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ABSTRACT

C : T,
This study investigated the nature of administrative decision

making in a sample of’elementary and secondary schools. The specific
purpose of the study was to assess the validity of the Vroom-Yettpn
model of decision making. a

Data vere collected from 33 school principals through two struc-
tured intervieﬁs and a qyestionnaire. The initial interview was used to
collect descriptions of decision situations yhich prihcipals faced and
their perception of the seven situational factors for which provision
is made in the Vroom-Yetton model. During a subsequent interview,
information on how each decision situation was resolved was coilected'and
judéements of the outcomes vere madé on four criteria. Principals’
perceptibns of the general nature oflgchool decision ﬁaking vere collected
through a questionnaire. Teachers in the same schools participated through
a questionnaire and éommented on décision making generally and on the
particular cases which had been idegiified by ﬁhe principals; 385 teachérs
vere involved. |

Analysis of the data revealed that»administrative deéision
making in the schools in the sample was perceived as being-both success-
ful and participative. There were differences in perceptions between
principals and’teachers, the lafter tending to perceive decision making
to be more par£icipative than thé principals. While most principals
believed staff were satisfied with their .present involvement in decision
making only about one-half of the teachers agreed, the majority of those

vho did not agree considered more pérticipation to be desirable.

iy
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Reports from the principal and‘three teachers were received
about most of the individual situations. Wide discrepancies in the

perceptipn of the process used in making the decision were observed. -

'Teachers"perceptions of decision success were significantly related to

the degree of participation of the process, used.

.

The data supplied by principals were used to determine if the
Vroom—YetEon_model vas valid in the school setting. No statistically
significant relatidnshib wvas found to exist. Application of the teacher
supplied data to the model.reéulted in the establishment of a statistic-
ally significant btt weak reiationship. 'Anélysis'indica£ed that this
relationship wvas largely dependent upon the increased involvement of
teachers in decisions consistent with the Vroom-Yetton model;' The
validity of the model~could not, therefore? be confirmed,

& Analysis of decisions inconsistent with the model led to sugges-
tions for modifications. ‘Whén thé principal data were gppiied to the
ﬁodified model, no statisticall}‘significant res&lt was revealed. VWhen

teacher data were applied to the modified model, statiétical%z signifi-

cant relationships, attributable to the effect of consistency of

. decision process used with the preécriptiohs of the model,were revealed."

Within the parameter that the judgement of decision process used as well
as the ratings of outcomes should be made -by teachers, the findings-

support the validity of the modified model in the.school setting.
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Chapter 1

Tt

INTRODUCTION TO THE -STUDY

Two broad categories of decisions are made in schools.\ The
first are those decisions directly involvea“qgth the instruetional pro-
cess which are made in the classreom by teachers. Owens (1970:91)
noted: "Teachers. . . make'drucial‘decisions'which actually determine
to a large extent the_impaet the schoolbwill have on the leafner.”

- The second category is concerned with administrative matters. Such

~

decisions cover a didersity of tépics and in&olve the school's relation-
ships with professional staff, other staff, students, central adminis-

trations, boards and the community. These decisions are, for the most

part, the responsibility of the school principal. ¢

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM _ » .

The purpose of this study was to investiéate administ¥a£ﬁﬁe (f\\\\

. ' ! ~
decision making in schools and particularly to test, in the sewool,seixx :\”F*E
ting, the velidity and utility of a model developed by Victor“H. UrooT//
and Philip Yettoh, which was designed to guide administrators in dee;é-
ing the nature and\amouht of involvement of their subordinates in the
decision making psocess. The decisions which farm the focﬁs of this

study are those which lie w1th1n the dec131onal responslblllty of the

- school pr1nc1pal and have 1mpllcat10ns for several staff menbers.
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Overview of the Model

Throughout tbe 1960's many writers in the fields of organiza-
tional design_and leadership took the view that the participation of-all
subordinates in the total decision making process was essential if

a A

organizations were to be both efficient and personally satisfying for

%:oge who worked in them. While Vrbbm and Yetton were concerred with
t

he ;nvolvemenpaof subordinates in decision making they did not take
A 8 ) .

"this approach. Vroom (1970:239) noted:

The critics and proponents of participative management would do
vell to direct their ef forts tovards identifyirig the properties of
- situations’ in which different decision making approaches are effec-
tive rather than wholesale condemnation or deification of one
approach. '
Central to the Vroom-Yetton model was the belief thag choice

of an appropriate decision process was an important factor in deciding
the success or otherwvise of a decision. Further, the model was based
upon the belief that:in each decisional situation there were a number
of fiactors of which account must be taken in deciding if invglvement of
subordinates” was justified and, if so, the degree and nature of such -
involvement. Vroom and Yetton took the view that in organizations,
décision making vas the responsibility of leaders. Freduent reference,
hgwéver, vas ‘made by them to managers, and the terms appear to be used
iTterchangeably. - - _ o

The model was based on the belief that the effectiveness of a

decision was the product of two compphents: the quality of thé decision
and its acceptance by subordirates. Vroom and Yetton foilow Maier

(1155, 1963) in equating decision quality with the "objective or im-

peréonal”,aspects of the decision, thai is, vwith the adequacy of infor-

= ) ) ] ) ~{)
mation on which the decision was based. Subordinate acceptance of
|

!



decisions was believed, by Vroom and Yetton, to be depeedenﬁvupog the
degree of participation of the subordinate in the decision'process.
Vroom and Yetton proposed five decisioﬁ'processes which they contended"
wvere pﬁin@s on a continyum of\eubordinate influence as illustrated ie
Figure 1.1. |

|
The appropriateness or effectiveness of each of the five de- 4

cision proeesses -'AI, All, CI, CIi, GIIL - is contingent upon eitua—
tional factors. Each process has potential for yielding decisions which
are of adequate quality and which are.aecepted by subordinates. 'The‘
problem Forlthe decieion maker is to determine which processr(or pro-
cesses) is appropriate for a particular decision. Vroem and Yetton
developed a number of decision reles intended to "protect" or ensure
decisiof quality and'suberdinate acceptance. Theseaiuiee vere designeq
to take aecount of the particular conditions applying in eabh separate
decieion'situation. fhe rules are eperationalized tﬁrough a series of
quesﬁions each requiring a yes-or no answer. These ansvers serve to
define the decieipn situation and to delimit the decision processes to
tboee wvhich are appropriate for tﬁat particular situation. 2
“~.Depending upon the nature of the‘decision situation, the-

feasible set (Epé\processesblikely'to be effective) could consist of ef

number of alternate processed or only one of the five. ~ Vroom and Yetton

euggested thet vherée there vas more than one decision process in the *
., ~ feasible set, choice might be made on'tHe basis of time-effectiveness
'in which case they recomﬁended use of the least perticipative process. .
However, if the development of an effectuve problem solving team vas

desrrég then choice of a more partlclpatlve process from w1th1n the

<¢J
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Low Autocratic

Consultative
) o

1

Influence Qf Subordinates

Group

1

High

Al

AII

C1

CII

GII

Leader solves the problem or makes the
decision alone, using the information
available at the time. ‘

Leader obtains the necessary informa-
tion from subordinates, then decides
the solution to the problem. Leader
may or may not tell subordinates what
the problem is in gettirng the informa-

-tion from.them. The role played by

subordinates is clearly one of pro-
viding the necessary information,
rather than-generating or evaluating

-alternative solutions.

Leader shares“prob}em vith relevant
subordinates individually, getting
their ideas and suggestions without
bringing them together as.a group.
Then leader makes the decision, which

may or may not reflect subordinatgs'

influence.

Leader shares the problem with subor-
dinates as a group, obtaining their
collective ideas and suggestions.
Leader then makes the decision, which
may or may not reflect subordinates’
influence. :

Leader shares the problem with subor-
dinates as a group. Together they
generate and evaluate alternatives
and attempt to reach agreement (con-
sensus) on a solution.. Leader's role
is much like that of a chairman.
Leader does not try to influence the
group to adopt "his" solution, and is
wvilling to accept and implement any
solution which has the support of the
entire group. ‘

Figure 1.1 Leadership Deciéion Styles for Group Problems in,Ufoom-

Yetton Model




feasible set was recommended.

The Vroom-Yetton model was designed as a general model for use
in a variety of settings. Howevér, analysis of the case studies on
wvhich much of the model waswbasgd indicated that most of these were
lggated:}h commercial and industrial situations. The present study

'addressed the utility of the model in a quite different context, that

of elementary and secondary schools in the Province of Alberta.

Research Questions

In order to determine the utiligyjof the Vroom-Yetton model
in the school setfing, it was necessary to test both its validity and
its applicability. Answers to a number of questioné vere required to
determine utility. The most important of the questions to which answers
vere sought vere as follows:

(1) Ddsschool principals use a variety of decision processes
in making administrative decisions in schools?

(2) To what extent does the Vroom-Yetton taxonomy reflect school
decision making practices?

(3) Are there situational influences in schools other than
those described by Vrocom and Yetton which exert significant
influences on the choice of decision processes? -

(4) 1Is the use of procedures consistent with the Vroom-Yetton
model correlated with the success of administrative decis-
ions in schools and, if so, is a model involving the
evaluation of fewer problem attributes equally effective?

(5) Do principals attach different emphases to decision qual-
ity and subordinate acceptance in making administrative
decisions?.

Ansvers to a number of questions of lesser importancé wvere also sought:

(6) To what extent do the perceptions of educational adminis~-
trators agree with those of their subordinates as to the

decision process used in arriving at dec181ons7

<>



(7) To what extent do the perceptions of educational adminis- -
trators agree with those of their subordinates in respect
of the success of decisions made using different decision
processes?

(8) To what extent does the desire of teachers for involvement
in the decision making process differ from their per-
ceived involvement? ‘

(9) Do teachers who perceive themselves to have been more
fully involved in the decision making process also per-
celve decisionsttg be more acceptable and more effective i
than teachers who perceive themselves to have been less
involved?

“These questions will be framed as a series of hypotheses follow-

ing consideration of these and related issues in thé\review_of litera-

ture undertaken in Chapter 2.

Justification for the Study

Because decision making is an important aspect of the work of
administrators, any technique which promotes the making of decisions of
improved quality has significance. Testing of the Vroom-Yetton méaél in
other situations had indicatéd its ability to‘improve decision outcoﬁé§
through guiding the choice of an appropriate decision procésé. If the 2
model wés found to be valid in the school setting then a similar improve-
ment in decision outcomes, through its use, would have bénefit for
schools. If the study indicated that tHe model had validity, which
means that use of the model increased the probability of making effec-
tive decisioﬁs, this would represent an extension of present theoretical
knowledge. This new position would then represent a foundatign for
further investigations vhich might focus on matters such as, "Who should
be involved in those decisions which are best made through the use of
participative processes?" |

If the model proved valid there would be implications for the

.



preparation of administrators. This would involve several aspects.

The first would focus‘on providing theoretical background to the use of
the model and the implications of its assump&ions. Secondly, facility
in what'Vroom and Yetton refer to as tﬁe csggng process the assess-
ment of ‘the decision attributes would need to be developed. finally,
the skills associated with:the use of the different decisional processes

required by the model would need to be developed.

DEFINITIONS; DELIMITATIONS AND LIMITATIONS

Definition of Terms

A number of terms require explicit definition because of their
specific meanings within the Vroom-Yetton model and the present study.

Administrative decision. Those decisions made in schools which

are not made by teachers in the course of the instructiohal process.

Autocratic decision. Is one in which the manager does not seek
opinion from subordinates before making a decision.

Consensus decision. One in which there is substantial agreement

between the parties involved in-the decision to the extent that all are
prepared to accept or '"go along with" the decision.
Consultative decision. One in which information and/or opinion

L

is sought before the decision is made.

Decision proceés dr‘deciﬁion style. The decision of a manager
as to the degree of involvement of subordinates in the decision making
process.

Decision gquality. The quality and relevance of the information

available in making the decision and the extent to which this informa-



tion was used in making the most rational decision possible,
LS

Feasible set. The decision or decisions prescribed in a given

situation by the Vrocom-Yetton model. -

Group decision. Those decisions which affect all or a major
subset of the\subordinates reporting to the leader,

Overall effectiveness. The extent to which the decision con-

tribufes to the attainment of the goals of, the organization,

Parliamentary decision. One in which a voting procedure is used

in making the decision.

Predictive validity. The capécity”of the model to specify a

suitable decision process prior to knowledge of the decision's outcomes
béing'availéble. ' . e

v Subordinate acceptance. The extent to which subordinates agree

vith the decision and are willing to attempt to make the decision work

effectively. )

Unanimous decision. One. in which there is complete agreement

betueen the superordinate and all subordinates involved in the decis-

ion. The superordinate dBes not try to influence the décision and is
: N : v :
wvilling to implement any decision which is acceptable to all participants.

o

Delimitations

~

The study was based on §nly 33 schoals, most of wvhich were ih
communities in or adjacent to Edmonton. There are thus limitations to
‘the extent to which genmeralizations may be drawn from the study.

The study focussed. only on’the decisioné identified by‘princi—
pals., It vas reélized that, particularly in large schools, persons

-other than principals had responsibility for administrative decision
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making. Any generalization propdsed from this study must take account

of this restriction.

Limitations

While the use of a lonéitudinal method of cape preparation and
the use of eerceptions of decision ;utcomes by pefsons other‘thanvthose
réporting the case rémoved two of the weaknesses of earlier studies,
the negd to collect ratings of success from persons who had iittle
familiarity with the precise interpretation of the laqguagé used 1n the“
model was a possible source of weakness. |

Decisions were collected towards the end of the school year when
decisions of particular importance to staff members were being made.

It 1s possible therefore; that the decision processes uséa vere not
representative of those used'fhroughout the year.

The study collected information from teachers and principals
‘concerning a range of diverse situations. Where this informatioh does
not coincide, it does not mean that one or othér view is‘incbrrect but
that the various views reflect different percepfions of the same éitué—
tion and are accepted as valid views of what the different parties per-
ceived to have taken place. | - v e

N

ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

This chapter has provided a background.to the study, its pur-
pose, justification, an explanation of terms and the limifations and
delimitations of ‘the study. The foilowing chapter is devoted to a more
detailed explanation of the Vroom-Yetton modelgahd a review of the

literature relevant to the various i€bues arising from. the model.
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In Chapter 3 aﬁ oveé&iew of the research design is providea.'

Some issues related to the mé?hodglogy of the study and a description of
the statistical analysis to whichjbatawereéubjected is also provided.

- Chaptgrs 4, 5 and 6 provide a descfiption and analysis of the
data.  The bagis for the 6rganization of these chaptersvis tﬁe source
of the data used. Chapter\7 reviews the findings and provides some
consideration of how the model might be modified for use in the school
setting., This chapter also looks at iﬁplications arising from this
study for'school';dministrative decision ﬁaking generally. |

( The conpluding'chabter provides a summary of the study, its con-
clusi6hs and some imﬁlications of the finéings for the gheory and prac;

tice of educatiodal administration. Some suggestions for further

research are also made.



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a brief reviev of the'
literature which is closely relatéd to the speéific concerns of thié
study. \This delimitation is necessary‘Pecause‘there is a voluminous
literature on many broad topics such as decision making theory, leader—'
ship and leadership styles, the role of the manage; and group problem

éolving all of which are generally related to the topic but which do not

focus on the specific questions with which the investigation was con-

‘cerned. The literature reviewv will therefore provide a brief explana-

tibn of the Vroom-Yetton mddel vithin the context of decision making
genérally, the major aséUmbtions upoh vhich the model is based, special

cpnéiderations underlying school decision making and the implications

of each of these factors. Literature relevant to specific aspects of

the methodology used will be reviewed in Chapter 3.

N

* THE VROOM-YETTON MODEL

The model was developed by Vroom and Yetton and was made pub-

lic through their joint publication entitled Leadership and Decision

Making (1973). The initial work has been subjected to a great deal of
investigation, and a'numbef of revisions have been made. Unless other-

vise specified, the form of the Vroom-Yetton model assumed in this study

“is that used by Vroom-and Jago (1978).

11
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Components of the Model

' The Vroom-Yetton model is a general model dealing both with
individual problems, those in which only one subordinate 1s 1nvolved
and .group praoblems. fhgse Qere described by'Méier et_al. (1957:8)
as‘”. . « those deci;ions wh;ch affect all O{“a major subset of thé
subdrainates reporting to the leader." Hhilg‘most of the decision..
brocesses are common to both individual ana group.problems, in thév
latter there is no provision‘for delegation.

| The Vroom-Yetton model, at the time of its development, con-
stituted a major divergence from much of the then fgtfgnt belief sur-
rounding the leadership function. At that timé l;adership vas seen by
some as a series of traité or relatively unchanging personality charac-
teristics which determined a manager‘s behaviéur. Vrodm and Yetto%,
howeﬁer, took the viéw thafié_manager's behaviour could be and was
varied to fit different situations. >Yetton and Vroom (1978:134) recal-
ling this view noted:

Their shift ffom a trait theory to a contingency theory isbéhal—»

ogous to a switch from the question of which single style a manager

does or should use, to the questions of which combination of 'styles

does or should a manager use, and howv does he or should he map them

onto the needs of different problem situations. ’ :

Vrooﬁ and Yetton proposed that in each situation there were up.

to seven variables wbich had impl{cations For‘the dualityband subor-

dinate acceptance of a decision and thus for its overall effectiveness.

These situatiomal variables, which were expressed as questio

.defined by Yetton and Vroom (1978:135) and are shown belav:

A. Quality: Does the problem possess axquality
requirement? ‘

B. Information: Do I have sufficient information to make
: a quality degision? .
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C. Structure: -~ Is the problem structured?

A D. Acceptance: .Is acceptance of the decision by subor-
dinates important for effective imple-
mentation?

E. Prior If 1 vere to make the decision myself, is
Probability: it reasonably certain that it would be

accepted by my subordinates?

F. Goal Do subordinates share the organizational
Congruence: goals to be attained in solv1ng this
problem? _

G. Conflict: Is conflict among subordinateé likely in

preferred solutions?

for each decision

(8

The questions can be answered either "yes" or "no
situation. By tracing these answers along a decision tree, managers are
led to a "feasible set” of decision processes applicable to the particu-
lar decision as is shown in Figure 2.1.

Tce feasible set may also be defincd on_the basis of a series
of decision rules. A slightly modified version of the rulesrrelating to.
grouc problems is shown below: |

‘ 1. The Information Rule: If the quality of the decision is
’\\—-ﬂ important and if the leader does not possess enough 1nforma—
tlon or expertise to solve the problem by himself Al is elim-
1nated from - the F8851ble set. :
| : oo :
2. The Trust Rule: If the quality of the decision is important
nd if the subordinates cannot be trusted to base their efforts
‘to solve the problem on organizational goals GII is ellmlnated
‘ //' from the feasible set. F2

3. The Unstructured Problem Rule: ‘When the quality of the
- decision is important, the  leader lacks the necessary informa-
- tion or expertise to solve the problem by himself, and if the
problem is unstructured. . . AI, AII and CI are ellmlnated from
the feasible set.

4. The Acceptance Rule: If the acceptance of the decision by

subordinates is critical to effective 1mplementat10n and if it

is not certain that an autocratic decision made by the leader

would receive that acceptance Al and AII are eliminated from
’vthe feasible set. :

)

Va
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5. The Conflict Rule: If the acceptance of the decision is
critical, an autocratic decision 1is not certain to be accepted
and subordinates are likely to be in conflict or disagreement
oover the appropriate solution AI, AII and CI are eliminated
from the feasible set. :

6. The Fairness Rule: If the quality of the decision is un-
important, and if acceptance is critical and not certain to
result from an autocratic decision AI, AII, CI and CIi are
eliminated from the feasible set. )

D

7. The Acceptance Priority Rule: If acceptance is critical,
not- assured by ‘an autocratic decision Pnd if subordindtes can
be trusted, AI, AIl, CI and CII'are eliminated from the feas-
ible set.

Application of these rules in a particular situation vill résult in a
feasible set of one or‘more decision processes. IF_moré than dne process
is left in the feasible set, the decision maker could apply dther cri-
térié such as time involved or petsonal preference=to\sglect a specific
process. . : jﬂ\ |

A numbér of aséumptions vhich are critical to its operation

underlie the Vroom-Yetton model. In sections which Fdllow, the liter-

- ature relating to issues surrounding these assumptions is reviewed.

The Importance of Decision Making

Vroom and Yettbn equafe décision making with leadership. It
may be argued that there are many other aspects of leadershlp\behav10ur
wvhich merit attention. However, in reviewing ll%Frature relevant to
leadership, management and admlnlstratlon, strong support for decision

making as the over-ridingly important function of those charged withthe

. v
control of formal organizations is to be found. Simon (1945:1) stated:

"The task of deciding pervades the entire administrative organizatioh._. .
This view is supported by Griffiths (1959:75) who suggested that:

"Decisionfmaking is becoming generally recognized as the heart of organ-
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N .
. .
ization and the process of administration." Simon (1960:1) asked:

What part does decision making play in managing? I shall find it
convenient to také mild liberties with the English language by
using decision making as though it was synonymous with managing.

Mintzberg (1973:77) noted:
Prdbably'the most crucial part of the'manager's work - the part
that justifies his great authority and his powerful access to
information - is that performed in his decisional roles.

~

Hall (1977:257) provided further supﬁbrt for the view. He stated:

"One of the most critical activities~of leaders is to engage in the

‘decision making process.” Examining the importance -of decision making

in the school setting Gregg (1957:275) noted: "Decision @aking is at

.the very heart of the administrative process," while Oweng (1970:90)

~.
T~

obseryed:

Contemporary thinking about the nature of administration both with-
in and out of education, places decision making in a central posi-
tion. It may be that decision making is the core process of admin-
istration to which all other activities can be subordinated. :Or

it may be that administration and decision making are synonymous.
However, a more gefierally accepted notion is that decision making is
the key function or activity of administrators.

Thére is thus quite substantial support for the viev that R
decision making is the primary responsibility of those who cohtrol."‘

formal orgamizations., Howvever, while all those quoted agree on the

importance of decision making they variously attribute respohsibility

[ .
for it to administrators, managers and leaders.  Much of thi$ confusion

S

arises-from a debate which may be summarized in a claim by Kochen efiél.
(1975: 283) that "Leadership requires voluntary acceptance by subor< -

dinates." Such acceptance does not necessarily exist in formal organiza-

- tions and those who deem this an essential feature of leadership .use

management or administration to describe the process of control in

" formal organizafions. Many writers, including Vroom and Yetton, do use
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.
the‘terma‘interchangeaply. T ‘ 7
. N
Separation of Quality and Acceptance v
Requirements _ 3 ' . . P,

One.basic{assumption of the Vroom-Yetton model is that overall
decision effectiveneas is.a product of .decision quality anﬂfsubordinate
acceptance. In the model these are treated as separate elements. Many
vriters would not agree with this pOSlthﬂ. Miles (1974 25%6) in des-

cribing the human resources model noteds - ‘ s O
. . . :

“In this model the manager does not share information, discuss
.departmental d80131ons or encourage self directipn and self' control
merely to improve subordinate satisfaction and morale. Rather, the
purpose of- these practices is to improve the decision making and
total performance efficiency of the organlzatlon.

Miles thus believed that decision quality, as Well as subordinate satis- |
faction, may be increased through participation. This view was supported

by research conddcted by Heller (1971). Discussing the results arising

'
- : e

from a questionnaire and structured interviews with 260 managers he
. o : '
noted (1971:949: "Both levels thought that participation was most use-
—ful For»improvingbthe technical quality of decisions."

k'S

_It should be noted that this finding does‘not‘weaken the theo;
retical support for the Vroom-Yetton model. If particioation”increasea
the quality of decisions, as wvell as incteasing subofdinate‘commitment

it may affect the choice made‘uithin tne feasible set but does not in-
validate the theoretical basis for the model. However, it spould be
noted that while Vroom and Yetton treat quality and acceptance as'un-
.‘related there is no Justlflcatlon in their work for the v1ew of Wynne
and Hunsaker (1975 ll) who in descrlblng the model noted |
| Where more than one decision process 1é Fea31ble, they afe rank-

~ordered on (1) decreasing concérn for quality of outcome and (2)
1ncre881ng concern for acceptance of outcome : ?



18

Wynne and Hunsaker's claim that decision quality decreased.with the
increased-involvement .of subordinates vas not contended by Vroom-Yetton,
one of whose criteria for selection within the feasible set. was based on

time considerations.

Participation and Subordinate

Acceptance
Though Vroom and Yetton (1973:11) cautioned ". . . that partici-

pation in decision making has .consequences that vary From one 81tuat10nr
to another," throughout~their‘work there is both implicit and explicit

acceptance of the proposition that increasingly influential involvement
in the decision makinglprocess by subordinates leads_to their increased
acceptance‘of the decisions made, that is, that there is a direct rela-

tionship between the” degree of subordinate involvement andpacceptance.

T

. . ’ >
This view is apparent in the statement (1973:34), "The method used should

maximize the.probability of acceptance. o« e e Under these circumstances
AI, AII, CI and CII, which createwleSS acceptance'Or commitment.than GII
-are « eliminated from the’ feasible set.” | |

As Yetton (1972: l) p01nted out, "Participation in decision making
is one of the most exten31vely researched dlmenSlth of leadership
_behaviour." Rather than reviewing the whole of this literature it is
proposed to look at the more specific case of participation in the
school setting to test the validity of this assumption.

Much of the attention directed towards decision making in schools
has focussed on the effects of part1c1pation in decision making on such
factors: as student achievement (MacKay, 1964; Geiss,leonard, Madden and
' Denton, l973 Berlinger, 1975 and Miskel, 1977) and teacher satisfaction

and morale (MacKay, 1964; Schwartz; 1970; Miskel, 1977 and\Hoy and

P
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Miskel, 1978). For the most part the quoted researcﬁ points to a direct
relationship between participation and these other factors.
The viev that subordinate participation in decision making is
related to broader measures of organizational effectiveness has been
n,

expressed by Gregg (1957:278):

‘Many advantages can accrue from staff participation in edﬁcational

decision making. The quality of the decisions may be increased by

a more thorough canvass of the alternatives and of their probable

consequences. Understanding and acceptance of decisions and courses

of action are fostered by staff participation. Participation helps

the staff member to identify himself with institutional purposes

and programs.
Support for this general viev is provided by Stahl (1972) and Johansen
(1965) who were reported by Yarborough (1977) to have found a strong
link between teacher participation in decision making and curriculum
innovation, Schwartz (1970) who reported increased teacher satisfaction
as a result of increased participafion in decision making, Plaxton and
Bumbarger (1973) who réporféd inc?eased non-leader commitment to decisions
reached under consensus and Flynn (1976) who reported positive relation-
ships between participation and perceived effectiveness in a high school
staff of 70.

Some Reservations About
Participation

While the evidence cited above is supportive o% a positive
relationship between subordinate participation and somé aspect of
effectiveness, a number_bf studies indicate thats this correlation is
contingent upon_ofher factors. Bridges (l967$49), wvhile voiping the
~opigion that "Of the myriad activities in which the principal engages,

his conscious involvement of teachers in making decisions is one of the

S
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most crucial" also queried whether all staff members must be involved
in every decision. Bridges used the zone of indifference concept ex—-
pressed by Barnard (1938) to suggest that "For an individual to be
" interested in participation he must have not only some stake in the
outcome but the capability of contributing to the decision affecting
the outcome" (1967:52). Bridges howvever warned that consultation on
issues in the zone of indifference, that is, in situations in which
subordinates did not have stake and expertise, could lead to subor-
dinate alienation. Bridges' contribution was an important one in that
it querled the presumed linear relatlonshlp between part1c1pat10n and
one or another aspect of effectiveness which had been suggested to -
‘admlnlstrators as necessary pre-conditions for effective involvement,
Further support for a contingent approach to'subordinate par-
ticipation was provided by Alutto and Belasco (1972:117) who cautioned:
These findings suggest, . , that traditional assumptlons about the :
consequences of decisional participation should be modified, par-
ticularly assumptions concerning the universal desirability of
increased participation in decision maklng
However, they did acknowledge the 1mportance of participation and noted -
(1972:121) ", . . unfulfllled desires for participation in decision
maklng provide the basis for mucnlof the current militancy amongst
profe381onals " Alutto and Belasco's study vas an 1mp0rtant one in that
it pointed out that 1ncreased part1c1pat10n by subordlnates Qas not to
be seen as a universal method of securing subordinate commitment but
that its value was conditional or contingent upon”teachers' desires to
be involved and thefr current stste of involvement. fhis studyAwhich

suggested that teachers may be classified as being dec151onally deprived

or under-involved in dec1510n maklng, optlmally 1nvolved or dec131onally
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~ saturated pointed out (1972:124): "The study shows that for at least
two segments of each organizational pepulation, the introduction of
shared decision making is not a viable administrative strategy." A
further finding of the Alutto and Belasco study vas Ehat teachers who
perceived themselves to be optimally involved in decision making showed
no more organizational commitment than teachers categorized as either
being decisionally deprived or decisionally saturated.

Plaxton and Bumbarger (1973) pointed out that subordinate'commiEEP
ment to decisions vas dependent upon the constitutional arrangement \
under wvhich the participative grdups operated. Three decision processes j
or degrees of involvement were used. Under the centralist model, the h/)
leader consulted organizational members but made the final decision. i
In the perliamenﬁary modeba voting procedure was ueed vhile in the con-
sensus model, unanimity was'sought. Subordinate commifment was least g
vhen the centraliet model vas used but this finding was reversed for
leaders. Plaxton and  Bumbarger (1973) investigated the\time for each
of these processes and fouz% that the parliamentary mode‘was more demand-
ing of time than the centralist mode thle the time required for con-
_sensus decision making was even greater than thaﬁ required under the
parliamentary mede,

The proposal by Plaxton and Bumbafger that use of committee
' structures.mighf provide a time saving mechanism enabling participation
received testing in e study by Flynn (1976); He reported that initial
attempts te introduce participation in school decision making were cen-
fusing, Frustrating and time consdming. As an alternative a representa-

tive decision-making body was established. Staff members brought their

problems to this body through ‘their representatives. After two years,
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over 80 percent of the staff voted for continuance of the decision-making
body. However, Flynn‘noted that since the decisibn—making body made
staff‘meetings less necessary,'there were growing Feelings of’ isola-‘
tion amongst staff members who were not members of the decision-making
body.
. Absher (1977) provided further information on desirable degrees
of participation. He concluded that thogé‘whd vere optimally involved
demonstrated highest morale. Those who wvere under-involved had lower
morale than those over—involved although they had higher rapport with
‘principals. If teachers' morale is important for organizational
effectiveness, over-involvement appears to be preferabie to under-
involvemént. ; | ) ’ | ‘

A study by Conway (1976) provided further support for the con-
cept of participation being curvilinear with satisfaction. ' Conway used
a questionnaire designed by Alutto and Belasco to eétablish tﬁe dégree ‘
of desired and_perceived involvement. The 166 teééhefs in this study
‘reported schoﬁls as being consultative.

Whannel (1576) reported an Auszralian research and noted- that
of 181 teachers, 171 perceived themselves to’be decisionally deprived. 9
A majority of teddhers expressed the wish fo be i;volved in decisions
regarding instructional policies'and‘fhe introduction of new instruc-
tiohal methods. This desire Would‘be consistent with»Bridgesf criteria
of stake.and expertise as factors influencing the désire for participa-
'tion. ‘It is of interest tq note that in this study_con;ultaﬁion wvas the
most desired form of participation - a finding different from that

réported\in Plaxton and‘Bumbarger's study.

Guba and Bidwell (1972) claimed that it was éongruence of expec-
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tations between teachers and principals on what the roles of each should -
be rather than the use of any specific decisional technique that related
to effectiveness and satisfaction. |
KnOob and 0'Reilly (1927:3) reported a study inrhhich teachers
expressed "a strong preference for group involvement. . . favouring
the pafliamentarian and participant determining procédure." Knoop and
O'Reilly also reported: |
The democratié—centralisg procedure received the highest mean
scores of all procedures. . . . Teachers preferred the principal

to make the final decision, being satisfied to give advice, infor-
mation and suggestions.

Frqm this brief review it can be seen that, in recent‘years
research, particularly in regard to educational institutions, has indi-
cated that the success of inQolving subordinates in decision making
is contingent upon factors associated with the situation in which the

decision is to be made, upon the skills and knowledge of the subordinates

and upon their desire to be involved.

Variability of Decision Styles

Helleh (1973:193) asked: -
1. ‘Do'individuals use different degrees of power-sharing in a
variety of specified circumstances?
2. Do all managers vary their leadership style? ' :
3. In making a variety of different decisiors, do individuals use
the full range of alternative leadership styles? ‘
4, . . . If the answver to the first question is negative then
there is no point in asking any of the others.
The answer to these questions is crucial also to any considera-
tion of the VroomLYettoh model, since its basic assumption is that mana-
gers can vary the decisional style they choose to use. The question of

decisional style has received.a good deal .of attention in the more general

context of leadershipvsfyle. The work of Lewin, Lippitt and White (1939)



vas influential in this regard. They suggested that there were three
basic leadership styles: autocratic, democratic and laissez faire.
For many years this contention dominated the literature. Much of the
leadership research wvas dévoted to deﬁermining leader style which ié\
described by Fiedler0(1974:40) as ", . . a relativelylendqring set of
behaviors which is characteristic of the individuai, regardless of the .
situation." If, in fact, leaders are driven by personality character-
istics to use the same behaviours irrespective 6f the situation, then

any model vhich requires them to cﬁoose or select an appropriate style

is meaningless.

Heller and Yukl were among the wrifers vho addressed-this
matter. They noted (1969:238): "The fiﬁdings;preSentEd‘suégest that
leaders vary their decision behavior according to the hierarchical‘fbcué
of the broblem." They also reported (1969:239): "The results of the
presenf'study support the thesis that the amount of influence a leaaef
allows his subordinates changes with six of the seven‘situational vari-
‘ables studied in this research." |

Heller (1971:195) repdrtihg a major research concerning mana-
gerial decision makiﬁg notéd:

There is an assumptioﬁ of decision style uniformity in the litera-
ture which shows itself in the use of the conventional rating scales.

However it seems likely that managers faced vith the same problem
in different circumstances will vary their decision style.

4
 The abiiity of managers to vaty their decision style is a crit-
ical factor in the utility of the Vroom-Yefton model. .Thé main metho-
dology used by them fb test this proposition was to prepare 30 case

studies which vere derived from descriptions of decision situations

provided by managérs. The cases covered a wide variety of managerial



situations. Yetton (1972:56).asked each of the 165 managers to:

. « o put himself in the danagerlal role in each of the case studi
and to indicate which of jthe five alternative managerial styles
vas closest to the procegure he would use to solve that problem.

Yetton, as a result of this research reported (1972:59):
Of perhaps more interest is the fact that the problem main effect
accounts for 28.3 percent of the total variance in behavior across
the cases while the individual main effect accounts for only 9.7

25

es

percent. . . . This is a surprising finding, given the emphasis in

the literature on individual characteristics both as determlnants
and as predictors of the level of part1c1pat10n

Reporting the results of research using a similar methodology
- with a large number of managers (N = 385), Vroom and Yetton (1973:64)
reported

The results show that 98.7 percent of the managers 1nd1cated that
they employed each of the five decision processes some proportion
of the time. Only five managers did not indicate some percentage
for each. . . of these, three reported that they always used a
single process. . . one that he used four processes. . . and one
pointed out that he used only two of the five processes.

Noting that his results were obtained both through use of the '

standardized:problem set devised by Yetton (1972) and recalled problem

Vroom (1974:58) observed:
Perhaps the most striking finding is the weakening of the wide-
spread view that participativeness is a general trait that individ
managers exhibit in different amounts. To be sure there vere

S,

ual

differehces among managers in their general tendencies to utlllze’

participative methods as opposed to autocratic enes.. . . .

However these differences among managers were small in com-
parison with differences within managers. On the standardized
problems, no manager indicated that he or 'she would use the same
decision process on all problems or decisions and most managers
use all methods in some circumstances. . . .

Research was undertaken by Hill and Hughes (1974) to determine
if leaders could behave flexibly,enough to cope vith varied situations
The result of the research wvas a conclusion that leaders do vary their

behaviour as tasks change. Hlll and Hughes Found that dlfferences in.



- the relative anounts of information which leaders and subordinates had
regarding different situations was the key factor in determining the
degree to which participative processes vere employed. |

House and Mitchell (1974) postulated four types of leader be—
haviour° directive, supportive, part1c1pative and achievement oriented
They claimed that all styles could be shown by the same leader and
noted (1974:83) that ". . . the traditional method of characteriiing a
leader as either highly participative and supportive or highly directive
.~ is invalid." Similarly Stogdill (1974:9) noted: "These findings
suggest that the behavior of the leader is not fixed in all circumstances.
Rather the leader consciously or unconsciously changes‘behavior‘in
response to changing situational oemands." v-

While there is strong support for the proposition tnat managers'
behaviours are not fixed, it should be realized tnat much of.the research
has focussed on what managers claim they would do in hypothetical situ-

‘ations. Much more convincing would be empirical evidence that in a

variety of situations managers did use different"styles.'

Decision Process Taxonomies

The Vroom-Yetton model proposed thet for group problems there
vere five decision processes or decision styles which representedbim—
portant pointslon a continuumvoflsubordinate influence on the decisionf
process., These were defined in Figure 1.1, These processes orvstyles
vere designated S1 to S5 by Yetton (1972) but were given the symbols
AI, AII, CI, CII_and GII»by Vroom and Yetton. The authors noted
(1973:14): |

The letters in the code signify the basic properties- of the process
(A stands for autocratic, C for consultatlve, G for group and D for

3]
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delegated)‘ The roman numerals that follow the letter constltute
variants on that process.

It should be noted, however, that there is no provision for delegation
in group problems.

While these points are visualized as lying along a continuum of
oobordinate influence, Vroom and Yetton @oﬁqot éuggest that they épe
equally spaced. \Using a techniqué suggested bx Coombs (1964), values of
zero and fén vere arbitrarily assigned to processes Al and GII, these
being seen as the polar points on the cootinoum,‘ Scale values vere then
derived for the other processes. The resulting values were Al = 0,

AL = 0.625, CI = 5.0, CII = 8.125 and GII = 10.

Alternative Decision Taxonomies

»
Many writers have proposed decision taxonomies alternative to

that used by Vroom and'Yetton. Gibb (1969:258) observed:

Among the earliest studies of leadership style was that of-
Lippitt and White (1943) whlch defined styles as "autocratic,"
"democratic" and "laissgz- faire." Apart from the latter about vhich
there is considerable doubt these terms have continued to be the
most commonly employed to. d881gnate opp031ng poles of a style con-
tinuum. . \

i C
The durability of this Bﬂ—polé? viev of decision styles can be

gauged from its use by March and Simon (1958). ‘They noted:
‘Supervisory style may be ranged along a continuum: at. one extreme
decisions are made by the supervisor and communicated.to workers
vithout pr&or consultation; at another extreme, decisions are made
on the basis of free and equal discussion. .
Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958:95) asked: "Should a leader be
autocratic or democratic in dealing with his subordinates - or something
in between?" . They answered the question by positing a dual continuum of

vhat they termed "boss centered leadership" and "subordinate centered

leadership." Pictorially'at least Tannenbaum and Schmidt showed the
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warious processes as being equally spaced as shown in Figure 2.2.
Swanson (1959) p01nted out the 1ncr¢a51ng importance of small

groups as dec131on maklng bodies, He suggested that the constltutlonal
arrangement under vhich a group operated vas a crltlcal factor in ltS~
effectiveness. Swanson deflned constltutlonal arrangement (1959 48)
as:-

the social definitions that state a group 8 sphere of compe-

tence and the proper procedures for making and executing decis-

ions. . . . Constitutional arrangements may be formal or in-
formal, explicit'o; implicit, clearly defined or vaguely sensed.’

" Swanson noted (1959:48):

There are only a few common types of constitution in human
affairs. . . . These three types of constitutional arrangement
are the parliamentarian, the participant determining and the
democratic ceritralist.

Analysis of. the meanings that Swanson attached to each of these terms

‘1nd1cated a close parallel between partlclpant determlnlng and Vroom-

Yetton's GII style and between the democratlc-centrallst and CII style.
However, there is no parallel in the Vroom-Yetton model to the parlia—
mentarian mode. - Swanson explalned that the parllamentary type of con—
stitutional arrangement is one "in which decisions must be made by a

membership whose interests areheterogenebuSand often cOnflictingJ‘ He

cited schools as being one of the types of organizations in which

3 such constitutional arrangements might be anticipated.

Likert (1961:242) writing of participation in decision making

noted: .
Participation should not be thought of as a 51ngle process or
activity but as a whole range of processes and activities. It is
even possible to describe participation tentatlvely as a contlnuum
of processes... . .

He proposed a 12 point scale whieh, for the most part assumed that
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decision making was for the pbrpose'of changing organizations. Two vari-
ables appear. to run through the proposed continuum: the phase of the

process at which subordinates were enabled to take part and the rolé

‘assigned to the'subordinates._ The end p01nts of Likert's contlnuum,

however, vere: 81mllar to Vroom- Yetton s AI and GII, In a later publl—
cation (1967) leert proposed a Four point scale and proposed that the
most participative of these was appropriate for use in all situations.
Strauss (196}) differentiated decisions according to whether they
involved an individual or a group. Hrs typoiogy was based on who made

o

the decision and who was involved in-it " He suggested two maJor sub—

,types of dec131on made by the superordlnate acting alome.- In the first,

the subordlnate 'S de51res were not con91dered, in the second the subor-

h .dlnate vas not consulted but the superlor took account of what he thought

most subordlnates would want In Strauss s second category of group.

dec131ons, group meetlngs were seen as belng approprlate but the super-

ordlnate retained the final word_on the dec1s1on made. = Strauss again

suggested that thls broad type of dec151on could be separated into two

sub—types. In one the superlor méde 1t clear that he wanted llttle
opposition from subordlnates. In the second, though the superior
retained flnal control, subordlnate wvishes were usually llkely to be
observed. In his flnal major category, correspondlng to the partici-
pant determlnlng process, Strauss agaln suggested ‘that two sub- types
could be dlfferentlated In the flrst the superordinate's w1shes were.
made clear to subordinates, in the second the superordinate vas seen to

make little use of'hiS‘influence. Strauss's typology was’ an 1nterest1ng

~one i s1nce1t vent beyond the exp11c1t actlon vhich was used to shape the

St
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decision end took account of subordinate perceptions of what the leader.
or manager expected them to do. Strauss (1963:59) noted:

the -formalities of consultatlor\anddelegatlon can easily cloud the
basic realities of the influence process. 'Few superiors would make
decisions without considering how their subordinates might react

and even fewer subordinates woul® make decisions without considering
possible reaction by. their superigr. . . . A boss who does not hold
formal meetings with his subordinates may show more real considera-
tion (and they may have more real influence) than %the boss who holds
frequent meetings in which ‘he masterminds subordinates until they
give him the decision he wants. 0

‘Bridges (l967) pointed out two considerations of which, he
.believed, account should be taken in decidinhg oe the role of teachers
in the decision making process. The first of these yas”concerned vith -
the phase in the decision process at which involvement should take place.
The second factor identified was the actual role to be'occubied by the
teecher. He suggested that teachers might particlpate as‘coeeultahts,
as advisors offering opinidns‘or critieisms or as Full participante <
. sharlig in tﬁe cheice from the evailable‘alternatives;' Bridges, like
Swanson, sav the need for a perliamentarian procedure.l Bridges acknowl-
edged the time-consuming nature of participent determining proceduresﬂand
suggested that thie“ﬁethod should only be usedafor the most impprtant :

" decisions. | ) N

Ovens (1970) suggested five styles apprcprlate for "group dec1s— v
ion maklng:‘ discussion, 1nf0rmat10n seeklng, democratlc centrallst
parllamentarlan and partlclpant determining.

Heller has been one of the ‘most prolific and 1nfluent1al wrlters
'on.eec131on making. In a series of publlcatlons, both 1nd1v1dually and
w1th others, he developed the concept of. part1c1pat10n in dec131on
maklng. He noted-(l97l.xv).

The most widely used scales in current use assume a basic and

\\//
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.

simple shift between democratic and authoritarian methods of
leadership and they use ill-defined positions in between the extremes.
The scale used in this research is called IPC (Influence-Power Con-
tinuum) and uses five defined alternatives. . . . Unlike most scales
in current use, the IPC does not suggest that any of the five alter-
natlve styles is better or worse than any other. . . .

The flve p01nts on the influence-powver contlnuum are as follows:

Style 1" The leader makes his own decision alone

Style 2 Having made his own decision alone the leader adopts a

, formal method of communicating the result

Style 3 Prior consultation is used but the decision rests entirely

‘ vith the leader

-Style 4 The decision emerges as the result of_Jo;nt boss-subor-
dinate discussion in which both.take an approximately
equal share in the final. determination

Style 5 The leader delegates a decision to hlS subordlnate.

In applylng this 1nfluence-power continuum to group 81tuat10ns
Heller, Drenth et al (1977) brlefly descrlbed six levels of increasing

- participation as (1) no 1nformatlon-(2) ‘information given (3) opportunlty

3

to give advice (4) adv1ce con81dered (5) JOlnt decision maklng and

(6) complete control (delegatlon) <a%
\ There appear to be two maJor differences betwe ‘thefgr0up models

J [ B e

'proposed by Vroom—Yetton and.Heller. The flrét relates to Style 2.

Vroom—Yetton described thlS as involving the collection of information
'w1thout explalnlno the purpose for which it was Collected "Heller saw
it as belﬁg a formal announcement of an authorltatlvely made dec181on.

Accordlng to Heller the dec1s1on vas shared vith subordinates but they

had no influence on the de01810n. Vroom-Yetton s style AIl not only

f{ precluded the subordlnate frpm 1nfluence but did not allow for sharlng ‘

-
or understandlng of the decision. For this reason it may be seen as

‘being”less partibipative than Heller's Style 2, The second difference

concerns the respectlve v1ews regardlng the most partlclpatlve process.
&
In the Vroom-Yetton typology, consensus, whlch is deflned as unanlmlty,

—

is the polar position. . Heller sav delegatlon or "complete control” a

o ‘ . ’-' _ o b
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being more participative. In an earlier version of the Vroom-Yetton
model, ten decision rules were used instead of the present seven. One
of these was the group problem rule vhich stated (Vroom and Jago,

1974:749):
N

If a problem has approx1mately equal effects on each of a .number of.
subordinates (i.e. is a group problem) the decision process should
provide them with equal opportunities to influence that decision.
Use of a decision process such as Gl or DI (delegative) which pro-
vides opportunities for only one of the affected subordinates to
influence that decision may in the short run produce feelings of -
inequity reflected in lessened commitment to the decision on the I
part of those "left out" of the ‘decision process and, -in the long
run, be a source of conflict and d1v1slveness.

This rule thus proscribed the use of a'delegatlve process.Foy group
problems. Givén the assumptions of the modél in regafd to the impor-
ftance of subordinate acceptance, thls decision vas logicélly consistent.
Heller and Yukl (1969:230) néted that in joint decision making: ". . .'.~
some determination of the majority position is made. Although the manager
mayuoccasidhally over-rule the majority, more often than not the major-
ity view lg éécepted." Writing in-l977, Heller et al. equated joint
decision ﬁaking vdth one man, one vote, i.e:vwith-the parliamentary ‘mode.
In view of what appeér to be highly significant differences between the‘
typologies of Vroom-Yetton and Heller, it is ngprising that Heller aﬁd

I3

Clark (1976) noted: "Another researcher (Heller, 1971) used five

decision styles almost identical tb Urqoﬁ's but witﬁ a different set of
pontingencies. .‘. .".

Bass §l975:729) posited five decisibq'styles: directive,
negotiative, consultative, particibative and delegative. Bass cited
research indicating that ". .. although empifiéally Eorreléfed the = .

five style varlables vere generally conceptually independent . /gﬁiﬁy

Knoop'and 0'Reilly (l977)}reported a research conducted ip

A
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Canadian secondary schools which offered six procédqral choices. Two

of these choices wefe authoritarian modeé invdlving either the principal
or subject department chairman as sole decision maker. The third choice
vas the teacher as sole decision maker. This mode vas not considered to
be appropriate in a taxonomy:of administrative decision making.. Knoop
and D'Reiily's o£her three categories were the democratic centralisf,
parliamentarian and\participant determining. Thé latter term was equated
vith consensus. While no definition of consensus was diveh, acceptance
by ali rather than unanimous support may be infe%red from_the*bohtext.

Four styles were suggested by Castore (lé%B):‘ benevolent
dictatorship, majority rule with forﬁal voting, discussion to @ajority
consensus and.unahimity.

Analysis of the alternative taxonomies bf decision processes
from the mgjor references»citéd,lmakes it clear that, while there are
parallel;vfor Vroom-Yetton'&AI, CI, CII and GII styles, there are two
major areas of diségreement with other taxonomies. No other taxonomy
has an AIl style. The style which appears closest is that of providing
formal notice of an autocratic decision whibh is shared by Tannenbaum
and.Schmidt, Likert, Heller and Bass. However, this is a qualitétively
different activity to]seeLing informatiohfwithout.expiaining tge'purpose
for which the information is required.

The sgéond major difference concerns the useldf the parliamentary
style. \This style vas propésed by Swanson, Bridgeé;,OWéns, Heller
(though the term he used was joiht.decision»makihg),‘Knoop and.d'Reillx
and Castore. |

Oﬁé Further issue concefhiné the taxogbmy feiafes to the con-

«
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sensus style proposed by Vroom-Yetton. Their definition required (1973:
13): ", .'. the support of the entire group" or unanimity. Hall
(1977:75) discussing consensus noted: "Complete unanimity is not the
goal, in fact, it is rarely achieved. But each individual should be
able to accept the decision on the basis of logic and rationality.”
This comment suggests that a modified consensus style which seeks to
"obtain at least acceptance and a willingness to go aléhg with the decis-
ion is a necessary process to include in‘a comprehensive taxonomy. Hellér
too had grave doubts about the consensus mode. He reborted a study
(1971:98) involving 260 managers and noted:
The aichssions shoved that managers of both levels in this sample
did not believe that there was anything to be gained from achieving
consensus decisions. Subordinates usually, but not always liked to
.be involved in I-P (influence-power) sharing but expected their
chiefs to take the responsibility for the final decision. Nor
would they think highly of a boss who deferred to their wishes too
of'ten. ' co : ‘
All of the writers in the foreg0ing section have attempted to
identify decision processes along a continuum of subordinate influence.
In most cases, either implicitly or explicitly they have assumed the
points they have identified as being equally spaced along this contin-
uum. Vroom-Yetton are the only ones to have attempted to quantify an

unequal spacing. Table 2.1 attempts to summarize what appear to be the

most important of the alternative taxonomies discussed.

Decision Process and
Explicitness

One further issue concerning choice of decision process had been
raised by Biens (1970) who stressed the need for a schoo), staff to be
informed in advance of the decision process whiéh vas to be used. He

suggested that if, for example, a principal used a consultative process
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vithout explaining that he was reserving the right to make the final
decision, then disillusiomment could follow if the staff's advice was
not taken.
Morphet et al. (1974:148) writing specifically about decision
making in schools supported this view. They noted:
Participation in.decision making by all groups is now being widely
advocated. As groups part1c1pate in decision making, it is vital
that the limits of authority of each group should be clearly de-
fined, The administrator-leader must aéso make clear to groups and
individuals participating in decision m‘ﬁlng the decisions that he

reserves for executive decision making and the decisions which he
~ can share. To do otherwise would result in chaos.

Situational Factors

Vroom and Yetton have identified seven situational‘fectors wvhich
they consieer to be important in influencing a manager's -choice of a
decision process. A number of other vriters have also addressed the
question, and a brief review of literature in this area will,tﬁe:efore,
be undertaken. There is no uhanimity ahong the vriters. Though Vroom
and Yetton originally suggested seven factors, in a recent erticle (1978:
.148) they suggested: "A simple extens@on br the existing modei would
involve the .search for additional sifuatienal variables." Vroom and
Yetton have also suggested - | |

b2

If the studles mentioned above prove successful their outcome will
undoubtedly be a very much more complex theory about the social

, structure of decision makWhg, each part of which would account for
a small proportion of the variance in a manager's decision behavior.

b One of the earliest references to situetional factors was made
by Vroom (1959). His study indicated that the effects of participation

on an individual-varied vith the pefsonality structure of the followerg,

Vfoom (1959:326) noted: o
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The results suggest that an adequate theoretical explanation of the
effects of participation in decision making should include a con-
sideration of the influence of personality variables that interact
with participation. The present study also gives general support
to a situational theory of leadership and indicates the possible
value in simultaneous examination of environmental and-personality
variables. : -
Perhaps a question 'in the Vroom-Yetton model ‘which takes account of _this
‘factor is: "If I were to make the decision myself, am I reasonably
certain that it would be accepted by my subordinates?"
Strauss (1963) used the term power allocation in the sense that
Vroom and Yetton used decision process._ Strauﬁs vas less confident than
Vroom and Yetton abouf the effects of participation and indicatedﬂthat
decisions.fegarding powver éllocatiOn needed to take account ‘also of the
personality, background and expectations of employées, the technology
being employed and the costs - both direct and indirect - of partici-
pation, consultation and delegation.
'Blankenship and Miles (1968:106) reported a study in which:
"The association betwveen hierarchical position,_organization'size, and
span of control and five dimensioms of managerial decision behavior, —_
is examined for 190 managers in eight different companies." Hierarchical
position was found to be the most,significant infldence'on the manager's
‘choiéé of a decision style, There was some evidence that the size of
the organization and the manager's spah of control vere also.significant.
Kelley and Thibaut (1969) suggested that the nature of the prob-
lem vas a significant consideration. .They noted (1969:61):
The relative proficiéncy of groups in problem solving as compared
vith individuals depends on characteristics of the problem under-
taken. . . . However. . . we can begin to identify the problems
on which groups.are highly proficient and those on vhich they are

most incompetent. SR

If this is the case it would appear that a mode 1 wh;ch attempts to
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speéify a decision process should make‘provision for types of problems
.. which apbear to be more susceptible to group solution rather than solu-
tion by individuals or vice versa.

Group size and structure vere suggested by Maier and Hayes
(19702331).58 being the most important iﬁfluences in decision making.‘
They suggested that:

If the group is émall, cohesive and ékillea in gfoup probleﬁ solving,
differences are usually resolved through consensus. If the group ‘

is large and loosely structured, differences may be resolved by
majority rule. -

A comprehensive inQestigaEion into participg}ion, managerial
decision making andiﬁhe ihflqence of situational variables was undertaken
By Heller and Yukl (1969). They found:

| (1) that leaders at d;fferent hierarchical levels exhibited‘
‘ sigﬁificantly different degrees of decision centralization; |

(2) tﬁat functional specialiZafion vas reléted”ﬁo the style
of décision making,‘ng., production managers tended to use centralized
styles whereas personneliwénagers tendéd to lower Centralizatioﬁ;

(3) Ehaf increased span of control was associated with more
centralized procédures; |
| (4) for lover level ménagers, centralization increased wit%
léngth of time in the job, while For higher level managers the opposite
effect was&pbserved;‘and,

| (5) that in matters affecting their immediate subordinates
-manégers tended to use centralized mefhods whereas in decisions involving
persons mpre than one step. removed in iﬁe hierarchy lesg centralized

-methods were used.

A study in which 130 senior managers and their immediate subor-

LR - - .
t.
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-

dinates“were involved was reported by Heller (l97lj. lhis study sup-

‘ ported the findings reported in Heller and.Yukl (1969). Aoditionally

significant differences in the degree of decision centralization accord-

ing to the importance of the decision to the organization were observed.

Heller reported (1971:xvii): '
sWhere a decision isrimpoc%ant to the company, Styles 1 and .2 pre-
dominate and little influence is shared. However, where a decision
is important for a subordinate Styles 3, 4 and 5 (more partlcipative
styles) predominate, giving him a w1de measure of influence.

The senior manager'e perception of the skill differences between him- -

self and his subordinate also were related'to centralization. Where

.these differences were perceived to be large, the tendency vas toward

 more centralized decision styles. o -

‘Mulder and Wilke (1970) questioned Strauss!a vieu that partici-;
pation<dnecessarily led to -power eqUaliiation. They'pointed'out that
participation allowedleubordinates to contribute but that'the nature and
degree of involvement was dependent upon the relative anounts of expert
power possessed by the leader and the subordinate. They noted (1970:
446): "It also seems realistic to accept the fact that effective par-

tiCipation requires certain skills and‘types of knowledge which are |
unevenly distfiouted." '

WOFFofd él97l:ld) sought to provide ". . . a systematic concep-
tualization of situational varianCeias it might relate to leadership
'behavior." Wofford suggested five situational variables. the degree
of centralizatlon, organizational comolexlty, size and structure of the
organlzation, group structure and organizational layering and :communi-

~ cation. 'As a result of this research Wofford (1971:16) concluded:

The results indicate that it is possible to establish a conceptual
framework to include situational variables and managerial behavior
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dimensions and to refute the position of theorists wvho contend that
the ‘'study 'of managerial behavior is futlle because situational effects
negate behavioral effects. :
"It should be observed that Vroom and Yetton do not make this claim but
have- pointed out that the influence of situational variables is signif-
. icantly greater than the influence;of personal variables.

Personal characteristics of subordinates and such‘enpironmental
factors as sobordinate tasks, the formal authority system and the nature
of the primary work group were suggested by House and Mitchell (1974)
as cohtingency variables which had implications. for a leader's choice of
decision style from among the four p031ted by them.

. Mlner (1975:199) noted that managers cannot meanlngfully share
" decisions with those\who do ‘'not have information and observed: "Thus |

both semior manager and subordinate may perceive decision sharing where

indeed the decision has already been fore-ordained by the perceived

ise of the superior." Miner thus joined a number of others who
bel}eyed pat the rellative amounts of information and expertise’ﬁ%tween
superoroinat bordinate were critical\considerations in deciding
upoh-ao appropriate decision style.
Hersey and Blanchard (1977) noted that: "Successful leaders are
7 - those who can adapt tpeir behavior to meet the demands of their own |
un;que situation.,”" They developed‘a theory which required a leader to
; ‘select a decision style dependlng upon the maturity ?f the subordlnate.
Four styles - telllng, selling, participating and delegatlng - were pro-
posed. Mature sobordinates vhose needs for both task support and rela-
. tioqship SUpport vere low‘were believed to be most appropriately involved

through delegatlon. Those/subordrgiges exhibiting low maturity, i. €.,

those needing a great dé/1 of both sk and relatlonshlp support vere
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believed to necessitate a "telling" or autocratic style. Subordinate
maturity wvas the independent variable in this formulation and Hersey
and Blanchgrd sav this as being a product of goal-set%ing ability,
willingness and ability fo take responsibility and experience and/or
education, |

Heller and Clarke (1976) p01nted to the importance of the Sklll
or expertise of subordlnates in dec1d1ng upon an appropriate dec1810n
process.

~

Heller et al. (1977) suggested that situational contingencies

vere of four types. The first was concerned with personal characteris-
. ’ % :

. ; >
tics of the subordinate, the second with the particular nature of the \\\

tasé to be undertaken, .the third with the small group in théh work‘took
piace and the final factor was the natureyof the orgénization as a‘whole
including such elements as total size and thé degree of environmental
uncertainty. In this stLdy, Helier's six grpup decision styles were

~ treated as independent variabies,.the above contingency factofs vere
seen‘as'moaerating or interveniné‘variables and effectiveness,_ékill use
and:subordinaté satisfactibn.wefe the dépendeng variables.

. Four types of decision process vere posited by Hoy and Miskei
(1978).‘ They 'suggested that in deciding upon ;n appropriate decision
brqcésé, managers should take account of two éituational Factors:fhe
>subordiﬁate;s bersonal'stake in the decision and his level of expertise.

vwsege;these wereiﬁigh; managers wvere adviéed‘to use participafive héthods;
The relative valﬁeé of consensus and pafliamentarian methods as_ﬂevices‘
for-enabling participation vere discussed and the view Qas éxpressed’
that the latter Waé’likely to be'used mostAfréquently. “ |

Dachler (1978) like Heller (1971) drev attention to the perceived



importance of the decision as a situational factor considered by

managers in choosing an appropriate decision style. Heller suggested
T ,

that where the decision was seen as being of major importance, managers

‘tended not to_share influence with their subordinates. Dachler cohcurred

with this view.

Unlike other writers and researchers reviewed in this section,

§

Fiedler (l9781‘believedbthat leadership style, and to some extent,‘leader &
behaviour, tended to remain fairly constan£; though the situations

in which leaders opefateAéhange. The majo¥ eleﬁent of chénge in Fiedler's
model is situation favourableness. He noted (1978:122):

The amount of time which will elapse before a leadership situation
will change. . . will depend on the degree of structure and complex-
ity of the task and the intellectual abilities of the personnel who
are available for these positions. For 'such tasks as infantry squad
leaders the time at which this occurs may be four or five months;
for school principals it appears to be between two and three years.

It seems possible that in two or three years several of the situational
‘ v 4
variables cited by Vroom and Yetton might change. ‘After s

eriod

it is likely that staff members wvould have developedyexpéctations about. .
the types of decision which the leader habitually sharéd'with thém and
those in which he reserved the decision- to himéelf. This knowiedge has

implications for théiprior probability rule.  After such a period it is

also likely .that the\manager would be in a'better;position to assess’

- whether or not staff hembérs shared organizational goals and to have

. more accurate percept§pns of whether;or nbt conflict was likely in a

‘ novel.situétiongv This proposal reéeived'some support. from Heller (1971:
v 87) who‘reporfed‘a rela ionshib between a ménagef'svexperienbe }h the
job. and hiS'tendené;'to se a deéision style wHich gave ".‘. . subor-

|

‘dinates a moderate amoun of_potehtial influence.”
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Heller proposed five groups of contingency variables. He noted
(1973:191): N : ‘ -

Each group of variables has a certaln theoretical homogenelty in
that they form a system of relationships. . . . Elsewhere I have
indicated that international research on decision making and pover
equalization has evolved to the point where nearly all of the
variables... ., with the exception of the Omega group have now been
at least roughly measyred.

As a summary dev1ce, Table 2.2 uses Heller's suggested groups
of varlables and 1nd1cates other researchers who have suggested slmllar
' 81tuatlonal yariables. The llstlng is by no means exhaustlve but. indi-
cates support for the Heller categorlzatlon. Three additional categories

are also used. These deal,vith further. groups of variables vhich emerged
P : .
gas .a result of the llterature reviev. The Flrst of these deals with the

nature of the problem to be solved and those who have con31dered thls

N
>

a 51gn1f1cant Factor_are 1dent1f1ed.

A second category'deals with the'characteristics of‘the subor-
dinate and the thlrd vith the nature of the 1nteractlon betwveen the ‘
leader and the subordlnates. This table as a whole’ suggests some

‘ )

situational varlables, additional to. those suggested by Vroom and Yetton, -

vhichﬁmight be ihvestigated as.part of this study.

~ CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL DECISION MAKING

——

The Vroom-Yetton model vas developed as. a general model forb
"use in all hlerarchlcally structured organlzatlons and for all types‘of
dec131ons. It may be claimed however that ;n schools, the maklng of
| dec1slons is somewhat dlfferent From that whlch occurs in the industrial

and commer01al organlzatlons upon whlch much of ‘the development of the

model was based. This section w1ll examine, thls claim,
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' Table 2.2 . /'

el
~

Contingency Variables Relevant in Decision MakingRZsearch

(based on Heller, 1973)

-

-

Group V Cbntingeﬁcy Variables _ Other Researchers
. : : . _!' o
_'ALPHA Characteristics of the manager: Heller and Yukl - Time in
. age, experience, skills atti- Job '

tudes, values ' Fiedler (1978) - Intellec_

tual abilities

"Mulder - Manager' s‘experti

; ness
BETA | Immediate situation variables: Heller (1971) - Task
. technology, job function, o structure

v _organizational level, etc. ~ Strauss (1963) _ Technology

Fledler (1967) - Task

strutture
GAMMA'  Micro-structural variables: _Blankenshlp and Miles -
span of control, hlerarchlcal Hierarchical p051t10n,
levels, size of department size, span of control.
3 etc. : : Maier and Hayes ‘- Group
" size and structure
v - Heller and Yukl - Hlerarchy,
: - span of control
‘
DELTA Macre-structural variables: , wPfford - Centralization, )
' size of organization, relatlon- ~ size, structure

ships with other department,
workflow technology, etc.

Variables regarding the nature = Bridges - Informatlon and \'
of the question to be resolved expertise .

Heller and Dachler -
~ ., Importance
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Table 2.2 .
(Cont'd.)
Group Contihgency Variables Other Researchers

(continued....)

Heller (1971) ~ Importance

Kelley and Thlbaut - Nature'

of questlon

Heller and Yukl - Involving
immediate subordlnate or
others )

3

Variables ‘regarding’ the nature
of the subordlnate

Vroom (1959) - Personality’

‘Vroom and Yetton ~ Prior

probability of acceptance,
acceptance of org. goals

Strauss - Subordinate
expectations and subor-
dinate personality

" Mulder - Expectatlons and

knowledge

Variables concerned.with the |
“interaction of superior and
subordinate

 Fiedler - Effectlve leader-

member relatlons

Hersey and Blanchard -
Degree of support re-
quired from leader

Heller (1977) - Group
climate

- —
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‘Schools as Human Service
Organizations

Part of the differenoe referred.tojabove arises from the fact
that schoois are what have been described as human service organiza;
tions. Hasenfeld and English (1974) identified a number of character-
1st1cs vhich they belleved differentiated these organizations from most
others. The first characterlstlc vas that goal definitions in human
service ordanlzatlons are problematical and ambiguous. Much of the
traditional theory of decision making developed by such writers as Simon
'(1945 i960) has 1mplled that decision making consists of flndlng the
solution to an 1dent1fled problem in order to reach ‘a’goal Whlch is

o

‘clear and agreed. The second characterlstlo identified by Hasenfeld
and English is that the techhology‘of human service organizations is |
indeterminate and as a result there is no‘certainty about what will
happen if changea to the teohnolog; being‘uaed are nade. This again
conflicts with rationalvdecision theory which assumes that_alternative
oourses of action can be identified and the consequences of choosing a
- particular alternative determined. fhe‘third charaoteriétic‘identified
is that hunan service organizations rely on professional staff. 1In
deallng w1th such staff it is hot unusual for confllcts to arise around
the questlons of organlzatlonal authority and professional autonomy.
Thompson (1960:497) in dlscuss1ng the assumptlons underlying leadershlp ‘
observed: "It is assumed that the superior at any point in the hlerarchy
is able to-tell his subordlnatea vhat to do and guide them in doing 1t:
Suohvan'assonotion'cannot bevnade in human service organizations generally
or schoois.aoecifically, Hasenfeld and.English's fourth characteristin

is that human service organizations lack valid and reliable measures of
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effectiveness. Traditional decision theory assumed that choice was made
by selecting the alternative for which expecﬁéd utility vas greatest.

If an organization has indeterminate goals and uncertain measures of

~effectiveness, the making of a choice between alternatives cannot be

evaluaiedlin the way required in the traditional model. However, in many
of the commercial and industrial organizationa in wvhich the VroomTYetton
model was developedvgoals and technology. might be expected to be mpch

clearer and éome.probléms in implementing the modél in a setting differ-

ent from that for which it was designed may be anticipated.

Further Considerations in

School Decision Making !

‘There are a number of other factors which may'have implications

for decision makinglin schools generally and forithis study in partic-
, , s

ulaf. March (1974:24) drew attention to the first of these when Ee

noted that ", . . participation in the organization is fluid." Fluid

participation is described by March in the following terms:
‘ : . =

Participants come and go. Students, teachers and administrators
move in and out. Parents are erratic in their involvement. Commun-
ity leaders sometimes ignore the schools, sometimes devote con-
siderable time to them. ‘ :

This characteristic is. not typical of the orpanizationa for which the
Vroom—Yettdn'mOdel was:developedvand might be expected to have impiica-
tions fb? th? use of the moael‘in the school;settipg, partiéularly as
many decisions vhich have very imporfant implications for teachers ﬁusi )
be made befdre some of them are appointed to the‘siaff.

A second characteristic is that the principal as a middle

manager must attempt to satisfy superordinatés; subordinates, stpdents _

and parants. It is to be expectéd that there will uaually be substan-
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tial agreenent between all partie#.particularly in respect of estab-
lished rogtihés.' However, it wouﬁd also be expected that in making
changes, the likely reaction of aﬁl must be gauged by the principal and
he‘ls notvfree to hake vhatever qecision he chooses. In this respect

the school situation differs froq the situation implicitly assumed by
Vroom and Yetton when they postu#ated that the overall effectiveness of

a decision wes,the outcome oniy $f decision quality and subordinate
acceptance. In some cases it was to be expected that the principal would
: have difficulty in‘reconciiing the vishes of his superordinates and his

-subordinates ar. in some cases the other parties with whom he was en-
’ I . :

! ’ .
gaged. He is, therefore, in a osition where conflicting pressures are

likely to exist, and his choice'of,e decision process must take account
of this. ’

Though it is not stated specifically, there is an assumption in
many of the cases detailed by Yetton (1972) that decision making con-
sists essentially of problem solving. - Streufert (1978:218) distin-
guished between problem solving and decision making. in the following‘
terms:

In problem solving situatiops a (usually single) correct solution’
to a problem must be.found. In a decision making situation there
is no .correct solution. Rather the task force must explore the,
potential alternatives and select a course of action according to
their own frame. of reference.
In many of the situations faced in schools there is no 31ngle correct
solution. Instead there is the need for comparison of a number of
possibilitles all of whlch have costs and beneflts. The ieg&é&on must
welgh these alternatlves and choose between them. Dylgﬁan (1979), in

a study of school superlntendents, p01nted to another pos31b111ty.

Many superlntendents vhen faced vith- dec131on situations elther post-

b
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poned them (11.1 percent) or set up mechanisms such as appointing commit-
tees, delegating responsibility or arranging meetings which made an
immediate decision‘unnecessary. Similar actions might be expected by
principals.

If all of the factors discussed above do operate on school
decision making, it might be seen as operating in a context of consid-
erable uncertainty. This is not to suggest that in schools there are
not a large oumber of what March and Simon (1958:142) described as
routinized situations where ". . . the degree of choice has been sim-
plified by the development of a fixed response to defined stimuli,"
but that there will be large number of decisions in which there will be
uncertainty about goale, about the technology for echieving these and
about the eucoees of the outcomes. Furthes, it seemed likely that theee
vere the decisions situations which wvere thosekmost likely to be shared
by ptincipals wvith the investigator.

‘ Cestore (1978:269) suggested'that decisions may be classified
1nto four types accordlng to the type of Judgement context within which
they vere made as indicated in Table 2.3. Castore p01nted out that in
Cells I and I, ". .. a.correct ansver is either defineble in an
actuarial sense, or'is‘kpowable“Within a relatively short period of timg."
He noted, however, that_in Ceils 111 and IV, ". . . preferenoe judgemeotsv
are based primariiy on affective reactioos." Castore pointed out (1578: '

¥

270):

i 5\ . . ,
e o it is also apparent that most of the research on group decision
making. .‘. has been conducted in. . ) Cell II and to a lesser extent
sof Cell I, Conversely findings recently reported by Vroom and Yetton
(1973) indicate that many of the decision situations faced by upper
level managers, and from these managers reports their most dlfflcult
decisions, are more typical of those found in Cells III and IV.

Il
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Table 2.3

l

(@}

-

Examples of Decisions in Four Types of Judgement Contexts

Type of Judgemental Response
Statement of Preference Description of Alternatives
Criterion ' Selection of subordin- Medical diagnosis.
Present : ates. ‘
Promotions. Weather forecast.
~ (cell 1) (Cell II)
Criterion Political candidaﬁe : Predicting energy needs
Absent . selection. for 30 years.
Decision to publish Interpretlng photos of
. v book. : Mars.
(Cell III) : (Cell IV) .

(Castore, 138) ;

Given the uncertainties attaching to school decisioh making it is to be
e#pected that many decisions will fall into Cell III1. Castore noted
(1978:271) that in attempting to agree.on a pfeference judgement in the
absence of cr}terie:(Cell III); ", . . the focus of theé decision process
is‘or should be on reaching a‘gfbup decision which is maximally represen-
 tative of group preferences." He went on to discuss how this'ﬁight be

done ahd, in reporting the results of a number -of studies, noted

3

1(1978:271):

- Flnally the participants in these studies were generally willing to
put -more money or effort into the implementation of their groups’
decisions’ whgp (a) They vere members of the majority faction within
the group (bj the groups had initially high goal agreement and (c)
the decisions were made by majoritarian procedures rather than by
unanimity or autocratic procedures.

v
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- Ify in fact, many of the decisions ln schools are of the type
categorized as Cell llI then the absence of a voting procedure in the
Vroom—Yetton model could Qé a quite serious weakness}

A further characteristic oF'schools,particularly elementary
schoolsyis their flat hierarchical structure. In many'business enter-~
prises there is a pyramidal structure and the senior manager deals with
only a fewv subordinates. In schools the principal tends to have ex-
tensive contact w1th a large number of subordlnates. Thls allows fre-
quent consultation but makes the arrangement of group decision making
dlfflcult because,_For many decisions, the relevant group is the whole
staff and use of group prpcedures wvould thus 1nvolve many staff members.

One further partlcular feature oF the Vroom-Yetton model vith
1mpllcatlons for school d80151on making is that relating to 1nformatlon.
The model assumes that if the leader does not possess ‘the necessary
1nformatlon, consultation'uith subordinates should take place. While in
most cases this would be expected to improve the inFormation base and
thus make possible 1mprovements in the quallty of decisions,there are
two 51tuatlons vhere this may notgle so. In the first the pr1n01pal is
required to make dec131ons in| the absence of information or where the
information can only be galné% From'superordinates. The model, as it is
'presently stated does not make provision for this,’ Secondl§, there
are many school s1tuat10ns where there is a great deal of 1nformatlon
but much of 1t is confllctlng BS for example the benefits of homogeneous
as compared with heterogeneous grouplng. In such cases the evidence is

80 amblguous that addltlonal 1hformat10n does not guarantee the maklng

. of a more rational de0131on.

A Lo
Another factor with particular ‘application for this study con-
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cerns decision -load. Because the decision situations vere collected

during the time when a large numbeps of important. decisions vere being

‘made it was to be expected that pglncxpals vere under a relatlvely heavy

L)

decision load. Suedfeld (1978:209) pointed out:

Decision making under high load tends to become stereotyped, char-
acterized by the reduction of information search, the selective use
of information and increasingly stimulus bound reactlons.

CONCLUSIONS

P,

Arising from the review of the literature a number of conclu-

sions may be stated. However, a number of issues have also emerged

about which there appears to be little agreenent.

are the

Among tne conclUsionS'about vhich some finality has-been'ieached

follow1ng'

1) that de0131on making is an important functlon of admlnls-
_trators, managers and/or leaders,

2) that under, certain 01rcumstances subordinate part1c1pat10n
in de01810n making contr;butes to the overall effectiveness
of organizations;

3) that ail teachers do,net'pefceive:themselVes to be optimaily 

| involved in'decisi0n making; | h

" 4) that‘thefe;ere diffeaent degrees of ‘subordinate participa-
~tion reflected in the use>of different decision styles;

5) that there are a number of dlfferent typologles of decision
style most of whlch are based on the concept of a continuumv
of subordlnate influence on the declslon.process;gand;

6 '

that situational factors are considered to be of aignificanCe
. N : | ,



in determining an appropriate decision style.
Some of the issues about which there appears'fo be ambivalence
are identified below: | | |

(l) Does the 1nvolvement of subordinates in the decision maklng
process affect dec1310n quallty as well as subordinate

v acceptance?

(2) Is there a linear’relationship‘between perceived involvement
and subordinate satisfaction or is this relationship depen-
dent upon other factors?

(3) Do scheol principals use a variety of decision etyles as
has been suggested by’some writers or do.they have a pee-
‘ailing style. irreepective of situational factofs7

(4) Is a parllamentary or votlng style exten31vely used in
schools as a dec131on maklng process'7

(5) What 13 the distribution of dec;slons among the fourvqate-
gories'suggeeted by Canore? The answer to this question
vill both give an-indicaﬁion of the uncertainty qf school |
decision making and indicate the need for a voting style.

- (6) If a voting styie is_ueed do‘prineipals feel obliged to
implement the majority wish? |

(7) Are fhere significantvdifferehcesbin the decisien»stylee

used in schools having different structural characteristics?.

Some characteristics which the literature indicates might ,.

. be significent are school size and'therlength.qf_time the
pr1nc1pal has been in the school.
'(8) Do principals take account f the 1mportance of the decision ~

L0

in dec1d1ng upon an approprlate de01310n style?,



'(9) To what extent are.teachers satisfied with their present
levels of involvement in administrative decision making?
(10)-Are different degrees of teacher satisfaction with their
involvement in decision making aSSOCiatéd wvith personal
characteristics or characteristics of the schools in which ~ w
they Qork? |
" (11) Is there a tendency for school brincipéls to use a single
style.for problems of éimilar types? »
(lé) Is the decision stylé which the teachérAperéeives to be used
in making the decision associated wi§h téachers' percegtionsg
of decision success?
(13) - Does making the decision process to’be used explicit have
any relatibnship vith the sucéess of decision outcomes? -

The chapter which follows will outline how the present study was

designed to-contribute to the formulation of answers to these questions.



Chapter 3

THE METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

The purposes of this chapter are to outline the methodology of
-the study, to deal vith literature relating to specific methodolbgical
‘considerations, to consider the statistical requirements and limitations

-involved, to describe the sample and to state the hypotheses wvhich are
to be tested.

TESTING THE MODEL |

- As was stéted in Chapter 1, the‘purpose,df the study was to. .
investigate administrative decisién makinéhiﬁvschéols and'particularly to
teét,‘;n_the schoolﬂsetting, the validity and utiiity of:the Vroom—YéEton.
model. It is'bossisle that the médél is valid without it Being of sub- -
staﬁtiél utility: This couid héppen if, for exaﬁple, an equally.success-
‘ful resulﬁ QoUld be’achieved vith a more parsimonious modél‘or it could
occuf if implementation of the model was depehdént«upon an unacceptable
.1eQei‘ofvcﬁahge.in'school decisi3g making‘practiCés. As an examﬁie of
this latter pogsib@liﬁy, it cbuid be tﬁét use of the model involved a
‘greafer degreelof consyltation than previously'eXisfed. Principalé could
_decide that an improveme fvin decisiop'effébtivenéés, partiqularly if :

- this vas mafgiﬁal, did fof.justify the additional time and might choose
| not to follov the'model eveh»fhoughqit vas valid. This need to éssess

~utility as well as‘vélidity required investigation of preéént'practices

56



the model.

Validity of'the'Model
| The. term validity is usually used in:associati v vith testing.

Isaac and Mitchell (1971:83) nqted: "Validity informatio ;ihdicates

the,degreefto uhich the test is capablé of aéhievipg certai aims."‘

The voluminouslliterature centred’around validity tends to co ent;ate

_ on this contextual background. o |

Vroom and Jago, however, used the term in relation to the Vroom-

Yetton model,of decision‘making; Tﬁéy noted (1978:151):' "An empirical

evaluation of the validity of the,Vroom-Yetton coﬁtingency modelef

leadership is réponted." They elabqréted by reporting that: "Its (tHe

+

model's) concurrent validity was greater than that of a non—conﬁihgént

model proposed by other théorists."v;The meaning which these_writers
attached to thé term became clear in the context. By vaiidity they réé »
ferred to;theif,Finding that decisions made using the decision process
prescribed by .applying the situational characteristics specified in tﬁe
model were more iikely to lead,tovdecisipns whiéh Were';onsidered succesé;
ful than wés'the caée vhere the prescriptioné had not been obserqu.'
 Of the 181 situations analyzed by them,‘ll7 wé}e consistent with the
feasiﬁle set and ofi§h§ée, 80 were’cohside}ed to have been‘sdccessful.,
Of the 64 decisions not consisteﬁé Qith the feasible ée£, h;Lever,.oﬁly'
14 Wéré’considered suécessful. Résppndents héd‘béén asked to rate the-
éffectivenesévpf»decisions onfa seven‘boint scale;"Thé decisiéné which

vere consistent with the feasible set had a mean of 5.39 while thoée

which vere inconsistent had a mean of 6nly 3.11. In ﬁhis study. the same

D
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‘meaning will be attached to the term validity, that is, the degree to
which’ conformance with decision process prescrlbed by the model leads to
the making of dec151ons vhich are deemed successful.
There are dlfflcultles in using thls methodology since as Yetton
and Vroom (1978 143) pointed out: _ ’
'However the major factor is probably that the choice of the right
style does not guarantee that ‘it would be effectlvely carried through.
‘For example, in a number of instances Yetton (1976) found. that vhile
subordinates may have agreed with their manager that he had used a
group consultative approach, they commented on their -questionnaire
that the meeting had been poorly run., Equally, failure to act in
line with the model .does not preclude a manager from acting in other
vays to save a poor decision from_failing. Such behaviors’ could lead
~ to results which would appear to contradlot the Vroom—Yetton model
but which are, in fact, 1ndependent of 1ts validity.
There is a further dlfflculty where subordinates estimates of |
3
dec131on outcomes are 1nvolved If an unpopular decision must be made
there is- a llkellhOOd that it Wlll recelve a low ratlng of success even
though it may have been the best dec131on possible invthe circumstances,
Desplte these con31deratlons the method does allow testlng of the
valldlty of the model in actual use. leen these limitations, however,
it could not be expected that there would be perfect correspondence between
decision success and the prescrlptlons of the model 1rrespect1ve of its
valldlty in optlmal 01rcumstances. As Vroom and Yetton-(l973‘57) pointed"f
out, "'.‘ . the reader should be prepared for the fact that the.lssues
surroundlng the evaluatlon of - normatlve or prescrlptlve models are com-
,plex, and the methodology For answvering questlons of validity through
empirical research is not well developed " What vas done - in the present
“ study was to compare the success of declslons that- wvere con51stent w1th

the model with the success of those that were not and to determlne vhether -

‘any dlfferences vere llkely to have occurred by chance. )
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Concurrent and Predlctlve

Valldlty

Vroom and Jago (1978r160)nnoted: "To borrow from the.language

- of test validation, we have demonstrated concurrent-validity’ for the
model rather than predictive validity.” By'this vas meant that‘when the:
model”s prescrlptlons vere checked retrospectlvely, an acceptable‘degree_
of correspondence between agreement w1th the fe381ble set and decision
success was‘establlshed: The procedure usedrrequ1red respondents to

. _recall the problem andvtheir perceptions of the sitUational attrlbutes
.as they were at the tlme the decision ‘was made. Vroom and Jagb'(l978°160),
‘ hovever, noted- ", . the codlngs by managers of problem attributes .

vmay change with knowledge of the success Or fallure of the dec1810n."_qsﬁ
Thus while there was evidence 1nd1cat1ng valldlty, the possibility of
blased recollectlons by dec131on,makers‘prevented conﬁndent assertion ofh”
the_model's validity{to predict correct decision processes in advance

of” the event

0

The separatlon of concurrent and predlctlve valldlty by Vroom and

Jago raises con51derat10n of the 1mportance of thls dlstlnctlon. Ker~

llnger (1967 447) noted "Predlctlve valldlty and concurrent validity

1
o

are much allke.v wlth Sew exdeptlons they can “be cons1dered the same,
because they differ only 1n the time dlmen81on." Isaac and Mltchell
(1971:82) clalmed that there were three types oﬁ va11d1t¥, content valid-
1ty, criterion related valldlty and eonstruct valldrty. In a note they
observed that crlterlon related valldlty vas "Formerly, Concurrent
Valldlty and Predlctlve Valldlty." In-v1ew of .these 1ndlcat10ns that there
©is relatlvely llttle dlfference betveen concurrent and predlctlve valldlty

&

1t is not proposed to dlstlngu1sh between these terms but rather to address
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the specific issue raised by Vroom andtdago; Their\concern arose from:
the fgact that recall of casesfafter the event could lead to errors in
coding the situational attributes as they appeared at the time,the.decis-
}ion wvas made., Toéproperly.determ;ne“the'"predictive" validity of the
?'mddei would require persons who were familiar vith the mddelﬂto make a
/ }arge number of dec1slons in- accordance vith the model and ‘a comparable
number not in accord and then to asses? and compare the effectlveness of
.i ‘ these de2151ons._ It is unreallstlc to expect managers to take such
u actlons and a methodology must be used whlch removes Or reduces the source
0“of potentlal error suggested by Vroom and Jago in a way Wthh is accep-

table to managers. ' .
: ' 19

: Other dspects of the Study

In addltlon to- questlons of validity there are a number of other
aspects impinging upon the utlllty of the model amongst whlch are the
degree to Wthh managers use a varlety of dec1s1on processes, the ade-
| quacy of the taxonomy of dec151on processes, the perceptlons of teachers .
regardlng their percelved and preferred 1nvolvement in admlnlstratlve ,‘.
dec131on making, the ba31s of ch01ce within the fe331ble set the
correspondence of dec151on processesqplthtspec1f1c types of dec131ons and
| the 1deqt1flcat10n of - 31tuatlonal factors‘other than those specified by
. ~Vroom and Yetton. All Qf these are areas of . 1nvest1gat10n\re1e¥ant to the
4‘<mpr1me purpose of the study, namely,“the determlnatlon of the valrdity\;\\;:$;~‘*
B ‘and utility of the Vroom-Yetton model. ,t . “p_ o S ) ;‘
| - One dec151on taken as a result of the rev1ew of llterature -was
: |

| to substltute a seven step dec131on process continuum for the flve step

tybology used by Vroom and’ Yetton. The addltlonal processes, a votlng

K e . . ’ . c T o
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pracess and a modified consensus process in which all‘participants had
to be willing‘to go along with the decision rather than give it unanimous
support were added. The emotive terms autocratic, consultative and group ',
.were discarded and the processes uere identified as S1 to S7 with S1
corresponding to the model's Al process and S7 corresponding with GII.
The néw processes were assioned positions'§5'(voting) and S6 (modified‘

s

consensus).

N

COLLECTION OF DATA®

0

The study consisted of four phases. In the first, which occurred‘
Hin‘May"and June; 1979, 35 school principals vere approached and asked tol
grant the inuestigator an interviewﬁon natters pertaining to decision
making in the school. "Every printipal who was contacted agreed to the
.1nterv1ew, On. meetlng the principal the researcher explalned the nature
. of the study and pointed out that two interviews each of about one and
one~half hours would be necessary. The hope that the principal would be

prepared to allow staff to take part wvas also ralsed but no commltment

from the principal on .this issue was sought. Each interviev followed.

Z

;the'format'shown in the‘interview_schedule presented in Appendix A.
“As pr1nc1pals rev1ewed the decisions which they had elther very
recgptly made or were requ1red to make in the near future, brlef notes

-

vere taken by the researcher. ‘These were later rev1ewed and case sum- d
. maries prepared (Apgendlces G - K). The.principal's v1ew of the 31tua-
tional attrlbutes of each dec131on was collected but the dec131on pro-

cess used or whlch 1t vas thought would be : used vas not recorded While

the number of decisions sought from each pr1nc1pa1 vas not spec1f1ed a

]

-



62

target of five-was established. In a few instances, some nomination of

possible areas was necessary to achieve this target but in most inter-

vieus the decisions were offered without prompting.

Principal Follow-up Interviews

In order that the decisions which had been made would have time to
. be fully implemented, the follow—up interviews were not commenced until
late in Dctober, This was some eight weeks after school resumed and in
most cases four to five months after the decisions had been made.

The expanded notes of the first interview were used as the start-
ing point for the second interview. Again an interview schedule ‘(Appen=-
dix B) was used in an attempt to ensure that a comparable approach vas -
- followed with each pr1nc1pal.‘ Each pr1nc1pal was asked.to read a brief
extract (Appendix C) which’ ‘explained the difference between decision
‘“quality, subordinate acceptance and overall effectiveness, before being
asked to rate each of these on seven point scales. The earlien percep-"
tions of attributes were recalled and all changes vhich had obcurred and .
had implications for the_attributes vere investigated. 'The decision
.process used by the principal vas established If an S2 d80131on vas not
represented, pr1n01pals were asked if they could recall uslng such a
lprocess in avgroup decislon situation. Where a group decision vas -~ -
'claimed to have been"used.an attempt was made‘to determine whether this
're;resented staff willingness to go alono vith the_decision or whethe;f
uﬂit represented‘the unanimous"view bt the staff. Whetherlor not the
dec131on process to be used’was made explic1t before the matter was
decided was also investigated as vas the pr1nc1pal s perception of the
'f_ organizational 1mportance of each de0131on. . - ' "

.
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In addition to the interview concerning each specific decision
situation, principals vere asked to discuss & brief questionnaire con-
cerning administrative decision making (Appendix D). This was filled
out by. the interviewer.

Prlncipals were asked if staff could be involved. No principal
refused this request. While the selection of staff was left to each
principal the researcher suggested that broad sampling was desirable and
that, where possible, those people vho were nost affected by deciSions'

-should be . amongst the three nominated for each situation.

4

Staff Invol¥®ement

Nominated'statf memSers vere ‘given Appendix € to read and were
then asked to fill out a questlonnaire designed to elicit informatfon
regarding decision mahing in  the school generalli;’their perception of
their involvement in administratlve'decision making and information about
the specific deClsion about which they vere being consulted (AppendixlE).
'The researcher had 1dent1f1ed from the case, notes, what appeared to be
the major focus of each dec131on,(had typed thls onto the questlonnalre
‘forms and had.checked with the principal that the essence of the situa-
‘tioh had been extracted before~submitting the form to the teacher
respondent (Appendl& F). Some peréonal statlstlcal ‘information such as
sex, total years of experlenée and yearls of serv1ce in the present school
vere collected. These vere considered to be addltlonal 31tuat10nal
,factors whichvmlght Implnge on decision maklng‘patterns in the school.

Con31derat10ns Underlx;ng the : | » .
Data@Collectlon L o o :

The methodology for the data collectlon vas’ d931gned to take
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account of the methodological weaknesses identified by Vroom and Jago
(1978) in their study. Amohg the concerns identified by them was the

fear ﬁhat imperfect undefstanding‘of the model by the managers might =©

lead to systematic or random errors. The interview method which allowed
principals to seek clarification on points about which they were uncertain, *

should have reduced such errors. A sebond wveakness noted vas that because
: - o : \
‘the measurement of all variables vas based on self reports there existed

‘ the possibility that qorreléfedlerrors could account‘for reported corre-
lations amongst theivariab%gs. The.use'of multiple -subordinate regérté
vas considered likely to provide anbther pérception agaihst thch that
of thé'priqéipal could be comparea. Finally, V}oom and Jago (1978:160),
noted: | | | .

There is, héwever, one quite complex line of argument dealing with
systematic measurement errors that could conceivably account for all
or a substantial portion of the explained variance in this investi-
gation. This argument rests on the fact that the codings of prob-
“lem attributes were obtained after the effectiveness of the decision
had been determined and not at the time the decision was made.: .

By collecting.the manager's perceptions of the situational attributéé at,
‘or close to, the time at'whichvthe decisions weré made this potential |
. wveakness in the methodology should have been :émoved.‘
S . . ‘,\

Vrodm‘and‘Jago (1978:161) recommépded'that:'v

'fThQse wvho conduct futlire reséarch to assess the‘validity of the Vr00m-_
Yetton model would do well to obtain independent estimates of the ,
decision process used, problem characteristics and decision out- - >
comes., : = ' ‘

1

 This study did not seek independent.estimates of problem characteristics.
The view vas ‘taken that the choice_df the decisionfprocess to be used vas

‘clearly the tesponsibility of the manager, Therefore, it vas with his
pefceptions that the mbdel.deélt and if'wés ghus,,his{perception bf‘the

‘attributes that was significant. One problem éttributeaboii‘fg;ch ot
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teachers could be expecEed to be informed was whether subordinates would
" be prepared to have the principal make a decision without consultation.
Information on this topic was collected and used both as a cross ‘check on

“the principals' perceptions and later as thé basis for some modification

1

of the model. Collection of the,princiﬁhgs' perceptions -of the decision

process used in resolving the issue was delayed, partly because many of \\\"’”/

[y

the deqiSions had .not been made at the time of t?e»first round of data

collection, partly because some decisions may have been changed between

the first_visif and the second‘rdund of data colléction‘and a different

Q o .

decision style used in making the subsequent decision.. Teachers' per-
ceptions of the decision process used were collected on the same form, as !

~ that used for collecting perceptions of school decision making geng;g%ly.

3 ~ THE SAMPLE \‘= S
BN . n
- The sample consisted of three elements:” the schools, the prin-.
cipals and the teachers. v v A 1
= ' S S '

The Schools’ o . ‘ A>
Data were collected from 33 schools which ranged in size from *
~ less than 150°pupils to over 1600 pupils. ‘Staff sizes ranged from schools

having a tbt;l staff of less thaP 10 to a school'which had over 100 R B

‘stéffbmembers. | f  B J; - "' T o tN\\X
Includea invthe samaie weré two eiementarjrsecondary s;:oqls arfd
,6he.sch001jc;téring for]students ih‘years 7 - 12, These 6§vé bqgﬁ_cla$~’
sified as compasite schools: ' See Table 3.1, T
R ngihcipais'iQ tvo additibhé},very lérge‘highvschopls_ngé:dﬁteéL ¢

rvieved. Although they indicated that they were quite willing to take-

-

e g o : ! e i .
R R . e - : . o IR . ) ey -
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Table 3.1

. . ;* ’ !
- Distribution of Schools in the Sample by Type and Size

3 Type of Schosl
Total Staff °  Elementary Junior.High‘ F High .Composite
T ] — - - i . 3 ,"
10 or less 1 - © - -
11 - 20 5 - o -
20 - 30 6 3 - -
30 - 40 5 1 1 2 ,
40+ 2 7 3 3 _ 1
Totals 19 7 4 3
Mean- Total - o . S ’ §
Staff T 27.5 36.7 N 76 .39
Mean TeaChing o o o . '
. Staff 20.8 . - 3004 59 « - 30
v 4
‘part in the study”lboth pointed out that almost all administrative
’ 7
deCiSions in their schools were made at the subjegt department level. : :
_ They suggested that there would be difficulty in identifying SituatihS . -(/f
v vhich teachers would‘perceive to involve the princ1pal directly and t is
< . v .
l v vould make it difficult to prov1de for teacher response.\ No attempt vas s
' ¢ . , .
made to collect dec1Sion cases 1n these schools.
. e -
: R _ . e RS ¥ S
S The Princig_ls R 'Jf._f : .’o RIS Y | o
; e In addition to a w1de range of school 81ze and variety in the * A
levels of education prov1ded the sample included prinCipals Wlth very .
J}d” diverse experiential backgrounds. At one end of the scale, one prinCipal \._'” o
o ~‘-,\"‘ _ L ‘ . o - . ) ) o S “_{_vv-‘
1 a .
. > o g RN . Ve t
6 ! s \‘? . W Pe 1
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had 38 years of teaching experience, which included 25 years of exper-
ience as a principal and 13 yedrs in his present school. At the other
end.of the scale was a principal wvho had only five years total teaching -
experlence, tvo of which had been as prlnc1pal in ‘the prese&t schpol

Thls is 1llustrated in Table 3.2.

| Table 3.2
. ' &

Distribution' of Principals by Years of Experience -

. , v , Time in
N Total ' Experience’ Present
Years ! Experience ) .as Principal School
2
Less ;han 3 : _ 0 ‘ 3 | >
3- 5 I | ' AL 15
6 - 10 - -3 .8 10 -
11 - 20 o nw o .9
Over 20 o 17 3 0
‘ . N . b - . - ,
Mean (Years) 19.9 R 9.8 . 5.9
~ \ ’ . o o ' . )
Y { = " v ) 11‘

Of the 33 principals in, the sample, 10 vere. women. This das a -
subetantlally higher proportlon than exlsted’?mong all the schools 1n‘
the districts from vhich the sample vas drawn vhere. theLpercentage of
female prlnc1pals is of the order of 15 -.16 percent | . ..

- In two schools there vas an unexpected change of pr1nc1pal
between the first and second 1nterv1ews. In both caqes it vas p0331ble

. L4 = : : N

to malntaln contact w1th the pr1n01pal 1n1t1ally 1nterv1ewed and the -

2

data concernlng declslon attrlbutes, exp11c1tness and the process useq 1n .

s".

. . -
3 . s

4
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making the decision were collected from him. The perception of decls}on

outcomes, however, was given by the current principal.

*m,

that almost all teachers who had been 1n the school in the prev1ous year

_ tlonnalre of a type whlch they are Frequently asked to ansver., Ihe-

: in Table 3. 3 - j:-“‘h R ; ‘1 {" :"‘ t 't

The Teachers.

All principals bave‘permission for staff to be involved, and-in®

-

- N " :( . .. '
only two schools did principals prefer staff not to be invited to ‘comment .

The reservatlon in both was related to’a change in teaching 5s31gnment
for a teacher because of dlfflcultles 1n the prev1ous role )
Whlle pr1nc1pals vere 1nv1ted to nomlnate the teachers who would

be 1nv1ted to respond it was requested that, so far as was possible, no

teacher should respond to more\than one case{ In many schools this meant

vere invited to respond. Thlsvreduced one poss1ble area og bias in the

results. . - "'t‘ ‘ . )_% -

ofr the poss1ble 456 responses, 385 or almost 85 percent were'

o

‘received and at least one response vas- recelved to 148 of the 152 cases.

Some respondents did not answver all questlons.- In some cases the 1nfor-
mation omltted vas that whlch could have been used to identify the teacher,'”

in others notes were appended explarnlng the reason for the omissions.

The response rate vas hlgh for what was for teachers, an 1mpersonal ques-

‘ teachers had w1dely varylng backgrounds of" teachlng expér}bnce as shown

¢ I
>
-4

Of the 385 respondents, 132 were males, 244 were\females' the
‘ _ T . -
remalnlng ‘nine falled to respond to thls questlon. L } I J

‘ Teachers in elementany schools made up 60 percent of the sample

(231 responsea) there vere 108 teachers from Junrpr hlgh schools, the .

B remalnlng 46 taught in h1gh~schools. & hﬂ”-- IR oy

Lo S Coee ST o ‘é\%m
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Table 3.3

Teaching Experience of Teacher Respondents

:

Completed Years ° ' * Mean Median
: . : ‘ Lo Over
Factor o 1 2-4 5-7 8-10 .10 - (Years)
Total Teaching oo _ '
Experience , 36 82 71 61 126 - 9.2 7.4
Time in Present ‘, ' :
School 77 165 66 67 - 4.4 3.4
Size of the Sample - S 4 .

The size of . the sample necessary to allow the use of the propoaed

7

'\t methodology presented particular problems 1n:plann1ng the study. The |

v

decision had been taken to usefseven decision pfocesses*and a number'of
cases‘involViné eaeh of.theSe vas desirable. . In addition it was‘essen—
ftiai to have somevcases in'whieh the decision processes vere consistent
‘w1th the feasible set and some that vere not. If one or tmo styles vere
ﬁcharacterlstlc of school d80181on maklng 1t vas p0831ble that there would;
be some styles about which llttle informatlon would be’ avallable.

Vroom and,Yetton's 1n1tlal attempts to-validate the model vere

unsuccessful partly'because'too.few‘unsuceessful.deelslons\Were prov1ded~

sy

'by managers.: Vfoom.and'Jago’sGUght to overcome this'probiem by specify-

. 1ng that each respondent should supply one successful and one unsuccess-

_ful case. The longltudlnal collectlon, because it prevented selectlon
. 4 )
.of only successful cases. py spondenta made it llkely that some unsuc- ‘_

k

cessful declslons would be 1ncluded but no forecast of _the comparatlve

t.\

S



numbers of successful and unsuccessful/de01slons or on the frequency of
1 use of the various dec151on styles could be made. It vas, however,
relevant to note that AI appearedVin only three"of the 12 possible
feasible sets mhereas CIIL appeared in nine. Substantlal imbalance between
cells was therefore likely, -and the statlstlcal“procedures had to take'
_account of thls. ‘

~ a

TREATMENT “OF DATA
¢

The statlstlcal treatment gan be\d1v1ded into two major sub—u

sections. The first was concerned w1th pr1nc1pal and teacher perceptions
concernlno admlnlstratlve dec1s1on maklng generally. Such aspects as
‘percelved use of dec131on processes, .perceived and des1red 1nvolvement in
school dec1sion makingvand the possible relationship of these percep- .
‘tlons w1th school and personal characterlstlcs vas- undertaken. The second

sub-sectlon vas concérned w1th the statlstlcal procedures necessary to

N determlne theAvalldlty of the Vroom-Yetton model.

Statistical Con51derat10ns —,

One of the maJor concerns. in des1gn1ng statlstrcal procedures is

*,

the level of measurement of the data, Con81derat10n of all 1tems collected%

,‘ for both pr1n01pal and teacher data conflrms that 1t 1s at least at the

.nomlnal level Thls requ1res that there should be equ1valence between
. 1tems in any sub-class. Examlnatlon of the data also”’ revealed that

: almost all of 1t vas also at the ordlnal level.' To- be 018331F1ed ‘as _ &

-~

l;belng ordlnal level, sub-categorles must stand in some klnd of relatlon

. . P e
. to ane another. '

amr
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There were many examples of data of this type. Perceived use of

AN

decision processes, for example, are measured on five point scales. It
. v /r

canibe assumed that a person who‘giwes a rating of four on one process
perceives it to be more’trequently used than a rating by the same person
of only two, It woulddnot he justified, however, to assume that the
first process was used twice‘asbtrequently as the_second.‘ With;p;ratér

-

reliability can, however, be assumed and since in comparing,  for ekamplej
the perceiwed Frequenc; of use of each of the decision processes each
person rates'ali processes, the,sum‘of'these ratings will also be reli-
aole. -These data will alse satisfyfSiegel's'requirement for ordinal level
data that the scores ";,. . stand in a’kind of relation.to_one another;"‘
It‘is‘not-approoriate, however, to assume that these.data satisfy the

\ﬁprlterla required for them to be cla331f1ed as rnterval level whlch
accordlng»to Slegel (1956 26), requires ". . . the dlstances between any
two numbers on the scale are of known 31ze ..t 4

The perceptlons of declSlon process ‘'used are also at ordinal

levelf' There is a ratlonale for the placement of each of the,processes
>Sl to 57 1n relation to one another, and thrscrelatlonshlp is constant.

: However, Vroom and Yetton hawe p01nted,out;(1973:66)‘that their processes

are not equally-spaced.‘ By interposing tvo further orocesses, S5 and S6,

between CII and GII the dlstances between processes are further changed

and the dlstances along the scale of subordlnate partlclpatlon do not
smeet the crxterla For 1nterval level'measurement. R . .
A further concern vas whether the seven point scales on vhich the

:'success or otherwlse of" the ‘three dec131on attributes was measured can

be con81dered as belng ordlnal or 1nterval level measures. Vroomhand Jago

have assumed them to be 1nterval level this assumptlon vas made throughout

J

, i
—

|
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In thls study, the very low frequency‘of use of process 52 andv
relatlvely low frequency of SSIposed pgrticular problems since in most
cross-tabulatlons some cells had an- expected frequency of less than one.
Slegel (1956 178) quoted Cochran (1954): '™, . . for.Chi Square tests

with df larger than one, fever than 20 percent ‘of the. cells ‘should have g

.an expected frequency of less than five." Siegel suggested that combining'

cellsfcan overcome these\problems However, the dec131on process 52 is

. 31gn1flcantly different from any ather, and if S2 is comblned vith S1
then the resultlngydata cannot be considered to be at the:ordinal level
since there is‘notlequiyalence\in‘the sub-class. The decision was there-
fore made that where 1nclu31on of decision process S2 precluded}the use
of otherw1se meanlngful statlstlcs it would be 15hored ‘Where the Jnclu-
‘31on of S5 had a s1mllar eFfect, cases in whlch 1t vas used were comblned
with 56 if the pr1nc1pal considered a vote binding on him and w1th 54 if
he .did not con81der 1t binding. | ' .

-

Slnce most of the data are not interval level, there vere. llml— )
' tatlons on the type of statlstlcal procedures which could.be employed.
While most of the research hypotheses which follow are dlrectlonal, forv
the most part'they_were'tested'by applicationgbf procedures designed to

v~testlthe null'hypothesis. As explained’by Siegel (l956'5), "The null

hypothe31s is a hypothe91s of no dlfferences. It 1s usually formulated p, : .

For the express purpose of belng rejected.. ~lf it is reJected the
a
‘ alternatlve hypothe31s (Hl) may be accepted " In most cases, a null
. , .
hypothe81s as euch was not Formally stated but if tests of 81gn1f1cance

. .

for the 1mpllclt null hypoth831$ vere reJected then the research hypoth-:

'esxs was accepted or further examlned
: | o

T . -~
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Determining the Validity . ° = - | -

af the Model
A series of statistical procedures vere necessary to determine

the valldlty of the model in the school setting., -

_The Flrst step 1nvolved regressing ratlngs of over%ll effectlve—
ness on decision quallty and acceptance u51ng both pr1n01pal and~teacher

ratlngs of dec151on success. Thls procedure allowed determlnatlon of

I

=~

whether either quality or acceptance was- more’ 1mportant than the other in
determlnlng perceptlons of the ultimate. success of the dec1s;on. It
vas expected, from the underlying assumptlons, that for staff members

acceptance might be the major concern vhereas principals who'had overall
. ' . . - / ) "
responsibility. for decisions vere expected to show no preference. .
. < }‘\
The dec151on process used, as reported by the pr1nc1pals was |

' compared wlth the process prescrlbed by the model. 'Those cases in whlch
»t(,_ -

the manager s, behav1our fell wvithin the feasible set vere 1solated and

sorted accordlng to the decision process employed. Those cases ine whlch

N

the behaviour did not agree wlth the fea31ble set vere s1mllarly treated.
. The. relatlonshlp between agreement w1th the fe851ble set and

success was® tested for s1gn1f1cance (x2 )3nd strength (¢) far each of

2

the processes and the overall result. The use of separate analyses for

a

each process was necessary to correft for the poss1b111ty that part1c1-

»

o patlve processes ‘were- more llkely to be Wlthln the fea81ble set.. than ;_‘

autocratlc ones. A relatlonshlp between agreement with the fea31ble set

and success could s1mply reflect the correlatlon of both var;ables with
. , , . o 9."

part1c1patlon.
o

NPT N
¢ P

More analytlcal power vas attalned by using the seven p01nt

| ratlngs 1nstead of the d1chotomous dependent varlable of success and

- . A . - - . - Y 2

w

\



¢ \'
failure. Two-way analysis of variance using ﬁn hierarchical regression
proceaure Qas undertaken. DecisionAprocess vas given priority. Agree-
éent wiﬁh thg feésible set was then intfoduced as é\potential‘predictér
of residual variances Agreement with the feasible set was then given
priority and further two-way analysis of variance performed.

Decisions falling outside the feasible set were analyzed for the
anBer of rule vioclations, gnd the possibility of a relationship between
the number of rules violated and decision effectiveness Mas investigated.
The effect of the rule violation on both‘quality and acceptance as well
as_;ffectiveness wvas studied. :

The contribu?ion of each rule individually to the validity of the -
‘model was also made by comparing the overall effectiveness of cases in
vhich each individual rule was not violated vith the ;ffectiveness of the
cases in which it was violated.

Tgacher perceptions of decision success and their ratings of the
thrée decision outcomes were subjected to thé same treatment using, as the ,
- feasible set, the problem type identified from the principals; responses
to the attribute,questions.

Isithose_cases vhere one teacher's perception of the decision
process used differed from that 6f other subordinates, an investigation
vas conductéd to determiﬁe;Whether.there vas a relationship Qetweén
perceived degree,of'iﬁvolvement and perceived overall effectiveness-of
the decision. .-This procedure allowed‘testing of one of the model's basic

assumptions, namely, that subordinate acceptance is digectly related to

overall effectiveness.



75

CONSIDERATIONS ARISING FROM METHODOLOGY

While the methodology of the study was designed to remove weak-
nesses of prev1ous studies the use of an interviev technique as the major
data gatherlng device and the use of subordinate perceptions of the

decisions7raised nev issues,

The Nature of the Interviews

Hhile an interview schedule was used it was not prescriptive in
its form but rather indicated the chronology of introductron of the ques-
‘tions instead of specifying the wording to be used. Essentially_the
approach attempted wvas that OF a colleague from a drfferent geographical
locatlon meeting with an Albertan principal in a conversatlonal settlng.
Partlcular attentlon, however, was paid at step seven of the first inter-
viv1ew to leav1ng the principal with the opportunity to raise any issue
so’iong“as the two criteria; that the decision uas within the principal{s
area of ‘responsibility and had implications for at least twvo staff
members, was met

Schatzman and Strauss (1973) p01nted out that ". . . the listener
must presume that what he hears is 1tself emplrlcally grounded " They
p01nted out too that the,llstener could consider.the logic of what is.
vsaid, could seek intormation from others or could use his own pridT
experience as. a check agéinst what he heard. Hovever, the ‘whole of the
Vroom-Yetton‘model is based on thelperceptionvof the situation by the
manager, and there is no reality except that which he perceives. The
teacher perceptlons of success also do not measure objective reality;
xthey represent a view of a 51tuatlon from a perspectlve dlfferent from

.

that of the pr1nc1pal If‘the principal perceives situational attributes
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in a certain way, then that is reality for him. If he chooses a decision
process based on that perception and vieus the°result as being.effective
vhile his subordinates perceive a different decision process and a = <
different degree of success, this is not evidence that false information
has been given but of different perceptions‘of tﬁe situation. Jones and
Nisbett (1972:15) have pointed out a number of eeasons for divergent . .
perceptions by actor and observegéperhees the mest £mportant of which is
the "different;al salience of the information available to both actor and
observer." Since the principal is the focus of the Vroom-Yetton model

it is 1mportant that his perception of reality should be fully 1nvest1—

gated, and the two interviews were designed to ellow,thls to be done.

Subordinate Reports , .

The use of subordinate reports of decision process used and
decision success ach%eved raised several methodological issues. The
first ef fhese wes concefned wath the manner in vhich subordinates vere
chosen. This vas left to the principal to decide; however, the researeh-
er's request to have as many teachers involved as possible and that these
involeed should be those most affected by the decision was considered to
be at least a.partial protectioh against.bias. In most schools five
"cases" vere collected and thus 15 staff TESpONsSes were necessary. By
seeklng the videst possible staff represed{atlon it wvas expected that
over half the staff would be involved, excepﬁ in the lergest schodls.

In smell schools it was clear that a number of staff meﬁbers would have
to furnish several repiies. Partly beeeuse of this, the total nuhberlof
etaff responses to the general section of the questionnaire is net three

times the number of cases.
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A secopd hethodological problem was that teachers were not
familiarfwith the model. While a short extract explaining the differences
between decisioo'quality, subordinate accepbance and overall effectiveness
wvas distributed, it was considered that if further pre-reading vas-
requ1red, e.g., of the range of decision processes, there would be r831s-
tance and a lowerlng of the response rate. Simplification of the lan-
"guagevof the model vas therefore used in phrasing the qdestrons. How-
ever, itﬁis possible that unfamiliarity‘with the language tended to.
reducé the reliability of the.teacher data. .

While a good deal of research has taken piace concerning‘subor—
dinate perceptions of leadership sbyle, much of this has been in laboratory
studies or in genémalized perceptions of how "autocratic" or "demoecratic"
a leader is. Often these studies have used hypothetical cases as their
bas1s, for example, Vroom and Jago (1975) applied the standardlzed set of =
Jcases to leaders and their subordinates.  The latter vere asked to
describe how they believed their superior would act in eaeh situation,
and this was compared with-the leader s descrlptlon of how he would
behave. leen the hypothetical nature of the design of the study there
is*litfle surprise at the conclusion that "Comparison procedures did not
support cbrrespondence between subordinate described and superior
reported behaviors;" It was believed that the present study, because it

focussed on specific events and because prineipals were asked to nominate

4

-4

those teachers who vere most affected by the decision, would result in a
_degree‘of correspondence betwéen'principal and teacher perceptions. |
'Ilgen and FUJll (1978 642), however, pointed out:

.« e e the same leader behav1or megsured by two or more group members

may be.perceived quite differently. It has been assumed that these
perceptual differences only create error variance in the measurement
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_of leader behavior and that the process of averaging leader ratings
across all group memberg should reduce the bias. »
‘Recently Graen and his associates have questioned the practice
of basing leader behavior on the average of subordinate ratings. .. . .
They have argued cogently that leaders do not behave in the same way
tovard each subordinate as is assumed when an average leader behavior )
is used.
. ! .
If this contention is valid some discrepancies between various respondents
would be expected. Where the individual perceptions of the decision
process used differed, an analysis was made to determine whether there
wvas a relationship betWeenitherlével of participation and the pérception
of the degree of overall effectiveness, subordimate acceptance and decis-
ion quality. This analysis contributed to testing the fundamental
assumptions underlying the Vroom-Yetton model, namely, that overall
effectiveness is a product of decision quality and subordinate acceptance .

"and that the level of participation and subordinate acceptance are

;positively related.

HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY

<
In Chapter 1 the questions with which the study was concerned

vere stated. The literature review provided information on which it was
possible to formulate probable relationships between a number of vari-
ables; cohsequently, hypotheses were developed in relation to the various

research questions. The hypotheses as presented below are arranged in a

logical order df'developmént not in'a perceived order of “importance. _—

: ‘ . I

Hypothesis 1.1. The taxonomy of decision processes used by Vroom !
and Yetton does not include all processes used in administrative decision
making in schools.

Hypothesis 1.2. School principals use a variety of decision




processes in making administrative decisions in schools.

Hypothesis 1.3. As measured by principals’ perceptions, the
parlijmentary or voting process is used more frequently in schools than
the process égilgnated AIl by Vroom and Yetton:.

Hypothésis 2. Principals perceive teachers to be satisfied with

3
S

their involvement in administrative decision making.

Hypothesis 3. Organizational and principal characteristics have
: . : ’ \
a significant influence on the decision\s;ocesses used in schools.

Hypothesis 4. Principals perceiv

decisions consistent with the
feasible.set toype successful in a greater perceotagecof cases than |
decisions which are not consistent.

Hypothesis 5. Principals' ratings of decision outcomes exhibit

P

no significsnt difference betweeh'decision quality and subordinate accept-

ance as predictors of overall effectiveness.

9

‘Hypothesis 6. The mean ratings of decision outcomes of decisions

consistent with the feasible set as berceivedigyvprincipals are higher
than those of decisions vhich are not consistent.

Hypothesis 7. Agreement with the feasible set accounts for a

greater proportion of the variance between decisions which are consistent
vith the feasible set and those which are inconsistent than does decision
process.

Hypothesis 8: Principals’ ratihgs of decision outcomes are

inversely related.to the number of decision fules violated.

Hypothesis 9. Decision rules contribute oifferentially to decis-

ion outcomes as measured by principals! ratings of these outcomes.

H‘pothesis 10. Teachers perceive decision processes addltlonal

to those spec1f1ed in the Vroom-Yetton model to be used in schools.
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Hypothesis 11. Teachers ;;;;;:Dé\themselves to be less involved

in Qﬁ%inistfative decision making than they wish to be.

Hypothesis 12. There are significant diffefeﬁtesQin the desire .
of different teachers .for invollVement in administrative decision making,
%and these difﬁerencés are related to sex and teaching experience differ-

L

ences.

Hypothesis 13. Different teéchers ascribe different decision

processes to the same decision.

Hypothesis 14. Teachers who perceive themselves tp haﬁe.been
involved in more participgtive decisién processes thanvtﬁeir collengues
will perceive deéisions;to-have greafer subordinate écceptance and greater
overail effectiveness.

Hypothesis 15. In, the perception of teachers, there is a stronger

correlation between subordinate acceptance and overall effectiveness than
. "\ : »

between decision quality and overall effectiveness.

—

Hypothesis 16. The mean ratings of decision outcomes as per-

ceived by teachers are lover than those of principals.

Hypothesis 17. Where teachers disagree with the’process they

perceive the principal to have used, they claim that they would use a
more participative process.

Hypothesis 18. Principals perceive a higher degree. of subordinate

acceptance of the principal making the decision than is granted by
[4

~ teachers.

P

Hypothesis 19. In respect of administrative decision making

geherally, principals perceive themselves to use more participative

decision processes than they ére.perceived-to use by teachers.

Hypothesis 20. Teachers perceive themselves tq have more influ-

i
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ence on the making of specific decisions than they are perceived to have
Q :

by principals.

Hypothesis 21. Where the decision process used, as percelved by

: the teacher, 1s con31stent wvith the feas1ble set, it is more likely to

A

be cons1dered successful by teachers than vhere it is not con51stent

Hypothesis 22. Where the dec131on process used, as perceived by
the prihcipal, is consistent with the Fea31ble set, it is more likely to
be considered successful by teachers than where it is not consistent.

Hypothesis 23. “Where the decision process used, as perceived by

the principal, is consistent with the feasible set, the mean overall

effectiveness, as measured by teachers' ratings, w1ll be hlgher than

vhere the process is inconsistent with the fea31ble set.

prothe31s 24. \Where teachers perceptions of the decision pro-

cess used are con51stent wvith the feasible sét the teachers' ratlngs

of d801310n outcomes will be higher than where they are not _consistent.

The manner in whlch each .of these hypotheses was tested is indi~

cated in the chapters which follow. Where statistical tests were applied,
.an‘appropriate null hypothesis vas stated implibitly, and a decision on

‘the research hypothe31s vas made on the ba51s of the outcome of the test

of the null hypothe31s.



‘Chapter 4

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISYON MAKING IN SCHOOLS

AS PERCEIVED BY PRINCIPALS

The purpose of this chapter is to report results of the analysié
of :data provided by principals. These data were.collected during two
structured interviewsﬁand through the use of a qgestioﬁhaire.

The chapter addresses the first nine hypotheses of the study.i
These hypotheses cover the nature of administrative deéision making in
schools as perceived by principals, organizational influences which may
be related to the choice of decision processes ana matters concerning the
vai?dity of the Vroom-Yetton model of decision making in the school |

context.

PRINCIPALS' GENERALIZED PERCEPTIONS REGARDING

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING

Perceived Use of Decision Styles

As a result of the review of literature, twvo decision processes
- additional toifhoéé used in the Vroom-Yetton model were included in this
study. Consequently, it was necessary to determine if this aétibn vas
Jjustified. . ¥

The Vroom~Yetton model assumes that ﬁahagers usela variety of
decision procesées. Consequently,‘it'was nécessary to‘ascertain whether

'a variety of decision styles wvere used by school principals.

82
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The decision process which Vroom and Yetton term AfI has no

direct parallel with dEC151on styles suggested in oether taxonomies. \ It

. was necessary to establish vhether this process was used in schools and
- -thus was appropriate for 1nclusion in a taxonomy de31gned for use in

schools.
)

Three sub-hypotheses® vere framed to facilitate the .inquiry neces-
. r -
sary to obtain answers to the three issues raised bove.
. Hypothesis 1.1. The taxonomy of decision processes used by, Vroom

and Yetton does not include all processes used in admihistrative
- decision making in schools. : :

Hypothesis 1.2, School principals use a variety of decision pro-
cessés in making administrative decisions in sc¢hool.

Hypothesis 1.3. As measured by prinCipals perceptions, the
parliamentary or voting process is used more frequently in
schodls than the AII process described in the Vroom-Yetton -model.

The five decision styles included in the Vroom-Yetton‘taxonomy
vas vell as the twovstyles vhich had been added for this study wereidis—
cussed With principals. All princ1pals indicated that they sav signifi-L
cant differences betwveen each of the styles. "t

Principals wvere asked to rate the’styles on a six point scale
(0 :(5) according to their perceived frequency of" us; in the whole range"
of administrative decisions in the principals' schools. An analysis of
the results is provided in Table 4.1,

These responses support the contention of Vroom and Wetton (1973:
64) that leaders (or managers) use a variety of decision styles. Of the
33 respondents, 22 indicated that they used all seven processes, four
that they used six processes and six that they used five processes. One
respondent 1ndicated that only the polar processes Sl and S7 wvere used.

2 )

\
It may. be significant that this claim vas made by a very experienced

pr1n01pal in the smallest school in the sample.



Table 4.1

Frequency of Use of Decision Styles “in Administrative Decision

Making as Perceived by Principals

ity
-

S7 - Total

Rating S1
o 5 21
1 5 11 46
o 8 7 56
11 '3 51
8 5 49
1 2 8
Total 33 33 - ° 231
Mean 2.76 1.94°

Median 2.82

—
wn
~d
[
\

Row 1 of Table 4.1 indicates the number of principals who reported
not using one or other 6f'tpe decisiqn pfocesses. ﬁnly 51 was reported
to be used by all principals while S5 and S7 had six and five respondents
respectively Who.did not use these procésses. Two principals, both of
'_whpﬁ were.very'experienced, used‘neitherlSG of'S7 but reported that S5
(voting) was their most-frequently used decisiﬁn process. This process
provided these ﬁrincibals mith access to a decision style which gave
subordinates control over the deciéién. Subbfdinate‘épntrol i? character-

istic of‘proéesses S6 and S7.
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Inspectlon of the principal ratlngs of Freduency of use revealed
Qlde variation in the row values The sum of rov frequencies varied from
7 to 25, It was assumed- -that, whlle there vere between .rater varlations,
each respondent's ratlngs represented accurately the comparative frequency
of use of each decision process’w1th1n each school.

The_relatlvely high Frequenc1es-a351gned toiprocesses S3 and S4
is consistent with Heller's (1971) view that managers tend to seek subor-
dinate involvement but 'not at the cost of*surrenderlng con{rol over the
decision. The hlgh reported frequency of-use of process Sl was predict-
able since principals were asked to con31der all of the admlnlstratlve
decisions for which they were respon31ble 1n maklng their response The
frequent use of this style can.be attrlbuted to the many routine decisions
wvhich all‘managers make. As vas predicted, the S2 process was seen by
'kprincipals.as being least frequently used. However, its reported fre-
‘quency and the comments of principals‘indicated that the process has a‘
place in a taxonomy of decision processes appropriate for use in schools.

An alternative wvay of viewing-the ratings is to determine houw
many processes vere.used more frequently than any glven process _batag
vlndlcatlng this is shown in Table 4.2.

Analysis of this table reveals that processes SS and S4 were,
Jointly, the processes whieh had the highest'numbervof persons whoaranked
no process;above them in_frequency of use. Also, S5 was revealed as'a very .
: important’decision process‘with ten principals rating it as first or .
equal Flrst ch01ce. Whlle seven respondents 1nd1cated that no process
wvas preferred above process S7 the large number who ranked it as being
one of the least useduprocesses 1nd1cated the‘division;of opinion amongst

school administrators on the practicability of this style in the school

context.
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, - - Table 4,2

Priority of Perceived Use of Decision Styles.

o

. Number of Responses
No. of Processes. P

More Frequently

Used _ st . Ss2 ¢ S3 S4 , S5 s6 7
N i

0 8 6 13 13 10 77
1 6 0" 6 8. 4 5 1
2 6 1 5 5 4 3 3

3 9 7 6 4 5 5 5
4 3 10 1 3.3 4 5

5 1 6 2 0 5 6 9

6 0 0 o 2 3. 5

o .

Conclusions Relating to Hypothesis 1

From the_data p;ovided ianables 4,1 and 4.2, tnere‘ie'evidence
to suppertlall three sub-sections of hypothesis,l,,AThe reported results
indictatg the nee& for an extended taxdnomy to reflect‘exiéting adminis-

trative;decision makind processes‘in’schools. There is strong egidence‘
| tp\support the general hypotneeis_thatAnrincipals do.use a veriety of
decisionrmaking styles rather than a single aqtecratic or demoeratic
style. This is an importantlfinding since the Vroom—Yétton model is -
dependent upon the manager's ablllty to vary his dec131on style in vary)

ing 51tuat10na. There is evidence to support hypothe31s 1.3 that the -

P

ALl dec1s1on style is ‘less used in schools, than any other dec131on process

9

but 13, nevertheless, a necegsary element in the taxondmy.

Whlle these flndlngs are Justlfled by the data, they" represent per-
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ceptions of how decisions are made and_not how deeisions are actually
made. Information relating to the latter is provided by an examination

of case data, later in this chapter.

?

Principals'_Perceptions‘Regafding

Staff Involvement

Hypothesis 2. Prineipals perceive teachers to be satisfied with
their involvement in administrative tdecision making.

Five-p01nt scales vere used to measure prinCipals perceptions
of the extent to which they 1nvolved staff members in administrative

decision making and their perceptions of staff members' desires for

. involvement. The results are shown in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3

Principals' Ratings of Staff Involvement

in Administfative Decision Making

Perceived Present Perceived -Desire of Staff

" Rating Involvement - ‘for Involvement
1
YA 1
3 12 15
4 | 16 - 13
5 | 4 - - 3
-

" Median . R 2 & | » 3,40

\A

The higher median score for perceived present level of involvement indiQ:
9 ‘ , )

cated that principals believed that staff vere already more involved than

i ©
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. tﬁey preFerréd to be.

Cross.tabulation of the responses indicated that of-the 33 prin-
cipals, 22 believed that teachers' present levels of involvement coincided
with-their desifed levels.  In sif_cases principals believed that teachers
vere being invoived marginally more than they wished and in only one
case, indicated by a difference of two points, did a principal believe
his staff was being involved substantially more thén theyiwished. Only
three principals considered that staff desired more involvement than they
vere experiencing, and in each of these cases only a one point difference
i levels was perceived. No significant’differences existed betveen
schools of different sizes or between those enrolling children of differ-
;nt agé levels. . : -

Many principals,'when asked how much they involved teachers in
decision méking, indicated that they believed involvement in specific
decisioas should be dependent upon the degree to which Fhe teacher would
be affected by the decision. A numbér of principals remarked that there
vas almost always an attempt to involve teachers in those decisions which
had substantial -implications for-them. Hoy and M;Skel (1978) p;oposed
that"tﬁs factors should be considered in‘déciding who should be involved

in decision making. The first Factpr vas the teacher's 'stake" in the

outcome. It appears that this factor is being considered in many schools. -

Hoy and Miskel's second criterion was the teacher's "expertise" in the

.\\

issue being considered. Alfhough no guestion designed to elicit vhether
. ﬁhis ériterion vas us;d.was included in the gquestionnaire, on no occasion
vdidvthis factor emerge in diécussion as beiﬂg one which was taken inﬁo
account. =

In a number of schools, the principal made the point that recently



e

89

there had been some reduction in both the demahd for participation and

of the involvement of téachers in the decision making process. Budgeting
vas used as an example by several prlnc1pals as bei;; one area vhere,
1n1tlally, there had been interest'by teachers in being involved but

that this interest had not been sustained.

In view of the foregoing; there was support for the hypothesis

, that principals believed staff members to be satisfied with their present
-

involvement in decision making.

The Effects of Involvement on

RN

Decision Making
A number of researchers have addressed the-qucstion of what effect
involvement has on aspeccs of decision making such as the quality of
decisions produced, subordinate acceptance of decisions as well as the
total time taken to make the decision and pr0v1de for its 1mplementat10n.

While there was no‘flrm ev1dence on which an hypothesis could be based,

. these questions seemed to be sufficiently important to justify an explor-

~atory analysis. Data for this analysis were provided by principals’

responses concerning the three aspects mentioned abave.

To provide a frame of reference Within_which these questions
could be ‘considered, the researcher”exclained to principals; during the
interview, that there vere varying viewc by.writers-on the effects of -
ihvclvement Some writers belleved that in 1nvolv1ng subordinates their
views had to be taken 1nt0 account and that thls"“Duld lead to the making

of decisions of lower quallty‘than mlght be made by the principal. Un

' the other hand, it was pointed out irvolvement made it possible to gather

more 1nformat10n and the availability of dlfferent polnts of view poten-

tlally contrlbuted to better decisions. Slmllar‘alternatlves vere explained
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for both acceptance and total time taken. Tne résearcher explained that »
a score of three (on a five point scale) would indicate that staff.involve-
ment had little effect on the factor under review, that a score of two
or four indicated respectlvely a marglnal decrease or increase of the
factor and that a score of one or five indicated that substantial changes
in one-or’other direction resulted.from involvement.

The results indicated that 22 of 33 principals considered that
the quality of decisions was improved,'to some degree;aby\the involvement
of staff in the decision making process; however, 18.of these believed
that the improvement was marginal.‘ Only three believed that, on balance,
the quality ofvdecieions vas likely to be adversely affected by staff
involvement.

None ot the principals in the study believed that involvement
had an adverse effect on the acceptance of decisions by subordinates;
‘owvever, 13 believed that 1t had substantial p031t1ve effects. The
finding, that 1nvolvement vas percelved by managers to have a greater
effect on staff acceptance than on decision quallty vas dlfferent from
that reported by Heller (1971) and may be 1nd1cat1ve of basic dlfferences
. betveen decision making ‘in commerc1al and industrial institutions and in
schools. |
‘ In setting the context for the question concerning the time taken,
reference was made to the view expreseed by Maier (1955) that autocrati-
cally made decisions must be commcnicated and acceptance for them worked
for before they are implemented whereas involvement tends to do tnese ‘ ;‘ »
things simultaneously yitn making the decision. While 22 principals
believed thattetaff involﬁement did increase the total time taken in-

making‘the.decision and preparing for its implementation, only nine of
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these believed that the increase wvas substantial.

It is perhaps pertinent to point out that the interview method
of collecting data, because it allouws new ideas to he 1ntroduced to respon-
dents and allows a context to be set, is partlcularly approprlate for
the investigation of. subjective perceptlons such as those .discussed above,
There is a danger, howeuer, that the ipterviewersvown personal biases
may influence responﬁents; and particular;care vas taken in drawing-
up and adhering to the prepared interuieu schedule.

Principal CHaracteristics and Perceived - -
Frequency of Use of Decision Styles

Analysis of principals' perceptions of the frequency of use of
dlfFerent de0131on making styles vas carried out with respect to such
characterlstlcs as the pr1n01pal's total teachlng experlence, the length
of time the principal had been in the present school the type of school
in which he was employed and the sex of the respondent
| Separate analyses were carried out for. each of the cecision pro-
. cesses., Si%ceithere vere many cells of small size, Chi square results
could not be used ‘as tests of significance. Since the'data vere at the
~ordinal level, Kendall's Tau‘tests vere used as measures of association
. and significance. Significant results of these tests are provided in
Table 4.4. | | |

The 1nterpretat10n of the results in Table 4 4 indicate that

(l)v the perceived frequency of use of process S5 is lower among
secondary school principals than the‘perceived FrequenCy of use by elemen- .
A‘tary school principals. | |
(2) ‘principals vith 10ng'totalAteachiné~eXperience tend to use

process S4 less than principals'with shorter total teaching experience.
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Table 4.4

Association Between Principai Characteristics and

Percelved Frequency of Use. of Dec1slon Processes

\ )
A Decision Kendall's Tau —
Characteristic Process v ‘Value Significance
Type of School 55 . -0.306 0.023
Teaching Experience S4 -0.296 0.025
‘ , : S5 -0.287 0.043
Experience as Principal {:
. 56 -0.409 0.006.
52 0.328 0.020
Years in Present Position { , v
S6 : -0.338 0.020
Sex of Respondent | Y -0.386 0.040

s

(3) experienced principals.perceioe themselves to use processes
S5 and S6 less frequently than persons who have been.principals for
-shorter periods.. | ‘

(4)b percelved use of the S2 process is dlrectly related to length
of serv1ce in the present position, vhile use oF process 56 is inversely
related 1ndlcat1ng that principals with longer service in a partlcular
school perceive themselves tgﬂose the process less frequently.

(5) women principals perceive themselves to use process S7 less
than ‘male principals percelve themselves to use the process.

The results reported above prov1de 1nterest1ng 1n31ghts into hov

principals perceive themselves to make decisions. Hovever, these per-

~
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ceptions do not necessarily reflect the actual decision making practices-
used in schools. These can be examined‘through the analysis of actual
caseidata. "This is done in the sectidn that‘follows.

Al

ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC CASES OF DECISION MAKING IN SCHOOLS -

Asla result of the initial interviews, data relating to 168 deci-

sion situations or "cases" were”coliegted; The second interview, which A
took place between five and six months %ater, revealedkthat 152 of these
eases had been carried forward ta the exteﬁt that judgements on their
_ success could be made. In five of the 16 cases not resolved, thé.need
for the decieidn had disappeared. As an example, ehanged enrollments
meant that the need for’%bsplit-grade class which had been anticipated
did not eventdate.‘ In four cases no action had been.takeng the decision
either had beén pSstponed or the underlying situation had been ignored.
In three cases action had been taken at a higher,level and thus the'deei-
sion was removed from the principal's control. In one case the alterna-
tives which wvere belng considered dlsappeared and a forced course of
actlon resulted Given the substantlalvtlme lapse between the first and
second interVieWs‘and the uncertainty surrounding so many,df the decisions,
the percentage‘of cases whieh(had been completed was greater than had been
'ahticipated

| In the followue 1nterv1ew, prlnc1pals vere asked to describe what
had happened in regard to the partlcular case since the earller 1nterv1ew.
: At the conclus1on of their descrlptlons they vere asked to select from
the seven decision processes the one closest to that used in making the

decision. Included in the 152 responses were all seven decision styles.
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This provided strong supportivé evidence for the first two sub-hypotheses
since principéié' actions supported their perceptions reported earlier.

The results.ére outlined in Table 4.5.

‘\¥\

) -Table 4.5

Frequency of Use of Seven Decision Processes - Case Data

>

b
J

S1 Sz 83 sS4 S5 S6 S7 - Total

Frequency 36 2 31 27 6 30 20 152
Percent (%) of Responses 24 1 20 18 4 20 13 100
. e .

Rank Order ‘ 1 7 , .2 4 6 3 5

4 The ffequency of use of the;different‘decisibn processes actually
used in school decision making was comﬁared vith the principals"general-
ized pérceptions of freguency of use. Some differences vere found to
exist and are reflecfed in the different rank orders shown below:

Perceived Rank - ss  s3 s1 S5 ‘56\ .57 52

Realized Rank sl s3  se s& s7  s5 82

A numBer'of researchers have provided evidence that managers
‘perceive themselves to be more participative than they are considered to
be by their subordinates. Hovever, in this case prinéipals'_actual'per—
formance was being compared with their perception of the extent to.which
they shared influence in the decision haking process with their subordi-

nates. The result that S1 was used more than it is perceived to be used

o
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'supéorts the contention that principals (as managers) tend to beiless
participative thaq they‘perceive theméelves to be. Howvever, their pref-
erence for S6 over the less participative 5S4 protess‘iﬁ the cases did ’
not support the contention. |

‘Further development of this issue is reserved until Chapter 6

vhen teacher data can also be given consideration,

A

Institutional Bgéracteristics and
Choice of a Decision Process

Hypothesis 3. Organizational and principal charaéteristics’have ’
- g significant influence on the decision processes used in schools.

The Vrobm-Yetton model'is based on consideration of seven situ-

ational attributes which.may vary with each decision to be made. Vroom
"
and Yettqn (1973:104), using sténdardized cases, found that situational
féctdrs'accounted for-27 percent of the variance in managers' behaviour
ébd that individual_factor; accounted for énly seven percent. Dthef
vriters have suggestéd other situational factors vhich they éonsidered
to be important. Heller ef al. (1974)‘SUQgested that'immediatewsituational
. variables such as job function and orgQQiZational level were important
as vas the size of fhe organization and the numbeF of hiefarihical levels,
A number of elements which might bé'seen as being likely to affect the
choice of a decision process, were tested for significance, Some of these
'

. related to the: principal, others to the-schooi and others to the nature

of the decisions to be made., These are described belov.

Experience of Principal d

in School

i

It was hypothesized that a principal vho had only recently taken
up duties in a school Qbuld use decision processeé vhich allowved use of

the experience of the staff more than a principal who had been in the
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school for a longer period. Fiedler (1978:122) had/suggested that it

takes time fér a leadership situation to change ang speéifically suggested
that: ". . . for.school principals it appears to be between 2‘and 3 years."
Data to allow testing of this poséibi}ity vere collected and appear in ‘
Table 4.6. It should be noted that oniy five decision processes are
.repofted. Process S2 has beén ignored and process SSApartitioned between

S4 and S6. The basis for this parfitioning is given on page 109.

ngié‘ﬁgl

Frequency of Decision Process Used by Time as Principal in Present School

-

Time in School Decision Process Used -

(Years) ‘ 51 S3 S4 S6 s7 Total
Less than 3 ; 8 5 4 4 2 23
3- 6 S 11 10 S 4. 9 53
7 - 10 | 5 5 12 9 7 38 -
More than 10 12 11 4 7 2 36
Total 38 31 29 34 20 150
m —

A Kendall Tau C test was applied to these data. No statistically Signifi—
cant relationship existed and thus the null hypothesis that length of time
in the school had no relationship with decision proceés,used could not

be rejected.
'
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frequency of Use of Decision
Stvle and Sex of . Prinecipal

* Frasher ‘and frasher .(1979) have indicated some studies which
suggested tﬁat teachers preferred vomen principals partly because their
decieion making and problem solving is: ", ., . illustrative ef 'feminine'
modes of accommodative dpehavior,™ They pointed out (1979:2), "The uomen
prin01pals sought and used 1nforu;t10n from others and involved both
superordlnates and subordlnates in decision maklng wvhereas male princi-

pals tended to act dlone." Table 4.7 providestata which allow consider-

ation of this possibility,

Table 4.7

Frequency of Use of Decision Process and'Sex of Pfiﬁcipal

1

Sex. of Principal s1 S3 S4 S6 57 " Total
Male 27 19 21 26 13 106
Female L9 12 8 8 7 44

o Total | 36 31 29 34 20 150

The Chl Square value of 2.6 is not significant, and the results of this
~study provide no support for the hypothesis suggested by Frasher and
Frasher.

Tests of statistical.significance vere also applied using (1)
the'teaching experience of principals and (2) their experience in the

principal role as independent variables and choice of a decision process
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as the dependent variable. None of these hypothesized relationships

4

vere significant at!the level of significance necessary (0.05) to reject .
' thei?ull hypothesis that choice~of a deqision process was not related to
‘experiential background. This finding differs from findings reported
earlier where berceptions of decision use ngt therésulté of aétual cases
provided the data.

Size-of School and Use of
Decision Process

The basis fof the classification of schools by size waé the
number of staff employed. The data necessary to determine whether there

vas a relationship,betWeen size of chgol and the frequency of use of

. different decision processes are contained in Table 4.8.
‘ i \

\
|

- Y

Table 4.8

Frequency of Use of Decision Processes by Number of Teachers in Staff

Decision Process Used

Number of Teachers sl 53 s4 s6  §7 - Total
Up to 10 | 1 o - 0 o 4 5

11 - 15 5 4 5 0 17

16 - 20 o 2 2 © s 4 17

T 20 + 28 - 25 22 24 12 111

" Total 36 31 29 34 20 150

A Kendall Tau testkwas.applied to these data. The results did not reach

statistical significance.



Type of School and Decision
Process ‘

3

[

Patterns of)érganizatioﬁ are markedly different betweentéieméntafy
and secondary schools; consequently, it seems possible that this could
inf%Qence the decision pfocesées used by principals. Three categories of
school were distihguished. The first group consisted of schools which
dealt primar;ly wigh the elementary grades irrespective of the actual
grades‘in the school. " The second group COnsistéd-oF Jjunior high schools.
The third group consisted of high schools. ' Composite school cases were
assigéed according to the level of the school at which they occurred.

The data are shown in Table 4.9%

_Table 4.9 .
Frequency of Use of Decision Process by-Txpé of School
Decision Process

~Type of School’ . sl S3  s4  S6 - ST Total

. “ ) S
Elementary  ° . 14 19 17 27 15 92
Junior High ° 18- . 7 6 3 5 . 39
High School 4 5 6 4 0 19
Total 36 31 29 34 20 150

- y o ma— .

-~

Kendall's Tau C = -0.189
Significance = (0.0008

-A Kendall Tau teéi vas. applied to these data. The results indi- .~

: 7
. o ‘ X

3
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cated that the leve{ of involvement, as reflected thgough the‘use of‘
decision processgs;‘is inversely telated to the type of school. This
wvould indicate‘that,as”perceiveaibyqprincipals,elementary schools are
morelpérticipative in éheir decision making praéfices than secondary
schools. |

Nature of Decision and
Decision Process

A further factor which might have an influence on the decision
procesé was tHe nature of the decisions which were to be made. .

Since all of the data had . been coliected at the same time of tHe
year, it vas expecged that there wouid be substantial similarity Betweén
+ the cases identified by the different pfincipéls, In an aif%hpt~to |
*determine whgther.the nature of decisions vas a significant influence,
the cases weré“categoriZed in several different ways.

| 'Thé first classification vas based on functional éategories.

Cases were classified under such headings‘as timetéble, budget, instruc-
tion‘aﬁd supervision, The results strongly réflect fhe time of_thé year
at whidh‘thé'colleétion was undertaken. Timetable matters accounted.Far
40 percent o?‘hQi ééSes, matﬁers felating to inStruction 20 petrcent,
budéét and studgn?“supervision éohcerns each accounted for 12 peréenﬁ,and
‘matters reléting to student promotion aﬁd reﬁortiné to parémts‘fof 10.\i "
percent.- A category concerned witH studént discipline had been antici-
pated. Since there was oniy one case, it was merged—with the miséel-
lanéoustcategory vhich also included such concerns as admission and
graduation policies, the br;motion or grénting-of responsibility'aiiow—"

1

ances to teachers and action regardihg fund raising.

Pilot stddies had indicated the possiBjility that{certain~pro—"

(N $
o

ES

3y
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- cesses vere frequently used to resolve i'ssues of thelsame type; To»test

~

%
byl

vhether this was true of the wide range of activities contained in this
sample, cases wvere classified according to‘functionai cétegdry and fyrther”

sub-divided among the seven decision processes. The result is spovn in

-Table 4.10.

Table 4.10

.

Frequency of Use of Detision Processes Associated with

Different Functional Areas

=
_ Frequency of Decision Process
Function Sl S2  S3 s4. S5 S ST Total
e
Timetable < 16 1 200 7 .2 9 & g
Budget 5 0 3 5 0 42 19
Supervision 6 1 1 3 1 30001 16
Reporting 2 0 0 2 0 8 1 13
Instruction 3 -0 5 5 3. 5 8 29
Miscellanéous 40 2 5 0 1 2 14
T s = = - = =~
Totals 36 2 31 27 6 30 .20 152
. |

- /
[
T

Dlscrepanc1es between expected and observed frequency 1n the con-
vtlngency table vere greatest for the use of S3 For timetable matters, of
56 for matters concerned with promotlon of students and reportlng to
yparents and of S7 for matters relating to instruction, No Statlstlcally
‘significant relatlonshlp vas revealed by analy51s of the data.

A second classification weshmade using the ded1sional categories
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cited by Mintzbergl(1973:77). These categories relate to resource allo-
cation, entfepréneurial activities, disturbance handling and negotiating.
The impoftance of the allocative function of the principal was révealed
by the classification, 62 peréeht of all cases ‘being concerned with-this
aspect. "’

A role was categorized as being entrepreneurial if it involved
the brincipal in trying to bring about chaqge even if this change over-
iapped other roles such as resource allocation. Consequently, the case
of a principal proposing the grouping of grades 2 and 6 was categorized
as entrepreneurial since it involved gaining acgeptance from the staff
of a pattern quite different from that usually employed. Cleafly,
however, this decision also included resource allacation elements. Of
all the decisions 23 percent were classified as being entrepreneurial in
nature. |

' Mintzbérg resegyes the category "negotiation" to interaction with
bodies outside the‘org;;ization. In this study it was used bhéfé nego-
tiation between the school -and associateé bodies was involved, e.g., the
Board and barent groups. The number of_such cases was less than 10 per-
ceﬁf of the total while the disturbance handler function accounted for
less thaﬁ é pércent of cases. As had been done with the functional
cateéories, the Mintzberg cétegorigs vere ;ub-groupqd according to the
process which had been employed by the principal in making the decision,
to determine if different pfocessesvwere used aé stahdard procedures for
handiing decisions of different types. The.databaré contained in Table
‘ - 4.11, No.relationshib'of stgfistical significance was found in the |
analysis éf the data. . o ' -

A fufthér categorization was made using a classification schéme

<>
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Table 4.11
Frequency of Use of Decision Processes Associated

vith Mintzberq's Categories
Function sl S2 -S3 sS4 S5 S6 S7  Total
Resource Allocatof | 23 1 26 14 3 18 7 92
Entrepreneur 4 0 5 7 3 9 8 36
Disturbance Handler 5 0 0 2 0 0 2 9
Negotiator 4 1 0 4 0 3 -3 15

Total 2 31 27 6

36

50 . 20 152

devised by Naylor and reported by Castore (1978:269). This scheme sug-

gested that decisions might be classified according to the judgement

contexts in which they occurred. Castore suggested a simple four cell

matrix of judgement contexts as’illustrated'in Figufé 4,1,

Type of Judgemental Response

Statement of Preference

Description of Alternatives

Cell I

Cell II

Criterion Prgsént
Criterion Absent Cell-I1I ‘ Cell 1V

B S e &

Q

(Castore, 1978:269)

figure 4.1 Classification of Decision Processes by Castore's Categories.

R

~

&r
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Castore suggested that in Cells I and II a ". . . correct answer
is definable in an actuarial sense or is knoweble‘within a relatively
short period of time." However, (1978:269):
: o
. . in the contexks typifying-Cell III, the pgeference judgements

are based primarily on affective reactions (like-dislike). Such
Jjudgements are reflections of personal opinion and are not subject to

the same types of verification as those in Cells I I.

Castore reported (1978:270): , //;F%ki\\* )
« + « Vroom and Yetton (1973) iedicate that many of the decision
situations faced by upper level managers, and from these manager's

~ reports their most difficult decisions, are more typlcal of those
found in Cells III and 1V.

There is a possibilityvthat.schools as human service organizations
have many decisions whichkmust be made without.definite criteria and which‘
require a statement of preference in the form of a decision. The Castofe
'relassification mey be viewed as a device forwsepareting those decisions
iﬁn thch objective judgements involving a substantial degree of informa-
tion end objectivity, and thus certainty (Cells I and I1), from thoseb
wvhere there is a substantial degree of uncertainty (Cells III and.IV).

' Classitication ef the 152 decisions, using these cateéories indi-~
cated that 88 aecisiens or 58 percent were type .I, 56 or 37 percent vere
type III,vthree vere type IV and only two Were type 11.

| Castore's categories were then grouped according to the decision

| process used as shown in Table 4.12. h
- Again the limitat%on ofds;all ee}l size and the_limited statis~
tical processes available with a nominaf°and ordinal variable preeluded

» the establlshment of any p031t1ve relatlonshlp between decision process

_and the cases as categorlzed in Table 4 12, Treatlng the cel;s as ordinal

varlables (elong a continuum vacertalnty) yielded a statisticellyssignif-~

icant correlation (p = 0.0443)‘but the relationship was not strong
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Table 4.12

'
<

frequency of Use of Decision Processes Associated

vith Castore's Categories

-4

Category 51 . s2 53 s6 55 s6 - 57 Total
Cell 1 B 2 a2 13 89
Cell II - g g 71 0 5 - g 13
Cell IIT . 10 . o 3 12 4 117 47
Cell Iy- 1 o 0 0 0 1 1 3

Total 36 2 31 o9 6 30 20 152
= o

v

(r = 0.138)., This would suggest that in‘decisions vhere tnere is a good
‘deal of uncertainty,.participative processes tend to be used more than
in cases where there is greater certainty, : |
Castore suggested (1978:271) that in Cell III, *, . « the focus
of the de0131on process is or should be on reachlng a group dec131on
wvhich is max1mally representatlve of group member preferences." Thls
vould suggest that decisions of this type would be best determlned.u31ng :
dec131on processes that allow all points of viev to be con31dered, i.e.,
S4 - S7. In fact, 71 percent of the decisions categorlzed as Cell II1
were resolved by processes S4 - S7 compared vith 53 percent of ‘the Cell

1 cases vhich were resplved in this vay,

Summary

The institutional characteristic which can be asserted to be
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related to the actual use of decision processes is the type of school,
vith elementary schools being more participétive than secondary schools.
There is also some evidence to suggest a relationship between decision
process and the degree of certainty of the judgemental context within

vhich decisions are made. : ?

. ADMINISTéATIVE DECISION MAKING IN SCHOOLS AND

THE VROOM-YETTON MODEL

bne of the major concerns of the study vas to determine the
valldlty of the Vroom-Yetton model. For this to be done, 1t vas necessary
to determine whether the decision process used in making the dec1510n vas
c0n51stent with the feasible set. This, in turn, requ1red that the
;eswers to the dec131on attribute questions be traced elong the decision
tree to establish“the'problem type. Each problem type, in turn, has an
associated feasible set.k |
| During the years since the model was publisheq (1973), there-
haee been changes in the wording of the questions. Some of these changes
have been made~in an ettempt fobmakeucertain questions‘eaeier to inter-
pret. Other‘changes have reduced the demands of the model. As an example .
of this latter tendency, fhe prior probability question was‘amended by
adding the qualifier "reasoﬁably" in the question so that in its'present
form the questlon is, "If I were to make the decision' by myself, am 1
reasonablz certaln that it would be accepted by my subordinates?"
In designing the model, Vroom and Yetton‘(l973) assumed that for
each separafe;siteétion each decision attribute would be separately

considered, Not all questions are ‘asked in every situation since some

>

2
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ansvers make the consideration of other dttributes unnecessary. As an
example, some situations do not have a quality requirement. In such
cases, questions relating to information are not asked because no infor-

mation isépeéded if the problem does not have é quality requirement.

-

Data relating to the frequency with vhich each attribute question was
&
asked and the responses given are provided in Table 4.13,

Table 4.13

Frequency Distributzgp of Responses to Decision Attribute

Guestions ih the Vroom-Yetton Model

t

e — —
o _ Not
Decision Attributes - Yes 5 No . Applicable
Quality 148 | 4 0
Inforination SN 99 - 49 4 -
Structure _ c 29 20 103
'Accéptance ; ; © 133 . 19 : 0
Prior Probability 3 71 | 18
Goal Congruence | 81 | 67 4
Conflict - 19 6 Y
—_— _ .

For most of the questions %he distributidn of responses suggests

N

that the questions are fulfilling the purpose of discriminatingvbetween

different situations since there (is a reasonably even distfibution of

"yes" and "no".anSWers. There i less‘cqnfidence about the quality‘and
accepgtance questions vhere disproportionate numbers of "yeg" ansvers

vere récéived. " This matter wi)l be discussed in Chapter 7.
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Although a reasonable distribution of "yes" aAd'“no" answers
wvas received, there was no guarantee that individﬁal principals wvere
using different respohses for the same attribute in each case. To test
wvhether the same answer was being given in each case, tge prior proba=-
~ bility responses vere subjected to scrutiny. Vroom and Yetton (1973:28)
explained that: ".-. . subordinates may accept the leader's decision "
because they believe it is his legitimate right to make that decision."
~This right, they assert, arisesﬁfrom the léader's légitimate pover, his
expert péwer or his referent power. It is to bé expected that, in differ-
ent Sifuations, the degree of each-of thése sources of power Qoulq change
and this s%ould cause principals to vary their responses if each- question
was being considered as a sepafate entity. Of the 33 principals;-24'
provided at least one "yes" and one "no" answe;. Of the nine who ansvered

only "yés" or '"no," one had only one case in whiéh_the question was

. applicable, four had only two cases, three had three cases while'one
gave the same response,’ "yes," to all six questioné.v

Ffom this revievw if‘would appear that at least é/majority of

principals considef the attributes separately for each specific case.

Consistency with the Feasible Set

During thé first interviev the principals' perceptions;of‘the
decision attributes were cdllected éna on the basis of this information
| the’feasible‘set of decision processes wvas establiéhed. At the second
interviev the principai vas askéd to identify, from the seveﬁ options
being used in this;study, thé decision process closest to that actually
used in making thé decision. It wés then necessary to determine whether

the principal's decision was consistent vith the feasible sgt. This was
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a straight forward matter vhere the processes coincided vith the Vroom-
Yetton typology: Hovever, twovprooesses, S5 and S6, were not contained
in the model anoha decision had to be made in the cases where these had
been ‘used.

Vroom and Yetton's CII -and Cll categories both rely on a group
vconsultativelmethodology. The essential difference between the two pro-
cesses lies in the fact that in the CII mode the manager reserves the
»right to make the final decision whereas L?(the GII mode the agreement
of all is needed. In considering how decision process S6 shogzgige
‘classified it was considered‘that S6 vas closer to GII than to CII. In .
cI1 the manager retains the pover to impose a decision on his subordinates.
In S6 which reqUires at least a willingness to "go along with" the
decision this could not be done. For this reason'the 30 S6 questions
vere coded asgheing consistent if the Vroom-Yetton model ineluded a GII
option in the Feasible‘set.< | | N '

The place of voting was less clear since the vote might be used
in different ways by the principal. If the principal believed that a
majority vote wvas binding on him to implement the decision then he vas
surrendering power over the final deCis1on, vhich vas characterlstic pf
process GII. On the other hand, if pr1n01pals considered a maJority vote
as simply an exprBSSion of staff opinion of which account would be taken -
along with other relevant information 1n assisting the principal to reach
a final dec1310h, then power over the final dec131on had not been surren-
: dered and the d80131on process, 1t vas dec1ded should be Judged as being
similar to process CII (S& 1n the present typology)

A third p0381b111ty vas env1saged This vas that the prinCipal

would use the  vote to determine staff preference and would only choose
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not to implement that decision if it was believed that there were compel-

ling reasons for not doing so. A number of principals made the point

that if there were constraints operating vhich might prevent implementa- °

tlon of a majority vote, then it would be unwise for the principal to
make use of a voting procedure. However, in determining whether a vote
under these circumstances was more appropriately classified as a,CII or
a GIT process it was considered that,.since determinetion of.whet con- -
stituted a compelling reason not to implement the majotity;view remained
vith the principal, this process should be classified as being more like
a CII than a GII. ' 4 v

The‘principal ouestionnaire contained a question ‘which pro?ided
the three options'listed\above. The distribution of responses was as
followe:' process not used, 6; vote binding -on the principal, 18; vote
as very'strong influence, 8; and vote ae additional information, 1. )

Many principals made the point that voting was not used or was
used~ohly for Unimportant issues or those which they considered to be |
more concerned_w}th the personal preferences of staff members than with
_quality eoncerne.

While votihg vas rated as being an importantvdecision process
only six decisions had been made in this way . of the four. principals who
had used‘the hethod;.two considered a vote as bihding, the other two‘, _
percelved it as being a very strong 1ndlcatlon of staff oplnlon. Con-
31deratlon of this factor together w1th what processes constltuted the

Fea31ble set, led to two decisions belng rated as 1ncon31stent and the

other four as consistent with the fe331ble set.

v



Decision Success

Principals were asked to determine whether they,cohsidered the

decision to be successful prior to aeking them to rate the decision on
seven point scales., Of the 151 decisions, only 11 were judged to be

unsuccessful. The percentage of cases perceived to be successful varied

from 86.1 percent for decisions made using the S1 style to 100 percent

for the six decisions made using the S5 style. The high rate of perceived :

success was surprising and had implications for the testing of the validity

of the Vroom-Yetton model.

Consistency with the Feasible
Set and Decision Success

~Hypothesis 4. Principals perceive decisions con51stent vith the
feasible set to be successful in a greater percentage of cases
than decisions which are not consistent.

~

Vroom and Yetton (1973) reported that, in 65 percent of the 268

cases includ€d in their study, the decision process chosen was con51stent

wvith the fea51bIé'set Vroom and Jago (1978:155) reported that 65 percent

of the decisions in thelr study were con31stent with the fe851ble set.
In the ‘present study 101 of 151 dec131ons (66.9-percent) vere con31stent
To enable the testing of the above hypothes1s, prlnqlpals vere
.asked to rate thelr decision as successful or unsuccessful, « In only one
.case was a principal unable to do this. The results wvere as shown in

Table 4.14. The L£hi Square value is 3.68 which approaches but does not

achieve statistical si%hificance at the 0.05 level. The null hypothesis

i \
t [

of no difference therefore cannot be rejected. ‘ ,
Nie et al. (1975-6) noted that: ", . ., any dlchotomy can be

treated as though it was 1nterval level measure and 1n some cases even/g’
-ratio level ‘variable." In view of thlS it was p0331ble to apply further
e ' o

.
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Table 4.14 | |
Consistency with the Feasible Set and Decision Success
]
Outcome " Consistent Inconsistent ' Total
Succedgsful 91 ’ 49 3} 140
Unsucpéasful 10 1 ) 11
A , — ' ) = —_—
, Total 101 50 | 151

66.9% o 33,19%

statistical procedures to the data of Table 4.14. Use of the tetrachorlc
T correlatlon indicated that this result\was slgnlflcant at 0.01 level
vith a Z r tet value of 2.88. Though thlS relationship is significant
it is not strong and is in~the'opposite directicn to that‘hypothesized.
Thus,'though the null hypotheais of no difference is rejected the re-
search hypOthesis cannot be accepted-becadse fhe directidn of relation-

ship is not as hypothesized.

Discussion | : 5

Previous 51m11ar studles have been reported by Vgoom and Yetton
(1973 182) and Vroom and Jago (1978). In the former study the cases
' reported by'managers‘were almost all successful, and no 31gn1flcant
relatiodship waa established. 'Vroom and Jago specified that one success-
ful and one unsuccessful case should be reported and on ‘the basls of thath

data achieved a p031t1ve result. In the present study no estimate of

success was possible at the time of the initial coilectidn,‘for decisions
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Which were being.made or had beertmade but not yet implemented. Therhighr
Y

success rate perceived by pr1nc1pals is. somewhat surprising but so far

as. 1s known there is no similar study vith whlch it can be compared A

p0381ble reason for the result is that pr1nc1pals perceptlons of decls—

ion success are, not sufflclently dlscrlmlnatlng. Such a result mlght

)

occur if pr1nc1pals weTre 1nterested in w1nn1ng the respect of the inter-

viever, Teacher perceptions of success, hovever, were also avallable and

regults vill be reported in Chapter 5. A further possibility was that’
because all~decisions vere collected at the same period of the year or
because there washinsufficient time between'the first and second inter-
views, the reported results are not typical of decision: naﬁlng in schools
generally. 7 | \

Consistency, Success and Y
=3 -
Decision Process : ~_

. ~__ ' . ‘
A statistically significant relationship between*consistency with:.

the fea31ble set and success has been reported The drrectlon tﬁ\the\\

relationship, however, ‘is opp031te to that hypothes1zed To alloy Fuller\\\\\\\\\

' 1nvestlgatlon of this finding the cases vere claSSLfled accordlng to

’

both con31stency vith the feasible set and dec151on process The data
vere as shown in Tahble 4, 15. Because of the large number of small cells,

» the data vere adJusted by omitting process SZ wvhich could not be comblned'
w1th any other process, and comblnlng process S5 accordlng to the conten-
-Atlon establlshed The rev1sed data are shown in Table 4.16. The results

of Chi Square tests for both the data as a vhole and for each of the

separate processeszdo.not approach-statistical‘significance.
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Table 4.15
i Decision Process, Success and Consistency
] . C
, with the Feasible Set (A) AN
5——\ A i . S'\,,;? ‘
: . }
———— 7
. Decision Process
Feasible $et Status - - " —— , -
& Decisioh Outcomes S1° Ss2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 Total

Successful . , Co
~  Consistent 715 1 20 184 17 16 91
~ Inconsistent 16 8 7 2 EB\\\~"2 48
: - f / \ et
Unsuccessful - ~ ‘
. Consistent 4 1 3 1 0 ' 11
© : .
Inconsistent 1 o 0 -0 0" o ’o 1
Total 36 2 31 Q;\) 6 31 19 151 o
A\\ﬂ S - ‘Table 4.16 | e
_ . . /
Decision Process, Success énd’Consistenéy
R with the Feasibie Set (B) ’
AN ) %
\v\ I attl
. 4 B
‘\\\\\\\\\\\\ : Decision Process
Feasible Set Status” - : .
& Dgcision OutéBEESffx\\h\\EB\“““§%V -S4 S6 ~ 87 ’ »\Totalm
Successful ‘
Consistent 15 20 20 19 16 90
Inconsistent =~ 7 - -16- 8 8 . 14 2 48 .
: v ' 'Q
Unsuccessful _
Consistent - = . 4 5, 3 1 1 10
Inconsistent | e 1 0 0 0, 0 1
_ —— —— — — — > S
: Total 3% 31 29 3 19 149 .
B v - - -



-~ from their superiors but the model does not appear to allow For this
eventuality,

Stage.

the hypothe31s that dec191ons con31stent w1th the FeaSLble set are more

successful than those 1ncon31stent w1th the feasible set; in fact sup-
port exists for a contrary hypothe31s.

.Discusgsion
-2 S 3SI0N
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One interesting feature connected with the data of Table 4.15

is the large number of autocratic decisions which were inconsistent with
the feasible set and which vere considered successful.

In the model, the
autocratle or S1 process 1s proscrlbed elther because the leader lacks

information or because it is belleved that subordlnates .would not be
certain to accept declslons vhich were made without consultatlon. Anal-

ysis of the’ 16 51 cases whlch vere 1ncon31stent 1nd1cated that 1n 11 of

these the pr1nc1pal belleved that he did not have sufficient 1nformatlon
but went ahead Wlth the dec151on anyhow.

It may be, however, that while

the pr1n01pal believed he d1d not have all of the 1nformat10n he believed

also that the knowledge he needed did not reside in his staff, and thus

there was little‘to be gained by, 1nvolv1ng them.
s

The mlddle management
p081t10n occupied by prlnClpals may mean that 1nformatlon may be requ1ped

This matter will be con31dered at a later stage.

o

cases vhich' were deemed to be successful irres

A second feature of interest was the high number of 56 or S7

welghted in some way.

pective of their consistency.
VoIt may be that in human service organizations there'are reasons wvhy staff
acceptance is. a more 1mportant factor than quality and needs to be

Thls matter also Wlll be con31dered at a later

In view of the results reported above there is no support for

n
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Principals' Rating of
Decision Outcomes

,;»
e

Hypothesis 5. Principals' ratings of dec1slon cutcomes exhlblt
no significant difference between decision quality and subor-
dinatge ‘acceptance as predictors of overall effectlveness. ‘

To test this hypothesis, pr1nc1pals‘were asked to rate their
decisions on ta}ee criteria:m‘quality,vacceptance_and overall effegtive—
ness. Seven poiht scales wvere used for thié purpose.' Vroom aﬁd Jago had =
used a similar procedure and reported means of 4.57, 4.60 and 3.87.

. Because they had specified that one décision should be ‘unsuccessful it

vas anticipated that their results would be lower than those for ‘this

study.” Results of the principals' ratings are givén in Table 4.17.

: |  Table 4.17
: Distribution of Cases by Principals'
Rétings of Outcomes
0
Rating. Quality - : Acceptahce - | " Effectiveness
I 1 0 1
2 \ 1 1 0
-3 2 1 3
4 9 14 : 6 -
5 24 25 .31,
6 40 51 - 53
7 74 60 ‘ 0 57

Mean 6.11 . 6.0 6.0
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The relationship between principals' ratings of decision quality,
subordinate acceptance and overall effectiveness wvere investigefed..
The correiatiOn coefficient between quality and overall effectiveness wae
0.576 and between subordinate acceptance and overall effectlveness, 0.650.
The distribution of ratings was also c18581f1ed according to the
decision process employed. Results-are shown in Table 4.18.
>

Table 4.18

Mean Principal Ratings of Decision Outcomes

by Process Used in Making Decision

T Decision Process \
Outcome 581 52 - S3 S4 S5 S6  §7
Quality . 5.78 6.50 6.06 6.07 5.83 6.40  6.53
Acceptance ' 5.56 .6;50 5.97 5.74 6.00 '6.37 6.58
Effectiveness . 5.78  6.50  6.06  5.85  5.67 6.03 6.53

If the results for S2 and S5 where numbers are so small as to ‘

'°make means meaningless are excluded, the data support an hypothesis’that:

decision outcomes are affected by the process used, This possibility vas
tested in the hypothesis which followed.
Regressing the ratings of overall effectiveness on decision qcal-

ity and subordinate acceptance produced partlal regressmen coefflclents

‘of 0. 336 and 0.483 respectlvely (multlple R = 0 713). These_were very
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much lower than tHe regression éqefficients reported by Vroom and Jago,
(1978).‘ The R square value for decision acceptance alone is 0.4231.

when quality isﬂincludedﬁthé"valué rises to 0.5083, thus quality actounts
for only a little of the unexplained variance. In view of this findiﬁg
the hypothesis cannot be supportéd. Ratings_of subordinate acceptance
are §hOWn to be a substantially better predictor of overall effectiveness
than‘is decision‘quality. |

Consistency with the Feasible
Set and Décision Outcomes

Hypothesis 6. .The mean ratings of decision outcomes of decisions
consistent with the feasible set as perceived by principals are
higher than those of decisions which are not consistent.

More discriminating measures vere available to investigate any
relationship between cbnsistency vith the feasible set and success through
use of principalg' ratings‘on thé.three criteria of decision quality,
subordinate acceptapég'of the decision and overall'effeCtiVeness. The
results are shéwn in Table 4.19.

4

- Table 4.19
P a

Mean Ratingg;of_Decision Outcome and Consistency with the Feasible Set

b x L= = S

Decision Criteria

Consistency ' ‘Quality .. .  Acceptance Efféctivéneés

Consistent 6.12 5,97 © 6.04

Not Consistent ~ - 6.10L. - 6.04 5.92
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Though quality and overalidfffectiveness show diffeféﬁges in the expécted
~ direction, these do not appréach_statistical significance. The Qreatest
difference between means was associated vith overall effectiveness. A
"t" test was used to determine whefher this difference vas significaﬁt.
The -t value was 0.71 and the probability‘D.ag. In view of thié'finding,
the ngll hypothesis cannot be rejected and as a result the research

ﬁngthesis cannot be supported.

Decision Process, Consistency with'
the Feasible Set and Principals’
Ratings of Decision Outcomes

" Hypothesis 7. Agreemeht with the feasible set accounts for a
greater proportion of the variance between decisions which are
consistent with the feasible set and those vhich are inconsis-
tent than does decision process. , '

Vroom and Jagol(1978) found statistically_sighificant relétioné
éhips between conéistency with the feasible set and decision success.
To determine whethef fhis relationship was dge‘to consistency witH the
feasible set or because decisions consistent with the model tend to be
more participative, they used a hierarchical regression technique devised
by Overall and Spiegel (1969). This‘tést indiééted that for overall
effectiveness and decision quality, agreemené wéth fhe'feasible set
a.ccou_ntked for‘the \;'al_‘iancg vhich appeared to be 'dﬁe to decision process
wvhen the ordef of entry diétated that decision process should have prior-
ity. This finding vas not repeated for subordinate‘accéptance. |

_The‘effect‘of decision process on means o%'outcomes vas teéted
for all three variables. Statistically significént positive rg}ationéhips

vere established between decision. process used and ratings of decision.
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quality and subordinate acceptance. f%is indicated that, as decisions
became increasingly harticipative, ratings of these outcomes inéreased.
. This result was not repeated. for overall effectiveness.

Categorization of decisions accofding to both cbnsistency with
the feasible set and decision process vas pefformed. ‘Examination of
these data showved no consistent pattern. For none df the three criteria
vere all of the differences in the predicfed direction. Nith respect to
overall effectiveness, only in process Sl were the means for decisions -
inconsistent with>the feasible set higher than for decisions which were
consistent.. - |

Ih viewv of the relaiibnship between decision process and two of
the independent variébles ana the lack of any significant relationship

between consistency with the feésibie set and decision outcpﬁes,kthe

hypothesis was rejected.

The Decision Rules

Hypothesis 8. Principals' ratings of decision outcomes are
inversely related to the number of decision rules violated.

This, h othesis. was tested using the data provided in Table 4.20.
Because of the small number of cases in which there were multiple vio- -
. ) . . ) e
lations, cases in vhich two’ or more decisions rules were violated have

been grouped. The Scheffé€ procedure was applied to these data buf no two

groups were significantly different at the 0.10 level. The null hypoth- /}///

esié could hot‘be rejéctedland thus thg research hypotﬁesis wvas not
suppOrted.b .

InspectionAoffthe results indicated that for both quality and |
'aéceptance marginally highef means were realized for cases in which a

single rule vas violated. This is contrary to previous tests of the
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Table 4.20 .

o Number of Decision Rule Violations and Decision Outcomes
Quality ’ Acceptance Effectiveness
Violations Number . Mean Number Mean Number  Mean
8] ) 101_ 6.12 102 +  5.12 ' 101 - 6.04
1 36 6.17 36 6.19 36 . 5.89
2+ 14 5,93 14 5.64 , 14 6.00

7

‘model. It may indicate that some particular factor in the school situ-
ation makes one or other of the decision rules inoperative. This possi-

bility will be explored’invthaptere7. '

Individual Rule Violations

Since consistency vith the model had been found not‘tb be signif-
icantly related to dec1elon outcomes, it-vas clear that there could be no
elgnlflcant relationship between the outcomes and. the decision rules
collectively since these govern the model. The possibility existed,
howvever, that one or morevrules might be inappropriate and thus be affeet- .
ing the validity of the‘modél, or several rules'eould be acting in'op;os-
‘ing directions, Hypothesis 9 was framed to provide‘e framework in which .
thesebposeibilities eogld be examined. |
N Hypothesis:- 9. Decision rules contribute differentlally to

decision outcomes as measured by pr1nc1pals ratlngs of these
outcomes. -

All rules do. not apply to-all cases. The freQuency of their

N
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application and violation is shown in Table 4.21

Table - 4.21
Q .

Frequenqy‘of Application of Individual Decision Rules and Violations

-

!

No. Factor Applications Not Violated Violated
1 Leader Information 48 36 ' .12

2 Goal Congruence 65 49 ©L 16
3 Structure 19 - 8 11

4 Acceptance 7 ' 69 - 59 - 10
5 Conflict | 21 o1s o
6  Fairness - ‘ 2 S22

7 Acceptance Priority A 31 21 10

Totals - 255 . 190 65

Rules 1, 2 and 3 are designed to>"protect" the quality of decis-~
ions. 'It would be ekpected that in those cases whefe one or more of these
rules vas violatéd that the mean quality of the‘decisions wvould be lower
tﬁén.for casés in which the rule was not violated. To permit examination
iof vhether this occgrred the data of Table 4.22 were examined. ,

| The data related to leader information indicated a relationship
in the hypotheéized direction but this failed to achieve statistical
significance. Similarly while the direction of relationship for the -
unstructureé problem rule-was as‘hypothesized, the relationsﬁip did not

- approach significance.
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Table 4.22

Quality Rule Violations and Quality Ratings

t Result
No Violation Violation -

Rule ‘ (Mean) (Mean) Value ~Probability
Leader Information 6.111 5.9116 0.55 ~ N.s.
Goal Congruence S 50755 6.5625  -2.96 0.005
Unstructured Problem - 6.000 | . 5.6364 0.91 . N.s.

The goal congruehce or "krust" rule revealed a highly signifi-

cant relatlonshlp but in the reverse dlrectlon to that hypotheslzed, 1 ‘B., l

\v1olat10n of the rule wvas assoc1ated vith the making of dec131ons of v |
improved quality. This Flndlng invited analysis. : . ‘ (

" The goal congruence rule applles vhen a quality dec181on 1s 1n—K :
volved and vhen the manager believes that subordinates are not llkely to
"pursue organizational goals. Vroom and Yettonl(l973:216) referred to'thisl
as the "trust" rule ‘and suggested that the. manager should ", ., . search
for evidence in the problem of a common or superordlﬁate goal or an area
of mutual interest. " If the leader believed that the subordlnates did
not share the organlzatlonal goals, then GII was eliminated from the .
fea31ble set.. H |

The trust rule was 1nvest1gated by Vroom and Jago (1978 :159)
vho noted that this rule ". « . is unique in the model because it is the

only rule in whlch v1olat10ns may reasonably be expected to optlmlze one

t'crlterlon (aubordlnate acceptance) but minimize another (de0181on quallty) "

s . rg’
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The basis for the reaSoning is that by sharingtthe decision with persons
vho did not share’ the organizational goals, quality vas threatened How-
ever, in this case, quality was shown to be improved 31gnif1cantly

‘(t = =2.96, p = 0.005). :

‘There are a number of explanations vhich might be advanced to
explain this anomalous finding. . The first is that, in tact, cases in
vhich this rule operated vere categoriged incorrectly as requiring a
'qoality decision when, in fact, no such requirement e*isted.w The/possi;
bility of this happening has already been raised :and will be investi-

- gated forther in Chaoter 7. A second possibility is that while a quality

requirement did exist, the extra commitment of persons who perceived

'themselves to have been more involved led to a better result and an after-

the- event perception of better quality. A third p0331b111ty-is that, for

professional people, the "superordinate" g:als‘referred to by Vroom and
Yetton resulted in a high qoality decision even.Where these were not
consistent with ‘their own personal interests. . A further possibility
.1s that principals coded this attribute "no" because a . small number of '
staff members vere conSidered to not share the organizational goals.
However, by sharing the de0131on'the*influence of staff who did.share the
goals led to decision quality being‘protected and, inlfact, improved
through the discussion necessary to gain‘consensus.‘ Such a resolt vould
be consistent with‘the findiﬁg of Heller (1971) that the involvement of
subordinates is of critical importance to decision quality. These
alternatives will be examined in greater detail intChapter 7.

In addition to considering the implications of the‘goal.congru-
ence rule on dec131on quality, analySis was also carried out to determine

if subordinate acceptance was also affected. There was a strong relatlon-
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ship betweén subordinate acceptance and violation of this rule. It was
found that if this rule vas violated, i.e., if a GII process. vas used,
the mean accepténcévwas 6.375; if the ruie vas not violated the accept-
ance mean was 5.5714. This result is significant (t = -2.65, p = 0.01-2
tailed). 4

The remainder of the decision rules are designed to protect
decislan acceptance. Data relating to the rules designed to protect
subordinaté acceptance appear in Table 4.23.

i

~ Table 4.23 e

Décision Rule Violations and Mean Acceptance Ratings

" Rule | o No Violation = Violation t Value t Probability
Acceptance  6.2167  5.600 2.05 0.044
Conflict 7 5.7333 5.1667 - 1.21 N.S.
Fairness ' : . ' . " ‘No meahiﬁgful result possible
Acceptance Priorityz - 6.5000 6.3000 - 0.68 N.S.

o

: ‘ \
All of the above relationships are in the predicted directibn.

Those relatlng to canflict and fairness do not reach statlstlcal 31gn1F-

- lcance. The_data relating to acceptance does reach 31gn1f1cance.

.

el In addition to testing the rules for their predicted effect, i,é,,

’on decision acceptance, they were also tesfed for possible effects on

decision quality. The result for the acceptance ryle was signifieant at
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the 0.03 level. In both other cases the results. were in the predicted

‘statistical significance.

Individual Decision Rules and _
Overall Effectiveness

One of the important assumptiohs of the Vroom-Yetton model i
that overall effectlveness is a product of decision quallty and acce

ance. There has been support for this contention in this study (multlp e

= 0,713 and R square 0.510).

and subordlnate acceptance are important 1t is the overall effectlveness g

of the dec181on that is of major concern.

While, of themselves, decision quallty .

decision rules.on overall effectlveness is shown belov.

rd

Decision Rule No Violation Violation t Value
Leader Information 5.889 5750 0.45
Goal Congruency - ¢ 5.996 —U.Bé
Unstructured .Problem 5.875 -0.11

- Acceptance 6.085 0.59
Acceptance Priority 6:190 0.74 -

-Table 4.24

The Effect of Decision ﬁulejViolations on

Overall Effectiveness of Decisions

The effect of each of the

>

None of these values is statistically aignificant.

PEERY

e
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Summarx ; ' }

!
Analysis of the effects of all rules' has been carrled out, Unly

two statlstloally significant results wereNound to exlst In the first
(Table 4.22) a relatlonshlp between decision quality and the goal con-
gruence Ttule was established but this was 1n the reverse direction to
that hypothesized : The second statistically 51gn1f1cant relationship
. -
estiablished’ (Table 4. 23) @as between the acceptance rule and ratings of"
subordinate acceptance. .
No.signlficant relationship between any of the rules and overall
effectiveness was establishedrf Thls finding is different from that
reportediin the Vroom and Jago (1978) study. Posslble reasons“Fdr this
difference will bevinvestigated in Chapterb7 v
In view of these results the null hypothesis that the decfslon
i

rules exert no 1nfluence on decision outcomes was reJected and the

fresearch hypothe31s of differential contrlbutlon by dlfferent rules

b

‘accepted.

Discussion

In the 1nterv1ews 1t appeared that both dec1s1on quallty and
subordlnate acceptance tended to be looked at in what mlght be described
as an ebstract vay. Pr1nc1pals tended to think aloud and made such
comments as, "Well I had a lot of 1nformatlon and the declslon was con~
81stent with it so I suppose I should rate it high."” When overall effect-'
iveness wvas belng asseesed however, effectlveness’was seen as belng
‘compared vith some theoretlcally optlmal solution rather than whether,

‘glven the resources avallable, the best feasible solution had been-

B de01ded upon. This tendency, as well as being reflected in principals!
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comments was also reflected in the lowar values. 8531gned to overall effect-,
13> ’

iveness as compared with the other two de0131on outcome ratlngs. %5

SUMMARY

\\“ﬂf\the hypotheses examined in this chdpter thoge relatiﬁg to
, T o _ - f
decision making\generally have been supported. The hypotheses“dealing

vith the Vroom-Yetton mooel~ however, vere not supported by analysls o#b

the data. Some p0331ble reasons for this have been postulated but further

Q

vconsideretlon of these matters has been postponed pending examination of _

the data provided by teachers.

-
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A ' » - Chapter 5

o (3. ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING IN SCHOOLS

“AS PERCEIVED BY TEACHERS.

The purpose of this chapter is to report results of the- analysis
. of data from the teacher questionnaire (Appehdix E).
"Some-direct'comparlson of'frequencles of teacher responses with
those provided by principals wlll also be’umdertaken. Testing‘of seven
hypotheses is'included These cover teachers' perceptions of the fre-
quency of .use of the ‘various decision processes in schools, and matters
relatlng to teacher 1nvolvement in school de0131on‘mak1ng. Alsodge-

U
ported are differential teacher perceptlons of declslons made, the results:

Ll

of these on ratlngs of de01s1on outcomes and teachers' perceptlons of

- - how they would act 1F they were placed i the prlnclpal's role.
e E v - . ; -

@_,

TEACHERS' GENERALIZED PERCEPTIONS REGARdiNG

\‘ ADHINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING

a

Both genefallzed perceptlons of admlnlstratlve dec181on maklng
and 1nformat10n in regard to a spec1f1c case were collected from teachers.

The msults oF the generallzed perceptlons are reported 1n thls sectlon.
c' o . X . 0' PR ¢ £ » '
Teachers' Perc_ptions of Decision i
Processes Used in Admlnlstratlve
Declslon Haklng

oy

prothe91s 10. Teachers percelve decision procesées addltlonal
to those spec1fled in the Vroom—Yetton model to be. used in
schools. ~ : . i <

-

1129 . o ;
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Brief‘deécriptions of the seven déciéion.processes uged in this
study were gi&en on the questionnaire form, and teachers vere agkqd'to
indicate\their perceptions of the %requéncy of use of each_decision pro-
cess on fivéfpoint'sgales. If a process was not perceived to be used,
teachers were‘insfructed fhat the process vas to,be‘Squed‘zero. A

TN

summary&gfiresponses is prdViaed'in”JaBle 5.1.

‘Table 5.1

kg

Distribution of Pepégptiohs of Fredpehcy of Use .

of Fach of Seven Decision Processes

Decision Process

Rating S  S2  § sS4 S5  S6 . ST Total
Not Used 15 W~ 19 -9 . 3 15 15 92
S .13 94 - 39 20 28 46 102 465
2 138 151 76 58 .56 84 78 641
3, 70 0 72 114 104 = 88 -84 83, - 615
4 18 42 112 0132 133 412 76 632
5 7 P 62 77 a4 31 254
A : —
Total N 386 384 384 385 385 385 385
Mean 1,90 2.15 2.87  3.34  3.43  2.94  2.51 2,79
Median °  1.80 2.04 3.0  3.51 3.63 3.07 ° 2.47 2.85

There are a number of intereétihg features coﬁcerning the distri-
v o o -
bution shown in Table 5.1.  The first is the low ratings given to the Sl

-
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style with 75 percent of teachers ratrng it two or less; A second inter-
estlng feature is that the percelved frequency of use of processes S1 to
S5 as-indicated by median scores is directly related to the degree of
partlclpatlon. The percelved 1mportance of the S5 or voting process is
also notable, teachers perceive 1t to be the most frequently used pro-.
cess. The Vroom—Yetton model, however, does not-include thls style in
the taxonomy of decision processes. There is some support from theseﬂ=
- data for Heller's eontention (1971) that superiors invite paftieipation
‘but not at the eost of surrendering control over the decision since S3
and S4 which have this charaoteristic are-perceived as being frequently
used hovever, the high ratings glven to S5 and S6, both of which move
| the 1ocus of control of the dec181on to subordlnates, provides counter-
valllng evidence. In summary, it ~appears that teachers perceive schools
. -to be organizations-in which decision maklng is predomlnantly consulta—
ftlve, in the schools 1n thi® sample.

The very high ratings given by teachers to decision processes S5
and S6, neither of uhiohvisfincluded’in the Vroom-Yetton categorization
of processes; indicates that‘the model does not ‘provide an adeqUate tax-

© onomy for school admlnlstratlve dec181on maklng and prov1des strong support
for the hypothe31s that addltlonal processes need to be added
Comparison of'feggher and Prinoigale

Perceptions  of Frequéncy of Use
of Decision Processes

‘ Teachers‘gave higher ratings to all the decision processes (grand
mean 3;0) than principals (grand mean 2,4). In order that comparisons
might be made more readlly, the principals’ medlan ratings were scaled by

. )

-”multlplylng the pr1nc1pals median ratlngs by, a factor such that the sum .
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of both teacher and principal medians were equal. The results of the

scaled data are reported in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2

Frequency of Use of Decision Processes: Comparison

of Teecher and Principal Perceptionst

Decision Process

Source of Data Sl S2  S3 sS4 85  'S6 . S7

Teacher (Median) 1.80  2.04 3.01 3.51 3.63 3.06 2.47
Principal (Media;) o 3.40 1.76 °3.32  3.75 2.9z 2.48  1.89
Teacﬁer Ranking ;7‘ .q. 4 o 2 1 3 a 5
Principal Ranking ~’ 2 -7 3 1 4 5 6

Substantial differencee between the perceptions of the two groups
are apparent. The most striking difference is that regardlng the use of
process S1. Teachers percelved it to be the least used process vhile
principals perceived it as being frequently used., A poesible reason for
‘this discrepancy is that principals were asked to cpnsider the whole
range of admihistrative decisions vhich they wvere cailed upohbte make
'in‘rating the styles. Many decis;ohs.which principals make usiﬁg the S1
style might involve matters vith which teachers have llttle familiarity. .
Such matters mlght involve 1ssues between the pr1nc1pal and the school

board, the school dlstrlct admlnlstratlon, prov1nc1al authorltles or

parents.
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A second important difference is in the perceived use of decision
style S5; ranking on the basis of principals' responses places it in only
fourth place while teachers perceived it to be the most frequently used

process.

.Perceptions of Decision Styles Used

and Teacher Characteristics

Though no hypotheses were fcrmulated regarding teacher character-
istics and perceptions of frequency of use of different decision pro-
cesses, the literature had revealed that writers such as Ilgen and Fujii

(1978) believed that different ratings by different teachers might not

arise solely from different perceptions but might elso indicate that there

vere, in fact, different decision processes used.with different sub-

groups”of teachers or ifi schools where the staff shared certain character-

- istics. In making decisions‘which had implications for senior teachers,

' pr1nc1pals might use different processes than were used when the whole

-

_staff was affected or wvhere the decision had 1mp11cat10ns for a group of

inexperienced teachers. If, in fact, this vas the case it shouldxbe
reflected in significant differences in the percectionsdcf frequency of
use of decision processes by different sub-groupS'df Feachers.‘ Logically,
it-might be expected that principals would use more participative styles

vith experienced teachers vhere, in Heller s terms (1971:xvii), the mana-

ger's perceptlon of the skill dlfferences between hlmself and his subor-

dinate were perceived to be small. According to Heller, "Where these-
(sk111 dlfferences) are percelved to be 1arge, centrallzed decision :
styles tend to be used." The flrst aspect to:-be investigated dealt withv
total teaching experience and.perceptions’df the freduency of use of the

&

various decision styles.
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Cross tabulations were perféfmed’ﬁsing teaching experience as the
,independent variable and perceived frequency of use of each of the decis-
ion processes as dependent variables. As with the principals, ratings
of perceived freqhehéy of use vere treated as being at ordinal level.

- Experience in the schooi and sex of respondent were also used as
independent variables, and the possibility of significant relationships
between them and frequency of use of each of the decision proéesses vas
investigated. While none 6f the independent variables was related to
frequency of use for all deciéion'processes,>a numbe® of stétistically

¢

significant relationships were found to exist. These are summarized in

‘Table 5.3.
Table 5.3
Relationships between Teacher Characteristics
and Perceived Use of Decision Styles ; : Ve
- Dependent :
Independent Variable Variable Chi Square Significance Direction
Teaching Experience . s2 36.55 0.013 | -ve
' S6 > 30.87 0.053 +ve
Experience in School S5 : ~}5§f3 0.002 +ve
- s6  30.83 0,009 +ve
Sex L 52 . 20.73 0.001
°s3 13.09 0.022
. 85 18.74 0.002
' ST 13.73 0.017
-~
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Examination of this table reveals that experienced teachers
perceived process S2 to be used significantly less than inexperienced
teachers. Whether this difterence reflects differing pereeptions or
provides evidence of differential treatment cannot be stated. ;However,
principals might'bebexpected to seek’ information rather than opinion from
inexperienced teachera but in eonsulting individually yith experienced
teachers might be expected to seek opinion as well as information. The
direction of the relationship .is consistent with this possibility.

Differing perceptions of the frequency of use of decision propess’
S6 are also consistent with the possibility oﬁpdifferential treatment of
staff according to experience, The process requireetprincipals to sur-
render .control, though not necessarily substantial influenee, over the
decieionvto subordinates.b'While a principal is‘unlikelyvto be willing
to do this if a significant number offthe staff are inexperienced, it is
conceivable that with an experienced group there would be greater willing-
ness to surrender control. Again, the direction ofwrelationship with
experienced staff perceiving greater uee of this style is consistent with

4

the possibility raised.
' The findings relating to experience in _the school and‘the use -

of decision processes S5-and S6 are also consistent w1th an hypothe31s of
dlfferentlal treatment according to experlence in the school "A pr1nc1-
pal might be moxe likely to surrender control over de0151one to persons
wvho had been ré the school for a substantlal perlod and who. would thus

be famlllar w1th the context in which the decisions vere undertaken than '
vith teachere vho had only recently taken up dutles in the school

' The pexceived dlfferences accordlng to sex could not be 8381gned

a d1rectlon but it was observed that in reapect of process S2 more males
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gave high‘ratings to this process thah would be expected vhereas fever
females than would be expected gave high ratings. The interpretation is
that males berceive this process to be used significahtly more than it

is perceived to be used by females. Given that this is a lovw involve-
ment process the inference would be thgt females perceive school decigion'“
haking to be significantly more participative than it is perceived to be
by males. Fimilar analysis of other decision processes confirmeé the
direction éf relationship’indicated by process'SZ.“"

Statistically significant differences in perceptions of fre-
quegcy of use of different decision_procesées vere -also found to be
related to sex differences for decision processes $5 and S7 (Table 5.5).
In both cases; it was found that mofe males than femqles géve lpq ratings
to these reéponses than would have beeh expected, while Fewer.gave high
ratihgs;-‘This finding reinforced the earlier'indication-that males
perceiye'échool decision éaking to.be less participatiﬁe_than it is

perceived to be by females.

?

Perceived Use of Decision Processes
and Type .of School

While there was strong stétistical support for the proposition
that sex differences were associated with different perceptions of’
frequency §f use of decision pfbcesses, the possibility existed,thét the
différenceé migﬁt be ihdicative of a factor other.than sex. Analysis of
the sex diétributibn‘of teéche:s in the sample indicated that while théi
ratio of females fb haies intelementary schools was of the order of 3:1,
there vere fever female than ﬁéie ;espondents in‘seébnq?ry sChools.’klf

-elementary schools differed sigﬁificantly in the degfee oflparticipation

of teachers in decision making from that of secondary‘schools, the dif-
_ . . ‘ N . L
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ferences which‘were apparently relatedlto sex differences mightvin fact
be attributable to these different distributions. An analysis wasvper;'-
formed using level of schoollng prov1ded as the independent varlable and
perception oF frequency of use of decision process as the dependent vari-

able. The reeults, for each of the separate processes, appear in Table

5.4, ' f-

Table 5.4 o

Relationship Between Type of School and Use of Decision Processes

)

Decision Process o Chi Squére Significance
s1 . 21.10 | 0.001
52 a2 g0
s3 | R 39.39 - ~0.001
s 13.75 . 0.01C
55. o 43.36 B -~ 0.001
s6 - 17.77 o 0.010

S7 . ‘ 34.56. - 0.001

To establlsh the direction of these relatlonshlps, the medlan
‘rates for each of the decision processes for males and females in ele-
mentary and secondary schools vere calculated It was reasoned that low
levels of part1c1pat10n in de0181on ~making would be reflected in higher
ratlngs for the less part1c1pat1ve processes Sl - 53 and lower ratlngs
for the higher partlclpatlon processes S5 = .97, The data are shown 1n '

Table 5.5.
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Table 5.5

Median Ratings of' Frequency of Use of Decision Processes as

Perceived by Sub-Groups of Teachers Iy

SN

Elementary - | | Secondary '

~ Process : 'hMale- " Female Male Female
S1 ’ 1.76 1.66 2.17 2.15

52 . 2.35 1.82 2.00 12,33
S3 , a 2.86 2.96 3.66  3.32
s4 o 3.58 3.57 3.00 3.59
S5 o 3.79  3.98 - 2.86 3.25
s6 3.62 3.46 2.84___ 2.53

57 . 2.91%  3.05 1.66 2.14
- . \ . ) . .

'of this table indicates that elementary school teachers
~ perceive their .school ore participative than teachers in secondary
schools. Thls is 1nd1cated by the lower ratlngs assigned to processes
''S1.and S2 by elementary school teachers and by the same groups high
perceived frequency of yse of SS -~ 57 all of whlch are part1c1pat1ve,
group processes. All groupS‘percelve S4 to be a frequently used process.
Elementary school teachers percelve 55 to be the most frequently used
process, secondary school teachers percelve processes vhich do not re-
quire the prlnclpal to surrender control over the decjsion to.be.the most
frequently used processes.

Comparlsons vere also made between teachers of the 'same sex in

elementary and secondary schools to determlne if the relatlonshlps betweeny

"
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frequency of use of various.decision processes;and type of school vere
eoually'strong~for both male and female teachers. This analysis shoved
significant differences 'in percept&ons between males in elementary and
secondary schools in respect of th;ee processes: S3, S5 and 57 Signif-~
Vlcant differences in perceptlons of frequency of use for all processes
-vere Found for female teachers. This mlght suggest that there is a
81gn1f1cantly dlfferent role for female teachers in secondary schools
than they occupy in elementary schools. It would appear that female
teachers in elementary schools percerve themselves to have 81gn1f1cant ”
roles in the decision maklng process; female teachers in secondary
schools; however, percelve a 51gn1f1cantly greater number of decisions

to be made by processes whlch are not participative, whlle perce1v1ng the

less frequent uge of_processes whlch .are more participative,

Hypothesis 11. Teachers perceive themselves to be less involved
in admlnlstratlve decision maklng than they w1sh to be.

Teachers vere asked to 1nd1cate thelr perceptlons of" thelr present
degree of 1nvolvement in admlnlstratlve declslon maklng and also the )
degree of. involvement they desired, measured on flve-polnt scales. The o

data are shown in Table 5.6. u , | |
A g test applled to the. means gave.a value 6f ~12.1. The prob-
Bblllty 385001ated w1th such a value 1s less than'..001. While there may'’

. be argument as to whether 1nvolvement scores are at the 1nterval level,
the dlfferences in both other measures of central tendency do indicate
'that teachers percelve themselves as being less involved in admlnlstra-
t1ve dec151on maklng than they vish to be, that is, the result supports

the hypothe81s.

.CrOSs tabulations vere performed to investigate further the
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Distribution of Frequencies of*PerceivedkPresent Involvement in

Decision Making and Desired Level

. Present Involvement

Desired‘Involvement

Rating Frequency - Percent Frequency = Percent
1 42 11 9
v B3
2 77 20 18 4
3 128 33 133 35
4. 101 26 156 41
5 35 9 67 18
Median 3.026 3,702
Mode - 3.0

3.0

relationship between perceived present involvement and desired level of

N

involvement It was Found that for 190 of the 383 respondents the per-

ceived and de31red ratings were 1n agreement

Of the remarnder, only

: 22 de31red less 1nvolvement vhile 171 desired more involvement Nlnety-

1.

five of the latter sought an 1ncrease of only one unlt on the ratlng l

‘ scale. Thls group mlght be regarded as belng marglnally under-lnvolved

A two un1t 1ncrease vas desired by 57 teachers, these might be. con81dered

to percelve themselves .as belng qu1te 31gn1f1cantly under-lnvolved. The

19 persons who sought 1ncreases of three or more units mlght be con81dered

‘ to percelve themselves as belng qu1te strongly "dec1sxon deprlved" (Allutto

-and Belasco, 1972)

<
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Comparisbn of the. Tincipal and teaeher.data‘for this item
reveals that the mean .of pr}qupal ratings of present teacher 1nvolve; .
ment was 3 7 vhereas the mean %@ teachers perceptions was 3.03. lhe
de51red level of teacher involvement closely approaches the value that
principals percelve to ex1st, namely, 3.76 compared with 3 70.

There is thus strong support for hypothesis 11 that teaéhers are
less‘;nvolved 1n‘de01s1oq maklng than they wish to be,

Differential Desires by Teachers
for Part1c1pat10n in Decision
R 4

Maklng

While observations in the schoolcsetting indicated that there were

31gn1flcant dlfferences irf the desire for involvement of individual

- teachers, the pOSSlblllty of\dlfferences belng related to such factors
as teaching experience, length of time in the school and sex had been
1ndlcated in the literature and 1nvest1gatlon of such relatlonshlps vas
undertaken. | | |
| Hygpthesls 12.  There are 51gn1f1cant differences in the desire
of teachers for involvement in administrative decision making,

and these dlfferences are related to sex’ and teachlng experience
, differences. = 5 " :

To test For the possibility that desires for 1ncreased involve-

ment . were group speclflc, several dlscrepancy analyses vere performed
These analyses vere based on the dlscrepancy between the percelved

present and desired degree of 1nvolvement The analy81s ‘vas, thus, con-

b,

. cerned with dlfferences not absolute scores or} these variables.  The

a

, 1mpllclt null hypoth931s vas that there would be ro slgnlflcant differ-

- ences- between dlfferent groups. Whether obser 'd dlfferences vere. 81g—

nlflcant was determlned by. the appllcatlon of "t ests to the data.

pf
vl

The first dlscrepancy &nalysis perforn7d/used sex as the‘basis'

”(d
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for discrimination It vas found that the dlscrepancy between de31red

and pdrcelved 1nvolvement vas significantly greater For males than

females. The results are shown in Table,5.7.

Table 5.7

- ) ,
-Discrepancy Between Desired and Perceived Present Involvement
in Decision'Makinngccording#to Sex.
o ‘Discrepancy o - ‘ '
- Sex "~ Mean F Value Probability t Value Probability
Male 1+ 0.8092 _ | . .
female - .- 0.5410 : . - .

A second analysis was based on the length of teachlng experlence.
'The results appear in Table 5.8.° -
- The Scheffe procedure vas used to compare paigs of means, ahd
" qroups 2»and'5lWé}e’found to be signlflcantly different at the 0.10
level. As p01nted out by Ferguson (1971) the Scheffé procedure 1s a

‘ rlgorous one, and slgnlflpance levels of O. lD are customarlly used w1th

- this procedure rather than the more usual 0.05 level.

Ia
ER
7o

As can belseeh from the data in Table 5.8, the discrepancies‘arei
nottlinear with experiencef -In this sample, teachers'with between. two -
-and four complete years of ‘experience demonstrated the greatest dlscrep-

ancy. A second high dlscrepancy group were those w1th elght to ten years

of experience. The reasons for these varlatlons must femaln a matter

-
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Dlscrepancy Between De31red and Perceived Involvement

in Dec181on Maklng Among,Teachers in the Sample f

o . Years of o f.j Discrepancy S S .
Group - Experience - ~Mean " Ranking ¢ 'J N
o

1 1. el 3 - 3

2 2 - 4 , © 0.8642 1 81

3 os- 1 0.5775 4 71

4, . 8-10 - 0.8197 2 261

5 . More than 10 0.4320 5 125
Total - = 7 0.6337 ‘ -

F = 2.813.  F probability = 0.0253

’for conJecture as must the questlon of" whether the dlfferences are due

to dlfferent perceptlons or. te actual dlfferences in the degree to whlch
pr1nc1pals 1nv01ve teachers w1th dlfferent amounts of teachlng exberience
-in _the dec181on maklng process. | :‘!
Irrespectlve of these factors, there appeers to. be strong suppert
for the hypothe51s that there are 51gn1flcant dlfferences in the desire
of teachers For 1nvolvement in admlnlstratlve dec1510n meglng and that
'theeéldlfferences are related to the sex of teachers end to experlence

- v «"
By

factors. ; . o S L
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-

TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING SPECIFIC : N

o

CASES OF DECISION MAKING

As well as 1nvestlgat1ng perceptlons of dec131on making generally,
the teacher questlonnalre also focussed on the same spe01f1c cases as
had been descrlbed by the pr1nc1pals. Very brlef descrlptlons of the

cases vere prov1ded to teachers and questlons vere asked relatlng bath

: to decﬁslon process as well as outcomes.

Decision Process Used

Both prlnclpals and teachers had been asked to select from the
seven decision styles used in: thls study, the one closest to. that used ;n'
»;maklng the dec151on. It was expected that there would not be perfect

»correspondence between teachers and principals on this matter. The

results appear in Table 5 9. \. ' C o

. - . Table 5.9

Perceptions of Use of Decision Processes - Case Data

‘Decision Process

Respondent ~ S1  S2  S3  s4 - S5  S6 S Total

- Principals : I : . | ,
Frequency / 36 2 31 27 6 30 20 152

Percent US¢ -~ 24 1. 20 18 4 20 13 . 100
"Teachers . o : , ) o
Frequency - 21 27 8 74 - 59 63 34 363

Percent Use = . 6 - 8 23 20 16 17 9 99 -

i



145

Analysis was also carried out to determine if there vere differ- -

ences between teachers as to the process used in making the decision in
each separate case,

Hypothesis 13. Different teachers ascribe dlfferent decision
processes to the same de0181on.

If teacher data had been available for all cases from three
respondents and if there had been perfect agreement between the three
respondents in each case, all ansvers could have been grouped 1nto seven
sets accordlng to the agreed decision process used. In fact the 89
cases to whlch three responses were received fell 1nto 47 categorles. .

There wvas agreement between all three respondents in only 11 cases.

&

Pr1nc1pals had percelved the s1 process to be used on 36 occa31ons. In

no case did all three teachers agree that thls process had been used.
The prgcess over whlch there wvas greatest agreement wvas S5 1n whlch four

.groups of three teachers agreed that a votlng process had been used. -

-

However, 1nspect10n of the pr1nc1pal s perceptlons of how the decision
vas made 1nd1cated that in only one case had the process about whlch
- teachers were in _agreement also been perceived by the pr1nc1pal to have

been' decided by use of the 55 process. . . -

t (
In 54 cases, 1nclud1ng some in which only two responses vere

~

““recelved two respondents percelved the same process to- have been used.

S

Comparlson of the percelved Process vhich the prlnclpal belleved vas {[
used w1th thoae cases in whlch two or more teachers percelved the same:
process to be used.indicated that of 65 cases, 1n only 21 1nstances d1d
gthe perception of the magorlty of teechers and the pr1nc1pal agree. -

- Of the cases in whlch two or more teacher responses vere re-

celved discrepant perceptlons -of decision procesa used vere observed in

v
v !

h . . R AR
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105 cases and similar perceptions in oniy 22 cases. A Singlerresponse
vas received in a further 19 cases;; -

| Some differences in perception of decision process‘used were _'t‘
i'ticipated. Discrimination.between some‘proq;sses requires fine judge-
ments;lfor example, the S2 and S3 processes both involve individual con-
sultation‘between principal and teacher and responsibility for the decis~
ion injboth'cases rests-with the principal. The ‘main differences between
them lles in wvhether the prlnclpal "shared" the problem, that is, whether
he explalned wvhat the problem wvas and wvhether 1nformatlon only or 1nfor-
mation and op‘nion was sought.",leferent teachers might be approached
inAdifferent ways or might recall the process used differently from |
others. lSimilarly; processes 56 and 37 are only marginally different,
and confusion between them was not unexpected; however, the frequency
- of the. dlscrepancles and the dlstance apart on. the continuum of partici-
Kpatlon’of perceptrons vas unexpected.

Perhaps'the most visible of the decisron'processes is the voting
‘mode since there is a clear culmination to the information gathering
and con31deratlon stage, and as a result a high degree of agreement about
use of the votlng process would be expected. However, there wa; little
.agreement in perceptlon of process ugad even on thlS process. Perhaps
‘the next most v181ble d801810n process is the S1 wvhere there is no con- ’
' sultatlon prior to the dec191on being made, and yet process -S1 was per-
: celved by some'asvbelng the.process used where-other teachers percelved
procéesés_SS or S7 being used.." | . |
Thesebdifferences may be explained in -part by Iigen and'FuJii's

(1978) claim that principals.do involve teachers differentially, in part

to the long tzme lapse between makifg the decision and collecting’the »
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perception of dec1310n process used and, perhaps, in part to lack of

- concern by teachers vith the decision process used.

In viev of the above evidence, however, it can be afflrmed that

»teachers do percelve the decision processes used by principals to differ

substantlally, and the hypothe31s that there will be such differences

+

The-Effect of Differences in

Perceptions of Decision
Process Used

-

The Vroom—Yetton;model is based on the assumption that overall

-effectiveness is a product of decision-quality and subordinate acceptance.

The model is designed to protect decision quality by,specifying_a process

‘which allows the necessary information to be g%nerated.‘ Thus, while

decisfon'quality is dependent upon the process used, quality is not per-
ceived to have a linear re;ationship'With‘the degreevof participation.
Subordinate ‘cceptance; on the other hand, is perceived to he directly J
related to th degree of subordlnate partlclpatlon 1n dec131on making,
and thls degree 1s dependent upon the declslon process used, Since dif-

Ferent teachers percelved different processes to be used, it was p0381ble

"to test one of the b331c assumptlons of the model, namely, that subor-

¢

dlnate acceptance is dependent upon the degree of subordlnate part1c1-

patlon. Acceptance 1n turn, it 1s assumed affects the percelved overall

rueffectlveness of the dec131on. ,The purpose of-hypothesls 14 vas to test

these assumptlons.

"Hypothesis 14. Teachers who percelve themselves to have been
anvolved in more part1c1pat1ve decision proce:ées than their
colleagues will perceive decisions to have greater subordlnate

v acceptance and greater overall effectlveness.
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Application of a Chi square test to thesedata gave highly sig-
nlflcant results for both subordinate acceptance and overall . ceffective~
ness. These results vhich are reported in Table 5.10, allowed rejectioh
of the implicit null hypothesis that there was no differénce in decision

outcomes associated with the use of different decision processes.

Table 5.10

Relationship Between Decision Process_Used

and Teacher Ratings of Outcomes

: ' Test Resulﬁg _ R
W

Chi Square ~ Kendall's Tau
Decision Outcome ‘Value Significance Value Significance
"Acceptance - 69.30 0.007 ' 0.205 0.0000
Effectiveness . A?56.7O 050155 _ 0.174 0.0000
Quality 83.48 0.0000 0.217 0.0000

3 ~

While decision processes lie along a continuum of subordinate g

éccéptahce and are therefore at the brdinal léveI the intérvals are not
.clalmed to be equal, and thus 1t vas not approprlate to use Pearson

,product-moment correlations as ‘8 measure of assoc1at10n. Because a fairly

3

| large number of cases were classif}ed‘into a Fairly,small number of

categories, Kendall's tau was used in preference to Spearman‘s rho test.

The results are aiso;shqwn in Table 5.10. -In view of these results there
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isvconfident rejectipn of the null hypothesrs and acceptance of the
research hypothesis, |

While decision quality wvas not included in the hypothesis, the
same tests were applied to this outcome. 'The results are as strong for
this outcome as for subordinate acceptance and overall effectlveness.
This relatlonshlp is not explalned by the Vroom-Yetton assumptlons but
~ 1s consistent with Heller's (l??l) contention that increased subordinate
participation‘poéitivelQ affects decision quality as Well as subordinate

acceptance.

Diecussidn
| The_abdve results provide support fcr the basic assumptions of the
Vroom-Yettcn model. The importance of different perceptione'of the same
event also iend eupport to wvriters of the hpman reiations school who
postulated\that it wvas’ percelved 1nvolvement rather than actual partlcl-
'patlon wvhich determlned partlclpant acceptancf. The Flndlng also lends
support to such "unlversallsta" as MacGregor {1944)," Blake and Mouton
(1964) and leert (1967) who prop%i%d that maximal subord1nate partici--
patlon, or at least subordlnate perception oF such part1c1pat10n vas
- Justlfled 1rreapect1ve of other altuatlonal factors.
.Relative importance of:Q;alityi

and Acceptance.in Determining . - R\
Decision Outcomes - S . ‘ ~i§

Hypotheels '15. In the perception of teachers, there is a etronger
correlation between subordinate acceptance and overall effectlve-.
ness - than. between decision quallty and overall effectlveness. P

4.

As has been mentloned central to the Vroom-Yetton model is the

asaumptlon that the overall effectiveness of dec131ons 13 a product of

-

the quallty of dec191ons and subordinate acceptance. The,hypotheais vas
v : 4 : .
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formulated on the assumptions that, flrstly, teacher acceptance oould be
percelved b@ teachers to be the most 1mp0rtant element in determlnlng \\'
uhether or not a decision was effective and, secondly, that teachers
would be better able to judge acceptance than decision quallty. |
The ratings of overall effectlveness wvere regressed on decision
quality and decision acceptance, Partial regression coefficients of .48
“and 0. 42 respectlvely vere obtained, the multlple R being 0.80. The highv
degree of overlap between the twvo variables is indicated by the result
that the R? value for decision quality alone was 0.56 but the value for
,deCISlOn quallty and subordinate acceptance taken together vas only 0.66.
On the ev1dence provided, decision quallty is afbetter predlctor
of overall effectiveness than is subordinate acceptance and the hypothesisn
 must therefore, be regected | “
| . It is of 1nterest to note that these values are similar to those
“cited by Vroom and Jago and are substantlally hlgher than those resultlng
4 from the principal data.,;This.result night raise the qoestion of'Whether

principals and teachers use similar criteria in judging theyoyerall

effectiveness of detisions. . » : ' //

Perceptions of'Deiision Dutcomes

" A'number f writerS'inclodlng Heller (1971) have qdoted research»
whlch 1nd1cates t at subordlnates tend to rate the success of dec131ons
made by their supetordlnate less hlghly than the superordlnate s self
rating. This led to the formulatlon of the hypoth831s whlch follows.

Hypothesis 16. The mean ratings. of dec1s1on.outcomes as percelved
»59 teachers~are lower than those of principals.
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_ Table 5.11

Differences,Between Principal and Teacher

Ratings of Decision Outcomes

'Mean.Ratings -t Test Result
OQutecome - N Principals = Teachers B Value.  Significance
Quality 6.113 . 5.489 5.37 0.0000
Acceptance ' '6.000 - 5.468 4.75 0.0000
Effectiveness 6.000 5.440 5,09 - - 0.0000

" These results allow reJectlon of the 1mp11c1t null hypothe31s'
that there is no dlfference between the ratings of the two groups and
permlts acceptance of the -research hypoth851s that teachers ratlngs of

. decision outcomes are lower than the ratlngs prov1ded by pr1nc1pals.‘

~

Teachers as Decision Makers

L

Teachers vere’ asked to 1dent1fy the process they would have used
if they had been faced w1th the same dec1s1on 31tuat10n as that faced by
d the pr1nc1psls..-

Hypothesis 17. Where teachers dlsagree w1th the process they

“perceive the principal ‘to have used, they claim that they would
. /use a more partlclpatlve process. - f,

"Of the 362 teachers who responded to thls questlon, 240 or 66
'vpercent 1nd1cated they would have used the sam process as that chosen by
the pr1nc1pal. OF the remalnlng 123 22 clalmed they would have used a
E less partlclpstlve process than that whlch wvas used, flve suggestlng that

P L i i } . >
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voting night have been used in'preterence to.an S6. It is of interest
~to note that not one teacher suggested ‘the use of an S1 process in pref- -
erence-to.one of the more participative procesaes. One hundred and one
teachers clalmed that they vould have used a more part1c1pat1ve process
than that percelved to have been used by the pr1nc1pal - of these, 33 -
would have used a process one step Further along the part1c1pat1ve con-
tlnuum! e.g., an S3 rather than an 52, and 27 selected a process two
steps rEmoved. |

\The imbalance of those w o indicated they would use a more par-

" tlclpatlve process wlth those who 1de\t1f1ed a less part1c1pat1ve pro-

‘cess is reFlected in the medlan scores. IThe median for percelved process

used was 4.155 and the medlan score for process preferred vas 4 869.

On the ba31s of the results presented there is s ong support for the -
hypoth831s that where teachers do not agree Wlth the ecision process'
used by the prlnc1pal they will claim that they would us a;more partic-
1pat1ve process. ‘
X ' It vas hypothe81zed that if teachers vere satisfied with the pro-
cess used thlS satisfaction would be. reflected in. thelr ratlngs 0
outcomes._ Further, 1t was also hypotheslzed that those wha belleved

less part1c1pat1ve process was used than was desired would be least

come. To test vhether, in Fact this occurred respondents vere d1v1ded

s 3

~Ly

satisfied and this would be reflecte ine thelr ratlngs of dec1s1on out- \\\

into three groups. Group one were those vho belleved the decision process
was spproprlate, group two the small .group who belleved that a less par-
t1c1pat1ve process should have‘been used and group three those who

belleved a more part1c1pat1ve process ‘would have been more approprlatel

The groups were then compared on each of the dec131ons as shovn in Table~

5.12.
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~ - Table 5.12

Agreement Between Decision Process Used and Decision Outcomes -

| - >

Decision Outcomes (Means)

'Grobp , . Number Qoality Acceptance Effectiveness
Group 1 ' 237 5.89 5.84 5.84
(na change) Coe S . B
Group 2 | 22 5.32 - 5,41 - 5.23
(less participation) Lo ~ .
Group 3 ' g 459 462 o 4.s5

(more_participation)

u

o

Scheffé procegure analys1s shovs 51gnlflcant dlfferences (0.10)

\

between both groups one and three and two 4dnd three 1n regpect of decis—

ilon quallty, and acceptance and between groups one and three, two and

three and ‘one and tvo for overall effectiveness. Based on these results
two:generaliZationS'may be made. The first is that ch01ce of a dec181on
process vhich is con31dered approprlate by subordinates is s1gn1f1cantlyt
related to perceptlons of the overall effectiveness of dec131ons. The

second generallzatlon 1s that where teachers perceive the dec181on process *
, used to be 1napproprlate, those de0131ons made by more part1c1pat1ve
Zprocesses than teachers consider optlmal receive 31gn1f1cantly hlgher

ratlngs on all de01s n outcomes than those made by processes whlch are

' percelyed to be less art1c1pat1ve than 18 considered. optlmal
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SUMMARY

Administrative decision making in schools as_perceived by a
" relatively largebnumber of,teachers has been examinedr This investiga-
tion revealed quite wide'discrepancies between’the perceptions of prin-
cipals and teachers as vell as dlsclos1ng some areas of agreement
Teachers, llke principals, percelved that processes additional
to those contained in the Vroom-Yetton model vere“used 1n'schools.
Differing perceotions of freouencyyof use aof decision processeS'among
teachers was found to'be related to such teacher characteristics as sex,
teaching experience and length of service inithe.school These differ-'
ences were consistent vith an hypothe31s of differential involvement of
different sub—groups in school dec131on maklng. :
Compared with pr1n01pals, teachers percelved school decision

’ . L e

making to be more partlclpatlve. A ma jority of teachers were”sat;sfled
with theirhpresent level of invoivement in decision'making out; of those
wvho were not, almost ?0 percent tavoured increased involvement.{

Variation in-teachers' perceptions'of.the decisionbprocess used .
*in making the same decision vas revealed A slgnlflcant p031t1ve rela-
vtlonshlp between the success of- de0131on outcomes and the degree of
participativeness vas establlshed |

Perhaps” predlctably, teachers xated dec181on outcomes lower than

did prlnclpals and, where dafferences occ&rred, 1ndlcated that, as prln—’“

01pals,_they vould have-acted morevpart1c1pat1velyb :
"As a result of the investigation describ%d in this chapter it
'vappears that 1f use of the Vroom-Yetton model requ1red schools to become

more par :c1pat1ve than they are, thls would be. acceptable to teachers..



Chapter 6
'ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING IN SCHOOLS

v ~ AND THE VROOM-YETTON MODEL

The major purpose of this chapter is to determlne the utlllty
and validity of the Vroom—Yetton model for selectlng decision’ processes :
in schools. In Chapter 4, pr1nc1pal data alone vere analyzed. and no
81on1f1cant relatlonshlp between compliance with the model and decision
success; decision outcomes as measured by seven—p01nt scales or dec1sron
rule v1olat10n and outcomes was found In fact there appeared to be
some support for a contrary hypothesis.' In thls chapter,qteacher per7
ceptions of‘decision'process used, declsion success, and ratings of
: de0181on outcomes are used together w1th the pr1nc1pals perceptlons of
d80131on attributes to test whether 31gn1f1cant relatlonshlps ex1st ‘

between compllance w1th the model and de0131on success OT dec1s1on out—

comes. . -

COMPARISON OF - TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL DATA

Decision Success

Teachers were asked the questlon, "Do you con51der that the,
decision‘thatvwas made in the above case vas a successful one?" Of the -
367 ansvers to thig QUestion, 324'or 88.3 percentbwere-positive, compared
:w1th 92.7 percent of decisions con81dered successful by pr1nc1pals. Jln

total, pr1n01pals had con31dered 11 dec181ons to be. unsuccessful while

s ‘.‘*A‘;vd )
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I , .. : : .
one or more teachers considered 37 decisions to be unsuccessful. However,
in only one case did all three teachers consider asdecision to be un-

successful. 7 /// |
The possibility that perceptlons of de01310n success were related

to school or teacher characterlstlcs was examined but no statlstlcally

significant relationships vere perceived to exist.:
Teachers' Perceptions of '
Decision-Attributes

. Unlike a slmllar research bx Yetton (1976), thls study did not
“seek teachers perceptlons of all deClSlon attributes for reasons des-
cribed in Chapter 3. The one exception waS‘un regard to’ the questlon,’
_—"IF I vere. to make the dec181on by myself, am 1 reasonably certaln that
it would be accepted by my subord1nates7" It<wasnbe11eved that teachers
. were in an excellent pos1t10n to answver this’duestion and ‘that their- |
answers vould proﬁide both .an ind;cation"of the accuracy of/principais'

‘ responses as vell as datarto»ansperhonefof the hYPOtheses:'

' Hypothesis lé; Principals perceive a.highercdegree of " subor-

- dinate acceptance of the, pr1nc1pal :making the decision w1thout
\ '.subordlnate partlclpatlon than is granted by teachers.

Clearly the questlon could not be asked in thé same form -as 1t

vas posed -in the model. As an alternatlve, su1table for-use_by teachers,
the'question vas phrased, "Would you have been quite willing for the .

principal to have made this decision vithout consdltation7"

g .
N \u

In the model the questlon is asked in all cases \uhere ﬂec:.smn

) acceptance by subordlnates is. c0n31dered 1mportant for effectlve 1mp1e— .
. P

'z,
mentation. In only. 19 cases had prlnc1pals answered "no" to the accept—

o * Y

ance question,and,_as_a result, the prlor probablllty question had been.

asked in 133 cases. -The,principal had answered‘Pyes" in 46.6 percent -
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of these cases 31gn1fy1ng that pr1nc1pals belleved that subordlnates
wo%}d w1111ngly{accept thelr dec131on without consultatlon. All teachers.
B vere requested to answver: thls questlon as it applled to the case w1th
whlch they vere concerned. -0f the 369 respondents, 293 Oor over 79 per-
cent answered negatively. If JUSt those cases in Wthh the model re-
qu1red the principal to respond to the questlon vere consldered 256 or
K 77 8 percent of respondents answered negatlvely whlle ‘only 66 answered | v@

p031t1vely.~ It is of 1nterest to note that in tho® cases vhere the ~

prlor probablllty attrlbute was not 1nvolved because pringipals had con- -

7 31dered subordlnate acceptance unlmportant 74 percent of teachers.did

"l

S .*not willingly concede the pr1n01pal the right to make an autocratlc‘

\Bec1slon. < EE ' p' v . .K
o )

. 'In viewwohtthe wjde discrepancy‘in the results (46.6 percent
compared with 77 8 percent) the null hypothe31s vas reJected and the

.research hypothe51s accepted.

It may be appropriate to¥c0nsider‘two implications'arising fromﬂ
the dlfferent perceptlons of teachers and prlnclpals. The flrst is the
i effect of a wrong perceptlon of this attrlbute by a pr1nc1pal If the

S ' questlon 1s answered "yes," the effect, in. almost all cases, is to 1nclude
LA

i <

‘-drngthe fea51ble eet autOcratlc proq’sses whlch would otherw1se be ex- . -

| vcludedﬁ Slnce 1n over 30 percent of cases pr1nc1pals responded ;nappro—
::; r'ﬁt;prrately, accordlng to the teachers whose reactlons vere belng predlctéax\\\\;\
o xvg by prlncrpals, the effect ‘was to make 1t poss1ble for many autocratlc st
5;\ dec1810ns to be con81dered as be1ng con91stent w1th the fea51ble set
\;7 ‘ }Analy31s, however, revealed that only two cases whxch vere unsuccessful d

.'.hts /ahd con91stent wlth the fe381b1e set would become 1ncon51stent if the ;

‘;éfef'ﬂ attrlbute had been answered in the way lndlcated by a maJorlty of the

PR . S . -
L . :.\ I e,

.
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teachers' responses to the question. The apparently inappropriate re-~

sponses do nothing to explaln the major source of dlscrepancy in ‘the

model so far as pr1nc1pals ratlngs are. concerned namely, the large number

of successful decisions which have been made u51ng the S1 process . vhen
this process vas 1ncon31stent vith the model

The second major implication concerns the'adcuracy of the re-

Ad

bsponses to the attribute questions generally. If the principals’ per-

-

ceptlons of staff reaction were so dlscrepant on this questlon, it seems

at least poss1ble thatithree other questions in.which the responses

Y-.
3

- required a predlctlon of staff reactlon mlght also be subject to error. -

.
These three questlons - the goals congruence questlon, the acceptance

Y

" question and the conflict question - all-requ1re judgements to be made

of howuteachersLWill react in dlfferent situations. If the ability of
principals to judge these‘situationslis no more successful than was the_‘
case in the prlor probablllty question, thls would have 1mpllcatlons

both for the testing.of the model in this study and the p0831ble 1mple—"'e

mentatlon of the model as an ald to ‘decision maklng.

[y

‘Teachers' and Principals’ SR ‘
" Perceptions of Use of ' B . ‘ ‘ :
Dec1310n Processes , : .

——

Halre, Ghlselll & Porter (1966), reportlng an 1nternatlonal study,

'.noted that the feature most common to managers in many -countriés wvas a

%Bellef in the efflcacy of partlclpatlve management Pr1n01pals, as .

13

. managers, may share thlS bellef and they are thus llkely both to over-

.......

rev1ew1ng spec1f1c de0151ons, belleve that they are u31ng a more partlc—

- 1pat1ve process than they are percelved to use. by teachers.»

N N oo D o - . J ,
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° Hypothesis 19. In respect of administrative decision making
generally, principals perceive themselves to use more partici-
pative decision processes than they -are perceived to us¢ by
-teachers.

To test thls hypothe31s requ1red conslderatlon ofvtwo llscrete‘
sets oF data. The first has been reported separately in Table 5.2.

This table 1ndlcates that principals rate almost all processes lower than
j'they are rated by teachers ‘and allovance must be made for this in compar-
ing the responses.‘ To facilitate the comparison of scores, principals'

scores were scaled by multlplylng the mean and the median by separate
factors such that the total of each was. equal to the total of the 31m11ar

’

teacher measure. The results are reported in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1

Comparison'of Teachers' and Princ;paIS“Perceptions of Frequency

a

~ - of Use of Decision Processes - Adjusted Data . ;

—
| _ ) v-Decision‘Process o o
'Source of Data - Sl S2  S3 | s& S5  S6 . 7
Teacher (median) lll;éo 2.04 3.0 3,51 3.63 3.06 ,2.47
Principal (nedian) T340 176 332 3.5 2.91 2.48 1.89
Tescher (mean) - 1.90 2,15 2.87 -3;34 ‘3.43m 2.94 . 2.51
=Principal (mesp) - © 3.18 2.8 3.15 3.46 . 2.5 2.55° 2.2

-

..-’

"t" test applled to each of the separate adJusted means 1nd1cated that

the only statlatlcally 31gn1f1cant dlfferences between teachers ‘and, pr1n-dtl
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cipals' ratings in respect of perceived use of process was with respect

to S1 (£ = -5.28, significance < g.001) and S5 (t = 2. 04, significance

< 0;05). The negatlve value assoc1ated w1th the S1 result 1nd1cated that <

pr1nc1pals percelved this process to be used more than teachers percelved

‘it to be used.

Comparison of the median scores indicated that principals per-
ceived themselves to use processes S1, S3 and S4 more than they were
perceived to use these processes.by their subordinates. -The difference

vas greatest for Sl'indicating that principals perceiwed themselves to

" have USed this process much more than 1ts use was percelved by teachers.

4

~-Since thlS is a low involvement process, this partlcular process does

v

not support the hypothe31s. It has been suggested prev1ously that pro-

_cesses S3 and S4 may be regarded as transifion processes between %hOSe

vhich might be perceived‘aé autocratic:and those perceived. as;partiCi-' ©

"_-pative. In both cases prlnc1pals percelved these to be used sllghtly

more than they vere - percelved to be by teachers. The hlgh 1nvolvement
. |

processes 55 - 57 vere all percelved by teachers to be used substantlally
C

“more than they were percelved to be used by prlnc1pals vhich contradlcts

14

- the hypothe51s., The results for process 52 do not show the same relatlon- ‘

. ~
ship, as those for. other processes. Teachers percelve pr1n01pals to use

o .

“»thls prOcess fore frequently than pr1n01pals belleve 1t is used._ As

'p01nted out prev1ously the dlfference between 52 and 53 is small and .

'

teachers may not percelve the decision to have been shared when it had

- been the pr1n01pal's perceptlon that thle had been done. However, wvith

bvthls one exceptlon there is no. support for the hypothe31a that pr1nc1pals’

oy

S
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perceived to use by teachers and, in fact, evidence to support the con-

. trary p031t10n has been presented.

- Subordinate Influence on
" Decision Making i '

Heller (l97l) reported that subordinates con51stently over-
estlmate the amount of power they exert. over the maklng of dec131ons.
To test whether thls vas present in the maklng of decisions in schools,
the follow1ng hypothes1s vas: generated -and tested.

Hypothesis 20. Teachers perceive themselves to have more

influence *on the maklng of specific dec1slons than they are
vpercelved to have by prlnclpals.-’

oo - The amount oF 1nfluence whlch teachers have on a dec131on 1s '
dependent upon the dec1slon process used Teachers and~pr1nc1pals both .
1ndlcated the processes they had perceived -to be used in making the 152
deelslons- these data appear in Table 6.2. |

I Inspectlon of the data reveals three major dlscrepanc1es in per-,
' o_ ceptlons. The greatest of these concerns de0131on process Sl whlch
| prlnclpals percelved themselves to have used more frequently than any
: other process whereas teachers. percelved it as the least frequently

« -

used process. The second maJor dlscrepancy concerns the number of dec1s-
: #
A

ions made us1ng an SS or votlng style. Teachers percelve this style to
v \\

be used much more frequently than Go pr1n01pals.’ The thlrd 1mportant
* f

dlfference concerns the' ‘use of process S2- whlch 1s seen by teachers to
' be used more Frequently than prlnclpals percelve it to be used. .

These data prov1de some ev1dence supportlve of the hypothe31s '
."and‘some contra-lndlcatlons. If process S1 and. 52 are grouped and c13381-

":=ﬂ3 - f1ed as low part1c1pat10n processps there IB support for the proposltlon -}"f



G fpartlczpatlon processes.' C ;u "';f"“ S "\"-1?ﬂ

162

Table 6.2

* Principals’ and‘Teachers' Perceptions of

Decision Process Used - Case Data‘ ;f
o N v
| - o ) . . .d?% ”Decisipn ProCess B \\\‘F:///
Sourcé - - SL 2 s3 s4. S5 sg §7
Principals _ B : 3:
Frequency of Use 36 2 . 3 \é7. 6 30 20
Percentage Use  25.6 1.3 20.4 17.8 3.9 19.7  13.2

Cumulative Percentage 23.6 25.0 45.4 3.2 67,1 86.8  196.0

Teachers : :

——"——-' » B - ) o :,;0 ! f : A . 5 .
Frequency of Use 21 27 85 74 59 63 & 34
Percentage Use 5.8 7.4 23.4 0 2004 16,2 | 17.4 53 9.4’
Cumulative Percentage - 5.8  13.2 36.6 57.0 73.2 '90.6  100.0.

Q . : i n

P

P

- Q N e » N v . .

. X .
that teachers percelve less ube of autocratlc processes than is percelved

“

by prlnclpals (13 2 percent of teachers,aZS percent of prlnClpalS) If
processes 53 and 54 are grouped though Vroom and Yetton see S4 as belng
'much more part1c1pat1ve than 53, there is a substantlally greater per-

‘ centage of teachers who see these processes as belng used than among the *ﬁ’_
‘pranc1pa18° 43 percent of teaé&ers, 38 2 percent oF prlnclpals. ;N\\e

are dlfflcultles regardlng the placement of SS on the contlnd:m., If 1t |
s grouped thh 56 and S7 as hlgh partlclpatlon processes, then there is

l

-c' support for the prop081tlon that teachers percelve greater use of hlgh

N . . K N . L 3 N B e
N e [ KR - . B . - . !
¢ . )
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1] " s . v\‘; .
The low ratings given by teschers to 'Sl provided strong support

4

for the hypothesis that they percelved ;hemselves to have more 1nfluence
over the decision process than they were perceived to have by pr1nc1pals
as does the higher 55 - S7 ratlngs glven by teachers. However, there vas

a need to determine 1F these dlfferences were slgnlflcant Slnce the

) data were not at the 1nterval level t tests could not be used The

{

4

data wereetherefore subJected to the Kolmogrov Smlrnov two-semple test f

approach ThlS non~parametr1c test glves a value comparable to a Ch1-~d
Square value of 13 811 w1th tvo degrees of freedom. The Chl-Square
value for 0. 01 is 9.21 and for Q. OOl 13.82, thus the value is statls-
tlcally s1gn1f1cant the null hypothe51s 1s reJected and the research

hypothe81s that teachers percelve themselves to have greater 1nfluence {

than they are percelved to have by . pr1n01pals can be supported. o 8\

f

Teachers' Perceptions ‘ y
of Decision Process o ‘ /
. Used . . ' ‘ ) :

o -

-

Heller's (1971) contentlon that managers tend to share dec131ons.

-which -are relatlvely unlmportant whlle uelng me(hods vhich allow them to B

| retaln control over 1mportant dec181ons has already been éon81dered and

e L

. has been found to have novsupport when pr1n01pals were the deta sou ..

It 1SoPOSSlble, however, that pr1nc1pals mlght not admlt that thls vas

'so or mlght not be awar;fof k! tendency to do thls. Consequently teacher

' data were used as a check on the earllerJflnd/ng Pr1n01pals ratlngs of

‘

dec131on 1mportance wvere usEd for thls purpose and a Ch{\rguare test

aPPlled to. the data in Table 6. 3. S l»-*” ff:”l. i'T ‘ .'°

The reeults d1d not reach statlstlcal elgnlflcance whlch 1nd1cated

R X . v R AR , . S \" C o s B \_

s

- Decision Importance and -, "A v o o A R

%.

'. . . ] . ) ’ J 4

[}
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Table 6.3
Decision Importance and Choice of Decision
Proqessvas Perceived by Teachers -
-\\ o : ‘
_ Decision Process
Importance ~ -S1° S2  S3  S4 S5  S6  SZ Total
2 . 40 1 j 4 5 2 o 3 - 15
3. 5% g 15 11 13 14 8 . T4
4 & -9 19 2 20 19 6 - 102
5 T 9 47 3., 23 30 18 . 172
Total 20 27 85 74 59 63 35 363
Chi-Square .= 18.06 'Signifiéance = 0.&;2—“‘\‘
. : . ‘ i
. N s 51/ - - . .
_ that choice of a decision process was not contingent upon decisien impor--

- tance. ;t is of interest to note the large -number of decisions considered

: N ‘ . _
important reached through use of the S3 and S4 process, for example, the
. . LY . N ; S~ e ) e

~ expected frequency-for process S3 is 40.2 whereas 47 persons perceived

. ‘ i S ‘ . R o O l}— . %
an S3 to have been used. It may be that the particular time at which

th§ daté‘weré‘COliected confributéd'tq ﬁhis/}m lance. ;Principal? inf;'
'variabIQ conéidered that decisions conce:ned'Wit timé@abling,werg amongst

,*the‘host‘important of all decisions they made. The collection of infor- .
‘ . : i v . .‘ » ‘nb . L. ,' ”‘\‘ E \' . . .

' matidn;ahd‘ppinion3oﬁ:timétablingvisﬁone-fbr which the S3.process is =

“particularly appropriate and thus the:re501t°mayvn6§'bevExpicél;, However, -

“.V(gthtigtidhlly,ftheretWas;noasignifi@édﬁ?fgla@iqnshib bétwéen,dééisién B

| T e T T
RN . i I 4 e Se . N . - P . T
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importance and’ decision process used, ahd'this Finding confirmed the

earlier finding using data suppﬁied by principals.

m A oo B , o
LU ' “VALIDITY OF  THE VBOOM-YETTDN MODEL

1

The primary purpose of this'study'was to determing the utility

‘

of the Vroom—Yetton model in the school setting. Utlllty mey be seen

as having tWOucomponents. ‘The flrst concerns the valldlty of the model -

~

only if the model is valid does the other component wvhich is concerned . \1

vith operatlonallzlng the model in the school setting, become a concern.

(4 N

The,procedureS'undertaken using principal data indicatéd that the

model wvas not”valid in the schoolfsetting.: K may be argued however,

that the pr1nc1pals perceptlons of declslon process used mlght have been.

affected by their. perceptlons of what they should have done rather than o

“ ¥ .

- what they did whlle thelr Judgement of the dec131on outcomes m16h¥ haye .

been clouded by their 1nvolvement in the dec151on maklng p ocess.

In the sectlon vhich follows, teacher perceptlons of the declslon

~ process used and ratlngs of declslon outcomes are tested against the

: Fe351ble ‘set of declslon processes establlshed by the pr1nc1pals, answvers = '

to the attrlbute questlons, Four combinations of data were cOnsidered,

TheSe are shown'in Figurehé 1.

The- model could be con81dered valld 1F 1ts use increased the:

\

g Frequency w1th vhich successful declslons were made ahd'if theldegree of

:success of dec18k0nS con51stent w1th the model was hlgher than the success

v o

_reselt of,use of the model all that could be done, retrospsctlvely, was

‘ 1dent1fy those dec1srons whlch/were con31stent w1th the model and compare

- the results of these w1th the results of dec1srons whlch vere not conslstent.' -

N L F
o

. . . . PR . N .
1 2> ’
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RN P _ Decision Process Used

Outcome ¢ Perception of . . '
Measure Outcomes - ﬁflnc1pals' Teachers™

: o . ) erception Perception
. ’ l - .
Success ~  Teacher - Hypothesis 22. ! Hypothesis 21
: - . ] L

L : A . o ‘
Ratings ~ . |- "~ Teacher T Hypothesis 23 .! Hypothesis 24

Flgure 6. l Teachers" Perceptions of . Declslon Process Used, De0131on
Outcomes and Their Relation with Principals’- Perceptlons
in Testing the Validity of the Vroom-Yetton Model

Teachers' Perceptions of
" Decision Process Used,
Consistency with the
Feasible Set and
Decision Success .

By answerlng_the aftribdte_questions and tracing‘the'ansWers on
the decision tree, users of ' the Vroom-Yettoo model are led to one of 13~ =
prablem types. Associated with each problem type is a feasiole set of
‘decislon processes. Each of,the‘elements in the. feasible set is con-
sidered appropriate fE} use'in the particular-situation faced by the
manager.. In some " cases such as problem types 2 5, 6 9 ‘11 and 12
N the feasible set contains. only one dec181on process. In others, as for -
example problem types 1 and 3 all dec131on processes are 1ncluded 'Q'GJ_',

Because this study was~based on seven dEClSLon processes lnsteQE

_of Five contalned in the orlglnal model,dthere vas a. need to dec1de what

lf.course of actlon should be followed where teachers nomlnated processes

: which did not appear in the f3831ble set. The same llne of reasonlng

)

as applled prev1ously requ1red Ehat *S6 should be accepted as belng congp;'

B . - R

. . Ty
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- dec131on success vere related. S ﬁ' _ s B
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-~

sistent if the model included GII in the feasible set. 'Again, process

S5 provided a'problem of classification. For principals the problem was
resolved according to the manner in whlch the pr1nc1pal viewed the dec1s—
1on as elther prescrlblng or suggestlng the actlon he should take. of

¢

the 33 pranc1pals, 18 v1ewed it as prescrlblng the course of actlon, nine

v1ewed it as being in the nature of advice and six clalmed not to use

- the process,” although one teacher in three of the six schools and tuo

teachers in one perceived an S5 to have been used. The questionnaire

‘did riot ‘ask teachers for their‘views as to vhether they saw -a vote as

being binding. However, in the light of the status accorded wotlng‘in
this culture, 1t is belleved that teachers would percelve a vote as belng
the choice phase of the declslon process. For thls reason, wvhere teachers

specified S5 as the process used it vas treated as belng con81stent w1th

the Fea31ble set lf the set contalned a GII process.

Teachers perceptlons of the dec151on process used 1n each case

vere compared wlth the Feaslble set If the feasible set 1nc1uded the

'\1

dec151on process nomlnated‘by the teacher as hav1ng been used, the

'teachers response vas class1fled as belng con31stent Each declslon was

classlfled on. the ba51s of both cons1stency vith. th 'fea81ble set and. whether h

or not the dec131on vas con51dered successful by teachers. Hypotheéﬂs -

. 21 was framed to allow testlng of the prop031t10n that con31stency and

-

prothe31s 21. Where the declslon process used, "as percelved by
he teacher, is consistent with the feasible set it is.more llkely

to be con31dered successful by teachers than where 1t is not
con81stent v e

- B . . . N

The pr1n01pals answers to each of, the attrlbute questlons vas

N . . .

g agaln used to determlne the Feaslble set A Each teacher s perceptlon of

LR
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the decision-procesa used was compared with the feaaible set and a four;
KA . . - ) .

. cell classification’was produced.,

i’

Table 6.4 . f}

tﬁ ¢ Decision Success and Consistency'with.the Feasible. Set -
E : - ~ —— .

Teachers' Perceptions of Decision Precess Used,,

- A

‘Consistent Inconsistent ‘ . Total.
Successful - o212 w32
Unsuccessful . 20 [ 21 . AR
Total . 232 - 10 362
Chi-Square = 4.9320 Significance = < 0.05 ¢'= 0.1167
N N ‘ . . ) . ’ ) .\l :. -
I . |

The results allow reJectlon, at’ the 0. 05 level, of the implicit
‘ 'null hypothe31s that con81stency w1th the‘Feasxble set  and dec131on
success are not related and allovs acceptance of the research hypothesis
_ that there 1s a relatlonshlp, though thls raiatlonshlp lS veak. ‘
Though a relatlonshlp had been establlshed 1t was posslble that |

)

g thls vas- attrlbutable to the tendency for de0131ons con81stent w1th the

3

feaalble set to be more part1c1pat1ve than - declslons whlch were incon-
31stent and thus declslon proéess rather than c0n51stency w1th the feas-
1ble set tp be respon81ble for the’ abeve reault In order to test the -~ ‘h
p0381b111ty that the observed relatlonshlp vas. a functlon‘of dec181on -

,fprocess, analy31s of the- data prov1ded in Table 6 5 vas undertaken. 5

S,
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‘Decision Success and Agreement With the Feasible Set of

Table 6.5

F

Decision Process Used as Perceived by.Teachers

- 169

Fea31ble Set Status

Decision Process

-

& Decision Outcome ‘ , Sl 527 s3 'S4 S5 s6 S7
Agreement .
Successful 7 .13 53 50 31 34 24
Unsuccessful, i« ’ 3 3 6 4 0 40
- Disagreement ’ .
\. . . . . o . ‘ °
Successfulb_ 7 11 18 17 . 24 21 11 ‘
Unsuccessful 5 2 7 0 3 4 0
.« . : . ;
Chi Square 32 26 470 133 1gss 4l -
b 120 .09 .23c. .04 .18 o8

* Significance

Of the

process S3 are

= < 0.05

1nd1v1dual process Ch1 Square (x ) results,\only those for

31gn1flcant " The fact that this 1s a low part1c1patloh

4

process would suggest that the agreement is a result of cons1stency w1th :

'the fea31ble set rather than a functlon of the dec151on process ‘used,

In summary, Table 6 4 reveals a statlstlcally 31gn1flcant rela—'

tlonshlp between dec151on su0cess and 00nslstency between the fe881ble

g

set: prescr;bed

by the model‘and the dec151on process used as thls is

l

perqelved by teachers. Though 31gn1f1cant the relatlonshlp 1s not strong.

s

%

“'<>:

Lo
h
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However, it does not appear to be based on the level of part1c1patlon and

“

this prov1des some support for the valldlty of the model. The results
presented in Table 6.5 1nd1cate that the relatlonshlp 1s not due to the
‘effect qf,part1c1patlon. The hypothesis that there’ is a relatlonshlp

between conslstency vith the fea31ble set and decls1on process maysthere—

fore be accepted,',t o -" o I
) , I . . - - . \’ ~-
Hypothesis 22. Where the dec1s10n process used, .as perceived by
the principal, is consistent with the recommendations of the model
it is more' likely to be con51dered successful by teachers than

vhere 1t is not con81stent

Using prlnclpal data to establlsh whether the process vag con51stent w1th
L
_ the Feas1ble set ‘and teacher perceptlons of success, an analy31s was

performed to test hypothe31s 22 “The results are shown lq‘Table 6.6«

~ . T . LN

Table}s.s' e
Pr1n01gals Perceptlon of Dec131on Process Used Cons1stency
wvith the Fe831ble Set and Teachers' Perceptlons ) k
- of Decision SﬁcceSs ’
. — .
-« t
.:Consiétent - Incqﬁsistentfv‘ ~ . Total
Successful 23 102 323
* Unduccessful o 3z < R 2
T Total '»“t"“'<"f'3zas~ C iz 36
.
| Chi-Squate = 4.4202 ~ Significance = < 0.05 . . ¢ =..1097 .
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There is, thus, a relationship significant a£ the '0.05 level between con-
sistency with the feasible sgt and decision sticcess. Howvever, the rela-
tionship i; not strong (¢ = 0.1097).

h It ig possiblé that the observed relationship might be explained
because participative decisions are more i&kely to be within the feasible

set than autocratic ones, and it was therefore necessary to test for ‘this

possibility. Data for th@s check are provided in Table 6.7.

Table 6.7 : : b

Relationship Between Feasible Set and” Teachers' Perception of

jd
-

Decision Outcome for Each Decfégon Making Process,

e

7
o
Dec151pn Process

Feasible Set Statuyus

& Decision Outcome S1 52 S3 \sa S5 Sé 57 °  Total
\
Agreement | \
Successful 31 3 55 39 11 38 46 223
Unsuccessful 6 0 5 8 1 2 ° 0 22
Disagreement
. w
Successful 35 3 14 13 3 28 6 102
Unsuccessful "5 6 3 0 6 20
‘Total 77 6 80 63 15 74 52 367
Chi-Square ' 214 4.87% ,625 3.51 4.42%
) .052 .25 .099 .22 © .11

* Significance = < 0.05
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The zero cell frequencies associated with processes S2, S5 and
57 make, the calculation of Chi-Square meéningleés. I£ is of interest
 to note that the only process for vhich .a significant relationship was
established'is‘the low pérficipétion process, S3.

In summafy,»Table 6:6 indicates that the implicit ﬁyll hypothesis
of no relationship beﬁweeh decision’consistency as perceived by princi-
‘pals and)success as perc€ived by teachers can be rejécted; The results
of Table 6.7 indicate that the-relationship is n0t a function ;f iﬁ—
creased participation, and thus the research hypothesis can be accepted.
The relationship established, however, is weak.

Consistency with the Feasible
Set and Decision Outcomes

In addition to simply stating whether they considered decisions
to be chcessful, teachers were asked to rate the decisions on seven-
pdint scales. If the model was valid it would be expected that decisions
whichgwefé iH accord Qith the preécriptions of the model, that is vhich
vere consistent witﬁ the feasible sei, would receive higher ratings of
decision outcomes than' those which were not consistent.

Hypothesis 23. Where the decision process used, as perceived by

the principal, is consistent with the feasible set, the mean

overall effectiveness as measured by teachers' ratings will be

higher than where the process is inconsistent with the feasible
set.

While the focus in this hypothesis is on overall effectiveness,
analyses was also applied to’decisigg quality andlacceptancew This was
done so‘that any significant result in overall efféctiveness could be..
associated with one, the other, or both of the other factors. '

The hypothesis was tested by comparing the means of decisions

consistent with the feasible set with those not consistent. The results
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of this anflysis were provided in Table 6.8.

Table 6.8 -

Consistency, Principals' Perceptions of Decision Process Used,
5 < .

and Teachers' Ratings of Decision Outcomes ~

Mean Ratings

Status ~ Number = Quality Acceptance Effectiveness
Consistent 241 5.49 5.50 -5.52
Inconsistent. 119 5.48 5.39 5.27

While the differences in means were all in the predicted direction, all
vere small and did not approach statistical significance. The null hypoth-
esis of no difference between the means of decisions consistent with the
feasible set and those inconsistent could not be re jected.
Since there was no significant relationship,‘no analysis was

necessary to determine the effect of decision process. Nevertheless,
the data wefe classified according to the decision pfocess uéed. The
results are provided in Table 6.9,

» Several of the rESylts in Table 6.9 meéit attention. The first
is'the large abparent differences in means for process $2; however, there
vere only six scores involved for each criterion and thus the differences

in‘meaﬁs are not significant. The second point is that while all differ—

ences in S1, SZ2 and S3 are small, all are in the predicted direction.
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. Table 6.9
Consistency; Teachers' Ratings and Decision Proceés Used
{
. ~  Decision Process

Status Outcome S1 - 82 53 S 55 56 57
Quality 4

Consistent 5.47 6.33 5.3% 5.37 5.42 5.65  5.68

Inconsistent 5.40 5.33 5.26 5.50 5.67 5.50 6.50
AcceEtance '

Consistent - 5.53 6.33 . 5.52 5.22 5.58 5.47 5.57

Inconsistent 5.10 . 5.67  5.37  5.25  5.67  5.59\ 6.33
Effectiveness -

Consistent 5.64  6.33  5.48 - 5.20  5.75  5.40 = 5.80

‘Inconsistent ~ 5.25  5.00  4.95  5.25 5.33  5.50  5.33
| N

\
This consistency of relationship does not occur in the other processes.

\

" The third pointsbf interest is in conneétion with process 57, whete the

means, foF both quality and acceptance, of cases consistent with the
Feasible‘get are substantially lower than for cases inconsistént with the
feasible set. The reasoﬁ that an S7 is inconsistent with the feasible set
is because this prﬁéess vas used when subordinates did not share the
organizational goals. In discussing violat%on of decision rules in
Chapter 4, it was péinted out that the goéls rule protected decision

quality at the expense of subordinate acéeptance since observancéAof the

rule precluded subordinates from maximum participation. It might; there-.
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fore, be expected that in decisions consistent with the feasible sét, the
quality mean would be high since decision quality was protected by appli-
cation of the rQIe. This did not occur. On the other hand, by violating
the rule, ‘principals enabled teachers to participate in a process vhich
vas hot'otﬁerwise open to them. This means that écceptance vas given
priérity_err quality and the teacher ratings do reflect this. The a-
typical result obtained provides further cause for subjecting this rqle.
to thé detailed analysis reported in Chapter 7.

Two way analysis of variancé using an hierarchicéi approach and
multiple regression analysis‘using a "step-down" appioach were both
applied to the data to.determine vhether decision process or consistency
with the feasible set was contributing to any relationship. ‘ While i%
.neither case did the results approach significance, decision process'
aécounted for much more of the véfiance than consistency witH the feas-

ible set irrespective of the approach used. These results would sugggst
that because processes which are participativé are more likely to be
consistent with the feasible set than those whicﬁ are not, any efFecf
vhich consistency with the feasible set has isi;rimarily because of this
factor. Again it should be understood that the amount of‘varianée accounted
for by Both processes and consistency together is only about 8 percenti
Teacher Ratiﬁgs of Decision

OQutcomes and Consistency
with the Feasible Set

The teacher ratings for each of the decision outcomes allowed a
more analytical approach to be made to any relationship which might exist

between decision outcomes and consistency with the feasible set. If the

model was valid its observance should lead to more successful decisions
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being made which should be reflected in teachers' ratlngs. Again, the
Fe831ble set was determined from the model using the principals’ responses
to each of the attribute questlons. Teachers' perceptlons of the decis-

\1pnhTrocess used were compared vith the Fea51ble set to determine whether

- they were consistent.

Hypothesis 24. Where teachers' perceptlons of the decision pro—
cess used are consistent with the feasible set the tgachers”

ratings of decision outcomes will be higher than vhere they -
are not consistent.

. While the focus of ,whether or not the model is valid rests prim-
arily on the overall effectiveness of the'decisiohs; quality and accept-
ance vere also investigated. A ti test applied to the data of Table 6,10

vas-used to determine vhether, the differences vere significant.

Table 6.10 . ' 7

3

Decision Outcomes and'Consistency vith the

[

Feasible Set“-'Teaehers'-Peréeptions

1

-

Consistent Incoﬁsistent;j‘ ' F ‘ t Test
. . e Signif= ,
Outcome N Meanf N~ Mean  Value icance t p
Quality ° 229 5.48 131 - 5.50  1.21 .22 -.15  ns
Acceptance - 231 5,55 - 132 5.33 1;36 . .04 1.42 ns
Effectiveneés 230 5,53 131 5.28 1,31 .07 1.72 V.OQQ

== ==

.

‘Since the hypothesis is directiohal, one-tailed values of t are
appropfiate. Only for overall effectlveness are the means signifjicantly

dlfferent though the dlfferences approach 31gn1F1cance for acceptance.

]
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In the case of decision quality the di??e}apces are not in the hypOther

31zed direction but the difference is small and does not approach statis-

]
tical 31gn1ficance. - ;

/ ’ - ’ .
The implicit null hypothesis cannot be accepted in its-entirety.

Significant differences‘between the means of cases consistent with the

f[feasible set and those inconaistent vere established for overall effective—

ness. A modified hypothesis, that consistency with the feasible set and
ratings of overall effectiveness were related, could therefore be accepted.
The relationship, howvever, was weak. ~

| The possibilit; existed that the‘significantiy highei mean associ-
ated with cases that were consistent.with the feasible set was a result
of the tendency foi these casea to be more participative than those which _
vere not consistent and that it Qas thus process not agreement with the
model that would explain’the relationship. If this was the case, the

R .
same result might be achieved by simply increasing the degree of partici-

pation and not using the model.

—

‘To test for the possibility outlined above, analysis of variance'f
using anvhierarchical approach was applied to the teachers' ratings of
overall effectiveness. This analysis indicated that both main eFfects
and the effect oF decision process weée statistically significant while
consistency with the Feaaible set approached, but did not achieve statis-
tical significance. The multiple R? resulting however Yas small, (.090.
Use of ,multiple regression analysis using a step down approach galso indi-
cated that consistency with the Feasible set contfibutea much less than
oecision p;ocess to the overall result. Thus, while there was a relationship

between consistency with the Vioom—Yetton model and teachers' ratings

of overall effectiveness, almost all of this could be attributed to the
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effect of decision process. Consistency with the feasible set contributed

" so little as to ba insignificant.

g k

A
' L
!"v-,/‘

4
.ﬂ; In view of this finding, the valldlty(of the Vroom-Yetton model
in the school setting could not be confirmed as a result of the observed

significant relatlonshlp between conformance vith the model and ratlngs

of overall effectiveness as supplied by teachers. o

' ' SUMMARY

Results of the analysis reported in.this chapter have indicated
that there is a wide gap between'principals and teachers over the prioc
probability ouestion wlth principals significantly under-estimating the
desire of teachers to be consulted on specific decisions. This finding

has raised the possibility that there could be discrepancies between
principals and teéachers in respect of judgemeht of other decision attri-
butes.

There are wide discrepancies between principals and'teachers on
wvhat decision process was used in each case. Thisvdiscrepancy'appears
unrelated to whether or not'principals believed that:they had made explicit
the role of teachers in the decision process. Principals appeared to
perceive themselves using processes closer to the ends of the participa-
tlve coritinuum than they were percelved to use by teachers. - Teachers |
perceived themselves to have more 1nfluence on dec131on making than they
vere perceived to have by principals. Choice of decision process did
not appeaf to be'gependent'upon the principals' perception of how impor-

"tant decisions vere.

With respect to the validity of the Vroom-Yetton model, a number
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of statistically significant relationships were established. These are
shown in Table 6.11. |

&

_Table 6.11
4

Teachers' Perceptions of Decision Qutcomes and

the Validity of the Vroom-Yetton Model

Decision Process

Principals'’ Peréeptions Teachers' Perceptions

Consistency Consistency
Success < 0.05 Success < 0.05
= 0.1097 = 0.
Teachers' Perceptions ¢ : = ¢ = 0.167
of~0Qutcomes
Ratings Effectiveness

No Significant Result Relationship < 0.05

b o e e e e i e e o v e
.

There was evidence of a relationship between decision sueccess as per-
ceived by teachers and consistency with the feasible set whether princi-
pals' or teachers‘.berceptions of decision success were taken into

account. In the latter case there was some evidence that consistench
vith the feasible set rather than the more participative nature of '
decisfgns consistent with the model was responsible. /

. /

A significant but veak relationship between teaéhers' perceptions

of decision process used and consistency with the feasible set was/estabe
/

lished in respeCt of teachers' ratings of overall effectiveness but the

use of a hierarchical regression procedure indicated that almost éll of

| -

!

P
t

!
1
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this relationship could be explained by the more’participatiVe nature of
decisions consistent with the model. As a result the capaclty of gpe
model to contribute to more successful deCllens in the school setting
could not be confirmed. Ho;ever, attentlon wil]l be devoted in Chapter

7 to p0351ble modlflcatlon to take account of particular factors vhich

appear to influence the model 1n the school: setting,



Chapter 7

TOWARDS A REVISED MODEL FOR SCHOOL DECISION MAKING :

The results of fire study indicated that the Vroom-Yetton model

')I .
“school setting. Previous investigations by

had limited value in‘;
Vroom and Yetton (1973), Yetton (1976) and Vroom énd Jago- (1978) had
confirmed Ehe validity of tﬁe model in other settings; cbnseduently,
supplementary analyses_were'carried/out to.determine the reasons for
differencés in results. The findinés wvhich emerged from the supple-
mentary analyses are fépbrted in this chapter. Additioﬁai analyses are
reported and possible reasbhs for ihe differences are proposed. Tﬁé
chapter'concludes wvith some.suggestions regarding possible modificétions;c
to the model for use by school administrators.

| In both of the prgvious major published validation studies,
Vréom and Yetton (1973) and Vroom and Jago (1978), the investigators
reported that in aboﬁt two-thirds of the cases mahagers' decisions were
consistent with the Feasibleléet as prescribed by the model. When prin-
cipal data were used é sihilar regsult occurréd in the présent study;
101 cases were consistent with the Feasibleﬁéet and 50 cases vere in-
consistent. This correspondence may be Qiewed as adding some confidence
to the reliability of the data ana;some indication that the general
operation of the model in the school setting is likely to be similar to
that in other settings.

Fev unsuccessful cases were reported byFVrpom and Yetton (1973);
‘ ' ) p
181
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of @he'l36 éaées only 39 were judged unsuccessful, The differences
between consistency and success and ihconsistenéy and lack of success
wvere in the predicted direction Qut failed to achievé acceptable criteria‘
for étatisticai significance. In a subsequent study Vroom and Jago over-
came this problem by épecifying the mix of ;Qccessful and” unsuccessful

cases.

i
"’(

In the present study only 11 cases vere considered by principals

: tdhbe unsuccessful; consequently, thejanalysis of these cases vas not

~ expected to yield a great deal of information upon which possible changes

in the model might be based. There were, however, 48 cases which we;e'

inconsistent with the model and.yet vere judged to be successful. Since

the cases were inconsistent with the feasible set, a decision rule or

decision rules must have been violated. Most of the analysis in the

section which follows is based on these decision rule violations.

DECISION RULE VIOLATIONS

The version of the Vrdom-Yetton model which was used has seven
decision rules, each of which proscribed use of one or more processes in

diven situations. Since these rules will form much of the basis of the

analysis which is to follow they are restated below.

1. The Information Rile: If the quality of the decision is
important, and if the leader does not possess enough infor-
mation or expertise to solve the problem by himself, Al is
eliminated from the feasible set. '

2. The Goal Congruence Rule: If the quality of therdecisiqn is
~ important, and if the subordinates cannot be trusted to base
: their.efforts to solve the problem on organizational goals,

GII is elimindted from the feasible set.

3. The Unstructured Problem Rule:. When the quality of the
decision is important, the leader lacks the necessary infor-
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mation or expertise to-solve the problem by himself, and if
the problem is unstructured, . , Al, AII and CI are elimi- ,
nated from the feasible set. \oe
4. The Acceptance Rule: If the acceptance of the decision by

 subordinates ‘is critical to effective implementatiopn and if
it is not certain that. an autocratic decision made by the
leader would receive that acceptance, Al and AIl are elimi-
nated from the feasible set. : :

5. The Eonflict Rule: If the' acceptance of the decision is
¢ critical, an autocratic decision is net certain to be
accepted, and subordinates are likely to be in conflict or
disagreement over the appropriate solution AI, A1l and cI
“are - eliminated from the feasible set..
- 6. The Fairness Rule: If the quality of the decision is unim-
: portant, and if the acceptance is critical and not certain
to result from an autocratic decision, AI, AII, CI and CII
are eliminated from the feasible set.

7. The Acceptance Priority Rule: If acceptance is critical,
not assured by an autocratic décisionz and if subordinates
can be trusted, AI, All, CI and CII are eliminated from
the feasible set. ' .

Décision Rule Vielations _
and Decision Process 51 ' » ' o

Table 4.18 indicated fhat-of 36 decisions in which the principal
usedv;n 51 decision, 19 were consistent vith the feésible set and 17 were
”inconSisté;ET\\in the study as a whole tvo-thirds 6? all. decisions were
cdnsis@ent, fhus there is considerable“difference betveen decisions hade
using an S1 prgcess and the cases as é vhole. Of the 17 deciéions which'
vere inconsistent with the feasible set, 16 were juéged to .be sﬁcéessful;
To establish the validity of the model, thére is‘néedvfdr a high,prqpor—
;tipn_ofacasés wvhich are consistent with the Feasible set to be judgéq
success%ul-and a hidh proportion of thqﬁinconsisfent cases tolbe'jUdged
unsuccessfﬁl. ySihce this did not héppen in relagion to é;ocess Si, de-
tailéd_gnalygis‘of tﬁis;process Was pndertakeh and the results appear

in Table 7.1. The table shows_the'number of rule violations for each of
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thg 16 suci?ssful cases together with identification of the specific
rules, the decisional area with-which the case was associated and the
number of teachers who rated the case as successful.
| One possibility which existed_was that principals, because the
decision had been theirs alone, were inclined to rate the decision as -
successful while this perception might not have been shared by others.
Analysis of the teacher data'géve only iimitéd’support for this point of
view. Eighty-six percent of teachers rated the inconsistent 51 decisions
Successfﬁl;’hhich is close to the percentage of all decisions rated suc-
~cessful. A further faétor was that only 36 responses‘were received from
a possible 48.\ This percentage was 10 percent' lower than for the re-
" sponses as a wvhole. The percentage was reduced to this/ievel because, ;n
two‘ﬁases, no teacher response at all was received. This-happened in
only two further instances in the remaining 136 cases. Principal ratingé
yielded means of 6.3 for quality; 6.1 for acceptance and 6.5 for overall
effectiveaess. The means of teacher respohses vere éubs&antially lover;
quality 5.5; acceptance 5.1, and overall effectiveness 5.2. Thesé results
vere of the order expected; consequently, thére was little évidence to
suggest that the decisions were'incorrectly assessed.

A secoﬁd issue which was consideréd related to the rule; which
wérevviolated. In oﬁly 14 of 152 caées vere two or more rules yiolated,
and 12 of these were involved in regard to process S1. This was not
surprising since six of the seven decision rules proscribe the use of‘
process S1. Of the rules designed to protect quality, the leader infor-
mation rule (Rule 1) had been bréachedili times“and on five occasions
thé unstructured problem rule (Rule 3) had also been broken. Despite

this, successful decisions were still attained.
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The Leader Information Rule

This rule applles vhen the leader belleves that the decision
contains quality elements and believes ‘that further information is re-

~
quired before making the decision. The model assumes that the leader

sought from a subordinate, The inference must be that the subordinates
do have the information., If the problem is structured and the leader
knows what information is missing and where thig information can be
found, he can obtaln the information in any way he chooses. If the
problem is unstructured, then the unstructured problem rule (Rule 3)
applies and the decision process to be used must (1973: :218), . pro-j
vide for interaction among subordinates likely to Possess relevant infor-
mation." The’ assumption is clear, namely, that subordinates can add to

the information. available and thus increase the potential rationality of

the decision.

Further examination of the cases was undertaken. They related
to a'variety of functional areas. In three of the decisions, one con-
cerning likely 1979 - 1980 school year enrollments and two to the legal
requirements of supervision, the ‘information might have been available
from a superordinate but was unlikely to be avallable from a subordinate.
In the other tases the decision appeared to hinge on matters of opinion.
As an example, a principal was attemptlng to dec1de a school policy 1n
regard to lunch hour supervision. ' The decision wvas assessed by the
pr1n01pal to contaln quality elements The pr1n01pal did not believe
that sufflclent information was available and, further, considered the
situation to be unstructured. Discussion indicated that there vas a

———
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difference of opinion within the school on whether or not the schocl had
an obl%gation to provide lunch hour supervision, even though precedent
and school board policy did not require this to be dane. lThe Lrincipal
made the decision to provide supervision, without’consultation, and vol-
unteered to do all of the supervision required. -Principal and teachers
vere all satisfied.with the outcome and rated the decision highly; how-
ever, the decision>@as inconsistent with the'moael. |
There were four comparable decisiohs._ If all eight of these
decisions had been considered as being consistent with thé feasible set,"
the validity of the model.would have been somewhat improved; particularly
since S1 decisions do not gain any of fheir acceptance from thé effects
o% involving subordinates in the decision process. For such decisions
to be consistent vith the feasible éetdsome change in the model or its
interpretation would be required in the school setting. One vay to achieve
tﬁis would be to amend the "IngérUCtions for Coding Problems" (Vroom and
Yetton, 1973:213) so that whe%é a mbre rational solution could not bey
generated by the exchange of information within the school the quality
requirement should be answered as "no." Many school related issues such
as grouping practices, qﬁ&?stion of instructionai materials, consideras<
tions involving the relatigé merits of small class sizes compared wﬁth
more preparation time- for staff and many similéf decisions would bé
A affecged. By coding tﬁqse issues on which there is often a good deal of
contradictory evidence and vhere the ﬁinal.decision'usually is det®rmined

on the basis of personal preference as not containing quality elements,

attention would‘be focussed on the acceptance fequirement wvhich is impor-
/

-~

tant in sucﬁ/cases. Arternativ€ly, the information question might be

amended. Instead of asking, "Do I have sufficient information to make a

&
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high quality decision?" the question might be rephrased Eo ask, "Is there
likely to be additional information available in the school which would
permit me to make a more rational decision?" A positive answver would
proscribe the use of an AI decision. This amendment would also cover

the situation already described in thch there was additional information
of relevance outside.fhe school. An implication of use of this qdestion

is that the decision free would have to be restructured.

The Acceptance Rule

The second aspect regarding process S1 which appeared to have

implications for the validity of the model in the school setting concerned

.those cases in which the decisions become inconsistent vith the feasible

L]
set because the acceptance rule vas violated. Of the 21 tegcher respon-

dents, reporting on cases containing suﬁh v1olat10ns, 18 considered these

de01slons to have been successful. The mean ratings of decision outij;es.

vere as follows: decision quality 5.43, acceptance 5. 14 and overall

,effectlveness 5.10. Considering the fact that this is the.least partici-

pative process, these ratings indicate that teachers percelved these

decisions to be reasonably successful despite their being inconsistent.

-

The aceeptancge rule applies when a quallty decision is 1nvolved

" and acceptance of the decision by subordinates is according to Vroom and

. Yetton (1973:219), - « o critical to effective implementation and if it

is not certain that an autocratic decision will be accepted." One of the

findings reported earlier was that principals tended to over-rate the

-degree to which teachers were prepared to leave decisions to principals -

wvithout expecting consultation. This pattern applied also in this in-

stance; 14 -out of 20 teachers indicated that they would;not villingly
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have the principal make the decision without comsultation. This infsrmation
suggested that the inconsistency did not arise because of an inaccurate
perception by the principal that teachers expected involvemeht.

Two other stsibiliE;gs existed. The first was that the moaél
vas inappropriate; the secoSé“%hat the priscipal had miscoded the, accept-
ance requirement by indicating that acceptance was necessary wvhen, in //
Fact; it was not. Referehce to the "Instructions for Coding Problems"
provided by Vroom and Yetton (1973:216) iggicated that:

If none of your suborsinates is executing the decision or solution,
your response to this question should be NO. If they are involved in
its execution but the nature of their involvement is such. that
compliance rather than acceptance is sufficient for its implementa-
tion, your answer ‘should be NO. ‘ !
Analysis of the cases indicated that three cases involved timetable
decisions. In each case a teacher vas required to.undertake a task which
no one(wished to accept. In one case a new teacher vas employed to do ths“
Job, in the other two cases a teacher wvas nominated to do the job by
the principal but some Concess;ons vere promised. Three cases involved
supervision; In one of these the principal undertook all supervision,
and thus staff were not involved. In the other two sases no change wasw
madekto the previously existing pattern. It may Ee‘argued.that because
no additional demands were made on feachers their compliance was spffiéA
ient. One of the remaining cases, involved a reduction in budgetvallo;
cations, which was achieved Ly reducing all individual budgets by the
same percentage. Since there was no alternative for teachers but to
accept this decision, it could be viewed as a situation in which compli-

ance vas sufficient. In the final case, declining enrollments made it

economically desirable to concentrate all teaching in one area of the
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school and to close the smaller part. The principal raised tﬁe matter
with‘the staff but believed that there vas shch division of‘opinionvihat’
agreement wvas impossible. .He then made a rationally defensible, ?th— 4
cratic decision to close the smaller building. Two teachers judgéd this
decision to be successfﬁl; whilelone Judged it tp be unsuccessful and
gave low ratings on all three criteria. .

As'bointed:out in Chapter- 4, in 133 of 152 cases subogdinate
acceptance of the deciSibn wvas considefed by principals important for
effective implementation. In the view of the investigator, however, in
fhe'majority'of the cases reported above comblidhce would have been

sufficient.

The Unstructured Problem Rule

0y,

If thg acceptancésquestion igvanswered "yes," then the question
of whether subordinates would willinély accept the superordinaté making
the dgcision autoératically is invqkéd.v The very high proportion of
negatiVe answers to fhis attribute‘h;;\alréady‘been reported; thus, there
is a strong likelihood that if the acceptance question is given a»?yes"
response, ther the prior pfobabil{ty of.én autocratic decision being
wvillingly accepted will be answereé ﬁegatively. If this happens and
‘'subordinates share fhe organi;ational gbals‘one'of the group processes
i§ recommended. If subordinatesxdo Qot share the goals a CI or CII
decision'is prescribed by thé model. Both of these are participative
'processés.‘~As has been demonstrated, 16 cases which were jUdged success-
ful Qere inconsistent with the model. -

: b
Dealing with these cases in isolation from al%/others, two modi-

vfications to the model emefged. The first, requiredf%hét‘the information
. » 1 .
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question be coded "yes" only if the collection of additional informa-
tion wés likely to lead to a more rational solution. The second sug-
gested that the acceptance question might, be rewvorded in the form, "Is
compliance with the decision sufficient to make.its successful ihple—
mentation likely?" Th{? latter ?ewording also had implications for the
drawing of the decision }ree. These suggestions will be examined further
in a latér section, -

Unsuccessful Decisions Using
the S1 Process :

While only five unsuccessful cases were reported which involQed
the use of the S1 process, four of these were consistent with the feas-
ible set. Three possible reasons may be advanced for this high pro-
portion; The first was raised by Vroom and Yetton (1978) when they
pq{nted out that choice of the correct decision process doéévnot ensure -
the succesé of a decision, The second possible reason is that the
decisipn.attributes in these cases were inappropriately judged, .and the
third is that the model is»not applicable to all casés in the school
setting.

The four deéisions were analyzed. The mean principal rating of
overall effectiveness was 3.0. bne of the questions felated\%h the |
filling of a femporafy promotional position., The principal bélieved it
advisable not to ask for staff opinion on this matter. Seven respbnées
‘were received concerning the other three cases. Four teachers believed
tﬁe decisions to haﬁe been sucéessful, three considered them to have been

unsuccessful. The mean for overall effectiveness was 5.3, and no clear

pattern of response was evident. In one case the.principal had been
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refused permission by. the Board to do what he vanted to do and felt that,
though the best alternative had been selected, it was far less suitable
than the original scheme. The‘three teacher respondents, howevér, rated
__the decision as- successful., A seéond case related to a budget matter
vhere, in the prihcipal's.Jiew, the demands Ffom one sdﬁjéct area made
any resglution of the matter by diécussiOn most unlikély. The third
decision related to grouping of §tudents for optional subjects. After
uconsideringhthe matter, the principal had decideg to maintain the pre-
vious practice, and, at the time of the second interyiew, regretted the
decision. !

In only one céée of the 152 rgviéwed did a principai.cohsider an
inconsistent decision to be unsuccessful. This case involved the use of
an Sl process. In this particular case a declslon wvas made byI%he prln-
cipal to 1ntr0duce heterogeneous grouping for a one-year ‘trial period.
%he rule violated was the leader information,rule, the principal believed"
that he did not have sufficient information to .make the decision but did
not involve subordinates in the collection. of additional informationﬂ
This case appeared to‘bé similar to seveéfl inconsisteaf successful
decisions in that, while tﬁere vas a great deal of infofmation avaiiable
concernlng he relative advantages and dlsadvantageé of various grouplné V
practices, th 1nformat10n vas equivocal, and.it vas unlikely that a more
ratlonal declslo; wvould have been madevif staff had been consulted. It
is relevant to note that all three teachers considered the dec181on to
have been successful; the mean ratlng for overall effectlveness wvas 5 3.
Each teacher had perceived audlffgrent process to be used, one perceiv-

.. ing an S4,- one an 56 and one .an S7. This case perhaps illustrates what

‘happens when the decision process being used is not.made explicit. From
. : X @
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the teachers' responses it is clear that the matter was discusged It

appears that the principal had made up his mind and vas prov1dﬁng fermal

notice of an autocratic declslon This is a spec1flc~dec131on process

in the typologies of Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958), - Likert (1961),

Heller (1971} and Bass (1975). Staff members, however, perceived this

to be an opportUnity to contribute to the decision. . i
Two other observations mikht be made concerning the 11 dqcisions

considered unsuccessful by princi alg. The first was that four JF the
Cases were provided by the same Yprinc ipal who was very éxperlenced had
been in his school for a long period and appeared -to be highly Competent
It is possible that such a person might impose high standards. foﬁ decid-
ing that a decision was successful, and his teachers' responses would
tend to support this p0351b111ty, since most of the teachers who responded
from this school considered the decisions to have been successful.

| The secend observation arises from the last ces/’deecfibed. The
v/ principal steted that he did”not believe that staff ac eptance was neces-
sary for successful implementation and that stafFvcem lianee vas suffic-
ient. Because of this decision the guestion of whether staff would villing-
ly accept an autocratlc decision was not asked. However, two of the
three staff who nesponded indicated that they vould not willingly accept
such a decision. While in thls-partlculer case the action appeared to
cause no-resentment, there is a likelihood that if principals continued
to make decisions which precluded staff from what they perceived to be

appropriate involvement thigfpould lead to a measure of teacher dis-

satisfaction.
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Consistency and the
Group Processes

{

: f"

L " Because pr1nc1pals perceived that few decisions were. made u31ng
- ]
the S5 (votlng) process, the cases 1nvolv1ng S5 declslons vere Separated

on the basis explained in an earlier section, and reclassif%éd as being

/
/

. either coqiﬁltative (S4) or group (S6) processes.

\\\\\f'jf_ﬂzﬂ;focesses S6 and S7 a?e both based on the'same congistency fules
and can therefore be considered togéther. When this is done there is a
total of 51 cases, 16 of which were considered succésstKpbut vere jincon-

sistent wvith thenfeasible set. Information concerniqg these cases is

shown in Table 7.2. ' /

Table 7;2

/

Inconsistent, Successful Decisions Made 'Using
|

Group Decision Processes

\

Teacher Responses

Process Principal

Case Used ~ Rating  Successful Unsuccessful Mean . Function
1 ) 5 2 -1 5.0 Timetable.
2 @6 7 2 1 5.0 Timetable
3 7 7 3 -0 6.3 Budget
4 5 6 3 0 5.3 Timetable
-5 6. 6 3 1] 5.0 Timetable
6 6 7. 2 1 - 5.0 Reporting
7. 6 5 3 0 6.3 Instruction
8 6 7 2 o 6.5 Suypervision
9 7 6 3 1] 4.3 Instruction
10 6 5 3 o 5.7 Timetable
11 6 7 2 1 5.0 Instruction
12 6 5 1 g 1 5.5 Timetable
13 6 " 5. 2 1 . 3.5 Instruction.
14 6 6 0 1 5.0 Instruction
15 6 7 2 1 6.3 Reporting
16 6 . 6 3 0 6.3 Timetable
Total 6 36 8 5.3
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Unlike the successful, inconsistent Sl cases wvhere there were many mul-
tiple rule violations, *all 16 cases became inconsistent because the goal

. ; .
congruence rule was violated. This Tule, which applies whenever a quality
B
N : ' :
decisiorf is involved, proscribes the use of the group process when
(Vroom and Yetton,'l973'218) ". . ., subordinates are not likely to pursue

3 ¢

organlz7tlonal goals in thelr efforts to solve thls problem. . . ."
Table 4.22 indicated that if principals' perceptions of the quality of
these decisions were used the means of decisions inconsistent with the
Feas;ble set were higher than those of decisions which were consistent“
(6.§é compared'with'5.75). This difference vas significant at the 0.005

o

level. The null hypothesis of no difference could therefore be rejected.
F%&thermoeej with respect to subordinate aeiepténce~the mean of decisions
in which the rule was viclated vas lower than those in which the rule
1
Jes observed. The null hypothe81s of no dlfference could be reJected at
/the 0.004 level of confidence. Surprisingly, the results for overall
effectiveness d1d not follow tne same pattern. The mean for decisions
in which the rule was not violated was 5.99¢ and for these in'Which it
was violated 6.062. Use of a "tv test ;evealed that this difference did
not/achleve statistical 31gn1f1cance.

The possibility existed that principals’ berceptions both of the
decision process used and ratings of outcomes mlght be very different
from those of subordinates. Subordlnate responses are shown in Table

-

7.3.
. The teacher data tends to reinforce the principal data slnce, by
a majorlty of 36 to 8, teachers con51dered the decisions to have been

successful There is also a good deal of correspondence between the
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Table 7.3

Comparison. of Principal and Teacher Perceptions of Processtsed in

Decision in Which the Goals Rule vas Violated

. Process Used Process Used
A as Perceived - as Perceived -
Case by Principals ' by Teachers .
1 6 . 4 2. 6%
2 6 ' 4 S5* g
3 .7 5% 7% . 5%
4 5 5% 5 5%
5 , 6 3 5% 3
6 / 6 6% 37 g
7 6 . 7* 7* 7%
8 6 5% 5% 7%
9 7 7% 5% 3
10 6 3 '3 2
11 6 3 4 o °©
12 6 5. . sx g
13 6 2 1 3
14 6 5% 0] 0
15 6 6% 2 6*
16 6 3 6% 6%

Totals - Agree 27 - Disagree 17

* Indicates agreement with principal perceptidn of process used

s
o

perceptlons of decision praocess used; -27 teachers agreed that a group
process had been used. In viey of this, it seemed likely that the prin<
c1pals ‘had correctly Judged the situations, and a number of successful
dec131ons wvere made vhich were 1ncon31stent w1th the feas1ble“set

eroom and Jago (1978: :159) reported 31gn1f1cant dlfferences in

the predlcted direction between means For five of the seven decision

rules. No 51gn;Flcant difference, hovever, was established for the goel
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congruence rule although the dlfferences vere in the predicted dlrectlon.
They did establish 31gn1flcant dlfferences in the predicted direction for
decision quality; the dlfferences vere in the 0pp031te direction, although
not 81gn1f1cant for subordlnate acceptance.
The possibility exists that(the ooel congruence rule is not

vappropriate in the school setting. Some Factors mdy be operating in

. schools which make the rule either difficult to apply or not appropriate.
It has been poirted out that goals in schools may be “less clear-cut than
in many types»of~business situations. When the principal is asked to
determine if staff share the organizational goals, there must sometimes
be selection amongst multiple goals'which the school seeks.to echieveQ'

An example may serve to illustrate this pointl A principal wished to

appoint a person to undertake a counselling role and sought the services

\of one ffom among a“number of experienced,”competent teachers to fill
the position. A request was made, durlng a staff meeting, For any person
1nterested in the position to see the principal. No one accepted this
invitation. In discussing the question of what he should do next with
the interviever, the principal equated organizational goals with his own
vishes, determlned that subordinates did not share thelorgenizationél
ﬁgoals and thus ansvered "no" to the guestion of whether staff shared
orggnizational goals. An alternative 1nterpretat10n vas that teachers
dld share some organlzatlonal goals, one of “which: vas to retain good
teachers in classroom contact w1th children. * As Streufert (1978:218)
pointed out: "In a dec181on making 31tuat10n there is no correct solu- '
tion. Rather the task £orce must explore the potential alternatlves and
.select a course of action accordlng to thelr owvn frame of reference."

The explorlng of potentlal alternatives can be done through the use of

"ﬁ,~§ \
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group processes; and it may be that, since many school situations call
for action of the type described, a decision rule which precludes use of
a group proeess'has no place in the school situation.

A second possibility which might ha&e implttations for the goal .
congruence rule in the school situation is that the model treats each
releVamt subordinate as being equal and treats each case as a separate.
entity. As pointed out earlier, schools tend to have a flat hlerarchloal
structure, and’ manyvdeclslons are relevant to the staff as a whole. When
consultative or group procedures are used with reasonaoly large groups,
such as ‘the whole of an elementary school stafF, not all part1c1pants
have equal influence on group opinion. A pr1nc1pal might surrender con-
trol over the dec131on to a group if he believed that the opiniaon leaders
shared the organizational goals. He might also do this if he .was 1nd1f—
ferent or unsure about the outcome of a de0131on.' If he used a votlng'"
procedure he might SUrrender control over decisions in the cases'where
he believed the maJorlty of the staff shared the organlzatlonal goals.
'Schools, too, are cont1nu1ng organlzatlons and each de01s1on is not- made
in isolation. Teachers who did not share the organizational goals mlght
go along with some decisions, even if this had adverse effects for them
persooally in the short term, as a type of repayment for past concessions
or to avold peer group resentment at the teacher's failure to cooperate
wvith other staff members

A ‘third possibility related to the codes of conduct to which
teachers may conform. In many cases principals gave examples of situa-
tlons in Wthh teachers failed to share the organlzatlonal goals but were

prepared to put thelr own personal preferences aside for what they per-.

celved tOnbe the benefit of the students. As an example of such- an action

]
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a principal described a case in which seven teachers wvere involved, one”
of whom had to teacH a8 split-grade class. Such assignments are not pre-
. fierred, and since a request for a volunteer had already been made vithout
rg§ult it was clear that while subordinates might share the organiza-
tional goal of filling difficult teaching assignmeAts vith competent
teachers, they did not share it to the extent that they were prepared
to volunteer for a non-preferred position. The principal thus coded the
goais questign "qp." Because he was not following the model, however,
he was free to use a group procedure and asked the seven involved teachers
to decide who should undertake this role. The decision vas made quckly,
and a higﬁly suitable berson wvas nominated. ‘This teacher explained that
she accepted the position because others had convinced her that she was
the person best equipped to undertake the task in the preéent set of
circumstances, and her professional code required her to do whatever vas
in the best interests of the children.

&b
Consistency with the Feasible

Set and the Consultative
Processes

Both Vroom and Yetton (1973) and Vroom épdyjégo (1978) reported
that, in about two-thirds of tHe cases involVed in their studies the
manager's behaviour was consistent with the feasible set. Results of the
same genéral order occurred in thié-study for the consultative processes
S3 and S4 vith 44 cases being consistent with the feasible set and 16
not consistent.

Processes S3 and S4 derive most of their use from thqse situa-
tions ‘in whicH the leader judges fﬂat subordinates do not share the organ-

izational goa}g and thus the decision rules do not permit use of the

<>
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group processes S5 to S7. Decision processes S3 or S4 appear in ten of
the 13 problem sets. The only feasible sets in which one and/or the other
 does not appear are in problem types é, 5 and 11 where GII is the only
decision process inwthe‘Feasible set. -

Analysls of the rule violations shoped that in five of the eight
cases in wHich an S3 declslon vas used, the unstructured problem rule
was violated. This rule requires that where the leader lacks informatjon
and the problem is unstructured (which means that the leader does not
know where the missing information can be found), a decision process
wvhich allows for intersction among the subordinates should be used.
Decision process $3 requires collection of information and opinion indi-
vidually and, thus, does not meet the requirement; Six decisiohs, however,
vere made using an inconsistent S3 process and vere considered success-
ful. Three of these cases involved the filling of promotional positions.
in each case the principal discussed the matter vith the concerned per-
sons\individually and then made the decision; Discussion revealed that
these three principals, all of whom were very experlenced, always used an
53 process for such decisions. Thls raised the pOSSlblllty that princi-
pals, as a result of their experience, used dlfferent styles for differ-
ent types of problems.

Tvo of the cases vere inconsistent because of the violation of
. the acceptance‘priority rule. This rule is based upon the assumption
that (Vroom and Yetton, 1973:220), ". . . methods which provide equal
partnership in the dec181on maklng process can prov1de greater accept-
ance." If there is no ~Teason to inhibit 1nvolvement thls rule requires
use of the most partlclpatlve process possible. The final inconsistency

had breached the conflict rule. Thls rule requires that where disagree-

w3
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ment among subordinates is likely, the decision process used should
enable thoce‘who are in disagreement, to resolve their differences vith
full knowledge of the problem. This rule requires potentially conflict-
Ful:gituations to be confronted. While an alternative gase may also be
made, the comparaticely fev cases in which this ryle wéd violated (eight
‘times), and the fact that on only one occasion vas this rule the only
one violated, made it'appear that this rule wvas unlikely to account for thei
discrepancy between previous validity s?udies and the present study.

. In every case in which use of decision process S4 was inconsis-
t;nt it was because the accéptance,priority rule (Rule 7) wvas croken.
The basis for this rulc vas given above. No further investigation of
these breaches was carried out 31nce, if the goal congruence rule (Rule
3) is modified as was suggested earlier, the acceptance priority rule
also-lapses because it differentiates between process S4 and thc group

processes..

THE EFFECT OF CHANGES IN THE MODEL

Three suégestions for_changes in the model which would have the
effect of making successful decisions consistent with the feasible set
have béen proposed. The first, used as the test of whether further infor-
. mation should be sought, was "Is there likely to be additional 1nf0rma-
tlon avallable in the school vhich would permlt me to make a more
rational decision?" "Some reasons why such a;guestion may be‘more appro- -
priate for use in the school setting have been advanced. The second

proposed change does not 1nvolve a change in meaning but rather of

emphasis by substituting the wordlng, "Is compllance sufficient for
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successful implementation of the decisihn?" for the previous acceptance
questidn. It was suggested that this question would cause a more critiéal",
viev of the need for acceptance. Thipdly, the applicability of the goal
congruence rule in the school setting has been questioned, and some reasons
have been advanced which would justify itg removai. While each of these
changes is likely to make a greater proportion of successful decisions
consistent with the feasible set, it is also possible that some other

'imhlications will arise from such changes. While the removal of the goal
congruence fule from the operation of the model is a routine task, those
questions concerning information and acceptance pose difficult problems
since they are situationally based. Because ah interviev method was
used, the researcher was able to‘develop an understanding of each case
and was able to recodeithe revorded attribute questions‘according to his

perception of the situation. 1In a later section the effects of these

changes on the validity of the model will be examlned

Other POssible Areas of

Disoregancxl

One possibility for the discrepancy in results between the present

study and prgyioué valiation studies was that in the present case the
principals were unfamiliqg with the model. Consequently the poséibility
of inappropriate_éséessment by principals of the situational attributes

is a real one: Part of this problem maybbe'solved by the'proposal made
above, namely, that the 1nvestlgator vho was familiar with the model

could recode two of the attributes. While the removal of the ‘goal congru—
ence questlon reduces the number of rules whlch must be con81dered,,up to

five other questlons may still remain to be ansvered.. Since such ques-
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'tions as, "Is conflict among subordinates likely in preferred solutions?"
could not be answvered without intimate knowledge of the situations in
vhich the question applies, reassessment of these attributes was hot
possibie. o

One question about which relevant information was‘a;ailable
related to subordinate wvillingness to accept an au£%cratic decision.

Since teachers had responded to this question their replies were used as

the basis for recoding.

RESULTS OF EXPERIMENTATION WITH THE MODEL

Several "recodings" of the information on different bases were
undertaken, and the results|ate reported below. Some combinations of the

changes vere introduced and applied to both principal‘ﬁnd teachér data.

The Original Model

Results obtained using both principal and teacher data and
reported in Chapters 4Aand 6 afe‘collected and presented to provide a
‘basis of comparison with>the various modifications to‘the mddel wvhich
vere made’and<tested. These data are reported 'in Tables 7.4 énd‘7.5.

In relation to both decision success and the éeven-puint ratings,pr;hci-
pal data did not reach statistical signi?icéhce; ’In bpth céses'teachef
data reached significance but the relétionshipé QEre not strong.

Modifying Quality, Acceptance
and Prior Probability

Responses

The initial modification addressed three issues. The first of *

.these involved the attribute pertaining to quality. A quality decision

[+
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Table 7.4

Consistency with the Feasible Set and Decision

Y

Success Using Original Data

204

%

Feasible Seta

Principal Data

Teacher Data

Status ?Suééessfui Unsuccessfgl Successful Unsuccessful
Consistent 91 10 212 109
Inconsistent ~ 49 1 20 21

~* Chi-Square = 2,623 Chi—Square = 4. 9
‘Not Significant Significance = < 0 05
' Table 7.5
sCon31stency w1th the Feasible Set and Ratlngs of
Gverall Effectlveness Using Or1q1nal Data

,»Feasiblé Set

Principal Data -

-;Teacher Data

T Test Résufg.

T Test Result

' 1 Signiflfi . Signif-
Status N Mean | Value| icance - Mean | Value | icance
.Consistent 101  6.04 , 232 5.53
_ 0.71 - N.S. ’ 1.72 0.044
Inconsistent 50 5,92 131 5.25 " |
is defined as ope_which has technical and rational elements. The cases

vere reviewed and those in vhich the ihvestigator'considered that, while
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there vas a greatAdeal oflinformation avallable, much of it was con-
fliéting and the decision eventually became a matter of opinion were

coded as not having a quality requirement. : The effect’on(cases vhere

this procedure involved a change in the quality assesSment;yas to focus
attention on the acceptance and prior probability questions. Dnly two -
feasible sets S1 - 57 and S5 - 57 are available for cases not having a
quality requirement. The acceptance attribute was considered, and if the -
invegtigator believed that compliance was sufficient for- effective imple-
mentétion of‘the decision the acceptance attribute vas changed. Thg third
change was to use teacher35 perceptions of prior,probabili%z/fg/;ecﬁﬁgxH

this attribute. If two or more teachers disagfeed vith the principalfs

rating it was changed. The results are shown in Table 7.6.

Table 7.6

Decision Success and Consistency with fhe Feasible Set, Using Modified

Perceptions of Quality, Acceptance and Prior Probability

—= .
Principal Data " Teacher Data
Feasible Set v -
Status: Successful Unsuccessful Successful Unsuccessful
Consistent 92 9 : 217 23
 Inconsistent 48 , 2 ' 108 19
Chi-Square = 1.19 Chi-Square = 2.37
Not Significant . Not Significant

I3
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Comparison of Tables 7.4 and 7.6 indicated no improvement in. the
agreement of cases consistent- with the feasible eet and success as a
result of this modification.

Ratings of overall effectlveness wvere also used as the dependent

va;iable. The results are shown in- Table 7.7.

Table 7.7

Consistency with the Feasible set, Ratings of Overall Effectiveness and

Modified Perceptions of Quality, Accebtance and Prior Probability

‘Principal“Data Teacher Data
T Test Result T Test Result
Feasible Set ' | Signif- Signif-
Status N. Mean Value | icance N Mean Value | icance.
Consistent 101 5.97 | 239 5,544
-/ 0.54  N.S. 1.97  0.051
Inconsistent 50 6.06 - 122 5.238

"~ As compared with}Table 7;5, the effect of the changes on prin-
cipal data vas to change the,direction of the relationShip but fhe‘dif-
ferences, in neither case; approached significance. The effect on‘
teacher data, hbﬁevér5 vas to slightly reduce the probablllty that the
differences were 31gn1F1cant(0 044 compared w1th .051). Use of multlple
regre331on analy51s agaln showed that de01810n process was respon31ble For\

most of the accounted for variance. The model, modified in the way

o ' .
: deserlbed, was therefore making littlevcontiibution to the explanation

»
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of the relaEionshipEbetween ratings of effectiveness and consistency with
the feasible set.
Modifying Information, Acceptance

and Prior Probability
Attributes

In the second modification qf the model the approach to the many
cases in which there was conflicting evidence vas to code these as ‘having
a quality fequirement. This cou;se_of action seemed reasonable since |
such issues as whether or not corporal punishmenf should be used;
whether integrated approaches to language arts are more effective than
non-integréted approaches, and the relative merits of heterogeneous and
homogeneous grouping.practices all have some technical-ratiocnhal element§
but the infd}mation vhich can be generated within the school is unlikely
to lead to é more rational decision, if decisions were of this type, the
quality combonent waé rated "yes,V'aﬁd fhe information question was also
raﬁed "yes," the reasbn being that, since further search For'informatién
vas not‘likely to provide a more rational Choice; thefe vas no justifi;
cation for an extEndeg,information search. Principals’ cbdiﬁgs of the

acceptance attribute vere reviewed and twelve changes were made. In only

o

three cases was there a consequent change in the feasiblé set, (See Appen-
dix M). Again, subordinate assessments §f pfior probability were used
inﬁpases in which two or more éubbrdinates agréed vith each other but
,diségreed with the principal. Results’are shown in Table 7.8.

Results based on teacher data allov rejection of the null hypbth-

T e

esis that there is no difference between the success of cases consistent
vith the feasible set and those inconsistent and thus allows acceptance

of the hypothesis that decision success and éonsisfency vith the feasible set

t
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Table 7.8
Consistency vith the Feasible Set,'Decision Success and )
Modified Perceptione of Information, Acceptance and
Prior Probability Attributes -
: , Principal Data - . Teacher Data
Feasible Set j -
Status Successful . Unsuccessful ~ Successful - Unsuccessful
Consistent . 80 8 {190 .13
Inconsistent 60 o3 135 29
, Chi-Square = 1.018 : lChi-Square = 10.30
. Significance = 0.313 .. Significance = 0.0013

are related. Analysis to determine whether the signifiCant reljfionship

establlshed in Tab¥e 7.8 was in the predlcted dlrectlon vas undertaken,

‘using the ratlngs of Gverall effectlveness. The‘results are provideqpin

Table 7.9, .

The result for principal data does not approach 81gn1f1cance..

However, the teacher data result 1nd1cated that the meahs vere 31gn1f1—

cantly-different. The‘}Lll hypothesis vas therefpre regected, and the

alternative hypothesis that consistency with the %easible set. is posi-
‘ T
tively related to the mean success of decisions was~accepted
The possibility existed, however, that the establlshed relation-
1

Shlp resulted from the fact that dec131ons consistent with the fe331ble ‘

" et are more likely to be partlclpatlve than declslons 1ncon51stent vith

the feasible set. -Multiple regression analyels vas perFormed to test

~

e
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Table 7.9 : : _ s

C0n81stenex4w1th the Feasible Set, Ratings of Overall “

Effectiveness and Modlfled Perceptions of

Information, Acceptance and Prior

Probability Attributes

Principal Data ° Teacher Data
T Test Result / T Test Result )
Feasible %et = Signif- || | Signif-
Status N Mean Value | icance N Mean | Value| icance
Consistent 88 6.02 ) 203 5.66
» | 0.32  N.S. : +3.50 < .00l
Inconsistent 63 5.97 . 158 5.16

!
. !

,,;,}? - ] o e e v- - A——-‘

[ .

‘.fhis relationship. When consistency with the feasible set was given

priority the.F‘ealue vas 13.81.(probability < .001). When decision pro- \\\\\\\\\\\
cess vas added, the F value was 17.86 (probebility < .601); When decis-

ion process was introdnced first the F vaiue vas 24.69 (p < .001). When
consisteney with the feasible eet was inéfoduced as a predictor of resid-

ual variance the.R square value rose Frqn_0.00S to 0.092‘thle the F

.value vas 17.864 (p < ,001?. The ind?ﬁgdual eontributions of both con-

sistency with the feasible set .and decision process were significant at

-

s

the 0.001 level. Reference tp’%he R? (square) change in both tables
indicated‘that irrespective oﬁ>order of treatment the variance attribu-
table to decision process used wvas greater than for conformance w1th the

model, but in both cases thé’effect of con31stency wvith the model vas
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statistically significant. The null qZpoth831s could therefore be.

S
[ . : d
AR Cree""

'rejected, and the alternatlve hypothesis that ratings of overall effective-

~

ness are assoc1ated vith consistency with the feasible set accepted

Decision Success and Consistency
with the Feasible Set Using
Modified Perceptions of L
Information, Quality, ’ . 2
Prior Probability and : o
o Goals /

-

EEWhile the above modification tended to support the validity of the
revised Vroom—Zetton model in respect to teacher data, one major’change
suggested_earlier was to remove the goal congruence rule from the model.,

. This also has the effect of removing the need for the conflict rdle and
" . reduces the number‘of problem types. The effect is to increase the

number of deciéidns consistent wvith the feasible set since S4 is added:to

fea51ble set of problem types 2, 5, and 11 and S5 - S7 are added to

T

' the feas1ble\gEt\Tn\egobLg@\types,4, éa, 6b, 9 and 12. The data relating

to this modification appears in Table 7.10.

~

o ‘ o ™\ Table 7.10 . . - |
\\f\\f\\\\f\\\\ﬁonslstency vith the Feasggie Set and Decision Sdccess, Modified - o

Perceptlons of- AtE‘ibGtes and the . Sg§pen31on of the

Goal Congruency Rule T T
¢ ) ;
B Principal Data ‘Teacher Data ' '“\
"~ Feasible Set - - -
Status . Successful Unsuccessful Successful ‘Unsuccessful
Consistent 107 8 270 22
Inconsistent 33 3 55 20
’ o Chi-Square = 0.0 Chi-Square = 19.70
Significance = 1.00 - Significance = < 0.0001

v
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statisticallyysignificant. The null hypothesis could'therefore be
re jected, and the alternatlve hypotﬁe81s that ratlngs of overall effeqtlve—u
ness are associated with. con31stency wvith the fe881ble set eetepted

/ ] .

Decision Sdccess and Consistency - - ' : o - .
with the Feasible Set Using . o _ : : ‘<:

Modified Perceptions of . ;
Information, Quality, ’
revised Vroom-Yetton model in respect to teacher data, one maJor change : ' \\

Frior Probability and g - L G
suggested earlier was to remove the goal congruence rule from thé model.

-

Goals .

While the above modlflcatlon tended to support the valldlty of the

this also has the effect of remov1ng the need for the confllct rple and

reduces the number of problem types. The effect is to increase the
number aof decisions consistent with the feasible set since 94 is added to e
< (. <

the feasible set of problem types 2, 5, and 11 and S5 - S7 are added to

the feasible set in problem types 4, 6a, 6b, 9.and 12. The data relating

. to this modification appears in Table 7.10. . o e
4 v . ' N , B
—_— o ‘ : IR
TT——— .~ Table 7.10 \ L - F
. . ‘\' » . s y ‘-‘) .
Consistency with the‘Feasible Set jand Decision Success, Modified\
- Y

Perceptlons of Attrlbutes and the Suepen81on of the

] Goal Coggruenoy Rule S ‘
AV/ ‘:,.\_,/ . ) o .
re-smryecr : . o ‘ v .
__Jprincipal Data Teacher Data . _
Feasible Set ~ —= - ' ‘ - _ : _ - N
Status Successful Unsuccessful Successful Unsuccessful
. o . ' - ' e ' . Q
Consistent - 107 8 270 - - 22
Inconsistent 33 3., 55 - 20
Chi-Sqyare = 0.0 : Chi-Sguare = 19.70 - |
- Significance = 1.00 ‘ Significance = < 0.0001 -
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The results ass001ated vith the principal data indicated that 1f
the principals’ perceptlons of process used and pr1nc1pals perceptions of
decieion seccess vere used as the independent variables, the removal of
the goal congruency rule caused more cases to become consistent. The
Chi-Square result inéicated that there was no relationship between decis-
ion success and consistehcy with the mode].

The results arising from the teacher data allov confident re-

' Jectlon of the null hypothesis of no relatlonshlp between consistency
vith the feasible set and decision sugcess.

Analysis of the ratlngs ofldec131on success allowed more detalled

investigations of the relationships to be made. Data relating to- these

ratings appear in Table 7.11.

Table 7.11
: .

- Consistency with the Feasible Set, Ratings of Overall

Effectiveness, Modified,Perceptibns of Attributes .

and Suspension of the Goavaonqruency Rule

|

e

———

Princibal Data .Teacher Data
\ T Test Result T Test Result

Feasible Set l Signife ' Signif-

Status N Mean | Value| icance ‘] N | Mean |Value| icance
Consistent © 115 4.03 | 291 5.61

R 0.55 N.S. 3.94 < 0.0001 .

Incohsﬁt\e:t 36  5.92 : .70 474

5 ; ' '
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While the difference in means of results using principal data
are ih the predicted direction, they do not reach éfatistical significance.

Analysis of the results arisihg from use of tﬁe teacher data
indicates significantly different means. Equally strong resﬁlts for
decision gquality and subordinate acceptance were also noted. The null
hypothesis of no dif%erence Qas rejected, and the research hypothesis
that consistency with the feasible set is related to higher ratings gf
decision outcomes was accepted.

Since the pfincipal data did not reach significance no further
investigation regarding it was performed. The teacher data were sub-
‘jected‘to regression analysis to determine wvhether the observed relation-
ship vas due to consistency with the'feasible set or chéngés associated
vith the allowance of more participative processes.

Multiple regression analysis was used.  When consistency with

§

en pfiority im the hierarchical procedure the F

the feasible set was gj
value was 29.22 (p = X .0001). When deg}siém process was introduced
as a' predictor esidual variénce the F’vaiué vas 18.18 (p = < 0.0001).

. This indicates that both variables,céhtributé to thé final
result.: When decision process was given priofity the F vélue was 24.70
(p = < 0.0001). The F value of consistency wifﬁ the feasible set as a
predictor of residual variance was 18.18 (p =< 6,0001).

Thére is a lafge degree of overlap betwee&&ﬁhéffactors indicated
by fheip correlationrcoefficient of 0.520. When the contributions of
each aré separated, the F value for consi'stency with the feasible set is
10.96 and for qecision'précess 6.67.; Both are significant at the 0.01

level. The result, however, indicates that consistency with the feasible-

séf,is‘a highly significant factor in the observed relationship.
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Summary Mo

From the preceding analysis it appears that if modifications -
both to the attribute questions and to the rules underlying the Vroom-
‘Yetton model are made, signiffcant relationships between consistency with
the model and decision outcome§ result if the judgement is made on the
basis of teachers' perceptions of decision process as well as decision
outcomes." NoneSOf the proposed modifications have been effective in
improving the relationship between consistency with the model and prin-

cipals' perceptions of outcomes. Possible reasons for this discrepancy

vill be explored in Chapter 8.

ALTERNATIVE DECISION MODELS

Some p;incipals had indicated:that ihey used-certain decision
styles to handle problems of differént types, such as the use . of fhe S3
style for situations in which decisions regarding promotioﬁs wvere made.
Since such practices had been developed over a period of some years,
evidently with sufficient success for the principal to continue the prac-
-tice, it seemed reasonéblé to test such methods against the data which
had been collected;

’ The decisions were categoriied by the investigatof ip several
ways; éin,the first, functional cétegories had been estaﬁiisﬁed as
detailed iq Table Q.ll. Using.the model as a guide, feasible‘sets wvere

bestablished for each of.the categoriesf Timetable decisions were first
considered. >It vas believed thaf generally they weré quality decisions

and that information would be required before decisions couldbe made. S

In respect of acceptance considerations it wés decided that the acceptance
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of subordinates was essential for effebtive implementation in such cases
and that subordinates were unlikely to willingly accept an autocratic
decision; .Since timetables often required teachers to undertake non- .,
preferred tasks, it was considered that the goals attribute should be
answvered in the negative. Tracing this path along the decision tree
indicated that either problem sets 6a or 6b were appropriate and the
feasible set was thus established as S3 and S4. Applying similarvreasop-
ipg, the feasible set for each of the functions vas established as follous:
budgeting,'Sl.— S4; supervision, S2 - 54; reporting and grading procedures
S5 - S7; miscellaneous, Si.

While these decisions vere made in conformance with the model
there are tuo important reservations. The first ié that the use of a
flxed process or variety of processeq to make decisions without specific
conslderatlon of the special 81tuat10nal factors is antlthetlcal to the
ratlonale Wthh lay behind the development of the model. The second
point is that use of a limited number of categories meant that many quite
dissimilar'decisioqs_were forced into a single category. This was very
clear if.budget dgciéions vere coﬁsidered. In the different school s;SQ
tems in wvhich data wvere ppllected, schools were given w1dely varylng
amounts of power over the budgetary process. However, a decision cover-
ing the relative benefits to the school of the employment of an additional
teachihg aide compared to additional expenditure on teacher development
activities wére grouped in this classificatioh vith decisions on what per
teacher alloﬁénce éhould be-madelfor dUplicating paper. Given such limi-
tatiohs; it waé not surprising that the résults did not support use of
a procedure such as this as a dev1ce for. de01d1ng on an approprlate

decision process. - The results are shown in Table 7.12. .
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Table 7.12
e

Decision Success Associated with Use of Specified Decision

Processes in Different Functional Areas

Principal Data R . Teacher Data
Feasible Set '

.Status Successful Unsuccessful Successful Unsuccessful
& ' '
Consistent 70 | 4 152 20
Inconsistent 70 7 o 173 22

Chi-Square = 0.32 Chi-Square = 0
Significance = 0.58 Significance = 1.00

R

In view of the fairly restricted feasible set pr0v1ded for each

(S

\\r
of the Functlonal areas, the frequency with whlch decisions were con-

sistent with the feasible set may be surprisieg since chance selection
vould suggest about onlyéAO percent of cases being consistent. This may
point to the use of some festricted'"rule of thumb" by many pr1n01pals
'in making de01810ns, hovever, 1rrespect1ve of whethef this is sa, the

results glve llttle support for the use of such a method

The same fea31ble set vas applied to ratings of decision outcomes.
The results are shown in Table 7.13. No significant differences were
observed. |
‘-f A'similar procedure vas perfofmed, using as the basis fer clas~-

v fnficatlon, Mlntzberg s (1971) de0131onal c13551f1cat10n. The results

'\were similar to those shown in Table 7.13.
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Table 7.13

Decision Effectiveness Associated with Use of Specified Decision

Processes in Different Functional Areas

Principal Data ' Teacher Data
T Test Result T Test Result
Feasible Set Signif- ' ignif-
Status N Mean Value icance N | Mean Value icance
B ' \/
Consistent 74 5.99 171 5.47 ,
o -0.16  N.S. 0.45  N.S.
Inconsistent 77  6.01 190 5.41 '
. SUMMARY | _—

.NAnalysis of categorieé of cases which were inconsistent with the
}\'!poomeYettpn-model but Lad been'judged succéséful‘by principals and

‘teachers vas undertaken. Most of these caées apﬁeared to bé inconsis-
1tent becauéf of the violation of one of two rules: the leader informa—
tion rule or the gﬁal congruence leéder. A less important but contrib-
utory factor abpeared té Be(that principals perceived teaéhérs to be
more wiil}ng to éccept autocratic debisions than was indicated by teachérs'
responses. Detailed analysis of the cases revealed that a small propor-
tion of cases may have beén ihappropriafely coded in respect of the“
acceptance requirement. ‘
‘ As a resultvof tHe,anélysisg several modifications to the ﬁodél

vere indicated and, as a result of testing the effects of these changes,
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N
a revised model (Figure 8.1) is proposed. ‘Consistency wvith the feasible
set and deeisions outcomes are not related if principals' perceptions of
decision process as well as ratings of outcomes are used However, 1f

teacher perceptions of dec1slon process as vell as ratings of outcomes, are

‘used, c0n81stency vith the f8331ble set is 31gn1f1cantly related to the

perceived effectiveness of decisions. Though the re%atlonshlp between
consistency and outcomes is not strong (R? = Or093),kit is significant
at a hrgh level of confidence. In view of this finding it appears that
the revised model is valid in the school setting, if teachers' percep-

tions of process and outcomes are used.



Chapter 8

. SUMMARY, CﬁNCLUSIUNS AND RECOMMENDATIUNS
/ .
/ : '

The/content of, this Chaptér‘includes a summary of the results of
the invest#gation, coaclusiohs vhich may be drawn from the study and
implicatio%s arising from these conclusions. Included in the latter are
impliéatio%s pertaining to decision making in schools, implications for

further résearch and implications for the preparation of educationéi

administrators.’

~ SUMMARY

Purpose of| the Study

Tﬁe‘purpose of the study was to invesﬁigate the nature of admin-
|
istrative becisiontmaking in schools and particularly to determine if a ~_/

" model of decision making, .the Vroom-Yetton model, which had been designéd .

for use inKOﬁher settings. and whose concurrent validity had been estab-
\

lished in those sitUatiohs,was'valid in the school setting. The study,
\ .

thus, had t\o aspects: the firét was concerned with general patterns
o% administrative detision making_in_schools, while the second focussed on
" the validity\cf the Vroom-Yetton model. ‘

| The s\ctién of the studylconcerned wvith ¢ecision making gener-
ally,uﬁéalt with such métters as the frequency with which school princi-
pals used decision making procedures involving participation by staff.

- e
members, the extent to which. teachers perceived themselves to be involved
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in decision making and thei; desires for involvement, and the per-
ceived present degree of*success of decisions made in schools. It was
considered that these and other matters would be relevant concerns if
the model proved valld because implementation might requ1re changes to
present patterns of decision making. If these changes vere of a sub—
stantial nature implementation of . the model might be impracticable, and
some perception of present practice was therefore essential. | h

In the section of the'stpdy concerneq with the Qalidity'of the
Vroom-Yetton model, principalsl perceptions of decision attributes were
’ used to define the Feas1ble set and consistent and 1ncon51stent dec131ons
vere compared on four outcome crlterla. |

A rev1ew'of»11terature, a largevpartiof’which was'focussed on

decision making in schools, vas undertaken. As a result of thiS’reﬁiew,

f 4

changes were made in the typology of decision styles proposed by the

model. A number of research hypotheses (24) were also formulated.

Data'Collection

The data collection vas desxgned to take account of weaknesses
identified in prev1ous attempts to valldate the Vroom-Yetton model.
The procedures 1nvolved the collection of data before or at the tlme
that decisions were belng made rather than subsequent to the dec181on
belng’made. The data_collected first consisted of a descrlptionAby the
schoollprincipal of a decision vhich vas to be made and the principal's
perception of a humber of sitUational attributes relevant to the Vroom-
Yetton model. Each separate de01s1on was ‘termed a case, and 168 cases

vere collected from 33 respondents. A structured 1nterv1ew was used for

this purpose.

ts
\"
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Between five and six months later a second interview took place.

At this interview the principal explained what decision was made and

~ judged the outcome of the decision as being either successful or unsuc-'

cessful. In addition, ratings of decision outgomes on three criteria.-
. 8

decision quality, subordinate acceptance and overall effectiveness - were

collected regarding the 152 cases on which judgements could be made. A

questionnaire concerned with the principals' perceptions of decision

making,in the school generally was discussedvand the interviewer recorded
the principals’' responses. '

Data were also collected from teachers. All principals were
villing to have staff'members answver questions rélating béﬁh to decision.
magingfgenerally~and to the specific cases described by~the principal.

A brief written summary of each caée vas supplied to each teacher by the

interviewer. A special form which included e questionnaire was used .

for this purpdse.’ Each quéstionnaire.was identified in order t@%t it

could be associated with the principal's perceptioﬁs of the samé'case.
v . S
0f a possible 456 responses, 385 or. almost 85 percent were returned.

\

Though five and_seven;poinﬁ scales vere used for the collection

of much of the data it was assumed that, with one exception, these data

did not meet the criteﬁiawto be considered as beingiat the interval or

ratio level, and as a result non-pafametric tests were used.

The one exception to this practice was in regard to the ratihg
of decision outcomes. There vere two justifications for this. The
first was that teachers and principals have experience in rating out-

comes of various types and their responses might, therefore, be expected

4
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to reflect, fairly accurately, their perception of reality. The
second justification was Vroom and Jago had used this practice and, since
.the study was designed to be comparable vith that of Vroom and” Jago,

-

there vas a need to use a similar statistical basis.
In addition to use of non-parametric statistical procedures such

as Chi Square tests, Kendall's TaU»and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two

sample test, parametric procedures were also used These "included t

tests, analysis of. varlance and hierarchical ‘multiple regression pro-

cedures tO'determine the individual contributions of two independent

variables when thege vere themselves closely related.

Results
The perceptions oF principals regarding the generalized nature
of de01Sion making showed some similarities and some differences wvhen,
compared w1th the perception of teachers. There vas a general agreement
that all seven decision processes used in the model vere frequently
used and were thus appropriate for 1nclu31on in-a taxonomy of decision
processes appropriate for schools. Principals and teachers perceived
principals to use a variety of decision processes and-not to have a
single prevailing style. Teachers perceived school decision making to
beﬁmore participative than it was perceived to be by principals. Therey
vas evidence that elementary schools vere perceived -to be more partici-
_patiVe_thannsecondary sChools and, as well, there vas evidence to confirm
that teachers percéive themselves to be differentially involved in
Q&dec131on making. These differences wvere related to sex,‘type of school

and experience differences.

Principals‘and teachers displayed differences in their percep-
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tions regarding the involvement of teachers in decision making. There
was some agreement since two-thirds of the principals and one-half of
the.reachers perceived teachers to be satisfied with their present in-
volvement.‘ The difference, hovever, was that athajority of che prin-
cipals who believed that staff were not sarisfied, attributed their
. dissatisfaction to over-involvement wnile almost all teachers attributed .
any dissatisfaction td under-involvement.

Principals indicated that the involvement of teachers, while it
‘ improved decision quality,‘had its major influence by"increasingvteacher
_-acceptance of decisions. Tnere Qas a time-cost in invclvement but most
principals perceived this to be marginal. Analysis of the teacher data
on this issue revealed that the desire'for increased participation was,__
significartly related to sex with male teachers exhibiting a greater
.discrepancy betveen present and desired levels of involvement than
female teachers. A relationsnip between experience and discrepancy
between present and desired levels of involvement was also statistically
significant but not linear. |

vAnalysls of the case data %evealed support For the earlier find-
ing that teachers perceived school declslon making to be more partic1-
pative than it was perceived to bevby‘prin01pals. One way in Wthh thlS<
' finding was demonstraéed vas through teachers' perception of the dec1Sion
process used in making the decision.ﬁ In most cases,.teachers percelved
a more participatlve process to. have been ‘used than that nominated by
the principal. Since teachers perceived different decision processes
to have been used in making the same de0131on,‘anbanalySis vas. conducted
to determine whether the_perceived degree of participatienkwas related
to perceptiqns of decision outcomes. Highly significant positive

N
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relationships were eséabllshed for all three criteria.

Teachérs who ;ndlcated that they woyld have used the same decis-
ion process as vas used by the principal inq:ahgng the decision gavegthe
highest ratings of decision success. The small group who perceived a
more partlclpatlve process to have been used than was optlmal gave
slgnlflcantly higher ratings than those who percelved a less than optlm;
ally part1c1pat1ve style to be used.

Analy51s of case data revealed that both teachers and prlnc1—
pals percelved a high degree of success in the declslons made. Ratings
of decision outcomes conflrmed the high proportlon of teachers and prlh-
cipals who considered the decision to have been satlsfactory.» Pr1nc1pals
ratings of outcomes were higher than those of teachers.

Both pr1n01pal and teacher data 1ndlcated that principals dld\
not vary their decision styles accordlng to the percelved 1mportance of _
the dec151on nor to the functional category with whlch the de0131on wasﬂ
concerned |

Analysis of the case data revealed that for principals, subor-
dinate acceptance vas more closely related to ratlngs of overall
effectlveness than were dec151on quality ratlngs. The opposite result
was Found by analy81s of the teacher data.

Conparlson of principal  and teacher data 1ndlcated that prln—

cipals greatly over-estlmated the degree to whlch teachers were w1lllng

‘to- accept autocratlc de0151ons.

Cases vere c13381f1ed as consistent Or inconsistent with the

Vroom-Yetton model ~according to whether the prlnc1pal s perceptlon of

. the decision process used was con31stent or 1ncon31stent vith the

prescrlptions of the model. " There was no statlstlcally~significant

W52
4
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LN

‘ relationship‘between consistency with,£he feasibie seﬁ and any of the
measures o% decision outéomes as perceived by principals. o

N Use of teachers' perceptions of decigién ﬂutcomes indicated
that there were statistically significanﬁ but weak relationships between
consistgncy vith the feasible set and dec}éion optcbmes but these were
largély attributable to the fact that:decisions-copsistent vith theg
feasible set tended to be more participative'than.deéisions wvhich w;re
‘inconsiétent. Increased participation réther than consistency was, thus,
responsible‘for the rélationship. ’

The tases which had.bEen‘classified as being inconsistent on the

basis of the principal's perceptions were subjected to individual - |

analyﬁis. Inconsistency arises from violatioq of one or more of seven
ruléa."The incoﬁsi%tent cases were analyzed aﬁd groﬁpeg according to the
rule; or rules, viqlated. Anaiysis of the effect of.thé rules both
collect}vely and iggividually was conduéted.\ The goal congruence rule
vas found to havg a statistiﬁally sighifiéant'reiatiénship with decisibn~
quality but in the réverse direction to that predicted, while the aCcept—
ance ruleﬂwgs found tovhave a statistically significant rel%tionship
with,sﬁﬁofdinate aqgeptance. However,'the ruleé collectively or indi-
vidually had no statistically significant felationship with the overall
effectiveness of decisions. i ‘ |
i '-'Anélysis 6f cases whith'weré‘incongistent wvith the feasible éet
but which Wére deemed to be successful led £6 some sugé%stions for modi-
fication oflfhe modél designed :to aéapt it to the particular circum-
stances of decision_making in the-sphqol setting. The main changes.wére

to modify the leader information rule to take account of the uncertainty

vsurrounding many of the decisions made in schools and the abandonment
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."decision'making. It m%y, thus,{be inferred that the Vroom-Yetton taxon-
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of the goal eongruence rule. When the data supplied by principals vere

epplied to the modiﬁied model, no significant relationship between con-

' sistency with the feasible set and the success of decision outcomes

resulted. Application of the data supplied by teachers to the modified

model, howeve:;eresulted in statistically significant relationships

; between consistency with the feasible set and fhe'decision outcomes

being established. : 4 ' s

o

CONCLUSIONS

In Chapter 1, nine questions were suggested as being relevant

“to the utility of the Vroom-Yetton model for selecting a decision

process in the school setting. The answers to these questions constitute
the majof pdnclusions of this study.. . S

.. It can be confidently aAsserted on-the basis of both principal

- and teacher data that principals use a variety of decision processes.

~—""_"~The adequacy of the Vroom-Yetton taxonomy was not .directly
tested. The high pereeived frequency of use of decision Rrocesses S5
and 56 in decision making generally and the ese'of both in the actual

cesee indicated that the processes do occupy an"imporfant pléce in school

omy does not closely reflect school practice.

No situational influence other than those described by Vrdom‘

E ©

and Yetton appeared to exert- 1nfluence on the ch01ce of dec131on pro-
cesses, It had been antlclpated that the long perlod durlng vhich schools

vere not in operatlon due to holldays and the Fluld participation par-

|
tlcularly of teachers and students would be 31gn1flcant 1nfluences, no
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‘evidence to support this presuﬁptiod vas found.

‘Nd statistically significant relationship attributable’to con-
sistency with the;Vroomeetton model and either decision success or
ratings of.decision outcomes as perceived by principals was established.
If teachers' perceptions of the decision process as vell as outcome
measures were used, statistically significant but veak relationships
vere found;%QHowever, much of the relationship wasbattributable to the
participatiue nature of decision processes which are consistent with
the Vroom-Yetton model. "

Analysis edd subsequent modification of parts of the dedel in-
vdiceted that the decisions which were consistent'with the modified
model (Figure 8.1) vere associated with*statisticaily significant differ-
ences in outcomes, if teachers' perceptions of decision erocess as well
as decision outcomes wvere used. Evaluation of fewer problem ettributes
wes involved rn the modified ﬁodel. Testing of simplified models based
on use of a spec1f1ed feasible set for different dec131onal areas,
irrespective of 31tuat10nal factors, yielded no 31gnlflcant results.

The maJor changes made in the model were to clarify the 1nfor;
mation ettribute qguestion andéfo suggest~that the gdal ébpgruence rule
may not be applicable in thebschool setting.

| While the perceptions of edueational administrators }n regard

0.

to decision success and ratings of decision outcomes were reasonably

.He103e’t0 those of teachers, quite discrepant perceptipns were noted in

respect of pereeptions of the decision process used. Principals' per-
ceptlons of dec131on quality and subordlnate acceptance were dlrectly
related to the degree of partlclpatlon of the dec1510n process used,

4
however, “this flndlng vas not repeated for overall effectlveness.



227

;

"STOOYIS UT @SN 04 POTITPON TEPOY U0JOA-WOOIA [°g a1nbry

©
: . isisquauw yjyeys Aq pajdacoe
. , : . , ag pTNoM 3T 3BYJ UTB]I3D
: - ATqeuoseax 1 we ¢ y1asdu £q

[5-55 *8 o L | ‘UOTSTOSp ayy oxew 03 aiem 4] 3

JuoTjejuawaTdut anT3aay e

S9A S2A Ioy juejrodut slayseay g
W UOTSTI8p 8y3 jo adue3dadde s °Q
LS=%S : : -
(P8IN3oNI3s waTqoad- ayy sy %)
JUDTSTIap
A TBUOTIBI aJoW B 3BwW
03 aw .jtwiad pynom yotym
L5-2S T00YOS 8y3 uT argelreAe
UOTJBWICJUT TBUOTITPpE
89 03 AToNTT aJayy sT g
L5-6S :
Jiuswaitnbax A311ENb :

) -8B ssassod warqoad ayj,ssoq o}
£5-65 ’
LS—TS
LS5-6S
¢
LS-TS




228

While a majority of principals perceiyed teachers to be either
optimally invoived or over-involved, a far greater number of teachers
iperceived themselves as being under-involQed than over-ineolved.
Diffefences in the desire for involvement were significantly related
to sex and experienee factors.

A stronq direct relationship was found to e#ist between
. teachers’ perceptions of the decision process used in making a decis-
ion andiratings of decision outeomes.

Additional insights into school decision making were gain@ﬁ.
Analysis of fesponses indicated that the frequency of use of different
decision processes was related to school size, type of school and -
experience of the principel Ev1dence to support a contention of
dlfferentlal 1nvolvement of teachers by pr1n01pal;’accord1ng to the
teacher s experlence and perlod of serv1ce in the school was ‘also
gained.

These Canlusions, vhile they are only valid for the-schools
in vhich the data were collected‘ahd only for the particular time of

the school year during which the data vere collected, have a number

of implications. These are considered in the section which follous.

" IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

Some of the 1mp11cat10ns arising from the study have- releVance_
'for the operation of schools, some for future research and some for
the preparation of educational admlnlstrators. Each of these is

considered in the sections which follew. ‘ ¢

-
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Implications for the Operatlon
of Schools

The strong association between the perceived success of’
decision outcomes and the degree of participativenessaof the decision
process perceived to have been used suggests that, if principals are

in doubt as to the decision process whlch is approprlate in a glven

51tuat10n, they might use the most partlclpatlve of the processes

they are considering.
From the data supplied by principals, it seems likely that
this course of action would have a' time cost and might, thus, be

difficult to implement. A furtheﬁ constraint is that many teachers

\ believe they are optihally involved, and a relativeiy small group -

\ _ g , :
\believe that they are over-involved. Any general increase in the use

i
of part1c1pat1ve decision processes in schools may, therefore, lead to

a good deal of perceived over-lnvolvement and, as the results have

indicated, those who believe themSelves to be over-involved tend to

rate decision outcomes lower than those who»are‘optimally involved.
There are several possible approaches to th%s apparent dilemma. -

The first is to devise_decision strategies which permit those vho

desire increased involvement t0vparticipate more. The study 1nd1-

cated that increased teacher involvement has positive 1mpllcat10ns

for decision quallty as Well as subordlnate acceptance. P0831b1y the

.use of committee structures would allow dlfferentlal involvement with-

out an increase in the general_lebel of involvemeht of‘all staff -

V-

members,

A second p0331b111ty is to ensure that when a participative

procedure is being used, this be made exp11c1t to staff members. In
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many of the cases,:teachers'perceived low participation procedures to
be used when, in fact, the principal intended that a group process
o :should operate and, indeed, perceived that it had operated This hore

E eXpllClt approach might, perhaps, include pr1n01pals explaining to
teachers the reasons why the right to make some decisions without
consultation was reserved by the principal.v.\ |

Teachers in this study appearedvto favour use of an S5 or
voting procedure. Castore (1978) has pointed out some situations
vhere such procedures appear to bevsuccessful_and many(echool decisions
. >

appear to be of the types nominated. Seleetive use of voting pro-
cedures may provide an.acceptableﬂ‘effective and time efficient

method for making some decisions. \

A further possibility is for pr1nc1pals to concentrate ‘the
tlme avallable for staff participation on those issues which most
need them. . Hoy and Miskel (1978) have.SUQQested some criteria for
selection of appropriate staff to participate in‘each case, Perhaps
the modifieé;Vroom—Yetton model may prov1de a second alternatlve by

. 1nd1cat1ng the issues whlch demand staff participation.

The results of the .study show a surprising degree of Satis;
faction by both teachers and princioals wvith the outcomes of the
decisions included in this study. ~While these partlcular dec131ons \
may not be entirely representative of those made throughout the year,
.they wvere important decisions. To a large extent they dealt w1th

W ssues which are most critical‘to teachers such as personal time-‘
tables, superv1sory load class 31ze and other issues which v1rtually
affect teachers' dally vorking condltlons. -

\ If such a high degree’of success can be achieved using present

{
[

/
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decision rules for the selectron of .an appropriate decision prﬁcess
it may be relevant to question the need for any attempt to fdrther
.improve these practices, The investigator's initial interest in this
model arose from the promise which the‘model held totallow1the selec-
_tion, for ekecutive action,.of those cases which‘did nat demand staff
participation. A widespread trend is evident for central authorities
in education to give schools ‘greater control over their'Functioning in
regard to such matters as budgetlng, respozilblllty for school based
currlculum modlflcatlon, grouplng practlces and many other matters

The increased responsibility. makes school éec151on maklng even’ more
important than before this trend became established. \*{F teachers

are already optimally 1nvolved in decision maklng, the ‘increased
-decision load may bring problems un;ess those d801810n8 Wthh do not
demand staff participation can be identified and dealt with by admin—
istrative staff, The Vroom;Yetton model held promise of being capable
Aofbdoing this.

The modlfled model also appears to hold some promise., It
should be stressed that thlsxmodel has not.led to the maklng of
decisions of better ‘quality but has modified a set of existing rules
in such a‘way'as to make these more appropriate inthe school setting.
There is a need to test the effectiveness of this model in use and to
see whether_its prescriptions do allow for'more successfulpdecision
making‘than‘the present practices. Investigation has suggested that
’ 1mplementat10n of the model would not requ1re great changes in what
is presently happenlng in regard to dec151on maklng in schools. Per-
haps the greatest difficulty which wvould arise concerns the gap in

, : =
perceptions between principals and teachers regarding a}variety of
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issues.

That there aré>wide gaps in perceptions betweéﬁ teachers and
principals has been revealed in this study. The difference in per-
ceptions of involvement has prov%ded one example; the difference
between teachers' and principals"responses to the question cbncerning;
the willinéness of teachefs £0~accepk an autocratic decision provided
another. It seems unlikely that if principals' perceptions of school
related issues differ so widely from those of teééhers as is indicated
by these instances, that principals vill be capable of making the
judgeﬁents necessary to make the model's use practicable. However,

. irrespectiVé of whether a model is used, doubt ust exisf as to
vhether principals whose view of some aspects of school operation are
so different from those vith whom they wdrk can qéhieQe‘optimal func-

- tioning ip an organization, particularly in times when an increasing
decision load is likel§. Thus, the challenge exists‘qu principals

e

to design procedures which will allow them to gain accurate percep-

“tions of staff opinion and take these into account in managing the
oréénization. Some type of advisory body hight‘provide oné means of
providing principals with‘accegg to teachers' percepfionssof school

- operation. ‘ : . ‘_ ;. ‘ .

_ Exémination of th% situations provided bylprihcipals'has
ihdicated that while many of the décisions are made under conditions‘
bf uncertainty, few appear tobrequire,high degrees of technical ékil;
or sophisticated information gathering procedurés,' Essentially the
| ppob}ems shared were thelppoblemsvéf a manager rath%; tﬁan those‘of:a-

professional consultant. Thig observation may suggest to principals,

- and perhaps also to empioying authorities, the importance of the

s
B
-
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development of managerial skills such as determining what issues are
appropriate for the use of consultative or group methods,  how relevant
parties to an issue can be identified and how meetlngs vhich are
designed to achleve a variety ofmpurposes may be most effectively
managed. The importance of these issues is not dependent upon intro-

duction of a decision making model.

7

Implications for Educational
Research ‘

The procedures leading to the modification of the model 1nd1-
cated the p0331b111ty that some 1mprovement in the success of dec131on
outcomes might result from use of the model. A research prOJect might-
be designed to explore this'possibility forther, however, what appears
“to be needed to determlne ‘vhether this model has Utlllty is to have it
em?loyed in a school by a prlnc1pal vho is prepared to use it as a vay
of determining an approprlate decision process and to collect the

prlnclpal s oplnlons of the utlllty and Fea31b111ty of u31ng the model

in this way.

Whlle a decision mode 1 designed to improve the approprlateness

T
of the process to be used in maklng a de0181on has some value, it is:

suggested that ch01ce of an approprlate process is only a small part

. of the dec131on making process as .a vhole. Yetton and Vroom (1978)
have suggested that the outcome of future research studiesvmight be
the development of a more complex theory of decision maklng.' This
might 1nclude the 1dent1f1cat10n of more SJtuatlonal factors, identi-
fication of the skills appropriate to use of varlous processes and the
vlnteractlonal eﬁfects of dec131on 1mplementat10n generally. vFurther

~concentration on choice of a dec131on,process as a major focus for

73
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research into decisionrmaking might, therefore, be seen as being less
profitable than investigation of these wider aspects.

Implications for the Prgparation
of Educational Administrators

There are some 1mp11cat10ns for the preparation of educational
'admlnlstrators arising from this study. At the theoretical level the
study reinforces prev1ous flndlngs concernlngjthe importance of partlc-
ipation. The relatlonshlp between ‘the percelved degree of involvement
and the ratings of decision outcomes vas a stronglfeature of the study.

Attention might also be given to the design of techniques which
would allow orincipals to detect and, perhaps, more aopropriately
respond to teachers' perceptions regarding the operation of schools.

The task of managing requires the making of formative judgements as
vell as summatlve e\s%uatlons of the success of the various measures
whlch are 1ntroduced rh\schools. |

The identification and ‘perhaps development‘of some competencies”

:such as; for example, the skills involved in the actual utilization of-
each of the de01slon processes would be useful as would an attempt,‘
--through u31ng the combined experlence of practlslng admlnlstrators,
to identify other 81tuatlonal’Factors which may be ofvimportance invthe
school decision making situotion.
,éerhaﬁs at a more general level, one_lesson from this study is

‘the danger of generalizing from one administrative situation to another
duite distinctly.difFEreht situation. The results of this study support

a contentlon that schools are qu1te different organlzatlons from those

#Zin which much of the research 1nto organlzatlonal functioning has been

conducted. It is imoortant that"these\gffferences should be recognized
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and ﬁhattthe preparation of educational administrators be structured to

<

take account of these differences.

v

i : }
CONCLUDING NOTE o
~Thisvstudy, conducfee in schools in a number of districts, has
shown decision making in these schools tq be successfuiﬂand co—operative.f
The admiﬁistrators vho were contacted'did not-impose any conditions on
the selection of schools, ahd every principal who was approached vas ﬂd
prepared to take part if "this vas the investigator's wish;

All prlnc1pals w1111ngly made the time available for the inter-
views to be cond0cted 1nsp1te of the fact that the first interviev was
conducted when cdn51derable time pressures existed. The villingness
of pr1n01pals to allow staff to make confldentlal Jjudgements ‘on the
success of the admlnlstrator in the dlscharge of his de0131onal
respon31b111ty appeared to epltomlze the co-Operatlve nature of school
dec131on maklng vhich results in the hlghly successful decision making

reflected in-the study.
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Thank principal for being willing to assist.

Explain following: ' .
(i)~ study requires identification in advance of decisions
vhich are to be made; ' ’ ' )
| (i1) it is not necessary for change to have resulted;
(iii) study is limited to those decisions for which principal
has responsibility;
(iv)” problems must have implications for;several staff,members.
- Avoid use of term subordinate and use teacher instead.
Explain that plan is to revisit school in new school year to get

principal's perception of decision success.

Express hope that pfincipals wvill be prepared to have three staff
‘ membérs comment on éach decision. o

Assure principals that both principal and staff questionnaire are

o

: brieg.

Guarantee~confideht;ality in both coliecting and using the infor-
mation. : | |

Invite principal to nohinéte“any;decision situation he is facihg.
Attempt to baraphraée for clarification but do not prompt.

When situation héé been outlined, ask principa1 to respond_to each
of the situational attributes as they ap;eaf to him at this time.
Use'languége of model but also pérabhrase-to ensqré that méaning
of terms is clear. . |

If no situations céme to mind feadily make somevéyggestions from

list below. Set target of af'least‘five cases.

_ Some areas from which case descriptions-might arise are: -

: ‘(i)’subjeét time allocations,A(;i) allocation of teachers to classes,

Voo
.

. K
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%
(iii) class elzes and éplit grades, $iv) budget matters, (v) report-
'ing'policies, (vi) student superuision arrangements, (vii) 1nv01ve- |
ment in extra-currlcular matters, (viii) dlsc1p11nary pollcles,
(ix) actlng app01ntments, (xg allocation of allowance carrying, non-
substantive posltlons, (x1)/spec1allst teachlnP roles, (xii) use of
teachlng aides, (xiii) testing policies, (xiv) promotion of students,
(xv) selection of text and- learning materials, (xvi) curriculum
vassoclated‘matters, (xv11) policies regarding parental involvement,v
(xviii) drranging the school calendar, (xix) attendance at in-service
actlvities. .
11. ‘Indicate proposed»time lipe and willingness to share findings
| resulting from the study.

- 12. Repeat thanks and 1nd1cate that app01ntment vill be sought for '

subsequent 1nterv1ew 1n last week of September.
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_INTERVIEW SCHEDULE - INTERVIEW 2

1. \Recall/previous meeting.

2. ﬁemindxprincipal of earlier request to involye staff but assure that
this involvement is not essential’,

3. Outline twofpaft*natute.of present vieit:

(i) Filling'out of short questionnaire on administrative decision
making, and

(ii) diSCUSSion of each of previous decisions.

4. Give principal one copy of Principal Questlonnalre to con51der and
retain and ask For co-operatlon in helplng researcher Flll out
form. o

5. .Exp191n vhy. each, 1tem 1s belng collected so that there efe not mis-

tglv1ngs about staFF being asked to respgnd

6. Stress that thlS questlonnalre'seeks information about all of the
admlnlstratlveodec131ons made in the school whlch have 1mplications

for staff not only those collected prev1ously. ( ‘

7. Explain the purpose of questlon 9 on the questlonnalre and the wa*
it would be scored, i.e., that a score of 3 means that'involving
staff has little effect, a score of 2 or 4 means a marglnal change
in one or other direction and 1 or 5 a slgnlflcant change. Explaln\l

‘that "time" refers to the time. requ1red to make and communlcate the
dec181on as well as galn at least an acceptable measure of compll- ,
k ance w1th 1t | . |
8. lee pr1n01pa c p1es of prev1ously collected cases. Check flrst

ccase deecr1pt1 to see 1f the 1mportant elements were 1solated

9. Ask for brief descrlptlon of what happened, e,g., vas the decision

Sy



10.

ll.

12.

13.

14,

15.

. 16.

17.

1s.
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implemented or was there some hitch? Seek some indication of
sequence of events. Brief notes to be made of responses.

Taken as a whole, do you consider the decision to have been success-

- ful7

Draw pr1n01pal's attention back to retalned copy of the decision
processes and ask, "Which decision process do you believe most
closely resembles that used in making this_decision?"

Explain vhat is meant by "makrng the decision process tolhe~used

explicit” before asking vhether this is done. .Invite comments on’

whether or not this is a significant consideration.

Remind principal of what is meant by "quality“ of the-decision in
this»context, i.e., amount and relevance of 1nformatlon used and

the conformance of the decision with thlS 1nformatlon. Ask for

rat;ng of quality of this decision on 7-point scale.

- Repeat process detailed in 13 for staff acceptance and overall

effectiveness,vdefined as success of thebdecision‘in achiev;ng

the organizational'goals.

How 1mportant was this decision in terms of the total operatlon of
the school? Rate on a 5-point scale.t |

@

Ask prlnclpal to answver the questlons regarding the’decision attrl-

o

butes. Compare these ‘with responses Formerly given. - Where there

are dlfferences, attempt to derlve if these are due to any flnlte

'-1ssue. Do not probe thlS area too far.

If at the time of maklng the decision had you known%what you now

~ know, would you have used the same de0131on process7

In this partlcular 51tuatlon did you have 1nformat10n ar con81dera-

tions unknown to staff members, e. g., vere there student parent

or board concerns about whlch teachers had little 1nformat10n or

~
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20.

21.

‘questionnaire. Reviev th

' determine (15 whet)
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concerns?
Repeat steps 7= 19>inclusiveffor'each case. : v
Ask principal's. permission for staff to be involved in filling out

rief description'bf each case and

t|n would be meanlngful, (2) if

-the pr1nc1pal is prepared to su mit thls questlon to staff members.

ﬁExplaln prlnclpal's right to nominate respondent but point out

i

desirability of w1de part1c1pat10n and 1nvolvement of thOSe w1th

partlcular-knowledge of each case. . Offer to write names on Face :
sheet. - R '. ‘.
Thank principal for help and afrange nost convenient mechanism for

collecting staff questiopnaires, = . E

L
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' ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING

The school Principal has klndly agreed to take part

“in a study of administrative decisgion maklng in schools

which is belng conducted through the Department of
ﬂhucatlonal Admlnlstratlon at the Unlver31ty of Alberta.
It would be greatly appre01ated if you too could assist w1th

Tthls 1nvest1gatlon. To do so would require you to read the

Background - : o ' f

brief passage below and then to answer the questions on the

attached sheet, preferably in the order that they are asked.

Thls is llkely to take only about five mlnutes° .
_If you'are able to assist in ‘this way it would be

greatly appreciated and you can be assured that your

responses w111 be treated 1n the strlctest confidence.

"

The study is concerned with admlnlstratlve dec131ons‘

. in schools which have implications for a number of staff

members. On the attached sheet your attention is drawn to

T a dec1s1on whlch was made in the school recently and you are

asked to rate it on three crlterla.' The first, quality of .
the de01s1on, refers to *the -amount ‘and relevance of the
1nformatlon which was used in making the decision. If all
of the avallable, relevant information was used then the
dec131on would\be con31dered ‘as being of hlgh quallty,‘

rlrrespectlve of how successful it was. The second crlterlon--

.. is acceptance which measures the: extent to which staff
members  wete prepared to try to make the dec131on work
}effect;vely. Overall effectéveness is the third crlterlon._
“This ﬂeasures the extent tokwhich the decls1on met the

s obnéctIVes it sought to ach

eve,

- I hope it will ve péssible for you to a381st me  in

" ‘771the way outilned ‘and I thank you in antlclpatlon for your

,help. S | o

e

L v',..~ 2
G M el el

e
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DECISION MAKING - PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE

School Identification 1T g E 1

School Information -

1: Number of staff: a. teéoherS'....'b. all others ....

2. Grades in school

3 Over the last two years, student enrolment has been:
a. relatively stable «+ b. increasing... decreasing...

Personal Informatlon

k. Total years of teaching experience oo
5. Total experience as a Principal cese
6. Years in present position cese

De01s1on Maklng Information

rarely frequently R
7. How f;eqﬁently do you involve teachers |
in administrative decision making? 1.2 3 4 35

‘8,'How frequently do you consider they .
- would prefer to be ihvolved° 1 2 3. 4 3

9. Rate the effect of ‘staff 1nvolvement in admlnlstratlve
de0181on maklng on each of the follow1ng factors.

. o . little a great

' o - deal
a. quality of the decision - 1- 2. 3 4 5
b. acceptance of the decision 1 2 3 4 5
c. time taken to reach the decision 1 2 3 5.

o 10. If you permit “the staff to vote on an issue, do you
‘usually consider the result as: = o
e. belng blndlng on you to 1mplement° | - Ceees
b. an indicatlon of staff opinion. whlch , |
should be 1mplemented if thls is feasible? ceie
ce another piece of 1nformatlon Whlch\should -
be con31dered in reaching your declslon9 7 eese

‘. 4
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Decision Processes

Would you please rate each of the decision processes
described below according to its frequency ofluse in
administrative decision making in your school? if you do not

use one or more of these processes, would you please omit it

-

from your rating?
Process o ' rarely - frequently

S1 You solve the problem or make the
decision yourself, v 1 2 3 4 5

S2 You ebtain information from staff
members then you ‘decide. Staff _
opinion.is not sought. ' 1 2 3 L 5

S3 You share the problem with relevant
‘staff individually and then make _ |
the decision yourself. L 1 2 3 A4 5
: v S . ' N,
S4 You share the problem with relevant '
staff as a group and then you

decide. 1 2 3 b s
'S5 You share the problem with relevant

staff as a group and a vote is taken _ o
to determlne maJorlty preference. 1 2 3 L 5

[

S6 You share the problem’w1th relevant
© gtaff as a gfoup,and_continue the
discussion until ail are prepared to e
" go along with” the de0181on.' : -”1 -2 3 4 5
' $7 You share the problem and attempt to | B
reach agreement. Your role is that -
of chairman and you are willing to - e
* . implement any solution which has the , |
support of the entire;gfoup.t‘ o1 2 3 4 5
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' DECISION MAKING - CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE SHEET

Decision Identification "L ZE 1

258 1t

Background Information Please supply the following data:

1. Your total number of years of teaching experience

2. Your years of experience in this school

t

, 3. Sex of respondent - -‘3% R

School Decision Maklng Please circle appropriate response: o
N

Please rate the frequency of use of the follow1ng

dec131on processes in administrative dec181on making in your

.school.

school would you please omlt 1t from your ratlngs°

-~ ba

Principal makes decision without

reference

Principal

staff opinion before making,deeision.'

Prihcipal

to other staff.

seeks information but. not

seeks views of some indiv-. -

iduals then makes the decision.

Principal
group and
Principal
staff and

Prinpipal

until all

"~ with" the

g.

~‘until unanimous dec151on is reached.

Principal

"
shares the problem with

then makes the decision. -
. {

shares the ﬁfoblem with
a vote is takena f_

and staff dlscuss matter
are prepared to go aldng

declslon.j T

and staff dlécuss matter

I
/

~:5 How’freqhently»are ybu invelved'ine

...,

v

administratlve dec1s1on ‘making?

6 How frequently would you prefer to
be 1nvolved°v>'

2 3

2 3
2 3

%
o
2 3
2-.“,3
2" 3

o

If one or more of the processes (is not used in the

rarely frequently

A
5

¥ s,
4 .5
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) A recent s1tuatlon in thre school which required a
decision to .be nade was to decide whether variations in
class, size were preferable to aﬁspllt grade organlzat;on.

’ %
7 Do you con81der that the dec181on that was made in the

'above case was a suchssful one? Yes ... NOu.s

8. Would yéu have been qulte w1111ng for the Prlnclpal to
" have made this de01s1on without consultatn.on'P Yes... No,..

9.30f themseven de0181on processes descrlbed-d’_—be previous
Page, whlch do you con31der to have been closest to that
used in making the dec131on° Qeses Deee Caue duos’ .
N ' |
. ) el.. fo..'gﬂlo .
10. If you had- been the - Prlnclpal and had been requlred to -
. resolve this problem which decision process would you

b‘have used" aoouboooCccoducoecooflougoon'

11;,If you had been the Pr1n01pal and had been required to
re501Ve this problem would you have made the same »

‘decision? . Yes... Nowoo - _ : ‘
14. _ In the 1ntroductory notes. a dlstlnctlon was made
bétween de0131on quallty, acceptance of the declsion ‘and
_ overall effectlveness of the de0181on. *Would you please"
r*te each of the%e on the scale below‘> L Coa
" - 3 B . . low . . \l > ) hig}I
' ’ R s oo .
12 Quallty of the de01s1on 1 2 3 4 5 6\\-7
13. Acceptance of the declslon .12 3.4 5 6 7
L1k, - Overall effectlveness,of ¥ *" ST S _'1- :
i the declslon.'” %\‘ ~-_l.‘”.:} 2 "3 4 s 6‘1j?;e :
L e b S R
' Thank you for your: assistance.._  , o o o T R
";;]' o :. o 2 pf
a .' ’ : “':-“ . 7 -
- - ;g "(I' w L e

."Ln. o
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ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING - PRINCIPAL S COPY

De01s1on Identlflcatlon L Z E 1

N The pattern of enrolments in the school 1s such that

1f classes of approx1mately equal Size are to be formed there
w1ll need to be at least one split grade group in the’ 1979~
1980 school year. Most teachers prefer not to take such

classes and many parents complain if their chlfd is placed

in such a class.

‘An alternatlve solutlon is avallable. By toleratlng

dlfferences in class s1zes it ‘is poss1ble for s1ngle grade

{

groups to be formed. Class sizes would stlll be w1th;n the |
o

llmlts lald -down by. the school dlstrlct Thl§ course of

- action would mean that there would be substantlal varlaglons;
s R ) £

in class size. T o o a

S

PrOQosed Tgacher Question‘

A recent s1tuatlon 1n the school whlch requlred a’

/},;——deEIEIEE t\\be made was that concernlng whether varlatlons

in class s1ze was preferable to. havlng a spllt Zrade

/
N\

.cv) .

organlzatlon. R
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ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING - INTERVIEWER 'S COPY .

Decls1on Identlflcatlon

-LZE1

Thls is an elementary school with an enrolment of

about 500.

in this school for several years.

on staff.

The pr1n01pal 1s qulte experlenced and has been

The school has only 20
rooms and thus, ‘there is a limit to the humber of classes
whlch can be formed irrespective of the number of teachers

" The pattern of enrolments is such that if

classes-of reasonably comparable size are to be formed
there will have to be at least one split grade.
and parents prefer not to have ‘this happen.

be overcome.

.flexlblllty in this regard.

Teacher Question-

1

EEAN

-Teachers

By toleratlng

: classes of dlfferent sizes the need for split grades could
The school dlstrlct ‘allows -principals some

‘What should be done?

Is 1t preferable to have varlatlons 1n class sizes and no
'Spllt grades or should class s1zes be kept about equal._

attrivutes | @ |1l s| alr.?l efc | no | F.set —-Gonsis,
fnterview 1Y N[N Y NN ]y Ti2 Jeir | ves
Tnterview 2| ¥ | N | N“ YN Ny |12 |o1t _Yes

,ProcessslﬁEmplicit
‘Importance 4 Ret. Change~N Functlon I Mlntz R

13

N Success Y Quality 6 Accept. 5 Effec 6

Decxsion and- Comments

—-d-————-—.

It was«dec1ded to av01d sp11t grades.
'p181ze from 21 to 32.°

2 classes whlle in Grade 5 there are 67 in 3 classes.

Castore‘3

Classes vary in
In Grade 4 there are 63. chlldren in

‘ conces51ons have been made to the two teachers in Grade 4
/1n respect of superv151on.vw ‘

.

[

Some ST
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ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING —‘INTERVIEWER'S COPY

Decision Identification

“ This is a medium size junior high SChoolAwith 500+ ‘
. enrolment. Board policy is that students who live in the v
| neighbourhood should go home for lunch each. day. .The ,prac-
tice of students\%emaining,at school has developed and much.
of tHe_extra-curricular‘activity‘is concentrated into the
lunch‘péribd. Teachers who were doing éxtra-curricular o
tasks once catered for almost all ‘those who stayed at lunch
time but the practiée has become common and supervision of
those not‘fakfﬁg\part‘in club activities has beédme an
onerous task. - Three‘alternatives'were'suggested (1) enforce
the Board ruling, (2). continue as at present, (3) accept non-.
compensated supervision. ‘ ’

Teacher Quesfion - . L . _
~ What:should be the school policy regarding -lunch

hour supervision. ”

Attributes | Q | T s 1 A |P.Pl ¢ lc | No | F.set 1Consis,
fnterview 11 Y IN I N| Y| N | y N {12 | ci11 Yes
Tnterview 2| Y | v Y1 N YN | 5. 6110 | no

————— T - R = 3 :
-Process S% Explicit N SucceSs-YTQﬁallty;S_jAccept--6~EffeCy6 .
Importance 4 Ret,'Changg,,Y anctionfﬂ Mintz. N"Castgﬁe,B'

Decision and Comments -

[

The issle was thaﬁ teacher$ whovwere.doing‘fhe'sppéré

- .. vision had been_réce;ving timeFOfffin lieu. .As a, result -

- there waéfleSS’ffee time for.all teachers. . The’decision‘wéé '_ ,
stething Qf”a'mepromise. ;Students"who_repreéent the schodl"  ,_;
‘fIhvteamJgames_and}drama club members are allowed to stay but
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ADMINIS’:[‘RATIVE DECISION .MAKING - INTERVIEWER'S COPY

Decision Identification
This is a mediwm sige elementary school in a prosperous
district. The principal reports. that there is no real
v-difficulty in raising quite suybstantial sums of mbney,
‘ 'Provincial:regulatioﬁs require the institution of a new
’ reading scheme‘by.1981. Two alternatives are Presently |
recommended buﬁ‘there is little enthusiasm for Either by .
staff members. \ ) . ' . o
Because it has been known.that the échemeS~presently in
use are to be»reﬁlaéed, little"money has been spent on
~//replacementjor upkeep. As a result the materiais are much
less  attractive than would normally be the case. As a result
there is-preséure to replace but no suitable replacement.
Teacher Question. ! | ‘ o R
Should the/present reading Scheme be‘ replaced for 1979-1980
or should,this be deferred for one more year? .

14

Attributes
\ Interview 1

I{s| al|p.Pl clc INo| F.set lcoonsis.
NIN[TY |~ VY I~ 1] ci1 No .

T8) )

Interview2| Y [N N { Y| N |y |51 ] a2 | no

-

JProceSS‘ séfkplicit Y SHCCess Y Qﬁality'_S_Acceptu_j Effec. 5
" Importance 4 Ret. Change N 'FunbtionJW'_MintztlT Castore 1

. : ’ - =

‘Decision and Comments * .
In Junejéftér'extended discussion it‘was decided,
thrbugh a voting procedure,to postpone purchase of the mater-

ials. The principal views a vote as advice but concurred.
In September the matter was relopened and a.decision‘mage-?o
go ahead immediate;y_With replacement ' of materials for thei
lower grades. Again a voting prbcedure was used,:

3
/
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ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING‘— INTERV%EWER'S COPY

Decision Identlflcatlon

# For some time the school has had a "satelllte
school at another location. This has now been ‘madé 1ndepen-
‘dent. The specialist teachers who used to’ provide help to
both' schools are to be absorbed into the parent school staff.
Enrolments in this school are stationary. All of the

- specialist’ staff wish to be retained on these duties but
‘the equivalent of at least one teacher must return to class
room duties. Only one teaching pbsition is available and
this is in Grade 6. None of the specialists have taught at
.thls level and at least one has difficulty in relating to

older children. How can the most effective use be made of
the spe01allst teachers9

Teacher Question : :
How could teachers who had prev1ously been full time

specialists be most effectlyely used in the school?

-

Attributes | @ | T | s | a|P.Pl clc Ino | Fuget |comsia.
Interview 1| Y| N|y | a |y |~y |7 fat1-ci1] wo

Interview 2| Y| v |y Yy jn v ]y 1_2»'011 No

Process S6 Explicit Y SuccessY Quallty 5 Accept 6Effec- "5

Importance.S Ret. Change ﬁf Function T Mintz. R Castore 1

' De01510n and Comments

Each of the specialist teachers had thelr spec1allst
dutles reduced to 75 of the total. For the rest, of the time
the three teachers. share the teaching of a Grade 6 class.
The pr1n01pal concedes that teacher acceptance rather than
decision quallty was the concern in this case.

“Note interview 1 responses to structure and prlor probablllty
questlons. A T '
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_— ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING - INTERVIEWER S COPY

Dec151on Identlflcatlon

ThlS is a small but qulte rapldly growing school. The
pr1n01pal has been at the school since it opened. 1In its
first two years of operation the school has had only one
class in each grade and it has not been necessary to
establish a grouping pollcy. In 1979-1980" there will be
two classes in Grade 1 and a grouped Grade 2-3 class.

The principal has quite a strong preference fqr

"alphabetical” or heterogeneous grouping. There will be
several new staff members in the school in the new school
year. It has not been possible to discuss this matfer with =
then. ’ ‘

Teacher Question : o
What should be the school's grouping policy? -

Attributes{ @ 1 11 s afp.pl clc I'no | Fiset |consis,
Interview 1| Y | ¥ Y Y| Y] Y]|3 fA1- G11 | Yes

Interview 2 Y 1 Y 1Y |nN Y| 5 | 611 Yes

Process. S6 EXpllCl‘t N SuccessY Quallty 6 Accept? Ei‘fec.. 7
]'anortanceS Ret. ChangeY Function I Mintz.N Castore 3

Decision and Comments - : -
Initially alphabetical groups were established. As
differing 1nstruct10nal needs have emerged chlldren have been

grouped for these but- return to the alphabetlcal groups for
‘other act1v1t1es. _ *
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E ?
- y] TEACHERS"PERCEPTIONS OF ILLUSTRATIVE CASES .
:ﬁa’;§ Case  Process Success .. . - Ratings L
~ v used ':3 . Quality Acceptance Effec-
) S o : - _ - tiveness
Aﬁpendfx G S5 - Yes 7 7 o
\‘ . . ) . - Lo Saes . .
S5 Yes 7 7
Sk Yes 6 6 6
= -~ } . 0 ‘ . .\ . . ‘
Appenidix H g3 Yes 6 6
| S3 No -3 2 4
Sk © Yes o . g 7
. Appendix I S2 | ‘qu; o 6 ‘ 6 6
S6 Yes , | 7
d S5 . Yes = 5 6 5
" Appendix J  S3 Yes 6. 6 6
' ) S3 . Yes 6 6 6
. S2  Yes 5 R 5
‘Appendix X S5 Yes .6 6 .6
| Sk Yes 7 7 7
s3 Yes’ 7 7 o7
AN
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Recoding of Acceptance Attribute

Principals' perceptions of tHe acqutance attribute were revieved
and, as a result, 12 cases were recdded. Because recoging this attribute
has ihpliéations for the prior probabiiity‘éttribute, a change in the
acceptance attribute does not necéssarily leadvté a change in the %easibie'
set. The 12 cases are very briefly described'below. The first column
shows the'prinéipal's coding,.the second the investigator'é co&ing and
the third colan contains the case déscriptibn and the result, if any, of
 the change.. ' |

P10 Nature of Decision and Result

No «.Yes . - ‘Allocatlon of teacher and’ class to unsuitable room. No
- change in feasible set.

Yes No:. o "Across the board" udget reduction of 15 per cent. Success-
2 S ful S1 d90131on became consistent.
No! Yes Differential cuts-in class budgets belng considered. No

|
i ; ‘change in feasible set.
|

No Yes Decision not to replace subJect coordinator when help vas
required from staff member. No changey/

"No Yes Implementation of an 1ntegrated language arts program in
place of separate subJect approach. No change in feasible
' set : : : ‘
No Yes  ° As for case above. -
No. Yes Selection of one teacher'from'seﬁen for transfer to non-

‘preferred position. No change. -

Yes . No - Action at county level obviated need for actlon in- 1mple-
- menting the decision. No change.

Yes No Desire of SOme teachers for provision of more funds to
: B attend professional development courses. Recoding made
'successful 54 decision consistent with the fe331ble set.

-
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Nature of'Deéision and Result \
Major restructuring of timetable to implement four day wgék
proposal. No change in feasible set.

Setting of notional limits on individual class budget allo-
cations as upper limit of individual teacher requests,

No change in feasible set.

Eéacher required fo take split-grade class~¢0uid‘not be

\\\'eCruited from within school and willingness to take split-

»‘}ade vas made gondition of dppointment for new teacher.
, Etafoacceptance thus was not involved. Changed feasible

he R . . - : .
et .but>successful decision remained inconsistent.
S . - &

~N !

[



