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' -c-.'.{ABSTRACT'~ |
S i, _ 0 _
The puipose of the study was to determine the relationship among
-“_“teachera ratinga of their school’s effectiveness. their professiOnalf

. ¢ v. .

- role orientation, the administrative structure of their schools and ”,{Vr,-‘
o . - ‘gg . . ) . ’ :
s i their professional work interaction.n
g; . Mintzberg s (1979) model of a professiona:'bureaucracy, supple-'

;mented by theoretical literature,.serVed as. the conceptual frameworki‘v L~"-

. Qlfor the study. Mintzberg (1979) suggested that because professionals, -

~1want control over their work processes, they prefer low bureaucratic c

R S :-structure in their organizations.v This low structure may . result 1f
SR »', 5‘_. ‘ .'. - w _v R .‘ /q~ .
'\'“f' e work coordination problems. o 1“‘ SR R T

The pOpulation conaiated of the principals and all of the clasa-

q room teachers of the twenty-one largest elementary schools, kindergarten

}f ‘_5’to Year eight in the Saskatoon School Division. Number 13 Three t; n .
- Eihundted and forty-four teache*s complettd a qup"ionnaire in May and k]
T iJune of 1982 which consisted of eections on school effeCtiveneSS, pro;nﬂ
iﬂ_;feasional role orientation and professional wotk 1nteraction. To f,ed7_:.g7hf

'=fhfprovide data for the measures of administrative strﬂcture, the twenty-”‘

,.x i

) 7i¥one principala uere interviewed using the modified Aston Interview

Y

o sr ‘-,-;é‘u R
R

"4;fff;lischedule.:ffr

A

Of the variables ewamined, this BtUdY found that one dimension of;.luki?.fnff

v"ff'profesaional role orientation,:knowledge, agd_one dinension of admini-ﬁ;aif.nfjﬂif

Q;Qﬁ_,Hff;f;ﬁfgcjﬁ?atrative structure, functional specialization, accounted for the most

"lﬁvariance in teachers ratinga of echool etiectivenesa. Knowledge reﬁers

; ffto the teachers belief in the importance of a Ptofessional knowledge .




»'base—for educators.l Functional specialization is the delegation of

duties.and the diatribution of them among staff. R /'
. : ; r
o o Four out of the five dimensions of professional role orientation e

were more closely related to teachers ratings of school effectiveness T

" <
B

than\any of the other variables studied except for functional special-‘

Ty ization. B A A -rf. - j LT T
. . - . . . B N . ‘ w‘\ : K . - - L - K .
' / ER Y ‘2

e e ;.Aj  0f the strqcture variables functional specialization was the most .

P

P 4

‘_41» ';~: closely related to teachers ratings of school effectivenePs. After

teachers professional role orientations were taken 1n -0 account,‘

® -» - .\ B EN . *

- standardization, autonomy and- siz.e also were signific&ntly related/ tc

»

>/"

1.1'effectiveness.. Howeverw the variation accounted fqr in school.effec— ‘{ o

[
3 ]

tivehess ratings by thcse»structure variables was much less than that

Q,, *,Ai* accounted for hy four dimensions pf professional role orientation.

e

. After te ‘ers pro‘fessional role brientations were taken into -

~ . [N

account, principa —teacher interaction on professional topics was

j"‘”. SRR significantly relatfd to teachers‘ ratings of their school efﬁec- e

‘,tiveness. The frequency of professional interaction among teachers_

“ - -

and the total interaction time were not related significantly to

' - . . .

teachers school effectiveness ratings.'»oﬁl "
tlﬁ“ . o 'if"l:_ Teachers with high professional role orientation scores‘tended‘h_" .
L to rate their schools as more effective to intetact more with the ;'n'-f:éva'

principal and to interact more with each other than teachers with

. e
N

low profesaional‘role orientation scores.';'lj'“l:~i g ',-?_g] 5,='f}'l S
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| CHAPTER ONE -~ . * . '

ER . ., . .+ " INTRODUGTION "
PR ) S In the faCe'of'deCIining enrolment»'decreased'resources and~a'mo£é
FE S ' . .

;lﬁ' . . . e 'vocal public,vschool administrators are challenged to mect Che demands

4for increasing schcol effectiveness (Reller, 1976 78) To accomplish

*this, theAprincipal who 1s charged with organizing and maintalning an_.

Ty if‘ N - . effective school,,must identify factors related to school muality B
"(Tomlinson 1981 375) But school evaluation lS difficult"neither the
7rfactors that constitute an, effective school - nor the measurem@nt of them
T L: . iﬁl""?are easilv determined In addition ‘fOr‘the outcome of the assessment’
~t of a school s effectlveness to be useful, con31deration should be given _
"bfibto ‘the. relatioaships between the‘acCOmplishment of a school s goals and
'the organizational attributes that contribute to their achievemqht }6
(Tomlinson, 1981:375) School administrators are expected to decide what
.'peffective schools are, how they can influence factors that will facili*‘F
;tate them, and how.. to me35ure‘that effectiveness. Becanse of the complex- ;2

lv

ity of the task principals turn to the most readily available knowledge-

‘

;7,able sources of information, the teaching staff
. The staffs provide a chlective body of expertise for school evalu— ‘,_?
."ation. The professional judgments that teachers makeaabout how well

+

‘fSChOOlS are Carinng out thvir mandates are based on standards that are e
ginculcated during universxty training, internship and 1ater inservice,‘*'
,(Hrvnyk 1966) However,Athese standards vary among 1ndividuals in th€

teaching prcfessien (Nixon, 1975) In acceptlng the teachers evalua-‘ fzfl'

tLons of their schools effectiveness, school adminlstrators must decide

B T . R
e ERNCI T T AV
L ‘ . ’ . s . . -

R s » . .

- Y . -» - .



- their perception of their schools

-i222) However, Within thé teaching body, individuals may differ in their

a role

L what’effeot,the,teathers own, professi nal role orientations have on.

As teachers examine their school, hey may believe ‘the administra-

'1tive structure of the school either imp des or facilitates the education

ramework for deciSion making,'

\

of students ) The structure provides the

it determines who makes what decisions, identifies what is to be delegated

. and specifies what is to be done in a stand?rdized way (Hall 1877v102) f\;_,

LI

"‘:Scott (1981 222fwwrites that there is a difference in. the optimal struc— C
,tures of organizations dépending on whether or not: they are staffed b\

;professionals Because teachers as professionals demand autonomy. some

administrative structures can be dvsfunctional in schools (Scott, 1981

i

¢

e opinions about the effectiveness of the Same‘school structure as thev

‘ffilter their expectations through their own understanding of a teacher s

! It is unlikely that teachers will perceive the scho“ La positive‘

j'»,.way dnless they are - given opportunities to- espress théir professionalism'

’1(Hall 1977 168) But professional standards are multi—dimensional for

‘e
#

i';.'while professionals demand autonomy where skilled judgments are needed
1:';they respect each other s eXpertise and feel a. sense of colleagueship

.frf(Hrynyk 1966) Even though much df a teacher 5. work day is spent in o

!:;isolation from other professionals. there are opportunities to engage in.bg”'“
- fjoint decision making and problem solving (WVnne, 1981) Willingness toi):"h‘
'»fcoordinate educational tasks may arise frdm the teachers' commitments toi

:f**'the education of children which is furthered bv utilizrng thexr LOllGa:;‘; -

g ;gues teChnical competence in a particular area pﬂ;ﬂ“'»lffr;“ﬂgf“ o



E . ' — S N
W A o It has been suggested that teachers ratings of the egfectiveness -
' of their schqols are related to their own professional role orientation,

. .
to the naturc of the administrative structure of their schools that .

facilitates opportunities to express their professionalism and to'
opportunxties for profebsional interaction in their schools "This study"

has investigated thosc relationships.u

RS oo s VT THe seady -
| L ‘Purpose - - T :

. . 7

N : - o " The purpose'of the studv,wasuto examine selected factors-which

“; influEnCed teachers ratings of thcir school s effectiveness These

S ;factors were: (1) the professional role orientations of. the teachers,
A Y (2) th%%administrative structure of thc school and (3) the amount and

-

frequency of the profess1onal work interaction in the school . The studv

hae provided research on the association between teachers professional"

Y '1 c role orientation and selected organizational factors withln each school.

General Pekspective of the Study RS

In determining the effectiveness of the school as an organization,

“f{"f" T the complex relationships between the professional employees and the
'};5“,“\‘;_ K idf design of the organization need to be examined The structure of the
traditional bureaucratic organization is established to 1imit the in—-u-}f'

fluence of the individual on the organization 80 that employees can

PO

. resign or rebel Without seriously?reducing the efficiency Gf the organ-,

(H
P e,

ization (Perrow, 1979 4) ‘ In an organi;ation employing professionals
there is an inherent conflict between the organizational structures that

',];¥5 do not previde for role discretion or, deqentralization of decisign making"'

A

.




and the dpionomy of the professional (Hall 1977:170). However, Hall
,(1977 171) states that such conflicts are not inevitable, there are L
organizational_i\ructures that‘are compatible with the degree of pro- .
fesSionalism in“their members." |

Embodied in Hall' s (1977:17 ) statement is the assumption that
professxcnalism is a contlnuous variable to be found in dlfferent degrees

among a profe351on s member - \In his ,own research more full\ explained

‘in Chapter Two, Hall (1968 102) fcund an inverse relationship among five™
burraucratic structural dimensions and aspects of profeSSJOnalism Based
b on his research findings, Hall (1977 171) stated that administrative
structures could be arranged to facilitate rather than to hinder thc

professional

\

If the administrative structure is designed to encourage d:iegation
DR
:~of decision making and profe551onal discretion, coordination of work may
become a problem In bureaucratic organizations, decentralization is
7frequently accompanied by 1ncreased formalization (Hall 1977 184) . In
"schools this would seem to defeat the purpose of decentralized decision
making. As a result strategiev may . have to be developed by the.profes- -
bsionals involved to ensure that students benefit from collaborative
dinteraction among thv staff | | |
When teachers evaluate their4school, they’are viewing thetorgane ;”
'fization from their Own professicnal stance Differences in teachers
"professional role orientat ‘on may°be related to bgeir different re-
‘actions to the administrative strUcture and to their work interaction':,

- I:

lt is from the perspective of v1ewing the school as an organization=

K e

”’while investigating the relationships between personal and organizational .



Sub~Problems ‘ - L e

characteristics that thiS'study_was eondueted.

II, Statement of the Problem .o e

.v.‘)

" Problem

What are the relationships among teachers' ratings of . the effective—-_-
ness of their schools and their professional roie'orientation, their

school's administrative structurc and their professional work interaction?

From the main problem several sub—problems may be deflnedt Answers
‘7" : :

l

to‘the‘gollowing sﬁb—problems'were sought?

1. Are teachers‘ ratings~of_school effectivenesséfelated to ptofessionél

.toie otientation?; ' ¢

2. .Are-teacbers' Iet;ngs of sehool effeptiveness'related‘to tﬁé admini;
s;;ative stnucture of theirfschool? N

3. .Are‘teecﬁers‘:ratingswof school effegtiveness Fetatéd to their pro-.

O

fessional”work interaction? v S '

4. 1Is there a relarionship between the profe531onal work interaction

-~ 3 ©

of teaohers and the administrative structure of &heir schools7

;.7 i

5. Is there a relationship between teachers profgssional iole orien— o

* ‘ E * ~

. tation and their professional work interaction7 9i1¢f? i

o

N

4 6,f Is’ there a relationship between teachers professional role orien—'

'j tation and the adminlstrative structure of their schools’

'7’1 Are teachers ratings of school effectiveness associated with the

v"‘

interrelationships among the teachers professional role ox§entatgonf'..

ftheir schools administrative stgncture'and their'professionai work
2 .

'intetéction?Vb_.y'



I11. Conceptual Framework

o

A Professional Bureaucracy

Professtonals'are cmployed in an organization wherefthc:work 1is
suffic1entlv complex that difficult procedures must be used, vet Stable
enough that workers skllls can become standardlzed (Mlntzberg, 1979 :336) .

Becapsé professionals demand autonomy and_decision making dlscretion;

-the structure of. such an organization 1s-high1y_deCentralized: ‘Ideally, -

-

coordination is achieved,through standardization of skills ‘and knowledge
S0 professionals know.what to expect’from their coLleagues. Mintzberg

(1979) cla551fred thts *ype of organlzation as a professional bureau—

.cracv{ a structural configuratlon which anludes schools hospitals and

social-work‘agencies._ g

The actiwities of an organization are linked together through flows
Co , . E ) :‘ . . . 3 , o .

of authoritv, work'material‘and,inforhation (Mintzherg, 1979:55). The

traditlonal bureaucratlc view of organizations prov1des foﬁ\the formal

3

regulated flows while the 1nformal communicat1on blends the formal and
. ..'

1nformal relationships in organiZations. Both processes are. necessary v

v.for an. organlzatlon to Operate efficiently (Mintzberg, 1979 53) _ How—

'*ever, the desrgn of p051t10ns 1nfluences both the coordlnation and con-’ :

trol strategies In a professional bureaucracyr the formal controI

P

-system changes as trainrng replaces~organizational rules as a standard

l', for dec151on maklng (Mintzberg, 1979 349)

’ To warrant the:ﬂjg?homv that'Ls acdorded Yb profe351onals, they are-

ce

ewpected to comply with the condltions that thelr yrofess1on requires

.'.ﬂxntzberg (1979 349 331) destnlbes profe551onal< in the followrng wav

«

(1) Pnofe551onals have seVeral vears of tralning from arunlvers1tv o o

oy



oA

o . ot (‘

or soecial institution. (2) A lengthy period of 1nternship by profes—
sionals is expected in order to COmplete the 1ndoctr1nat10n process of »
"skills, knowledge and values that their profession has acqnired,A (3) A
iproéessional associatiom ueually'COntrols.entry lncoighe:orofession? so

}pgbfessionals’must pass-this'barrier.‘ (4) The.problems’professionals o

R

. solve are unique, requiring discretion and judgment .in the application

4105 learned skills}i (5)-Pr0fessionals are empecced to’upgrade.their ex-

o
v

‘ fessionalS'eXpect autonomy and control-of their own work:

: skllled " Whilevhe tends to-describe!ektremeisiates-of'professional com- -

ll,berciSe.as new knowledge_is generatedfand’ney skillsjdevelop.» (6) Pro- .

v @

e . .
W1th1n the profeSSLOnal bureaucracy there are workers who vary in

their degrees of professionalisn, 1ncluding their skills, knowledge and,
. / . -

attltudes; In discu551ng the problems in a professxonal bureaucracv

[N

Wintzberg (1979 373) wrltes that ‘ noytwo professxonals are equally

]

xpetence, either the competent or incompetent worker,,rather than varylng

r

T their skills, (2) who care more aboht their reimbursement than the serr«‘

[N

N degrees, Mintzberg (1979 373) p01nts out that ‘a proﬁeSSLOnal bureaucracy

does not deal easily with professionals who are: 1ncompetent or not con-;h§"~§

scientlous‘ The discretion allowed professioﬁals enables them to ignore

. g

"‘Vlce they give their client (3) who become s0. enamored with a particular\-;
- method or program that they rely on JUSt one program rather than usang I

‘{ their diagnostlc skills and knowledge to solve cllents problems,-and

Ly s
(4) who won 't cooperate wlth other professionals so that the total organ-

.‘\r‘

i

) 'the needs of the clieno as well -as the,organization. Particular problems SR

‘, cited by Mintzberg (1979 373 374) are professionals (l) who do not update'“:;i.

*: ization can seryey:he;client.g,ﬁlntzberg (1979) has described,ditzerencesd\ﬁ.,1



,"‘

';,in role’orientation that he'beliepes are found among any group of/pro—
feSSionals.\' | | | - |
Altbough'nqu_of the.professiona}sibyorkvis\oone.in'isolation‘from_
[.tbeir eolleagues,‘eoordination isinecessaryg’ Some'of this'eooraination
”ioecurs‘nithout.nueh_ﬁoint:pfénningibecause\ot‘the standardgzation of
vbuteaehers’fsk{ils‘and_knowiegge.achieVed during un{yersityqﬁraining.
'Pfotessionals in-education~assuﬁe-that‘they khow wbat;programs andv
J-methoos theicholleagues are'usiné;~-In'scbools,asélong.as‘tbe subjebt'

matter,remainsvstandard,‘teaehersfknow "moré.or léss what-thefothér'teaches"

(Mintzberg, 1973i349). But eoordlnatlon or\work is necessarv»to'ensure:

'
' st

tbat tbe students3reEeive__we;l rounded and continudus programs as.they pro?:
ceed‘thnough their eduoatron; lhen rellance is placed on' the standard-‘
uization ofbsbrlis»apd:bnouleaée»as-the'marnfcoordlnat1ng;dev;ce problems
: 7ar{;e,becégge it'is'such~a Ioose‘cooroinatingimeebanisnb(ﬁintrberg, l979:
;372), as. 1llustrated 1n Flgure 1 ’A b351c conflict ex*sts between pro= .
fesslonals de51re for autonomv and thelrvneed to coordinate their work
;‘so .that the ellent 1s‘g1ven the best po551b1e serv1ce (Wlntzberg, 1979 3745;
The evaluatlon of effectlveness is dlfficult in a professional h
ebureaucracy.because (1) goals are nebulous and problematical (2) pro- L
j}fesslonals control their own work to a great.extent, and (3) methods for‘?ff'

-

’Qservlng cllents have not been agreed upon by professlonals (Wxntzberg,

/L979 374 76) In SChOOlS this 1s partlcularby true Mintzberg (1979:
j374) eljborates,."when no. one has been able to measure the“learning that

ftakes placi}ln the classroom, how can 1t be demonstrated wath rellabllltv

v (ot

“Vthat lectutes are better of worse than semlnars, or, for that matter thﬁn\j

' Jstaying,home:and‘reading;’"As_a[result;tbejadminiétratorsvreoognrge.
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the knowledge of their fellow profCSSioﬁals and respect their judgments
‘about how effective their schools are.

Criticism Has‘been made of tﬁe concept of the schaol as a profes-
sional bureaucracy.‘ Howsam (1979:22), although contending that teaching
is by its nature a profession, argues that it wvill remain a semi-profes-
sion until the hi?rarchical structure in schools is changed. and teachers
are accepted as the equals of administrators in policy making ang imple-
mentation. Scott (i981:222)(dvsvribes th tvpes of profcssional-bureau—
cracies. The first is the autonomous professiohal organization, such
as universities or hospitals, where tho'orgnnizatiunal officials delegate

, \
responsibilities for goal setting and standards. = The second type is the
heteronomous professiqul bureducracy where professionals are clearlv
subordinate to the administrative framework, such as in schools, social
work égencies or libraries. The complex and uncertain tasks are dele-

4

gated to professional participants who operate under a structure of gen-

“eral rules. However, the lines are blurred between the two tvpes in anv

school, depending on the role orientation of the teachers and the principal
as well as their professional training.
The model presented has not beewen because it is a perfect fit

for the study but because it best illuStrates the complex relationships

.that underlie the question being invesgigated. Although it does identifv
some of the problems as%ociated wifh the'eva}ﬁatiﬁn of aﬁ of#anization,

an adequgte fraqework is,nbg drawn for ﬁhe determinatioﬁ of effectiveness
in a professional bdreaucracy. Elaborétion Isvgiven in Chapter Two in the

literature on effectiveness to provide the basc.for the selection of an

appropriate measure of effectiveness in schools.
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In this study Mintzberg's (1979) model of a professional bureau-
cracy was applied to élementary schools, as illustrated in Figure 2. The
difficulty in determining performance ﬁeasures éf the school, because of
problems identified by Mintzberg (1979) and others (Scott 1981; Weick,
1979), has resulted in reliance in this study on teachers' profesgional
pércepﬁion of their schools' effectiveness. Both administrative strurturo:
and” the teachers' prbfessional role orientation were measured. Coordin-
ation of work throﬁgh‘standardization of skills is cited as one of the
troublesome aréas of a professional bufeéucracy.ﬁy Miﬁtzberg (1979:372),
S0 coofdinatiénvthrough an informal exchaﬁgciof.ideasbaboﬁt professional
problems was also évaluéted.-

From the base of Mlntzberg s (1979) model and prev1oue sthle‘
(Ha;l -1968; ‘PaIumbo,«1969) whigh fou5d strucﬁure in&erSely‘related to
ﬁréfeséiohalisﬁ, it was iﬂferréd that.ﬁeachers wifh‘high P.R.Oi sgorbs
wogld A@sire lerr‘struCture. This low stﬁqctﬁrehwbuidvléad tqsm6requrk
inte(action.as teéchers made decisions atvkhe school level. It‘waé extra-

polated that -teachers with hlgh professlonal role orlentatlon, working in

schools with low admlnlstratlve structure and high work related inter-

" action, would rate their school as effective. In a similar wav, teachers

with low professionallnole orientatiqn:would rate schools with high

-

structure and low interaction. as effective.

+ IV. The Signifiéance of the Problem

The pressﬁre on schools to imcrease their effectiveness throughout”
.> .\ a LN ' \ s~ N . N .
North America and in Saskatchewan in particular results from a combination

-6f declining enrolments in school systems and decreasing resources at ‘a

o . ~
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kMintzﬁérg; 1979



e

13
fime when schools are charged with edueating>a'broader population of

children (Saskatchewan Education Annual Report, 1979). The visuallv and

hearing impaif?d, the ledrnfng disabled; and ihe~physidally‘npd mentally
handicapped)have been integratéd into Saska&chewdn public thools
(Eduéatibn Act, 1979)f School pringipals arc responsible for providing
'more‘prégPAms and Survicos.withoug prOportionn}o,addit}onnl Staff;nnd
"rcsourbésy
‘For principals who rely on.?hgip.staffs' upiniod$ og their schools's

effectiveness toprovide information so that organizational inefficicncies

neY -

ccan be corrected, awareness is needed of what Jactors influence thése po

A}

ceptions. “If there is a relationship between teachers' professional role
‘orientation and their ratings.of school efiectiveness, this knewledge rav

. ‘ .ol e S L ‘
help.principals to understand teachers' perceptions. - If adminmistrative

.

'

structure is related to teachers' ratings of school effectiveness, this

information should assist principals to establish appropriate structures.

~AdditiohaLly,‘if_wbrk.interaction is related to teachers' perceptions of

school effectiveness, strategies. to facilitate that interactien mav.need
to be devised by the‘brincipéi and the §taff;, ‘
" It is important-to knpf whv teachers rate their schools as effective,

whether the ratings of effectiveness are ‘influenced bv .the teachers'

'knowledge:andlbelieks Qr-b§ £he vdfiables within the-srhogl.'"Rééou%ces
expended'on.inse?Vicé.to iq?reasé teach?rs'<professiOnél‘knowledge‘may b;.
Qeli speng;if thev result“in'mbre'effective scﬁools. ossib1y ﬁripcipa1é'
'gimc can bé allécqﬁed m@re,efficicntiy with more infofﬁatidnvanug the .

administrative structures teachers regard as most effective, It is hoped

that the relationships investigated in this study mav asdist in il deten-
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mination of how educational funds and adminlstratiVe tlme can be most

efflciently utllized

V. Assumptions, Limitations and'Delimitations

E Aesumgtions
The major assumptiona were that: . _' T 'f‘
.1; ' The replies given‘by_teacuers to‘the questioauairefitems‘proyioed
‘ <inoicatlons'ot thelr'attitudeé, beliefe‘ano kmomledge.

ZLl‘The imtervleu achedule.useﬁ to'determlne tme:admlnlstrative

-structure was, suitable for elementary schools.

) limitations: :
Ihe‘limltations of.the sthdy were imﬂereht‘in tﬁe methods used
to gather'and"amalyze.the data ‘ In the data éatherlng, the prlncipal draw-
"back to the questionnalres was that the same'ouestlon may have had dlffer—g
ent meanings for: dltferent people The‘struoturea 1nterv1ew form
‘restrlcted the informatlon respondents could glve .The St&tistical.UAFUtél ‘
" of the data analysls llmited the inferences ‘that could beé made. | Addition-.-

A-ally, the multlvariate analysis only mlrrors the actual complexitv of

V behavioral reality" (Kerlinger, 1973 602)

De‘l'imi't'at.i'oas :
The study was’ dellmlted to elementary schools Ain Saskatoon School
' D1v1sion Number 13 w1th ~taffs of fourteen or more profe551onals Viceé_ N

: pr1nc1pals and teachers who were employed in’ programs that served the
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lschool_system rather thanﬂtheir~home schoois nere.not included[ Beéause
E their roleWOrientation and professional work interaction‘differed'from

_fclassroom‘teachers'it 3eemed‘preferable‘to_exciude'them-from‘the‘popuia-i

tion~beinglstudied.

VI. Definitions of Terms Used

ASchool Effectiveness

°

The criteria used to measure effectiveness ‘were taken from Mott' s
(1972) study A school is. effective if it is productive, adaptable and
iflexible. This 1nc1udes the quality, quantity and efficiency of educa— A
=tiona1 services, the adjustment of teachers to’ different conditions and

the’ response of,teachers to;aptemporary work overload. ﬁpperationally
. - . . . RERF" B R o .

" defined, it is the score the :5chool receives uhen teachers rate it on the .
school effectiveness questionnaire.

- Professional Role Orientacion'(?;kro.)

This is the degree to which teachers rate their profe531qnvlww’\v/'
beliefs as they:are measured on the PiR.O.-scale.' In this study teachers

P.R.0.'s were their tota]l scores on;the scales.

Administrative Structure.

u )

The definition of administrative structure and the.- dimensions of
structurc are paraphrased from definitions found in Pugh et al'(1976 48) .
: and Sackney (1976 40) The administrative structute of an Qrganization |
i is a pattern of internal activities which occur regularly and change
"'slowly. }n this study administrative structure is defined by 51x d_

variables functional spec1aiization, formaiization, centralization,_ ,
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autonomy,. standardization and size. Each of these components of structure
is measured separately; ‘there is no composite score for administrative

\

. structure.

:1Functional Specialization

. & ' :
This is. the division of 1abour in organizatians and the system of

,::distribution of official dutiee among positions The operational defini-

' u'tion for the present study was-a determination of (1) whether a given

activity was performed (2) whether it was specifically delegated; and

":(3) the exrent to which the activity was delegated to indiv1duals or

B o

',groups

Formalization

-

This:is-the:degree to which rules, procedures;and instructions are
1_written down and filed; The deéree of formalization was assessédlin two
ways: | |
_1.'iDocuments’-‘the extent~to which documents vere used that provided
general information about the school and prescribed the roles for
:school professionals | L
2.f,Recording of Role-PerfOrmance'- the degree.to which teachers were;

required formally to record their performance by regularly sub-

' _mitting such written articles as 1esson plans.

Standardization o

A school is standardized to thn extent that it has rules or pro-
,cedures which purport to cover all circumstances and are legitimized

‘ by the school Schools with high standardization scares had more
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procedures which controlled more areas of their operations.

Centralization

IhiS'is the extent to which the locus of decision making authority '
“is capcentrated‘at or.nearlthe“top-of the oﬁganizationalvhierarchy. A )
school's centralization score_was determined bylaseigning-various:
decision weights from zero to five, ‘Zero nas g;;en-for decisions made
by teachets; and“correspondingly;through vice?orincinals,lprincipals,j
euperintcndents and echool boarde,_to'five for decisionsbmade bv the

Department of"Education.Y

Autonomz '
Thﬁi is the degree to which decisions are made within the school
The autonomy score for an individual school was decided by allocating a

" weight -of zero for each type of'decision made by_teachers and a weight

of one to each type of decision made by.princioalsa

PR

Size

!

School size was: determined by the number of professional teachers
@nd administrators employed on a school staff ;The staff size is
regulated by the schoollsystem staffing policy‘accordinguto the'pupil—

teacher ratio.

- Work Interaction-.
This was; the communication which was involved im professional
Qcollaboration or problem solving It included the amount of time profes-

~sionals spent working together and the frequencv of work related communi-'

; cation between teachers or between the teachers and the principal
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'VII. Organization of the Thesis

, Chapter,One provides a background for ;he,study; presents the-
iproble@ statement and the conceptual framework. Chapter Two feviews
the gelated'literéture on organizational effecfivenesé, professional - e
role orientation, administrative structure and professional work inter-
a;tio; in schools. | | | |

| In"Chapter Thrgg'the reéeapch design of the study is given,
'iﬁcluding.the.method of the collectién of ;he'data, ﬁhexinstruments used
:-énd th; ﬁréafmént\;f ;he.data.o In Chapter Four the findings related to
fﬁe rééeﬁréﬁ,hfpothéses-arerpreéentéd; fChaptgf Five contains a sﬁmmary

 9£ the results of theKStudy, f?om-which tonCiuéibné areidtawn, followed
' by a diS;ussion‘of implicatioﬁs'for réséarch and for braciigeQ _

N



CHAPTER TWO"

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter the literature on organizational effectiveness as
it applies to schools, professional role orientation, administrative
structure and work interaction is reviewed. The research cited estab-

lishes the conceptual underpiﬁnings for the study.

1. Effectiveness of the School as an Organization

%

‘_The‘pfoblems associated with both defining and-deeermining organ-
iéationelreffectiVeness are applicable te schoois wheﬁ they are viewed

i aé organizéciohs;v In this See;ion-an overview of }he.perspectives on
organizétiQnel effeceiveness, varioes constfucts of it and the related

research are presented.

PerEPee;ives'on Organizational.Effectiyeness
| ﬁe,two maln approeehes to evaluatiqg organizaiional effectiveness
aré'ba§e¢ on either a goals or a - natural: systems perspective. In a gdals
appreaeh‘theVEVaiuator deterﬁinee effectiveness in terms of the degree to
(whieh Ah~organiiatiop»attéins its goels (Price, i972:;01). ;To appraiee
. effecti§enes§ by a,systemeaappfeach; ehe pe:forhé@te”of an organization
is:ﬁeesured iﬁ eegard‘to inputs,jtrensformatione,Qutpgts and feedbeck _
{Evan; 1975;19);' By coﬁtraeting'tﬁe goais'end systems epproaches,
Campbeil-(1976:3)’attempts eQ clati£§'thediffe;eﬁces in the,two'ofgaew
izationai yiewpointe.  He wfites that the goel o;ientee'people Qeuld'

U

~~ begin by seeking out goals from the decision makers, compare the stated

19
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a0
goals to those that are operationeliied, and then set the standards for
‘effectiveness. Natural systems researchers'would have a conception of an
‘effective organization, ano then. ask questions to'discern the overall
viability of the orhanization'being'investigated. However,‘as soon as
goal evaluators analyze why the organization scores the way,it does on

the criteria, they are led to:sfstem variables. When systems researchers'
consider how the characterlstics affect the task performance, they are

- led to the goals of .the organization (Campbell, 1976:32).

' DeSpite;the.rationality apparent in evalueting.effectiveness,on the
"basis of organizationai éoals; theiconcept-is'fraughtlwith oittalls;
Whether or not an organization‘s goal statements.represent Qhat:will
vhappen, or even what 1is intended to happen, is a polltical as well as a
rational queéstion. lWerck (1979 239) sums up the arguments agalnst eval- |
uating efficiency-on the basis.of goals. '"Goals are sufficiently diyerse,

the‘future is sufficiently uncertain and the actions on.which goal'state—
' 4

-

ments could center are sufficientlv unclear that goal statements explaln a
| relatively small portlon of the variance of the actlon. By evaluating
only stated goals of an o:;anizatiOn, the-researcher‘may missvmany of’its'5
important aspects.

.According to a systems theory'perspectine, organizationsldiffer in
: thelr‘abllity to attain inputs, transform them by using social and phy51cal‘b
| technology, channel outputs to clients and obtain feedback (Evan, 1976 19)
Researchers emphasize dlfferent aSpects Yuchtman.and Seashore (1967 898)
..seem.to'define‘effectiveness-ingterms'of iQP“tS;,?“ organxzation is
effective "in terms'ofbits‘bargaining bosition;‘in;ertherjabsoiute'o{

relative terms, to exploit its enviromment .in the acquisition of scarce

R I
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and valued resources."

Process and output criteria are emphasized by
Jackson and Morgan (1978:321) who state that "an organization is effective
| - By oy : T
“as long as it uses its resources in an efficient manner and contributes 'to

~ the larger system."

Within the’sfdtems'theoty perspective,.researchers
nave'differing opinions about nbatvconstitutes:an eftectine otganiiation.
'. Specific ptoblems are inherent‘in-evaluating'effectimeness‘in’each _
~area ot the systems modq@. Although one of -the ways ofganieations differ
:is'in the inpdtsethey garnef, accOrding to Yuchtman and-Seashore (1967),
. in'a.ser&ice oréanization.the'standardization inherenf in buteaucratic,
etradltlon prohlblts publlC fdndlng agencies fromM51gn1f1cantlv tavorlng
one unit over another As.Well; the relatlonshlp between the amount of
8

fiscal input_into a sepvice organization and the attendant outcome is.

tenuous at best‘(Benson,'1978$200).-.Typically‘sefvice organizationsrsuch ;

do not control thelp clLent selectlon s'o t‘heyj do not want’ to
'ountable for those 1nput characterlstlcs. For these reasons,
N . \ - : ‘ .

i'inputSQto.outputsfdoes not seem a satisfactory method for

~

fhe maJor weakness of process 1nd1cators, the lack of ‘measure of the
;and services produced, is only a concern if the ends and means of
g}ganlzation become disconnected (Scott 1981:330); If'the organi—»f o

don has an adequate feedback prov151on this should be av01ded however,f
b;llng crltics such as. Illlch Claim that process and substance are’
e g ,

ﬂ'.conﬁfsedflnleducation today (Scott 1981:330). A typlcal process indi-

_ cator in. schools would be the quaIity of the teachlng In- evaluatlng thlé,
assumptlcns are made that the nuallty ‘af . students learnlng is- affected by .

it. If the prOCesses of work in-a school are directly related to desired
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"outcomes,'and'if those processes are expertly quantified and evaluated in
an unobtrusive wav, processumeaSUres‘should orovlde lndicators of
Effectiueness., | |
~ Outcome indicators focus attention on'the product‘of the organ4.
ization, either goods or servites. In schools; test'scores are outcome
indicators; in hospitals, changes. in patient;healthemeet'thls;crlter' n.
Scotta(l§81:327) warns.that outcome‘indlcatorsﬁare not pure indicafors
‘of_perfornance; they'reflect;not only the quality of the~production t
‘ also the current state of the technology and the characteristics of the
inputs’and'outputsl, |
Steers (1977 S) argues that the goals and systems perspectlves can
‘be c0mplementary because of the comblnatlon that could empha51ze both
.,‘factors,ln'thc organrzation and the env1ronment-(Steers,,1977:5). Observ-
ing-that~there’have'heen tuo najorwaporoaches'to effectiveness; Young -
(1979 3) suggests that 'most recent theorlzlne partlally has subsumed the
goals in the natural systems aoproach o |
leferentfconceptuali;ations og organlzaticns.are not the onlflbasis
xjor'differences-in'crlteria chosen;to'determine organizational effective?
‘ness.v Other sources of d1ver$1ty 1nclude the~t1me frame, the level of f
’analysis and. the.rellance on elther subJectlve or obJectlve crlterla iThe.
Vicrlteria for’effectlveness change, dependlng on whether you are con51der—.
. 1ng a short or iong‘range viewpoxnt Steers (I975:553) noted that current
. - ../-.
effect1veness in productlon can be max1m12ed at the’ expense of investment
in research and plannlng that lead to future profltablllty ‘_Criteria‘may‘
N .

: also change depending on’ the organization '3 positlon in 1ts life cyclev“lf

: (Scotf¢\198l 320) In\addltion; the;leyel;of.analysis dictates_whether

4
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criteriaiare considered that emphasize the organization's impact on the
individual, or that are used to scrutinize the entire organization, or
that discern the impact of the organizatiOn on the environment (Scott, ‘)
198l:321). Also, Campbell (1976:39) warns thatlsearchingvfdr objective
fmeasures'is futile; theAstandards of an‘objective criterion have been
iset with subjective judgments.

S ° .

To summarize,.the researcher's preference for criteria with which
’to assessieffectiveness depends first on whether a,goals 0% natural
'systems perspective is assumed. 1If a systems approach is taken, decisions

' L4 :
must ‘then be made about whether to use. input process or output measures.

'Inkaddltion,‘consideration of the time frame, the level of the organization
".‘to be evaluated and the use of‘subjectivefor objective‘criteria\must be
considered. The decisionsfmade will form the base of a construct of

effectiveness.

_Difficulties in Measuring Effectiveness in Schools.

o . S - -
The difficulties'in choosing criteria for measuring organizational’

-effectiveness identified previously also apply to schools. Added to‘theseul
are - the evaluation problems generated in a professional bureaucracy the
nebulous goals, the difficulty in controlling the effect of input charac-
‘teristics on the output, the disagreement about methodology, and the lack
of standardization of outputs (Mintzberg, 1979) These obstacleshhave~

. resulted in. a reliance on standardized test scores or multiple criterion
measuresvas indicators‘of effectiveness.

. -,
- .-

' U51ng Standardlzed Test Scores as Outcome Measures o Lo

i

In an. effort to determine school effectiveness through obJective
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criteria, standardized test scores have been utilized. While test

scores are a factor in assessing school quality, in a study such as this
the:use of them as one of the main indicators of';chool effectiveness

has three major problems: (1) standardized tests lack instructional
validity; (2) controlling for input differences in schools and their
population is very difficult; and (3) they do not measure overall school
goals. instructional validity refers to the provision ﬁf students with
instruction in the skills and knowledge measured by the test. Popham

and Lindheim (1981:19) remind us of "the fundamental injustice of testing
students on what they ﬁéve not bééﬂ'taught." In addition to thi;, the
differences in the populations of school children, even after controlling
for intelligen;e,has been illustrated (Greenfield, 1966). These differ-
ences among schools have precluded such.investigators as Goodlad (1980)
and Wynﬂe (1981) from using test scores in their longitudinal studiés of
school effectiveness. Finally, while competence in basic skills is part
of most schools' goals, schools are expected to provide more comprehensive
outcomes, such as thosé associated-with social vélués. |

-

To derive an overall effectiveness score, standardized test scores are

. . FD .
sometimes used das effectiveness indicators. HpWeye?f lack of consistency
‘ .,

in tHe findings of studies leads to~confdsibn in defining which schools
are effective. Larson (1982) and.Myberg (1982) describe approaches that
predictofuture:test scores from a base of'past performance for a cohort

of students, and then use the residual- scores as indicators of effective-

-

ness. Both studies showed that there is little agreement on which schools
. . . Ay . .

o

are effective year after year, and &he ldﬁ.correlation between school

effectiveness indicators derived from successive‘fohorts is not explained
‘ . [ ; .

.

-~
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by pretest scores. Also; different schopls are considered effective
depending on whetH;r mathematics or reading test scores are usea.' While
this {s acceptable if the purposé is to ascertain in which area the
student population is more skilled at a particular time;,it does not
determine the more global construct of school effectiveness. Frechtling
(1982), comparing district supervisor's ratings of school effectiyenesé
with test scores, found that expert rétings provided a very different
selection of effective schools.

A major study, funded by the National Inétitute for Education in
the U.§.A., employing étatistical methods to‘control for differences in
pafental ba?kground, utilizéd test scores as one criterion for effective
schools. '"Public and Private Schools" is part of a larger stﬁdy'of

N 3 .
American high schools directed by James Coleman. In contrast to his 1966

study, Coleman (1981) concludes that schools do make a difference to -the

achievement of students. The major differences were attributed to differ-

ences in discipline, academic demands and in student behavior (Coleman,
(1981);_ Ravicﬁ 11981:719)-writes, "The most important finding in the new
Coleman report is g%ut, after family background is taken into account,

’ &

there remain significant educaticnal policies.'" Howaver, the organiza-

tional characteristics which lead to the formation.of those policies weré

e
not examined. - .

wﬁile~the Coleman (1981) study did utilize test scores, the scale
and funding of it allowed for somé control of the problems indicated
earlier. On the other hand, statistical methods cannot control for lack

of fit between curriculum -and tests: By broadening the study beyond test

em of examining narrow goals.

scotes, they ameliorated the probl
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'

"Because they are output indicators which seém to be based on

-objective criteria, standardized test scores are’tempting for the

researcher to use as @&ffectiveness measurés. However, because they
. . ) o ’ D

evaluate only a narréw portion of the curriculum, and the scores may

be dependent on previous learning or learning that takes place outside

of school, usually they are considered only as partial descriptors of

. ~
effectiveness.

Constructs of Organizational Effectiveness

Because of the complexity of organizations, effectiveness is usually'
defined as a multi-dimensional construct. As a construcé it 'can bé
ope;ationalized only by deciding what model ;hould be used to identify
ﬁtheAkiﬁds of variables measured and how these variables .afe inter-
related (Campbell, 1976:30).

Hall (1977:9bi conﬁludés thét effectiveness‘ig best uﬁderstood in
"terﬁslof goal'échieveﬁent. 'The key decision makers.set operational

goals, adcording to priorities. To be effective in attaining them, the
‘organization must deal with ‘the environment through the structure and

processes it establishes. The criteria for effectiveness therefore

\

become the operational goals of the organization, because the purposes in

’

structuring a viable orgaﬁizqtion are related to those goals.

_.wStgers (1977:4-6) prppdséd a "process model"” of effecfiveness which
uoﬂsigts of fhree_interreiaﬁed dimensions;~ (lj épal optimizaticn, which
eyaluates the attainment of goals while taking into accoLnf thg:;onstraints

’

of available resources; (2) a gvstems perspective, where both the environ-

ment and the organization are examined as thev affect the goals; and (3) a

4
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behavioral emphasis which ascertains how individual behavior enhances or

detracts from goal achievement. Steers (1977:7-10) outlines four ateas -

for analvsis: 4(1) organizational characteristics, which include technol-
ogy and structure; (2) environmental cﬁaracﬁeristics, both external and
}nterhalulwhich e quates with climate; (3) employee characteristics,
which are divided into organizational attachment and job performance;

and (4) manégerial.policies and practices.

.The'model of effectiveness constructed by Mott (1972) to measure
divisions of government-agenqies and a mental hbspital relates chéracter—
istics of organizational processes and structure such as decision making,
ofgénizatiéﬁal and‘iﬁdividual needsAana-leadership to organizational
effectiveness.- The basic quéstidn Mott (i972) pursues is how an'ofgan—
ization ”mobilize§ its.centers of power fof action-production and adap-
’tafion)"' His'mensgres.include‘(l) produétivity, which deﬁotes the
.quality,.quantity éﬁd effigiency‘with which gooas apd services are
produced, (2) adéptability; which is dividéd into recognizing problems,

knowing ngQ‘;eéhnolbgies,’and adapiing behayior; and (3) flexiSility; in
~§hiéh‘the'centefs.of the-srganiz?tidn ;anage a:temporary work overload.
‘Motﬁ (1572525)>foﬁﬁd an dve;él; effectivege§s rating for gach persén,
Qifh aAdiVisiénai_scbré arrived at by.ayeyégiﬁgvindividﬁal scéres; He
;on¢ludes thqt‘thc‘workeré'_subjecéiQe scdresAgiye avfaifiy valid meaéﬁre
of effeétiQeness_(Mott,1972@21i} o o

in sumﬁar}; the-hodeis discussed:abOQe éfe multiVariaﬁe cénst;ucts
,witﬂ,thé méjof>advaptégé‘of uﬁifiing>éé0érai variabies upder one fram§_ 
zwork. The disad;éntégé wifh'fhé multiple'cfitgrié gﬁpfoach ;s that éome_
_:of tge éritefia éhdsEh ﬁéy be only'disténtly reléted to.¢ach:6gh¢r; For

/

)
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 exampl¢,'Steérs (1975:552) cites a study which uses both productivity

and saﬁisfaétion; yet research (Porter‘and Lawler, 1968) indicates th#t_b
‘theSe"Qariables ate nét closely relatedfb Atitimes the organization

may pressure workers ﬁo increaée productivity.which may pdtgnfially
tesult in decreased satisfacﬁionv(Steers; 1975:553) . |

| Mott’sv(i972) modél has the advéntage of using related criteria,
beiﬁg behaQioraIly based, taking iﬁto actount factors thch will deter-
mine both pfesént and futurg effectiveness, ahd ofvbeing useful ts
organizations in,either.groW€h or declihe stége;. It uées both outcome -
and«procesé mé&sutes,?althodgh these are subjective. Desigﬁed for serr'
vice orgénizafions, it ﬁtilizes.the expert jﬁdgment-of Qorkers‘in
eQaluating how well they are performing. On thié‘basié>it ﬁaé:been .

selected as the construct for effecfiyeness in this study.

-

_II. Professional Role Orientation

Teachers bring divergent profeésionalsétgributés and"persoﬁal L

‘éompetenéiés to their teaching tasks. Their edqcational,and'ekpéfien—
tigl qualificatiogs.differ. Dedigéti;p‘éhd Qotivafidﬁ‘vary;,aionéiany,
group of teachers thére are thosc who are more involved in their pro-.
fession,. who find more 6f their life satisfactioaiffom_theig;jobs; ffheég
diffé;ent éharacteristiés’;eéulﬁ‘iﬁ variaﬁcé in fﬁéir pergéptions.of

: thei?-professioﬁal roles.j In this seétidn;the litgraturé.is réQiewed on
',}profesSiqdal.rplév§rienta£ion and.the'gffect it has on'Qorkers"pféfer;,

ences for structure..

' Dimenéibns of>a;Profeésionai Role

‘Although there are<diffefences in the iitgrétur¢~abogt.the qualities



. of a professional role, there is a common emphasis on its complexity
Hall (1972 144) pOStulates that there are two attributes to a profes—
‘ifional model: structure and attitude..“The structural characterisrics
_are those of“formal education, a professional‘association{and'a_code of>.
ethi¢s. A sense of vocation.and)thefuse'0f1a.colleaguelreference'group
characterizes the professional's attitudinal attributes..:Professional .1
autonomy is classed as both structural and attitudinal éimilar charac¥
teristics are identified by Corw1n (1965), Coughlan (1969), Greenwood
'(197-2) and Mintzbe,r'g (1979). . - ‘

After considering the 1iterature Hrynyk (1966) deVised ‘a profes-
Sional model that included five areas The following description of |

~ those areas is paraphrased from Hrynyk s (1966 22-= 25) explanation

‘The knowledge dimension is based on’ the belief that the work of a.

professional is intellectual‘in character grounded in theorv and uses -
: professional skills to diagnose ‘and solve the problems of others Formal_

training and licenSing are required ' ProfeSSionals are expected to mainf
tain.their:competence as well“as contribute to the_knoyledge in'their .
i’field ‘ | | | | .

The service dimension is- grounded in- the belief that the profession

. .has an unique mission in society, offering an impartial 1ndispensable -
‘ public Service. The professional member is committed to & lifetime

career of providing'serVice-whenever,the need.arises, regardless_of the

" conditions.

.The corc—organization dimension refers tofthe’nrofessional organ- - .
: ization which enforces standards of - conduct, codes of ethics and tries

to control licenSing and admittance to ‘the profeSSign It plavs a dual
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~role of protecting societv'from the unscrupulous.practitioners and‘
.protecting practitioners from the interferenCe of society The profes—

: sional organiaation speaks for itsﬁnembers and provides for opportunities.

'bfor profe531onal growth

ghe‘c011eague—professiona1 dimension refers to a"feeling ot tlose- -
R — o

.nessramong'professionals‘ There is a professional unity stemming fr0m
»an identification with the profession that leads to. group loyalty not
’usually found ‘in occupational groups The colleagueship contributes

to the social status and . exclusiveness of the profession

The client—autonomxfdimen51on is based on the Judgment and dls-

fcretion in the use of professional skills to solve client problems
Rec1procal client professional relationships based on. trust and faith
.are established; The profe531onal demands autonomy over decisions, .'
' seeing'eachrcase’as-unique A-This autonomy gives the professional power o
overhthe client; The‘client, frequently not able to judge the competence ‘
".gor value of the professional s services, usually agrees to pay. a fixed

price for it

'X..l

Using the five components Hrynyk (1966) constructed a Professional. o

_Role Orientation Scale He found that male teachers scored higher than R

ermale teachers (Hrynyk 1966 l&) ' Teaehers occupying higher status
A;positions,also scored higher than‘thosegin 1bnér7§ogitiohsv(urya§g;t .
- 1966 2103 | e -
Nixon (1975) also used‘the Professional Role Orientation Scale to- ;n
' ; measure matched and random groups of women teacheré’and administrators"
: ‘§Niion s (1975 165) findings supported Hrynyk's in that higher scores on i

,'the‘Professional;kqle‘Orientation Scale,were>found~among;administrators‘
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.‘However,hadninistrators did ndt score significantly. higher than the
matched teacher éroup uhere years ofveducationfand teaching experience
were centrolled (Nixon, l975:l7l)? ln bOth:the'Hrynyk (1966) and Nixon
(l975) studies, the scale‘distinguished among graups of teachers as
well as between indiuidual teachers.

Other studies contrast teachers' professional role brientatidn to
other.uerk\values. .Ccughlanv{l969:5?) devised an instrumentﬁto;invést—:
igate his belief that teachere.could hold personal work values that were
either professional, organizational or social 6r atcdmbinatidn. of all

'

| thr?er' Professional values are.. held by teachers who 1dent1fy through
~knoy1edge and specialization with' the goals of the-professipn’.
Organiiationaldualues are‘supportedvby teachers whoiidentify with the
gdalshand values cf.thefbureaucracy, conform to system policy and work
toward superuisdry positiens. ‘Social work ualuee are hEIdjhy.thdse who'
identify malnly with prinary'and secondary group membershlps 'Althdugh
Coughlan (1969) was able . to identlfy about half the sample of teachers

‘the used according to one value system, the other half possessed mixed

: ’values ‘ Charters (1973 99), building on the work of Corwin (1965),

1dentified teachers with two role orientations, professional and
tlemployee,_but 1ike Corwin qould not show’ that these were cqnclusively

N oppdsite“ ends‘of.a;cuntinuun; althdugh"he_did ffnd-a hegative cdrrelJ- -

»a%icn'between the twd;; Thesa studies;indicate'that rdle;drientation
varies'amOng teachers, and although all teachers have sone professional

training, teachers work values may be more or less professional

"‘ ¢ ‘

Piofe351onal Role Orientatlon and Structure

Studies have been. conducted that indicate a: relatlonship between



32
professional role-orientation and a preference‘for structure.  In an
‘iQQéSFigétién of how‘progeésionaliy oriented ﬁurses and n0n¥profes§ional
sanitary Qorkérs performed under varying structures, Palumbo (1969:244)
.fpund éhat‘professionalisﬁ waé-invérseiy‘related-to centralization and
férmgliéation, Fof_nurses, less centralization wés positively related
to morale, whileé for the sanitarians, thé bpbosite was true. He sug-"

‘vgestéd~that high strdcturebaﬁd Tow degfee of professionalism in a role
“lead fo high‘morale, where;s low structure aﬁd high professionalism
lead to high morale. Palumbé (196932445vconc1uded ﬁﬁat the relation~
fshiés among role séecificity, structure and:mdralé tend to change under -
diff;reﬂt‘conditions.
The relagionéhips amdhg Bupeaucratic,struqtg;e,'peachers'WOfk
'véluéskand a'sensekqf powérlgésneSS were examiﬁeq_by~lsherwood and Hoy
(i§73); Theyxmeagu;eaAthé sttuétu;e QflSChOOlS aﬁd discerned. two main
. Lypeéz . a collegial school buregucrapy:and éﬂ'éuthoritafian bureaucracy.
The'coliegial gchool was low in aUthorit},f?og the hieraréhy; decisions
were based:on_professionél knéwledgéx In the autﬁoritarian structured
sph@bl; p§wér~was_Ceﬁﬁrali?ea in thé hiefarchy.‘.Tegcheré',véldes were
.‘lweasureAfﬁn Coughlan's (19%9) s¢aie, professiohgi, orgaﬁi;ationalybr'.
.sociéif',AS hypAtﬁesizeq,/kgé;he;s.with‘professi;nai Qalues.éxpérienced
a gfegter«Seﬁsevof powerlESSnesslin aéthoritarian.stfﬁct;res; but’ those
'-Qith'quaniZafiopai values felt that Qay in.cbllegial'séructures
v(lébe:%ogé'apd'ﬂof, 1973f13$j; _. |
| '."Hall's (i96é:92—1045 étud&uof tthrgiatiohships.bégween'stfuctu?e
' and'pr9fe;sion§1ism wésiéoﬁduéééd Qitb pﬁysiéians, nﬁfsésh aeqbuqtaﬁ;é,

' teachérs, lawyers, social workers, librarians, engireers, personnel



33

<+

managers and advertising account exe&utives. He measured five dimensions
of professionalis&:’professional oréanization reference, belief in service,
belief in self regulation, sense of calling to the field and é feeling.of -
autonomy. He then ranked each occupation according to the degree of pro-
fessionalism found. The bureaucratic structural variables of hierarchy of
authority, division of labour, rules, proceduﬁes, impersonality and
technicalAcompetence were determiﬁed for each organizational unit where
the professionals worked. fhe average.scores for each occupation were
matched with the bureaucratic scores in a rank-ordef correlation.
The findingé of the study indicated that professionalisﬁ was inversely
related to bureaucratjc struc;ure, although in some areas this relation-
*ship was str%nger than in others. - Strong inverse relationships were found
in the areas of division of MNabour, procedﬁral specifications andnimper—
sonality. Hall (1968:102-104) interprets these results as suggesting that
professi@nals dislike minute specialization of tasks, staédardization of .
organizational procedures and an impersonal emphasis in organizations.
Weaker inverse relationsﬁips were found between structu}e and the variables
@f hiefafcﬁy of aughority'and prgsence of rules. Hall (1968:103) suggests
that_rigidify df authority and the presence of rules ébes not havé much
éffect on a professional if they,are_seen as legitimate. The exéeption to
‘the inVerse relationships was a‘strohg positive relationship between
techﬁical'competence'and all dimensions of professionalism.
| Patsons,(197i), assessing schools in British Columbia, found a
~'direéf‘relationship.between professionalism of teachers and emphasis’ii
sbecialization, techﬁical competence and impérsonality in schools. He

& . - .
also noted that males scored lower than females in preference for rules
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for teachers, procedural specification and impersonality in schools.
lhese studies indicate that variables related to role‘orientation
affect professionals' reactions to structure. They 1lay the foundation
for this study which goes on Q\‘look atithe relationship between those

factors and others fh,teachers petceptions of school effectiveness

“~

III. Structure

\
. Bureaucratic structure has been a recurring concept in organi-
zational Enalysie gsince Weber'e‘(l947) conception‘of buteaheracy When he
analyzed the structure and-fungiioning of organiiatione. _Included in
this section is a review of theICOncept of structure; the Aston method—'
ology for its determination and the research related to the study of

structure in schools . e

d%

The Concgpt of Structure

In analyzing organiZations,'deber specified the hierarchy of
offices, with each higher level controlling a lower one. He stated that
hureaucracy‘gives rise to a division of labour based on experthevand_
specialized training; and the divieion of labour'specitied thé respon-
'sibilitiee authority and power of each role holder (Perrow, 1979: 56) ‘
Early. studies on bureaucracy regarded it as a unitary concept One
iapproach compared organizacions to a bureaucihtic ideal type for close—
ness of fit (Pugh and Hickson, 1976 25) Merton . (1952) noted the dys-".
function *that bd?iaucratic rules led to rigidity while Gouldner (1954)
‘stated that bureaucracy reduced performance 1evels to minimym acceptable

estandards

Weber (1947) defines bureaucracy by listing tuenty—six of its
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{cs. Other writers such as Hall (1963) have reformulated

‘v,ics.in different ways.  Pugh and Hickson (1976:26)
7iterature has_lacked enpirical studies of bureaucracy
'fariables in analyzing organizations. _ This led to the

"Aston researchers in developing a multidimensional analysis

»fuctural variables in organizations (Pugh et al, 1963:292).

én Studies
.t the University of Aston in-Birmingham,.England, a group of
hers began a long gzrm investigation to develop the study of
i;tions into three conceptually different levels "(1) organ-
‘iza:i fl structure and functioning, (2) group compositionfand inter-

| action,fand (3) 1ndividual personality and behavior (Pugh et al,
1‘1963:29;'i; This study draws on the work of the first level they studied,

organ 1 ' ul structure. They identified five variables that will be

: used!'lp his study. They are described in the following way by Pugh and .

. »

ickson (1976 30- 34)

‘ (l) Specialization involves the division of labour within an organization.

The differentiation of activities and the distribution of duties deter—.

%

~mine the degree of role specialization

- () Standardiiation.is the standardization of procedures and roles.

(3) Formalization is the extent to which communications and procedures

are written down and filed

(4) Centralization denotes the locus of authority to make decisions

'affecting the organization.‘x

-

'“f_: ‘(5) Configuration is the shape" of the'Organization described by‘three g

o measures. percentage of clerks, percentage of non—workflow personnel



"~ and percentagelof superordinates}_

'To-ueasure the.structure of'organizations, the Astdn‘researchers
developed an interview schedule with a sixty four item scale (Pugh and
.Hickson, 1976 46) Data were: collected -on fifty two Birmingham area
organizations wifich varied Widely.in their purposes-and'size._ Then a
orincihal components'ahalysis\was.carried'out which'defined four factors
“-of organization'structure (fugh7§ng Hickson;-l9lo:ol): |
(1)'Structuring of-activities. This included standardization, formals
- ization, soecialization and vertical soan.

(2) Concentration ofiauthority, ;This encompassed organiaational autonony:
centralization, percentage of workflow:superordinates and standardization
of promotion procedures. o '

(3) Line of w0rkflow:control. Thisfencompassed suhordinate ratio,~forma1—
ization of role recording oi performance;.percentage>of Qorkflow‘super—
G ordinatesiand‘standardization_of-orocedures for selection_and-advancement.

' (4)_Relative'size.of‘the supportive‘comoonent.'.Thisiincluded.percentagei

of clerks, xvertieal-span, and'the_percentage of non workflow oérsonnel{

12

When- Pugh et al (1968 82) analyzed the variables, they found that

f

.there was a positive relationchip between the number of specialists and

N\

. . s‘
»an 1ncrea51ng-5upportive h1erarchy, with more standardization of.routines’

_and regulatory procedures Centralization had a negative relationship

with specialization and formalization (Pugh et al, 1968 84) Organ-

izations which achieved high~scores on specialization,.formaliZation and
Sy

,Uq/
standardizatlon-would&probably have qulte highly structured activ1ties

(Pugh et al 1968 84)
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Studies using an Abbreviated form of the Aston Scales
’lnksonrand his colleagues.(l§70) developed a short form-of the

hston scales'to examine structure and.context; The short‘form uses the
two strongest structuralhdimensions, structuring of‘activitiesiand con-
cbntration of authority. ;Macmillanvet al.(l§7Q), Hinnings and Lee

(1971) and Childv(l972) used the abbreviated form in their studies. The
findings of Macmlllan et al.(l9l0) and'Hinnings'and Lee (1971) replicated
previous worh. However Child " (1972) noted that centralizatlon was
Hnegatively related to othervstructural ‘aspects. Mansf1eld (1973),
analyzing the Aston data; agreedlwith_Child, concluding‘that the increased
size og'an organizatioh'forces managers to create rulesWto eoyern behavior
so that'thelr;own‘workload-wasfkept_manageable yet they did not lose over-.

3

all control.

Studies in Education Using the Aston Methodology

A group of Alberta researchers, Newberry (1971), Heron (1972),
Kelsey (1973) and Sackney (1976) used the Aston‘methodology-with Inkson's
(1973) revisions to study the structures of educatlcnal 1nst1tut10ns
Kelsey - (1973) and Sackney (1976) conducted their research in secondary

_schools, unlike the other 1nvest1gators ‘who used the methodology in post
. . . B ’
secondary institutions. S {v ' . 2
Important to this study are’ the conclu51ons of Holdaway et al

"(1975 53) that (l) the Aston approach is approprlate itf determlnlng

organlzatlonal structures . of small 1nstitut10ns that serve similar pur-

€ . . . °
T

poses, and (2) educational institutions may’vary on continuums of.the

degree of ‘bureaucratic control and the number of administrators in‘the

-~

organization separately.

: ] . , ’ . . 9
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Kelsey's (1973) instrument was adapted by Sackney (1976). Sackney

(1976:126—1%9) drew several conclusions. First, structure reflects and
A . ¢

accounts for much of the behavior of organizational members. ' Second,
therc were three factors: dispersion of authority, standardization, and
non-workflow proportion present in the structure of secondarv schools
studied. This disagreed with the original Aston factors. Sackney
(1976:126) argued that the factors varied because of the un;t's depvn-‘
dence on a higher authority and the socio-cultural environment. Third,
there was a close connection between the structuring of activities and
centralization, and their role in deécribing administrative countrol.
This agreed with Holdaway and his colleagdes (1975). Fourth, size was

positively related to centralization.

Studies in Education Using Other Methcdology
Bureaucracy in schools, defined in various ways, has been measured
on different, instruments. One of the most common is the six dimensional

questionnaire designed by Hall (1963), and refined by MacKay (1964).

However, Punch (1969) reduced the six dimensions to two more general

fééfgrs, autherity and expar
N
SO

wschools in the followiﬁg>studies were more highly structured than
: i .

othgrs on each variable. ,

. '

MacKay (1964), examining Alberta schools, assessed the relationship

between organizational structure and teacher performance which was

-meagﬁreﬂ by pupil achievement. He fouhd an ipnversg relationship between

3

tentralized ‘decision making and both teache;:safisfaction and pupil

achievement. Punch (1969), studvicg Ontario elementarv schools, determined
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. : . . ‘ ) C N . o
two main loci of organizational authority, the Rierarchial administration

F:’and the professional authority of staff. In schools where the authority

- 1s concentrated in the administrative positions, decisjon making is
centralized, more rules are created to 561ve problems andwclearly
definéd expectationé for teachers exist. In schools where the profes-
sional'expertise'of the staff prevails, deéision making is basedhon
expertise, rules will be viewed as only guides; and rrofessional skills
are used to salve problems. »Punch'(l969)fspated a direct relationship
-between authoritarianylegdcrsﬁip behavior of principals and the level of
school bureauérady.

James Anderson (1968), in a study of junior high schools in the

Unitgd States, assessed fohr\dimensions in t he sﬁructuring of schools,

N

and found that several variables were related to bureaucratic school
. : ‘ .

structuré. Size was directly related on all dimensions; socio-economic

+

level of students was related directly to”impersonality and goal dis-

placement but inversely to rules and teacher dissatisfacticn with admin-

“t

istrative policies; different disciplines preferred different degrees of
struFture;,amd the professional status ana the sex of the tegcher affected
their tolerance for bureaucrati; structure, with men cf high professional
status égce#ting ﬁore bu;eauéracy than females of lower status.

\

A combination of methodoiogiés was used by Sousa and Hoy (1981)

' .Qho used both thé Hall (1963) and Aston approaches to investigate fiftv-
five secondafy séhéols. The two measurcs correlated significantiy on two
diménsions,:ofgani:agional controf‘and functionéi specialization. Two

>édditional féctbrm, éystem centralization and formélization of routine,

"were derived exclusivelv from the Aston data. Thev concluded that schools

x



mav be bureaucratic in ahy 6umbinatipn'of thcge'four factors (Sousg.and
Hov,'198i:36).

Raisoy (1973); revieying ftudies‘of buroaugracv in schools, con~
cluded that there was evidence of change in decision making structure,
with scheols moving éwayffrom highly structured organizational pattérns

@

to a more. participatory approach to decision making. Ratsoy (1973:169)

"suggested that there was a relationship between the effectiveness of

schools and their organizational structure. His review cites studies

that -indicate an inverse relationship between the effectiveness variables

of teacher satisfaction, .supervisory effectiveness and student achieve-

ment and schools with a hierarchical structure. Ratsoy (1973:169) encour-
s N :

aged the continued investigation of the relationship of differing degrees

&

of structure and the overall effectiveness of schools, noting also the
importance of taking into account the situational factors ané>the'person—
nel characteristics.

The following three studies are presented to show a contrast iﬁ their
findings. 1In ihe first two the researchers concluded that both the schools
and the school system were more effective when the structure was changed
to meet the demands of new work loads; i; the study by Miskel and his
associates, work proeesses were not directly related to 'school structures.

Applying théﬂcbntingency theory of Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) to
school systems, Derr and Gabérro (1972) ieported two studies7 both -of
which ugéd tﬁe criterion of adaptability as an effectivenesg indicator.

In Gagarro's (1972229) stg?y gf two small urban schoollsystems‘thét were
trying to meet”deménds of inﬁféésing minority enrolments, he found that

schools which had changed their structures to achieve highér rates of

L.

differentiation and integration were more effective. Derr -(1972:31),

)
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examining thg Boston School Department, pés'ulated.that any organization
has three distinct subsystems corresponding to three distinct externall
‘environments: a planning and research subsystem to keep it kﬁo&ledgéable

.

about new developments, an externally oriented subsystem to relate the
organization to the cutside world and a production subsystem. Derr's

(1972:33) analvsis showed relatively little differentiation among the

three departments, and minimal work related integration; he concluded

that the organization had not adapted adequately to"demands for diversitv.

A study of organizational structures measured with an adaptation
of the Hall instrument, school processes measured by Likertfs Prqfilg‘
of a School, and the effectiveness indicators of adaptability, flexi-
bility, productivity, teagher loyalty and job satisfaction, was COhducted
by Miskel et al.(1979). Miskel and his‘colleagues did not find support
for their hypothesis concerning:the negativeirelationship between per-
ceived effectiveness and school organEZationai sfructurc. They stated
that structures and processes Had different effectsﬁén petformance
indicators (Miskel et al., 1979:115).

In'summary‘ﬁhe éarly studies of school bureaucratic strucfure
(Hall; 1963; MacKay, 1965;>Punch,“1969)'fepofted an inverse reiétionshipf
...between gome of the_factbrs'of-bu;eaucra£ickstructhre and éffeétivenesé

.meaSutgs.‘ Howéver, RatSQy'S‘(l973j literature‘re&iew nqted‘a chaﬁge iﬁ

_ fthe“degree of ééntra}izétién ef.deéision making in schools.’ This mav
indic;te that Qixh incréased professioﬁa1 ffeedom,'teachers feel less\
'feétriCted by administrative st£ucture. Iﬁ contrasf té the eérlier

reséaféh, Miskel's (1979) study found that the hvpothesized inverse

-

.
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relationships between structure and effectiveness indicators were not
evident. The present study conducts a further investigation of those

relationships, also taking into account personnel characteristics and-

selected work processes.

IV. Work Interaction

- Most of the work a teacher peé{orms is done away from other adults,
but improved methodology often is-learned from other professionals
through contacts outside the classroom. Interaction among teachers
provides for the coordination of the work of the total school, "facili-
tating thc development of breadth and continuity in the students'

programs. . In this section literature on professional work interacticn

in schools and the related research is reviewed.

Work Interaction Among Professionals in Schools

The study of work interaction among teachets seems appropriate in

{
i

the 1980's because of the legacy of earliér innovation~éuch.%s differen-
tiated staffing, team teaching .and open space schools. A retent review

of &@e research-in these areas suggests that there are more than archi-
& T ‘ ‘ 4 |

i

5

;ectural design aﬁd.staffing allocatioﬁ fgctérs involved in~£he\@ction
of,teacﬂers.(Marshall, 1981); in additibn, pérticipatioﬁ in deqisign
making has become gxﬁected of teachers, although theyfa:e not aiways
“willing to become inbolvédi(Alutto~aﬂd‘Belasco, 1972). .Theiorganiza—
~tionai;§ondition§ that fostef interﬁgtion agd:the outcome;of iLAin terms
ofﬁeffect;venéss for’the'échool are ﬁo; cléar or wéil reséarched.

: . : C

There’are collaborative instructicnal and organizational 'decisions

.
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‘to be made that are perﬁineﬁtAto all teachers, or only to those teaching
a pérgicular division or grade. ‘Rogers-(197$§587-188) séaﬁed that
ihvélveﬁent in Aeéisioﬁ @aking shoulg be based on chargcteristics of the
decision:_ its complexity, the initiative from subordinates, the infor-
mation from wﬁich the problem was formed, the speéialized.traininé needed
to make the decision and the actor'wh; was té'implemen; it. ' The willing-
ness éf teachers. to Eé.inQolved tégetﬁe; in decision'making will depend
on the purpose and type ofidecisio% to be made. .

Work intéraé:ion in séhoo}s goes ﬁéyond a’'group meeting, making
decisions and-moviné back into-isolétion,and‘sepérateness.‘ Cdordination
pfbwqtk‘among profé@siqnals snvolﬁes bdth a ¢omhithenc %y teachers to work
.togethef whenever the‘besf intéreétS'of_children arepserved ;nd thev
‘teaching skills to recqgni%e'wheﬁ to caI} in ;nqther prqfessional.
Teachers' profé;sional £olé orieﬁtations(ﬂfYnyk; 1966)vle§d. them Fo value
the knowledge that other professiona1§ havéf They feel dbligated to

. : A , , ,
diégnose and solve student ﬁroblems'in thé‘beét.ppséiblé’way. The specific
decisiéné ébout.how to coérdinéte work, sucﬁ as fhosé.wﬁich néed to be made
in téaﬁ teachiﬁg, longitudinal and cross sectiénal_groupiﬁg of students,
and,piénning for continuops ﬁrogréSS dnéwr on tﬁe,knéwledge'of the pxjofés~
sionals mos£ éxpért.in the area‘(Brauﬁ and Giles, 1978:7-l1).

Sérgiovanni-énd.Ca;ver (1980:115-117) clas#ify_teachérs with a mdre 
pfdfessioﬁaL:folé qfiénfétiqn asfmét}?atidﬁ éeekg}s ana’those Qith less
ipr?fgséionél cdﬁmi;ment-és“hygieﬁe séeke;s.v.Tbéy desEFibe professignal
fASkSVWhiﬁh_;eqﬁiré wo}kvintefaction tﬁat'the‘métiQatidn éeékef i; L
"gbalienged.by'and ipterestea in, but.ﬁﬁich willAnot5attréct tﬁe hYgien;S

seeker (Sergiovanni and Carver, 1980:158). Motivation seekers are



44

willing to make the persqnal commitment needed in such areas as long-
range planning, creati§e pfoblém sol?ing-and,cupriculum‘dévglopment.

The modei designed Sy Mintzberg (1979:198) of-professionals using
their skills tovsolve-coéfdinatiOn probleﬁs emphasizes the need for a
decentralized structure. He suggests direct supervision is the most
highly structured coordination mechanism in contrasf to standardization
of‘skills, which is one of the leésf structured. Mintzberg (1979:183)
scéces' that decentralization gives creative énd intelligent éeéple room
to maneuver. SefgiovanniA§nd'Carver (i980:152) ada“that thevdecentral—
ization in a professional bureauctacy ié accompanied by the'prOgramming
éf low 1e9e1>tgéks.whi1e leaving teachers free ft§ express themselves in
£he'complexities éf the'scﬁoqifs inétructional‘sys£em.f
Thg:é is‘limitéd‘fesearch‘déaiipg épeqif;caily‘wi;hvrelatiohéhips

between role orientation and work interaction. .Chértéfs‘(1973)'compared

v .

two e;ementafy;sehod;s_tg détéfminé-the differences‘betWeen a‘schodl
implementing differéntiated siaffing énd‘bpe thar was ‘not, including the
.difference in wbrkiihtefaétion. éharters aéd»hié cplleagdes‘(1973;23)'
§éliéved pﬁaﬁlteacherS‘whé hgld'Professionéllorientations would be mére
inciihéd to.Qprk‘fogether.fhén,ones who did'hot;  Whén tgey measured the
aégaffs:fh tgg twa scﬁoolé,‘;hey‘fouﬁd ohe~s;aff ﬁiéhef‘than the OEHer’pn'
_ p:ofessional'6;ientatibn'ahd‘lo@er'iﬁiéﬁpldyée qrientatiqn. By dbéerviﬁg
commﬁﬁicagioh behévior;.tﬁey a#cefgained ;ﬁé'interaétion 5m0pé feagﬁg?s{
"_analﬁetueén ;he'{eaéherngnd'Eﬁe‘principal; Chafﬁers énd‘his colleagues
(1573:56f61).fouqd_th§t te#chéré in.béth'géhool;_spént“mdqe rime.éalkingf
about nod—teédhimglﬁaskg'ihan.ébth work. Task Fgla;éﬁfcéﬁvers;tioné'weré

comparatively infrequent, approximately once a week. There were some

'
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definite‘differenges between the open and closedispace-school, sQCh as
.discussions.about problems concerning-scﬁeduling. 'Tﬁe princiﬁal gf one
school was more involvg@ iﬁ instruction than’the Gthér,jbut the communi-
_cation abqut‘inétruction Qith the bfincipgl was"minimal in botﬁ schools.
There weréd more frequgnt principal-ﬁeacher'cOmmﬁniCation on non-teaching -
'topics. However, Char;ers (1973:61) ﬁdnclhded tﬁat.althOUgh one échobl
" was open space and the other was'not; the'sihilarities betiveen étaff,
com@umipation_were'greatefvthan_the’di$similafities.‘ Althougﬁ there were
dif ferences be;weén the fwo'staffs on brofessipﬁél ro;é orieﬁtatioﬁ,

these did not -appear to relate directly to. work interaction.

_WOrk Interaction and Effeétivehégs Re;éarchi
Bridges.éﬁd Hallihan (1978) éméloyed Chartérs'.conceptlof work in;éff
action in their study of absenteeism. They adapted Charters'vquesfionnaire
.on_comﬁun%catiqn and devised'an'édditfpnél'measure éf staff idtergction,
the Staffing_éattern'Invéntdryi They addéd a méésﬁ?e'of group cohesiVe—
ness, géiieving‘thag groﬁp céﬁesivenéss ;nd faék.iﬁteréction reinfbrce
each che?."Théy'cqn;iuded tﬁat‘Cask inféraétion‘;educédvaﬁsentéeism but .
tha?*gréup;coheéivené§skdidinot qffect_it (Bfidgés and Hailiﬁan,_l978:37).
| Bridges 61980) eontinued to,hse.thg conéEép 6f wof£ in£eréctionvinf
ﬁis_éﬁudy on jpb_éagisfactiéﬁ and teacher absénfgeiém...Té;me35ure work | -
intenécfion,'ﬁg Qéedja'raﬁio ?fytimg ;pgn£ intpraéﬁihé_@ith‘other teachers
'lto time‘spént away éfqﬁ other adgits,’fapher‘thaﬁ‘a questiongairé on thé'
fréqqe;qy of<istenacgién‘ébou; pfefessioﬁal tgéics: 'CoﬁFrolling fo; sei;
" age, gré&élltiée té}bofk; éizb.of scﬁool}lsélaryhanq‘a notiﬁicﬁ;isn_df
"abgénéé poliéf, hé;fbhﬁd'thaé':héuamqunt_éf;;étiahcé‘expiainéatby.the
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control variables was considerably higher under conditions‘of moderate
work interaction. ihe relationship between job satisfaction and
absgnteeism‘was tenuors,ﬁgut moderate work interaction was a mediating
variable (Bridges, 1980:53-54).

Miskel and McDonald (1982) investigated relationshipg between work
interaction.ghd effec;iveness ;n a study on Struié?ral coupling in
schools. Drawing partially frém the work of Bfidgés and Hallinén (1978)
seven‘interaction‘variables were examined: (1) work svstem interdepen-
'dénce, (2) teacher-teacher communication, (3) teacher-principal com-
munication,v(4) discipline procedures, (5) teacher—learniné disability
specialist commuhication,_(é) teacher-learning disability specialist
in:erdependenéé, and (7) teacher isolation. Four cr;ceria for organ-
izational effectiveness were éec; the first two werc based on Mott's
(1972) model: (1)‘perceived adaptability, (2) pérceived goal attainment,
(3) tegcher job éatisfactioh, and QA) student attitudes.

Fér data collégted in the spring, all seven éf the interaction
measures were signifiéantly correlated with_adaptability and goal attain-
ment, wifh correlation coefficients raﬁging from .20 té .46. Six of the
seven interaction variables related significantly to job satisfaction,
with a correlaéion coefficiént rangé from..17 to .32. Fi;e ihteragtipn
yariabies relagéd positively to.student attituAes. Miskel ahd'McDéﬁ;ld
(198é:23) concluded that schoolé‘wiﬁh greater inﬁeracfion, described‘;s
’more'tightly coup;éd, tended'to be more effective.

| The work of Charters (1973) haslshowd that work inieractioﬂ is bared

on more than étaffing arrangements and that aspects of it differed in the

two schdqls he studied. Bridges (1980) and Bridgés and Hallinan (1978).

«.
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demonstfated that work interaction is a mediating variable between
absenteeism and job satisfaction. Miskel and McDenald (1982) found
positive relationships between work interaction and four effectiveness
indicators. Further research is needed to ascertain how work interactEOn

* €7
is related‘to professional role orientation, administrative structure
and teachers' ratings of the effectiveness of their schools.

V. Research Indicating Relationships Among School

Effectiveness, Professional Role Orientations,
Structure and Work Interaction :

Two major longitudinal studies recently conducted by Goodlad (1980).
and Wyvnne (1981Q\in the U.S.A. used teams éf researchers to act as
obsé;vers and interviewers to gather information. The first study is
reported for two reaéons. First, it illustrates how the work values

] . .
A;hat teachers bring to their jobs influence their perceptions of schools;
second, it identifies some of the attributes that Goodlad, et al. (1982)
associated with effective schools. Wynne's (1981) study, although it
only alluded to teachers' role orientation, identified several féctors
in effective schools that are related to both administrative structure
and work interaction.

Goodlad, et al. (1980:394-397) inveétigated teachers' perceptions of
schools. They cla;sified teaéhers according to which single schooling
;function—~;ocial, intellectual, personal or vocational developmgnt——

(1) received the most attention in their échool, and (2) should merit the
éost emphasis. If the latter tyo_factors were similar, tgey formed a

"congruent' group; if not thev were labelled "incongruent." -When

teachers personal preferences were met, they expressed more satisfaction

AY
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with their jobs. | : §

In the elementary school sample, the teachers reactéd‘more strdngiy
‘than secondary‘teachers did to‘ques:ions about c&hésivehess.,rﬁhé‘more
sétisfied teachers were with their work, the more favorably théy réplied
to such quesfions_as "Is there a great deal of cooperafi?e effort among
staff members?";(Coodlad and his associates, 1980:396).

/

In a recent paper, Goodlad (1982) stated that the school's ability
‘ , ] , .
to renew itself should be the critical focus in aséess;ng schoal effec-

’

tiveness. In fevieéing his findings, Coodiad (1982) suggesped that
teachers from effective échools realizéd there werelp;oblems but that‘
they were coping. - In ineffective‘schools;‘teachers héd;a bleak. outlook;
problems were récogﬁized but the staff félt that they co;ldn't~change
the situation. Effective schools had cohesive staffs, adeqqate resources,
problem solving attitudeg, principai léadership‘and "topk ca;é‘of‘
business'; they did what needed to be done. Gooalad (198é), like Wynne
(1981), nOted‘téat when a school is in trogblebin one area; it is in
- trouble in many places; so change‘and renewal must focug on more. than o
pne_variable at a‘time.
From 1970 to 1980 Wynne(léBl) sﬁpervised a team of students in a

study of Chicago schobis‘to discefn the charactefié;ics'of “gdod"'séhools.

Because of tﬂe.variability in the séhools, pdbiic‘and p§ivéte; éuﬁurban

and inner city, elgménta?? and secopdarf,'he‘thoge not to'ﬁse ?est»séores
-as an indicatorvpf qﬁality. 'Frémlén analysis of the reports,‘Wynné

(19813377) décidgd,that "géherencg"‘ﬁaé the kéy»chatacteristic 6f'a.good .
' $choo1, This éoncept is‘oﬁé of predictable\felatioﬁshiﬁs'amoné séhoolt o

T

activities; the vitality of the total "goqd"\schddl overcame ineffi- -
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- ciencies as they appeared. Some of the specific factors Wynne (1981)

identified were: (1) industrious staff members who realized their‘jobs

went beyond the classroom;v(Z) delegation of authority by the principal;

-

(3) .clear ideas abbut performance standards by both staff and studerits;

(4) strong pupil discipline and good school spirit; (5) a good communi-

cation system; and (6) teachers who worked together in groups. "Goherence"

wa's not successfully maintained unless people were well informed.‘.Staff

‘wrote reports and documents.: Supervisors made many brief classroom:

visits.  Principals monitored the learning and behavior of students. They

also communicated with the staff by writing appropriate memos, daily

bulletins and procedural outlines.. Assisting in the flow of information

. was the work interaction of teachers. '"Good schoOIS‘tended to create

< vital subgroups'of'teachersﬁ (Wynne, 1981:379). While the exact form of .-

the'subgroups varied,;tneyvhad clear, piausible:goals suchias pianning
and eﬁaluatingAcurricula, shaping,homegork-policies,;redesigning'report
Cards or-analyting‘student problems; Tne exchangerf information and
plans for action were linked

There are similarities between Wynne s (1981) study and the' onE”that‘

.
is reported here. . In Wynne s (1981). study both structure and work inter-

- action Componen5§,7re noted as. beingzrelated to’ 'school | effectiveness Y

¢

The structural dimensions of delegating of authority and formalization of .
oo
communications ‘and decision making procedures are.described The work

interaction'of teachers in subgroups isfclearly stated; the statement

that teachers were in agreement about school goals and discipline suggest;

that these issues have probably been decided jointly _The performance .

«

';taffkmay:allude»partly to professional orientation.
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Wynne (1981) did not aftempt to specify the iﬁter?elationships among
the faétqrs he ;elated to effectivéness,:unlike.the study beiﬁg_
- eported; other than to state that."éqheréﬁqe"‘%ésui;ed from the
combinatioé of variables.“ fhié,sgudy employed a &ifference method-
ology to attempt to ascertaig interrelationships among some of the

factors identified by Wynne (1981): -

¢

VI. Ejpotheses B

‘The literature on-school effectiveness, professional role orien-
4

tation, administrative structure and professionél work interaction has
been reviewed. Afi;ihg frﬁm tﬁis literature are éhg«fesearch problems
andvsub—problems pf"th;s study. The sub-problems arerrestated belowl

. as hypothesgs{' Preéeding eacﬂ grouplof gub-pyoblems‘ié a summary
statement of the position'u£derlying the étudyﬂ

\Hzpothesis Concerning Effectiveness and
Professional Role Orientation

It has been suggested in the literature that professionél role
orientation differs among teachers. As professionals, teachers'

ratings 6f their schpol's effectiveness may vary according to their

“n

role orientation. : ) oo
4

Hypothesis 1. There are significant relationships between

teachers' ratings of their school's effectiveness and their pro-

~

/

fessional role orientation. - L. N



\

Hypothesis Concerning Effectiveness and Structure

In the literature it has been suggested that administrative
structure may influence teachers' ratings of schoollefféctiveness.
Early sgudies (Hall, 1963; MacKay, 1964; Punch,'l969) found an inverse
- relationship between some structure variables ;nddeffectiveness measures.
A recent study by Miskel and his asséciates (l97§)did ﬁo; veriff tﬁese

findings. The present study has tonducted a further investigation of fhe"

relationships 'between effectiveness and structure.

»

- 3 BN

Hypothesis 2. There are significant relationships between teachers’

ratings of their school's effectiveness and the administrative structure

~

of their-schools.

A

) . .
Hypotheses Concerning Professional Work Imteraction

Iﬁ has been suggested in the literature that professiondls using
tﬁefr'skills to solve coordination problems need a decentralized admini- '
‘strative structure (Mintzberg, 1979:198) .

Hzpothesis 3. There are significanf relationships between teachers'

. 4

&

’ratingé of their schoo}ﬂs,éffectiveness and their professional work

interaction. ) N

Vom

[

Ejpothesis 4. Thé?énére“significant relationshibs bepween“prbfesf

sional work interaction and the administrative structure of schools. ',

- . . ~,.
. B

Hypothesis 5. There are significant relationships between profes- .
sional work intetaction and professional role orientation.

o
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Hypothesis Concerning Professional Role
Orientation and Structure

Studies cited in the literature indicate that professional role
orientation affects professionals' reaction to structure. This hypo-

thesis was developed on that premise.

Hypothesis 6. There are significant relationships between profes-
sional role orientation and the administrative structure in schools.
- t

Hypothesis Concerning Effectiveness, Professional
Role Orientation, Structure and Professional
Work Interaction ‘

The hypothesis was developed from the literature which suggested
that ggachers with a high professional role orientation would prefer a
low administrative structure, and that combination would stimulate
professional_york interaction. Teachers in schools where the structure

and interaction suited their professional role orientation would rate

the schools as effective. ' /

Hypothesis 7. There are significant relationships among teachers'

ratings of their school's effectiveness, their professional role orien-
tation, the administrative structure of their school and their profes-

sional work interaction.-

.VITI. Conclusion

.

This review of the literature on school effectiveness, professional
role orientation, structure and work interaction has presented selected

studies to illustrate the state of the research in each area. As well,
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'

the extent to which relationships among these variables have been
investigated was shown. The research hypotheses developed-from the

literature were stated. n

AN
The research on school effectiveness is at the stage of trving to
B - . . {

define both the construct and the related criteria. Difficulties in

the comparison of research on school effectiveness arise because of
)
( Lov ’

problems, such as the variance in the organizati*al perspective taken,
the selection of multiple effectiveness criteria which mav be onlvy
distantlw related, or differences in research methodologv.
U N ’p‘,:'_‘- R
Studies were cited to illustrate the dimensions of professional

role orientation and how this affected preferences for organizational

~

structure. Early studies (Hall, 1968; Pélumbo, 19@9; Isherwood and Hov,
1973) agreed in theitr findings of inverse relationships between compon-
ents of structure and professional ?ole orientation. However, a change
in‘professional decis;bn making was noted (Alutta and Belaé?é, 1972;
Ratsoy;.1973)L As decision ma?ing becomes more decentralized, teachers®
“attitudes towards their school strQCfure mav also be changing. A more
recent study by Miskel and assogiatés (1979) did not verifv an inverse
relatiopship. There is a need té iqvestigate‘the’relatioﬁships between
school sfructure and proféssional role orientation,'and'to discé;n if a
‘relation;hip is‘fquda, whether or not it éffeéts the‘teachers' ratings of

the effectiveness of their school.

The relationships among professional work interaction and other

v

variables in schools are not well researched. It is recognized that work

_“interaction among staff members is necessary for the coordination of

,

their work ﬂCharters, 1973; Bridges and Hallinan, 1978; Mint:berg,>]979).

‘.

&t : - ’ " ‘
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However, the effect that various degrees'of work interaction may have on
_ , , g \ y

4 .
N

teachers' ratings of their schools, or the relationships between work
injgraction and structure; or between work interaction and teachers’
professional values, has mot been thoroughlyv investigated.

This study is concerned with the evaluation of schoql effectiveness
bv teachers who may see their roles in Qarioué wavs and wh§ work to-
gether within differing school structures. The majn research problem

is the ascertainment of relationships among teachers' ratings of school

o
s

effectiveness, their professional role orientation, the structure of

their school and the professional work interaction in that school.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

This chapter includes four sections: (1) a brief discussion of the
research perspective taken, (2) a description of the sources of and the
‘procedures for collecting the data, (3) a discussion of the twe instru-

ments used, and (4) an explanation of the treatment of phe data collected.

1. The Research Perspective

This studv was based on quantitative measures Qf the variables
examined. Subjective responses to questionnaires and to the inter-
view schedule were the main sources of the data.

Objectivity was attempted through the use of an interviewASChedule.
.which allowed a minimum of intefpretatiOn bv the researcher; the method-
ology used to gather information on structure was that of the Aston
. ‘ ' v " '
studies (Pugh and gssociates, 1963). Other data were gathered through
the use of questicnnaires which precluded interaction between the re-

searcher and the subjects. Null hypotheses were stated and tested

statistically at a predetermined level of significance.

II. Sources of Colleétion‘of.Data

The "data for the study were collected in May and June of 1982. ' In
Februarv, 1982, an outline of the proposed study .was présented to the
senior administrators of the Saskatoon Scﬁoél District, NumBeF 13, in

Saskatoen, Saskatchewan. Permission was granted to approach the
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_principals and teachers of the twentv-one largest elementaryv schools in

the district.

The Pogulation‘,

The popﬁlaiion coﬁ%isted.of all the principals and classroom
teachers emploved in the twentv-cne largest élementarv scﬁogls in
éaskatopn School Diyisionixgmber 1}. All cof theseé schools employéd'
between foﬁrteen and thirtv-two professionals as uf:SepLember, 1981.
‘he school population, for kindengartcﬁ through vear eight, ranged fro=
two' hunarec pupils in’the srallest Schoéi.tc seven hundred-sevenkv~
three studeats in the largest.

. . E . a :
-The restriction to large schocls was made because of the Aston
methddoloéy used which had been ériginally designed for iarge firms

emploving two hundred fifty people or more. Subsecuentlv, it has been

shewn that It is useful with a much smaller populatien,. but previous

reseérchers,suggested that it did hot discriminate well among small

'schools (Sacknev, 1976) .

The initial contact with principals was made 1n.an orallpresen-_
tation‘ét a principals' meeging‘in March, 1982, at which time [ﬁe‘purpgse
and deéign of ;gé.research was éxblained: All the principals in the
pqpblaﬁﬁon'agreéd.to be'intervi;wgd and té supﬁért Lhe étudy.

, All teachers who”we:e,emplo?ed as home-room teachers in the parti-

’.éipating‘sch0qlsjwere asked 'to compléte the questionnaire. This‘dglimie

tation excluded teachers based in a school who were designated as teaching.

L4

school svstem programs rather -than' local .schoal programs, i.e. itinerant :

teachers, home economics teachers, and industrial arts teachers. .Also,
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vice-principals, whose roles were partly administrative, and principéls,‘
v, .

were excluded.

Data Collection

. B '
The interviews with principals, conducted in May and June, ranged

from one to two and a half hours in length. .InformatiOn supplied. was
recorded on the interview form and ‘simultaneously tape recorded. Prin-
cipals were asked to provide cqpies of héndbooks, poiicy statements,
school calendars, job descriptions and ther éimilar matefials that had
been in use during the past ;ear.' Following the interviewg all tapes

were replaved so that theyv could be used to check the.notes taken for

©.acguracy.

'The‘teacher.questionnaire was introduced to)the siaff'durihg a
mekt ing arranged by ;he.principal.i Tge questidﬁnaires were cémpleted
by the7;ea§hers, giyeq to the ‘school secreééry and returned to the
:reSearcher.

Tables I .and II.illusipate the staff Eizes and percentages of-
A : R

returns for the teacher queStioﬁnaire; Overall, from 384-staff menters

an 8%.56 percentage of questionnaires were retyrned.

I1I. Instrumentation

’

Interview Schedule
The short form of the Aston interview form to ascertain admin-.
strative structure’ designed. by Inkson ahd~assqéiateé'(1970)'was adapted

bv Kelsev (1973) and Sackney (1976)‘td make it'more'applidable to the

studv of secondary schools. Some additianal'language adaptations were .-



TABLE I

STAFF SIZE AND QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED™.

School . Staff Sizé ‘ ) Questionnaires-

"‘”—‘——’~f*———'——"‘“——‘““‘*—————'*—f-“~‘——f—f*——1—*~———~f~’-—f

1 20 19
2 | 12 | | 12
3 I L | o
4 | " 0 a3
5 30 | 29
6 s 21
A | 16 | - 16
8 .: | 18. - .18
9 29 : L2
10 ' 10 ‘ 0
1 1 : 9
12 } 12 ‘ 11
13 ' 14 E | 12
W 14 ' 14
5 10 0
16 % | B &
e 18 | 16
 ‘}8 :. | - "‘ 21" | :' ‘ ;8-'
19 '.‘: ' o 14 | RS
;20."-_“ '." ‘ '; 23 | |  22

21 15 ‘ 10

Total 384 . T




TABLE 11

PERCENTAGE OF QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED

Questionnaires  «--:-.... P 1
Total Staff .............. e e 384
Percenta'ge of -Questionnaires Returned ...... 89 .58

59
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made in this study to refine the schedule further for use in elemen-
tary schools.

Information was requested on fUnctional.specialization,.formal*
ization, standardization, centralization, autonomy and size. Since
configuration, the percentage of clerké and noqﬂWbrkflow personnel,

" was controlled #n the Saskatoon School Diviéioﬁ by size, a measure of
size was substituted for the configuration variable.

A fixed aIteranive format required respondents to use objective

data for reply. Feelings and experiences were not examined; written

documentation was requested where it was available.

Schoeol Effectiveness: Questionnaire, Part A-

<

The Schoel Effectiveness section of the questionnaire was based on
R o

Mott's (1972:21—24) questionnaire on organizational effectiveness. The
language of tie items was modified.so that ‘they applied spécificallv to
schools; for exaﬁple; "organization" was changed to "school" in the
question "What portion of the people in yourvschool readily aécept and.
adjust to changes?" . -

The School Effectiveneés section of the questionnaire ;ought'in—‘

formation on productivity, adaptability and flexibility. Each’item had

a five category scale which was weighted from one to five.

.

—
.

Professional Role Orjentation: Questionnaire, Part B
The Professional Role Orientation questionnaire was designed bv.

nynyk (1966). It required teachers to resbond to items about the

importance of professional knowledge, service, beliefs in a core-organ-
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)
ization, colleagueship, and autonomv. It was composed of Likert-tvpe

items with the response categories of (1) agree stronglv, (2) agree,
(3) undecided, (4) disagree and (5) disagree strongly. The categories

were weighted from one to five. Some of the items were reverse scored.

Work Interaction: Questionnaire, Part C

The Work Interaction questionnaire was composed of two Parts. The
first section collected information regarding the ffequencv’of teacher-
teacher and teacher-principal communication about curricula, instruc-
t}on and sgudents. This section consisted of weighted Likert-type
items with the response categories of (1) never, (2) once or twice ;
vear, (3) once a month, (4) once a week, (5) several days a week, and
(6).daily. The second section was the total amount of time teachers
spend in tge schoal working with other professionals, determined by the
ratio ‘between the total time in the school and the numben of hours
worked in isoclation.

The first section of the WQrk Interaction questionnaire was a

'
reyisién oﬁ an instrument develoﬁed by Charters (1973). This revision

involved deleting two items dealing with social interaction and re-

placing them with three work related items.

Reliabili;g of the Instruments

Reliability is the consistency of measurement provided by an’

instrument.

Interview ichedule @

The reliability of the revised Aston sgales was deﬁermined bv

/-
Kelsey (1973) through the usc of item analysis which "measured the good-

¥

%
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ness of fit of an item as a corfelation betwéen the item response and
the iqn'al scores' (Kelsev, 1973:79). Because Kelsev (1973:79) did not ‘
assume a nérmal'distfibution of his studv's populafion, he chose the
Brogden biserial coefficient to enable him to determine which items to
reject SQVhe could improve the approximation to a Cuttﬁan scale. This
same coefficient was used by the‘Aston-reéearchers (Pugh and associates,
1963). Kelseyl (1973:79) noted that t'he logic of the Brogden L‘éeffirient
was that, "if an item discriminates well between high dnd‘low scoring
orgdanizations, then the mean score of all organizations whigh endorse
Lh;vitgm wili be higher than‘the mean score of those that do not.”

in Kelsev's (;973:82)~study, he féllowe& the Aston researchers’
standard so tﬁat‘itéms with less than a Q.AO coefficient‘we;e rejected.
In addition, any set Qf‘itemS-was4accepted only if the mean coefficient
éxceeded O.63,iwhi;h was also Fhe’IOWest mean coefficient acceptable to
the Aston'researche;s (Kelsey, 1973:82).

Féllpwing the méthpaology of Kelsey's (1973),work,.5acknef
(1976:57) determined the reliability of the,reviSéd A;ton Qcaié through

: ‘ % ‘ ' : '

item analysis and scaling. The Brogden coefficient was used to deter-

mine goodness of fit. -Mean items analvsis values ranged from .65 to .75.

Sackngy’(lg7b:57) stated that the instrument was reliable.

School Effecniyeness: Questicnnalire, Part A

~

. Mott (1972) provides correlations of the results of several' studies
using the ~ffectiveness auestionnaire, Part ‘A, inAihis studv. He con-

cluded that the effectiveness questionnaire was a reliable instrument.

Miskel, FéQurl& and Stewart (1979:105) modifred'the languagé for school
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settings. 'On the items designed to measure productivity, their esti-

mates of reliability were alpha coefficients,of‘.77 for the first data
} oy

set and .85 for the second. For items designed to measure adaptability,

the alpha éoefficients_were .80 for the first sample set and .86 for the
. \\ B . ) . . N ,
second. ' , Te—

Professional Role Orientation: Questionnaire, Part B
Scharf (1967:128) computed the reliability of the P.R.0O. scale by

‘using split-half reliability teéting;'finding a Correlation}coefficient

of .64 and an estimated whole test reliability of .78.

" Wotk Interaction: Questionnaire, Part €

Bridges and Hallinan (1978:30) report an alpha coefficient of 0.88,
their estimate of the reliability of the Work Interaction Questionnaire
which appears ‘in Part'C of the qgéstionnaire used in‘the present studv.

Miskel and -McDonald (1982:17) gave alpha coefficients frpm two

samples using the questionnaire as 0.80 and 0.83.

Valddity
Kerlinger (1973:456) wrote that the mosgiffomf§in definition of vali-

dity was embodied in the question "Are we measuring what we think we are

measuring?'" Content validity was established by having others examine

ch%instruments used. Predictive and construct validity for the inter-

view schedule were established by the Aston researchers, for thé effec-
tiveness questionnaire by Mott (1972), for the P.R.O. by Scharf (1967) .
and for the work interaction questionnaire by Charters (1973) and

Bridges and Hallinan (1978).



Nixon_(l974:55) noted the problem qf establishing trust, stating
that trust was crucial fé the validfﬁy of a‘stpdy where respondents were
being asked to supply. information about their pérsonal attitudes and

o beliefs. To éstéblish_this tfust the followi&g'procedures were used:
1. Principals were contacted.as a group a;d individuallv.
2. ‘During a meeting with the teachers from each school before the
.questionnaire was>comp1eted; teachers had an opportunityv to questioen
the researcher.
3. LAll potential respondents were assured that information would be used
only for the outlined purposes.

4. Teachers were assured that individual questionnaire responses would

be anonymous.

5. Staffs were promised that the results of the questionnaire on effec-

tiveness would be returned to them within two weeks.

' I1V. Treatment of Data

Data from the interviews and questionnaires were puvnched onto

computer cards.
T »

¥

Scoring Procedures

Scoring of the Aston Selected Organization Level Information

”“?253 " Interview Schedule. Kelsey (1973:101) and Sackney (1976:60) described
" 2 / * . . . N .
e . . ~ _ : ‘
{fﬁ?ESYf in de;ail the method of scoring that they(used. ?pr each school- the

responses weTe scored to obtain-gtalg\ffores for each of ,the structural

variable«:" The fuhctional specjalizatior scale waé computed by deter-

2 *

‘ mining: (1) if a certain activity were performed; (2) if it were speci-



found in Appendix A.
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fically and exclusively delegated to one or more staff members; and

(3) the extent to which the activity was delegaeed fo individuals or
groupsa . The formalization score was calculated by~adding theldocuments
and recording.of role performance scores. Standardization scores were .
the sum of the positf&e responses* The scores.for centralization and
autonomy were derived from a section of the instrument that dealt with
concentration of auchority. The total score {adicated the degrge of
centralization, specifying ‘the average level of decision'making. The

autonomy score was derived from the total number of decisions thdt could

be made at the <chool level. Size was measured by the number of
teachers employed in the school.

More detailed scoring procedures are found in Appendix A.

-
n
-

¥

o
Scoring the School Effectiveness Questionnaire. School effective;

ness was measured by asking teachers to complete eight Likert-type items

whose five response categories were weighted from one .to f1ve " A total

school effectiveness score wﬁ% calculated by summing the weighted scores

for all eight items.  The possible.range of scores was 8.to 40.

sionat Role Orléntatlon score for each teacher was obtained by adding

¥

the weighted scores of the,fwenty-nine“items. Each respondent's scores

“on the five dimens1ons of profe331ona$15m were calculated also by summlng

the scores for the approprlate items. :

Scoring directions for 'the quéstionnaire which zpecify the item,

the subscale of which it "is part and the directional weiéhting of it are
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1 .

§£3£}ng'gpe WQr&NLE}crachpn Qpestionna‘;e. The Worlk Interaction

Questionnaire collected information oﬁ three.varkables: taacher-prin-
cipal interaction, teacher—teagher interaction, and total interaction
time. Teachers were first asked to respond to each of eighf items
about the frequency with which they communicated with, (1) theirhprin—
cipal, and (2)‘olher tcachersa daily, se;eral davs a ?eek, once or
(Qice a month, once or twice a yedr, or never. The Weights assigned to
these resgponse categories rangoQ'frOm‘g to 0, with 5 assigned to daily,
and the other categories numbered correspogdingly through 0. for the last
category. Thus, twvo scores were cqmpu;ed, one fo% principal-teacher
iﬁtcraction and the other for teécher—teachcr'interaction. Q
Information was éolleéted Lo cémpute a third score based on the
hours spent in the school each week and the hours worked in isolation
from other professionals. This third score, a measure of the amount of

time teachers spend in a school working with other professionals, was

determined by the ratio between the two hourly figures provided.

Statistical Procedures

The focus of the study'was on finding the relationships among

y

teachers' ratings of school effectiveness, their professional role orien-

tation, the administrative structure of theirx school and their profes-

b "

sional work interaction. The data were analyzed in three ways: first,
data from each school were aggregated to form school scores; second, the

schools were divided at the mean to form two categories, the more and
the leég effective; and\third, individual teacher scores weré- grouped

Y
-

.
N v N

according to high or low school structure scores. .
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In analvzing. the data, means, ranges, standard deviations and

Pearson product moment correlation coefficients were computed. -Stepwise
multiple regfessidn was used to order the dependent variables of P.R.O_,
structﬁre and work intefaétion in relation to the independent variable,

.effectiveness, and to each other.

Mu@tiple regression analvsis was selected to examine the relation-
ships among the ¢ériables because it estimates the magnitude of the in-
‘fiuence of- the Tndepeﬁdent variables on“the dependent. Kerlinger
(1973:631) wrote, "multiple regression analvsis is an efficient and
powerful hypothesis-testing and inference-making fechnique." He noted
that multiplé regression analysis was a refinéd method of coﬁtrolling
vériance, and so assisted the researcher in explaining the phenomenon
‘represented by the depéndent variable (Kerlinger, 1973:631). The step-

wise multiple regression program allowed the computer to select the in-

dependent variable which had the highest correlation with school effec-
o
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tiveness. It then éelected~the secoﬁd variable which accounted for the
:next h;ghest amount of variance in school effectiveness. Next,'ii tested
‘the ceontribution that'tﬁe first Qariable would ha%e made if it had been
"entered in éecond place. If this contribution waslnot significant stati-
étically, the ;éfiaﬁle was note included. The process continued until the

variable examined did not contribute significantly to school effective-

néss (Kerlinger;.1973:654).
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In the second dat; anaiysis, the unit of analysis became the
iqdividual teacher scores. The school scores for each of the six
structure variables and the teacher scores for P.R.0O. were the
basis of assigning scores for four categories; namely, (1) high
structure, high P.R.0., (2) high structure, low P.R.0., (3) low
structure, high P.R.O., and (4) low structure, low P.R.0. Means
for teachers' ratings of school effectiveness and professional work
interaction were calculated for each group. -

One way analvsis of variance was used”to identifv pessible dif-
ferences among groups. Null hvpotheses concerning th%jrelationshfps
among the groués were tested by the t and F tests anq bv the Scheffe
multiple comparison of means. In testing the hypothéses the level
of significance was set a priori for the t and F tests at .05 and for
the Scheffe comparison of means it was set at .10. Hypotheseg were
rejected or not réjected at the .05 level of significance for &he t
and F tests, and at the .10 level for the Scheffe\xmmarison of «
means. Kerlinger (1973:227) has noted that where it is not necessary
to measurc the étgength of the relationsﬁip, bgt simply to find out

if there is a significant relationship, the t and F testé are useful

inferential tests.

The population, which included all classroom teachers in all schools

! f

over the size of fourteen teachérs, met the rfequirements for the t and F

-

tests for normal distribution. The interval measurement requirements

n
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had been met. Kerlinger (1973:288) sums up the importance of the para-.

metric t and F tests by stating, ..unless.variances are so hetero-
geneous as to be readily apparent...the effect on the F tests will

probably be negligible.'" He suggests that in most cases, even when the

.assumptions of normality and homogeneity have been violated, parametric

tests are more effective and safer ;han nonparametric tests (Kerlinger,
1973:288). |
Jn cases where F ratio-was significant beyond the :OS level, the
relationship was examined further by the use of the‘Schéffé method of
cOmparisog of meaﬁs. This method tests thevdifferences bethen 511

possible pairs of means. Ferguson (1971:271) notes that the Scheffé

proceduré is not seriously affected by problems associated with the

assumption of normality or homogeneity. Ferguson (1971:271) has
stated‘that ghe Scheffé method is very strong in reSpecf te alpha
errors where the'qull hypothésis is true but it is rejected. Bécause
the procedure is mofe rigorous than other multiple comparisén methods,
Ferguson (1971:271) has suggested that the level of significahce be set

at .10. -This procedure was followed.

Summary

In this chapter, the research perspectives taken were explained
and the data sources, instrumentation used and data collection procedures
were discussed.” In the final section of the chapter the statistical

procedures used in the treatment of the data were described.
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CHAPTER FGUR
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Teacherslare a diverse group, with qiffering values, wﬁo are"
employed in schools that vary in administrative structure and in com-
munitation abbu; educatiun: .AS prdfessiqnals, feécheré tend to make
deciéions.about the effettivenéss of their schools. fhis sfudy‘hés
been conducted to discern relationships among feachers' ratings of their
school's effectivehess, their professfonal.role dfiantafion;\the strug-
‘ture of their school and the iﬁteréctionvabout worklin thatisqﬂool.

Principals were interviewed to pfovide data about the admini-

’
'

strative structures of their schools. Data were collected from teachers

phréugh the use of questionnaires that’ sought.information abodt school

effectiveness, professional role orientation and work interaction.

" The résufts“of the analysis of the interview data collected from

principals and the questionnaire data gathered from teachers are pre-

sented in this chapter. The responses of the two groups’ are .described

-in the first seétion,, In the second secciqn'the data concerned with

the hypotheses of the study are examined. The findings are discussed -
in the conclusion of the chapter.

. 1. Description of Principal and Teacher Responses

e

As explained in'the‘previous qhépﬁer;‘the data were gathered from
the principals and teachers of the twenty-one largest elementary

" , - - N

schools, kindergarten to year eight,-in the saskatoon $chool -Division
Number Thirteen. . - e :

. . o
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Principal Ipterview Data ‘ - o

When the means, ranges and Standard deviationslwere calculated,

. . -
variations in the administrative structure components of the twenty=- '
. . . 0 . :‘

one schools were found. The gréatest differeﬁces among séhpg&s were
in functional specialization, with a mean of 14.36, a range of 18.55
and a standard deviatfon of 5.20, and ‘in sizé, with a mean of 18.74,

a range of 21.00 and a standard deviation of 6.69. The differences

. «

among schools in autonomy, standardization.and formalization were

smaller. These data are illustrated in Table IIL.
The results of this analysis appear to reinforce Kelsey's
(1973:238) conclusion that igis difficult to analyze sthool structure

without also anéleing the structutél‘elements\of the local school
digfrict. ﬁAlthoUgh.the’local séhbols'agé‘inzcharge of some depision

making, several of the structure variables studied here ‘are controlled

"by the policies of’thé.Saskétoon Boardﬁof Educafioh.*~Thé influence of ,

Board policies on the structure variables is reflected in the similari-

ties among the scores. The‘dimensipns oéﬂ§trgc;ure that weré more con-

\, 2
. 5

trolled'by'Boérd policieé, autonomy, centraliigqﬁon, standardization

P

- and formalization, tended to have scores that clustered closer to the
mean. ' The Himension‘where]thGVmost decisions were made at the school
level, functional speCialization, has a larger standard deviation than

any other factor ‘except size.. fj R _ . - ne

. Teaéher~Qyéstionﬁaire,Déta
CLonsiderable variaticn was' found amqu,teacher.respoﬂ'g-';f\
questionnaires.. Table IV illustrates-the ﬁeans,.rangeégaf“:

Y . - - - N . : . .
i . . .

"
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r

* DISTRIBUTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE COMPONENTS o
" ' (N = 21) '
;
Structural Mean Range .D.
ComT?nent
Functional 14.36 18.55 .20
Specialization
Formalization 12.81 16.00 .72
Standardization 23.43 15.00 .70
Centralization 58.95 16.00 .09
Autonomy - 7.29 7.00 252
R 'Y .
Size ~ 18.74 21.00

.69




TABLE 1V

DISTRIBUTION OF 344 TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE

Variable Mean Range S.D.

Effectiveness 30.36 25.05 o 4.29

P.R.0. (total score) 96.30 * 54.00 8.04
Knowledge ' 3.28 3.00 " ‘ .57

Service 2.88 3.63 .57
Core . 3.27 2.71 .48
Organization : o
Colleagueship #- 3.30 2.80 < .46
Autonomy - 3.81 7?‘.“2;33 T L45

: b))

Principal-Teacher 20.60 35.00 5.47

Interaction ’
- Teacher-Teacher 29.34 38.00 7.03
“Interadtion. : : - )

' +

Work-Interaction 3.01 39.16 - 3.65

Time- .




p—,

‘each variable is less .than when the replies are considered individuallv,

deviations of the respanses of 344 teachers on school effectiveness,
the five dimensions of professional role orientation, and the three
factors of work interaction. Table V gives the means and standard
deviations of the teacher responses for the same variables as Table
IY; but the data are grouped.acchding to twenty-one schools.

The teacher scores, whether considered individually or grouped
to vield average school scores, provided similar results: The mean
svnre of the teachers' ratings of their school's effectiveness. as a
totai group of 344 teachers was 30.36, while the mean score from

. e _
twentv-one schools was 30.38. Similarly, the mean score of the total

. group of teachers on-the P.R.0Q. was 96.30, while the mean‘gchool score

.
g

was 96.54. Work interaction means also differed little between the

. total group of teachers and teachers grouped bv scgools.-

The range of the P.R.0. scores was 54.0 for the 344 teachers.

»

This is similar to the range of 48.0 found by Nixon (l975:75)»who used
the same instrument with a group of Alberta teachers:
By grouping the®eachers" responses according to schoolﬁ, as

shown in Table V, .the standérd deviation from the mean of the scores on

N -

as illustrated in T§b1é 1Vv. Ho&éver, the advantage of'grohpiﬁg ;he:

. . s, Q L A B ) .
scores according to schools- is that it allows comparisons of groups of

Ceachers_workihg'within the same school structure to other groups teaching
in'different-admidistrativelstfucturésJ For this reason the school was

‘chosen as the main unit of analysis. The analyses of the data

- . N ;0' .
in this chapter were based ‘on the school as Ehe unit, except for data

included in ﬁheilast hypotheses. To examiné.the last hypqtﬁeses, indi-



TABLE V

DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHER RESPONSES FROM 21 SCHOOLS TO QUESTIONNAIRE

Variable Mean S.D.

Effeétivéness 30.38 1.91

P.R.O 96. 54 ) 2.47
Knowledgees ‘ 3.29 ‘ 17
2
Service 2.91 : ‘ 17
o ‘
Core . 3.27 : . 12

Organization

Colleagueship 3.31 r 412

g o , # S
Autonomyv 1 ‘ 3.81 o Lo 1S
Principal-Teacher . 20.89 ' C 246

Interaction

2.04
o Coar ! Rt Do . : . g .
Total o T S S . . |
" Interaction S 283 109 .
_ Time T ‘ . o
& o T
— ‘ 13
VX" 40
o 6 v
3} I
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viduai teacher data also was used to determine the relationships among
selected variables and teachers'_fatings of their school's effectiveness.

The individpél teagher scores were used as the unit of analyvsis for
testing .the lant hypothesis.‘ The s§huu1 scores on each of the structure
variables were divided; foliowed bv a division of the teachers' P.R.O.
scores,:to form four quadrants for cach of thexstructure-yariables, for
example, high ce%tralization, high P.R.O., high ccntralizq[i&n, low.
P.R.O., low centralization, higﬁ P.R.O. and low centralization, low
P.R.O. Tables describing the dqta are found following Hvpothésis 7.,

.fﬁ : ‘%

I[T. Testing the Hy pu‘t‘lrx_ems/efs B

“On the basis ot the original hvpotheses, the null hypotheses were
formed. In testing an individual ﬁull hypothesis, operationally a

aumber of specific null hypotheses were being tested. In some "instances,

where one or more of these specific hypotheses were rejected, the wording
that was-used in this study was one of bartiaI support for the hy?othesgs.

Hypothesis Concerning Effectiveness
- and -Professional Role Orientation

Hzgothesis 1

The first‘hypothesis stated: .
- There are no significant relationéhips hetween teachers' ratings
of their school's effectiveness and their. professional orientation.

7

This hypothesis was extended to include the components of P.R.O.

‘Pearson product moment correlations showed .school effectiveness was not

[
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significantly related to professional role orien£ation as a whole but
was significantlv related no‘componenfs of P.R.O., the knleedge and

'@ colleagueship dimenéions, as illustrated in Table VI. TQe correlations
of .43 between effectiveness and knowledge, and .38 between effective-
ness and colleagueship, demonstrated that in those areas there was a
relationship between perceived school effectiveness and dimensions of
Lea;ﬁers' professivnal role orientation. Teachers who are higher in
the knowledge component of the P.K.O., which states that the work of a
w{( prof'eAssio‘nal 15 intellectual in character an.d grounded in Lheory,' were
b ’mére likelv to fonsider‘their ;chool effective than those who were not.
Colleagueship was related to effectiveness slightlv, indicating that

as teachers rated their schools more effective, thev were more inclined

A . to see themselves as part of a professional gtoup. Therefore, the
>
. .
. : , J N

N “hypothesis was only partly supported.

Hypothesis Concerning Effectiveness and Structure . ‘ \

*  Hypothesis 2 S ' .
Zybothesis 2 o _ o

The hypothesis stated:

There are no significant relationships between teachers' ratings of
their school'’ ‘S effectiveness and the administrative structure of their-
schools. o :

. « . - *

\

Pearson producg moment correlations showed that school effective-

ness'was significantly related to only one aspect of administrative

- X . . . »* 3

I

Structure, functional specialization, with a coeffic¢ient of .40;'aé
illustrated in Table-VlI. The other dimensions of'administrative struc-

-ture, formalization, standarhization} centralization, autonomv anfl éize

‘ ) .
. . !

& did not relate significantly‘;o teachers' ratings of school effectiveness.

RN "

g . l .
& 'The hypothesis was parfly suppprted. . ' .



TABLE VI

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EFFECTIVENESS AND PROFESSIONAL

-

ROLE ORIENTATION AND ITS COMPONENTS

Effectiveness

Variable '
N =21
Total .. @ ,
-Professional Role 0, .26 (N.S.)
Orientation
Knowledge .43 . -
9'- : ’g;':‘."
: o W
Service .02 (N.S.)
2
Core- _ :
Organization .26 (N.S.)
' e
X :
Colleagueship .38
Professional
 Freedom -.20 (N.S.) o
. ; i ' e : R AL
S
N.S. Not significant at the .05 level or beyond.
& '
S » . . R ? . “'
0\

«*
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" TABLE VII

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EFFECTIVENESS AND

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE .

o
Effectiveness

Variable
N =21
Functional .40
Specialjzation ’
Formalization 03 (N.S.)‘
i
Standardization - : .00 (N.S.)"
K ’ ) N “ 3
) ,; * ‘ {
’ " T W
| -.24 (N.S.)

Centralization .

.10 (N.Sf)

. o
Autonemy, | ‘ i

Size

" Not significant at the .

-

+ N.S.

79
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.05 level, as . illustrated in Table VIII. When teachers rated the. effec-

' »rpart idktheir ratings. The hypothesislwas sdpportedi

\Ain'Table lX..
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Hypotheses ConcerninQ»Professional Work Interaction
£

‘ N N B ) ./

\ N . B - .
, .

Hypothesis 3

This hypothesis stated:

There are no signifi ant relationships between teachers ratings of
their school's effectiveness and their professional work interaction.

12
[

In.testing'thls hypothesis, the three components of work inter- b
.actlon namely, teacher’ 1nteraction principal teacher 1nteract&on and
total interactlon,tlmeg-aS'Well as teachers eualuations of their
school's effectiveness, gere exaninined. Pearson product:moment correl—',

ation'coefficiehts were computed, none“of'which were Significant at the

| -

- ’

t1veness of their schools, apparently nelther the frequency of profes—

sional 1nteract1on nor the’ total .Interaction time played a 51gn1f1cant

1

clpothesis 4 1 L L e - o
Thls hypothesis Stated

There are no 31gnif1cant relatlonships between professional work

1nteraction and the administrative structure of schools ’
3

. To tést this hypothes1s the three dimenS1ons of. work" 1nteract10n

“

stated previousiy were examined alopg with the six- dlmen51ons of struc—

e, ‘
.

ture mentioned above The statistical procedure used was. Pearson pro=

duct moment correlatiOn, The results oftthis’analySiS'are displayed
o

On the eighteen relatlonshlps tested, only six were signlflcant

-at the 05 level or bevond A‘slgnlficant,inyerse correlatlon_of —.39,'

rbetween work interactlon'time and centralization was fourid. Thefe was



TABLE VIII

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL WORK INTERACTION:

AND SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS -

t

-Variable o ' . Effectiveness

N =21,

e

Teacher-

‘Teacher -~ & . =13 sy

Intéraction

- Principal- o . .
"Teacher .~ h S .05 (N.SY)
- Interaction .- i ‘ e e

Total PR o -

Interaction - . | . =03 (N.§2) ~ ©

R

Time . . Ty

N.S. .Nofﬁsigdifib%pt af.;OS‘pr'beyond;

<

s

81
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CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL‘“%FK_INTERACIION AND STRUC?U

.

LY

TABLE IX

RE

P

" Variablé
N =21

‘Teacher-
Teacher

Interaction

e

P:inéipal? '

Teacher

Interation  f

Total.

“Interaction

. Time

thc;ionél _~.25
Special- .

ization

Formal-
- ization |

.06

Standard- - - .25 (NS o

ization

: Eentral—* —;32
" ization ‘

, N
/ N

-

(N.S.) -

sy

wss

{Augonomy‘ i '.z5~ ‘

/ e
, .
L
O N .
Ei

osize T ol

P

‘—:.. 1‘1

=03 (NS

26 (N.5.)
29 (N.§4).
LT

_-.68 XN.S.)

-3

(qrs.) o

et

-.09 (x.5.)

107 (N.5.)

L 29

s

1

‘v‘NtSu Nét sighifiéaﬁtlét_;OS,ahd béybnﬁ}‘“" .
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a correlation coefficient of .45 between teacher interaction time and
. . Y * .
autonomy, énd a .49 correlation between total interaction time ‘and

'autonomy
The size of the‘echool was related inversely to the frequency of
' principal-teacher interaction on 3brk related tOpics with a correla-

,tion coefficient of -.43, but positively related both to teacher work o

':related interaction arid total interaction time with coefficients of o

‘ : R s

. 40 and 61 respectively
Total work interaction time was significantly related to the

‘ o -
Lﬂ,structure variables of size, centralization and autonomy Thevhypo-z

thesis was partly supported

-

Hypothesis-s

This hypothesis stated‘ :A T o e

I ‘}‘J‘

. There are no. significant relationships between ptofessional work -;.3‘>
~,interaction and professional role orientation.. - S

To examine this hypothesis Pearson product moment correlation

' coefficients were computed between the three dimensions of professional

: work 1ntcraction and the five dimensions of P R 0., along with the totalf ,

‘_;P.R%O score, as shown in Table X T Of the eighteen relationships

| tested only‘the 39 correlation between service and principal teacher '
interaction was: Significant at the 05 1eve1, The hypothesis waq aup-*'
\

ported except for the relationehip between service and principai teacherifi'

interaction
o ‘ Wq g ».‘ . k_(: ) <' ‘., “'4 [

".Hypothesis‘ConcerningeProfessional'Role Driehtationland Structureii'f”

|- “Previous résearch cited ((Hall, 1968; Palumbo, 1969) stated inverse'® .
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TABLE X

N

A

‘CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL WORK INTERACTION AND P.R.0.

[
.

——
[ S

5~EV#riab1g
' ‘JEN 5&21.;

T.éa,che'r; L

.Teacher >

Pfinéipal_-4“

. Teacher

Interaction:

) ‘x‘ngalﬁ

in;eractio“
‘Time

..

' ‘P‘R105 

',Know—;

,\. v- C ‘. . ];edge ;“.

\

. Service -
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- gueship.

I

" Profes-
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el e

5197

.123t19q‘J

B 56331

.09

.5.)

;01

Tiigf
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24 (N.S.)
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o 1.

' relationships between professibnal role orientation and structure in T

fonganf!at

Blpothes‘is 6 c e e _'l' - S o e L g
o . z ‘: ‘ b_"A,, oo S L

This hypothesis atated g17p',1aff--'f~Z,:_;; E f“f';wf T :

L There are. no significant relationships between professional role o :
:orientation and the administrative structure in sc: ols. S

To examipe the relationships among the dimensions ,f teachers ‘_;afi' s

' _fprofeasional role orientation and the administratiVe structure of their
}, {-achools, Pearson product moment correlatiaﬂ coefficients were computed, 'Ji 1

~_as shown in Table XI . Only two significant coefficients were found

'7'and both of them were negative.. The¥§ waa ..h“4 correlation doe;iih -

_ _;w'cient calculated between centralization an knonledge A‘--Al coeffi- t;?;,,

.;i;cient was found between the size of thé SChOOl and service., Analysis il;;"'f

fdipof the data on other dimensions of the P»R D; and administrative struc_i.hrh.
iiture shOWGd that they did not yield significant Pearson product moment .

U‘Vfcorrelation coefficients.u

'"iﬂyppthesia Concerning_pffectiveness, Profesg_pnal Role Drientation, |
Structure and Professional Work Intcration r5~- e e e

:iievariables.:.

prothesis 7

"‘“; This hypothesis stated‘V”ul".

L There are no significant relationships among teachers ratings of
ﬂvftheir sehool g effectivenens. their: professional role orientation, the SR
f'.ffadministrative structure of their school and their profeqsional work Lo
»;;interaction..., x AR 8 . S : P




I . TABLE X1

e R | S
‘ ol e R S
il

, . CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PROFESSIONAL:ROLE ORIENTATION AND STRUCTURE

o

.5&.H
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Hentering the equation as the ninth variable., j‘

. 'ization

N 12
Y : o

In order to find the relationship between the dependent variable

effectiveness and the independent variables, a sgtep wise multiple

: regression equatiOn was computed, as shown in Table XII Seventy-five'

percent of the variance in the teachers natings of their school s ‘

v
effectiveness was’ accounted for by variables in the study, with thirty-

-~ A

' six peroent accounted for by the first two listed These are the c0mr

P B .

.ponent of professional role orientation labelled knowledge, and the“

component of administrative structure labelled functional specializatiOn.

’The first five variables, four of which were dimensions of professional

\

f‘role orientation, resulted in fifty~six percent of the variance.

o Principai-teacher interag;ion,_nhe sixth variable to be entered in

the equation, was responsible for an additional five percent of the ;
. " .

: variance. The first s1x variables accounted for sixty—one percent of ‘

the total variance accounted for in the regtEssion analysis e

The administrative structural variables of standardization and

vautonomy entered the equ%:ion at the seventh and eighth steps, accounting
'at those points for eleven percent of the teachers ratings of school

'effectiveness. The sizs of the school added a further one- percent, )'“.

)/

\

E f- The last five variables to enter the multiple regression equation‘

Da .
,v

'dwere not significant at the 05 level Two work interaction components,_

“f} total interaefion time and interaction amoﬂg teachers, explained only

N

a very small amouut of the variance as did the P R 0. component of core-'ﬁ

'!jforganization and the struqture components of formalization and central— o

S
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STEPWISE REGRESSION OF THE RELATIONSHIHS AMONG EFFgCTIVENESS ROLE

ORIENTATION, WORK INTERACTION AND ADMINISTRATI

E STRUCTURE

Dependent Variable = Effectiveneés

é:ep;
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'-;'mean of-

G 7specialixation, low P R o group, For interaction among teachers, the

: L fean of 31 31 for the low functional specialization, high P R 0. group

. ; o 89

To‘tesxgthis hy othesisJ%urther,fthe structure'component scores of

teacher s P.R.0. scores'for each of the two groups Was calculated so

pthat four groups were formed$ (1) high gtructure high P.R. 0., (2)

S

;high structure, 1ow P.R. 0 , (3) low structure high P.R.0., and (4) T
low structure 1ow P.R. O To-test for differences in effectiveness;

»ratings among the groups, an F test for one—way analySis of variance

-

-was conducted Where the ¥ ratio was’ significant, the Scheffe pro- .

cedure for c0mparison of means was conducted. The groups were tested éi

A'with the same statistical procedures used for differences in the pt&)'

: profeasional work interaction dimensions. S 'f, ‘ T

. . . : . : oo
i ] . L.

Table YIII shows the summary data foﬁ\the comparison of the fourl

| groups, arranged according to school functional specialization scores

. and individual P,é +0. stores, for the teachers ratings of their school s V.f
»‘effectiveness The high functional specialization, high P R.02 group s ;
'.mean effectiveness 'score of 31 86 was significantIynékgher than thg,low n

‘f:functional specialization, low P. R 0. group 8" mean effectiveness score

Ve

"”’”of QB 85. When ‘the means were compared only one- of the possihle siﬁ“"”

'fcomparisons revealed significant differences.--

TabLe XIII also illustrates\the means for the thrae interaction

d .
) A

'.fvariahles for the same groups. For principal teacher interaction, the

v the high functional specialization, high P R O. group

\';gwas significantly higher than the 19 51 mean for the low functional ﬂff;ﬁifh*
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SUMMARY DATA FOR EFFECTIVENESS AND INTERACTION N cxours nxvznzn
BY FUNCTIONAL sﬁiCIALIzATxou AND P.R.O.

Cy

.Q o ' GrOup 1 "o Gtoup 2 A 'Groﬁp 3 - Group 4
' ' Hi. Funct. Hik\?unct. o Low‘Funcg}_-‘ Low Funct.

Spec.,'; o Spé% . Spec:, : Spec., --;-””'
1\ P. R 0‘_ ’Low;P R O - Ri. P.R.p; _ wa[P;R.b.- s

.,
Yas

?5  iMeén‘ o ‘“ ""’_ s S A %
" .. Effectiveness -31.86 30.42 - 30.33 .. . -28.85 -
'\ Rating ‘_ “ E “ J ) : ' ' ' B ", . . : .o o . . R ) .

~ Principal- 7. 21.65'° © . 19.80 . . 21.53 . 19.51"
‘Teacher. - .. o oo e IR
_Interaction o .

. : DM°3n - ri'i“ T e s
© . Teacher~ . =, - 1@;22;;f'- ' ﬁ7,65ff' Soe31.31, . 29029

- Teacher - 'f; LT e T T T T e T .
Intéyactign", N

"Mean

~j Total ’1’5*.2;9i§jg, U er 3300 2.9

see‘APPendixlB-‘” d:iﬁv L .dl‘

Group 1 is significan/]y difﬂerent from Gtoup & at the 10 1evel{:i;'“d

o .;ft _Gfoup 2 13 Bignificamy'different from Group 3% the 10 leve]_.; : :‘.}



) J “'- ,‘ | ) ‘ v N ) T 7~> »_‘., al\ -
o - ‘ o : . - e |
-P R.0. group. For ‘both’ principal—teacher interhction and interaotibn .

_ among teachers when group comparisoni%:ere:made, only one .of the \}

. /,,/

e possible'six comparisons reveaded significant differences A compari-

< \

‘son of the means of the groups on. total\interaction time did not show

1

v ; any significant d/;ferences among the ngups - ,“‘~,E1 . A

RN -
I N

f, ", o Table XIV presents the summary data for the comparisonS/of the 'fg
N four‘groups, categorized acfarding to. school formalization scores and ;'=‘
individual P. R 0. scores, for the teachers ratings of their school s
_effectiveneSS' The Iow'formalization, high P R 0. group s ~mean saore ;
of 31 75 ‘was. significantly higher than the high formalization, low P R. 0 ;'
.group s mean scorz of‘39 90.. There wah a significant difference also 1‘f“
between the low formalization, high P. R 0. groap 5 mean score of 31 75

and the low formalization. low P. R 0._score of 29 21 Qf the six pos—

%g ‘ sible comp isons of the means, two yielded significant differepces.

The means of the three interaction dimensions also were c mpared

for the formaliaation, P R 0. groups, as shown in Tahle XIV. ‘
‘ B |_ .

'3 cipal teacher\interaction three of the possible six comparisons yiélded"h

r

‘-Y significantly aifferent results.> The high formalization, high P, R O
_ ¥ . .
group s mean of 21 43 was sggnificantly higher than.the high formal-> :
ization, 1ow ? R 0 group s mean of 18 BlL Ihe low formalization,\highg o \
P R 0.,group.s mean of 21 89 Was significantly higher than the high l;;:’:ri ‘

formalization, low P R.O. group s mean score of 18 81 aﬁhe low f?;;;i_, L

ization, low P B 0 groupﬁs mean score of 21 26 was significantl§ higher

than the 18_81 of the high formalizatiom, 1ow P R 0. group On the dimenh-'~&hﬂ=

: ffi7, sion of interaction anqng teachers, the low formalization,\high P R 0

o

: group s mean score of 31 28-was significantly higher than the 27 89 mean of'?is3,

"’;f the low formalization, low P R O. group, the only comparison;to yield

4 L TR

‘ ‘ by 8 “A,"'-f'.f
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. SUMMARY DATA FOR EFFECTIVENESS AND INTERACTION IN GROUPS DIVIDED
. o ' BY FORMALIZATION AND P.R.O.. » : o

Ay . N
‘ ) ' “ . P R . . e W

s '-'Gfoup'i ‘ﬁg.Group,2¥.” N lGroup 3 L‘Groupt4 v
o Y - Hi. Forma- -Hi. Forma-~ Low Forma- - Low Forma-
. o lization, - ldizatiom, . lization,~ . lization,

_ _ R Hi P:R 0. . - LoyﬂP.R.O.‘;"vHi P.R.O. Low P R.O.
e e T e e
o Effectiveness _;/530.74,. S 29.90 31 75****' 29.21

T Rating ‘ - S : T

= Mean -‘.' o S

. Principal—“ B ST ey R Y - T

~ Teacher =~ 21.42 - 18,81¢£%‘ n"'21.89***‘~ S 21;26ﬂ*, .
~ 'Interaction . : B U O S TP, ’

Mama- “ S o '[7j,fs, ﬁh:1€5;,
‘ | .,reacher_._ ! . ) et : o . . . B e : : “ i o
.. - ¢ ' Teacher - - S0 729076 . 28,7400 31,28 v 27 89
.7 ‘. "Interaction R G S o Co T

LTETT e e e E ’

Mean oMt s
Total a‘j'f"'ﬂ:f;v s T A ,Qi;f L T
ik Interaction;Q'tg 3L Sl 24900 s 2,90 .
' Tlme SN N Tl

"”ﬂtc:dap~tfis significantly different from Group 2 at the 10 1evel.p¥;"f1’ o

Group 2 is significantly different from Group 4 at the 10 level.f';;ai'E;p

significantly different from Group 3 at the 10 leyell'e%éf.v.

' *’i significantly‘different from Group 4 at the 10 1eve1 ;.“:i>

NP
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t
s&gnificantly dif ferent results. On the dimension of total interaction
time, tHErei;ere no significa%t diffefences,among the groups.

Table XV illustrates the summary data for the comparison of four
groups based on school centralization scores and individual teacher's
P.R.0. scores on their ratings of schamj effectiveness. Teachers who
‘had high P.R.O; scores in schools with low centralization scoresfgave
their school's a mean effectiveness rating of 31:58, significantly higher
than the 29.43 of the high centralization, low P.R.O. group, and the
29.90 of the-low centrslization, Ioagf.R.O gfoup. .

Table XV also shows the summary data_for the centralization, P.R.O.
grouhs on»che'three interactipn variabies., The highest ;rincipsi—
teacher interaction was in the low'centralizetion, high P.R.O; group,
with a mean score of 2}.80; which differedvsighificahtly only from the
high centralizafion, low P.R.0. group's mean score~of'19}39; Iﬁé onl&

. J o o :
significant difference aﬁong the ‘teacher interaction’comparisons was i
between the 30:51 meéh score of‘the high centfalication,hhigh:P.R;O.
group and the %7;72 mean. score of the high eentfalizatioh, low P.R.d.
group. ‘The‘means of the groups on the dkmension\of cotallinteractioni

‘ % S
time did not differ'significantly. =

Table XVI ,»digplayS'ﬁhe summary data for the ratings of their

schools' effectiveness of groups arranged by school standardlzatlon

/
/

scores and ind1v1dual teacher s P.R.O. scores\) Wlth a mean score of

*31.19 the teachers with High P R.0. scores-in sch0013'w1th low stan~

»

dardizatlon scores rated their schools as 31gn1ficant1y more effectlve .
. than did the teachers with 1ow P.R.O. scores in schools w1th hlgh

-

standardization with‘a mean score of 29.18. The high standardiZation,

o 9
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TABLE XV

SUMMARY DATA FOR EFFECTIVBNESS AND INTERACTION IN GROUPS DIVIDED
BY CENTRALIZATION AND P.R.O.

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group .4

Hi. Centra- . High Centra- Low Centra- Low Centra-
lization, lization, lization, lization
Hi. P.R.O. ~ "Law P.R.O. Hi.vP.R.O. Low P.R.O..
Mean = | . : : .
Effectiveness  30.52 29.43% 31585 29.90"*"
Rating o L . '
Mean
Principal- : % v *
Teacher = ©21.35 © . 19.39 - 21.80 99.94
Interaction : : ‘ ~ ' -
o P
Meén'
Teacher- o ok ** . '

" Teacher 30.51 27.73 ' 30.07 . o 29.19
Interaction ' ' S L - ‘
Mean
Total o : . ] o ' o
Interaction . 3.40 : 2.64 ©2.85 - 3.23
Time. S T R

) D
idroup 2 is significantly different from GrOup 3 at the lO'levél.
xx
" Group 1 is significantly different from Group 2 at the 10 1eve1
. L
kkk p

" Group 3 is slgnlflcantly different from GrOUp b at the 10 level

For additlonal data, see Appendlx B.
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‘high P;R.O.‘group's mean effectiveness score of 31,00 was also sighifi-
’ ‘ . ‘ . ' ! . - - ) - N ’ ' ) ‘ w
_cantly higher than the 29.18 of the high standardization, low g.R,O.
. r } o . ' ) ] . ) J o

group. S E o ' I

‘The. means of the. three interaction dimensions for the‘groups_

arrangedibyjstandardAzation and f.R.O. scores are also included in
Table - XVI . For P incipal—teacher interaction, the high standardization
high P. R 0. group's mean score, of 21. 66 was 51gn1f1cantly higher than

the 19.61 of the. low standardization low P. R. 0. group s score,’ The’ highl
standardization, high P:k.o. group s mean score of 30.89.for_1nteraction

‘ among‘teachersvwas also significantly higher'thanithe.lou standardization,

low P.R.0. group's mean score. However, the highest total interaction .

-~

' . mean score was, by the:high standardization, low P,R.O}'groupzwith'a

: score of.3.6o "signiiicantlyhhigher than the 2.20 of the‘low standard-
'1zat10n‘ low P.R.O. group | Thelhigh standardieation high.P.R.O.
group s mean score of 3. 66 also was significantly higher than the 2. 20
mean score of the low standardization, low P. R 0. group. |

The summary data displayed 1n Table XVII gives teacher s‘ratings of
itheir school's effectiyeness according to groups arranged by school

autonomy scores‘and'individual teacher s P.R.Q. scores. The only slg- _

: _Lniflcant differencedyus found between the high autonomy, high P R. 0

group s mean score of 31 61 the highest score of the groups, and the'

low autonomy, low P. R 0. s score of 29 21.

A'. Table XVII also showed the summary data for the three interaction o

variables., The higheet principal teacher interaction mean score was'

21. 64 for the low autonomy, high P. . iroup, which was significantly"

higher than the 19 05 score of the high utonomy, low P R.O. group



TABLE XVI

.9

‘SUMMARY DATA FOR EFFECTIVENESS 'AND INTERACTION IN GROUPS DIVIDED
BY STANDARDIZATION AND P R. O

\.7

'CrooP 2’

. Group '3 Group 4

. For'gdditional data, seeiAppendix-B.

[l

10 l¢ve1

-/;

_ - Group.1
. Hi. Stand- . Hi. Stand- - Low Stand--  Low Stand-
ardization, ' ardization, ardization, ardization,
Hi. P.R.O. .Low P.R.O. Hi. P;RﬂO. " Low P.R.O.. "
Mean _ ‘ kA ;;;* , ****“
Effectiveness . 31.00 29. 18 . 31.19 ©30.14
‘Rating . : s .
‘Mean . .
*  Principal- - - ok
Teacher . . . 21.66 19.70° 21.50 19.61
"~ Interaction - o
Mean
Teacher- ' , ~ , ' :
. ) * . - *
Teacher - 30.89" -~ 29.80" ©29.49 27.09%*
Interaction - ' v ‘ .
'HeanG' > o C
Total . .. L ak ' %
Interaction. | 3.56 3.66 - 2,50 2.20™*
¥ Group 1lis; significantly different from Group 4 at the :10 level
.**-’ '
' Group 2 is significantly different from Group 4 at the .10 level
*k
X - Group 1 is significantly different from Group 3 at the .10 1ev7ﬁ
Hkkk
o Group 2 is significantly different from Group 3 at’ the



TABLE XVII

Y/

SUMMARY DATA FOR EFFECTIVENESS AND INTERACTION IN GROUPS DIVIDED

//

BY AUTONOMY AND P, R 0

\.
N

kKR
Group 11is significantly different from Gr0up 4 at the .10 level

'For additional data, gsee

Appendix B

/ - -3
. ) L T ) o N » ] ‘_"
. Group 1 Group ' 2 Greup 3 . -7 Group 4
High " Righ - Low - Low .
»* . Autonomy, Autonomy, Autonomy, _Autonomy,
i..P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.0.
Mean o kkx o , ,' _ Kk K
EffECtiVEHESSv 31.61 - 30.11 -+ 30.45 » 2921
~Rating : * _
- Mean - =
. Principal- ) x E ¥ : *k o
Teacher 21.54 *19.05™* 21.64 20.26
Interaction ' - » :
Mean . - _ s .
Teacher- » : . : '
. L . : Lo kkk
'Teather -~ 30.84 . 29.05 29.59 27.85
: Interaction @ - o I
Mean g
' Total a ' _ L e
" Interaction 3.32 3.27-. T 2.83 259~
. Time ' . ) ' ' R
* ' - . - . A . .
S Group l is significantly different from Group 2 at the .10 level
** g
g “ Group 2 is significantly different from Group 3 at the 10 level

s‘\
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‘ The high autonomy, high P'R 0. group s mean score was 21‘54, signifi-‘

’ cantly higher than the mean score of 19. 05 for’ the high autonomy, low

: P.Rto.f A;significant;Eifference.was,only found\betgeen,two groups on

w“'‘the‘.‘var‘:i.able‘ of teacher-teacher(interaction; ’The high au'tonomyyvhigh‘f

P R. 0 mean score of 30 8& ‘was significantly higher than the 27.85

,j mean score of the low autonomy, low P R Q.. score.' There were no sié—
'nificant differences found among the mean scores df the groups on totalﬂ
: interaction time -

Table XVIII illustraCES the summary data for the comparison of .;5

":teachers ratings of | their.school s~effectiVeness by four groups T e

LG

. arranged according to school size and individual,teachers P.R;d; scbres,;'

.’hHigh P R. O teachers in small schools -gave their schools a mean effec~b

i tiveness rating of 31 26, significantly hiéher than the mean score: of
v29 08" of - low P. R 0 teachers in small schools.‘ High P R. Ob teachers
in large schools allotted their schools a mean effectiveness score of
| f31 00 significantly higher than the 29 08 of low P.R.O. teachers'in
"small schools.' : | " o |
Table XVIII displays the means for the- three interaction variahles
’_for the same éroups Principal teacher interaction differed signifirr

~.

‘cantly on three of the six possible comparisons. In large scbools

' teachers with low P. R 0. scores had a mean principal interaction score~”,il7

) of 18.88, significantly 1ess than the 21 13 mean score of 1ow P R. o

o teachers in. small schools, or, the 21 06 mean score of high P R 0

' :'teachers in large schools, or: the 22 70 mean score of high P R 0

'g,;',teachers in small schools.‘ Interaction of teachers was significantly

f.:higher in 1arge schools among teaohers with high P R 0 scores, wtih a

" A
l"

ey
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. -
SUMHARY DATA FOR EFFECTIVENESS AND INTERACTI: IN GROUPS DIVIDﬁD
o BY SIZE AND P.R.O. ' I
= _—— =

Group 1 C iGrbup“Z C 7Grod@.3 . *fGroup 4
_Hi. Size,  Hi. Size, .  Low Size, - . Low Size,
"Hi. P.R.O.  ~ LowP.R.O.  Hi. P.R.O.  Low.P.R.O.

i
i .
e

Effecti ness 31;0Q***a* oo-29.97° . ,31{26***** 129, 08k%kkx
’ Rating T . : T -

. Mean T . R TP R | S
- Peinedpal- - 5 L e T
' Teacher-. .- 21.06 . 18 88*** ©-22.70 0 2113

. Teacher~ S ) ;ll e e T, R
;“fTeacher L 30 50****A_ f'ﬁx29F18‘ Lo .29.80
Int?taction IR g

- Mean |
STotals o T el T L ke
. Interaction . 3.49™ T 341 - .26 o T oahl

- Time = oo T OO Y T TN S N PR

y—

ST .¢feep“1 is sxgnificantly different frcm Group 2 at the 10 level ﬁf;;7i'ﬂr'
_fv*%;f??croﬁp 2 is significantly different from Group 4 ac the 10 level T?ZFZFGG‘
.lifff;'fGroup 2 is significantly different from Group 3 8t the -10 1ével..!.:vf-f1
‘3}**** Gr up 1 ia significantly different from Group 4 at the,.lO lavel G'

'Q*****'”

- é;bﬁ" 3 is significantly different from GIOUP.4~3t“th?:f10;}€Y?l-f‘r'“'j? '

?foFor aﬁditional data, see AppendixﬂB.-




schools. e e

, . T 100

- méan interaction score of 30.50, mhan among 1low P. R 0. teachers in

. S N

~small schools who had a mean score of 27 05 " The mean for total inter-

action time of 3 49 was significantly higher for high P R 0. teachers

>

_~in large schools than the 2. 04 time for ‘low P R.O. teachers in small

e~ .

?‘ AN " N R . . .t . B . .
To summarize, the means for effectiveness ratings and interaction

were compared for groups based on structude and P R.O. variables rpé

of " . e
Qighest effecriveness rating in each analysis was giv91 bw a group that

O

had hfgh P R. O 5cores The frequency and amount of interadtion varied
with the different combinations of structure and P R 0 scores Thisp.'

data analysis only partly supports the null research hypothesis

o

" II1. ‘Discussion

-

Because of the difficulties in evaluating effectiveness in schools,,

»

"',frequently reliance is placed‘on teachers judgments of their school s

effectiveness These judgments may ‘be. influenced by the teacher 8 per-

3

;isonal values and beliefs about their work which are expressed in” their
't-professional role orientation Teachers with varying professional roleg;
»lorientations may want different types of administrative structure. :f
'”ti‘>Some studies (Hall 1968 Palumbo, 1969) found inverse relationships

"between professionalism and structure.. Mintzberg (1979) has stated

. ‘..

' that professionals demand low bureaucratic structure, but that 1ow'it;§—”

[ g’. s

B ;‘structure results in problems in.work coordination._ This study has in- 4;A,;{-;"x

” “’vestigated the relationships among teachers judgments of their schools

.jr

| '“‘teffectiveness, their professional role orientation, their school s )

. ‘.
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administrative structére dand the work interaction in their schools to

determine whether or not teachers ratings of school effectiveness are
' associated with these variabl&a-

¢ P - !

. e o

’ .ﬂlpothesis Concerning Effectiveness and Role Orientation '

The”development§0f the hypbthesis;on/échool’effectiveness'and
| professional role orlentatlon was‘Eentenéd) round th&&preﬁ’“O that
.'teachers professionalism would ‘be related to the way “they vicwed t.;ix,
school s productivity, adaptability and flexibllity The-hypotncsis
included the components of role orientation S0 that ‘the strengths of the
~Arelationships of each of the dimensions of the P R. 0. to effectiveness
'jicould be discerned. | | | | |
This statistical analysis of the data yielded no significant
relationships between teachers ratings of their school s effectiveness,‘
" and their total P.R. b scores for the group of twenty-one schools The
ndll hypothesis was supported for the total P R O score. o t
: : Y

The calculation of Pearson product moment correlation coefficients

between each”of the P.R. O dimensions and effectiveness scores produced

&

- sftwo significanc coefiicients. There was aQ 43 coefficient computed be—

”‘tween knowledge and effectiveness and .38 correlation coefficient between

&

The knowledge dimension ;of the P, R 0 is based on the concept that

ﬂ]the work of the professional is intellectual in character, is based on a ;

"}bOdy of . knowledge requires knohledge and skills that are acquired

B
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through a loné neriodvof schOOIing and is sufficiently con?lex. to
require;continnons up%dsting of the professional's skills and know-
‘ ledge (Hrynyk, l968:12>1‘ Alth0uéh the-correietion coefficient of
.:43 does not indicste a Strong relationship betweendthese beliefs
bend teachers' ratings of their school's effectiVeneSS;lit'may
indicate tnat teachers who have nigh scores on knowledgefdimensions
apply that knowlldge, and recognize the resulting higher_effective- '
ness of their schools : o . . - ) ff%
The colleagueship dimension of the P.R.O. stresSes.identifi-~;

cation ‘and affiliation with the members of a profession (Hrynyk, |
1968:26). There is a fairly small but significant correlation
coefficient of 38 between colleagueship ‘and effectiveness

. The service dimension of the P.R.0. is groundgi in the belief
that a professional has a commitment to the lifetime career of -
:serV1ce to society, giving this service vhenever the need arises
. This dimension did not relato significantly to effectiveness when

Pearson product moment correlation coefficients were computeﬁ The

':%klief that teachers have a miSSLon‘in society does not seeﬁ to Be\ Ld;
. 5 & ’
‘k.relaaud directly to their ratings of their school s effectiveness’ ;?sr :
Professional freedom, a feeling of professional autonomy, didh
not relate significantly to effectiveness when Pearson product moment

‘”j coefficients were calculated,_ These findings differ from Mintzberg sI‘

(1979 358) model of a professional bureaucracy where Mintzberg
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.states ‘hat ptofessionals demand control of their own work. The

. expected finding of a'significant relationship between effective-

Tness'and'professional freedom was not found in this analysis.

The' core-organization dimension refers to the impor-

tance-the teacher places in affiliation with the professional organF

ization which enforces standards of conduct and codes of ethics, in

this case the Saskatchewan Teachers' Federation.. The statistical

"procedures of calculating Pearson product moment correlation coef- ;

L4

ficients failed to discern any, significant relationship between the
core—organizationvdimension,of thefP.R.O.landwschool effectiveness.

This»lack of relationship may indicate'that teachers do not see o

"their affiliation with the SaskAtchewan Teachers Federation-as*

o 48

affecting the productivity, adaptability and flexibility of their:

schools Scharf (1967 31) noted that thv core-organization dimensié

)

reflects the teachers, willingness to be Qtiented to the organization.

rather than the professional movement itfserves;'except where the

vﬁ‘two»coincide '

In summary, the null hypotheses were supported for the relation-

;ships between'effectiveness.and (1) the total P. R.0. scores /(2)

.gueship{ and‘(3) Professionav

: service and (a) core-organization It was not supported for thc

»n.

relationships between effectiven

"Ereedom . .7’ l”‘-" Ly

;4;-and (1) knowledge, (2) collea—':,
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Hypothesis Concerning Effectiveness and Structure

In.the‘conceptual framework.chapter of'this study, Mintzbergdsf
(1979:358) contention that professionals demand low structureioas.noted.
From the base}éescribed in thevlit;rature'it was.extrapolatedythat there
would be a relationship between:the'administ;ztive structure of'schoolsﬂ '

‘and teachersiﬁratings'of schoolleffectiveness. The‘null—hypothesis
v.tconcerning relationships between effectiveness and strUcture wat formed v
- for the investigation of this prepise

| The statistical analysis of the data yielded a significant Pearson-
liproduct moment correlation coefficient of 40 between effectiveness "and
. functional specialiaation, the only component of structure to relate h
"significantly to effectivenessr‘ With the exceptiou aof size,‘functional;
specialization was the struotural dimension with the largest varlation
among the scores of the twenty—one schools studied Less variation in
.'the scores for the other dimensions of structure‘than that found by

Kelsey (1973) and Sackney (1976) may have been partly ;he result of this

study s- school pOpulation being drawn from one district, 0 that all the 5

..\..v y

:-schools examined operated under resttictions imposed by similar board
. policies and regulations. Sackney (1976 131) noted that there was a:
tendency for the scores for schools within the same district to be fairly"_
.'}7 =similar . | i : B o
| In this study, the‘concept of delegation‘was used for the measure--

: ment of functional specialization. The Aston researchers (Pugh et al

';1963) used the concept of specialization, defined as whether a task was -

'~:,fperformed by one or more persons full time, to measure functional
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B originated in the central office of the school system as well as the R

' :
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Specialization. Kelsey (1973:94) realized that.many_activities_per-_

formed in schools could not be done on a full-time basis by people who

had teaching responsibilitiest He adapted the Aston instrument so,that

N

functional specialization included the measurement of activitles that
\3

were specifically and exclusively delegated tp one or more staff members.

This specific and exten51ve adaptatlon to_the school setting of'an‘&'f
instrument originally designed to'measure structure'in'manufacturing

organizations also may account for some of the greater range 1n scores . -

U

tound Greater sensitivity to the school as an orghnization on thls .

- section Of the’ Aston instrument may have resulted in findings that

teachers could relate more readily to their school s effectiveness.

o /‘ .
The dimgngions.of;structure”that did not‘relate signlflcantly to

@

effectiveness were formalization, standardization; centraliaation,

'-autonomy~and sizea In his study of the relationships between structure k

. and teacher behavior in secondary schools, Sackney (1976 127) observed '

' that high scores on ﬂunctional specialization, formalizatlon and autonOmy

. tended to characterize schools high in morale These variables did not

cluster in the eame way when relationships to school effeetlveness were
tested in this study °‘\f

'/ The formalization dimen51on of structure consis ed of a measure of
i ‘ » . : ;
the extegt/to which rules, procedures, instructions nd communications

were written do (Kelsey, 1973 108) The number of documents that ;,

local school documenﬁg were scored in this dimension ' Because the popu— i

lation of schools studied was chosen from one disqrict the first part

of the formalization score did not reflect the diéferences Sackney



“‘and morale with staff disengagement increasing with greater standard—

- ‘megative relatlonship between standardlzatlon and effectiveness. .Béf
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!
SOy

(1976:lé7) found in his study of secondary,schoolsrin seVeral systems.

Also, the lower formalization scores may indicate'a tendency for elemgn—
: C I

tary schools to have fewer formal'documents than secondary schools, for

example, not-all eleméntary schools'in.the study'had handbooks which

. . . - .
H ¢

explained rules and procedures to teachers, parents and 'students. The

" very small, non-significant coefficient of .03 between formalization and

&

effectiveness indicates that despite school-differences in the number of

docutents present teacher did ‘not think that they were significantly

Q

: related to the effectlveness of the school

-

v ’ ‘
' There was a zero order correlatlon coeff1c1ent between effective—

e -

'ness and standardization, whlch is the measure of standardlzation of

procedures for the . selection of personnel and for operatlng procedures

_Sackney (1976 127) found an inverse relationship between standardlzation

B

‘ization. The statlstical analy31s for thls study did not find a simllar

.

. @

‘.‘cause many of thL recrultment and selectioHNprocedures measured, as well

- as some. of the operatlng procedures, are controlled by the p011c1es and

3

regulations of the Board of Education, teachers may regard them as not

tiveness. The 1nference could be made that standardization of admlni—

»'strative procedures that are not closely related to the work of the‘sé'

'classroom are not 1mportant to teachers ratings of their school s'

_effectiveness._ This inference is in agreement with Mintzberg s (1979
'363) statement that teachers, as professionals, believe it is the admini—

.f ;tratorS‘ JOb to organize the school in such a way that teachers do not

N

.“}closely connected w1th the factors they consider in rating school effec— B

#
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»,
* have to spend much time on functions that are related only indirectly to
;o isthe classroom. It could be speculatcd that measurement-of standard-
7Y

\

ization of procedures that had a closer relationship to classroom prac-

G

Centralization and autonomy represent structural factors dealing
o

i:éaéth the concentration of authority. Centralization scores represent
:LHo‘average level of decision mak;ng while autonomv scores indicate the
number cof decisions that are made at the school level. The Pearson pro-
duct moment correlation coefficient calculated between effectiveness
and centralization was not significant at ~.24, while the .10 coeffi-
cieng.found between effectiveness ané autonomy also wag not signifi-
cant. These coefficients were toijlow to indicate support for Mintz-

s . A .

berg's (1979:358) contention that .professionals want freedom of decision
making, not only in their own work but in the administrative decisions
that affect them. It could be speculated that decision making on such
matters as the number of teachers in the school, the dismissai of
teacherswénd the purchasing procedures for materials has been beyénd the

school level during the tenure of many teachers in the study, so that as

long as the school operates without serious disﬁi'f@?% in these areas,
2 ’ . P f'
they are not considered by many teachers when they rate their school's

effectiveness.

The size of the school was delimited in the study to schools em-
»
ploying fourteen or more professionals. The insignificant Pearson pro-

duct moment correlation of -.09 between size and effectiveness indicated

that when size was the only variable considered, it was not significantly

related to effectiveness. |
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When the variables of structure were considered in relation to
effectiveness, functional specialization was the only dimension of

structure with a significant relationship to effectiveness. The null

hypothesis was supported with the exception of this dimension.

Hypothescs Concerning Professional Work Interaction

.(;&*

Results of previous research and Mintzberg's (1979) theory of
organizations have illustrated that intefaction among staff members is
necessary for the coordination of their work (Charters, 1973; Bridges
and Hallinan, 1978; Mintzberg, 1979; Wynne, 1981). Wynne (1981:379)
found £hat in the schuols that his researchers rated as effective,
teachers worked together in éroups. The hypotheses concerning profes-—
sional work related interagtion and its relationships to school effec- _
tiveness,vadmiﬁistratiye structure and teachers; professional role
orientation were based on the literature.

The findings iqyghe present study revealed no significant relation-
ship between éffectivenegs and the three components of work interaction:
interaction'among teachers, principal—teachef interaction and the total

: - .
interactiun time. The teachers in the study did not appear to relate
communication with each other or with their prinéipal to‘effectiveness
in their schools. These results do not concur with those of Miskel and
McDoﬁald (1982:22) who found bositive ¥elationshipsAbétWeen the first
two dimensions measured in a similar way ;hd effectiveness.. On the
third dimen;ion Miskel and McDonald (1982:22) found inverse relation—'

ships between effectiveness and total interactiom timé for data gathered

in the spring. They suggested that teachers equated interaction time
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with time spent away from the classroom, so that classroom time was
equ;ced with positive school outcomes. In this research, whilé there
was a negative co;relation coefficient of ;.03 between total interaction
time and effectiveneés,for data also gathered,in‘the spring, a‘similéf
conclusion cannot be justified because of the lack of strength dnd sig-
nificaﬁce of thevcoefficient,

The data ga;he}ed for work related inkerécfi;n did not distinguish
beéween communication imposed by the fofm%l brgaszvtioﬁ of the schoel,
such as that arising from work on committees or team.keaching, and

communication stemming from the informal organization. . Further refine- -

ment of the purposes and type of interaction data;collected'may vield

’ - .

result§ which reveal a closer‘relétionship-to‘schooi éffectiveness.,
Mintzbérg (1979:374)‘conténded that innovation was a major probleﬁ-.
in professiqnal bureiucracies because innovagign nequirés éooperétionA
and commuﬁication.throughout the ofgénization.z Adaptability'and flexi-
bility, concepts ghat are”asso;iated ciosely with_innavation, Qere part

of the measurc of effectiveness in this'stuqy. . It-could be inferred
i ' - )

" that greater communication in a sschool would increase édaptability and

flexibili;y, which would be characteristics of successful ihnovation.

The lack of'relationshipé found betwéen effectiveness and interaétiph
did not provide support for Mintzberg's' (1979:374) ideas wﬁeq they were

extended in this way. It could be speculated that if work ;elatedﬁiQQQr—

.

action had been restriéted to that which took piace tﬁrough the formal

organization, teachers may have perceived it as more closely related to

adaptability and flexibility. The null hypotheses concerning the reld- .

tioﬁship between professional work related interaction and teachers'
. . - - . . - .
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ratings of school effectiveness were supported.
)

There were some statistically 51gn1f1cant relationships found be-
tween components of professional work related 1nteract10n and dimensions
of structure: »The negativc Pearscn product correlation coefficient of
—.39vbetween total interaction time and centralization appears to indi—
cate that whenidecisions‘are centralized beyond the local school level,
teachers spend.less time interacting with each other about work.

\ becanse the antonomy'score represents the number of decisions made
by either the principal~or the teachers at the school level, the ‘cor-
relation of -GQ-between'autonomy.and the total work intcraction time
seems tobindicate that{more interaction: time is‘spent when educational
decisions are made by the stgff‘in the school. 'A similar coefficient
. qf 45 for the relationship between autonomy and, frequency of teacher .
}1nteraction indicates ‘that when teachers have the responsibility of
'making dec1sions that affect the staff more teacher interactlon occurs

An expected finding was that the size of theé school was inversely.
related to principal-teacher interaction, 11llustrated by the correlation5
coefficient of - 43 AS'the school increases in size, more teachers
are employed so the principal does not have time to interact as fre-
quently with each one. The correlation coefficient of .40 between

’ teacher interaction and school size suggests that as: the school increases..

in size, there tends to he greater interaction among teachers. The size

'J_ of*the school appears to relato to work interaction to indicate‘;hat .as

'_teachers interact 1ess with the principal they interact more frequently
with their colleagues ‘ The correlation coefficient of .61 between size

_and total interaetion time seems to support the indication that.profes—
@ ‘
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sional staff interact more about work related topics in large schools.
The null hypothesis was supported for the structural variables of func-
tional specialization, formalization and standardization but _not for
centrallzation, autonomy and size. |

The investigation into the relationships between professionalArole
N
orientation its dimensions and work 1nteraction did not yield signifi—

cant correlation coefficients except for the -39 coefficient between

principal-teacher interaction and the service dimension of the P.R.0.

"~ This indicated a positive relationship between the frequency of principal—

teacher interaction and teachers belief that the teaching profession

|

~has a unique mission‘in society. Possibly teachers with a strong belief

in service find reinforcement for that bellef and ald in fulfilling per-
Ceived needs of others through interaction with the principal

When the total school scores were considered the lack of signifi-
cant’ relationships between professional role orientation its dimensions ‘
and' work interaction.tends to reinforce Mintzberg s(1979 373) theory
that work coordination can become a problem because professionals tend

. ?

not to communicate with each other about their work. Mintzberg(l979
N
372) writes that professionals are "a collection of individuals who

join to draw on the common reSOurces and support services but other-
wise want .to be left- alone

Al

-The null hypothesis concerning relationships between work inter—

action and professional role orientation was supported except for the

positive relationship between principal teacher interaction and SErvice.

\
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. Hypothesis Concerning Professional Role Orientation and Structure

The analysis of the data yielded statistically significant corre-
lation coefficients between only two dimensions of professional role

orientation and structure Centralization of decision making in the
,
higher levels of the educational hierarchy was inversely related to

knowledge with a -.44 correlation coefficient. Schools with lowar

centralization scores tended to have teachers with higher scores on pro-

«

»fessional knowledge. This finding agreed with Palumbo (1969: 244) whose
4study showed . that professionalism was inversely related to centralization,,~

and with Isherwood and Hoy (1973) who found that in schools where power .

L3

was centrali:ed in the hierarchy, teachers with professional values felt
a sense of powerlessness , N s ‘
The inverse relationship between size and servicer where a -.41 |

: correlation coefficient was computed, suggests that in larger schools »

°

teachers tend to express less strong service beliefs , They are less
W1lling to state ‘that the profession has a unique mission in SOClety, N
offering indispensible public service,’and that a professional member"-“
- is committed to a lifetime career than are. teachers in smallrschools

Other researchers (Hall 1968 Palumbo, 1969) have found inverse '

«4re1ationships between several dimensions of professional role orien—"

' tation and structure. This study found fewer significant relationships.'
e

The null hypothesis was supported except for the relationships of cen—”

traliZation to'knowledge and‘sizeito service; o | |

&

“Hypqtheeis Concern g ffectiveness, Profe551onal Role Orientation,
Structure and WOrk Related Interaction ' o

-

“In the thearetical base underlying thisv-hypothesfs;,it was\the

ol
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R o ‘
contention that professional role orientation would act as the mediating
variable between teachers' ratings of their school's effectiveness.and | ]
theiripreference for structure. Their work related.interaction would be
associated with their professional characteriséics and the administra-
‘tive\structure in their school The analysis of the data showed that
th hypotheses were only partly supported B h

The findings from the multiple regressiOA anal‘sis illustrated
t that the amount of varianceicortributed by the 1ndependcnt variables to
* the dependent variable of effectiveness was seventy-five percent An'

1

examination of professional role orientation and administrative structure
showed that<one dimensiOn of each contributed‘eighteen percent,,a total

of almostbhalfbof the variance-accounted for. The relationships to effec-
' tiveness of the knowledge dimension of the professional role orientation
scale and the functional specialization dimension of structure indicated
that in schbols rated as more effective, the teachers tendency to be-

~ lieve that their role was grounded in theory and based on knowledge was
accompanied by their preference for school tasks to be designated clearly
and widely distributed among the staff | '

B The results of the multiple regression analysis indicated that o
“functional specialization contributed more to the effectiVeness ratings
1than~the other structure variables. Standardization, autonomy and Size :

b contributed significantly‘while formalization and centralization did not
EI*make ‘a. significant contribution.. From the data analysis, it would appear f
--that five of the 31x variables of structure did not account for a large |

'famount of the variance when teachers rated the effectiveness of their

’ schools.

o
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In the multiple regression analysis, four of the five dimensions,of
professional'role orientation related significantly to effectiveness
when they were,considered with other variahles. The dimensions of knon4._
ledée?'professional freedom, service and colleagueship‘were among the

. f" . . . N - .
first five variables to enter the'regression equation, accounting for

thirty- eight percent of the variance. The amount of variance accounted

-
for supports the premise that the dimensions of professional role ori-

entation are relafed to teachers ratings of their “school's effective-
ness. iny knowledge andrcolleagueship related significantly to effec—

tiveness when Pearson product mo%ent correlations were. computed between

sdimensions of P.R.O. and’effectiveness. Multiple regression analysis,

/which included tl@ variables ‘of structure and work interaction as well

oo

revealed further significant relationships to effectiveness on the P.R.O.

“dimensions of professional freédom and service.

‘The "P:R.0. dimension of core-organization was the eleventh variable

-

'to¢enter the regression equation; not -contributing significantly to
: effectiveness."fThis finding was Similar to the. insignificant Pearson

‘ product moment correlation coefficient of 26 computed between effective-

ness and the variable of core—organization that was discussed previously

Neither the frequency of teacher interaction nor the total time :

‘;spent 1nteracting with other professionals in the school_related signi—
: :ficantly to effectiveness in the multiple regression analysis Prin— ”
"cipal teacher interaction accounted for five percent of the variance in
la:effectiveness ratings. Although frequency\of principal teacher inter-

“action was “not. significantly related to effectiveness when the Pearson 1

o product moment coefficient was calculated in’ the multiple regression
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'analysis itishowed as more‘closely related to effectiveness than either
teacher interaction or - total interaction time. Mintzberg (1979:363)
noted that professionals need administrators to obtain materials, re-

- solve conflicts and buffer the demands of outsiders. Perhaps this need

is. reflected in the inclusion of principal teacher interaction among 3

-

the first sixvvariables"in the multiple regression equation which had
:effectiveness as the dependent variable‘

_ Further analysis of the data by group‘ng them according to structuro
':variables and individual teacher scores yielded some.significant
results when the means of the groups were compared for effectiveness and
U‘for-interaction Because high P R 0. teachers in schools w1th high
) functional specialization rated their schools as more effe tive than did
‘_. teachers with low individual P. R 0. scores in schools with low function-.
a1 specialiZation, both. the attributes of high P.R.O. and high function—

al specialization appeared to contribute to the effectiveness ratings

z:jassigned by\teachers to their schools Similarly, with 51gnificant dif—

At o
3,

‘ferences in principal teacher interaction between the same  two groups,.
A,both functional specialization and P.R.0O. appeared to contribute to the
interaction scores. The higher scores on teacher interaction by the low :;
’ functional specialization, high P.R. Ot group compared to the high func—f'Zd
= tional specialization, 1ow P R D group could be speculated to- indicate
»that when duties are’ less clearly delegated to the high P R. 0. group,
they interact more, or it may indicate that less functional specializa—'
tion results in the high P. R.O. teachers turning more to each other for
’professional discussion rather than to the principal

- For’ both centralization and formalization, teachers with high
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P.R.0. scores in schools low on those structure dimensions rated their
schools as more effective than did teachers with low P.R.0. scores in .
either high or low structured schools. The teachers' ratings of effec-

tiveness appeared more closely related to P.R.0. scores than to struc--
. : /-‘

g

ture. However, the combination of a high P.R.0. score and a.low /,4/’
" score on centralization o; formalization resulted in those groups;; |
giving their schools significantly higher effectiveness ratings than@\
two of the other three groups.

' The-interaction with the principal by the low formalizatiqniﬁhigﬁi
P.R.0. group was greater than by the high formalizationm, lou_P.RJO;
group. The 1east~interaction with the principal was in schbolsf;ith
high formalization by teachers'uith low ng;O. scores. This was signi-

ficantlX less than for any of the other groups; again revealing the

e of the teachers P.R.0. scores when considering the amount

of interaction that'takes place within'varying'administrative structures.
.The interaction between staff members was significantly higher for the
low formalization high P. R 0. group, reinforcing the importance of |
iieachers_ professional beliefs as a contributing factor'to the amount of
interaction they have with other professionals. |
The analysis to investigate the interaction of the groups categor—.
'ized according to centralization and P.R. O scores demonstrated that the
'low centralization, high P.R: O group interacted more with the principal
than the high centralization, low P R.O. group However, contrary to
the position taken as part of the base of this study, the low central-
"ization, ﬁigh P R. 0. group did not interact more with each other as. |

’professionalrteachers than did_the other groups. The greatest teacher
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| linteraction was among high P.R.O. teachers.in'schools with high centrali
.ization‘and the least ‘among teachers with low P.R.0. scores in schools
with high centraliaation. When P.R.0. scores are combined nith school
centralization scores, the differences between the groups appear more
closely related to the P.R.0. scores than to the centralization variable.
When the.structureﬁvariable‘of standardization was investigated
along with teachers" P.R.O. scores and their ratings of school effective-
ness,.the' two grotxp_s with high P.R.O. bsc‘:Ores differed significantly
-from the high standardization, low P. R 0. score‘group, illustrating
‘that when this structure variable was considered teachers' high P.R.0.-
gtores were also important for a school to receive high effectiveness
'ratings. _The iow standardization, high P.R.O. group‘had the highest
mean effectiveness score, .butithis only differedVSignificantly from oneg
other group, the high standardization and low P.R.O. group |
An unexpected finding was that the greatest amount of interaction
with the principal was by the high standardizatlon, high P.R.O. group
Perhaps standardization of proceduresnled to more professional discus-
" sions with thé princ1pai rathcr than clarif}ing of routine matters
Greater interaction was alsa found among the same group of teachers

However, the most total interaction time spent with other professionals

was among ‘the high standardization, low P. R 0 group, although this only“

e differed significantly from the low standardization, low P, R. 0. group.

._\ -4

High standardization did appear to facilitate discussion.M

I

‘The combination of high autonomy and high P R.0. appeared to be
related to effectiveness This group rated their schools highest in

effectivenes&.and interacted more with the principal than the high

| -
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autonomy, low P.R.0. group. The finding that‘the low.autonomy;_high_
P.R.0. group also interacted more with the principal than the high
'autonony, low P.R.O.‘group emphasiies the inpofkance of the.teachers'
professional beliefs shen conslderation is giren-to why teachers inter-
act nore with the princlpal‘within differing administrative structures.
An expected flnding was that teachers with high P.R.0. scores in schools
with high,autonomy»interact more‘than teachers‘with lOW'P.R.O.-scores in
schools‘With low autonomy. School based decision making'appears to
facilitate'interaction among highly professional‘teachers. ‘
When_teaéhers in schools of'elther large or small size rated their
schools for effectiveness, the ratings appeared more closelp related to'
'the'teacher‘s'P.R;O, scor;: thaﬁ\to school size; for example, high

P.R.O. teachers in small schools gave their schools higher effectiveness

'ER 0. teachers in sma&l schools The least prlnc1pal—
h was in‘large schools by teachers with low P.R.O.
scores;; ‘gt was in small schools by teachers with high P.R.O.

scores. _nding reaffirms the previous dlscussion based on an in-

*

verse,relv {hip between size and principal teacher interactlon, while
‘ also’reinf J:g the importance of teacher s role orientatlon when

~ teacher ij jéction is,assessed«‘ o o o - f'?

Two ?ings support the inference that both school size and

‘ teacherls‘ ',0 scores appear to be related to th amount of teacher v
';f hool First, teacher interactio was greater by -
"Lteachers with high P R 0.. scores. in large schools than by teachers with

low P R. 0 scores”in small schOols.“=Second, the total interaction time;'

vvaried in the same way between the same two groups.

L]
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. In brief, when the.highest effectiveness ratings’for groups based
on different structure variables‘and P.R;O; scores yere ascertained, the
common dimension uas high P.R.0. scores. For each group the highest
effectiveness score was given to their schools'by,high P.R.O. teachers.
The same finding resulted from the analvsls of the QlffEIC"““G amons the
interaction means. hoth for principal—teacher'intcraction and for
teacher-teacher interaction, the‘highest interactionfwasfby high P.R.b..
teachers_ The interaction comparisons revealed that the highest fre—
quencyvof interaction between the principal and teachers'and among the
teachers was not always~hyjthe same groups.- The structure variables
appeared to.be related to the freouencylof interaction. | |
In. summary, the multiple regre551on analy51s revealed that some
dimen5101$ of professional role orientation were 31gn1f1cantly reIated
to effectiveness.‘ This-finding was reinforced by the differences in
the effectiveness means’ among grouns based on. P.R.0. and structure
’where the common dlmension for a high school effectiveness rating—was
a high P_R.O. score‘by teachers. Functional spec1alization was the
.second variable to appear in the multiple regression equation ‘After
“most of the dimensions of P R 0 were - taken 1nto account in the re-

- greSsion analysis, the structure variables of standardization, autonomy
l | - .

e and size also were related significantly/to effectiveness. The re-

¢ .
' :gression analysis showed principal teacher interaction significantly

: related to effectiveness In the groups based on P. R 0. and structure,’

theihigh ?LR@O teachers had the most principal teacher interaction.
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- all the_vgriables'in the stddy, the factors that were most closely

120

Frequency of teacher interaction and total interaction time did not show

a significant relationship to effectiveness, although the most frequent
teacher interaction was also among high P.R.0. teachers. Considering
related to teachers' ratings of their school's effectiveness were the.

knowledge dimension-of the P.R.0. and functional specialization, a

[¢

~dimension of structures The null'hypothesis was partly supported.

Y

Summary

i

In this chapter the interview and questionnaire dgta were presen-
ted, analyzed and discussed. Hypotheses were stated concerning the

relationship among teachers' ratings of school .effectiveness and their.
: p g , gS o , |

professionél role orientation, their school's administrative structure

‘and their professional work interaction. L : S,
/ : S

. 'Hypothesis»one,fcohcerning effectiveness and ptofessional role

Orientation, was based on the premise that teachers' professional -

fole’oriéntafiohs_wbuld be rélated to their opinions of their school's

-

“'effecpiyeness; The analyses of the data on éffectiveneSs and sthool

professional. role orientation scores found norsignificant relationships

]

between effectiveness and the total professional role orientation scores, .
‘drfbetween effectiveness and the“dimehSions of service and core-organ--

- ization. The P.R.O.‘dimehéions‘of knowledge and’éQ;leégueship were .

nifigahtly-to effectivenéss. 'The null7hypdthésiS;Was_bartly'supﬁorted.

‘ Hypothesis'fwo'éoncefned the,investigétipn’bf the relatidnship_ ‘

' _./’"".‘*.;),

.. related to effectiveness. Professional freedom scores did not relate sig+

o
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between effectiveness and structure. The only component of structure
to relate significantly to effectiveness was functional specialization,
with a Pearson product moment correlation coefficient of .40. With

the exception of size, functicnal specialization was the structure
‘ . b
dimension with the largest variation among the scores of the twenty-
one schcols studied.
In hypotheses three, four, five and six the analyses of the data con-
cerning professional work interaction yielded no significant Pearson

product moment correlations to effectiveness. An inverse coefficient was

found between total interaction time and Qentralizat%on, supported by a
. Ve /

PR !

significant relationship between total wofk interaction time and autonomy.
School size was related inversely to the frequency of principal-teacher
interaction, but directly to both teacher interaction and tgtal inter-
action time. The only significant relationship between‘work interaction

and the dimensions of the professional role orientation scale was between

Ey

principal-teacher interaction and service. Possibly teachers with a

strong belief in service‘;ended to find reinforcement for that belief by
interacting with their principal. The null hypotheses were partly
supported . : ‘ R Ssal
. ~ » ¢

There were significant relationships between work intcgéction and

structure. Total interaction time was related inversely to central-

ization of decision making. Frequency of teacher interaction and total

interaction time were related to autonomy. Frequency of principal-

teacher interaction was related inversely to size while teacher inter-.
action was related directly to size. These relatibnships indicate that

as decisions are made further up the educational hierarchy, interaction

o

»
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time tends to decrease, but as more decisions are made at the school
level frequency of interaction and total interaction time temd tQ in-
crease. As the school increases in size.it appears that principal-
teacher interaction decreaseé‘and teachers tend to communicate more
wifh each other. The null hypothésis was partly supported.

In the inQestigation of rélationships between professioﬁal role
orientation and structure for hjpothesis six ; two significant nega-
tive ?eafson product moment cor;elation coeffiéients were.foqnd. Kinow-
ledge was related ‘inversely to centralization- échopls with lower cen-
'traliZQtion scares tend tq.have féachers with high knowledge scores. An
inverse re&ationéhip was ‘found also betwgen‘serQice and siée. As
s;hools increased in size, teachers tended to FXpréséAléss belief in the
concept that their ﬁofk Qas dédicéted to a lifetime of service to society.
The null'hyﬁothesis.was partly supported.

To test hypothesis séven muitiple regressidn;analysiS'of relatiqd—
ships between the independéng v§riab1e,pf éffectivénéss and the depgndent

il

variables of professional roge orientation, structure and-work related

interaction ordered the dependent vaqiabies' relatiqnships to effective-

néSS in the order of‘the-strenéth of the ;elationship.’ of tke'seventy;
five percent gf the variance of‘effectiveness ;ccoungea for, one dimen- |
"sion of pﬁofessional rqié drientation, knéwledéé,-and one d}meﬁsion of
'structure, fuﬂc£ional gpeéialization, ééchfcontfibuted éighieen‘percenx,
.fér a to{él of thirty-six éercen@r ~The first five vériables accounted
for fifty-six perceht of the variance. They'iﬁclﬁded the structure di-

mension of functional specidlization and four out of the five dimensions

of the prdfessioﬁél role oriehtation scale: knowledgé, pfofessioﬁal
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freedom, service and cqlleagueship.' The first nine variables were- all
significantly related to effectiveness. In total they accounted for

‘seventy-two percent of the variance. The first five-were listed above;

P

the other four significantly related variables were: principal-
teacher interaction, standardization, autonomy and size.

To test further the felacionships among the variables, four groups

-

. N\
were formed on the basis of individual teacher's P.R.O. scores and

structure~vafiables. The highest effectiveness scores were given to
their schools by teachers with high P.R.0. scores. Both for principal-
o > .
teacher interaction and teacher-teacher interaction, teachers with high
P.R.0O. scores inte;acted more than tegchers with low P.R.O. scores. The
-inclusion of the structure vafiablés in the fofmation of the groups
abpéared tb change the interaction frequency in some cases; for example,
in sdhoolé with low formaiization, low P.R.O. teachers interacted more
than in schools with high formalization.
Not all the comparisons of the mean effectiveness ratings and inter;
action scores revealed significant differences. Only nine of the vari-
ables were significéntly relatedht; effectiveness when the data were ana-

‘lyzed in a multiple regression equation. Therefore, the null research

hypothesis was partly supported.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

In the fifst section of this chapter there is provided a statement
of the problem, a summary gf the conceftual framework and a brief re;
vie& of the methedology section of the study. The results 6f the study
are summarized in the second sectiocn. 1a the final section some con-
clusions are presented along with‘a discussion of the implications of

the study for further research and for practice.

I. Problem, Conceptual Framework and Methodology

The Problem

Gl

The purpose ofaghe stu&y was to determine the relationshiﬁs among
‘teachers' ratings,of theleffectiveness of their s;hools, their profes~-
sionai roie qrientation, the administrative structure of their schools
and their»professionql work interaction.

To facilitate the in;estigation, seven sub-pfoblems were ‘gspecified
with null hypothesis formulated fo* each of thém. Hypothesis 1 stated:
There are no éignificant relationships between school effectiveness as
perceived by teachers and their professional role orientation. Hypo-

thesis 2 predicted: There are no significant relationships between

teachers' ratingSEQf their school effectiveness and the administrative
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structure of thei; school. Hypothesis 3 predicted: There are no-signi-
ficant relationships bet&eén teachers' rétings of their schbél's effec-
tiveness and their~professi6nal role interactions. Hypothesis 4 was:
There is no significant relationship between professional wofk'inter—
_.éétion,and the:administrafive structure of schools. Hypothesis 5 stated:
There is no significart reiationship_betweeh professiogal work inter-
~action and professional role orienté;ion. Hypothesis 6 stated: There
'/;;\no significant relationship between prﬁfessional role orientation

\\and.the'administrative structure of schools. Hypothesis 7 predicted:

There are no significant relationships among teachers' ratings of their

\
v
’

schoot*s effectiveness, their professional role orientations, the admini-
stra;iﬁé structure of their school and their professional work inter-

action,

Corceptual Framework

The Min;zbefg (1979) modgl of a.professional bureaucracy, supple-
mented by théoretical literature, served as the conceptual framework fér
the study.. Mintzberg's (1979) description of'a_professional bﬁreaucracy
stated that professionﬁls,‘because they demaﬁd control over their work
processes, insist on loy bureaucratic étructure in‘their‘orgaﬁizations.
This loW"étructure'may result in brobiems‘in wérk coofdinatioh._ EQalu—
ation ;s difficult becégse profesgionals control tﬁeir‘own work to a
great'extent, me;bgds'are noflagfeed upon, and. goals arelnebulous.

‘Literafure o; orgénizational>effectiveneSs,rprofessional role ori-
entation, adminiétrativerstructure and profes;ionai wérk iﬁﬁéracﬁion in

schools was drawn on to complete the conceptual framework. Because of
: ) :
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the difficulty in_evaluating professional bureaucracies, teachers’
ratings-of their school's effectiveness were selected as the:appropriate,
measure, based on the work of Mott. It yasvinferred from'the’literature
received that‘teachersi perceptions of their school's effectiveness

were influenced by their professional role orlentation; Their profes-
sional role orientation may act as a mediating'variable between their
effectiveness ratings and their work related interactlon._ It was ex-
trapolated.that schools that were rated as more effective by-teacners
‘with high professional role orientations would have low structure and '
greater work interactlon In the same way, a school that was staffed
with teachers who had low professional role orientations would be rated‘

as effective if it had high structure and low work interaction.

Methodologz

Population. The pOpulation>consisted of the principals and all the
classroom teachers in the twenty-one largest elementary schools, kinder-

garten to year eight, in the Saskatoon.SchOOI Division, Number 13.

Data Collection.‘ Thetprincipals wereiinterviewed using the Aston

.Int&rvieu.Schedule>ot Selected brganizationfLevel lnformation, revised
by Sackney (1976). Twenty—one principals oefe lntervlewed-in May and '
June of 1982. Responses were taped and transcribed. ‘Three hundred
’nforty-four teachers completed questionnaires in the same two months
The three part questionnaire consisted of a section on effectiveness,
.(Mott 1972), a Professional Role Orientation Scale, (Hrynyk 1966)

andva Professional Work Interaction Scale (Charters, 1973).>
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Statistical Treatment. The data were aﬁalyzed in. three ways.

First, the data from all twenty—one schools were subjected to a multi-

_variate anelysis; ‘Means, ranges, standard deviations and Pearson pro-

A

. R |
duct moment correlations were computed. Stepwise multiple regression

was ueed to order the dependeﬁ} variables of professional role orien-
:taﬁion,'strueture and professionalbwork interaction in relation te the
deﬁendept variabie, effectiveness. - |
Second,theiécoreevbf the‘structdre variables were used to‘dividb
the schools‘ihto tyo éfoups'fof'each variable; schools with‘eifher high
and low structure. .The professdonal-role orienﬁation eeores.for ehe |
high and low stfucture écheels were eomputed forming‘four groups for
each structure Variable, for example* (1) high centralization high
'professional role orientation, (2) high. centralization, low professional
role orientation, (3) 1ow_centrallzatiqn, high professional ro}e.orieﬁ- _
ﬁation, and (4) low centealdzatioh,,loW b:efessiona; role orientation.
. Means fo;‘effectiveness ratidge end'for the ;hree’dimensions,of'profes-
fessioﬁal wofk‘interactiod were.caicdiatedefor each group;‘,Hypo;heses_ :
- were tested by the use of t or F. tests.‘ ﬁherevthe F teétepfo§ed'to‘be ,
significant beyond the .05 level the Scheffe method of multlgle compari—'
son of means was-appiied. In the stetistical'analysie ;he:level ef Sig—
.. nifichﬁce dsed‘as a basis fbrva6cepfiﬁg or rejectihg the:null'hypothesis '
dwas set a griori at 05 except for the Scheffé comparison wﬁich was set
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II. Results and Discussion

Hypotheses one concerned relationships between school effec-
tiveness and teachers' professional role‘orientation. Null hypothesis
one predicted no significant relationships between effectiveness and
teachers' professional role orientation- While nc significant relatian-
ships vere found between effectiveness and the total professional role
orientation'scoresé the dimensions of knowledge and‘colleagueship were
related to effectiveness, yielding Pearson pfoduct momentfcoefficients'
of .43 and .38 respectively. The nuii'hypothesis was‘partly supported.

Hypothesis two = stated that there was no significant relationship
between school effectiibness as perceived by .teachers and the admini-
"strative strutture of their schools. When Pearson product moment cor-
. relation coefficients were computed, ﬁhe only'dimension of structure to
reiate‘significantly to'effectiveness was functional specialization with
a'coefficient of '401‘ One way analysis of variance revealed that the
- mean scores of functional specialization were significantly higher in
high effectiveness sChools.. The systematic distribution and wide dele-
gation of tasks that were performed in the school was associated more -
closely with effectiveness than the other variable of structure f‘Thei

positive relationship betueen effectiveness and functional specializa—

N

jtion, combined with relationships that were not significant between
other variables of structure and effectiveness, 1ed to the partial
',support of the null hypothesis.

Hypotheses three four and five . were concerned with a dimension of

professional work related interaction; Hypothesis 3 stated
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There'are no significant relationships between teachers' ratings of
school effectiyeness and professionallwork interaction.‘ The computation
of Pearson product moment correlation coefficients yielded no coeffici-
ents which eere significant at the .05 level. When teachers rated their
school's effectiveness, teacher interaction, principal—teacher inter-
action and total interaction time, it did mot relate in a{significant
way to these ratings. The null hypothesis was supported. |

. Hypotheses four predicted no significant relationship between pro-
fessional work related interaction and administratiVeostructure. The

. & : .o '

computation‘of Pearson produet‘moment correlation coefficients revealed
an inverse relationship of ;.35 between total work interaction.time and
centralization. A coefficient of .45 was fonnd between total work interf
actionbtime and antonomy. The‘finding of an inverse relationship between
‘total interaction‘time and,Centraliaation of decisionfmaking was rein—
forced by the positive correlation coefficient between total interadtion
time and autonomy, illustrating'that in.schools where»the structure
. allows more decision making at the school level more interaction time
is spent among professionals.‘ The sfke of the school was related inver—
_sely to the frequency of principal teacher interaction by a correlation :
coefficient of -.43, but positively related both to teacher interaction
and total interaction time with coefficients of .40 and .61 respectively,,
As. the school increases in size, it would seem that the principal ‘has
less time to interact with each teacher; however, in large schools
'teachers apparently tend to‘interact-more with each other. hThe,null ?.
hypothesis was partly supported | | |

Hypothesis five stated There is no significant relationship
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R
between professionai work intgfaction and professional role orientation.
The only significant relatipﬁsﬁip identified was a correlation of .39
Betwéen principal-teacher interaction and the service dimension of the
professional role orientatioﬁ scalb:‘ Teachers appeared to find éome

ly

support to their professional belief that teachers had a lifetime mission

of service to society to perform by interacting with their principals.

Hypothesis six stated: There are no significant relationships

between professional role orientation of teachers and the administrative

- structure in schools. When Pearson product moment correlation coeffici-

ents were computed, only two significant coefficients were identified
and both of them were negative. Between centralizafion and knowledgé a
-.44 coefficient indicated that schools lowér in centrélization of deci-
sion making tended to have teachers wiﬁh'higher‘knowiedge scores. A
-.41 correlation @oefficient between the size of the.§chool fnd service
indicated that in larger schools teacﬁers havé a tendéncy tovexpress

less belief in the idea of the profession of education as a lifetime

mission of service to the community. The null.hjpothesis was partly

”
<

supported.
~ Hypothesis seven piedicted no significant relatidnéhips among
#eachégsf'Fatings of their.scﬁool's effeétivenegs; their prof?ssionalﬁ»
réle orientétion,AtheVadminis;rativevsfructﬁrefof their school and,their
prof&ssion&l work iﬁ;efaction, The first niné‘vafiables 6rdéred in a

multiple regression analysis related significantly to school effective-

ness: knowledge, functional speciélization,vprofeséional freedom,

service, colleagueship, prinéipal-teachér‘interaccion; standardization,

~ autonomy and size. The first two vériables accounted for thirty-six
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perceACfof-the seventy-five percent.of the variance in effectiveness
accounted fof in the énalysis. Four of the first five variables wére
dimensions of professional role orientation, which account for thirty-
eight percent of fhe'yariance,'orfslightly more than half the total
variance accounted for. N

Further analysis of the dqgé by comparing the means for both effec-
tiveness ahd work interaction for groups arranged by structure and iﬁdi~

» .
vidual teacher's professional roi. ingntation scores revealed that the
highést effectiveness_scores.wefe'given§§p their schbplsvby teachers
Sy .

with high profeséional role orientation scores. Both for principal-
tgachgr~inﬁeraction and interactién among teachers, teachers with high
professional roig orientatiOﬁ scores interacted moreithang;eachers with

-

low professional role orientation scores.

A&

In the multiple regression equation cpmputed'for tésting h;pOthesis_
eight, only nine of the variables'were reléted significantly to effec-
tiveness. All the compgrisons of the mean efféctivenes; ratings and |

»inﬁeraction scores did not reveal—sigﬁificant differences. The.null
researqh hypothesis was partlf supported.

ihe,analygis of the data'fqr hypothesis seven summarizes the

. findings-fofithe main problem. After most 6f thé pfofeséionéi rolé
ori_entat’ior'xt 'dimgnsions a.xvnd .funttidnai specializétion-‘ere tak‘en‘intc’:

account irn. teachers' ratings of their school's effectiveness, three other
)

. . ) _ : 2 . - : o ’
structure variables made significant contributions, as did principal-

. teacher .interaction.
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usions ano'lmplications of the Study

The major ; hand their implications are summarized in two
| :hodological'conclusions with the implications
for furth{ ke $ ‘5some edditional conclusions that may haye

;féi school administrators. It should be noted
ianswers cnn be 1nferred from the present study so
thatrgeneruff 5;'oth;x situaticns must be done w1th extreme care.

Thecretical af 'fthodological“Conclusions and Implications
for Further JEEe . rCh o

From the T lts of the study, the following conclusions and their

implications we?l

1. The model of a professional bureaucracy was useful in studying
school organizatio, because it empha51zed the complicated relationships
between the admin: 'ative structure of the school and the professional
35 well as the difficulty in assessing the effec—
tiveness of the* Pas an organization.

The model ok into account the control the professional required

g

in dealing with students, yet recognized the desire for some administra-

v

tive structure to facilitate the efficient: operation of the total school.

This recognition of the. need for structure was important to the study

Another dimension of the model was the description of the profes-

sional as someone who wanted to be’left ‘alone. Mintzberg s (1979)
E v

conclusion was that the resulting lack of communication would create

coordination problems. In tbat way the model prov1ded a: purpose for

the . studyﬁof'work'interaction; ‘The results of ‘the study indlcatevthat'

.the 1ack of assoc1ation of work related interaction with the efféctive~,

‘ness of schools was congruent with the model. s
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"The utility of the model for education couid be extended by,re-
search‘that delineated characteristics of effectiveness in a.-profes-

‘

sional bureaucracy. Following this research, the particular criteria

: k e o . ' . . » .
“for school effectiveness viewed from the perspective of the school as

a professionai bureaucracy_need to be determined. The use of Mintz;
berg's (1979) model would aséist'tﬁe researcher to be a&arerof ecﬁool,
evaluatiou problems,”such as those associated with nebuioue-goais; that
Mintzberg_(l979)'cites. | |

2. The dimeusions ofvstructure appropriate ior studying mamufac—
turing organizations may not be the most appropriate dimensions for
analyzing a professional bureaucracy.

The dimensioﬁe of structure examined in this study were adapted
from,the research on mauufacturing organizations. The-anaiysis of rela-
tionships among these structure uariables, teachers' orofessional role
orientation and:school effectiveuess,'pointed to very little aSSociation
oetueen teachers' ratings Qf.school effectiveuess and several dimensions

of administrative structure.

The stru%ture of manufacturing organizations-usually is designed to

provide bureaucratic control. The model of a profe531ona1 bureaucracy

~

provides for awareness of teachers' desire to cﬁptrol their own work

'\\

processes while still ueeding an administrative Structure to resolve

problems and to coordinate edUCatioh at the school, school %ystemband

i

commuoity leVels. A professional bureaucracy also makes prov151on for

standardization of skllls to replace standardization of. procedures and

ﬂt .

'centralization oﬁ'decision makirg. ﬁrgcerning the dimen51ons of

structure that are associated with the;coordination.of education in the

school, and with teachers',perceptions-of.SChool effectiyeneee'may be

s
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‘work.interaction time andlautonomy was positively_related_to total work

‘effectiveness were revealed.

134

“done more readily by using an instrument‘desiéned specifically for pro-

fessional bureaucracies.

3. Becausé of the number of items on the Aston interview schedule
that fall within the jurisdiction of central authority bevond the i
school, it is not partlcularly well suited to studying schools within

‘one system.

It is difficult to analyze the administrative structure of schools
without examining the structure of the school system to which the -

schools belohg. The use of thé Aston methodology in this study has

pointed to the need for identifying those dimensions of adirinistrative

structure at the school system level which control the structure vari-

s

ables of the school. When comparative studies of individual‘schools are
conducted, the controls exercised by the school system‘and by the Depart-
ment of Education need to be recognized so that the research can focus

on those characteristics of structure that can vary significantly from

school to schooi.

—

4. The frequency and amount of profe351onal work interaction

‘among teachers, although related to some dimensions of school structure,

were not related to school effectiveless.
L}

Previous studies,(Wynne,ll981; Goodlad,»1980)'have'identified'

.teacher interaction as a characteristfc .of.an effective.school. *In the

~

-;present study the p051t10n was taken that, admlnlstraé}ve structure was

e ) N

=re1ated to,the behavior'of profe3510nals in a school ‘and'therefore

E-3J
would affect the1r ratlngs of school effectiveness. While the struc-’

tural element of centrallzatlon was, inversely assoc1ated w1téa;otal

interaction time, no significant relationships between: interaction and |

¢ .
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The charcteristics of work interaction measured were those largely
under the individual teacher's control, such as discussion with others
¥
about students and cuurricula. No attempt was made to measure inter-
action amongeteachers in committees established bv the principal to
solve school problems. 1In the future, studies that include the inter-

action necessitated by the formal organization mav discern relation-
B

ships among structure, work interaction and effectiveness.

Con 1U¢1ons aﬁd I pllcatlon fwr Practice

1. The frequency of professional work int.iacilon Deluoon tao
pr1nc1pa1 and teachers with high professional roie orientations is
associated positively with school effectiveness.

This study was based on the theoretical position that teachers
with high’professional role orientations would interact ﬁore both with
principals and each other in schools with low administrative structure.
The research findings revealed positive relationships among teachers'
ratings of school efféchveness, high professional role orientation,
high functionql specialization and high principal-teacher interaction.

, The relatlonshlps among high professionally oriented teachers'
(">

TEER

ratlngs of school effectiveness, ﬁ%inclpal teacher interaction and

'u

functional spec1alizat10n may relnforce Mintzberg's (1979:63) contention

X A

that the‘admihistrator's task is to smooth the way for the professional

by obtaining resources and coordinating the work of the staff. For
teachers to ensure that their needs are met, they may turn tp the

2

principal as the person who is able to control the \availability of
_resources. - .

The finding that high professionally oriented teachers rate schools
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A

with high functional specialization as effective implies that bv estab-
lishing a fairly high degree of structure in that area, the administra-
tor establishes a clear framework, leaving the teachers more time to
concentrate on teaching. By determining the number of duties staff are
responsible for, and by sharing the duties equitably among the staff,
the administrator reduces the amount of time each staff member must
spend on duties outside the classroom.

There are two implications for the allocation of principals’' time.
First, it is important that the principal is readily available to teach-
ers so that Zinteraction can be encouraged; Second, the establishment of
a high level of functional specialization is the responsibilityv of the
principal or his designate. Duties outside the c}assroom need to be
cLearly designated and equitably distributed for high professional role
orientation teachers to perceive the school as effective.

2. Because professional role orientation is multi-dimensional,
some facets of teacher values and beliefs are more closely related to
school effectiveness than others. e '

The analysis of tﬁe data showed that the knowledge dimension of
professional role orientation madé a considerably larger contriburi”j te
the prodiction v ool ci;gctiveness than other dimensicn-. .o 07
cation is that the teacher values pgoféssional knowledge and skills
because of the service they provide to students. The provision of that
service ingreases the effectiveness of the school. Awareness of the
rela;ionship of the teacher's professional knowledge to their rating of
effectiveness in sch&ols may encourage school-administrators to foster

teachers' attendance at university or in-service sessions, thereby, in

the long run, increasing both the teachers' knowledge and the school's
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effectiveness.

Because of the contribution of four of the five variables of pro—*
fessional role orientation to teachers' ratings of school effectiveness,
principals may wish to encourage the development of professional values
i? staff members. They may wish to reinforce beliefs in service and
colleagueship while providing a climate suitable for professional free-
dom.

Examination of the data revealed that teachers' support for the
Saskatchewan Teachers' Federation as a core organization had almost no
relationship to their ratings of school effectiveness. This finding
may have implications for principals and teachers who are particularly

‘
involved in the activities of the Saskatchewan Teachers' Federation.
It may'bebuseful for them to analyze whether they are serving the needs
of "the Federation or of the teaching profession. One of the goals of
the Federation is to assist teachers to increase their professional
skills. If this goal is being accomplished, it would seem that teachers
should perceive a closer relationship between membership in the Saskat—
_chewan Teéchers"Feaeration and school effectiﬁeness. If principals and
teachers are aware of the lack of pérceived relationship between mem-
bership in the Saskatchewan Teachers' Federaéion and school effectiveness,
they may beAéble‘to influence the Federation to provide activities in the
fd;ure that will assist more teachers in professional growth. |

3. The dimensions of administrative structure measured that were
controlled by school district policy were less closely related to
teachers' ratings of school effectiveness than the structure variables

controlled by the school.

The advantage of the Aston methodology wa$ that it strives to use
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objective data and avoids confusing classroom processes with admini-
strative structure. However, many of the items includéd on:the inter-
view- short form were controlled by school district policy. The excep-
tion to this was the dimension of funct}onal specialization, the vari-
able that was most closely related to teachers' ratings of their
school's effectiveness. Structure variables under the control pf
central office may not have a significant bearing on the effectiveness
of individual séhools and on teachers' ratings of school effectiveness.
Support for this stance can be drawn from Mintzberg's (1979)
model of a professional bureaucracy. Teachers working.within'an organ-
izational structure have come to expect control over certain functions
i1 education to be concentrated at different levels of the echational
hierarchy. As professionals they have defined cer£ain‘areas over which
they wish to exert control, such as the inétructional systém, the
choice of education programs, co-curricular programs and‘direct inter-
action with students. They adcept‘the-bureaucraticvadministraéive
structure of the school system as long as it does not impinge on the
professional areaeiof their work because the administrative structure
makes provision for the resources, {géluding the support servicgs they
need. ‘(Mintzberg, 1979:357). 4A process of mutual adjustment between
the administrative structure of £he'school sys;ém, the school's admini~
strative structure and the professional in the classroom seems to be
;llbwing each level to perform the work required with‘a mihimum%of
dysfunction. |

Teachers appear to have expectations for the establishment of

school structure in which routine tasks are categorized and systemati-
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cally dealt with or delegated. They expect to be protectea from
disturbances in the environment. When teachers rate the effectiveﬁess
" of their school, among other things, they may be rating the admini-
strative structure for the‘efficiéncy with which it fulfills those

expectétions.
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS School —==y-~¢-——--- 1 -4
Questionnaire - Part A ‘ |
Please check the statement that best'represents your opinion. i
‘ . . i
All workers produce something in their work. It may be a product !

or -a service. Below are listed some of the products and services

produced in-a school system. ‘

instruction information for parents

‘student evaluation extra curricular activities

" typed pages recommended policies and procedures
new programs staff papers and studies ' '

1. These are just.a few of the things being produced. We would like
you to think carefully of the things produced by the people who
work in your school. Thimking now of the various things produced ' j

by the people you know in your school, how much are thev preducing? | %
Check one: v ' ji E
6 1. Their production is very low R {5 i
2. It is fairly low.
3. It is neither high nor low. -
4. It is fairly high. ' i
5. It is very high.
: : . !

2. "How good would vou say is the quality of the products or the %
services produced by the people you know in your school? 6
Check one: ' S

1. Their quality is poor. ? ;
2. "Their quality is not.too good. i
3. Thei:ﬂquality‘is fair. ) i

4. Their quality is gooHd. , '

5. Their products or-services are of excellent quality. ——
. . : T ‘ . |

3. Do the people in ycur school seem to.get maximum output from the |
resources (money, people, etc.) they have available? low
efficiently do they work? | ' : 7
’Check one:

1. They do not work eff1c1ently at all. A
, 2. Not too efficiently. !

; 3. Falrly efficiently. = ’ ) }
: 4. They work very efficiently. . S oy
‘ 5. They work extremely etf1c1ently S -
4. How good a Job is done by the peopLe ‘in vour school in anticipating
-problems that may come up in the future.and prEVEntlng them from
occurring or mlnlmlzlng their effects7 -
Check omne: : 8
1. They do a poor ‘job in ant1c1pat1ng problems. s
2. Not too good a job.
‘ 3. A fair job.
4. They do a very good job. P '
v 5. They do an -excellent job of ant1c1pat1ng problems. -



5. From time to time newer wavs are found to organize work, and
newer equipment and techniques are found with which to do the
work. How good a job do the people in your school do in keeping

up to date with these changes that could affect their work?

Check one:

. 1. Theyv do a poor job of keeping up to date.
" 2. Not too good a job.
3. A fair job.
4. They do a good job
: S. They do an excellent job of keeping up to date.
6. When changes are made in routines or equipment, how quicklyv to
the people I o0 scheol accept and adjust to these changes”

Check one: ,
1 Most people accept and adjust to them verv slowly.
2. Rather slowly.
3. Fairly rapidly.
4 They adjust to them very rapidly, but not immediately.
5. Most people accept and adjust to them immediately.

7. What portion of the people in your school readilv accept and
adjust to these changes?.

1. _Considerably less than half accept and adjust to these
changes readily.

2 Slightly more than half do.

3. The majority do.

4. Considerably more than half do.

5 Practically everyone accepts and adjusts to these
changes readily.

8. From time to time emergencies arise, such as crash programs,
schedules moved ahead, or non-English speaking children enrol.
When these emergencies occur they cause work overload for manv
people. Some work groups cope with these emergencies more
readily and successfully. How good a job do the people in your
school do in coping with these situations?

Check one: ‘

They do a poor job of handling emergency situatiouns.

They do not do very well.

They do a fair job.

They do a good job.

They do an excellent job of handling these situations.

A

(VRS SR S S

i
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PROFESSIONAL ROLE ORIENTATION

Questionnaire-Part B.
Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each

statement on the following page by circling the appropriate category.

As your first reactions are important, please respond to each item
swiftly.

12




There are five possible responses for ecach statement:

strong agree (SA).
agree (A)
undecided V)

disagree

Please respond to every item

1. It is vital to his/her effectiveness
that the teacher possess a thorough
knowledge of the subject matter.

2. Persons should be evaluated primarly on
the basis of their ability to communi-
cate knowledge.

3. Persons should be allowed to teach in
Saskatchewan even if their total edu-
cation is less than a B.Ed.

4. In case of a dispute between the Sask-
atchewan Teachers' Federation and
another provincial authority, the

teacher owes prime loyalty to the S.T.F.

5. Teachers' practices should be based
primarily on their acquaintance with
educational literature and research.

6. Knowledge of educational theory is
vital for effective teaching.

7. Teachers should not be expected to
give after-hours instruction to pupils
who are not doing well in their school
work.

8. 1 would rather teach than do anything --

else for a living.

9. Because of what 1 am able to do for '
society, I would continue to teach
even if I could earn more money at
another vocation. ’

10. Teachers should be prepared to devote
the whole of their working lifetime
to the occupation of teaching.

11. Teachers should encourage as many of
" their students as possible to enter
teaching as a vocation.

12. Teachers should promote what they
deem to be needed social changes
through their contact with studnts
in school ’ :

strongly disagree

(D)
(sp)

A SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SD

SD

Sh

SD

Sh

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
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17

18

19
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20

21

22

23

24




13. Membership in the Saskatchewan
Ieachers' Federation should be more
impertant te teachers than membership
in most other organizaticns te which
thev belong.

14, 1 do not feel that 1 am a real
integral part of the provincial S.T.¥F.

15, Ounlv the S.T.F. should speak tor all

teachers on professional matters.

4 pe N [ . : .

26, The Saskatchewan Teachers Federation
i« the best bodv to oversee the en-
forcement of a coede of etrhics for

teache I s,

1/7. leaclhers should try to'live up tou what
thev think are the standards of the
profession even if the administraticn
or the community does not seem to

.

respect these same standards.

18. The degree of respect that it commands
from cther teachers around the pro-
vince is not a major criterion cf a
good school.

19. Teachers should subscribe to and
read the major professional journals.

20. Tecachers should not trv to put what

thiev believe to be standards and ideals

of good teaching into practice if the

precedures of the school prohibit them.

21. A teacher should be a member of at
least one specialist council and
should take an active part in it.

22. A teacher should not tive more con-
sideration to the views of other
teachers than to those of the public.

23. Unless teachers arc satisfied that it
is best for the student, teachers
should not do anvthing which someone
else tells them to ﬁo.

24. Teachers should not do anvthing that
mav jeopardize thesinterests of their
students, regardless of who gives the
directive or what $chool rules state.

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

Sa

SA

SA

"A

A

A

-

N

<D

<D

sh

SD

SD

SD

SD

'SD

e e -




25. Small matters should not have to be
referred to someone higher up for a
final answer. SA

26. The ultimate authority over the major
educational decisions should be
exercised by qualified teachers. SA

27. Decisions concerning textbooks, refer-
ences and courses of study should be
made by teachers or groups of teachers
a‘d not by the Department of Education. SA

28. Teachers should not be any more con-
cerned than they are at present,
aboyt the adequacy of the schools'
programs for all students. SA

1 1 had the choice, I would not
belong to the Saskatchewan Teachers'
Federation at the provincial level. SA

rD
wud

AU
A U
A U
A U
AU

Sh

SD

SD

SD

SD

38

WORK INTERACTION
Questionnajire-Part C

Please indicate the frequency of your.communication
appropriate number.

There are six possible responses for each item:

by circling the

1. never 4. once a week
2. once or twice a vyear 5. several days a week N
3. once a month 6. daily L
I. How often do you talk to your principal about:
1. General curriculum plans
for the class. , 1 2 3 4
2. The schedule of teaching
activities. ’ 1 2 3 4
3. Student reactions to a
particular lesson. y 12 3 4
"4. Evaluation of students. . 1 2 3 4
5. Learning needs of a
particular student. 1 2 3 4
6. Social or emotional
: 3 4

needs of students. 1 2

40

42

43

44

45

46

47
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7. Getting teachiné resources
or supplies. 1 2 3 4 6 48
8. Attending in-service. 1 2 3 4 6 49
There are six possible responses .for each item:
1. never : 4. onde a week
2. once or twice a year 5. several davs a week
3. once a month 6. daily i
\ -
I1, How often do you talk to other teachers about:
1. General curriculum plans
for the class. 1 2 3 4 6 50
2. The schedule of teaching
activities. ‘ 1 2 304 6 51
3. Student reactions to a 3
particular lesson. 1 2 3 4 6 52
,
4. Evaluation of students. 1 2 3 4 6. 53
5. Learning needs of a parti-
cular student. ' 1 2 3 4 54
Y
6. Sgﬁﬁal or emotional needs 5 .
*qf students. 1 2 3 4 6 55
7. Getting teaching resources i
or supplies. 1 2 3 4 6 56
8. Attending ih-service. 1 2 3 4 6 57
* -
III. Please'indiéa;c:.
1. The total number of hours you spend in the
school each week, including lunch hour if
you spend it at school. '
(There are 32.5 hours from 9:00 - 3:30,
including lunch). 58
2. The number of hours you work in isolation
from other teachers during the week.
(Please do not include working with '
teacher aides.) 59
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—< WORK INTERACTION SCORING PROCEDURES Coh

Part 1

Interaction Between the Principal and Teacher. For each of the

eight items, assign a score corresponding to the number circled. Sum

tlie scores.
Pare I1

Interaction Between Teachers. For each of the eight items,

assign a score corresponding to the number circled. Sum the scores.

;

Part II1l

Total Interaction Time. Calculate a ratio between the total

" nuiter of hours the teacher spent in the schiool each week and the

M

number of hours worked in isolation from other teachers during the

week . : '

Y

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS SCORING PROCEDURES

For each of the eight items, assign a score corresponding to
the number circled. To obtain a total effectiveness score, sum the

weighted scores for all eight items.



PROFESSIONAL ROLE ORIENTATION SCALE SCORING PROCEDURES
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Item No. Subscale Directional Weighting
1 Knowledge Positive
2 Knowledge Positive
3 Knowledge Reflected
4 Core-Org. Positive
5 Knowledge Positive
6 Knowledge ‘Positive
7 Service ¢ Reflected
8 Service ‘Positive
9 Service Positive

10 Service Positive
11 Service Positive
12 Service Positive
13 Core-Org. Positive
14 Core-Org. " Reflected
15 Core-Org. Positive
16 Core-0Org. Positive
17 Colleague-Prof. Positiwve
18 Colleague-Prof. Reflected
19 Colleague-Prof. Positive
20 Colleague-Prof. Reflected
21 Colleague-Prof. Positive
22 Colleague-Prof. Positive
23 ‘Professional Freedom Positive
24 Professional Freedom Positive
25 Professional Freedom Positive
26 " Professional Freedom Positive
o Professional Freedom Positive
-z Professional Freedom Reflected
29 “Core-0rg. ' Reflected.

For each of the twenty-nine items assign a score according to the

number circled and the direction given in the.folloiwng procedures.

Note that some of the items are reverse scored.. To obtain a total

P.R.0. sum the scores for each item.
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UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
OF

SELECTED ORGANIZATION-LEVEL INFORMATION ’

Name of School

Address

Phone Number

Principal

" Date

Pupil Enrblmeqt

Teacher Allocation

Adapted from the Interview Schedule developed at the

Industrial Administration Unit, University of Aston

in Birmingham, England.

Revised for secondary schools by G. Kelsey and L.

Sackney. ; . , o

 Adjusted for elementary schools by E. Rourke.
,] )
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I. FUNCTIONAL SPECIALIZATION

I shall mention a number of activities which may or may not be performed in the
school. For each activity, please tell me:

a. Whether it is performed in the school.

b. Whether it has been specifically and exclusively delegated to one person or
group.’ ' . S

c. Who that person is.(may be a person, or an office or a group)

d. Whether the person or group delegated performs that activity full-time.’
(i.e., performs no other activity in the .school)

v
’ Per- Delepated:
formed Yes/XNo to Whom Code

Activity
Activity {1 (Develop,.legitimize and

symbolize the orgdnization's charter)
1. Publicity, fund-raising functions,

arranging appeals, etc. : e e s 1
2. Producing a school newspaper ' e e e e 2
3. Employing a school advisorv committee. IR @ e e e e . 3
4. Utilizing volunteer services. e e e e 4
5. Holding open house, career days, etc. e e e 5
6. Offering courses, workshops; seminars,

etc., after school hours. . T e e e e e 6
7. Producing a school newsletter. : e e e 7
Activity #2 (Dispose of, distribute and

service the output)
8. Co-ordinating the presentation of

collegiate advice to students - e e e e e 8
9. Conducting follow-up studies of

graduates. . ' : ’ : e e e e e e 9
10. Liaison with institutes of further

education. R X

ll1. Acting as a cléaring-house for
collegiaterplacement.’ ' . e e e e 11




Activity #3 (Carrying outputs and
resources from place jo place)

12. Co-ordinating transportation for field

trips, athletics, and other outside
trips.

Activity #4 (Acquiring and allocating
human resources)

13. Hiring teaching staff.
14. Hiring non-teaching staff.

)
15. Allocating staff to broad areas
of work. :

[$}

hctivity #5 (Developing and transforming
human resources)

16. Co-ordination of in-service trainisng
or staff development services (other
than staff meetings and departmental
meetings)

Activity #6 (Maintaining hyman resources
and promoting their identification
with the organization)

17. Co-ordination of staff welfare,
social or sports activities.

18. « Operating school lunch or cafeteria
,services. -

Activity‘#7 (Obtainihg and controlling
materials and equipment)

L : o
19. Baying materials and equipment.
20. Stock control.

Activ1ty #8 (Maintalnlng and erectlng
buildings and equlpment)

21. Operating custodial services.

22. Maintenance of generai school

building and equipment. : &

T ' :
Activity #9 (Recording and controlling
financia1~rgsources)

23. Performlng business or accountlng

ftﬁtlons Q
ot : ) '1\

Delegated:

To Whom
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Code

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

20

22

23



Activity #10 (Controlling the workflow)

24. Time-tabling and curriculym co-
ordination.

25. Co-ordinating overall discipline
procedures.

26. Co-ordinating curriculum content
progress.

Activity #11 (Controlling the quality of
materials, equipment and outputs)

27. Co-ordinating student” advancement
from grade or from one level to
the next.

28. Co-ordinating student testing
(e.g. aptitude, interest inventories)

Activity #12 (Assessing and devising ways
of producing the output) :

2Y. Devising or assessing new ways of
+ time-tabling existing courses or
' programs.

30. Specialized activities to evaluate
courses, teaching methods, etc.

Activity #13 (Devising pew outputs,
equipment and processes)

31. Planning new teaching programs or
courses. ’
%

32. Devising new teaching methodologies,
groups, etc.

Activity #14 (Developing and operating
new administrative procedures)

33. Operating record keeping or filing
systems for student records. :

Activity #15 (Acquiring'informétion on
the operational field)

34. Conducting surveys to assess the
needs of the community and insti-

tutions of further education.

Activity #16 (Concerning legal and
insurance requirements)

35. Handling legal or insurance affairs .

Per- Delegated:
formed Yes/No to Whom
— —

&

159

Code
24
25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35
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FORMALIZATION
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In this section I would like to ask about some documents which may or ﬁay not be

used in the school.

be available.

1.

2.

If so,

Does the school have any general information booklets

Jr manuals (e.g.,

booklets,

Name of Document

policy manuals,
calendars)? \

School
only

System

wide

Distribution
to

Does the school have an organization chart?

is it distributed

to the principal only

-to the ‘principal plus
assistant principal

to above plus department

heads/coordinators

all s

taff

all staff and students

rules and procedures

|

HHH o

Item No.

If possible, I would like to borrow copies of any which may

4

for

scoring purposes

i.

No of svstem
——
documents

Distribution
of sy ~tle:

documgnts

No. of sohool

documents.

Disttibdtion
of school
documents.

System

chart and
distribution.

School chart

@% @strmutlon

Are written terms of reference, jbb descriptions or operating
for any of the staff categories below?

instructions provi
are they applicable to this system only or to all.

1f so,

schools in the-school system?

Principal

o

¢

Teaching staff

<

Non-teaching professional .staff

s{counsellors, librarians, etc.)

- Assistant principél,'Department heads

t

School
only

System

wide

L

1

FIEETT

No. of cate-
gories for
whom system
decuments
exist.

3
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School  System Item no. for

only wide scoring purposes
Secretarial staff/teacher aides : ) 11.. No. of
: categories
Janitors/caretaking staff for whom
‘ - , ‘ school
Transportation staff documents
’ exist?
4. Is-thére a procedures or regulations ' ’ 5. System manual
manual? Yes/No 12. School manual
5. 1Is there a policy ménﬁal? 6. Svstem policies
Yes/No 13. School policies

7. System calendar
14. School calendar

6. 1Is there a written activities calendar
for the school year? Yes/No

S
A

7. Does the school haveg any of the foilowing?

Written school rules? 15.

“Written minutes of staff meetings? 16.

Written reports from standing committees? i 17.

A written program for in-school research? 18.

Written agenda for staff meetings? 10

Regular written administrative bulletins? 20.

Recording of Role Performance

1. Are teachers required to submit monthly : ' 1.
curriculum reportg? Yes/No

2. Are the:é forms for requisitioning 2.
supplies? " Yes/No

3. Do teachers take daily class attendance? 3.
Yes/No

4. Are there petty cash vouchers? : \;4,

, AR R . YeS/NO ’ \//r T

A/, _ o ¥

5. I§§§g§i$;a sickness (absence) record? . A5,
S Yes/No

e _ ) —_— —_— . ‘
6. Record of instructor's performance : 6.
Yes/No R
- v . ) '- -
7. Recor!'of maintenance work done? . 7.

Yes/No
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III. STANDARDIZATION' :

-

In this section of the interview I am concerned with the standardization of
procedures for recruitment, selection and operation utilized by your school.
I would like to borrow copieé of any reports, forms, memos, etc., which may
be available.

Aston, 'Ttem No.
no. for
scoring
. . purposes
1. Staff establishment are set by enrollment?  YES NO ‘ 5 1
2. What are your recruitment procedures? 3 2
No standard procedures 0
Procedures for some positions 1
Procedures for all positions 2
3. . ,~ are staff selected? Who interviews? 10 3
by faculty committee 0
by mixed committee (teachers and admin.) 1
by administration 2
" by superintendent 3
by school board 4
. 4. How are principals selected? Who interviewsk%; 11 4
. oy
by selection board (teachers, board & Admin.) O
by superintendent/board’ 1
bv superintendent 2 ‘
5. bo you have a centralized interviewing procedure? .~112 ' .5
not centralized ‘ 0
centralized ' ' ‘ 1 ‘
. . / ¢
6. Do ’'you have a centralized recruitment procedure?{%@ . - 13 - 6

not centraliz@ ‘ 0 k]

centralized 1 -
7. Do staff members attend appropriate conferénceS? g ©26 7
None . N S ‘ -0
Irregular . . 1
Regular : ) 2
8. Are there standard dismissal procedures? YES ,ﬂﬂ) 41 ’{ 8
9. Materials and eduipmént ordering procedures are _ 44 9
Ad hoc : . 0 .
By production plan (enrollment) ° 1
Stock on -hand S : 2.
‘Administrative approval 3



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Do you have a procedure. for notifving purchases to
Division office?

No procedure exists
There is a procedure

What is the itensity of inspection of teacher
performance?

None

As required for tenure
Irregular

Regular

Scheduling pace is determined by

Individual instructors

Agreement among instruttors

Specified by chairman, committée or
) administration

Communication-decision seeking: On which basis
does one obtain a decision from the administration?

Ad hoc

Procedure> for some circumstances
Standard procedure

Submit a case in written form

Communication-decision conveying: On what basis
are administrative decisions conveyed?

Ad hac [\
Sometimes a procedure is used ‘
Always a procedure is used

Do teachers submit progress reports?

No progress reports recuired
2 Irregular progress reports required
»Regular progress reports required

Student evaluation is a result of

Personal evaluation by the instrxcutor
Acrosé‘grade evaluation through 'common exams
Submission of marks to chairman/committee
Submission of marks to administration

[N

NO

w N -

N = ol w N~ O

W N = O

!
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Aston Item No.
no. . for

scoring

purposes
49 10
52 11
57 12

60 13
i

61 14
59 15
64 16
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. Aston Item No,
. ‘ , no. for
scoring
purposes
17. Tasks of instructors are defined by ' 67 IZ‘
Intuition and experience of instructor 0
Instructions by Division Chairman 1
Orientation by administration 2
Written instructions specifivine tasks g
All of the above
|
18. Qbtaining ideas - Conference attending: 71 18
There is no standard procedure to enable *
members of the organization's staff to attend
conferences relevant to their work 0
There is a standard procedure to enable
staff to attend 1
19. Obtaining ideas - Conference reporting: 72 19
No standard procedure exists for staff to
report back on conferences they have
attended - 0
There is a reporting-back procedure -1

IV. CENTRALIZATION (AUTHORITY)

>

In this section of the interview I am concerned with the levels at which formal
decision-making authority rests.

) o )

Who has the authority to decide? Authority means that action can be taken on the
decision even though the decision may be subject to routine ratification at a

later time. Others may ratify the decision, but its intentions will not be altered.

'

A list of decisions will be presented please tell me, for each decision, who

decides. Please answer in terms of the following oategorles 4
0. TEACHER
- 1. DEPARTMENT HEAD OR VICE PRINCIPAL °
~ 2. PRINCIPAL
3. SUPERINTENDENT
4. SCHOOL' BOARD
5. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION



Who dec id‘eis::

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.

17,

18.

19.

20.°

21.

22.

The number of teachers in the school

The number of division heads in the wchool
The appointment of a division head

The appointment of a teacher

The amount of allowance for division chairmen
To spend unbudgeted or unallocated funds

The type or brand of new equipment

The introduction of a new program

The introduction of a new course or subject

Which employment or further education oppor-
tunities shall be presented to the students

What shall be costed (i.e., to what the
costing system, if any, shall be applied)

What aspects of the school's operation shall
be evaluated

The promotion of students

To dismiss a teacher

To dismiss or demote a departmgné head

Lay down buying procedures

Decide which supplier or materials will be used

Responsibilities and/or area of work of
tedching staff '

P

Responsibilities of caretakers

What and how many staff welfare facilities

are provided

Create a new department (Functional
specialist or line)

To create a new job

165
Item no.
for
scoring
purposes

10
11

12
13
14
15
16

17

18

19
20

21

22



V. CONFIGURATION

Pupil enrolment

Number ¢f teachers

Number of other professional staff
(librarians, counsellors, etc.)

o

Number of professional administrative staff
(principal, vice-principal, coordinators)

Total number of proirsssional staff

Number of clerical staff

R

Number of caretaking staff

Other employees (technicians, cooks, etc.)
" (specify categories)

Total employees (full time equivalents)

full

part

full

part

full

pﬁft

full
part

full

part

full

part

time

time

time

t ime

t ime

tine

time

time

time

time

time

time

166
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE SCORING PROCEDURES

Specialization

- Sum the number of activities performed (i).
- Sum the number of activities delegated (a). £
- Determine the number of different delegates (b).

Score = bz/ai x 100.

Formalization
. - Sum all scores on Documentation and Recording of Role

Performance.

Documentation

- For item 1, Score = number of booklets.

]
—
g

|
>

- For items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, Score Yes
for school items only.

- Sum scores of all items.

~Recording of Role Performance

-

% ¢ - For items, Score' Yes = 1, No = 0.

-~ Sum scores of all items.

%

Standardization

L + . - Tor items 1, 5, 6, 8, 10, 18, 19, Score Yes =1, No = 0.

:
° . ' . L ’
- For items 2, 3, 4, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13&‘%4, 15, 16, 17, Score
. ot

0, or I, or 2, or 3, or 4 depénding on response. ‘

N e
7 -é"n PN an
»

Sty
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Centralization

- Scale each item on a six point scale.
- 0 = teacher, 1 = Department Head,' 2 = Principal,

-3 = Superintendent, 4 = Board, 5 = Department of Educatidnil

- Sum scores of all items.

-

Autonomy

- For all items, score each item with a 3,'or 4, or 5 = 0,

all other items = 1.

- Sum scores of all items.

e
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APPENDIX B

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES
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"SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR EFFECTIVENESS BY FUNCTIONAL
SPECIALIZATION, P.R.0. GROUPS

Group 1 is significantly

different from

Group 1 Group -2 Group 3 Group 4
Hi. Funct. Hi. Funct. . Low Funct. Low Funct.
Spec., Spec., Spec., Spec.,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
N 83 91 85 85
; * *
Mean . 31.86 30.42 30.33 28.85
AN .
S.D. 3.51 4.45 4.20 4.42
“Source. d.f. $.8 m.s F
Between
Groups -3 _ 380.50 126.83 7.29
» L 3 (.0001)
Within A
Groups. 340 5918.15 17.41
Total 343 6298.65
Group 4 at the

.10 level.



TABLE XX

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFé MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR PRINCIPAL-TEACHER INTERACTION BY FUNCTIONAL
SPECIALIZATION, P.R.0. GROUPS

171

" Greup 1 is significantly

- Fa

) Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Hi. Funct. Hi. Funct. Low Funct. Low Funct.
Spec., Spec., Spec., Spec.,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
N ' 83 91 85 . 85
Mean 21,65 19.80  ,  21.53 19.51"
S.D. . 5.84 5.48 5.45 4.80
Source . d.f. S.5 m.s F
T
Between _
Groups. ‘ 3 324.73 108.24 3.70
, (.012)
Within
_Groups ' 340 9937.69 29.23
. As.
Total 343 10262.43
* different from Group 4 at the .10 level.



TABLE XXI

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFEé MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR TEACHER-TEACHER INTERACTION BY FUNCTIONAL
SPECIALIZATION, P.R.O. GROUPS -

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4.
Hi. Fungt. Hi. Funct. Low Funct. Low Funct.
Spec., ' Spec., Spec., Spec.,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O0. . Low P.R.O.
N ' 83 ST ‘ 85 . 85
. * \*
Mean 29.22 27.65 31.31 . 29.29
$.D. 6.69 ™ 7.18 7.37 64T
' ?
o ‘ .
Source d.f. $.5. ‘m.Ss. F
Between ' :
Groups 3 590. 34 196.78 - ’ 4.08.
| S oo7)
Within : » ‘
Groups 360 -  16382.46 48.18
. &%
Total 343 ' 16972.79

* Group 2 is éignificantly different from Group 3 at the .10 level.
. . i {‘q[ "'i,r V'r ‘

Sy
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TABLE XXII

-~

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSLS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFé;MULTIPLE'COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR TOTAL INTERACTION TIME BY FUNCTIONAL
SPECIALIZATION, P.R.0. GROUPS

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 " Group 4
Hi. Funct. Hi. Funct. Low Funct. LLow Func¢t.
Spec., " Spéc:, Spec., Spec.,
‘Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
N 81 N ’ g2 N 81
« '
Mean > 2.91 P 2.87 3.20 2.99
. o] o
S.D. 2.93 2.82 . 3.57 ‘ 4.99
Source d.f. '5.5. . m.s. ‘F
.Between _ :
Groups 3 - 9.36 3.12 .23
) : ' (.87)
Within .
Groups 339 4423.39 13.40

Tota]l ) 333 ¢ 4432.75 , ' '%
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TABLE XXIiI

174

-~
~— -

A
G

. / -
4§UMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMP@RTSQ?

OF MEANS FOR EFFECTIVENESS BY FORMALIZATIONA

P.R.0. GROUPS

Group 4

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
Hi. Forma- Hi. Forma- Low Forma- Low Forma-
lization, lization, lization,. - ~lization,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.

— T- ‘ . —_
o N 111 115 57 61
*.. b

1 Mean 30.74 - 29.90 31.75 29.21

S.D. - 3.91 4.38 3.95 4.71

Seurco d.f. S.s m.s F

. . P J

Between -

. Groups 3 231.73 77.24 4.33 !

- | (.005) |
i
Within - ‘
Groups -~ 340 6066.93 17.84 \
. 7
Total 343 6298.66
* - _ » .
Group 2 is significantly different from Group 3 at the .10 level.
’ »
*% .

Group 3 is significantly different from Group 4 at the .10 level.



TABLE XXIV

175

7/
SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR PRINCIPAL~TEACHER INTERACTION BY
FORMALIZATION, P.R.0. GROUPS

Group 1 " Group 2 —Group 3 Group &
Hi. Forma- Hi. Forma- Low Forma- Low Forma-
lization, lization, ‘lization, lization,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
N 111 115 , 57 61
* - X i
Mean 21.43 18.81 %A% 21,39**’5 21.26°
S.D. 5.5f 4.49 5.81 5.28
" Source d.f. ‘S.8. m.s F-
£
ivretveen . .
Groups 3 568.25 1390.42 6.64
(.000)
Within : @
Groups 340 9694.17 28.51
N~ .
Total 343 10262.42
= / ?," i
X . " . ‘
Group 1 is sigpificantly different from Group 2 at the .10 level.
k% A ' 2 T ' ‘
Group 2 is significantly different from Group 4 at the .10 level.
*k %

Group 2 is significantly different from Group 3 at the .10 level.



TABLE XXV
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(I

{ ’ ' , .
SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

OF MEANS FOR TEACHER-TEACHER INTERACTION BY

FORMALIZATION, P.R.O. GROUPS

‘-;;

A

Gfoup 1

Vo

Group 2

Grdéup’ 3

Group 4 .

Hi. Forma- Hi. Forma- Low Forma- Low Forma-
lization, lization,” - lization, . lization
Hi. P.R.O. Low -P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. ‘LOW.P.R.O.
N 111 - 115 57 . 61
- ' * *
Mean 29.76 28.74 31.28 27.89
S.D. 6.90 6.91 7.42 6.82
T ‘A.. » A
Source 1 d.f. Su8 m.s F
Between ’ |
Groups 3 404 .54 134.85 2677
e o / (.041)
‘Within |
Groups 340 16568.17 48.73
208 ;o
Total 343 . 16972.70 !

/

. , o ‘ .
Group 3 is significantly.

e e ==

different from Group 4 at the .10 flevel.
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TABLE XXVI v

/

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFé MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR TOTAL INTERACTION TIME BY
FORMALIZATION, P.R.O. GROUPS

;
’ -
Greup 1 Groyp 2 Group 3 Greoup &
Hi. Forma- Hi. Forma- Low Forma- Low Forma-
lization, lization, lization, lization,
Hi. P.R.O. . Low P.R.O. IHi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
N 109 ' 110 54 61
e R . ﬂ
Mean ' 3.21 2.94 2.90 2.90
~S.D. , o
"
Source d.f. . S.s. m.s. F
! . i ;
Between _ : ‘
Groups 3 . 6.06 2.02 .15
“ (.93)
Within . / _
Groups - 330 4426 .69 13.41

-~

Total 333 4432.75
%

T -
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TABLE XXVII
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’ . / .
SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

OF MEANS FOR EFFECTIVENESS

4

S
’

.

[}

'BY CENTRALIZATION, P.R.0. GROUPS

« .

7 ¥ . _
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Hi. Centra- Hi. Centra-  Low. Centra- Low Centra-
! lization, lization, lization, lization,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
N 79 90 89 . 86,
. A *
: *
Mean 30.52 29.43" 31.58** 29.90"
. .
5.D. 3.77 4.53 4.03 4.47
Soir cw d.f. S.S. m.s F
" Between ‘ .
Greups 3 231.20 77.07 4,32
. : s (.005)
Within | o s
Groups 340 6067.47 17.8§\
Total 343 6295.67
Group 2 is s?;lificantly different from Group '3 at the .10 lével.

Group 3 is significantly different - from Group 4 at the .10 lével.

4
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TABLE XXVIII
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T ’ L
SQMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE A&D SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

CENTRALIZATION, P.R:0. GROUPS

OF MEANS FOR PRINCIPAL-TEACHER INTERACTION BY -

GroUp-f‘at the

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Hi. Centra- Hi. Centra- Low Centra- Low Centra-
_ lization, lization, lization, lization,
‘ Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
B 79 90 89" - 96
: ~ * o *
Mean 121.35 .. -19.39 | 21.80 19.94
"~ S.D.
Source d.f. S.S , .m.S F
: Ve
Between _ L
Groups 3 341.94 113.98 3.91
' (.009)
Within o
Groups 340, 9920.50 29.18
Total 343 ,'10262.44
Group 3 is signifiéantly different from

.10 1evelf



. Within
© Groups

v 340
,'L.

. 16583.86 48,78

ol .
’ 'TABLE XXIX
SUMMARY DATA ANALYSIS OF 'VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COWPARISON '
1 OF MEANS FOR TEACHER-TEACHER INTERACTION BY ~+ ¢
_ﬁ‘ CENTRALIZATION ‘P.R.O. GROUPS
N .
) Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
\ Hi. Centra-  Hi. Centra-  Low Centra- Low centra=.
‘lization, ‘lization, .1lization, lization,
| \ Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.0.  Low, P.R.O.
> % - o I RS
N 79 | 80 89 86
Mean 30.51% 27.73" 30.07 29.19
N ) . | £ - : T /\\
“ 8., 5.95 6.52 } 801 - 7.19"
Sourde '/'d;f. " 8.8, m.s _ F
 Between - . ! - S ' o
Groups 3. - .388.99 129.63 142,66
: ' ' a o (.05)
v -

. a

~ Total

R W)

¥

©

X

' Croup 1 is sigdifiéantly diffe:ént;fréﬁ Grbup'ZAét?thes;lQ level.

’
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SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS oF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE courAnxsou
.. OF:MEANS FOR TOTAL INTERACTION TIME BY .
- CENTRALIZATION, P.R.0. cxoups

'\

- Group 1 -
.+ Hi. Centra-
"+ lization,,

Hi. P.R.OJ

" Group 2 .
- Hi, Centra-.’
1lization,
Low. P.R.O.

- N

~ Group 3
.Low Centra~
, lization,
“Hi. P.R.OS

‘u'.‘
.- Group .4 _
Low Centra- .

lization,

Low P.R.O. .

340

86
" 2064

2‘. 9‘. a -‘

87
2.84 -

3.30

3 23 ‘i

4”32

Source

d.f.

m.s.

" Betweefi - :
. Groupy

© Within
" Groups:

330

’1}3131;‘3“P

10244

T u—

. Total . -

333

?,s_;4432;75;11
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- IABLE-XXXI;‘

\”f SUMMARY DATA, %NALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

.n L

OF MEANS FOR' EFFECTIVENESS BY STANDARDIZATION P R 0. GROUPS

¢

1y

Ty . .

o

?é; '

R S
o

182

P G AREY.

A Group 1
© »  °Hi, Stand-
N ”_ardization,

" Hi. P\R.O. - -

“Gréﬁﬁ'ﬁ

B Hi-ﬂ S tand—

ardizationg
‘Low P.R.O..

~Hi, P.R.O.

L]
B

Croupv3 S
~Low-Stand-

ardizati'

. Group 4
Low Stand-
.~ardization,
Low P.R.0O.

.fu‘f"f‘.”.h,‘f' 94

s . 3.6

a0t

L
Jioavagtt

428

88
S 304

420

Sdurcg '¥ﬁ'=v::‘. Aif,'

P

| Between ..
Groups < 3

CWithdn o -

o

402,

..':‘v s S . ,

Group 1 18 significantly different fromoGroup 2 at the .10 level

‘ “'-rotéi*f:fjij?7*3£3:§?;?!fﬁgffiéi91i§957ir";’“‘

Group 2 13 significantly diffetent £gom Group 3 at theﬂ.lo level
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X L 4 "rAnLE XXX1I
. " _SUMMARY DATA ANALYSIS‘QF VARIANCE AND .SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

OF MEANS' FOR PRINCIPAL-TEACHER INTERACTION BY
’ STANDARDIZATION P R. 0. GROUPS

°©

¢n

L B . Grpup 1 . Growp.2 . Group 3 . - Group 4
j : e Hi. Stand- - Hi, Stand- . -tLow Stand- '  Low Stand-
' " ardization, . ardization, -ardization,  ardization,
' Hi. P.R.0. - "Low P.R.0. = Hi. P.R.O. . Low P.R.0..

S TR Tt | S 4!"‘L:

Mean . 2066 .. 19.70 " - 21,50 - 19.61%

s s.94 . 505 0 . 5.6 5.8

‘Source ., dif. s.s.  m.s. - F

- Groupg . . - "3 3237} . 107.26 . - 3.67
o A T ] TR R S (o13) -

e TTMRtRtm . 0 T
 Groups - 340 % - 9940.75 29,24
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TABLE XXXIII

-
SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON
.(‘ | . OF MEANS FOR TEACHER-TEACHER INTERACTION BY

: S STANDARDIZATION P.R.O. GROUPS _-'

ry r
v —

& Growp 1 .~ | Group 2 Groqpk3 " .Group &
’ 'Hi. Stand-  Hi. Stand-  Low Stand- . Low Stand-
‘ardization,  ardization, ardization, ‘ardization,
“Hi. P.R.0.  Low P.R.O.- Hi. P.R.0.  Low P.R.0y

N .. % . . 8 Tk T8
; o o eoe L i B
Mean - 30.89" . - 29.80%" 29.49 - ' 27.09%*

s, N

1 Soqfce T d.f.yi . 8.8. o ‘m;s,_v v -F

' Between e c TS
‘Groups_ 3. " 691.84 % 230.61 ‘0h4.82
: - M o (.003)

Within -

Groups . 340 116280.93 - 47.89

Total . ._]345 R 115972;77

Group l is significantly different from Group 6 at :he_.lO level

kR

Group 2 is significantly different from Group 4 at the 10 1eve1.:

R ; .
"‘ : &

oo .. O K Lt v
- L N A ¥ : - . . i N
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| TABLE xxxzyf | | .
S ) » . . {

_ SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

OF MEANS FOR TOTAL INTERACTION TIME B
*  STANDARDIZATION, P.R.O. GROUPS

Group 1 - ) Grouﬁ 2 C:oup 3 DR Group 4
‘Hi. Stand- ~ Hi. Stand- . Low Stand- Lew Stand-
ardization, ‘ardization, ardization,  ardization,
Hi,\PuR.O. ~  Low P.R.O. Hi. PR:0.. . Low P.R.O.

. O X BT E L : [y )
Mean . 3.56 3.66 T 2,50 , 2.20%

W SDer o384 o 5.04 2.18 . 2,37
Source O d.f. - s.sgf . m.s. F -

‘Between . o , :

. Groups l’ X 3 o3850 46.15 o 3.55 -

/ A ‘ : o ‘ ~ . (.015)

SN S ) 4 -

" Within O | B T R
Groups 330 . 4294.30 " 13.01 o L
‘Total o 333 j4432475" : ’

AL o . L o o _— :,‘

. Gtoup 1 is significantly different from Group 4 at thelulo level.. B
R ‘

3

Group 2 13 significancly different from Gtoup 4 at the .10 level. L
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o T TABLE XXXV . .. * ’ _ .o
- R /\\\\ | : e R A
o . . . S S v '
. R . 7 X
a SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR EFFECTIVENESS BY AUTONOMY, B.R.0. GROUPS . . :
| S o A g
Group 1 - Group 2 A Group:3 » ,Groﬁp 4
Hi: Avt-  Hi. Aut- Low Aut- Low Aut-
» ‘onomy.,. - . onomy, - onomy, . onomy, .
L - . Hi. P.R.0. . Low P.R.O( Hi. P.R.O.. Low P:R,O. s

N e 81 .18 89
Cfean - 3L.61* . 30110 o 3045 29321f‘sr s

S.b. o aS3 a3l A32 o LeSEy

... Source v ‘d.f. s S.8. = ~m.s. | _

'Between' ot e if, " ' Tt f_' o , AR
Groups - . 3 . 266.19 . . 88.73 5.00

Within ~ oo T
Groups 340 . 6032.47. flz;ggbf_‘~u L

| Total o %3 | 629865 ..

’ ;f' Groupﬂl:difféfed"Qignifiéantiyffrdg;Grqup é’at'tﬂef;lof;évelf-f

RS 3 h o : o o
L T P R SRR L P
Lo 2 fa \ ,
S A
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.7 TABLE XXXVI' ‘
' N ' j\"*‘ - - . R . K ‘ . .
SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS . FOR PRIQQIPAL*TEACHER INTERACTION BY o
C ' _ _ D AUTONOMY P.R.0. GROUPS ‘ o _ .

4

- - R J ) . ; ‘ > ‘.- 9 . - . ) N

= g
Ty A Y

-

Group 1 A C(edp.ﬁ ) ~Group 3 ¢ Group 4 ).

‘5Hi. Aut- . /R Xaut- Low Aut- a Low Aut-
- - onomy, ., —-onomy, ~ onomy, -onomy,
ai& P.R.0. . low P.R.O. ‘Hi.'P.R.0. © Low P.R.O0. .

N e ) & . 16 89"
Mean Carse® o 19005%% L 21.e™ 20026
§D. - - 5.4k . - 490 5.89 . 5.3

4,

‘Source . d.f. 5.8, " mes. O F

Be;weég‘ .f /f _ : el : R IR
~Growps ./ 3 - 385.40 128.47 . 4.42

~ Within '7x B B P
Groups / /30 ' e877.07 - 29.05

~~

| TQFal s ,‘>f343‘1? -f ‘;10?62.46:  o
f-fii/%croup l is significantly &1fferent from Group 2 at the 10 level
L/ “

*

L.

/7 7“Gr°up 2 13 Significantly different from Group 3 at the .10 level ﬁ r"“
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S &
TABLE YXXXVII

B . ! . _.’ :\'l. R
SUMMARY DATA ANALYSIS OF YARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

OF MEANS FOR TEACHER-TEACHER INTERACTION BY
; AUTONOMY P.R.0. GROUPS '

r S, “:’;f‘,;

o . . . Foae
R ‘ PR
- L X s . . R
- o - ’ TR . .

Group l " Group 2  Group 3 - TGroup 4 .. "
Hi “Aut- o Hi. Aut- ‘ .Low Aut- -~ Low Aut-

o onomy, . T onomy, .’ onomy, .- onomy, .
Hi. P.R.O. . Low P.R.O, - . Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.

o

N S %2 8T o 16 . -89
Mean . 30.8" 29,05 | 29.59 . 27.85"

S... . . 7.49 7.3 6.8 649

5 ‘§ohrce~ A ’d,fs.i ' “,s.éﬁ_” L ’:,h.s; : - F
'Betweeni§\_  ‘ T o ST : SO :
- Groups . - 3 v 415,05 . 138.35 2.84 -

* Groups.” . 340 - - {“16557;73j‘_1 o 48.70

P

. Total ‘ 7f‘343 e 16972 78

. n.,]

N
..

- Group.1l-'ds significantly-diffgrentffrOijroup 4 -at the .10 level-. -

i L . ; AR g . el Lo S LW



+ . TABLE'XXXVIIT .

/

e .

-

SUMMARY DATA;AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TOTAL INTERACTION
. TIME BY AUTONOMY P R 0. GROUPS o

HEEE SR

¢

LM

R

&

‘Group 2 ',
Hi. Aut-
onomy,
"Low P.R.O.

.

. Group 1
- Hi. Aot-
 onomy,
Hi. P.R.O.

i o Ta T s . -' ’.‘lv
Group 3 ..  Group 4 ;J? K

 Low Aut- .-

onomy,

-

+Hi. P.R.O.

. Low P,R,O.

Low Aut- ..

‘onomy,

S.D.

Néan

- 2.83

.:SOUICei

©wWithih e
-, ‘Groups

Between ' - .
Groups - . ' - 3.

00,37

32.39 - fff;

‘Total

'l89'

%

\.
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TABLE" XXXIX

P
»

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

-

1

/
D SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

OF MEANS FOR EFFECTIVENESS BY SIZE, P.ﬁ.o. GROUPS

1

*% -

9

Group 1 Group Group 3 ~ Group 4
High Size, High Size, Low Size, Low Size,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
e 7
N o, 114 115 54 61
Mean 31.00 29.97 31.26 29.08
) . . R -
/
'S.D. 4.01 4.23 / 3.82 4.94
Source d.f. | s.s. m.s. F
Between ‘
Groups , 3 207.91 69.30 ’ - 3.87
(.o1)
‘Within J
Groups 340 -6090.79 17.91
Total 343 6298.70 .
* & -

i .
Group 1 ie significantly different from Group 4 at the .10 level.
t - ‘

‘Group\B is significantly differeimt from Group &4 at the .10 level.

©
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TABLE XL

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFé MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR PRINCIPAL-TEACHER INTERATION
'BY SIZE, P.R.0. GROUPS

Group 1 Group 2 ~  Group 3 Croup &

High Sire, High Size, Low Size, lLow Sire,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. ‘Hi. P.R.O. LLow P.R.O.
N 114 115 54 ‘ 61
* * *kk &%
Mean - 21.06 18.88%% 22.70 21.13
S.D. 5.52 4.81 5.76 5.49
3
Source d.f. S.s. ) m.s. F
Betweeﬂ ‘ . .
Groups 3 . , 621.40 207.13 7.31
(.000) °
Within :
Groups 340 . 9641.04 28.36
Total 4 343 10262.44
* Group -1 is significantly different from Group 2 at the .10 level.
Kk " ) ‘ '
Group 2 is significantly different from Group 4 at the .10 level.
*kk

~ Group 2 iéosignificantly‘different froh Group 3 at the .10 level.

<
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w

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE-COMPARISON

OF MEANS FOR PEACHER-TEACHER .INTERACTION
BY SIZE, P.R.O. GROUPS

.

as
Grpoup 1 Group 2 ﬁroup 3 Group 4.
Hi Size, High Size, ~ Low Size, Low Size,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
N 1124 115 S4 61
- s ’ ) *
Mean 30.50 29.18 29,80 127.05
S.D. 1 7.16 7.09 7.01 6.26
Source "d.f. AL S.S t.s F
Between
Groups 3 487.63 162.54 3.35
x - (.019)
Within \ .
Groups 340 16485.09 48.49
Total - 343 . 16972.72
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TABLE XLI1

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISGN
- OF MEANS FOR TOTAL INTERACTION TIME
BY SIZE, P.R.0O. GROUPS

A
- Group 1 _ Group 2 - Group 3 | Group 4
High Size, High Size, Low Size, Low Size,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. . Low P.R.O.
N 112 111 - sl .60
* S *
Mean Y 3.49 3.41 ' - 2.26 2.04
S.D. -
< Source d.f. s.S. - o meS. | F
} Between » _ ‘ _
Groups 3 - 128,51 42 .84 3.28
: = : (.031)
Within = | - ‘ .
Groups - 330 . 4304.24 ©13.04
Tptal ' 333 4432.75 ‘ -

L e s s

Group 1 is significantly different from Group 4 at the .10 level.

e
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CAPPENDIX €«

'LETTERS :
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To.the Teacher:

~ On the following pages 1s a questionnaire which is part of a
study of some of the elementary scheols in Saskatoon. The purpose
_of the study/ls to investigate the relatiouships between the' admin-
“istrative structure of the school characteristics of professional '
personnel the work interaction of ‘teachers and teachers' evaluation
of_their schools. The study has been approved by the adminigtration g
of Saskatoon Public ¥chool District.  The. research findings will
‘be us d as a part of a graduate txcsis.a'_ oo . :
The questionnaire includes behaviors or conditions which have
been found typical of many ‘schools. - Please indicate the extent to

L which each of these items characterizes your school

Please ‘be frank. with: your answers. Individual responses will
 be completely confidential - Each questionnaire will be given a code
* number. The: responses on’ it will be transferred to computer cards
g0 that complete anonymity in the analyses of .the data and the final -
report is assured ‘ : Ly, R

A

So that a biased sample is not receivad it is importan’ that
- all questionnaires are returned. _Please’ place your complete form,

- .

~in the provided” envelope, seal it, and return it to your scho 1
secretary v A L

L _ Thank you for cooperation. Withon; if»thi§7SCQAY’anidynot‘befbf
- possible.» B , o T e

v

g



: . ‘ ‘ 197

31'Kirk Crescent
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan
S7H 3§1

: February 16, 1981

a v

Dr D. Hicks

_ Superintendent of Planning, Dtvclopmedt and Research -

Saskatoon Board of Education, e S
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan : -

,:Dear Dr. Hicks‘ A

. I would 1like to request permission to conduct a study on,
teachers' ratings of school effectiveness, professional- role ‘orien-
ta tion, administrative structure. and. work interaction in Saskatoon

~Elementary Sehools with’ teachers allocations of mére than 14.0
professional staff. This would include twenty-one schools

Py

: “Te. collect %he appropriate data, I would need to interview

. each principal for approximately one ‘hour, using the interview

form from the Aston scales on administrative structure Teachers
would be asked to fill in a questionndire on the amount of time spent

‘working with other teachers ‘and their perceptions about insfruction,
“including their interactions with their principals and co—workers in
}-that area, -

’Upon the attainment of your permission to conduct the study, 1

4Zshall contact the principal of ‘each school to arrange an appropriate

time. hope to begin to collect the data at the end of March, con-

;;l'oing until the end of May 1f neceasary. T e

I uould be pleased to request permission from the principals as

‘ a'group 1f that is desirable. - Following the data analysis, the out-
.:cones wxll be shared with principals. _{T‘: o L R

/__,A,.{'rz.'._ £ ,ﬂ(/muft/"‘ib S

Sincerely,

‘e

Lo
i
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TABLE XXVI

177

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFé MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR TOTAL INTERACTION TIME BY
FORMALIZATION, P.R.O. GROUPS

;

Greup 1 Groyp 2 Group 3 Greoup &
Hi. Forma- Hi. Forma- Low Forma- Low Forma-
lization, lization, lization, lization,
Hi. P.R.O. . Low P.R.O. IHi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
N 109 110 : 54 61
Mean 3.21 2.9 ©2.90 2.90
S.D. o
Source d.f. S.s m.s F
!
Between
Groups 3 6.06 2.02 .15
“ (.93)
Within /
Groups - 330 4426 .69 13.41
333 4432.75

Total
%

T -
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TABLE XXVII
’ . / .
SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR EFFECTIVENESS BY CENTRALIZATION, P.R.0. GROUPS
™~ ) ey .
P b ‘
7 ) v e R .
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
¢ Hi. Centra- Hi. Centra-  Low. Centra- Low Centra-
! lization, lization, lization, lization,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
N 79 90 89 . 86,
. A N
: *x
Mean 30.52 - 29.43" 31.58** 29.90
\ . ’
5.D. 3.77 4.53 4.03 4.47
S o d.f §.8 m.s F
" Between ' ' .
Greups 3 231.20 . 17.07 4,32
. : s (.005)
Within | o pe
Groups %0 6067.47 17.8§\
\\\

Total 343 6295.67

#

s?;lificantly different from Group '3 at the .10 lével.
. Q : : , . o
Group 3 is significantly different-from Group 4 at the .10 level.

4

Group 2 is
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TABLE XXVIII
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T ’ L
SQMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE A&D SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

CENTRALIZATION, P.R:0. GROUPS

OF MEANS FOR PRINCIPAL-TEACHER INTERACTION BY -

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Hi. Centra- Hi. Centra- Low Centra- Low Centra-
_ lization, lization, lization, lization,
‘ Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
B 79 90 89" - 96
: ~ * . *
Mean 121.35 .. -19.39 | 21.80 19.94
"~ S.D.
Source d.f. S.S , .m.S F
. w(‘
Between _ L
Groups 3 341.94 113.98 3.91
3 (.009)
Within : ‘ o
Groups 340, ' 9920.50 29.18
B // ‘
Total Fo343 i 10262.44
Group 3 is signifiéantly different from GroUpvf‘at the

.10 1evelf
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o Wi.th'in o C
© Groups, . 340

. 16583.86

48.78

ol .
’ 'TABLE XXIX
SUMMA‘RY DATA ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE CO‘(PARISON '
1 OF MEANS FOR TEACHER-TEACHER INTERACTION BY = ¢
A CENTRALIZATION ‘P.R.O. GROUPS ‘
o L
v! : \ - v ) . o
) Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
\ Hi. Centra-  Hi. Centra-  Low Centra- Low centra=.
‘lization, ‘lization, .1lization, lization,
| L Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.0.  Low, P.R.O.
N k‘ ‘ ) ‘ N B N
N 79 80 89 86
Mean 30.51% 27.73" 30.07 29.19
’ . . A ) ‘( . - ' ) A - \\
“ 8., ©5.95 6.52 } 801 - 7.19"
~ Sourde .'f'd;f. " 8.8, m.s : F
 Between - ‘ . - o .5'/ ' e
Groups . | 3 - 388.99 '129.63 +2.66
: oo ' - o (.05)
3 -

REWEE ? T -

R W)

691274

‘_'.
¥

e

Croup 4 is sigdifiéantly diffe:ént;fréﬁ Grbup'ZAét?the.;lQ level.
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”‘thnLEfxxX”}

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS O‘F VARIANCE AND. SCHEFFE HULTIPLE COMPARISON
. . OF: MEANS FOR TOTAL INTERACTION TIME BY :
-9 S CENTRALIZATION “P.R.0O. GROUPS :
S . Do

. Group I T Group 2 = . Group 3 .- Group .4 R
" Hi. Centra~ - Hi., Centra-.  Low Centra~ Low Centra- . *~- '
- lization,, 1lization;  , lizatiop," . 1lization, . %~

Hi. P.R.O;  Low P.,R.0.  “Ri. P.R.O¥ - Low P.R.O.. .

CMean 3.0 o284 284

S0 o320 2.4 . 330 ,;, 4”32 | A~';»;if‘:

CvBetweep . ot
CGroupd 3 U331 o 1044 . Jye
D s s
"~ Groups: - 330 . U4401.44 o 13,360

L oTotal - 333 U aed2.95
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.

L IAnnt-xxx1;~

.\ .\

ﬂ L

\”f SUMMARY DATA, %NALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR' EFFECTIVENESS BY STANDARDIZATION P R 0. GROUPS

¢

Group 1
‘Hi. Stand-
”_grdization,
- "Hi. P.R.O.

“Gréﬁﬁ'ﬁ

B Hi-ﬂ S tand—

ardizationg

.vay P.R.O.

Croupv3 S
Low St nd-

o

. Group 4
Low Stand-
.~ardization,
Low P.R.0O.

_Mgaﬁ_,»

$.D.

| . 94 N >'!
310"
3,67

88
3014

4,20

Saurce.

At

o Béﬁﬁéeh  o
. Groups

| Luishin o
- Groups .

' 34d1 l jfffa

soigiag s

'.ff'ﬁzxslél f1 ':

.F}lfgzr,

.f‘a;bz:_'JQ;
'(.008)

..':‘v P ‘

Group 1 18 significantly different fromoGroup 2 at the .10 level

Group 2 13 significantly diffetent £gom Group 3 at theﬂ.lo level




"TABLE XXXII

.SUMMARY DATA ANALYSIS‘QF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

. OF MEANS' FOR PRINCIPAL-TEACHER INTERACTION BY

STANDARDIZATION P R. 0._GROUPS

°©

¥

Grpup l
Hi. Stand-

. ardization,
,V Hi- ,P.R-O. . :

{

Groﬁp,Z

© Hi, Stand-
. ardization,
“Low P.R.O. o

Group 3

*t Low Stand-
*ardization,

Group 4
*, Low Stand-
ardization,
Low P.R.O.

Mean .

s,D..

Coeh

2166

5,94

. 88

Ty

19.70.

. 5.05

Ry
- 21,50,

5.26

19.61%

’ .S.- 281 )

‘Source .

dif.

Between . - °

f'* 'Ctoup§'j"

""Within .
-Groups .

Mo

v

s

© 9940.75

o
107.24

29.2%

3,67

a,(;o;3)sa 

"}gnséjf'g

aozae




-

.184".

TABLE XXXIII

-
SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON
.(‘ | . OF MEANS FOR TEACHER-TEACHER INTERACTION BY
: S STANDARDIZATION P.R.O. GROUPS _-'

ry el
v —

& Growp 1 .~ | Group 2 Groqpk3 " .Group &
’ 'Hi. Stand-  Hi. Stand-  Low Stand- . Low Stand-
‘ardization,  ardization, ardization, ‘ardization,
“Hi. P.R.0.  Low P.R.O.- Hi. P.R.0.  Low P.R.0y

N .. % . . 8 Tk T P
; o o eoe L i B
Mean - 30.89" . - 29.80%" 29.49 - ' 27.09%*

s, e

1 Soqfce T d.f.,i A 8.8. S mes. F

' Between . . S - L
‘Groups 3. - 691.84 - 230.61 ‘eh.82

Within -

Groups . 340 116280.93 - 47.89

Total . ._]345 R 115972;77

Group l is significantly different from Group 6 at :he_.lO level

ook
Group 2 is significantly different from Group 4 at the 10 1eve1.:

. ; .
"‘ : &

) -
. « . v t a . \f S N * :
. . . RN e - o } o . A
. ; . . i o . O . FERS
: . R [ [ L N 3
' -
H
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P Pa
' | TABLE xxxw..‘ | | o
S ) » . . {
. SUMMARY DATA ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE WULTI LE COMPARISON
' OF MEANS FOR TOTAL INTERACTION TIME B
’ STANDARDIZATION, P.R.O. GROUPS
Group 1 - ) Grouﬁ 2 C:oup 3 DR Group 4
‘Hi. Stand- ~ Hi. Stand- . Low Stand- Lew Stand-
ardization, ‘ardization, ardization,  ardization,
Hi.‘\P-.R.O. ~  Low P.R.O. Hi. PR:0.. . Low P.R.O.
o o oee o s w88
- Lk kK ' o N
Mean - .. 3.56 3.66 T 2,50 , 2.20**
W SDer o384 o 5.04 2.18 . 237
Source O d.f. - s.sgf . m.s. F .
' ‘Between o SRR Lo e - , :
. Groups f’ X 3 o 138.450 0 46.15 o 3.55 -
, 1 ‘ : A A (015
L , * -
CWithin Y T e R
Groups 330 . 4294.30 " 13.01 o L
. ' . : . . . . , - B ° o 4‘..'//

Total - 333 _i.--'_'f4432;75"

a T AN

L Ak

1

; Gtoup l is significantly different from Group 4 at thelulo level.. 3_ "

Group 2 13 significancly different from Gtoup 4 at the .10 level. R

3

.Q
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| o FrE T
R TABLE XXXV .+ B
o ’\ | T A
SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR EFFECTIVENESS BY AUTONOMY, B.R.O. GROUPS .

~ I L

o, : . i o
Group 1 - Group 2~ Group 3 Group % - ;
Hi: Aut- Hi. Aut- Low Aut- Low Aut-
, ‘onomy,. - . onomy, - onomy) . onomy, -
¥ - . Hi. P.R.0. - . Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O.. Low P:R.O. s

4

N U T BRI TS

LI

Cfean - 3L.61* . 30110 o 3045 29"2'1*"@“ R
§.D. o 3sS3 431 A3 kS

\‘v..“ . A o . : 5 . P ‘:,' . o ‘. . :",

Soutce - d.f, ... 8.8, - - m.s. F

S e « L
/ Between S ﬁf‘ ” : : S ' I

Groups - 3 266,19 .. . 88.73 5.00

Within ~ oo T
Groups - 340 . 6032.47- - ”11#2%>:-(”“ L

| Total o %3 | 629865 ..

’ ;f' Groupﬂl:difféfed"Qignifiéantiyffrdg;Grqup é’at'tﬂef;lof;évelf-f

RS h o o o
S T
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, -7 TABLE XXXVI .

- :‘JA)» s — . [ . E ‘ R

SUMMARY DATA ANAI.YSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

OF MEANS FOR PRINgIPAL-TEACHER INTERACTION BY o

‘ ' _ D AU'I‘ONOMY P.R.0. GROUPS ' o g .
R o ; » A R 8 ’ o
- - : .. J . - g ‘.' j ) ‘ " - . N

A

(] A i Y

-

Group 1 Y}x\odp.ﬁ ) ~Group 3 ¢ Group 4 ).

‘ ﬂ-li. Aut- . /R Xaut- Low Aut-. - “ Low Aut-
- - onomy, ., —-onomy, ~ onomy, - onomy,
ai& P.R.0. . low P.R.O. ‘Hi.'P.R.0. © Low P.R.O.

N e ) & . 16 89"
T A ' Tk e e

Mean Carse® o 19005%% L 21.e™ 20026
§D. - - 5.4k . - 490 5.89 . 5.3

4,

‘Source . d.f. 5.8, " mes. O F

Bet_weéi;" f # ; - I ‘ o
~Growps - . /3 o 385.40 128.47
Cwithin VO e

Growps /' /30 T ee7ior - 29.05

42
005)

Toral /- RRE T R .’1'0»‘262-46:.‘,) o
* / Group l is significantly &1fferent from Group 2 at t:he 10 level

./

L.

&

/ .wGroup 2 :ls significantly different from Group 3 at the .10 level EER IR
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SUMMARY DATA ANALYSIS OF YARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISON

P &
TABLE XXXVII

[ BN

OF MEANS FOR TEACHER-TEACHER INTERACTION BY
; AUTONOMY P.R.0. GROUPS '

A

P

I

Group l Group 2
Hi “Aut-
o onomy,,
Hi. P.R.O.

Y- onomy, .

Hi. Aut-

. " Low P.R.O.

,.Group,3 -

.Low Aut- -
onomy,

;Hi;;P.RaO.

’Grcup‘éﬂ;“/
Low. Aut-

onomy, .

‘Low,P.R.Ow

N . L 92 } - 87‘v |
Mean = = . . 30.84 . - 29.05

s.0.. . 7.49  .1.23

© o 29.59

76

6.58

"89

21.85"

649

§ohrce~ S dufs i ' “,s.éﬁ_”

/

* Groups.” '

Total M43

-Betweenib\_

. Groups . . 3

P

5“16557&73-“

138.35

o.
2.84

”.‘({038}

f‘\

'7f1697z 78 e

L

L
-

oL e T QT e zik.' T A L
- . Group 1'ds significantly different. from Group 4 -at the .10 level-. -
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. . . . ..

. TABLE'XXXVIIT . |
o '’ )‘.:‘ o S e . . - . o &
SUMMARY DATAc AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TOTAL INTERACTION
- TIME BY AUTONOMY, P.R.0. GROUPS . -
. AR o l‘ . . . v LSS

Py - : - . &

¢

L ow

~ . Grouwpl Group 2 ', . Group 3 .. - Group 4 j K
- Hi. Adt-  Hi. Aut--  Low Aut- . Low Aut- ..
~ onomy, .~ -  onomy, - _ onomy, ~ -onomy,
Hi. P.R.0. ° . Low P.R.O. +Hi. P.R.0.  .Low P,R.O.

.

P

Mean o33z 33 283 s 2.5

S.D. 33T A9 L 249 - 2,67

 Source. CduEe Ctsus. o mes. % SO F YT

Groups . . 3. 3239 1080 - BL

CwithiB 0 v oo
S, ‘Groups . 330 . 4400.37 - - 13.33
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TABLE" XXXIX

-

P
»

1

. ‘ 7
SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE D SCHg;Fé MULTIPLE COMPARISON

OF MEANS FOR EFFECTIVENESS BY SIZE, P.ﬁ.o. GROUPS

7/ * R . \
Group 1 Group ‘ Group 3 ~ Group 4
High Size, High Size; " Low Size, Low Size,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O.
e 7
N . 114 115 54 61
L . * - ’ x% ¥*
Mean 31.00 29.97 31.26 29.08
) . . R -
. /
'S.D. 4.01 4.23 3.82 4.94
Source d.f. | s.s. m.s. F
Between ' ‘
Groups , 3 207 .91 69.30 ’ - 3.87
(.o1)
‘Within J
Groudps : 340 -6090.79 . 17.91
Total 343 ' 6298.70 .
* i s i .
Group 1 ie significantly different from Group 4 at the .10 level.
t . .
*%

‘Group\B is significantly differeimt from Group &4 at the .10 level.

©

9
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TABLE XL

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFé MULTIPLE COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR PRINCIPAL-TEACHER INTERATION
'BY SIZE, P.R.0. GROUPS

Group 1 Group 2 ~  Group 3 Croup &

High Sire, High Size, Low Size, lLow Sire,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. ‘Hi. P.R.O. LLow P.R.O.
N 114 115 54 ‘ 61
* x 33 **
Mean - 21.06 18.88%% 22.70 21.13
S.D. 5.52 4.81 5.76 5.49
3
Source d.f. S.s. ) m.s. F
Betweeﬂ ‘ . .
Groups 3 . , 621.40 207.13 7.31
(.000) °
Within :
Groups 340 . 9641.04 28.36
Total 4 343 10262.44
* Group -1 is significantly different from Group 2 at the .10 level.
Kk " ) ‘ '
Group 2 is significantly different from Group 4 at the .10 level.
*kk

~ Group 2 iéosignificantly‘different froh Group 3 at the .10 level.

<
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TABLE XLI
w

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE-COMPARISON
OF MEANS FOR PEACHER-TEACHER .INTERACTION o
BY SIZE, P.R.O. GROUPS .

as
Grpoup 1 Group 2 ﬁroup 3 Group 4.
High Size, High Size, ~ Low Size, Low Size,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O: Hi. P,R.O. Low P.R.O.
114 115 54 _ 61"
N ‘ ‘ R ' o *
Mean 30.50 29.18 ' 29,80 127.05
S.D. 1 7.16 7.09 7.01 6.26
Source “d.f. & S.5. M.s F
Between
Groups 3 487.63 162.54 3.35
x - (.019)
Within _ \ .
Groups 340 16485.09 48.49
Total. - 343 . 16972.72
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TABLE XLI1

SUMMARY DATA, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND SCHEFFE MULTIPLE COMPARISGN
- OF MEANS FOR TOTAL INTERACTION TIME
BY SIZE, P.R.0O. GROUPS

A
- Group 1 _ Group 2 - Group 3 | Group 4
High Size, High Size, Low Size, Low Size,
Hi. P.R.O. Low P.R.O. Hi. P.R.O. . Low P.R.O.
N 112 111 - sl .60
* S *
Mean Y 3.49 3.41 ' - 2.26 2.04
S.D. -
< Source d.f. s.S. - o meS. | F
} Between » _ ‘ _
Groups 3 - 128,51 42 .84 3.28
: = : (.031)
Within = | - ‘ .
Groups - 330 . 4304.24 ©13.04
Tptal ' 333 4432.75 ‘ -

L e s s

Group 1 is significantly different from Group 4 at the .10 level.

e
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. APPENDIX €«

'LETTERS :
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To.the Teacher:

~ On the following pages 1s a questionnaire which is part of a
study of some of the elementary scheols in Saskatoon. The purpose
“of the study/ls to investigate the relatiouships between the' admin-
‘istrative structure of the school characteristics of professional '
personnel the work interaction of ‘teachers and teachers' evaluation
- of\_their schools. The study has been approved by the adminigtration _
o of Saskatoon Public ¥chool District.  The. research findings will
‘be us d as a part of a graduate Lxcsis.a'_ . . :
The questionnaire includes behaviors or conditions which have
been found typical of many ‘schools. - Please indicate the extent to

L which each of these items characterizes your school

Please ‘be frank. with: your answers. Individual responses will
 be completely confidential - Each questionnaire will be given a code
- pumber. The: responses on’ it will be transferred to computer cards

g0 that complete anonymity in the analyses of .the data and the final -
report is assured ‘ : PRI S

A

So that a biased sample is not receivad it is importan’ that
all questionnaires are returned. _Please’ place your complete form,

- .

~ in the provided envelope,_seal it, and return it to your scho 1
secretary v T L

o . Thank you for cooperation. Without ig’thi§7StQAY’wbuidyhot‘bef>f
B possible.» . o , SRR e ST

o

e e
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31'Kirk Crescent
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan
S7H 3§1

: February 16, 1981

a v

Dr D. Hicks

_ Superintendent of Planning, Dtvclopmedt and Research -

Saskatoon Board of Education, e S
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan : -

,:Dear Dr. Hicks‘ A

. I would 1like to request permission to conduct a study on,
teachers' ratings of school effectiveness, professional- role ‘orien-
ta tion, administrative structure. and. work interaction in Saskatoon

~Elementary Sehools with’ teachers allocations of mére than 14.0
professional staff. This would include twenty-one schools

Py

: “Te. collect %he appropriate data, I would need to interview

. each principal for approximately one ‘hour, using the interview

form from the Aston scales on administrative structure Teachers
would be asked to fill in a questionndire on the amount of time spent

‘working with other teachers ‘and their perceptions about insfruction,
“including their interactions with their principals and co—workers in
}-that area, -

’Upon the attainment of your permission to conduct the study, 1

4Zshall contact the principal of ‘each school to arrange an appropriate
< time. . It hope to begin to collect the data at the end of March, con-
j;i'ulug until the end of May 1f neceasary. S e

I uould be pleased to request permission from the principals as

. a'group 1f that is desirable. - Following the data analysis, the out-
.:cones will be shared with principals. _{T‘: o L R

Sincerely,

TN

‘e

Lo
i



