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ABSTRAGT

This study was designed to 1nvestlgate the dxstrxbutxon

of decision-making authorxty as percexved and preferred by
teachers 1P fxfteen urban schools 1n Alberta. The
distribution was examined by the relatlve degree of
involvement of the individual teacher, the staff group, and

A Y

the administrator in determining action for fifteen tasks in

.. schools. This study'Qas also designed to examine (1) the.

J

discrepancy between ‘the. gerce1ved and preferred 1nvolvement
of each decxslon making unit for each task (2) the overall

sat15fact1on of teacherg\w1§§ Ehelr 1nvolvement in deczslon
) /

'mak1ng, (3) the relationship between the overall

satzsﬁactlon of teachers and decisional depr1vatlon of
teachers for each task, and (&) the ma]or sources of
dissatisfaeeion of te :hers with their involvement in
decision making.

The reseafcher moflified and augmented a questionnaire

developed by Simpkins (1968).,The questionnaire was sent to

.all 580 teachers 1n the selected flfteen schools. The total .

number of returns was 308 (53.0%), of which 298 (51, 3%) were
accepted for analysis. , _ - ‘b.
’ | The.findings of this study indicate thar teacher
autonomy was pereeived to be.substantial with respect to

tasks in the area of classroom managemfnt, whereas

hierarchical control was perceived to be pervasive in

-

matters. outside classroom management Collegial control was .-
’-""\,/ .

seen as weak regardlng most of the tasks.

iv



s ‘ ‘
Second, the authoriﬁy structure preferred by teachers

vas somewhat différent from the existing structure. Teachers -
gtended to)prefer greater individual and ¢ollegial control
over most scﬂ%ol matters beyond the boundary of the
classroom. This suggests that the zone of concern of
teachers is not limited to the area of instructional
deciaions, but is extended to édministrative%mattens of
decisions which affect their work. ‘

Third, dec151onal depr1vat10n of teachers was found to
bé low in tasks in the area of classroom management, whgreas
a relatibely high degree of degkaional deprivation of
'teaéherS'was identified conterning most tasks outside
clasSroom management:

F1nally, a negat1ve.relatlonsh1p was,_ found between the
‘overall satxstactlon of meachers with their involvement 1n
decislon maklng and the dec1s1ona1 deprivation of teachers.
For tasks in the area of classroom management no:
51gn1f1cant negat1ve relat10nsh1ps were found between the
overall satisfaction and the dec151onal depr1vat10n of
teachers,'but.significant negative relationships were
identified for most tasks outaide'classroom management.

"In general teachers wished a:considerabieqchange'in

»

the dlstrlbutlon of decision- maklng authorlty in schools.

They tenaéd\tg\greter greater individual and colleglal

A\Eontrol over most school matters external to classroom
v : \
management.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND, STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEK

J

The formal organization is a collettivity designed to
increase the efficiency'and effectivenegss of the efforts of M

2] -

human beings in order to accomplish specific goals. 1Its
efficiency and effectiveness are thought to be pattl&v“
determined by the degree to which the individuals f’ .
participate, in various tasks of the organization. The
manner of participatﬂon is formally determined by the

: »

structure of the organization, the prime determiner of which
I 1

is authority structure. Katz and Kahn (3978:57);defined

authority structure as "the way in which the managerial
system is organized concerning the sources of decision
making and its implementation.” Katz and Kahn (1978:58)

pointed out two important rewards regarding the exercise of

‘-’.‘. .

decision-making authority:
- (1) its exercise is in itself gratifying to the
L. needs of people for participation and autonomy, and

(2) it is instrumental in its power potential for
achieving other objectives.

‘rhe distribution of decision-making authority is
complex in organizations employing prbfessioﬁéls partiy
N because professionals deal with)various complex tasks.
Steers (1577:60-61) regardec the downward distribution of
authogity;as‘"a'key ﬁo improving both organizational

1
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‘ performance and employee job sat1¥faction," since "most
" decisions would be, made closer to thelr information sources,
leading to increased flexibility of\operet1on and increased
divisional autonomy. o
Since the dlstr1but10n of dec1san making authority is
assumed to be closely assoc1ated w1th the product1v1ty of
organizations and the satlsfactlon of hembers, as well as )
w1th the stability and fleXIblllty of organ1zat1ons, it‘is a
matter of cont1nu1ng 1mportance to determine the

{

distribution of decision- making authorlty in schools.

'Background

Over -the past few decades, part1c1pation in decision
making has been stud}ed_exten51vely. A wide variety of
literature has indicated the positive aspects of subordinate
1nvolvement in declslon making. Many reasonsAhave been |
prov1ded to .support the 1nvolvement of subordinates in
decision making. The reasons include (1) realizing
democratic ideals (Dykes, 1964: 38 Owens, 1970-105—106;-
Imber, 1983:39-41), (2) increasing organlzatlonal
effectiveness (Likert, 1961:?23#233; Steers, 1977:159), (3)
respectlng expertise and professionalism of personnel
(Et21on1, 1964:76; Simpkins and Fr1esen, 1969 13), (4)
making effective decisions (Drucker, 1967; Rogers, 1975:114;
Hoy ‘and Miskel, 1982:278), (5) increasing organ1zat10nal

commitment (Miles, 1965; Vroom and Yetton, 1973), (6)

-
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exercising legitimate authority (Barnard, 1954:165-166;
Simon, 1961:7125; Alutto and Belasco, 1972), and (7) méeting
psychological needs o} subordinates (Schein, 1980:64-70).
| Organizatibﬁal theory generally favors subordinate
iqvglvement in_the.decision~making process.\\When decisions
are ﬁade with the active participation of subordinates 4
closest fo the point of implementation, an increase in the
effective function of the organization seems apparent.
According to Steers (1977:}59),

participative decision making represents one attempt

to decentralize authority and influence throughdut

the organization. It i§ generally thought that such

action will often lead to improved decision quality,
increased commitment of members to.decision’

outcomes, and increased satisfaction resulting from

7

involvement. Such results are often fedt to be
' associated with effective prganizationsw‘

Nwwwipa;ticipative decision making'isndééirgd in schools
because they are characterized bf/ééai ambigﬁity,
indeterminate technology, and‘lackfoé cdnsénsus and.reliable
criteria for evaluating ouﬁcomps. In ofhé%“qordgr schools
need wide particibatioﬂ'bf teachefs in éh;riﬁg iQﬁormatibn
and ideas as well as in designipg_stratégies. In addition,
teachers'ASpire to professional'autonomy, thch reqguires an
involvemént in decision making on ﬁhe issues which affect
them.

Many étudies indicated the positiée results of teacher
participaiion in school decis;on making. Iﬁ.is’generally
agreed‘that teacher involvement in the decision making

increases teacher satisfaction with their work and develops
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better relationships between teachers and .the principal,
which further enhances the effectiveness of school

activities for students.

34

Several studies have examined perceptions and
preferences of teachers for part1c1pat1on in dec151on_
making. Most studles indicated that teachers generallyj;

desire more involvement in dec151on mak1ng

often supported by teachers' associations, Scheeilboards,f
and superintendents of schools. According to Ratsoy
(1968:14-15), the Alberta Teachers’ Association has
expressed support for increased teaeber involvement in

decision making.
Statement of the Problem '. o

As noted above, increased teeeher rnvolvement in
decision making has been genera&lyvdesired by scholars and
"relevant organizations. However,'the involgement of
subordinates is determined according to verious'factors such
as the nature of problems, cheraeteristics of subordinates,
and the internal and external eﬁvironment. -Under these
c1rcumstances, what is the distribucion of decision-making
authorlty as percelved and preferred by teachers in schools’
To what extent does a discrepancy exist between perceptlons

and preferences of teachers for involvement in schodl



decision making? What relationship exists between overall
satisfaction of teachers with-their involvement 1in decision

making and the perceived decisional deprivation of teachers?
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

Purpose of the Study

This study ;as intended to investigate the distribution
of decision-making authority as perceived and preferred by
teachers in elementary, junior high, and senior public high
schools in Edmonton; Alberta. A major purposevwas to
determine the perceiVed and pr;{erred’distribution of
decisioh—making authority among the three decision-making
units--the indi&idual'teacher,'the'formal staff group, and
the higher offiéial authority--regarding fifteen important
tasks which are associated with the operatidn of the school
instructionél program, - This study was also designed to
examine (1) the discrepancy between the perceived. and
preferred involvement of each of the thred decision-making
‘units for each .task, (2) the overall satisfaction levels of
teachers with their involvement in decision making, (3) the
relationship between the overall sa:isfaétion of teachers
and decisional deprivatioﬁ of teachers for each task, and

(4) the major sources of dissatisfaction of teachers with

their decision-making involvement.
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Research Questions

This study aimed to obtain information relevant to the

following specific questions:
\ ,

1.

’

what is the distribution of decision-making authority
perceived by teachers in the elementary, junicr high,
and senior high schools?.

Wwhat significant differences exist in the involvement of
each decision-making unit in determining action for each
of the fifteen tasks in the perceptions of teachers
categorized by type of school, sex, length of teaching

experience, 'and length of training?

¥y

What is the distribution of decision-making authority
preferred by teachers in the elementary, junior high,
and senior high schools? .

what significant differences exist in the involvement of
each decision-making unit in determining action for each
of the fifteen tasks in the preferences of teachers
categorized by type of school, sex, length of teaching
experience, and length of training? ' |

What degree of discrepancy exists between the perceived
and the preferred involvement of each of the three
decision-making units regarding each of the fifteen
tasks in the elementary, junior high, and senior high
schools? ] _ o ~

What significant differences exist in.degrees of
discrepancy among teacher groups categorized by type of
school, sex, length of ‘teaching experience, and length
of training regarding the involvement of each
decision-making unit for each task?

What degree of satisfaction do teachers feel with their
involvement in decision making?

What significant differences exist 1n overall
satisfaction levels of teachers with their involvement
in decision making by type of school, sex, length of
teaching experience, and length of training of the
teachers?

What relationship exists between overall satisfaction of
teachers with their invclvement in decision making and
decisional deprivation of teachers regarding each task?
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10. What are major sources of overall dissatisfaction of
teachers with their involvement in decision making?

Significance of the Sfddy

The importance of an appropriate distribution of

authority in the formal organization is widely acknowledged
R L .

in terms of maintaining a balance between the needs of the
organization (e.g., the accomplishment of organizational
goals) and the needs of individuals (e.g., satisfaction of
members) by a number- of scholars such as_ Steers (1977), Katz
and Kahn (1978), and Schein (1980). Régarding school
systems, Lortie (1969:13) suggested the need for research on
the distribution cf decision-making authority with respect
to specific tasks by stating tjat

It appears that decision areas are subjected to

differential definition, and that variable zoning

exists in which, within the same dyad, 1n1t1atory

power varies by topic. (One thinks-of marrlage, in

which the husband has hegemoney over some 1ssues,

the wife over others, and discussion or argument

arises over the rest.)
Belasco, Milstein, and Zaccarine (1976:135) also argued that
"because school systems are populated by actors who possess
professional aspirations, authority and CQntrol
relationships are likely to be central organizational
concerns.”

Numercus studies have been reported regarding teacher
participation in decision making in relation to specific

variables such as job sa;isfaction,_commitment, militancy

and alienation of teachers. However, few studies focussed



on the distribution of decision-making authority among
decision-making units with respect to specific tasks, as
percéived and preferred by teachers in schools since
Simpkins's study (1968).

Since Simpkins reported his study, some changes seem to
have occurred in the distribution of decision-making
authority. The nature of these changes are noted in the
following excerpts from the professional literature. For
example,

. »
There has been a cledr and persistent movement
towards more participative management techniques in
the educational enterprise. Such an approach
fundamentally changes the authority relationship
befween the teacher and the administrator (Belasco,
Milstein, and Zaccarine, 1976:136).
The dilemma between professional autonomy and
centralized managerial systems will become more
pronounced as the future produces both greater

centralization and professionalization (Hoy and
Miskel, 1978:274).

N g

Teachers are-becoming more'capable of exercising a
“domain of professional expertise and are demanding a
new role for themselves which includes greater
professional autonomy and a larger voice in the
school system's decision-making process (Cox and

Wood, 1980:6).

" In the context of such changing distribution of
decision-making authority in. schools, this study was
expected to contribute to the following aspects:

1. To refine researth methodology developed by Simpkins

(1968) ﬁQf the investigation of the distribution of

'decision-mAking authority in school organizations.

2. To provide some new information on the perceived and
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'v,preferred dlStrlbUtldﬂ of detlslon maklng authorlty, and

. 44

;;féme additional 1n51ghts into the structure of

ahthority in schooluorganmzatxons.

To identify 51gnlf\tant changes in perceptlons and’

'

vpreferences of teachers for the dlStrlbUt on of

dec151on maklng authorlty with reépect to 1mportant

tasks of schools since Slmpklns s study ( 968)
- To proxlde 1nfo matlon on and 1n51ghts 1nto the current

*and desired re atlonshlp between profe551ona1 authorlty

and admtn@stratlve authorlty regarding 1mportant tasks

of school organlzatlons :

-

To prov1de 1nformat10n on the degree of dec151ona1
(S

deprlvatlon of teachers with respect to spec1f1c tasks.'

To prowlde 1nformatlon on the relatlonshlp between

~overall satlsfactlon level of teachers with their

decision-making involvement. and decisional deprivation

of teéchers.

»

””Regardiess of the type of organization,_thenfundamental

problem that administratdrs ‘encounter is how to integrate

L.

ithe needs of the organization and the: needs of 1nd1v1duals
in order to malntaln and 1mprove organlzatlonal efficiency
" and eff ectlveness.\‘The ultlmate justlfxcatlon of this study
is o prov1de new 1nformat10n whlch ‘contributes to the

N
" maintenance and improvement of the eff1c1encyfand

’

effectiveness of school organizations.

. | . . ’ E .
Lo By « - S K

[
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-<;11m1tatlons and L;mrtatlons
\‘Q() 2

.Q( "

1. The study was dellmlted to the sample of schools
selected from the Edmonton PUbllC School D1str1ct in
Alberta. . | &7? :

2.  The study was: del1m1ted to the perceptlons and
preferences of teachers for the dlstrlhutlon of
.dec151on mak1ng authorltv -among the 1nd1v1dual teacher
‘the formal staff group,. and the hlgher off1c1al
authority, regardlng fltteen 1mportant tasks in schools.
No,attempt was made to study all possible variables
‘related to-decisionfmaklng authority. However, the
study“dealtFWith the_relationship“between overall

'satisfaction»leuel'of teachers‘and decisional

deprivation of teachers for each task.

i

3. The limited opinions through the use of'questionnaires
fcould have blased the results | |
4. Generallzatlons drawn from the'study were limited to the
schools selected for~the study. _However, the
generalizations have some implications for other
schoo&%.
’DefinltionrofiTerms

In this study, relevant terms were -defined as follows:

Dec.ision- maklng author1t1 refers to legltlmate and

normative power to ‘make decisionsAwhich control the behavior

of others toward accomplishing organizational goals.
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‘ Dec151on making unit refers to the 1nd1v10ual teacher,

the formal staf‘ group, or the h;gher official authorlty
which 1is supposed to exercise decision- maklng authority.

g Profess1onal authorlty refers to authority derlved from

knowledge and expertlse in the area of one's profe551onal

!

work. Profe551onal authority 1is supposed to be exercxsed by

the individual teacher and/or the’formal staff group.

Admlnlstratlve authorltg refers to authority based on a

hiefarchy. The authotlty is supposed to be exerc1sed by

v

b

The individual teacher refers to the regular classroom

teacher.

The formal staff group refers to the formaily

recognized staff group such as the total school teaching

“staff, a‘subjeét area department staff, or a grade staff.

The higher off1c1al authorltz refers,to the

adm1nlstrat1ve hierarchy above the level of teachers, such
as schodl principal, central office off1c1al, Department of
Education or representat1ve.

Dec151onal deprlvatlon refers to the dlfference between

teachers' perceptions of the dec151on—mak1ng authorlpy and .

their preferences as to what it should be.

Organization of the Thesis

In this chapter, the problem studied was introduced,

the purpose of the study was stated, and research questions
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were posed. Included also were the significance of the,
study,'the scope ofbthe study, and the deftnitions bf terms.
Chaptef 2 contains a review of the lfte;ature and the
theéretical ' ‘ground. The research desién is presented in
Chapter 3. . . results of thé study are reported in
Chapters 4 through 7. ‘The-finél chapterrinclddes a summary
of the study, Efnclusioﬁs, and implications 6f the findings.

of the study.

g-
NV

[y
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF'RELATED LITERATURE AND

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

ThlS chapter presemts a reV1ew of the llterature and

S
research findings on decision- mak1ng authorlty and

-

practices. First, attention is given to the concept of

authority, authority structures in formal organizations, and

authority structures in schools. Second, the nature of

decision making and participation in decision making is

reviewed. The chapter concludes with a summary and

A implications for the study of the distribution of

decision-making authority in schools.

Concept of Authority

NumerOUS»ideas and definitions have been presented
regardlng the concept of authority by a number of writers.

This review of the concept is limited to some statements

which are deemed relevant to thls partlcular study.

Weber (1947: 324) defined authority as "the probablllty
that certain»speeific commands (or all commands);from-a
giveh source.will.be obeyed by a given group of Qersons;"
Weber (1947:324—328)-observed that vdluntery compliance 1is

associated with legitimate commands, andé classified three

.types of authority on the basis of their legitimacy:

13



(1) legal authority established on rational grounds; (2)
traditional authority based on inheritance; and (3)
‘charismatic authority derived from personal qualities ‘and
characteristics. Weber'(1947:152)'distinguished‘authority
from power by stating that "powér'is the probability that
one actor within a social relationship will be in a position
to carry out his own will deSpite'resistancé." ‘Accordiﬁg to
Simon (1961:125), Rogers (1575,165), and Schein’
(1980:84-85), power and authority establish a reciprocal
relationship,between individuals or groups exercising §ower
vand authority, and those respondihg to power and authority.
The concept of authority presented by Weber is in
accord with that of Barnard (1954:163) who posited-that.
Authority 1is the character ofva'communicationwm
(order) in a formal organization by virtue of which
it is accepted by a contributor to or "member" of
the organization as governing the action he.
contributes: that is, as governing or determining
what he does or is not to do so far as the
organization is concerned.,
He '(1954:184) further said that
Authofity is another name for the willingness and
capacity of individuals to submit to the necessities
of cooperative systems. Authority arises from the
technological and social limitations of cooperative
systems on the one hand, and of individuals on the
other. Hence the status of authority in a society
is the measure both of the development of
individuals and of the technological and social
conditions of society. ' : o
7
Barnard (1954:165-166) also indicated four requirements for

acceptance of authority by the individué}: (1) understanding

of the communication, (2) its consistency with the purpose



of the organization, (3) its compatibility with one's
personal interest as’a whole, and (4) mental and physical
ability to comply with it. '

,Similarly,'BIau (1967:200) obsérved that "compliaﬁce is

' I ¢ . o
voluntary for the collectivity, but social constraints make
it compeTling for the individual.” The. power of a
. N d)“ . . N ’ .

sqperordihd%e is requlated by social norms, which are the
basis of legitimate power. Social norms seem to comprise
the three types of authority classified by Weber.
Similarly, Scott (1981:280) and Kelley (1980:437) regarded
‘authority as legitimate and normative power. In the context
 of decision making, Rogers (1975:167) pointed out that "if
the decisions are moderate and rationai, the social
acceptance may increase, thus enabling'the'authority to gain
better acceptance of subsequent decisions." Thus, social
norms circumscribe decision-making authority.

Simon (1961:125) elaborated the concept of authority in
terms of decision making:

"Authority" may be defined as the_pbwervto'make

decisions which guide the actions of another. It is

a relationship between two individuals, one

"superior," the other "subordinate." The superior

frames and transmits decisions with the expectation _

that they will be accepted by the subordinate. The d

subordinate expects such decisions, and his conduct

is determined by them. S
Similarly, Rogers“(1975:167) defined authority as "the right
to make a particular decision and to command obedience,

.since the act of command always involves at least one such

decision,” distinguishing from power as "the ability to act

<
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effectively on persons or things, to take or secure

S )
favorable decisions which are not of right allocated to

| 9

individuals or their roles.” Authority, therefore, is the
right to control the behavior of others, while power .is the

.

4
ability to influence the behavior of others with'or without
authority.

"Baum (1961:26) sought to define authority
operationally: "Authority, like decentralization, must be
.defined in terms of decision-making. Operétionally, then,
the authority amounts to the power to make a decision that
" will be accepted and carried out."”

Power and authority are essential ingredients of’
decision making. Rogers (1975:1%65) stated that

"Generally, a decision is made by an individual or
group with the expectation that the behavior of
another person or group will be affected. The
efficacy of the decision maker and the type of
decision he may be allowed to make are determined by
.the power and authority he has. As such, power and
authority are necessary ingredients of the
decision-making process for they control the type of
decision ‘an individual will make and provide him

with some expectation of having it cause the desired
action.,

In general, authority is seen as the legitimate and
normative power to make decisions which control the behavior

of others toward accomplishing organizational goats.

s

Authority Structures in Formal Organizations

Authority is the essential element of an organization

in terms of controlling behavior of members in order to 3



accomplish organizational goals. How, then, is authority

»

allocated among individuals and groups? Who exercises

authority in relation to various task activities of an
organization? A general concept of authority structures can
be formulated through.reviewing\bureaucratic, human

relations, and professional models.

Bureaucratic and Human Relations Models

‘ Scott (1981:55-191) viewed the bureaucratic model as a
rational system and the human relations model as a natural
system. The characteristics of the rational system are high
goal specificity and high formaliaation involving a clear
hierarchy of authority, centralizatloa, highly structured
rules and regulations, and efficiency. In contrast wlth
such features, the natural system ls characterized by goal
multiplicity and an informal structure giving emphasis to
decantralization, collegiality, and effectiveness.
Specifically, Perrow.(1973:3) presented the characteristics
of thsnpureaucratic model as "centralized aﬁthority, clear
Tines ;%'aUthority, specialization and expertise, markeé
division of labor,‘rples and regulations, and clear

separation of staff and lines," whereas the human relations

model values such characteristics as "delegation of

authority, employee autonomy, trust and openness, concern
with 'whole person,' and interpersbnal'dynamics." On the
whole, the bureaucratic model is characterized by a

centralized authority structure, whereas the human relations
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model emphasizes a dispersed‘authority structure.

Authority structures can be considered to be on a -
continuum from most centralized to most decentralized.
Kaplan’and Tusky (1977:45-46) have developed a typology of
five models of authority relationships in terms of decision
maRing: (1) bureaucretic; (2)~representative bureaucratic,
(3) consultative bureaucratic, (4) collegial, and (5)
delegative. The typology is on a continuem from the most
structured bureaucratic type (most hierarchical) to the
delegative type (least hierarchical). The bureaucratic
felétionship is chafactefized by.a definite hierarchical

\

pattern between superordinates and subordlnates The
'-representatlve bureaucratlc relationship is similar to the
- pure form of the bureaucratic relat1onsh1p, but the_former
inciudes more than one center of power, which negotiates
decisions. In the consultative bureaueratic relationship,
superordinates respect ideas and adviEeugf,subordinates.
The collegial relationship is characterized by interaction
among peers rather than between superordinates and
subordinates. This type of relationship predominates in
organizations employing professionals. Finally, the
delegative relationship is cﬁaracterized by the extensive
autonomy of suberdihates. The authority structure'ie any
formél'e;ganization may consist of all or some of the five
types of authority relationships, the mixture and degree of

authority relationships differing from organization to
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organization, depending upon the philosophy, nature of ‘the
task and technology. "For instance, Hasenfeld (1983:160)
§tated’that "in recognition of the differential importance
of various tasks and their reqﬁisite skills and expertise,
the organization differentialiy allocates fqrhal authority
to t;hem. "

Hasenfeld (1983:161) observed that the distribution of
avthority in a formal complexworganization is basically
hierarchical in order to establish - ear lineé of
responsibility and accountability, to provide a system of
cbntrol to énsure‘staff compliance, and to provide
coordination of numerous activities. However, the dynamics
of the authority relationships cannot be properiy expressed
in a hieraréhy. Hasenfelé.lﬁ§83:161) argued that "the

congruence between formal authority and the exercise of

power is at best partial, because other sources of power 1in

I

. §
an organization are not necessarily expressed ' in formal
authority."” Authority relationships also seem to be task
specific. Scott (1967:i04) described such a characteristic:
An important feature of our view of authority . . .
is its emphasis on the extent to which authority
rights may be task specific. A's authority rights
over B may be limited to a specific task. In
complex organizations, it is possible for an
individual to participate in a large number of
authority systems. . N
In general, the distribution of formal authority 1is

basically hierarchical. However, there is an incongruence
S

between formal authority and the exercise of authority.



Authcrity r’}'tionships may also be seen as task specific,

which implié$ complex structures of authority in an

organization.

vy

Professional Model

Complex authority structures exist in organizations
employing professionals. Lortie (1969:1-2) stated that

authority structure is compiex with a mixture of autonomy,

! ~

collegial control, and hierarchical control. According to
Etzioni (1964:76-77) and Mintzberg (1979:351), authority
structures in professional organizations basically consist
of two types: (1) administrative authority based on a
hierarchy, and (2) professional authority derived from
knowledge and expertisé in the area of professional work.
Etzioni (1964:77) asserted that
the ultimate justification for a professional act is
that it is, to the best of the professional's
knowledge, the right act. He might consult his
colleagues before he acts, but the decision 1is
his. . . . The ultimate justification of an
administrative act, however, is that it is in line
with the organization's rules and regulations, and
that it has been approved--directly or by
implication--by a superior rank.

Etzioni (1964:75-93) analyzed variations in authority
structures related to four types of organizations employing
professionals. The analysis indicated that authority
structures vary depending ugon the degree of
professionalization of' members of an organization.

In full-fledged professional organizations,

professionals exercise the major authority regarding goal

20



definition and instrumental activities, whereas *?
administrators have secondary staff authority. -The final
decisions are made by the various professionals and their
decision-making bodies.

In semi—préﬁessional organizatiohs, professionals have
less autonomy, compared with those in full-fledged
professional organizations. The semi-professionals do not
have authority regarding the basic definition of the
qrganizational goals, but may have secondary instrumental
authority. ,

Scott (1981:222-223) described authority structures of
two general types of professiona§ organizations: (1) the
autonomous professional organizations equivalent to
full-fledged professional 6rganization§«and (2) heteronomous
professional organizations corresponding to
semi-professional ofganizations. In autonomous professional
organizations, professionals have "considerable
responsibility for def:ning and implementing goals, for
setting performance standards, and for seeing to it that
standards afe maintained (p. 222)." A boundafy is well
demarcated between tasks of professionals and tasks of
administrative officials. Decision-making authority is
largely deiegated to individual professionals who are
subject to collegial control systems.

In ;ontrast with professionals in the autonomous

professional organizations,. those 'in the heteronomous
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professional organizations have relatively limited authority
over task decisions. Scott (1981:223) observed that

The work of the professional participants takes
place within a structure of general rules and of
hierarchical supervision, but individual performers
are given considerable discretion over task
decisions, in particular, decisions concerning means
or techniques.

Professional amthority is based on the degree of
expertise and ability of professionals to control the
conditions of their work and to gain autonomy from
administrative authority. Accordingly, authority structures
vary depending on the degree of professionalization.
According to Freidson (1977:22), the most highly developed
professionadl groups can be distinguished from other
pxofeséional groups by the degree to which they have
exercised "the organized power to control themselves, tbf
terms, conditions and content of their work in the setting
where they peform their work."

In this respect, a conflict between professional
authority and administrative authority is articulated by
many writers. For instance, Hasenfeld (1983:164) indicated
potential conflict of semi-professionals regarding
incongruence between professional authority and
administrative authority:

Conflict with semiprofessibhals is more likely to
arise since they lack the power to back their claims
for professional autonomy and control over their
working conditions. Their claims for exclusive
control over a sphere of activities and knowledge

will be challenged both by the administrative
authority and the more prestigious professionals.
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Mintzberg (1979:363) indicated another perspective of
multiple authority structures derived from properties of
professional organizations:

Since thelr outputs areé dlfflcult to measure,vthelr
goals cannot eas1ly be agreed upon.. 5o the notion
of a strategy--a single, integrated pattern. of
decisions common to the entire organization--loses a
good.deal of its meaning in the Professional :
Bureaucracy. ‘

Imfgeneral complex authority structures exist in
orgaﬁlzatlons employlwg profe551onals.h In such
' . organizations, a authority structures are charafterlzed by the
mixtore of two basic types of authority: administrative
authority and p:ofessional authority. Authority structures”

vary dependingyupon.the degree of professionalization of

members. C _ ) , o / S
“# Authority Structures in. Schools .

Schools as emerglng profe551onal organlzatlons are

(%

characterlzed by the comblﬁatwon of propertles of both
’ . :
bureaucratic and human relations models. 1In general,
euthority structhres consift of adhinistretive adthority
baeed on a hierarchy and o;ofessional authority originating

from knowledge and expertlse Professional authority is

largely delegated to profe551onals. 'According to Simpkins «

o0

and Friesen (1969), Lortie (1969: 3), and Meyer and Rowan
(1§78}83*85), teachers have a substantial degree of autonomy
regarding instruction in the classroom. However, teachers

have very limited authority on administrative tasks external

-



to'ciassroomvmaanement.

N Hasenfeldf(1983:164—165) regarded teachers as
semi-professionals since theyvhave,ariack of control' over
.curriculum fequrementSy scheduling, and other decisions -«
which influence much in their working cdnaitions. Hoﬁever,
Hoy and Miskel (1978:76) observed that teaching is
progressﬁng towagd'é full;fledged profession: .

| The growth of theoryvand knowledge in teaching, the
increased requirements for.feacher education, the

sense of responsibility for 'student welfare, strong
professional associations, and increased claims for

teacher autonomy provide the basis to legitimize . ° 3

teaching as a full-fledged profession.” Behind this
drive is the desire for increased status or for more
control over work--not only more responsibility but
more authority.

Etzioni (1964:76) described the importance of

2
Y

professional authority:

; .
Knowledge is largely an individual property; unlike
other organization means, it cannot be transferred
from one person to another by decree. Creativity is
basically individual and can only to a very limited’
degree .be ordered and coordinated by the superior in
rank. Even the application of knowledge is
basically an individual.act, at least in the sense
that the individual prgfessional has the ultimate

responsibility for his professional decisioni
In this respect, administrative & ority in schools should

be exercised so as not to impede professional authority.

¢
w

I Some claim that highly bureaucratic authority in
schools may be ineffective 1in accomplishing educational R
goals. For example, Ratsoy's (1973:169) findings in

reviewing various- studies of the relationship between

bureaucratic structure and the effectiveness of schools are:
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(1) Supervisors are rated as less effective 1f they
behave "bureaucratically"; (2) teacher satisfaction,
on the average, is lower in schools where teachers
perceive a high degree of bureaucracy; (3) student
alienation is higher-in schools where students
perceive a high degree of bureaucracy; and (4)

student achievement is lower where teachers view
schools as emphasizing hierarchical structure.

MacKay (1964:5-8) and Lortie (1969:14-15) emphasized the
importance of maintaining a balance between administrative
“autherity and professional authority.

A wide variation of authority structures exists 1in

.

schools. Hoy and Miskel (1978:63-65) formulated a typclogy
of. schcol organizational structures. It included these
aspects: (1) Weberian structure, (2) authcritarian

shbricture, (3) ‘professional structure, and (4) chaotic
B ] : °
structure. In the Weperlan structure, professionalizat:ion

]

and bureaucratization are complementary and both are high.

In the authoritarian structure, bureaucratization is high
el . --l

.

Y

and professionalization 1s l2w. A professional organization

is characterized by a high degree of professicnalizaticn and

d low degree of bureaucratization., In a chaotic structure,
both bureaucratization and professicnalization are low,

_ : g ‘
/ Authority structures are.als%@giewed as formal

authority and functiona: apthority. Peabody (1962)

distinguishead formal authority. from functional authority.

3,
o

Formal authori:ty is based on legitimacy anc position,
) : 3 :
whereas functional authority is derived frcm a variety of

sources such as knowledge,‘expe%;ise, and humar relatiocns

3

~
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skills. Functional authority means that technical

competence is a basis of legitimate control regardlesl’

'hierarchical-pdsition{ Formal authority is similar tohﬂ
administrative authority, while fudctioqal authority
corresponds to professional guthority.

| Another peérspective of quthbrity structures of schools
can be founé 1in Weick's,conCeptualizétion of "loosely’
coupled” o:ganizatibns. Weick (1976) described the
:hé:acteristics as follows: several meansvto similar énds,
loose coordination, locse regulation, operative
independence, a lack of éirect supervision by’supeniérsJ ahd
delegation of discretion. Hasenfeld (1983:161-162)

distinguished the authority-structure ofvtightly coupled

organizations from that of loosely coupled organizatiaons:
In general, the congruence between formal a prity T
and the exercise of power will#e greater in tightly

coupled than in loosely cqupled o ganizations. The ’
former, characterized by a stable e@nvironment and a
determinate technology, can establish authority
structure that is not challenged by change,
ambiguity, and uncertainty. In contrast, in loosely"
coupled—erganizations the formaltauthority structure
is constantly undermined by environmental -
uncertainty, goal ambiguity, and technological -
indeterminacy. In loosely coupled organizations, a
substantial incongruence exists between the formal
authority system and the actual distribution of
power. . The same factors which shape the internal
structure and the distribution of power in human
service organizations, generate considerable
divergence between the possession of formal
authority and the actual exercise of power.

Schools as emerging professional organizations are
characterized by a combination of properties of both

bureaucratic and human relations models. The authority
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strﬁctures are generally characterized by a mixture of
administrative authority and>professional authority in
relation to task activities. Administrative authority is
exe;cised by a hierarchy,_whereas p;oféssiohal'authority is
exéﬁ%ised by individual teacherslqr groups of teachers. A
h;é% degree of'adminisfrative‘aufhority_may be inéffective
in écéomplishing educational goals. Thus, a balance between
adminiStrativevauthority and professional authority needé.to

nge maintained.
Decision Making

Authority is_vieWed as the legitimate and normative
Vpowér to make decisions. In Ehis respect, authority can be
elaborated in terms of décision making. According to
Griffiths (1967:i21-122)n decision making is a key componént

of administration:

the central function of administration 1is directing
and controlling the decision-making process. It is
not only central in the sense that it is more '
important than other functions .- . . but it 1s
central in that all other functions of '
administration can best be interpreted in terms of
the decision-making process. It is becoming
generally recognized that decision-making is the

_heart of organization and the process of

- administration. ’

Simon (1960:1) treated decision making as having the same
meaning as managing. He (1961:1) observed that "the task éf
‘decfding pervades the entire administrative organiiation
guite as much as does the task of doing--indeed it is

integrally tied up with the latter." It can be seen that.
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decision making is the core of the management of an
organization.

Decision: making is a complex process of makxng a
choice. Drucker (1966:143) regarded a decision as a
judgment or a choice between alternatives. MecCrimmon
(1974: 445 446) defined dec151on making as "a process
1nvolv1ng both thought and action *hat culminates in an act
cf choice." Steers (1977:157) agreed that decision maklng .
is "a process of selecting’among'available alternatives.”
Decision making should be a rational process, wherein a
choice is deliberately made from a number of alternatives.

Rational decision making is required for effective
_administration. An organization ha$ specific goals ,and a
great variety of decisions are made in order to,accompliéh
them. Simon (1961:8-9) regarded the administrative
processes as decisional processes since a major

g 3 Q . /" : + . ’ 9
organizational function is to segregate certain decisional
elements of members as well as to establish regular
procedures for the selection and determination of the
elements:

The organization . . . takes from the individual -

some of his decisional .autonomy, and substitutes for

1t an organization decision- mak1ng process. The
decisions which the organlzatlon makes for the
individual ordinarily (1) specify his function, that

is, the general scope and nature of his duties; (2)

allocate authorlty, that is, determine who in the
organization is to have power to make further
decisions for the individual; and (3) set such other
limits to his choice as are needed to cooﬁiiiete the

activities of several individuals in the
organization. ‘
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Types of Decisions J

. Simon (1960 5-8) identified two types of decisions:
programmed dec151ons angd nonprogrammed dec151ons.' The
programmed types are routine and repetitive decisions for
which,an organization can develop specific coping processesr
The*nonprogrammed‘ryoes are decisions concerning previously
unknown, -unstructured, and conseqnential matters, which can
be handled by general prdblem solv1ng processes.

For_schooi organizations, Hasenfeld (1983 149)
considered that nonproérammed types of decision are
kprevalent because of goal:ambiguity, indeterminate
technology, and lack of reliable criteria for evaluating

outcomes.’

Decision-Making Proccess

Simon (1960'15 described three phases of decision
;making "finding occasions tor making a. dec151on finding
p0551ble courses of actionl and ch0051ng among courses of
action.,” According to Griffiths (1967:132-133), the |
.dec151on making process con51sts of these six steps: (1)
recognition1 definigion, and limi*arion of a problem, (2)
analysis and evaluaticn of the problem; (3) establishment of
criteria or standards for-a solut on; (4) data collection;
.(5) formulation ‘and selection of the preferred solution and
(6) implementation of the preferred soiution. " Rogers

(1975:182-184) described four steps in the process: (1)
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search for goals; (2) formulation of alternative courses of o
aétion; (3) evaluation of outcomes; and (4) selection of
altérnative strategies.‘,Herver, in actual situations, ;
steps in the decision-making process cannot be ciéar-cﬁt,‘

because some éf thé steps aré overlapping, skipped, or

repeated. Generally speaking, decision making can be

conéidered as.a rational process consisting of the three

steps ihdicated by Simon. In this study, focus is placed on

the final act of selection from many alternatives.

14

Styles of Decision Making

Vroom and.Yettén (1973:14) observed four styles of
decision.makingg autocratic, consultative, group, and
‘delegative. Steers (1977:159) pointed out that "such styles
exist on a céntinuum from autocracy to totai abdication by a
superior." However, five styles of decision making seem to
be distinguishable: (1) a manager deciding without
consultation: (2) a mahager deciding after consultatioh; (3)
deciding by a vote of groﬁp members; (4) deciding by a
consensus of group members; and (5) and individual member -
decidihg. Therefoge,'those whofmay make a decision could be
‘as follows: a manager, a group, or a single subordinate

individual.
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Participation in Decision Making

Participative decision making is regarded as the
involvement of subordinates in the decisign-making process
on issues which affect them. It is intended to improve the
quality of decisions and to increase the commitment of
subordinates to the decisions made.

According to Steers (1977:159), participative decision
‘making is regarded as one attempt to decentralize authcrity,
and is related to improved decision quality, increased
commitment of subordinates to decision outcomes, and

\ . - .
increased satisfaction cf subcrdinates.
Bartunek and Keys (1979:£3) posited that:

~Much of the theory and research relevant to
participative decision making in organizations have
centered around two issues: the likelihood of high
quality decisions in the organizations and the
likelihood@ of acceptance and implementation of
decisions by organization members. These two 1ssues
‘are not entirely separate: in many instances :
decision effectiveness depends on both guality and
acceptance. '

Regarding decision gquality, Bartunek and Keys
(1979:53-54) pointed out that "the greatervthe amount of

A S .
relevant information :ie group members share, the better the

‘r
problem solution is likely to be" and that the participative

model has three important advantages:
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One is that participation implies influence over
decisions, and influence is a primary mediator of
acceptance (Wood, 1973). Another is that
organizational members are more likely to understand
decisions they help to formulate. A third is that,
by virtue of their participation, organization
members gain psychological "ownership” of the
~decision (Owens and Lewis, 1976).

* .

Rationale for Participation

The main concern of an organization is to increase or
maintain its effectiveness in regard to both tasks and
subordinates. Griffiths (1962:34) asserted that

the goals of an institution and the goals of

individuals cannot be separated. Failure to achieve

“one results ultimately in the destruction of the

other. To strike a balance between the two 1is the

prob;em of the organizer. '
| ?articipative decision makihg i$ one way of creating a
balance between oréanizational goals and individual goals.

” The value associated with participative decision making
corresponds to deﬁocratic ideals because the valuye is based
on respect for the dignity, cooperative, efforts, mutLality,
self-discipline, and self-actualization of individuals. If
a goal of education in schools is to realize democratic
ideals, the gnderlying value of participation in decision
making is in harmony with it. Etzioni (1964:38) noted "the

. ’ (4 . \
virtues of democratic leadership which not only is highly

\]

communicative and encourages participation but also is just, -
non-arbitrary and concerned with the problems of workers,

not just those of work." Dykes (1964:155) stated that



To assume that our schools can contribute to the
strength and vitality of democracy without
themselves being examples of democracy in action 1is
exceedingly naive. It 1s too much to expect
teachers to instill in the young appreciation and
“understanding of the democratic way when they
themselves are denied a voice 1n decisions of vital
importance to them. The delicate and difficult task
of developing faith and confidence in democracy as a
social system cannot be accomplished in a setting '
which is itself barren of democratic processes.

\

The tasks of an organization can be effectively cerried
out with the active participation of subordinatés.
Participative decision'makiné can contribute to increasing
goal identification and responsibility which are related tc
active involvement of subordinates in their work.
7Schuttenberg, McArdle and Thomas (1979:275) contended that
" "if staff members are not meaningfully involved in making
decisions that_affe:t them and for which they have
expertise, they will withhold their organizational
commitment over time."

Appropriate decisicns are hard to make by
superordinates alone, escecially in the area of professional
work becéuse‘they have limited knowledge, experience,
iﬁfo:matioh, and skills. In order -o make effective
decisiohs, relevant personnel snhould be involved. Simpkins
and Friesen (1969) stated two reasoﬁs why teachers should
participate in decision making regarding their work in the
school. The reasors include (1) the increasing

professionalism of teacHers and (2) effective decision

making at the point closest to he need for the decision.
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Rogers (1975:174) also asserted that

maximum efficiency of decision making will occur
when the decision is made at the point at which the
necessary expertise, authority, and information
intersect that is the closest to the point of origin
of the need for the decision.

Participative decision making may also provide an
opportunity to meet the self-actualization need of
subordinates. Schein (1980:70) stated that

the whole concept of "participative management,"” the
idea that employees should be involved in those
decisions which directly affect them, flows most
clearly from the assumptions that employees want to
be morally involved in “their work organizations,
want to influence decisions, and want to be able to
use their capacities in the service of
organizational goals.

Participative decision making should increase the job
satisfaction of subordinates as well as meet the need to
belong, which is closely associated with loyalty and
~ommitment. According to Schein (1980:64),

if employees can expect the gratification of some

important emotional needs through participation in-

the organization, they can to a-‘degree become more
morally involved in the organization. Such
involvement in turn permits the organization to
legitimately expect loyalty, commitment, :nd greater
identification with organizational goals.

The involvement of subcrdinates in the decision-making
process can be justified in terms of the following:
realizing democratic icdeals, increasing organizational
effectiveness, respecting the expertise and professionalism
of personné&$ymaking effective decisions, increasing

organizational commitment, exercising legitimate authority,

and meeting some psychcological needs of subordinates.



Considerations for Participation

In spite of the strong support for subordinate
participation, there are positive and negative aspects
involved. Without appropriate consideration of the
particular situation, participation may not be effective.
Mulder (1871:36) contended that inappropriate participation
‘was worse than no participation:

People may be engaged to participate in matters
which are either completely unimportant or above
their level of expertness. Such participation can
be regarded as a learning process for which people
are not rewarded: when they realize that they are
not, in fact, contributing anything, they will have
jearned not to engage themselves 1in any other,
possibly productive and useful, participation
activities. ' :

Bumbarger (1573:65) addressed the appropriate -
. 'inpvolvement of subcrdinates as follows:

Another common criticism concerns the effect of lack
of involvement of operating level pefsonnel in the
decisions made. Involvement can be a complex
probiem with a whcle host of definitions. Too much
concern with involvement per seé can lead to
misdirected effort. The question to be resolved is,
"How can meaningful involvement be fostered to
achieve better decisions?" The qoal is not the
maximum involvement of the greatest number of people
but the most appropriate involvement for the purpose
intended. '

According to Rogers (1975:187), the determination of
‘who should participte in decision making depends upon the

characteristics of decision problems. He»(1975:187-188)

. . 0
presented four characteristics in addition to the dimensions

cf importance, comprehensiveness, and complexity. They are:
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(1) the initiative of subordinate groups in planning)
their job activities, (2) the information from which
problems are formulated and the routes by which the
information enters the organlzatlon (3) the
specialized training, experience or equipment used

to obtain improved decisions . . . and (4) the kinds
of people who will be called upon to implement
decisions once they are made and their expectations
regarding participation in making these decisions.

Hoy and Miskel (1978:228) presented some
generalizations based upon a review of much of the research
and literature concerning teacher participation in decision
making: (1) participation islan important factor for the

]
morale and enthusiasm of teachers; (2) participation is

positively related to their>i;gfessional satisfaction; (3)

participation induces posi  ,ttitudes of teachers toward

©

their principal; (4) too mu olvement produces negative
results; (5) there is a need for diverse roles and functions
of bbth teachérs and administrators according to the nature
of the problem; (6) environmental factors affect the degree
of teacher participation,

Generally speaking, participative decision making seems
to be advantageous with appropriate involvement of
subordinates. The involvement of subordinates needs to be
determined according to various factors such as the nature

of problems, characteristics of subordinates, and the

internal and external environment.



37
Q ’

Research Related to Decision-Making Authority in Schools

Simpkins's Study

. Simpkins (1968) explored teachers' per ceptions of and
~preferences for the distribution of decision-making
authority in fourteen schools of the Edmonton public School
District. ' The study focussed on the distribution of

S N v
decison—making authority betWeen_the individual teaeher, e
fornal staff group, and the higher official authorzty
regarding policies and procedures~of'twelve tasks ‘in-: fOu-
areas: (1) cu?rioulum planning and adaptation, (2) classrocm
.management (3)-arrangement of instructional program, and |

(4) general school organlzatlon

Teacher perceptlons. reachers percelved that the

individual teacher played the primary decismon—maklng-rple:
in the area of classroom management, whereas<theyhigher
off1c1al authorlty played the domlnant role in decisions
regarding tasksvexternal to classroom management The
formal‘staff group eiercised minor dec151on-mak1ng authority
for all twelve-task-activitieS; "The schools Studi%d showed
some of the CharaCteristicaQOE semi-professional V
organ17atlons.. ‘ - |

The percelved dlStflbUthﬂ of dec151on maklno authorlty

|

was generally 51m11ar in elementary, junior hlgh ~and §§nlor
hlgh schools. However teachers in the junior hi gh schoc‘

were percelved to be more 1nvolved 1n determlnlng act;on

than those in the elementary and senlor high schools.
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Tea

0O

her preferences. Teachers preferred to have the
individual teacher éxerciée the primary decision—makiné
authority for tasks ih‘the area of cléssrdom management. In
this area, preferences were similar to perceptions.
' i R
Teachers prefer*ed the individual teacher to have the
primary rcle 1in derdlﬂg ~asks as follows: (1) tasks in the

area cf classroom management; (2) determining the detailed

fy

content of a curricu
¢ ' , .
for parents to discuss matters ccncerning their children's

um: and (3) determining arrangements

schocling.

eachers preferred the iormal;staff group to have the
primary decision-making author:ity regarding the following
askss (1) 5ete:mining school rules and regulations'for‘the
genefal studenﬁ body; (2)’détérminingAthe teaéhing load and

other duties of teachers; and (3) determining the allocation

‘of money to the teachers 2r departments foOr instructional

-

aids and eduipment

;F most tasks external Lo>classqoom“management,

.teach€drs prAferred to ‘have the. und*udua1 feaﬂher and/or the

~

staff group exerc1se subsban'lal dec1s*cn making authorlty
3
However, <eache s pref terred to see tnhe higher official

autﬁor}ty %ave the primary authority in de;iding the basic
outline of the curriculum.

The;évwas little evidence for variation in derermining
actions for task activities in the preferences of teachefs

grouped according to sex &and length of experience.

-~
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There were some variations in thespreferences cf

o'

teachers classified according L' elemen:ary, junior h:igh,
and senior high schocls. That is, treachers in senior high
schocls preferred that the indivrdual teacher have a higher
degree of decision-making authority in the aresa of classroom
management, while they preferred a greater degree oI the

rhigher official authcrity o exe

cise the primar

&

in tasks external to classr com managemenz, as compared with
)

. X .o - \ - —- vz - 5
teachers in the elementary cchocols. The full-fledced

"

professional ideology was not pe fectly refilected in teacner

e

references.
In summary, teachers desired a consicerable change in
che use of administrative authority and pritessional
v S , _

authoritykregarding 1mp

()
,1
[

s}
wn
>
v

Other Studies

o 5 -

Chamberlain (1975% examined the cpinions cf%@regcn

‘public school teachers and principals regarcing the degree

of ,earher partlﬂlparlr“ in decicton.making for fcur areas:
S , :

ﬁ‘z.l

' . R T . . R
(1)_curr1culum and inssruction, Q2X staff perscnneil
student oersonner, and (4) schqo -commurity relations. The

sample

_State of Oredoﬁw He found tha; (*) teachers felt a larger

discrepancy between perceptions and preferences than

orincipals, (2) teachers were not and dic not want.&o be

) ) . s . TN ’ .

involved in the same way in all decisions; dgg_and teachers
. X .

expected to be involved to a higher degree':n Curriculum and

[



40
tmstruction and Student personnel decisions. The results

z1sc suggested that ~ne demographic variables such as school

¢

“evel, sex, vears of teaching experience had little effect
on the valuations-of teachers and principals. However, both
elementary school tfeachers and principals desired more

teacher

T

 §ersonne1 decisions than
secondarv schcol teacherf
Isherwood and Taylor

sought to identify decision’

. . - R . . 5 . R
igsues to be dealt with by scnocs ccuncils with a samplie of
. <

fsrry-two schools in Quebec. The responses cf principals
'andﬁfba:hers were markedly diiierent. “principals wanted the

ghool courrcii to have mcre say over instructional matters,
2. .

y)

Jiy-  teachers wanted to nhave more power over managerial o
matters. 1sherwece and Tayler (p. 268) stated that

Generally, the princ:pals thought the council should
. have more say over -eaching methods, homework
assignment, the crgarization of extra-curricular
ctivites. . . . Evidently, teachers thought these
{tems were within their domain and they were not
ready to relinguish their autonomy to a school
council. 1In cen:rast, council members and “eachers
+hought the councill should have more decisional
avtheority over teacher promotion and fiscal matters
in the school than did the principals.

2lutto and Belasco (1872) repcrted & study on teacher

- 7

ar ipaticn in decisicn making with a sample cf over 400

t
v
(@]

s

.teachers in western New York State. The study identified
the three features--deprivaticn, equilibrium, and

saturation--wnich teachers experienced concerning their

i~volvement in cecisicn making, Teachers with a higher

Jevel of decisional .deprivation showed a lower Level cf

: PN



satisfaction. “Decision-deprived” teachers alsc showed
negative attitudes. However, 1t was suggested that the

universal desirability of increased participation in

decision making,shOUIé be modified with consideration of
:.,'\f ..

differential participation in decision making.
Similarly, Conway (1976) studied the relationship

betweer, levels of teacher participation and their

satisfaction with their schools with a sample of 166

teachers in western New York State. Bcth overparticipation
and decisional deprivation increased teacher

. . C. y ' 3 : ' ‘. . B T . .
dissatisfaction. However, a very large proportion of
teachers aspired to more invdlvemént in decision making.

e

Conway (p.139) suggested ghat "adminlstrators must match the

desire for participation ©f individuals with the

opportunities to realize those desires.”

Participation in difierent decision domains in relat;@m
to teacher satisfaction was investigated by Mohrman, Coocke,
and Mohrman -(1978) with a sample ¢f teachers-in twenty-two

schocls in the Midwest in the United States. They found

that while participation’ in technical.domain|decisions was-

re.a-ed -o teachers' djob satisfaction, participation 1in
; v ’

managerial domain decisions did not have a significant

ie

relationship to their satisfaction. However, teachers

o

desired more participation in managerial domain decisions.

"

[on 2]

Mchrman et a. (p. 26) asserted that "the e

i

participative leadership 1s contingent ¢n s

fectiveness of

ot

iAnal

PRGN S0

™
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~variables, including'the nature~of‘the problém‘or task.“'
Masse (1969) inVeétigated teacher participation and
professional attiﬁudes with a Sampie of teachers in Quebeé;
He found that authoritf structure was»in conflict with thé
aspiration of teachers for greatervdecison—méking authority
~in thé prdfeséional area. A positive relationship was also
‘identified bet;eén the desire for increased decisibn—makidg
authcrity and the ﬁéaéheré' ﬁrofessionél orieﬁtation.
Regarding bureaucratically-structured ofganizations in
relation té professionais' alienation, Cox and Wood (1980)
surveyed éjgkteachersvgn a U.S. mid-western city. They

found that participation in decisi making was negatively

related to teacher alienaticn, while Nierarchy of authority

was positively related to teacher aliepation. Cox and Wood
(p. 6) concluded that

Numerous sociologists observe thé .cgnflict
experienced by professicnal employees in
bureaucratically structured organizations. ' The
basic problem is location of authority. . . . '
Increasing alienation among teachers may result from
greater professionalization of teaching and the
concomitant rigidity of organizational structure of -
most school systems. -

~

Hoy ancé Sousa’ (1984) examined the relaticnships between
delegated cecision making and three concepté: (1) hierarchy
of authority perceived by teachers, (2) the job satisfaction
of teachers, and (3) teacher loyalty to.ﬁhemprigcipals withl
a samp.e of 55 public senior high schools in Neerersey. |

Hoy and Sausa {(pp. 327-328) summarized their findings 1in
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The willingness of principals to delegate Iimportant
decisions to teachers . . . can result in potential
benefits for the school organization. First,

teachers are less likely to perceive a strong

authority structure and thus may be more apt to

identify with the goals and objectives of the
school. Second, teachers gain a greater sense of

job satisfaction,.which tends to. produce improved .

attitudes toward their work and the pecple with whom

they work. Third, teachers are more inclined to
“exhibit loyalty to their principals.

The studies cited abcve indicate that teacher
participation in decision making is positively related tc
job satisfaction and loyalty to the principal. On the other
hand, hierarchy of authority is positively associated with

- ' v o ‘ _ R
. teacher alienation. Most studies agreed that teschers
generally desired more involvement in decision making,

depending on the nature cf the tasks.
Summary

This chaptef'dealt with the concept of authorigy and
authérity_structures in formél organizétibns.-_Threé‘
perspectives were presented: (1) the bureaucratic model, (2)
~the human relations model, and (3) ﬁhe professional model.
Buthority structures in schools we®e also reviewed. Second,
the nature of decision making ar: ~articipation in decision
making was discussed;> Finally, re.a~ed studies were
summarized.

Authority is regarded as the .« . ":mate and normative
power to make decisions which contrc. tne behavior cof others

toward accomplishing organizational goals. The distribution
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of authority in formal organizations is basically
hierarchical, but the dynamics of authority canrnot be viewed
solely from the hlerarchy

Authority structures in organizations employing

'/profe551onais are characterized by the mixture of two basic

types of autho:ity: (1} administrative a ehority based on a
hierarchy and (2) professional authority derived from
Hnowledge and expertise. Administrative authority 1is

exerc1sed by ank whi e Drofessxonal authority is exercised

‘by individual professionals or groups of professionals.

Autherity structures vary depending hpon the degree of
professionalization of members.. In full-fledged
professiohal organiza;ions, professionals have substantial
aﬁthority in defining and implementing goals. In
semi—professional'é:ganizati@ﬂs, prédfessionals have

considerable authority ovéf task decisions regarding means

[}

‘or technigues. Thus, profe551onal authority is based on the

degree of expertise and ability of professionals to control .
the conditions of their work and to gain autenomy from
admi"istrative guthority.

School orgaﬂizatioﬂs are characterized. by a combination
of properﬁies of both bureaucratic and human relations

o

nodels. The distribution of authority is generally

14

characterized by the relative degree of adminiiiietive
authority and professional authority regarding task

activities. Alsc, highly bureaucratic authority seems to be
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ineffective in accomplishing eaucational goals. Thereiore,
s balance between administrative and professional authority
must bé maihtainéd in order to meet the needs of the
organizatién §nd the needs of individuals.

Decision'making is a rational process of chcice or
judgment. Participative decision making is considered to be
one attempt'to decentralize authority throughout an
organization. Organizations function more effectivélvahen
decisions afé made with the active participation of
personnel close to the point of implementétion.

Numerous studies indicated that participation in
decision making is positively related ﬁo job satisfaction.
Most studies indicated that teachers generally desire more
involvement in decision making, but this depends on the
nature of the tasks.‘

The review indicatea that the distribution of the
decision-making authority in schools can be examined by the
relative degree of invclvement at three levels--the
individual teacher, the staff gro;p, and administrators--in-

determining acdtion for important tasks.’



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses the content, validity and
reliability of the instrument used in this study. The
sample of the study, the procedures of data collection, and

data treatment are also described.
N .

Instrument

In order to examine the research guestions posed 1in
Cha@ter 1, the researcher modified and augmented the
questionnaire‘developed by Simpkins (1968).

The ofiginal instrument was developed under the
following guidelines by Simpkins (1968:63-66):

1. The 'distinction between the three décision—making units:,
the individual teacher, the formal staff group, and the
higher official authority. | |

2. The distinction between tasks classified under the
foilowing four general task afeas;

Curriculum Planning and Adéptation

(1) Determination of the basic oﬁtlinelof a curriculum.
(2) Determination of the detailed content of a
curriculum.

(3) Determination of the texts anc instructional
material for a curriculum,

46
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Classroom Management

(4)Determination of the way a subject matter field 1is
presented in classes.,

(S) Determination of the freguency and methods of
classroom testing.

(6) Determination of the relative friendliress of
c.assroom teacher-pupil relationships.

trrangement cf School Instructional Program

(7) Derermination of the size and cempositicn of class.

(8) Determination of the premotion and class placement

of pupils.

(9) Determination of the allocation cf money to teachers

or departments for instructional aids and eguipment.

General School Oraganization

(10) Determination cf the teaching ioad and cther duties

(11) Determination of arrangements for parents to
discuss matters concerning their éhildfen's schcoling.
(12) Determination of school rules and regulaticns for
the general studeﬁt body.

The distinction bertween decisions'on po¥icy and
principles, and declisions on specifc procedure and
practice.

-

The distincticn between degrees ¢

r oty
O
-
@)
[8)
o)}
o
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»
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<
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decisicn-making unit in determining action regarding
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each task. The degree was measured by Qsing the
five-pcint Likert type scale ranged from 1 to 5:

1 (extremely lbw probability of occurrence), -

2 (moderately low probability of occurrence),

3 (impossible to judge probability of occurrence),

.+ 4 {(moderately high probability of occurrence), and

o

{extremely high probability of occurrence) .

validity of the Instrument

The instrument is designed to deal more with the
operaticn of the school instruétional program, as compared
with other instruments used for the srtudies onvdecision
making by Sharma (i955), Alutto and Belaséo (-

Chamberlain (1975);!Conwayv(i976), and Isherwe and Taylor
(1978). Since the major tasks of school® have not changed, ”ﬁﬁ
the instrument developed by Simpkins was{?gnsidered to be
appropriacte for this study. Herver, an attempt was made to
improve the validity ~f the instrument by modifying the
éuestionnaire. In order to improve the validity of the

guestionnaire, the guestionnaire must be oriented toward the

whole research problem and each item of the guestionnaire

must be relevant to the problem, as well as being clear and

unambigquous to the respondent. Mouly (1978:194) discussed

the validation of questionnaires:
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I+ must first be recogniczed that, although it 1is
orierted toward the whole problem, the questionnaire
is comprised of relatively independent guestions,
each dealing with a specific aspect of the ovgrall
situation. In a sense, then, 1it is the valid¥ty of
the individual items as well as that of the tctal
{nstrument that is under consideration. . . . On the o
cther hand, that the validity of the individual
icems must be considered does not negate the fact .
chat the questionnaire must hawe a unity and
validity of its.own with respect to the problem
under investigation. .

Mouly (1578:195) addressed two critical points: (1) "Does

the guestionnaire have sufficient appeal that a high

percentage of returns can be expected?” (2) "Does the

qguestionnaire relate to the problem; is it free of leading
guestions, amblguous Or irrelevant items?" Basically, the

questionnaire was modified in the light of the two

guestions.

‘ [

were
ETpe: e

and

Modifications and additions to the guestionnaire

»

made on the basis of a review cof relevant studies

advice received from the supervisory committee and

'

colleagues, as well as from a pilot study conducte

nine teachers. The final version of the question

\modified as follows: '  = B

. ) D SIS HE: S P
1. The five-polnt Likert typDe scale ranged f:th1_tq*5,' "
i AR

s,

&
| (very low involvement), 2 (low invdlveme?t
(moderate involvement), 4 (high Involvemens

. ' Y Xy

high involvemént).

2. The distinction between decisions on policyta
. 4 s
1.

principles, and decisions on specific pro
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practice was ambiguous so that the distinction was not
included in the modified questionnaire.

In order to decrease the length of time necessary for a

- response, the degree of the perceived and the preferred

involvement of each decision-making unit regarding each
task was to be indicated by the respondent
simultaneously.

The wording chanées in the.six items of the
quesf%onnaire were made as follows:

Item 1\ Determination,of the school's total program.
) .

/

Iteml2. Determination of the detailed content of the
school's progfém.

Item 3. Determination of the texts and instructional

.

material for various subjects. '

Item 4. Determination of the way a subject 1s presented
in class.
. o
Y " . -
Item 8. Determination of éheaﬁ&ading and promotion of

o
students,

Item 9. Determination of the allocation of money to
individuals and groupé of teachers for instructional
aids and equipment.

In addition to the twelve tasks in the four general task
areas in the original questionnaire, the following three
tasks were added with a consideration of the importance

of professional-development activities, teacher

evaluation, and school budgets for the operation of t$e



Information Section and five pa

' e Coe s N
- professional act1v1t1esq\

school program:

Item 13. Determination of the nature of organized

e -

o

Item 14.° Determination af“how teachers are to be

eVaLuatea.

o

3

‘Item 15. Determination of the expenditure patterns of

séhbolfbaéed budgets.
n ordgf'to‘soiici; a f:éé respo%se from:the
with respect to sﬁa:ing fesponsibiliﬁiesbfor
méking in educétion, Part‘D‘was.addéd.

In order to measure the dyerall satisfac;ion
the resbonaent; Parf E waS.addEd; |

I3

The modified questionnaire consisted of the

"

ts. . (A copy cf

guestionnaire ‘is provided in Appengix A.)

?¥

L]

respondent

-
“

ecision

evel

of

personal

the

The Personal Information Section was#gused tc identify

the respondent's type of schgcl, 'sex, years of teaching

, . . , ,
experience, and years c: training the responcen:t

_with for salary pufposés.

preferred irvolvement cf tne individua

»

S Ccre

(2,

i1ced

X Part A was degigned to measure the cerceived and the

teacher

[

n

determining acwion for each <f vre £iften tasks by using a

‘five-p-i . scale: !,(very low invclvement), 2 (low

involvement), 3 (moderate involvement), & (high

“involvement),

\vety hign invclvement),

w

[

?
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rpellablxxgy of the Ins*rumen'

in a hetero

ved and the

Part B was designed tc measure the perce!

preferred involvement cf the formal staffed in

determining action for each of the fifreef@Srs by using a
five- 001nb scale.

Part C was designed to measure the perbe1ved and the
preferred involvement of the higher officlal authority 1in
determining action for eacn of the fif-een tasks by using a

. ’a )
five-point. scale.

“*part D was used tc solicit a free response from ‘
respondents on the topic of sharing responsibilities for

-

decision making in education.

) . N ‘ R bl -

Part E was designed to measure the overaglil satisfaction
leve; of fespondents in their involvement in school decisior

maklﬂg by using a s:ix- p irt scaie: | (very dissatisfied),

2 (moder ately dissatls Lzed), 3 (slightly dissatisfied],

—~
(o

siightly satisfied), 5 !mcderately

68 very satisfied).

’,U
ot
1Y
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Q
rn
W
0

B .. A\
. - P - < o .
eli blllty can.-be defined as che ccns:s
ins*rument. & reliability test dces not seem to be crucila:

& . - - LT SO R. Q8
eneous type 0f guestionnaire. MouLy (1878 782
B ’

nonadditivity of the compTnen emg.f He v TTE:I 7S¢
- »
: .
4 # 5
further sai1gd that: g
4 L i
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Actually, establishing reliability may not be that
crucial, if we assume that we are indeed dealing
with random errpor. The reliability of group
averages with which we are concerned isvsinvariably .
greater than that of the individual response and, 1if
f is large, gquesticnnaire reliability should e
adequate for the purpose of most studies. Ensuring
validity might be a better investment of one's time
and.energy. - Y '

However, in Simpkins's study, a reiiability test of the
ipctrumenc was undertaker after the :instrument was applled
to the test groug. Simprins used an AhmaVaara Factor Match

A

or the reliability test of the instrument (1968:118-120).

St

s

“he resu.t indicated zhnat the instrument was acceptable for

the study.

. [ ) . L L. ) .
. Flfrzeen schoclis in the Edmecnton Public Schocol District

were recommerded as the sample for the study by Dr.Blowers
Iy . -
“ . . 4

cf <ne School District. o The sample schools met the
. B % ! " LT R
> - . . - ) N : ’ e, . ' L
fsilowing conditigres: (1) schools with a minimum of fifteen

. reguiar classrcom teachers, and (2) schools which organized

imgrructicn OR thne basis of the self-contained clagsroom.

45 seen .- Tacle 3.', the total numper c¢f the sample
i~cl.ded S87 teacners from tne fifteen schoo.s, cOmp;ising
“f -eacners ir tne five e.ementary schTels, 156 teachers 1in
e five ~.ricr nmigh scnoctis, and 1'% teachers In the five

[0}
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Returns

TABLE 3.1

schopls and Teachers

of Questionraire from Participating

w

s

Sample Returns Number
Elementary K ’
5 schools . accepted for analyses 66 61.°"
-(N=108) Not accepted for analyses 1 0.9
Total €7 62.0
Junior High : _
5 schools Actepted for analyses | 83 53.2
(N=156). Not accepted for analyses 2 1.3
Total _ 85 54.5
é senior High ' . s :
5 schools Accepted for analyses 149 47,1
~.. (N=316) Not accepted for analyses 7 2.2,
~ Totel 156 49.3
" Total ‘ ‘
15 schools Accepted- for analyses 298 51.3
(N=580) Not accepted for analyses = 10 1.7
Total 308 53.0
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Data Collection

Procedures

- The'.study was approved by the Edmonton Public School,
District on September '4, 1984 (see Appendix B). The
researcher also octained appreoval. from the principals of the

recommended schools (see Appendix B). Questionnaires were
\ _ , ;

sent to the principals of the schools for distribution to

ct

he 580 teachers <n November '2, '984 (see Appendix B}. A

return enveiope was provided for each teacher. A follow-up

letter (see Aprendix B! was mailed tc all principals,
thanking them for their assistance and reminding thcse who

nad rnct returred the gues:tiCnnalre =C d¢ SC as soon as

Re-urns of the Questionraire

The distributiorn of returns cof the guesticnnaire from
participating schools and teachers was summarized in Table
3.7. The =o:al number cf returns was 308 (53.0%), of which

268 (51.2%) were accepted fcr analyses. Specifically,
" 7

questionnaires accepted for analyses were as f¢llows: 66

{¢'.1%) fcr -he elementarv schools, 83 (£3.2%) for the

junicr hivgh schools, and 149 (47.'%) for the senicr high

scncols. Tebkle 3.2 sncws tne descripticn of the sample by‘.%ﬁ
. : wigr R B

ence, and years

b

rvpe of schoul, sex, years cf teaching exper




Analysis of Daga

»

Data analyses were cargied out £y six categories 1in Yy

" distribution of decision-making authority regqr
fifteen tasks, (2) degree of discrepancy between the

~he three,

perceived and the preferred involuement ct

satisfacﬁicn,level of teachers with tgeir
decision making, (5) the relatioﬁship‘be
satisfaction of, teachers and decisional oeprivationbof
teachers for each task, (6) major sources \of Qvérall

dissatisfaction of teachers with their involvement 1in

decision making.

Distribution of Decision-Making Authority

The distribution'was detérmined by t:earelativé degree
of the 1involvement of‘the three dé%ision—makiﬁg units for
eacﬁ of the fifteer tasks. In order to determine the
é*st“‘ou ion, the mean involvement score of ea:h

decision-makgng unit in determining acticon for.each task was

B ) 47- . ‘_ .
calculated for each teacher group categorized Dy
.~V . - 4
schocl. The mean- ;ﬂ»c* . re represents the
1"7c.¢eme"t THe ze-atAJ€*Cegree was determined
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decision-making units for eacn task.

Discrepancy between the Perceived and Preferred Involvement
T i 3

The mean perceived and preferred involvement scores of
each decision-making unit regarding each task were computed

SN . : : J N .
for each"tdacher group categcrizecd by type oOf school.
‘ ™ i3 - : .

‘Second, the Giscrepancy scere was calculated by subtracting

o

the mean preferred involvement score from the mean perceived
score for each task. The discrepancy score represents the
degree of discrepancy. . Third, the rank order for the degree

of discrepancy for each task was determired by the size of

[ 2)

-~ . )" . . ) . ’ -
discrepancy score in the fifteen tasSks.

Differences by Demographic variables
< _
The t test of uncorrelated means was used to test for

significance of differences ir mean scores between male and

female. On the other hand, :the one-way analysis of

wvariance, ANOVA, was used to :test for significance of

differences among mean scores cf teacher groups categorized

by t«ype of school, length of teaching experience, and length

cf training.

5

ODverall Satisfaction Level of Teachers

The mean sccse of teacher satisfaction witn their

involvement in decision making was calculated. The mean

score represents overall satisfaction level of teachers with

) . . ) dy o
rheir decision-making involvement.

P
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Relationship btween Overall Satisfaction of Teachers and

Decisional Deprivation of Teachers

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were
used to determine the relationship between overall
satisfaction of teachers with their involvement in decision

making and decisional deprivaticn of teachers for each task.

Major Sources of Overall Dissatisfaction of Teachers

ct

Multiple regression analysis was conducted with
satisfaction with decision making as criterion and

"decisional deprivation scores as pred:ictors.

Summary

In this chapter, the research methodology was
escribed. Emphasis was placed cn‘the modification and
‘(validation of an instrument as well'as the neature cf-the’

: A\
‘sample, and methods of da%a analysis.

The modified guestionnaire consisted of the personal

information secrtion and five parts: (1) three parts designedy

to measure the perceived and preferred degree of involvemen{

of the three decision-making units by'using a ffve-point

scale, (2) thelfourth part designed to obtain free

express%ons'of opinion from respondents on parti&ggétion in
a2

Tl
fedi ot

decision making, and /3! the final part designed¥ @?nmasupe
. {J

the degree of overa.l satisfaction level of reagthers with

their involvement in de

(@]

sicn-making.

W

o P

3
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The data of the study were collected by using the
. L . . ‘
qhestlonnaxre. The guestionnaire was sent to 580 teachers
in fifteen schools. The total numbder of returns was 308
(53.0%), from which 298 (51.3%) were accepted for analysis.
Analysis of the data relied mostly on descriptive
statistics, tests of significance, and correlational

analysis.



CHAPTER 4

PERCEIVED DISTRIBUTION OF DEC1SION-MAKING AUTHORITY

This chapter presents f£indings or the distribution of
dec:sion-making apthority as perceivecd by teachers in the
elementary,-junior high, ané senior high schools. The
distribution was de:ermiﬁed by the relative degree of
perceived involvemen:t of the three decision-making
uni~s--the individua. teacher, the formal staff'group,,and'
+he higher officiax éu:ho:ity--;n each of the fifteen tasks.
In addition, analyses were conduc;ed to determine whether
fhere were any significant di‘ferengés regarding
decision-making involvement in the perceptions of teachers

.- ! .
categorized by type of school, sex, length of teaching

experience, and length of training of the teachers.
Perceived Involvement in Decision Making

Research Question 1.1: What is the distribution of
decision-making authority perceived by teachers in the
elementary, junior high, and senior high schools?

i1n order to examine the guestionr, the perceived mean
involvement score of each decision-making unit in
determining action for each rask was calculated fcr each

respondent group classified by type of school. The mean .

a

1]
D

g

"t

‘invc.vemen: Score represents In ee of invclvement. The

elative degree was determined Of ~he basis cf significant

[

6
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1nd1v1dual teacher and ¢he higher official authorltﬂ 4id not
significvantly differ frorﬂ ‘@each other’ @ut both of gthem were
significantly higher than the mean score of the formal stafft
group. Another f@%ﬁuregbf the data indicated the
significanely higher involvement of both the formal staff
and the higher official authority in resolving gglters

e nature of organized professional development

Junior High School Level

At the junior high school, as shown in Table 4.2, the

‘ Y (ﬂu . . . . .
‘nvolvemeht patterns of the three decision-making units were
. “‘ 4 »
generally simila® to those of the elementary school in
. o : DL‘ :

“ e . - i .
determlnlng;actlon for the fifteen tasks. The mean

‘,1qvolvement scores of the individual teacher were

q31gn1f;cantly h1gher than those of the formal staff group

o and the hlgher off1C1al autﬁorlty in deciding matters on the

three_*ashs in the area of classroom management. In
ﬂ -

contrast the mean 1nvolvement scores of the higher official ,:“&

authorlty were 51gn1f1cant1y higher than those of the

-1nd vldual teacher and the formal staff group regardlng

seven tasks external to classroom management: Task | (the

,school s total Drogram) Task 7 (the size and comp051tlon of

| cﬁasses), Task .9 (the allocation of money to individuals and

groups of teachers for instructional aids and equipment),
‘Task 10 (the teaching lcad and other duties of teachers),

Task 12 (school rules and regulations for the general



to be evaluated.

school based budgets.

iy

15. Expenditure patterns of 2.42A 2.63“4.151 1-3,. 2-3

e
X 7 TABLE 4.2
_ * Mean lnvolvemen: Sccres of Three Declision-Maxing Unicts
' ~ -.in Determining #hction fcr Eacnh Task as Perceived
' / : by Junior Hzg Schocol Teachers
: (N=83) '
, : o ‘ . D-M Unitsx S
Tasks - , 1 2, 3 Diff*x
Determination of o ; } \
1. School's :total . ' 2.27 2.73 .68 =2, 173
“ ',rpfﬁg am. ' L , -3
2. 'Detailed content ¢f + ~ ° 2.58 2.84 3.1 none
" the sghooli's pregram, , . : °
"3, Texts anpd instructionai = . 3.00 2% 2.9% none
. material for subjects. i : :
., - 4, :The way'a stbject Is’ T30 2476 .99 =27
-~ - presented in class. < e o 2-3
5...Frequency and.-methods , - ¢.25 “3.29 2.06 -2, 13
of classroom testing.. Co - Ry 2-3
6.. Friendliness of flacs*oow 4.29 2.67 1.83 1-2, 1-5%
teacher- student : : 2-3
rela*lonsh pS.
7. Size and compos‘ on o 1.74 0 2.10 0 4.09 1-2, 1-
o of classes.. : o . 273
Rt 8. GLadLng and. promgtion 3.45 3,10 3.22- . 1-2.
R of students. TN L ~o
- 9. Allocation of mgney- e 2.51 2,67 4.07 - .1-3, 2
. teachers for instructicnal - e, _
A ‘~alds and equ1pmeﬂt. ’ "
J0. Teaching load»and other. 2.20 2.04 4.24-. 1-3, 273
R dutieg of" teachers. : ' e - SRR &
“ o~ 11, Arrangements fow ‘parents 3.20 "2:72 3.2V 0 =2
N to-.discuss- th°1§ . n] R
' O children's -schooling. ' 7 - = .0
. 12. School ruleS/reculotlonS 2.94 3,10 .3.71. .1-3,72-3
‘} . ,fOf geﬂeral stuaent body s "';% R
<, 803, Nature of: organlzed .3.23:73.30 350 none
e professional T ST S
’ -~ development activities. o s RPN ;
14, How teachers are . . 2.41 '2.49 3.96  .1-3, 2-3°

0*1-Ind1vvdual Teacher, 2= Staff Group,- 3:Higher,Authority,

e **Slgnlflcawt beyono the .01 level. :
RSN N SR
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‘Nature of organlznc 3,29 3.57 3.25
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development act1v1t*es. S o

14. How teachers are 2,42 2.82 4.10 -
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15. Expenditure patterns Uf 2.30 2.88 4.2 7 . 1
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and compecsition, &nd ( r\teacner“evaluatlon.

Second, for some tasks such as (1) selection of texts

and ins*ruct ‘onal mat erlal (%¥) grading and promotion of

doqwﬁw and (3) arrangements for parents to dlscuss thelr

2

‘cnlldren s schoollng, there was a tendency ‘for the

L

N

nd1v1dual teacher to be mor.e 1nvolved in deter;?mg

action, COmDared with other tasks outside classroom
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As seen .in Takle 4.4, the mean .involvement scores of

the individual teacher werefsignificantlyvhigher at _the
~ elementary school ghan at the junior high school or/and thes
NS o o )

senior high stchool, gegarding‘éix tasks outside  classroom

management: two tasks in the area of the school's program



‘TABLE 4.4

ived "vcl.emeﬁ Sccres of
ir Determining. Action for
by Type cf Scbool

L4

«+ne Individual
Eazh Task

ﬁgu

r

‘N=298)
5o Type of School
: * '.Elem 2.JHS 3.SHS F D1 ff
Tasks ' ' o n=66 n=83 n=145
De é-"V lﬂat i JT‘ o T e - -
. Scnoci's e Z.€% -2
program. Lo -2
2 Devtailed content of 2.92 -3
the schoc.l g pregram.
: Texts and iFstructisngl 3.3
~ - £ nr N Y ek N
¥ @tnxzib _ulﬁfuwgy,_{
4. The way a surlect .eZ

. presented in cliass. .

&, Freguency and metno v N -2
of clas rcem: tes*lng. } -3

. Frlenc-iness of class .55

gew.. teacher-student g ’ .
m gselationships.” . 1

7 Size and cComMposition 2.28 1:73  1.77 B.63%% 1-2
of classes. _ : S . 1-3

g. Grading and promotlon 3.63 ,.3.46 3.92 5.64%%x 2-3

‘ of students. . *ﬁ . :

9. Allocation of money to 2.7 2,51 2,36 2.65 -
teachers for instructional s g B
aids and eguipment, J Y

, . ® . |

10. Teaching load and other 2.59 2.20 -2.04 7.30%x% 1-2

' duties of teachers. R ‘ 4 - 1-3

11. arrdngements for parénts  3.61 3.20 3.15 3.86&% 1-3

%ta“d%&cuss their e '

ST children's schooling. 7 Y S .«
.12, School rules/regulations 3.32 2.95 2.57 12.22%x 1-3
S for -general Student body. o : , 2-3

S :
13. Nature of organized - 3.09. 3.24 3.28 0.71
P professional g & ‘ i a .
"devebopment activities. _ g o
14, 'How teachgs are . 2.55 2.417 2.42 0.35.

: to be evalghted. ’ S : B

15. Expenditure patterns' of +.2.76 - 2.42° 2,30 4.55% -3
school-based budgets. o : AP '

- 4 “
*¥p<. 05, xxp<. 01
3 )
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As indicated in Table #1?}
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the formatl \
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cores of the ‘formal @taff
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.-Wthan at the junlor and senlor hlgh schools
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TABLE 4.5
“Mean ?er:eivei-:nvrxveme"t Scores of the Formal Staff
Group in Determ.ning Action for Each Task
by Type of Schocl TN d*' N
. {(N=298) - Pt
N Type of School
1.Elem 2.JHS 3.SHS

A . . B s z"

~p=66 n=83 n=149

F Diff

13, Nature of organized

*p< 05, x*P<.01

N

Det gﬁm ination of |

T, . School's.total

, program,fﬂ ‘ L
.ﬁy@eﬁﬁmae* ”orten* of

Sy the” é%b“o s program.
3.

. TEXtS anc‘zAst actionas
materia. fcr subjects.

s

The way q subiect s
-presen ed in,ciass. ww
reguency and methods v
of ﬁ‘assroum testing. ‘.
¢. Friendliness of classroom
rheacher SCUdert
relationshi ps.

(@A)

Lo~

., Size and ”omp0=1tlor

cf classes.
8. Grading and promotAon
of Stbd.ef‘us.
g. ‘Allocation of money to
teachers for instructlona.
aids and equipment.. N

-

1% . Teaching load and other

" " @uties of teachers.

11. Arrangements fo*!parents
to discuss their
children's schooling.

12. School rules/regulations

" rfor general student body, .

i 3

professional e
-development act1v1t1es.

}14.‘How teachers are .

to be,j evaluated.
15._Expend1ture patterns of
h school based budgets.

’

L
Z
A

2.1 2.04  2.34

3.00 2.70 2.76

3.45 3.30 3.57

2,60  2.48  2.82

2.83 2.63 2.88 "

oo 2,73 2.76

5.38{*

1-2
1-3

-
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< junior highuéchool for four tasks and alﬂp significantly

highé} than;aé,the senior high school for seven tasks
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TABLE 4.6 .
Mear Perceiwved lnvolvement Scores of the Highe: sificial
Authoricy irn Determining Acvion for Each Task
' by Type of School * :
(N=298)
o Type of School
"{- ' - {.Elem 2.JHS 3.SHS . F Ditt
Tasks '~ : , n=66 n=83 n=149
Determinacion of S
1. School's totail 4,05 1.88 » 4.23 3.72% 2-3
.. program.
2. Detailed content of 3.23 3.0 3.50  3.58x 2-3
the school's program.
3. Texts and instructional 3,42 2.9 1.%0 2.77
‘material for subjeccts.
4..r The way a subiject 1S 1.88 1. 90 .84 C.'i
’ presented 1n class. :
5. Frejuency and meghods 2,74 2.06 2.17  7.68%x1-2
e of .£lassroom :te€s ing. ‘ 1-3
6. :Friendliness ot classcoom 2. 44 1.93 1.95 1.56% 1-2
,'ﬁﬁacher-student o N 1-3
L felationships. . .=~
" gize apd compsition 4.458  &.09 4.25 3.26% 1-2
of classes.’ i : , 3 o
8.  Grading and"promsczion 3.42 3.22 2.917 5.34%x1-3.
of students. . oyl
9. Allocaticn of money to 4,09 4.09 4.08 0.00
reachers for instructional
aids\ and egulpment. .
10. Teaching load and other 4.29 4.24 4.317 Q.M

duties of teachers. :

11. Arrangements:for parents 3%2 .3.20 3.49 1.53
to discuss thelr - - -
crildren's schooling.

12. School rules/regulations
for‘generél student body.

w

.72 3.71 4.03. 2.90

13, Nature of organized 3.74 3.50 3.25 4.86%%1-3
professional '
development activities. : o,
14. How teachers are 3.97 3.96 4.10 0.69
to be evaluated. , LT : o
15, Expenditure patterns of 4,41 4,15 4,21 1.43

schqol‘based budgets.

» %xp<.05, **p<.01
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experience and length of sraining.

GuThT T Iy WEE 5.t Cant Ly nLoaner ot the sen.ol =iah sohool
STGn 4t oo SAnLIro nigno sinil..
Differences in Involvement 1n Decision Making
by Demographic Variables

Teoeplg secstiir, ana.yses were sanducted to determine
wme+har -here were any s.in:ilifant dif{fererces. 1n the

' \
S~y lyvement of eacn decisiinTmaklng unitodn determin.ng
a-+ion for ‘each task 10 tne. pertepllons cf +eachers
~ategorize LV demographic variables. FOr anaivses, tne’

mea- invo.vement sccre of each decision-making un:it

regarding eacth task was ~al-viated for =ach teacher Group.
w
The t test of unccrrelated means. was used to test for

significant differences between the mean scores cf teachers

classified by sex. The cne-way analysis of variance, ANGCVA,

:

was used to test for significanc differ ences amoro’:he.mean
. |
‘ 1§ e s : ’
scores of teachers classified bty length o: teachlng

Mo

R<3

w

Male and Female

Research Question 1.3: What 51gh1f1 ant differences
exist .in the invclvement of each @e”lSIOﬂ making unit 1in
“determining action for each of the fifteen tasks 1in the .
perceptions.of teachers categorized by sex?

-

As seen in Table 4.7, there were no significant

differences in the mean involvement scores of each ., ..

. L A o

- %,.' we
dec151on maklng unlt rega*d ng‘all tasks except for a§$ew,§§w@ﬂ

/ gty o
the, perceptlons of teachers cla851fled by sex.- The hlgher Q@g

>,
,

invoélvement Ievel‘%ftthe«?ﬂdrv;dua;,teacher was percelvedéby

t T ' . . -
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female staff for Task 3 (fhe,;& instructiQnal

material for various subjects), ig‘k 4 (the wgy a subject 1s

presented in class), and Task 6 (Eﬁé relative friendliness

L

of classroomvteachef;student relationships). Female staff

also perceivéd the higher involvement level of the formal

staff group for Task 3.

e

Length of Teaching, Experience ./

B Research Question 1.4: What significant differences
exist in the involvement of each decision-making unit in
determining action fcr each of the fifteen tasks in the
perceptions of teachers categorized by length of teaching
experience? v “

As seen in Tables 4.8, 4.9, and 4.10, there wengfﬂo

L J
significant diiferences in the mean involvement scores of

each decision-making unit regarding all except for nine
cases out of 135 cases in the perceptions of teacher groups
classified by length of teaching experience. As indicated

¥
in Table 4.8, the higher involvement level of the individual

'f&acher was seen by éeacheré with the longest teaching
experience (11 yégrs or more) for four tasks. They were
Task 5 (frequency‘and methods of classroom testing), Task 7
(the size ang compositio&égé$classes); Task 10 (the teaching

- .load and other duties of Eeaché%g), and Task 15 (the

[N

expenditure patterns of school-based budgets). As seen in

Table 4.9, no significant difference occurred among the i

ﬂuﬂyg‘;t%;§¢,§5§Chen¢gfqups regarding the involvement of the formal

"staff grsup{' Tégle 4.10 shows that the higher‘!evel of

involvement of the higher official authority was observed by
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TABLE 4.8

Mean Percelved Invpl

Teacher in Determi

by Léngth of Te
(

I's

oo

ent Scores.of the Ind;v1dua;

ing Aetion for Each Task
achlng Experience

=29B)

2

v

79

Length of Teach1ng Experience’

2.53

‘Task 1. 5 years 2, 6-10 3. 11 years , .
No. . or ‘less . years.  or-more .. Difference
o n=41 7 n=66 ~ .n=191 | o
. 2.05 2.20 2.35 1,90 ¢ '
2. 2:32 - - 2.50 2.68 2,16
3. 2.93 3.12 3.08 0.34
4~ 4,44 .51 4 29 0.09 -
5, 3.73 % 4,12 419 3.44% 1=
6. . 4.29 -4.63 .4.40 2.64
. _1.66 1.66 1.99 4.62% 2-3
. L 3,54 3.71 o 3.77 - 0.87 -~
: 2.17 2. a0\, 2.56 2.40 2
10. 2.00 " 2.02 2.32 3.51*”J'2—3
11, 3.15 3.22° 3.31 0.43
12- 2:66 2.88 2.87 0.70
13. 3.02 3,24 3.27 0.89
14, 2.46 . 2.30 2.49 0.73
15, 2.10 2.41. 3.01x  1-3

¥p<.05



: TABLE 4.9

Mean Pe;cezved Involvement Scores of the S*afL

a

Groyp in Determznlng action for Each Task
o by . Length bf Teaching Experlence ‘
(N=298)

Task

Length of Teachxng Experience '

1. 5 years. 2. 6-10 3. 11 years ‘
No. - . or less .years - or_more F Difference
n=41 ’ n=66 '=Y91 ‘
. 2.56 2:75 2.92°  2.28
2. 2.60 " 2.77 - 2.87 . 1.32
3. 3.00 3.03. . 2,96 - 0.04
) » ] (\‘, - " ) N -
4 2.90 2.46 © 2.72- 1,41
5. 2.95 2.64 3,05 2.47¢
6. 2.90 2.37 2,60 1.68
g 2.03 2.02 2.32 3.06
8. 3.03 2.70 - 3.09 /7 2.60
9. 2.78 2.71 <;/~ 2.87 0.63
0. 2.15 2.13 2.35 .61
1. 2.83 2.58 2.86 1.45
12. 3.10 3.14 3.17 ~0.10
13, 3.28 3.52 . 3.50 0.85
14, 2.78 2.60 2.69 0.27
15. 2.53 2.66 2.90 2.77
. N
*p< .05 W A '
4 _ J, .
- “,‘ j ‘ .
, i
: i /
i ’ ' }:
o



Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the Higher
_ Authority in Determining Action. for Each Task
eaching Experience

by Length of T

TABLE. 4.10

N

-

81

L D).~
. s ®

(N=298) .
pength of Teaching Experience .
Task 1. 5 years 2. 6-10 11 years _ 1
No. = or less years or more F Difference
' n=41 n=66 n=191 : /
4.15 4.05 3.08 . 0.15"
3.58 3.42- 3.23. 2.06
3.05 3.23 3.05 0.47
4. 1.93 1.66 1.92 1,59
5. N 2.43 2.06 2.31 1.57
6. ) 2.25 ° 1.83 2.08 1.78
7. 4&.48 4,23 4.29 0.81
8. 3.40 3.00 3.09 1.72
g 4.55 4.03 3.99 4.91%% 1-2, 1-3
10. 4.50 4.44 4.18 3.00
1. 3.70 3.38 3.32 1.60
2. 4.33 3.98 3.74 S 5,12%% . 1-3
13. 3.88 3.52 3.31 4.89%% 1-3
14. 4.23 4,17 3.93 2.46 ,
150 : 4.60 4,32 ‘4.13 C4.46% 1-3.

| *xp<.05, **p<.01
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teachers with the shortest teachxng exper1ence (5 years or

.

‘less) for four tasks. They were Task 9 (the allocatxon of

Ve
money to 1pd1vrduals and groups of teachers for

1nstruct10nal aids and equ1pmen*), Task 12 (school rules and

regulatlons for the general student body) Task 13 (the

‘nature of organlzed profe551onal development act:i V1t1es)

and Task 15 (the expenditure patterns of school-based

hudgets). , o B i

3 . . T

.

Length of Tralnlgg | TT— ('

Research Question 1. 5: What sxgn1f1cant dlfferenceé\
exist in the involvement of each decision-making unit in
determining action for each of the fifteen tasks in the
perceptions of teachers categorized by length of training?

As seen in Tables 4. 4.12, there were no significant

differences in the mean 1nvolvement scores of both-the'

' individuél teacher and the formal staff group with respect o

to all tasks in the perceptions of teachers class1f1ed by
length of-t}aining. However, two exceptions occurred
regarding the fnvolvement of the higher official authorityu
as 11d1cated in Table .13, Teechers with the longest .

perlod of tralnlng (sxx years Or more) percelved the higher

involvement. level of the higher official authorlty in.

resolving matters,on the school's total program, and
teachers w1th five years of tralnlng perceived the higher
involvement level of the hlgher official authority 'in
determining action concerning grading and promotion of

studenté; ' n -
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_TABLE 4.11

S

Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the Individual

L Teachf
) 4

‘by Leng

r in Determining Action for Each Task
th of Training '

o {N=295) )
CoT K Lenath of Training
T:f}) 1. Four * 2. Five 3. .Six years
No< years years or more F 'Difference
. n=119 n=100 t n=76 o ‘
1. 2.27 2.35 2,17 0.72
2. 2.52 2.79 2.43 2.73
3. 3.14 2.99 3.04 0.38
4, » 4.38 4.55 4.61 2. 11
5. 3.99 4.20 '4.24 1.73
6. 4.41 4.44 4.50 0.30
[0}
7. 1.88 1.87 1.87 0.01
8. 3.68 3.75 3.79 0.27
9. 2.47 2.48 2.49 0.00
10. 2.18 2.29 2.16 0.49
1. 3.24 3.43 3.14 1.41
12. 2.93 ] 2.78 2.79 0.61
13. 3.19 3.28 3.21 .18
14, 2.40 2.46. 2.49 0.15 - .
15. 2.55 2.36 2.36 A1.16_
*p<.05 "



TABLE 4.12

L3

L

84,

Mean Perceived Involvement Scores of the Staff

Group in Determining Action for Each Task
by Length of Training
(N=295)

Length of Training

Task. 1. Four Five . Six years
No. . years years or more -~ F Difference
' n=119 n=100. n=76 |
1. 2.77 2.94 2.80 0.79
2. 2.72 . 2.96 2.76 1.62
3. 2.99 - 2.95 3.07 0.22
4. 2.76 2.54 2.81 1.05
6. 2.72 Ty 22367 2.68 1.91
7. 2.17 2.30 2.19 0.45
8. 2.94 3.05 3.00 0.23
g, 2.81 2.82 2.82 0.01
10. 2.15 '2.135 2.37 1.53
1. 2.89 2.73 2.75 0.59
12.. 3.28 3.10 3.03 1.55
13, 3.52 3.45 3.39 0.37
4. 2.52 2.69 2.92 2.69
15, 2.73 2078 2.91 0.66
*p<.05
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TABLE 4.13 : B

Mean perceived Involvement Scores of the Higher
Authority in Determining Action for Each Task
. by Length of Training ;

+ (N=295) -
Y . . .
Length of Training
Task 1. Four 2. Five 3. Six years \
No. years years or more . F' Difference
n=119 n=100  n=76 ) |
1. 4.00 3.99 4.36 4.0 1-3, 2-3
2. - 3.32 3.23 3.46 0.89
3. 3.16 2.97 3.12 - 0.58 |
. ] U
4. 1.95 1.80 1.77 . 0.85
5. - 2.32 2.23 2.23 0.23
6. 2.20 1'86 2.01 : 2.17
7. Coa32 417 4.46 1.84 3
8. 3.25 -2.84 ., 3.23 4,22+ 1-2, 2-3%
9. 4.17, 3.89 ~  4.20 2.61 '
0. 4.38 4.10 4.37 2.61
11, 3.51, 3.23 3.40 1.44
12, ~3.88 3.89 3.84 0.04
13. 3.54 3.36 3.36 1,00
14, 4,04 4.01 . 4.03 0.03 -
15, 4,31 - 412 429 1.10
*pé.OS
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' pSummary S
A higher level of invclvement of the tnree -

decision-making units wes perceived regarding four cases out

of 45 cases by femaie staff. o

In the.perceﬂtioqs of teachers categerized by length of

»

reaching exp&rience, (1) teachers with the longest teaching
g expe |

.experience perceived the higher 1nvolvement levgl ok the

.‘ u!
F¥
individual teacher in four cases cut of 45 egi?' ¥) no 3
i ' : * ) i ;o'v n”, .
sxgnxfxoawt difference was found among the three teacher fiyq
i

groups regarding the involvement of the formal staff group,
and (3) eeachers with the'shor est teaching experience
perceived the higher level ‘of involvement of the higher
official authority in five cases out of 45 cases.

In the perceptlons of teachers categor1zed by length of
training, there were significant differences in the ’

involvement of the three decision-making units in four cases

out of 135 cases.
'Summary and Discussion

This chapter deait with findings on (1) the
distribution of decision-making authority in scheols and (2)
differences in the involvement in decision making by
teachers categorized according to demographic variables.

T%e distribution of deciéion—making authority in
schools was complex. AS indicated by Lortie (1969:1),

"several strands of hierarchical control, collegial Eontrdl,
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and autonomy become tangled and complex."” However, some
prominent features were revealed. First, a substantial
degree of teacher autonomy existed at the boundary of the
classroom. Second, hierarchical control was dominant in
most tasks beyond the boundary of the classroom. Third,
collegial control was weak regarding most school- tasks.
Finaily, there was a tendency for teachers to have more
influence on somé tasks closer to classroom management-, The
findings generally agreed with the literature and research
on the formal éuthoxity structure of the school organization
which were presented by Simpkins (1968), Meyer and Rowan
(1978:78-92), Mintzberg (1979:349), and Hasenfeld
(1983:164-165). For instance, Simpkins and Friesen
(1969:14) stated that
the boundary of the classroom setting provided a
clear line of demarcation differentiating two
contrasting participation patterns. For tasks
concerned with classroom management, participation
patterns were dominated by the individual teacher.
For school matters outside the immediate classroom
setting, participation patterns were dominated by
those in higher official authority. Another feature
of the data was the minor role played by the formal
staff. group for all twelve task activities.
Meyer and Rowan (1978:81) also posited that "actual
educational work--instruction--occurs in the isolation of
the self-contained classroom, removed from organizational
coordination and contfrol,"” whereas organizational controls
-are rather tight on school matters eXcludihg classroom

instruction. The findings suggested that the

characteristics of the formal authority structure in schools
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were similar to those of semi-professional organizations
observed by Etzioni (1964:82) and Scott (1981:222-224): In
semi-professional organizations, professionals have less

-

autonomy as cdmpared with those in fullffledged professional
oréanizations. The semi-proiessionals do not have authoriiy
regardihg the basic definition of the ogganizationél goals
and working-conditions, but may have sécondary instrumental
authority.

The involvement patterns of the three decision-making
units were similar in the three types of schools. However,
come differences were found in comparison by type of schoal.
Teachers in the elementafy school were involved more in
resolving matters external to classroom management than
teachers in the junior and senior high schools.” The results
were partly inconsistent with those of the Simpkins's study
" (1968) whigh showed somewhat higher involvement of teaéhérs

. .
. in the junior high school than the elementary and senior
high schools. |

In the perceptions of teachers categorized by sex;
length of teaching experience, énd length of training,
little difference was found in the involvement of the three
decision-making units regarding most tasks.

In conclusion, teacher autonomy was evident with
respect to tasks in the area of classroom management, while

hierarchical control was still pervasive in matters outside

classroom management. Collegial control was weak regarding
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{

. * -
most tasks., However, there was a tendency for teachers to

-

expand their influenc® on determining action for some tasks

closer to classroom management such as (1) selection of

»

rexts and instructional material, (2) grading and promotion
of students, and (3) arrangements for parents to discuss
their chiidren's schooling, as compared with t¥e results of

the Simpkins's study (1968).



CHAPTER 5

'PREfERRED DISTRIBUTION OF DEC1SION-MAKING AUTHORITY

" This chépter deals with findings on the distrgbuti9h of
decision-making authority as preferred by teachers in the
elementary, junior high, and senior hiéh schools. The
distribution was determined by the relative degree of
preferred involvement of.the three decision-making units in
each of the fifteen rasks. In addition, analyses were'
carried out te dékermine whether there were any significant
differences regarding decision-making involvemen£ in the
preferénces of teachers categorized by type of school, sex,
length of teaching expe}ience, and lethh of training'of

the teachers. ' \
Preferred Involvement in Decision Making

Research Qhestion 2.5; What is the distribution of
decision-making authority preferred by teachers in the
_elementary, junior high, and senior high schools?

In order to investigate the guestion, the mean
preferred involvement score of each deéis}dn-making unit in
determining action for each task was éﬁlculated for each
teacher group cléséified by .type of school. The mean
preferred involvement score represents theldegree of

preferred involvement. The relative degree was determined

on the basis of significant differences in the mean

S0
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preferred involvement scores of the three decision-making

units with respect to each of the fifteen tasks.

”

Elementary School Level ? *

As seen in Table 5.1, at t he elementary school, the
mean preferred involvement scores of the individual teacher
were significantly higher than those of the formal staff
‘group and the higher official authority in determining
act'ion for the three tasks (Tasks 4, 5, and 6) in the area
of classroom management, along with two tasks outside
classroom management: Task 8 (the grading and promotion of
students) and Task 11 (arrangements for parents to discuss
matters concerning their children's schooling). For the
following four tasks: Tasks 2 and 3 related ;o school's
program planning and adaptation, Task 13 on professional
development activities, and Task 14 on teacher evaluation,
the mean preferred involvement scores of both the individual
teacher and the formal staff gréup were significantly nigher
than the scoreé of the higher official authority. ‘The mean
preferred involvement scores among the three decision-making
units were not significantly different regarding three tasks
external to classroom management: Task 9 (the allocation of
money to individuals and groups of teachers forb
instructional .aids and equipment), Task 10 (the teaching
load and other duties of teachers), and Task 15 (the
expenditure pattérns of school-based budgets). Another

feature of the data indicated that the higher involvement of
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. , o ~ TABLE 5.1
B . [ ‘\\
,/( ' Mean Involvement Scores of Three Bec151on Mak1ng Units A
o " in Determining Action for Each Task,as Preferred
by Elementary School Teacners
(n=66)
\ R VD—M_‘Units*. L
Tasks M ' . Tt 2 3 . Diffx¥
 Determination of - I .
+~ 1. School's total ; 3.52 °3.92 3.75 1-2
L\f - program. e '
! 2. Detailed content. of ‘ 3,73 3.71 3,28 - 1-3, 273
- .. the school's program. ' CL ' o
, — 3. Texts and.instructional 4.02 -3.98 3.19° 1-3,.2-3°
' material for subjects, : -
F ) : /
. ~4. The way a sub]ect is° ~ 4.71 2.85 2.03  1-2, 1-3
‘ _ presented in class. S S 823
5. Frequency and methods =~ 4,25 3.29 .2.32 1-2, 1=3
- of classroom testing. S : S 2-3
6: Friendliness of classroom  4.63 3,13 2.65 1-2,.1-3
S . teacher-student e L o
S .~ relationships. SR N
7. Size and composition 4,10 4.00;,3{57 1-3
.. of classes. oL \ .
8., Grading and promotlon ’ -4.47 3,59 3.11° 1-2, 1-3
of students. e v a .
9., Allocation of money to 3,79 3.81 3.62 ~ none
. ¢ - teachers for 1nstruct10nal o
= ~aids: and equipment. °
'10. Teaching load and other 3,87 3.63 3.48 none
- duties of teachers. e : R . B
e »11.‘Arrangements for parentS' 4.33 3.82 3.25 1-2, 1-3
’ to‘discuss their : A s
children's schooling.’ , o : o ,
12. Schobl: rules/regulations = 4.14 .4.27 3.81 2-3
: _for general student body. ¥ '
S 13. Nature of organlzed 4,03 4.05 3.14 1-3, 2-3 -
- . professional R ' S
. development. activities. , ' ' o
14, How teachers are 4,02 4.08° 3.46 1-3,. 2-3-
, to be evaluated.: . S
_ 15. Expenditamre patterns of 3.73 3.89 3.81 none-
4~ -~ school- -based budgets. ' ‘

¥1=Individual Teacher, 2= Staff Group, 3= ngher Authority.
*xSlgnlflcant beyond the .07 level

4



t

the formalpstaff_group‘was préferred regarding two tesks:
Task 1 (the School's total program) end‘Task‘12 (school
rules and regulations for general student body).

e 4\" ;
Junior High School Level

At the jun}br high school, as shown in Table 5.2, the
mean preferred ihvolremeﬂt scores of the individuei teacher
were 51gn1f1cantly hlgher than the scores of: the formal

staff group and the hlgher off1c1al authorlty in determ1ning
action for f1ve tasks These were the three. tasks {Tasks 4,
5, and €) concernlng classroom managementgand other twol

tasks deallng with'outside classroom mana

ement: Task 8 (the
gradlng and/promotlon of stucents) and . Task 11 {(arrangements
for parents to discuss matters concerning their chlldren S
scheoiing)..‘For Task | (the school s total program), the

mean preferred iﬁvolvement score of the formal staff group

/

was 51gn1f1cantly higher than the scores of both the | /'
1nd1V1dua1 teacher and the hlgher off1c1al authorlty //

/
I'4

Besides the six tasks (Tasks 1 4, 5,‘6, 8, and 11) /

-mentloned above,,the preferred 1nvolvement of both theo

1nd1v1dual teacher and the formal staff group was hlgher

i

Lregardlng the rema*nlng nine tasks which dealt with out51de

classroom management.}

PR



94

TABLE 5.2
Mean Involvement.Scores of Three Decision-Making Units
\ in Determining Action' for Each Task as Preferred
' by Junior High School Teachers '
(N=83)

) ’ D-M Units* :
Tasks . -1 2 37 - Diff**
Determination of o ’ ' . .
T.. School's total o 3.40 3.82 3.21 -2, 273

program. : o : ST
2. Detailed content. of ’ 3.48 3.63 2.71 -3, .2-3
‘ the school's program. ) ERERE AT
3. Texts and instructional 3.84 3.73 2.59 1-3; 2-3
material for subjects. : e
4. The way-a.subject is 4154*J%.19 1.78 ZJVM
presented in class. ‘ ’

5. Freguency and methods’ 4.45 3.52 1.87. ..
- " of classroom testing. ' LT
" 6. Friendliness of classroom 4.40 3.04 1.81
' teacher-student o . W
relationships.

7T% Size and tomposition 3.99.03.95 2.80:

: of classes. : B s SR
8. Grading and promotion 4.28° 3.89° 2.70 .

- of students. : I o

9. Allocation of money to 3.79 3.82° 3.02

,  teachers for instructional
.aids and equiovment. -

10. Teaching load and other . 3.66 ~3.47 3.04 1-3

g duties of teechers. ' ‘

11. Arrangements for parents 3.59 3.46 2.80 1-2, .
to discuss their js ’ ' \ 2-3

children's schooling. -
12. School rules/regulations 3.72 4.02 3.21 1-3, 2-3
for general student body. -

13. Nature of organized 3.83 4.05 2.88 1-3, 2-3
professional _ ‘
development activities. ‘ :
14. How teachers are 3.95 3.96 2.90 1-3, 2-3
-~ to be evaluated. - a : - ,
15, Expenditure patterns of 3.70 3.89 3.10 1-3, 2-3

school-based budgets.

 *1=Individual Teacher, 2=Staff Group, 3=Higher Authority.
*+Significant beyond the .01 level. o

u
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Senior High School Level

AN

As presented §n Table 5.3, at the senior high school,
the mean preferred inyOlvement scores of the individual
teacher were significantly higher tﬁan‘the scores of both .
the formal staff group and the higher official authority in
determining'action for the three tasks (Tasks 4, 5, and 6)
in the area of classrqomvmanagement and three tasks putside
classroom management: TQSk 3 (the'texts and instructional
matérial for various subjects), Task 8 (the grading and
promotion of students), and Task 11 (arrangements for
parénts to, discuss matters concerning their’children's
schooling). ’For‘Task'12 (school rules and ;egulatiohsAfor
the general étudent bo@f) and Task 15 (the expenditure
patternS'of'school—baJed budgets), the mean p;eferred
‘involvement scoreé of the formal staff group were
significantly higher than the scofes of the individual
teacher-ana the higher official authority. On the other
hand, the mean preferred invplvement scores of both the
individual teacher and the formal staff gtdup were
significantly higher than the scores of the higher official
authority with respect to five tasks .of outside claSsréém
management: Tasks 7 and 9 related to arrangement of SChQOl.
inStrucpional program, Task 10 on the teaching load and
other dugzés of ﬁeachers,'Task 13 6nkprofessicnal
development activities, and Task 14 on teacher evaluation.

Another feature of the data indicated the significantly



TABLE /5. 3

in Determining Action for Each Task as Preferred
" by Senior High School Teachers

g6

Mean Involvement Scores of Three Decision-Making Units

Pl

school-based budgets.

(N=149)
D~M Units*’
Tasks 1 2 3 Diffx»
Determination of - o
1. School's total 3.15 3.74 3.55 1-2, 1-3, .
program. 3 ‘ ///

2. Detailed content of 3.31 3.54 2.99. 2-3
the schcol's program. ' '

3. Texts and instructional 3.85 3.53 2.68 -2, 13
material fpr subjects. - -3

4. The way a subject is 4,56 2.82 1.75 1-2, 1-3

: presented in class. 2-3

5. Freguency and methods 4,31 3,07 2.04 c1=2, 1-3
of classroom testing. . 2=3 .

6. Friendliness of classroom 4,49 2.58 2.07 1-2, "1-3
teacher-student 2-3 .
relationships. - R

7. Size and composition 3.74 3.69 3.01 1-3, 2-3
of classes. - ’ o .

8. Grading and promction 4.29 3.41v 2.53 1-2, 1-3
of students. ’ ' -3

9. Allocation of money to 3.53 3.69 3.17 1-3, 2-3
teachers for instructional
aids 'and equipment.

10. Teaching load and other 3.55 3.50 3.06 1-3, 2-3
duties of teachers. A ‘

11. Arrangements for parents 3.77 . 3.23 3.06 1-2, 1-3
to discuss their
children's schooling.

12. School rules/regulations 3.43 3.86 3.39 1-2, 2-3°
for general student body.

13. Nature of organized. 3.77 3.97 2.89 1-3, 2-3
professional ,
development activities. 4 :

14. How teachers are 3.88 3.90 2.99 1-3, 2-3
to be evaluated. : ’ o

15. Expenditure patterns of 3.48 3.81 3.36 1-2, 2-3

x1=Individual Teacher,
xxSignifificnat beyond the .07

2=Staff

Group, 3=Higher .Authority.

level.
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higher mean preferred involvement scores for both the formal
P
staff group and the h1gher of£1C1a1 authority in resolving

matters on the . school s total program.

Summarz ‘
| First, teachers at all three levels'preferred the
individual teacher not only to maintain-a major role in
decidihg matters of clasSroom management but also to extend
his/her influence to three more tasks closely associated
w1th classroom management. (1) texts ana instructional
mater1al for subjects, (2) the grading and promot1on of
'students, and 3) arrangements for parents to discuss
matters concernxng their chlldren s schooling. Second,

teachers preferred the 1nd1v1dual teacher and the formal

o

staff group to ‘have a leadzng role in determlnlng actlon for
a majority of tasks outside classroom.management. Third,
.greater 1nvolvement of both the formal staff group and the

hlgher of£1c1a1 authorlty was preferred in deciding the

school’ total program. Flnally, teachers desired less

involv mentLof the higher official authorlty in determining
" action/ for most tasks.

Di ferences in Preferred Involvement in Dec1sxon Making
by Type of School

Research Question 2.2: What 51gn1f1cant dlfferences

exist in the involvement of each decision-making unit in

determlnlng action for each of the fifteen tasks in the
references of teachers categorized by type of school?

/
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In order to exemine the question, the mean preferred
ihvolvement score of each aecision—making unit with respect
to each task was calculated for each group of teachers'
classified by type of echool. The one-way analysis of
variance, ANOVA, was used to test for significant

differences among the mean preferred involvement scores of

the teacher groups regarding each task.

The Ind1v1dual Teacher as Dec1sxon Making Un[

As seen in Table 5.4, the mean preferred involvement

.scores of the individual, teacher were 31gn1f1cant1¥ higher

at the elementary school than at the junior.and senior high
scﬁbols for Task 11 and 12 in the area of general school
organization; The mean preferred 1nvolvement scores of the
ihdividual teacher were also‘significantlyvhigher at the
elementary school than at the senior. high schopl regarding_
four more tasks eutside C1§§%f90m hanagement: Tasks 1 and 2

(in the area of the school grdéram planning-and adaptation),

‘Task 7 (the size and composition of classes), and Task 15

(the expenditure patterns of schocol-based budgets). For

Task 9 (the allocation of money to individuals and groups of

' teachers for instructional a1ds and equipment), the mean

preferred 1nvolvement score of the individual teacher was
significantly hlgher at the junior high school than at the
senior high school. 1In no case was the mean preferred

involvement score of the individual teacher higher at the
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4
< *

TABLE 5.4

Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the Indivi@ual
Teacher in Determining Action for Each Task .
by Type of School
‘ (N=298)

Type of School
1.Elem 2.JHS 3.SHS F Diff

Tasks . n=66 n=83 n=149

Determination of - :

T. School's total’ - 3.52 3.38 3.16 4.26% 1-3
program. ' ‘

2. Detailed content of 3.74 3.46 3.31 4.,93%%1-3

' the school's program.

3, Texts and instructional 4.02 3.83 3.83 1,16

. material for subjects. , '

4. The way a subject is 4,71 4.51 4.56 1.50
presented in class. .

5. Frequency and methods 4,27 4.45 4,30 1.16

of classroom testing. .

6. Friendliness of classroom 4,63 4,41 4.48 1.30
teacher-student :
relationships.

7. Size and composition. 4.09 '3.99 3.74 4.76%x1-3
- . of classes. S
8. Grading and promotion ' 4.44  4.29 4,29 1.29

of students. _ : N
9. Allocation of money to 3.78 3.77 3.51 3.51% 2-3

teachers for instructional
~aids and equipment. o

10. Teaching load and other 3.86 3.64 3.55 2.74
duties of teachers. : o

11. Arrangements for parents 4.32 3.99 3.76 12.25*%%1-2
to discuss their . Ao - 1-3
children's schooling.

12. School rules/regulations 4,12 3.73 3.43 13.89%%1-2
for general student body. 1-3

’ : 2-3

13. Nature of organized 4.05 3.83 3.76 2.84 . :
professional ‘
development activities. - :

14, How teachers are 4.03 3.95 3.87 0.77
to be evaluated. .

15. Expenditure patterns of 3.77 3.68 -3.48 3.02* 1-3
school-based budgets. - ‘ .

¥p<.05, **p<.01
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senior high school than at the elementary and junior high

schools.

N

The Formal Staff Group as Decision-Making Unit
As indicated in Table 5.5, there were no significant‘
differences in the mean preferred involvement scores of the
formal staff group in determining action for a great
majority of tasks in the preferehces of the three teacher
groups. However, the mean preferred involvement scores‘of
the formal staff group were significaﬁtly higher at the
elémentary school than at the 'senior high school for three
tasks outside classroom management: Task 3‘(the texts and
instructional material for various subjgpts), Tdsk 7 (the
' size and composition of classes), and T&sk 12 (school rules
MFA&’“v&ahd regulations for the general student body). For Task 8
(thé grading and promoticn of students), the mean preferred’
involvement score of the formal staff group was
significantly higher at the junior high school than at the
senior high school. It is noteworthy théf'fhe lower
involvement of the formal staff group was preferred by
senior high school teachers regarding two tasks in the area
of classrodm management, compared with teéchers in the

elementary and junior high schools.

The Higher Official Authority as Decision-Making Unit

As seen in Table 5.6, the mean preferred involvement

scores of the higher offiéial authority were signifiéantly

higher at the elementary school than at the junior and
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TABLE 5.5
Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the Formal Staff
Group in Determining Action for Each Task

by Type of School -

(N=298) lﬂ -
Type of School |, i} L
1.Elem 2.JHS 3.SHS  iF Diff

Tasks n=66 n=83 n=149 %‘

Determination of , A

1. Schoaol's total 3.92 3.82 3.
program,

2. Detailed content of B.71 3.63
the school's program.

3. Texts and instructional - 3.98 3.
material for subjects.

4. . The way a subject is 2.86 3.
presented in class.

5. Frequency and methods 3.29 3.52 3.07 3.23% 2-3
of classroom testing.

6. Friendliness of classroom 3.13 3.04 2.55 4.77%%1-3
teacher-student 2-3
relationships.

7. Size and composition 4,00 3.94 3.68 3.15% 1-3

.. of classes. . o

8. . Grading and promotion 3.51 3.89 3.42 4.79%%2-3
of students. ‘ :

9, Allocation of money to . 3.81 3.83 3.6 0.84
teachers for instructional

~aids and equipment.

10.. Teaching load and other 3.63 3.47 3.50 0.47
dutigs of teachers. ' '

11. Arrangements for parents 3,52 :3.47 3,23 2.05
to discuss their :
children's schooling. :

12. School rules/regulations 4.27 4.02 3.86 5.95%%1-3
for general student body.

13. Nature of organized 4.05 4.05 3.97 0.38
professional ‘
development activities. .

14, How teachers are ’ 4,08 3.96 3.90 0.75
to be evaluated.

Expenditure patterns of 3.89 3.88 3.81 0.35

15,

school-based budgets.

£p<.05, *¥p<.01
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Mean Preferred Lnvolvement Scores of .the Higher Official
Authority in Determining Action for Each Task

by Type of School

(N=298)
Type of School
1.Elem 2.JHS 3.SHS F Diff

Tasks n=66 n=83 n=149

Determination of

1. .School's total 3.75 3.21 3.55 6.03%x1-2
program. 2-3

2. Detailed content of 3.28 2.7 2.99 6.17*x%1-2
the school's program.

3. Texts and instructional 3.19 2.59 2.68 6.40%x1-2
material for subjects. 1-3

4. The way a subiject is 2.02 1.80 1.74  1.62
presented in class.

5. Frequency and methods 2.32 1.87 2.04 3.45% 1-2
of classroom testing.

6. Friendliness of classroom 2.68 1.81 2.04 11.11%xx1-2
teacher-student C1-3
relationships. -

7. Size and composition 3.55 2.80 3401 9.48%x1-2
of classes. - 1-3

8. Grading and prcmotion 3.11 2.70 2.53 6.94%%1-2
of students. ' 1-3

g, Allocation of money to 3.61 3.00 3.17 6.76%%x1-2
teachers for instructional - 1-3
aids and equipment.

10. Teaching load and other 3.48 3.04 3.06 4.32% 1-2
duties of teachers. ‘ ~

11. Arrangements for parents 3.25 2.82 3.06 2.76
to discuss their
children's schooling. _

12. School rules,/regulations 3.81 3.21 3.38 6.10%x*1-2

. for general student body. ‘ 1-3

13, Nature of organized 3.14 2.88 2.89 1.69
professional '
development activities.

14, How teachers are 3.46 2.90 2.99 6.57%x1-2

. to be evaluated. 1-3

15. Expenditure patterns of 3.81 3.10 3.36 9.22%%x1-2

school-based budgets. - -3 7
e
*p<.05, **¥p<.01” \ yd v

L o

it

!
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senior high schools regarding nine tasks. These were Task 3
on the selection of texts and instructional material, Task ©
related to classroom management, Tasks 7, 8, and 9 regarding
‘arrangement of school instructional program, Tasks 10 and 12
concerning general school organization, Task 14 on teacher
evaluation, and Task 15 on school-based budgets. The mean
preferred’jnvolvement scores of the higher official
authority were also significantly higher at the elementary
school than at the junior high school for Task 2 (the
detailed content of the school's‘prégram) and Task 5
(frequency and methods of classroom testina). For Task 1
(the school's total progrém), the mean preferred involvement
score of the higher official authority was significantly
higher at the.elementary and senior high schools than at the

junior high school.

Summary -~

The preferred involvement level of the individual
teacher was signiéicantly higher at the elementary school
than at the junior high 5chool for two tasks outside
classroom management and also significantly higher than at
the senior high school for six tasks outside clagsroom
mangement. The preferred involvement levgl of the
individual teacher at the junior high.school was
significantly higher than at the senior high school for two
tasks external to clasaréom management. In no case was the

preferred involvement level of the individual teacher higher
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at the senior high schocl than at the elementary and junior
high schools.

The preferred involvement level.of the formal staff
group was szgnlflcantly higher at the elementary school than
at the senior high school for four tasks {(one task in the
area of classroom management and three tasks outside
claséroom management), and ségnificantly higher at the
junicr high schocol than at the senior high school for three
tasks (two tasks in the area of classroom management and one
task cn the gréding and promotion of students).

The preferred invcivement level of‘the higher official
authority was significantly higher at the elementary school
than at the junior high school for twelve tasks (two tasks
in the area of classroomﬁmnmgement,and ten tasks outside
classroom manageﬁent), and also significantly higher at the
elementarQ‘school than at the senior high school for nine
tasks (one task in the area of classroom management and
eight taéks outside classroom management).

Differences in Preferred Involvement in becision Making
: by Demog:;phic Variables

Ih this section, analyses were conducted to determihe
whether there were any signifiéant differences in the
involvement of each decision-making unit in determining
action for each task in the preferences of teachers

categorized by demographic variables. . : '
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Male and Female |,

Research Question 2.3: What significant differences
exist in the involvement of each decision-making unit in
- determining action for each of the fifteen tasks in the
preferences of teachers categorized by sex?

Table 5.7 shows the mean preferred involvement scores
by sex. In comparison with male staff, female staff
preferred: (1) the higher involvement of the individual
teacher regarding two tasks in the area of classroom
management and six tasks external to classroom management,
(2) the higher involvement of the formal staff group
regarding eight taskd outside Clasg?oom management, and (3)
the higher involvement of the higher official authority
redarding one task for classroom management and three tasks
outside classroom managment. The preferred involvement
level of the three decision-making units by -male staff was

not significantly higher than that of female staff in any

case. ‘ Qx

Length of Teaching Experience

~ Research Question 2.4:What significant differences exit
in the involvement of each decision-making unit in
determining action for each of the fifteen tasks in the
preferences of teachers categorized by length of teaching
experience?

As indicated in Tables 5.8, 5.9, and 5.10, there were

no significant differences in the mean involvement scores of
the three decision-making units with respect to all 135

cases eXéqpt for seven in the preferences of teacher groups

‘ i
classified by length of teaching experience. AS shown
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TABLE 5.7

) RINg) g .
~ Mean*@teferred Involvement

Units in Determini

.Scores of
ng Action for Ea

4
kxl

10€

EEacH‘DecisionfMaking
ch Task by Sex

15,

(N=298) ,
Task Individhal‘TeachQr Staff Group ‘Higher ‘Authority
No. M F t M. F ot M F t
‘n=156 n=142 ' n=156 n=142 vn=156»n=142
. 3.24 3.37 -1.30 3.70 3.91° -2.46x 3.39 3.61 ~1.8%.-
2. 3.46 3.44. 0.19. 3.513.70 -1.68  2.79 3,18 ~3.3%4x
30 3077 3.97 | -1.99% 3.52 3,87 -2.85%x 2.66 2.88 -1.68
I o o ‘ o S
4. 4.50 4.67/ -2.06% 2.91 2.95 -0.24 1.83 1.82 0.09:
5. 4,32 4.3¢ -0.39 3321 3.29 -0.50 1.97 2.14 +1.35
6. 4.38 4.6 -2.47% 2.76 2.86 ~-0.54 1,96 2.29 -2.40%
N . . ./f.") : . . . : . . o '
2 3.ad 3.97 -1.70  3.72 3.93 -1.90  3.03 3.13 -0.83~
8. ~4.25 4.41 -2.05% 3.52 3.64 ~0.88 2.62 2.81 -1.47
9..° 3.60 3.69 -0.83 3765 3.88 ~-2.25% 3.13 3.32 -1.54
40, 3.52 3.77 -2.40% 3.34 3.71 ~-3.07xx 3.10 3.21 -0.90
11, 3.78 4.13 .-3.88x% 3,20 3.53 -2.51x 3.00°3.08 -0.61
2. 3.53 3.80 -2.53% 3.84 4.17 ~-3.54xx 3.28 3.60 -2.46%
13, 3.72 3.98. -2.87%x% 3.90°4.13 =-2.52% 2.91 2.99 -0.73
4a. 3.8% 4.03 -1.93  3.76 4.18 -3.89%* 2.98 3.19 -1.74.
'3.57.3.62 -0.52 3.79 3.93 -1.44  3.27 3.52 -2.04%
M=MalYe, F=Female ,
¥p<.05, **¥p<.01.
¥
AR

3 .



Mean Preferred Involvement Scpres of the Individual
Teacher in Determining Actien for Each Task
by Length of Teaching Experlence

- TABLE 5.8 .

(N=298)

g

o

(g.'.'
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Length. of Teach1ng exper1ence

¥p<.05,

Task 1. 5 years 6-10 11 years B
No. or less years or more F Difference
n=41 n=66 n=191
1. 3.46 3,24 3,29 0.83
2. 3.49 3.50 13.42 0.21
3. 3,83 4.06 ’3,81 2,13
4. 4.4 4.71 - 4.56 1.87
5, 4.22 4.50 4.31 1.84
6. 4.40 4.66 4.45 1,77
7. ‘> 4.00 4,03 3.81 2,18
8. < 4.07 4.48 4,32 4.80%% 1-2
9. 37.66 3.51 3.69 1.06 o,
10. 3,71 3.86 3,55 3.07%  2-3
11. 3.78 4,20 3.89 4.78%x 1-2, B-3
12. 3.63 3,67 3.67 - 0.02 |
13. 3.80 3.92 3.82 0.45
14, 3.83 "3.89 3.96 0.41
15. 3.49 3.67 3.59 0.52
*¥p<.01
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TABLE 5.9

Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the Formal Staff
‘ Group in Determining Action for Each Task
by Length of Teaching Experience
"~ (N=298)

'ﬁength of Teaching Experience

Task 1. 5-years 2. 6-10 3. 11 years .
No. ~ or less years or more F- Difference
‘ n=41 ' , n=66 n=191 '

A 3.80 3.88 3.78 0.41

2. 3.70 © 3.66 3.56 0.45

3 » 3.73 . 3.83 3.63 0.89

4. 3.35 2.67 2.93 2.93

5.. 3.38 3.19 $3.24 0.26 :

6. 3.23 2.48 2.83 3.21x 1-2

7. 3.98 3.83 3.78 0,62

8. 3.70 3.47 3.58 0.91

9. 3.90 3.76 3.72 0.68

10. 3.58 3.67 3.45° 1.09

11. 3.33 3.37 3.36 - 0.02

12 4,00 4,28 -3.89 6.20%x 2-3

3. 3.93 4.27 3.94 4.40% - 2-3

14 .. 3.80 4.14 3.92 1.86°

15, - 3.93 3.86 3.83 0.20

£p<.05, **¥p<.0!
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Mean Preferred Involvement S¢ores of ®he Higher Official
Authority in Determining Action for Each Task

(N=298)

by Length of Teaching Experience

..ength of Teaching Ekperience

Task 1. 5 years 6-10 11 years
No. or less .years or more F Difference
n=41 n=66 n=191
1. 3.%0 - 3.37 3.56 1.15
2. 3.03 2.91 2.98 0.20
3, 2.70 2.78 2.77 0.08
4, 1.73 1,62 1.92 2.38
5. 2.10 1.92 2.09 0.65
6. 2.25 1.92 (5 2.16 1.29
7. 2.83 2.88 3.21 3.59
8. 2.93 2.60 2.71. 1.19
9. 3.25 3.06 3..28 1.05
10. 3.05 3.02 3.22 1,20
1. 3.23 2.86 3.06- 1.39
12. 3.43 3.38 3.45 0.08
13, 3,15 ° 2.92 2.91 0.99
14, 3.25 3.09 3.03 0.78
15. 3.35 3.25 3.45 0.99
*p<.05
. o~
4o

9}
N
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in Table 5.8, the higher involvement level of the individual
teacher was preferred by teachers with a medium length of
teaching expériénce (6-10 years) for three tasks. These '
were Task 8 (the grading and promotion of students), Task 10
(the,teaching.load and other duties of teachers) and Task 12
(échooi rules and regUlations for the general student body).
As seen in Tabie 5.9, the'higher involvement level of‘the‘
formal staff group was also preferted by céaéher§ with a
medium length of tegching“éxperience regafding Task 12 and
Task 13 (the nature of organized professibnal devélopment
activities). For Task 6 (fhe relative friendliness of
classfoom:teaqher—student.relationships), teachers with the
shottestvlength of teaching expefience (5 years or less)
preferred the higher involvement level of the férmal staff
group. Theré was no significant difference in ﬁhe preferred
involvement'scores of the higher officiai authority, as

indicated in Table 5.10.

Lengfh of Training

Research Question 2.5: What significant differences
exist in the involvement of each decision-making unit in
determining action for each of the fifteen tasks in the ’
preferences of teachers categorized by length of training?

As seen in Table 5.11, there were no significant
differences in the mean involvement scores of the inéividual
teacher in determining action for all except two tasks in

the‘preferences of teachers classified by length of

training. That is, the higher involvement level of the



TABLE 5. 11

Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the Individual
Teacher in Determining Action for Each Task
. by Length of Training ’
1 (N=295) - -

Length of Training _

Task 1. Four =~ 2. Five 3. Six years .
No. . years years or more F Difference
n=119 n=100 n=76
1. 3.43 3.26 3.16 2.28
2. 3.54 3.53° 3.20 3.59% 1-3, 2-3
3. 3.89 3.90 °  3.79 . 0.42
4. 4.53 4.64 4.59 0.58
5. 4.31 4.41 4,33 0.47
6. 4,55 4.5 4,38 1,04
7. 4.01 3.81 3.79 2.10
8. 4,30 4,33 4,35 0.12
9. 3.70 3.68 3.50 .- 1.38
0. . 3.78 3.52 3.58 2.52
LI B 4.06 4.00 3.72 4,53% 1-3, 2-3
12 "3.80 . 3.59 :3.57 1.97
13. 3.89 3.75 3.89 1.06
4. 3,94 3.82  4.03 1.16
15. ‘ 7.69 3.51 3.55 1,17
*p< . 0 5 /,/')
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TABLE 5.12

Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the Formal Staff
Group in Determining Action for Each Task
by Length of Training
(N=295)

" Length of Training

Task 1. Four 2, Five 3. Six years | :
No,. years years or more F Difference
K Y, n="119 n=100 n=76 ' :

1. 3.78 3.90 3.72 1.32
2. 3.64 3.66 3.45 1,14
3 3.72 3.64 3.73 0.21
4. 3.00 2.83 2.96° 0.42
5. 3.33 3.14 3.27 0.55
6. 3.00 2.61 2.77 1.85
7.. 3.93 3.85 . 3.62 2.30
8. 3.57 3.61  3.53 0.09
9. 3.78 3.87 © 3.57 2.49

3.53 3.60 . 3.39 0.87
11 3.44 3.33 3.28 0.53
4.09 3.97 3.89 1.37
13. 4.07 3.99 3.91 0.95
14, 3.99 3.92 3.95 0.16
15. 3.84 3 0.07

.84 3.88

*p<.05
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TABLE 5.13

Mean Preferred Involvement Scores of the ngher Off1C1a1
Authorlty in Determining Action for Bach Task

by Length of Training
(N=295)

Task 1.

&3 —
e

Length of Training o

‘'Four 2. Five 3. Six years
No. years years or more F Difference
n=119 n=100 n=76

1. 3.51 3.38" 3.63 1.36

2. 3.04 2.81 3.06 1.79 ,

3. 2.85 2.61 2.77 1.25 "

4. 1.90 . . 1.78 1,70 0.92
5. 2.12, 2.01 1.97 0,53

6. 2.23 1.99 2.09 1.16- ™

7. 3.01 3.00 3.2 1.83 ’
8. 2.84 2.53 2.73 - 2.33

9. 3.20 3.16 3.34 0.70

10 3.14 3.04 3.30 1.29

11 3.09 2.85 - 3.17 1.94

12 . 3.44 .3.30 3.6 1.16

13. 2.94 3.00 2.86 0.43

14, 3.07 3.08 3.09 0.01

15. 3.40 3.32 3.44 0.30

*p<.05



‘indhyidual teacher was preferred by teachers with four or
fivekyears of training, regarding Task 2 (the detailed
content of the school's program) and Task 11 (arrangements
for parents to discués matters concerning their children's
schooling). There were no significant differences in the
preferred invSlvement scores of both the formal staff group
and the higher official authority regarding all tasks, as

presented in Tables 5.12 and 5.13.

Summary

A higher level of involvement oflthe individual teaéher
and the staff group was preferred regarding 16 oQt of 30
cases by female staff than by male staff.
meachers with the medium length of teaching experience
(6-10 years) preferred a higher involvement of either the
individual teacher or the formal staff group in six cases
ou; of 90. On the other hand, teachers with the shortest
length of teaching experience (5 years orvless) preferred a
higher involvement of the formal staff group in one case out
gf 45, There were no significant differences in the
preférred involvement of the higher official authority with )
respect to all tasks. |
There were no significant differences in the
involvement level of the three decision-making units

regarding all 135 cases except for four in the preferences

of teachers categorized by length of traiﬁing.
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Summary and'Discussion‘

This chapter presented findinge on (1) the preferred
distribution of decision-making authority in schools and (2)
differences in the preferred involvement in decision making
by teachers categorlzed according to demographic variables.

The distrlbution of ‘decision-making authority preferred
by teachers in schools was also complex. First, teachers
preferred not only to maintain a substantial degree of |
autonomy within the ooghdary<of classroom but also to extend
their autonomy to a few more tasks closely related to
classroom instruction such as (1) selection of texts and
instructional material, (2) grading and promotion of
students, and (3) arrangements for parents to discuss their
children's schooling. Second, teachers preferred collegiai
control with respect to a ma]orlty of tasks beyond the
boundary of classroom, particularly with the following
tasks: (1) detailed content of the school s program, (2)
resource allocation, (3) school rules and regulations for
" the general student body, (4) organized professional
development act1v1t1es, and (5) teacher evaluation. Third,
teachers preferred both collegial control and hierarchlcal
control regarding ‘the school's total program Finally,
teachers wished to have less hierarchical control regarding
most school matters. The findings were generally supported
by other studies.conducted by Simpkins (1968)..15herwood and

Taylor (1978)i According"to Simpkins and Friesen (1969:15),



trhe individual teacher wished to protect his
jurisdiction in classroom decision-making from the
authority exercised both by his colleague group and
by those 1in administrative positions. . . . For
these tasks [tasks external to classroom
management ], however, they [teachers] would have
preferred to have_decision-making authority
distributed among individual teachers, the formal
staff group, and those 1n higher official authority
according to the nature of the tasks concerned.
The findings also indicated that the characteristics of the
formal authority structure preferred by teachers in schools
were close to those of full—flcdqea professional
organizations described by.Erzi =i (1964:81) and Scott
(1981:222-224). That.is, in full-fledged professicnal
organizations, professionals exercise the major authority
regarding goal definition and instrumehtal activities,
whereas administrators jhave the secondary staff authority.
. ,'1 ‘,vy . .,
The final decisions are made by the various professionals
and their decision-making bodies.

The preferred involvement patterns of the three °
decision-making units for-the fifteen tasks were largely
similar in the three types of schools. However,‘signfficant
differences were found with respect to a number of tasks in
comparison by type of school. First, teachers in the senior
high school tended to prefer the individual teacher to be
less involved in deciding some matters external to classroom
management than teachers in the elementary and junior: high

schools. Second, teachers in the junior and senior high

schools preferred administrators to be less involved 1in
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action for a majority of tasks than those in the

determinif{
elementagg{school.

In the preferenceé of teachers categorized by 1ength of
teachihg experience and length of training, a few
differences were found regarding the involvement of each
decision-making unit fpr the fifteen tasks. However, a
number of differenceé occurred in the preferences of
teachers classified by sex. Female staff preferred both the
individual teacher and the formal staff group to be more
involved in determining actior for a'majority of tasks.

.They also preferred the higher of ficial authority to beAmore
ihvolved in a few tasks. |

In conclusion, teachers wished decision-making
authority to be further decent:alfzed in comparison with the
current practices. .Teachers also preferred differentiated
involvement of the three decision-making units depending on

the nature of the tasks.



CHAPTER 6

DISCREPANCY BETWEEN PERCEIVED AND PREFERRED

INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION MAKING

This chapter presents findings on the discrepancy
beiween the perceived and the preferred involvement of each
of the three decision-making units with respect to each of
the fifteen tasks in schools. Analyses were also conducted
to determine whether there were any significant differences
in degrees of discrepancy regarding decision—haking
involvement by type of schﬁol, sex, length of teaching
‘éxperience, and length of training of the teachers. 1In
addition, the percentages with low and high discrepancy
regarding the involvemént of each decision-making unit were
determined for each task.

Discrepancy between Perceived and Preferred .
Involvement in Decision Making

Research Question 3.1: What degree of discrepancy
exists between the perceived and the preferred involvement
of each of the three decision-making. units regarding each of
the fifteen tasks in the elementary, junior high, and senior
high schools?

In order to examine the question, the mean perceived
(actual) and the mean preferred involvement scores of each
decision-making unit regarding each task were computed for

each teacher grcup categorized by type of school. The t

118
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test of significance for correlated means was used to test
the differences between the mean scorés. Second, the
discrepancy score was calculated by subtracting the mean
preferred involvement score from the mean perceived
involvement score for each task. A minus sign indicates
decisional deprivation. Third, the rank order for the
degree of discrepancy for each task was determined by the

size of discrepancy score in the fifteen tasks.

Elementary School Level

Table 6.1 shows the discrepancy between the mean
perceived and the meén preferred involvement scores of the
individual teacher in determining action for each task at
the elementary school. Significant differences between the
mean perceived and the mean preferred involvement scores
wére found regarding all tasks except two (Tasks 4 and 6),
both in the area of classroom management. In addition, one
remaining task (Task 5) in thé area of classroom management
showed the least discrépancy score in comparison with all
other discrepancy scores that were significant. On the
other hand, the five tasks that received the largest
discrepancy scores were as follows: (1) Task 7 (the size and
composition of classes), (2) Task 14 (how teachers are to be
evaluated), (3) Task 10 (the teaching load and other dutiesh
of teachers), (4) fask 9‘(the allocation ‘of money to
individuals and groups of teachers for instructional aids

and equipment), and (5) Task 15 (the expenditure patterns of

~
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TABLE 6.

1

?

D1screpancy between Mean Perceived ancd Preferre'q
Involvement Scores of the Individual Teacher Determining
Actlon for Bach Task (Elementary School)
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school-based budgets

(N=66)
Tasks ' ' "~ Actual Pref Discrep RO
Determlnatlon of . '
1.  School's total program. 2.65 3.52 -0.87 -8.18% 7
2. .Detailed content of 2.2 3.72. -0.80 -6.64% 8
the school's program. : k ‘
3. ﬂTeyts and instructional = 3.34 . 4.00 -0.66 -4,34%x 12
" “material for subjects -
4. . The way a subject_iS' 4,62 4.71  -0.09 -2.18 14
presented in class. ‘ : - :

5,  Frequency and methods 3,67 4.27 -0.60 -4.29% 13
of classroom testing. -

- . Friendliness of classroom 4.55 *4.63 -0.08 -1.40 18
teacher-student ' ' bt
relationships.

7. Size and composition 2,28 4.09 JB81 -10.88% 1

’ of classes. ' : S .

8. Grading and promotion 3.67 4.44 =0.77 ,-5.62% 10
of students. SR . ’
Allocation “of money to 2.68 3.78 -1.10 . -7.%4* &
teacheTs for instructionad, ' ' N
a1ds and equ1pment

10. Teachlng load and other  2.60 .3.86 -1.26" -7.81x 3
duties of teachers. : ' v S,

11. Arrangements for parents 3.60 4.32 -0.72 =5.06% ™11
to discuss their ' . A
children's schooling. v ‘ :

12. School rules/régulations 3.32 4.12 ~-0.80 -6.10% 8
for general student’.body. '
Nature of organized’ 3.0 4.05 -0.96 ~—6.79% 6
professional - : o
development activities. = : R

14, How teachers are 2.56 4.05 -1.49 -7.89% 2
to be evaluated. SR S

15, Expenditure patterns of  2.74 3.77 -1.03 -6.02% 5

*Significant beyond the .01 level.

&

~ RO= Rank order based on size of discrepancy.
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aSCnool—based‘bﬁdgets).

Table 6 2 presents the degree of discrepancy in the

nvolvement of the formal staff group for each task at the
elementary school. There were significant differences in
the mean perceived and préferred involvement scores with
respect to all tasks except for two tasks (Tasks 4 and 6)
concerning classroom management One remaining task (Task
5) in the area of classroom management also showed a
relatively small discrepancy score in comparison with those
of the other tasks On the other hand, the five tasks
indicating the largest d sctepancy scores were as follows:
(1) Task 14 (how teachers are to be evaluate?) (2) Task 7

(the size and composition of classes), (3) Task 10 (the-

R ‘
tedching load and ocher duties of teachers) (4) Task ‘15

»(the expenditure patterns of school- based budoets) and (5)

Task 9 (the. allocation of money to teachers for

~instructional aids and equipment) .

As seen in Table 6.3, there were significant

differences between the mean perceived and the meanr

preferred,involvemen¢ scores zhe higher‘official
authority for“seven tasks: one task (Task 5) in the area of
classroom management and the o'her six tasks outside
ciassroom management} The score for Task 5 (f requenéy and ’
methods Of classroom testing) 1nd1cated that the higher

official authority was actually involved mor e than teachers

would have preferred. The tasks that received the five ,



TABLE 6.

2

Discrepancy. between Mean Perceived and Preferred
Involvement Scores of the Staff Group in Determining

Action for Each Task (Elementary School)
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(N=66)

Tasks : Actual. Pref Discrep T . RO

Determination of o

1. School's total proegram. .09 3.%2 -0.83 ~-7.36% 6

2. Detailed content cf 3.00 3.7t -0.7% ~-6.03x 11
the school's program. s ,

3. Texts and instructional 3.21 3.98 -0.77 -£.32% 7
material for subjects. :

4. The way a subject is 2.75 2.86 -0.11 -1.63 15
presented in class. ' '

5. Freguency and methods 2.56 3.29 -0.73 -4.70x 10
of classroom testing. y

6. Friendliness of classroom 2.97 3.13 -0.i6 -2.10 14
teacher-student '
relationships.

5o« 7. Size and comp051t10n 2.51 4.00  -1.49 -8.59% 2
3 of classes. .

§. Grading and promotion 2.77 .3.51 -0.74 ~-5.27% a
of students. o :

g, Allocation of money to 2.90 3.81 -0.90 -6.60x 5
teachers for 1nstructlonal :
aids and equipment..

. . R |

10. Teaching load and cother  2.41 3.63. -1.22 -8.1%x 3
duties of .teachers. . -

{1. Arrangements for parents 2.98 3,52 -0.54 -4,30x 13
to discuss their '
children's schooling. » :

12. School rules/regulations 3.52 4.27 -0.75 -5.95% 8
for general student bodr. . ‘

. &
13. Nature of orcaaneu. %g, 44 4.05 -0.61 -4.65x 12
- professional )

development activities. B

4. How teachers are 2,58 . 4,08 =1.50 -7.84x 1
to be evaluated. . ,

15. Expendlture patterns of 2.83 3.89 -1.06 -6.02x 4
school-based budgets.

*Slgnl-xcan* beyond the .01 level,

RO=Rank order based on size cf discrepancy
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TABLE 6.3

Discrepancy between Mean Perceived and Preferred

123

ent Scores of the Higher Authority in Determining
"Action for Each Task (Elementary School)

(N=66) .

Tasks Actual Pref Discrep t RO

Determination of _

1. School's total program. 4,03 3.75 0.28 2.06 S

2. Detailed content of 3.22 3.28 -0.06 ~-0.54 15
the school's program.

3. Texts and instructional 3.41 3.18 0.22 1.60 11
material for subjects.

4. The way a subject.is 1.88 2.02 -0.14 ~-1.64 13
presented in class.

5. Frequency and methods- 2,717 2.32 0.39 2.94% 7
of classroom testing. : , :

6. Friendliness of classroom 2.41 2.68 -0.27 =-2.42 10
teacher-student '
relationships.

7. Size and composition 4,47 3.55 0.92 5.52% 1
of classes.. ' _

8. Grading and promotion 3.44 3.1 0.33 2.49 8
of students. . . . ' ,

9, Allocation of money to 4,09 3.61 - 3.08% 6
‘teachers for instructionals.” S ‘
aids and equipment. !%j

10. Teaching load and other 4,29 3.48 c.81 5.81% 2

. duties of teachers.

11. Arrangements for parents = 3.40 3.25 0.15 1.38 12
"~ to discuss their B
children's schooling. : :

12. School rules/regulations 3.70 3.81 ~-0.1%1 -0.94 14

for general student body. '

13. Nature of organized 3.75  3.14 0.61 4.87% 3
procfessicnal ‘
developmernt activities.

14, How teachers are © 3,97 3.48 0.49 2.82% 5
to be evaluated. ; '

15. Expenditure patterns of 4.40 3.81 0.59 4.07% 4

school-based budgets.

xSignificant beyond the .01 level.
RO=Rank order based on size of discrepancy.
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largest positive discrepancy scores of the higher official
authority were as follows: (1) Task 7 (the size and
composition of classes), (2) Task 10 (the teaching load and

other duties of teachers), (3) Task 13 (the nature of

‘organized professional development activities), (4) Task 15

(the expenditure patterns of school-based budgets), 'and (5)

Task 14 (how teachers are to be evaluated).

Junior High School Level

Table 6.4 presents the discrepancy between the mean

" perceived and the mean preferred involvement scores of the

individual teacher in determining action for each task at
the junior high school. The‘discrepancy scores were
significant for all tasks except the three tasks (Tasks 4,

5, and 6) concernlng classroom management. On the other
hand, the five’ tasks "indicating the largest discrepancy
scores were as follows: (1) Task 7 (the size and composition
of classes), (2) Task 14 (how teachers are to be evaluated),
(3) Task 10 (the teaching load and other duties of
teachers), (4) Task 9 (the allocation of money to teachers
for instructional aids and equipment), and (5) Task 15 (tne
expenditure patterns of school based budgets)

Table 6.5 shows the degree of discrepancy in the

involvement of the formal staff group for each task.

Significant differences in the mean perceived and preferred

involvement scores occurred regarding all tasks =xcept one

&>

_task (Task 5) in the area of classroom management.

\



Involvement Scores of the Ind

TABLE 6.4

Discrepancy between Mean perceived and Preferred

Action for Each Task

ividual Teacher Determining
(Junior High School) '
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.school-based budgets.

(N=83)

Tasks Actual Pref Discrep t - RO

Determination of.

1. School 8§ total program. 2.26 3.38 -1.,12 -10.15¥ 6

2. Detailed content of 2.57 3.46 -0.89 ~-7.95% 7.
the school's program.

3. Texts and instructional 2.99 3,83 -0.84 ~-7.09% 8
material for subjects.

4. The way a subject 1is 4,31 4.51 -0.20 -2.27 13
presented in class. ' -

5. Frequency and methods 4.26 4.45 -0.19 -2.11 14
of classroom testing. ‘

6. Friendliness of classroom 4.30 4.41 =-0.11 -1.58 15
teacher-student Lo
relationships.

"7. Size and composition 1.73 3.99 -2.26 -17.43%x 1
of classes. ’ . )

8. Grading and promotion 3.46 4.29 -0.83 ~-7.14% 9
of students.

9. Allocation of money to 2.51 3.77 -1.26 -9.68% 4
teachers for instructional
aids and equipment.

10.- Teaching load and other 2.20 3.64 -1.44 -9.86% 3
duties of teachers. : :

11. Arrangements for parents 3.20 3.99 -0.79 -6.08% 10
to discuss their ' ‘
childrer's schooling.

12. School rules/regulations 2.95 3.73 -0.78 -6.64% 11
for general student body. '

13. Nature of organized 3.24 .3.83 -0.59 ~-4.73% 12
professional ~
development activities.

14. How -teachers are 2.41 3.95 -1.54 -=S.11* 2
to be evaluated. .

15, Expenditure patterns of 2.42 3.68 -1.26 -9.09x 4

xSignificant beyond the .01 level.
RO=Rank order based on size of discrepancy.



. TABLE 6.5

’,

" Discrepancy between Mean Perceived and Preferred

Involvement Scores of the Staff Group in Determining
Action for Each Task (Junior High School)
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school-based budgets.

3.89

(N=83)
Tasks Actual Pref Discsep t RO
Determination of o v
7. School's total program. 2.73 3.82 .-1.09 -8.44x 6
.2. Detailed content of 2.84 3.63 -0\79 -6.52% 10
- the school's program. , R 5
3. Texts and instructional 2.9 3.73 -0.82 -~6.02* 8
material for subjects.
4. The way a subject 1is 2.78 3.20 -0.42 -3.93% 14
presented in class. . :
5. Frequency and methods 3.29 3.52 -0.23 =-2.08 15
of classroom testing. ; '
6. Friendliness of classroom 2.61 3.04 -0.43 -4.,22% 13
teacherzstudent :
‘relationships.
7. Size and composition 2.11 3.94 -1.83 -11.81% 1
of classes.
8. Grading and promotion 3.10 3.90 -0.80 ~-6.51% 9
of students. o
9, &allocation of money to 2.66 3.83 -1.,17 -9.21%- 5
o teachers for instructional
aids and equipment.
10. Teaching load and otner 2.04 3.47 -1.,43 -10.05% 3
duties of teachers. ' :
11. Arrangements for parents 2.70 3.47 -0.77 -5.84% 11
to discuss their”
children's schooling. _ , S
12. School rules/regulations 3.10 4.02 -0.92 -6.72% 7
for general student.body. '
13. Nature of crganized 3.30. 4.05 -0.75 ~-5.83% 12
professional
development activities. ' ‘
14. How teachers are ' 2.48 3.96 -1.48 -8.60% 2
to be evaluated. o ’ :
15. Expenditure patterns of 2.63 -1.26 -9.77% 4

sSignificant beyond the .01 level. -

RO=Rank order based on size of discrepancy.



127

The remaining two tasks (Tasks 4 and 6) concerning classroom
management also showed the two least significant discrepancy
scores. On the other hand the tasks indicating the five
largest discrepancy scores were as follows: (1) Task 7 (the
size and comp051t10n of classes) (2) Task 14 (how teachers
are to be evaluated), (3) ‘Task 10 (the teachlng load and
other duties of teachers, (4) Task 15 (the expendlture
patterns of school-based budgets), and (5) Task 9 (the
allocation of noney to teachers for instructional aids and
equipnent).

As indicated in Table 6.6, there were no significant
differences between the mean perceived .and preferred
:nvolvement scores of the higher official authoritf with
respect to four tasks: the three tasks (Tasks 4, 5, and 6)

- of cla%sroom management and one task on selection of texts‘
and 1nstruct10nal materials. On the other hand the five
tasks that recelved the largest positive dlscrepancy scores
were‘as follows: (1) Task 7v(the size and composition of
classes), (Z) Task 1C (the teaching load and other duties of
teachers), (3) Task 9 (the. allocation ef‘moneylto teacners
for instructional aids and eguipment), (4) Task 14 (how
teachets ére to be evaluated), and (5) Task 15 (the

expenditure patterns of school-based budgets).



TABLE

Discrepancy between Mean Perceived and Preferred
involvement Scores of the Higher Authority in Determining
Action for Each Task (Junior High School)

6.6
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school-based budgets.

(N=83)

Tasks Actual Pref Discrep RO

Determination of : A :

1. School's total program.  3.88 .21 0.67 5.3 1% 6'

2. Detailed content cf 3.1 71 0.40 3.87+x 10
the school's program. :

3. Texts and instructional 2.91 .59 0.32 2.51 12
material for subjects.

4. The way a subject 1S i.90 .80 0.10 .94 15
presented in class.

5. Frequency and methods 2.06 .87 0.19 2.11 13
of classrcom testing. ‘

6. Friendliness of classroom 1.93 LB1 0.12 1,12 14
teacher-student
relationships.

7. Size and composition 4.09 .80 1.29 6.64% 1
of classes. A

8. Grading and promotion 3.22 .70 0.52 4,.31% 8
of students.

o Allocation of money 'to 4.09 .00 1.09 7.31% 3
teachers for instructional
aids and equipment

10. Teaching load anc other 4.24 .04. 1.20. 8.05x 2
duties of teachers.

i1. Arrangements for parents 3.20 .82 0:38 2.95*% 11
to discuss their ' ‘ ‘
children's schooling. ‘ _

12, School rules/regulations 2.71 L2 0.50 4.19% 9
for generai student body.

3. Nature of organized 3.50 .88 0.62 6.00% .7
professional :
development activities. . :

14, How teachers are 3.96 .90 1.06 6.04% 4 -
to be evaluated. _ ’

15, Expenditure patterns of 4.15 .10 1.05  7.45% 5

*Slonlflcant beyond -the .01 le

RO=Rank order based on size of dlscreoancy

vel.
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Senior High School Level )

Table 6.7 shows the discrépancy between the mean
perceived and the hean preferred involvement scbres of the
indiviauél teacher in determining action for each task at
the senior high school. Significant différences between the
mean perceived and the mean preferred Envolvement scores
occurred regarding all tasks éxcept the three tasks (Tasks
4, 5, and 6) in the area of classroom management. On the
other hand, the tasks that received the five largest .
discrepancy scores were as follows: (1) Task 7 (the size and
composition of classes), (2) Task 10 (the teaching load and
other duties of teachers), (3) Task”14 (how teachers are to
be evaluated), and (4) Task 15 (the expenaiture‘patterns of
school-based budgets), and (5) Task 9 (the allocation of
money to teachers for instruéfional aids and eéuipment).

Table 6.8 pfééents the degree of discrepancy in the
involvement of the'staff greup for each task. \There were
significant differences in the mean perceivéd and preferred
involvement scores regarding all tasks except two, both
(Tésks_S, and 6) in the area cf classroom management. In
contrast, the five tasks showing the largest discrepancy
scores w#ere as follows: (1) T%sk 7 (the composition of
classes), (2) Task 10 (the teaching load and other duties of
tegcherss, (3) Task 14 (how teachers are to be evaluated),
(4) Task 1 (the school's total program), and (5) Task 15

(the expenditure patterns of school-based budgets).



Involvement Scores of

TABLE 6.7

Discrepancy between Mean,Percefved and Preferred

Action for Each Task (Senior High School)
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the Individual Teacher Determining

(N=149)

Tasks Actual ‘Pref Discrep  t RO

Determination oOf

1. School's total program. 2,11 3.16 -1,05 -12.80% 6

2. Detailed content of 2 2.31 -0.87 -10.21% 7
the school's program,

3. Texts and instructional 3.01 3.83 =-0.82 =-9.13% 9

' material for subjects.

4. The way a subject is 4.54 4.56 -0.02 ~-0.67 14
presented in class. :

5. Frequency and methods 4.23 4.30 -0.07 ~-1.18 13
of classroom testing.

6. Friendliness of classroom .47 4.48 -0.01 -0.29 15
teacher-student
relationships.

7. Size and composition 1.75 3.74 -1.99 -19.76% 1
of classes. ' g

8. Grading and promotion 3.92 4.29 -0.37 -5.53% 12
of students. , _

9. Allocation of money to 2.34 3.51 -1.17 -13.60% 5
teachers, for instructional »
aids and equipment.

10. Teaching load and other 2.03 3.55 -1.52 -14.89% 2
duties of teachers. ' .

11. Arrangements for parents 3,14 3.76' -0.62 ~-7.52%x 10
to discuss their
children's schooling. 1

12. School rules/regulations 2.56 3.a43 -0.87 ~-9.91% 7
for general student body.

13. Nature cf organized 3.27 2.76 -0.49 ~-5.96x 11
professional _

- development activities. ,

14. How teachers are 5. 40 3.87 ~1.47 -14.49% 3
to be evaluated. . :

15. Expenditure patterns of 2.29 3.48 -1.19 -13.93% 4
school-based budgets. '

xSignificant beyond the .01 level.

RO=Rank order based on size

of discrepancy.



TABLE 6.8

Discrepancy between Mean Perceived and Preferred

Involvement Scores of the S
Action for Each Task

taff Group in Determining
(Senior High School)
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RO=Rank order based on size of discrepancy.

(N=149)

Tasks - Actual Pref Discrep t RO

Determination of

1. School's total program. 2.77 3.74 -0.97 11,414 4

2. Detailed content of 5.70 3.54 ~-0.84 -10.39% 6
the school's program.

3. Texts and instructional 2.54 3.52 -0.58 -6.94% 9
material for subjects.

4. The way a subject 1s 2.1 2.81 -0.20 -3.82%x 13
presented 1n class.

5., Frequency and metheds 2.91 3.07 -0.16 -2.55 14
of classroom testing.

6. Friendliness of classroom 2.4¢ 2.55 =0.13 =-2.52 1.5
teacher-student ‘ . ,
relationships. -

7. Size and composition 2.12 3.68 -1,57 -14.26% 1
of classes.

8. Grading.and promotion 3.03 3.42 -0.39 -5.40% 12
of students. : . Co

9. Allocation of money to 2.87 3.69 -0.82 -10.05% 8

' teachers for instructional
aids and equipment.

10. Teaching load and other 2.33 3,80 -1,17 -11.92% 2
duties of teachers. ,

11. Arrangements for parents 2.75 3.23 -0.48 ~-6.12%x 10
to discuss their
children's schooling. _

12. Schocl rules/regulations 3.02 3.8t -0.84 -10.58% 6

) for general student body.

13. Nature of organized 3.57 3.97 -0.40 -5.81x 11
professional
Jdevelopment activities. .

14, How teachers are 2.81 3.92 -1.11 -10.25% 3
to be evaluated. , ,

15, Expenditure patterns of 2.87 3.81 =-0.94 -10.52% 5
school-based budgets.

xSignificant beyond the .01 level.
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Table 6.9 indicates discrepancy scorés of the higher

official authority regarding each tasw. Therevwere
significant differences between the mean perceived and
preferred involvement scores of the higher official
authority y}th respect to all tasks except the three tasks
of classroom management. On the other hand, the five tasks
indicating the lafgest pocsitive discrepancy scores were as
follows: (1) Task 7 (the size and cdmposition of classés),
(2) Task 10 (the tea:hiﬁg‘load and other duties of
teachers), (3) Task 14 (how teachers are to be evaluated),
and (4) Task ¢ (the ailocation of money to teachers for
instructional aids and eqguiment), and. (5) Task 15 (the

expenditure patterns of school-based budgets).

Summary

in the area ofléldssroom management, no decisional
deprivation was found in most cases for both the individual
teacher and the formal staff group at the thfee levels of
schools. On the othér hand, a relatively large decisional
deprivation of the individual teacher and the formal staff
group was identified'regarding‘most tasks outside classroom
management, particularly for tasks related to (1) teacher
evaluation, (2) composition of classes,‘(3) teaching load
and other duties of teachers, and (&i?fesource.allocation.

S

In contrast, regarding these tasks ment ioned aboves the

higher official authority was actually involved far more

than was preferred by teachers.

”



Involvement Scores of the Higher Authority in Determining

TABLE 6.9

Discrepancy between Mean Perceived and Preferred

Action for Each Task (Senior High School)
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) (N=149)

Tasks Actual Pref Discrep t RO

Determination of

1. School's total program. 4,23 3.55 0.68 7.59% 6

2. Detailed content of 3.48 2.99 0.49 5.53% 8
the school's program.

3. Texts and instructional 3.05 2.68 0.37 3.68% 11
material for subjects.

4. The way a subject is 1.82 1.74 0.08 1.01 15
presented- in class. ) ,

5. Frequency and methods 2.16  2.04 0.12 1.45 13
of classroom testing. - .

6. Friendliness of classroom 1.94 2.04 -0.10 ~-1.25 14
teacher-student
relationships.

7. Size and comp051t1*‘ 4,35 3.01 1.34 14.,49x% 1

. of classes. ' « -

8. Grading and promot 2.91 2.53 0.38 3.86x 10
of students. ‘

g, Allocation of money to 4,08 3.17 0.91 9.83x% 4
teachers for instructional
aids and eguipment.

10. Teaching load and other 4,31 3.06 1.25 13.36% 2
duties of teachers.

11. Arrangements for parents 3.48 3.06 0.42 5.85% 9
to discuss their '
children's schooling. .

12. School rules/regulation 4,03 3.38 0.65 7.86% 7
for general student body.

13. Nature of organized 3.26 2.89 0.37 3.99x 11
professional
development activities.

14. How teachers are 4.10 2.99 1.11 10.54% 3
to be evaluated.

15. Expenditure patterns of 4,21 3.36 2.85 9., 12% 5.
school-based budgets. '

%Significant beyond the .01 level. \ o

RO=Rank order based on size of discrepancy. e

R

i
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leferences in Degrees of Discrepancy
by Type of School

Research Questlon 3,2: What significant differences
“exist in degrees of discrepancy among the three

‘types of schocls regarding the involvement. of each
decision-making unlt for each task?

In order to. 1n¢est1gate the questlon, the mean -
discrepancy‘score of each dec151on maﬁlng unit with respect
to eachvtask was calculated fcr each group of teacrers i
categorized by type of school. The one-way analys:s of
variance, ANOVA, was used.to test for significant
differences among the. mean discrepancy scores of the teacher

groups regarding each task.

The Individual Teacher as Decision—Making;Unit

As shown ln‘Table 6.10, the*e were no 51gn1f1cant
qifferences lnuthe‘mean discrepaney scores of the ‘three
types%of schoolsmregardinélthe lnvoljement of the individual
o teacher for all_tasks}except three. That is, the
.discrepancy‘SCore of the indi&idual teacher was " -

4

h151gn1f1cantly hlgher at the elementary school than at the -
junior'and senior hlgh school for. Task 5 (freéhency and
'methods of. classroom testlng) f’For Task 8 .(the gradlng and
promotlon of students), the dlscrepancy score was . |
;51gn1f1cantly hlgher at the elementary and . the ]uQior high
school than at the senior hlgh school. For ;%%k 13 (the
nature of: organlzed profe551onal development act1v1t1es)

the d*screpancy score was 51gn1f1cantly higher atv*he



TABLE 6.10

CquB*lSOﬂ cf Mean Discrepancy Scores in Invclvement
of the Individual Teacher De*e*m ining Action

*

school-based budgets.

for Each Task by Type c¢f School
© (N=298) - :
Tasks " 1.Elem 2.JHS 3.SHS F Diff
i n=66 n=83 n=149":
Determination of
1. School's total program. -0.867 -1.312 -1.05 1.33
2. Detailed content of -0.80 -C.89 ~-0.87 O0.16 |,
' the schocol prcgram. : ‘
3. Texts and instructional -0.66 -0.8: -0.82 0.59
material for subjeccts. e
4 The way & Subject is . -0.02 =-0.20 -0.02 2.30
~ presented in class. ' ,
5. Freqguency and ‘methods -0.60 -0.19 -0.07 B.41%*x1-2
cf classroom testing. i _ 1-3
€. Friendliness cf classroom -0.08 -C.'i -0.01 0.79
' tveacher-student |
relationships.
7. Size and compcsition -1.81 -2.26 ~-1.99 2.42
of classes. ‘ ' . ,
8. Grading and promot*on =0.77 -0.83 -0.37 7.43%%1-3
- of students. 2-3
Q.. Allocation of money to -1.10 -1.26  -i.17 0.37
ceachers for ipstructional -
aids and equipment. -
'10. Teaching load and other -1.26 ~-1.44 -1.52 0.92
duties of teachers. \ . ' o
11. Arrangements for parents ~-0.72 -0.79 -0.62 0.67
tc discuss their - = :
- children's schooling. . :
12. School rules/regulations -0.80+ -0.78 =-0.87 0.2
for general student body.
13. Nature of organlzed : -0.96 -0.59 -0.49 4.21x 1-3
professional ' :
development activities. ‘ :
14, How teachers are -1.49 =-1.54 -1.47 0.07
.- to-'be evaluated. ' ' :
15. Expenditure patterns of -1.03 .26 -1.19 0.72

* <

.05, *xp<.01
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,

elementary school thap at the senior high school.
et . j L4
Yo ‘

The Formal Staff Group as Decision-Making Unit

4

As indicated in Table 6.11, significant differences
were found in the mean discrepancy sco;es‘of‘phe “hree types
.of schools regarding the invol&ement of the fb:mal‘staff
group for five ;asks: the three tasks (Tasks 4, 5, and 6) in

- i o Lo 3 . R 3
the area of classroom management snd two tasks (Tasks 8 and

A

13) outside classroom management. The discrepancy scores of

t
-y

e formal staff grolp were significantly higher at the

¥

junicr high school than 2% the elementéry-school for Tasks 4
and 6, and also significantly higher than at the senior high

school for Taéks 6 and 13, Fcr Task 5, the discrepancy

score was @ignificantly ﬁighér at the elemehtary>5choal than
"at both the junior and seniqr high séhoolsQ Another'aspecﬁ
cf_;he Cata indicated higher discrepancy scores for the |
elementary and junio; high scﬁbols for taska8 (the grading

and promotion of students), as compared with that of the
. . e "
senior nigh school. ™

- e .,

' S A , .
The Higher Officiéi’%uthq;iby-as Decision-Making Unit

As sho%ﬁ*iﬁ Table 6.12,. there were no significant
S g on - ;

S

) 5 .
differéhq@@?fn.the discrepancy scores of the three types of
e ’ St .

schools'fé%%rding‘theginvolvement of the higher official

authority fcr all three tasks in the area of classroom
. e

.

. : . C e . ’ - :
management. However, significant differences in the mean

discrepancy scores were found regardingugix tasks outside

.

[
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TABLE 6.11
Compariscn of Mean Discrepancy Scores 1in Involvement
¢? the Staff Group in Determining Action
for Each Task by Type of Schoci
(N=298)
Tasks 1.Elem 2.JHS 3.SHS F Diff
' n=66 n=83 n=149
Determinaticn of; |, RS
. Schocl's total pragham -6.83 -',09 -0.%7 1.08
2. Detailed CO“teJrﬁ R, -0.71 -(C.79 -C.84 (.38

3. Tex*s and 1nstruf'1oua
material for subjects.

-3.77 - -C.E2 -0.28 1.56

4, The way a subject 1is 0,11 -0.42 -~0.20 3.63% 1-2
presented in class. :
5. . Frequency and methods -0.73 -0.23 0.6 B. 1t*x1-2
‘ of classroom testing. ' . -3
4% 6. Friendliness of classroom -0.16 =-0.43 -0.!'3 4.78%%1-2 .,
-teacher-student A - 2= 3 i
relationships. : : o f5ﬁfﬁ
7. Size and composition - -1.49 -1.83 -1.57 1.39
of classes. e
8. Grading and promoblon -0.74 -0.,80 -0.329 -5.75*%1-3
cf students. 2-3
9. Allocation of money to -0.90 -1:17 -(.82 2.89°
teachers for instructiocnal -
aids and equipment.
10. Teaching load and other -1.22 -1.43 ~-1.17 1.27

duties of teachers., :

11. Arrangements for parents -0.54- -0.77 -0.48 2.2

: ‘to discuss their ’
children's schooling. , o

12. School rules/requlations -0.75 -0.92 -0.84 0.52
for general student body. :

13, Nature of organized -0.61 -0.75 -0.40 3.54% 2-3
professional : .
development activities.

'14, How teachers are : -1.50 -1.48 -1,11 2.63
" to be evaluated:

15. Expenditure patterns of -1.06 ~-1.26 -0.94 2.02
school-based budgets. :

*p<,05, **p%.01
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Comparison of Mean Discrepancy Scores in Involvement

of the Higher Authority in Determining Action
for Each Task by Type of School

(N=298)
Tasks 1.Elem 2.JHS 3.SHS F Diff
Y n=66 n=83 n=149
Determination of .
1. School's total program. 0.28 C.67 0.68 3.30%x 1-3
2. Detailed content of v -0.06 - 0.40 . 0.45 7.09%%1-2°
rhe school's pregram. s . ' 1-3
2, Texts and instructicnal .22 G.32 0.37 0.37
material for subjects.
™
4, The way a subject 1s -0.14 .10 0.08 1.66
presented 1in class.
5. Freguency and methods 0.39 £.19 0.12 1.78
- of classroom testing. , 3
6. Friendliness of classroom -0.27 c.12 -0.'0 2.94
teacher-student e
relaticnships.
2. Size and composit ¥or 0.92 1.29  1.34 2.20
, of classes. L . : |
8. Grading and promotion 0.33 0.52 - 0.38 0.65
of students. * :
9. Allccation of.money to 0.48 109 0.91 4.64x 1-2
teachers for instructional s C . 1=3
aids and equipment. 4
10, Teaching load and other 0.81 1,20 1.25 3.18% 1-3
duties cf teachers.
11, Arrangements for parents J. 15 0.38 0.42 1.98
to discuss their
~children's schooling. : . '
12, School rules/regulations -0, 1 .28 0.65 12.56%x%1-2
for general student body 1-3
3. Nature of organized .6 0.62 0.37 2.06
professiona’ '
development activitles.
14, How teachers are 0.49 .06 1 4.61% 1-2
© to be-evaluated. -3
15, Expenditure patterns cf 0.5% " 1.05 0.85 2.79
schocl-based budgets.
xp<,05, *xp<,0°
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classroom-management. The discfepancy sccres of the higher
official authority were 51gn1£1canlty lower at the
elementary school than at the junior and senior high schools
for four tasks: Task 2 (the detailed‘tontent of the school's

prograﬁ), Task 9 (the allocatlon of money to teachers for

instructional aids and equ1pment), Task 12 (school rules and

regulatiorrs for the general student body), and Task 14 (how
treachers are to be evaluated). For Task 1 (the schoo"s

total program) and Task 10 (the teaching load and other,

s~ gduties of teachers), the discrepancy scores were also
N : ; .

g

significantly lower at the elementary school than at the

senior'hiéh schoocl.

Summary

The degree of decisionaledepfivatien of the individual
teacher was significantly higher at the elementary school
than at the junior ﬁigh schooiﬁfor one task on classroom
testiqg,bahd also significantly higher thah at the senior
high school for,three tasks: (1) class;oomatesting , (2) the
grading ahd promotion .of students, and (3) professional
development activities. For one task on the grading and
promotion ef students, the degree of Qecisional deprivation

of the individﬁ%l‘teacher.was significantly higher at the

']unlor high school than at the senior hlgb school.

The degree of decisional depr1vat10n of the formal
staff grouplwas'significantly higher at the elementary

school than at the junior high school for one task on
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classroém testing,'and also significantif higher‘tﬁan at the
senior high school for two tasks: ore tas? on clf@ssroom
tresting and the other task on grading and prométibn of
students. . Qn the othef hand, the degree of decisional
deprivation was significantly higher at the jﬁnior high
schocl than at the elementary school for two tasks in the
area of classroom management, and also significancly higher
than at the senior high school for three‘tasks:'one task
‘concerniné classrcom managéménp,and twd rasks cutside

“

classroom management.

The degree cf discrépép:y in the perceived and the 7o

preferred involvement of the.higher official autho;ity was
significantly lower at the elementary schoqi than at the
junior and sgnior high schools for four tasks ou;side
ciassroom management, &and also significéntly~lower at the”Q
elementary schocl than at.-he senior high schocl fbf twe
more tasks outside classroom management . |

It is‘notewofthy that, first, irn no case was the degree
of deprivation of both the individual -eacher and the formal
staff group significantly higher at the senior high échool

: oW, ' o

than at. the elementary}and “unicr high schools. Seconrd, the

'degree of discrepancy betwes “ne perceived and the

preferred involvement of the ~rer officia. authcrity was
significantly lower at the € -7¢ "ary schocl than at the
junior and senior high schoc.s severa. -eSks external to

classroom management.

[
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Differences in Degrees of Discrepancy
by Demographic Variables
In this section, analyses were conducted to determine
whether there were any significant differences in the mean
discrepancy scores of teacher groups categorized by
- /

demographic variables with respegé to each task.

Mélé and Female

Research Question 3.3: What sigeificant differences
exist in degrees of discrepancy between male and female
staff regarding the involvement of each decision-making unit
for each task? - o

maple 6.13 shows the mean discrepancy Scores by'sex.

No significant differences in discrepancy scores of male and
female staff occurred regarding'the involvement of the three
decision-making units for all 45 cases except for 4 cases.
Female staff had signj%icantiy higher discrepancy scores

than malevstaff in}(;g(the involyement of the individual
teacher for Taskv13 (the nature of organized professional
'developmént activifies).and (2) the involvement of the

" formal staff for Task 5 (the frequency and methbds of
classroom testing). On the othef'hand, male staff desired”
significantly lower .involvement of the higher official
authqfi;y than female staff with respect to Task 2 (the

detailed content of the school's program) and Task 6 (the

_friendliness of classroom teacher—studen’elationships)‘.‘



TABLE 6.13

Comparison of Mean Discrepancy‘Sco:es
of Each Decision-Making Unit in De

Action

for Each Task by Sex

in Involvement

termining

(N=298)

Task Individual Teacher Staff Group Higher Authority

No. M F t M F t M F “t

' n=15%6 n=142 n=156 n=142 n=156 n=142

1. -1.05-1.0% -0.28 -0.86 -1.09 1.95  0.67 0.49 1.34

> -0.86 -0.86 C.00 -C.74 -0.86 0.98  0.48 0.19  2.45%

5 -0.86°-0.74 -0.87 ~-0.72 -0.66 -0.44  0.36 .27 0.62

4. -0.14 -0.04 -1.55 ~-0.22 -0.27 0.53 ¢.12 -0.07 1.8

= -0.16 -0.30 1.27 ~-C.i8 -0.46 2.33x 0.29 0.11 1.52

6. -0.11 -0.00 -1.58 ~-92.21 -C.24 0.3i 0.03 -0.,21 2.05%

7 -1:97 -2.06 0.63 -1.32 -1.72 1.25 1.30 1.13 1.05

8. -0.54 -0.64 0.56 ~-0.50 -0.66 1.31 0.52 0.28 1.80

9. ~-1.24 -t.11 -1.02 -0.88 -1.0C 0.99 0.93 0.78 1.02

0. -1.41 -1.46 0.32 -1.13 -1.38 1.7¢ 1.17 1.09 0.60

11 -0.59 -0.78 1.52 -0.49 -0.66 1.37 . 0.36 0.33 0.30

12 -0.75 -0.89 .1.21 ~-0.78 -0.90 0.93  0.55 0.32 1,81

13. -0.49 -0.75 2.11% -02.49 -0.53 0.86 0.47 0.52 -0.45
43, -1.41 -1.57 1.00 -1.16 -1.43 1.64  0.97 0.92 0.29

45 -1.17 -1.16 -0.03 ~-1.05 -1.08 0.25 0.89 0.80 0.63

M=Male, F=Female

*p<.05

a‘.
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Length of Teaching Experience

Research Question 3.4: What significant differencg
exist in degrees of discrepancy among teacher group
categorized by length of teaching experience regarding the
involvement of each decisionjmaking unit for each task?

As indicated in Table 6.14, there were significant
differences in discrepancy scores of the perceived and
preferred involvement of the individual teacher regarding
six taske: one tack in the area of ;lassfoom management and
five tasks outside clasroom manageﬁent.- First, the
decisional deprivatioe scores were siénfficantly higher for
teachers with the shortest-length of teéching experience (5
years or less) than for teachers with the longest length of
teaching experience (11 Years or more) with respect to Task
1 (he school's total program), Task 2 (the detailed content
of the school's program), and Task 5 (fregquency and methods’
of classroom testing). Second, the deeisfonal deprivatseon
scores were significantly‘lower for teachers with the
lonéest length‘of teaching experience than for the two other
groups of teachers regarding Task 7 (the size and
composition of classes) and Task 10 (the teaching load and
other duties of teachers). Third, the decisional
deprivation score was significantly higher for teachers with
a medium length of eeaching experience (6-10 years) than for~
teachers with.the longest length of teaching experience
regarding Task 11 (arrangements for parents to discuss their

children’s schooling).



TABLE 6. 14

Compar:son of Mean Discrepancy Scores in Involvement
of the Individudl Teacher ir Determining Action
for Each Task ty Length of Teaching Experience
' (N=268) )

Length of Teaching Experience

Task. 1. 5 years 2. 6-10 3. 11 years

No. or less vears or more F Difference -
n=4: n=66 n=191

[ -1.4" -1.05% -0.94 4.15% i-3

2. adl I -1.C0 -0.74 3.90x  1-3

3 -0.90 -0.52 -0.73 0.9

4. ~0.00 -0.29 -0.07 1.89

5. -0.48 -0.38 ~-0.12 4.1v6x  1-3

&. -0.13 =0.'6 -0.54 C.46

7. -2.34 ~2.37 ~-1.82 6.57%x 1-2, 2-3

8. -0.54% -0.77 -30.53 .54

8. ~1.49 -1, ~1.13 1.83

i0. -1.71 -1.85 -1.23 6.98*%% 1-3, 2-3

[ -0.63 _ -0.398 -0.59 3.36x  2-3

T2, -2.98 -C.79 -0.7S 0.53

13, -0.78 -C.66 -0.586 J.86

14, -1.37 A -1.%59 ~i.43 0.30

15, -1.38 -1.26 -1.08 .39

*p<.05, **¥p<.0!

: &



As prese&ted irn Table 6.15, significant differences 1in
the decisional deprivation scores ~f +he formal staff group
occurred with regard O cix tasks: one task concerning

’ ¥
classroom management and five tasks external to classroom J’
management. First, ‘he higher decisional deprivation scores
were found for teachners with -he shortest teaching ii?
experience than for teachers with rhe longest teaching
experience with respect to mask | {the scnhool's total
program), Task 2 (=ne detalied content of the school's
program), and magsk 15 (the expenditure patterns of
school~bésed bﬁdgets).‘ Secona; the dECisibnal deprivation
scores were significantly higher for teachers with a medium
length of teaéhing'expérﬁengg than” for tea. = with the
longest lengfh of teachin§ experience rega: id Task 5
{(frequency and me-nods of classroom testirg), Task 10 (the

an

h
(b

(68

r duries of teachers), and Task 12

~-h
- o he

teachlng loa
(schocl rules and reqgulations for the general gtudent body) .
Table 6.'6 shows the discrepancy -between the percetved
égd p:eferred.involvement ~f the hdgher cfficial authority.
mhe discrepancy Scores were signilicantly different
reqarding five tasks outside classroom management. First,
the discrepancy sccCres were higher for teachers with the
shortest length of.;ea:hing‘éxperienée than for teachers
with the iongest length of reacning exper:ence reggrding

mask 7 (rhe size and :omposi:ion ~7 classes), Task 9

rn
bt

{allocation cf mecney ro teachers :Or ng-ruczicnal aids and



TABLE 6.15

Comparison of Mean Discrepancy Scores in Involvement
of the Staff Group in Determining Action for Each
Task by Length of Teaching Experlence

‘ Length of Teaching Experience i
Task 1. 5 years 2. 6-10 3. 11 years
No. or less years or more F Difference
n=41 n=66 4, n=19
: -1.24 -3 -0.86 3.27%  1-3
2. -1.°0 -0.8¢ -0.70 3.07«  1-3
3 -0.73 =0.80 -0.65 0.49
4 -0.45 -0.21 -0.2" 1.90
5 -0.43 -0.55% -0.21 3.28% 2-3
6 -0.33 -0. 11 -0.24 1.18
7. =195 -'.60 -1.48 2.87 -
8. -3.68 , ~0.77 -0.49 ¢ 2.05
S -1.13 -1.06% -0.86 o 1.51
10 -1.43 -1.85 -1.11 3.72%  2-3
i -0.50 -0.79 -0.51 1.82
12 -0.30 -1.158 -0.72 4,30% 2-3

~1.65 -9.75 0. 44
J

-1.40 —1.20 -0.94

\
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TABLE 6.16

Comparison of Mean Dlscrepancy Scores in Involvement
of the Higher Authority is Determining Action for
Each Task by Length of Teaching Experience

(N=298)

Length of Teaching Experience

Task 1. 5 years 2. 6-10 3. 11 years

No. or less years . ' Or more F Difference

" n=41 n=66 n=191

1. 0.75 0.68 0.51 - 1.07

2. 0.56 0.51 0.23 2.98

3. : 0.35 0.45 0.27 0.58

4. 0.20 0.05 0.01 0.95

5. 0.33 0.09 0.22 0.73

6. -0.00 ~0.09 -0.10 0.18

7. 1.65 1.34 1.08 3.2t 1-3

8. 0.48, 0.40 0.39 0.10

a. 1.30 0.97 0.72 4.21%  1-3

10. 1.45 1.42 0.96 5.34%x 1-3, 2-3
1. 0.48 0.52 ¢ 0.25 2.44

12. 0.90 0.60 0.28 ' 7.01%% 1-3

13. 0.73 0.60 0.40 2.03

14. 0.98: 1.08 0.90 0.41

15. 1.25 1.08 0.67 5.79%x 1-3, 2-3
*p<.05, **p<.0]1 o i
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eqnipment), and Task 12'(the rules and recgulations for the

general studonf hody,. Second, the discrepancy scores. were

P .

™
~lower for teachefs wzth\the longest lquth of teaching

‘experiehce‘thaﬁ for the,two other teaCher groups with regard

to Task 10 (the teachi ng icad and other duties of teachers)

and Task 15'(the expénditure patterns of SPhou;—uased

O’

udge ets).

-

ct

en

-

hoof Training

9]

Research Question 3.5: What significant differences
exist in deg*ees of d15crepan;g among teacher grcups
categorized by engtn of tra: ning regarding the involvement

Q-'ea h decision-making unit for each kask?

'As_seen in Takb le= 6. £.18, and €:'9, thnere were no

©

significaht‘differences among +<he mean discrepancy scores of

teacher groups classified by length of training, regarding

all cases except one. That iq, the decisionc. deprivaticn

4
-

of the indivicual, teacher was 515n-3§:an:ly lower fo

[

teachers with the longest period of trainping (six years or

more) than for the twc Cther teacher 3II0uUpsS with respect to

one task in the area of classrcom management as indicated in

Table 6.17. There were no significan: differences in the

he teacher groups regarding the

disCrepan;y,s res among ©
invoiveﬁ&nt of the s-ef? 3:.up and the higher authecrity for
‘2:. -asks as shown in Taples t. % and 6.°%
Sﬁmmarv

‘ho gnlklcant dlff rences‘in 5egrees‘of c.3Zrepancy s
beiwéen male and female szaff regarcding twhe .involvement of

. N ’ . . 4.,:5



TABLE 6.17
‘Comparison'of Mean Discrepanéy Sc ‘Involvement
" 5f the individual Teacher in DeiyiSEee
’ for Each Task by Length ofs@PB1n1ng

(N=295)
.
‘ Length of Training
~ Task 1. Four 2. Five. 3. Six years _
No. years years or more F Difference
n=119 .. n=100 n=76
1. —1.16 -5.92 . -0.99 1,80
2. -1.01 ~0.75 -0.76 2.21
L -0.75 -0.92 -0.75 0.76
4 -0.15 ~-0.08 0.0 2.00
5 -0.32 ~0.27, -C.09 1,47
-0.15 -5.07 0.12 5.29%x 1-3, 2-3
7. -2.03 -1.97 -1.92 C.76
8. -0.6" -0.57 -0.5¢€ 0.0G6
9. ~1.25 o -1.20 -1.0° 1.C8
‘ 1. 60 -1.23 -4 z. 74
11 -0.82 -0.58 ~0.58 1. 8¢ o
12. -J3.87 7 -C.8 -0,78 C.1E v
13, -5.370 =0 .88 -2.68 .20
14, -1.54 =138 ~1.54 T.a
15. -5.15 =17 20,20 (.03
'xp< .05, #¥p<.0] \ e ‘
. - .
\
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TABLE 6.13

Comparison of Mean Dicrepancy Scores in Involvement
' of the Higher Authority in Determining Action
for Each Task by Length of Training
(N=295) o

Length of Training.

Task " 1. Four 2. Five 3/ Six<yeafs ,
No. years years or more F Difference
o n=119 n=100 n=76 ‘ '

. 0.48 0.61 0.73 1.20
2. ' 0.28 0.39 ' 0.40 0.46
3. 0,30 0.34 £0.35 0.05
i, 0.51 0.00 0.07 0.15
5. ‘ 0.21 0.17 0.2¢6 c.17
6. = - -0.05 0.15 ~-0.07 0.27
7. 1.31 1.16 T 1,17 0.37
8. 0.43 0.32 0.50 0.57
S 0.97° 0.73- 0.86 .08
. 1.23 . 1.07 1.07 0.6
1. 0.40 - 0.37 .23 0.76
2. : 0.43 0.58 0.29 1.67
N 0.6 0,36 C.50 WE
PG, - .97 0.94 0.94 .02
15, 0.91 0.80 0.84 0.21 .
*p<,(05 ) LK
&
',,’*"‘&:! 42@1
./'\;f?"!vy ’
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o ‘ . : A
+4. The scores which ranged from -1 to +1 were regarded as
no or low degree of discrepancy, and those scores less than

-

cr greater than +1 were considered as high degree of
discrepancy. The percentages for no or low deéree of»
’discrepancy and high degrée of dyscrepanty in the
‘nvoivement cf each deéision—méking unit were calculated for

each task, as provided in Tacrles 6.20, 6.21, and 6.22.

Elementary Scheool Level

as seen in Tetle 6.20, at the elementary school, two
tasks in the area of classrcom management received the
nighest percentagé with no or low degree of discrepancy in
the‘in§olvement of the individual teacher. Thése were Task
£ '(98.5%) and Task 6 (98.4%). However, Task 5 dealing with
classroom testing showed 72.8%. On the ofher hand, the
three tasks indicating the largest percentage with high
degree of discrepancy were as follows: Task 7 (58.5%) on
composition of classes, Task 14 (46.0%) on teacher
eyalua:i:n; and Task i0 (40.0%) on teaching load and other
duries oI teachers.

The Tasks showing the lérgest percentage with no or low
degree ©f discrépéncy in :he involvement of the formal stéff
groub were‘simila: to thosebof the indidiual teacher. These

i

were Task &4 (96.8%) and Task b6 (93.6%). In contrast,'gﬁg

or
o
5]
=

s that received the~largést percentage with high degree
) : ' © ‘ i
cf discrepancy were as follows: Task 14 (50.9%), Task 7
‘ Dy 7T : P

o>
(g
O
Iy
o]
3
Q.
3
[o}]
n
ey
(]
(U]
R =
\0
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: TABLE 6.20 ’

Percentage with Ldw ana High Distrepancy in
involvement ¢f Eacn Decisicn-Making Un:it
for Each Task (Eiementary School)
(N=66)
Task Individual Teacher . Staff Group Higher Authority
No. . no or low high® no or low high no or low high
. 77.3 22,7 5.0 25.¢ 51.3 13,7
2. 76.9 23 .1 2.5 175 84.4 15,6
3 80.9 20.C 79,0 2.0 52.8 17,2 s
4. 8.5 T,z 36.8 3.2 50.7 Gz
5. 72.8 27.2 720 27.0C T7.7 22.5
6. S8.4 S 33.6 6.4 g7.3 2.7
7. 51,5 58.5 7.1 §2.9 6.0 32,0
8. T 75,4 20.6 T 22.9 78.2 " 21.8
g, 69.2 0.8 76.2 23.8 73.4 26.6
10. *60.0 40.0 65.1 34.9 74.6 25.4
N 7.0 23.0 8z2.5 7.5 82.0 8.C
te. 75.8 24.2 76.6 23.4 B7.5 12.8
13, 9.7 30.3 Te.5 - 22.% 82.8 P72
14, 54.0 26.7 45,17 5C.9 70.4% 25.6 ]
15, 69.2 30.¢ 63.5 36..5 76.2 23.8

No or low discrepancy=discrepancy scores which ranged
from -1 to *+1, S : . .

High discrepancy=discrepancy scores %hich are less than -
and greater than *+1'., o

\
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N
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Percentage with Low and High Discrepancy in

TABLE 6.21

involvement of Each Decision-Making Unit
for Each Task (Junior high School)

155

(N=84) -
Task  Individual Teacher Staff Group ‘Higher Authority
No!x ‘% no or low high no or low high no or low high
Y (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
. 59.5 (0B 56.6  43.4  73.2 26.8
2. 70.2 29.8 72.3 27.7 82.9 17.1
2. 71.4 28.6 '72.0 28.0  .74.4 25.6
4. 92.8 7.2 91.5 8.5 86.6 13.4
5. 92.8 7.2 Q0.4 9.6 89.1 10.9
€. 95.2 4.8 86.6 13.4 90. 1 9.9
7. 241 75.9 36. 1 63.9 33.4 66.6
8. 73.6 26.2 77.1 22.9 80.4 19.6
9. 61.4 38.6 56.6. - 43.4 53.7 46.3
10. 51.2 48.8 56.6 43.4 52.4 47.6
11 72.9 27.1 75.9 24.1 84.1 15.9
12 81.0 19.0 71,1 28.9 . 76.8 23.2
13. 82,1 17.9 75.9 24.1 78.1 21.9
14, §1.6 58. ° 48,1 51.9 56.9 43.1
15, 57. 1 42.9 " 60.2 39.8 57.3 42.7

No or low discrepancy=discrepancy ScCOres which ranged

_from -1 to
High discr

1.

and greater than +1.

L3

epancy=discrepancy scores which are less than -1



TABLE 6.22

Percentage with Low and High Discrepancy in
Involvement of Each Decision-Making Unit
for Each Task (Senior High School)

(N=149)

Task Individual Teacﬁer Staff Group Higher Authority
No. no or low  high no or low high no or low high

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
1 68 .2 37.8 71,2 28.8 8G.5 15,1
2. 74 .3 25.7. 76.2 23.8 84.2 5.8
3. 15,7 24 .72 81.4 16.6 83,5 6.5
4 97.3 2.7 S 6.3 92.9 7,
5 92.5 7.5 33,2 £.8 8G.4 0.6
& 95.8 4,2 35.5 5.5 90.8 9,2
B 32.9 7L 44,1 55.9 5.8 42.2
§ 9i.8 8.2 89, 1 10,0 84.3 5.7
S 64.5 35,1 77.8 22.1 73,0 25.0
10+ 55.4 44.6 £7.3 32.7 60.7 29,3
" 83.8 16.2 85.2 13.8 39,8 a2
) 73.5" 26.5 73.3 26.7 8(,.° 19,
13, 83.5 6.2 85,3 01,7 §3.0 17.0
14 . 54,1 45.9 1.0 38.4 £5.3 34.7
5, 63.9 36. 1 76.0 24.0 75.2 24.8

No or low discrepancvy=discrepancy sccres which ranged

from -1 to *1t. :

High discrepancy=Zdisirepancy scores wnich are less than -

ard grezter than *° .
¥o

o P

[
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o
The tasks that received the largest percentage with no
or lcw degree cf discrepancy 1in the involvement of the
higher official authoriﬁy were Task ¢ k90.7%) and Taék 6
(87.3%) dealing with classroom management, and Task 11
(92.0%) concerning ar:ahgements_fo: péfents to discuss‘their
children's schooling. On the other 'nand, Ehe ;hfeé tasks
showing the largest pefcéntagé with high degree of

disc

-
"
(D

cancy were as follows: Task 7 (35.0%), Task '4

(29.6%), and Task 9 (26.¢%). Task & (22.33) for classroom

resting also indicated a relatively large percentage with

high degree of discrepancy.

Junior High Schecl —evel

4s presented In Table 5.2{, at the juﬁior high school,
ail %hree tasks in the area of classroom management.received
the largest percentage with no or ‘licw degree of discrepancy
in the inQolvement of bo:th the individual teacher and the
formal staff group: Task & (92.8%, 91.5%), Task 5 (92.8%,
50.4%), and Tgsk 6 (S5.2%, B86.€%). On the other hand, the,
rasks showing the largest pefcentage'with high degree of
discrepancy in the involvement of both the individual

reacner and the formal szaff group were as follows: Task !

(45.5%, 43.4%), Task 7 (75.9%, 63.39%), Task !0 (48.8%,

»

s

DR
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At the elementary school level, two tasks in the area

5¢ -lassrcom maragement received the largest percentage witih
no o7 low degree of discrepancy regarcing
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ts. On the other hand,
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Summary and Discussion

This chagter dea.t with findings on ¢ the dlscrepancy
recweern -he perce.ved and the Zrelerrea Lnvo.vement OI eacn

; [ -~ AR - ¢ Sy ;
de-:sion-maxking unit for each zask, (2) diiferences 1n
3 ~ ~ o £ -~ 3 . o -~ &
dezrees of dlscrepancy by type oI school, sex, .engtn o!
- 2o -~ - - - ~ - 3 y - - - - -~ ~ - -a —~ s
-2aching experience, and length I training of the tegchers.

.
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P
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The Professionald Bureaucracy is a highly democratic
~structure, at leq st, for the‘profe551onals of the
operating core. In fact, ot only do the
professxonals control thelr own work, but also seek
collective control of the administratlve decisions
that aff%@t ‘them.

#,

The findings also 1nd1cated a tension berween
professional authority and admlnlstratlve authorty as
observed by a number of writers such as Corwin‘(1965),

& 2lutto and Belasco (1973), Chamberlain (1975), Hoy and

Miskel (1578:69-79), and Haserfeld (1983:163-164)"

'

The degrees of discrepancy of each of the three

dec‘sion—making units regarding the fifteen tasks were
gl;y
larqely 51m11ar in the three types of schools. However,

some dlffereﬁces ‘were found in comparlson by type of school.
i 5
The degree of deprivation of teachers was 51gn1f1cantly

hlgher ‘at the elementary and jUﬂ;Of high school levels than

R

at. the senior high school lever with respect to a few tasks.

PR

.”These were (1) classroom testlng, (2) grading and promotion
’ o 1

of stdqenrs,'and (3) profe551onal development activities.
.fvl On the other hand the degree of discrepancy between the 433:
| Qercelved and the preferred involvement of the higher
' ofﬁlc1al autnorlty was significantly lower at the elementary
SChool level *han at the 1un10r and senior high school
'ilevers for several tasks external to classroom management.
No 51gn1f1cant differences in the degree of discrepancy

befween maWe and female staff were found regarding most

tasks. Second, some significant differences in degrees of



. 1€2
0

aiSCFEpanchwefe foung among teachers catescrized by ‘erg*b
'cf'teaching experience. Teachers with les$ than 11 years of

»

teaching experience shc¥ed higher degrees of deprivation in A

[ a)

the involvement of both the individus! teacher and the

o

forma) graff group for .S%me casks, and alsc observed higher
degress of invo.vement O9f the higher of ficial authcrizy for

4 . ."‘7A ) i : ‘ . ‘ . . ' .
.S0me rasgks, as Comgangc Wivh reachers with 11 yeags.or moere

;teaching'expefienCE.a-Flﬂally; rRere was nco significant

difference in degrees 5f'discrepancy‘fegardihg the

in&Ol&emeht of each of }hévthree‘decisiod~maﬁing units for
‘the fiftééﬁ>ta;ks amons teachers cg:egorized by‘lengtﬁ of
bfaiﬂfhg, | N |
- %-cogclusloﬁ teacherg did not desire much change 1in

s

the cyry eﬁt '“1€‘>'ﬁ'-1~”lbu"’On cl’ dlscre 1onarylpowér over

C*as°'oom mactets, b°fe°s fwey wi shec somé changes - in that

. o . . e
of discrett onaFY Dcwef OVe* aomlnwstrablve matters. The
results sere simﬂlaf tC»those whlch would oe 1mp11ed by the

Chafacterlstrcs 0‘.p“OFeSS O”al bur eaucracy The:*esults

'3150 z‘d’Ca*Dd a tenSIQﬂ b&tweeh profe551onal au*horlLy and ?’

8 ¢ e ‘ _ R
admlnlstratlve autherlty . o _ o RS . "o
N 7 L ® IS .
o~ ié ‘ .
: < ) S o
t "‘ .




, &. g CHAPTER 7

SATISFACTION OF TEACHERS WITH THEIR INVOLVEMENT
IN DECISION HAKING
This chapter deals with f£indings onr overa-‘

sa*ﬁSféction leve.s of teachers with their 1nwolvemapg Wn.
B & ;

decision making and differences in tne sa*lsféuaﬁon *gve,s’;“,_

&6
. by type of school, sex, .eng: h of tea hing’ experlenee, =“d

‘length o‘ tralran of the teachefs Ana!yses were also

”carrled out to de*ermlne *He re;a*lonsh‘p be*ween overa¢l

o *

satlstaﬂtloﬂ o‘ teachers with *ne r‘-nvolvemen' in dec:i s;qn

;vmak1ngrand decxsronax depr1Vatlon of teachers wlth respect

to each task.: In add1t1on major sources-of overall

&

dlssatlsfact;en of teasuéfé wigh- the*r 1nvolvemeﬁ?

T
dec151on maklng»were' 24 yzed , - ‘
3

Overall Satisfaction Level of Teachers with:
_ .- _Their Involvement in Decision Making '

Quest1on 4.1: What degree of satisfaction do
wlth thelr 1nvolvement in dec151on making?

r

-Researc
teachers fee

The sc le of overall satlsfactlon of teachers w1th

thelr 1nvolvemen§ in dec151on making ranged from 1 to 6:

A Cvery dlSSatISfled), 2 (moderately dlssatlsfled) .

3 (sllgntly dlssatlsfled) 4 (sllghtly satlsfled)

5 (meée{ately satlsfled) and 6 (verv satlsfled) f;iu:%%gﬁ

" As shown in- Tables 7.1 to 7 4 “the mean scoxe o{”%~%ﬁg“ '
& o : VR

S R ‘163 R
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TABLE 7.3
S mcgrisoe of Mean Sat:sfartion Sgores of Tealners
.t The.r Ircuwclvement Ln Decisitn Maxing
r Lernctn i Teacning Experience
‘Length of Teaching Experience
1. 5 years 2. 6-10 3. 11 years
or less years, . or more Di1ff
=g oo S ":‘gl;
. i . . 4 wr ~ o~
, 4 ‘ -
Meam sev.sieluliln KRS FUEE £.el =
5..T€ ) ‘ -3
: F=4.le, oo lE
. v &
B i
-
£ Lo Length of Training :
R » 1. Four 2. Five 3. Six yearg .
¢ * years years or more #® Diff
- n=118 n=96" n=73
. L S
“Mean satisfaction 4.13 1.13 - 4.48 '
¥ score. ' ‘ '
+ . » ‘
F=1.78, p>.05 .. - \
, ' ’ .
»
;\ ? 4 ke
, J
Y :
. ' - s N
. :
Lo j i . .
1
.. .
- [ »
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i.gsaz.sfiec.ts very satis.. el . * K '
! o,

Suecifically, :.:7 of te=oTnhers were cery d1ssat. &

i - { 5

¢f teachers were moderate.y 2:ssatisilez, Gl

. - . - 4 . - R 2N N

were S.ignhtly dissatisiied, L. 8, of teagcners were S.1gatly
LI ) -

catisfied, 43.0% &f reachers W re "ncderately satisfied, and

’

15.5% of teachers were

This shcws that even

though teachers ir general were

teacners -were somewhat dissatisfied and 70,3% cf -eatchers

were relatively satigfied with sheir involwement in decision

making. B

4
N

, 'Research Question 4.2: What significant differences
exist in overé%l satisfaction levels cf teachers with. their
involbementy in decision making by type cf school, -sex,,
length of teaching experience, and length of training of ’the
teachers? S o ‘ :

..‘J‘
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~aple "7.' shcws the comparison of the mean satlsfactzdﬁﬂ

with their invcivement in decision making
The mean satisfaction score of teachers
c’ ‘ ’

sc gpo- was SlOﬂl ficantly higher than :that

school, but 1t was not significantly

elementary

The mean fj

Sar

sg

Pt

3 - H
"Difference by Lenrg

AS Seen,in Ta

*eafh-ng exper’en"e showed &, m*mantly hlghe"-

th of Teaching Experience
3

ple 7.3, teachers with '1 years Or more

y

satisfac:t on score tha“ teachersaWwith less than ~ yEars of ﬁ"'h,
teaching experienceJ 4&F" '
Dltfere*fe by . Length of T*alnfgg ) ‘ , : r>

'

‘Wﬁltﬁggkwshown in *able 7 4 there Was no s1gn1f1eant

dlffefence in sati

by length of tralnlng of the; teachers.

‘Summarya ’ :%W

7 .
- The ’

»

their invo vement

SfaCthH scorec ~among teachers categorlzed

]

A

'an overall satls actlon scores of teachers with

i dec151on maklng 1nd1cate that teachers,

in'general were slightly satlsfled with. thelT xnvolvement

]



“ %
‘r decision making. However, 25.65 cf t
somewhat cissatisfied and "C.37% of teach iy
’ . . . BN N
satisfied with their invclivement in degision making.
Second; the satisfactior score oI teé :mers wds. sign: f'iént-y
. , : : ‘ L. C R
higher at the serlcr high schoc. ievel than at theijun}gr R
‘: W N N . . 5‘;' A
high school levyel,'out r: significantiy different fromthe .|
elementary schocl revel. mhn.rd, there was nc 'sign:fcant
) % ' - To
difference in the satisfacuicr scores cf male anc fema.e
, s . >
. - 4 N \ v : - .
staff. Fourth, teachers witn “'fygars or more teaching .

cemaklng and decxslonal deprlvatlon of teachers nggardlng the
fflfteen tasks were computed for each teacher group

.categorlzed by type of school as spen~1n Table.7.5. 8

o\ v
cantly %@gﬁer satisfacr:on score

experience showed €ign:!{

fo

' el ! \"i- bl P
than that cf teachers with ¢ ve&és or iess ceacning

- experience. Finally, there was no . s1 gnx‘fcaw* differen-e in

'

the satisfaction scores of¢:ea?hérs categoriged by length of

f'v’aln‘ng ﬁ' ) = . i '@ '
= . . ' ’ *

7 Relationshipgbetween Overall Satxsfactlon
‘ and Decxslonal Deprivation

<

¥

ReSearch Questlon 4.3: What relacloﬂshlo exists between»
overall satisfaction of teachers with their ingmfvement 'in
decisicn making and GECISIunal deprivation of ggacherﬁf
regardlng each task? o . *

‘In order tcjexam1ne thd questlon Pearson
AF

4product -moment correlatlon coeff1c1ents between overall

saylsfactlon of teachers wlth their 1nvolvement in decision

©

'Y

Negatlve c0fre1atlon coeff1c1ents between overall

satlsfactlon of teachers and dec151ona} depflvatqon of
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School ryles/regulat1ons

for 9€ne,,1 student body-
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ional . . .

Ment activitiles.

How teacigfs‘aré

. o be ey vyated.

15~'ExpeEQithe-patterné of
school-p ' ed budgets.

s

pL‘»OfeSS
develop

*Significany béydnd'the..Olvlevel.a

-

o’

-.37% Y -.42% - 30k

¢ : .
-.57% -.27 . -.27%

_.48%  -.25 -.35%

-.60%  -.36%  -.39%

» 169
a
TABLE 7.5
COFFElatighy@oeﬁficients petween. Qverall Satisfaction -
of Teaghe£5 and‘Dgcisional Deprivation of Teachers
‘ fur Each Task by Type of _Sghosi o
.. » ( N: 2 98 ) ™~ ,-4,,_,\“ ,’ . !
) " ’ " Overall satisfaction
Tasks Elem JHS SHS
n=66 n=83 n=149
perermination of . - )
L oy S i - ) . . L )
~.{Wa: pfo‘nr‘am. - ‘31 ' ’ ’.43‘ -"-52*
Vo o e LU e - -k ! .
2. Detalleg _Jirenr of -.33% © -.46%  .-.39%
e the S@ho T e trsvram ' oo '
oy %ﬂ AN '(,\* ) pfjjfan‘ . . .
-}ﬁuﬁfﬁ%ﬁﬁna inStructiona-’ -.46%* -, 17 -.26%
L mazerial .o subjects. ’
5. The way suciect is -.15 -.10
- gfe Sﬁin t ed in ¢ lass.* s T ,5 ’ 1 o 'M 'fj""‘i'f-.‘trwii:@;: W
> TreQuenc, ,nd methods -8 LT
of, .clagel : o
: & -7 3Sfoom testing. - ]
"6. Friendlipcis of clasipoon -.29 7 -8 -0
teaChef‘student . ’
relatlgnShips.
7. Size ang _;mposition ~.47x -.36% -, 36%
2% cLaSSQS' ,
8. Grading and Promotion -, 42% - 3% -~ . 24%
of Studepyg, " ' |
- Allocati&n of meoney t¢ ~.53% -.43% - AT
t?ZCherS cor instruct: 1 :
@165 ang ,quipment, _
. ; o ' »
70"Tea;hlng~load and other =UB3% o me34x . - .33
| dutles ¢ Yeachers. A o | 5
Phe Arra@N9engts for parents -.40% -.2 -.18




L f classqbom mahagement

rea~hers occurred for all tasks. NT oS1gnLIlTant
~ceffislents were {0Jnd rejaruing the three Tasks i Tn€
_ area of ~lassrcom management, wnereas s-gni.ifant
2 ‘ : A CEiaa c
’ coefficzlients we identified for mosy tasSws externas t
maragement. AU lhe e.ementar: szhzecl leve., the
cagrs ird.ca-ed nigh correlaticn coelficients:
- ) A
Sendityre patrerns oI scnoti-Dased budgets t-uelo,
¢f srgarn.ted rrofessional development ac#®icies
. \ 1) »:JA'; mqa:“w U e e T - T TR =% Rel e X - v
w5 3 wégt 19eation uo TOneY LT sEd-eEes S
.‘n TN, ' N “' R . ) - .
J.r.:st:‘*'~ g ‘cna. aids.anag eguipment (-.Z3), 3nC ") reach:ing
R, 1"‘ - )
loadi %i?ocher duzies. nf meachters (-.53) At the junior
.hign;%ghoo; level, the tasks which showed high coefficients
» T '~“ s ‘ i -
) wSvab s follows: (1) dex ailed con-zent cf tne schocl's
1 proq*am (-.4€), (2) schocl's total progr (-.43), 5)
'~s. / %‘; & : . - B . ~
f:!{, 11 cat ) f t fo 1InNSTruUcCTio N 15 A4
g $ra, a ;or ct money to teachers for i1nsItruczigna. alds anc
iy, "*,’?‘ ) y .
~j- u@ m t_( .43), and (4) schocl rules and regulations for
4, R . . .
v

tﬂﬂ g@heral StJdeut bocdy (-.32).

O

At the senior high school

B

1evgﬁ the following rdsks showed hlgh coefflc1ent5' 1)
schoolys‘ggbéi program-(—.Sg), 2) allocation of noney to
teachersbgor ihstruo:ionaa‘aigs and equipmené (-.47), (5)
defailed\content of the school‘g program -'39)"8}5,(4) the

expend1ture patterns.of school- based budgets (-.39).
In Summary, negative: relatlonshlps occurred between

overall satlsfactlon level of teachers and dec151onaI

Y

’

deprlvatlon of teachers regardlng a%l tasks. For the tasks

‘o 51911f1cant relationships were



g Research Question 4.4: Wnat are maj

in decisicn maqug

foupd, whilie significan: elationships weve idemtilied

egard.ng most tasks Outside [.asIUOOM waie ement At ot
e _emerntary Schocl level, high relat onships were served
reqarding the £ollowing tasks: (1) resource-allocaticon, (27 .
qare : 3

&
profess: ﬁnal development activities, and (3) teaching load
L . .
arnd cther duties %{ teachers. At the secondary school
level, high.relatiosrips were ident 1f,ed fcr the fol-owing
rasks: (') the school's program and (2) rescurce ailocation.

"Major Sources of Overall Dissatisfaction of Teachers

)

pReke
dverall dissatisfaction of teachers with their involvement

In order to identrfy major sources of overall

‘c_won Qr teachers with their involvémen:t in*®

,i‘4. ¢ '

.dec1510n maklng, multiple regrés~1cﬁ analys*s was <~ondicted

0

w1+h Satleaptlun WIth decision’ makxng as- crlter;or’and

dec3si0ﬁal deprlvatxon scores as predictors as summarlzed in

>?les 7.6 to 7. 8 )

As seen in Table 7.6, at the elementary school level,
. . ‘
- 4 .
the task onm professional deveIOpment activities accounted

for 39 percent of var1ance,-followed by the task dealing

with expendlturaﬁpatterns cf school-bdsed budgets ?*5%) and

the task dealing WIth teachlwg load and other duties of
S »
teachers (4%). The three tasks accounted for 58 percent of

variance. At the jurior high‘school level as shown 1in
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TABLE 7.7
Multiple Reuress.iin ANolys:is with Sav: with Dec. n
Making as Critericn and Decisi®na. D ion Scores
as Predicrors iJunicr Hign
iN=83)
Increase
Tasks ¢ R* in R r
NDerermination of ,
2. De-ai.ed content oI .90 -.40
rhe schocl's program.
C, Alioncazion of goney tO , L2489 085S -.43
teachers for instructional
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%
‘Table 7;7,lths taék‘régariiﬁg‘detéiled conténf of‘the
school's program a:éoun@edlkpr 19 percenfwéf variance,

: 2 - -
followed by the task regarj&bg_allocation of money to

teachers for‘@nstructional aids and equipment (6%). Both.
tasks éccountéd for 25 percent of var{ance. At- the senior
hiéh school level as presented in Table 7.8, the task on the
school's total program accounted for 30 percent of variance,

followed by the task on allocation of money to teachers for

instructional aids and eguipment (6%). The two tasks

b

o » B

accounted for 36 percent cof varilance,

»

Free Responses

. 4
On the topic of "sharing responsibilities for ’

decision-making in education," 52 teachers out Qf 298
provided‘éheir opinions.' Content analysis of the free
régponses waé caf:ied out by two cétegoriés: the positive
attitude and the negative attitude of teachers toward-
participation in deciéion making. The criteria of the
positive attitude included such expressions as (1)
satisfaction with one's involvement, (2) willingness‘of more
involvement- in dé;ii?qp making, and (3)(positive evaluation
of participation. lén‘the&bther hand, the criteria of
‘negative attitude inciuded such epréssions as (1)
dissatisfactioh with one's involvement, (2) unwillin%gkss o%
,gk_fgéﬁﬁiqipa§i9”ﬂ'é“? (3),hegative evaluation of partiéipétion.

'S

L ; . _ . ,
Acgordlng to content analysis of the free respcnses with the

Pl



criteria, 69 2% of teééhers showed a positive attitude,

whlle 76 9g; ef teachers 1nd1cated a negat1ve attltude.

requnses of 3.6% of’ teéxﬁers were not apprlcable

~
\,“

“¥Summary and,Discussioﬁ

£ . ~ .
. 5

"This chapter presented rlndlngs on (1) overall

satiSfaction ¢8V815 of teachers ‘with the1r 1nvolvement in

o

The

>

decision making, (2} d: fferences in the sat1sfac'10n levels

by demographic varlables,,(’) the‘relatlonshlp between

sat1sfact1on level of teachers and decxs1onal deprlvatlon of

teechers, and (%) majur sources of.overarl dlSSBtle&Dthﬂt

with their'involvement in decision making.

R . <

P
&

v e

T The mean overall satisfattion scores of\\eacher groups»

with thelr 1nvolvement in decision maklng ranged from 3.85

to 4.48 whlch 1ndlcates that teachers in general were

sl ghtlyrsatlsfxed with their 1nvolvement. However, for the ;

entlre sample of teachers, the dlstrlbutlon of the scores

ranged from very d1ssat15£1ed to very satlsfled with their

1nvolvement. Generally, 70.3% of teachers were relatlvely

X

satlsfied while 29.6% of teachers were somewhat
dlssatlsfled with their involvement 1n dec151on maklng
flndlngs are almost 1dent1cal with the result of the

analy51s of free responses: 69.2% of teachers showed

- The

p051t1ve attltudes and 26. 9% of teachers 1nd1cated negatlve

attitudes toward participation in dec151on maklng.

ES
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biﬂo sign ficant ulffEfenCO was fcund in sa‘zs ac iéﬁ_
levels bf ieache:s with”thelr i:\oA\emew'lin dec;sion mak:ing
by teacheré categorized'by‘sex and length of training.
However, signif&caht difierencé was iound/%mocg tedéhers
classified by type of schoo!l and ;eng:h éf teaching
experiencé. That is, the satisfactipgnilevel vathé teachers

in the senicr high'schaol was sxgr ifigartly higher thar that

n

of the teachers .7 the juni:r-high‘schqgl, but Noz

3
r
o
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3
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N i 5 _ . ‘
significantly Siffere -he teachers in the

N r . s B - :
elementary scboa . Secondg, :ea;h rs with 11 veans or more
teaching exper,Ehce sncwej a Si cﬁ:f'cén:ly higher level ¢t
savisfacticn than teachers Wifx 10 cor fewer year teaching

I o
, ;
foe )

éxperience.
; ~-Negative relationship§ exis-ed between tne cveral
satisfaction levél of teaéhers anc the deciéional
deprivation of te;:hers/fégardgng all tasks. For thé rasks
of classroom manageﬁent, no sianificanct rélationships were
found,‘whi;e signifibaq£ relationships were idenc:tied

regarding most tasks outside classroom maragement. At the

a
\ .

"elementary school level, high negative relgtionships weré
& . . '

obse%yed regardlno the ‘0110u;ng ;asks:“(1) resource
axlocatlon, (2) professional development actlvxtlbs, and (3)
teachlng load and other du*les of teachers. At :%e
secondafy{schdol‘level, high negat1ve *elatlonshlps were

identifiga for the tasks Congerning (J) the school's program

and (2)’resdurcé allocation.

I
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‘The findings suggested that teachers{were\nét
dissatisfied with their involvement in decision making‘fn
the area of classfoomlmanagement, but that they were
SOmewhap dissaﬁiéfied witH their involvemeht in'resolving\

3

particularly those tasks mentioned above. In comparison

most school matters outside classroom management,

wéth the data presented in-the‘prévious'chapter, 1t was
: . . ;
vxecognxzed that, 1n geﬁerai the'greateﬁ decisional:
deprivation teachers felt, the. ngher dlssatlsfactxon they
‘évidenchu In othr words, an inverse relationship was
found between the overall satisfaction of  teachers with
their involvement in decision making and the degree of
decisional éeprivation'of teachers. The results of studies
conducted by n¢luto and Belasco (1973),'quway (1976), ahd
Holdaway (1978),showed.that teacher involvement in decision
making is relatea to job satisfaction. Accordingly,
satisfaction of teachéré with théi* invoivemeht in deciéion
making can be considered to be related to jOb satisfaction.
Major sources of overall dlssatlsfactlon of teachers

were identified regarding their involvement in decision
'making. At the elementary school level, major sources were
(j) profeésional devélopment-activities; (2) resourge
allocation, and (3) teaching load and other duties of
teachers. At the junior ahdAsenior highﬂschool|ieveLs;the :
major sources_we}e (1) the schocl's progfam planning and (2)

rescurce allccation,



In conclusion, the degree of decisional deprivation-.of
teachers is inversely related to their overall satisfaction
with decision-making involvement. 1In other words, the

/
B » . . . . . ¥
greater the decisional deprivation of teachers, the lower

their job satisfaction. .In this respect, teachers were not
dissatisfied with matters concerning classroom managemént,

but they were somewhat dissatisfied with school matters - .

outside classroom management.

A




" CHAPTER 8
- “sm?mwl, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

o . _ Summayry of the Study - ,
oo T -

%

. Purpose of the study
i The, purpose of this study was to 1nvestxgate the
distribution Of decisiQn-mak1ng authority as perceived and
preferred by teachers in elemenrary, junior high, and senior
high séhoo;s in'Edmontqﬁ, Alberta.' The distribution'ﬁas
examined by the perceived relative degreeyof inyelvement of
‘the individual teacher, the'formai staff group, and the
h1gher off1c1a1 authorlty in determining action for f;fteen
tasks whlch are associated Wlth the operat1on of the
rlnstructlonal program. Th1s study was also des1gned to
examine (1) the dlscrepancy petween the percelved and
preferred involvement of each of the three decisidn- makxng
units for each task, (2) the overall satisfaction of
teachers with their involvement in decision making, (3) the
relationship between the overall satisfaction of teachers.
and decisional deprivation of teachers for each. task, and
(4) the major sources of dissatisfaction of teachers Vlth

their involvement in decision making.

Theoretlcal Besis ¢

The formal organlzatlon is a collectivity dgesigned to
180

Ve
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increase the efficiercy and effeétiveﬁess of the efforts pf
'human pbeings in order to -accomplish Jpec1f1c goals. 1ts
efflcxency and effectiveness are thought to be partly
determin%d by the‘degree to which the 1nd1vrduals.
particibaté in various tasks of the-organization. The
manner. of participaticn 1s formally deterhiﬁed by the
structure of the o;ganiza:iOn. An éséential element of the
structure is.autharity.

Simon (1961:125), 'Baum (1961:26), and Rogers (1975:167)
regarded authority asl}egﬁ};mate power to make decisions
which control tﬁe beHS&io; of others toward accomplishing
organizational goals. Hasenfeld (1983:161) arguéd that the
distribution of authority in formal organizations is
basicéily hierarchical, but tﬁe dynamiés'of authority cannot
be viewed solgly as\operating through the hierarchy.

| Et21on1 (1964:7, ) and Mlntzberg (1979 351) suggested
that authority strugtures in organzzatlons employlng
pfofessionals are characterized by the mixture of two b351c
“types of authorlt} (1) adminlstratlve authority baSed on a
hlerarchy and (2) profe551ona1 auth@rlty derived from
knowledge and expertise. Admlnlstratlve authority is 1;
supposed -to be exerc1sed by rank, while professional
authority is supposed to be exercised by individual
professionals or groups of professi%nals. Authority
'structures vary depending upon the degree of

professionallzatlon of members. According to Etz1onn
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(1964:75-93) and Scott (1981:222-223), in full-fledged
professional organizations,‘professionals have substantial
authorlty ‘in oefmnlng and Ymplementxng goals. In

»

semi - profe551ona1 organxzatxons, profe951onals have

considerable authority over task decisions regardlng means

[

or technloues. Thus,‘Erofessxonal authority is based on the
.degree of expertxse and ability of prof8551onals to control
the conditions of their:work,and to gain autonomy from
dmlnlstratlve authorlty ' L

In schools, the dlotrlbutxon of authorlty is generally.
.pharadter1zed by the reYative degree of administrative
| authority and professional authoritf regarding task
activities. Fhrthor, it is suggestéd that highly
bureaucratic authority may be ineffective in accomplishing
edugational goals. Thetefore; an appropriate balance
between administrative and professional authority in order

.

to meet the needs of the organization and the needs of
individuals is soeh as important. .
Decgsion making‘is descrabedtas a rational process of

choice or judgment. Steers (1977:{59)_donsidered |
participative decision making as an attempt, to decentralize
authority throughoot an organiZatioo. Simpkins ahd Friesen
(1969) Rogers (T975¥1151\ and Scheln (1980:64-70) contended -
that organlzatlons functlon more . effectlvely when dec151ons

are made with the active part1c1pat10n of personnel close to'g

the point of 1mp1ementatlon.

»



ry Since the di strlbutxon of decision-making author1ty is | \‘
assumed to be closely assocxated thh the p*oduc*1v1ty of
cr ganizations, the sat‘sfactlon of members, the stability
and flex1b111ty ofe organ;zatxons, it is a matter of °
pontinuing importanqe to detefmlne the dls*rlbutlon of
decision- makxng author‘ty in schools.. The dlstrzbutxon"can

be examined by the relative degree 5f involvement at the

N .
N o]

three levels--the individual teacher, the sta; £ B5a

8] :r“x

fand
o ’ . . : iy ;."
the 'administrators--in cetermining action regarding’”

important tasks.

Research Methodology

In order‘to carry out this study, the researcher.
modified and augmented the questionnaire developed by
Simpkins (1968). The moditfied gquestionnaire consisted of ‘
the personal information section and five pafts: (1) three
parts designed to measure the perceived and preferred degree
.of'involvement of each of the three'@egision-mqking units
for fifteen tasks in schcols by using a fiQe-point scale
which ranged from very law involvement to very high
involvement, (2) the fourth part designed to obtaxn free
expressions of oplqlon from respondents on the topic of
sharing responsibilities for decision making in education,
»and (3) the final part designed to measure the degree of
overall satisfaction level of teachers with thelr
involvement in decision making by using a six-ppiné scale

which ranged from very dissatigfied to very satisfied.
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¢ .
The data of the study were collected by using the

questionnaire. The questionnaire was sent to all 580
teaché:s in the selected fifteen schools. The total number
of returns was 308 (53.0%), from which 298 .(51.3%) were
accépted for analysis. The caution must be exe;cised in
intd:pfeting data because of the low return rate of
questionnaires.

The data wgre'analyzed in order toc examine these
aspects: (1) the ﬁerceived and preferred éistribuxion of
decision-making authority regarding the fifteen tasks, (2)
the degree of discrepancy between the perceived and ;he
preferred involvement of each of the three decision-making
units regardiﬁg each of the fifteen tasks, (3) the
differences in degrees of the involvement and the
discrepancy by demographic variables, (4) the overall
satisfaction level of teachers with their iﬁvolvement'in
decision making, (5) the rela;ionship between overall
satisfaction of teachers and decisional deprivation of
teachers for eqch task, and (6) the mafor sources of
dissatisfaction of teachers with their participétion in

decision making. e

Findings of the Study

]
Perceptions

Research question Number 1: What is the distribution of

decision-making authority perceived by teachers in their
-schools? - . » ‘



v
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.  The individual teacher was seen by teachers in the three-
types of schools tc have a major role [n ﬂétermining
action regarding all tasks in the area of classroom
managemént. .

2. For some tasks such as (1) selection of texts and
instructional mape:ial, 12) grading and promotion of
students,Aand (3) arrangements for parents to‘d;scuss
their children’s s:hoblin;, there was a tendency for the
individual teacher *o be more inwvclved 1in determin.ing
acgion, compared with other rasks beyond those related
to'classroom management . | |

3. The higher official authority was perceived to have a
majq; role in determining actiom regarding a majcrity of
tasks outside of classroom management, particularly
regarding tasks concerning (1) toctal school's program,
(2) resource allocation, (3) teaching load and other
‘duties/of tqacﬁers, and (4) class size and composition,
and (5) teacher evaluation.

4. The formal stafi group vas perceived to have a leading
role in determining action concerning only one of the
fifteen tasks, that of the nature of corganized
professional development activities.

Research Question Number 2: What significant
differences exist in the involvement of each decision-making
unit in determining action for each of the fifteen tasks in
the perceptions of teachers categorized by type of school,

sex, length of teaching experience, and length of training?

1. The inveclvement patterns of the three decisicn-making
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units were simmlaa in the three types of schools.
However, teacherssin the elementary school tended to be
more involved in resolving matters external to classroom
management than those in the junior and senior high.
schéols.

2. 1n the perceptions of teachers categcrized by sex,

[

ength of teachinga experience, and length of training,

virrle difference was found regarding the degree of the

‘nvsivement of the three decisicn-making units for most

Research Questicn Number 3: What 1s the distribution of
ision-making authority preferred by teachers in their

. Teachers in the three :types of schocls preferred the
individual teacher tf maintain a major role in deciding
ma--ers of cl.assroom|management anrd &iSC tO extend toc a
few.more tasks closely associated with class}oom
management: (1) tex:ts and instructional material for
subjects, (2) the grading and promotion of students, and
(3) arrangements for parents to Jdiscuss matters:
:oncerniné :hefr cnildren's schooilng.

2. Teachers preferred the formal staff group to have a

leading role in determining acztilon regarding a majority

0f tasks outside classroom management.

(&)

Teachers preferred higher involvement of poth the formal

staff group and the higher official authcrity 1in

.
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* deciding the schocl's total program.
2 Tea-hers decires the lower involvement of the higher

authority in determining action concerning most tasks.

Research Questicn Number 4: Wwhat significant
d.iferences exist in the ‘invcivement of each decision- makxng
.n't in determining action for each of the fifteen tasks in
~he preferences of teachers cat egor1znd by type of school
sex, length of teaching exparience, and length of Lra1n1ng

1. The preferred involvement patterns of the three
decision-makirg urits for the fifreen tasks were largely
similar in the three tfpes of schools. However,
tea~hers in the senior high schocl tended tc prefer the
individual teacher to be less invslved in deciding some
matters outside classroom management than those in the

elementary and junior high schools.

. In the preferences O

2 :{ veachers categorized by length of
teaching exyer‘vnge and lenagth ¢f training, littlie

differerce was f-uni reg

Q
L
Q.
)
3
(9]

-heir involvement in

.

Discregancy .

Research Question Number S5: What degree of discrepancy
exists between the perceived and the preferred 1nvoﬁvement

~f each of the three decision-making units regarding each of
-

rne fifteen zasks in their schocels? .

. A low decisicnal deprivaticn of teéchers was found in
+he area of classroom managemet.

. A relatively high degree of decisional-” deprivation of

reachers was identified regarding most tasks outside

~lassroom management, paticularly regarding tasks



concerning (1) teacher evaluatioﬁ, (2) composition of
classes, (3) teaching load and other duties of teachers,
and (4) resource allocation.

The higher official a)thOrity was Epvolved to a greater
degree than was preferred by teachers for those tasks

mentioned above,

Research Question Number 6: What significant

differences exist in degrees of discrepancy among teacher
groups categorized by type of school, sex, length of
teaching experience, and length of training regarding the
involvement of each decision-making unit for each task?

1.

The degree of discrepancy of each of the three
decision-making units regarding each task was largely
similar in the three types of schools. However, the
degree of decisional deprivation of both the individual
teacher and the staff group was significantly higher at
ﬁhe elementary school level with respect to a few tasks:
(1) classroom testing, (2) grading and promotion of
students, and (3) professional development activit °s.
On the other hand, the degree of discrepancy between the
perceived and preferred involvement of the higher

of fical authority was significantly lower at the
elementary school level than at the junior and senior
hiéh school levels for several tasks external to
classroom management,

No significant difference was found in the degrees of
discrepancy by teacher groups classified by sex and

length of training. However, some significant
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'_d1f‘erences occurred in degrees of ‘discrepancy among .-

teachers categorlzed by length @¢f teaching experlence

AN

\
Teachers w1th less than 11 years of teachlng experlence \
'showed a hlgher degree- of deprlvatlon in the 1nvolvement

bf ‘both the 1nd1v1duah:feacher and the staff group for

‘some tasks, and also =showed a hlgher degr%% of

1nvolvement of the h1gher official authorlty for some

tasks, as conpared with teachers w1th 11 years or’ more

teaching éxperience. S

“Satlsfactlon

Research Question Number 7: What: degree of satisfaction

dovtEachers feel with thelr 1nvolvement in dec1s1on making?

. 1’_.

The mean overall sat1sfact1on scores of teacher groups

with th81r 1nvolvement Tn decision maklng fell between

(4

3.85 and: 4. 48 Whlch 1nd1cates tha@ teachers were, in
general 'slightly satlsfled w1th thelr 1nuolvement }
However for the entire aample of teachers,fthe

. R

dlstrlbutlon of the scores ranged “from 1 (very

dissatlsfled) to~6 (ve 'y satlsfled) Spec1f1cally, 3.4%

of teachers were very dlSSatleled 12 1% of teachers:_b~

were moderately dlssatlsfled 14. 1% of teachers were

‘sllghtly dlssatlsfled 14, 8% of teachers were sllghtly
Satlsfled - 40. O% of teachers were moderately satlsfled
5and 15.5% of teachers were very SatISIfled {Thls ‘shows

that 291%%.of“teachers wereﬂsomewhat,dlssatlsfied, while

E

70.3% of teachers were relatively satisfied with their

AN
5
\
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involvement in decision making.

Research QUestion Number 8: What significant
differences exist in overall satisfaction levels of teachers
with their involvement in decision making by type of school,
sex, length of teaching experience, and length of training

.0f they teachers?

"1, No'significant differences were found in overall:

_ —

.

gatisfaction levels of teachers categorized by sex and
length of «raining.
2. Significant differences were found among teachers

" classified by type of school -and length Qf-teachinq

. , r'
experience. The mean scere (4.39) of overall \

satlsfactlon of teachers ip the senior hlgh school was

51gn1f1cantly hlgher than the score (3. 86) of the

L}

teacheés in the junior high school, but not

significantly different from the score (4.30) of the /
. ! . //’
teachers in the elementary school. The mean « /

satisfaction score (4.40) of teachers with 11 year@/or
. -/

more .teaching experiehce was significently‘higheﬁ/than'

’ - o 7/

the score (3.95) of those with 10 years or leSS/%eaching
_ . : y ,

' » . . /

‘experlence. : 7 /

Research Question Number 9: What relationship exists
between overall satisfaction of teachers with their
involvement in decision making and decisional depr1vat10n of

teacheks regardlng each task?

1. A negatlve relat1onsh1p existed between overall
satisfactlon of teachers and decisional deprivation of
teachers regardlng all tasks. For the tasks in the area

of classroom management, no significant relationship was

\
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found,, while negatiQe significant reletionships between
satisfeetion and decisional deprivation were identified
for most\tasks outside classroom management.

At the elementary school level, high negative
relationships between satisfaction and decxglonal
deprlvatlon were obserwed for the following tasks: (1)
reSource alloca*lon (L) professional devel ooment
activitiee, and (3) :eaching load and other dueiesfgﬁi
teacﬂers.. .
At the junior and senicr high srhool levels, hlgh.

negative relationships were identi fled for the tasks

concerning (1) the school's total program,*fﬁ

resource allocation,

5 ,
Research Question Number 10: What ‘are ma]or sources cf

overall dissatisfaction of *eaehers wlch ‘their 1nVO1vement
.in - decision making? \ S E

ty

At the elementarﬁgschool level, thelbest prediEtofsuéf'

‘overall dissatisfaction of teachers with decision making

were‘(1) professional deve! opment activities and (2) @%ﬁl
resource allocati§>,vand (3) teaching load and othef
deties of teachers. S : o |
At the ]UH;OY and ‘senior high school levels, the best “

predictors were (1) the school's program planning and

(2) -resource allocation.
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- Free Responses

The free responses showed 69.2% of teachers had a
positive attitude toward participatiqh in decision making,
while 26.9% of teachers had a negative attitude. ‘The‘
responses of 3.6% of teachers were not applicable. This ié
almost identical with the findings that 70.3% of'teéchers‘
we;evsétisfied with their involvement in decision making and

29.6% of teachers were dissatisfied with their involvement.
Conclusions and Discussion

On the basis of the findings of this study, certain
conclusions can be ‘drawn. These conclusions are discussed

in light of existing literature and ﬁesearch findings.

-
f

i

/

The Distribution of Decision—Méking Authority

Perceptions.. Teacher autonomy was evident with'réspect

to tasks in the area of classroom management, whereas
hierafchical'contfol was pervasive in matters outside
classroom management. Collegial control was weak regardiné
most tasks. ,However,uthere was a tendency for teachers 'to
expand their influence on determining action for a few more
tasks closér,to classroom management such as (1) seiection
of texts and instructional material,” (2) grading and
promotion of students, and (3) arfangements for parents to
discuss their children's schooling, as compéred with the
‘results of the Simpkins's study (1968) which were presented

in Chapter 2. The findings generally agreed with the
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‘literature and researeh on the_formal authority structure of
the school organizaticn. Simékins and Friesen (1969) noted
that individual teachers played the major role in -
determining.action for the tasks concerning classroom
management, while administrators played the leading role in
resolving administrative matters, and .the staff group played -
the minor role in decisicn making regarding all tasks. j?f

Meyer and Rowan (1578:78) posited that instruction tends to..

be removed from both bureaugratic and collegial controls,. ko

A

whereas bureaucratic controls are relativeiy tight on
administrative matters. Lortie (1969:9) argued that. w1th1n
buildings, students and teachers are dlstrlbuted into
separate rooms. Such self contalned classrooms are smali
universes of control with the .teacher in command." In
addition, ‘the teacher deals with students who have diverse‘
backgrounds aud needs. Thus, individuality 1is stressedi
rather than uniformity through hierarchical or collegial

control.

Preferences. - Teachers preferred to maintain a

,substantlal degree of autonomy within the boundary of the
classroom and also preferred to extend their autonomy to a
few more tasks closely related to classroom 1nstructlon such
.as (1) selection of texts and instructional material, (2)
gradrnq end promotion of students, and (3) arrangements for
parents to discuss their children's schooling. Second,

teachers preferred somewhat greater collegial control with
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respect to a majority of tasks beyond the boundary of the
classroom, Third, teachers preferred both collegial control
and hierarchical control regarding the scﬁgga's total
program. The éindings,a}e generally consistent with the
results of the‘simpkins's study presente@»in Chapter 2. A
numbef of studies concerning the preferences of teachers in:
decision—making involvement suggested two differenp
positions. Some studies asserted that teachers wanted to be
involved in decision making with respect to the area of
‘inetruction.r'oﬁher studies suggested that teachers desired
to be involved in decision'making regarding administrative
matters as well as ihstrquional matters. For example,
Whannell (]976)’and Cfo;kenberg and Clark (1978) indicated
that instructional area of decisions was located inside the
teachers' zone of concern and administrative area of
decisions was located outside the teaéhersf zone of concern.
.bnkthe other hand; Chambeflain (ﬁ975),énd,lsherwood and
. Taylor (1978) indiceged that the teachers' zone of qgncern
was extendingto the,afea oﬁ'admiﬂistrative decisions.
Owens (1970'1035 concluded that "teachers are increasingly
demanding greater P ofe551onal autonomy and authorlty in the
making of dec151ons regardlng 1nstructlon and currlculum and
freedom from bureaucratic domlnatlon.

The findings jof this study suggested that teechers

tended to prefer fto exercise more discretionary power

regarding administrative matters. However, it is’ a matter
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for further research whether teachers really desired greater
discretionary power:-1in certain administrative areas Or
whether such desire of teachers 1is associated with

dissatisfaetion‘with decisions made in those areas. It may
be that this greater desire for involvement is indicative of

speicifi* problem areas.

Teacher Professlonallzutlon. The degree of

profe551ona;12at10n of members of an organlzat]on can be .

assessed in light of numerous criteria as sug ested by

~Etzioni (1964), de and Miskel‘(1978), and Scott (1981).

I8 . -

The following two criteria can be considered to bes

“important: (7) the degree of autonomy in professional

P
decxslon making and (2) the degree of - collegial control over

organ1zatlonal goals and means. In. the light of these
criteria, the flndlngs of this study suggested that a hlgher
degree of profess1ona112at10n was seen in the preferences of
teachers for the’ dlstr1butlom of decision-making authority
than in the perceptlons. The characterlstlcs of the formal
authority breferred Ey teachersAi: schools were very.close

to those of the full-fledged professional organization.

Decisional Deprivation

Decisional deprivation of teachers was found -to be low

in tasks in the area of classroom management. On the other

hand, a relatively high degree of decisional deprlvatlon of

teachers was identified concernlng most tasks out51de

classroom management. The data indicated the
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characterisﬁics of professiqnal bureaucracy observed by
Mintzberg (1979:358) who noted that the préfessionglé at the
operaﬁing level control their own work but also seekf
"collective control of the administrative area of decisions
which affect their work. |

The findings also ind;cated a tension between
professional authority and administrative authority as
obser&ed by Corwin (1965), Alutto and Belasco (1973),
Chémberlain (1955), Hoy and Miskel (1978:69-79), and
Hasenfeld (1983:163-164). For ‘instance, Corwin (1965:1)
contended.that‘"there is a consistent pattern of conflict
between teachers and school administrators over the control
of work." | )

However, teachers with longer_teaching expefience
showed less decisional depr&vation than those with shorter
teéchinq experience. The findiné may reflect that Senior,?@
teachers are probably more socialized and that they are aiSo

more 1nvolved in dec151on maklng than the more junlor

teachers.

Teacher Satlsfactlon

About 70% of teachers were satisfied with their overall
involvement in decision making, while about 30% of teachers
were dissatisfied with their involvement.~

- Reéarding tasks of classroom management, no significant
negative relationship was found between the overall

satisfaction of teachers with their involvement in decision

/
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making and the decisional deprivation of teachers. But a

¢ -

significant negative relationship was identified regarding

most tasks outside classroom management. It was also found

‘that the degree of decisional deprivation of teachers was

inversely related to their overall satisfaction level with
decision-making involvement.

l .
Alutto and Belasco (1973), Conway (1976), and Holdaway

{1978) indicated that :teacher involv%ment in decision making
is related tc job satisfaction. Logically, it can be said
that satisfaction of teachers with their decision-making
involvement is associated wi-h their job satisfaction. On
this basis, it can be interpreted that teachers we}e not
dissatisfied with matters concerning classroom management,
but they were somewhat dissatisfied wiih school matters
external to classroom management.

In general, teachers wished a considerable changg in
the distribution of decision-makinc authority in schools.
They wanted differentiated involvement of the individual
teacher, the staff group, and the administrator, depending

upon the nature of the tasks. However, they tended to

prefer greater teacher autonomy and collegial control over

most school matters outside classoom management and somewhat

less hierarchical control.
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ImpliCatiéas

For Theory

The results of this study provide Lnformation¥wbich may

{

serve to clarify some concepts of authority structuyre,

- . th

teacher'professionalizationﬂvdecisional deprivationjof

teachers, and teacher satisfaction with their invoiRement in
[

LY : Q§.-
decision making. . : .

Individual teachers have a substantial degree of autonomy
regarding matters of instruction in the classroom. Those 1in
the chain.of command control most administrative matters
beyond the boundary of the classroom. The étaff group does
not have much discretionary power over most task activities.
The authority structure preferred by teachers is

somewhat different from the existing structure. Teachers
gtenaed to prefer greater autonomy and collegial control over
most tasks external to clagsroom management. This suggests
that the zone of concern of teachérs is not limitea to the

area of instructional decisions, but extends to matters of

decisions in other areas of organizational life as well.

Teacher professionalization. Even if teacher autonomy
is substantial in the area of classroom management, the

goals of the school.Organizétion and basic working
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~onditions are determined by those in the cnain of command.
However, teachers tended to prefer gJreater auJtonomy and
ccllegial control over most cf those matters. 1n this

essionals of teachers

RN

serse, the image of full-fledged pro
ié reflected in their preferences. Lort.e (1869:30-31)
srated that "it appears that consideratle milidancy and
know.edge-bujlding must oCccur if reachers are to acguire the
work arrangements and technica. appara:ué associated with
héqh—presciqe rofessions.”

There is little evidence of change In the authority
structure and teacher prpfessionalization except that
-eachers tend to expanrd thelr autonomy to a few more tasks
closely associated with the area of instruction, as compared
with the results cf the Simpkins's study in 1968.

Decisional deprivaticn and teacher satisfaccion.

De-isional decrrivation was found to pe low 1n tasks En
the area of classroom manaéemen:, whereas a relétively high
decisional dgprivation was iden:ified in other areas. The
overall satisfaction of teachers wich their invclvement 1in
decision making was in&ersely related to the degree of
decisicral deprivation of teachers. A number of studies
have indicated that the involvement of subordinates 1s
related to their job satisfaction. Thus, it can bé said
that teachers are relatively satisfied with their major
work, but they are somewhat dissatisfied with school matters

external to classroom management. However, about 70% of



teachers are relatively satisfied with their overall school

life,

For Practice

Schein (19@0:248—252),emphasized four conditions for
organizational effectiveness: good communication,
flexibility, creativity, and psychological commitment,
Schein (1980:252) ncted that

These conditions are to be obtained by (1)
recruitment, selection, and socialization practices
that stimulate rather than demean people; (2) more
realistic psychological relationships based on a
moére realistic psychological contract :and the
“recognition of developmental changes in people;
(3) more effective group action; (4) perpetual
redesign of organization structures; and (5) better
leadership in terms of the activities of goal
setting and value definition.

The distribution of decision-making authority 1s
assumed ﬁb be élosely associated with fhe efficiency and
effectiveness of the organization. In this respect, some
implications for practice are presen;:a mainly according to

the five points indicated-.above.

Socialization practices. The results of this study

show that a considerable discrepancy existed between the
current and the desired invol&ement of the indigidual
teacher, the staff grouﬁ,-and administrators. To help
decrease this discrepancy, participatdfy decision making
seems further desired. Owens (1981:312) regarded
participation as "the mental and emotional involvement of a

person in a group situation that encourages the individual
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o group goals and to share responsibility for them.” Thus,
such participation is related to better quality of work life
of teachers which may lead to better performance of
students. Practices of participatory‘decision making
themselves are cons.dered as one approach to socialization
of the members of an organization, and to higher job
satisfaction.

Psychological relationship. The findings cn the degree

of discrepancy and the level of overalil satisfaction of
~eachers indicate that the psychological relationship
between teachers and administrators should be further
considered for the effectiveness of schools. Thus,
participation in decision making should be emphasized
because an appropriate participation i% associated with
psychological rewards. According to Schein (1980:250),
+ [+he organization] cannot obtain commitment,
reativity, and flexibility simply b¥ handing out a
arger paycheck; there must be the possibility of
obtaining non-economic rewards such as autonomy,
genuine respensibility, and opportunities for

challenge and psychqﬁpgical growth,

Effective group action. The findings show that

teachers preferred the,s;aff group to be more active in

decision making. Ir professional o:gan;zétions, autonomy

and collegial coﬁtrol seems more desired than hierarchical

control. ‘Alutto and Bglasco (1972), Cox ahd Wood (1980),

and Hoy and Sousa (1?84) indicated that rigid hierarchical
“ control is related to dissatisfaction, militancy, and

N
alienation of teachers. Thus, group acticn should be more
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effective by practices of participatory decision making.
Schein (1980:250) contended that "if employees feel
threatened, demeaned, and unappreciated, they will form
together into antimanagement groups." These findigs may
9150 suggest that teachers desire to extend their sphere of
influence as professionals, thereby gaining greater control
over their own work.

Redesign of orgar.izational structure. The results

indicate that there was an incongruence between the current
and the desired distribution of deq}sion-making authority in
i
schools. It is worth considering modification of the
authority structure so as to be more appropriate for the
accommodation of the needs of teachers and the needs of
school organizatfons. For example, the stfucture may be
modified by organizing and utilizing various éommittees‘in
dealing with school matters which affect the work of

teachers.

Better leadership. As the findings of this study

inaicate, teachers preferred the differential -involvement of
fhe individual teacher, the staff group, and the
administrator in decision making according to the nature of
the task concerned. The principal as the leader of a school
needs to identify the specific needs of teachers and to
"accommodate them to the extent possible, depending on the
nature Sf‘the task in the particular situation. In this

regard, a flexible leadership style on the part of the
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-

v ; e , : ; |
Aprincipal.seems‘desfred. According to Hersey and Bilancharad -
o A : ' L
: " . ) - R ST
the more managers adapt their style of leade
behavior to meet the particular situation ‘and he
needs of their--followers, the more eTfective they
"will tend to be in reaching personal and
‘organizational goals. \

Ethical COnsideration; ‘The value associated with
Yéhafed déciSion making correspondg_to workplacevaemocraqyﬁfy
xbedaus%'the valué ié based on fespect_for the dignity,’ |
-cooperative effforts, mutua;ity, self-discipline, and

 seif—aCtpali ation of’individuals.‘ Imber (1983:39)
. P o T .
-e@phasized workplace democracy as follows:

v . L/ .
It holds that the fact that workers agree to
exchange their labor for remuneration does not 1in
itself justify the assumption by their superiors of
total control of that labor. In this view, workers,
despite theirlagreement to participate in an
organized process of production, cannot be treated
purely as means to an end. They retain the right to
- collaborate on decisions which relate to the
utilization of their labor. '

]

:Constraiﬁts.f Extending'teacher.pa:ticiﬁatidn‘in
vdécisioﬁ;makihg,'e;en‘though generally seen as a positive. -
move, has to be'examiﬁed'also'in the context within which
teachers“yo:k. Whether teéchers havgﬁghe time,Lihé  |
expertiée an&lthé:interest'to‘be involVed.ére important
“questions for ;onsiderﬁtién, as is the question of

,accountability. ) o , L , -

For Further Research

’

It is recompended that:

. Reéearéh.methodology'%e further improvéd Gith m.
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conside;j;lon of including interview and observational

w ,)?

approaches in order to 1mprowe .the validity and

reliability of the study

2. A study similar to thlS be- conducted wagp a sample of

admlnlstrators omparlson w1th and 1ntegratxon of the'

flndlngs of the studles would provAde a more

comprehen51ve underst andlng of the topic.

3. The number of tasks in the 1ns*rumenc e expanded to

include some tasks concerni

, personnel and community

relations in order to expand the‘comprehensiveness'of

the results of this study.

4., pinioms of teachers and administrators be sought by

presenting the results of this study to them for théir

reactions 1in o*der to have some addltlonal insights.

s

rega:ding'the distrlbutlon of decision-making authority

in schools.

The studies recommended above would provide more

comprehen51ve and valid 1anrmat10n on the distribution of

decision- maklng authorlty Such 1nformatlon
contribute to further clarlfylng the concept

“structure in school organlzatlons ‘as well as

authority structure so as to petter meet the

particular.situation.

‘Concluding Statement

would
of authority
improving the

needs of a-

TRe core task of schools--instruction--is actually.

‘controlled by individual teachers,

Consequently, the



quality of school education greatly depends on the quality

—

and effort of :ndividual teachers. The basic role of
administrators ié to arrange appropriaﬁe conditions for
instruction as well as to assist teachers to improve their
instruction; In this'tégard, the gquality of preservice and
inservice:education.tor both teachers and administrators is
cruciel for the ihprovement of schocl education.

¢
However, the effectiveness of scheol organizations will

*

be improved by (1) motivating teachers to participate
actively in their work, (2) having them experienCe emdtional
ana intellectual satisfaction, and (3) develéping_good.i
relationships between the principal and teachers. In this.
respect, scheol organizations need to be more prbfessional

and less bureaucratic.

X
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A SURVEY OF THE DISTRIBUTION
OF DECISION-MAKING AUTHORITY IN SCHOOLS ’

'y

e e e e o . e o i g

We would like to examine the distribution of decision-making authority as
perceived and preferred by teachers in schools.

For the purpose of this study. a sample of Edmonton schools was selected.
Your school was one of those chésen. We would appreciate your participation in the
study by completing the Lgliowmg questionnaire.  Your name should not appear
anywhere on the guestionnare. Your school will not be identified inany way in the
report of the findings. You are assured that all replies will remain confidential and
anonymous.

Please place the completed questionnaire in the énvelope provided, and return
it to the staff member who has been designated tQ receive it.  That person will

forward all questionnaires from your school tous. Thank you for your cooperation.

N PERSONAL DATA
Pjease circle the number of the appropriate answer which gives
information about you. :
1. School level
1. Elementary school
2. Junior high school
3. Senior high school
2. Sex )
1. Male 2. Female

3. Years of teaching experience, counting the present year as a full year.

1. 1vyear 4. 11-20 vears
2. 2-byears 5. 21 years or more
3. 6-10years

4. Years of training you are credited with for salary purposes.

1. Lessthan 4 years 3. Fiveyears’
2. Four years 4. Six years or more
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AUTHORITY FOR DECISIONS IN SCHOOLS
?

-

Instructions
* ln thls survey, teachers are ‘asked to indicate who decides What action shouId be .
taken on specrfued ISsues. Teachers are asked for the actual and preferred degree of
mvolvemem in decision making by (a) the Indlwdual tea\,her (o) the Legcher staff group, and
(c) the higher official authority.

FOR EACH ITEM, CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH YOU FEEL COMES CLOSEST TO
DESCRIBING WHAT DOES HAPPEN AND WHAT SHOULD HAPPEN IN YOUR SCHOOL.

THE NUMBERS CORRESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING RATINGS

- 1 = very low invcivement
2 = low involvement
3 = moderate involvement
4 = high involvement
5 = very high involvement .

Examgl
' In your school assume that decisions have to be made about the task hsted below

Please indicate the degree of actual ghg preferred involvement of the INDIVIDUAL

TEACHER in the decision.

e

B , ‘ - Actual and-preferred involvement of

" Task ' s "% the INDIVIDUAL TEACHER in the decision:
1. Determining the.‘way pa'rehts arz informed of : a Actualx 1234 5
their children’s progress : ‘ : Preferred I 2345

" n this exampIe the circle around Actual 2 indicates a Iow teacher mvoIvement
‘while the circle around Preferred 4 indicates a hlgh teacher preferer\ce of mvolvemer‘t in
‘the dec:suon »
MeanJ of Terms . 2 g

\ . ° . o s Tk

individual Teacher refers to a classroom teacher.

o 8
A Teacher Staff Group refersto a formally recogmzed staff group such as the
total school teaching staff asubjectarea department staff or.a grade staff. ‘

o

A Hngher Ofﬁmal Authority refers to the. agimmlstratwe hlerarchy above teachers,
such as school princlipal, School Board or central offuce official, Departmem of Education

or representative. -

»
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PART A

218.

In your. school, assume that decisions have to be made about the tasks listed

below. Pleaseindicate the degree of actual and preferred involvement of the
INDIVIDUAL TEACHER in the decision. - ,

Response Key: 1=very low, 2=low, 3=’modera(e, Z=high, 5=very high

Tasks

- Actual and preferred involvement of

the INDIVIDUAL TEACHER in the decision’

1.

14.

15,

Determination of the school's total program.

Determination of the detailed content of

the school s program

Determination of the texts and instrqctional

material for various subjects.

Determination of tha way a subjectis
presented in class.

Determination of frequency and methods of
classroom testing. :

Determination of the relative friendiiness of

~ classroom teacher-student relationships.

. Determination cf the size and compositicn oficlasses.

Determination of the grading and promotion
of students. . :
R

Determination of the allocation of money to individuals and
groups of teachers for instructional aids and equipment. :

Determination of the teaching load and other duties
of teachers. ' \

[}
Determination of arrangements for parents to discuss
matters concerning their children’s schnling.

Determination of school rules andreg NS
for the generat student body.

Determination of the nature of organized
professional development activities.

Deterriination of how teachers are
to be evaluated.

Determination of the expenditure patterns
of schooi-based budgets.

Actual
Preferred

Actual
Preferred

Actua!
Preferred

Actpal
P;gferred

Actual
Preferred

Actual

1

1

1
1

-—

Preferred !

Actual
Preferred

Actual

Preferred.

Actual

Preferred .

Aétual

Preferred

Actual

. Preferred

Actual
Preferred

, Actual

" Preferred

Actual
Preferrgg‘

Actual
Preferred

— —_—

—

—— —_——

e

1
1

1
1

1
1



PART B

in your school, assume that decisions have to be made about the tasks listed

below. Piease indicate the degree of actual and preferred involvement of a TEACHER
STAFF GROUP in the decision. : . )

Response Key: 1=very low, 2

zlow, 3=moderate, 4=high, 5=very high

Tasks

‘Actual and preferred involvement of

a TEACHER STAFF GROUP in the decision

_L‘)

[81]

©

11

‘12.

Determination of the school s tetal’program.

Determination of the getailed content of
the school s program..

Determination of the texts and nstructional
material for various subects.

Determinatior of the way a suojectis
presented in class.

Determination of frequency and methcads of
classroom tesiing.

Determination of the reiauve friendiness of
classroom teacher-student relationships.

Determination of the size and composition of classds.

\

: T
Determination of the grading and promosuon
of students. ’

Determination of the alloécaticn of money 10 indnviduats.and,
groups of teachers for instructioral aids and equipment.”

Determination of t1e teaching load ar d otner duties
cf teachercz.

Determination of arrangements for parents tc discuss
matters concerning the:r children s schooling.

Determination of schocl rules and regulat:ons i
for the general student body. _ g
4 ‘ ’

&
Determination of the nature of organ:z%!d
professional develicpment actvities. -

Determination of how teacners are
to’be evaiuated.

Determinaticn of tne expenditure catterns
of schecol-tasea buagets g

Actual
P_referred

1

Actuai

1

Preferredl

Actual

Preferred -

Actual
Preferred

Actual

FPreferred i

Actua
Freferred

Aci.al
Preferrea

Actual
Preferred

Actual
Preferred

Actusl
Preferrec

Actual b

Prefefred

Actual

Preferred

Actual
Preferrea

Actua'
Preferre\ed

Actuad
Preferrec

NN

-

——
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Ww Ww
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In your school. assume that decisions have to be made about the tasks listed

OFFICIAL AUTHORITY in the decision. .
Response Key: 1=very low, 2=low, 3=moderate, 4=high, 5=very high

Please Indicate the degree of actual and preferred involvement of a HIGHER

Actual and preferred involvement of

Tasks a HIGHER OFFICIAL AUTHORITY in the decision
1. Determination of the school s totai program. ' Actual 12345
Preferred 12345
2 [Determinatioh of the detailed content of _ Actual 12345
the school ¢ program. Preferred 12345
3. Determination of the texts and instructional Actual 12345
material for various subijects. . Preferred 12345
4. Determination cf the way a subjectts Actual 12345
presented in class. ' Preferred 12345
5. Determination of frequency and methods of ! Actual 1 2345
classroom testing. : o : Preferred 1234 6
6. Determination of the relative friendiness of Actual 12345
classroom teacher-student reiationships. Preferred 12345
7. Determination of the size and composition of classes. Actual 12345
. Preferred 12345
8. Determmation of the grading and promotion ' Actual 12.345
of students. g " Preferred 12345
9. Determination of the allocation of money tc#aaividuals and Actual 12345
groups of teachers for instructional aids and eguipment. Preferred 12345
10. Determination of the teaching load and other duties Actual 12345
of teachers. : Preferred 12 345
11. Determination of arrangements for parents to discuss ' . Actualt 12345
matters concerning their children s schooling. Preferred 12345
12. Determination of school rules and re‘guiations Actual 12345
for the general student body. Preferred 12345
13. Determination of the nature of organized . ‘ Actual 12345
professional development activities. ' Preferred 12345
14. Determination of how teachersare Actual 12345
to be evaluated. ' Preferred 12345
15. -Determination of the expenditure patterhs B Actual 12345
of school-based budgets. ' ‘Preferred 12345
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PART D
Please add any comments that you would like to make on the general topic of

sharing responsibilities for decision making in education.

[REn .

Cbe
Ul .

i

PARTE
How satisfied are you with your involvement in decision making in your school?
" Please circle the number of the appropruate response below.

very dissatisfied

moderately dissatisfied "
shghtly dissatisfied S
siightly satisfied

moderately satisfied_

very satisfied .

® O H W=

Any comments? .

v ‘ . Thank you.
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- NTON PUBLIC SO
September 14; 1984

~,

Mr. W. A. Kiffiak . _

School Liaison Officer

Division of Field Services : |
The University of Alberta '

Edmonton, Alberta

;- T6G 2G5

pear Mr. Kiffiak:

Re: Research Request - ”Teachers' Perceptions of and Preferences
for the Distribution of Decision-Making in the School" -

. Chan-young Chung

The above research request has been approved on a permissive basis
following examination by our department.

Mr. Chung should now contact the principals of the schools listed
on the following page to© obtain final approval and to make the
arrangements necessary for conducting the study.

' . A4
We would appreciate receiving a copy of the results of the study as
soon as they are aVailable. :

‘Sincerely,

- /
- "7//
T. A. Blowers, PhD
Director Program Review,
Research, Liaison -

TAB/ jmr
: /
cc: ¥C. Chung

D. Friesen
Principals



o | coopzaATlvaﬂ;:rIVITtES PROGRAM
: ! , |

. Instructiops ‘ ‘ . ety

a) This application form.is to be used for re:earch Projects only. Research
1s defined here as a major undertakins lea ing to , Master's thesis or a
Ph.D, dissertation, or studies of gimilal Rature iy gagnirude. ‘

b) A copy of the ethical guidelines fof research is iy juded with this
application. This document togethef with the requegr is to be reviewed
joingly by the project initiator with his/her depﬁrcment chairman or
‘designate to ensure that the project complies with . .pe ethical guidelines.
His/her signature, page 2, item §, 1S needed to ingycate rhat this
requitement has been met, ! ‘

Organizapjor to be Involved

Edmonton Public School System [j County of gtrathcona [ J

Edmonton catholic School System [:] St.sﬁtbe;t Protestant/Separate
00 st

N.a.LT. [ o system

3. Requestor (University staff member) Date Sep. Ll 1984
' . Da S€ep. —tp i

‘Name (incjude title) Dr. D, Friesen ' 2 "'+ Faculty Education .
Position \dgzdjgssQx___________;___vﬁ;,___ Departmeny LgQgﬁ&igﬂil_éiﬁlﬂl§££§£;gn

Address /\’_uniye:siJqLJui4&lhgI;a_va/,_-«~——-—-——\\“, Telephone —ﬁéz:§§29~___
1f requesy is being made on behalf '

of gradyage student indicate _J3Euk2uggﬂg_Qh9ﬂg—___\\v/—______________________\___
. : (Name)

(University,addfess) : ) _ (University(TelePhORe)

(1f university address 1is unavailable, please glive Compjete home address, including
postal code.) '

Ph.D. sgydent [g . Mascef's student E] " other []

L. Descrippion of Research Project - include title, objeccives, procedure, evaluation,
techniques, etc. :
Title: o '
- TEACNERS' PERCEPTIONS OF AND pREFERENCES FOR THE pISTRIBUTION OF
DEC] §1ON -MAKING AUTHORITY IN THE $CHOOL ‘

Ogjthives: ) '

To determine the distribution of decisl?n-making authority regard ing
fifreen important task activities asso?latEd Wity the operation of the
school instructional program, as perceived and p oferred by teachers in
elepentary, junior high, and seni®fT high schooly jn Edmonton.

Procedures and Techniques: .

(1) with approval of this study, the researcher .;]] contact the
principals of selected sample 9°h°°1§ to oby,in final approval
snd to make the necessary grrangeme?ts for wne study.

(2) The sample for the study will De: five elemgurary, five junior high,
and five senior high schools iPf the Edmonto, public School System.




ommended Schools

Lol Ll

(3) Data for the study will be gathered from questionnaires which
teachers in the sample schools could complete in less than
half an hour.

(4) No names are required and data analysis will be carried out by
computer. Therefore, all replies will remain completely anonymous .

Anticipated value to university patticipant:’

The study will provide some new {nformation on the distribution of
decision-making authority, and perhaps some insights into the structure
of authority in school organizations. '

Anticipated value to cooperating organization:

The information on the distribution of decision-making authority

as perceived and preferred by teachers may be useful for administrators
to make an attempt to maintain the stabilization and flexibility of

school organizations.

Suggested personnel, schools and times: '

1 would be grateful if Authority Concerned would recommend five
elementary, five junior high, and five senior high schools which

meet the following conditions:- : '

(1) schools with a minimum of fifteen regular classroom teachers.

(2) schools which organize {nstruction on the self -contained classroom.

Data Collection: October and November, 1984

- - -

N\

8.

proved by Department Chiairman OR Designate

, “ o L\ : S e Sep. 11, 1984

" Signature , ' \\ Date

T

For Office Use Only:

&)

Approved by 7. N e , Field Services Date g

£ . -
T '
Approved by W’\N{’\O—- ' Date _x UL»\( /Lf ﬁ/

o
Subject to the following conditions: ~

(a) A report of the results of findings of thi project is required by the
cooperating school system (check one) ye§ﬁ no J

e

(b) Other.



¢/o Dr. D. Friesen

Dept. of Educational Administration
The University of Alberta )
Edmonton, Alberta

Ten 2G5
September 26, 19%4

‘Dear

I am a doctoral student in Fducational Administration at the
University of Alberta. As part of my program of studies, I am
undertaking an investigation into the distribution of decision-makina
authority regarding fifteen jmportant task activities associated with
the operation of the scnool instructional program, as perceived and
preferred by teachers in elementary, junior high, and senior high
schools in Edmonton.

For the purpose of the study, a sample of schools was selected.
Your school was one of those chosen. 1 have the permission of the
superintendent of your school system to seek the participation of
you and your staff in the project. ;

The data for the study will be qathered from a questionnaire
which teachers could complete in less than half an hour. No names
are required and data analyses will be done by computer. No school
will be identified in any way in the report of the findings. Therefore,
you can be sure that all replies will remain completely anonymous.

If you and your staff aaree to participate in the study, necessary &
materials will be forwarded to your school.before the end of October.
May 1 have the participation of you and your staff in the project?

Would you let me have your reply to this reguest by checkina
your response On the attached sheet and forwardina it to me as soon
as possible? Thank you for your cooperation.

. . o Sincerely,

Chan-youna Chung
Ph.D. student



October , 1984

School:

Please circle the appropriate ansver.

Participation
1. Yes
2. No

Please indicate the number of regular classroom teachers in your school.

__ teachers.

e e et

Signature:



c¢/o Dr. D. Friesen

Dept. of Educational Administration
The University of Alberta

Edmonton, Alberta

October 22, 1984

Dr. T. A. Blowers

Director Program Review

Research, Liaison

Edmonton Public Schools

Edmonton, Alberta ‘ - ]
T5H 4G9 ’

Dear Dr. Blowers:

This letter is related to your letter of permission (September 14,
1984) of the study, "Teachers' Perceptions of and Preferences for the
Distribution of Decision-Making Authority in Schools."

I greatly appreciate that you recommended the fifteen schools
for the study. I sought the participation of the recommended schools
in the project. However, I have not obtained approval from two
elementary, two junior high, and one senior high schools amona them.

Would you please recommend two elementary, two junior hiah, and
one senior high schools which meet the followina conditions:
(1) schools with a minimum of fifteen full-time classroom teachers.
(2) schools which organize instruction on the self-contained classroom.
Thank you for your cooperation.
-Sincerely,

Chan-youna Chung
Ph.D. student
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1 EDMONTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

October 23, 1984

Chan-Young Chung

c/o Dr. D. Friesen

Dept. of Educational Administration
University of Alberta

Edmonton, Alberta

T6G 2G5

Dear Mr. Chung:

Re: Research Request : 'Teachers' Perseptiong of and Preferences for
G the Distribution of Decision MakiqgﬁAutﬁgrity in the Schools

In response to your letter of October 14, 1984, we suggest you contact
" : the principals of the following schools and obtain their approval to
R participate in your study:

Sincerely,

Sapas

t
Tom Blowers, PhD
Director Program Review,
Research, Liaison

cce. Dr.'Friesen
Mr. Kiffiak
Principals h
-t

TAB/pt



c/o Dr. D. Friesen

Dent. of Educational Administration
The University of Alberta

Edmonton, Alberta

T6G 2G5

Novemher 12, 1934

Dear
. (8
Thank you very much for your acceptance to participate in the
study, "Teachers' Perceptions of and Preferences for the Distribution
of Decision-Making Authority in Schools."”

The questionnaires for your staff are being mailed today under
separate cover. While the ques jonnaires are being sent to the schodgT~—,
in your name, you may prefer t have a staff member distribute them
to teachers and receive them vi nl the questionnaires have been
completed. ' )

#od if all questionnaires would be
days or so. Perhaps a date for
completion might be set by ! ¥ f member responsible for receiving
them, and then the person shoul® mail the questionnaires to me.

No school will be identified in any way in the report of findinas,
and all replies will remain confidential and anonymous.

It would be greatly apy
completed and returned wit o

Thank you very much for your help and cooperation. I really
appreciate yopr-assistance.

Sincerely,

Chan-youna Chung
Ph.D. student



c/o Dr. D. Friesen

Dept. of Educational Administration
. The University of Alberta ‘
| Edmonton, Alberta

'T6G 2G5

January 11, 1985 ‘

id

Dear

Thank you very much for your help in returning the questionnaires
completed by your staff. If there are any questionnaires that have not
been returned yet, would you please let me have them as soon as possible?
I urgently need toshave returns from more teachers in your school.
Consequently, I énclose copies for those teachers who may have not "yet
completed the questionnaire. B '

Thank you very much for your help-and consideration.’{;kea]]y‘
appreciate your assistance. o ’ ' :

- Sincerely,

Chan-young Chung
Ph.D. student



c/o Dr. D. Friesen

Dept. of Educational Administration
, The University of Alberta

Edmonton, Alberta

T6G 2G5

January 10, 1985 |

Dear

Tharik you very much for your help in returning the questionnaires

completed by your staff. If there are any questionnaires that have not

been returned yet, would you please let me have them as soon as
possible? ' : '

I greaf]y_appfeciate an allotment of precious'timé for your staff

to complete the questionnaires. Would you convey mey thanks to your
staff for their cooperation? : ‘

I wish that you and your staff . have a happy new year.

Sincerely,

.Chan-young Chung |
Ph.D. student

-,

“~_.



