice based on research from the international world of education needed to
be considered and adapted for schools in New South Wales.
In the past a great deal of time had been spent on developing an appropriate
system for teacher assessment in New South Wales. Whilst the management
review team recognised the controversial nature of this issue, they felt that the
time put into the existing system did not contribute significantly to the quality of
education for students and the professional development of teachers (1990
p101-105). Scott proposed a system where school staff identified areas for
development, worked on these with the support of their supervisor and received
support in these areas on a regular basis. The proposed system of performance
appraisal has been developed and implemented for principals and
administrators in order to provide them with regular feedback based on their
performance. However, although this may be happening on an informal basis in
schools, the NSW Teachers' Federation has consistently blocked the
implementation of any performance appraisal system for teachers in its
consultations and negotiations with the Department of Education over salary
award agreements.
The fourth aim of the strategy was closely linked to providing high quality
education by determining if funds had been used appropriately by comparing
actual performance in schools against stated outcomes. The Management
Review found that the existing centralised system that existed in 1989 utilised
complex involved structures to implement a range of administrative, operational
and educational tasks in schools. The Management Review (1990 p69) wanted
schools to become 'locally-managed educational units' that operated within
guidelines. The purpose of this structure was to
Increase the capacity of schools for self-direction and self- determination by
giving them more responsibility for planning education goals and priorities,
staffing, financial management and budgeting, and performance evaluation
(Scott 1990 p69).

The Central Executive of the Department of Education retained control over
curriculum policy support and overall direction of special focus programs. These
programs include those that are intended to compensate for disadvantage such
as Aboriginality, ethnic background, geographical isolation or disability; and
programs that provide additional support for multiculturalism, student welfare,
careers, sport and the performing arts. This has left schools for specific purposes
in a difficult position. Whilst they have responsibility and accountability within the
school for planning educational outcomes, they do not have control over long
term planning for many of their students who access the centralised programs
listed above. Since these programs were funded on an annual submission
basis, it was difficult for schools to forecast what resources they would receive.
The fifth aim of the strategy relates to the changes in administration identified in
the first aim. This aim makes a firm commitment to providing the most effective
systems and technologies in education and administration. The implementation
of global budgeting for schools means that principals are responsible for
financial management of these funds. Principals and their ancillary staff were to
receive appropriate training and development so that they had the skills to
handle these funds. This professional development occurred in the initial stages
of implementation along with the introduction of the Oasis computer system. The
Oasis computer system was introduced to provide a consistent process for
financial management in schools across the state. However, there was not an
ongoing statewide strategy for financial management for newly appointed
executive staff.
The report of the management review (1990) assumes that community
organisations will continue to provide supplementary funding to the global
budgets of schools through various fund raising activities. These community
organisations may be parent bodies or local businesses who wish to direct funds
to projects that will benefit the students within the school as well as promoting
themselves in the local community. However, Scott fails to acknowledge that
some communities are wealthier than others in terms of human and financial
resources. This in turn suggests that some students may be able to receive a

higher quality of education due to their access to a school supplemented by
higher funds raised by the local community. If equity is to be valued in a public
education system, this raises an ethical situation where some schools have a
greater abundance of resources to meet the learning needs of their students
than others due to the contribution of their local community.
The final aim of the strategy refers to the need for schools and the education
system of New South Wales to adapt constantly and respond to the changing
educational needs of the community. This is giving a very clear message that
although this strategy is to be implemented over five years, education will
continue to undergo change at the end of that period. The Schools Renewal
Strategy aims to create a responsive environment where things can happen in
the same way that a teacher may adapt and organise a classroom to enhance
individual learning.

2.4 Implementation of the Schools Renewal Strategy
Scott (1990) recognised that the recommendations from the Management
Review were complex and needed to be implemented over a period of time. A
five year plan was developed. Scott recommended that a task force should be
developed and initially chaired by the Director- General of Education. The
Director- General of the time Dr FG Sharpe followed these recommendations
and established a task force consisting of seven members. The task force
planned the initial stages of the Schools Renewal Strategy. This group then
formed a number of Specific Purpose Working Groups to develop initiatives and
to provide feedback to the task force on particular aspects of its role. The Task
Force was responsible for reporting progress to two external organisations, the
External Council of Review and the Community Consultative Group.
The Task Force identified the areas that special purpose groups should work on.
These areas are listed below;
•

School Management
Regional and Cluster Management
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Central Executive Management
Staff Recruitment, Selection and Appointment
Human Resources Policies
Professional Development
Administrative Systems
Finance and Budgeting Procedures
Information and Communications
Curriculum Development and Support

Scott recommended that these working groups should include representatives
from different areas of the Department of School Education. The Director

-

General of Education interpreted this by asking regional and functional directors
to make nominations to the Director-General. The Directors were asked to
nominate officers from the Teaching Service, Public Service and Ancillary
officers from schools and regions in order to provide a broad representation of
people. Consequently, the selection of representatives from officers with an
interest in Special Education was haphazard. This is demonstrated in the first
report of the Task Force to the Community Consultative Group (1990). This
document explains the development and role of the task force and the working
groups and their terms of reference. Although the report states 'The Schools
Renewals Task Force provided Terms of Reference for each Group' (Task Force
1990 p4), it is disappointing that only two of the working groups identified special
education needs in their terms of reference. These two groups had a
representative from special education in them. These groups were the Human
Resources Policies Working Group who recommended the development of a
draft paper on Special Educational Provision and the School Management
Working Group who raised the need to look at ancillary staffing levels particularly
in SSP's. There were eight other working groups who did not have a
representative from special education within them. Since only two groups had a
representative from SSP's, this would suggest that the task force did not select a
true representation of officers involved in special education for the working
groups.
Since considerable public funds were to be expended on 'Schools Renewal'
(1989), accountability measures were established for the five years of its
implementation. This consisted of an internal progress report in March 1993 and
yearly reports to the External Council of Review and a Community Consultative
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Group. The External Council was an independent body who reported to the
Minister on the implementation of the Schools Renewal Strategy. They also
were responsible for consulting with the Community Consultative Group about
the program. Scott (1990) recommended that this group should be no larger
than twenty and should include representatives from organisations who have
some involvement in school education.
Once the implementation of the strategy began, it became clear that the existing
culture within schools was being challenged. Schools were gradually given
greater control over their budgets and teachers and executive staff were
encouraged to determine the effectiveness of their programs in terms of benefit
for students and cost effectiveness. This led to a dramatic change in the role of
principals who had to learn how to manage their schools in response to the
needs of their local community rather than the needs of a stable bureaucracy.

2.5 Organisational structure of education
Seddon, Angus and Poole (1990) question whether school-based decision
making and management can truly respond to the needs of society. They argue
that this approach assumes a harmonious relationship between education and
society. If this argument is continued, any conflicts that occur may be viewed as
an indicator of dysfunction and therefore need to be addressed through
increased action. This approach ignores the balance of power that is given to
educators. The notion of school-based decision making gives the impression
that the school has the power through its decision making and management to
determine its direction. However, schools are limited in their powers by the
changing boundaries established by the political structure of the day. The power
of the educational system only needs to be exerted if a conflict arises between
the school and the system of education in operation. Seddon, Angus and Poole
(1990 p41) argue that this is a powerful form of control since it limits the types of
participative decision making that can occur:
Participants, therefore, may not be aware when their interests are not being
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served because, although their formal participation may give them the authority
to intervene the systematic biases mean that they accept their role in the
existing order of things, either because they can't see or imagine an alternative
to it, or because they see it as natural and unchangeable.

If this is true then, participants in the education system may well perceive this as
a conservative preservation of the value of education rather than a reformist
movement. Within Victoria, the ideal notion of devolution has been perceived as
'a policy delivered from the centre to be implemented in a bureaucratically
efficient and politically neutral manner' (Chapman 1990 p43). Clearly, this is not
the case since decision makers are always working within the political
framework of the day. Consequently the decisions made within schools serve
the needs of the bureaucratic system in place rather than addressing the wider
perspective of a society that education prepares students for. If this is the case,
then it is unlikely that the changes in schools will challenge existing educational
understandings and practices. When this discussion is applied to Scott's reforms
the centrally directed reform that was initiated can only improve efficiency in
terms of its own organisational definitions and fails to address the wider issues of
preparing students for their future lives in society.
The political stance taken by Seddon, Angus and Poole (1990) and the aims
identified by Scott (1989) to revitalise the education system underlines the
tension that may occur in a public education system. Ultimately, the principal's
perception of her role is crucial to the impact she believes she can make on
students learning. Libler (1992) noted that principals in effective schools needed
to demonstrate instructional leadership where teachers and principals are able
to make sound professional decisions based on the needs of students. She
argues that a principal who is a strong instructional leader needs the 'autonomy
and decision making authority to be effective' (1992 p122). Principals who
agree with Seddon, Angus and Poole (1990) are more likely to see themselves
as middle managers and will be trying to find common ground between
efficiency in financial terms as determined by the system of education and
effectiveness determined in terms of the needs of the students at their school.
The unanswered question that educators are left with is; who determines what
an effective school is; is this a political decision or a school-based decision?
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Although some autonomy has been given to schools through the implementation
of Scott's reforms this may still be insufficient to be effective in terms of providing
an education that will meet the demands of a future society.

2.6 International trends in education systems
As Scott identified, the ideas expressed in Schools Renewal are certainly not
unique to New South Wales or indeed Australia. He noted that his
'recommendations resemble, in a number of respects, those adopted by Labor
Governments in other States and in New Zealand' (1990, pXlV). The emergence
of self managing schools as part of educational reforms occurred in many
Western countries during the 1980s. These reforms could generally be
attributed to two factors; the economic human resource needs of the country and
the diverse needs of individuals. Some governments were influenced by both
these factors at varying times.
Firstly, some governments wanted to provide an education system that would
equip people who could then create a healthy economic economy as well as
reduce costs generally across the public sector. Guthrie and Koppich
summarise the changes that have occurred in countries that were motivated by
economics. They argue that nations cannot rely on a small group of highly
trained specialists to oversee economic operations and maintain that successful
nations will need to access larger groups of highly skilled personnel.
Nations are now global in their competitive outlook, internationally
interdependent, insatiable in their quest for technological innovations and
crucially dependent upon the availability of talent. Reliance upon an intellectual
elite appears increasingly outmoded. Modern manufacturing and service
industry techniques demand a work force capable of making informed decisions.
Highly developed human intelligence is increasingly viewed as a nation's primary
resource, and it is needed in large amounts. (1993 p36)

Although, some writers would disagree about the skills required in a modern
work force, major changes have occurred in the types of skills now required and
the range of employment that is available. These countries considered public
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education as a crucial component of this outlook.
Caidwell found that many governments in the international community were
responding politically to complexities that had evolved within their education
systems. These complexities had developed as a consequence of the high
value that these societies placed on individuality and the desire to respect the
needs of individuals in a public education system. He identified a number of
broad educational outcomes for students:
helping students cope with changes in the way of life, developing competence
through a constantly changing curriculum, preparing students for effective use
of an increasing amount of leisure time, developing high levels of talent among
all students, meeting manpower requirements and developing social
competence (Caldwell 1990 p15).

These represent much broader outcomes than those generated by economy
driven governments. When considering the changes that occurred in New South
Wales as a result of the Scott report, it is useful to consider the broader context in
which these changes occurred in other states and countries.
Both Great Britain and New Zealand implemented educational reforms based on
the need for greater efficiency in education. However, each of these countries
took a different approach. The English reforms were introduced by a
Conservative government culminating in the The Education Reform Act of 1988.
This process started in 1976 during the Great Debate instituted by James
Callaghan of the Labor government who highlighted education as a problem
area. Public education was not providing people who could enhance the
economy and create wealth for the country. The political solution to this was a
process that initially reduced resources and then changed the agenda to an
ideology that was concerned with correcting falling standards. However, the
change ideology was related to the change to a Conservative government. This
process was promoted as a need to return to a previous era of educational
standards as Dale and Ozga (1993 p103) note
In particular it marks a return to the informing principles of English education
policy, those of differentiation and stratification, which had been challenged and
partially obscured by limited moves towards equality of opportunity, particularly in

the 1960s.

The reforms in New Zealand were part of a wide ranging reform of the public
service and a review of the balances between the private and public sectors of
the economy. The changes in education concentrated on administration matters.
This resulted in the development of the School charter which detailed the
responsibilities of the Board of Trustees of each school to the Ministry of
Education. In contrast to the United Kingdom, this reform was promoted as a
change in direction for schools in New Zealand. However, Dale and Ozga
question whether the reforms really allowed schools to become self managing
schools for two reasons; firstly, the changes were limited to administration only
and secondly, eighty percent of the content of the charter for each school was
written by the government and was common to all schools. In fact they note
There is, indeed, a good deal of substance in the claims that what was devolved
to schools was not political power, but administrative obligations. (1993 p106)

In Australia as in the United Kingdom the seeds for reform were laid in the
1970s.
However, the initial reasons for change were quite different. In Australia,
the Labor government believed in the 1970s
that a more equitable society could
be established through changes to the education system. The Australian
Schools Commission, established by the government soon recommended that
Australia should move to a less centralised education system. The Australian
Schools Commission favoured the devolution of authority to schools and
adopted a policy that 'establish (ed) guidelines to give schools freedom' (Louden
and Browne, 1993 p245). During the late 1970s and early 1980s, the economic
situation changed drastically with dramatic increases in inflation and
unemployment. The Conservative government of the time pointed out that
schools had not provided the work force with appropriate skills. This presented a
familiar theme that was being stated by Conservative governments in other
countries such as the United Kingdom. The economic concerns continued into
the 1980s after a change to a Labor government in 1983. This government
believed it was essential to find ways to reduce spending in government
departments. There was a substantial focus on efficiency in organisations and
inducements were made at every level to reduce expenditure under the guise of
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improved efficiency in both public and commercial sectors. Consequently
organisational changes occurred in all government departments mainly as a
result of pressures to provide a greater diversity of resources alongside declining
government budgets. Louden and Browne (1993 p247) summarise the effect of
these changes on schools:
The necessity to improve the efficiency of the public sector has led to major
reorganisation and to a demand for 'better managers'. The nature of the
changes in all states has been similar. Among the most important are reduced
central bureaucracies, devolution of authority to the school level, increased
public involvement in school-level policy formulation and greater accountability
at both school and system level.

Although all of the Australian states have restructured their education
departments, it is useful to take a closer look at the changes that occurred in the
different states since the political stage in each state varied considerably.
Grundy and Bonser conducted a study to gain knowledge about the restructuring
that had occurred across state education systems in Australia. They interviewed
chief executive officers and teachers union representatives from each state and
territory in 1995. From their interviews they noted that the respondents
associated the restructuring 'with ideotogy' rather 'than party policies' (Grundy
and Bonser 1997 p154). Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland all took a
similar approach by selecting consultants who were not government employees
to collect information and form the basis for policy formation. The departments of
education in the smaller states of Tasmania and Northern Territory were found to
take a more active role in the formulation of restructuring policy. However, all the
states had the opportunity to modify policy in its implementation whether it was
authored by external or internal officers of the education departments.
Interestingly, Grundy and Bonser noted that the chief executive officers tended
'to depoliticise the history of restructuring by locating it with the context of system
review or policy advice' (1997 p155). A common theme emerged across the
states that a new role had been created for school principals.
A common feature across all of the interviews was that a central and crucial role
has been created for school principals. Interestingly, however, the role into
which principals are being cast is not so much the traditional one of educational
leader, the role has been rewritten as that of 'manager'.

This would suggest that principals have been given limited powers in the same
way that has occurred in New Zealand. Grundy and Bonser (1997 p153-154)
note that despite of all the talk about 'devolution responsibility and even
empowerment' the initiative for restructure in education departments in Australia
had not come from the people that work in schools.
It is a quintessential 'top-down' phenomenon. Moreover the genesis of the sort
of restructuring being experienced in or schooling system is, by and large, not
bureaucratic; it is political. It is a political story in the sense of it being tied to
governmental policy with restructuring initiatives closely following changes in
government.

Consequently, principals have had little opportunity to indicate what powers they
need to run their schools effectively. These decisions have been made at a
central level.
In accord with other government departments, there has been a dramatic change
to the way that the organisational structures operate in educational departments.
Macpherson notes that the change in education system structures has had a
dramatic effect on the way that educational services are determined and
delivered. He notes that federal and state ministers meet as the Australian
Education Council and use corporate management group processes to
determine policies. The members of this Council change regularly which leads
to questions about their effectiveness as an advisory group. Macpherson (1992
p23) suggest that this culture is pervasive to the development of policy at state
and school level.
The tendency is to have 'executive teams' that develop 'school policy' rather
than to deepen the participation of stake holder in the democratic governance
of the learning community.......The danger here is that such conditions are more
likely to nurture monarchic or oligarchic than democratic political norms.

Swan and Winder (1991) commented that there were considerable difficulties in
transferring management theories from the private sector to schools. They
noted that these theories were primarily concerned with 'turning organisational
design upside down........The new system places great emphases upon outcomemeasurement of performance and on program identification so that funding
inputs and outcomes may be related' (1991 p151). As MacPherson commented
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there are clearly dangers in expecting schools to work in an outcome orientated
environment when schools have limited control over their organisation.
However, Grundy and Bonser suggest that the focus of restructuring reform
based on economics and efficiency has started to include educational values
now that the reforms have been in place for a period of time.
This reassessment is not taking the form of redirection of devolutionary initiative,
but there is evidence of some reassessment of the role of the centre and some
realisation of the importance of shared values across a system (1997 p166).

The level of this change varies from state to state. It is not so much a change in
direction but rather the accommodation of an organisational structure that needs
to be based on values as well as efficiency in order to provide a more balanced
approach.
Macpherson (1992) highlights the need for state systems that have adopted the
concept of self managing schools to develop accountability structures related to
performance management. This challenge arising from educational reforms will
enable schools to be assessed for the benefit of professionals, administrators
and their clients. However, Macpherson (1992 p27) advocates caution and
notes that
the search would be for accountability, performance management and qualified
autonomy governance policy and mechanisms that:
are both educative and technically sound;
provide real avenues of collegial judgment and expert input; and
celebrate client interests and the growth of knowledge about
learning, teaching and leading.

Again, these changes have been flavoured by the ideology of each government.
Some governments have taken an authorative approach to developing
accountability structures whereas others have attempted to develop performance
management structures in collaboration with the people who will be using it.
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2.7 Collaborative management styles
Some parallels have been made between commercial businesses and schools
since businesses have also had to adapt to changing markets. Although many
educators believe it would be detrimental to schools to operate on a system
based on economic rationalism, some of the management techniques used in
business have been identified and adapted to suit the new organisational
structures in education.
In the business sector, Dunphy and Stace (1990) argued that executives need to
move from a managerial role which involved maintaining the existing activities of
a company to a leadership role where change is fundamental to the survival of
the industry in response to the changing environment. They describe two types
of leadership: transactional leadership and transformational leadership.
Transactional leadership is concerned with maintaining the status quo through a
hierarchical structure and utilising rewards to maintain performance standards.
There is a direct exchange between productivity and the rewards given to
employees. Transformational leadership is more complex since it relies on the
development of a culture within the workplace that encourages commitment from
all employees to develop success for the organisation and to see their own
career development as part of that process. Transformational leaders are able to
develop and articulate a number of goals or a vision for the organisation and
then develop strategies to achieve those goals. Dunphy and Stace (1990 p173)
define the effect of transformational leadership on an organisation as follows:
Such an organisation is marked by a strong culture of commitment to success
and has a work force which has learned to use organisational transitions for
personal growth and career development. Under transformational leadership
organisations build a mix of skills that help the organisation create and deliver
quality products and services that are produced cost effectively and are highly
valued by clients and customers.

In the business sector, the economic argument is compelling enough for many
organisations to implement this structural change. However, the justification for
changes to a education system needs to consist of other factors besides financial
efficiency.
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Educators such as Sergiovanni (1990) have argued that we can learn from the
ideas used in business to improve the performance levels of teachers and
students, providing we add an educational perspective. Sergiovanni argues that
this approach can move teachers and students from a basic initial expectation of
bartering to extraordinary levels of performance and commitment. His concept
of value- added leadership within schools necessitates a restoration of values
such as 'spirit, drive, commitment and senses of moral responsiveness' (1990
p8). This is similar to the changes noted by Grundy and Bonser (1997) in the
approaches adopted by state governments and territories in Australia. These
governments initially adopted a model based on efficiency but have more
recently started to consider a range of values alongside these. Sergiovanni's
(1990) description of value added leadership is based initially on creating
appropriate expectations of staff within a school rather than the introduction of
explicit management structures since these expectations will clearly lead to a
change in management strategies. Sergiovanni argues that you have to
establish an appropriate environment based on educational values first before
using collaborative management techniques. His description of the achievement
of value is based initially on a bartering system; people come to work at the
school in exchange for their salary. Value added leadership depends on the
following qualities:
a leader's commitment to a value, principle, or idea; belief in her or his ability to
develop ways to accomplish her or his goal in face of obstacles; and recognition
that difficult situations are often not out of one's control (Sergiovanni, 1990
p11).

Sergiovanni warns that schools have to be able to make their own decisions if
they are to be accountable and responsive to community needs. He believes
that a centralised control of teaching and learning is detrimental to schools since
it does not encourage excellence:
Academic excellence always suffers under these conditions; standardisation is
the great friend of mediocrity but the enemy of imagination and excellence
(Sergiovanni 1990 p22).

Many of the beneficial factors for education have already been identified in the

business sector as bonuses to the increase in financial benefits. (Dunphy and
Stace 1990) For example one of the bonuses could be the creation of a work
force who are more highly motivated because they have a say in decisions that
impact on their daily work. In the education field, these factors have greater
significance. For example, if teachers through their daily work are contributing to
their personal growth, then they are far more likely to be motivated to continue
their commitment to their teaching. Many educational initiatives require teachers
to change their work in some way. Unless teachers are convinced that this is
worthwhile, then they are likely to resist change leading to failure of the initiative.
Hargreaves (1993) perceives teachers as central to the success of collaborative
processes in schools to the extent that if teachers do not like what is happening,
then change will stilt occur but it will be ineffective or it will be in a different
direction to that being mandated to them.
Undoubtedly participative decision making in Australia has increased the
workload of teachers and principals in schools. Unless other benefits have
been clearly outlined to teaching staff, the Schools Renewal strategy may fail in
schools due to lack of support from teaching staff. Flanigan and Richardson
(1991) suggest alternative organisational structures involving less direct
teaching time for schools need to be established in order to allow for the
increased length of time required for shared decision making. A
recommendation of this type of organisation would certainty contribute to Scott's
aim of improving teacher esteem and recognising the administrative and
professional skills of teachers. Unfortunately Scott did not recommend this,
though schools may decide to purchase or acquire extra staff to facilitate this
process.

28 Decision making
In order to determine if schools have the skills to develop renewal plans, an
analysis of the process involved in individual and shared decision making is
needed. This discussion outlines the differences that occur in the processes that
an individual uses to make decisions and the processes that a group uses to
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make effective decisions. Simon (1993) describes decision making in four
stages.
Simon (1993) defines the first stage as finding problems and then attending to
them. In schools, an infinite number of problems could be found every day.
However, since time is limited, schools need to prioritise which problems are
going to be attended to both by individuals working in the organisation and
groups working in the organisation. If a group is to work on a problem, such as
the content of the Renewal plan, it is important that the whole group is invited to
decide which problems or projects can be reasonably dealt with so that all
members of the group feel involved in the decision making process.
The second stage consists of creating possible solutions to the problems. An
individual may sit down and write down all the possible solutions to a problem
before deciding which one to take. A group within an organisation needs to be
familiar with effective tools to use within a group when solving a problem so that
all members of the group have an opportunity to contribute.
The central feature of the third stage is the evaluation of possible solutions and
the selection of one of these. Individuals use this process every day in personal
decision making. However, within a group, skills need to be developed so that
there is an opportunity to reflect on all the ideas presented in order to select the
most appropriate one.
The final stage of decision making is implementation. At this stage an individual
would then decide when and how to implement his or her solution.
Implementation for a group may be more complex depending on the problem.
Somebody in the group may have to ensure that implementation occurs and may
decide to delegate parts of the solution to different people in the group. This
involves recognising the skills that exist within the group of people as well as
ensuring that communication within the group is clear to all group members.
Simon identifies the role of managers as not just making decisions but
implementing them. Although Simon has identified the tasks involved in
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decision making, he is not able to describe how you develop those skills in
managers to use in all situations
But I don't want to pretend that we realty know as much as we ought to know
about the training task; not merely how you give people knowledge but how you
develop and mould habits in people, which is a major task in management
training. (Simon, 1993 p407)

Clearly the task of decision making for a group of people is much more complex
than for an individual. Leaders within schools need to develop skills amongst
their staff groups to ensure that everybody has the opportunity to participate in
the decisions that they want to.
Assuming that staff have been trained to participate in decision making there
may well be some decisions that they may wish to participate in more than
others. Chapman (1990) and Morhman et al (1978) found that teachers only
wanted to participate in those decisions where they felt they had some influence
or where the decision impacted on their daily work. This is particularly pertinent
to SSP's where there are staff with different roles. Owens (1987 p288) points out
that participative decision making does not intend to 'involve everyone in every
decision. Clearly this is neither practical nor desirable'. Individuals need to be
equipped to follow a democratic process by being provided with sufficient
information to determine if their role in a particular decision is going to be
meaningful to them and also whether they have anything to contribute. They
also have to assess if their decision is going to contribute to the school
organisation, that is to say they can only influence those decisions that schools
have been given the power to determine.

2.9 Related Research
Schools and participative decision making
In order to implement the changes outlined in the report: 'School Centred
Education' (1990), each member of the school community needs to be involved.

For example, it would be ineffective for a principal to introduce frequent
monitoring of reading levels of students to his staff without the staff
understanding what the monitoring involved or why it was being done. In this
example, the principal would need to explain that the data may be needed to
support an application to gain extra specialist resources such as a reading
recovery teacher so that teachers understood the importance of maintaining
frequent and thorough data collection. Also, the principal would need to consult
with his or her staff to find out the most efficient way of implementing frequent
monitoring. School-based management offers the opportunity for teachers to
improve their working environment for the benefit of the students. Sawatski
(1992 p5) summarises the main purpose of this approach:
Essentially school based management is about increasing school effectiveness
and improving student outcomes. This is achieved through the development of
optimum teaching and learning environments, strategies and processes as a
result of high quality collaborative decision making involving staff, parents and
students.

Collaborative decision making in schools requires a major shift in thinking. A
school environment has to be established where this can occur. Beeson (1992)
notes, in the results from his three year longitudinal study of beginning
principals, that this was a clear need in Victorian schools. Once staff and parents
understood the responsibilities of collaborative decision making, they were
empowered to determine the successes and failures of this process in each
individual school. Clearly teachers and parents need to be able to understand
the purpose of collaborative decision making as part of school-based
management particularly if they already consider their school to be effective.
In Victoria, Boyd (1986) identified the strengths of schools where collaborative
decision making was working and the weaknesses of schools where it was not,
despite the best intentions of the state government to legislate these changes.
Whilst supporting the process of collaborative decision making he noted that
participants needed to understand the responsibilities and expectations of
collaborative decision making, needed to receive sufficient training in the
techniques that underpin this process, and also required sufficient time to carry
them out.
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Principals and participative decision making
From the description of the decision making process, it is clear that principals
and executive staff require training in leading group decision making in order to
develop the school Renewal plans that Scott outlined (1990). This is supported
by Marsh (1990) and Polizzi (1991) who both comment that teachers and
principals need to develop new skills to be effective in this new structure of
school management. Marsh (1990) emphasises that principals need
professional development, particularly in interpersonal and problem solving
skills in order to improve their own skills and then effectively improve schools.
Scott (1990) identified that training and development was necessary within
schools to implement the schools renewal strategy. He did not target specific
areas for training and development, leaving that role for Cluster Directors to
determine. He implied that principals would learn the skills they needed on the
job through consultation with other principals and their Cluster Director. The
writer can only optimistically speculate that the recruitment process for Cluster
Directors ensured that these staff had sufficient skills for this role since the report
is unclear on this matter. Scott (1990, p209) stated 'that it will also be up to each
principal to take the initiative and to involve the staff and community in
developing the self-directing capacity of the school.' The research evidence
suggests that this approach would be insufficient to prepare principals to
manage their schools effectively since a structured approach for equipping
school leaders with new skills was not put in place.
Anderson (1993) prepared a report based on the 1987-88 School Administrator
Questionnaire completed by 8,580 public school principals across the United
States. The principals considered how district personnel, principals and teachers
influenced their decisions concerned with curriculum, hiring of teachers and
establishing discipline policies in schools using school-based management.
She noted that schools in smaller communities had greater control over decision
making although much of the decision making still occurred at district level. This
is an interesting finding since the implementation of school-based management
appeared to focus on ensuring a consistent balance between central policy and
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school autonomy for each school.
Teachers and participative decision making
Cousins, Ross and Maynes (1992) examined a professional model of
participation where teachers were expected to plan and prepare jointly. Although
a collaborative approach was used in the school for decision making, contact by
teachers with students had generally followed an isolationist model. Cousin et al
compared planning processes used by individual teachers with those used by
teams of teachers. They discovered that teachers who planned jointly could
determine whether to continue or abandon initiatives within a shorter period of
time. The teams of teachers were able to draw upon more data than the
individual teachers which enhanced their ability to make decisions based on
evidence. This in turn provided intrinsic rewards for the teaching staff. Cousin
et al were very positive about the benefits of collaborative decision making for
teams of teachers making curriculum decisions. This could certainly be one of
the strategies a school could adopt to assist in creating a collaborative culture.
However, a word of caution should be added here. Collaborative decision
making does not automatically lead to quality outcomes since it depends on how
the process is conducted, the experience and knowledge base of the staff group
and the types of decisions that it is used for. Hoy and Tarter sum this up
succinctly 'Participation in decision making (PDM) can improve the quality of
decision and promote co-operation if the right strategy is linked to the right
situation' (1993 p4). Participative decision making does not absolve school
leaders from the responsibility of making decisions in their schools but rather
they have to think in different ways of developing appropriate techniques for
making decisions.
Chapman (1988) surveyed secondary schools in Victoria to establish why some
teachers become involved in participative decision making and some do not.
She concluded that teachers were more likely to perceive an opportunity for
decision making as worthwhile if they were able to influence a particular activity
in which they were involved. Any individual who had one or more of the
following factors would think that they had little influence in the decision making
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process:
female and teaching for less than 3 years;
low in self esteem;
experienced but lacking confidence in participatory decision making
(Chapman, 1988, p71).
Many teachers, although they are not satisfied with the decisions made
in
their school, choose not to become involved in decision- making and
management on the basis that the perceived costs of involvement
exceed the benefits (Chapman, 1990 p232)

The first two factors form part of wider societal issues that would be difficu

lt to
address in the education context solely. However, the third factor could be
addressed if schools were offered training in shared decision making.
Appropriate training is fundamental to the development of shared decision
making within schools. (Weiss, Cambone and Wyth 1992, Morhman, Lawle
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Morhman 1992). Chapman also found that teachers wanted to participate

only
in those decisions that impacted on their daily work. The fourth factor needs
to
be addressed at a systemic level. That is to say government departments
of
education that decide to make a commitment to participative decision makin
g in
schools need to consider what structural changes could be made within schoo
ls
to reduce the current workload of teachers to facilitate the increase in worklo
ad
associated with participative decision making.
Clearly there is a difference between the decisions that teachers are expec

ted to

participate in and those they would like to participate in. Alutto and Belasc

o

(1972 p46) defined three states of decisional participation
decisional deprivation (participation in fewer decisions than preferred)
decisional equilibrium (participation in as any deductions as desired)
decisional saturation (participation in more decisions than required)

They concluded that the decisional climate in a school influences teache

r
satisfaction and in a later study noted that teachers wanted different levels
of
participation in a variety of decisions (Alutto and Belasco 1973). Both of these
studies were conducted at a time when a centralised system of education
was in
place. However in later studies, teachers still reported a general condition
of
decisional deprivation even though teachers have been involved in shared
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decision making for some time in the United States (Rice and Schneider 1994,
Taylor and Edward 1993). Teachers wanted to be more involved in decisions
that affected students and their learning rather than managerial decisions such
as the hiring of staff or determining school organisational structures.
Rice and Schneider (1994) conducted a survey amongst middle and junior high
schools in Wisconsin to identify the benefits from involving teachers in decision
making from the teachers' perspective. Teachers have been involved in this
process in these schools through the 1980s.
Rice and Schneider wanted to find
out if job satisfaction had improved as a result of this change, if teachers'
perceived interest on decisions had increased and whether teachers' interest in
decision making had increased. Teachers still reported deprivation in the area
of managerial issues as opposed to instructional issues, despite an increase in
their involvement. However, the teachers that were more highly involved in their
schools reported a higher level of job satisfaction. They concluded that teachers
would only be motivated to continue their involvement in this strategy if they
clearly saw their influence in the decision making process. Clearly teachers'
perceptions about their influence on decisions affects their actual and desired
level of involvement as well as their job satisfaction.

Savery, Soutar and Dyson (1992) surveyed 136 Deputy Principals within the
Catholic system of Western Australia using a questionnaire based on preferred
leadership styles in twenty eight specific situations. They concluded that staff
were interested in making decisions that affected their work load. This suggests
that staff may not want to participate in every decision in a school but may want
more control over the things that affect them directly. If staff cannot see the
purpose of an initiative in terms of their involvement in the school, they are less
likely to be motivated to carry out the work related to that initiative.
Morhman and Cooke (1978) also found that teachers, did not want to participate
in all decisions when they conducted a survey in primary and secondary schools
in the United States. They used the decision areas determined in Alluto and
Belasco's (1972) research on actual and desired participation in schools but

introduced the concept of managerial and technical decision domains.
Morhman and Cooke (1978) described technical decisions as those associated
with instruction whereas managerial decisions were associated with the
bureaucracy of schools and the support functions that maintain schools. The
teachers surveyed found greater satisfaction in technical decisions rather than
managerial decisions. However teachers also felt deprived of involvement in the
managerial domain. The amount of participation was not so important as the
types of decisions that teachers were able to participate in. Morhman and Cooke
suggested that whilst teachers may not want to be involved in all managerial
decisions, since they are primarily responsible for technical decisions, there may
be a need for a third domain consisting of 'the coordination of managerial and
technical decisions' (1978, p26).
If the findings from Morhman and Cooke (1978) and Savery, Soutar and Dyson
(1992) were applied to schools in New South Wales, they would suggest that
teachers would find some satisfaction in contributing to the annual school
Renewal plan as outlined by Scott (1990) as this would form part of Morhman
and Cookes third domain of coordination of decisions. Also the relationship
between the plan and the job that they do would need to be very clear. However,
it is likely that they would only be satisfied in implementing actions that were of
an instructional nature. Scott (1990 p72-75) attributed the responsibility for
planning technical and managerial decisions as part of the annual Renewal plan
to the principals of schools. Whilst acknowledging that staff should be
contributing to the Renewal plan, it was up to the principal to determine which
leadership style he or she preferred to use. The Renewal plan involved
identifying actions that the school was going to take to meet identified
educational goals. Unfortunately, this research has not been replicated in
Australia, so these conclusions are of a speculative nature.
Taylor and Edward (1993) conducted a broader study in an urban district in the
United States to determine if teacher participation was linked to teacher and
student outcomes. Although they tried to cover a wide range of topics in their
questionnaires they made a disturbing finding that teachers fe't that their
chances for promotion were less likely to come from recognition of their work
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with students than from other activities. They concluded that the emphasis on
improving the learning of students was inadequate. They stressed that the effect
of teacher involvement in decision making will remain limited unless education
systems focus on improving the learning of students and reward and support
teachers who are able to improve students learning.
Dimmock and Hattie (1994) tried to assess the thought and reactions of teachers
and principals in Western Australia to the decentralisation and restructuring of
schools. Twenty four schools sampled from primary and secondary schools in
both rural and metropolitan areas in Western Australia were selected. The
impetus for decentralisation in Western Australia came from the document 'Better
Schools in Western Australia: A programme for improvement', released in 1987.
They found that principals and teachers thought that particular groups in the
school community had greater influence and power as a result of school
restructuring. These groups in order, were school decision making groups,
parents, principals, teachers and district superintendents. Despite recording an
increased workload for teachers, all the respondents were positive about the
benefits of decentralisation in terms of increasing efficiency and achieving aims
within the school. The survey also revealed that the Ministry's influence had
remained the same. Some commentators have suggested that restructuring is
an opportunity to change the balance of political power between central offices
and schools by giving more power to schools. However, in this survey school
employees did not perceive any more power being handed down to schools but
noted that the power that previously rested with the principal and executive staff
had been shared around. This result is also supported by Caldwell (1992) who
comments that people in the school community now have a greater influence on
what happens in schools than previously expressed through the distribution of
power within schools. Consequently, principals now have to work with a variety
of people as part of the decision making process. This raises questions about
how well principals have been prepared for this change.
Ward (1994) looked at teacher participation in decision making in Western
Australia to determine their satisfaction with decision making. The majority of
the participants indicated decisional deprivation across the five decision areas
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that Ward used. These areas were school administration, curriculum, pupils,
teachers and community. Ward commented that whilst many administrators
wanted to include teachers in decision making, they were unsure of how to go
about it. Clearly administrators need to be supported with training in strategies
that will assist their staff to make decisions in a participative way. Ward also
identified a link between the dissatisfaction with participative decision making
and the time allocated to make decisions. This again may be due to an unclear
understanding of the processes and time needed to make a decision in which
everybody truly participates. The role of the principal as an administrator and
leader is crucial if a school is to change from a centralised model to a self
determining school. Scott (1990) gave this responsibility to principals in NSW
but there was not a clear structure for providing training in the skills needed to
bring about this change. Consequently, the level of training varied considerably
from school to school and area to area.
Community members and participative decision making
Shared decision making in schools has incorporated the increased involvement
of parents and community members in making decisions about their schools.
Glen (1992) commented that parent groups in Queensland have criticised their
involvement in school decision making as an inequitable situation and believe
that they have not been offered a genuine opportunity to reach decisions based
on joint commitment. Fine (1993) also comments that parental voices alone
have insufficient power to bring about change in American schools. She
comments that in the 1990s, parents were expected to be a critical voice in the
decision making process. Clearly, the involvement of parents has been
insufficient to offer parents an opportunity to restructure their role in order to
increase the effectiveness of the schools from their perspective.
Scott recommended that School Councils should 'be a means of coordinating
wider community support for the school' (1990 p7), suggesting that this would be
one of the ways that community members could share in the decisions of their
local schools. Schools were therefore encouraged to look for diversity within
their council members. Robertson and Kwong (1993) looked at the impact of
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diversity in group membership, to see if it had positive consequences on the
types and quality of decision making. Their results were not conclusive but they
established that diversity in the group does not directly relate to the quality of
decision making. They found that group diversity impacted more on the process
of decision making rather than the outcomes.
Garfunkel (1986) notes that parents concerned about special education should
maintain an active political model of involvement rather than a partnership role.
He argues that professional educators may resist the changes proposed by
parents which would undermine the influence of a parent involved in a
partnership model. He uses the inclusive model of special education in the
United States to establish the importance of parents to meet as groups and
determine their own agendas through shared decision making with individuals
who have the same political perspective. This leads to the question of whether
the design and concept of school councils and parent participation in New South
Wales encourages community members to take a politically passive role in the
decision making processes of schools.

2.10 Issues in Special Education
Special education programs form part of the broader umbrella of Special Focus
programs in the Department of Education, New South Wales. These programs
aim to meet special student needs that are intended to 'compensate for
disadvantage associated with Aboriginality, ethnic background, geographical
isolation, gender or disability' (Scott, 1990 p151). Scott (p156) recognised that
the needs of special education were different and recommended that
appropriate support be given. He also recommended that the authority for
implementation should be devolved to the region while guidelines for broad
policy development and the initial allocation of funding and resources should
remain a central function. Consequently these programs can be funded by State
or Commonwealth funds or a combination of both.
Global budgets for regular schools contained a specific component for special
education to meet the needs of identified students with specific disabilities within
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the school. It would appear that Scott only considered the needs of students with
disabilities who were already enrolled in mainstream schools. These students
are supported through Commonwealth funding, which meant the school
requested funding based on their assessment of the needs of the student and
then received an allocation of funding from their local regional education office.
Scott recommended that professional development should be increased through
the provision of Special Education Support Centres within each region. Again
this is an initiative that is aimed at supporting teachers who are teaching
students with learning difficulties in mainstream schools rather than students with
intellectual disabilities in SSP's.
SSP's faced particular difficulties in implementing the recommendations detailed
in Schools Renewal (Scott 1989) The rest of this section outlines the three main
difficulties that SSP's faced as a result of the Schools Renewal Strategy. These
were the identification of the needs of students with disabilities within the
Department of School Education, the centralised provision of training and
.

development funding and the range of professionals working in SSP's.
Identification of the needs of students with disabilities
One of the major difficulties that has arisen has been Scott's attempt to meet the
different needs of special education at a centralised level. This strategy resulted
in the division of special education into two different areas. One area identified
students with sensory needs such as visual, hearing or physical impairments as
its focus whereas the other area targeted students with intellectual disabilities.
This has had huge implications for resources and has isolated staff who deal
with students with physical impairments such as hearing and vision from staff
who deal with students who deal with intellectual disabilities.
Schools who had students enrolled with several of these disabilities faced a
bureaucratic nightmare as school administrators attempted to access different
budgets within the Department of Education for one child. This situation was
magnified in SSP's where a principal may have been responsible for many
students with a wide range of multiple disabilities and consequently needed to
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access both of these special education areas in order to gain appropriate
resources. This tended to lead to confusion as well as difficulties arising from
artificially fitting students into system defined categories. Sergiovanni (1990)
warned that if schools are over concerned with excessive bureaucracy, then it is
unlikely that they will have the opportunity to practice leadership based on
values. Due to their unique position in the educational organisation, this can be
applied to SSP's in New South Wales. This seems to be against Scott's aim of
revitalising the administration and government of schools to improve the quality
of education for students requiring special education services. In fact Scott
comments that for
global budgeting to work as intended, it is critical that schools receive their full
budget allocation before the beginning of each school year and that principals
have flexibility and a high degree of autonomy in the use of these funds. (1990,
p181)

The Schools Renewal Strategy has documented that SSP's will only receive
some of their funding in this manner, as part of their budget is determined on an
annual basis through a centralised system. Swan and Winder (1991 p151)
succinctly summarised the system structure that Scott recommended;
Governance of education is politically centralised, management in education is
intended to be more decentralised with measures to ensure compliance. (Swan
and Winder, 1991 p151)

The research evidence suggests that this situation would be common to all
schools. In the reforms that took place in New South Wales, the degree of central
governance was dependent on the function and the specific population of the
school.
Funding based on this annual process has many disadvantages. Thorley (1991)
outlines a number of these disadvantages arising from the fragmentation of
services and a centralised system.
Firstly Thorley (1991) claims that the fragmentation of special education into
distinctive categories such as hearing problems, physical disabilities, visual
problems, ethnic background, Aboriginal background, economically

disadvantaged backgrounds, learning difficulties, specific learning disabilities
and intellectual disabilities is not an efficient way to allocate services since he
states these services serve a common educational goal, that is to say, 'to
overcome problems in learning academic language and social skills' (Thorley
1991, p6). He asserts that due to the narrow focus of each program, it is
uncertain from one year to the next whether the program will be funded at a
federal level or whether the personnel will be placed at that school at the state
level. This in turn makes it very difficult to encourage long term planning to
solve problems within a school which then limits appropriate professional
development.
Secondly, this fragmentation tends to lead to the employment of casual staff
since there may be insufficient students to employ a full time member of staff.
This is a more frequent occurrence in rural areas where population numbers are
lower. This has a far reaching effect on the quality of service for these students.
The pool of teachers available on a casual basis may only be generally trained.
Also, teachers in permanent positions are less likely to train for specialist
positions since the career development within the Department of School
Education is poor. Once a teacher becomes employed in a specialist field it
becomes very difficult to move into another field unless the teacher undertakes
additional training and executive positions are limited.
Thirdly, Thorley (1991) points out that schools are financially discouraged from
employing preventative strategies to stop these problems occurring or effectively
teaching these students new skills since the programs are reliant on the
identification of students who are experiencing some kind of learning difficulties
within the mainstream classroom, Thorley gives an example of this.
For example, if the school and the LD (learning difficulties) support teacher work
hard to improve their students' learning efficiency and effectiveness, if they
design programs which build the cognitive and adaptive skills that enable more
and more students to succeed in the mainstream, they will be punished.
Specifically, the school will be punished by having its LD teacher withdrawn and
probably its IR (reading recovery teacher) and IM (support teacher for students
with moderate intellectual disabilities) teachers as well! The teachers will be
punished by not knowing where they will have to work in the following year
(Thorley 1991 p7).
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Thorley advocated that a non categorical approach, in combination with the
recommendations from 'Schools Renewal' (1989), would give the schools the
flexibility they needed to help all the students within their catchment area. He
argued, that if a school was 'given access to a large slice of this funding and the
freedom to redesign its own services in a more functional way,' the school,
'could do better' (1991 p5). This model has not been developed in New South
Wales with the centralised system remaining in place.
Centralised provision of training and development funding
Global budgeting for SSP's meant that the money allocated for training and
development led to an inequity between mainstream and SSP's. This arose
because no additional allocation of training and development funds was made
for teachers aides or part time casual staff. As outlined before, SSP's often
attract additional staff based on the learning needs of their students. The failure
to recognise this situation has led to less professional development opportunities
per employee in SSP's.
Range of professionals working in SSP's.
The therapists that work with students enrolled in SSP's are traditionally
employed by the Department of Health or the Department of Community
Services. This has not been addressed at all in 'Schools Renewal' (1989), but
clearly there are problems in a situation where therapists and teachers need to
work closely together to achieve a quality education for students, yet are
responsible to different systems and consequently have different expectations
and working conditions and practices. This has recently been recognised in a
review of therapy services that was commissioned by the Ageing and Disability
Department in 1997. This report focused on the need to move to an outcome
based service. Maher et al (1998) recognised that other service providers may
be more suited to provide the services that students require:
A more radical model of change would be to depart from the acceptance of
DCS(Department of Community Services) as the designated lead agency, and
open the 'market' to other service delivery agencies. Another service delivery

agency may be able to make a a logical and/or historical claim to be the lead
agency.

The information in the report suggests change is in the preliminary stages.
However, it is promising that several government departments were willing to
collaborate in their attempts to provide services for students with disabilities as
long as the focus remains on providing a quality educational service for students
who require access to professionals with a range of specific skills rather than on
reduced budgets.
Scott did not address the needs of special education adequately in either of the
reports (1989, 1990) since he generally addressed the majority needs of a
centralised system resulting in a number of systemic difficulties for SSP's.
Although Scott outlined the new role the principal had in a school and the
outcomes that the school were to achieve, he certainly did not outline how
schools consisting of a combination of multidisciplinary staff were going to meet
the needs of their students whilst remaining under a central hierarchy.
Consequently SSP's have been left in a precarious position of being financially
responsible through two systems, one that is provided through a global budget to
the school, the other relying on the centralised distribution of fragmented
services. Yet they are expected to skilfully combine these resources to provide
the quality education that Scott describes. Chapman points out that,
the process of change has no terminus ad quem; the pace of change is slow
and not uniform; a problem solved in one area will be liable to generate another
in other areas; and there will almost never be a point at which one may
confidently say that the evidence is all in (Chapman, 1993, p14).

Whilst Scott may have recommended a system that aimed to provide a
responsive education system that provided a quality education for students,
there are still some problems in the system that need to be solved, particularly in
the area of special education. If a centralised system is to made more effective
these problems need to be analysed by officers who are involved with SSP's in
order to develop appropriate solutions so that the aims that Scott described can
be achieved.
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2.11 Summary
The change that has occurred in schools in New South Wales since 1990 has
been enormous. This change has been part of an international trend that has
responded to the needs of a developing society. Scott recognised that schools
would need to equip themselves for a future that existed outside the five year
implementation plan for Schools Renewal. The External Council of Review and
Community Consultative Group reported on the implementation of this strategy at
a centralised level supplemented by statistical data from regions and schools.
For Scott's reform to be successful, people that worked within the education
system needed to change their perceptions. The centralised monitoring system
initiated by the Task Force did not provide accurate data on these necessary
changes in perceptions. If Scott really wanted the focus to remain on schools,
and their ability to provide a high quality education to students, then
accountability systems need to be developed within schools by the people who
will be employing them.
Chapter 3

-

Methodology

This chapter identifies the research design used in this study, its limitations and
the research questions that form the basis for the study. The process used for
the collection, recording and analysis of the data is described.

Chapter 3 Methodology

3.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses the research procedures for this study. The research
design is described with reference to the literature in this area. The process of
conducting the research is explained as each of the research instruments are
described and critically analysed. Finally the procedures for data collection and
analysis are outlined followed by the limitations of the study and research
questions.

3.2 Overview
This research was conducted in a rural region of the NSW Department of
Education at five schools for specific purposes. The research methodology was
carried out at one School for Specific Purposes (SSP) as a pilot study. Two
methodologies were used;
the Decision Point Analysis questionnaire (Telfer 1979,
Jansen 1980, Ward 1994) and
face to face and telephone interviews
The methodology of the study was presented to the principals of the schools
before gaining access to the schools.
Prior to the presentation at each school, the principal selected two parents and
invited them to participate. At each school the researcher gave a brief
presentation explaining the research questions and the procedures that were to
be used. Questionnaires were handed out. The questionnaires were coded so
that reminders could be sent to the people that did not respond to the initial
distribution. Once the questionnaires had been returned, the researcher
obtained a stratified sample of participants who were willing to be interviewed
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from each school.
Structured interviews of forty to fifty minute duration were conducted face to face
at the pilot school and over the phone at the other four schools.

3.3 Ethics
The Department of School Education and Training has its own guidelines about
conducting research in schools (1990). In the section on ethical issues it states:
It is the responsibility of the researcher to ensure that the welfare of persons
participating in the research is protected at all times. In the conduct of the study,
the researcher must at all times respect the wishes, beliefs and feelings of the
individuals involved in the research.

The guidelines (1990) also outlined the need for privacy of the participants and
schools asking that individuals or schools should not be identified.
Informed consent needs to be obtained from all participants and individuals need to
be aware that they can withdraw from the study at any time.

The researcher acknowledges these conditions and recognises that the
questionnaires and interviews invited respondents to disclose information about
their work in schools that may be highly personal. Consequently, the researcher
has made every effort to preserve and protect the confidentiality of the
individuals that participated in this study.
Before schools were contacted, approval according to the Department's
guidelines was obtained from a regional committee. This committee was
charged with the responsibility of approving research within the region. Once
approval had been obtained, individual schools were contacted to gain their
participation. All of the five schools agreed to participate.

NO

3.4 Description of research methodology
3.4.1 Types of research
There are many classification systems that apply to educational research. The
most helpful definitions for the purpose of this research is described by Wiersma
(1991). He uses two system of classification based firstly on the purpose of the
research and secondly on the procedures used in the research. Firstly he
divides educational research into two areas: basic and applied research; each
are defined by their purpose:
The primary purpose of basic research is the extension of knowledge; the purpose
of applied research is the solution of an immediate practical problem. (Wiersma
1990 p13)

Using this definition the researcher has used basic research in this study.
Secondly Wiersma defines research further by the procedures that may be used;
that is to say, qualitative and quantative research methods. It is hard to
distinguish clearly between these two methods since they represent the two
ends of a continuum. Many research studies will contain some elements of each
type.
In this study, the researcher has used a mixture of quantative and qualitative
techniques to collect data. A questionnaire was used followed by a random
sample of structured interviews.
3.4.2 Validity
In order for research to be valid, the research design should address the
concepts of internal and external validity. These are addressed in the next two
sections.
Internal validity
Wiersma (1991 p104) defines internal validity as the 'basic minimum of control,
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measurement, analysis and procedures necessary to make the results of the
experiment interpretable'. This refers to the way that the data has been
organised and collected. When there is a high degree of internal validity, the
researcher will have ensured that all of the variables across the population are
controlled. As a result of this, the researcher can adjust the experimental
variable and be sure that this change is causing the effect on the subject or
situation. It is useful to consider the definition of internal validity given by Best,
when considering the effect of variables.
An experiment has internal validity to the extent that the factors that have been
manipulated (independent variables) actually have a genuine effect on the observed
consequences (dependent variables) in the experimental setting. (1977 p97)

In this study, it was impossible to control all the variables that affected the
responses of the population. However, various steps were taken to help make
the analysis straightforward. I have listed below the variables that could be
controlled and those that could not.
Variables that could be controlled by the researcher
Population was limited to schools for specific purposes in a
rural area.
Population was categorised by school, role of participants
and gender.
Once the pilot study was completed, a consistent procedure
was used at other schools.
The analysis of information was consistent across the
population.
Different research methodologies were used to gain more
accurate information.
Variables that could not be controlled by the researcher
•

All the schools had different levels of staffing
The experience of each individual was unique.

•

The experience of each school was unique.

•

Some individuals were more prepared to complete surveys
than others.

•

Some people were more prepared to be interviewed than
others.

Triangulation
Due to the number of variables that could not be controlled in this population, the
researcher decided to use triangulation to increase the internal validity of this
study. Triangulation is when more than one research method is used to collect
data. This is based on the premise that each research tool has its strengths and
weaknesses. If research methods are selected carefully, the weaknesses of one
method may be compensated by the strengths of another. In this study two
different methods of research have been used to increase the internal validity of
the data collected. The methods were a survey and an interview. Firestone and
Dawson (1988 p213) point out that triangulation can increase the internal validity
of a study: 'Where several methodologies lead to the same conclusion, the
researcher's confidence in the conclusion is increased substantially'.
However, the benefits of triangulation can be difficult to implement in practice. It
is sometimes difficult to identify how the two methods can provide similar
evidence. Also if the evidence from each method is contradictory, the researcher
is placed in the tenuous position of determining which method is more accurate.
Never the less, viewing the data from several methodologies certainly increases
the internal validity of the research.
External validity
Wiersma (1991 p104) defines external validity as the 'generalizability of the
results of the experiment'. This refers to how the information obtained from the
research can be generalised to other populations or situations if the
methodology allows it. In this study, methodologies from previous studies have
been changed substantially in order to gain information from the situation that

67
existed in schools for specific purposes in New South Wales in 1994.
Consequently, the results from this study could not be compared with results
from previous studies that used similar methodologies in any meaningful way.
However, the results could be generalised to other SSP's in rural areas of New
South Wales. They would also have some relevance to other special education
settings in urban areas and other states although the external validity would not
be as great. Further research in this area would need to be conducted to
establish if the results from this research could be generalised to a broader
population. Generalisation was not a major concern in this research since the
researcher found that the variables were particularly unique to this population
and there were not any other studies conducted in similar populations.
3.4.3 Research tools
The data was collected in two ways. Firstly a Decision Point Analysis
questionnaire was used and secondly structured interviews were used. The
questionnaire was based on Ward's (1994) Decision Point Analysis. In brief, the
Decision Point Analysis is a survey tool that was first used in Australia by Telfer
in 1972. It has been adapted in later studies to reflect local conditions.
However, common features of the Decision Point Analysis are that respondents
are asked to select a principal decision maker from a list in response to a series
of questions that have been divided into decision areas. The decision areas
reflect the range of decisions that teachers and principals may be involved in at a
school. More information on the Decision Point Analysis can be found on pages
69-70 in this chapter. The interviews were based on the responses to the
questionnaire at the pilot school.
Before the questionnaire and interview were developed, the researcher carefully
considered the following points made about these techniques in recent literature.
Questionnaires
Many advantages and disadvantages of using questionnaires are listed in the
literature (Burns 1990, Borg and Gall 1989, Nisbet and Entwistle 1970). These
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are summarised below.
Advantages of questionnaires
They are economic in terms of cost time and labour
Anonyminity encourages frankness and honesty if highly
personal or threatening information is involved
Respondent is free to answer in his her own time at own
pace
Each respondent receives identical set of questions phrased
in the same way; this increases the reliability of the study.
Disadvantages of questionnaires
A proportion of the sample population will not answer.
Complex questions may be answered superficially.
People may refuse to answer.
Virtually impossible to pose neutral question.
Questionnaires show what people say, not what they do
In this study, the researcher has used this information in the research design to
enhance the response rate and increase the reliability of the study.
Response rate
Nisbet and Entwistle (1970 p52) indicate that an adequate response rate should
be 70% or greater.
A response rate of less that 70 per cent generally implies that the findings lack
validity for general applications, for it means that about one in three of the
sample have been missed and this is too large a proportion to ignore

A response rate of above 70% was obtained for each school. However when the
questionnaires were divided into participant groups, the response rate for
parents and clerical assistants was less that 70%. These participants were a

small sample of the school populations but this information needs to be
considered in the analysis of the responses from parents and clerical assistants.
They also suggest that the factual information already collected about the nonresponders should be considered to see if there are any differences between
this population and those who responded to the survey.
Nisbet and Entwistle recognised that it may be difficult to obtain 70 per cent of
returns from certain populations. If this is the case they suggested that; 'Smaller
percentages of response can still be useful but only where evidence of the
characteristics for the non-responders has been collected and carefully
assessed'. (Nisbet and Entwistle 1970 p53)
Each questionnaire was coded with a number and respondents were asked to
record their names next to the number that occurred on their questionnaire on a
sheet. This was so that the demographic characteristics of the respondents who
chose not to complete the questionnaire could be collated and analysed to
determine any bias in the survey (Wiersma 1991).
There are several factors that are likely to increase the response rate to a
questionnaire (Borg & Gall 1989).
If respondents are contacted before they receive a questionnaire they are
more likely to respond to it.
The letter accompanying the survey should give the respondent good
reasons for completing and returning the questionnaire as well as
assuring confidentiality
A follow- up letter to individuals that have not completed the
questionnaire with another copy will increase the response rate.

These procedures were used to enhance the response rate for the
questionnaires in this study. Application was made to the Department of School
Education to conduct this research project. Once permission was obtained, the
researcher spoke on October 13th, 1994 at a regional meeting for principals from
SSP's to explain the purpose and process of the project. After this, each

70
principal was contacted individually to gain access to the schools.
All the principals agreed that the researcher could make a presentation to their
school and asked their staff and parents to participate. After the surveys and
interviews were completed at the pilot school, the other schools were contacted
to arrange a time when the researcher could present the information about the
research to staff. The principals discussed the purpose and process of the
project with their staff and negotiated an appropriate time for the researcher to
make a presentation to the staff and selected parents. The principal was asked
to invite two parents along to this presentation.
All of these presentations occurred within a two week period between
November 4th and November 15th 1994. On these occasions, each
questionnaire was accompanied by a stamped self addressed envelope. If the
respondent had not replied after two weeks, a follow up letter was sent. If there
was no response, another letter was sent accompanied by another
questionnaire and envelope. After a four week period from the follow-up letter
had passed, the demographic details of the responses and non responses were
made. The list of names collected from each school was destroyed in order to
preserve confidentiality.
Burns (1994 p364) makes a useful distinction between anonymity and
confidentiality.
An anonymous study is one in which nobody can identify who provided data on
completed questionnaires. For interview, anonymity is usually impossible, and
for mail surveys, anonymity is not practical because of the need to send follow
ups to non respondents.
It is usually possible to guarantee confidentiality to people in mail surveys and in
interviews. A study is confidential when the project directors and interviewers
know who has responded to each questionnaire and promise not to reveal this
information.

Using Burns' definition, the participants in this study were assured of
confidentiality by the researcher.
The Decision Point Analysis questionnaire (DPA) was originally developed by
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Eye, Lipman, Gregg, Netzer and Francke between 1956 and 1965 at the
University of Wisconsin. Various adaptions have been made to it since then to
reflect the terminology and local culture of the schools being studied. In
Australia, Telfer conducted a study in New South Wales in 1972. His study
investigated the difference between consensus of schools where the
administrative staff were all male and those who had a mixed sex
administration. Telfer rejected his hypothesis 'that schools with only male
administrators would have higher agreement in perception of decision points
than would schools with both male and female administrators' (1978 p39).
Jansen used the DPA in 1980 to establish the decisional state among teachers
in a selection of key decisional areas. Jansen added a new section to the
questionnaire asking respondents to indicate the type of participation they would
prefer. She split these responses into three groups which she described as
deprivation, equilibrium and saturation. The decisional state of deprivation
referred to teachers that felt they were not involved in as much decision making
as they would like. Equilibrium applied to teacher responses that indicated they
were satisfied with their current level of decision making. Saturation referred to
responses that indicated teachers had to make too many decisions in these
areas (see p 49-50 in Chapter 2 for more information).
Ward (1994) adapted Jansen's questionnaire to suit the Western Australian
education system in primary schools. This resulted in some changes to the
decision makers listed and also some changes in the decision items.
The design of the DPA was been based on Ward's (1994) model initially. The
structure of the Decision Point Analysis was based on the recommendations
found in Burns (1990 p352)
The model questionnaire is designed in four parts: the introduction, warm-up
questions, the body of the study and demographic questions. Alternatively, the
introduction can be taken care of in a covering letter, and many researchers find
it most suitable to place demographic questions concerned with the sex of the
respondent, age, faculty, religion, socioeconomic status, and the like, first.

After the introductory letter, the questionnaire contained two sections.
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Part A of the survey asked for personal details about the respondent including
their role in the school and their gender. They were also asked to list any
decision making structures that were used in the school.
Part B of the questionnaire included the 28 decision items. A similar format was
used for each decision item. The information collected from Part B was divided
into the four areas listed below.
Making decisions
Contributing to decisions
Respondents evaluation of their current level of involvement
in decisions
Type of participation
As in Ward's research, changes needed to be made to the personnel listed as
decision makers in order to reflect the unique nature of schools for specific
purposes operating in the New South Wales education system. At the time of the
survey, the education system was divided broadly into three tiers. Each school
was attached to a cluster of schools which was overseen by a Cluster Director.
Each cluster in turn was attached to one of five regions in NSW and overseen by
regional staff. These regions were then responsible to the Department of
Education staff at state level.
The list of decision makers reflected the working environment within SSP's from
the perspective of the participants. For example, participants were not expected
to know the details of department staff who did not work directly with the school
but they were asked to differentiate between decision making groups within the
school. Diagram 3.1 shows the different organisational levels and relationships
between the decision makers listed in the questionnaire.
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Diagram 3.1 Relationships between decision makers listed in the questionnaire.

IDepartment of Education personnel state level I
-

egional manager of special education71

Regional committees

I Cluster Director I

I

People working within school
Assistant Principal
Teacher
Teacher aides
School decision making group
P&C
School Council
Parents

Principal

I

People providing a service to
the school
School Counsellor
Itinerant Assistant Principal of
visually/hearing impaired
Itinerant teacher of visual ly/heari ng
impaired
Community Health professionals

There were two additional categories for respondents that are not listed in
Diagram 3.1. These were categories for respondents who did not know who
made or contributed to a particular decision item and if they wanted to list
personnel who had not been included on the list.
The decision items were not put in random order as in Ward's study since it was
felt this would have made the questionnaire more difficult to complete as
respondents would have had to continually search for the decision makers.
Burns (1990, p353) advised that 'the response rate to mail questionnaires is
affected by the visual appearance of the questionnaire.......Construct questions
so they do not require extensive instructions or examples'. Also a consistent
format facilitated faster coding as recommended by Nisbet and Entwistle: 'it may

be necessary to choose questions and to specify possible answers in such a
way as to facilitate coding' (1970 p46). Participants in the pilot study indicated
that they devoted considerable thought to identifying the decision makers and
participants for each decision item when using a consistent format. Although
putting the decision makers in random order would enhance the validity of the
study it would probably have been detrimental to the response rate from the
other schools since participants would have had to constantly search through the
decision makers for each question. Consequently, a similar format was used in
the twenty eight decision items to increase the reliability of the study (Burns
1990, Borg and GaIl 1989, Nisbet and Entwistle 1970). Respondents were
asked to rank participants in terms of the type of participation that person was
involved in. For example, somebody who coordinated a committee or team
might be ranked 2, whereas a parent invited to contribute to one meeting may be
ranked 8. The research was designed in this way to ensure that the respondents
thought about the people who participated before selecting them. Since it is
clear from the literature that participative decision making means many things to
different people (Chapman 1990), this research design asked respondents to
only select participants who either made or contributed to the decision in some
way. An example of this format is shown on the next page. The format has been
adjusted slightly to fit into this chapter. A complete questionnaire can be viewed
in Appendix A.
Note: P&C Parents and Citizens Association
-

Diagram 3.2 Example of questionnaire format used in Section B.
This diagram is on the next page as it uses an A4 page format.
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Decision Item 1
Who selects the material that is used in Regional policies?
Position

B

A

Who makes the decision?
Choose one person or group in the

Department of Education
personnel state level
Regional manager of special

1

r1i Jr'tir)n

Regional committees

department who is primarily responsible
for making this decision.
Place the number 1 in the box in Column

Director of Schools

A opposite the title of that person
School Counsellor
What other people participate in
this decision?

Principal

Indicate the other people that participate in

Assistant Principal
Assistant Principal of
visually/hearing impaired

this process Rank these 2.3.. etc in
Column A according to the extent to which

2

they participate.

Teacher
ttinerant teacher of
visually/hearing impaired

2

Teacher aides

What is the nature of your
participation in making this decisior
Please tick one of the boxes below.

/

School decision making
group

Make the decision
Recommend the preferred decision
Provide information only

P&C

None
School Council
Who do you think should be
making the decision ?

Parents
Community Health
Professionals
Don't know
Other please specify
-

Choose one person or group in the

4

Department whom you think should be

3

responsible for the decision

.

Place a

number 1 in column B opposite the title of
that person.
What other people do you think
should be making this decision
Select the other people that you think
should participate in making this decision
Rank these 2.. .3.. in Column B according
to the extent that they participate.
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Although the framework for the questionnaire used by Ward (1994) was retained,
this research generated new decision items that were relevant to the areas being
investigated.
The decision items were shared between the five decision areas listed below.
•

Policy and curriculum (7 decision items)

•

Professional development (4 decision items)

•

Students (2 decision items)

•

Community (3 decision items)

•

Resources (12 decision items)

In the decision area of resources, principals and teachers were asked to
complete all twelve decision items. Clerical assistants, parents and teacher
aides were asked to complete the first five decision items in this section. The last
seven questions concerned with resources required information that was only
readily available to teachers and principals. It was felt that if some participants
had been unable to complete several of the questions in the survey, they would
be unlikely to volunteer to be interviewed if they were asked to participate in the
next stage of the research. When these results were analysed the results from
these final seven questions were eliminated.
It was impossible to obtain a fair analysis when some participants had completed
more questions than others. The information from the seven additional
questions provided additional data from teachers and principals. Although this
data was useful, it skewed the data from each school to predominantly represent
the viewpoints of teachers and principals. Although this could have been
rectified through the development of a formula, this was rejected in favour of a
practical interpretation of the statistical data that related to each school. The
questionnaire design would have been improved if all participants had
completed the same number of questions. The previous studies that have used
the Decision Point Analysis have placed the same number of questions in each
decision area. In this model, the questions were generated to gain specific
information. The uneven number of questions in each category made the data
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more difficult to analyse, since an individual formula had to be applied to each
decision area to calculate who made decisions and who contributed to
decisions. However, it was important to maintain the integrity of the information
sought by asking the questions that related to decision making in a SSP rather
than manipulating the questions to produce the same number of questions in
each decision area.
The twenty eight questions used in the questionnaire were devised to gain
information about the five decision areas. Nine of the questions used by Telfer
(1976), Jansen (1979) and Ward (1994) were modified and used in this survey.
Since the researcher wished to find out the level of involvement of the
respondents in regional and school decisions, six pairs of questions were
developed to consider the difference in involvement in the same activities. For
example question one and two form a pair
1
2

Who selects the material that is used in regional policies?
Who selects the material that is used in your school policies?

The remaining seven questions were based on the researcher's own experience
in SSP's in order to collect more information related to the unique staff and pupil
structure of these schools.
For example, decision item four and twenty three asks for this type of information.
•

Who develops the curriculum for students with moderate disabilities at
your school?
Who decides how many teacher aides are needed at your school?

A complete list of the twenty eight decision items used in the questionnaire are
contained in the sample questionnaire in Appendix A.

Pilot run
The wording of a mailed out questionnaire is very important as the respondents

W.

are unable to clarify any questions when they are attempting to complete it.
Burns (1990), Nisbet and Entwistle (1970) and Borg and Gall (1989) all
recommend a pilot run of the questionnaire. Borg and Gall identify that the pilot
run will be most useful if it is conducted with a sample population that is similar to
the study population. 'For a pretest, you should select a sample of individuals
from a population similar to that from which you plan to draw your research
subjects'. (1989 p435)
This provides an opportunity to iron out any ambiguities in the content or the
administration of the questionnaire. Nisbet and Entwistle (1970 p44) highlight
the importance of this procedure.
Since there is no interviewer to explain ambiguities or to check
misunderstanding, the questionnaire must be especiaUy clear in
wording...................................one single flaw in a questionnaire may provide
the respondent with a justification for committing it to the waste-paper basket.

In this study, the questionnaire was given out to all the participants at School A
as a pilot run. This sample population included all the participants that would be
involved in the survey at other schools, that is to say, a principal, teachers,
teacher aides, a clerical assistant and parents. Following this pilot run the two
following changes were made.
During the presentation of the research project at the other
schools, participants were presented with two example
questions on the questionnaire in order to clarify the process
for completion.
2.

Questions lOb and lOc were eliminated from the
questionnaire (See questionnaire in Appendix B). These
questions asked for additional information about
professional development in a different format to the rest of
the questionnaire. From this the researcher could determine
how professional development activities were organised for
staff in schools for specific purposes and whether this met
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the needs of staff. This section gave more information about
the impact of decisions made in each of the schools.
Once the pilot study had been completed, the researcher carefully considered
whether useful data could be collected in other decision areas using a similar
methodology to question ten. This was rejected as the feedback from the pilot
group indicated that the changing format was confusing to participants and the
completion time for the pilot survey was approximately forty minutes. If the
survey had been modified to include this information, the response rate would
have been reduced since it is likely that the respondents would not have been
prepared to devote more time to completing the survey.
Interviews
Isaac and Michael (1981 p140) identify three main purposes for using an
interview as a data collection method:
a
b
c

An exploratory device to identify variables and relations, to suggest
hypotheses, and to guide other phases of the research.
A main instrument in research
A supplement to other methods: to follow up unexpected results,
validate other methods, and to go deeper into the motivations of
respondents and their reasons for responding as they do.

The interview schedules were developed after the questionnaires had been
completed and briefly analysed at the pilot school. They were developed to gain
more information about some of the responses from the questionnaires. Once it
was determined that the questionnaire should retain a similar structure
throughout Part B, several discussion points were identified to provide more
information about the process of decision making at each school. These points
are listed below.
•
•

Changes in decision making processes at the school.
Management of time in relation to decision making.

•

Additional information about the five decision areas.

•

If the participants would like to be more involved in each of

UWE

the decision areas and how this would occur
•

Any other changes that the participants would like to see in
shared decision making.

•

Additional information about the role of school and region in

•

decision making.
Level of satisfaction in current position

In this study a structured interview was used for each group of participants. Isaac
and Michael (1981 p138) defined this as 'The interviewer follows a well-defined
structure resembling the format of an objective questionnaire, allowing
clarification and elaboration within narrow limits'.
Once all of the questionnaires had been returned, a stratified random sample

of

participants were selected for interview at each school. Two participants from
each group within the school were selected using a random number table, that

is

to say two teachers, two teachers aides, and two parents. In each case if that
person refused to be interviewed, another person was selected at random for
interview. If that person also refused, the researcher recorded that an intervie
w
could not be conducted at that school. All principals and clerical staff were asked
to participate in an interview as there was only one person in each of these
groups at each school. All the principals were invited to be interviewed and they
all accepted. The clerical assistants that completed the survey were invited to

be

interviewed but chose not to.
An interview schedule was drawn up to guide the interviewer. The interviews
were conducted face to face at the pilot school. Due to the geographical locatio

n

of the other schools, the other interviews were conducted by telephone.
Since face to face interviews were used at the pilot school and telephone
interviews were used for the other schools, differences in the advantages and
disadvantages of these techniques need to be noted. The advantages and
disadvantages of telephone interviews are summarised below. (Isaac and
Michael 1981 and Anderson 1990)

r.I

Advantages of interviews
The first three points apply to telephone as well as face to face interviews.
Can go into greater depth than in a questionnaire.
People are more easily engaged in an interview than a questionnaire
Further questions can be asked to clarify a point or obtain more data about
a particular topic.
The researcher has an opportunity to check effectiveness of
communication between respondent and interviewer (face to face
interview only)
Interviewer can pick up non-verbal cues including facial expressions, tone
of voice, cues from surroundings (face to face interview only).
Fast return gained from people who are geographically dispersed
(telephone interview only).
People can be accessed more easily by phone (telephone interview
only).
People may respond more honestly when they are on view (telephone
interview only)
Disadvantages of interviews
The first four points apply to face to face interviews and telephone interviews.
Can be subject to personal bias either from respondent or interviewer.
Difficult to record responses
Reliability and validity are dependent on the interviewer
Context may affect response due to interruptions and pressures of time.
They are costly, time consuming and inconvenient (face to face interviews
only).
Respondent requires access to a phone (telephone interviews only).
Visual explanations cannot be used (standard telephone interviews only).
Interviewer cannot depend on visual body language cues which may
indicate misunderstanding or boredom with interview (telephone
interviews only).

The disadvantage of phone access for the teachers and principals interviewed
can be discounted since Borg and Gall (1989 p457-458) noted that this was a
rare occurrence:
For most adult populations such as school teachers, however, the number of
persons not having a telephone would be very small, and their omission from
the accessible population would probably not introduce a significant bias.

Although participants are more accessible by phone, contact should be made to
arrange an appropriate time and venue to ensure the interview runs smoothly.
Anderson (1990 p224) notes that:

ralw

The effectiveness of research interview by telephone can be greatly enhanced
when there is precontact, either by letter of phone, arranging a precise time for
the telephone interview to take place.

For this research, individuals were contacted to arrange an appropriate time and
place for their phone interview. The main difference between a face to face
interview and the phone interview that impacted on this research is that the
researcher and respondents did not have access to the visual body language
cues during phone interviews. Interviews were conducted in all schools with
eighteen participants. The interview schedules were piloted at School A, so that
as much information as possible could be gathered about the respondents
feelings towards the process. Anderson (1990 p222) notes that in face to face
interviews the interviewer can
pick up non-verbal cues, including facial expressions, tones of voice and, in the
case of interviews conducted on the respondent's turi, cues from the
surroundings and context.

Before using the interview schedules with other schools, the effectiveness of the
interview schedules was gauged from the non-verbal information gained from
the face to face interviews. Two respondents appeared to become irritated with
some questions in the telephone interviews. The interviewer's intuition led her to
believe that these respondents found some of the questions difficult to
understand because of their open ended nature and the lack of visual feedback
over the telephone.
Isaac and Michael (1981 p 140-141) identified three types of questions that can
be used in interviews which are summarised below.
1 Fixed items
These are closed questions such as: Do you agree with this statement? While
these have the advantage of producing data that is easier to manipulate, they
can appear very artificial and limit the responses that the respondent can make.
This may irritate some respondents.
2 Open ended items
This gives the respondent an opportunity to respond to the item without any
constraints being placed upon them. It also allows the interviewer the
opportunity to ask probing questions as well as establish a rapport with the
respondent. It allows an opportunity to unexpected responses to be voiced
-

IPM

which may not have been anticipated by the original research design. Howeve
r,
these items tend to be more time consuming, more subject to interviewer
bias
and more difficult to code and manipulate the data gained from the respons
es.
-

3 Scale items
The respondent indicates their position along a scale of responses such
as a
Likert scale. The advantages of this is that the data appears more objectiv
e and
uniform. However, the respondents may be responding to the scales
rather
than their true viewpoint giving artificial results. Some people find this kind
of
question irritating and may become motivated to finish the interview rather
than
respond accurately to the questions.

The interviews in this research contained open ended items. Although the

same

schedule was used for each interview, the interviewer was allowed some
freedom to ask further questions to clarify issues or to improve the effectivenes
s
of the communication during the interview. The wording of the interview
schedules varied depending on the role of the participant in the school.
Refinements were made to reflect the jobs carried out by each group in order
enhance the communication between the interviewer and participant during
interview. The interview schedule for each participant group is in Appendix

to

the

B.
Each interview was recorded on audiotape and then transcribed shortly after
the
interview. Notes were also made during the interviews. The table on the
next
page shows the questions that were asked in all of the interviews. For examp
le,
by following the ticks in the principal column, the reader can identify which
questions were addressed to principals.
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Table 3.1 Summary of questions used in interviews.

Respondents
Questions

os
V

V

c

0—

<]?

Cl)

.-

F—

b
CL

What changes have you seen occurring in SSP's as a
consequence of the Schools Renewal strategy
Since 1990, have you seen any change in your contribution
to decision making?

/

How have you been prepared for this change?
/
./

How have your staff been prepared for this change?
/

/

/
/

/

/

/

1/

/

/
/

Has this been adequate, should it be ongoing?
/ Describe your involvement in decision making in the school
How do you organise your school to participate in shared
decision making? ie when, who, coordination,etc.
When are decisions made that you would like to participate
in?
Does timing affect your ability to participate?
How do you manage your time between teaching and
participating in decision making!
How do you manage your time between assisting students
and teachers and participating in decision making?
How do teachers respond to shared decision making?
How do aides respond to shared decision making?

/
V

How would you like to participate in the development of
school policies?
How would you like to participate in the development of
curriculum for students at your school?

Respondents
Questions
cL

I)
-

V

-

.

c
-

EL

CL

•-

/

/

/ How do you think students with disabilities should be placed
in educational settings in your region?
/

/

/

/

/
V

How could you be more involved in curriculum and policy
issues?

V

/

How would you like to participate in the placement of
students within classes at your school?
How do you think students should be placed in classes
within your school?
/ What involvement would you like to have in the organisation
of classes in the school?
What changes need to be made to professional development
programs to improve the opportunities for you as an
individual?
How could professional development programs be improved
for you as an individual?
Are some decisions more suitable for decision asking that
others, can you describe these?
How do you think decision making should be organised n
your school?
/ Are there any changes that could be made to decision
making at your school to make it more effective for parents to
participate?
How would you like to see the community involved at your
school?
/ Are you able to change decisions for your child in the school
setting?
/ What Student Welfare issues do you think you would like to
be involved in?

A.J

Respondents
Questions

-

cc:

-

C)
.

a

c
F—

4?

i0

/

Has your school gained more autonomy as a result of
Schools Renewal in what areas?
Would your school benefit from more or less autonomy?
(what areas)
-

/

V

V

/

/

V

How do you think decisions should be made about the
purchase of teaching aids within your school?
How do you think the yearly budget allocation should be
developed at your school?

V

/
/

/

How do you think decisions should be made about the
development of physical resources within your school?
V What involvement would you like to have in the development
of physical resources in the school?

Are there any other changes that you think should be made
to shared decision processes in your school?
What kind of information is passed from schools to region?
Is there any other information that would be useful to regional
staff that could be developed at school.

V

/

Would you leave your position for
a slight increase in pay,
slight increase in status,
a position allowing slightly more creativity,
a position in which individuals were slightly more friendly?

Anderson (1990) identified five skills that he considered essential for a
successful interview. These were active listening, openness and empat

hy,
paraphrasing, summarisation of content and controlling the process. The
descriptions of these skills are outlined below.

Active listening
This means ensuring that both the interviewer and interview are relaxed and
seated in a natural posture. The interviewer uses a whole range of non verbal
behaviours throughout the interview to indicate that he or she is interested in
what the respondent is saying and takes cues from what the respondent says.
-

Openness and empathy
It is important that the interviewer accepts what the respondent says without
adding any value judgments or agreeing or disagreeing with the respondent. If
the respondent says something that is unclear, the interviewer needs to ask for
clarification.
Paraphrasing
This involves repeating the information given by the respondent in different
words. As well as demonstrating that you are actively listening, this increases the
validity of the interview by checking that you both agree on what has been
communicated.
Summarisation
This is when the interviewer pulls together material gained from the interview
over a substantial period. This information may relate to a particular section of the
interview or the whole interview.
Controlling the interview
The interviewer needs to recognise when to move the interview onto another
question because she or he has enough information or when to let the
respondent talk since they are communicating the responses to the questions.
This also may entail waiting silently while the respondent thinks about a question
that they find difficult to respond to or they require further clarification with.

Once the interviews were completed at the pilot school the interview schedules
were modified to eliminate the final questions that were written to determine
whether the participant was currently satisfied with their job. The respondents
found that the personal nature of these questions made them difficult to answer.
They consistently reacted to these questions by asking for further clarification
and the purpose of these questions even though confidentiality had been
assured. They tended to create a negative atmosphere in the interview situation
that had not occurred with the other questions. Anderson (1990 p228) points out
that: 'If a respondent dislikes an interviewer or has any negative feelings toward
the interviewer, it is unlikely that the respondent will be open to the questions
being posed'. It was determined that the level of satisfaction for each participant
could be determined more successfully from the Decision Point Analysis rather
than the interview.
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3.44 Data Collection and Recording
Decision Point Analysis
The data collection for the Decision Point Analysis was based partly on Ward's
model (1994). In this study, adaptions were made in order to gain more specifi

c

information about the people who contributed to the decision. The statistical
analysis used in Ward's study was not used since the sample was too small to
validate this type of analysis.
Initially the responses were divided into four categories.
Who makes the decision?
Who should make the decision?
Who else contributes to the decision?
Who should contribute to the decision?
The respondents indicated the principal decision maker by recording a numbe

r
one. The information for the categories was obtained from Column A and B and
recorded manually for each question. For each of the four categories, two
recording grids were devised with all the potential participants listed and the
question numbers. The first grid recorded the responses by school and the
second grid recorded the responses by the role of the participant. From this the
results were analysed for patterns that occurred in individual schools, participant
groups, the five decision areas and gender groups.
Making decisions, categories one and two.
The results from the questions were grouped together into the five decision
areas. The frequencies for each decision area were scaled so that the decisio

n

areas could be compared with each other. For example the frequency for the
decision area of policy and curriculum was divided by seven as there were
seven decision items in this decision area. The proportions were then converted
to percentages using Excel computer software so that schools and groups of
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participants could be compared more easily.
The frequency for making decisions was recorded in the follow
ing way. The
number ones on the questionnaire were awarded a one on the
recording grid
since this number represented the respondents choice of the perso
n or group
who is primarily responsible for this decision item. The data collec
tion at this
point reflects the analysis developed in Ward's model. Telfer (1978
p42) and
Ward (1994) used the following equation to convert the frequencies
into

proportions
p(i)

=

nU1
n

where
p(i) is the proportion of the choices in the (i)th cell:
n(i) is the number of choice over the ten cells; and
n is the total number of choices over the ten cells.
This formula was applied and scaled for each decision area.
Contributing to decisions, categories three and four
The procedure developed for these questions in this study was
to calculate an
average response to a group of questions from the perspective
of each group of
participants. Every participant that was identified by the respo
ndent as a
contributor to the decision item on the questionnaire was given
one point on the
recording grid. These figures were tallied and the average contri
bution was
calculated using the formula below.

Average contribution = Number of participants in group
Number of questions x number of respondents
So for example if the average for the contribution of teachers at
School A for the

decision making area concerned with policy and curriculum would be calculated
in the following way.
Average contribution = Number of points recorded on grid for contribution by
teachers to policy and curriculum
7x22
7

=

Number of questions in the policy and curriculum decision making area

22 = number of respondents at School A.
This meant that the results for each decision area could be compared with the
average contribution for that school or group of participants. From this, the
results could be analysed to see if they varied greatly from school to school or if
there were similarities between groups of participants or decision areas. For
example, if the respondents from two schools consistently indicated a different
decision maker to a particular decision item, this could indicate a difference in
school culture. If all the responses were similar for a particular item and therefore
all the responses were close to the average contribution, this would indicate that
schools had very little individual control over this area and could probably be
attributed to control through a central policy. These collated observations can
then be compared with the emerging government policy that affects SSP's in
previous sections.
Schools could not be compared easily since the number of people at each
school varied. The figures could have been scaled to develop a theoretical
model with the same number of people at each school. However, when this
analysis model was piloted, the statistics no longer had any relation to the
circumstances in which they were reported. Burns (1994 p365) describes the
process of analysis in explanatory surveys in this way; 'there is interest in
exploring the relationship between the variables of the study. That is, there is
interest in knowing whether X and Y covary or under what circumstances they
covary'. Consequently, this pilot analysis was rejected.
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The procedure used in the section for making decisions could not be used
meaningfully here, since a respondent could have indicated that every decision
maker on the list besides the main decision maker should contribute to the
decision. However, the results indicated that this was a rare event. If the same
formula for calculating a proportional frequency as in categories one and two
was used 'n' would have to reflect that this rare event may occur in each
decision item. This would give a false representation that all the contribution
levels were very low.
in Ward's (1994 p127) study the analysis 'was made by ranking the proportional
scores in descending order. That is, which position of decision maker had a
ranking of second, third, fourth etc'.
The method of data analysis in this section varied from Ward's for the following
reasons.
The number of decision contributors listed was greater than
in Ward's study. This made the listing of positions far more
complicated
The researcher wished to identify who was involved in
contributing to decisions. The involvement of each decision
position could be more clearly identified through the
interviews.
Consequently, the analysis for categories three and four consisted of looking for
patterns between groups of participants, decision areas and schools.
Decisional state
The responses for each question were analysed to determine the decisional
state of the participant to the question. This study used a different method to
previous studies for collecting and collating this data. Jansen (1979) and Ward
(1994) awarded each response a directional value. If the respondent wanted the

IMM
same level of participation the response was awarded a 0, less participation
was awarded +1, more participation was awarded -1. These figures were then
totalled to give an overall response for each decision area for each participant.
When this method was piloted in this study, some of the subtle differences in
responses to questions were lost, particularly in the responses indicating
saturation. Since this study was smaller than Ward or Jansen's, a modified
methodology was developed for this section The participant's decisional state
for each item was calculated by looking at the position they ranked themselves in
for each item. For example if they ranked themselves number one in Column A
and number four in Column B, the researcher marked that they wanted less
involvement in this decision. This would be equivalent to Jansen's level of
'saturation'.
The three states used in previous studies (Jansen 1979, Grant 1994) are
equilibrium, saturation or deprivation. Equilibrium represents the optimum
decisional state where the participant is satisfied with their current role in
decision making. Saturation refers to when the participant requests less
participation in the decision item. Deprivation refers to when the participant
requests more participation in the decision item. A tally system was awarded to
each of these decisional states as shown below.
Possible responses

Tally Decisional state

Respondent indicated 1 in Column A and 4 in Column B a Saturation
Respondent indicated 3 in Column A and 3 in Column B b

Equilibrium

Respondent indicated 5 in Column A and 4 in Column B c

Deprivation

Totals of these responses were calculated for each decision area. These figures
were collated into individual schools and groups of participants. These figures
were then scaled to percentages to make comparisons between the responses
easier. The percentage of respondents who experienced one of the three
decisional states can be determined by using the following formula.
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Formula to determine level of saturation (a) in decision area t
% of respondents in = Total of (a) in Group 1(t) xl 00
Group 1(t)
Total number of responses for (a) + (b) + (c) in Group 1(t)
where
I represents any school or group of participants
(t) represents any of the five decision making areas
respondents indicating saturation
respondents indicating equilibrium
respondents indicating deprivation

This information was also compared with the responses to Part C where
participants were asked to indicate if they made the decision, recommended the
decision, provided information or had no involvement. The combination of these
responses gave the researcher more information about the relationship between
the type of involvement and the decisional state of the participant.
Part C What is the nature of your participation?
As for the first part of the survey, the figures were scaled into percentages for
each school and group of participants. An average percentage was calculated
across all the decision items for each school and group of participants to enable
comparisons to be made between schools, decision areas, the roles of
participants and the gender of participants.
Respondents were asked to indicate their participation by ticking a box. The four
options given to respondents were the same as in Telfer's (1979) and Ward's
(1994) studies;
made the decision
•

recommended the preferred decision

•

provided information only

WA
Mkid

none.
This information was collated on a tally sheet for each respondent. Telfer

's
equation was used to determine proportional scores for decision areas, schoo
ls
and groups of participants.
Telephone interview
The information obtained from an interview can be recorded in two ways,

note
taking or through the use of a tape recorder. Note taking requires the intervi
ewer
to make notes or record responses through a response category system
as the
interview is conducted. This usually means that the information from the
interview is accessible immediately as it has already been classified by the
interviewer. However, this process can interrupt the flow of the interview
and
affect the rapport between the interviewer and the respondent. Also if the
responses to the interview questions cannot be easily categorised, the note
taking can become quite annoying if they take up a considerable amount
of time.
If the interview is taped, the occurrence of interview bias is eliminated since

the

tape can be listened to more than once and analysed more thoroughly than

in an

interview where notes are made. Also if new information arises from the
interviews, new hypotheses can be determined and tested using the tapes.
Interviews using tape recorders as opposed to note takers by their nature

take up
less time. However, the presence of a tape recorder can make the respon
dents
feel uncomfortable particularly if they are discussing information of a person
al
nature.
In this study, interviews were taped and transcribed after the interview.
Respondents were sent a copy of the transcript and asked if they agreed
with
what had been transcribed. One participant in a face to face interview expres
sed
his initial discomfort at the tape recorder but was happy to participate once
we
had discussed the confidential status of the transcripts. Another participant
asked the researcher to delete a section from the transcript when she realise
d
that she had identified a situation that would reveal her identity if the inform
ation
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was published. All the other participants were comfortable with the interv

iews

being recorded. The researcher felt that for most of the telephone interv

iews, it

was an unintrusive method of recording data. The only disadvantage

was that

two tapes of interviews with a principal and a parent were destroyed

when the
researcher attempted to transcribe them. Insufficient notes were made
during
these interviews to make them valid.
Analysis of interview transcripts
Content analysis is one of the procedures that may be used to analys

e

information gained from interviews.
Fox defines this as a 'procedure for the categorisation of verbal or behav

iours for

the purposes of classification, summarisation and tabulation'. (1969

p646)

Interpretation of content analysis depends on two things: the length of

the unit of
content that has been selected and secondly, the categories developed
on the
basis of the researchers expectations. Clearly these are highly depen
dent on
the researchers intuitive perceptions about the data that has been collec
ted.
The transcripts from this study were analysed using Nudist software

(Numerical
Unstructured Data Indexing System) to explore common themes. The
length of
unit that was selected was the participant's response to a particular quest
ion
from the interview schedule. This could vary from a few words to sever
al
paragraphs. Although this sometimes meant, that irrelevant information
was
collated, it guaranteed that the response could be understood. Initiall
y, the
transcripts were searched to find supporting or conflicting evidence for
the
results obtained from the questionnaires. Following this, intuitive judgm
ents were
made about patterns that occurred in this data. These patterns were
then
explored further to see if they could be substantiated. The flexibility of
the Nudist
software facilitated searches for responses from individual schools, partic
ipants
groups or gender groups. Particular patterns that occurred in the transc
ripts are
identified and discussed in Chapter 4.
In this section the data collection techniques have been described. The

next

three sections summarise the methodological assumptions, the limitations of the
study and the research questions.

3.5 Methodological assumptions
The following methodological assumptions have been made and accepted for
this research.
The adapted Decision Point Analysis (Telfer 1979) and
interview techniques are appropriate for this type of
research.
All respondents understood the explanation of the purpose
of the research and how to do the Decision Point Analysis
before attempting to complete it.
The participants responses to the Decision Point Analysis
were their own true feelings.
The participants responses to the interviews were their own
true feelings.
The participants randomly selected for the interviews were
representative of the group who completed the survey.
The analysis of the Decision Point Analysis and interviews
was appropriate for this type of research.
The difference in the responses gained from the face to
face interviews and telephone interviews were not
significant to the results of the study.
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3.6 Limitations of the study
This study was limited in the following ways
Only one rural area of New South Wales was selected
resulting in 60 participants.
The data collection period was carried out over a period of
three months in 1994.
Parents were difficult to access using the techniques
developed in the research. Each school only had a
maximum of two parents participating in the study.
Due to the small scale of the study, each of the five schools
had a different staffing structure.
There is no literature related to participative decision
making in special education settings in schools in Australia.

3.7 Research questions
The following research questions were explored within this thesis.
Was there a relationship between the size of the school and
the role of the participants and their response to decision
making in each of the decision areas?
Was there a relationship between the role of participants
and their response to decision making in each of the
decision areas?
Was there a relationship between the gender of the

participants and their response to decision making in each
of the decision areas?
Was there a relationship between the size of the school and
the decisional state of the participants in each of the
decision areas?
Was there a relationship between the role of participants
and their decisional state in each of the decision areas?
Was there a relationship between the gender of the
participants and their decisional state in each of the
decision areas?
Could a managerial style be determined for each school?
Was there a relationship between the size of the school and
the managerial style?

3.8 Summary
This chapter has described the methodology used in this study. The literature
has been related to each area of the research so that the links between the
research design and the theoretical background can be clearly identified.
The advantages and disadvantages of the data collection methods have been
discussed. From this the reasons for using the research tools used in this study
were highlighted. The procedure for the pilot study was described followed by
the modifications to the research tools based on the results from the pilot study.
The methods used to analyse the data gained from the DPA and the interviews
were identified and discussed. The assumptions and limitations of the study
were then identified. The chapter concludes with the research questions.

Chapter 4 describes the data that was collected from the quest

ionnaires and the
interviews. The information has been collated into four areas: the
sample
population demographics, the involvement of the respondents
in decision
making, the preferred participation of respondents in decision
making and any
relationships that emerged from the data analysis.
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Chapter 4 Findings

4.1 Introduction
The findings for this research will be presented in four sections.
Demographics
This section contains information about the participants who completed the
survey. The respondents have been classified into different categories based on
their school, their role in the school and their gender.
Decision making
This section focuses on the data collected from the survey and interviews about
decision making. This section identifies who is involved in decision making and
if the type of decision affects the amount of involvement. The data is based on
the four questions that were asked in the survey:
Who makes the decision?
•

Who do you think should make the decision?

•

Who contributes to the decision?
Who do you think should contribute to the decision?

Preferred participation
This section considers the preferred participation of the participants. For each of
the decision items, the participants are placed in one of the three categories
listed below:
•

Saturation want to reduce current level of decision making

•

Equilibrium

-

-

satisfied with current level of decision making
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Deprivation not satisfied with current level of decision making.
-

Again this information is collated based on school size, individual schoo

ls, role

of participant and gender.
Relationships between data
This section considers the data indicating the respondents current level
participation. This information is compared with the data discussed in

of

the

previous sections.
The transcripts gained from the interviews with the respondents are used
alongside the results obtained from the surveys.
This length of this chapter was necessary to consider all the variables

that had
an impact on the results. Within each of the four areas above, it was neces
sary to
consider the individual schools and their size and management style,
the
decision areas, the role of the participants and the gender of the partici
pants.
Due to the methodology of this study, the identification of any patterns
or trends
could only be established through a careful consistent analysis of these
factors.
For these reasons, a similar approach has been used to present the inform
ation
for each school, participant group and gender group.

4.2 Demographics
In this section, the sample population is described in terms of school size,
structures within each school and gender groups. The response rate for

staff

the

questionnaires and interviews are also outlined.
All of the schools are in a rural area of NSW but they vary in size. The

structure

of each school is outlined in table 4.1. The schools are ranked from the
to the smallest.

largest
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Table 4.1 Structure of employed personnel in the schools
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The principals at Schools A and D are non- teaching. Only Schoo

ls A and D
have Assistant Principals. Two parents were randomly selected from
each
school to complete the survey. The response rate for each schoo
l varied. Table
4.2 below shows the completion rate for each school and each group
of
participants. Also the number of participants in each group is displa
yed. The final
column shows the percentage of completed surveys for each schoo
l.
Table 4.2 Completion rate for surveys.
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As can be seen from the table, some participant groups are much

larger than
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others due to the structure of the schools. This can be more

easily interpreted
from Diagram 4.1 below. The largest groups within the surve
y were teachers
and teacher aides who form 74% of the population.
Diagram 4.1 Respondents who participated in the survey

c,-'---'I

Parents
10%

Principal
Assistant
8%

As

Teacher Aide
33%

The majority of the respondents were female. 86.7% of the

eacher
41%

respondents were
female and the remaining 13.3% were male. Table 4.3 show
s the distribution of
males and females through the groups of respondents. The
male population
dominates the executive group within the survey consisting
of the principal and
assistant principal.
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Table 4.3 Distribution of male and female participants in the survey
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A number of respondents agreed to be interviewed. Table 4.4 below shows the
number of interviews conducted at each school.
Table 4.4 Respondents who participated in interviews
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As can be seen from table 4.4, the number of participants varied from school to
school. All the principals agreed to be interviewed. However, the tape from
School E was destroyed when the researcher attempted to transcribe it.
Teachers were far more willing to be interviewed than teacher aides. The
teacher aides from School C and D did not agree to be interviewed. The
number of completed surveys gained from parents was low. Consequently, there
were not many parents who could be approached for interview. The only parent
who agreed to be interviewed was at School A.
The next section summarises the responses of each school to decision making.
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4.3 Overview of results concerned with decision making
The previous section described the differences between the schools and the
response rates to the research instruments.
This section provides an introduction to the schools responses to all of the
questions about decision making in the survey. At this stage, the results have
been totalled and collated into five groups: groups of staff within the school,
Department of Education personnel outside of the school, parents associated
with the school, itinerant staff for vision and hearing impaired and health
professionals. A more detailed analysis of the decision areas and particular
questions is provided in later sections of this chapter.
Decision making was divided into four categories: who made the decisions, who
the respondents thought should make the decisions, who contributed to
decisions, and who the respondents thought should contribute to decisions. The
results associated with making decisions have been calculated in two ways;
firstly as percentages for each school and secondly as a percentage for each
group of participants. All of the figures have been rounded up or down to
approximate whole number percentages. The data associated with contributing
to decisions have been divided by the number of questions within each decision
area. This gives the figure of the average number of people that contribute to
each particular type of decision in each school. It should be remembered that the
scores have not been scaled across the schools. The researcher felt it was
important not to do this so that the figures still retained some meaning. However,
it needs to be remembered that the schools varied in size when comparing
schools.

4.3.1 School staff

The overview above provided a summary of the content of section 4.3. This
section considered the responses of the staff at each school to making and
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contributing to decisions.
The personnel listed on the survey who are included in this group are the
principal, school counsellor, assistant principal, teacher, teacher aide and any
school decision making group that could be made from any combination of
personnel listed on the survey. The responses from the surveys indicated that
many decisions are made at the school level. In Schools A, B and D members
of the school community made approximately 50% of the decisions whereas the
figure is between 35 and 40% at schools C and E. It would appear that the
larger schools are able to make more decisions than the smaller schools. This
information is considered in closer detail later in this chapter to establish if this
pattern is true for all of the decision areas.
All of the respondents indicated that they wanted a small average 8% increase
in decisions made by school staff. However, as can be seen in table 4.5 and
diagram 4.2, the respondents at School E recommended a much higher
increase of 21%.
When the same data is considered from the point of view of each group of
participants in the school, that is to say principals, assistant principals, teachers,
teacher aides and clerical assistants, each group consistently recommended an
8% increase in decision making by staff at the school.
The desired increase at School E refers to more decisions being made at the
school level This is supported by the interviews carried out at the school where
.

a teacher aide clearly identifies that all members of staff have opportunities to
actively participate in shared decision making.
We're fortunate that we do have a good principal who does involve us all and
asks our opinion and tells us most of what is going on and I guess it's easier
when it's a smaller school, as it gets larger, even as ours has grown over the last
twelve months there's lots of things now that I don't hear about or know about
just because of the fact that there's more staff and when there's only two or
three of you, well naturally you're discussing things and knowing about things
that are going on. School E Female teacher aide
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Table 4.5 Percentage of decisions that school staff made compared with
percentage of decisions that respondents thought school staff should make
L.
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Percentage of decsions that respondents
thought school staff made
55 50 40 52 37 47
recommended school staff should make
61 56 40 57 58 55

-

This data is also shown in graph form in diagram 4.2 below.
Diagram 4.2 Percentage of decisions made by school staff compared with
recommended percentage of decisions.
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Who contributes to decisions
Again school staff make the majority of contributions to the decision items with
an average of 9 people at each school contributing to each decision.
The figures in table 4.6 reflect the average number of people identified by the
respondents at each school who contributed to a single decision item.
Table 4.6 The number of people in each school who contributed to decisions in
each school compared with the recommended number of school staff who
respondents thought should contribute to decisions
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The results indicated that the respondents wanted the school personnel at all of
the schools to contribute more to decisions, with an average increase of 2
people per decision. However, the results from School C did not show any
significant increase in the number of people who should contribute to decisions.
The teachers at School C who were interviewed expressed some dissatisfaction
with their contribution to decision making. These teachers identified that over
the last few years they had had an increase in opportunities to contribute to
decisions. Their main concerns were about the amount of time they spent in
decision making processes particularly when it interrupted their classroom
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teaching and also their belief that their decisions could be overruled on a
regular basis.
Well I, to sum it up, I feel we're getting further and further away from teaching and
we're just not, there's no time left to give to your students in the room that you
used to be able to give. I'm not saying that everything about the new way is
wrong but it's just that there's not enough time.... School C Teacher 1

Probably, a lot of the time, not so much now but I don't know, it still seems half
the time we say something then, the principal goes and does what she thinks
anyway a lot of the time. School C Teacher 2

In the interview with the principal of School C, she described the process of
training her staff to become more involved in decision making. She commented
that encouraging people to become involved in decision making was difficult.
I think it's really built up over the years, I know that, often they really want me to,
they'd just rather me make the decision if I was being honest, there are lots of
things they'd just like to you know, say you do it and they'll just carry on. I've
found at times that it's really been hard to get people to make that decision,
they'll sit back and in the end you, then come and say, this is what I think that we
should do and, because we have to do something and then they'll say okay but
then you don't know sometimes if they then go off and feel, gee whiz, you
know, fancy having to do this sort of thing but they don't always come, want to
participate but I think that sort of thing is decreasing as they become more
confident and familiar with the process, and feel that they're, I think it's taken
them a while to come to a realisation that they're, what their thoughts are are
actually going to be acted upon or listened to or taken into consideration. There
was a sort of, I think, oh yes you're asking this but it's just going to happen the
way you want it anyway, do you know what I mean? Principal School C

4.3.2 Department of Education personnel
The previous section described the views of the respondents of the current and
recommended roles of principals, school counsellors, assistant principal,
teachers, teacher aides and school decision making groups in decision making.

MCI
Any significance between population groups at each school were noted. This
section describes the respondents views of the role of Department of Education
personnel who work outside schools in decision making.
Making decisions

-

Department of Education personnel

The Department of Education personnel who worked outside of the schools
were identified as the second largest group of decision makers after the school
staff group. These personnel consisted of staff at state level, regional staff and
staff employed in the Education Resource Centres. As can be seen by the
results in Table 4.7, 57% of decisions were made by Department of School
Education personnel outside of schools. The respondents indicated that they
wanted Department of School Education personnel outside of schools to reduce
their decision making by an average of 34%. School C was the only school
where this percentage was greatly different. At School C, respondents indicated
that 73% of decisions were made by these personnel and they wanted this figure
reduced to 21%. Schools B, D and E reported that less decisions were made
by staff outside the school than at Schools A and C. However, the results
indicated that Department of Education personnel should still be responsible for
twenty to twenty nine per cent of the decisions made in schools.
Table 4.7 The percentage of decisions made by Department of Education
personnel employed outside of schools compared with the recommended
percentage of decisions.
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Note: DSE represents Department of Education personnel outside of schools
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Contributing to decisions

-

Department of Education personnel

These personnel were the second largest contributors to decisions after the
school staff group with an average of just over 3 people contributing to each
decision identified in the survey

Table 4.8 The number of Department of Education personnel employed outside
of schools who contributed to decisions compared with the number of
Department of Education personnel who respondents recommended should
contribute to decisions
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Note: DSE represents Department of Education personnel outside of schools
From table 4.8 it can be seen that all the schools indicated that they wanted a
slight increase in the number from 3 to 4 personnel from the Department of
School Education outside of the school to contribute to decisions.
The transcripts from the interviews varied greatly in this area. Three of the
principals indicated that they were coming to terms with their current level of
decision making and did not want to take on any additional responsibilities when
they were asked if they wanted more autonomy.
I think I would rather be just managing the educational aspect I suppose. I just
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think the volume of work entailed in that would have to be taken in consideration
because already I think the workload involved in managing our own schools is
just enormous School C Principal
I can't honestly identify major areas where I'd say there needs to be more.
(autonomy) I think what needs to happen now is a fine tuning process over the
forthcoming period of time. To achieve at least a level of confidence that things
will remain at this level bearing in mind that we don't ever want it set in concrete
anyway, I meant we don't want it ever said that this is the way it's going to be for
the next twenty years but I think what schools want, is some, just, opportunity to
operate over the period of the next five years with things pretty much as they
are. School A Principal
I mean you get some principals who are real whizzers at that sort of thing (using
Oasis computer system) but most of us are educators, most of us have been
teaching all our lives and have to go into something where we're managing like a
business is a really huge jump. Principal School D

One principal at School B could see clear advantages to having more control
over financial management and outlined the reasons for this.
I don't like being in the situation where there are decisions being made, for
instance, you know there are funds that I have that are tied to particular programs
and those programs aren't priorities that we've developed they're system
priorities or it's a ministerial initiative or something and it isn't anything that we
would have done and it isn't the way we would have done it and it's annoying
and irritating because I know that my staff are, eminently capable of taking on
board the notion of accountability, they're becoming more skilled at recognising
the budgetary implications of the planning that they do and that they'd probably
be very capable, not always perfect at, but very capable at having a go at being
accountable for what they do and I would like to see them realise that potential.
School B Female principal

4.3.3 Parent groups
The previous section described the respondents views of the role of Department
of Education personnel who made and contributed to decisions outside of the
schools. This section describes the respondents view on how parent groups
participated in making and contributing to decisions. The data was collated so
that all the parent bodies were considered as one group. This group consisted
of the Parents and Citizens Association, School Council and individual parents.
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Who made decisions

Parent groups were only minimally involved in making decisions in all schools.
All schools indicated that some increase in parental decision making was
desirable but their involvement still remained quite low. The highest increase
was found in the respondents at School E who wanted parents to make 6%
more of the decisions identified in the survey. The lowest recommended
increase was found at School D where the respondents wanted to maintain the
existing level of 1%. This information is displayed in table 4.9.
Table 4.9 The percentage of decisions made by parents compared with the
recommended percentage of decisions that the respondents thought should be
made by parents.
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When the information from table 4.9 in considered in terms of participant groups
rather than schools, principals and clerical assistants reported a higher
percentage of decision making for parents (2%) than other staff groups (1%).
This information is shown in table 4.10 where the differences between groups of
participants and their perceptions about decisions made by parents can be
seen. These two groups also indicated a need for greater involvement from
parent groups. Principals and clerical assistants recommended that parents
should make 6% of the decisions, whereas the other staff groups recommended
an increase to 3%.
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Diagram 4.3 The percentage of decisions made by parents compared with the
recommended percentage of decisions that the respondents thought should be
made by parents.

.

'
,

•
i.
.

9.00
8.00
7.00
6.00
5.00
4.00
3.00
2.00
1.00
0.00

• thought parents
made

O thought parents
should make

L) n
0

o

0

0

(%•)

f)

(0

':1)

LjJ
0
(1)

Table 4.10 The percentage of decisions that each group indicated parents
made compared with their recommendations.
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Diagram 4.4 The percentage of decisions that each group indicated parents
made compared with their recommendations.
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As can be seen in diagram 4.4, female respondents reported both greater
involvement and a need for increased involvement of parents in making
decisions than the males surveyed. The female population recommended that
parents should make 4% of the decisions and the male population
recommended that parents should make 2% of the decisions.
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Who contributed to decisions
All schools except School D wanted parents to contribute more to the decision
making processes in the schools. However, although an increase was
recommended, the number of parents contributing to each decision was still
fairly small compared with the other participants. As can be seen in table 4.10,
the average number of parents per decision increased from 2 to 5 people per
decision.

Table 4.11 The numbers of parents that contributed to each decision compared
with the respondents recommendations for the parent group at each school.

.

:

.

Number of parents that respondents
said currently contributed to decisions
2 1 3 4 21 2
recommended should contribute to decisions 4 2 4 4 4 4

Another way of viewing this table is through the line graph in diagram 4.5.
The parents who completed the survey also indicated that they wanted to
contribute more to decisions. These results are shown in table 4.12 on the next
page. These figures show the average number of parents at each school who
indicated that they wanted to contribute to decisions. There were only two
parents from each school that could indicate they wanted to contribute. They
had the option of participating through one or several of the roles identified in the
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survey. These roles were the Parent and Citizens Association, School Council
or as an individual parent.
Diagram 4.5 Number of parents that contributed to decisions compared with the
number of parents that were recommended to contribute to decisions from each
school.
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Table 4.12 Numbers of parents that parents recommended should contribute to
each decision.
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Parents wanted to contribute to all of the decision areas. They particularly
wanted to contribute to decisions about community issues. The data in table 4.12
indicated that they wanted to contribute to some decisions about professional
development. The responses from the survey indicated that greater parental
involvement was desired with an average of 4 parents contributing to each
decision. Parents indicated that 2 parents per decision currently contributed to
each decision.
The transcripts of the interviews with principals reveal that they wanted parents
more involved in the formal decision making bodies that exist in schools such as
the P&C and School Council.
we're going to try and match the school plan with the time line, I mean the
Council plan for the year with the time line of the School Plan so that maybe we
can deal with the issues that come up you know as they're coming up in the
School Plan and that should make it a whole lot easier doing an agenda each
month for the School Council as well.... Principal School D
Some parents have grasped it enthusiastically and have a lot to say and have a
strong sense of ownership about what they do; other parents don't want to
know and I think that, that's not peculiar to special education. I think there are
some parents who, who will abdicate their responsibility to the school and other
parents who will not do that and, it's only, Principal School B
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Our parent,our group of parents are really wide ranging in, terms of their
backgrounds and ability to participate and we get very small participation in P&C
meetings, we've had a really low period this year ... we have very high attendance
at things like review meetings, now I don't know whether, that's probably not
necessarily Schools Renewal but that's related to the children's individual
program and then at that sort of level, we do get high involvement but we don't
in the overall management of the school get high involvement apart from a
handful of people about five, who participate at a fairly high level. Principal
School C

A point of view was expressed during the interviews by a parent and a principal
that parents of children with disabilities may find it difficult to participate in school
activities than other parents because they already have taken on additional
decision making responsibilities about their child's education and care.
parents of disabled children......find it very difficult to, to negotiate the
minefield of making educational decisions for our children while we're still
coming to terms with the grief and the difficulties and the denial and all those
problems associated with having a child who's less than perfect. Principal
School B
I think you wonder why parents aren't there but sometimes we just get bogged
down, we've all got special kids and their needs and we're bogged down and
some parents don't want this hassle of being involved. You know because they
trust the teacher to do the right thing and they just don't want this hassle of
being involved. They can do without that. Parent School A

Teachers commented on a high level of parental involvement when students
were being placed into support class programs. Teachers tended to talk about
the critical times when parents were involved in decision making rather than
their general involvement. All of the teachers who were interviewed made
similar comments to the one below from a teacher at School D.
I think the parents should decide but I think they should make an informed
decision after talking to the school counsellor, the teacher of the child, visiting
the school, the closest SSP school so that the decision they make is an
informed decision.

The teacher aides that were interviewed referred to the ways that each school
invited parents to participate in day to day activities. At Schools A,B,C and D,
parents were invited to come and visit the school particularly on special days.

120
Well, just the way they are. I think they're given enough opportunity and I mean
they're welcome, most times anyway if they just want to pop in. I think it's fairly,
the door's always sort of fairly well open and um, to be involved in sporting days
and assemblies, I just think it's a shame more parents don't come to the
assemblies when that, the class that their child is in is doing a little performance
or whatever, yes, I think they've been fairly well involved. I mean, probably they
could get more involved but that's their choice, I think the opportunity is there for
them to get involved. Teacher Aide School A

School B used a different approach where they asked members of the
community to come and share their skills with the students. This enabled a small
school to offer a broader curriculum.
we have a mentor scheme, we have community mentors come into the school
and teach the children things that we don't have staff, in areas that we haven't
got staff trained, and I think we've got a fairly good community involvement in our
school and the door, people feel free if they need help or also want to offer help
to come to school and be involved so I think that we've got a fairly good
community involvement in the school,
Teacher Aide School B

The only parent that was interviewed referred to all of the aspects of involvement
that the school staff raised. However, she believed that parents needed to
become involved in the daily life of a school before they would feel comfortable
in a decision making forum such as the P&C or School Council.
once you've got understanding, you get participation, it just flows on, I mean say
there's not a reading nook in the classroom or you know whatever, you know
you might say I wish we had more reading pockets and parents will say well I can
sew and that's only involvement, that's not participation, when they get involved
but then the participation and decision making comes along after, I mean I think
it's got to be, it starts off with involvement and then it becomes participation
where you actually make decisions at a P&C meeting or something whether they
say I think we should do such and such, I think the school need this in it, policy or
something but you've got to involve them before you can get that.
Parent School A

In summary, the respondents wanted to see an increase in parental involvement
in decision making. The number of parents that were recommended varied from
school to school. The next section considers the role of itinerant teachers in
decision making.
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4.3.3 Itinerant Teachers for visually and hearing impaired students
The last section identified the extent of parental involvement in making and
contributing to decisions. This section discusses the involvement of itinerant
teachers for visually and hearing impaired students in making and contributing
to decisions. This includes the itinerant assistant principal for these positions
since they also had teaching responsibilities as part of their position. The
surveys indicated that itinerant teachers for visually and hearing impaired
students had very little involvement in decision making in schools. In this
section, the figures are recorded to one decimal place so that the general
differences between schools can be seen. It is important to remember that these
figures should be interpreted in terms of trends and patterns rather than
statistical accuracy.
Who made decisions
At the school level, itinerant staff were identified as making decisions at School
A only. The teachers who completed the survey recommended that the itinerant
staff should make some decisions.
Who contributed to decisions
Itinerant teachers contributed to decisions at Schools A and B only. All of the
school-based personnel except the principals indicated a small amount of
involvement from itinerant teachers. All schools except School C recommended
an increase in participation. As can be seen in table 4.13, the average figure for
the recommended contribution to decisions is 0.2 staff per decision item. This
suggests that itinerant teachers should contribute to some decisions but not all.
The results indicated that the respondents thought that itinerant staff for visually
and hearing impaired students had very little involvement in decision making.
Their main area of involvement was in contributing to decisions. A realistic
interpretation of the data suggests that these staff contribute to a few decisions at
some schools. The next section considers the role of Community Health
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professionals in decision making processes.
Table 4.13 The number of itinerant teachers who contributed to each decision
compared with the number of itinerant teachers who were recommended to
contribute to decisions in the survey.
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4.3.4 Community Health professionals
The last section looked at the role of itinerant teachers for visually and hearing
impaired in making and contributing to decisions. This section considers the
role of community health professionals in making and contributing to decisions.
This category refers to all professionals who are not employed by the
Department of School Education that may offer services to students in SSP's
such as speech therapists, occupational therapists, physiotherapists, community
workers and other specialist health professionals.
Who made decisions
Teacher aides at School E were the only group that reported these personnel
making decisions.
Who contributed to decisions
An average of 0.3 people from Community Health contributed to decisions at
each school. This group were already involved in contributing to decisions at
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Schools C, D and E. The principal at School D highlighted the importance of
therapists attending the planning meetings for individual students so that they
could contribute to decisions.
I think the new student centred programming that we have, you know with the,
interviews staggered across the year is really excellent, it's wonderful but it's
ongoing, I mean there's never a minute when someone hasn't got a report to
write and an interview to have and yet I believe that's better than constant
interviews at the one time where all the therapists can't be present and so on.
Principal School D

All schools indicated they would like these contributions to increase to an
average of 0.6 people per decision at each school. All groups of staff indicated a
small level of contribution at present and the need to increase these
contributions.
The results indicate that the respondents thought that community health
professionals had no involvement in decision making with the exception of
School E. Their main area of involvement was in contributing to decisions. A
realistic interpretation of the data suggests that these staff contribute to some
decisions at all of the schools and the respondents wanted to see an increase in
these contributions.

4.4 Analysis of results
The previous section gave an overview of the results for each school. The
results were divided into the following broad categories: Department of School
Education personnel outside of the school, school staff, parent groups, itinerant
teachers for visually and hearing impaired, community health professionals. The
information from section 4.3 should be viewed as a guide to this section since
the results from each category is described in much greater detail in section 4.4.
4.4.1 Department of education personnel outside of school
The introductory paragraph above described the relationship between sections
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4.3 and 4.4. This section looks at the data obtained about the Department of
Education personnel outside of the school in more detail. These personnel are
divided into three distinct groups, Department of Education personnel at state
level, regional personnel and personnel at the local Education Resource
Centres (ERC). For the purposes of the survey, regional personnel were divided
further into two groups; the regional manager for special education and the
regional committees. The staff associated with the Education Resource Centre
included the Cluster Director and the School Counsellor.
Who made decisions
As can be seen in table 4.14 and diagram 4.6, personnel at the state level are
responsible for making 14% of decisions. The respondents from School C
indicated that considerably more decisions were made at state level at their
school than the other schools. This amounted to 14% above the average score
Table 4.14 The percentage of decisions made by Department of School
Education staff outside the school compared with the recommendations.

H
Percentage of decisions that respondents
thought state office staff made
thought regional staff made
thought ERC staff made

-

15 7 8
8 23 16
10 0 2

Z 9 8
8 5 12
1 1 3

recommended state office staff should make 4 0 5 1 3 3
recommended regional staff should make
11 27 20 12 9 16. 1
recommended ERC staff should make
6 0 2 1 0 2

Diagram 4.6 on the next page shows the same information from table 4.14 in
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graph form.
Diagram 4.6 The percentage of decisions made by Department of School
Education staff outside the school compared with the recommendations.
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Most of the decisions made outside of the school occur at the regional level
(26%). Overall the respondents indicated that regional staff should make more
decisions with a decrease in decisions made by state staff and a small decrease
in decisions made by the Cluster Director and the school counsellor.
The data was reorganised to see if the recommendations discussed above were
consistent across all the decision areas. As can be seen in table 4.15, this
pattern occurred in all of the decision areas.
Table 4.15 Percentage of decisions made in each decision area by Department
of Education personnel employed outside of schools compared with
recommended percentage of decisions.

CU

-

Percentage of decisions that respondents
thought state office staff made
thought regional staff made
thought ERC staff made

15 7 8
8 23 16
10 0 2

E
2 9 8
8 5 12
1 1 3

recommended state office staff should make 4 0 5 1 3 3
recommended regional staff should make
11 27 20 12 9 16
recommended ERC staff should make
6 0 2 1 0 2
Most of the decisions that were made by state personnel were concerned with
students and resources.
Regional staff were mostly involved in decisions related to professional
development and students.
This information can be broken down further into the response of the individual
schools. This is illustrated in table 4.16 on the next page.
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Table 4.16 Percentage of decisions that respondents at each school thought
were made by personnel outside of the schools.
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0 2 2

Percentage of decsions that respondents at School D thought
state office staff made
10 4 0 0
thought regional staff made
9 31 20 1 0
thought ERC staff made
10 7 0 3 2
Percentage of decsions that respondents at School E thought
state office staff made
thought regional staff made
thought ERC staff made

6 5
9 10
0 3

7 4
4 15
1
3

12 0 0 0 7 4
5 22 17 4 3 10
7 0 000 1

ERC Education Resource Centre
-

Schools A and D identified that regional staff made between 31 and 35% of
decisions concerned with professional development and between 20 and 25%
of decisions concerned with students. Schools B, C and E reported regional
staff making an average of 17% of decision concerned with professional
development and 12% of decisions concerned with students. Regional staff were
involved to a lesser extent in the other decision areas (average 8%).
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The principals from each school identified a number of roles that regional staff
performed. This involvement was mainly administrative at Schools A and C and
B. The principal at School A described how this had evolved from 'Schools
Renewal' (1989) as schools had been given more power to make decisions.
once you say regional office, you're really talking at an administrative level,
because that's what regional office represents for schools. Urn, so in terms of
the communication of information, the communication is minimal, I mean it's
along the lines of, information that's required of them in statistical form to, for the
system to operate. Principal School A

The teaching principals at School B, C and E seemed to find the demands of the
regional administration more difficult to manage. The principal at School B
specifically expressed her concerns about the time she spent on regional
activities.
In terms of the region, the region has so many accountabilities that I need to
address that I feel, I feel resentful of the expense, that is in terms of my time and I
feel, as though the initiatives and the gifts that my school has to offer are pearls
before swine, I don't think they have the least bit of interest in special education
or what it has to offer, to people or to general education. Principal School B

The principal at School D was the only principal that felt regional staff had a
different role. She commented on how regional staff could meet the school's
needs for appropriate curricula so that the system could ultimately cater for the
specific needs of SSP's.
we're different, how come we're going to have to really waste our time in our way
because its in the enterprise agreement that we must do all that stuff and
therefore they're commftted to in servicing all of us but, unless a staff member at
that school is going to go out there and work in mainstream in the next few
years, then it's not really relevant to them. It would be far more relevant to be
showing them how they can use the outcomes in their own teaching and you
know, we wouldn't have any way of gethng our point across unless we had that
contact with Region. Really we're lucky because .....(Regional Manager of
Special Ed) and .....(Director of Teaching and Learning) are very, well I think,
very supportive, I know they are as far as I go.

The teachers and teacher aides described to the region's involvement in the
provision of professional development and supplementary staffing for individual
students. However, these staff did not personally contribute to regional activities.

One teacher commented on how difficult it was to make an impact beyond the
school level.
I think perhaps unless you, unless you really get into the Regional scene and
make yourself known and you know and push your case, I don't think, I don't
think you have very much opportunity for input. I think at a state level, it's even
harder, it so much more difficult at a state level and now with the control that the
Board of Studies has over all aspects of curriculum, unless you are going to
design a specific curriculum for your school which actually we are, we are looking
at at the moment but unless you design a specific curriculum for your school and
have it put up to the Board of Studies and then have it as an approved course, I
think the opportunity for input into curriculum is very very limited for classroom
teachers. Teacher School D

As well as considering the role of Department of School Education personnel
outside of the school in relation to each school, the data that emerged from
closer analysis of the decision items concerned with professional development
and students merit further discussion. In the other decision areas concerned with
policy and curriculum, community issues and resources, the respondents
thought that each of the three groups of Department personnel outside of the
school should continue to make an average of only 5% of the decisions.
Professional development
The previous section analysed the results concerning the role of Department of
School Education personnel in relation to each school and the participants in
those schools. This section takes a closer look at the role of Department of
School Education personnel in decisions concerned with professional
development.
The respondents wanted regional staff to make 23% of the decisions concerning
professional development. Schools B,C and D wanted regional staff to increase
the number of decisions they made by an average of 8%. School A wanted a
slight decrease of 2% in decision making. School E wanted the level of decision
making by regional staff to remain the same. Teachers and teacher aides
expressed some dissatisfaction with the current opportunities for professional
development. The comment below, made by a teacher at School A reflects a
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common view expressed by the teachers who were interviewed.
Well, the ones in the paper (publication produced by region advertising
courses) that you read; most of them I don't see as applicable. Particularly,
probably up to this year when I was doing all the training and development, I've
done, I've been through all those a lot of them. And.. I.. urn.. since the Scott
Report, you're sort of controlling your training and development money, you're
conscious of just not wasting it and making sure it's a worthwhile activity as well

All of the people interviewed were happy with the opportunities for professional
development that occurred in the school. One principal commented positively
about the ability to pay presenters to come and train staff in particular skills that
are relevant to the school at the time.
whereas now if those in service courses don't meet the needs of our school (ie
regional courses), we can go outside the school, to get the sort of expertise or
the training that we want. We could never do that prior... We can spend our T&D
budget where we want to spend it whereas before we couldn't do that. Principal
School A

While the respondents recommended an increase in the level of decisions made
by the region about professional development, the interviews clearly indicated
that the region was not currently meeting the professional development needs of
staff. One teacher at School D recommended that schools should be asked
about their needs in order to provide appropriate provision.
I don't think they've ever done a survey that I'm aware of anyway of what we want,
not just the school, I'm talking from regional level, the people who send out that
yellow flier. I think I'd like to be surveyed, asked what I'd like to participate in. I
don't recall ever giving any input in that way.

The results from this section indicated that the respondents were satisfied with
the professional development activities that happened within the school. The
respondents recommended that some changes needed to occur in order to fully
meet the professional needs of staff. The next section considers the role of
Department of School Education personnel in a similar way to this section with
regard to decisions concerned with students.
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Students
The previous section described the data collected about Department of School
Education personnel in relation to decisions concerned with professional
development. This section describes the data collected about Department of
School Education personnel outside of the school in relation to the students
decsion area.
The results from the decision items concerned with decision making by regional
staff about students varied greatly from school to school. However the
respondents indicated that on average they wanted regional staff to make 16%
of the decisions in this area. Schools A and D reported that regional staff made
23% of decisions in this area and recommended a small increase of 3% to 26%.
School C indicated that regional staff made few decisions in this area (5%), and
recommended an increase to 15%. Schools B and E indicated they wanted the
level of decision making to remain the same at 15%. The teacher who was
interviewed at School B expressed her dissatisfaction in this area. She clearly
felt that the people who made the decisions did not have a good understanding
of the teaching situation in SSP's.
Now I have a full time aide on my class but when she's feeding a child I've got
seven children, all of whom are very very different. How can you justify that, you
know, you've got one who's climbing up the walls and out the windows and you
know kicking over chairs and throwing things, there are others sitting there
quietly wanting to go on with their work and learn, they're the sorts of things that
I don't think region has any idea about. You know, say okay, nine is the
maximum number of children that anyone should have in a class; I have eight
bodies, I have eight and a half children by their figures but if they had to walk in
and take control of that class for a day, they might not find it quite so simple.....

The data in this section illustrated how Department of School Education
personnel were involved in making decisions concerned with students to
varying degrees at all the schools. The next section discusses how these staff
contributed to decisions across all of the decision areas.
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Who contributed to decisions
In the previous section, decision making by Department of School Education
personnel outside of the school was outlined. These personnel were divided
into three categories; state personnel, regional personnel and personnel based
at local Education Resource Centres. In this section, these three categories are
used again as the role of these personnel are analysed in relation to each
school.
On average, the respondents identified that regional personnel were the main
contributors to decisions (2 people contributed to each decision). As can be
seen in table 4.17, this is followed by 1 person from the Education Resource
Centres and no personnel at state level.
Table 4.17 Numbers of DSE personnel outside of schools that contributed to
decisions compared with the recommendations.
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The survey indicated that the staff wanted all of these personnel to contribute
slightly more to decisions. The greatest increase between the current
contribution level and the recommended level of contribution occurred in the
category for staff from the Education Resource Centres. This increase was from
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1 person per decision from Education Resource Centres to 2 people per
decision.
The non involvement of state personnel remains fairly constant across the
decision areas with the exception of decisions concerned with students where
one person at state level contributed to each decision. The contribution of
regional and ERC personnel vary widely from 0 people per decision to 3 people
depending on the type of decision.
Regional personnel contribute mostly in the area of professional development
and students with an average of 3 personnel per decision item. The results
indicated that these personnel should contribute less to decisions concerning
professional development and more to decisions concerning policy and
curriculum.
An average of only one staff member from the ERC contributed to decisions
concerned with policy and curriculum, professional development, community
issues and resources. This figure was considerably less than regional
personnel where an average of 2 people contributed to each decision.
However in decisions concerned with students 3 personnel from the ERC and
region contributed to each decision. The survey indicated that staff at the ERC
and regional level were the main contributors to decisions about students
outside of the school. The results indicated that respondents would like to see
this increase to 4 personnel per decision.
Personnel from the Department of Education outside of the schools contributed
mostly to decisions concerned with professional development and students. An
average of 4 personnel contributed to each decision about professional
development and an average of 7 personnel contributed to decisions about
students. The results from these two decision areas will now be discussed in
greater detail.
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Professional development
The previous section described how Department of School Education personnel
who work outside of the schools contributed to decisions. This section considers
the involvement of these staff in contributing to decisions concerned with
professional development only.
Schools A, C and D indicated higher contribution levels from regional (4) and
ERC (1) staff in decisions about professional development than Schools B and
E (region 0, ERC 0). Schools A and B still wanted regional staff to contribute at a
fairly high level with an average of 3 personnel contributing to each decision.
School E wanted an increase in regional personnel from 1 to 2 personnel per
decision. However, the level of contribution to schools C, D and E still remained
a little lower than Schools A and B with an average of 2 personnel per decision.
ERC personnel only contributed to decisions about professional development at
4 out of the 5 schools, namely Schools A, C, D and E. The level of contribution
varied between 1.3 personnel at Schools A and D and 0.6 personnel at School
E. The difference between the number of personnel who contributed and who
should contribute was insignificant. Schools A, D and E wanted a decrease in
contributions from the ERC personnel and School C wanted a slight increase.
School B recommended that the contribution by ERC personnel should remain
at zero. The data related to the discussion above is displayed on the next page
in table 4.18.
The results in this area reflected that the respondents wanted the level of
contribution in decision making to increase slightly depending on the type of
decision to be made and the school.
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Table 4.18 Contributions made by regional and ERC staff compared with the
recommended contribution level in decisions concerned with professional
development.
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Students
The previous section described the involvement of Department of School
Education personnel who work outside of the schools in contributing to
decisions concerned with professional development. This section considers the
involvement of these staff in contributing to decisions concerned with students
only.
School A indicated that 7 regional personnel contributed to decisions about
students at their school. This figure was higher than any of the other schools.
This figure is interesting since the interviews with the principal and teachers from
School A suggest that the role of regional personnel is minimal. The principal
defined their role as gathering statistical information whereas the teacher felt
there was a need for greater support with challenging students. Schools B and
E indicated that 1 or less personnel contributed to decisions in this area whereas
Schools C and D indicated that 3 personnel contributed to these decisions.
Schools A, B and E requested an average increase of 1 person from region to
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contribute to decisions in this area. School C indicated a reduction of personnel
from 3 to 2 people per decision. School D recommended that the level of
contribution should remain the same.
Staff at the ERC contributed more to decisions concerning students at Schools A
and D averaging at 6 people per decision. The level of contribution to the other
schools was much lower averaging at 1 person per decision. School A and C
recommended an increase of 1 person per decision making the average 4
people per decision. School D recommended a decrease of 1 person per
decision making the average 6 people per decision. Schools C and E
recommended the same level of contribution they currently received. The larger
schools, A and D recommended a higher level of contribution from regional and
ERC personnel than the smaller schools. The data related to the discussion
above is displayed below in table 4.19 and diagram 4.8.
Table 4.19 Contributions made by regional and ERC staff compared with
recommendations in the decision area of students.
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The respondents indicated that the contribution to decision making by DSE
personnel outside of the schools should remain approximately the same in
decisions concerned with students with a higher level of involvement at the
larger schools. In the next section, the data collected about the staff employed
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within schools is analysed more closely.

4.4.2 Schools

-

principal and school groups

The previous section considered the decision making role of DSE personnel
employed outside of schools. This section looks at the data about the staff
employed within the schools in more detail. The data has been grouped into two
groups, the principal and the sum of the remaining personnel in the school
which has been called the school groups. The school groups consist of
assistant principals, teachers, teacher aides, clerical assistants, parents, P&C
and the School Council. Firstly the data concerned with who mades the
decisions will be discussed followed by who contributed to decisions.
Who made decisions
The principal made an average of 11% more decisions than the school groups
at Schools A, B, C and E. At School D, the school groups made an average of
5% more decisions than the principal. As can be seen in table 4.20, School D
was the only school where the school group made more decisions than the
principal. All schools showed that the school groups made some decisions. The
surveys indicated that Schools A, B and C wanted the principal to make an
average of 13% less decisions with an increase of 19% in decisions made by
the school groups. Table 4.20 and diagram 4.7 display this information.
The principals indicated that they were gradually delegating more decisions to
their staff during the interviews conducted at School A, B and C. At the same
time, members of staff indicated they wanted to be more involved in decisions. A
teacher aide at School A outlined the kind of involvement that she felt worked in
a larger school.
I mean sometimes you can't be consulted before the event and that's fine, but I,
just this, there's a lot going on and unless you're actually involved it that
committee, you don't really know......A: Yes, I mean it's like on the Training and
Development Committee, this year they set up a booklet for casual staff and I
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mean, they didn't just do it and print it out and say well that's it, it was said well
here's a draft, can you suggest anything else so it really was giving the rest of
the school an opportunity to have an input into it and I think that's the right way
to go.

Table 4.20 Percentage of decisions made by the principal and the school groups
compared with the recommended percentage of decisions.
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Percentage of decisions that respondents

thought the principal made
35 32 28 24 22 28
thought the school groups made
20 22 13 29 17 20
recommended the principal should make
28 15 13 24 35 23
recommended the school groups should make 35 46 33 35 32 36
Generally, the smaller schools used some committees but were able to deal with
day to day issues as a staff.
Well, within the school I think it should be you know, a team approach, we should
be able to, I mean there are certainly some decisions that can't be done as a
team and they're decisions that are laid down by the Department guidelines but
as far as the internal workings of the school, I think needs to be a group or team
thing and we've got some committees at school that, determine staff
development budgets and who gets to go to what courses after we've
nominated the courses that are available and I think that in that respect those
committees do their best, the student welfare committee does their best for the
students, the staff welfare committee does their best but when it comes to the
overall decision making and general running of the school I think it needs to be a
full school thing where we actually sit down and discuss and whether those, the
discussion leads the way it should or not, I mean the principals decision is really
final but we should all get the opportunity to be able to discuss the topic at hand.
Teacher Aide School B
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Diagram 4.7 Percentage of decisions made by the principal and the school
groups compared with the recommended percentage of decisions.
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Schools
The teachers who were interviewed all commented on the extra time that shared
decision making placed upon them and talked of the detrimental impact this had
on the programs they were able to run in classrooms.
Teacher: there just seems to be more of the staff involved in everything whereas before it
was, you know, things just sort of happened with the, you know you might have found out
about it or told about it later, it's like now that, everyone's got to have a chance for input, it
doesn't necessarily mean that, what you say is going to happen but the chance is there I
suppose.........Well I don't necessarily agree with a lot of the concepts of it anyway but,
Interviewer: In what way?
Teacher: Well I, to sum it up, I feel we're getting further and further away from teaching and
we're just not, there's no time left to give to your students in the room that you used to be
able to give. I'm not saying that everything about the new way is wrong but it's just that
there's not enough time. Teacher School C

iEIS]
The respondents from School D wanted the principal to reduce her level of
decision making slightly by 1% to 24%, with an increase for the school groups

of
6% to 35%. The interviews conducted at School D revealed opposing points of

view. One teacher felt that the staff were not consulted about issues whereas
another teacher felt that consultation and decision making had been taken to

an

extreme level.
I' d say yes there is room for change and I've already brought that point up with
(principal) and one of the things, too many decisions are made by (principal),
not
enough, and a number of staff have made that comment, it's not just me that's
said that, there are a number of staff made that comment recently Teacher 1
School D
I think shared decision making is a good thing, I think for too long, the centralis
t
views of the Department have been reflected by a hierarchy at the top making
all
the important decisions and I'm very pleased to see the changes that are being
reflected from Scott's Report into the school system where teachers are actually
having some input into educational decisions related to their students, I think
that's great, but I do think there is a tendency, or in our school should I say, there
seems to be a tendency to going almost to the absurd where everybody's
opinion is being asked about every little thing and I think that becomes a waste
of
time, it becomes a waste of resources where you're having a meeting to discuss
how many people are going to go in the bus to go down to the concert where
we
have to have a consensus of opinion as to which classes are going to go and
in
which order and who's to go first and who's to go second, I think you know
sometimes, it's a little over the top.
Teacher 2 School D

The data from School E suggests that both the principal and the school groups
did not have opportunities to participate in as many decisions as they would like
to. The respondents recommended an 12% average increase for the principal
(22%) in decision making and a 16% increase for the school groups (36%).
Who contributed to decisions
The previous section identified the involvement school staff had in making
decisions. This section describes how school staff contributed to decisions.
The difference between the reported level of contribution and the recommende

d

level of contribution for School A and School D was insignificant. The
respondents at School A and D appear to be satisfied with the existing level of
contribution to decision making in the school. The results from School C
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indicated that the level of contribution made by the principal should remain the
same. School E indicated that an increase of one person to 2 respondents
thought the principal should contribute to decisions. Schools B and E were the
only schools where the respondents wanted the school groups to contribute
considerably more to decisions. School B increased by 3 people to a total of 5
people per decision. School E increased by 5 people to a total of 11 people per
decision. From the interviews at School E, it would seem that the staff were used
to being involved in all decisions. As the school had increased in size, it was no
longer possible for everybody to participate in decisions. The results from the
questionnaire indicated that staff still wanted to be involved in all decisions. The
surveys from School C indicated a decrease of 4 people to 4 people per
decision was desirable. This information is displayed in table 4.21 below.
Table 4.21 Comparison between reported contributions and recommended
contributions made by the principal and school groups.
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Number of respondents that said the
principal contributed to decisions
2 1 1 2
the school groups currently contributed to decisions 5 2 9 6 6 6
Number of respondents that recommended the
principal should contribute to decisions
2 1 1 21 2 2
school groups should contribute to decisions
4 5 5 7 11 6
Overall, the respondents indicated that they thought that principals and some
members of the school staff should contribute to decisions with the exception of
School E where all staff wanted to contribute to decisions.
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4.4.3 School staff
The previous section considered the role of the principal and the school group in
decision making. The school groups consisted of assistant principals, teachers,
teacher aides, clerical assistants, parents, P&C and the School Council. This
section looks more closely at the role of the teachers, teacher aides and school
decision making group within the school groups. Firstly the role of teacher,
teacher aides and the school decision making group in decision making is
briefly outlined. Then each of these participant groups is discussed in more
detail with reference to the decision areas

Who made decisions
The school decision making group made the largest number of decisions with an
average of 16% whereas teachers made an average of 9% of decisions in the
schools. Teacher aides did not make any of the decisions in any of the schools.
This information is displayed in table 4.22
Table 4.22 Comparison between the percentage of decisions made by teachers,
teacher aides and the school decision making group in each of the decision
areas.
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When the survey respondents were asked who should make the decisions, they
recorded that teacher aides should not be responsible for making decisions
However, the transcripts from the interviews give a clearer picture about the
involvement of teacher aides. The viewpoint demonstrated by a teacher below
was common to all the teachers who were interviewed.
I don't think it's fair to expect aides to have to make decisions about things they
know nothing about or they, it is not within the realm of their job description. I
often think that there's too much put upon aides, when I look at what they're paid
a year and what a teacher is paid a year, I think often that the expectations of
them is far too high. Teacher School B

The teacher aides who were interviewed commented positively about being
involved in decisions and indicated that they wanted this involvement. However,
they did qualify their involvement into the areas that they felt most confident
about. These were the living skills areas of the curriculum, setting realistic goals
for students individual learning programs and implementing curricula after they
had been determined by the teacher.
When I've been involved in the IEP process, helping decide on the long term
and short term objectives of the students that I work with, like I have found that
some of the objectives aren't very realistic for the students that we're dealing
with, I mean particular students the IEP doesn't suit, that's students, the goals
are either too high and non attainabe or they're too low and unrealistically low
and although I express an opinion along those lines it's never open to
discussion, they're almost set in concrete and I think, an aide, especially an aide
in a special school, you tend to have a lot of hands on stuff with kids and you get
to know how the kids are going as well as the teacher does in a lot of respects....
Teacher Aide School B
I sort of feel that sometimes, I know more about, more about personal things, like
they would talk to me more than they would say, talk to the principal and so that I
could say well I think that, someone should, you know, have more concentration
in this area or that area and they do. I mean whether that would help in the
overall learning or his overall schooling or anything, I'm not sure anyway, I guess
they have to, stick to what they've got planned and do that and what they know,
how to do it and everything.
Teacher Aide School E
I'd like to get involved in more hands on rather than, because I don't feel, rather
than getting involved with the literacy side of things because I don't feel as
though I'm trained and I suppose you don't always have to be trained but again I
don't feel comfortable there whereas I feel much more comfortable, with talking
of, the living skills unit, I would like to be involved in doing something like that.
That's an environment I feel more comfortable with rather than... the living skills
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side of it rather than the academic side. I mean I like working in that area too but I
don't feel comfortable in initiating things in that area. Teacher Aide, School A

The school decision making group made more decisions than teachers. The
respondents clearly indicated that they would like this group to increase the
number of decisions made by this group to 29% with a decrease in decisions
made by teachers to 4%. The responses showed a particularly high increase for
the school decision making group to 42% in the decision items concerned with
professional development.
Who contributed to decisions
All of the staff groups contributed to decisions. As can be seen in table 4.23 on
the next page, teachers were the largest contributor to decisions with an average
of 7 teachers contributing to each decision. An average of 4 people from the
school decision making group and 4 teacher aides contributed to each decision
item. The results indicated that all of these groups should contribute slightly
more to decisions. The respondents recommended that an average of eight
members of the school decision making group, five teachers and five teacher
aides should contribute to each decision item. The data in table 4.23 is also
divided into decision areas so that comparisons could be made between types
of questions.
Many of the teachers and teacher aides talked about the importance of open
discussion. They felt it was very important to be able to raise or discuss issues at
the school level. While this occurred at all of the schools, all of the people
interviewed commented on how this could be improved at their school.
Just that it should be fairly open, not a closed shop type thing, so that people
have the opportunity so that they don't have to sit around at a meeting and say
well this, this and this but know the opportunity is there if they want to. If they
want to say something, if there's an issue that they feel strongly about, there
should be, having the opportunity to have their say and I guess that comes with
that committee sort of thing really, it all comes back there but I think you need a
management committee to get the bulk of the things out of the way but then
there's bound to be issues that people would like to voice their opinion on but I
don't think there's always the opportunity there at the moment.
School A Teacher Aide
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Table 4.23 The average number of teachers, teacher aides and members from
the school decision making group that contributed to each decision compared
with the recommendations.
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Teachers
In the previous section the role of teachers, teacher aides and school decision
making groups in decision making was identified. In this section, the role of
teachers is considered in more detail.
Teachers indicated they particularly wanted to contribute more to decisions
concerned with policy and curriculum, professional development and students.
An average of 9 teachers wanted to contribute to each of these decisions at each
school, an increase of 2 people. Teachers contributed to 27% of decisions
concerned with policy and curriculum and professional development by
recommending decisions. They also recommended decisions in 15% of the
decisions concerned with students. The teachers at School A and D described
their involvement in curriculum and policy issues in the interviews. Teachers at
School A and D welcomed the opportunity for some staff members to be
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involved. The teachers at the smaller schools appeared to feel overwhelmed by
the opportunity to be involved in these kinds of decisions.
there is a committee there that is formed for curriculum policy but any drafts or
things that were put out, we were asked to comment on, through the year and
we just had to write them down or go and see that person and that I felt was quite
adequate. Teacher 1 School A
maybe there's just policies for managing particular sorts of kids in ways that could
actually be helpful. Teacher 1 School A
I don't know, there's just that many, you probably like to have more
involvement but there's that many other things to be done.. you could spend
your whole time, you could have a meeting everyday on that stuff you know.
Yeah. I don't I personally don't I'm quite happy to, the things that have been, the
curriculum that's been produced in this school this year you know, I'll go along
with that, we had a chance to look at it you know, it's no real worry for me.
Teacher 2 School A
..

Not at all (happy with involvement). I just want to be left alone to teach my kids.
I'm quite happy to go with the new changes with curriculums and policies and
implement them into my classroom teaching but I would like to have more time to
devote to my kids. Teacher 1 School B
I don't really know. I think we sort of do enough. Teacher 1 School C
I don't believe there was enough input into it from other people on the staff.
(curriculum document) They may well not have been interested if they had been
asked, I don't know that but I just feel that something as important as a document
like that, there should have been, although, as I said, we have a program
coordinator, that was her job, I still feel that, there should have been some sort of
assessment of the needs and interests of the staff and there's people there with
expertise who could have offered, you know, more than they did and again, I
can't say whether they'd have been interested in doing but the opportunity
wasn't there to do it anyway. Teacher 1 School D
Well let me say within our school, we have a curriculum subcommittee, that flows
out of our whole, out of our whole school program, we have a number of
teachers who manage the school subcommittee. Now if I had a particular thing,
or I felt I wanted to make some contribution or say something to that committee, I
would be quite free to just approach them or to even go to one of their meetings
or arrange to go to one of their meetings and say listen, I really feel we need to
be, we need to be addressing this issue and put forward my case so there is not
really any problem there in terms of, in terms of having access to, input into
curriculum at the school level. Every teacher has that, has that opportunity within
our school and I mean not many avail themselves of it because we're all sort of
involved on about three or four committees anyway so, I think people are pretty
well choked up with, that kind of, all that kind of activity and you know to think of,
having input into the curriculum committee when you're on the parents and
community committee and you're on the Staff committee or something, yeah, I
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think people feel a little bit, weighed down by it all, but for me personally and for
everybody on our staff, you know if you really had something to say, you'd be
quite welcome to say either individually, one on one to the committee members
who are in the Curriculum committee or to say look, I want to come along to your
next curriculum committee meeting, I've got something I really want to share with
you and see what we can do to affect changes. Teacher 2 School 0

Professional Development
This section looks at the teachers responses to their involvement in decisions
about professional development. Most teachers commented that the range of
professional development programs offered outside of the school by the region
did not meet the needs of special educators. Schools had responded to this in
different ways. One school had attempted to provide more relevant programs at
the school level. However, teachers didn't place as much value on these
courses as going away to learn at a different venue. School D accessed training
and development outside of the Department of Education. They actively sought
information from other organisations and selected appropriate topics.
The issue of rural isolation was raised by two teachers. Many courses were run
in major centres. Since the schools had restricted budgets for training and
development, these teachers commented that although there were often courses
in major centres that they would like to attend, these courses usually weren't
available to members of staff. Below are a sample of the comments made by
teachers about professional development during the interviews.
I haven't used it this year but I think the access is good at the moment and I think
the funding has been fairly even, throughout the year, basically for anybody's
that 's wanted to and it's been advertised well. Teacher 1 School A
The main thing that I've found with professional development is that a lot of the
courses are not applicable, just having stuff that's applicable I guess........
Yes,there's never a lot in Special Ed is there.. compared to the other areas
Teacher 2 School A
Well, basically, I've been happy with the professional development that I've
been allowed to undertake and I've never ever been knocked back on anything
I've applied for. I've been allowed to participate in anything that was of particular
interest to me. Teacher 1 School B
Well, within the region, there doesn't seem to be a lot that is appropriate for us. I

mean, I don't know what courses they should be doing but there isn't really
anything appropriate. Even when you do go to them and they sound
appropriate, half the time, you go to them and they're not anyway. Within the
school, this year, we've actually seem to have had a fair bit within the school.
We've all done First Aid course and that other resuscitation thing. Teacher 2
School C
I don't think they've ever done a survey that I'm aware of anyway of what we
want, not just the school, I'm talking from regional level, the people who send
out that yellow flier. I think I'd like to be surveyed, asked what I'd like to
participate in. I don't recall ever giving any input in that way. Teacher 1 School D
The ones I was really interested in going to and the ones that I would like to go
to were sort of, either in Sydney or Forbes or Parkes you know, which were
costly and I suppose out of the question. Teacher 1 School D
I think the types of programs that are offered, I think there is a paucity of
programs, certainly in terms of people with severe disabilities or in terms of
people with disabilities, I think there is a paucity of programs that are offered for
teachers for students with disabilities. Teacher 2 School D
The other aspect of it is I feel very much, that the, the whole in service bizzo very
much seems to be, what's the word I want, it's sort of internal, you know, it's sort
of introspective, you know. I find the in services that I get the most out of are
those that are from outside our Department and probably outside of, outside of
regular education. Last year I went along to an in service provided by the
Institute of Applied Behaviour Analysis and that was superb, you know, the
input that we got from there. Teacher 2 School D

Students
This section looks at the teachers responses to their involvement in decisions
about students. The questions concerned with students were about appropriate
placement both in school and classes. The comments from teachers raised a
number of issues. Most teachers welcomed the opportunity for parents to have a
choice between mainstream schools and SSP's. However, they raised
concerns about the existing process and suggested improvements in providing
information to parents and also giving teachers a greater role in providing
information about students.
I think it's all right with what is going on. Because you look at, yeah, like there's
different sethngs, yeah like just because ours is a SSP, there are other schools
that have got kids integrated into normal systems, urn and I think there's
advantages and disadvantages with both, when you view them, when you view
both systems. Teacher 1 School A
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I think it's got to be, a umm, team approach, with the teachers, urn, the teachers
and the staff that have been with them before hand and then, then urn, parents
and probably the counsellor I guess and the principal just everybody, just, that's
probably that, how it's done now I suppose, you know, I think the teacher, the
teachers know best you know what the kids are able but you've still got to
consider the parents, this is how it's done now. like, you look at their age and
their ability, it's fairly you know, most people would agree it's the best way it's
done, usually there's some consultation with staff. Teacher 2 School A
That's one thing about region I don't, I find they don't listen to. They want to
know when they integrate a child, they'll look at what the parent has to say,
maybe what the counsellor has to say but very rarely do they come and ask the
classroom teacher, what they think. It's only been in the last few years that
teachers have been asked to attend review meetings. Teacher 1 School B
Some assessments are done by counsellors and things and then when you get
it back, it says, so and so can't do this, when you know, they can do it and that
type of thing. I think teachers should have a bit more input into assessments
and things or when they're placed somewhere. Teacher 1 School C
I think the parents should decide but I think they should make an informed
decision after talking to the school counsellor, the teacher of the child, visiting
the school, the closest SSP school so that the decision they make is an
informed decision. Teacher 1 School D
The placement of student in educational settings is a very difficult one, because
of the strategies which are used by the Department to determine levels of
financial and human resource support and unfortunately the Department has,
has indicated by certain attainments at an 10 test level, will determine the level of
support, oh sorry this is for people with intellectual disability, obviously people
with sensory disabilities are placed differently, but certainly people with
intellectual disabilities are placed according to placement with an IQ test and that
level of placement depends upon, sorry is the way that child is resourced. I think
personally, curriculum based assessment is probably the way to go but I don't
know how you can apply that, how you can apply curriculum based assessment
to afford or to ensure correct placement and appropriate provision of services.
Well, obviously the class teacher and I think certainly the parents should have
involvement because I think the parents desires for their children is very
important and I think obviously the principal of the school should be involved
and, well school counselling service has historically been involved and maybe
that's important in as much they help to provide a broader frame of reference,
seeing across a broader spectrum of students you know, yeah, I mean, I think
you can clutter this thing up with too many people on one hand, on the other
hand you can have, you can have too few where one person is making an
executive decision so, I think we've got to try and find a balance and I would think
probably, maybe the only other person would be, maybe a resource teacher if
that was sort of the level that we were looking at. Teacher 2 School 0

Two teachers raised issues concerned with students with challenging
behaviours, that is to say students who had a range of severe behavioural and
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communication needs. They clearly felt that some students didn't meet the
current criteria for placement and that there was no alternative support system
for these students.
If the problems come up, there should be, there should be some sort of
communication line where problems come up, (with a student) you know, we
know who to contact, (at region) you know whether there's something that can
be done about it in all areas. Teacher 2 School A
I mean we had problems at our school as regards staffing, students that we have
but when you go to region they really don't want to know about it I mean, you
would know surely, that they look at numbers and they look at facts and figures
on paper and they sit in their offices and they make decisions about children
about whom they know nothing and it's very distressing. When you put your
heart and soul into a job and into the children you teach, to know that people are
treating them that way, I find very upsetting. Teacher 1 School B

All of the teachers expressed a common view about the placement of students in
classes based broadly on the intellectual level of students and their age.
I think age within an age range should be considered, I mean sort of three or four
years I think is appropriate, I don't mean they should all be 11 or 12 you know,
sort of I think their intellectual disability should be taken into account but for
instance what they function at rather than what they've been tested at. We sort
of got severes in with moderates and we've got lM (students with mild intellectual
disabilities) in with moderates sort of thing because that's where they're
functioning. Teacher 1 School D

Teacher aides
In the previous section the role of teachers was identified with specific reference
to the decision areas of professional development and students. In this section,
the role of teacher aides in decision making is considered in more detail.
Teacher aides wanted to contribute more to all decisions. They particularly
wanted to contribute more to decisions concerned with policy and curriculum,
professional development and resources. This represented an increase from 4
people to 6 people per decision at each school in these areas. Their main
contribution to decisions concerned with professional development and
resources was through providing information. It was clear from the interviews
with teacher aides that they had a whole range of ideas about the kind of
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professional development that would assist them.
For instance the teaching of reading is going to be a big thing, well I would like to,
well if that's going to be the big push for the school for this year, then I would like
to have a bit of training in that area so that when I'm helping the children, I know
what the ultimate,goal is or what they're aiming for or the direction that
they're taking rather than just going into a class and the teacher saying take that
one and do this and thinking why am I doing this, which sometimes happens.
Teacher Aide 1 School A
Well, I find most of the training courses I've been to sort of run by region that are
aimed at teachers aide special, really only skim the surface of everything and we
never seem to be able to have the time to get into the nitty gritty of a lot of the
things we do like the IEP procedures, although, though because I've worked
with lEP's I find that's not a problem but behaviour problems and some of the
syndromes and that sort of thing of the kids that we deal with, we're not fully
trained in that sort of information and medication and how it affects their lives and
their daily routines and that sort of stuff so we only ever seem to skim the
surface. Teacher Aide 2 School A
I mean when we've had combined regional special school development days, it's
been really good to go along to those days and mix with other staff but they
always tend to be isolated, that the aides go to one thing and the teachers go to
another, there never seems to be a situation where it's just a mixed group and I
think, you know, that possibly in some aspects would probably be really quite
good. Teacher Aide School C
I mean thinking back to, prior to 1990, I never had any staff development, when
there was a staff development day, the teachers would go and as an aide I would
stay back at school and catch up on some of the work that needed to be caught
up on in the classroom, so in the last three or four years, that aspect of
professional development has increased, probably threefold. Teacher Aide 1
School B
I mean there was very little, there were quite a few or several, programs there that
I would have liked, thought, oh I would like to do that but they were for teachers
only and maybe they'd be above my head anyway but just like, the even just the
Safety in Schools.... Yes, well they didn't say teachers only but they said for
teachers, principals, I mean teachers aides certainly weren't mentioned, even
sessions on like, bereavement, things like that, I thought, that would be really
good to go to and interesting but they all said teachers. I mean the things that
we, that teachers aides go to are usually things like, back care and feeding and
things like that because that's what they think, oh well I suppose that's what
teachers aides mainly do anyway but, I enjoy, and you just have to read up for
yourself about, about disabilities, what their problems are, how they're caused,
things that can be done for them, you know going right into the whole problem
of the disability but that's all confidential stuff and usually teachers aides are just
not told, you know, they don't explain to you what is wrong with the child and
what their problem is. Teacher Aide 1 School E
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School decision making group
In the previous section the role of teacher aides in decision making was
identified. In this section, decision making by the school decision making group
is considered in more detail.
The level of contribution and the desired level of contribution made by the
school decision making group showed an increase of 1 person per decision
from 4 to 5 people per school in decisions concerned with policy and curriculum,
students and community issues and resources. The respondents indicated that
the school decision making group should contribute less to decisions about
professional development, decreasing from 4 to 3 people per decision.
The respondents indicated that they thought the existing level of decision
making by the shared decision making group required some small adjustments
in some decision areas.
This section discussed the results that related to teachers, teacher aides and the
school decision making group. Generally, these three participant groups wanted
more participation in decision making in some decision areas. However, it was
clear that the respondents wanted the school decision making group to make the
majority of the decisions with a reduction in those made by teachers. All of the
participant groups wanted to contribute more to decision making. The next
section discusses the relationship between the decision areas and each school.

4.4.4 Decision areas
The previous section described the role of teachers, teacher aides and school
decision making groups in decision making. In this section the data has been
reorganised into each of the five schools and the five decision areas:
•

policy and curriculum,

•

professional development,
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students,
community issues and
resources.
Firstly, two questions are analysed for each school
who made decisions and
who contributed to decisions.
Secondly, the data and discussion is based on selections from the survey data
and the interview transcripts and compared with the average sample population
figures discussed in the previous section to establish if there are any patterns for
particular schools or types of decisions. The school groups include assistant
principals, teachers, teacher aides, clerical assistants, parents, P&C and the
School Council.

School A
In this section, the information from School A is analysed into two sections; who
made decisions and who contributed to decisions. This is then divided again
into the five decision areas for closer analysis.
Who made decisions
The principal made 20% more decisions than the school groups in the decision
items concerned with policy and curriculum issues, students, community issues
and resources. The school groups made 16% more decisions than the principal
in the decision items concerned with professional development. These decisions
were largely made by a school decision making group. The school decision
making group made 33% of the decisions and the principal made 20% of the
decisions concerned with professional development.
The respondents recommended that the level of decision making by the
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principal in the areas of school policies, curriculum issues, professional
development, community issues and resources should decrease by an average
of 12% to 26%. The respondents at School A indicated that they wanted to
make an average of 44% of the decisions concerned with policy and curriculum,
professional development, community issues and resources. This represented
an average increase of 20% The school groups wanted to maintain their existing
level of decision making in the student area at 18%. This data is displayed in
table 4.24.
Table 4.24 Decision making and recommended decision making by the
principal and school groups at School A in each of the decision areas.
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The respondents identified the school decision making group as a desirable
decision making structure for 15% of the decisions made about resources,
community issues, policies and curriculum issues and students. They
recommended that this group should make 33% of the decisions about
professional development and thereby be the main decision maker for these
decisions.
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Who contributed to decisions
The responses to this part of the survey were extremely varied. It is clear that the
respondents indicated a wide range of participants in decisions depending on
the issues involved. The main participants were the principal, teachers and the
school decision making group. On average 5 people from the school group
contributed to each decision item.
As can be seen in table 4.25, the data indicated that the number of respondents
that wanted the principal to contribute to decisions decreased and increased
slightly by one person depending on the nature of the decision.
Table 4.25 The average number of people that contributed to each decision
item compared with the recommendations in each decision area at School A.
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The respondents wanted an additional 2 people from school groups to
contribute to decisions concerned with the community making a total of 6 people
per decision. A decrease of 5 to 2 people per decision was recommended for
decisions concerned with policy and curriculum issues.
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The school counsellor, assistant principal and the teachers were selected as
significant participants in decisions relating to students. Four people from the
school groups contributed to decisions about students
In the area of professional development the respondents indicated that the
principal's contribution should remain the same. It was recommended that less
people in the school decision making group should contribute and more people
from the teachers and teacher aide groups should contribute. This may signify
that individuals wanted to participate in decisions rather than make decisions as
a group.
The P&C Association were identified as having no involvement in professional
development and resource issues. The school council had very little
involvement but this may have been because this school was only in the initial
stages of forming a school council. The parent who was interviewed identified
that parents needed to become more involved in school activities before they
would feel comfortable in participating in decisions at P&C meetings. This was
supported by a teacher aide who was interviewed who spoke about parents
being encouraged to become more involved. The parent saw this involvement
as an initial step to parents becoming active participants in decision making
processes at the school.
Unless it's in the Newsletter, we really don't, if you're never seen Compic or even
the word Compic doesn't really tell you what it is and just a little picture in a
Newsletter doesn't convey what it is so the morning group that's on, we're going
to go to so and so's classroom and see how Compic works or we're going to
watch or taste the food that the Seniors are doing or something like that and
bring parents into school that way and it does work, it works in normal schools
that way.
Interviewer: Just to increase that understanding.
Parent: Yes, that's it and once you've got understanding, you get participation, it
just flows on, I mean say there's not a reading nook in the classroom or you know
whatever, you know you might say I wish we had more reading pockets and
parents will say well I can sew and that's only involvement, that's not
participation, when they get involved but then the participation and decision
making comes along after, I mean I think it's got to be, it starts off with
involvement and then it becomes participation where you actually make
decisions at a P&C meeting or something whether they say I think we should do
such and such, I think the school need this in it, policy or something but you've
got to involve them before you can get that.
Parent School A
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Well, I think the community is fairly much involved in our school and I think that
works well with what they're doing.
Interviewer: So in what ways?
Aide: Well coming in and assisting as they do in the lessons or excursions or
whatever that we've had them involved in. Yeah, I think that works well. Maybe a
bit more involvement from the P&C side of things but I guess that will take time.
Teacher Aide School A

The respondents at School A participated in decisions in different ways
depending on the nature of the decision. The staff in the school groups
particularly wanted to increase the number of decisions they made in the
decision area of professional development. The participants recommended that
three to seven staff should contribute to each decision.
The next section considers the data for School B.
School B
In the previous section the data about making and contributing to decisions at
School A was discussed. In this section, the information from School B is
analysed into two sections; who made decisions and who contributed to
decisions. This is then divided again into the five decision areas for closer
analysis.
Who made decisions
Overall, the principal made 33% of the decisions and the school groups made
24% of the decisions. The respondents recommended that the principal should
reduce the number of decisions she made to 16% and the school groups should
increase the number of decisions they make to 48%.
The majority of the decisions (51%) concerned with policy and curriculum issues
were made by the school groups as can be seen in table 4.26. This is the only
school where the majority of the decisions concerned with policy and curriculum
are made by the school groups. The respondents indicated that they would like
some small adjustments to this area They recommended that the principal
should increase her decision making in policy and curriculum decisions by 4%
to 8% and the school groups should reduce their decision making by 6% to 45%.
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Table 4.26 displays this data for each decision area.
Table 4.26 Decision making compared with recommended decision making by
the principal and school groups at School B in each of the decision areas.
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Decision making was shared in the area of professional development with the
principal and school group each making 29% of the decisions. 29% of the
respondents registered that they did not know who made the decisions in this
area. The respondents indicated that the school groups should increase the
number of decisions they made about professional development to 62% and the
principal should reduce the number of decisions she made to 10%.
The principal made the majority of the decisions concerned with students,
community issues and resources (44%). An average of 22% of the respondents
indicated they did not know who made decisions in these areas. Respondents
recommended that the school groups should increase the number of decisions
they made by 31 % to 45%. Also a decrease of 22% to 21 % of decisions was
recommended for the principal. In decisions concerned with students,
community issues and resources, it was recommended that the principal should
make less decisions than the school groups.
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In the interview with the principal, the principal clearly stated that she valued a
collaborative style of leadership and management.
My job as far as they're concerned is to initiate the action by posing the problem
and to coalesce, to cement their vision into something for which they can all
have some sort of responsibility, that's my job. Now I don't know whether I do
that effectively, I'm just saying that that's my job as I recognise it. I don't know
whether I do it effectively but that's what I would hope that, that I would be
capable of doing and I would expect a good administrator would be capable of
doing, posing the problem and coalescing the vision. Principal School B

She went on to identify which decisions were more suitable for shared decision
making.
I think in terms of the day to day running of the school, those sorts of things, I
think they can be shared. I mean time tabling, areas of responsibility, things like
that. So that's one area, another area is student management. I think that in
terms of student management in SSP' s everybody's got to own it because
everybody's got to have some input because we're all the people who have to
implement that and we need consistency with our students, perhaps more than
other fields of education and I say perhaps because I truly don't know, but my
judgment is that we need consistency so it's important that everybody has some
sort of, input and ownership into that. In terms if budgeting and resource
management, that's another area where there should be shared decision
making because everybody has their own priorities and they need to be able to
feel that the resources of the school are at their disposal to some extent that
they can, if they have an initiative that they feel is valuable, that they should be
able to resource that in some way and we as a staff should be able to agree in
some way about how are priorities are going to be formed, how are plans are
going to be made, what sort of budgetary implications that has, that we can all be
aware what the priorities are and the reason I think that's so important to be a
shared thing, is that, when you have a crisis financially or when you have to pull
your belts in, you all need to feel that you understand what the priorities are and
therefore you know the reason why certain things have to be sacrificed.
Principal School B

However, the interviews with staff revealed mixed reactions to the principal's
style of leadership. The teacher who was interviewed appeared to have
reservations about being involved in decisions although she approved of
consensus. This teacher was comfortable with providing information but wanted
the principal to make the final decision.
I think decisions should be made basically at staff meetings where all staff are
involved and its said this is the decision I'm going to make, does everybody
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agree with it, so that everybody at least is given the opportunity if they don't
agree, to say why they don't agree and have that opinion taken into account but
at the same time I honestly believe if the principal is there to make those
decisions they have the right to do what they think is best for the school, but at
the same time, if staff can feel that is not what's right for the school and the
majority of the staff say that, I think the, principal should listen to that and then go
from there: and that's usually happened at our school. Teacher, School B

On the other hand, the teacher aide who was interviewed from the same school
felt that the staff were initially highly involved in a collaborative style of decision
making but then this involvement had decreased over time.
It's become more noticeably (the principal) making decisions or following
directives by the Department and, we never seem to sort of make a decision as
far as, well I feel in what I do, that we don't ever really get the opportunity to pass
an opinion on a lot of things and that we're just sort of, this is my decision and
this is what's going to happen. I'm just trying to think if I could give you a for
instance, like recently there was a survey sent home to all the parents and all the
teaching staff were given a survey and all of us were given a survey but none of
us had any input to any of the questions that we were to ask parents or that, the
things that we wanted addressed they were all just, decisions and questions that
she (principal) determined whereas normally sort of thinking back to when I first
went back to work after I had the twins that we would have sat down and
discussed it all and then formulated a questionnaire that was sort of suitable for
everybody so, I can't really sort of.
Teacher Aide School B

The respondents at School B wanted the school groups to make the majority of
the decisions in the school. They wanted to increase the amount of decisions
they made across all areas with the exception of decisions about policy and
curriculum. Although the principal was committed to a collaborative leadership
style, the staff appeared unclear of their role in making decisions.
Who contributed to decisions
Only one respondent at School B thought the principal contributed to each
decision. The surveys recommended a slight increase to 2 respondents per
decision The respondents wanted the school groups to contribute more to all
decisions with an average increase of 2 people, rising from 2 to 4 people per
decision.
The responses indicated that most of the staff listed in the survey had some
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involvement with decisions concerned with policy and curriculum development.
In the other decision areas, principals and teachers were identified as the main
contributors with some input from other groups at the school level.
In the areas of policy and curriculum and resources, the respondents
consistently indicated a greater level of involvement than in the other decision
areas with an average of 4 people per decision. It was recommended that the
number of people who contributed to decisions about policy and curriculum and
resources should be increased to six people per decision. This data is
displayed in table 4.27 below.
Table 4.27 The average number of people that contributed compared with the
recommended number of people per decision item in each decision area at
School B.
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The respondents at School B recorded a fairly high level of involvement in
making decisions in all areas. They wanted to increase both their level of
decision making and the number of people that contributed to decisions.
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The next section considers the data for School C.
School C
In the previous section the data related to making and contributing to decisions
at School B was discussed. In this section, the information from School C is
analysed into two sections; who made decisions and who contributed to
decisions. This is then divided again into the five decision areas for closer
analysis.
Who made decisions
The respondents at School C consistently indicated that the principal (28%)
made 15% more decisions than the school groups (13%). The respondents
recommended a 15% reduction in the decisions made by the principal to 13% of
decisions and a 19% increase for the school group to 33%. The surveys
indicated that the school group should make a particularly high level of
decisions (39%) concerned with professional development, student and
community issues. This data is displayed in table 4.28 on the next page.
An average of 12% of the respondents indicated they didn't know who made the
decisions listed in the survey. This average rose by 7% to 18% when the
respondents were asked to indicate who they thought should make the
decisions.
The responses indicated that the principal made a high number of decisions
(average 37%) about students, community issues and resources. It was
recommended that this should be reduced by 24% to 13%. The teachers who
were interviewed at School C felt they were involved in issues concerned with
the placement of students. However, they expressed their disappointment at not
being involved in the placement of children in particular specialist programs.
Well, number one has to be a strong emphasis on what the staff at the current
school say, like at our school they should have a big say where they feel they
should go and it shouldn't be just treated as numbers and you know, certain
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students because they fall in a certain range will go here or there because
they're all individual. Teacher School C

Table 4.28 Decision making compared with the recommendations for the
principal and school groups at School C in each of the decision areas.
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The principal was the only person that commented at any length about
community issues. She had tried to gain community involvement through the
school Parents and Citizen Association. She felt that the numbers of parents
who participated in this way was low.
In terms of resources, the teachers believed they were powerless to influence
decisions outside of the school.
I don't know. I mean they should take into consideration what we say but I mean
really they don't do they, if they decide right if your school's getting a school,
well they get a school or if they say you're not having a school, you don't get
one. Teacher 1 School C

However, at the school level, the staff had considerable involvement in deciding
how the money allocated to the school should be spent.
The priorities for your budget next year and that and we've all had a, were able to
list the priorities and then we'd get together as a staff and discuss them all,
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everything's been very fair that way. I can't see anything wrong with what we're
doing with that. Teacher 2 School C

In the area of professional development, it was recommended that the principal
should reduce her decision making by 13% to 10% of the decisions in this area.
It was recommended that decision making should be shared mainly between a
school decision making group who should make 33% of these decisions and
regional committees who should make 27% of these decisions.
Who contributed to decisions
All of the staff made some contribution to the decision items in the survey. On
average, one respondent from the school indicated that the principal should
contribute to decisions. The respondents thought that this level of contribution
was appropriate with only minor adjustments. The results showed that the
principal should contribute less to decisions about policy and curriculum, and
maintain the existing level of contribution to decisions about students,
professional development, community issues and resources. These results can
be seen in table 4.29.
The respondents indicated that an average of 5 people from the school groups
should contribute to each decision concerned with policy and curriculum,
professional development, and community issues. They recommended that the
number of people involved in decisions concerning students should be reduced
by 1 person to 5 people per decision. Considerably less involvement in
decisions concerning resources was desirable with a reduction from 28 people
per decision to 5 people per decision.
The School Council made contributions to decisions concerning students and
community issues. An average of 1 person from the School Council contributed
to decisions in these areas. The respondents recommended that this should
increase to two people per decision. The P&C made contributions mostly in
decisions concerned with the community and resources. The data indicated that
one person from the P&C contributed to these decisions and recommended that
this should increase to two people per decision.
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Table 4.29 The average number of people that contributed to each decision
compared with the recommended number of people in each decision area at
School C.
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The data indicated that the respondents wanted the principal to make less
decisions in all areas and the school group to make considerably more
decisions across all areas. There was little difference between the actual
number and recommended number of people who contributed to each decision
in the areas of policy and curriculum, professional development, students and
community issues. The respondents indicated that the level of contribution in
decisions about resources needed to be reduced so that only a group of staff
contributed to these decisions.
The next section considers the data for School D.
School D
In the previous section the data related to making and contributing to decisions
at School C was discussed. In this section, the information from School D is
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analysed into two sections; who made decisions and who contributed to
decisions. This is then divided again into the five decision areas for closer
analysis.
Who made decisions
The principal (24%) made an average of 16% less decisions than the staff at
School D in the areas of professional development, community and resource
issues. The principal (29%) made an average of 6% more decisions than the
staff groups in the area of students and curriculum and policy issues. The school
group at this school had the highest level of decision making, 29%, compared
with the average percentage for school groups across the schools of 20%.
The results from the decision areas concerned with curriculum and policy issues,
students and resources indicated that these decisions were almost equally
shared between the principal and the school groups where the principal made
29% of the decisions and the school groups made 28% of the decisions. These
results are shown in table 4.30. The school groups made most of the decisions
in the areas of professional development and community issues averaging at
39% of the decisions. The school decision making group was listed as the main
decision maker in the areas of professional development, community and
resource issues. This group made 36% of the decisions.
The respondents indicated that the decision making structure for decisions made
by the principal concerning community issues should remain the same with only
a 2% increase for the school groups. They also indicated that decisions made
about student issues by the school groups should remain the same with only a
4% increase for the principal. There was a recommendation for a 9% decrease
in the amount of decisions made by the principal to 11 % in the decisions about
professional development. A 20% increase from 38% to 58% in decisions made
about professional development was recommended for the school groups. In
the area of professional development, staff recommended that the decisions
should be made mostly either by a school decision making group (51%) or a
regional committee (29%). The recommendation for staff to make decisions in
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the area of resources rose by 6% to 45% whereas the recommendation for the
principal in this area decreased by 4% to 25%.
Table 4.30 Decision making and recommended decision making by the
principal and school groups at School D in each of the decision areas.
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Teacher aides and the School Council did not make any decisions within the
school. It was recommended that teacher aides should not make decisions in
the school. Respondents indicated that the School Council should make 3% of
the decisions concerned with community issues. The P&C also made very few
decisions but were responsible for 2% decisions concerned with professional
development. The surveys recommended that the P&C should not make any
decisions. A high incidence of respondents, between twenty one and thirty six
per cent, didn't know who made the decisions in the areas of students,
community and resource issues.
Clearly the teachers who were interviewed valued the opportunity to be involved
in decisions. However, they identified the need to decide which decisions were
appropriate for shared decision making.
I think on the broader issues they are very important to be shared and discussed
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but I think that there are many, that there are also a number of things that the, the
teacher, the principal might just say, inform the staff and say I have made this
decision and, very often they're sort of relatively minor things anyway. Teacher 2
School D

The transcripts from the interviews didn't specifically refer to teacher aides
making or contributing to decisions. There were no teacher aides available for
interview at School D. However, both the principal and teachers talked about
whole staff decision making processes at staff meetings. From these transcripts
the researcher developed the impression that the staff at the school wanted
teacher aides to be involved in broad discussions about decisions that needed
to be made at school. They did not consider it appropriate to ask teacher aides
to make decisions outside of these forums.
Who contributed to decisions
An average of 2 respondents indicated that the principal contributed to
decisions. It was recommended that this level of contribution should remain the
same. An average of 6 people per decision item from the school group
contributed to each decision item. Overall, the respondents didn't make any
significant recommendations for changes to the school groups' contribution to
decisions. This data is displayed in table 4.31.
The only area where the respondents recommended that the school groups
should contribute more to decisions was in the area of curriculum and policy
issues where it was suggested that eight people should contribute to each
decisions rather than 7. The respondents indicated that less people on average
(4) contributed to decisions about professional development and resources than
in the other areas. The results indicated that the respondents wanted the school
groups to maintain their reported level of contribution to decision making.
An average of 4 people from the P&C, School Council and parent groups
contributed to decisions about community issues. This was the area they
contributed most to. It was recommended that this should be maintained at 4
people per decision. An average of one parent per decision contributed to
decisions relating to policy and curriculum. The respondents recommended that
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this should remain the same. The school decision making group played an
important consistent role in the decision areas of professional development and
community issues where an average of 1 person contributed to each decision in
these areas.
Table 4.31 The average number of people that contributed to each decision
compared with the recommendations in each decision area at School D.
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The respondents at School D indicated a high level of involvement in making
and contributing to decisions. They recommended that they wanted to
significantly increase the numbers of decisions they made concerned with
professional development. The level of contribution to decisions by the
respondents indicated that groups within the school take responsibility for
certain decisions rather than the whole school being involved in each decision.
The comments from respondents suggested that the school is beginning to gain
an understanding of which decisions are suitable for shared decision making
and which are not.
The next section considers the data for School D.
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School E
In the previous section the data about making and contributing to decisions at
School D was discussed. In this section, the information from School E is
analysed into two sections; who made decisions and who contributed to
decisions. This is then divided again into the five decision areas for closer
analysis.
Who made decisions
The principal made an average of 25% of decisions in the areas of curriculum
and policy issues, professional development and community issues. The school
groups made 13% of the decisions in these areas, an average of 13% less
decisions than the principal. There was a high level of responses in the 'don't
know' section amounting to 43% of the respondents across the decision items.
These results were particularly high in the decision items concerned with
professional development and students (53%). The respondents indicated they
had clear ideas about who should make the decisions since the percentage in
the 'don't know' category decreased considerably to an average of 10% when
this question was asked.
The respondents recommended that the principal (24%) should be the main
decision maker at the school level in all areas except those decision items
concerned with students. Decisions about students were equally shared
between the school groups and the principal resulting in the school making 33%
of the decisions in this area. The school groups made 7% more decisions than
the principal in decisions concerned with resources resulting in an average of
27%. These results are displayed in table 4.32.
The respondents indicated that they wanted the principal to make an average of
21 % more decisions than the school groups in the areas of professional
development and resources amounting to 41% of the decisions in total. The
school groups also indicated that they wanted to make 11 % more decisions
concerning professional development resulting in a total of 17%. This was the
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only school that recommended the principal should make more of the decisions
concerned with professional development than the school groups.
Table 4.32 Decision making by the principal and school groups at School E
compared with the recommendations in each of the decision areas.
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26 17 17 33 20
12 6 17 21 27

Percentage of decisions that
respondents recommended
principals made
school groups made

36 44 25 38 37
38 17 42 38 23
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The respondents indicted they wanted decisions concerning community issues
to be shared between the school groups and the principal with each group
making 38% of the decisions. This result is a considerable increase for both the
principal and the school group in decisions concerned with community issues.
The responses indicated that the parents, P&C and School Council were the
members of the school group who were recommended to make the decisions
about community issues.
In the decision area of curriculum and policy issues, the respondents indicated
that the principal should make an additional 10% of these decisions and the
school groups should make an additional 26% of decisions. This meant that the
principal and the school community would then make approximately the same
number of decisions in this area.
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The only area where respondents indicated it was more appropriate for the
school groups to make more decisions than the principal were in decisions
concerning students. The respondents indicated that the principal should make
an additional 8% of the decisions while the members of the school group should
increase by 15% to 42%.
Who contributed to decisions
The results indicated that 1 respondent at School E thought the principal
contributed to each decision and 6 respondents identified that the school groups
contributed to each decision. An average of 2 respondents recommended that
the principal should contribute to decisions. The surveys indicated that other
members of the school groups wanted to contribute considerably more with an
average of 11 people involved in each decision.
The areas that the respondents thought the school groups should contribute
most to were policy and curriculum and students. These two areas increased by
an average of 5 people per decision resulting in the recommendation that 13
people should contribute to each of these decisions. The number of people who
contributed to decisions about professional development and community issues
also rose by an average of 4 people per decision. This increase meant that 9
people were recommended to contribute to decisions about professional
development and 12 people were recommended to contribute to decisions
about community issues. This information is displayed in table 4.33.
An increase of 1 respondent to 2 respondents at School E wanted the principal
to contribute to decisions in the areas of policy and curriculum development,
professional development, students and community issues. In the area of
resources, the surveys recommended that the principals's contribution level
should remain the same with an increase for the school groups from 6 people
per decision to 9.
At School E, the respondents indicated that they wanted to be able to make the
majority of the decisions at the school level. It was recommended that the
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principal should make the majority of the decisions with the exception of
decisions concerned with students where it was felt the school groups should
make the majority of the decisions. A high number of school personnel
contributed to decisions. The results indicated that the respondents wanted to
involve all of the participant groups in decisions concerned with policy and
curriculum, students and community issues. They also recommended high
levels of involvement in decisions concerned with professional development and
resources.
Table 4.33 The average number of people that contributed compared with the
recommended number of people per decision item in each decision area at
School E.
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Throughout this section, the results were organised so that the data about who
made and contributed to decisions could be related to each school. The results
indicated that there were differences between each school in both decision
making styles and the respondents recommendations. However, a common
themes that emerged was that the respondents wanted more involvement in
decision making processes particularly in decisions concerned with professional
development.
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The next section considers the data in a different way. The results were scanned
and collated to identify whether the participants were satisfied with the decision
making structure for each decision item.

4.5 Preferred participation in decision making
In the previous section, the involvement of participant groups in making and
contributing to decisions was identified. In this section, the survey data for
Column A and B was compared with each other to identify whether the
respondents that completed the survey were satisfied with their current role in
the decision making structure for each decision item. These results were then
collated into two categories: firstly the individual schools and secondly the
different groups of respondents. Within each section, three states of decision
making have been discussed with reference to the range of decision areas.
These decisional states are described below:
•

saturation where the participant wishes to decrease their
current level of involvement in decision making

•

equilibrium the participant is satisfied with their current
level of involvement in decision making

•

deprivation the participant wishes to increase their current
level of involvement in decision making.

-

-

-

These decisional states are discussed in more detail on pages 91-93

4.5.1 Schools
In this section, the decisional states of participants at each school are compared
and discussed.
Overall, the respondents indicated that they were either satisfied with their role in
decision making or they wanted to contribute more. Levels of saturation which
indicated that participants wanted to reduce their involvement in decision
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making were very low, the average percentage being 5%. School D had the
highest indication of equilibrium, where 78% of the respondents indicated they
were satisfied with their current level of involvement and 18% indicated they
wanted more involvement. Between 40 and 50% of the respondents at School
B and C indicated equilibrium in decision making and 40-50% also indicated
deprivation. This data is displayed in table 4.34.
Table 4.34 Percentage of respondents at each school that indicated a level of
saturation, equilibrium or deprivation in making decisions.
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School A equilibrium
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School A saturation
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School E equilibrium
School E saturation

51 33 40 25 16 34
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1
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Population deprivation
Population equilibrium
PoDulation saturation

1 40 39 24 30 28 33
55158 74 59 69 61
5 3 2 12 3 5
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Saturation
In all of the decision areas, the level of saturation remained under 10% with the
exception of School E. 30% of the respondents from School E indicated they
wanted less involvement in decisions concerned with community issues. The
other smaller schools in the survey, Schools B and C (9%) indicated a higher
level of saturation in this area than the larger schools A and D (5%) but the
difference between these schools and the larger school was small in
comparison with School E.
Equilibrium
61 % of the respondents indicated they were satisfied with their current level of
decision making. Schools A and D reported high levels of equilibrium (81%) in
the decision items concerned with professional development and students and
community issues. Schools B and C (38%) reported low levels of equilibrium in
the decision items about professional development. The average percentage of
respondents that indicated equilibrium in the decsion area of professional
development was 58%. 44% of the respondents at School E indicated
equilibrium in the decision areas of policy and curriculum issues and community
issues. This was the lowest level of equilibrium across the schools for these
decision areas (average 58%). School D and E recorded the highest level of
equilibrium in the decision items concerned with the distribution of resources
(80%).
Deprivation
The surveys indicated that the respondents at smaller schools indicated a higher
level of deprivation (40%) than the larger schools (23%).
All the schools recorded fairly high levels of deprivation in the decision items
concerned with policy and curriculum ranging between 25% of respondents at
School D and 51% at School E.
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The highest indications of average deprivation (40%) occurred in response to
the decisions concerned with policy and curriculum. School D had the lowest
level of deprivation at 25% and School E had the highest level of deprivation at
51%. Schools B and C also indicated fairly high levels of deprivation between
43 and 46% in the area of community issues.
High indications of average deprivation (39%) occurred in response to the
decisions concerned with professional development. School D had the lowest
level of deprivation (18% of respondents) and School C had the highest level of
deprivation (61 % of respondents). 57% of respondents at Schools B and C
indicated deprivation in the area of professional development.
The respondents reported that School D consistently had the lowest average
level of deprivation in all of the decision item areas. School C had the highest
average level of deprivation at 45%. The average level of deprivation for each
school is listed below in order from the greatest level of deprivation to the least.
•

School C

45%

•

School B

40%

•

School E

34%

•

School A

28%

•

School D

18%

The larger schools had lower levels of deprivation than the smaller schools.
In this section the decisional state of each school was discussed. The level of
saturation was low across all of the schools. However, the decisional states of
equilibrium and deprivation varied widely from school to school. The next
section discusses the decisional state of each of the groups of participants.
4.5.2 Groups of respondents
The previous section described the decisional state of the respondents at each
school. This section describes the decisional states of the respondents. The
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respondents are identified by their role and gender. The groups are principals,
teachers, teacher aides, clerical assistants, parents, males and females.
When the results were organised into respondent groups, saturation levels were
very low for all of the staff groups except for principals. The principals who
completed the survey recorded a state of saturation in response to 14% of the
decision items. The respondents indicated equilibrium in decision making in the
majority of decisions. This ranged from principals who reported 78% equilibrium
in 78% of decisions to clerical assistants who reported equilibrium in 60% of
decisions.
Between 34 and 35% of the respondents who were teachers and clerical
assistants indicated they were deprived in decision making at the school. The
average level of deprivation was 29% across all the groups.
Table 4.35 on the next page shows the information from the survey about the
respondents perception to their current level of decision making. The groups
have been divided into three areas, those participants who reported deprivation
in decision making, those who reported equilibrium and those who reported
saturation in decision making.
The next section discusses these results in more detail. The information is
divided into the three decisional states.
Saturation
The average level of saturation for principals was 14% in each decision area.
The other groups of school staff recorded much lower levels of saturation with
an average of 4% for each group. The average level of saturation for each
group of participants is listed below in order from the greatest level of saturation
to the least.
Principals

14%

Clerical assistants 5%
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Teachers

4%

Teacher aides

4%

Parents

2%

Table 4.35 Decisional state of respondent groups
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The principals responses indicated that they wished for less involvement in
decisions concerned with community issues. Reported saturation levels were
35% in this area. The comments by principals about shared decision making
revealed that although consultation and decisions could be made by staff in the
school, the principal ultimately was responsible for what happened in his or her
school. The principal at School A outlined the different scenarios that a principal
may choose after staff have participated in shared decision making.
It takes time in a school community and in any group of people, for people to
develop an understanding of what we're really talking about and to be
comfortable with it, so that people understand that there will be occasions when,
they're consulted and their opinions, sought and that those opinions are, are
put into place, just as they've been expressed. There'll be other occasions
when opinions are put into place in a modified form where they've influenced
that; it may not be exactly reflecting any individual's opinion or any group's
opinions but it has influenced the decision and those people can see it's
influenced the decision. But there will be other circumstances where the
opinion has not been set in place and the principal has overruled it, in a sense,
but hopefully that person's gone back to his staff or group of people or his
individual and said well, this is the reason why I had to do that, you know your
opinion, you recommendation or whatever has been appreciated but I can't take
that on board for these reasons. That's part of shared decision making as far as
I'm concerned but where it breaks down is if people read that as being, well, why
did I bother? Principal School A

All the principals commented that they had tried to involve the community in
different ways in the school. At the time of the survey, only small numbers of the
local community were involved at each school. School B had had slightly more
success by inviting community members to contribute to the school curriculum.
Principals also indicated they wanted less involvement in decisions concerned
with professional development. This complemented the teachers and teachers
aides indications of wanting to be more involved in decisions about professional
development.
Clerical assistants indicated that they wanted less involvement in the decision
area of students indicating saturation levels of 17%.
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Equilibrium
The average level of equilibrium for each group of participants is listed below in
order from the greatest level of equilibrium to the least.
•

Principals

78%

•

Parents

75%

•

Teacher aides

66%

•

Teachers

62%

•

Clerical assistants 60%

Between 67% and 92% of the respondents from each staff group indicated
equilibrium in decision items concerned with students. The parent group
indicted the highest level of equilibrium in this area (92%) followed by teacher
aides (82%) of decisions. Teachers, teacher aides and clerical assistants were
the lowest scoring of the staff groups in the areas of policy and curriculum,
professional development and resources. They reported equilibrium in 60% of
decisions in these areas. Principals were the least satisfied with their
involvement in community issues (60%). This corresponds directly with the
results discussed in the previous section where they indicated saturation levels
in this area. Teachers (64%) indicated lower levels of equilibrium than teacher
aides (71%) in decisions concerned with policy and curriculum, students and
community issues.
Deprivation
The surveys indicated that the principals consistently indicated the lowest levels
of deprivation across all of the decision making areas resulting in an average of
8%. The respondents indicated much higher levels of deprivation across 31% of
the decision items. The average level of deprivation for each group of
participants is listed in rank order below.
•

Principals

8%

•

Parents

24%

Iffe

Teacher aides

31 %

•

Teachers

34%

•

Clerical assistants 35%

The principals reported a level of zero deprivation in decisions concerned with
professional development and resources. The other groups recorded an
average of 31% of deprivation in these areas.
The difference between the levels of deprivation between staff groups in each
decision area is larger than in the previous two sections. The most extreme
example of this is in the area of professional development where principals
indicated 0% of deprivation and clerical assistants indicated 44%. Teachers and
teacher aides also indicated high levels of deprivation in this area, 39% and
37% respectively.
Deprivation was recorded by all staff groups in the area of policy and curriculum
(32%). Principals experienced the lowest level of deprivation at 17% followed
by parents at 31%. Teachers recorded the highest level of deprivation in this
decision area (42%).
Clerical assistants indicated particularly high levels of deprivation (40%) in
decisions about resources compared with the average percentage of 25%.
The lowest levels of deprivation for all the groups of participants occurred in the
area of students where the average percentage was 15%. The parents (8%)
had the lowest level of deprivation and the teachers (24%) had the highest level
of deprivation in this area.
In this section the decisional state of each group of respondents was discussed.
The level of saturation was low across all of the groups with the exception of
principals. The majority of respondents reported a state of equilibrium. Levels of
deprivation varied between both respondent groups and decision areas. The
next section discusses the decisional state of each of the gender groups.
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4.5.3 Gender
The previous section described the decisional state of each group of
respondents according to their role within the school. In this section the results
that identified the decisional state of the respondents were organised into
gender groups.
On average the levels of deprivation, equilibrium and saturation indicated by
males and females are similar. The comparative figures for these decisional
states have been listed below.
Decisional state

Male

Female

Level of deprivation

29%

30%

Level of equilibrium

66%

66%

Level of saturation

5%

4%

The next section discusses each of these decisional states in more detail.
Saturation
The respondents indicated similar levels of saturation between males and
females in all areas except decisions about community issues. The male group
indicated a higher level of saturation (16%) compared with the female group
(6%). However, a higher proportion of the male population occupied executive
positions compared with the female population. It is possible that the higher
level of saturation in decisions about community issues could be attributed to the
role of the respondents rather than the gender.
Equilibrium
There were no significant differences between the two gender groups in each of
the decision areas.

M.M.
Deprivation
The highest levels of deprivation experienced by both groups occurred in
decisions related to policy and curriculum and professional development. There
were no significant differences between the two gender groups in each of the
decision areas.
In this section the decisional state of each gender group was discussed. The
decisional states for each gender group were similar.
In section 4.5 the decisional state of each school and each group of respondents
was discussed. Generally the level of saturation was low for all of the groups
except for principals who wanted less involvement in decisions concerned with
community issues. The respondents reported equilibrium in the majority of the
decision items. However, the decisional states of equilibrium and deprivation
varied widely between schools, decision areas and respondents groups. There
were no significant differences in decisional states between gender groups.

4.6 Participation
In the previous section, the preferred participation of the respondents was
identified. From this, it was determined whether the respondents wanted more
participation in decision making, less or if they wanted to maintain the status
quo.
In this section, the respondents were asked to identify the involvement they had
in each decision item. Respondents were asked to tick one of the four types of
participation listed below:
made decision
recommended decision
•

provided information
no involvement
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The completion rate for this part of the survey was different to the previous
sections. Some respondents completed all parts of this section, some
completed some of the participation data and some respondents did not
complete this section at all. AU of the data was collated for this section. From this
an average level of completion could be calculated. 55 respondents completed
this section of the survey out of 60 respondents who completed the whole
survey.
The data has been organised in two ways: firstly into individual schools and
secondly into respondent groups. The following sections discuss these findings.
4.6.1 Schools
In this section, the data has been collated and organised into each of the five
schools. The completion rate for each school is similar with one or two
participants from each school not completing this section. An overall view of the
data collected from this section can be seen in table 4.36. Diagram 4.8 gives
an overview of the involvement of the respondents at each of the schools.
The trend for each school is similar. A small percentage of the school population
actually made decisions and a larger percentage had no involvement. Up to
30% of the school population either recommended decisions or provided
information. The number of staff who recommended decisions or provided
information varied from school to school. A higher number of respondents at
Schools A and D provided information whereas a higher number of respondents
at Schools B and E recommended decisions. Respondents at School C used
both types of participation at a similar level.
The results are discussed in greater detail in the following sections. The results
have been divided into the different roles that the respondents chose from in the
survey.
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Table 4.36 Participation levels per decision at each school.
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Made decision
6 2 2 4 5 4
Recommended decsion
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Provided information
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Made decision
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Recommendeddecsion
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Provided information
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School C
Made decision
5 0 6 6 7 5
Recommended decsion
17 26 17 11 33 21
Provided information
19 26 17 29 20 22
No involvement
59 48 61 54 40 52
School D
Made decision
6 7 8 4 8 7
Recommendeddecsion
15 14 4 16 19 15
Provided information
33 29 40 26 31 31
No involvement
46 50. 48 54 42 47
School E
Made decision
0 0 0 0 0 0
Recommendeddecsion
19 39 25 26 29 26
Provided information
26 17 17 35 18 24
No involvement
55 44 58 39 54 50
Population average
Made decision
3 2 3 4 4
Recommendeddecsion
19 22 13 14 24
Provided information
23 27 24 29 21
No involvement
55 49 59 53 50
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Diagram 4.8 Participation by the respondents at each school.
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Who made decisions
The response of each school across the decision areas was varied as can be
seen in Diagram 4.9.
Respondents at School E indicated they did not make any of the decisions listed
in the survey. All of the schools (1%) except School D (7%) recorded a very low
level for making decisions in the area of professional development. The results
from School B showed the respondents only made 9% of decisions in the area
of community issues. They made no decisions in the other decision areas.

Diagram 4.9 Average percentage of respondents that made each decision.
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Who recommended decisions or provided information
The respondents at Schools A and D reported low levels for recommending
decisions (14%) across all of the decision areas corresponding with higher
levels for providing information (31%). The respondents at School D only
recommended decisions in 4% of decision concerning students. The average
result for recommending decisions at School D was 15%. School E had the
highest percentage of respondents who recommended decisions with an
average of 26% of respondents participating in this way. The respondents at
School E recommended a high number of decisions concerned with
professional development (39%). School C on average used both types of
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participation to an equal degree. This applied to decisions concerned with
policy and curriculum, professional development and students However, more
respondents at School C provided information for decisions (29%) rather than
recommending decisions (11%) in the decision area of community issues. They
also recommended more decisions (33%) in the area of resources.
The respondents at School A indicated they made the highest number of
recommendations in the areas of policy and curriculum development and
resources (17%). As can be seen from this figure, the respondents at School A
were not highly involved in making recommendations.
When the respondents at School B were actively involved in decisions they were
more involved in making recommendations than providing information. They
made recommendations in an average of 20% of decisions and provided
information in an average of 15% of decisions. Respondents made
recommendations in the decision areas of policy and curriculum (26%),
students(17%) and resources (24%). These results are illustrated in diagrams
4.10 and 4.11
Who had no participation in decisions
An average of 54%of respondents at each school indicated they had no
involvement in the decision items in the survey. The response rate for this
section was similar across all of the decision items. School C had the highest
level of non participation at 60% and School B had the lowest level of non
participation at 50%.
In this section, the participation results were collated into schools and compared
with each other. Across all of the schools and decision items, a small
percentage of respondents made decisions and a large percentage of
respondents had no involvement. The number of respondents that
recommended decisions or provided information varied between schools and
decision areas. The next section considers the same data collated into
respondent groups.
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Diagram 4.10 Percentage of respondents that recommended decisions at each
school.
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4.6.2 Groups of respondents
In this section, the data has been collated and organised into each of the seven
respondent groups: principals, teachers, teacher aides, clerical assistants,
parents, male respondents and female respondents. The results showed that
most participants completed this section with one or two participants in each
group not completing this section. The only exception is the parent group where
only 4 of the parents out of a group of 6 completed this section.
As can be seen from table 4.37, the principal clearly is responsible for making
and recommending the majority of decisions in the schools surveyed. Teachers
participated in 58% of decisions They made 4% of decisions, recommended
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22% of decision and provided information for 30% of decisions. Parents
participated in 28% of decisions. They made 1% of decisions, recommended
12% of decisions and provided information for 17% of decisions. Teacher aides
participated mostly by providing information for 32% of the decision items.
Clerical assistants had very little involvement in decision making but provided
information for an average of 13% of the decisions.
Diagram 4.11 Percentage of respondents that provided information for decisions
at each school.
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Table 4.37 Involvement in decision making by each respondent group.
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These results are discussed in greater detail in the following sections. The
results have been divided into the different types of participation that the
respondents indicated.
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Who made decisions
The principal is largely responsible for making decisions in all of the decision
items. They make an average of 25% of the decisions listed in the survey. The
most decisions they made occured in the areas of policy and curriculum (31%)
and community issues (35%).
Teacher made decisions in an average of 4% of the decisions. Parents only
make a low average of 1% of decisions. Parents only made decisions concerned
with policy and curriculum issues. The teacher and clerical assistant groups,
indicated they did not make any decisions.
Who recommended decisions
Principals (39%) and teachers (22%) recommended many of the decisions
identified in the survey. Teachers made a higher number of recommendations in
the areas of curriculum and policy, professional development and resources
(27%) than in the areas of students and community issues (15%). Parents and
parent groups recommended 15% of decisions concerned with professional
development, student and community issues. Teacher aides indicated they only
made recommendations in 5% of decisions. However, when they did it was in
the areas of professional development and resources. Clerical assistants
recommended 7% of decisions in the area of resources.
Who provided information for decisions
Principals (25%), teachers (30%) and teacher aides (32%) all identified that they
provided information for between 25 and 32% of the decisions. Teacher aides
indicated that they participated in decisions in this way more than any other
group, particularly in the areas of professional development, community and
resource issues. Parents identified that they provided information mainly in
policy and curriculum issues and community issues (27%). Clerical assistants
identified that they provided information in the areas of professional
development, community issues and resources (20%).
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Who had no participation in decisions
Clerical assistants (85%), parents (71%) and teacher aides (63%) reported they
were not involved in the majority of decisions. Teachers also identified that they
were not involved in 44% of the decisions. Principals indicated that they were
not involved in an average of 11 % of the decisions. Although the principal was
not involved in some of the decisions in the school, she participated in more of
the decisions in the school than any of the other staff groups.
In this section, the participation results were collated into groups of respondents
which were then compared with each other. The principals group made the
highest number of decisions. However this still only amounted to 25% of the
decision items. The principal and teacher groups were largely responsible for
making and recommending decisions. All of the respondent groups provided
information for some decisions. Between 63% and 85% of decisions were made
with no involvement from clerical assistants, parents or teacher aides. The next
section considers the same data collated into gender groups.
4.6.3 Gender
In the previous sections, the participation data has been organised into school
and respondent groups, In this section, the data has been collated into gender
groups and discussed. The male population, only 13% formed a very small part
of the population compared with the female population of 87%. On average, the
male respondents identified that they participated more in decisions (24%) than
the female respondents (15%). This is particularly noticeable in the role of
making decisions where 13% of the decisions were made by the male
population compared with 3% of the female population. 56% of the female
population had no involvement in decisions compared with the male population
who had 29% of non involvement.
The male respondents indicated that they made decisions and recommended
decisions in a higher percentage than the female population surveyed. The
male population particularly made more decisions in the area of resources
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(22%) than the female population (2%). However, the female population
identified that they provided more information in this area (23%) than the male
population (17%). The female population indicated that they participated in most
of the decisions in the survey by providing information. They participated in an
average of 27% of decisions in this way. This data has been displayed in table
4.38 below.
Table 4.38 Male participation in decision making compared with female
participation across the decison areas.
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Although the male and female population clearly had different roles in decision
making, this may be attributed to the different roles of the respondents in the
survey. A disproportionate percentage of male respondents held executive
positions in the schools when compared with the female respondents. From the
previous section it is clear that principals participated more in decision making
than other staff members. Consequently, conclusions cannot be drawn about
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the differences between gender groups without reference to this information.
These results leave a question that has not been considered by this research
and that is why the gender groups were not more evenly distributed between the
respondent groups.
In this section, the respondents were asked to identify what type of involvement
they had in each decision item. These results were collated in three different
ways:
into each of the five schools
•

into groups of respondents

•

into gender groups

The pattern of involvement for each school was similar. A small percentage of
people made decisions and a large percentage had no involvement. The rest of
the sample population either recommended, or provided information for
decisions. The results for the respondent groups revealed that only a small
percentage of decisions were made at the school level and these were largely
made by the principal. A high percentage of decisions were made with no
involvement from clerical assistants, parents and teacher aides. There were
major differences between the type of involvement each gender group had.
However, it was clear that the varying roles of the participants had a major
impact on this data.

4.7 Summary
The results from the surveys and interviews have been analysed in this chapter.
The data was divided into different sections to be considered and compared in
terms of each of the variables. The data was divided into three sections:
•

the responses to who made and contributed to decisions
and the respondents preferences for who they thought
should make and contribute to decisions;
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•

the respondents decisional state in each of the decision
items; and
the respondents level of participation in each decision item.

Within each section, the variables that were discussed and compared were:
differences between schools (school size and structure,
management style);
•

differences between the roles of participants;

•

differences between gender and

•

differences between decision areas.

The following chapter discusses these results in relation to the research
questions and the literature discussed in Chapters 2 and 3.

I:

Chapter 5 Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1 Introduction
This chapter provides a summary of the background and purpose of the study.
The results from the survey and interview described in the previous chapter are
outlined in relation to the research questions. This is followed by the
conclusions that have been made from this research along with
recommendations for future research.

5.2 Summary
5.2.1 Background and purpose of this study
The aim of this research was to consider the changes implemented as a result of
the Scott report and evaluate their impact on schools for specific purposes in a
rural area. The research focused on two areas. Firstly, the research aimed to
determine if school communities at schools for specific purposes in a rural area
of New South Wales were satisfied with the decision making processes that
occurred in each school. Secondly, the study aimed to determine if there were
differences in in their level of participation and their decision satisfaction
between the different participant groups within each school.
This study has been based on research undertaken by Ward (1994), Dimmock
and Hattie (1994)

.

Ward adapted the Decision Point Analysis from Jansen's

model (1979) and conducted a study in primary schools in Western Australia.
Dimmock and Hattie tried to assess the reactions of teacher and principals in
primary and secondary schools in Western Australia to the decentralisation and
restructuring of schools shortly after a major system restructure had taken place.
As part of Ward's recommendations, he suggested that 'there is a need to
examine the problems that are associated with the ineffective implementation of
participative decision making in schools' (1994 p218). Dimmock and Hattie
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recommended that it would be useful to 'trace the changing patterns of reactions
feelings and behaviours evoked in principals and teachers responsible for
implementing the policy at the school level as the policy unfolds' (1994, p53).
This current research used a smaller sample than previous samples and focused
on schools for specific purposes. These schools had not been involved in
previous studies.
The literature review was structured around the six following areas:
Background to the implementation of the Schools Renewal
Strategy in New South Wales background, intended purpose
of the strategy and its implementation;
-

national and international trends in education systems;
collaborative management styles;
decision making

-

shared decision making and collaborative

management styles;
related research and
issues in special education.
The literature review in Chapter 2 provided information about the occurrence of
restructuring and decentralisation models of education that have occurred on an
national and international basis. It also provided more detailed information
about the model adopted in New South Wales referring to the background, the
aims of the model and its implementation. The impact of theoretical models of
decision making particularly participative decision making were discussed in
relation to schools. Then, related research from the last fifteen years was
organised and discussed in relation to the different roles that participants have
in a school. The last section on special education considered the implications of
the Schools Renewal Strategy (1990) for schools for specific purposes based on
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the report and some of its critics.
The research model used for this study contains a mixture of quantative and
qualitative techniques. A survey methodology was used across the sample
followed by a random sample of structured interviews conducted at each school.
5.2.2 Interpretation of data
In this section the data is summarised in relation to the the research questions
and the following four variables:
size of the school,
role of the participants,
gender of the participants and
culture of the school

Size of schools
Is there a relationship between the size of the school and the role of
the participants and their response to decision making in each of
the decision areas?
The data related to the five schools is discussed and compared with reference to
their size. The information related to the decision areas is then introduced and
considered in relation to the comparative statement previously made about the
schools.
Who made and contributed to decisions?
In this section, the data collected from the respondents at each school about who

201

made and contributed to decisions and their recommendations are compared.
Schools A and D are the largest schools in the survey. Schools C, B and E are
considerably smaller. The number of staff employed at each school is shown in
the table below.
Table 5.1 Number of staff employed at each school.
School
Number of staff
SchoolA
20
SchoolD
18
SchoolC
12
School B
7
School E
7

The staff at the larger schools, School A and D made between 10% and 15%
more decisions than two of the smaller schools C and E (37-40%). All the
respondents wanted an increase in the percentage of decisions that they made.
The recommended increase across the population was 8%. The respondents at
School E, one of the smaller schools recommended a large increase of 21 % in
making decisions. This data is shown in the table below.
Table 5.2 Percentage of decisions made by school staff compared with the
recommended percentage across the five schools.
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61 56 , 40 57 58 55
The differences between the schools in the area of making decisions could not
be attributed to the size of the school alone. The data related to who contributed
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to the decisions will be discussed with reference to the size of the schools.
The school staff at all of the schools contributed to the majority of decisions.
School C was the only school where the respondents didn't want to increase
their contribution. The interviews revealed that this seemed to be a reflection of
the school culture rather than the size of the school. Staff had become
disenfranchised with decision making process. School A, D and E wanted most
of the staff but not all, to make contributions to each decision. The interviews at
School E revealed that as the school had grown there was not the opportunity to
be involved in all decisions and this was something that the respondents
wanted. Schools B and C wanted approximately half of the staff to contribute to
decisions. The interviews showed that decision making processes in School B
and C had undergone change resulting in a range of attitudes to the processes
in place at the time of the data collection in 1994. The difference between the
reported contribution of school staff compared with the recommendations by the
respondents can be seen in table 5.3.
Table 5.3 Number of school staff that contributed to each decision compared
with recommended number of staff across the five schools.
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The respondents at schools A and D reported that regional staff made more
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decisions than the smaller schools particularly in relation to decision items
concerned with professional development and students. It is difficult to
determine if this can be attributed to school size alone since School E has a
higher proportion of these decisions made by regional staff than Schools B and
C.
The respondents at the larger schools recommended that Department of School
Education staff outside of schools should make 29% of decisions compared with
21% of decisions recommended by the respondents at smaller schools. All of
the schools recommended a decrease except for School D.
Two of the smaller schools, B and E wanted Department of School Education
personnel outside of schools to contribute more to decisions. The larger
schools A, D and C only recommended a slight increase amounting to less than
one person per decision. This data is shown in table 5.4 below.
Table 5.4 Number of Department of School Education personnel that
contributed to each decision compared with the recommended number across
the five schools.
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Parent groups only made an average of 2% of the decisions identified in the
survey. As can be seen in table 5.5, the larger schools reported less parent
participation in comparison with the smaller schools. Indeed there appeared to

be a relationship between the size of the school and the amount of parent
participation. This information can be seen in table 5.5 below.
Table 5.5 Percentage of decisions made at each school by parents compared
with recommended percentage of decisions.
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Although all schools recommended an increase, the recommended increase
was less at the larger schools. The recommended average increase at the larger
schools was 2% compared with an average of 6% at the smaller schools.
All of the schools recommended that parents and parent groups should
contribute more. Interestingly, the average number of 4 parents recommended
to contribute to each decision was consistent across all of the schools except
School B where 2 parents were recommended. This information is shown in
table 5.6 on the next page. There was no proportional relationship between the
size of the school and the number of parents involved.
Community Health professionals contributed to decisions at Schools C,D and E.
The respondents recommended that these professionals should contribute to
decisions at each school.
In this section, the size of the school has been discussed in relation to the data
about making and contributing to decisions. The next section discusses the size
of the school in relation to each of the five decision areas.
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Table 5.6 Numbers of parents that contributed to decisions compared with
numbers of parents recommended to contribute to decisions.
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Number of parents that respondents
said currently contributed to decisions
2 1 3 4 2 2
recommended should contribute to decisions 4 2 4 4 4 4

Decision areas
The previous section considered the data collated about who the respondents
thought made and contributed to decisions and their recommendations for each
decision item. This section takes a closer look at the types of decisions used in
the survey to see if there were any trends between the decision areas and the
size of the school.
Most of the decisions made by state office and staff based at the Education
Resource Centres were concerned with policy and curriculum. Regional staff
were involved mainly with decisions relating to professional development and
students. The staff at Education Resource Centres contributed more to decision
concerning students at larger schools than smaller schools.
As can be seen in table 4.14 on page 124, the respondents made the following
recommendations
Personnel at state office should continue to make
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decisions in the decison area of policy and curriculum and
make more decisions in the decision area of students.
Regional staff should increase the number of decisions
in the decision areas of professional development and
students.
Education Resource Centre staff should decrease their
involvement in decisions concerned with policy and
curriculum.
It was clear from the data in this section that there were differences between the
decision areas and schools. These findings will be discussed in more detail with
reference to the information about making and contributing to decisions in the
next section.
Discussion
Previously, the trends in relation to the size of the schools and the respondents
involvement in a range of decisions has been discussed. This information is
now discussed in relation to the research question.
Overall, the larger schools had more opportunities to make more decisions than
the smaller schools. The smaller schools were more reliant on DSE staff
employed outside of the schools to assist with some decisions. The respondents
from the smaller schools recommended that DSE personnel outside of the
school should contribute more to decisions rather than make decisions on their
behalf. All of the schools wanted state and regional staff to participate more in
decisions about students. In the interviews, this was explained further. Teachers
commented that staff outside schools applied formulas to students that were not
always appropriate rather than making decisions based on the learning needs of
individual students.
Parent participation in making and contributing to decisions was consistently low
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across all of the schools. Parents were more involved in decisions at the smaller
schools than the larger schools and the respondents recommended that this
trend should continue alongside an increase in the number of parents involved.
There was no relationship between school size and the role of Community
Health professionals. Other factors such as the type of student population and
the model of operation adopted by government departments working alongside
the Department of Education could have influenced the role of this group of staff.
There was insufficient information collected in this survey in relation to these
issues to investigate if this was the case.
The differences outlined in the discussion above could not be attributed to the
size of schools. It would appear that the culture of the school had far more
influence on the existing styles of decision making and the recommendations
made by the respondents in each school. Generally, the size of the school did
not impact on the role of the participants and their response to decision making.
However, a higher number of parents were involved in decision making at the
smaller schools than the larger schools. The next section summarises and
discusses the data in relation to the next research question associated with the
variable of school size.
Is there a relationship between the size of the school and the
decision making style?
The data related to the five schools is discussed and compared with reference to
the roles of the respondents and the type of involvement they had in decisions.
This information is then considered in more detail with reference to the five
decision areas.
Who made and contributed to decisions
In this section, the role of the respondents in decision making is compared
between the five schools.
The school groups at School D made a higher percentage of decisions than the
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principal. This was the only school where this occurred.
The respondents at Schools A,B and C recommended an average reduction of
14% of decisions to be made by the principal and an increase of 19% of
decisions to be made by the school groups. As can be seen in Table 4.20 on
page 139, the school groups at School A were recommended to make between
32% and 46% of the decisions in the schools. The respondents at School E
wanted all of the school staff to make more decisions. They recommended that
the principal should increase her decision making by 13% to 35% of decisions
and the school groups should increase by 15% to 32% of decisions. Overall,
four of the schools wanted the school groups to make approximately a third of
the decisions. The exception was School B where the school groups were
recommended to make 46% of the decisions. The recommended decision
making percentages for principals varied considerably ranging from 13% at
School C to 35% at School E.
The respondents at Schools A and D recommended that the existing levels of
contributions should remain fairly similar. The respondents at Schools B and E
recommended a higher number of people to contribute to each decision
whereas the respondents at School C recommended that the principal should
retain the same level of contribution and the staff should contribute less to
decisions. This information is considered in the next section in more detail.
Decision areas
In this section the data concerned with the role of the participants is considered
in greater detail with reference to the five decision areas. For the purposes of the
discussion, the schools have been divided into two groups; the larger schools
were schools A and D and the smaller schools were B, C and E
Many comments were made during the interviews about staff isolation in rural
areas and the impact that has on the availability of professional development.
These comments were not related to the size of the school. All of the schools
were geographically isolated with limited budgets for professional development.
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Schools A and D
At Schools A and D, the principal made more decisions than the school groups
in decision items concerned with policy and curriculum and students. Both
schools wanted the school groups to make more decisions concerned with
policy and curriculum. The school groups at both schools made the majority of
decisions concerned with professional development. In the remaining decision
areas of community and resources, the principal made most of the decisions at
School A and the school groups made most of the decisions at School D.
However, the respondents at both schools indicated that they wanted the school
decision making group to be main decision maker in decisions related to
community and resource issues. This information is illustrated in table 5.7
below.
Table 5.7 The percentage of decisions made by respondents in each of the
decision areas at Schools A and D.
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As can be seen in table 5.8, there were very few similarities between the schools
in the way that the respondents contributed to decisions. Schools A and D had
the same number of respondents that contributed to decisions about policy and
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curriculum. The respondents at School A wanted to reduce the number of
participants who contributed from the school groups whereas the respondents at
School D wanted to increase the number of participants from the school groups
who contributed. Both schools recommended that the same number of
participants should continue to contribute to decisions about professional
development.
The respondents at School D wanted the principal to contribute more to
decisions about policy and curriculum and resources. The respondents at
School D recommended that the P&C and School Council should make less
contributions to decisions across all of the decision areas whereas at School A,
these groups had very little involvement in decisions.
Table 5.8 The average number of respondents at each school that contributed to
a decision in each of the decision areas at Schools A and D.
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The data from the smaller schools will now be described.
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Schools B, C and E
As can be seen in table 5.9 below, the principals at Schools B, C and E made
more decisions than the school groups. The respondents at Schools B and C
wanted the school groups to make more decisions. The respondents at School
E recommended that the principal should make more decisions with the
exception of decisions concerned with students which were recommended to

be

shared between the principal and the school groups. The level of respondents
who indicated they didn't know who made particular decisions varied from
school to school.
The respondents at Schools B and C wanted the school groups to contribute
more to decisions concerned with policy and curriculum.
Table 5.9 The percentage of decisions made by respondents in each of the
decision areas at Schools B,C and E.
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Discussion
In response to the research question the data showed that although there were
significant differences between the managerial styles of each school, there were
not any clear trends between the larger schools and the smaller schools. The
analysis of the results showed that there was not any clear relationship between
the size of the school and the managerial style.
The next question considers the relationship between the size of the school and
how the respondents felt about their role in making decisions in each of the
decision areas.
Is there a relationship between the size of the school and the
decisional state of the respondents in each of the decision areas?
In previous sections the size of the school has been discussed in relation to the
role of the participants and the managerial style of each school. This question
considers how the respondents at each school felt about their role in decision
making and whether this was related to the size of the school.
Schools A and D recorded high levels of equilibrium (average 81%) in decision
items concerned with professional development, students and community issues
This information can be found in table 5.7 on page 213.
The respondents at the smaller schools indicated higher levels of deprivation
(40%) than the larger schools (23%). The respondents at the larger schools (A,
D) mostly participated in decisions by providing information rather than
recommending decisions. The respondents at schools B and C recorded the
highest levels of deprivation in decisions about professional development
(57%). Overall the respondents at the larger schools had lower levels of
deprivation than the smaller schools.
The data showed that the decisional state of the participants was related to the
size of the school. The respondents at the larger schools indicated higher levels
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of equilibrium and lower levels of deprivation across all of the decision areas. In
the decision areas of professional development, students and community issues,
the levels of equilibrium were particularly high at the larger schools.
In this section, three of the research questions related to the size of the schools
in the sample have been discussed. From these questions, the following
conclusions were drawn.
There was no clear relationship between the size of the
school and the managerial styles of the schools.
The size of the school impacted on the decisional state
of the respondents. The respondents at the smaller schools
indicated that they wanted to increase their role in decision
making whereas a high number of respondents at the larger
schools indicated they wanted to maintain their current level
of participation.
The larger schools had more opportunities to make more
decisions than the smaller schools. The smaller schools
were more reliant on DSE staff employed outside of the
schools to assist with some decisions.
A higher number of parents were involved in decisions at
the smaller schools than the larger schools.
In the next section, the research questions related to the role of the respondents
are discussed.
Participants
Seven major groups of participants were identified in the survey. These were
DSE personnel employed outside of schools, principals, teachers, teacher aides,
clerical assistants, school decision making group and parents. The research
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questions in this section consider whether the role of the participant has an
impact on their role in decision making and decisional state.
Is there a relationship between the role of the respondents and their
response to decision making in each of the decision areas?
Is there a relationship between the role of participants and their
decisional state in each of the decision areas?
The data related to each of the seven major participant groups is described
below. The decisional states of the respondents that were also participant
groups are discussed.
Department of School Education staff outside of schools
The respondents recommended that regional staff should contribute less to
decisions about professional development and more to decisions abut students.
They also recommended that staff at the Education Resource Centres should
contribute more to decisions about students.
The results showed that regional staff had the highest level of involvement in
making and contributing to decisions compared with the other DSE staff outside
of schools. Regional staff were mostly involved in decisions about professional
development and students. State personnel were mainly involved in decisions
about students and resources. Staff from the Education Resource Centres were
the main contributors to decisions about students outside of the school
particularly at Schools A and D. This could be related to the fact that the student
population at School A and D is larger resulting in a higher level of involvement
by these personnel at these schools.
Principals
Principals made most of decisions at 4 out of 5 of the schools (A,B,C and E). The
respondents at schools A, B and C wanted the principals to make less
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decisions. When interviewed, principals indicated they were gradually
delegating more decisions to staff. Principals reported the lowest levels of
deprivation and the highest levels of saturation in response to the decision items.
Principals indicated they wanted less involvement in community issues and
professional development where saturation levels were 35% and 20%
respectively. This group indicated high levels of equilibrium in decisions about
students.
Teachers
Teachers made an average of 9% of the decisions at each school. When
interviewed, teachers all commented on the extra time shared decision making
took.
Teachers and principals expressed dissatisfaction with professional
development opportunities provided by regional staff. The alternatives that they
suggested were that regional staff should make more decisions about
professional development and that schools should complete a needs survey as
a basis for the organisation of professional development activities. One school
principal applauded the opportunity to access courses outside of the
Department of Education and saw this as a way of meeting the diverse needs of
special education.
The respondents recommended a decrease in the number of decisions made by
teachers. Teachers wanted to contribute more to decisions concerned with policy
curriculum, professional development and students. They also recommended
that itinerant teachers for students with vision or hearing impairments should
make some decisions.
Out of all the participant groups, teachers reported the highest levels of
deprivation in decision making (34%), particularly in the decision areas of policy
and curriculum and professional development.
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School decision making group
The school decision making group made an average of 16% of the decisions at
each school. All of the participant groups wanted the school decision making
group to increase the number of decisions they made by an average of 8%.
Schools B and E were the only schools that wanted the school decision making
group to contribute considerably more to decisions.
Teacher aides
Teacher aides did not make any decisions on their own although they may have
been included in the school decision making groups at the different schools.
Teacher aides wanted to contribute more in all areas, particularly policy and
curriculum, professional development and resources. They reported high levels
of deprivation in these decision areas at a similar level to teachers. They wanted
to provide information in the decsion areas of professional development and
resources.
Clerical assistants
The average level of deprivation for clerical assistants was similar to teachers
and teacher aides. However, this group of respondents reported high levels of
deprivation in decisions concerned with professional development (44%) and
resources (40%). They indicated they wanted to reduce their involvement in
17% of decisions concerned with students.
Parents
Parents recommended that they should contribute more to decisions about
community issues with less involvement in decisions about students and
resources. Parents recommended that an average of 5 people per decision per
school should contribute to each decision compared with the existing reported
average of 2 people per decision per school. The principals indicated in the
interviews that they wanted parents to become more involved in formal decision
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making bodies in their schools, that is to say, the Parents and Citizen Association
and School Council. Principals and clerical assistants recommended that
parents should make 6% of decisions compared with the other respondent
groups who recommended 3%. Parents were satisfied with their involvement in
the majority of decisions asked in the survey. However, they indicated that they
wanted more involvement in all of the decision areas particularly policy and
curriculum (deprivation 31%).
In this section, the role of the participant groups in decision making and their
decisional state has been described. It is clear that the role of the participants
had a significant impact on the types of decisions that the participants were
involved in. This in turn also impacted on the decisional state of the participant
groups. For example, the respondents indicated that principals should have less
involvement in decisions about community issues whereas parents should have
more involvement. The next section discusses the impact of gender on the
decision making role and the decisional state of participants.
Gender
The research questions in this section consider whether the gender of the
participant has an impact on their role in decision making and decisional state.
Is there a relationship between the gender of the participants and
their response to decision making in each of the decision areas?
Is there a relationship between the gender of the participants and
their decisional state in each of the decision areas.
The male respondents indicated higher levels of saturation (16%) compared with
the female respondents (6%). Also, male respondents made more decisions
than female respondents. Female respondents indicated that parents made 1 %
of decisions and recommended an increase to 4%. Male respondents indicated
that parents made no decisions and recommended an increase to 2%.
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In response to the research questions, it is clear that there is a relationship
between the gender of the participants and their response to decision making
and their decisional state. However, these results cannot be considered without
reference to the roles of participants since the survey demographics indicated
that the male population dominated the executive positions in the survey. As
noted earlier, principals reported the highest level of decision making and the
highest level of saturation. Consequently, it is difficult to determine if the
difference between the gender groups identified in this section are due to the
role of the participants or their gender.
In this section the role and gender of the participants was considered in relation
to their response to decisions and their decisional state. Clearly, the role of the
participant affected the types of decisions the participants they were involved in.
The respondents in the survey indicated that their role also affected their
decisional state. It was unclear whether the gender of the respondents affected
the response of the participants and decisional state. The next section considers
the differences between the schools and whether a managerial style can be
determined for each school.
Managerial style
The previous sections have looked at the impact of the size of the school and the
role of the participants in relation to decision making processes and the
decisional state of the respondents. This section looks at the data collected from
each school as discrete units and discusses whether there are any particular
patterns for making decisions that can be described as the managerial style or
decision culture for that school. The research question for this section is below.
Can a managerial style be determined for each school?
The information for this research question has been collated from three sections
of the survey, the responses to who made each decision, the decisional state
determined from the responses and the reported level of participation by the
respondents. Within each of these sections, the individual schools are described.
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The responses from the survey about decision makers at the school level were
divided into two groups; the principal and the sum of the remaining personnel in
the school. From this, it could be established which style of decision making was
being used in the various schools. If the principal was largely responsible for
decision making, this would suggest an authoritarian style of leadership whereas
if there was a high level of decision making made by the rest of the staff this
would suggest a collaborative style of decision making. The rest of the data was
then considered to see if these statements could be supported.
Who made decisions
In this section, a managerial style for each school is discussed based on the
responses to who made the decision in each decision item. The data collated
about the principal and the school groups was considered. For each school, one
of these groups was identified as the main decision maker in each of the
decision areas. The same process was followed for the recommendations in this
area. This information is summarised in tables 5.10 and 5.11.
Table 5.10 Major decision maker in each decision area and school.
Principal made
Decision areas
majority of decsions
Policy and curriculum E,C,A
Professional develoment E,C
Students

Community issues
Resources

Decision making
shared equally
D
B

School groups made
majority of decisions
B
A,D

E,D,C,B,A

E,C,B,A
E,C,B,A

D

D

Table 5.11 Recommended major decision maker in each decision area and
school.
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The findings from these tables will be discussed school by school.
School A uses a combination of an authoritarian and collaborative decision
making structure. The principal made most of the decisions except in the area of
professional development. The respondents recommended a reduction in
decisions made by the principal and an increase for the school groups. Even in
the area of professional development the respondents recommended that the
principal should make less decisions in this area with a significant increase for
staff. However, the respondents indicated that they wanted the principal to make
the majority of the decisions about students though they still wanted to contribute
to these decisions.
School B appears to be using a combination of an authoritarian and
collaborative style of decision making. Clearly the principal made most of the
decision in all areas except policy and curriculum and professional
development. The results indicated that the respondents thought the present
framework of decision making needed adjustment with the principal making
more decisions in some areas and less in others. The respondents also
indicated they wanted to contribute to decisions more.
The interviews at School C revealed that the school was moving away from an
authoritarian style of decision making to a more collaborative model. The school
groups had plenty of opportunity to contribute to decisions but ultimately the
principal made most of the decisions. The respondents recommended that it
was more appropriate for the school groups to make the majority of the decisions
in professional development, student and community issues.
The respondents at School D indicated that the school group made the majority
of decisions in the items concerned with professional development and
community issues. The school group shared decision making with the principal
in the items concerned with policy and curriculum and resources. The principal
made the majority of decisions concerned with students. The respondents
recommended that the principal should still make the majority of decisions
concerned with students. However, the results indicated that a collaborative
style of leadership was used in the other decision areas.
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The results from School E suggest that an authoritarian style of decision making
was in place. The respondents recommended that the school groups should
make decisions about students and community issues. Although, the surveys
indicated that the school would like the principal to still make many of the
decisions, the interviews and surveys revealed that the school groups wanted to
contribute more to decisions.
In this section the major decision makers for each school were discussed and
compared with the recommendations by the respondents. It was clear that
different decision making structures existed at each school. One common
feature was that school groups wanted to be responsible for decisions
concerned with professional development. The next section considers the
decisional state indicated by the respondents and how this may be affected by
the managerial style that existed in each of the five schools.
Decisional state of respondents
The previous section discussed the responses of the respondents at each school
to each of the decision items. This section discusses the decisional state of the
respondents at each school and how this may be influenced by the size of the
school and managerial style. The level of deprivation at each school indicated in
table 5.12 has been used as a starting point for the discussion.
Table 5.12 Percentage of respondents at each school who indicated deprivation
in decision making.

222
These results indicated that the respondents at the larger schools recorded
higher levels of equilibrium in their decision making than the smaller schools. If
this information was influenced by managerial style alone, the researcher would
expect School B and D to be at the top of the rank order. However, managerial
style may explain the differences between the deprivation levels at similar size
schools. For example, the respondents from School D probably indicated higher
levels of equilibrium than School A due to the more collaborative management
style at School D. At the smaller schools, the highest levels of deprivation
occurred at School E, where the principal made the majority of the decisions.
The results from School B and C are similar. Both schools use a similar style of
management cam bi fling authoritarian and collaborative styles.
The decisional state of the respondents at each school indicated that more
respondents at the larger schools wanted to maintain their existing roles in
decision making processes than the smaller schools. Once the schools had
been divided into groups of similar size, the differences in decisional state
matched the differences in managerial style described in the previous section.
The next section considers the type of participation that the respondents had in
decision making at each school.
Level of participation by respondents
This section looks at the data where respondents indicated the level of
participation they had in each decision item. This data has been collated into
individual schools. Table 5.13 on the next page illustrates the percentage of
respondents at each school that were involved in each level of participation
across the decision items.
The results from this section need to be discussed with consideration given to
the size of the school and the managerial style. The respondents at the larger
schools A and D made more decisions and provided more information than the
smaller schools. The respondents at School D had the opportunity to make
more decisions than at School A where the principal made the majority of the
decisions. Correspondingly, the respondents at School A provided more

information than at School D where a larger number of respondents made the
decisions. The results from the smaller schools indicated that a larger number of
decisions were made at the schools that were moving towards a more
collaborative style of decision making. The respondents at School E indicated
their only involvement in decision making was through providing information or
recommending decisions.
Table 5.13 Level of participation in decisions indicated by the respondents at
each school.
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Percentage of staff per decision
Made decision
4 2 5 7 0 3
Recommendeddecsion
13 20 21 15 26 19
Provided information
31 15 22 31 24 24
No involvement
52 63 52 47 50 53

The results in this section indicated that very few people in any of the schools
made decisions. If the respondents participated at all, it was mainly through
recommending decisions or providing information. Although the respondents at
the smaller schools described whole school involvement in making decisions
they actually participated in similar ways to the larger schools. As in the previous
section, the influence of the school size had an impact on these results in that the
larger schools had a higher percentage of staff participating in decision making
processes. Once the schools had been grouped by size, differences in
managerial style and the impact that had on decision making could be identified.
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From the data outlined in the last three sections the following points were
considered:
the main decision maker at each school;
the decisional state of the respondents at each school and
the level of participation by the respondents at each school.
From these results it was clear that the size of the school had an impact on the
managerial style. Once the schools had been ranked into order of size,
differences between schools could be explained by the managerial style used at
each school.
In this summary, the background and purpose of the study have been outlined
and the data related to each of the research questions has been described. The
next section lists the findings and relates these to the literature.

5.3 Conclusions
In this section, the findings from the previous section are outlined with reference
to each of the research questions and conclusions are drawn. These
conclusions are then related to the literature discussed in Chapter 2. The first
research question considers the size of the schools and whether this affected the
responses
Research question 1- relationship between size of school and the
participants response to each of decision areas.
There was no relationship between the size of the school
and the role of the participants
The response to decision making in each of the decision
areas was influenced by school size in a limited way.

,
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Smaller schools relied on regional and state staff to make
more decisions than the larger schools. These decisions
were mainly concerned with policy and curriculum,
professional development and students
Larger schools had more opportunity to make decisions at
the school level than the smaller schools.
Parents made very few decisions in schools. Parent
participation in making and contributing to decisions was
proportionally greater at the smaller schools. The surveys
revealed that participation occurred mainly through the
actions of individual parents rather than the official parent
bodies of the school.
Community Health professionals had a limited role in
decision making processes. They contributed to very few
decisions at some schools.
All respondents wanted an increase in the number of
decisions they made. They recommended a decrease in
the number of decisions made outside of the schools
particularly at the smaller schools
It is clear that the larger schools had more control over their decision making
than the smaller schools. However, it is also evident that all of SSP's in this
research were unable to become 'locally-managed units' (1990 p69) as Scott
proposed since the system they operated within retained central control over
many of the programs that affected them directly such as professional
development programs, special focus programs for students with sensory
impairments and student welfare. Thorley (1991) commented that this
fragmentation of services at a central level would inhibit efficiency. Grundy

and

Bonser (1997), MacPherson (1992) predicted that principals would have
difficulties in developing effective schools if they were only given limited power

s
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of autonomy to lead their school. Sergiovanni (1990) criticised a central control
of of teaching and learning since schools are unable to respond and be
accountable to the needs of its community. The degree of central control has led
to a situation where schools have fragmented decision making processes since
they are only able to make decisions within limited boundaries.
The next research question considers whether the size of the school has an
impact on the managerial style of the school.
Research question 2 -relationship between size of school and
managerial style
The data indicated that the managerial style was unique to each school. At all of
the schools except School D, the principal made the majority of the decisions.
The recommendations of the respondents varied considerably from school to
school. The larger schools used a more collaborative style of management than
the smaller schools. The research concludes that there are differences between
the schools and the way that they make decisions. Some schools used different
strategies for decision making depending on the nature of the decision. Each
school had a distinct management style. There was some evidence that the
larger schools had the opportunity to make more decisions than the smaller
schools in some areas. The principals at the smaller schools in this survey had
less opportunity to develop a management style based on value added
leadership since they had less autonomy. This was supported by the interviews
with the principals at these schools who referred to the frequent need to consult
with Department of Education Officers outside of the school before making
decisions. Although, some authority has been devolved to schools, the limited
powers given to schools is inconsistent with the literature on developing effectiv

e

organisations. There was no evidence that this was related to the size of the
school. This explains why these schools were not as collaborative in their
approach as the larger schools. Chapman's research (1988) supports this when
she concludes that teachers will participate in decision making if they are able to
see what influence it will have on an activity they are involved in. This was
supported by the interviews conducted at the smaller schools where teachers
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and teacher aides stated clearly they only wanted to participate in decisions
where they can see the change.
However, once the schools have been grouped by size, there were still
differences in management styles. The results indicated that these differences
were determined by the leadership style of the principal. The Schools Renewal
Strategy did not highlight the need for training for principals in this area although
the report clearly handed this responsibility to principals. Marsh (1990) and
Polizzi (1991) emphasised the importance of training for principals in order to
produce effective schools. The report focussed on the need for principals to learn
the skills of financial management but did not make provisions for the changes in
management of personnel. The implications from this are interesting since Scott
recommended that high quality education should be developed as a result of
some changes in the administration of schooling resulting in a centralised
system with local accountability. This is a contradiction since schools do not truly
have sufficient power to modify and structure their organisation. The respondents
in this survey indicated that they modified structures and organisation of their
schools when they could, but expressed frustration at the limitations imposed
upon them by the centralised structure. Consequently the goal of high quality
education has to be moderated in view of these limitations.
The next research question is concerned with how the size of the school may
impact on the decisional state of the respondents. The three decisional states
that were used were deprivation, equilibrium and saturation.
Research question 3 Is there a relationship between the size of the
school and the decisional state of the respondents in each of the
-

decision areas?
The results indicated that the respondents at the larger schools experienced
greater satisfaction in their decision making than the smaller schools. This
applied particularly to the areas of professional development, students and
community issues. The lowest levels of decisional equilibrium occurred at the
smaller schools in the areas of professional development where 57% of the
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respondents reported decisional deprivation.
This is consistent with the findings by Chapman (1990), Rice and Schneider
(1994) and Savery, Soutar and Dyson who concluded that teachers are more
likely to see shared decision making as worthwhile if they are able to influence
an activity they are involved in. A higher number of decisions that impacted on
the organisation of the smaller schools were made outside of the school
particularly in relation to professional development.
The next two research questions consider the different roles of the participants
and what effect this has on their response to decision making and their
decisional state.
Research question 4

Is there a relationship between the role of
participants and their response to decision making in each of the
decision areas?
Research question 5

-

Is there a relationship between the role of
participants and their decisional state in each of the decision
areas?
-

The results indicated that there was a relationship between the role of
participants and their response to decision making in each of the areas. They
also indicated that there was a relationship between the role of the participants
and their decisional state in each of the decision areas except for the parent
participant group.
In summary the data from the survey that described the role of the participants
and their involvement in decision making has been outlined below.
State personnel were involved in decisions about students
and resources.
Regional personnel were mostly involved in decisions about
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professional development and students.
Staff from the Education Resource Centres were the main
contributors to decisions about students outside of the
school.
Principals made the majority of the decisions in schools with
the exception of School D. The decisional state of
principals indicated that they wanted to decrease the level
of involvement in some decisions but were generally
satisfied with the involvement they had in the majority of
decisions.
Teachers reported they wanted to make more decisions and
contribute more to decisions about policy and curriculum,
students and professional development. This was
supported in the interview transcripts where teachers made
comments that decisions were made on their behalf by
regional and state personnel that left them with insufficient
resources to teach some students. Teachers also indicated
that they generally wanted to decrease their involvement in
decision making. Many teachers commented on the impact
that shared decision making had on other aspects of their
job due to the amount of time it took. The decisional state of
teachers indicated that they experienced the highest levels
of deprivation in decisions concerned with policy and
curriculum and professional development.
Teacher aides did not make any decisions. They
recommended that they should contribute more to all of the
decision areas. They particularly wanted to contribute more
to decision items concerned with policy and curriculum,
professional development and resources. The decisional
state of teacher aides was similar to teachers. This is
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interesting since teacher aides were less involved in
decision making than teachers. The interviews revealed
that many teacher aides felt that it was not appropriate for
them to participate in some decisions. Clearly teacher aides
in this survey felt that their role limited the impact that they
should have on decision making processes in the school.
Clerical assistants made very few decisions in schools.
They recommended that they should make less decisions
about students and be more involved in decisions
concerning professional development and resources.
Clerical assistants reported that they experienced
deprivation in decisions concerned with professional
development and resources although they were satisfied
with their involvement in the majority of decisions in these
areas.
Parents made very few decisions in schools. They
recommended that they should have greater involvement in
decisions about community issues and decrease their
involvement in the other decision areas. This was the only
participant group that wanted to increase their involvement
in this decision area. Interestingly, parents reported some
deprivation in all of the decision areas. In this group, there
was not a relationship between the existing level of decision
making and the decisional state. If there was, the parents
would have indicated that they wanted to increase their
decision making in all areas. However, this discrepancy
could be due to the small sample size of parents in the
survey.
Dim mock and Hattie's research (1994) also found that the central offices of the
Department still held the balance of power in comparison with schools. Although
the Scott report stated that it was desirable to change the role of schools so that
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they were able to increasingly determine their own direction, the report at the
same time retained a high degree of central control through the structure that
were proposed. This left the principals in the role of managers rather than
educational leaders as supported by Grundy and Bonser (1997).
Teachers, teacher aides, clerical assistants and parents wanted to influence the
decisions that would impact upon them. This is consistent with the conclusions
drawn by Rice and Schneider (1994), Savery, Soutar and Dyson (1992) and
Morhman and Cooke (1978). In their research, teachers were already
participating in many decisions in schools. In some schools, there was
confusion about the expectations of collaborative decision making and the time
that these processes took. This is consistent with Boyd's findings (1986) who
commented that participants needed to understand these processes and have
sufficient time to carry them out.
The expectations of shared decision making by the participant groups were very
different. This suggests that the respondents did not fully understand the
purposes of the decision making processes that were used in the school. This is
hardly surprising since the recommended training for principals was minimal. It
follows that school staff and parents were unlikely to receive sufficient training in
shared decision making. Weiss, Camboyne and Wyth (1992) identified that
training in shared decision making was fundamental to its success. This was
further complicated by community health professionals that worked in schools.
The role of these professionals was not identified in the Schools Renewal
Strategy. This left them in a difficult position of providing a service in schools in
isolation. The review of therapy service (1998) concurs with this research that in
order to provide quality education, these professionals need to participate in
decision making processes about individual students.
Despite Scott's recommendations for School Councils to 'coordinate wider
community support for the school' (1990 p7), parent participation in this research
was low. The completion rate of the surveys and interviews for the parent
sample was low. This suggests that this research methodology was not suited to
the parents that participated.
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The next two research questions consider the impact of gender on the response
to decision making and also the decisional state of each gender group.
Research question 6 Is there a relationship between the gender of
the participants and their response to decision making in each of the
-

decision areas?
Research question 7

Is there a relationship between the gender of
the participants and their decisional state in each of the decision
-

areas?
The male respondents made more decisions than the female respondents.
There were no significant differences between gender groups in each of the
decision areas.
The male population indicated higher levels of saturation (16%) compared with
the female group (6%). However, the demographics indicated that the male
population dominated the executive positions in the survey. As noted earlier,
principals reported the highest level of decision making and the saturation
decisional state. The difference in the roles taken by the male and female
respondents could explain the difference in results between the gender groups.
This is consistent with Alutto and Belasco (1973) and Chapman (1988) who
found that women participated less in decision making than men and
experienced higher levels of decisional deprivation.
The final research question considers whether a managerial style can be
described for each school.
Research question 8

-

Can a managerial style be determined for

each school?
The results indicated that a managerial style could be determined for each
school providing other factors were taken into accounts such as the size of the
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school. The size of the school also had an impact on the role of the principal
since it determined whether they are teaching or non teaching. The results
revealed that differences existed between schools that were similar in size.
These differences could be attributed to differences in managerial style. School
D used a more collaborative style of management than School A. This resulted
in staff making more decisions compared with staff largely providing information
at School A. School D also reported the lowest level of decisional deprivation in
all of the decision areas.
At the smaller schools, schools B and C appeared to use more of a collaborative
management style than School E. The results indicated that Schools B and C
were using a combination of authoritarian and collaborative management styles.
The interviews indicated that this led to some confusion as staff were unclear
why they were asked to participate in some decisions and not others. The
respondents at School E indicated they provided more information or
recommended decisions than at School B or C. However, staff reported lower
levels of decisional deprivation at School E than at B or C. School E was the
only school that recommended the principal should still make the majority of the
decisions.
Table 5.14 shows the the schools placed in rank order between an authoritarian
style of management and a collaborative style. The results indicate that
management style varied depending on the type of decision but the schools
varied in their overall style of management.
Since the smaller schools had less opportunity to make as many decisions than
the larger schools, they were unable to pursue a model of collaborative
management. This is supported by Seddon Angus and Poole (1990) who
commented that principals in a centralised system could not be autonomous
since they had to meet the current political directions of the education system as
well as the needs of their school community
The results indicated that the centralised system that provided resources and
made decisions about some students with disabilities was problematic.
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Teachers felt that processes often did not meet the educational needs of a child
but felt powerless to do anything. The annual submissions attached to these
processes meant that schools were unable to demonstrate leadership in these
areas since principals had no control over the type or amount of funding for
some students. Sergiovanni (1990) supports the conclusion that schools are
unable to practice leadership based on values in this area due to excessive
bureaucracy.
Table 5.14 Managerial style at each school
Authoritarian style of management
School E
School B
School C
School A
School D
Collaborative style of management
Clearly each school followed Scott's recommendations for the principals 'to take
the initiative and to involve the staff and community in developing the selfdirecting capacity of the school' (1990 p209). This has led to each principat
developing their own style of leadership. This has some merit in the sense that a
prescriptive formula for collaborative leadership in schools would have been
disastrous. However, as Beeson (1992) noted collaborative decision making
requires a major shift in thinking in the school environment. The strategies in
'Schools Renewal' (1990) did not provide the opportunity for school communities
to participate in training in these processes which has resulted in the
development of a variety of interpretations of the strategies and leadership styles
across the schools.
In this section each of the research questions has been discussed with reference
to the findings described in Chapter 4 and the literature base described in
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Chapter 2. The next section describes the recommendations from this research.

5.4 Recommendations
In the previous sections of this chapter an overview of the data has been given
and related to each of the research questions. The conclusions drawn from this
information have been discussed with reference to the literature base. This
section describes the recommendations from this research. The
recommendations are divided into two sections; firstly the implications of this
research and secondly, recommendations for future research.
5.4.1 Implications of research
The discussion of the implications of this study will be divided with reference to
the three major variables in this study; school size, role of participants and
gender.
School size
The central offices of the Department of Education had some degree of control
over decisions in all of the schools. All of the schools wanted more local control
of decisions. This led to confusion within the schools since schools that wanted
to use a collaborative style of management could not do it consistently. The
implications of this was that if this system was to be maintained, significant
training needed to occur in the following areas
• school communities need to be able to clearly articulate and understand
shared decision making processes;
• school communities need to understand and use shared decision making
processes for a variety of decisions in schools.
The larger schools had greater opportunity for shared decision making than the

smaller schools. The teachers at the smaller schools commented that decisions
made away from the school were not always efficient in meeting the needs of the
situation. Clearly the smaller schools needed more local autonomy if they are to
become efficient at providing a high quality education. This applied particularly
to decisions concerned with students and professional development. The
restructure instigated as a result of Scott's reports (1990,1991) did not
acknowledged that smaller schools had less finances than larger schools to
provide professional development opportunities or less flexibility to regroup
students. If schools are to have the same opportunity to develop a high standard
of quality education as Scott recommended, these differences need to be
addressed.
The implications related to the role of the participants will now be discussed.
Role of participants
The survey indicated that the principal was the major decision maker within four
of the five schools. Teachers also participated in a wide range of decisions.
Some teachers made comments about the amount of time shared decision
making took. Teacher aides, clerical assistants and parents had very little
involvement. The principals in the survey indicated some decisional saturation.
All of the other participant groups indicated some decisional deprivation. The
implications of this finding is that principals needed to consider other ways that
shared decision making can be used in their schools. In doing this, principals
would also need to be aware that people only want to participate in the decisions
that affect them.
The Scott report did not recognise the increased length of time involved in
shared decision making. From this study, it can already be seen that teachers
who have started to use some of these techniques are finding it difficult.
Alternative organisational structures such as those suggested by Flanigan and
Richardson (1991) need to be adopted in order for shared decision making to be
effective in school communities.
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Teachers, teacher aides and clerical assistants all wanted to make and
contribute to decisions about professional development. Clearly, schools
needed the opportunity to provide professional development at the school level
in order to meet the needs of its community.
Parental involvement in decision making in schools was minimal. Consequently,
many parents have very little influence on what occurs in schools. The
interviews suggested that it was difficult to convince parents to participate in the
official parents bodies of the schools. The implications of this are unclear due to
the low parent response to the survey. However, some tentative implications that
are worth exploring are listed below.
Principals required more training in involving parents in
decision making in their schools.
Parents needed opportunities to understand the purpose of
collaborative decision making.
The parent bodies of the school did not affect actions that
parents were involved in and this had a direct impact on the
level of commitment given by parents.
Community health professionals and itinerant teachers had very little
involvement in decision making processes. Research by Giangreco et al (1998)
found that in order to develop quality education programs, all personnel need to
work collaboratively. The implications of this is that schools need to develop
ways of involving the different personnel that work with the students in decision
making processes. This in turn needs to be supported by government
departments working together and acknowledging the time involvement of these
processes.
The implications of the research related to the gender of the participants will now
be discussed.
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Gender
in this sample, the male population dominated the executive positions.
However, the smallness of the sample makes this observation inconclusive.
The implications of the three variables: school size, role of participants and
gender have been discussed in relation to this research. Now the
recommendations for future research will be outlined.
5.4.2 Recommendations for future research
The recommendations for future research have been listed below.
Develop models for training principals to manage decision
making amongst multi disciplined staff.
Develop models for effective community involvement in decision
making in schools.
Compare schools for specific purposes to regular schools to see
if there are differences in decision making processes in these
organisations.
Further research to identify why teacher aides do not want to
participate in decision making as much as other staff.
Research parent participation in schools using qualitative
methodologies to see if parents respond more to this style of
research.
Longitudinal study sample to track schools and see if there is any
change in shared decision after political change. (Dimmock and
Hattie 1994)
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Examine why teachers in the same school have different
perspectives about decision making
Develop accountability structures that are 'both educative and
technically sound, provide real avenues for collegial judgment
and expert input; and celebrate client interests and the growth of
knowledge about learning, teaching and leading' (Crowther and
Ogilive,1992 p 27).
Research models that demonstrate how attitudes to restructuring
and rethinking can be changed effectively (Grundy and Bonser
1997).
Evaluate whether the quality of teaching and learning have been
enhanced as a result of reform.
This section has discussed the implications of this research and has also
identified recommendations based on this research for future research. The next
section provides a summary of this chapter.

5.5 Summary
Chapter 5 has detailed a brief summary of the background and purpose of the
study. The results have been outlined along with an interpretation of these
results in relation to the research questions. From this, conclusions and
implications have been made along with recommendations based on the
evidence generated in the study. Finally this chapter has suggested areas for
future research.
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Appendix A

Letter of transmittal
Part A of the survey instrument
Part B Questions used in survey
-
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Letter of transmittal
Dear Colleague
As you are aware, the School Renewals strategy has made significant changes to the way that all
schools plan. I am surveying five SSP schools in a rural region to identify how satisfied staff and
parents are with the planning process used at their school. I wish to identify how staff in SSP
schools in this rural region make decisions with particular reference to their unique staffing
structure, their involvement with other services and the Teachers and Related Employees
Enterprise Agreement, (1993).
The results of the survey will be collated into staff type groups such as teachers, executive staff,
teachers aides, parents. The questionnaires will be numbered so that each school can be
identified but individuals will remain anonymous. The results of the survey will be made available to
each school.
Please complete all the questions in your questionnaire.
Part A asks for personal details about you and your school.
The questions in Part B have been developed broadly across the five focus areas identified by the
Department of Education. That is to say;
Questions 1 7 are concerned with policy and curriculum;
-

Questions 8 11 are concerned with professional development;
-

Questions 12 13 are concerned with students;
-

Questions 14- 15 are concerned with the community;
Questions 17 22 or 29 are concerned with resources.
-

For each question, you will need to complete both Column A and column B. Column A should
indicate who makes the decision identified in the Item at the top of the page. Column B should
indicate who you think should make the decision. Question 10 asks for additional information
that should be written in the space provided.
Please post this survey back to me in the prepaid envelope provided. Thank you for participating.
Yours sincerely,

Ruth Winfield

zp

PART A
Question 1
Place a tick in the appropriate box.
Male

I

Female

Question 2
Indicate your position in the school by ticking the appropriate box.

Parent

I

Teacher

I

Teacher aide

Clerical Staff

)

Assistant
Principal

Principal

I

Question 3
List below the structures that allow for staff participative decision making processes to occur within your
scho
eg staff meetings, school committees, school councils, P&C's etc.
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Part B
List of 28 questions used in the survey. The same format illustrated on page
seventy seven was used throughout the survey.
Who selects the material that is used in Regional policies?
Who selects the material that is used in your school policies?
Who develops the curriculum for students with severe disabilities at your
school?
Who develops the curriculum for students with moderate disabilities at your
school?
Who places students in educational settings in your region?
Who develops the structure of classes within your school?
Who decides were students are placed within your school?
Who decides what Professional Development programs are to be offered in
your region?
Who decides what Professional Development programs are to be offered in
your school?
Who decides what Professional Development programs are to be offered to
individuals at your school? 10b)Please list the Professional Development
programs you have participated in 1994 within each category: programs
organised by your region, programs organised by your school, programs
organised for you in consultation with your supervisor. 10c)Circle one of the
choices below that reflects your feelings in relation to the provision of
professional development: Very satisfactory, Satisfactory, Undecided,
Unsatisfactory, Very unsatisfactory.
Who makes the decisions about Student Welfare issues at regional level?
Who makes the decisions about Student Welfare issues at your school?
Who develops community involvement initiatives at Regional level?
Who develops community involvement initiatives at your school?
Who decides how school publicity is to be developed in your local
community?
Who decides how decision making is carried out within your school eg
executive, committee or a combination of groups.
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Who makes the decisions to develop physical resources eg buildings, at
regional level?
Who makes the decision to develop physical resources within your school?
Who decides what teaching aids can be purchased within your school?
Who determines which staff have priority when there is conflict over the use
of multi-purpose areas eg hail, kitchens, specialist rooms?
Who draws up the yearly budget allocation at your school?
Who decides how many teachers are needed at your school?
Who decides how many teachers aides are needed at your school?
Who decides how many special education teachers are needed in your
region?
Who decides how many teacher aides (special) are needed in your region?
Who decides how students' progress is reported to parents?
Who decides how the school curriculum is evaluated?
Who decides on the assignment of teaching and non teaching loads to
teachers?
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Appendix B Interview Schedules
Interview schedule for principals
What changes have you seen occurring in SSP's as a consequence of the
Schools Renewal Strategy
How have you been prepared for this change?
How have your staff been prepared for this change?
Has this been adequate, should it be ongoing?
How do you organise your school to participate in shared decision making? ie
when, who, coordination,etc.
How do teachers respond to shared decision making?
How do aides respond to shared decision making?
Are some decisions more suitable for decision asking that others, can you
describe these.
Has your school gained more autonomy as a result of Schools Renewal in
what areas?
-

Would your school benefit from more or less autonomy? (what areas)
What kind of information is passed from schools to region?
Is there any other information that would be useful to regional staff that could be
developed at school.
Would you leave your position for
a slight increase in pay,
slight increase in status,
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position allowing slightly more creativity,
position in which individuals were sUghtly more friendly?
Interview schedule for teachers
What changes have you seen occurring in SSP's as a consequence of the
Schools Renewal Strategy
How have you been prepared for this change?
Has this been adequate?
When are decisions made that you would like to participate in?
Does timing affect your ability to participate?
How do you manage your time between teaching and participating in decision
making?
How could you be more involved in curriculum and policy issues?
What kind of information is passed from schools to region?
Is there any other information that would be useful to regional staff that could be
developed at school.
How do you think students with disabilities should be placed in educational
settings in your region?
How do you think students should be placed in classes within your school?
How could professional development programs be improved for you as an
individual ie greater access, more funding, Different programs according to
demand?
How do you think decision making should be organised within your school?
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How do you think decisions should be made about the development of physical
resources within your school?
How do you think decisions should be made about the purchase of teaching
aids within your school?
How do you think the yearly budget allocation should be developed at your
school?
Are there any other changes that you think should be made to shared decision
processes in your school?
Would you leave your position for
a slight increase in pay,
slight increase in status,
position allowing slightly more creativity,
position in which individuals were slightly more friendly?
Interview schedule for teachers aides
What changes have you seen occurring in SSP's as a consequence of the
Schools Renewal Strategy
How have you been prepared for this change?
Has this been adequate?
When are decisions made that you would like to participate in?
Does timing affect your ability to participate?
How do you manage your time between assisting students and teachers and
participating in decision making?
How would you like to participate in the development of school policies?

i:i

How would you like to participate in the development of curriculum for students
at your school?
How would you like to participate in the placing of students within classes at your
school?
What changes need to be made to Professional Development programs to
improve the opportunities for you as an individual.
(Do teachers and teacher aide programs need to be separate?)
How would you like to see the community involved at your school?
How do you think decision making should be carried out within your school?
How do you think decisions should be made about the development of physical
resources within your school?
How do you think decisions should be made about the purchase of teaching
aids within your school?
Are there any other changes that you think should be made to shared decision
processes in your school.
Would you leave your position for
a slight increase in pay,
slight increase in status,
position allowing slightly more creativity,
position in which individuals were slightly more friendly?
Interview schedule for parents
Describe your involvement in decision making in the school
What time of day do these take place?
Does timing affect your opportunities to be involved in decision making?

Since 1990, have you seen any change in your contribution to decision making?
Do you what to be involved in decision making that just affects your school or all
the SSP's in the region?
Are there any changes that could be made to decision making at your school to
make it more effective for parents to participate?
Are you able to change decisions for your child in the school setting?
How would you like to see students with disabilities placed in educational
settings?
What involvement would you like to have in the organisation of classes in the
school?
What Student Welfare issues do you think you would like to be involved in?
What involvement would you like to have in the development of physical
resources in the school?
If you want to improve particular services for your child in the area, who do you
contact, (lobbying political groups). from your experience which has been the
most effective? Would the school be involved in this process?
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