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The findings of this study suggest that the com-
patibility between the vision and reality of SBM
in small rural districts make these sites ideal
candidates for further analysis of the dynamics
of increased school site autonomy. As our na-
tion’s larger districts begin experimenting with
decentralization, the experiences of these
smaller districts may help to inform their deci-
sions and expectations.
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Introduction

Over the past few years there has emerged a growing
body of literature that challenges long-held beliefs about opti-
mal size for units of organizational governance. For example,
Peters and Waterman (1982) found that in the private sector
unusually effective corporations were more commonly charac-
terized by chunking {i.e., breaking into smaller, more manage-
able units) than their less successful competitors. Similarly,
research on public education over the past decade has seri-
ous questions about the long-held assumption that "bigger is
better” when it comes to school-size units of governance
(Coleman, 1986; Goodlad, 1984; Haller & Monk, 1988: Lamitie,
1989; Walberg & FG 1987). Advantages previously thought
attainable only through economies of scale {Conant, 1959) are
now believed achievable, and even cutweighed by the acade-
mic and social benefits of smaller, more manageable educa-
tional units (Walberg, 1989). As Coleman (1986 observed, “It
seems likely that relatively low unit sizes make it easier to cre-
ate and sustain a positive district ethos,"

An emergent “small is beautiful" orientation coincides with
and may have helped to promote, important changes in the
governance structures of many school districts across the U.S.
Under the “school-based management” (SBM), some of the
largest school districts in the U.S. have begun experimenting
with decentralization through increased school site autonomy.
The Chicago City School District, for example, has shifted con-
siderable authority from its central bureaucracy to local school
councils in each of its nearly 600 public New York City; on the
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other hand, participation in SBM is selective, and in 1990,
while 400 of the district's 1,021 elected to apply, only 80 (8%)
were finally selected for local decisionmaking (Cooper, 1990).

In contrast to these very large, multi-site, urban school
districts, small rural districts are more often comprised of but
one or two geographically isolated schools. Perhaps not sur-
prisingly, Clune & White {1988: 11) found that SBM is, “more
common in smaller districts, and larger districts seem to con-
front more obstacles to decentralization”. Indeed, it seems rea-
sonable to suggest that in many small districts SBM may sim-
ply be a reality of practice rather than a carefully considered
policy. So, while SBM may be relatively new for many urban
and suburban districts, there are some who believe that,
“School based decision-making is what rural schools are all
about" (Swanson & Jacobson, 1989: 42).

The purpose of this paper is to report the perceptions of
administrators in small rural districts about SBM, and compare
thern with the perceptions of administrators in larger, non-rural
districts. The study is based on the assumption that adminis-
trators in small rural settings are more likely than their counter-
parts in larger, non-rural districts to have first-hand experience
with site autonomy, whether or not their district is formally,
engaged in SBM. To test this, we compared administrators
perceptions of what should occur in terms of SBM with what
they perceive does occur if their district is presently engaged
in SBM. If our assumption holds, we would expect to find less
difference between the SHOULD—DOES perceptions of
administrators in small rural districts than of administrators in
larger non-rural districts. Furthermore, if administrators in
small rural districts are more experienced with site autonomy,
then their observations should be helpful in informing the deci-
sions of administrators in other sites contemplating or
engaged in implementing SBM.

Structural Compatibility and Organizational Stability

Cooper (1990) has suggested that a shift from central
management to school-site control in American public educa-
tion represents a new organizational paradigm in the making.
Furthermore, he argues that such a shift can be expected to
bring with it potentially troublesome periods of transition, as
participants in the process realign their respective role-rela-
tionships. Specifically, Cooper examines the relationship
between the organizational structure of school district adminis-
trative control and that of the teachers' union with which it
negotiates. He postulates a 2 X 2 matrix from which four
union/district relationships can be derived:

(A) centralized/centralized,

(B) centralized/decentralized,

(C) decentralized/centralized, and

(D} decentralized/decentralized.

Cooper suggests that when the organizational structures
are compatible, as in A and D, there is stability, whereas the
incompatible relationships depicted by B and C are unstable,
transitional states that emerge as schools move from central-
ized, hierarchical decision making to decentralized, shared
local decision making.

Cooper's model is helpful in attempting to anticipate
administrator responses. Small rural districts, particularly those
that have but one or two sites, can be perceived as existing in
both quadrants A and D. That is, these small districts can, on
the one hand, be seen as highly decentralized across organi-
zational structures since decision making of both administra-
tion and the union, by necessity, is reduced to the school site.
Yet, at the same time, though these “smaller, less bureaucratic
systems ha(ve) more unions, with less routinization of proce-
dures, small rural districts may still retain a hierarchical, “rule-
centered structure”, characteristic of highly centralized deci-
sion making, because "all unions strive to standardize operat-
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ing procedures” {Cooper, p.12). In other words, though their
size may suggest decentralized organizational structures,
small rural districts may in fact be operating in just as highly
centralized a fashion as their larger suburban and urban coun-
terparts, although on a reduced scale,

Whether they are considered functionally decentralized or
centralized, Cooper’s model suggests that the organization of
these small rural districts is likely to be perceived as highly
compatible and relatively stable. Larger, non-rural districts,
other hand, particularly those desirous of chunking into smaller
units of governance, would more likely be perceived as struc-
turally incompatible and organizationally unstable.

Comparing the perceptions of school administrators from
rural districts with those of administrators in larger, districts
should provide insight as to whether this argument holds. Al-
though our questions do not address perceptions of structural
compatibility and organizational stability directly, as noted ear-
lier, we use the SHOULD— DOES perceptions of administra-
tors as proxies for these variables, Specifically, we expect to
find less difference between the SHOULD—DOES perceptions
of administrators in smaller districts given that they function
within organizations that are predicted to be more compatible
and stable. Furthermore, these predicted stable, compatible
relationships between school administrations and teachers'
unions should make labor relations appear to be less of an ob-
stacle to shared decision making for administrators in small
rural districts than in larger, non-rural districts.

Study Design

In order to examine the perceptions of rural and non-rural
school administrators about SBM, responses criginally col-
lected for the 1989 Executive Educator (Heller, et al., 1989)
nationwide survey of school were reanalyzed. This third an-
nual survey reported demographic and perceptual data from
school administrators across the U.S. The survey itself was an
81 item questionnaire mailed to a stratified random sample of
4,800 administrators drawn from a population of more than
110,000 by an independent education data-base firm. There
was a 31.4% return rate, yielding responses from 1,509 ad-
ministrators representing every state with the exception of
Hawaii. In our secondary analysis of the data we categorized
respondents on the basis of district size and demaographics,
producing two groups: (1} 195 administrators from small rural
districts with enrollment less than 1000; and, {2) 913 adminis-
trators from non-rural districts with enrollment greater than
1000" In all, 49 states are represented in this sample.

For this study, we focused on five key questions asked
administrators in the criginal survey:

(1) Who should participate in SBM?

(2) Who, presently, does participate in decision-making?
(3) What areas should a school have authority over?

(4} What areas does your school have authority over?
(5) What are the most serious obstacles to SBM?

Only those administrators who indicated that their districts
currently have SBM in effect were asked to respond to ques-
tions #2 and #4. For these two questions the number of re-
spondents was reduced to 85, or 43.6% of the sample from
small rural districts, and 534 or 58.5% of the sample from the
larger, non rural districts.

For the first two questions, i.e., who SHOULD and DOES
participate in SBM?, respondents were asked to check either
‘ves' or ‘no’ to each of the following individuals or groups:
{1) principals, (2) teachers, (3) parents, (4) students, (5) com-
munity members, {6) the school board, and (7) the superinten-
dent. For questions three and four, i.e., what SHOULD and
DOES your school have authority over?, respondents were
asked to say yes or no to each of the following 13 areas: bud-
geting, hiring, staffing, curriculum, textbook selection, purchas-
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ing, scheduling. length of the school day, school calendar,
starting salary, pay raises, maintenance, and teacher evalua-
tion. Finally, question five asked respondents to identify the
maost serious obstacle to SBM from among: (1) labor contracts,
(2) state law, (3) board policies, (4) accreditation, or (5) other.
Respondents who selected “other” were then asked to identify
the obstacle.

Responses of the administrators from the small rural dis-
tricts were then examined and compared to those of their coun-
terparts from larger, non-rural districts using the chi-square test
for differences in probabilities. In essence, each question
became a 2 x 2 contingency table with the administrator sam-
ple groups on one axis and their yes responses on the other®
For example, the question whether teachers should participate
in SBM would be summarized in the following 2 x 2 table:

Yes No
Rural<1000 N (%) [N (%)
Nonrural>1000 N (%) | N (%)

Figure 1. 2 x 2 Contingency Table

Next we used the McNemar test for significance of
changes to examine within-group differences in the SHOULD—
DOES categories. In this case, the resulting 2 x 2 contingency
tables summarize each administrator sample group's paired re-
sponses to the two questions. For example, the response of
administrators in small rural districts to the paired questions of
whether teachers should and do participate in SBM would be
summarized in the following 2 x 2 contingency table:

Rural<looo

] N
Should/Does Ehould /Dser ot

N N
Should not/Loes Should notfDoes not

Figure 2. McNemar Contingency Table

The test statistic for the McNemar test was then used to
determine the probabilities of the cells that indicate disagree-
ment, i.e., Should/Does not, and Should not/Does. As noted
earlier, we expected to find less disagreement between the
SHOULD—DOES perceptions of administrators in larger non-
rural districts.
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Findings
(1) Who should participate in SBM?

Table 1A reports the percentage of respondents from each
administrator grouping who believe the following individuals or
groups should participate in SBM: principals, teachers, parents,
students, community members, the school board, and the
superintendent. From high to low in order of frequency. admin-
istrators in small rural districts selected principals (99.5%),
teachers (93.8%), the superintendent {81.4%), the school
board (69.6%), parents (68.0%), students (53.1%), and the
community {52.6%), as participants in SBM.

Administrators from larger, non-rural districts also named
principals {99.1%) and teachers {98.0%) most often, although
these administrators selected teachers significantly more often
(p <.01) than their rural counterparts. After these first two
choices, a number of interesting differences appear in the fre-
quency of selections between these two groups of administra-
tors. For example, 82.5% of the non-rural administrators
thought parents should be participants in SBM, which is signifi-
cantly more than the rural administrators (p <.01). Furthermore,
only 49.1% of non-rural administrators named the school
board, significantly less than their rural counterparts (p <.01),
making this the lowest rated category and the only one across
both groups that received less than a majority.

Finally, although the superintendent was selected by two-
thirds of the non-rural administrators {66.6%), this was signifi-
cantly less than the support the position received from rural
administrators. Indeed, 15.9% fewer non-rural administrators
named the superintendent than parents, while 13.4% more
rural administrators named the superintendent than parents.

(2) Who does participate in decision-making?

Table 1B reports administrator perceptions of who does
participate in decision making in those districts where SBM is
currently in effect. We find that the rank-order of the partici-
pants for administrators from both groups is identical. From
high to low by order of frequency (with rurals reported first in
each pair), administrators identified principals (98.8%, 98.3%},
teachers (90.6%, 83.3%]), the superintendent (84.7%, 71.0%),
the school board (68.2%, 45.3%), parents (36.5%, 40.4%),
students (32.9%, 26.0%), and finally, the community (27.1%,
23.4%) as participants in SBM decision making. The cnly dif-
ferences of note were that both the superintendent and the
school board were selected significantly more often (p <.01) by
the rural administrators.

When we compare the SHOULD—DOES percepticns of
administrators from small rural districts we find that the
rank—order of the participants is identical. In other words, for
these administrators, participation in SBM is pretty much what
they believe it should be, although there is some disagreement
over the participation of parents, students, and community
isee Table 1C). In each of these categories, a significantly
greater percentage of rural administrators felt that these three
groups of individuals should participate in decision making
than is presently the case (p <.01). While not statistically sig-
nificant, it is interesting that a greater percentage of rural
administrators note superintendent involvement in decision
making than they believe should be the case.

In contrast, the SHOULD—DOES percepticns of the non-
rural administrators reveal significant differences in every cate-
gory except the principal and the school board. Like their rural
counterparts, a significantly greater percentage of these
administrators felt that parents, students, and the community
should participate in decisicn making than is presently the
case (p <.01). In addition, a significantly greater percentage
would like to see teachers participate in SBM (p <.01). Nen-
rural administrators also perceive significantly more superin-
tendent involvement in decision making than they believe
there should be (p <.01).
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{3) What areas should a school have authority over?

Table 2A reports the percentage of administrators who
believe a school should have autharity over each of 13 areas.
From high to low in order of frequency, administrators in small
rural districts selected schedule (92.1%), purchases (78.0%),
texts (74.9%}), curriculum (73.8%), staffing (72.8%), budgeting
{69.1%), maintenance (66.5%). hiring (59.2%), evaluations
{47.1%), school calendar {26.7%), length of day (26.2%), pay
raises (17.3%), and starting salary (14.7%).

Administrators from larger, non-rural districts also named
schedule {94.6%) and purchases (85.6%) most often, although
these administrators selected purchases significantly more
often than their rural counterparts (p <.01). Other areas non-
rural administrators named significantly more often were bud-
geting (84.4%, p < . 01) and staffing {80.6%, p <.05). Areas
non-rural administrators named significantly less often {p <.01)
were curriculum (55.6%), texts {54.0%), length of day (10.9%),
calendar (9.3%), starting salary (3.9%), and teacher evalua-
tions (33.8%) .

( 4 ) What areas does your school have authority over?

Table 2B reports the percentage of administrators who
believe their schools already have authority over each of the
13 areas. From high to low, administrators in small rural dis-
tricts selected schedule (91.7%), purchases (84.5%), texts
(84.5%), curriculum (78.6%), staffing (72.6%), maintenance
(66.7%), budgeting (63.1%), hiring (44.0%), evaluations
(42.9%), school calendar (29.8%), length of day (26.2%), pay
raises {22.6%), and starting salary (21.4%). Administrators
from larger, non-rural districts also named schedule (90.4%)
and purchases (84.1%) most often, and the response fre-
quency of the two groups was not significantly different. The
only other reasons that were not significantly different from
those of rural administrators were responses to hiring (35.8%)
and staffing {61.8%). Budgeting {75.8%) was named signifi-
cantly more often {p <.05) by non-rural administrators, while
curriculum (44.4%%), texts (44.6%), length of day {4.0%), calen-
dar {5.9%), starting salary (0.9%), pay raises (2.1%), mainte-
nance {49.8%), and teacher evaluations {16.7%) were named
significantly less often {p <.01).

Perhaps the most interesting findings come from the
within-group comparisons reported in Table 2C. For the admin-
istrators from small rural districts, the only significant differ-
ences that exist between what they perceive schools should
have authority over and what their schools do have authority
for occurs in the areas of hiring (p<.01) and length of day (p
<.05). When it comes to hiring, a significantly greater percent-
age of these administrators feel that their school should have
more authority over this area than is presently the case. The
second area, length of day, requires some further explanation
since the percentage of respondents reported for the separate
categories of SHOULD and DOES are identical. The results of
the McNemar test indicate that even though these percent-
ages are identical, a significantly greater number of rural
administrators feel that their school should have control over
the length of the school day but does not, than those who
believe that their school should not have control over the
length of the school day but does.

Anocther interesting, though not statistically significant find-
ing from the rural respondents is that there are several areas
which these administrators believe their schools have more
authority than they should have. Specifically, these areas are
curriculum, texts, purchases, calendar, starting salary, and
raises.

In contrast, the responses of administrators from the
larger, no rural districts revealed significant differences
between the SHOULD—DOES categories across all 13 areas
{p <.01). Furthermore, these differences were all in the same
direction, i.e., they believe that school-sites should have more
decision making authority than they presently do.
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(5) What are the most serious obstacles to SBM?

Figure 3A reports the percentage of rural administrators
who perceive each of the five categories as obstacles to SBM,
and includes a description of those obstacles identified as
‘Other.” From high to low, administrators in small rural districts
identified labor contracts (30.2%), school board policies
(21.9%), state law (20.1%), Other (18.9%), and accreditation
standards {8.9%). Within the 'Other’ category, the most fre-
quently identified obstacle was resistance to change, followed
by lack of resources and accountability.

Figure 3B reports the responses of the non-rural adminis-
trators. For these administrators, labor contracts {44.2%) and
school board policies (20.6%) are also most frequently seen
as obstacles to SBM, while Other {16.4%) and state law
{14.3%) reverse positions when compared to their rural coun-
terparts. Accreditation standards (4.7%) remains the least fre-
quently mentioned obstacle across groups. within the ‘Other’
category, the most frequently identified obstacles were again
resistance to change and lack of resources. Additionally, in
rough order, these administrators named the desire for stan-
dardization, and difficulties with politics, accountability, com-
munications, lack of trust, and apathy.

Summary and Conclusions

The findings of this study indicate that marked differences
exist in the perceptions of administrators from small rural dis-
tricts and those of administrators from larger, non-rural districts
when they are queried about what SBM should be.
Administrators from these districts differ both in who they
believe should participate in SBM and what areas shouid be
governed at the school site. Yet, in those districts where SBM
has been implemented, there appears to be far less discrep-
ancy between the perceptions of administrators from the two
groups. In other words, the findings suggest that (1) the reality
of SBM is more consistent across districts than administrators’
expectations of what it should be, and (2) that there is far
greater compatibility in the perceptions of administrators from
small rural districts than those of administrators from larger,
non-rural districts between what SBM should be and what
SBM is,

Thus, while rural administrators believe there should be
greater participation by parents, students and community
members in SBM than exists at present, when compared to
the participation of principals, teachers, the superintendent,
and the school board, the relative involvement of these three
constituencies appear to be pretty much as rural administra-
tors perceive they should be, as noted by the fact that the rank
orders are the same across the SHOULD and DOES cate-
gories. In contrast, administrators from larger, non-rural dis-
tricts idealize a far greater level of participation for teachers,
parents, students, and the community than the reality of SBM
appears to allow. Furthermore, for these administrators, the
superintendent appears to be a participant in SBM significantly
more often than they would prefer.

Arguably, administrators across most districts perceive
SBM as an organizational approach that should have as broad
a base of participation as possible. In the larger, non-rural dis-
tricts this seems to become idealized to an extent that may
simply be incompatible with the reality of SBM. Note, for
example, that while administrators in the two groups desire
and perceive principals and teachers as being SBM's key play-
ers, non-rural administrators are next most desirous of
parental involvement, while rural administrators rank both the
superintendent and school board ahead of parents. Yet, in the
light of practice, both groups more often report superintendent
and school board participation in SBM than parental. We spec-
ulate that because of district size, parents and community
members in small rural districts have greater access to the
superintendent and school board. As a result, they can partici-
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pate in decision making indirectly, thereby making their
involvement less formal. Whether or not SBM has been offi-
cially adopted as district policy, rural administrators appear to
recognize the indirect participation of parents and the commu-
nity as a reality of their workplace.

The obverse would suggest that because of district size,
parents and community members in larger, non-rural districts
typically have less access to their superintendent and school
board. Therefore, in order to participate in decision making,
administrators from these districts believe that the involvement
of parents and community members should be formalized. But
once SBM is instituted, and authority decentralized, traditional
decision makers such as the superintendent and school board
become more accessible. And, as in the small rural districts,
parents and community members can participate in decision
making informally. This finding is consistent with Clune and
White's (1988: 28) cbservation about SBM that, “decision-
making authority is not necessarily redirected within the
school, but instead is simply given to people who have tradi-
tionally been in charge.

As noted previously, administrators from the two group-
ings also differed in terms of the areas they believe should be
governed at the school site, as well as those areas they per-
ceive are governed when SBM has been implemented.
Moreover, our findings revealed far greater compatibility in the
perceptions of administrators from small rural districts about
what SHOULD occur in SBM and what DOES occur, than for
the perceptions of administrators in larger, non-rural districts.
Recall that this study was based on the assumption that, due
to district size, administrators in small rural settings are more
likely to have first-hand experience with site autonomy,
whether or not they were formally engaged in SBM. The find-
ings tend to support our assumption,

Furthermore, the discrepancies in the SHOULD—DOES
perceptions of administrators from the larger, non-rural dis-
tricts are consistent with Cooper’s conception of instability and
transition through shifts in organizational control. While admin-
istrators in these districts would like to see greater school-site
authority over all 13 areas, they are pressured by both the
teachers' union and the community to standardize policies and
practices across sites. Note that while administrators from
both groups ranked labor contracts first in terms of obstacles
to SBM, it was identified far more frequently in the larger, non-
rural districts (44.2%) than in the small rural districts (30.2%).
Furthermore, the issue of standardization was mentioned only
by administrators from the larger districts. Two administrators
comments perhaps best capture this concern, i.e., “Citizens
want ‘sameness’ in all elementary schools in town”, and
“Equity issues are central because of the size of our district—
over 130,000 pupils.”

The related issues of sameness and equity are particu-
larly helpful in explaining why site authority over length of day
{4.0%), calendar {5.9%), starting salary (0.9%), and pay raises
(2.1%) is uncommon in large districts that have SBM. In con-
trast, in small rural districts that may have only one or two
sites, standardization is simply not an issue, and though length
of day, calendar, starting salary, and pay raises were the areas
least likely to be governed at the rural school site, each was
noted by more than 20% of the respondents.

Clune and White (1988: 16) have suggested that for many
districts SBM may be more a 'frame of mind’ than a ‘struc-
tured, technical system." Whether one perceives decision mak-
ing in small rural districts as highly decentralized or simply
centralized on a reduced scale, our findings suggest that the
existing structural and organizational realities of these districts
produce remarkable similarities between the vision and reality
of SBM. In contrast, the organizational complexity and hierar-
chical structure of larger districts seems to foster marked dis-
crepancies between administrators’ ‘frame of mind' as to what
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SBM should be and their perceptions of SBM as a structured,
technical system’ once implemented.

One might imagine that for administrators in these larger,
non-rural districts, the disparity between their vision of SBM
and its practical reality may produce a sense of frustration if
they are unable to reconcile the two. The findings suggest that
while they feel there should be more teacher, parent, student,
and community involvement in decision-making, there will
probably be less than they desire. And, while they feel there
should be less superintendent involvement in decision-making,
there will probably be more, Furthermore, they need to recon-
cile themselves to the fact that SBM will probably yield less
site autonomy across all areas of decision making than they
anticipate. On the other hand, administrators in small rural dis-
tricts formally implementing SBM will probably be pleasantly
surprised to discover that their plans produce anticipated
results in terms of both decision making participation and
school site authority.

The findings of this study suggest that the compatibility
between the vision and reality of SBM in small rural districts
make these sites ideal candidates for further analysis of the
dynamics of increased school site autonomy. As our nation’s
larger districts begin experimenting with decentralization, the
experiences of these smaller districts may help to inform their
decisions and expectations.
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Budget 132 (69.1%) 6 766 (84.4%) 3 24 5627
Hiring 113 (59.2%) 8 500 ({55.1%) ¥/ 1.073
Staffing 139 (72.8%) 5 732 (80.6%) 4 5.902"
Curriculum 141 (73.8%) 4 505 (55.6%) 6 21.586*
Texts 143 (74.9%) 3 490 (54.0%) 8 28.236**
Purchases 149 (78.0%) 2 777 (85.6%) 2 6.804**
Schedule 176 (92.1%) 1 859 (94.6%) 1 1.737
Length of Day 50 (26.2%) 1 99 (10.9%) 10 31.417*
Calendar 51 {(26.7%) 10 84 (9.3%) n 44 599**
Starting Salary 28 (14.7%) 13 35 (3.9%) 13 34.093*"
Raises 33 (17.3% 12 62 (6.8%) 12 21.819™
Maintenance 127 (66.5%) 7 608 (67.0%) 5 0.016
Evaluations 89 (47.1%) 9 307 (33.8%) 9 11.959™
School Does Have Authority
N=84 N=528
Budget 53 (63.1% 7 400 (75.8%) 3 6.042*
Hiring 37 (44.0%) 8 189 (35.8%) 8 2.119
Staffing 61 (72.6%) 5 327 (61.8%) 4 3.642
Curriculum 66 (78.6%) 4 235 (44.4%) 7 33.822*
Texts 71 (84.5%) 25 236 (44.6%) 6 46.188™*
Purchases 71 (84.5% 25 445 (84.1%) 2 0.008
Schedule 77 (91.7%) 1 478 (90.4%) 1 0.145
Length of Day 22 (26.2%) 11 21 (4.0%) iR 54.740™
Calendar 25 (29.8%) 10 31 {5.9%) 10 49. 758"
Starting Salary 18 (21.4%) 13 5 {0.9%) 13 84.052*
Raises 19 (22.6%) 12 11 (2.1%) 12 65.560**
Maintenance 56 (66.7%) 6 262 (49.6%) 5 8.435**
Evaluations 36 (42.9%) 9 88 (16.7%) 9 30.769**
C. Areas of Authority School Should and Does Have
McNemar Value McNemar Value
N=84 N=528
Budget 3.556 44 495"
Hiring 9.800° 98.256**
Staffing 2.130 92,627
Curriculum 0.250 49,199**
Texts 0.333 47 .641**
Purchases 0.333 10.051**
Schedule 0.400 19.692**
Length of Day 5.762 36.213**
Calendar 0.529 15.680°*"
Starting Salary 0.067 10.714**
Raises 0.000 16.030*°
Maintenance 0.529 76.475"
Evaluations 1.500 69.511*~

*P<.05 “p<.01
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