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Scant empirical work on the problems, benefits, and key issues related to teacher
involvement in decision-making and governance continued to exist in 2000. The
literature did not offer in-depth, comprehensive information about the long-term effects
of Shared Governance on teachers’ lives and on the schools that were implementing it.
Previous research considered only three years of application of this governance system.

The purpose of this study was to conduct a follow-up of Allen’s (1993) work at a
primary school in central Georgiato uncover the teachers perspectives regarding Shared
Governance 10 years after its implementation. This single school case study utilized in-
depth, open-ended interviews, group discussions, artifact collection, researcher’s memos,
and observations. It described the teachers perceptions of change within themselves and
in the governance structure of the primary school between 1990 and 2000.

The teachers’ perspectives reveaed positive changesin severa areas, including:
(1) development of teachers professionalism through the use of teacher voice, (2)
enhancement of teacher self-confidence from initially negative to positive, and (3) more
direct interactions of the teachers with staff and students as isolated, competitive teachers
became |eaders that shared knowledge with other staff, schools, and districts. This shared
governance initiative produced long-term positive results for teachers, administrators, and
students. The study also noted that a supportive principal was needed for Shared
Governance to survive. These findings led to the following recommendations for this

primary school: (1) Make continued, positive change through use of the Shared

Governance structure, (2) expand teacher professionalism though use of teacher voice,



and (3) validate supportive administrators. Recommendations for further study include
teachers' perspectivesin other settings (urban or at other grade levels) and perspectives
of other school members (students, principals, and parents). This study is significant
because it both initiated the needed research on teachers' beliefs about the long-term
effects of Shared Governance and it followed up on one specific school’ s experience,

which had been studied 10 years earlier.

INDEX WORDS: Empowerment, Perspective, Primary School, Principal,
Restructuring, Restructured School, Shared Governance,

Supervisory Practices, Voice.
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CHAPTERI
THE PROBLEM

Throughout the 20th century, controversy has surrounded the governance of
schools. Currently, many educators believe that students and teachers are best served
when teachers lead school reform, as opposed to administrators' decisions driving school
reform (Blase & Blase, 1994, 1997; Firestone & Bader, 1992; Gitlin, 1990, 1992;
Walsey, 1991). The practice of state departments and central office personnel making the
decisions that others are to implement is gradually being replaced by principals and
teachers making decisions at the level of implementation (Glickman, 1992; Kreisburg,
1992). American schools have moved toward Shared Governance [An ateration in
organizational patterns such as decision-making that influence and stimul ate school
improvement (Malen & Ogawa, 1988)] and teacher empowerment predominantly in the
last two decades.

However, Dewey (1916) reminds us that the ideas and ideals envisioned in
sharing the governance of organizations began with the Greek civilization. Dewey (1901)
also noted that although reforms sound good in theory, reforms based on existing
standards would be only temporary. Dewey’ s comments suggest that the evolving nature
of education is permanent. Thus, Shared Governance is a new approach that merits study
as a change vehicle. Understanding the nature of reform is complex, multi-faceted, and
not easily understood. Dewey believed that to understand the basic ideals of democracy

(Dayton and Glickman, 1994), we must be open “[as] the things of the spirit do not lend



themselves easily to exact quantitative measurement” (Dewey, 1901, p. 340). Shared
Governance encourages such openness.

A qualitative approach, rather than a quantitative approach, was utilized to do a
follow-up examination of Allen’s (1993) study. Specifically, this study was afollow-up
examination of the perspectives of change in the teachers who implemented Shared
Governance structures over a 10-year period in aprimary school.

Change isinherent in Shared Governance schools. An abundance of literature on
reform analyzes the complexity of change (Fullan, 1991; Hargreaves, 1994; Hopkins,
1937). Change has been examined in relation to organizational meaning (Barth, 1990;
Sergiovanni, 1991), micro-politics (Ball, 1987; Blase, 1988), organizational culture
(Hargraves, 1994), professional learning (Lieberman, 1996; Senge, 1990), and leadership
(Blase & Blase, 1997; Crump, 1993).

Although there is an extensive research base on change (Fullan, 1991; Louis &
Miles, 1990), there are very few in-depth studies examining how schools change and
teachers perspectives change over a period of time. There are even fewer long-term
studies of change in innovative schools such asin the League of Professional Schools
(Allen, 1993; Fink, 1998).

The decades of the 1980s and 1990s were recognized for unprecedented effortsin
many states to improve the quality of public education. The reforms of the early 1980s
attempted to improve schools by enhancing efficiency. That wave of reform was
characterized as being overly bureaucratic, prescriptive, and ineffective (Chubb & Moe,
1986; Cuban, 1988). During these two decades, other forms of school governance,

variously defined as Shared Governance, site-based management, and teacher



empowerment, were being implemented in several American schools (Campbell,
Fleming, Newell, & Bennion, 1987). Shared Governance promoted teacher
empowerment which was defined by Melenyzer (1990) as

the opportunity and confidence to act upon one' s ideas and to influence the way

one performsin one’s profession. True empowerment leads to increased

professionalism as teachers assume responsibility for and an involvement in the

decision-making process. (p.16)

Melenyzer (1990) believed that when teachers are given the opportunity to lead, they
influence others to assume responsibility in the decision-making process.

Reform, however, has been criticized due to its limited research base (e.g.,
Conley, 1991). Allen (1993) identified the scant empirical work on the problems,
benefits, and key issues related to teacher involvement in decision-making and
governance. Allen (1993) noted that the literature does not offer in-depth, comprehensive
information about how Shared Governance is being implemented in schools and how
teachers' lives are affected by it. A review of the literature conducted 10 years after
Allen’s study confirms that thisvoid in the literature still exists. Correspondingly, thereis
alack of in-depth studies on how such schools develop and change over time (Fink,
1998). Although severa studies of the Shared Governance movement in schools have
raised questions such as “Will it work?’ and “Will it foster long-term, positive effects?’
nevertheless, studies designed to track changes over time are still, for the most part,
lacking.

If Shared Governance isto endure, the processes that forward it need to be studied

over time. Through such inquiry it may become possible to move beyond the rhetoric of



Shared Governance by seeing the long-term benefits to teacher professionalism and
satisfaction as well as other factors such as student achievement.

American public education is undergoing organizational restructuring. This
restructuring frequently involves changes in decision-making structures and leadership at
the school level (Blase & Blase, 1997). Despite the fact that organizational restructuring
appeared to be the primary educational reform of the 1990s, research on shared
leadership, although expanding, still remains limited (Allen, 1993). Specifically, thereis
aneed for further research on the long-term effects of Shared Governance on teachers
and their practices.

Statement of the Problem

This study addressed the long-term effects of Shared Governance based on
teachers' perspectives of their involvement in school decision-making over a 10-year
period. Limited research has focused on the long-term effect of Shared Governance on
teachers. Furthermore, there is no research on Shared Governance that spans a 10-year
period of implementation. It is anticipated that answers to the research questions of this
study will contribute to an understanding of whether teachersin a school that
implemented Shared Governance retain their optimism for those ideals or revert to their
earlier patterns that did not foster Shared Governance. Hopefully, a deeper understanding
of the Shared Governance process as it evolved over time might provide insight into
factors that assisted in sustaining positive change in schools.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to describe teachers perspectives of change within

themselves as well asin the governance structure of a primary school where Shared



Governance was implemented 10 years earlier. The study is afollow-up one that focused
on the experiences of the teachers who worked in the Wilson County Primary School
(pseudonym, hereafter referred to as WCPS) from 1990-2000, asiit transitioned from a
traditional structure to a Shared Governance structure. The study examined the waysin
which teachers viewed the concept of Shared Governance and compared teachers' current
perspectives with those reported in Allen’s (1993) original study. Allen concluded that
voice was the core category of the teachers’ perspectives of a positive experiencein a
Shared Governance school.

Follow-up questions to Allen’s (1993) study were developed from the data.
Allen reported that several identifiable factors (e.g., voice) contributed to the
advancement or retreat of Shared Governance principles. He concluded that the teachers
perspectives of their school’ s implementation of Shared Governance consisted of a series
of opportunities for them to have avoice in school decision-making regarding curricular
and instructional issues. The researcher wanted to determine if the same factors identified
10 years earlier were still present and if other factors emerged. Of particular interest were
the following questions. 1) Will voice again be identified as the core category or will a
different category emerge that facilitates Shared Governance? 2) Will the same six
properties of voice emerge or will new ones emanate? 3) How do teachers’ current
perspectives of Shared Governance within a primary school compare to their perspectives
10 years previous?

Using open-ended interviews and observations, the researcher documented and
analyzed the complexity of the circumstances that evolved. The data from the comparison

of the teachers’ perspectives from 10 years before to those of 2000 might improve the



educational knowledge base, asit isthe first long-term, follow-up study to be conducted
on teachers perspectives of Shared Governance.
Research Questions

Two general research questions guided the replication of Allen’soriginal case
study of Shared Governance in a primary school:

Research Question 1: What are teachers' perspectives (what is taken for granted
about the attributes of various objects, events, and human nature) of Shared Governance
in a school where Shared Governance has been implemented for 10 years?

Research Question 2: What feelings, thoughts, and behaviors result from teachers
working in a school that has implemented Shared Governance for 10 years?

In recorded interviews, the researcher asked each Wilson County Primary School
(WCPS) teacher four questions, used with permission from Allen’s (1993) study:

1. What does Shared Governance at WCPS mean to you?

2. What do you do that is related to Shared Governance?

3. How doesit feel to be in aschool that isimplementing Shared Governance?

4. What do you think about WCPS implementing Shared Governance?

Data from the interview questions and the researcher’ s field notes were analyzed
and compared to Allen’s 1993 results.

Elements Guiding the Study of Shared Governance

The elements guiding the educational restructuring of the 1980s and the 1990s
included organizational restructuring in industry and the inevitability of conflict. These
elements were considered when studying Shared Governance. For example, the impact of

Walter Deming and L ee lacocca on the automotive industry extended to governmental,



political, and educational arenas (Bennis & Nanus, 1985). The positive changes in the
way such restructured industrial organizations operated make it appealing to examine

change within education (Blase & Blase, 1997). In education, restructuring refersto a
wide range of programs designed to decentralize decision-making and to foster Shared
Governance (Tye, 1987).

The second element for the study of restructuring is conflict. Restructuring may
call for central office personnel, principals, and teachersto function in different roles,
causing conflict. School-based decision-making encourages reflection and criticism, a
possible cause of conflict (Blase & Blase, 1997; Katz & Lawyer, 1993). It isessential to
review the roles of supervisors, principals, and teachersin Shared Governance schools in
order to develop aframework that minimizes conflict and supports restructuring efforts.
Viewing conflict as an integral part of change, and handling it in a professional manner
resultsin orderly progress; otherwise, the Shared Governance movement is likely to be
just another short-lived educational reform (e.g., Fullan, 1993; Sarason, 1971).

Nature of the Study
This study utilized qualitative research methods in order to determine:

(a) If teachers feelings, thoughts and behaviors have changed over the past 10

years, and, if so, how and why they have changed.

(b) Whether or not Allen’s (1993) major influences on these perspectives were

still influential to the teachersin this setting.
Allen identified eight major influencesinvolved in Shared Governance: (1) teacher’s
background, (2) content of the issue, (3) characteristics of the audience, (4) general

structure of job responsihilities, (5) context of the specific situation, (6) perspective of



the role of the principal, (7) amount of information teacher has about the issue, and (8)
teacher’ s personal circumstances.
(c) If teachers perspectives of the conditions that facilitated or impeded their
expressions of voice in the school changed.
Assumptions
1. Schools associated with the League of Professional Schools are actually
involved with Shared Governance.
2. Theidentified teachers will accurately describe their role in school voice.
3. The selected sample includes teachers that represent the larger population of
teachers associated with the League of Professional Schools.
4. Each of the participants will answer all the questions to the best of her ability.
5. Each of the participants will feel free to answer without fear of reprisal, as the
school and teachers will remain confidential.
Definition of Terms
For purposes of this study, the following terms are defined:
Empowerment The opportunities a person has for autonomy, choice, responsibility, and
authority; the most critical aspect of empowerment is teacher “voice” (Lightfoot, 1983).
Sprague (1992) defined voice in relation to empowerment:
Empowerment is defined as enabling teachers who have been silenced to speak;
as helping them to develop a sense of agency, become challengers, and take
initiatives; and as investing them with the right to participate in the determination
of school goals and policies and to exercise professional judgment about what and

how to teach. (p. 199)



Perspective An ordered view of one' s world—what is taken for granted about the
attributes of various objects, events, and human nature. It is an order of things
remembered and expected as well as things actually perceived; an organized conception
of what is plausible and what is possible. It constitutes the matrix through which one
perceives his environment (Manis & Meltzer, 1969).

Primary school An elementary school that includes grades kindergarten through third

grade.

Principal Anindividual who is the designated site administrator.

Restructuring A “program designed to foster decentralized decision making and site
based management” (Tye, 1987, p.10).

Restructured school An elementary, middle, or high school that isinvolved in site-based

decision making and Shared Governance. The restructured school in this study was
selected from those schools associated with the League of Professional Schools and in the
same one in which Allen (1993) conducted his study.

Shared Governance An alteration in organizational patterns such as decision-making that

influence and stimulate school improvement (Malen & Ogawa, 1988).

Supervisory practices Supervisory practices are defined in terms of the following twelve

dimensionsidentified by Pajak and Blase (1989): community relations, staff
development, communication (including voice), curriculum, instructional program,
service to teachers, observation and conferencing, problem solving, motivating and
organizing, and personal development.

Things Everything that humans can recognize (e.g., other people, physical objects,

mores), as defined by Blumer (1969).
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Voice Teachers have the right to share (verbally or written) the lessons they have learned
about schooling. Voice is enhanced by the opportunity to reflect on the underlying
assumptions about teaching and learning (Gitlin, 1990) without fear of reprisal in order to
facilitate empowerment (Kreisberg, 1992).

Delimitation

The sample of this study was limited to the teachers working in a primary school

with 10 years of the * Shared Governance experience” as described in Allen’s (1993)
study.

Limitations

1. Theresearcher used instruments developed by Allen (1993) in his research at
the primary school under investigation.

2. Theresearcher interviewed the subjects without collaboration.

3. Theuse of arepresentative sample suggests only that variables are related and
does not indicate a cause-and-effect relationship.

4. If voiceisdetermined to be the core category, then no factors other than the
dimension of voice will be addressed even though they might be significant to
the restructuring of schools (one example is student achievement).

5. All the teachers at WCPS were women,; therefore, no males were interviewed.

Significance of the Study
There is aneed to determine what educators believe about the long-term effects of
Shared Governance. Conley (1991) and Blase and Blase (1997) warned that such reforms
are being pushed forward without a firm base of research to direct it. Furthermore,

Conley (1991) stated that more studies were needed to uncover the details of what
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happens in schools when teachers are given the freedom to make decisions about their
work. She also suggested that there is a need for more information on voice.

Allen (1993) states that related literature does not provide in-depth,
comprehensive information about the nature of implementing school restructuring at the
primary school level. Furthermore, Allen notes that there needs to be a greater
understanding of the factors that contribute to the long-term success of teachers
exercising leadership in a Shared Governance program.

The target for this study was a primary school in central Georgia where
restructuring began 10 years earlier, and the research focused on the nature of teacher
experiences within this effort. It was the researcher’ s expectation to identify factors that
contributed to the rise, stabilization, and/or decline of the school’ s movement through
Shared Governance.

Organization of the Remainder of the Study

Chapter 2 provides areview of therelated literature. This review includes an
overview of democratic governance of schools, conditions and parameters of Shared
Governance, teachers perspectives regarding inclusion in decision-making, decision-
making situations desired by teachers, the effects of Shared Governance on teachers, and
teacher voice. Chapter 3 delineates the methodology utilized to collect and analyze the
data. The findings of the study appear in Chapter 4. Finally, Chapter 5 presents the

summary and the implications of this study.



CHAPTERII
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to conduct afollow-up study of Allen’s (1993)
work on Shared Governance at a League of Professional Schools site, Wilson County
Primary School, aK-2 school located in central Georgia. Specificaly, the researcher
sought to uncover the perspectives regarding Shared Governance 10 years after Allen’s
(1993) study.

The review of literature includes empirical research on the following topics:

(A) Democratic governance of schools

(B) Conditions and parameters of Shared Governance

(C) Teachers' perspectives regarding inclusion in decision-making

(D) Decision-making situations desired by teachers

(E) Effects of Shared Governance on teachers

(F) Teachers' voice

Democratic Governance of Schools

Central to the concept of democratic governance in American schools are strong
norms (i.e., the value of each individual in society), collective beliefs in the democratic
way of life (i.e., equal rights, free choice, laws created by the people, for the people),
shared values (i.e., all children can learn), afocus on teaching, afocus on the school's
mission, and the use of action research (Calhoun, 1991, 1994) and other forms of data

12
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collection and analysis to make decisions in collaboration with teachers, parents, and
students (Blase & Blase, 1997). Relatedly, Glickman (1993) described various aspects
of school governance and accompanying educational impacts, including zero impact
decisions (e.g., sunshine fund, parking spaces), minimal-impact decisions (e.g., textbook
adoption, parent programs), core-impact decisions (e.g., curriculum, staff development),
and comprehensive-impact decisions (e.g., school budget, hiring of personnel).

Teacher Empowerment

A basic foundation for Shared Governance and school restructuring is teacher
empowerment. According to Stone (1995), empowerment grants an individual the ability
to direct his or her own life. Scott (1996) stated that traditionally teachers and children
have not been empowered in schools. Glickman (1990) also noted that teachers and
children had little to say in the decision-making process. Furthermore, he noted that when
experienced teachers became empowered, they found their work to be more invigorating.

Several educational theorists focusing on Shared Governance (i.e., shared
decision-making and site-based management) have reported that teacher empowerment is
essential to Shared Governance initiatives (e.g., Blase & Blase, 1997). These theorists
include Bacharach, Bamberger, Conley and Bauer (1990), Bredeson (1994), Lightfoot
(1986), and Short and Rinehart (1992).

Lightfoot (1986) described empowerment as away of fostering “the opportunities
a person has for autonomy, responsibility, choice, and authority” (p. 9). The participant
isactively involved in seizing opportunities and assuming authority, and this process
includes the critical aspect of teacher voice. Lightfoot (1986) asserted that the Effective

Schools literature defined “ school effectiveness’ too narrowly and "neglects the voices,
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perspectives and wisdom of school people” who need “power to speak ... [in order to]
reveal the dynamics of their achievements’ (p. 13). Bredeson (1994) believed that
empowerment was related to teacher readiness to assume more autonomy and
responsibility incrementally so that trust and morale could be built.

Bacharach, Bamberger, Conley and Bauer (1990) linked teacher decision-making
authority and teacher commitment to school goals, teacher morale, and teacher job
satisfaction. They noted that teachers who felt empowered by having avoicein the
decision-making process worked harder toward goals and felt greater job satisfaction.
Hawley (1988) argued that empowerment was positively linked to student achievement.

Short and Rinehart (1992) believed that teacher empowerment enacted through
participatory decision-making and coupled with professional development opportunities
increased teacher impact on student achievement, autonomy, and self-efficacy.
Empowerment makesit possible for individuals to take responsibility for their own
growth regarding decision-making in their work. This belief reflects the premises that
power is given and that participants can assume responsibility in atrusting atmosphere
(Bredeson, 1994).

Problems of Teacher Empowerment

Kreisberg (1992), Tice (1992), and Allen and Glickman (1992) noted problems
associated with empowerment. Kreisberg (1992) stressed the need to break the isolation
that is common among teachers. Tice (1992) referred to Sprague's (1992) survey that
attributed teachers' powerlessness in the workplace. Tice (1992) believed that the low
status of teaching as a profession created the conditions that fostered resistance to

technologizing, de-skilling, intensification (assignment to trivial tasks), and privatizing of
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teaching (isolation from other teachers). According to Sprague (1992) teacher
empowerment can be attained through shared leadership and through gaining a
transformative vision of teachers' daily work with students.

Allen and Glickman (1992) noted that Shared Governance, which assumed
teacher empowerment, was an elusive, ongoing process with many pitfalls. Although
implementation of Shared Governance in a school was meant to give teachersavoicein
instruction and curricular decision-making, some teachers refrained from voicing their
opinions. Allen (1993) attributed such lack of interest to six factors that “blocked”
teachers from being empowered. These factors included: 1) the teacher’ s background, 2)
that issues are not of interest, 3) the invitation to participate is not viewed as sincere, 4)
information about the issues isinsufficient, 5) the audience is intimidating, and 6) the
setting and the general structure of the workday is not considered conducive to
expressing one' s thoughts. Allen noted that “these factors do not exhaust all possible
blocking factors’ (p. 172).

Positive Aspects of Shared Governance

Calhoun and Allen (1994) found that Shared Governance initiatives had positive
effects on student academic achievement and behavior and on student experiencesin the
learning environment. Etheridge and Hall (1991) found that teacher empowerment
contributed to improved student achievement scoresin arelatively short time. The study
also revealed that if school-based decision-making was not implemented or if teachers
did not understand it, faculty retention and student learning were at risk.

Newmann (1995) examined student achievement with school restructuring, and

Etheridge and Hall (1995) found that a democratic leadership style led to increasesin
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student achievement. Elmore (1995) stated that empirical studies of structural change
should not focus on a simple relationship between structure and student outcomes; rather,
researchers should probe underneath the structures to discover what changes in teaching
practice and student learning are involved. Such studies might then lead to more useful
ideas about how structural change relates student outcomes by specifying what kinds of
practice must be in place for these structures to work. Blase (1987) suggested that the
teacher’ s perspective could add an additional dimension to effective school leadership.

Roberts and Dungan (1994) analyzed teachers and students' perspectives of how
participants became empowered in Shared Governance schools belonging to the Georgia-
based L eague of Professional Schools. Roberts and Dungan (1994) and Calabrese et al.
(1996) included descriptions of hands-on principals’ leadership practices. Subjects
reported increased communication quality and frequency in both horizontal and vertical
communication in these schools. The researchers found that, although faculty morale and
collegiality improved, student and parent participation was contrastingly weak.
Furthermore, Blase and Blase (1999, 2000) extended the review of teacher perspectives
regarding the instructional |eadership of the principa and teacher development.

Zepeda (1999) reported that action research facilitates the collaborative,
systematic inquiry that provides teachers and schools with a data-based approach for
informed, ongoing decision-making. She noted several benefits of utilizing action
research as staff development including “learning opportunities that do not attempt to
influence teachers toward a predetermined point of view...[whil€]...utilizing data-driven

decision-making” (p.108). Zepeda (1999) considered teachers as “action
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researchers...[who can]... study their practices, with data guiding informed decisions as
well as the future decisions they make regarding their practices’ (p. 109).

McCarthy and Riner (1996) reinforced the concept that collaborative action
research is a practice that can be used as atool for staff development as it supports
Shared Governance. Zepeda (1999) and McCarthy and Riner (1996) noted that action
research provides an opportunity for teachers to work together to investigate and solve
classroom problems, promote reflection, and support teachersin their efforts to inquire
systematically on the issues they confront both in and out of the classroom.

Suleiman and Moore (1996) discussed the importance of teachers moving out of
the traditional role of classroom managers and into leadership roles. The authors noted
that real educational change and the empowerment of teachers as leaders occurred when
teachers as |eaders were viewed as. 1) active researchersin their classrooms, 2)
participants in the transformation of the school culture, and 3) collaborators with other
schools involved in school-based management for implementing problem-solving
strategies.

Trust as an underlying theme for empowerment was noted in two studies that
spanned from the primary gradesto the collegiate level. Blase et al. (1995) pointed out
that much time is necessary for the establishment of trust, cooperation, and a shared
vision between schools and universities as they work to build Shared Governance
communities. Trani (1997) called for a“broader model of Shared Governance” (p. 18)
wherein policy decisions will reside with presidents, trustees, and faculty members—all

who were closest to implementing decisions.
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Several researchersin the past two decades have studied the nature of Shared
Governance, and how teacher empowerment supports its goals. However, longitudinal
studies have not been conducted. A longitudinal study of a Shared Governance site will
enhance understanding of teachers’ experiences.

Conditions and Parameters of Shared Governance

The conditions and parameters of Shared Governance are chronologically
presented in this section. Studies completed before 1990 described teachers' levels of
involvement across three factors: (1) stages in the decision-making process, (e.g.,
teachers’ desire to lead while remaining a classroom teacher), (2) critical issues and
significant progress of the schools, and (3) key elements that influenced teachers
perspectives of success. Research conducted since Allen’s 1993 study focused on the
negative aspects of principa reward, new responsibilities for teachers and administrators,
complex tasks performed by teachersin collegia groups, choices that affect learning, and
the complexity of augmenting Shared Governance principlesin school settings.

Early Studies on Shared Governance

Crockenberg and Clark (1979) noted that teachers' level of involvement in
decisions depended on the issue, the degree to which it affected their professional
interests, and their willingness to take the risks involved in assuming responsibility for
their decisions. Crockenberg and Clark (1979) identified five levels of involvement,
which included 1) giving recommendations, 2) providing information, 3) consulting with
the principal, 4) giving approval or rejection regarding decisions, and 5) giving
authorization to make decisions. Teachers usually operated in the first three levels, and

the level chosen depended on the issue that was being decided (Crockenberg & Clark,
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1979). Similarly, Conway (1976) found that the teachers' participation in decision-
making and the type of issues involved were key factorsin their satisfaction with shared
decision-making. He suggested that teachers be monitored closely so that positive
conditions for their participation would correspond with their desire to be involved in
decision-making.

Duke, Showers, and Imber’s (1980) and Imber and Neidt’s (1990) studies added
the influence of stages in the decision-making process as a prerequisite of successful
Shared Governance. Teachersin this study emphasized their desire to be involved in the
formative stage of the decision-making process (Jenson, 1986) rather than ssmply to be
asked to choose between pre-selected options.

Diercks, Dillard, McElliott, Morgan, Schultz, Tipps, and Wallentine' s (1988)
study added to the knowledge base about conditions that encouraged teacher involvement
in decision-making. Additional time for collaboration (Cliff et al., 1992) was essential,
and teachers reported that they needed leadership training, skill development, and
specific areas of inservice such asin budget, school law, and site-based management.
Most participants in the study wanted to continue to be classroom teachers; however, they
wanted to be given the opportunity to exert influence in the decision-making process on
schoolwide issues as well.

A study conducted by the Virginia Education Association of Elementary School
Principals and the Appalachia Educational Laboratory (1988) identified key elements
surrounding participative decision-making projects that influenced whether teachers
judged the project as successful. These elements included: (a) the school district’s

financia support for training in such areas as communication and release time, (b) a
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comprehensive understanding of how the project will make a positive impact, (¢)
involvement and strong commitment by teachers and administrators to the project, and
(d) an understanding of the necessary work involved in keeping a high interest level
among participants.

Later Studies on Shared Governance

Several studies that evolved concurrently with or after Allen’s (1993) study
revealed some negative effects of Shared Governance. For example, Blase (1990) stated
that some research revealed a negative correlation between the rewards of principals and
some positive reactions from teachers, i.e., some teachers did not want attention given to
them publicly by the principal. Blase further noted that control-oriented principals, while
protecting their political turf, created negative effects on teachers. He found that those
principals fostered the “assumptive worlds’ (p. 140) that separated the work of
administrators from teachers.

Glickman (1991) asserted that the main task of restructuring is confronting
professional knowledge. However, he also observed that once confronted, teachers were
likely to demonstrate the courage to improve if they were supported. Glickman (1992)
noted that for Shared Governance to be effective in improving education in schools, both
teachers and administrators had to accept new responsibilities created by the Shared
Governance process. Glickman (1993) pointed out that education would not be
restructured until policy-makers were willing to redesign their own approaches for
facilitating positive educational improvement.

Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1988) and Wohlstetter et al. (1994) indicated that site-

based management would not improve school performance. Their studies noted that such
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programs applied to schools before 1990 rarely decentralized significant portions of the
school budget (i.e., teachers controlled some areas of the budget as an important
parameter of Shared Governance), rarely provided substantial personnel authority
(teacher empowerment), were rarely comprehensive, and rarely improved student
achievement. Correspondingly, Smylie and Denny (1990) and Odden (1995) found that
few site-based management initiatives engaged teachers in curriculum (Tanner, 1988)
and instructional change, a factor that limited the effectiveness of restructuring efforts on
achievement.

Other researchers noted more positive results in Shared Governance initiatives.
Mohrman et al. (1995) suggested the following action options to accomplish positive
results in Shared Governance schools:. (1) decentralize five key resources (power,
knowledge, skills, information, rewards), (2) create an instructional guidance system
which includes utilizing computers in the team, and (3) develop new roles for teachers,
principals, and community members. He believed that these options were linked with
positive changes in curriculum and instruction including teaching for understanding,
teaching problem solving to diverse students, and teaching an integrated, inter-
disciplinary curriculum. Moursund (1995) examined computer-related issues that can
facilitate Shared Governance.

Robertson, Wohlstetter, and Mohrman (1993) also noted similar positive effects
linked to the utilization of Shared Governance in schools. However, they noted that
designing and implementing school -based management programs in education presented
challenges (Marshall & Cawelti, 1993) that included the following:

(1) Decentralizing power and placing it in a school site council
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(2) Finding time to engage in the added responsibility was a challenge
(3) Finding and using an accountability system with real consequences, sanctions,
and rewards that would accurately measure system performance was difficult
(4) Sticking with a decentralized decision-making (Mohrman, Cooke, &
Mohrman, 1978) plan, rather than adding a new layer of regulations (e.g., how
decisions will be made) or returning to centralized governance was difficult.
Robertson, Wohlstetter, and Mohrman’s (1995) study reinforced the need for
long-term research on the effects of Shared Governance. Furthermore, Blase and Blase
(1994) stated:
Empirical research provides few detailed pictures of day-to-day dynamics of
sharing governance of a school with empowered teachers. Absent in particular
from the reported research are teachers' perspectives on the performance of
successful facilitative leaders as well as the effects of that performance. Many
other areas also need to be illuminated: organization, communication, and
procedures in Shared Governance schools, the quality and degree of teacher
involvement. (p. 2)
Shared Governance schools must have strong norms, collective beliefs, and values that
reflect the notion that children can learn and that educators can provide school
environments that support student achievement.
Blase and Blase (1997) discovered that teachers found “dignity in meaningful
participation in school-wide decisions about teaching and learning” (p. 105).

Furthermore, Blase and Blase (1994) stated that successful Shared Governance principals
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utilized inherent as well as external rewards that teachers believed were valid, and that
the teachers felt rewarded and highly regarded.
Teachers' Perspectives Regarding Inclusion in Decision-Making

This section reviewed teachers’ perspectives of the extent that they want to be
included in the decision-making process and the consequences when teachers needsto
be involved in decision-making are not met.

Teachers do not necessarily want to be involved in all decision-making within
schools; they tend to want involvement in decisions that directly affect their teaching.
Accordingly, Phillips (1996) found that Shared Governance as an educational philosophy
offered local school personnel an opportunity to share in decision-making and to improve
educational quality through local control. The study revealed that teachers felt a sense of
responsibility for the process of Shared Governance and athough only 54% expressed an
interest in devel oping the school budget, 50% indicated an interest in being involved with
the recruiting and selection of new teachers. In contrast, 71% indicated that they were
willing to be held accountable for decisions made through a shared process (Phillips,
1996).

Severa studiesindicated that teachers deprived of the type of involvement that
they desired, experienced role ambiguity and dissatisfaction with the amount of influence
administrators had on their work. Clear and Seager (1971) maintained that teachers
expect independence in certain aspects of their work. Furthermore, they noted that
teachers had little acceptance of administrative influence in regard to decisions that

impact directly on students (i.e., use of curriculum guides, teaching techniques, and
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disciplining students) and with issues dealing with several personal behaviors including
how they dressed and how they conducted their personal lives.

Alutto and Belasco (1973) studied the types of roles teachers desired in the
governance of schools and the effects on teachers when these expectations were not met.
This study was the predecessor for similar studies conducted through the 1980s. Alutto
and Belasco used closed-ended questionnaire surveys to gather datafrom 400 teachers.
They analyzed the disparity between the amount of participation teachers desired versus
the amount of participation they actually had. Alutto and Belasco concluded that while
some teachers felt they were in a state of deprivation regarding the amount of
involvement they had, many others did not consider themselves deprived. Furthermore,
Alutto and Belasco noted that teachers who felt deprived in the amount of participation
did not have lower commitment to the organization than other teachers did in the study,
but they did feel that administrators exerted too much control. Finally, the researchers
found that teacher satisfaction was not affected by the extent of their involvement but
rather by the types of decisionsin which they were asked to participate.

Schneider (1984) stated that teachers' interest and expertise was linked to the
teachers desire for involvement in decision-making. Schneider found that the greater
interest teachers had in an issue, the more likely they felt that their level of involvement
was too low. Eight yearslater, Rice and Schneider (1992) conducted a follow-up study
and found that while teachers’ involvement in decision-making had increased in some
areas, teachers continued to fedl left out of the decision-making processin some areas
such as budget. Related studies noted by Allen (1993) included those by Benson and

Malone (1987) and Bacharach, Bamberger, Conley, and Bauer (1990). These studies



25

found that when decisions affected individuals or the organization as a whole, decision-
making played a part in determining if participation in decision-making affected job
satisfaction, the ambiguity of roles and its resultant conflict, and commitment to
organizational goals.

To avoid discrepancy in teachers’ perspectives, Blase and Blase (1997) suggested
that principals follow several guidelines when implementing Shared Governance. Blase
and Blase recommended that principals:

(1) reflect on relevant basic assumptions (i.e., the school as a learning community

where teachers and |eaders exchange roles

(2) examinetheir beliefs about teaching (i.e., teachers’ activities are non-routine

and variable, and this requires innovation rather than standardization)

(3) reflect on the school’ s context before launching into Shared Governance

activities (i.e., what factors might hinder or facilitate the initiation?)

(4) consider their own skills and knowledge as they relate to devel oping teacher

skills, engaging in critical discussions and recognizing teachers as experts

(5) involve themselves as an equal with teachers, non-certified staff, parents,

students, and other community members  (pp. 94-98)
Decision-Making Situations Desired by Teachers

This section reviewed the studies of decision-making that teachers desire based on
their experiences. These situations include desired areas of control (instructional vs.
administrative), teachers' collective control of abudget, or implementation of mentoring

(Bey & Holmes, 1990) using special funds, collective decision vs. decisions made by
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interdisciplinary teams, the importance of process, and the barriers to Shared Governance
in the schools.

Crockenberg and Clark (1979) noted that when teachers were given the
opportunity to choose the decision-making areas in which they wanted to be involved,
they often choose areas that were instructional rather than administrative. Teachers
(Blase, 1991) were concerned with the following leadership issues: instructional methods
and grouping, curriculum, in-service training, faculty meetings, student discipline, and
teacher personnel policies as well as budget- and classroom-related expenditures, roles of
personnel including certified, classified personnel and support personnel, and finaly,
guidelines for teacher/parent relationships. Hart (1990) observed that principals and
teachers found disparity on who owned the issues: teachers or principals. Consequently,
negotiations were often required. Hart further noted that relevant issues varied from
school to school. She concluded that schools have their own unique standards that affect
how changes in leadership roles are accepted. Blase and Blase (2000) suggested what
successful principals could do to resolve such issues.

Smylie, Brownlee-Conyers, and Crowson (1992) found that the process of how
teachers were engaged in decision-making was important in implementing Shared
Governance structures. They reported that teachers reacted positively when those making
the decisions were responsive to the concerns of others and when they had input as well
as influence on the decisions. They stated that “teachers’ assessments of decision-making
processes may be more important in teachers' actions than agreement with the substance
of the decisions themselves’ (p. 23). Karant (1989), Levinson (1984), and Lunsford

(1995) aso reported the importance of process of process in decision-making.
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Phillips (1996) sought to determine whether teachers perceived that a structured
teacher empowerment process had enhanced the teachers development in the areas of
professional growth, experience, leadership, decision-making, and professional practices.
Magjor findings demonstrated that principals, with or without experience, perceived (a)
teachers to be higher on a developmental continuum than the teachers perceived
themselves to be and (b) that this disparity between principals’ and teachers’ views may
be attributed to the tendency for teachers to have a goal and their self-perception of not
having attained that goal.

Blase and Blase (1997) referred to an “illusion of teacher decision-making” (p.71)
where control continues but becomes “invisible” because it is relegated to a particular
group of teachers whom the principal views as subservient. Earlier, in alarge study of
school -based management, Malen and Owaga (1988) found that school councils were
utilized by principals as an advisory group and were pro forma endorsers of the principal
rather than problem-solving groups that had authority to make decisions. These are major
barriers to Shared Governance.

There are many more studies of teachers' perspectives of their involvement than
studies of actual practice or experience in Shared Governance schools. These few studies
focused on actual experience and then generally produced illustrative images rather than
longitudinal, in-depth analysis and theory. More long-term studies about how practice
affectsteachers’ desiresto be involved in decision-making situations are needed. The
intent of this study was to broaden the research base in regard to long-term studies on

teachers' perspectives about the Shared Governance process.
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Effects of Shared Governance on Teachers

This section considers the effects shared decision-making have on teachers
involved in initiatives to increase their role in decision-making. Studies regarding
decision-making revealed both positive as well as negative results. Negative aspects that
emerged included skepticism regarding the impact of involvement and certain common
conditions that lead to failure to involve teachers and parents in the decision-making
process. Positive aspects were found in regard to increased oral communication,
ownership of decisions, empowerment (Lucas & Brown, 1991), open discussions,
respect, job satisfaction, and higher morale.

Crockenberg and Clark (1979) found that, when utilizing shared decision-making,
teachers and administrators began talking to each other in new ways. Teachers began to
discussissues, to engage in afree exchange of ideas, and to find common interests. The
teachersisthis study “perceived that their involvement in shared |eadership would
enhance their effectiveness and produce important benefits for the students’ (p. 118).

Sickler (1988) stated that the experience of teachers working with other teachers
resulted in gains of new respect for each other and in the establishment of new
communication networks. These positive results were contrasted with Smylie and Denny
(1990) who reported that teacher |eaders experienced frustration when they defined their
roles as lead teachers, but spent most of their time in meetings with administrators. These
teachers indicated the most important thing they wanted to accomplish was to support
their fellow teachers on a one-to-one basis; instead, they found that they spent most of
their time in meetings working on schoolwide topics that had little to do with classroom

practices.
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Brown’ s study (1994), cited in Blase and Blase (1997), found that Shared
Governance was strongly related to:

1. Empowering the faculty as well as shared decision-making

2. Developing a shared mission where common purposes are identified, common

goals are established, and shared values are devel oped

3. Ensuring more open discussion within collaborative work conditions. (p. 102)
The studies reviewed on the effects of Shared Governance produced a dichotomy of
findings. Problems that were encountered in Shared Governance initiatives included
teachers resenting those who accepted expanded roles, teachers creating an illusion of
involvement, teachers slipping into administrative roles rather than the intended
supportive roles, concerns about adequate time to fill the leadership and governance
roles, and skepticism about the lasting impact of teacher involvement. Emphasizing the
positive, Blase and Blase (1997) stated that “ successful shared-governance principals
believe in backing off, facilitating the work of others, and building an inclusive school
community” (p. 31).

Teacher Voice

Thisfinal section reviews severa factors that either advanced or retarded the
development of teacher voice. Gitlin (1990) defined the term “voice” as the vehicle that
allows teachers time to reflect on their beliefs about education and then to share the
lessons they have learned about schooling. He further noted that voice gives teachers “the
option for political action and protest rather than being limited to the physical and/or

psychologica withdrawal from the school” (p. 460). Allen (1993) described five types of
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voice including avoting voice, a clarifying voice, a delegated voice, a direct voice, and
an individual fina voice.

Barriersto Teacher Voice

Blase, Blase, Anderson, et al. (1995) described a range of barriers to teacher voice
including the principal’s challenge to “let go.” In other work, Blase and Blase (1994) and
Reitzug (1994) discovered that timeis an essential element in promoting the devel opment
of teacher voice. Correspondingly, the literature on restructuring is replete with
information on time problems (Allen, 1993; Blase & Blase, 1994; Bradley, 1992,
Bredeson, 1989; Peterson & Warren, 1994; Reitzug, 1994). Teachers have traditionally
been socialized into the norms of the educational bureaucracy and subordinate
compliance to administrators (Blase, 1988; Lortie, 1975), and these norms create barriers
to the development of teacher voice.

Malen and Ogawa (1988) attributed some of the failure of site-based decision-
making by teachers to their deference to principals authority and expertise (Blase, Blase,
et a., 1995). Constraints from the central office, school board, or state standards,
inadequate implementation planning, and problematic economic conditions, can hinder
the implementation of Shared Governance.

Enhancing Teacher Voice

The mgjor finding of Allen’s (1993) study on Shared Governance was the
importance of and implementation of voice. Although several studiesimplicitly
suggested the role of voice in Shared Governance, none of them (other than Allen’s)
explicitly focused on voice. The following is a summary of the positive findings from

research conducted on the concept of teacher voice.
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Campbell, Fleming, Jackson, and Bennion (1987) found that the issue of the
“correct role” of teachersin the governance of schools has been a controversial one for
many years. Early in this century, Dewey (1916) advocated that teachers be allowed to
take an operative role in the governance of schools. He believed that school
administrators should work with teachers as equals.

However, Taylor (1967) and other educators that espoused scientific management
techniques challenged such views. Taylor and Teddie (1992) disagreed with the position
that tasks had one ideal way of being carried out, and that it was the administrator’ s
responsibility to determine this best way, to prescribe to employees how they are to carry
out the task, and to monitor the employee’ s adherence to set rules and regulations.

Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule's (1986) study Women’'s Ways of

Knowing: The Development of Self, Voice, and Mind was not an educational study;

however, it offered insights about the development of teacher voice. The authors
investigated how women acquire, process, and express information. They reported that
“Again and again, women spoke of ‘gaining avoice ” (p. 16). The authors concluded
that voice was more than academic shorthand for a person’s point of view:
Well after we were into our interview with women, we became awarethat itisa
metaphor that can apply to many aspects of women'’s experience and
development.... We found that women repeatedly used the metaphor of voiceto
depict their intellectual and ethical development and that the development of a
sense of voice, mind and self were intricately intertwined. (p. 18)

McDonald (1986) found that the voices of collaborating teachers included three
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phases. 1) breaking the silence, 2) focusing collective voices for increased influence on
school policies, and 3) realizing that expressing voice not only reflects aright to be heard
but also affirms that teachers possess worthy information that should be heard.

Nias (1989) also reinforced the importance of teacher voice. She noted that
initially teachers were interested in classroom survival issues, yet they eventually
searched for greater influence outside the classroom. This situation would be realized
when teachers were given opportunities to engage in conversations with other teachers
and principals, to take an active role in setting school goals and policies, and to assume
leadership rolesin their schools. Both Nias (1989) and Gitlin, et a. (1992) stated that
time was a predominant problem, and both found that teachers rarely have enough time to
reflect on or give voice to their thoughts.

Kreisberg (1992) reported the importance of breaking the isolation in teachers
professional lives and noted that the configuration of the school day servesto silence
teachers. Kreisberg' s findings indicated that voice was at the center of teacher
empowerment, stating that “empowerment is seen as a process that demands personal and
ingtitutional change. It is a personal transformation out of silence and submission that it is
characterized by an authentic voice” (p. 18). Shared Governance, Kreisberg noted, could
be the vehicle of breaking that silence.

Gitlin, et a. (1992) studied a group of teachers who exerted effortsto gain avoice
in their profession. They collectively reflected on how teachers worked and implemented
changesin their roles as teachers. The teachers were transformed from being passive
workers near the bottom of the educational power structure to empowered professionals

(Wasserman, 1991) who took the lead in their professionalism. One teacher’ s personal
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documentation reflected this struggle for voice: she discussed forces that silenced her
(isolated classrooms, mandated curriculums, and required texts). Gitlan noted fears that
teachers had regarding voice: intimidation or ridicule of teachers who speak up at faculty
meetings, dictates from principals regarding what may or may not be discussed, or threats
of losing one' s job for expressing anything contradicting the principal or school system.

Allen (1993) noted that two key elements were needed to define voice: alistening
audience and an audience that was directly involved in decision-making. Allen identified
five types of voice including “ clarifying voice, voting voice, delegated voice, direct
voice, and individual-final voice” (p. 87). Furthermore, Allen (1993) reported that the
type of voice used by teachers was linked to a variety of variables which included the 1)
teacher’ s background, 2) content of the issue, 3) characteristics of the audience, 4) the
structure of the school day, 5) the context of the issue, 6) the teacher’ s perspective of the
principal’ s wishes, 7) the amount of information the teacher had about the issue, 8) the
teacher’s personal circumstances, 9) the teacher’ s experiences with articulating a voice,
and 10) the amount of time, initiative, and risk involved in using avoice.

In summary, research on voice has detailed the teachers' desire for avoicein
schools and provided some insights into the effects that newly gained voice has had on
teachers (e.g., Allen, 1993; Gitlin, et a. 1992). To date, Allen’s (1993) study is the only
research to provide atheoretical analysis asto how voice is interpreted by teachers and
how it affects their lives in a school that implemented Shared Governance.

Summary
This chapter reviewed the empirical research related to Shared Governance as it

narrows to the concept of voice. Shared Governance is a historically established ideal that
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evolved from a Greek heritage and was proclaimed at the turn of the twentieth century by
Dewey (1902). It has subsequently been minimized by dissidents with different agendas
and in the last two decades has re-emerged as a vehicle for educational reform. Recent
research has identified several problems, benefits, and key issues reflected in Shared
Governance initiatives. However, beyond alack of in-depth, comprehensive information
about how Shared Governance is being implemented in the schools, the related research
and literature do not reveal if and how Shared Governance affects teachers' lives over a
long period of time.

The study (spanning 10 years of Shared Governance implementation) examined
the long-term effects of Shared Governance on teachers' perspectives of Shared
Governance. This researcher believes that an increased understanding of the Shared
Governance process as it evolves over time will provide insight into factors that assist in

sustaining positive change in schools.



CHAPTER 111
METHOD
Introduction

This researcher recorded teachers' perspectives, feelings, thoughts, and behaviors
related to working for 10 yearsin a Shared Governance primary school, with particular
emphasis on teachers’ expression of voice. The researcher also recorded teachers
perspectives of where the primary responsibility regarding the expression of voice lies (or
other factors that emerge) that have influenced the teachersin the past 10 years (e.g.,
environmental factors that facilitate or impede their expression of voice in the primary
schooal).

Symbolic Interaction Theory (Blumer, 1969) and Grounded Theory (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967) provided the theoretical and methodological guidelines for this study.
Symbolic Interaction Theory contended that people behave "as interpreting, defining,
symbolic animals whose behavior can only be understood by having the researcher enter
into the defining process’ (Bogdan & Biklin, 1982, p. 33). This sense of entering into the
participants world with the intent to learn from them guided the study.

In writing about the proper scope and function of methodology, Blumer (1969)
made the following points: (1) methodology embraces the entire scientific quest and is
not merely some selected portion or aspect of that quest; (2) each part of the scientific
guest as well as the complete scientific act, itself, has to fit the obdurate character of the
empirical world under study and therefore, methods of study are subservient to that world

35
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and should be subject to test by it; and (3) the experimental world under study and not
some model of scientific inquiry provides the ultimate and decisive answer to the test.
Because Symbolic Interactionism provided the theoretical and methodological framework
for this study, methods were selected according to their ability to analyze the empirical
world from a symbolic interactionist perspective. Blumer (1969) identified three basic
premises of Symbolic Interactionism. What follows is a description of these premises
along with methodological strategies for the current study that were consistent with the
content of each of the premises.
First Premise

Blumer'sfirst premise stated that “human beings act toward things on the basis of
the meanings that the things have for them. Such things included everything that the
human being may note in hisworld” (1969, p. 2). Allen selected methods that were
useful in revealing what things teachers identify as relevant to Shared Governance and
what meanings are given to these issues. The role of the original researcher (Allen, 1993)
with WCPS was as afull participant. He was a honvoting member of the School-wide
Instructional Team (SIT) and, as such, it was expected that he would participate in
hel ping the team decide how to proceed. With the beginning of the 1991-92 school year,
hisrole officially changed. He explained to the team that his responsibilities with the
Program for School Improvement no longer required him to work directly with the team.
He then requested that he be allowed to continue attending meetings as a participant
observer (Patton, 1989). He proposed that he would participate only when hewasin a

unique position to add to the process. The SIT members granted this request.
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As aparticipant observer, Allen attended meetings and gatherings that provided
an opportunity to observe interactions among the teachers (Appendix B). While
observing these socia interactions, he found corroborative evidence of the meanings of
things identified while conducting interviews. Ideasfor questions in subsequent rounds
of interviews were also generated during these observations. Allen conducted informal
conversational interviews, the method to be followed in the present study.

Correspondingly, this researcher utilized observation and open-ended interviewing
as two of the methods of the present study. Patton (1989) stated that “ The purpose of
open-ended interviewing was ... to allow usto enter into the other person's perspective.
The assumption was that the perspective is meaningful, knowable, and able to be made
explicit” (p.196). Patton pointed out that interviewing provides information that may not
be attainable through any other procedures: “We cannot observe how people have
organized the world and the meanings they attach to what goes on in the world—we have
to ask people questions about those things” (p.196).

Patton (1989) identified three basic types of open-ended interviews: (a) The
informal conversational interview, (b) the general interview guide approach, and (c) the
standardized open-ended interview.

The informal conversational interview was not planned and had the tone of
conversation rather than an interview. The general interview guide, in contrast, occurred
when the researcher had a general idea of what to ask but did not have a definite format
that dictated how, when, and what kind of questions are asked. The standardized open-
ended interview was a format in which the questions and their order were set before the

interview takes place. The standardized open-ended interview, the most structured of the
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three types, allowed easier and more accurate comparisons of responses between
participants of the study.

In the present study, the initial interviews were conducted in the general interview
mode. Allen’s (1993) four questions were re-explored during the first round of interviews
of this present study:

1. What does Shared Governance at WCPS mean to you?

2. What do you do that is related to Shared Governance?

3. How doesit feel to bein a school that isimplementing Shared Governance?

4. What do you think about WCPS implementing Shared Governance?

These questions were not necessarily asked in this order or verbatim in this replication
and extension of Allen’s original single-school case study. The nature and type of probes
and follow-up questions flowed naturally through the course of the interviews, aslogical
openings occurred.

All participants were promised confidentiality. The Consent Form (Appendix A)
was completed and signed by the participants. If the participant was not already familiar
with the purpose of the interview and the study, the researcher provided that information.
All interviews were audiotaped and transcribed by the researcher. To ensure that key
information about the researcher’ s motivation and purpose was communicated to the
participants, the researcher began the first round of interviews with this statement:

During thisinterview please assume that | know nothing about Shared

Governance; otherwise you may omit important details. The purpose of this

interview isfor you to share your perspective of Shared Governance with me, not

to be evaluated by me. There is no right or wrong way for you to feel about
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Shared Governance and your experiences with it. | want to know what isin your

heart and mind. | do not have a hidden agenda as to what | am hoping to hear. |

want you to help me understand what it is like to work in a school where Shared

Governance procedures have been implemented. (Allen, 1993, pp. 42-43)

Teachers were given transcriptions of their initial interview and then called at an
appointed time to discuss any changes or modifications of interpretation that they felt
were needed in the transcription. This form of member-check (Amerson et al., 1994;
Preissle, 1997) gave the teachers an additional opportunity to give voice to their opinions.

The second round of interviews was structured using the researcher’ s datafrom
the first round of interviews. More information about the second-round interview
guestions was presented in the data analysis and theoretical sampling sections.

Second Premise

Blumer's second premise stated that meanings that people give to things are
“derived from, or arises out of, the social interaction that one has with one's fellows’
(1969, p. 2). The methods identified in this study are consistent, not only with the
content of Blumer'sfirst premise but also with the content of his second premise. Inthis
proposed study, as areplication of Allen’s study, it similarly was not possible for the
researcher to observe all of the socia interactions that influenced the teachers meaning of
Shared Governance, and thus it was necessary to ask about them. Direct observation was
also appropriate for the second premise. Unlike the participants meanings in the first
premise, it was possible to directly observe their social interactions. There were many
different levels of observation ranging from full participation to uninvolved spectator.

Different levels of observation employed both by Allen and the present researcher
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depended on the situation and the needs of the researcher as well as the needs of the
participants (Patton, 1989).

This researcher was not a member of the SIT but observed and/or participated at
faculty meetings (for example, to introduce herself and outline the proposed research),
SIT meetings, and social interactions, as she corroborated evidence of the meanings of
things identified while conducting interviews. Furthermore, she met with the principal
and superintendent. Thus, interpretations gathered during the interviews were reinforced
in other observations, validating Blumer’ s second premise. While observing these social
gatherings, this researcher sought corroborative evidence of the meanings of Shared
Governance as identified while conducting interviews. ldeas for questions in subsequent
rounds of interviews originated in these observations and the data from the first round of
interviews.

Third Premise

Blumer's third premise stated that "meanings are handled in, and modified
through, an interpretative process used by the person in dealing with the things he
encounters’ (1969, p. 2). This premise enabled researcher to focus on individual
teacher's understanding of the occurrences and interactions surrounding the Shared
Governance endeavor. This researcher used artifact collection to provide information.
Artifact collection (LeCompte, 1984) was a method appropriate to the symbolic
interactionist framework and was one that provided information pertinent to all three
premises. LeCompte wrote:

In addition to what they say and how they behave, human beings make and use

things. The artifacts that result from this activity constitute data that indicate
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peopl€e's sensations, experiences, and knowledge, and that connote opinions,

values, and feelings. (p.153)

By examining documents such as minutes of meetings, newspapers, notes, and
announcements that had relevance (direct or indirect) on the Shared Governance process
of WCPS, this researcher was better able to understand the meanings of the varied
interactions and their interpretations by the teachersin the school. Some documents
provided new information, yet others reinforced findings from other methods.

None of these methods were used in isolation or in a pre-determined manner. The
researcher did not conduct one interview to simply focus on the meaning of objects and
another interview to achieve clarity on the interpretation process, nor did she observe
socia interactions first and then follow up with an observation designed to interpret
meanings. Instead, the researcher attempted to be sensitive to the full scope of data-
gathering prospectsinherent in all contexts. On occasion, the researcher did go into the
field with a particular focus, but always remained open to any information that served to
sharpen her awareness of all pertinent areas. A spiral best represented these
methodological procedures, where one round of inquiry informed and directed the next.
This researcher selected methods and designs that were effective in revealing what things
teachers identified as relevant to Shared Governance and what meanings were given to
these issues, as they validated Blumer’ s three basic premises of Symbolic Interactionism.

This study used a Case Study to compare the teachers' perspectives at the

beginning of the Shared Governance experience and their perspectives 10 years later.
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Case Study

Case studies were classified into the following five categories. 1) focused, single
subject, 2) resolution of conflict, 3) major issue, 4) concept application and laboratory-
based problems (Camp, 1996; Bieron & Dinan, 1997). This study utilized the first
category asit isfocused on asingle primary school. Most Shared Governance was carried
out at the building level; consequently, the study of Shared Governance bounded by a
single school's experience was consistent with the natural setting. The data sought by the
researcher were embedded in the context of the school; consequently, a case study was
the preferred type of research for this study (Merriam, 1988).

Yin (1987) wrote, “case studies are the preferred strategy when “‘how’ or ‘why’
guestions are being posed, when the investigator has little control over events, and when
the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon with some real-life context” (p. 13). This
study approximated these three criteriain that: 1) the researchers sought to understand
how Shared Governance was perceived by teachers, 2) the researcher had little influence
on how Shared Governance was implemented at WCPS, and 3) Shared Governance was a
contemporary phenomenon played out in the real world of WCPS.

In the design of any experiment, researchers attempt to hold constant as many
factors as possible. Ideally, each study holds resolute al variables except the ones under
systematic study. Factors that the researcher is not able to control are allowed to vary
randomly across the treatment conditions. Thus, randomization of these “ so-called

nuisance factorsis the major way that we obtain internal validity—that is, the elimination

of biasesthat, if present, might invalidate any conclusions we draw concerning the

manipulations in the experiment” (Keppel, 1991, p. 484). Thus, as many factors as
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possible (such as wording of questions, room of interviews, time of interviews, etc.) were
held constant and were the same as those in the original Allen study. To achieve an
acceptable level of internal validity, the researcher restricted the conditions under which a
given phenomenon was studied.

External validity was the degree to which the researcher generalized the findings

beyond the present condition of testing: “Frequently a researcher will introduce a factor
into an experiment solely in the hope of increasing external validity” (Keppel, 1991,
p. 484). Thus, adifferent researcher increased the design’ s external validity.
Setting of the Study
Wilson County Primary School (WCPS) was the only primary school located in a
rural county in the southeastern portion of the United States. Allen (1993) found that
WCPS served 635 students, of which 49% qualified for free or reduced price lunch.
Thirty-eight percent of the school's students were minority children. Furthermore he
found that there were 44 femal e kindergarten through second grade teachers at WCPS.
The principal was male.
During the 1988-1989 school year, the WCPS staff began meeting with staff
members of the University of Georgias Program for School Improvement (PSI)
as they considered implementing a Shared Governance process over school-wide
curricular and instructional decisions. In May of 1989, the WCPS staff voted
unanimously, by secret ballot, to collaborate with PSI and to make a commitment
to implementing a Shared Governance process. In August of 1989, 12 elected
teacher representatives, the principal, and the researcher (a PSI staff member)

spent two days writing the guidelines for the school's Shared Governance



initiative. Thisinitiative was implemented the following fall when the staff,

following their newly written procedures, began identifying areas that they

collectively wanted to address. Throughout the remainder of the 1989-90 school
year and for the entire 1990-91 school year, WCPS followed its Shared

Governance process in planning, implementing, and evaluating school

improvement initiatives.

In May of 1991, the staff voted to join a newly organized branch of PSI,
the League of Professional Schools. In May of 1992, the staff voted to continue
the school's membership in the League for the 1992-93 school year. Thus, in
August of 1992, WCPS began its fourth year of Shared Governance. (p. 36)

The League representative who subsequently researched WCPS's Shared
Governance (Allen, 1993) had worked closely with the WCPS teachers since hisinitial
contact in 1989. He served as a nonvoting member of their governing council, the
School-wide Improvement Team (SIT), since it began in 1989; furthermore, he attended a
preponderance of meetings held by the WCPS staff pertaining to Shared Governance
from 1989 through 1993. Changes in the setting of the study from 1990 to 2000 were
ascertained during data collection.

Procedures
Introduction

This study described the teachers' perspectives of the implementation of a Shared

Governance program in a primary school from 1988 — 2000. The study was conducted in

Wilson County Primary School (WCPS), a pseudonym for the real school. The
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perspectives of WCPS teachers about the issues important to them in the school's Shared
Governance initiative were the focus of this study.

The research replicated Allen’s (1993) study using his research questions as well
as the same setting, focus, premises, sampling techniques, data analysis methods, and
bias considerations. The researcher kept a research diary that commenced in the fall of
2000, and continued as she analyzed the new results. Next, a comparison was made of the
teachers’ perspectives at the beginning and at the end of the 10-year period. Implications
for future applications and future research were then based on the findings from this
replication study.

The procedures utilized in this study included research questions, interview
guestions, data collecting methods, sampling, and data analysis.

Research Questions

Two questions guided the replication and extension of Allen’s (1993) case study of a
Shared Governance primary school. These include:

Research Question # 1. What are teachers' perspectives (what is taken for

granted about the attributes of various objects, events, and human nature) of
Shared Governance in a school where Shared Governance has been implemented
for 10 years?

Research Question #2: What feelings, thoughts and behaviors result from teachers

working in a school that has implemented Shared Governance for 10 years?
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Interview Questions

Answers to the following questions were recorded as the researcher asked each
interviewed teacher from Wilson County Primary School (WCPS) these basic four
guestions from Allen’s (1993, p. 41) origina study:

1. What does Shared Governance at WCPS mean to you?

2. What do you do that is related to Shared Governance?

3. How doesit fedl to bein aschool that isimplementing Shared Governance?

4. What do you think about WCPS implementing Shared Governance?

When the data from the interview questions and the field notes of the researcher’s
observation were analyzed, the concept identified as the common thread of the teachers
collective meaning of Shared Governance emerged. This study compared it to Allen’s
(1993) results, which established voice as that common thread, or “core category” of the
study.

Data Collection and Analysis

The following nine procedures comprised the method that was used to collect and

later analyze data for examining the teachers perspectives of Shared Governance:

1. Contacted Dr. Lew Allen, the original researcher of thistopic, for insight
regarding the retrospective visitation to the primary school. Allen stated that
he would contact the principal to introduce this researcher.

2. This present researcher contacted (by phone and written correspondence) the
superintendent and the principal of the primary school for permission to
conduct research at the school and to interview the teachers. Permission was

granted and the researcher noted their interest in the follow-up study.
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3. Researched archives (Board meeting minutes, grade level meeting minutes,
SIT meeting minutes, focus group meeting minutes, principal’s end-of-year
summary, newspapers, parent letters, etc) for pertinent data and to ascertain
which teachers had taught during the 10 year time-span. Researcher hoped
that five or more teachers would be eligible and willing to be interviewed. A
majority of the original teachers (12 of the original 15 teachersin Allen’s
study) were determined to be eligible; they were also willing to be
interviewed. The other three teachers | eft the school system due to retirement
or family matters, such as a husband’ s transfer.

4. These 12 eligible teachers attended a full faculty meeting where the researcher
was introduced to the staff. The researcher gave an overview of the study
including the persons to be involved, approximate time involved teachers
would spend, and reviewed questions from Allen’s study that would be asked
of the interviewees. She then answered other questions about the study.

5. Contacted the eligible group of teachers (those who had taught at WCPS since
1990 and who had participated in the original study) to establish a convenient
time for them to be interviewed. Thus, purposeful sampling (Strauss, 1987) of
all the teachers at WCPS was utilized to obtain the group of 12 eligible
teachers.

6. Conducted in-depth interviews of each eligible teacher (i.e. those teachers
who have been teaching at the primary school during the 10 year time-frame
and who were also in Allen’s[1993] original study). Tape-recorded the

informal, conversational interviews, with tape recorder (Ives, 1995) from the
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media center of WCPS. Used the general interview guide approach and the
interview questions from the original study with all of the eligible teachers.
This present researcher then precisely transcribed the tape-recorded interviews
of thel2 eligible teachers.

. Analyzed the data from the 12 teachers using the Repeated Measures Design
(Bogdan & Biklen, 1982) for a decade of change. Noted each thought or
concept observed during the research, whose sources included interviews,
group meetings with this present researcher, minutes of avariety of meetings
during the 10 years, media sources (including state, local, and school
newspapers), and other written sources such as letter from parents. Placed
each of these thoughts or conceptsin individual cells of the EXCEL
spreadsheet. Over 1000 cells of information provided a flow pattern that
revealed these mgjor categories. a) Benefits of Shared Governance (teachers,
parents, students, administrators, comparison to other schools, and tiesto the
University; b) Four concerns of Shared Governance (time, SIT perceptions,
initiation period for the entire school initiative aswell as for individual
teachers, and loss of principal), ) Voice (key elements, types and definitions,
levels of involvement, effects on teachers [tangible and intangible support as
well as consequences of usg], factorsin expressing, selection process),
principal’s role, and d) Change [many more positive changes occurred than
negative concerns (for example, one predominant concern was the
apprehension that would accompany the loss of the present principal...i.e. the

position could be filled by afacilitator or a dictator)].
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8. Presented each teacher with atranscript of her own interview and then
offered a choice of time periods for a second individual telephone interview
when she could privately discuss any additions or deletions to the transcript
she felt was needed. Only one minor change was called for, regarding one
teacher’ s concern with being remembered for the “tablecloths on the round
tables.” This process served as a“member check” (Preissle, 1997). All other
teachers indicated agreement with the transcription as a true and accurate
depiction of their perspectives.

9. Conducted agroup interview of all the eligible teachers to search for
additional in-depth meanings or interpretations of the data presented on the
EXCEL spreadsheet. Tape-recorded and transcribed the group interview. This
served as a second member check.

These procedures resulted in the transcription of the 12 individual teachers
interviews as well as atranscription of the group interview; this process resulted in a
transcription of over one hundred pages.

In summary, open-ended interviews were the primary data collection method used
to acquire in-depth understandings and meanings that teachers in the school held for
Shared Governance. This study utilized two of the three types of open-ended interviews:
1) the general interview guide approach for the in-depth interviews with individual
teachers and (2) the informal conversational interview with the group interview.
Sampling

The concept of theoretical sampling guided the researcher's activities in gathering

data. Strauss (1987) notes.
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Theoretical sampling is a means whereby the analyst decides on analytic grounds

what datato collect next and where to find them. The basic question in

theoretical sampling is: What groups or subgroups of populations, events,

activities (to find varying dimensions, strategies, etc.) does one turn to next in
datacollection? And for what theoretical purpose? So, this process of data

collection is controlled by the emerging theory. (pp. 38-39)

Due to previous work with WCPS, Allen already had a working relationship with
all 15 teachers, al of whom had served on the School-wide Instructional Team (SIT).
Using these teachers recommendations as to who would add a perspective different from
theirs, the original researcher decided, based on previous observations in the school and
most importantly the researcher's analysis of the interviews from the first 10 teachers, to
select five more teachers for the 1993 interviews. At this point in his study, Allen had
tentatively identified several categories and their properties. These teachers were
selected to add to the theoretical relevance of these emergent categories and to seek
further relevant categories. Following analysis of the data from the 15 teachers, no other
teachers were identified who could add significant new perspectivesto the study. These
same 15 teachers were interviewed a second time after the first-round data were analyzed.
This procedure resulted in 30 interviews completed by Allen in 1993.

As this present researcher interviewed teachers, she attended to Allen’s (1993)
original 28 categories and his analysis of the relationships that link them (Strauss &
Corbin, 1990). She recorded any new categories and relationships that occurred as well as
any information that could either discredit or broaden the understanding of the original

categories. To accomplish this strategy, a network selection procedure that allowed
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participants to refer the researcher to others (depending on the researcher's expressed
desire) was followed (Geotz & LeCompte, 1984).

In this study, random sampling of all of the teachers who taught during that 10-
year time-span and participated in the original study generated 12 teachers who were
interviewed. These teachers were then re-visited in a member-check phone interview
(Geotz & LeCompte, 1984), for atotal of 24 individual interviews. This study was a
replication and extension of Allen’sorigina study, with an added degree of objectivity,
asthis researcher had no previous knowledge of the school or staff.

Data Analysis

The proposals derived from WCPS teachers' perspectives on Shared Governance
were the goal of the data analysis. Analysis methods associated with grounded theory
aided in the identification of these proposals. Thistheory “is discovered and formulated
developmentally in close conjunction with intensive analysis of data”’ (Strauss, 1987, p.
23). Strauss asserted that, while some essential elementsinvolved, no hard and fast rules
apply to discovering grounded theory. He stated “It is a style of doing qualitative
analysis that includes a number of distinct features, such as theoretical sampling, and
certain methodological guidelines, such as the making of constant comparisons and the
use of a coding paradigm, to ensure conceptual development and density” (1987, p. 5). In
this present study, the use of an EXCEL spreadsheet visually and conceptually aided in
the coding paradigm.

To make the analytic process that was followed in this study explicit, the
following clarification was provided. Constas (1992) stated that such an explanation of

the analytic process would help avoid “ suspicion, naive acceptance, or outright dismissal
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among a community of readers’ (p. 266). Therefore, the following occurred during the
analytic process: Following each interview, the researcher transcribed the tape recording
of the session and also wrote various types of memos (Glaser, 1978). Memos included
“theoretical propositions, conceptual statements, possible categories and their properties,
possible relationship between categories and between categories and their properties,
general and specific questions of the data, suggestions for follow-up questions, and
exhortations for the researcher to be sensitive” (Allen, 1993, p. 51) to her biases.

An example of amemo by Allen (1993) written during his transcribing process
included:

Why was Ann so transformed by this? Hypothesis: Take a shy, quiet person, with

low self-esteem, who has never been in aleadership position, who has been

dominated by principalsin the past, and put her in aleadership position, let her

visit other places and be on equal footing with the principals, have her ideas be

accepted by her peers and the principal and she will be greatly affected. Take a

person who has been aleader, with high self-esteem, who is used to expressing

her opinions and put her in similar circumstances and she will appreciate it, but

she won't be transformed. (pp. 51-52)
Allen (1993) also stated that some memos were quite short: “Betty mentioned ‘old
Wilson County ways.” What are some of the old Wilson County ways?’ (p. 52).

This researcher wrote similar memos during the entire process of the re-visitation

study including during the write-up. These memos provided this researcher with an
instrument to seize her reflections regarding the data, to conceptualize descriptive data,

and to express concisely any future actions needed to carry out the study.
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Using guidelinesidentified by Glaser and Strauss (1967), data was analyzed
utilizing the following steps, thus extending Allen’s (1993) study:

1. After theinitial interviews had been conducted and transcribed, the transcripts
of these interviews were analyzed (line by line), and the data was coded into conceptual
categories following a process where each action, event, document, and comment of the
participants was analyzed and placed into a category. This study utilized the 28 categories
originally fractured from Allen’s data. Some examples of these categoriesinclude:
reasons for not being involved, time concerns, perspectives of SIT, being initiated,
principal as superhuman, comparing WCPS with other schools, going with the flow,
benefits of small groups, understanding the why, definition of empowerment, problems.
The EXCEL spreadsheet efficiently organized the data.

2. Ascoding and analysis proceeded, this present researcher identified the
tentative core category and a second round of interviews was completed. The second set
of telephone interviews asked each teacher to make any corrections or editions to the
transcription of her or hisfirst interview. This served as amember check (Preissle, 1997)
on the teacher’ s perspectives. Other questions that arose during the second round of open-
ended interviews focused on providing more information about the core category (voice).
This round provided more information for the researcher about the relationships between
voice and the other categories that provisionally served as the properties of voice. When
the second round of individual interviews were analyzed, the researcher ascertained that
voice met the criteriafor a core category, where it accounted for as much variation in the

patterns of behavior with as few concepts as possible (Glaser, 1978).



3. Any emergent categories were synthesized with Allen’ s original categories and
then combined into the properties of the tentative core category (voice). These properties
of voice included, but were not limited to, Allen’s (1993) 15 properties of voice: “being
deprived of voice, declining voice, delegating voice, negotiating dissonance between
desire for voice and actual voice, levels of voice, structure supporting voice, structure
discouraging or eliminating voice, consequences of exercising avoice, personal history
with voice, defining voice, boundaries of teachers' voice, principa’srole, establishing or
protecting a voice, and determining who should have avoice’ (p. 50). Further analysis of
the properties of voice led to Allen’s (1993) six primary properties of voice including:
“key elements, types, levels of involvement, effects on teachers, factors in expressing,
and selected process’ (p. 50).

4. After the teachers gave feedback about their individual transcript of their
interview, awhole group discussion took place. At thistime, the teachers collectively
explained any categories that might have been missed and/or added more depth to the
existing categories. Theoretical saturation occurred when this present researcher was no
longer unearthing new information about a category (Strauss, 1987). For example, if no
other reasons for not being involved were brought forth (than time constraints, etc) then
the category was saturated. Glaser and Strauss (1967) elaborate:

As he sees similar instances over and over again, the researcher becomes

empirically confident that a category is saturated. He goes out of hisway to look

for groups that stretch diversity of data as far as possible, just to make certain that

saturation is based on the widest possible range of data on the category. (p. 61)
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Furthermore, Bloom (1987) stated that “While ... member's pronouncements on findings
can not be treated as atest of validity, it should ... be clear that a member validation
exercise can generate material that is highly pertinent to the researcher's analysis’
(p.172).

5. This present researcher’ s core category reflected Allen’s core category. Thus,
voice was presented to the 12 eligible teachers at a group meeting as the core category.
(Geotz & LeCompte, 1984) The researcher provided a written outline of the categories
and the relationships between them. Next, the researcher discussed the outline.
Members' oral responses to this outline were corroborated with the researcher's data and
were observed for any resultant discrepancies.

If any SIT members were not at the meeting, the original researcher (Allen, 1993)
asked the team members if they thought the school would benefit from all the teachers
reacting to this write-up. They felt that the information was accurate and it was not
necessary to ask the remainder of the staff to duplicate their efforts. In this present study,
all the eligible teacher (the ones who had lived through it for 10 years) came to the
meeting that discussed the outline. Subsequently, this present data was analyzed and
compared to the findings of the Allen (1993) study.

In summary, since the researcher was the key methodological instrument in
gualitative studies (Anderson, 1990; Miles & Huberman, 1984; Woods, 1986),
investigating the case in some depth required methodology from three research traditions.
The first was the historical aspect of the case, where all relevant documents were
investigated. The second was an ethnographic approach that searched for factors during

the interviews, observations, and outline that led to the evolution of change over the 10-
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year period. The third research tradition, utilized as another important source of data, was
the researcher’ s personal involvement in the events at the school as found in her memos
and her research diary (Fink, 1998). The researcher’s memos regarding these three
methods assisted in keeping the researcher objective rather than subjective during the
course of the study. As proposed categories, properties, and relationships were examined
through further reflection on the memos and diary, and in light of additional data, some
were discarded and some took shape and increased in their explanatory value.

As data from the individual and group interviews, observations, and outlines of
the study evolved, Strauss’ (1987) theoretical sampling guideline helped depict the
rel ationships between the various identified categories and memos recorded. For
example, the researcher noted a relationship between meetings held in pleasant
surroundings and teachers speaking more frequently and in more depth. The researcher
then went back through her notes to check for evidence of this relationship. She began
by asking participants about it, and became sensitive to this relationship in her ongoing
observations and memos. This helped reduce bias in the research.

Methodological and Researcher Bias

The use of multiple methods to corroborate, refute, or add depth to the findings
addressed the issue of methodological bias (Geotz & LeCompte, 1984). Regarding
methodological triangulation, Denzin (1978) wrote that research methods are not
impartial. Methods assumed a particular perspective of the empirical world and lead to
different courses of action. The use of adiversity of methods addressed this source of
bias. By conducting individual interviews, telephone interviews, group interviews,

making observations, analyzing relevant documents, and giving participants opportunities
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to react to the findings and conclusions in member checks, the researcher was able to
compare data gathered by several different methods. The researcher's observations and
memos confirmed such data sources as the interviews and the minutes of the SIT
meetings.

Thus, following theoretical sampling guidelines and going only where the data led
served as a barrier against researcher bias (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Decisions about who
was interviewed and observed and what artifacts were scrutinized were made for
analytical reasons. All categories and their relationships were derived directly from the
data. For example, in following a network selection procedure described in the sampling
section of this document the researcher asked teachers at the completion of each
interview for names of teachers who could provide a different perspective. Thus, the
researcher sought out negative cases until there were none to be found. Patton (1989)
wrote that the failure to find strong documentation for negative cases increased the
confidence in the researcher's conclusions. Seidman (1991) stated that multiple
interviews over a passage of time, with a number of participants with whom to compare
responses, confirm whether the participants responses are valid. Formal interviews of the
12 teachers occurred on two separate occasions that were several weeks apart.

Furthermore, Seidman (1991) and Walcott’s (1990) compositions about validity
in qualitative research stressed the importance of utilizing a researcher who listened more
and talked less. Therefore, this researcher stressed to the participants that her intentions
were to learn from them, rather than to evaluate their efforts or judge whether or not their
comprehension of Shared Governance was similar to hers (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982).

Field notes (memos) and interview transcripts were continually checked for behaviors on
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the researcher's part that were subjective or evaluative, thus validating her commitment to
non-judgmental observation.

Peshkin's (1988) suggested that the researchers should monitor their own
subjectivity, not retrospectively, when the data had been collected and the analysis was
complete, but while their research isin progress. Unless the researcher was aware of how
her subjectivity may shape her inquiry and its outcomes, the study may become biased.
When the researcher's feelings were aroused and subjectivity surfaced, the researcher
wrote about these feelings and their sources in her field notes and research diary.
Subsequently, she took actions to keep her subjectivity from distorting the data. For
example, the researcher deliberately spent observation time with avariety of teachers
rather than only with those who shared an enthusiasm for Shared Governance. In
addition, the researcher asked the full range of eligible teachers for elucidation about the
researcher's observations with a member check. Thus, the researcher deliberated on her
own subjectivity toward Shared Governance and WCPS by keeping aresearch journal as
the study progressed.

The following factors contributed to minimizing the researcher’ s subjectivity and
bias: the use of a different researcher, the use of multiple methods (e.g. theoretical
sampling, conducting multiple interviews, and memos) to collect data, and involving
participants in reviewing the findings (member checks). The researcher continually
examined her subjectivity during the study through the use of memos and a research
diary. These contributed to an increased confidence that this study offered an accurate

account of how Shared Governance was perceived at Wilson County Primary School.
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Summary

The complex factorsinvolved in Shared Governance were addressed in this re-
visitation of a primary school. The proposed research was a case study focusing on
teachers' perspectives of their long-term efforts at implementing Shared Governance
processes. By utilizing open-ended interviews, observations, and memos this study
allowed the complexity of the situation to unfold rather than having the participants
respond to issues and concepts determined in an a priori manner. The researcher (a)
reviewed the research that had been conducted on Shared Governance and teachers taking
expanded roles in the governance of schools, (b) described the focus and setting of the
study, (c) explained the methods used to collect and analyze the data, (d) delineated the
theoretical base that guided the researcher, (€) described the findings of the study, (f)
provided a conceptual description of the data, (g) explained the implications the findings
have for educators interested in implementing and/or expanding Shared Governance in

schools, and (h) explained the implications this study has for further research.



CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to advance knowledge about teachers perspectives
of Shared Governance after 10 years of implementation in a primary school. This follow-
up study compared the teachers' responses to the same research questions set forth by
Allen (1993) 10 years earlier. These research questions are

1) What are the teachers' perspectives (what is taken for granted about the

attributes of various objects, events, and human nature) of Shared Governance
in a school where Shared Governance has been implemented?

2) What feelings, thoughts, and behaviors result from teachers working in a

school that has implemented Shared Governance for 10 years?
Specific design and findings will follow that relate to these two Research Questions.

A gualitative research design and methodology, utilizing a case study approach,
replicated and extended Allen’s (1993) original case study of Shared Governancein a
primary school. The school site was a primary school in central Georgia, whose
population comprised kindergarten through third grade in 1990 and pre-K through second
grade in 2000. Teachers (15 in 1990 and 12 of these same teachersin 2000) were
interviewed utilizing the following open-ended questions:

1. What does Shared Governance at Wilson County Primary School
(WCPS) mean to you?

60
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2. What do you do that is related to Shared Governance?

3. How doesit fedl to bein aschool that isimplementing Shared
Governance?

4. What do you think about WCPS implementing Shared Governance?
(Allen, 1993, p. 41)

Data from the interviews, member checks, and the researcher’ s field notes were
analyzed. Allen’s (1993) analysis methods were replicated and then extended with an
EXCEL spreadsheet. Once more, voice emerged as the key concept or “common thread
holding together their collective meaning of Shared Governance” (Allen, 1993, p. 69). In
both studies, the teachers believed that the processes and procedures they implemented
under the mantle of Shared Governance had a purpose: to give teachersavoicein the
instructional life of the school. However, changes in the perspectives of teachers after 10
years were noted.

In 1990, the teachers' perspectives delineated the following aspects of voice:

() Thetypes of voice (voting, clarifying, delegating, direct, individual-
final)

(b) The definitions (actual versus desired)

(c) The key elements (audience that listens and influences)

(d) Thelevels of involvement (who should have it and teachers’ personal
history) needed to express different kinds of voice

(e) The effects on teachers when expressing different kinds of voice

(f) The factorsthat influenced the type of voice expressed

(9) The ongoing selection process
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In contrast, these same teachersinterviewed 10 years later were so comfortable
and familiar with their own utilization of voice in the Shared Governance experience that
they assumed their use of voice. They spent minimal time describing its types,
definitions, elements, factors, effects, and levels of involvement, which had emerged in
their 1990 interviews. Thus, 10 years later they focused on describing the results that
their use of voice in Shared Governance actualized.

Therefore, this chapter is divided into five sections: (A) Demographics, (B) Past
and Present Perspectives of Teachers, (C) Benefits and Concerns of Utilizing Shared
Governance, (D) Theoretical Discussion, and (E) Summary.

Demographics

As we enter the 21% century, the number of residentsin Georgia has increased
since 1990, making it the fourth fastest growing state in the United States. Agriculture
production placed Georgia among the leaders in poultry, pecans, and peanuts as well as
several other commodities (Boatright & Bachtel, 2000). Wilson County Primary School
(WCPS) islocated in arural (agricultural and forestry) area of central Georgia. The
school is situated in the county seat and is adjacent to an interstate highway. Several
changes in the county, city, and the school itself have occurred during this decade.

Changes in the primary school also occurred over the 10-year period. The
population of students rose from 635 in 1990 to 738 in 2000. Thisincrease reflects the
change in population in the county from 1900 (74 persons per square mile) to 2000 (101
persons per square mile). A similar 10.3 % change was observed in the town that housed
both the county seat and the school (Boatright & Bachtel, 2000). This growth pattern

reflects the status of Georgia as the fourth fastest growing state in the United States.
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Race and ethnicity patterns also changed in the past 10 years. The county’s
African-American population was 1849 in 1990 (8.8%) and 2874 in 2000 (11.4%). The
county’ s Hispanic population was 182 in 1990 (0.86%), and 412 in 2000 (1.63%). The
county’ s White and other non-Hispanic population was 19,051 in 1990 (90.5%) and
22,162 in 2000 (87.9%). The overal gradual growth in county population isreflected in
the gradual growth of respective ethnic groups.

WCPSisaTitle 1 school where 49% qualified in 1990 for free or reduced lunch.
In comparison, the percentage grew to 51% of the students who qualified in 2000.
Patternsin public assistance in the total county reflect this gradual growth trend. The
number of recipients of Medicaid was 4704 or 18.7% of the population in Wilson
County. The number of recipients of food stampsin 1999 was 1859 or 7.4% of the
population. These recipients emerged from 884 households (predominantly homes with
small children). The caseloads of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families dropped
from 286 in 1997 to 147 in 1999. Furthermore, in 1999, the recipients for the award of
Temporary Assistance to Needy Familiesincluded 210 to White families, 76 to African-
American families, and one to Other (Non-Hispanic) families. This demographic
information was indicative of the changes in the county, city, and school.

The characteristics of this study’s subject were located in the WCS district
Certified Personnel Data. The CPD revealed 270 teachers in the system with an average
salary of $38,621. The WCS certified staff had an average of 22 years of experience,
while 63.3% had an advanced degree, 3.6% were minority, and 84.4% were female.
Correspondingly, at WCPS there were 57 certified staff in the year 2000. Twelve of the

57 certified staff were eligible and elected to participate in interviews for this study.



Eligibility for participation in the present study meant that a) the teacher had taught at
WCPS continually since 1990 and b) the teacher had participated in the origina study.
All 12 eligible teachers were individually interviewed. These interviews varied from 30
minutes to one hour in length. Demographics of the 12 eligible teachers (Appendix B)
included that they were al female, they had taught at WCPS an average of 19 years, and
their average total number of years taught was 21 years. Ninety-two (92) percent of the
teachers has served on the SIT. Eighty-six (86) percent of the teachers interviewed in
1990 remained at WCPS in 2000. Thus, there was a small percentage of teacher turnover.
Eighty-three (83) percent of the eligible teachers were classroom teachers. This
composite of the WCPS teachers was similar to that in at |east one other primary school.

Transcripts of the interviews were analyzed line by line and fractured into
concepts encapsulated in the cells of the EXCEL spreadsheet. Each teacher was afforded
confidentiality by utilizing the following key: within each cell, the first letter referred to
the individually interviewed teacher (A through L); the subsequent numeral referred to
the paragraph of the participant’ s transcript; and finally, the abbreviated key word(s)
succinctly explained the concept expressed by that teacher. Other sources of information
for data collection included minutes of faculty meetings (denoted by MF in acell), city
newspaper articles (N), Panda Prints (PP) for the school newspaper, and TM (team
meeting notes). The spreadsheet of key concepts expressed by the eligible participants
and observations by the researcher revealed trends that guided the answers to the research
guestions of this study.

In the following pages, references to the school and the teachers refer only to

Wilson County Primary School (WCPS) and WCPS' s teachers. Explanations and



65

conclusions refer to WCPS unless otherwise indicated. The previous paragraph’s
explanation of codes was used to identify teacher responses as found in interviews, team
and faculty meeting notes, and city and school newspaper articles. These responses are
located in the EXCEL spreadsheet that encompasses all of the above data.
Past and Present Perspectives of Teachers

This section compared the teachers’ initial perspectives of Shared Governance
with their present perspectivesin 2000. The source of thoseinitial perspectives came
either from Allen’s (1993) citations (denoted with parentheses) or from the teachers
recollections of that initial stage from this present study’ s interviews, cited with brackets
[ ]. Inthispresent study, three prominent domains emerged: organization, voice, and the
role of the principal. Furthermore, voice emerged as the core category in both studies.
Voicewas crucia in the development of organization from chaos.
Organization

In 1990, teachers noted that “a common reaction when the idea of Shared
Governance was first introduced [1989] was that it would not work because it would be
so chaotic that people would not be able to agree on anything and, as a result, nothing
would be implemented” (Allen, 1993, p.75).

In stark contrast, in the current study several teachers discussed the large number
of positive, organized developments that had been implemented when teachers had a
voice. These positive developments were elaborated in the Action Plan for the 90's: The
Ideal Primary School for Reducing Risks developed and implemented by WCPS teachers.
This action plan is separated into sections and correlated with the following different

teachers statements about positive, organized developments at WCPS.
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Introduction: WCPS isinvolved with the University of Georgia s Program for

School Improvement in ajoint effort to develop a Shared Governance program for

the school. The school established aformal Shared Governance operation during

the 1989-1990 school year. The structure chosen by the faculty includes the
election of representatives from each instructional planning team in the school to

a School-wide Instructional Team (SIT). SIT isresponsible (through the

assistance and guidance of the entire faculty) for the identification of school-wide

concerns and the devel opment/implementation of solutions. Before any
implementation can begin, the entire faculty (with an approval rate of 80%) must
approve the plan of action developed. [PP]

This document presents the results of the first year’ s Shared Governance
efforts — the development of a Plan of Action. During the 1989-1990 school year,
the SIT and the faculty worked together to identify the elements that they felt
would create the “Ideal Primary School for Reducing Risks.” [PP]

The 1990 goals were listed in priority order according to the ratings given them
by the faculty. The 2000 evaluation revealed that all of the 1990 goals had been achieved.
These goals and their resultant accomplishments by 2000 included reduced class size,
holistic curriculum, school nurse, parent training program, pre-school programming,
continuous progress instruction, guidance counseling services, home liaison, parent
volunteer support, parent feedback system, after-school programs, lead teacher,
alternative classroom, more use of computers, and a free summer school program.

From thislist of goals [PP], two were chosen for implementation during the 1990-

1991 school year. By 2000, every 1990 goal was achieved as indicated in this study’s



teachers' statements that follow each goal located in Appendix C. The following table

condenses the data on the 1990 WCPS Goals Set for the Ideal Primary School.

Ideal Primary School Goals 1990 2000
A. Reduce class size to 15 to 20 students No Yes
with heterogeneous grouping
B. Provide school nurse services No Yes
C. Develop curriculum based on holistic No Yes
principles, including real life applications
D. Provide acomprehensive parent No Yes
training program
E. Provide preschool programming No Yes
F. Establish continuous progress No Yes

instruction based on individual learning
need/styles with clear expectations for
improvement and challenges

G. Provide guidance counseling service on No Yes
afull-time basis
H. Establish a home liaison person who No Yes

would act as a contact source for home
intervention and instruction

|. Increase parent volunteer support Yes Yes
services
J. Establish a parent feedback system to No Yes

get parents’ opinions on how the school is
doing in helping their children

K. Provide after-school programs for No Yes
students (especially those students who do
not have the money to take advantage of
current community-based programs)

L. Provide alead teacher who would be No Yes
available to consult with teachers and/or
provide direct instructional services
(enrichment/remedial) to students at the
request of teachers

M. Establish an aternative classroom (for No Yes
temporary intervention) for behavioral
problem students who are not responding
to classroom structure (with arequired
parental involvement component)

N. Integrate use of computersin the school Yes Yes
program as aredl life
experience/application (in preparation for
the 21% century)
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O. Establish afree summer school No Yes
program for at-risk studentsto help
eliminate some of the regression problems

Thus, Wilson County Primary School made several positive, organized advances
in the areas selected in 1990 - 1991 asin “need of improvement.” Thiswas a stark
contrast to the 1990 prediction of chaos. Furthermore, the teachers repeatedly stated that
their use of voice in the Shared Governance process made many of these organized
improvements possible.

Voice

A strong consensus of teachers—80% in the original study by Allen (1993) and
83% of the teachersin this present study (2001)— stressed the importance of having a
voice in decisions, as well as having alistening audience that can directly influence
decisions. These comments fell naturally into several categories, explored below.

In 1990, they discussed wanting to have “their opinions taken seriously, having
their ideas respected, and having their comments given equal consideration” (Allen,
1993, p.71), whereas in 2000 teachers indicated that their feelings changed from
controlled to professional, a perspective which included having avoice asindicated in
these present day teachers' statements:

Now | am treated like a professional ...but before Shared Governance ...Y ou had

no input. And your input wasn’'t needed...wasn’t asked for...your knowledge or

expertise did not matter. If you ever voiced it, it wasn't listened to... Teachers did

not feel very empowered or very good about that part of their job. [I - 4]

You feel like you have more control over what happens. Y ou don’t feel

likeitis“top-down” administration [asin Pre-SG]. But now we have asay so if
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things aren’t going the way they should or if you are not comfortable, you can
always expressthat at a SIT meeting. We feel like our opinion isworth
something. [H - 6]

It was nice when we started Shared Governance...to fedl that we had a say
and that it mattered about what we said. And someone actually listened to see
what could be done about it. Our input mattered. It did alot for me asfar as how |
felt about myself...as ateacher and a professional. Because so many times before
Shared Governance ...you were just told: “Thisis what you are going to do and
thisis how you are going to do it.” Then you might go into your room and shut
the door and do the things that you thought needed doing. Sometimes | thought
you needed to hide what you thought was right. But with Shared Governance, it is
really nice to have “What we said... mattered.” And that we were considered
professionals. [C - 2]

Initialy, Allen (1993) noted a situation that the teachers considered was “the

antithesis of having a voice about an issue” (p. 73). In discussing heterogeneous versus

homogeneous grouping, a teacher in 1990 stated that “ There have been things that we

have set as goals that we really had no control over whatsoever...The ‘Say So’ was over

in that Board Office” (p.73). In contrast, teachers who had taught throughout the 10 years

of Shared Governance indicated that the Democratic process expedited decision making

by teachers as seen in these statements:

We were grouped homogeneously and we wanted heterogeneous grouping...that
was one of our main goals...and it wasn’t until we got Shared Governance and we

made our own decision and the whol e staff voted on it...then it happened. [B - 2]



70

| was on the School-wide Instructional Team (SIT) that developed “ Shared
Governance.” | think that we have done so much and have worked so hard to get
this. ...It makes me proud of the school. [B - 4]

There are alot of things that have changed... Big differences... We have
made changes since the time my children were here...even the whole system has
made changes. | fedl really good about my granddaughter being here... and our
having a voice were the best things to facilitate change and | am glad that we have
it. [B - 13]

Initialy, the teachers felt that the board members and the central office were not
“redly listening to the teachers’ (Allen, 1993, p.74). In contrast, after 10 years of Shared
Governance, teachers explained that Central Office personnel (including the
superintendent) would listen to the teacher and this made changes easier to accept.
We are very fortunate to have influence here in this school and even at the
Superintendent’ s office. Our County Officeiswonderful...l feel very confident
that | could go over and talk to the superintendent and that my voice is heard with
her. And that iswhy it isagreat place to work. You don't fedl like things are
being done to you; rather alot of change happens ...but you are a part of that
change process. It [ Shared Governance] just makes change so much easier to

accept and it makes good things happen. [A - 9]

Types of Voice, including voting, clarifying, delegating, direct, and individual-final were
also important. Teachers' interviews (confirmed by observations of faculty meeting
minutes, team meeting minutes, and newspapers, city and school) revealed that an 83%

majority of the teachers felt that voice was of great importance in the Shared Governance
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process. The teachers referred to voice and having a“say” interchangeably. They seldom
referred to the specific types delineated in Allen’s 1993 study, with the exception of the
“Delegated Voice.” Examples of their use of “delegated voice” occurred in team or
faculty meetings, and in interviews when teachers discussed such issues as IN TECH,
curriculum concepts, staff development, testing (GKAP, ITBS), task forces, involvement
of parents and children. When teachers were asked, “How do you feel about things?’ and
“What’ s happening?’ some of the numerous teachers perspectives of delegated voice are
indicated in the following statements:
It felt like we mattered, and we could vote. Like when we set everything up,
things had to pass by an 80% vote. We had specific representatives... |
represented 3 or 4 teachers. And we had every teacher represented. And then we
were their voice. That is another thing that is different. A lot of times when you
arein abig group, you have those two or three people who are going to speak out
and always be heard. Y ou have the others who are maybe not agreeing, but they
are not gonna speak out. Instead they would “go with the flow” ...and then you
come out of the meeting, and you think that everyone is thinking the way that the
one who was doing all the talking thinks. But everyone says “No, | didn’t want to
say anything because | thought | was the only one.” Whereas with Shared
Governance, we would go back with three or four teachers and everyone felt
comfortable speaking their mind. Then that one person would go back and share
with the smaller group (SIT)...this was better than just being in abig faculty
meeting where two or three teachers, who are either very brave or very outspoken,

had their input. A lot of times, certain things were looked at but it was just two or
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three, and the rest just sat back quietly...too afraid to speak out in that situation.
That was me. | am the one that would sit back alot of times thinking, “Well this
isn't what | want to do” Then you found out others didn’t want it either! [C - 6]

Then | became aleader on the SIT, and it was nice when we started doing
Shared Governance and the SIT and we had avoice. A lot of people had the
opportunity in the past 10 years to take on a leadership role onthe SIT. [C - 7]

It was a nice boost to be on the SIT. It makes you feel you are even more a
part of it, and it’s nice that everyone who wanted the opportunity could haveit.

Y ou know there are some teachers who do not want it...and that is OK; but
everyone who has wanted it, has had the opportunity. We had an official rotation
at the beginning...three years, but it was staggered so that not everyone would go
off at the same time. And | haven't rotated back on yet...I could if | want...the
opportunity isthere...that is good because changes occur. [C - 8]

Well, you feel like you have more control over what happens. Y ou do not
feel likeit is“top-down” administration. But we have a“say so” if things aren’t
going the way that they should or even if you aren’t comfortable, you can always
expressthat in a SIT committee meeting. Everything is pretty much established
now; but there were lots of bumps along the way. Y et, we always felt like we
could go to our representative on the SIT committee and say “Listen, thisis
something that is neat that we ought to look at” or “Thisis something that is a
concern.” They would also come back with surveys that said, “How do you feel

about so-and-so?’” We feel like our opinion isworth something. [H - 6]
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Shared Governance has helped us with SACS accreditation ...it seemslike
they [SACS] are now using the same model that we have been using. It feelsreal
good. | would hate to go back. Sometimes Dr. M. [Principal] triesreal hard to
delegate to us and sometimes we dump it right back on him. Y ou know | teased
him about that when we were coming back. Y ou see, sometimes we need more
information...and then he researches, and we do too...he has to get more involved
because we delegated it right back to him. [I - 21]

| am looking forward to SIT meetings...they are always exciting to see
what is going on and then you find out what information you have to go and find
out for your team. [I - 28]

The other types of voice were seldom mentioned, but rather teachers spoke of
voice in general terms asin these teachers' interview statements:

Voice meansthat if there is something that | think isreally important, that | will

be heard. And if enough of my peersthink it isimportant too, then it will be

addressed. [K - 5]

| teach as | normally would teach. But if there is some frustration with the
curriculum, or with peer relationships, or if | feel that something is a deficiency
for our students...| feel freeto voiceit. | feel that if | do voiceit, it will be
addressed. [K - 6]

Thus, the WCPS teachers had lengthy discussions about their use of voice but few words

about voice definitions.
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Levels of Involvement

Allen (1993) defined “involvement” as

The amount of time it takes to express a type of voice, the amount of initiative

required to express atype of voice, and the amount of potential risk of criticism

that must be assumed in order to express each type of voice. He described the role

of involvement in each type of voice. (p. 87)
The amount of time or the initiative that is needed to express avoiceis referred to as the
level of involvement of voice. Similar to the previous section, the following types of
voice arerelated to their levels of involvement: voting voice, clarifying voice, delegated
voice, direct voice, and an individual-final voice.

Allen’s (1993) study noted that a*“Voting Voice requireslittle time or initiative to
exercise” (p. 87). Similarly in 2000, a teacher stated:

In the beginning it was nice to have your opinion asked for. | would notice that

some people looked to see how others were voting. Then, it was“They really

want to know what | feel and | do not have to feel like anyone else.” They quickly

began to see that this voting process of being able to voice your opinion was

OK...It was thrilling to have the input in it. We knew it was going to work. [J - 4]
Allen’s (1993) study noted that the “school did not provide unstructured time conducive
to regular contact with decision-makers’ (p. 88). In contrast, after Shared Governance
was implemented, teachers stated that time was not a concern, as they became more
involved in Shared Governance:

In the beginning, the meetings were after the school day...now we have them

during the day...and we have scheduled, volunteers who cover our class...we
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have released time to meet and we are also getting credits for it. We have come a

long way! [MF - 5]

In reference to a Clarifying Voice in 1990, “If ateacher wanted to talk with the
principal or afellow teacher, she would, in most instances, need to take the time and
initiative to arrange for such ameeting” (Allen, 1993, p. 88). In contrast, with frequent
communication atwo-way street, two teachers discussed communication with principals
and peer teachersin 2000:

Let metell you about having avoice: | can remember where | was actually afraid

to tell my principal that | was expecting ababy. And | put if off for weeks.

Finally, | just had to go in...she was receptive but it was abig worry to tell her. In

contrast, today we do big time celebrating. It isnot “How much time do you need

off?’ Instead now he says, “We'll have a shower” and asks, “Isit aboy or girl?’
or “Picked aname?’ We just really celebrate the new life that is coming into our
community. Hopefully, that will constitute future jobs. But the main thing is| am
not afraid to tell him! We have become like afamily...It isreally a good feeling.

There are alot of thingsto smile about at this school. We have avoice, a

wonderful media center, support, and lots of supplies...we have everything going

for us. We are the “ Cadillac” of schools! [E - 15]

We have tried different waysto give us avoice. Aswe grew, we thought it
was important to have small groups. Instead of meeting as ateam...each group
was comprised of about four people...the ideawas that we could readily give
more people avoice. So that they would be comfortable talking thisway...so time

was no longer a problem. [MF - 5]
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Delegated V oice was important to teachers both before and after Shared
Governance was implemented. However, in 1990, teachers felt that a delegated voice
“required teachers to accept more risksaswell.... Expressing a delegated voice required
that she openly take astance” (Allen, 1993, p. 90). A decade later the teachers
perspectives of voicing opinions was quite the opposite as in these examples:

| can certainly say how our school is different before than it feels now. Before it

was very much dictatorial. Yesdictatorial ...edicts came down and we did it. And

teachers followed through. [A - 5]

It was adifferent principal for the first 10 yearsthat | was here. We were
very compliant. But there was not that “emotional buy-in” that all of the faculty
has today instead of just being told to do something...today you do it because you
want to do it! Because you are a part of the decision-making team. [A - 6]

We have no more fear...our biggest fear is that when this principal does
leave, you know when he retires, that we could get a new principal that might not
believe in Shared Governance. We have talked about that...you know “What are
we going to do?’ And we have decided that our County Office now believesin
Shared Governance and so we, as a faculty, can stand united that we think the
person that they should hire would be a person that fits into our school, the way
that it functions now, because it functions very well. | have spoken to our
Superintendent, just teasingly about that and | think that she understands that we,
as afaculty, think and that we work together, and she doesn’t want to stop that or
stymie that either. Hopefully, we do not have to worry about that for awhile, but

when we do, we'd like to stand united to continue Shared Governance![A -8]
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Another type of voice, the “Direct Voice,” had aformal structure during the 10
years of implementation which “required serving on the SIT” (Allen, 1993, p. 91).
Greater flexibility in serving on the SIT (aswell asin direct conversations) emerged by
2000 as noted in the following:

We began the whole process with Carl [Glickman]. That wasreal exciting. |

started with Carl and then Lew [Allen] became sort of for us. He was part of the

original study. And | was on that first SIT committee. We decided how many

years we' d serve and how we would rotate off because we did not want the group

that had been through all this to suddenly leave and the whole thing might fall

apart. So we made rotations.... | think | served four years. So | was part of the

“big part” [happily laughing]...you know getting it going. Figuring out what we

wanted to work on and we were really excited about it! [I - 5]

| loved being onthe SIT. | would do it again in a heartbeat...because |

enjoy being part of the heartbeat. Y ou know what isreally going on. | like

that...sharing it back with other people...those who choose not to be directly

involved. But | choseto rotate off when | started my new job here. [I - 19]

A fifth type of voice, “Individual - Final Voice,” was described by Allen’s (1993)
statement:

While the formal structure of the governance process states that a “faculty vote

will be the final word on all major issues,” and while the faculty has taken several

such votes with no veto from the principal, teachers still equated the principal

with having an “individual final-voice’ on school-wide issues. (p. 93)
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In contrast, in 2000, teachers described their own ability of having afinal vote in
their classrooms as well as over schoolwide issues:
Shared Governance is where teachers are given certain freedoms as to what they
want to teach. Dr. M. never checks our planning book, but it is assumed that we
will do the very best job we can. He comes in and out of our classroomsin avery
non-threatening way. He never comes back and says “What is the purpose of
teaching this?’ ...to me Shared Governanceislike a Democracy...only rarely (on
state-mandated matters) does he say, “Thisisthe way we haveto doit.” [E - 2]
There were a couple of times [over the 10 years] that something was
brought up before us as afaculty...like the POD system and the “ School Within a
School” ...and both of them got voted down. We had a group that researched it
and came to the faculty meeting with it...but it was about two or three votes short
of passing. And he [principal] wanted it. He wanted it...| waswaiting for it to
come back...but it was voted down. Then about two years later it kind of
reappeared...then the same thing happened again. We investigated it, and it was
brought up for avote and it got voted down again. But the people said, “OK.”
People were fine with that... there was no ill will...no retaliation, instead there
was “Thisis how we live, Thisiswhat we do”...It islike living with no president
for awhile [laughter...timeframe...just after the presidential e€lection of 2000].
[FGM - 3]
Thus, the five types of voice discussed in Allen’s 1993 study (including voting,
clarifying, delegating, direct, individual-final) had varying levels of involvement over the

10 years with several positive outcomes by the year 2000.
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Influential Factorsin Accepting Voice

Both the 1990 and 2000 studies discussed the factors that were influential in
accepting or rejecting ateacher’s use of voice. These influential conditions included the
teacher’ s background and personal circumstances and the amount of information the
teacher has about an issue (content and context), structure in the school as related to the
listening audience, and the role of the principal. The factors were not static and often
interacted with each other. They were aso individualized as to their effect on each
teacher; i.e., one factor might have more effect on one teacher than on another teacher.
Furthermore, as the professionalism of teachers evolved, the factors had varying degrees
of effect on the teachers.

Teacher’ s Background and Personal Circumstances

In 1990, Allen found that “ Teachers with backgrounds that supported and
encouraged them to freely express their opinions are more likely to seek and accept high
level types of voice” (p. 95). Similarly, in 2000, the teachers freely utilized high levels of
voice (especialy Delegated and Individual-Final Voice) astheir school environment
encouraged and supported them. The following teacher’ s words reflect this progression:

| think that Shared Governance means a chance to voice my opinions. | don’t

think that teachers were listened to very much at the time it [ Shared Governance]

came about. It gave us a chance to voice our opinions. We met with him [Lew

Allen] and came up with the criteria of what was “right” for our school. He didn’t

say awhole lot because he wanted us to shape the program to fit our needs. When

we were getting off track, he would bring us back in. It was a chance for us...to

decide what we needed. We decided that we needed 80% of the whole staff’s
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approval of whatever it was that we were trying to achieve. We did go through
and choose the goal s that we felt the school needed. We did an assessment of our
needs. We decided which goals we wanted to strive for first and we just worked
on afew at atime. In the beginning, Language Arts (especialy Reading) was one
of our main goals. We wanted to improve these skills and we worked through the
different processesto get that. What we felt we needed, we researched and he
[Allen] brought in research materialsfor us. [B - 1]

These were things we had been wanting for several years, but it wasn't
happening until we got Shared Governance.... And we made our own decision
and the whole staff voted onit. [B - 2]

The way it isworking now is wonderful. We have made some changes
since then.... because we felt they could better meet the children’s’ needs. | think
it isone of the best things we have had for this schoal.... | know that it helped me
and that it helped other teacherstoo ... In schools that do not have this, [Shared
Governance] | fedl that they are missing out ... Until they find out at conferences
that we do this. We have talked to other teachers and they say “Y ou do what?’
Oh, it isreally nice to be able to have a voice now. | guess that the main thing is
that we have aVoice! And wefedl like we areimportant! ... That the
administration cares about us. | think that that is one of the main things from
this...that my opinion counts and that somebody careswhat | think! [B - 3]

It makes me proud of the school. | think that we have done so much and

we have worked so hard to get this. [B - 4]
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Thisretiring teacher had seen the whole spectrum of years and related it to her
own persona family in saying:
| feel really good about my granddaughter being here. We have made changes
since my own children were here...even the whole system has made positive
changes. This Shared Governance is one of the best things...a school is short-
changed if they do not haveit... because | feel who knows better what to teach
than the teachers. It is almost like Governor Barnes is coming down on these
things...but he had never taught... It rubs against the grain. | just feel... people
need to have avoice in what is going on...Especialy teachers. [B - 13]

It [Shared Governance] makes me proud of this school. It makes me feel
important! And it can go along way and keeps evolving. It has made alot of
improvements happen. Thisis my last year of teaching. | amretiring, and | did not
want to be “Deadwood.” | wanted to make a difference with the children. | feel |
have improved as a classroom teacher because of Shared Governance. | have seen
several teachers that retired and just kind of quit and gave up during their last
year. But | wanted to be part of this, and | have worked hard. | don’t want to
inhibit learning; | want children to learn with me. | feel | will never be too old to
learn something new. It is agrowing process. Even when | retire, | want to still be
apart of the school by volunteering or whatever | do. | want to feel that thisisthe
best place possible for children. | won’t hesitate to say that it is one of the best
schoolsin the state. We have worked really hard ...to get it a place to be proud of.
And | think that Shared Governance is what got it started. Because it gave usa

voice and afocus and we didn’t have that at the beginning, when | first came here.
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There have been alot of changesthat | have seen through these years. But now
we are working towards goals, and if we can focus on these goals, then we are
headed in the right direction. [B - 15]

Amount of Information the Teacher Has about an Issue (Content and Context)

Both studies found that “the greater the teacher’ s interest in the content of a
decision, the more likely the teacher will choose to express a high-level voice” (Allen,
1993, p. 100). The two studies framing the 10-year period found that teachers were
consistently interested in what was happening in their own classrooms.

Allen’s 1990 study stated that “teachers felt that their voices should be heard on
issues dealing with teaching and not with the other issues surrounding teaching” (p. 100).
In contrast, by 2000 this study found teachers immersed in school-wide issues. The
following quotations reflect how teachers (after Shared Governance was implemented)
were actively involved in issues inside and outside of their classrooms.

Now...Shared Governance' sfocusis “What are we concentrating on? ... And

hopefully making that happen.” Now we are working on the Strategic Plan ...the

Five-Year Planin a“ Shared Governance Way” ...where people on different

committees come together. | am working on the Steering Committee for the next

fiveyears ... looking at the Mission Statement for the school and its beliefs...and
if there is anything we want to change in that, he [principal] calls for people to
participate. We work in a certain area that we selected and get people to work
with us ... There has to be input from everyone... So the review of our school has

areal Shared Governance Focus! [I - 20]
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| feel very confident that | could go over (to County Office) and talk to the
Superintendent and that my Voiceis heard with her aswell. That iswhy thisisa
great place to work...alot of changes happen ...but you are a part of the change
process. [A - 9]
| would highly recommend that if a school isinterested in it [Shared
Governance] that they are welcome to come and visit our school. | think that any
faculty member that you ask (whether they are on the SIT or not) understands the
way the process works and would be very positive towards Shared Governance.
[A - 10]
In one decade, teachers emerged from their classroom cocoons to become professionals
who were willing to take the lead on school issues, talk freely to administrators including
Principals and the Superintendent, give workshops on various issues, and freely invite
any teachersto their school to learn about Shared Governance.

Structure in the School as Relates to the Listening Audience

In 1990, a common feeling among teachers at WCPS was that the only teachers

heard were the ones willing to aggressively pursue having avoice (Allen, 1993, p. 109):
Several teachers described how they were able to get along with dictatorial
principals by making their own individual peace with him or her. The
implementation of the governance structure formalized opportunities for all
teachers to have a voice and de-emphasized the need for each individual teacher
to create opportunities for voicing her thoughts... There were other structuresin
the school that discouraged teachers from expressing their voice. The work

schedule of the school required teachers to be responsible for students for the
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When ateacher was asked if time was afactor in the type of voice that teachers

accepted, shereplied “amajor factor.” [MF —2]

Shared Governance in the interviews of 2000 revealed a sharp contrast to 1990
perspectives. democratic versus dictatorial structure in the school and time as a solution
versus a problem. Teachers not only had scheduled time for meetings but also felt secure
and comfortable in speaking to administrators. Some examples include:

A suggestion for people thinking about going into Shared Governance was “ Give

yourself time.” It doesn’t take two or three years...l don’'t know when the

magical thing came when it started to feel comfortable. It was not comfortablein

the beginning. There were lots of meetings in the beginning, and that turned off a

lot of peoplein areal hurry. But if you will just stick withit...long enough for it

to become away of life. [MF - 2]

Now, it (time) hasn’t been a problem...for we have released time for

meetings during the school day and we get SDU credits for it. We have come a

long way! [MF - 5]

In regard to the structure of the school, one teacher expressed this idea:

| feel that in other schools where | have worked that it has been “supervisor” and |

am just an “employee.” | have always worked within that framework...and now

since heishere, | feel | am till an employee, but | feel that “What | think is
important.” What | feel isimportant for the teachers or the students, | feel | am

encouraged to speak out on issues that | feel are important. [K - 7]
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He encourages us by the things he says and by the way he runs his
administration... Heisavery intelligent man...agreat humanitarian. He knows
every student in the school by their name. He knows a lot about their behaviors
and capacities. He works very hard and we are all working for the same goal. He
is doing more than his share. He knows the curriculum from Kindergarten through
Second Grade. He also participatesin all of the team meetings. [K - 8]

Thus, during the 10 years of Shared Governance, complex issues (teachers having
avoice), aswell as simple thingsin the structure (use of time) were supported and then
evolved because of the underlying beliefs of the principal and the role he assumed within
the school.

Role of the Principal

In 1990, the principal began to redistribute his power by involving teachers and
giving them various types of support while they endeavored to advance the progress of
the total school. He used increasing amounts of praise, visibility, and autonomy. This
strategy had a more positive effect on teachers than principals who used control did and
criticism did. Thus, 10 years later, the teachers repeatedly referred to the principal’s
support of their own professionalism, including a well-established voice, with confidence
and optimism. In both studies—1990 and 2000— the role of the principal “was seen as
the reason why teachers at Wilson had opportunities to have avoice in the life of the
school” (Allen, 1993, p. 118).

However, in 1990, the teachers also felt that it was his (the principal’s) ideato
explore ways to give teachers a voice, and they overwhelmingly agreed that the new

governance structure was “his doing.” These two conceptsin theinitial study implied the
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underlying power of the principal with such phrases as “he gives them avoice,” and “the
structure itself was hisdoing.” Indeed, Allen (1993) indicated that the teachers viewed
the “principal as more influential than the Shared Governance structure” (p. 118). The
following teachers’ interview statements reflect this view of the principal as the *absolute
authority” [K].

We have certain powers, but our powers are within certain parameters, so | feel

like hisrole...[isto allow] us choices and then give us guidance and support in

the choices that we make. [M]

[Should the principal have the final voicein things?] | think that he
should, but I think that what we're doing, where he is trying not to, is the best, but

there are some things where he is going to have the final say. [F]

Thus, Dr. M. became an exemplary Shared Governance principal who
redistributed his power by involving teachers and giving them various types of support
while they endeavored to advance the total school. Therefore, 10 years later, the teachers
repeatedly referred to their own professionalism including a well-established voice with
confidence and optimism. Several examples of the principal sharing power and support
(interlaced with the teachers' voice and professionalism) are indicated in the following
statements by WPCS teachers.

The first thing that you have to have to set up is a“ Shared Governance” way of

doing things is an administration that is open to your opinion...it has got to be

somebody who will say “I’m not the say-all, do-all.” | don’t know everything; |
am willing to listen to those people in the trenches...who work with children

every day. And then he trusts our judgment. | think that that is the big thing. He
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trusts usto say, “Thisiswhat we think kids should be able to do,” He TRUSTS
our opinion! Wethink it is awonderful, wonderful place to work. [H - 7]

Way back when...when Lew [Allen] came in frequently, he sort of had to
tell us“Thisiswhat Shared Governanceis.” But we already had alot of the
pieces in place because the principal then [Dr. M. had just started] was already
letting us make a lot of decisions on our own. So then we had a school-wide
committee ...where he would take even little things into consideration.... The SIT
IS ongoing now...someone comes to our room and asks if we have any issues that
need to be addressed? The SIT does not decide...we al do. It feelsasif now, you
have some say so...it isamost like you are avoter in your country...you have
some input in what is going on in your country. [E - 4]

Here'swhat | think about implementing Shared Governance. | think that
in some ways, that it isalot for aprincipal, or an assistant principal or even alead
teacher...itisalot for them to give up. And to lay it in ateacher’s lap and say
“Now you have the responsibility... and | am letting you handle it in your own
way.” | think that Shared Governance makes a person feel more professional ...to
me you are more receptive to doing a better job when you have a choice. [E - 12]

Oh and | think implementing Shared Governance from the teacher’s
perspective also takes a group of teachers that are willing to really work. It would
be much easier to say, “Thisiswhat you will do thisweek.” That’s the kind of
principal that isright therein front of you. But with Shared Governance, you are
given some leeway ...so0 you have got to stimulate some ideas. In essence, it takes

digging down deep from your creativity. Sometimes you come up with creativity
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that before you never even dreamed that you had. So that iswhat | really like
about Shared Governance. We never have to ever be afraid of asking our principal
something! | alwaysfeel that heisvery, very open. There is not the feeling that
they are up here [indicates with arms] on a pedestal and that we are down here...
wearedl init...It isabaanced scale...so | think of this as one good perspective
of Shared Governance. [E - 13]
Y et there must be balance between the principal and teachers in the Shared
Governance process as summarized in this teacher’ s statement:
| think that the main, most important ingredient for Shared Governance in the
beginning was that Dr. M. absolutely believesin us. He absolutely could let go
and stand back! It might not have worked in other schoolsin this county because
the principals could not let go. But he absolutely could “let go” and had faith in us
to do that and that was a heady experience. And first you thought...” Oh
yeah...that means that it will go along until we go against what he wants.” He has
never once imposed on us. The only one sticky wicket that | have seenin all of
these 10 years was for about two years; a group worked on having the POD
system ...there was a feeling of being railroaded into that... But, it was shot
down...rather than try to recycleit and try to beat a dead horse, they let it go and
it's[POD system] not there. It was not what 80% of the faculty wanted. We have
gone on from there. He could let go. [J - 3]
Thus this “process of expressing avoice’ through SIT and voting dispensed the

speculation made in 1990 that stated “It [ Shared Governance] would last until the first
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time the teachers made a decision that the principal did not like and then the whole thing
would be over” (Allen, 1993, p.135).
Benefits and Concerns of Utilizing Shared Governance

This section is divided into two main parts: ideas relating to Research Question One
and ideas relating to Research Question Two. Furthermore, Research Question Oneis
subdivided into these areas: Benefits Prevail Over Concerns, Theoretical versus
Actualized Voice, Status of Teachers, Timeis Essential, Vision, Leadership Equal
Responsibility, and the Role of the Principal. Research Question Two is subdivided into
these areas. Evolving Y et Positive, Pride in Programs, Trust in the Principal, and Trust in
Themselves. Each section relates positive aspects of shared governance. The summary
interweaves the two research questions.

Research Question One

Thefirst research question was: What are the teachers' perspectives (what is taken
for granted about the attributes of various objects, events, and human nature) of Shared
Governance in a school where Shared Governance has been implemented for 10 years?
More than 1,800 cells of information from a variety of sources combined to reveal the
following patterns of the teachers’ perspectives on the Excel spreadsheet.

Benefits Prevail Over Concerns

The benefits of Shared Governance prevailed over the concerns about Shared
Governance in 2000. In 1990, the preponderance of work had been concerned with
establishing Shared Governance and defining the issues of voice. A common thread that
bound the teachers’ collective meaning of Shared Governance was voice in both 1990

and in 2000. However, in 2000, the importance of the role of the principal emerged as an
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important factor for the continuation of Shared Governance and voice. In 1990, the
teachersfelt that the principal was the * absolute authority” [K] but that he “invited them
to accept a voice, and he was the one who had the final voice in most issues’ (Allen,
1993, p.119). In contrast, the teachers in 2000 stated that even though the principal had a
firm desire to have a POD system at WCPS, the teachers voted it down, asit did not
reach the 80% level needed to pass. Thus, by 2000 the principal had established a
proactive process of change, while establishing trust as an essential element. This
dynamic process within aframework of trust isrevealed in the following specific
example of the benefits of Shared Governance:
The first thing that you [need] is an administration that is open to your opinion....
And then he trusts our judgement! | think that that is the big thing. He trusts us to
say “Thisiswhat we think kids should be able to do” and he TRUSTS our
opinion. We think it isawonderful, wonderful place to work. [H - 7]

Theoretical versus Actualized Voice

In 1990, the “teachers felt the purpose of the procedures and processes they had
created and implemented under the name of Shared Governance was to give teachers a
voicein theinstructional life of the school” (Allen, 1993, p. 69). In contrast, in 2000, the
teachers assumed that they had a voice and did not have to be given avoice.

Furthermore, they had moved beyond the emphasis solely on the instructional life of the
school. The influence of the teachers’ professional growth had extended to other school
districts, the University (through their interaction with Allen and the League), community

members, parents, and students. Some examples include:
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What | like about the League meetings is that you are with other schools that are
“movers and shakers’ aswell. Y ou are with schools that have a good foundation
for making things happen. And it is fun to go present with them, because you
know that they can take what you said and useit. It isalso fun to participate
because you can see what another school is doing and then we can implement it.

So the League meetings are very important. It is kind of nice because we go to

these meetings and think, “Gosh, we are already doing that” and it revalidates the

good job that we feel we have going on in our school. So it has been fun. [A - 4]

Arethere 700 children here? | know there are, because | have been doing
presentations on reading in other places, in conferences, and we have to give that
number. That isaneat part of thisjob. Mrs. B. and | are the “Whoopie Team” ...
when we do our PowerPoint presentation. Have you been in the Conference

Room and seen the hard copies of the slides we used at other schools?[I - 23]

In 1990, Allen discussed at length the key elements of voice, the types of voice,
the levels of involvement, influential factorsin accepting or rejecting voice, the effects of
voice, and the process of expressing avoice. In contrast, in this recent study, voice was
an assumed “way of life’ as stated by this teacher:

| guess because | was not here before Shared Governance started, that it has just

always been the way of life...The way we do things. Most teachers are willing to

work together...at this school itisa“We” instead of a“They or Them” ...You
know, the “powersthat be.” | think it is more of a“we” atmosphere at this school.

[F - 10]
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The teachers were so accustomed to having a voice that during this follow-up research,
they became aware of the need to continue to provide in-service to new teachers about
the existing Shared Governance process, voice, and what it had been like before Shared
Governance. Thus, mentors helped inductees devel op self-reliance, including their use of
voice asin the following statement:
When we interview new people to come to work at our school, ateam of faculty
members does that interviewing for the initial interview. Part of what we talk to
them about...is “Our school works together...our school isateam”... so the
people that we choose to hire have that same team comradeship that we do. | think
that is very important! Some [new] teachers are confused and say “We all share
with one another? Or help each other out? Y ou even stick up for each other? ...
Gosh ... No other school islikethis. | can’'t believe this’ they say and so then
everyone is happy and that makes this a good place to work. [A - 7]
By 2000, all of these factors combined to improve the self-esteem and status of the
teachers of WCPS.

Status of the Teachers

The status of teachers was not a factor of concern in 1990: “ Teachers were not
getting respect when Shared Governance came along” [B - 13]. It was “just ‘the way
things were’ under avery dictatorial kind of structure and leadership” [I - 3]. In 2000, a
teacher discussed the change in status and respect for teachers:

When | first started here, | took over a class that was straight across from the

office. It was scary! That was the principal with the paddle.... And if your
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children were not silent in lines, she would jerk them right up and paddie them
...and she might yell at you too. That made me very uncomfortable! [I - 11]

The lunchroom was also silent...and if any child talked...[* chump” noisg]
Paddle! ...Right there. | never ate in that lunchroom. My stomach was just tight.
It was that kind of authority...The intercom was used to yell at teachers to come
to the office. The day that the register was due and you filled it out and if you
made a mathematical error your name was called school-wide. You lived in fear
of that! [I - 12]

Teachers and students felt fear and anxiety. | know how | would have felt
if somebody next to mein line got paddied by that principal. That was pretty
scary. And no one asked for my opinion. We had to ask for supplies...al the
supplies were locked up and you had to go to the office if you needed staples
...you had to ask the secretary to intercede for you. We are talking a very
controlled situation here! And if it wasn’t agood day...the secretary would say:
“Not agood day for staples...Don’t ask today.” [I - 13]

Then I'd say, “You never saw me. | am out of here.” To me...looking
back now, | feel asif | am almost telling you alie. Because it is so very different
now! | just can’'t imagine being like that anymore. [I - 14]

One teacher referred to that time as a“Reign of Terror” [I - 26] when teachers did

not dare to give input:

10 years ago, you didn’t dare ask [for advice on reading].... You just went in
there and did what you were told to be doing. Whereas now, the whole

atmosphere is we are working on these new things, and we are trying to find new
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ways to help children, and we have this person and that person who can help you

in whatever you are teaching. [C - 13]

In contrast, in 2000 the teachers were very aware of the advances that they had
made in their own professionalism:

Shared Governance means to me that as a faculty, we finally came together, that

we started to believe in ourselves. It made us realize that we are professionals and

that we are in the craft of teaching and then we rose to the occasion! [J- 1]

How wonderful it was to be part of Shared Governance and therefore the
League. | remember one teacher came back and said “It was the first time that |
had gone to something where | felt | wastreated like a professional!” ...We were
really excited about trying to get input from everyone. [I - 4]

We work as ateam, agroup and as afamily. The principal treats us like a
professional...l can make decisions. [D - 7]

| feel more like a professional. And it is much less frustrating than being
in a situation where you have no control! And as ateacher, when you are in there
doing it, you see what needs to be done. It would be very frustrating to be in there
knowing what you need to do and yet have no voice. [C - 15]

Furthermore, teachers were reluctant to go back to the dictatorial processes of the
earlier eraasthis teacher stated:

| taught here back in the 80’ s when the principal ruled with a paddle in her hand,

and she patrolled the halls, and there was no discussion about decision making. Or

children. That was very many years ago about in 1980...here at this school. Those

were some of the negative experiences before Shared Governance. [I - 3]
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That is another thing that has happened since Shared Governance...we
have been able to try things out. They aren’t just forced down your throat like
before. Two or three people volunteer to try new things, and then the next year
some more will say “I likewhat | saw; I'd like to try that, too.” It sort of grows
...more of anatural and comfortable progression than someone saying, “Now this
iswhat we are going to do today or next year.” It would be hard to do things that
way again. We have come along way in reading and math. So thisis a nice thing
that has changed since Shared Governance. [C - 14]

Teachers' individualism in decision making was not a factor in 1990 as was
reflected when this teacher said, “the first 10 yearsthat | was here, teachers followed
through with what was being said to do. We were very compliant” [A - 6]. In this present
study, teacher involvement in decision making was a means of supporting positive
change. In 2000, individual teachers evolved as decisive leadersin several areas such as
giving presentations at L eague meetings on math, reading, IN TECH, and mentoring
other teachers or entire schools. A teacher explained the leadership roles in the following
guotation:

We brainstormed the different areas that we felt needed to work on...reading

became one of our top priorities. They have done an awesome job there. It is

through people going to conferences and bringing things back and then teachers
teaching other teachers to do those things. Now we have teachers trained
specifically (as part of their daily job) ...to share some of those wonderful
techniques with the classroom teacher. .... We just get stronger and stronger.

Stronger Teachers... Stronger Skills, Stronger Students. Like with IN TECH. It
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was decided that the whole school needed to be trained in IN TECH. | have seen a
lot of growth in teachers who were not computer literate and that have now tried
programs that they thought they could never do. There has been tremendous
growth over the past 10 years. Now there are teachers to help with computers, and
there are also experts in math and reading. There are enough people trained so
anyone can say, “I need help with this’...and it is someone that they feel
comfortable with...not like 10 years ago, when you didn’t dare ask. [C - 13]

Timeis Essential

This type of sharing spirit devel oped when adequate time was given to initiate
collaborative action and to develop relationships. Teachers considered that adequate time
was essential for developing such alliances between teachers. Thus, principals who want
to promote improved classroom instruction must provide time for open interactions
between peer teachers as well as between the principal and the teachers.

Time was a concern expressed in 1990 as seen in this statement: “If the teacher
took time at school to serve on a committee or task force, it would mean time taken away
from grading papers or planning” (Allen, 1993, p.127). In contrast, time was not brought
up as a negative factor in 2000 because there was release time for those serving on
committees, task forces, or the SIT; furthermore, teachers enlisted volunteer help as
needed. Time for reflection was a practical management tool for supervisorsto useto
maximize educators productivity, creativity, and well being. This statement by ateacher

reflect this spirit of productivity and well-being:
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Time it hasn’t been afactor, for we have released time for meetings. At the

beginning, the meetings were after school. Now, we have them during the school

day and we are also getting credit for it. We have come along way! [MF 5]

Thus, in the year 2000, with Shared Governance firmly established, the WCPS
teachers viewed the following domains of WCPS as having benefited from this
democratic form of school governance: teachers, parents, students, administrators, the
school as awhole, as well as other schools. Furthermore, they held the perspective that a
two-way benefit of mutual understanding evolved between WCPS and the University.

Other examples of the teachers’ perspectives of the benefits of Shared
Governance process (as noted in the information under this category in the EXCEL
spreadsheet) include vision, leadership equals responsibility, and the role of the principal.
Vision

Teachers considered that a school vision was important for continual progress, as
heard in this teacher’ swords: “Y ou have to have some vision...it is nice to be going
somewhere together; but if you do not know where you are going, it won't happen. There
has to be someone who has the vision” [MF - 4] and also in this teacher’s view:

Before Shared Governance, | think that people went in their room, shut their door,

and they did agood job...regardless. [chuckling] But what they did was not

necessarily communicated back to them nor appreciated nor praised. Also there
was no unity in the building about the goals and directions. There was no focus. If
someone had come up, and asked “What is your school trying to work on?’ or

“What do you see as aneed?’ he would have gotten fourteen different

opinions...because that was never discussed. [I - 7]
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Where with Shared Governance, everything is very different! We identify
the needs. We looked at those awful tests, and we decided way back that
Language was areal roadblock for our kids ...if you looked at the test scores year
after year...they fell down. So, with Shared Governance, we asked ourselves
“What can we do?’ [l - 8]

Thus by 2000, Shared Governance encouraged responsible leaders from the teacher ranks
who utilized action research to help children.

L eadership Equals Responsibility

Teachers evolved into responsible leaders who not only pointed out problems but
also offered solutions, asin afaculty meeting when a teacher expressed:

[Key things that are essential for Shared Governance to happen include]...you

must have a faculty that iswilling to pick up the slack and do leadership roles. |

think that it is hard when you first take that leadership role...itisaBIG
responsibility on our faculty. And our faculty doesit great. | think that in some
faculties where the lead does not get taken up...then you might not continue to

excel. [MF - 4]

Another assumption held by the faculty was that everyone involved had a voice as
expressed when this teacher stated, “What we think isimportant is that Shared
Governance gives us al avoice!” [K -1] and

| think that [ Shared Governance] is definitely better for the school, because you

have a SAY in anything that is controversial... It is better for the individuals to be

able to express their opinions, and [with Shared Governance] ... you do get a

chanceto do that. [G - 4]
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Furthermore, “Not only do we state a problem but we also have to find a solution
for that problem ...something that everyone will be able to use...we shareideas’ [H - 1].
Thisis acontinuation of the concept that |eadership equals responsibility. Then after the
issueisvoted on, it is carried out as these teachers stated:
In anutshell, | think that Shared Governance is that someone or something has the
confidence in your abilities to let you make a good many of your decisions and
then you “take the ball and run withit.” [E - 16]
| think we have learned, too, that you can’t just come up with a
problem...you also have to have a solution for that problem. Or be willing to ook
for asolution for that problem. And then try different things [until something
works]. [MF - 4]
Thistype of teacher as responsible leader was made possible with principal support.

The Role of the Principa

The principal’s pivotal capacity for nurturing (or limiting) Shared Governance
was viewed as essential for teacher professionalism by 2000. Teachers desired to work
with a principal, who valued their opinions, as this teacher stated: “He trusts our
judgment ...trust is the big thing [about Shared Governance]. He trusts usto say “Thisis
what we think kids should be ableto do ...and thiswill help.” [H - 7] Another teacher
replied “We do trust...we are like family...maybe even better than family...we are
fortunate to be here and be in this situation. Thisis the place [to be] and we have the best
of all things!” [MF - 6]. In response, ateacher stated “We all believe the same thing and

therefore we all try to move in the same direction...we all share the same philosophy”
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[H - 5]. This Shared Governance principal used trust building as well as other facilitative
processes to encourage group development.

Benefits Dominate Over Concerns

Asthey worked with a supportive principal in this present study, the teachers
stated that all members of the school benefited from Shared Governance including
teachers, principal and other administrators, students, and parents. Furthermore, they
believed that there were many more benefits than concernsin this Shared Governance
initiative as stated in these 2000 teachers’ comments about teachers, principal, students,
and parents:

Teachers:

| never, ever dread coming into work. Everyone here feels the same...it islike lots

of good family time...we enjoy working. Back to how | feel: One thing that | love

about this school isthat we are so non-competitive. | know some schools where
test scores are the main focus...l even know of a school where whatever teacher’s
children score the highest, they get abonus...X number of dollars. | am so glad
that our school isnot like this. We all share. We do not hide what we are doing
because we are afraid that somebody else may want to do the same thing...instead
we are very open and | love being that way... Non-threatening! Non-competitive.

| really enjoy that. [E - 6]

Thefirst years that | was here we had to have our test scores printed and
the percentile...and we all got a copy of it...so you could see what class scored

highest and what class scored lowest. [E - 7]
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But now after Shared Governance, we are just so open. We just say, “Oh, |
love that idea on your door” and they say “I got it from such and such magazine,”
and then| say... “I’m gonnawrite it down and do it next year.” It isalmost like a
compliment. It iswonderful. [E - 8]

It's a freedom to choose what you want to teach and when you want to
teach it. Yes, we do have certain things that we have to cover in each of the nine
weeks...but Shared Governance is having that freedom to be spontaneous in some
of the things you do. [E - 2]

In the beginning, teachers were fearful of asking for supplies: We had fear
and anxiety...Pretty scary. You had to go to the office to get supplies...avery
controlled situation. [I - 13]

Today, | have my own staples, and if | needed them, | wouldn’t mind
asking for them. Y ou know... Anything that is a problem, | feel like | have a
voice and | can share that. | also feel that if there is a supply that is necessary for
the childrento learn, | feel it will be addressed. If thereis any way possible, we
will haveit. And if something can be changed staff-wise...to meet the needs of
children...those things will happen. [I - 15]

It [expressing a voice] was wonderful. It was wonderful | liked the idea
that we have always been asked...that our opinions are listened to. There are
times when it is not a steady progression...it hems and haws...but then you go
back to having a principal that iswilling to step back and let teachers have input.
Heis also aman of vision. He has been able to trandate that vision to us not hand

it down and demand it from us. It is something that we have worked together. We
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don't let those little children slip through our fingers anymore. We reach...to see
that their needs are met. Dr. M. [principal] could not have done that on his own by
handing it down. We couldn’t have done it without his support. It was a total
teamwork kind of way! [J- 5]

Positive benefits of Shared Governance for othersin the school population include:
Principal:
Teachers have taken on roles astrainers ...helping other teachers ...or as
mentors...sort of aleadership or an administrative role. Now we have teachers
with specific areas of expertise...IN TECH or reading. Dr. M. [principal] seems
to have a knack of seeking out the right people and putting them in charge of
things like IN TECH. It helps his workload and hopefully it is good for the
teachers, too. [C - 12]

We have alot of people who come here to see how well our school gets
together and works together as ateam, a group, afamily. They go back and say “I
wannawork there” and “How come we can’t have that?’ at their school. | am
very happy to come to work each day | am comfortable to come every day. [D - 6]
Hetreats uslike a professional. The fact that | can make some decisions...on
what | teach. | feel like, if he hired us, he hired us because he knew what we were
doing ... or hewouldn’t have hired us. | think that if you are going to hire
someone that knows what they are doing, then let them go and do what they are
supposed to do. Otherwise, he would be teaching and running the whole show. He
would run himself ragged trying to do everybody’s job. Y ou hire someone so you

don’t have to do that. | mean he doesn’t come there going...writing down a study
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like “She’s not doing this and she’s not doing that.” | think he hired me with an
expectation and | have lived up to that expectation. [D - 9]

| don’t see alot of turnover here. It is hard to get ajob here. Unless people
are having a change in family status or a husband transfers, they stay. | have never
seen anybody |eave out of anger and say “1 hate this place!” Never! Not even
oncein the 10 yearsthat | have been here. [D - 9]

The impetus for change is often coming from Dr. M. [principal]. Heis
often the one on the cutting edge of other places or research and he supplies the
initial information about [possible] changes. “ Thisiswhat | am hearing could
work for our kids...What do you think? Who would like to pilot it next year? Y ou
three? OK, you pilot it next year and see what you think...Seeif it is something
we can live with.” That is how our math program changes, our reading program
changed and our science program came to change. So changes usually come to
me from him...He might say: “| am hearing we need to try Reading Recovery”
and “What do you think?”...[It] changed our reading and our whole schoal....
Which made our reading scores go up. The initial knowledge came from him. |
sometimes wish that more of it would come from us...maybe that is
idedlistic...but with a baby, husband and job...that is enough for me. [I - 37]
Teachers felt that the students of WCPS also benefited:
| think that the kids are very happy and also the teachers. And the administration
is happy, too. They have to be willing to let go of some of that rope and let their
teachers do what they were trained to do. They cannot do it all by themselves

...that iswhy you have a staff. Otherwise, you might as well put them all in the
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principal’s office and have him do it himself. Just one person does not run a
corporation or business. Y eah...he’ s the head of the school...but if | have a
problem or | need something, | am not afraid to go in there...and knock on the
door and say, “Thisiswhat isgoing on.” | think that most of the kids and teachers
are very happy to be here...when they visited other schools that do not run their
school thisway, they are even happier that they are at a school like this. So | think
| will go and visit some other school and really see what a fine place we have
here. [D - 10]

If there is some supply that is necessary for children to learn, | feel that
will be addressed. If there is any way possible, we will haveit. And if something
can be changed staff-wise...to meet the needs of children...those things happen.
No child'snameis asurprise at the end of the year that he or sheis doing so
poorly. Or that there is a problem. We know these children...And if someone has
an opinion like “1 think this child would be better served here” or “Let’stry
this’...then those things happen...daily, weekly...it isongoing. [I - 15]

We constantly dare to do things that we have never done before restructuring:
How things are grouped...what are we going to do to improve writing? How are
we going to learn about computers? How will we find time in the day for the
children to use the computers? Math? What is best for our kids? Are our top 15
challenged and are our bottom 15 supported? [I - 37]

Before Shared Governance, there wasn't awhole lot of input. After we
had Shared Governance implemented, we had task forces on certain areas that we

thought were concerns. We decided where our problems were...what we needed
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to work on to help the children. We just designed our own program...the kind that
works...using the QCC and everything that is abasis for everything that the
children should be able to do. We just built it on our ... to serve the children. And
the difference is like night and day. [H - 2]

Shared Governance is the avenue by which...we help our children and our
teachers as far asmorale is concerned, as far as the ability to work together and
share ideas and materials. I1t's more amatter of what we share and what we do,
and | think that beforehand, there was alot of competition...whose door can look
the best and whose kids can go the fastest...Now it is a matter of “Now let’swork
together for the good of everybody.” [H - 9]

They are not bored with it [reading]. We have gone from where they
would sit at their seats all day long...and just do whatever you told them to by
rote... you hoped they would. Now they are more active and more involved in
what they do...and | think it means more... It istheirs... They have ownership.

[H - 11]

Test scores have gone up considerably in the last few years...several of us
were trained in Reading Recovery...which now evolved into Reading
Discovery...because we pulled away from the “Mother” [Reading Recovery]. |
think there have been significant increases. We have gotten most of our children
on or above grade level by the end of second grade. [H - 12]

Parents also benefited from the Shared Governance initiative:
And if they [parents] do not come to us, we go to them ...98% of parents made

fall conferences. [H - 13]
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We do not have as much [parent interaction] as we would like. We do
have lots of parent volunteers who come to the rooms and help children and we
have community volunteers. We have executives or people who work in different
companies come in and support the children ...We have more parent involvement
from children’s parents who don’t need the help...we would love to have more
parents come in so we can show them what they can do at home...but most of
those parents work. It is hard to get them in...[So we started] and our assistant
principal isin charge of the HELP program and Super Saturdays because we got a
grant. They have to come in with an adult...that isthe draw. [H - 8]

| think that one of the most exciting things we did was to vote YES for the
R.J.R. Reynolds program with that Help Program. That was one of the most
shining things! Lew [Allen] had alot to do with helping us “ clean up the
language” and helping us write the grant...we could use his expertise on that. It
was thrilling to have input in it and to have them believe that we could do it. We
knew it was going to work for us, and we felt comfortable about what we were
doing. It was to come back [to us] with one half a million dollars because your
school had a good idea [about ways to help children and parents]. What a shot of
adrenaline for thisfaculty! [J - 4]

Next Century Schools Family Learning Center:

WCPS enjoyed amagical St. Patrick’s evening at the Family Learning
Center...entertained with magic tricks. Leprechaun popcorn and lemonade
provided and served by a group of loyal center volunteers made the evening extra

special. The next big event to be held at the Center is the Super Saturday Health
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Fair, in cooperation with SM Health Care System. The Family Learning Center is
aresource areafor all Primary School families to use after regular school hours. It
isdesigned for Children Pre-K through second grade accompanied by adult

family members. Volunteers staff the Center. [N - 3/24/94]

We won the state award (for family involvement) for ourselves...and the

main point is that the kidswin! That is the bottom line. [FM - 7]

Thus, the benefits of Shared Governance far outnumbered the concerns expressed
by teachers. In summary, the answer to Research Question Number One incorporated the
teachers' positive perspectives of the following objects, events, and aspects of human
nature: actualized teacher voice (including evolving vision), teachers as professionals,
time as essential, leadership equals responsibility, and the expanded role of the principal.
Furthermore, all members of the school benefited from Shared Governance.

Research Question Two

The second research question addressed in both studies asked: What feelings,
thoughts, and behaviors resulted from teachers working in a school that has implemented
Shared Governance for 10 years? In each study, the researchers found that “Having
teacherstake an activerole in the life of the school, in general, had an accumulative
positive effect on the climate of the school” (Allen, 1993, p.134).

In 1990, severa of the 15 teachers reported some negative feelings toward the
initiative, whereas only one of the 12 participants in the 2000 interviews expressed this
concern: “We need to let new staff and parents know about Shared Governance. They
have no clue and that is something we have never addressed” [MF - 1]. The three missing

participants (from the 1990 study) no longer taught at WCPS and therefore were not



108

eligible for the 2000 interview session. In summary, an overall, positive feeling emerged
in both the 1990 and the 2000 research studies.

Evolving Y et Positive

Throughout the studies, the teachers perspectives, feelings, understandings, and
actions were changing in a positive direction in how they felt about the school and their
own self-image. When asked about how she felt about Shared Governance, ateacher in
2000 stated:

| loveit. | think that most people enjoy it. It never gets stagnant. We keep raising

the bar. So we think, “That’s good...but you can do better!” Y ou never just sit

back and enjoy. Instead of “We raised the reading scores to 95% average” ...

“Well, that’ s good, but let’ s go here next and improve this.” [F - 7]

Thus the Shared Governance initiative was evolving as it reached for new heights.
Furthermore, the majority of the teachers maintained a positive self-image as portrayed in
these teachers' statements:

We...believein ourselves. [J- 1]

Teachers are not used to being treated like real people and it still knocks my
socks off when that happens. It’slike ...Whew! We are somebodies ...\Whoa! We

are being treated like real people! Nicely. [J- 10]

When it [Shared Governance] began, | think that alot of people felt that we
had to go somewhere else to observe, and they didn’t think that anything very
great was going on here...where if you wanted to learn something, you had to go

outside the schoal. | think that that is a complete turnaround 10 years later.
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Everybody is coming to us and that is great. But we had to go through those years
of coming to that realization and that took time. [J - 2]

[Before Shared Governance] | was frustrated because | didn’t mind going
outside the school and presenting what | was doing [she was first Kindergarten
teacher in the state]...but nobody here gave you any backing. They didn’t care if
you went or not...or if you heard anything that was critical. It waslike | don’t
have to show off what | do with al of that good stuff” ...Y ou know it was yucky.
| knew we were doing good things here...but there wasn’t any vehicle [to share
it]. You first had to believe in yourself...and then be willing to go. Now [after
Shared Governance was in place] thereis so much of that ...we are giving
presentations all over the place. | am really proud of that. [J - 11]

In the beginning, | used to do alot [of presenting] with Early
Childhood...NCER conference in Athens. In fact, just to go to those
conferences...they were not too happy before Shared Governance...to let you go
to the conferences. In the very beginning, you had to use your sick leave to do it.
And you had to use up your sick leave before they would let you use professional
leave. It was the way things were done...Now [2000], you are encouraged to go,
and we present alot of stuff at conferences. [J- 12]

We had say, and it mattered about what we said. Our input mattered. It did
alot for me asfar ashow | felt about myself...as ateacher and as a professional.
Because so many times before that...well one of my principals had been my high
school principal ...and so sometimes you felt like a grown-up student as a teacher

here rather than as an adult who is doing ajob. And one who has gone to school
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to learn how to do this job. So many times before Shared Governance, you were

just told “ Thisiswhat you are going to do” ...but now with Shared Governance

we were considered professionals rather than just a bigger high school student or
acollege student. [C - 2]

Shared Governance was that the faculty has avoice...and that gives you
ownership about your curriculum. It makes you feel part of it and your ideas and
thoughts are valued. [F - 1]

| can’t imagine ever quitting and not teaching here...thisis such an exciting
placeto teach at...that | think...what if | never got the chance to go back? | would
miss that so badly [F - 5]

| think that what has come out of all of this now is that when we see new
programs if we go to a conference or aworkshop, or just another teacher who has
asister in another county that is doing good things. We know that we can come
back with these ideas and that it is very open. A lot of these things that we come
back with, these people will come and speak with us or we can try to implement
the new programs on our own. Y ou know it is nice going to these things and not
sitting there, as before we had Shared Governance and just sit thinking “I wish |
could do that, but | know that they are not going to let us.” But now, we fedl that
our opinion is accepted and valued! | think that Shared Governance got it all off
to astrong start so that the teachers felt comfortable doing it and maybe Dr. M.
felt comfortable doing it. | think it would have been harder to get to this point

without Shared Governance. [C - 3]
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Asfar asmaking decisions, | feel good that we are asked every time...they
send us a note that tells: we are having a meeting, thisiswhat will be brought to
the principal ... please give your input...what do you want to see done? We can
put down whatever we want without any fear of being...anybody getting on to us
or things likethat...l feel asif | have alot of say asfar asthings that are
applicableto me. [D - 3]

Asfar as being in aschool that isimplementing Shared Governance, |’ ve
never been in a school that doesn’t implement Shard Governance. Thisisthe only
school that | have ever worked in...I don't know any other way to be. | would not
know how to act if | couldn’t write a note to my principal and say, “Hey, | think
we need to do this” and for him to say, “Well let’stalk about it.” | don’t know any
other way to be. [D - 4]

Pride in Programs

In addition to pride in their own worth, the teachers felt pride in the programs of
instruction that they had created over the 10 years. An example was a teacher who said
that before Shared Governance, “We would have whatever was mandated for our
school...this is your program. And you will teach it!” [F - 3]. By the year 2000, the
teachers picked the programs for math, reading, and science and modified each program
and instruction to fit the children’s needs. “We designed our own program...the kind that
works.... Using the QCC...we just built it to serve our children” [H - 2].

Trust in the Principal

In 1990, the feeling of “initial skepticism was evidenced in the planning teams’

meetings’ (Allen, 1993, p. 136). One teacher speculated that Shared Governance would
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only last until “The first time that the teachers made a decision that the principal did not
like and then the whole thing would be over.” A long-time veteran teacher remembered
thinking to herself “Thistoo shall pass’ [MF - 5].

This skepticism did not appear in the 2000 study. Instead, teachers said “I feel a
part of it, and we can do it” [C - 6] frequently. Furthermore, the principal’s trust level
with his staff was cemented when he did not override the POD vote or the school within a
school vote because it did not reach the 80% level of approva from the staff [I - 36].
Thus, along established trust level led to several teachers stating that their only worry or
concern was “What will we do if the present principal leaves and we no longer have his
vision of Shared Governance nor his support?” [E - 13] and “We need an open
administrator” [H - 7]. At a subsequent group discussion, several teachers echoed the
need for areceptive administrator when they stated the following:

What are we going to do when Dr. M. [principal] leaves? ...[Moaning from

several staff]...| think that we, as a school, have got to stick together to say this

Shared Governance ideaworks! ... Right! ... The Central Office will have to say

that when they hire [anew principal] ...unless they buy into this...the strategic

plan of it... ... | heard at other schools, they had this and got it going and then a

new principal was not even aware and started making decisions that used to be the

faculty’ s decision...that isreally going to be hard. They are having areally hard
time trying to tactfully bring her [principal] aboard and live with what was now
being handed down to them. It would be very hard to go back! And it would be
very, very, very destructive for us! Dr. S. [superintendent] believesinit...Yeah!

... Thereitis...shewill listen! She definitely has a say so over the next principal.
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| think she will look for someone that will look out for our best interests! ... |

think that we know that it works so well, we do not want it to change! ... We just

don’t want Dr. M. [present principal] to leave. [MF - 2]

Your principal has to be totally trained...totally committed and find out that

he or she actually can let go ...or it is never gonnawork! [MF - 2]

Thus by 2000, this effective Shared Governance principal incorporated many of
these same ideal s that the teachers espoused: building trust, initiating facilitative
processes and structures, and encouraging group devel opment.

Trust in Themselves

In an analogous vein, teachers in 2000 felt comfortable with being autonomous
rather than controlled as reveal ed when these teachers stated:

WEéll, you feedl like you have more control over what happens. You don't feel like

it is“top-down” administration...we have asay...we aways felt like we could

say...listen ...and that our opinion is worth something. [H - 6]

Carl [Glickman] was here only at the first part...he came and sort of ...1
remember thinking it was like college rush ...where he was looking at us, but we
were also looking at him...so it was decision-making right from the beginning.
He chose our school to be one of the sites. That was cool. But we had a choice to
choose or not, also. So from the very beginning he was talking about what it was
going to be about and what it was going to be like...it was that shared kind of
feeling. And then | thought we were gonna be with Carl [chuckles] and we didn’t
see him after that...When we started meeting it was Lew [Allen]. He just sat in on

alot of meetings, never really took part. He was always around to remind us of
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things to do for the University at the end of the year...things would come up

through the years, but we made decisions. We used L eague resources...then we

shared information, discussed it in small groups and for different reasons, some

[issues] passed and some did not. It was never a*“snow job” ...even when you

knew that that was what Dr. M. [principal] wanted...it still might not have passed.

So that iswhat Shared Governanceisreally all about. [ - 36]

In 1990 and 2000, the shared governance experience did not always lead to
increased involvement. Severa chose not to be involved in 1990. In contrast, only one
teacher in 2000 stated that she did not want to be directly involved on the SIT [I - 19].
She was happy because she felt represented, and so her needs were met even though she
chose not to serve on committees. The teachers (to maintain the flame of interest in
Shared Governance) used a variety of activities and resources. Some examples include:

The University [gave us] support as we set up the strong foundation ... it made a

big difference... and Dr. M. [principal] was open to Shared Governance, so |

think it [University] gave him aframework to go on...for him to feel comfortable
with and it also gave us something comfortable and concrete. .. something to go

by...atemplate in the beginning. [MF - 2]

Our school [WCPS] is up for a statewide Exemplary Reading Award...We

have alot of teachers that just come to see our program. We are mentoring a

whole school in Walton County. We are helping this other school get their

curriculum focused instead of floundering. They are overwhelmed...We will

work on whatever their needs might be. We have awonderful administration. He
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works as hard as anybody else does. We have had parents on the SIT. We are
together. We are awhole. We try to help each other as much as possible. [B - 7]

[How do new people on the faculty find out about Shared Governance?]
That's agood question. We have lost alittle bit of the initial structure...but other
things have developed [from it] like mentor (Bey & Holmes, 1992) teachers for
the new ones. The SIT may not be the only way to get things taken care of
today...now we have mentor teachers and TSS trained teachers...and the SIT has
expanded to other ways to help. We have teachers who do certain kinds of
training in math or reading...We have IN TECH training here ... | am in charge of
that and | will train 46 teachersthisyear. [C - 11]

That is something | have seen change also... Teachers have taken on roles
astrainers...mentors...leadership...administration...now we have teachers who
have more specific areas of expertise. We have come along way from “Y ou’ll
have to ask the principal. She hasit [chalk] locked in her closet.” [C - 12]

Shared Governance has made it aless stressful working situation...| feel
more professional and also it is much less frustrating now than being in a situation
where you have no control...It is very rewarding to know you can help create and
make a school what it is. You are affecting those children, but it is even
more...asawhole, “we” make Wilson County Primary School. [C - 15]

Our whole faculty isjust immersed in it [Shared Governance]. It is not like
wereally even have to work on it anymore. A few years ago, we even went to a
“Beginning Shared Governance” meeting again. Because alot of the people who

were on the SIT had never even been on the original SIT. So we went back and
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got kind of revitalized at the University at a workshop. And that was very

important to us...to keep it going! We ask for help from the University when we

need it. Like if we want to do aresearch project on writing, we call them and they
give us good literature...and we go to League meetings, which is fun. We even
presented at League meetings...It was wonderful. It is good to know that what

you are doing isimportant. [A - 3]

They did some pretty creative things [to keep interest high]...one year, a
trip to Hawaii ... come to the Luau... with necklaces and fruit drinks ...to get
people to want to serve on the SIT...but participation in the belief iswhat is
happening. It’s the whole democracy thing. [I - 25]

In summary, democratic governance in a primary school alowed individuals to
take an active role in the process. Sharing in the governance of a school by utilizing voice
and action research enabled many positive changes to occur in an ascending spiral. The
positive benefits overwhelmingly prevailed over the few concerns. These changes gave a
positive tone regarding the teachers' perspectives in answers to Research Question
Number One: “What are the teachers perspectives (what is taken for granted about the
attributes of various objects, events, and human nature) of Shared Governance in a school
where Shared Governance has been implemented?” As aresult of these positive events
(such as Super Saturdays), specific objects (such as the Nabisco Grant), and the evolving
professionalism in the teachers’ natures, a multitude of positive feelings, thoughts, and
behaviors resulted from the teachers working in a school that has implemented Shared
Governance for 10 years. Thus, Research Question Two, corresponding to Question One,

also had overwhelmingly positive results.
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Thus, findings of this study focused on change, voice, and the principal.

There were some similarities and yet several important differences regarding the change
in teachers' perspectives after 10 years of Shared Governance. When the school structure
became more democratic and the teachers shared in the governance of the school, the
teachers concurrently adapted to changes more readily. In this present study, teachers
held overwhelmingly positive perspectives about themselves, their programs of
instruction, their principal, and their students achievements. Continued study on the
long-term effects of Shared Governance on teachers, as well as on students, parents, and
administratorsisjustified.

At WCPS, teachers utilized an unencumbered voice and collaborative inquiry to
achieve a systematic process for informed decision making. Teachers worked in a non-
threatening school climate and had adequate time to use their professional voicein
ongoing activities, such as action research for curriculum improvement in this successful
Shared Governance school. The positive school climate led to a multitude of benefits for
teachers as well as for students and administrators.

Theteachers' perspective was solid in regard to the role of the principal. They
repeatedly stated that is was important to have a supportive principal. After 10 years of
Shared Governance, their only concern was “What would happen if he |eft the school 7’
Thus, the results of this study have implications for administrators and teachersin school
districts as they assess their progress toward restructuring the school district. This study
contributes to the body of research literature and can assist other educational
organizationsin their implementation of Shared Governance for the betterment of

students, teachers, and administrators.
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Summary of the Findings

1. Changesintheteachers’ perspectives occurred a8 WCPS over the 10 years, including

those regarding their professionalism, autonomy, and self-esteem.
2. Teacher voice, a supportive principal, and adeguate time were important factors for

the success of Shared Governance at WCPS.
3. Shared Governance produced considerably more benefits than concerns for the staff

and students at Wilson County Primary School.

Theoretical Discussion
Suggestions made by theorists in the literature enhanced the comparison of

Allen’s (1993) findings with the findings in this present study. Allen noted that when
findings are presented “as awhole within this sequential inventory, a theory emerges that
deals with the complexity of the research topic” (p. 146). Thus, this present study’s
findings are compared and contrasted to the data found in Allen’s 1993 study. The
following were derived from the comparison of the present and former findings on
teachers perspectives of Shared Governance: (1) Change is an Evolving Vision in the
Shared Governance Process, (2) Voiceis the Core Category that Facilitates Shared
Governance, and (3) A Shared Governance Principal Facilitates Trust.

Change is An Evolving Vision in the Shared Governance Process

In 1990, democratic schooling was not evident at WCPS as an evolving process
towards an ideal. By 2000, this construct was reflected in the transcripts of several
teachers who indicated that Shared Governance required an everlasting quest for “What is
next?’ asthey attempted to raise the standards of achievements for their students. Some

examples include:
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| loveit here...It never gets stagnant. We keep raising the bar. So we think that is
good...but you can do better. You never just sit back and enjoy...instead of “We
raised the reading scores by so much of apercentage’... “well, that’s good...but
we can go herenext.” [F - 7]

| think that the working environment hereislike an even keel...it is not
that we don’'t have alot to do ... why we even come over on weekend. It’s not
that the administration expectsit of us...they don’t even requireit ... but for usto
beabletodoit ... Weare going to do our best. It can be tiresome. We stay late
but it isfor the love of the children and the love of the school, that we want it to
be the best! ... There is not resentment for the amount of work that is required
...It'sjust that we feel like we need to do this. The environment of our school is
wonderful. | have been in the school for over 20 years and | am still happy.
[B - 12]

We...are movers and shakers. [A - 5]

The [Shared Governance] model works and then gets other things started.
If you have agroup that is trained and operating that way...you have something in
place...you have that structure so then [an issue comes up]...Do we decide we
want it? How are we going to implement it? How will we know if it is going
well? How will we communicate it to others? That isamodel that just works...to
get things ... asbig as this school has become. [I - 22]

Furthermore, if you don’t participate in it, you are in danger of losingit. It

is the whole Democracy thing. [l - 25]
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Always evolving...This school never sits...We never get comfortable with
much. We are a\ways changing something up. Everyone has decided we need a
change...itisnot just every day thereis anew decision...yet people are never
satisfied. That iswhy our reading scores keep going up! If you asked me, in the
“Reign of Terror” could you have reached 95%... of the students going to the
next school...95%...or whatever it was last year...to be reading on grade level...1
would say no way! | don’t think that back then [before Shared Governance] that |
would have believed then that it could ever go that high. But it’sway up there
now...90 something percent on grade-level in reading fluency. That is
phenomenal. But then when we had that last year, so this year we say “ So that
was good last year, now we need to work on boosting comprehension
scores.. . because now we are freed up to work on that.” We think we know what
we are doing with fluency...it'skind of going at 95%... but we have to raise the
mark. We are going to do more testing to see where that comprehension is and see
how much higher we can get it. We have found that you have to get a certain level
of fluency before you can really push them in Reading Comprehension. Y ou
could work on Oral Comprehension, but not really asking deep questions on what
they have read. But you can certainly in First Grade and in Kindergarten ask those
kinds of gquestions to be thinking about in what you read. [ - 26]
When comparing the teachers perspectives of outcomesin 1990 and 2000, a
sharp contrast devel oped related to the school’ s vision. In 1990, students were reading
below grade level. Currently, under acommitment to an evolving vision, 95% of the

students were fluently reading on or above grade level. This ongoing process of renewing
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and reaching for the school’ s vision enriched the school for teachers and students as it
stood the test of time. This was achieved through thousands of small opportunities of
facilitating an instructional focus that evolved into common values of democratic
governance. This Shared Governance school, which utilized collaborative, databased
inquiry provided teachers with an ongoing, systematic process for informed decision
making. Thus, the vision challenged and empowered members of the school and this
helped them in times of conflict. Thus, outcomes, including academic achievement and
personal adjustment, were more positive in 2000.
The teachers in the 2000 study were aware of this evolving vision and its benefits as

noted in these teachers’ statements:

Y ou have to have vision...it is nice to be going somewhere together, but if you

don’t know where you are going...it is not good...there has got to be someone

that hasthe vision. [MF - 4]

| think that Shared Governance is what got us started...because it gave us
avoice and afocus. We didn’t have that focus at the beginning, when | first came
here. There have been alot of changes in education through the years...but
working towards goals can make it the best of what you are doing. If we focus on
our goals, then we are heading in the right direction. [B - 15]

Yes...weredly do [see adifference in reading test scores and children’s
abilities] ...since we started the [ Shared Governance] program. It didn’t just
happen overnight. We struggled for awhile for us to find where we needed to be.
We struggled through alot of different kinds of things from Whole Language and

the misconception of Whole Language...we went that avenue...and we stumbled
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and researched and we came up with [our present program] of al the other things
that you need to help children become good readers. [H - 3]

We will ask for their [University’ s| help when we need their help. Likeif
we are doing a research writing project, we call them and they give usliterature as
we need it. [A- 4]

We have our own math curriculum now. Y ears ago, we had a workbook.
We started out using “Math Their Way” ...it originated because one of our
teachers had seen it somewhere else... She came back and said, “1 really think that
thisis something that we ought to try.” So Dr. M. [Principal] said “Go ahead and
pilot it and see how you like it. Then share it with more people.” It started with
three teachers... and pretty soon it was school wide. It has been modified to meet
our needs...we added a component called “Math in Action”...so we have a
combination of several programs, including “Math Their Way.” [H - 4]

Give yourself time. It doesn’'t happen in ayear or two or three years. |
don’t know when that magical thing happened when it started to feel
comfortable...It was not comfortable in the beginning...You just have to stick
with it long enough for it to become away of life! [MF - 2]

Thislast quotation may explain why the few, previous, short-term (two or three years)
studies on the effects of shared governance did not produce significant findings. They did
not study the school long enough to realize that they got “over the hump” of bumpy times
and into the smooth sailing of a school that had established the shared governance

process.
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Thusin 2000, this shared governance school had confident teachers that were
ready to tackle such problems as thriving under a Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools (SACS) review. Going through a SACS review, with its considerable focus on
Vision, can be chaotic for some schools, but the WSPC staff felt that Shared
Governance' s series of small opportunities to develop mutual values helped them
“practice” for SACS asindicated in this teacher’ s exclamation:

This practice with this type of governance hel ps us with accreditation; it seems

they use the same model. It feelsreally good. | would hate to go back! [I - 21]

Shared Governance [is related] to implementing “What is our focus?’ ...
“What are we concentrating on and hopefully making that happen?’... Looking at
the Mission Statement for the school and its beliefs and if there is anything we
want to change in that [mission statement]. ...He calls people to participate, we
work on acertain area of it and we get people to work with us [Steering
Committee] and then there has to be input from everyone. So the SACS review of
our school has areal Shared Governance Focus. Otherwise, they won't pass us.

[l - 20]

They became a“fluid staff” that could flexibly work for the common good
as heard in this teacher’ swords: “He [student] is changing classes tomorrow...[It
happens] especialy in reading, because we have the staff set up to be very fluid.
Teachers are listened to about their kids...if ateacher speaks up and says that the
light bulb has come on ...we will pull him out tomorrow...[she will] assess his

abilities and place him in ahigher group. [ - 16]
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Thus, the school isthe product of countless, everyday interactions of individuals.
In the current movement to restructure schools, many educators are advocating expanding
the role of teachersto allow them to have greater impact on the life of the school through
utilization of their voice and action research. In 1990, schoolwide action research
involving everyone in the school was not the norm. By 2000, the teachers continually and
methodically studied their total school, analyzed the data, and utilized it to seek
improvements in the everyday interactions of staff and students. Thus, schoolwide action
research became the process of collecting data about an ongoing system with the purpose
of improving the practice of teaching and learning. They integrated action research into
the culture of a school as a normal mode of operation, by fostering social bonds and
ensuring technical support as they moved from innovation to alasting school practice. It
became a natural part of WCPS' organizational life. This teacher’ s statement reflects that
ongoing renewal: “ At the end of the year, we ... re-assessed [our progress]...where we
were going... That was our own kind of Action Research” [I - 36]. Thus, including
involved teachers, community members, and students in decision-making based on action
research became a means of supporting positive change.

By 2000, individual teachers evolved as decisive leaders in severa areas such as
mentoring other teachers and giving presentations at L eague meetings on math, reading,
and IN TECH. A teacher no longer existed as an island in her classroom; rather, the
teacher was mainstreamed into the changing school community. Providing teachers a
voice in the governance of schools was one manifestation of this movement of utilizing

action research in the quest for an evolving vision of better schools.
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Voiceisthe Core Category that Facilitates Shared Governance

Both studies found that if schools are to be restructured so that teachers are
encouraged and enabled to lead, then teachers' voices must be heard as countless
problems are defined and courses of action are planned and implemented. The school’s
vision, through the avenue of voice, continued to evolve in Wilson County Primary
Schooal, as heard in the following statements:

We had worked so hard to get where we are. | didn’t want to lose it. | wanted to

make sure that it [ Shared Governance] was going to continue ... It was something

that | felt strongly about! ... Being able to be part of it from the ground up and |
knew what we had before. | sure didn’t want to go back to that! Each person has

achance to say what they feel. [B - 5]

[Can you share your ideas with the SIT? Administrators? Central Office?]
| can talk to anybody. We can, if | have a concern, go to the head of that particular
concern and tell them. | think that alot of good things have developed from
Shared Governance. [B - 6]

In 1990, when teachers were not given a voice, the basic structure of the school
district and the school often kept teachers isolated and therefore silenced. Dissimilarly in
2000, in aschool where Shared Governance had been in place for 10 years, the staff felt
positive because all had avoice[l - 4]. Furthermore, they felt that their opinions were
valued [F - 1] by the principal and the superintendent. These teachers felt happy [D - 10]
and rewarded [C - 16], and they believed that the school had a positive atmosphere [C -

13]. This situation occurred because they viewed the superintendent and the principal as
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gracious[H - 1] inlistening to the staff [I - 16] and gave opportunities for al of the staff
to haveasay [G - 4] or speak up [H - 12].

By 2000, teacher voice (including adequate time to utilize their voice) was an
important factor in successful Shared Governance. In contrast in 1990, some negative
effects of the contrived congeniality of very limited teacher voice included depletion of
time, decreases in teacher morale, and decreases in teachers' political efficacy. For
example, in 1990, time was a maor concern of the teachers [G - 1] and the morale was
not high [I - 37]. Lack of time was afactor at the beginning, [MF - 4] and yet in 2000
teachers stated, “We have come along way” [MF - 4]. Furthermore, the teachers had
dismissed time as a concern in 2000 because in earlier years they had addressed the
problem. The solutions they created include providing release time for all involved in SIT
meetings [K - 17], research on issues [A - 4], task forces[H - 2], and supportive
International Reading Association and League meetings [MF - 4]. Additionally, teachers
received Staff Development Units (SDUSs) for time spent in curricular development
meetings. These practices promoted leadership in the learning community. In addition,
the principal found ways to streamline lesson planning with weekly planners [K - 18].
All of these combined in stark contrast to the years before Shared Governance when the
teachers had to use their sick daysto go to a professional meeting. Asked if the teachers
wanted to go back, this teacher’ s answer was a definitive “No!”:

No way! | sure didn’t want to go back to that! To not being able to say thisis

what | want to teach and | can do it this way. Shared Governance has brought our

school together and we have worked very hard. We are a congenia group. We

have our team meetings and we get things accomplished with those. When we see
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that something islagging or needs work, that is what we begin to center on...
research...then express our needs to the School-wide Instructional Team (SIT)
and they talk about it and see what needs to be done from there. Each person has a
chance to say what they feel. [B - 5]
Teachers further suggested that the passage of time was also needed to smooth out the
“bumps” that inevitably occur. A veteran teacher made this suggestion: “Giveit time!”
[I - 36]
This teacher summarized by stating:
Our school isawonderful placeto work and | really do attribute it to Shared
Governance! And to the leadership of our administration... Everyone at our
school has been doing it for so long now that we know that we have avoice! We
know that we are thinkers as faculty members. That is a big change over the last
10 years! We expect them [new teachers] to think. [A - 1]
Thus, voice was the core category or “common thread holding together their collective
meaning of Shared Governance” as defined by Allen (1993, p. 69). Adequate time and a
supportive principal sustained that voice.

A Shared Governance Principal Facilitates Trust

In this study, district level supervisors and the principal supported Shared
Governance for a decade. In this county, the superintendent, principal of WCPS, and
teachers believed that the responsibility for planning and change should be shared.
However, in 1990, principals were generally not known to be strong advocates for issues
of social, racial, and gender equity. By 2000, this principal (a democratic |eader) elicited

teacher voice and thus weathered the conflicts brought by change. In 2000, one teacher
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expressed the teachers’ concern of conflicts that could evolve from afuture changein
administration by stating: “We have Shared Governance. We did it. I'm glad! And | hope
that. Dr. M. [principal] stays here forever. At least until | an gone!” [l - 24]. Thus, his
facilitative school |eadership contributed to the teachers overall sense of well being and
empowerment as indicated in the “interlacing” of Shared Governance, trust, and
optimism in the following teacher’ s statements:
| have worked for Dr. M. [principal]... he was the fourth principal that | worked
for here. | did feel pressure [before] ...that | would be fussed at. Things are better
now. | guess heis an easier going person. He wants things done but he is not
going to crack the whip on you. He expects it and we know that and we want to
do things for him and the school. | think therefore that there is a different attitude
in the teachers. | will say that heisthe best principal that | have ever had. | have
enjoyed working for him. It makes a big difference! He knows and he trusts us to
do what we are supposed to do ...and we trust him. [B - 13]
We have become like atrusting family... It'sagood feeling...It redly is.
There are alot of good things to smile about at our school...| think we are the
Cadillac of schools. [E - 15]
By 2000, teacher voice and trust in the principal facilitated positive changes in the school.
Furthermore, ateacher in 2000 noted that sharing the governance was a two-way street.
She indicated that change was best implemented in a Shared Governance school when
there is a balance between principal and faculty.
Implementing change within Shared Governance ... takes a group of teachers that

are willing. It would be much easier to say, “Thisiswhat you will do this
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week” ...but with Shared Governance, you are given some leeway ...so you have

got to stimulate some ideas. In essence it takes some digging down deep into your

creativity...and then being able to work it out...Shared Governance means a

bal ance between teachers and principals. [E - 13]

Thus by 2000, facilitative school |eadership contributed significantly to the teachers
overall sense of well being and empowerment. This teacher’s statement reflects the
overall sense of well being derived from such leadership:

We are very fortunate that it was our principal who wanted to start Shared

Governance. So he had a buy-in to begin with...he has not changed. | also think

that he findsit agood place to work because we really do help with alot of the

work. | know heisin charge...and a prime motivator...but it the way that he
brings out anidea... “1 was thinking, could we get some study groups up and look
at this and see where we want to go with it?" It is a very open-ended kind of
guestion. [ Then] people sign up for study groups and if they are interested, then
we come back for afaculty decision...Then we vote. So it works wonderfully

well. | can't say enough good things about it! [A - 2]

The WCPS principal modeled democracy in education when he allowed the
faculty vote on issues to prevail. There was initial skepticism in 1990 concerning Shared
Governance. This was dispelled when the teachers voted down two of the principal’s
preferences: (@) a school within a school and (b) a POD system. Skepticism was replaced
by trust in this exemplary Shared Governance principal. Thus, the process of expressing

teacher voice was impacted by the structure of the school, including the role that the
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principal played in the school. The WCPS principa acknowledged the empowerment of
the democratic process, which sanctioned atrue voice for teachers at WCPS.

These examples of democracy in education reinforce the belief that the
fundamental purpose of public education isto prepare the child for productive citizenship
and democratic participation by actualizing the democratic values of America. A re-
commitment to America’' s democratic foundations and decentralized schools hold the
most potential for improving children’slives. In accord with this belief, the importance of
leadership for democracy included not only listening to teachers but also to children.
Thereis also aneed for decentralization in higher education, where dictatorial statements
regject the espoused practice of Shared Governance and minimizes the role of the faculty.

Our American public schools must promote and model the highest ideals of the
Constitution, including equal protection, freedom of speech, and religious freedom. When
these values of American democracy areinstilled, it will promote the safe protection of
future generations. The WCPS principal modeled “democracy in education” and this
facilitated further benefits including an overall sense of well being and trust. This
exemplary Shared Governance principal embraced the empowering, democratic process
of voting on issues, which allowed teachers a true voice in the school.

Summary

The WCPS Shared Governance initiative elevated teachers as they worked hard,
practiced ongoing research, were creative, enthusiastic, optimistic, and proud of their
accomplishments. The teachers created a variety of changes including educational

programs that benefited children as the staff used their voice and their emerging
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professionalism. The principal was the facilitator of many of these accomplishments for
he dared to share his power and everyone gained autonomy. The overall results included
aresounding majority of benefits of Shared Governance as compared to former concerns
about the process.

The purpose of this study was to advance knowledge about teachers' perspectives
of Shared Governance after 10 years of implementation in a primary school. The findings
of the study developed into these statements: (1) Changeis an evolving vision in the
Shared Governance process, (2) Voice is the core category that facilitates Shared
Governance, and (3) A Shared Governance principal facilitates trust. Chapter 5 presents
implications for further study to broaden the research base and summarizes the entire

study.



CHAPTER YV
SUMMARY
Overview

The purpose of this research was to conduct afollow-up study of Allen’s (1993)
work on Shared Governance at Wilson County Primary School, located in central
Georgia. Specifically, this researcher aspired to disclose the teachers perspectives
regarding Shared Governance, after they had implemented the democratic initiative for
10 years.

Chapter 1 provided an introduction to the study by emphasizing the evolution of
Shared Governance in business, industry, and education. This chapter outlines the
conceptual framework for this follow-up study and emphasized the two research
guestions from Allen’ s original study that also guided this present study:

1) What are the teachers perspectives (what istaken for granted about the
attributes of various objects, events, and human nature) of Shared Governance
in a school where Shared Governance has been implemented for 10 years?

2) What feelings, thoughts, and behaviors result from teachers working in a
school that has implemented Shared Governance for 10 years?

Chapter 2 provided areview of the related literature. This review included an

overview of democratic governance of schools, conditions, and parameters of Shared

Governance, teachers perspectives regarding inclusion in decision-making, and decision

132
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making situations desired by teachers. Chapter 3 delineated the methodol ogy utilized to
collect and analyze the data. Chapter 4 presented the findings of the study. This chapter
isdivided into three sections: (A) Overview, (B) Summary of the Findings and
Implications, and (C) Summary of the Study.
Summary of the Findings
The findings of the present study include:
1. Changesintheteachers’ perspectives occurred a8 WCPS over the 10 years, including
those regarding their professionalism, autonomy, and self-esteem.
2. Teacher voice, a supportive principal and adequate time were important factors for
the success of Shared Governance at WCPS.
3. Shared Governance produced considerably more benefits than concerns for the staff
and students at Wilson County Primary School.

Both Research Questions revealed positive changes in teachers' perspectives.
Skepticism was replaced by optimism and fear was replaced by pride. In 1990 some
teachers reported negative feelings toward the Shared Governance initiative, whereas
overall positive feelings emerged by 2000. For example, in 1990 one teacher speculated
that Shared Governance would last only until “the first time that the teachers made a
decision that the principal did not like and then the whole thing would be over.” By 2000,
with several trust-building experiences through the years, doubts had evaporated.
Furthermore, in 2000 the teachers felt pride as the programs of instruction and student
scores on standardized tests dramatically improved. Allen wondered if “as aresult of

Shared Governance, do teachers alter their teaching methods in such away that student
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outcomes are improved?’ (Allen, 1993, p.175; Kohn, 1993). Standardized test scoresin
reading revealed that 95% of the students were able to fluently read on grade level or
higher at the end of second grade. However, there is room for further study in this topic
of research. Will this improvement continue in other grade levels? In subjects other than
reading? Furthermore, the support of the superintendent, the principal, and the university
was aso documented in this study. Further study is needed to examine the role of interna
and external facilitation: Can Shared Governance survive without that support? What will
happen to WCPS when the present principal leaves?

Further research is needed to provide educators with the type of in-depth information
that is necessary to guide the Shared Governance process. This research will create a
broader research base of teachers' perspectives asthey utilize their voice in leadership
rolesin anon-restrictive or open setting as found in this Shared Governance primary
school. This researcher did not intend nor does she claim to have discovered conclusions
that are universal. However, when other researchers conduct similar studies at varying
grade levels, backgrounds of teachers, as well as urban versus rural settings, the
comparison across the studies will expand the knowledge base.

Summary of the Study
This 10-year follow-up case study of a Shared Governance primary school noted

some similaritiesto as well as several differences from Allen’s (1993) study. Examples of
similaritiesincluded: a) teachers reported increased communication, commitment, and
competence when they were involved in making decisions about their work; b)
“principals played key roles by providing vision for the school and modeling collegial

trust and respect for teachers’ (Allen, 1993, p.173); ) rather than seeking power over the



135

process, the teachers interpreted Shared Governance as a series of opportunities that
allowed them to express their voice; and d) both studies focused on specific details and
behaviorsin the teachers everyday life. Asaresult, a deeper understanding was gained
of the complexities of the Shared Governance process and “how it affects and is affected
by teachers’ (Allen, 1993, p. 174). This present re-visitation of Allen’s (1993) Shared
Governance primary school noted that several of hisfindings are still evident today.

However, this present study also noted several differences when compared to the
findings of the 1990 study. Some of the differences that were evident by 2000 included:
1) teachers freely and continuously used their voices to effect a multitude of positive
changes in the school, 2) teachers used action research to explore evolving school issues
as they reached for their school’ s vision, and 3) teachers were no longer concerned
strictly with classroom issues, but rather interacted professionally with principals, central
office administrators as well as other schools and districts.

This study disclosed that Shared Governance brought considerably more benefits
than concerns to the staff of WCPS. In contrast, Allen’s (1993) study revealed many
initial concerns from teachers who desired a voice in the decisions that affected their
schools and also in resolutions that affected district and statewide policies. This primary
school actualized their earlier desires.

Furthermore, this single-school, follow-up case study was concerned with why
teachersfelt as they did and how they came to the positive perspectives that they held.
Many teachersin 1990 had concerns about general issues such as establishing Shared
Governance, defining the issues of voice, and anxiety about the future. In contrast, by

2000 the overriding benefits of their long established teacher voice dominated their few
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concerns about Shared Governance. The teachers' positive perspectives of an abundance
of present benefits coexisted with the teachers assumption of having avoice. In 2000,
the teachers expressed only three minor concerns: 1) the need for increased invol vement
with working parents, 2) establishment of in-service for new teachers about the Shared
Governance process, and 3) management of time for research to initiate new issues.
However, many teachers expressed a fourth concern as having great importance: the loss
of a supportive principal could mean the loss of Shared Governance and voice. The
WCPS teachers wanted this democratic form of school governance to continue, thus
providing benefits for teachers, students, administrators, parents, the school as awhole,
other schools, and districts. By 2000 the teachers' perspectives of Shared Governance
were overwhelmingly positive.

Research Questions One and Two revealed positive changes in teachers
perspectives, including the perspective that skepticism was replaced by optimism and fear
was replaced by pride. In 1990, initial skepticism was evident. In 2000, the teachers felt
pride as their programs of instruction and student scores on standardized tests
dramatically improved. In summary, several teachers reported negative feelings about the
first years of the Shared Governance initiative, whereas an overall positive feeling
emerged by 2000.

Throughout both studies, the teachers' perspectives, understandings, and actions
were constantly being modified and improved. Furthermore, correlating Research
Questions One and Two led to this overriding concept: When teachers' working
conditions became more democratic and they shared in the governance of the school,

their corresponding feelings, thoughts, and behaviors were more positive. In conclusion,
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aconsideration of the similarities and differencesin the two studies revealed that Allen’s
study concentrated on the various aspects of voice, whereas the teachersin this study had
assimilated voice so thoroughly that they no longer were concerned about its aspects. One
teacher’ s enthusiastic remarks consolidated this attitude into this powerful statement:
“Wedidit! | haveit! | don't want to loseit!” [I - 15].

As more studies are conducted in other settings (such as large urban high schools
or middle schools) where Shared Governance has been implemented for 10 or more
years, findings that are consistent or relevant in varying degrees across the schools will
emerge. This study revealed that Shared Governance was alive and well after 10 years of
implementation based on the evidence from interviews of teachers, observations, and
memaos. Furthermore, the surprise for those interviewed was the realization of how far
they had come and the rekindled desire to share that concept with others.

In the past, avoid has existed in the research literature regarding the long-term
effects of Shared Governance on teachers’ perspectives. The few studies previous to this
one considered only two or three years of Shared Governance. Y et, repeatedly in this
study, teachers stated that the process needed time. Furthermore, they stated that the first
few years were not smooth ones, but that a multitude of benefits emerged over the longer
period of time. The purpose of this follow-up case study was to investigate the influence
of shared governance on teachers’ perspectives after 10 years of implementation at a
primary school. It described the teachers' perspectives of change within themselves and
in the governance structure of the primary school between 1990 and 2000. This Shared

Governance initiative produced long-term positive results for teachers, students, and
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administrators. Determining, explicating, and comparing the likeness and difference of
teachers’ perspectives noted evolving changes in several areas of school life.

This present study addressed an element that had been previously missing from
the research base: teachers' voices addressing the real issues that they encountered in
school. This present study’ s observations of the teachers' perspectives reveal that thereis
hope for education in America. The teachersfelt free to express themselves without fear.
Their openness and confidence in their use of voice under a supportive principal appear
to have adirect correlation with giant strides in student achievement and a positive school
climate. Further research in these areas could provide educators with the in-depth data
that is needed to navigate through the fluid realm of educational practices.

Changes such as the devel opment of teachers professionalism (compliance to
competence), positive interactions of the eligible teachers with the school and individual
students (isolated, competitive teachers became sharing |eaders) made a positive impact
on the school and the children. By 2000, some of the rewards of Shared Governance
included teachers' improved self-image and improved student academic scores (95% of
the students were scoring on grade level or higher on exit reading tests). Thus, sharing in
the governance of a school by utilizing voice enabled many positive changes to occur in
an ascending spiral. A supportive principal was needed for shared governance to survive,
yet he also reaped the benefits. Recommendations for further study can center on the
perspectives of other groups of teachers, parents, students, university advisors, and the
principal. This study is significant because it uniquely initiated the needed extended

research on teachers' beliefs about the long-term effects of shared governance.
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A lack existed in the research literature regarding the long-term effects of Shared
Governance. Other studies had considered only two or three years of application of this
governance system. However, teachers expressed that the initial years were sometimes
difficult but that the long-term benefits overwhelmingly outnumbered the few concerns.
The purpose of this follow-up case study was to investigate the influence of Shared
Governance on teachers' perspectives after 10 years of implementation at one primary
school. The study noted changes not only in the teachers but also in the governance
structure of the primary school between 1990 and 2000. This shared governance initiative
produced long-term positive results for teachers, as well as administrators, and students.
Comparing the same teachers' perspectives 10 years later revealed positive changesin
these realms of school life: 1) development of teachers professionalism through the use
of teacher voice, 2) negatives of the past changed to positive current conditions, and 3)
positive interactions of the teachers with the school staff and individual students.
Furthermore, this study found that a supportive principal was essential for shared
governance and it also reveal ed positive improvement in students’ reading test scores.
Recommendations for further study include perspectivesin other settings as well asthe
perspectives of other groups of teachers, parents, students, and principals (Blase & Blase,
1999, 2000). This present study was significant asit launched the needed research on
teachers' beliefs about the long-term effects of Shared Governance.

The door to democratic schooling has been opened at least in one school. The
light is shining through. Who will be next to pick up the torch? That school will also
“come together as afaculty ...that believesin ourselves...redlizes that we are all

professionals and that we are in the craft of teaching and [similarly] rise to the occasion”
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[J- 1] and yet “we are just regular, down to earth kinds of people like you have all over

the place...we have just learned to do it better!” [MF - 7].
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APPENDIX A
CONSENT FORM

I agree to participate in the research entitled Teachers
Perceptions of Shared Governance After a Ten Y ear Implementation in a Georgia
Primary School which is being conducted by Helen Fish, of the Educational Leadership
Department of the College of Education. | understand that this participation is entirely
voluntary; | can withdraw my consent at any time without penalty and have the results of
the participation, to the extent that it can be identified as mine, returned to me, removed
from the research records, or destroyed.

The following points have been explained to me:

1) Thereason for the research isto learn more about teachers perspectives of what it is

like to work in a school that has implemented shared governance procedures.

2) The procedures are as follows:

1. I will participate in an interview at atime and place that is convenient to

me. Theinterview will last approximately 10-30 minutes.

2. The researcher will analyze my responses and compare them to the responses
of the other interviewees in the study.

3. The researcher may request a follow-up interview at alater date.

3) No discomforts or stresses are foreseen.

4) No risks are foreseen.

5) The results of this participation will be confidential, and will not be released in any
individually identifiable form without my prior consent, unless otherwise required by law. All
tapes and transcripts of tapes will be kept in alocked file drawer in the home of the researcher.
All tapes will be destroyed at the conclusion of the study (approximately 6/2001). Transcripts will
be kept indefinitely so asto be available to the researcher in the event they prove to be useful to
future research studies. These transcriptions will be labeled with fictitious names.

The code to the fictitious names will be available only to the researcher.

6) The investigator will answer any further questions about the research, now or during
the course of the project.

Investigator Date Participant Date

Please sign both copies of this form. Keep one and return the other to the investigator.

IRB OVERSIGHT PARAGRAPH: For questions or problems about your rights please call or write:
Ms. Julia Alexander, Human Subjects Office, University of Georgia, 606A Boyd Graduate Studies
Research Center, Athens, Georgia 30602-7411; Telephone (706) 542-6514; |-Mail address |RB@uga.edu.
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APPENDIX B

TEACHER DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

All Teachers are Female.
Code Grade YearsTeaching Yearsat WCPS SIT member

A K 19 19 Yes
B 1 22 19 Yes
C 1 22 22 Yes
D 2 22 22 Yes
E K 21 21 Yes
F K 15 15 Yes
G P.E. 11 11 Yes
K 30 30 Yes
J 2 20 14 Yes
K Chap. | 15 15 No
L 2 32 25 Yes
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APPENDIX C

WCPS GOALSAND TABLE
Action Plan for the 90’s: The Ideal Primary School for Reducing Risks [PP]

Introduction: WCPS isinvolved with the University of Georgia s Program for School
Improvement in ajoint effort to develop a Shared Governance program for the school.
The school established aformal Shared Governance operation during the 1989-1990
school year. The structure chosen by the faculty includes the election of representatives
from each instructional planning team in the school to a School-wide Instructional Team
(SIT). SIT isresponsible (through the assistance and guidance of the entire faculty) for
the identification of school-wide concerns and the devel opment/implementation of
solutions. Before any implementation can begin, the entire faculty (with an approval rate
of 80%) must approve the plan of action developed. [Panda Paws = PP]

This document presents the results of the first year’s Shared Governance efforts —

the development of a Plan of Action. During the 1989-1990 school year, the SIT and the
faculty worked together to identify the elements that they felt would create the “ I deal
Primary School for Reducing Risks.” [PP]

The 1990 goals were listed in priority order according to the ratings given them
by the faculty. The 2000 evaluation revealed that most of the 1990 goas had been
achieved. These goals and their resultant accomplishments by 2000 included: Reduced
class size, school nurse, curriculum based on Holistic principles, parent training program,
pre-school programming, continuous progress instruction, guidance counseling services,

home liaison, parent volunteer support, parent feedback system, after-school programs,
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lead teacher, alternative classroom, more use of computers, and a free summer school

program.

From thislist of goals [PP], two were chosen for implementation during the 1990-

1991 school year. By 2000, amost every 1990 goal was achieved as indicated in the

present teachers' statements that follow each goal:

1. Reduce class size to 15-20 students with heterogeneous groupings and minimal
pullouts for special services. In 2000, teachers noted that the desired type of grouping
was achieved as part of the change process utilizing voice and a supportive principal,
as described in this teacher’ s statement:

We were grouped homogeneously, and we wanted heterogeneous
grouping ...when we got and we made our own decision and the whole
staff voted onit...then it happened ...we wanted to get the children
[grouped] so that they could see good behavior from their peers

[B - 2].

It has been wonderful. We made some changes ... because we felt
we could meet their needs. Thisway is flexible so that we can move our
children “up” into other groups as they make improvements...| think it has
been one of the best things that we have had for this school...So it isreally
niceto be able to have aVoice! | guess that about the main thing is that
we have aVoice! We feel that we areimportant! ... That the
administration cares about us! Somebody cares what | think! [B - 3].

2. Develop a curriculum based on holistic principles that include real life

situations/applications. The curriculum should be integrated instead of a series of
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isolated skills. The curriculum must put skills into meaningful context for at-risk
students and provide opportunities to develop critical thinking skills. By 2000, the
teachers developed a completely revised curriculum in Reading and Math using
holistic principles for meaningful context for the children, as described in these four
teachers comments:
We know that we are very lucky to work at WCPS. And to me what
“Shared Governance” meansisreally what is encompassed in the two
words that are written. It's akind of government that is shared among
teachers, para-pros, and all the people who work with the children here.
All of this encompasses the policies and the way that we teach children
here. And what we consider is the most important is that Shared
Governance gives us al avoice! We have people who are selected to
represent us and every month before they go to meetings, they come and
individually ask us “Do you have anything ...curriculum or other things...
that you feel isimportant that needs to be discussed for the well being of
the children and the school ? [K - 1]
We have a good school. Thisisthe third school that | have taught
at. ... When | came here, they were just getting into Shared Governance.
It was new. “Shared Governance” to me was that the faculty had a
voice...They have adecision as far as the changes that we want to see
made here. And that gives you areal sense of ownership about your

curriculum. It makes you feel apart of it and that your thoughts and ideas
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are valued. It makes you work al the harder because they are your goals
and you want to see them accomplished. [F - 1]

For example, we voted to adopt “Math Their Way”
as our math program.... It worked wonders and since then
we have developed our own program using Math Their
Way and adding components of other really good programs
to meet the needs of our children. [F - 2]

Without Shared Governance we would have whatever curriculum
was mandated for our school...like “Thisisyour program” and “Y ou will
teach it!” With Shared Governance... in team meetings... we “map” what
direction our curriculum will go to help the children. [F - 3]

3. Provide the services of a school nurse. Not available in 2000.

4. Provide a comprehensive parent training program. Before 2000, the teachers had
written a grant and received one half million dollars to implement the comprehensive
parent training program as described in these three newspaper statements from 1993,
1996, and 1997:

WCPS Chosen as R.J.R. Nabisco Foundation’s “Next Century Schools’
Finalist...Proposal callsfor increased parental participation through a
family support program, which would provide parent-to-parent support on
a continuous basis for at least three years. WCPS will receive a grant for
up to $750,000. [N - 5]

The Family Learning Center isaresource areafor all Primary School

families to use after regular school hours. It is designed for children Pre-K
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through Second Grade... accompanied by adult family members. The
Center is staffed by volunteers. The next big event to be held at the Center
isthe Super Saturday Health Fair...which is scheduled for April 9in
cooperation with St. Mary’ s Health Care System, Inc. [N - 4]

RESA Columns: WCPS Named Finalist: This proposal
complements and extends the Action Plan developed by the staff last year
as participantsin UGA’ s Program for School Improvement (PSl). The
proposal was approved by a mgjority of the faculty. [N - 6]

5. Provide preschool programming.

WCPS Has End-of-Y ear Program for Parents of 4-Year Olds [N - 8]. By
2000, the program was in place but no interviewed teachers were involved
init.

6. Establish continuous progress instruction based on individual learning needs/styles of
each student with clear expectations for improvement and challenges. By 2000,
continuous progress for students was in place as indicated in these two teachers
responses about meeting children’ s needs within a Shared Governance school:

Basically, when | think of “ Shared Governance,” first of all we look at our
children and try to decide what these children need.... Shared Governance
helps us serve our children...Our administrators have been gracious
enough to give us the opportunity to speak up and say, “ Thisis what these
children need.” Then he will say, “OK, then how will you fix it?” Not only
do we have to state a problem but we also have to find a solution to that

problem! And this school iswonderful about working together...that we
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share ideas and we share materials. | think that everything that we do isfor
the children! | really think that and | have seen both ways. | was here
before Shared Governance! And Shared Governance has made all the
difference in the world in what we provide for our children. [H - 1]

Beforehand...we were told pretty much what we were to do...there
was a committee that would select abasal...or whatever materials we
would use...and then that’ s what everyone would use!  Across the board!
The choice you had was simply whatever the few people (that were at the
meeting...usually one per grade level) chose! Y ou got to look through the
materials...but it was not awhole lot of input! After we got Shared
Governance implemented, we had task forces that were on certain areas
that we considered concerns. And we decided where our problems
were...where we needed more work...and we don’t even have a basal
now... We designed our own program...the kind that works! ...Using the
QCC and everything that is a basis for everything that the children should
be able to do. And we just built it on our own to serve our children! The
differenceisjust like night and day! [H - 2]

7. Provide guidance counseling services on a full-time basis. By 2000, interviewed
teachers noted several specific ways counselors assisted families, as noted in this
teacher’sinterview statement:

Partnersin Learning: The counselor meets with families every other

Wednesday at the school to discuss parenting skills. Adults comein on
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their own, or they use public transportation provided by the school. The

familiesin SIA/Chapter | classes aretargeted. [MF - 3]

8. Establish a home liaison person who would act as a contact source for home
intervention and instruction. During the 2000 interviews for this study, three teachers
indicated that the home liaison contact was active in WCPS, as described in these
statements:

Chapter | Home Visitation: Visits are scheduled monthly. Twenty families
areinvolved. Adults visited are given materials to use at home.
Counseling is offered. The child’s school progress and needs are
discussed. [MF - 4]

Migrant Education: The Migrant Education Coordinator visitsin
homes of migrant families often. She holds classes every week for
preschoolers and their families. Language, motor skills, health care and
basic parenting skills are taught. [MF - 5]

Nabisco Foundation Grant would assign liaisons to work with four
families per week, providing materials, tutoring and parent school visits.

[N - 5]

9. Increase the parent volunteer support services. By 2000, certain aspects of parent
volunteer support services were in place; however increased parent participation

continued to be a need as described in these statements:
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WCPS to be commended: Proposal made by the principal and staff of
WCPS callsfor increased parent participation through afamily support
program. [N - 7]

10. Establish a parent feedback system to get parent’s opinions on how the school is
doing in helping their children. In 2000, two teachers described two types of parent
feedback (casual conversations and formal conferences) that were very actively in
place at WCPS. They aso noted parent involvement as a further need as described in
these interview statements:

| was talking to a parent yesterday...who was concerned about her child in
Kindergarten...that she wasn’'t doing something. So | said to her that it
sounds to me that they have done all of those basic things and now they
are working on some First Grade objectives. She thought that was great.
I’m an EIP teacher and teach first grade. [F - 7]

We work very hard on parent involvement and getting themin for
conferences...and sometimes that is really hard. Our numbers were at 98%
attendance by parents for the fall conferences. And | feel that most of the
parents feel that they can come in anytime and talk to Dr. M and Dr. M
and Miss J[administrators]... parents feel welcome here. | hope that they
will always feel welcome here and that we want to help their kids and that
we are going to do whatever we need to do to do that. [F - 8]

Parents and children are involved. But there probably needs to be
more involvement! Basically the parents who comein to do volunteer

work are the parents of children that are doing the best in the class. Our
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children that we really need to have a conference with, ot of times, you
are doing well to get them in for one conference ayear. [E - 9]

We did have 98% participation for families in fall conferences, but
you must remember that several of those are re-contacting some parents
severa timesto get them in, staying long after school or even telephone
conferences. | remember one parent that | had to contact seven times and
finally got in one conference. That means alot of follow-through. And |
really needed to talk about her daughter. | think that some of the parents
feel threatened...maybe they did not have a good school experience.

[E - 10]

| always start off [a conference] with a smile and something
positive about that child.... | try to be very positive with my parents, and
they know that | want them to come back. | always think that if | can get
them in that door one time [when they come to lunch]...then they’ll come
back...l try to teach the way | hope someone is teaching my children.
Love with some structure ...kindness and respect. [E - 11]

11. Provide after school programs for students (especially those students who do not have
the money to take advantage of current community based programs). By 2000, two
after-school programs were active at WCPS, as described in this teacher’ sinterview:

We have the HEL P Program and the Super Saturday program because we
got the grant... parents are asked to come in and they would help do some
training and that worked well. The children have to come with an

adult...that isthe draw. [H - 9]
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12. Provide alead teacher who would be available to consult with teachers and/or provide
direct instructional services (enrichment/remedial) to students at the request of
teachers. In Pre-Shared Governance, one teacher described a dictatorial principal
using the position as an incentive. In 2000, a lead teacher was active at WCPS and
consulted and provided services to the students. Both of these are found in the
following interview statements. The first statement includes a teacher’s perspectives
about her situation with a principal in neighboring county with NO Shared
Governance:
It was avery dictatorial kind of a structure. Lots of faculty meetings...
“Principal Speaking-Us Listening” type of meetings. And | remember just
sitting there thinking “ Thisis such a waste of time. He could have put it in
amemo and be done.” | remember resenting that and the few meetings
that we had that were supposed to be discussion...it seemed that if we
tried to tactfully point out that that was not a good thing for our
children...he became adamant! “No! That iswhat we are going to do! No
matter what!” It was avery difficult situation for me...sniff... [stopped for
aKleenex]...and so | chose to leave. He kept asking me why | was leaving
and he even said, “1 will make you the lead teacher if you will stay.” Some
other really unprofessional things were offered...it just wasn’t a
comfortable place for me, and so | came to this schoal. [I - 3]

In contrast, in this Post-Shared Governance school, a teacher noted:
Shared Governance means alot to me personally. | have changed positions

in the last ten years and am now a part of the SIT (School-wide
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Instructional Team) now more as an administrator (Lead Teacher). Shared
Governance means a lot to us because of the buy-in that all of the faculty
at our school has. Everyone feels that they have a voice! We meet monthly
on aregularly scheduled basis. We have concerns that grade level
representatives bring to us. But if there is an emergency, some problem
that comes up, we can just meet instantly. Everyone at our school has been
doing it for so long now ... We know that we have avoice! We know that
we are thinkers as faculty members. That is abig change over the last ten
years! Now, as new faculty members come on, it takes them a short while
tofigureit out...Oh...what | say hereisimportant! And when they came
from other schools, we realize that they have not been allowed to think.
And at our school, we expect them to think...and we do! Our school isa
wonderful place to work, and | really do attribute it to Shared Governance
and to the leadership of our administration. [A - 1]

13. Establish an aternative classroom (for temporary intervention) for behaviora
problem students who are not responding to classroom structure (with a required
parental involvement component). In 2000, no mention of this goal emerged.

14. Integrate a more extended use of computers in the school program as a red life
experience/application (in preparation for the 21% century). By 2000, several teachers
summarized the increase in use of computers as well as the teachers as trainers aspect,
as heard in these teachers' descriptions:

New people on the staff find who to talk to by several other things that

have developed over the ten years. The SIT used to be the only way to get
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things taken care of...but other programs have evolved from the SIT. Like
now we have mentor teachers and TSS trained teachers...and it has
expanded in other ways to help each other. For example, we have teachers
who do certain kinds of training like in Math...we Started with “Math
Their Way” but we have turned it into our own program...and teachers
train others so they are up on what they should be doing. And then we also
have the In TECH training here. | amin charge of that here. | have atop
drawer just full of information, and I am training 46 teachers [on
computers] thisyear. [C - 11]

That is something that | have really seen change here. Teachers
have taken on roles as trainers... helping other teachers ...mentors or
whatever...different teachers throughout the school who now have other
jobs or responsibilities. It issort of aleadership or an administrative role
that teachers are now taking. Other than just having a Lead Teacher, now
we have teachers who have more specific areas of expertise! That’s my
area...IN TECH, and we have the ability to take care of this, and we arein
charge rather than being little puppets, doing what we are told to do.
Instead, we are getting it done! | will tell a story of having to ask for chalk
because we have come along way! | remember when | was afirst year
teacher here, and | go bopping into the office and the secretary looks at me
nervously and wrings her hands and said [she is whispering this part]
“You'll haveto ask the principal about the chalk. She hasit locked in her

closet.” That principa was very much from the “old school” and nothing
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went through anyone but her! ...Even down to the chalk! Going from that
now to this with Shared Governance—I can see where other schools may
still be back inthe old way. And | can also see that it doesalot for those
of uswho have the responsibilities to know that we are considered adults
and intelligent and professional! | cannot say that word “ professional” too
many times... because at alot of other schools you are not considered a
professional. | feel that here, | am most definitely am considered a
professional! Dr. M [principal] seems to have a knack of seeking out the
right people and putting them in charge of thingslike IN TECH.
Hopefully, it [teachersin charge] is good for all of the teachers. For
instead of them having [someone] in front of them saying “Now thisis
how you need to teach this’ and you are sitting there thinking “ They have
no clue!” because they have never really been in the classroom and done
it...whereas we have been there. [C - 2]

That is another big difference in our Shared Governance School!
Lisaisdoing are-delivery model for IN Tech, while Terriewas trained in
the math programs so she trains new people that come into our math
program. Working at this school ...we pretty much develop our own
program. And when someone comes on new, there is no teacher’ s edition
for the math or reading program ...thereisn’t any...it isall our own
program. Y ou have to learn how to do it with a partner or peer teacher or

mentor and there have to be training sessions...which teachers now teach
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...including staff development programs ...and all of thisis part of the
ongoing process. [1 - 34]
15. Establish afree summer school program for at-risk students to help eliminate some
of the regression problems. [MF - 2] Not discussed in 2000.

Thus, Wilson County Primary School made severa positive, organized advances
in the areas selected in 1990 as in “Need of Improvement.” This was a stark contrast to
the 1990 prediction of chaos! Furthermore, the teachers repeatedly stated that their use of
voice in the Shared Governance process made many of these organized improvements
possible. The following table condenses the preceding data by WCPS Goals Set in 1990

for the Ideal Primary School, and compares them to results found in 2000.
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1990

2000
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A. Reduce Class Size to 15 to 20 students
with heterogeneous grouping.

No

Yes

B. Provide School Nurse services.

No

Yes

C. Develop Curriculum based on Holistic
Principles, including real life applications.

No

Yes

D. Provide acomprehensive parent
training program.

No

Yes

E. Provide Preschool Programming.

No

Yes

F. Establish Continuous Progress
Instruction based on Individual learning
need/styles with clear expectations for
improvement and challenges.

No

Yes

G. Provide Guidance Counseling Service
on afull time basis.

No

Yes

H. Establish a home liaison person who
would act as a contact source for home
intervention and instruction.

No

Yes

|. Increase parent volunteer support
Services.

Yes

Yes

J. Establish a parent feedback system to
get parent’ s opinion on how the school is
doing in helping their children.

No

Yes

K. Provide after school programs for
students (especially those students who do
not have the money to take advantage of
current community based programs).

No

Yes

L. Provide alead teacher who would be
available to consult with teachers and/or
provide direct instructional services
(enrichment/remedial) to students at the
reguest of teachers.

No

Yes

M. Establish an aternative classroom (for
temporary intervention) for behavioral
problem students who are not responding
to classroom structure (with arequired
parental involvement component).

No

Yes

N. More integrated use of computersin the
school program as aredl life
experience/application (in preparation for
the 21% century).

Yes

Yes

O. Establish afree summer school
program for at-risk studentsto help
eliminate some of the regression problems.

No

Yes




