restricted to one factor for the large districts and to

two factors for the small districts.

Type of Empldyment for the Superintendent
‘-The’responses from the previncially employed

superlntendents were next compared with those\froh

superlntendents-employed by the local school boards

The means for the responses for the two time periods
‘

o

1975-1980 ané—1980—1985 are illustrated in Figure 6.22

and are listed in Appendix 6.22.

For the period 1975-1980, similar degrees of

s

-influence were reported from both sets of superintendents \

for most of the eleven facﬁors. ' The exceptions were
General»Economic Climaée and General Social Climate, both
of which were seen to be substantially less centrallzlng
by the locally employed superlntendents than by the

provincially employed superintendents.

When predfctions for the second beriod were con-
siderea, some differences were noticeable in the changes-
expected by the'two gfoups. Althouqh'none of the differ—l
ences between responses for 1975- 1980 and 1980- 1985 from
provincially employed superintendents could be considered’

substantial,: several were in the direction;of an increase

in decentralizing influence. 1In the case of responses

\ fraom “the locally employed superintendents, all the changes
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&Qere predicted to be in -the -direction of greater centra-
iizing_influence with ststantiaIJChanges being indicated/hﬁl*

for two of the factors, General Economic Climate and
N - 4] . ]

Education Department Policy. ~

Type of Area Served .

Figure 6.23 illustrates’ the means of the responses
reléting to degree of influence for the éLeven factors in

each of ?he time periods f§75—1980 and 1980-1985. Appendix

+
v

6.23 lists the actual means involved together with the

aiffgfences between them.

The responses for most of the factors in the period
1975-1980 are similar/ althougﬁ,,the superintendents from ‘

districts in town areas and rural areas perceived a higher ;
o, 5 S . b

-

centralizing influence from the General Economic Climate e
than'did thoseffrom thé city afeés;t Also, superintendents
.from town areas saw the Education Department Policy_as .

more Céntraliiing than did those from city or rural areas.

Y

When the means. of responses for the period 1980-
1985 were compared with those for 1975-1980, any substan-
tial differences were in the direction of an expgéted

inerease in centralizing influence. Such increases were

- predicted by the supérintend;nts from each of the three

areas for the factors,'Geheral Economic Climate and School

Board Policy.
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'//‘When the responses from the superintendents re;ated'

to the degree of centralizing or decentralizingfinfldence

arising -from each of eleven factors were examined, a

/general expectation was appareht that a shift would take

place in'the dlrectlon of greater centrallzlng in the
perlod 1980-1985 than in the period 1975 1980. ‘;n the
period 1975-1980, several of the factors arlslngafrdm

forces inside the oréapization such as the Superiintendent's H

Philosophy, Pressureé . from Teachers' Association and Drive

for Professional Status were described as decentralizing,
while most of the external fact%fs such as Ecoﬁomid-and
Political Cllmate were seen as centrallzlng in: thelr .

degree of 1nfluence. ‘However, responses for the\gecond

&

\period Showed an anticipation that ‘the decentralizing .

1nfluences would decrease and centrallzlng 1nfluences
increase. The largest change_was expected_ln_the 1nf1uegce
from the Educatlon Department POllCY. This had been’seen:
as neutral in the first period but was expected to be
centralizing in the sécond. n

.
.

..‘;.{‘

Some variations were found when responses for the

four western provinces were compared. The perceptions .

reported for the first period 1975-1980 were Eimilar but

‘differences showed when -the patterns of\change from the -

first to the second were examiﬁed. {.
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British Columhia and Saskatchewan superintendents
indicated a perception‘that no‘fubstantial changes would
take place in the degree of.inrluence for any of the factors
from the first to the second period. Alberta superinten-
dents predicted substantlal change for four of _the factors
and Manitoba superintendents predicted substantial change

for nine of them. 1In both proviﬁces the changes were

expected to be in the directlon of greater centralization.

On analy21ng the responses from districts of various
sizes, most changes were expected by superintendents in
districts with from 5,0b0 to 14,999 students. Again, the
majority of the changes were expected to bring increases in

centralizing influence. However, increased decentralizing ’

influences were predicted for one factor, Current

Administrative Practices;,by superintendents in large

districts with 15,000 or more students and for two factors,
Current Administrative Practices and School Board Policy, -
by superintendents in small districts with less than -

1,000 students. ¢ . - . _ o o

Q
o

Snperintendents employed by the local school

" boards predicted changes in influence favoring greater
centralization, while no substantial changes were predicted
.by .provincially employed superintendents, some of whose

predictions, in fact, showed expectations of slight move-
. } - : . [

-~
°

ment in the opposite direction.

i
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Perceptions of influeﬁce,for 1975-1980 were similar

in.city, town and rural areas and predictions for change"

.in 1980 1985 also 1nd1cated expectatlons of an increase in.

Q centralizing’ influence from several factors in the second .

period.

. Table 6.3 summarizes the influence for 1975-1980

éfstrict type.

‘General Economic Climaﬁe wasvco?éigereq to exert a
centralizing influence by soperintendents i; all categorieg.
For any case where it, was seen as neutral or’decentrallzlng
in 1975~ 1980 the predlctlon was that 1t would become

-

centrallzlng in 19807%985. _General_5001a1 Cllmate‘was

- perceived in tqtai;to havg a decentralizing effect in

s 1975-1980. However, sup intendents in some categories

..predicted that i; might become cenrralizing in 198091985,

General Political Climare was Rerceived to‘be Centralicing.
Pressure from Teachers Association in total has seen to
be deceﬂ;Eallzlng, 4&though sevéral categories of superih-
tendents 1ndlcated thegﬂgt might become centralizing 1n ‘
the future. School Board Policy was percelved malnly as -
decentralizing. Educétion Department.folicy'wes perceived
by‘all‘sgperintendents_es neﬁtrel but was predicted-to

become centralizing in the_future. In fact, any of the-
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categories of superintendents which saw it as decentralizing
L , -
or neutral in the period 1975-1980 predicted that it would

L)

become cen;ralizing in 1980-1985. Pressure frpm‘the

Trustees' Association was perceived mainly as decentralizing.

-——

Drive for Professional Status was seen as either decentra- °
lizing or neutral but some groups estimated that it might
become centraiizing in the future. Current Administrative.
Pracpices were percei&ed to be decentralizing. “Calls for

Public Accountability were mostly seen és cehtralizéng.

Superintendent's Personal Philosophy was-seen overall as

'decentraiizing.

©

The superintendents wérecalsd asked to name the

. ,
major factors or forces influencing changes in the locus

" of decision makingﬂ ' Fifty-seven mentioned forces of a

—~

political nature; forty-one mentioned forces of an'economic
nature; twenty identified teacher activities and fifteen

o

suggested trustee activities. Other factors were mentioned

S

to a lesser extent. - oo -
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Chapter 7

CONTROL OVER DECISIONS: A DISCUSSIONZ' 3.
OF THE RESULTS : DR

— .
' . ro [ . e s N
? [y 4 “

Previous chapters have been devoted to analyzing -
the responses from the questionnaire. In this chapter an
interpretation is presented of the results of that analysis

and suggestions are made about relationships among some of

N

the results found.

! The study was prompted by an interest invdiscovering

the extent

» ’ ‘ (a)
(b)
(c)

« (4)

-follows.

to assess the following ;@spects:

to which decision making structures in a selected

~group of educational organizations were becoming decentra-
‘ lized as recommended by many of those-who write in the -
field'Bf'organization theory and as demanded by vocal

., elements of the teaching profession. The intention was

the degrees of control which were exerted over
decisions by people working at various levels
in educational organizations; '

the extent of variation in such degrees of
control with respect to type of decision and
type of organization; ; ¥

the changes in the pattérns of control over
time; and

the effects of factors influencing centraliza-
tion or decentralization in such changes.

///C\ These various issues are considered in the discussion which

)
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‘ Control over decision making was postulated to’ be
present at all levels of an organization aﬁd to be
variable from issue to issue and from time to time. This
concept was certainly supported by the data which were
collected for-the«s?&dy. Tﬁe decision éituhtions appeared
to be affected by the balance achieved among these various
degreés ofrcontrol. Changeg‘in the balance over time
appeared to be in the direction of decentralization of

decision making but such changes were small and g;adual

rather than large and dramatic. -

A

The purpose of this part of the report is to
re-examine some of the findings, to attempt to relate them
to each other, and to consider the extent to which they

match some of the recommendations from the literature.

CONTROL OF "DECISIONS

Although the degree of contrc:@ over decisions
exercised by different'groups varied from issue to issue,
the majority of control was distributed among three

levels: the school board, the school principal and the

superintendent's office. .The board appeared to dominate in

the area of control of financial items, while the principal
was the dominant figure over most internal school matters.
The superintendent's office had major control over many

of the administrative issues.

o L s
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+.exercised by the department or the board. On thenother

Thé'department had a high degree of control over
some building matters and some curriculum matters while
the-teachers'.main areas of influence appeared'to be in
student related matters, such}as‘assessment and awarding
of final gradés.; Thésé”findingswwiéﬁ fe§péc€ tblfeéﬁﬁérs
are not inconsistent witﬁ those of researchers such as
Simpkins (1969) in Alberta, and Croékenberg and Clark

(19792) in California, who found that teachers' main areas

of concern were related.to instructional issues. . In pnly

3 ' [ . " ’ 3 .
.a few instances did differences among the provinces or .in

districts with varying characteristics appear to alter the =

overall patterns of control exercised by the’ five organi-
zational levels discussed in this study.

o [ " .
Administfators, such as principals or st#ff from

the superintendent's office, frequently had a high degree
of control over issues and for no items were they reported

as having the least control of the five levels examined.

# _ .
Changes in the degree ‘0f control were perceived

between 1975-1980 with further changes expected by 1985.
These seemed to indicate perceptions among the respondents
that any decreases in control over geciSions did or would

take place at organizational lkevels outside of the school

and that‘most decreases related to the degree of control

4 I

hghd, the majority of increases in control appeared to

4
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- .
relate to either the principal -or the teachers. These

results_appeer to support the contention made by Coleman ., -

4

({l980)‘Who saw net losses of control for the provincial

government, trustees and administrators with net gains

for teachers.

~
“~

~ ny of the actual changes, however, were small

Bld not wupset the overall patterns of control.
'U :

Consequently, the general trend was not of a large

~decentralizing shift of authorlty towards the schosl buti .

rather of a gradual yet continuing growth of influence by,

o

both teachers and’principals. This appears to b& consistent-

L4

with the recommendat ons of those writers on organlzatlons
who favor greater part1c1patlon in dec151on making at the

~

operational level.

Growth of influence at one level did not always

w - ‘

reflect loss of influence a\ another., Far more i'nstances .

of 1ncreases in degree of control were found than. of o o

~ " »

. decreases. In fact, for two decision 1tems, 1mpre551ons

were reported of increased control ower the decisions by
all five organizational levels. These could be interpreted

as instances where people working at all levels were taking
. Q N - "o )
a greater interest in the paggigular problem with the

consecuence that each appeared to be exertlng greater

3

control without necessarily-altering the overall hlerarchy

of domlnance. Agaln, thls would support a contentlon that

N o

3
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allowing meaningful participation by subordinates. in

decision making does not necessarily diminish the control

~of the superordinate. The fact that\for many items the

degree of control was perceived to 1ncrease at several

l
organlzatloqal levels without decrea51n at other levels

appeared to/reflect the development of a more part1c1patory
decision maklng model. There was growing influence at

several levels, particularly within the school, without

,loss of control at others. Writers such as Likert (1966),

% . . L4 .
Lawler and Hackman (1969) and Argyris (1972) maintained -

that»organizational'effectiveness was enhanced by such

:approaches to management.

In this study no attempts were made to assess
effegtlveness, but merely to determine if shifts in the s
locus of decision making for educational organlzatlons had
taken place in the light of the body of literature whlchi

recommends a more part1c1pat1ve management style and in

the llght of evidence in the 11terature of a de51re by

Bl

. teachers to achleve more control over such decisions. The

iresults.appear to conflrm that such a shift has taken

L

place and continues, although the degree of movement is

iimited for most items and seldom altefs, the relative-

Q

positions of the variouslleVels in the hierérchy of

control for an item.

’

Some-diff%rences were found among the: responses

4
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" control. It is consistent with an increase in decision

.0\
from various provinces. For example, in Alberta, the.
educatgon department was pereeived to have increased its
degree of control over more items‘than in any of the
other provinces. Several of'the items where this occurred

were of an educatlonal nature and were ass001ated with

student testlng and reportlng. Such a result, perhaps,

-reflects the fact that a series of public enqulrles had

recently been held relating to these matters.'

~INCR§\ASE IN CONTROL

" The mean degrees of control for each of the five
organizationalblevels were added'together to éive an
1ndlcat10n of the total degree of control over each dec151on
item by all organ1zat10nal levels. This 1nformatlon is
dlsplayed in Appendlx 7.1. For every one of the thlrty—
two items the sum of the degrees of control anreased from
1975 to 1980 and was eﬁpected;to ‘continue to increase from
1980 to 1985. Aﬁthoughvfor some items the degree of.

control~may have been thought'to ‘lessen at one level when

~

;_1t increased at another the overall sum of the degrees

of. control for all levels increased for every 1tem., This

indicates a perceived inflationary trend in the degree of

- -
"

mak;ng—activity among the various levels. It corresponds,
to those caSes»mentioned in the literature when although

decision making authority is passed to subordinates the

191
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superordinate sets up more elaborate monitoring systems at
the higher level in order to maintain some degree of

control.

Many of the factors which might influence changes

in the locus of control had increased their centralizing

. trend or decreased their decentralizing trend at a time

when gradual growth in degree“of control was occurring
at the school levels. This. suggests that pressure would
exist to maintain some degree of control at the higher

level even though the lower levels of decision makers were

increasing their control slightly.

A second poséible4explanation may be®that at a
time when peop;e are strongly advocatinQ'deéentralizatidn
of decisioﬁ making any attempt by the centrai authordity
to increaée its_dégree of control will be resisted. As a
result the Eentral authbrity's cottrol may grow but its
growth will be curtailed‘by residual éontrol remainihg
at the lower level. The literature has suggested that
strong resistance is likely from teachers' associations

to any attempts to diminish their contrql'ovér decision

making. .
&

Both of the explanations‘imp;y‘that changine the

patterns in the degrees of control b&er decision making

which is exerted by various levels within an organization )

vis likely to resu1t<in greater control over the final

el

el




decision situation. Those 1051ng control will be reluctant
to rellnqulsh it all.., In some cases the data actually
showed that all levels were percelved to increase thelr

control at. the same time. R :
v‘ . . "\V

INFLUENCING FACTORS.

When attention was focused on eleven factors llkely
‘to 1nfluence changes in the locus of educatlonal dec151ons,

a general trend was. seen for an’ increase in centralizing
' id

influence from the period 1975-1980 to the berioé>l980-l985.

-

Factors-which were perceived as exertincndecentralizing
influences in the first period were predicted to lessen
‘such influences in the second perlod, while factors w1th
centralizing 1nfluences were predicted to.lncreasertheir

degree of influence. -

This appears, at first, to be in contradiction with

the predictions of an increasing role in decision makiné
at the school level. A possibie explanation is that the

/
increase 1nlcentrallzlng 1nfluence from the various factors

is a reactién to the growth in decentralization of de01s1on

. making. The influence may slow down the éecentralizing

trend but is ‘unlikely to halt 1t in the 1mmed1ate future.
Another result to emerge from the analy51s was that
factors favoring decentralization tended to'arise from

N

within the organization whereas centralizing influences

193
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came from external sources. The vehemence of some advocates
for growth in control at the school levels could portend
serious difficulties if increases in centralizing influence

.

by external factors halt or reverse the trend whlch has

\

been ldentlfled | : .

@

Expectations of change in the‘degree of influence
uere‘nop uniform across the provinces. Little change was
expe}fed in British Columbia or Saskatchewan, while \
substantial‘lncreases in centralizing influence were
expected in four of the eleven factors for Alberta and in-
nine of them for Manitoba.- Those factors.expected to have

the greatest influence on change,were perceived to be

firstly'political'and secondly economic in-natnre.

The direction of shift'in“dnfluence for the factors
is SLmllar in both Alberta and Manitoba. 1In both prov1nces
decentrallzlng 1nfluences were expected to lessen and
centrallzlng 1n§luences-were expected to grow. 1In
particular the factors of political\climate and'econoniC"
climate were: predlcted to become 1ncrea51ngly centrallzlng
in thelr 1nfluence over changes in control of dec1s1on
making. These factors were'the two 1dent1f1ed»by the
superintendents as having the greatest influence on such
changes. The economic climates of these two'prov1nces are,

however, quite different.. Alberta is experiencing boom

conditions in its economic climate with the upsurge in demand

v
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for its energy»respurces.-'No‘such.economic expansiqn’is
apparent in Manitoba where the ecoaqmy is largely based
on rural production. The twb prd?inces do- share similaf
political climates and this may account fem‘the growth in

centralizing tendencies which have not been reported in

- the other two provinees. This conjecture is supported by

the fact that for one dther factor, edueation.depaftment

‘policies, relatiVely large centralizing’shifts in the

4

degree of, influence weri%fredlcted in Alberta and Manltoba,v
while little chang® in fluence was expected for. thls .'ﬁf

factor in either British Columbia or Saskatchewan.

'SUMMARY

The survey of the literature reveals advocacy from
many sources for decentralization of the pattern of control

overdecision making in oroanizations in general and in

educat10nal organlzatlons in partlcular. Several

researchers have shown that teachers desire their degree

-

of c0ntrol to increase and some wrlters have 1dent1f1ed . Q_
the de51re for greater control over educatlonal dec151ons

as a maJor cause of unrest in the teachlng profession in

i . /
. /

recent years. -/

o]

This study demonstrated.that'durihgvthe years
1975-1980‘in”the four western provinces of Canada gfadual,

growth had occurred in the degree of control which was




Y
™ exérﬁgd bver'éﬁuéationél decisions pyﬁpfincipglé qnd"
| teachers. It‘also.indicated thaf this ggpwth was 1ikély
to continue for the' next five yéérs althéugh the rate of
growth might diminiéh. The changes;were seLdom very 1§f§e
- | and frequent}y féiled to alter the order of the fiye'

organizational levels when ranked according to their

degrees of control. .

~

. e ' i
Rates of growth were not uniform in -all decision

f‘ ‘ | situgtions and in SOme-instanqes organizaMional levels
,iother than those of principgl or teacherhshowed grthh'in b
dégree of cbntrol. HoWever(~vi;tually no indications were
féuﬁd of decreases, in degree 6f control forvthé principai
5r the teachers. Decreases werébindicated in some itemsb
C B for each of the other thre? levels, especiglly‘for the e
provincial education department ana‘the school board. The
general pattern, then, was one ofvgradual_and édntinuing

growth in control at the school levels with any decréase

in cont;ol»taking_prébe.at levels outside of the school.

“

An inflationary trend was dezected in the sum

total of control exerted by all organ:zational levels.

Growth in control exceeded decrease in control for every
A

s ——

decision item. . .
!

External'factors'tended to become increasingly
centralizing in the direction of their influence over

changes in-degrees of control for various organizational

e e e o o s o e e e e & [ . - N -
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were political and economic climate.

i

Some decentraiization,'tﬁen, has téken place in the
decision making;structures of the educational organizations
e*amined. The éhangés are usually small and appear to be
feigted to greate¢t involvement in tﬁe deciSiqn process
rather than ;rénsfer_of responsibility and authority for
the-decision.. The rate of decentralization appears to be(
slowing down pdssibly as a result of influénces from
factbrs external to the'organiZationé with politi9§ and
economics aé Ege strongest influencing factofs; Farquh;}
(1980) claimed that economic, political and social factors
had major effects on decision making in Canadian eéuca-

p
tional systems. The/svidence from the study,sggports

this contention.

197
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0 Chapter 8 "
SUMMARY

0 s
The task undertaken in this study was to examine

patterns of control over educational decisions in schooi

districts in the four western prou{nces of® Canada. This
final chapter contains a summérx 6f the report. It begins
with a short review of the theoretical’contextowitﬁin‘
which the research was undertaken and én"bq&line of the

- -

intent of the study. This is followed by a brief descrip-

~

tion of the process used and a reporf_of the findings.

THE CONTEXT

A review of- literature in the area showed that
several writers favored and recommended decentralizatién“
of decision making”within orgaﬁizétioné. Mintzbefg.(1973)
ﬁummed up the arguments in favor of decentrélization‘by‘
saying that they cdnsisted}of two basic contentions. The
first was a testable claim that decentralization, which
éllowed'participation in decision making fér individuals
at the‘operational level, would increase prqductivity.

The second was a ndn—testable claim that'it\was the right Y:/,

N ) » . '
of workers to participate in any case.

Other authors, arguing in favor of decentralization,

R4
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asserted that gains could be made Qﬁich were admiﬁistra—
tively and politically advantageoue. Administrative gains
were said to be eesociated with the making of better
decisions and increased efficiency. Political gains were
said to flow from increased cooperation and understanding

in the work force as a result of such involvement. This

latter point is especially the case when dealing with a

»profkssional work force such as-is found in educational

organizations.

~General constraints on decentralization’ were

identified. These related to legaltresponsibiiity,

accountability, goal identity and the ability of.individuals'

to master the knowledge, skill and informetion necessary to

, . . o ‘ [ 4 . :
participate fully. In splte of such constraints, a strong -

body of oplnlon appeared to support greater decentrallza-

tion of dec151on maklng

Evidence was found of a strongly enunciated desire

by teachers.both in Canada and elsewhere to achieve greater

-control over educational decision making. This was'seen in

statements from their profe351onal'organlzatlons and con-
flrmed by researchers who had 1nvestlgated the prohlem.
Some lnvestlgators warned, however, that the desixe to
participate was not uniform‘aﬁd the areas 5f desired
participation, in some instances, were confined to

instructional issues.
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Teachers wgfé notraléne ih.sééking‘gféater involve-
ment iq}educational decision making. ¢ommﬁﬁity groups also
sought to exert more influence in the ;rea. In some:
instaﬁces this appeared té be motivatedvby a desire to
éurb the influence of the teachers and to make them more
accountable to the éeneral public. Tensions among trustees,
'adﬁinistrators, téachers and taxpayers over contro; of
decision making were seen as beingfan important issue for

Canadian education.

N
)

/ THE INTENT

The study was undertaken against this background of
théory»favorihg participation in decision making and the

expressed désire by teachers to gain more control over

‘educational decisions. ' The intent was to measure the

degree of control over educafional’decisions exerted by
éach of five organizational levels: the Education Depart-
mené, the School Board, thé Spperintendent's 6ffice,'the
School érincipal and the Teacher(s). A further objective
was” to gauge whether changes in the degree of control had
taken place in recenﬁ years and whether they Qere likely
to continué into the future. A final dbjecfivé was to

e

examine the ceﬁtralizing or decentralizing effects of

<

several factors likely to influence change’ in the'locué of

decision making. T
s , _

200



e < eap oA 1Y R

the period 1980-1985.
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THE PROCESS

‘A problem statement was produced involving ten

specific questions for which answers were sought. To seek

data from which to derive answers to these questions, a

questionnaire was constructed and sent to all superinten-
dents in the four western provinces of Canada.” The question-
A . s .

naire contained thirty-two decision items spread across a

range of operational areas. Superinténdents were asked to

.1nd1cate their perceptldhs of the degree of control exerted

by the'five organizational levels over the various items at
three points “of time: Spring 1980, 1975 and 1985.

k)

The questionnaire also listed eleven factors likely
to influence the locus of decision making. Superintendents
were asked to indicate the degree of influence from each

factor perceived in the period 1975-1980 and predicted for

THE FINDINGS

-

2

General Degree of Control

'The first three research questions dealt with
current degrees of control over educational decisions:

1. wWhat is the degree of control exerted by each
of the five organizational levels over educational
de0151ons as perceived by educational administrators?

2. To what extent do differences exist among
provinces with respect to control over educational
‘decisions?

o
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3. To what extent do differences exist among
school jurisdictions with respect to control over
educational decisions?

Although the degree of control for each organiza-
tional level was perceived to vary ffpm is8u» to issue,
the major control for a large majorityapf items was found

to be distributed émong the three levels of School Board,

School Principal and Superintendent's Office.

’ - . The Board was perceived to have the greatest amount

{

of control overigleven of the thirty-two decision items.
Many of these items, where its control was high, related

to financial matters. 1Its control was least for three
.

educational items and low to moderate for many of the

" »

internal school issues.

o

The Schpol Principal was also seen to have the
highest degree of control over eleven items and was not

reported to be the level with the least control for any

of the thirty-two items. The Principal's control remained '

=,
fairr§ high for most matters, especially those relating to

ucational issues and organization within the school.
Al
The Superintendent's Office was: the level which had
the highest degree of control over seven decision items.
Many of these were administrative in nature, such as
skéffing»decisions. The degree of control was fairly high

over many other items and was at least moderate for all

items. 9

*
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The Educatidn‘bepértment was reported to have the /
least control ovg?\twenty-two items and the most control\’
for only two items: setting broad cﬁrriculum outline- and
ldéciding on the text books to be used for a pérticular ‘ ‘
" subject. The department had acfairly high degree of
control over building changes, COnstruqiing speciél schooks

»

A%
and the nature of school programs. Its control was

moderate in the areas of school closure, transport \QE%‘
\

arrangements and special education programs.

The Teécherxs) were seen.as the ievel with least
control over seven items and most control over only one |
item{j deciding final marks o¢'grades in a high school
subject. Their controi was seen to be fairly high over
several student related issues an& over some organizétionaf

matters within the school.

o N .
¢ ¢

Fa

Diff?rehces were apparent among ;he pidvinces with
reépect;to the degree of c0ntrolfexértgd_by the five - .
oréanizational levels. Less difference was.evident,
‘however, when the levels were ranked iﬁ order for-each

item écéording to degree of cont¥ol. Only in seven of the

thirty-two items did variafions occur among those levels

considered to have a high degrée of control for the particu-

- =

lar item. The Board appeared toc exert more control over

fund- raising in Alberta and Saskatchewan than'in[B itish

PO

\Tablumbia or Manitoba: The Department in Alberta and

!
<

{
Y

\ 4
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British &olumbia had more control over school ¢&losure than

in Saskatchewan or Manitcba. The Department had major
control over text book decisions in Alberta and British
| g . 5 : Columbla but thlS resided at other levels in Manitoba and
- Saskatchewan. Teachers were seen to have mdre control

over curricula outlines in Manitoba th#n in other provinces.

”vManitoba Principals and Teacher (s) appeared to have more
Sals control than those in other provinces ovey.evaluation of

instruction. .The Superintendent's Office had more control

.MGVEr communlty\use of schools in Alberta“and Manltoba than

1n Brltlsh Columbla and Saskatchewan. ,In Saskatchewan,

' the most centrda over the establishment of parent adv1sory‘

n

groups appeared to lie w1th the ‘Board, whereas 1t lay with

e

the Pr1n01pa1 in other prov1nces.'

The data. were examined for districts of varying
size. Differences in the rank order for the five
organizational leVels”aCCording—to degree gf control, were .

found.toiaffect levels'with a‘high degree of, control only:
- with respect to five items. . R T

-
a

Few differences were found to be associated with ‘

the type of employment of the superlntendent Only for
*two items were ‘the variations substantlal enough to alter

the pattern of control among those levels w1th a high -

f ] ' degree.of4control.w Slmllarly, few varlatlons appeared to

&

be assoc1ated w1th whether the type of . area served was'

-~

.classifled as c1ty, town or rural!
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Changes in Degree of Control
L9

The next four research questions concerned changes

in degrees of control&

.

" 4. What @hange do educational administrators-
perceive in control over educational decisions during
the past five years?

5. What changes do educatlonal admrnlstrators
predlct in the next five years?

6. °"To-what extent do differences ‘exist among
provinces with respect to perceived changes 1n control
over educational decisions? ‘ E

-

7. To what extent do dlfferences exist among
school districts with respect to perceived changes
in control over educational decisions?

/ﬁb

Analysis of'the'responses showed that the superin-
tendents had percelved some changes during 1975-1980 and

expected further changes in 1980- 1585 Where a decrease

E)

in the degree of control-over a decision item was
indicated, ittmostly app%ied to an organizationar‘ieVel

out51de the school. rr‘he majority of decreases were, in

fact, a55001ated with the Department and the Board.
Although some increases were assoc1ated with the Superlnten-
dent s Offlce, the majorlty ‘of increases in degree of

control were percelved or predlcted to occur w1th1n the

school -at the level of Principal or Teacher(s) Many of-
- & / . i .

the\indicated increases were small and seldom caused an

" alteration in -the.overall pattern of control.

Increases at one level were not necessarily associated

»

w&th\decreases at another. The picture;tc'emerge from the
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reported perceptions was not of aﬂwholesale transfer of

author%;y to the school level but of a gradual and

continuing growth in influence for Principals and Teacher(s).

This growth was not indicated(to be sufficient to upset

in any major way the relative positions of the organiza—'

. tional levels in the decisioh making hierarchy for

ot

particular items.’

Some%differences in the patterns of change were
evident amenx the provinces. For egample, more dncreasesQ
in the degree of control by the bepartmeht were apparent
in Alberta rhav in any of the other prov1nces. Such

increases  were ev1dent in some educatlonal isstdes llke
a

" student assessment.

°?

The general pattern, howeverf>wés of decreases in

, degree of'control being mainly confined to areas outside

LJ

of the school, while most 1ncreases occurred at levels

. L ¢
within the school. Agaln, these changes were seldom

~
sufficient to alter the overall hlerarchlcal pattern,'

‘
i

Some differences were found for districts with -

’ varylng characterlstlcs, but again the general picture

‘was of gradual and contlnued growth of 1nfluence for the

Principal and Teacher (s). This growth was 1nd1cated in

items where the degree of control by these levels was .

[

already high, as well as in items where it was low. ‘The.

o

rank order in terms of dearee 8f control for the flve

F
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reported to have exerted centrallzlng 1nf1uences in the

organizational levéls was not often altered as a result of

the changes.

AInfluencing Factors

‘The final three research questions focuseﬁ.on‘
factors which might influence changes in degrees of control:

8. What forces or factors influence or have
1nfluenced ‘chande in the locus of dec151on making
.in educational 1nst1tutlons'>

~

9. To what extent do dlfferences exist among
the provinces with respect to influence from the.
‘various factors? :

10. To what extent do differences exist among
school 3urlsd1ctlons with respect to 1nfluence
from the various factors?

K

Of the eieven‘factors consfdered three were -
perlod 1975—1980.: These were externa; factors of
Polltlcal Cllmate, Economic Climate'aﬁd CallE‘fon\Public
Accountablllty. Educatlon Department Policy was seen as IT
neutral w1th the other factors . exerc;srnq decentrallzlng
1nfluence. The strongest decentrallzlng influences were,

seen to come from the admlnlstratlve factors of the

-Superintendentfs Persohal Philosophy and Current Administra-

tiye Practices. One external factor, Social ‘Climate was

207
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reﬁorted as decentralizing' as were the four internal factors:

Pressure from Teachers' Association, Pressure from
Trustees' Association, School Board Policy and Teachers'
A R . »

Drive for Professional Status. . - - -
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- For the second period 1965—1980, although the 7% P

¥

superintendents indicated that some factors would retain

their decentralizing influence, the prediction“ﬁas that

-

the decentralizing influence would diminish and centra-
lizing influence increase.  The greatest change was-
reported in the Departmental Policy which was expected to

"be centralizing in the second period.

3 Little‘substantial difference was evident among

the provinces with respect to the flrst period, but
<

" differences . were ev1dent in the patterns of change expected '

for the second perlod. No substantial changes in the

.
¢ .

degree of influence for any of the eleven factors were
predlcted by superlntendents in British Columbia or
Saskatchewan. However, subsrantlal_lncreases 1n the
direction of less decentralizing infidence end.more
centralizing infiuence Were’predicted for'four of the
factors in;Alberta and for nine of them in Manitoba.
More changes were expected in districts'withﬂs,ooo

]

te~14,999'students than in districts of any other size.

~ The majority of such-changes were expected to result in

eecreased decentralizing influence and increased‘centra-i
.1iziﬂg influence. Increased decentralizing 1nf1uence was
predlcted for one item in large districts with 15, 000 or
more studepts and for two items 1n»sma11.dlstr1cts with
iéss thsnrleOO studepts; Locally employedfsuperintendenés

.

-

™~
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appeared to predict growth.in centralizing influencesgmore

than provincially employed superintendents.

Indications of current influence'and predictions

for change were similar incity, town, and rural areas.

- THE CONCLUSIONS

In this study, evidence was found of growth in
the dedgree of congrol over’educational decision makiné_by
| school principals and teachers durr%g the period 1975-1980.
.In many 1nstances thls growth was predlcted to continue
1nto»1980 1985 in spite of expectatlons that factors
external to educational organlzat;ons would increase .their
degree of centralizingfinfluence. ’
- ‘To a lesser extent some growth in control over
educatlonal dec151ons was percelved to have occurred or
predicted for the future at organizational 1evels Qutside
 the sg;ool;'especiaily for-the snperintendent's'office. |

However, almost all reports of decrease in degree. of control

applled to groups other than the pr1nc1pa1s or teachers.

. o . L ' ' :
The number of increases 1n.degree of c0ntrol

greatly exceeded the number of decreases and 1ncrease in
7

control at one organlzatlonal level was not necessarlly
assoc1ated with a decrease at another. Many of the changes

in degree of control were small and did not change the rank



order of the organizational levels in the decision making
hierarchy. The general picture was of the development of

a more participatory decision making model.

i

Further research will be needed to discover if

i

similar trends are observed by groups other than superin-
»l"j

‘tendents) if ‘the predlcted trends do, in fact, occur and

also if they result in 1ncreased effectlveness for the
{

educational organlzatlons.

THE IMPLICATIONS

TheVdelimitation‘of the study to the perceptions
of administrators at the level of superintendedt'or
director of education leaves room for an extensibon of the

study to officers'WOrking at other areas in the educational

organizations. An obvious extension would be to examine

the impressions of teachers and principals who form a

class of personsjthought to have increased their control

- over educational decision making. A further exten81on

would be to 1nvest1gate the 1mpre531ons of experlenced

L

school board trustees or departmental offlcers, to gauge

" the extent to which theiriperceptions'correspond with- those

_of the superintendents. The Testriction to the four

western provinces .0of Canada 1eaveg’open the questlon of

whether more general trends can be found ‘A follow—up study.

in 1985 would" test the accuracy of the predlctlons made by

210



the superintendents in 1980.

A major 1mp11ed purpose in organfzatlonal change
is torincrease effectiveness. ThlS study has n t been,
~directed at .that questlon at all. * A gradual anj cont1nu1n§
increase in control over educat10nal decisions has been
1nd1cated at the school level in splte of a gengral shift :
towards greater pentrallzlng'lnfluence from sqme of the -
factors'affeCtlng change in educatjonal organiZations,
espec1ally external factors. If réliable measures of
effectlveness can be found, usé%ul research mlght be done
in attemptlng to establlsh relatlonshlps between effectlve—

o

ness and changes in the locus of dec151on making. -

Contained within this repcft are descriptions of
the-patterns.of.decisienfmaking adonted"within school
districts in western Canada. Individual administrators/-
should be able to use these descrlptlons to a551st them
in examlnlng the dec151on making structure w1th1n their
own organizations. ' One.hundred and seven of the respon-

| dents tc'the~questicnnaire requested a summary of the

results. - _ —

211

ThlS study was but an 1n1t1a1 step in the 1nvestlga-‘ﬂ.

N

tion of changlng patterns of control over educatlonal

I3
dec151on maklng.‘ Addltlonal research is needed to increase

. the scope of oplnlon canvassed, to w1den the range of

decision 31tuatlons, to add tqzthe categorles of dec151on

N\

|‘_(,
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makers, to compare trends over a broader region, and to

examine the effects of changes in control on the delivery
of education in Canada. Further study of the problems

raised would be appropriate either as academic enquiry

to give greater understanding in the area or as adminis-

trative action to improve organizational effectiveness.
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Appendix 3.1 o . '
: DECISION ITEMS
FINANCE AND BUDGETING :
1. The allocation of funds to a school from a school district.’
2. The distribution of' expenditure within a particular school.
3. Whether or not to fund a‘speoial program. e.g. Music.
T 5 4., Methods to raise additional funds for a particdlar school.
" CAPITAL EXPENDITURE ' :
; . 5. Whether or not to make additions to school buildings.
! ' 6. Whether or not to close a school.
7
8

. . Whether or not to include-special features such as open areas in ‘school buildings.
. Whether or not to establish special schools for physically impaired children. ‘
P .~ EQUIPMENT, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES '

’ - 9. The text books to .he used for a given subject

, ‘ 10, Transportation services to be %ffered to students.

: . 11.Major equipment items for a school '

12, Class-room furnishings.

’ CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION -

3 , . 13 The nature of programs to be offered in a school.-

¥ ' _ 14.The broad outline of the_curriculum for a particular subject.

L 15.The distr*bution of final grades or marks in a High School subject.

16.Whether or not to incorporate a progrmnforphys1cally or mentally
' handicapped children 1nto a school program.

. PERSONNEL. MANAGEMENT - o . - "
% : -~ . 17.Selecting a principal’ for a school. L o ' i
} o 18.Selecting a teacher to £ill a vacancy in a particular school.
9 Procedures for evaluating 1nstruct10n.
‘20. The allocation of duties for non- teaching staff 1n ‘a school.
_ - STUDENT MANAGEMENT : )
.~ 21.Rules for student conduct. ) .
/ ' 22.The procedures for assessing student progress in a school
23, Thé procedures for reporting student progress. : . , “”“"ﬁu;m” '
24, Procedures relating to injured students. o ' o
. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
-25. The precise number. of staff required by a particular school,
26, The timetable and lesson schedule for g school.
27.The policy of a school for over—n&sht fleld trips.:
28.The minimum and maximum class sizes in a particular school.
~ COMMUNITY RELATIONS - o
;29 The nature of ccntact between staff and parents.
. 30 The use of the’ school building by community groups. o s
’ v o 31, Nhether or not “to establish a parent advisory group for a. school
' . 32. Whether or not to release to the publxc details of school test performances;

=7
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CONTROL OVER EDUGTIONAkﬂPECISIONS

: . In the questlonnaire on the following pages you are asked to provide
7 estimates to the degree of control which individuals or groups exert over certain
educational decisions. For the purpose of this study individuals or .£roups are said
to exert control over a decision when they have authority %o make decisions of that
ture AND use that authority to influence the actual deciszon made. -

[
Your estimate of the degree of control can be indicated by circling one
f of‘t%:rnnnbers on the graded scale, 1 2 3 4 5, where 1 indicates a negligible degree
of control over making decisions of this nature and 5 indicates a high degree of control.

t

EXAMP1ES
1. Deciding the minimum age .Education Department 1 2 3 bﬂ(:)
atazgigghggildren may School BcardA“ (:> 2 3 4 5
- Superintendent's Office. . () 2 3 4 5
School -Principal @ 2 3 4 5
Teacher (s) @ 2 3 b s -

This response 1nd1cates an opinion that a high degree of control is exerted by the" ' a
minister or his department while other groups exert little or no control over this

decision, . B
‘ 2. Decliding the final grade Education Department . @D 2 3,4 5 o
awarded to a gtudent v ’ )
in a given subject _ School Board . @2 3 4 s
.o Co - Superintendent's Office 1 @3 4 5
] Lo , o ' School Principal - 1 2 3 @ 5
' Teacher (s) o 2.3 40

This response indicates an opinion that the teacher has the major control over such a
~decision under firm policy administered by the principal, The superlntendent's office
‘has issued guidellnes and has a superv1sory functlon. ‘ ‘

!ﬂ many of the sxtuatlons. the actual degree of control may not be as clear
cut as in the hypothetical cases used above. You are asked to ‘give your best estimate

v

‘for each dec1slon.

The study is attemptlng to asgsess perceptlons of change in the degree of
. control over time. You are asked therefore, to make THREE estimates of the degree of .-
control over. decisions in your jurlsdxctlon ' B -
The FIRST is your recollection of the sxtuatlon as it was in 19?5 T .
The SECOND is your perception of the s1tuatlon as it is now in 1980
\. The THIRD is your predlctlon of the 51tuatxon as it will be in 1985

Q . .

v ' \\\ oo Increase or decrease in the degree of ccntrel over time should be indicated
F o by variations in your responses for the three years. If you percexve little or no.
change over the. period your responses in the three éolumns should be aliout the same.

Throughout the quest1onna1re the term Superintendent is used to designate
the chief’ education officer of a school jurisdiction. Please consider: this to be
, - equivalent to such other tltlee as Director of Education if that de31gnat10n 1s used
i : in your Province. :




Pleake indicate your estimates

of control exerted by each grou
listed in Column B, over the de
Circle your responses

~for each of 1975, 1980. and_ 1985.

type listed in Column A.

SECTION A

of the degree
p, or individual
cAsions of the

CODE:

: 33

1:
2

5

“

Al

Negligible Degree of Control

High Degree of Control

TYPE OF DECISION

GROUP OR INDIVIDUAL

DEGREE OF CONTROL

Column A Column B WAS. "IS NOW WILL BE
in 1975 in 1980 in 1985
1. L B o Education Department 12345 12345112345
Deciding th? allocation School Board Cli23ss)iz23es | 2345
of funds t? & ?ChOOl from Superintendent's Officef1 2 34 5| 12345 |12 345
a school district - School Principal 123465 123485 {12345
Teacher(s) 12345} 1234512345
2 ‘ . Education Department 12345} 12345| 12345
Deciding the distribution ‘Séhbbl‘ﬁopfd 12 345 12348512345
of expenditure within a Superi;tendent's Office|1 234 5| 1234512345
particular school School Principal 12345 1234512345
Teacher (s) 12385 1238522345
3. : : : _ Education Déﬁartment 12345 1234512354 3
Deciding wh?ther or not to 1 school Board 123451238512 3'4 5
fund a~?pec1al program -Superintendent's Office|1 2 34 5] 12345 l/é 345
e.g.Music | School Principal 12345 1234512345
Teagher(s) 12345 12345112345
4. . Education Department’ 12345 1234512 345
Deciding on methods to School Board 123451 12345} 12345
raise additional funds Superintendent's 0ffice{l 2345(-12345] 1234 5
for a particular school School Principal 1234512345 1234 5]
Teacher (s) ’ 12345 1234512345
D:iiding e or(nof Education Department |12 34 5] 12 3ks| 12345
X o : School Board 12345 12345 12345
to make stditions to Superintendent's 0ffice|1 2 34 5| 1234 5| 12345
school buildings  ~ School Principal 12345 12345] 12345
Teacher(s) 12345} 1234512345
¢ . B
/Deciding whether or not Education Department 12345 1‘2'3 4L s 12345
to close a school - School Board 12345 12345] 12345
' Superintendent’'s Office|1 234 5| 1234 5] 12345
School Principal 123451 12345 1 2.345
Teacher (s) [t234s5)123k5 12345
1 B ' Education Department 1234 1234 234
Deciding whether or not to School laozazrd"p 12 ; 4 ; 12 g 4 : ‘I_z ; u ;
i“¢1“de.8P°°lfl features such | g, orintendent's Office 12345 12365] 12345
“’ open learning areas in | gopgol principal | 1234512345 12345
acho?l buildings . Peacher(s) 12345 12384 sl 12345

Lt
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cc
hffice use
Only

8 -10
11-13
1u§16
17-19
20-22

23-25
26-28

29-31 .7

32-34

35-37
38-L0
b1-43
Ll 46

| 47-49

50-52
53-55

56-58

59-61
62-64

65-67
68-70°
71-73
=76
77-79

5-7

8 -10

11-13
14-16
17-19

20-22
23-25
26-28
29-31
32-34
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Please 1ndicate your estimates of the degree

SECTION A
CODE:

1:

A2

Negligible Degree of Control

et e ey

of control exérted by each group or individual 21 o
listed in Column B, over the decisions of the gu
type listed in Column A. Clircle your responsee '
for each of 1975, 1980 and 1985.- - 51 High Degree of Control
TYPE OF DECISION GROUP OR INDIVIDUAL DEGREE OF CONTROL
Column A Column B WAS IS NOW WILL BE
/ in 1975 in 1980 in 1985 .
8. Education Department |1 234 5| 12345 | 12345
Deciding whether or not School Board 123451 12345123 45
to establish special Superintendent's Office{1 2 34 5| 12345} 12345
schools for physically School Principal 12345 123512345
_|impaired. children Teacher (s) 123465 12345)123845
Ay
g;eiding the’ ext Sooks Education Department 12345 | 12345] 12345
%o ba used -for a glven School Board 1234512345 }12345
subject ° Superintendent 5 Offxce 12345123345} 12 2 4 5
' School Principal 12345 12345112345
Teacher (s) 123451 12345112345
;:;idiné on transgportation Education Department 123 b5 12345 ; 23 b ?
corvices to be offered. Schoo} Board 1234512345 12347
to students Superintendent's Office|l1 2 3 4 5 12345112345
School Principal 12345 12345 12345
Teacher (s) 12345} 1234512345
11. _ B
Deciding on major Education Department 12345112345 12345
equipment items for -School Board 12345 1234512345
a school Superintendent's Office|1 2 34 5 | 1234512345
T School Principal 12345 12345 12345
Teacher(g}—\\_, 12345 1234511234 5
1i2. Educatiob Department 1234512345 123473
Deciding on class: room School Bfard {12365 123465123845
[furnishings Superintendent's Office|1 2 34 5 | 112345 | 12345
School Principal . 12345123465 12345
Teacher (s) - 1234512345 123%45
13. Education Department 12345 ‘12345 |12 3.b 5
Deciding the nature of’ School Board 1234512345 ]| 12345
Programs to be offered Superintendent's Office|l1 2 3 4 5 12345112345
in a school e School Principal 123451238685} 12345
Teacher(s) 1235112345112 345
14, - Education Department. 12345123451 12345
JPeciding the broad outline Sehool Board * 1123451235 12345
of the curriculum: for Superintendent's Office}1 2345 | 12345 | 1234 5
a particular subject - School Principal 12345 }12345]12345
Teacher(s) 12345 1234512345

229

cC .
0ffice use
Only

I
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' ) o SECTION A : ,
Pleagse indicate your estimates of the degree -ICODE; 1: Negligibla Dégree of Control
! of control exerted by each group or individual 23 ’
S listed in Column B, over the decision of the ‘ gu H cC . |
type listed in Column A. Circle your responses ! . 0ffice use
. for each of 1975, 1980, and 1985. o 51 High Degree of Control Only
TYPE OF DECISION GROUP OR INDIVIDUA#AiiV DEGREE OF CONTROL :
Column A 1 Column B WAS 1S Now WILL BE
in 1975 | in 1980 in 1985
5. - . Education Department - |1 2 34 5{ 12345 12345 65-67 °
Decidirig the distribution qf School Board 12345 12345 12345 68-70
; fing} grades or marks ;n a Superintendent's Officel1 234 5| 12345} 12 345 71-73
! High School subject .| school Principal 1234512385 12345/ 7476
t Teacher (s) . 12345123451 12345 77-79
: : : 4
! 16. ) : T--F
; Deciding whether or not to Education Department 12345 12345112345 5«7
: incérporate a program for School Board 12345 12345 12345 8 ~10
.E: physically qr mentally Superintendent's Officel1 2 3 &4 5 12345 12345 11-13
t handicapped children into a Schpo} Principal 123 4 5 123ks 12345 14-16
'| school program . Teacher(s) 12348512385 12345 17-19
17. o . - | Education Department 12345} 12345} 12345 . 20-22
Sglecting a principal for School Board 123458 12345 12345 23-25
a school . | Superintendent's Officef1 234 5| 1234 5 w1 234 5| 26-28
i School Principal 12345 1234512345 29%31
3 Teacher (=) 12351 1234512345 32-34
! .
- v |18, BN Ll | Education Department 12345 1234512345 35-37
Selecting a teacher to fill School Board Jresusl i385 é 345 38-40
& vacancy in a particular Superintendent's Office|1 2 34 5| 12345 1234 5. 41-43
J8chool - - _School Principal t23bks5| 1234657012345 ubue
' Teacher (s) *2345112345(12345 b7-49 -
| ;Z;iding on procedures EQucation Departmént 12345123 45112345  50-52
¢ . | for evaluating instruction School Board | 1234512345 }12345]F 53-55
\ o Superintendent's Office|1 2 34 5| 12345 | 12345 56-58
P School Principal 12345 1234512345 59-61
. z Teacher (s) 12345 12345112345 62-64
3 2 : :
1 20. N Education Department 123450 12345 | 123645 65-67
F ‘I Deciding ﬁhe allocation School Board li 2 34 5 1 2_3 4 s 12345 6870
3 of duties for non-teaching |-guperintendent's office|12 34 5| 12345 | 12365 7173
- staff in a school - . School Principal 1234512384 5‘ . 213545 2476
| Teacher(s) - 12345112345 2345 77-79
Ja1. ' RN _ ) ' I"g'
’ Deciding on rules for Education Pepartment 12345 12345112345 5-7
1 student conduct " *| school ‘Board 12948512345 1 2345 || 8 -10
f ' : Superintbndent:s Office|ll1 234 5| 1234512345 11-13
i - School Principal 12345 12345112345 14-16
: | Teacher(s) " o Itezass|{i12385{12345 17-19
> P
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0

Teacher(s)

~ SECTION A . . A4 231
. Pleagse indicate your estimates of the degree CODE: 1: MNegligible Degree of Control ‘
of control exerted by each group or individual 2t \
listed in Column B, over the decisions of the o E:- . : cc .
. type listed in Column A. Circle your reésponses - t - Office us«
for each or 1975, 1980, and 1985 : 51 High Degree of Control I_only .
__TYPE OF DECISION GROUP OR INDIVIDUAL DEGREE OF CONTROL T . >
Column A Column B WAS 1S NOW WIRL BE
" i ‘ in 1975 in 1980 in 1985
22. Education Department 1235|122 3’?‘3 12345 20-22
Deciding the procedures School Board 12385 12345 1 2 3..1:’ 5 23-25
for assessing student Superintendent's Office{1 2 34 5| 1234 5] 12345 '26-28
progress in a school Schbol Principal 12385 12365] 12385 29-;
«~ | Teacher(s) 12385 12345 12345 32-34"
23. , Education Department 123485 12345 12345 35-37"
Deciding the procedures School Board i2abs| 12345 1238 5 38-1&0“
|for reporting studenty Superintendent's Office{1 2 34 5| 1234 5| 1234 5| s1-b3’
[progress ‘School Principal 12345 12345 123435 bh-b6
' Teacher(s) 123450 12345 12345 u7u9
24, , Education Department [1 2 34 5| 12345 12345 50-52
Deciding procedures School Board 12345 12345{ 12345/| s3-55
|relating to injured Superintendent's 0fficel1 2 T4 5| 1234 5] 1293 4 s{| s6-s8
students School Princifs 123465{12345) 12345/ s9-61
' Tea 12345123450 12385 62-64
25. 4 ) E?lation 'Depé.rtment 12385| 1234512345 65-67
|Deciding the prgcise - §ehool Board - 123485 12345 12345 68-70
nunber of Staff required Superintendent's 0ffice|1 2 34 5| 12345 12384 5| 71-73
by a particular gchool “$chool Principal 123485 12345 12,345 =76
Teacher(s) . 12345 12385123845 77-79
Z R N D =&
Decidinsbthe timetable "Education Departméht 1 23% 5| 123451 123451 5-2
and lesson schedule School Board - "1 23%5 1 23 4Q§> 12345 8 <10
for a school 'Superintenden§:§ Officej1 2 3 4 51 123 45 12345 11-13;
School Principal Jr234s5) 12345112345 14-16
Teacher(s) 12345, 12345(:1,2345 17:19 7
27. ~ | Bducation Department |1 234 5| 12345} 12385/ 20-22
Deciding the polxcy of a Schoo} Board 12345 12345 L 2 3 5 s 423—25f .
school for over night Superintendent's Officell 2 3”1& ] 12345 " 12345 ' 26-28
[field trips _School Principal 1234s] 12365 12385 20-%
Teacher(s) ' J12385] 172 35112345 32-34
25' : ' Bducation Department 12345 1234512345 35-37
Decidinggthe m;nimu? School Board 12345] 12365] 1 5 345 38-ko.
and maximum class sizes Superintendent's Office{1 234 5] 1234 5| 1 23%5 || u1- u,a
in a particular school 'School“Principal -~ f123%5) 12385]| Y2345 TATAS
N 12345 b5t 123685 wy-n9
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SECTION A , R AS
y Please indicate your estimates of the degree CODE: 1: Negligible Degree of Control
. of control. exerted by each group or indivigual . B L P
ligted in Column B, over the decisions of the g. . cC S
type listed in Column A.. Oircle your responses : ' 0ffice Use
for each of 1975; 1980, gnd' 1985. Ss High Degree of Control Only .
' TYPE OF DECISION ‘GROUP OR INDIVIDUAL DEGREE-OF CONTROL
e Column A . ‘Column B WAS IS Now | WILL BE
: . , - in 1975 | in 1980 | in 1985
, . .
| 9' K . N
. ) Education Department 123451 123%5}) 12345 50-52
D°°idi"‘bth° rature of School Board 1234512345 12385 5355
°::::°t etween Superintendent's Officef1 234 5| 1234 5] 1 234 5[ 56-58
|® and parents School Principal 1234512345 12365] 59-61
|- Teacher(s) 1234512345 1234 5| 62-64
30. . L Education.Department 12345 | 12345 1234 5|l 65-67
Deciding on the use.of School Board 12345 12345 1234 5 68-70
the school building Superintendent’'s Office|1 2 34 5 12345 ]| 1234 5| 71-73
. A ! ’ : w
.{by community groups School Principal 123451123485 1234 5| 776
I D Teachar (s) 123450123450 12345]| 77-79
; ’ . . : .. ’ '
; 310 . . . ‘ » . : . ) T < T - +
- |Deciding whether, or not Education Department 12345 123 14”5 12345 5-7 :
to establish a parent o' | Sehool Board 123k5)1123485L12345( 9-10
_ advisory group for a Superintendent's Office[1 2 34 5| 1234 51234 5| 11-13 3
i particular school - School Principal 12345112345 12345] 1416 3
f . T : Teacher(s) Jiz23us)12385| 12345 17-i9 :
3 : : - i - R 3
3 132, . S . . . .
'1 ?Jecidin whether o ;;; * | Education Department ~f1 2 3% 5| 12345} 12345 20-22 ?;1
E o ralosen te e oo School Board. 12345 |123865] 12305( 2325 ;
i dotedls of sen i zu $1° Superintendent’s Officel1. 2 34 5| 1 234 5| 1234 5|| 26-28
i erfor:anc‘sc o0t test School Principal 1234512385 123845] 29-31.
3 [ es Co L
] P . ) Teacher(s) Jr 234512345 12345( 32-3%
i — r -
S :
2
; .
d . o < T . .
: SECTION B COMMENCES ON NEXT PAGE .
]
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ARG AN L el MR Fhat
“a

Policy Maker—pAdministrator—3)Practitioner,
when control. over decigion making moves in the opposite direction.

"Please circle the most appropriate response to indicate your personal
perception of the way in which each of the factors listed affects the locus of

.control for educational daecision making in your system,

Commen'ts

Your owh'Peréonal Philosophy
Comment: ' : .

~ B 233

R ' - - TION B : '
() . . . A ;
- -+ - A system is said-to b&more, decentralized when.control ‘ayer isim;
* moves in the direction Provinde=-3®istrict—pSchool—pClagsroom or in e d 3

It is said to become more centrallzéd

cc
Office use
only

]

f : ) CODE: 1: Strong decentrélizing influence
1 : : 21 Mild decentralizing influence
. . E: Neutral or no influence
FACTOR 1 Mild centralizing influence
- 5: Strong centralizing influence
1975 —) Present | Present —3 1985
General Economic Climate 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Comment ' : c
Genéral Social Climate - 23 & 5 1 2-3 & 5
Comment: : ’ -
General Political Climate =- 23 4 5 12 3 4 5
Comment: { '
\ <
s : f
Pressure frod%Teachersi Assaciétion 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Comment : : ¢
School Board Policy 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
. Comment: ’ ‘ . B .
.. R LS .
" Education Department Policy . 2 3 4 5 1" 2 3 & 5
Comment: ' ' '
Pressure from Trustees' Associatidn 2 34 5 1.2 3 4 5
Comment: ' .
. . N c
~ Drive for Professibnal, Status for Teachers 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
. Comment: . . - U - .
Current Ptaciices in Administration ) 2 3 4 5 1.2 3 4 5
Comment L . ! -
Calls for Public Accountability 2 3 45 12 3 4 5

-

- What do you consider to be major fofces.or factors which influence changes in .

locus of decisions in your Province?

35, 36
37, /38
39, 40
b1, 42,
43, b4
us, b6,
47, 48
k9, 50
51, 52 .
53, 54

55, 56

P T T
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SYSTEM AND PERSONAL DATA FOR SUPERINTENDENT/DIRECTOR © B2 234
. Please supply information’ ?nceming yourself and yc}ur school system by checking
the appropriate category (v). If you are involved with more than one jurisdiction
Pleage answer for the major one.In questions 6 through 9 state number of years.

cC
' office use
1. Name of Province 1. Alberta () . only
2. British Columbia () Ly
3. Manitoba (). _ o .
.ll'. Saskatchewan ()
2. Type of School 1. School District-Public ()
Authority 2. School bDistrict-Separate , ()
' ‘3. School Division- P_{xblic : ()
b, School Division- Separate ( ) 58 .
5. County ' : () '
fl?a i 6. Ot}?er. S ()~ N
3. Area.SerQed ' 1. Primarily city = ° { )' _
© 2. Primarily Town ) ‘159
. 3. Primarily Rural ’ () o -
B 4, 7Total Number of Students in your jurisdiction., .
1. -0 - 999 ()
' 2. 1000 - 2999 - Ly . _ ;
3. 3000. - 4999 : () o 60 ' B . o
b. 5000 - 14999 . - () ) '7
‘5. . 15000 - or more () . ;
= T 5. Your Bnployer . ’ - 1. Provincial Government- ' () - ) ‘
] ‘ - -2, School Authority, . () ’ .61 5
3 6. Total years of work:.ng experlence in. educatlonal syatems. : I - AU '
) -Count current year as a full year : : - . T ez, 63 x
E 7. Total years of experience as a Supermtendent or. Director of Educgt:.on. "
. L. Count current. yea.r as a full year _ _ ' " IR {64, 65
8.. Total’ years of experlence with present emplo‘yer « ‘ N .
" Count’ current year as a full year . v T R . le6, 67
_ ‘ . S , .
-9, T’o‘tg} years of expenence in current pos:.tlon. ‘ _ "
; “Counit current year as a i‘ull Yyear. ' . o "____ R a 68, 69 T
r L ]
fa)

2

{THANK’ YOU FOR ANSWERING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE




’
dg,

Pl

 APPENDIX 3.3, =

~

INITIAL LETTER’
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D"Am ENT OF IDUCATIONAL

~ with a study I am undertaking iﬁ connection with my work as

"Consequently, you will shortly receive a questlonnalre by mall L

: with_this study.

Appendix 3.3 1Initial Letter | o L 236
FACULTY. OF EDUCATION : . ) THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

_KDMONTON, CANADA . _
© - TeG 28 - e

T ADMINISTRATION ’ o PO o )
. B | | M ‘ ~ April &4, 1980

.Dear Fellowadministrator,

I am writing to seek your assistance

a- doctoral student in’ Educatlonal Admlnlstratlon at .the
Un1vers1ty of ‘Alberta. ‘My,area qf interest is changeyln
Control Over EducatlonalvDeeisions; In connection with thie
I aq et}empting to sutvey a eemple of Superintendents~and |

Diréétors of Education from several Provinces. My study w1ll

/'concentrate on the perceptlons of officers at this level

‘ because I believe that such people are best s1tuated to

observe change that has taken place, to be able to predict
.change in the future,'end.to understand the possible causee'
of change. -

L

@

Your name is one of those chosen as part of the sanple.

‘and I hope you will be able to see your way clear to complete
~and return it. I am well.aware of the many demands upon your o ;
'time, from my bwn‘exPerience as a‘school'frincipal and\Edueational | |
Administratgr in the Australian Capital Territory, but:hope.

you_will-appfeciate'ny position in requesting your co-operation

I would. be pleésed’to.Supply youfwith_a-eunmary of,thev . . .g
findings, when the studylis“COmplete; ‘
Thanking you in\enticipation,

Yours' sincere 1y , 47 ;Mt'/{

Mllton E. March

P oAl 30 PP R R A T L
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_ CONTROL OVER EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS

Determining the appropriate pattern for control over:
decisions is a perennial problem for educational administrators.
A section of literature in organizational,theory favors models
of decentralized operation and participative decision making.

. Claims are made of expected improvements in operation due to

greater commitment from those who become involved in planning

-and helping to make decisions. Suggestions also appear that
decisions can sometimes best be made by those close to the point

of implementation. On the other hand, in a practical situation
lines of accountability and responsibility plate constraints.
on what is possible or desirable in. this regard. Also, the

need for co-ordination in-lfrge systems often limits individual

autonomy.:

, Educational organizations have many speciélrcharaéter—
istics arising from their work at the interface between

‘established society and the emerging generation. They are
affected by the universality of: their market and the professional’
~aspirations of their work force. . Legal structures also impose

mandatory .obligations upon them. In recent years. one point of
view has supported the desirability of deceptralizing control
of decision making in educational systems, yet reservations
have been expressed in several quarters. - - A

This current project is attempting to assess whether
change has in fact taken place in control over decision making
in recent times and whether change can be ected in the near
future. It will also 'investigate possible auses for change.
Differences in patterns of operations among the four Western

.Provinces and amongAsjstems within Provinces will be investigated.

: The. study will rely”fO”ax;érge extent on the perceptions
of administrators in the field. Views arg being sought from

“those people in the field who are best p ed to know about

change, to understand its cause and to be able to predict or
influence its direction. ) o '

3
g
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APPENDIX 3.4

' ACCOMPANYING LETTER FOR UESTIONNAIRE
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o "F‘ACULTY OF EDUCATION -

Appendix 3. b Accompanylng 1etter for Questlonnalre . 239

“YHE UNIVERSITY.OF. ALBERTA
EDMONTON, CANADA
: TG 205

- | : ,‘ : . April 8, 1980

CONT'ROL’ OVER EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL

Enclosed is a copy of the questlonnalre to Wthh

. v,
_I referred in my recent letter to you. Its purpose is to
~_1nvest1gate percepilons of change in the locus of control

. over educatlonal ‘decisions.

I would be extremely grateful 1f you could complete
the questlonnalre as soon as poss1ble and return 1t in the'
‘~enclosed envelope to:

" Milton E.. March .
Department of Educational Administration.
. The Unlver81ty of Alberta

L EDMONTON Alberta
176G _2G5 |

If you would like to recelve a summary of *he flndlngs ifz'
.’of the\szugy please-detach the form below and return it to | ‘
" the same address_as above. . B o
“Mr Ma‘ lay
| Please send me a summary of - the flndlngs of your study,
Control Oqer Educatlonal_Dec1s1ons; "
Address: - B
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' APPENDIX 3.5
REMINDER LEFTER

240



-THE UNIVERSITY OF- ALBERTA
ZDMONTON, CANADA
Ted 208

FACULTY OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL -
ADMINISTRATION

\

.‘ Appendlx 3.5 Reminder Letter : | ’ 241
; . _
i
l

: May 6, 1980

~ Rey Questlonnalre CONTROL OVER EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS

To the Superlntendent/Dlrector of Educatlon.

o

On Aprll 8 1980 1 posted to you a copy of a
questlonnalre entltled CONTROL OVER EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS

'&ﬁfSome copies of the questlonnalre have not yet been returned.
" You will no ddubt understahd that'i am anXious\to-maximisé
the rate of return in order to 1mprove the valldlty of the-
iy ) : o : vl

pv study. [4 o

|
{

Lo |
!

If yoc have already cOmpleted'andvreturned your
c0py, please accept my thanks for your co- 0perat10n I
’fully apprec1ate the effort that ig involved in finding
A’tlme in an already crowded schedule. If on the other
1 hand, it is still lying in your "too busy" (?sket,bmay I
_appeal»todyou to giyelit'some attentdon_if at all possible;.
iand returnlit.ﬁhen completedbto:
| Milton E. March,
Dept. of ED. ADMIN., 7 - 104 Ed.N. - .
* University of Alberta . : 4 o

. Edmonton, Alberta
ST T6G 2G5

Thanklng you in ant1c1pation,
o - AT remaln,

yours s1ncerely;
L e
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MEANS OF ALL RESPONSES 1975, 1980, 1985
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Appendlx 4,01 Means of All Responses 1975, 1980, 1985
Means of All Responses Related to Decision Items .

CODE: 1:

(Neglisible)-——1>5:

(High) Degree of Control.

TYPE OF DECISIO GROUP OR INDIVIDUAL

Column A

1 . ’
Deciding the allocation
of funds to a school from
a school district

2. v
Deciding the distribution
of expenditufe within a
particular school

3. :

#*0eciding whether or not to

fund a special program
e.g. Music

‘J' . .

Deciding on methods to .

‘raise additional rund§'
for a particular sthool

5.

‘Deciding whether or not

to make additiong to

- school buildinss

6.. .
Deciding whether or not
to close a school

7-
Deciding whether or not to

include special features such

a8. optn learning areas in -
school buildings -

"‘ 8.

Dec‘ding'whether or not
to establish special
schools for physically

- ippaired ch’ldren

-

MEAN CONTROL
Column B . 1575 ° 1980 1985
Education Departmenf 1.6 1.46 1.51
School Board - 4.14 4,08  3.97
Superintendent's 0ffice 3.78  3.98  3.95
School Principal 2.06 2.52 2.87 -
Teacher(s) 1,28  1.47 1.81
Education Department 1.2 1.16  1.13
School Board 2.60 2.30 2.14
Superintendent's O0ffice 3.04 2.86 2.71
School Principal 3.95 4.37 k.57
Teacher(s) ' 2.5 3.05 -3.48
Education Department . 1.90 1.84 1.85
School Board GoB.37 0 B3 4,29
Superintendent's Office | 3.89 4.00 &4.01
School Principal ! 2.46 2,75 3.02
Teacher(s) 1.52° 1, 7Hﬂ 2.10
Education Department 1.2 1.2 1.25
“School Board 2.90. 2.80 2.79 .
Superintendent's Office  2.54 2.52 2.53
School Principal 3.84 3.98 4,04
,Teacher(s) , 3.01 3.22  3.36 -
Education Department " 4,19  4.14% 4,02
. School Board b.26 4.36 4.37
Superintendent's Office 3.37  3.47 3.56
School Principal 2,02 2.19 '2.26
Teacher(g) 1.18  1.27
" Bducation Department 2.62. 2.62 2.60
' - School Board .68 4.69 4,64 -
Superintehdent' ice - 3.48 3.56 3.59
“Sthool RrfAcipal’ 1.57 1.67 1.73
T er(s) o 1.15 1.24 1.28
Education Department 2,58 2.37 2.23
- School Board h,21 4,23 L,25
Superlntendent 5 Office 4,02 4,04 4,08
! School Principal . 2.95 3.22 3.4
" Teacher(s) . 2,15 .2.k2  2.66
e ; :
Education Department .g+81 3.76 3.72
School Board _ , ,,g 95 4.17 h.32
Superintendent's Offiqe;j'; 3.38 3.5 3.68
School Principal 1.75 1.90 1.98
Teacher(s) 1.27 1.38 1.52
y

1.39 .

[
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i TYPE OF DECISION GROUP OR INDIVIDUAL ~ MEAN GONTROL
| Column A  ~ Column B 1975 1980 1985
, 9, ' s . Education Department 4,18  3.9% 3.76
k - Deciding the text books School Board 2.39  2.55 -2.69
? to be.used for-a given : Superintendent's Office 3.34 3.37
~ subject ‘ " ' School Principal 3.3 3.57
| S ; Teacher(s) ‘ 347 3.66
10. ' ' ~ Education Department 3.04  3.02
, . Deciding on transportation School Board . 4,720 h. 4,75
' gervices to be offered Superintendent's O 2,99 3.11 3.18
to students " School Principal - / C1.51 1.58  1.67
' Teacher(s) 1.07 1.09 1.12
11. : : s i . . . - - B
: Deciding on major , , Educatipn Department . 2.0 1.98 1.9%
3 equipment items for : . School "Board b.13 b.02 3.88
. a school - Superintendent's Office 3.80 3:83 3.82
. ‘ School Prlncipal 7 3.3 3.72 3.93
Teacher(s) ‘ 2,15 246 2.79
! ) - - Education Department ) ‘1.75 I.G“ht 1.55
hg on class room - School Board . 3.52  3.38  3.28
shings o Superintendent’'s Office . _ 3.41 3.3 3.31
.School Principal ‘ 3.67 3.98 4,17
Teacher(s) - 2.62 3.02  3.39
13. . : Edutation Department 3.3 3.32  3.21
Deciding the natur'e of School Board 3.29  3.45  3.50
. programs to be offered 'Superintendént's 0ffice 3.88  L.00 3.98
in school - & School Principal - 3 3.62. 3.91 k.o7
o i - _Teacher(s) - "o o2.55  2.85  3.09
14, L : Education Department ) T h.bo B 443
‘Deciding the broad outline School Board 1.79 1.86  1.91
of the curriculum for a Superintendent's 0ffice 2,61 2.73  2.77
particular subject = School Principal | 2,37 2.61 2.7
‘ o - Teacher(s) 2,30 2.50 2.67
%2éiding the distribution 6f  Education Department 1.90  1.7%  2.09
" final grades or marks in a School Board C 1.% 1.39 145
‘High School Subject Superintendggéis Office L2027 . 2.30 - 2,37
: - ) : ) School Primé: 3.92 ° 3.98 3.95
LT SR Teachers(s) o 4,27 . M.4E 4,39
' 16, - | |
Deciding whether or not to ..  Education Department 2.62  2.81  2.91
incorporate a program for ° ~ School Board 3.87 4.4 4.18
'ph&sic.ally or mentally o Superintencent's Office 3.86 4,05 4,05
: hgndicapped-children’lnto.é- School: Brincipal 2.72 ' 3.01 ¢3-15
school program ' : Teacher(s) A ' S1.7% 1094 2,22

. )
««\
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| o Q 2is
/ ®
—————FYPEOF DECTSTON — —GROUF OR IRDIVIDUAL WEAN CONTROL
Column A Cothmn B 1975 . 1980 1985
17. ' Education Department 1.08 '1.08 1.06
Selecting a principal for Schqol Board U b.h2  4.k1 T4.33
. a school Superintendent's Office b.39  L4ET L.AB
' . Séhool Principel 1.30 - 143  1.55
Teacher(s) 1.25  1.44 1.76 )
18, . Education Department 1.04  1.06 1.08
Selecting a teacher to fill School Board. 2.63 2.48 2.42
a vacancy in a particular Superintendent's Office 4.55 4.52 b
‘achool School Principal 3,68 4.12  4.29
Teacher(s) _ 1.23 ° 1.33 1.6k
19. Bducation Department 2.15 2,12 2.k
Deciding oh'p:ocedures School Board ’ 2,20 2.35 2.46
for. evaluating inst_ruc.tion Superintendent's office 4,29 4,39 4.4
‘ _School Principal 3.58 | 3.9R. 4.28
) Teacher (s) 2.53 2.85773.27
o 20, Education Department 1.10°0 1.09  1.06
_Deciding the allocat:.on School Board 2.57 .2.53 2.47
~ of duties for non-teaching : Superinfendent 8 Office 312 3.15  3.16
" staff in a school School Principal ‘ 4.1 &.37  4.50
’ ’l‘encher(s) R v 1.91 2.26 " 2,46
21, Education’ Department 1.4 1.6 141
Deciding on rules for "-. School Bpard _ 2,79 2.76 2.80
student conduct o Supprintendent's Office 2,93 2.95 3.02
) - School Principal ‘ b.55 W70 b7
Teacher(s) ~ 3.75 4.0 b.20
22, - o Education Department 1.71  1.81  2.03
Deciding the procedures School- Board 1.91 2.07 2.14 '
‘for assessing student Superiritendgnt'_s office 341 3.52 3.55 \
) progress- in a ‘schoal School Prinn_}pai, 4,23 4.38 4,46 . E '
‘ . /;— " . Teacher(s) o 3.93 4.15 . 4.22 ,.
23, . . Education Departm 1.65  1.59 1.79 ., . ¥
- Deciding the proqedﬁres School Board 24 . 2,33 2.36 ’
for reporting student . Superintendent s Ofﬁv\ 3.55 '3 .55 _3.”5’7 e,
progress ) School Principal - .29 T 8.% B.46 - .
y ' S i Teachérs(a)' " 3.58 &5.86 3.96
. j/ 7 | ﬁducatiofé«oeparment 1.28 1.28 S 1.29: ,"
< j eciding procedures , School Board 3.22 3.3t 3.39
- relating’ ‘tq hi‘ﬁ&ed : Supexgintendgnt-"s office 3.49  3.5%5  3.57
students- e School Principal hood 4,18 4,20
L Teacher(s) -, - 2.72 "2.89 2.9
L Ky
. . .
; . ° T
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T TYPE OF DECISION > GROUP OR TW—W
‘ Column A : Column B . 1975 -1980 1985
25. o . Education Departmént 1,58 1.‘63 S 1.43
Deciding the precise School Board: ®3.82 3.83 3.86
number of-staff: required Superintendent's Office b.h3 4,50 4.48
by a particular séhool School Principal 3.02 3.35 3.52
k , Teacher(s) o 1.30 .51 1.75 -
26, - . Education Department 1.0 1.39 142"
Deciding the timetable . School Board . 140 1.39 1.4
' ahd lesson schedule Superintendont'e Dmce T 2,56  2.52 2.55
for a school 4 ‘School Principa. " B.78 4,81 4.78 .
L Teacher(s) 3.06  3.37 3.54
27. : B Education Department 1,07 .08 1.08
Deciding the policy of a School Board 3.98  4.03 4.03
" school for over night ' .Superintendent's Office 3.70  3.78 .76
- field trips School Principal 3.55 3.73 385
IR Teacher(s) 2.41 2.70 2.82
-28. T o Education Departmg'nt 1.46 1.36 1.44 -
Deciding the minimum School Board ~ . 3.38  3.51 3.51
’ and maximum classg sizes Superintendent 8 0ffice 3.96 . 4,00 4.00 e
' in a particular school School Principal . 3.61- 3.8+ 3.9
. < Teacher(e). ‘ o 1.77  2.09 2.k0
29, - . . ' ' ' S |
Deciding the nature.of Education Depa.rtment 1,11 . 1,18 - 1.17
contact between ) School Board’ 2.17  2.25  2.36
staff- and barent,q Superintendent 8 Office 2.76 2.85 2.92
o ' W g School szincipal L.48 4,59 4,63
~ Teacher(s) , 3.54  3.84. 4.00
Edugation. Depa.rtment‘ ©1.17 1.31° 1.55
-School Board o b40 O 4.38  4.32
Superintendent s ozﬁce 3.05 © 3.09 3.11 _
“*School’ Principal +3.31  3.52 . 3.68™ J‘S
| . t Teacher(s) ) 1.6 145 1. 61 .
. . A R i A o
.Deciding )vhethev o&"not o ', . Education Department 1.40- 1, 1&?“’ 1.48 -
. % .to establish a parent. ~ ! sorbo1 Board 2.84  3.03 3l
’ ndvia6ry group for A Superintendent e'orﬁ_ce 2.64 2 72 2.80 -
.pnrticular ‘school _ _ School Pﬂncipal _ 3.,‘71. 3‘85_ 3. ol
ST L ',l‘ucher(-) J_z;a.;-' 264 - 2.83
- w ethor or not Educ&tion Departnent - 1 52 , '1,5? 1.73
e ‘%o re}.uoe to’ the. public, School’ Board’ T 3the 39 3,53
4@ imih of' lchodl teet ,;m, Superintendent 8 Offfce ' -«3.99 4,08 4,09
: ’ o0y School PRimeifhl 331 3039 349
tucher(l) . 1.99  2a2-

 2.24

I
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APPENDIX 4.11

MEANS OF RESPONSES BY PROVINCE  ~
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Appgndlx 4.11 Means of Responses by Pro#ince' 248
Heans of Responses Related to Decision Items for Provinces 1980
- -CODE1 - {(Negligible)——» 5:- (High) Degree of COnftrolA
TYPE OF DECISION ,GROUP OR INDIVIDUAL MEAN CONTROL .
Column A . s Column B AITA  B.C.  MAN.  SASK.
1. Tl Education Department- 1.47 1.20 .k, 1.62
Deciding the allocation School Board . ' 4,26 3.86 3.79 . " &4.17
of funds to a school from Superintendent's Office Lo - 4.32 . 4,03 3.67
a school district’ " ’'School Principal - 2.45 2,60 2.72  2.44
' : Teacher(s) : 1.61 . 1.33  1.k6  1.b40
2. . Education Department 1.16  1.16  1.16  1.16
Deciding the distributicrv School Beard 2.26 1,97 2,17, 2.61
of expenditure within a Superintendent's Office 2.95 Z.59  2.77. 2.98
particular school School Principal 4,30 4.61 4,59 4.20
: ' Teacher(s) .- ©3.18  3.33 2.86 = 2.84
3. ' Education Department ‘ 2,03 1.97 1.32  1.86
' Deciding whether or not to S:}?bol Board . 4,48 4.35 4.58 4,17
. fund a special program . ._‘.Supenntendent £ Oﬁice b.14 4,00 3.77 - . 3.98
_-e.g. Music ‘ - School Principal 2.90 2.68  2.65  2.69
. Teacher(s) 1.88° 1.71  1.59 1.67
b, . . ' Bducation Department 1.20  1.26  1.07  1.37
~ Deciding on methods’ to School Board ' 3.12  2.31  2.30° 3.02
raige additional ands Superintendent's Office  2.84  2.45 247 2.2k
for a partlcular school School Principal .  3.91 k.50 “.'1'* T 3.64
‘ ' Teacher(s) i - 3.28 0 3.67.  3.4%Y 2.88
5. . Education Department ‘ 3.72 L,68 %.23 4,23
. Deciding whether or not " Schpol Board u.éq 4,32 . 4.23 &%
to make additions to - Superintendent’s 0ffice .& 3.71 ‘345 . 3.45. 0§23 '
. school buildings. School Principal - S 2.36  2.40 *k 16 1.90
. " Teacher(s) | 1.3 120 123 1.23
6. . . ~ " Baucation Department C 346 3.32 - 1.39 2.00
Deciding whether or not School Board Ly 474 4,84 4.83
to c;éae a scheol Superintendent 8 Orﬁ.ce '3..43 "3.90 ' 3.48 - 3.54
‘ School Principal 1.74  1.71 1.77-  1.50
;A Cow Teacher(s) * 1.38  1.16 1.30 - 1.20
70 L -+ Education Depart! 2.26 ° 2.7%  2.61  2.13
Deciding .whether or not to . School Board - .-+ - 4 .45 4.32 4.03 4.o4
- include special features such Superintendent ‘s Office Lok  4.16 4.10 3.9
a8 open learning areas in . School Principal 308 3.r16 3.39°  3.24
school buildinss Teacher(s). . 2.25 - 2.17 2.86  2.49
8. . S Fdﬁcatj.on Deparjm.eﬁt b.02 406  3.61° 3.37
Deciding whethpr or not’ School Bbard 4,07 k.13 4.23 4,27
_to establish special K Supexg{,ntendent's Ofnce - 3.7 3.55 3.77 ;
achépls for physicdlly School Principal . -1.93 1.84 1.97
impaired children Teac‘her(s)‘ T f*.: - 1.48 1.29 1.47.
. . A --a.,.h;.. ~
- i
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TYPE OF DECISION

Column A

GROUP OR INDEVIDUAL .

" Column B

9. _
Deciding the text books
to be used for a given
subject

|

“.%1?/‘

: Deciding on major
equipment items for

- a school

12.

_ Deciding on class room

furnighings -

Decidinghthe nature of
programs to.he offered

\tn a school . ’

14,

Deciding the broad outline

"of the.curriculum for a
particular subject

15. -

Deciding the dlstribution of
final grades or ﬂhrks in a

High School snbject

i

16.

Deciding whether or not to
inborporate a program for
' physicelly or mentally-
"handicapped children into a

school program

fducation Department
Scheel Board
Superintendent's Office

-School Principal
" Teacher(s)

‘Education Department
chhool Board ;
Superintendent =) Ofricep-»

- School Princi pal

geachor(s)

Dducatien Department

" School Board
' Superintendent's Office

School Principal
Teacher(s)

‘Education Department

o

School Board

‘.-Superintendent s Office
" School Principal

~

Teacher(s)

. ~ Education Department"

School Board

Superintendent's Office

School Principal

B Teacher(s)

Education Department ]

.-School Board -
Superintendent's Office

School Principal
Teacher(s)

Education Department 4
School Board T

Superintendent's Office.
- School Principal

Teecher(e)
Edncetion'Depertmenft
School Board .
Superintendent’'s 0ffice
School Principal '

reecﬁer(s) Py

v

MEAN CONTROL
AITA B.C. MAN.
Lk 4.7 3.65
2.96 2.32° 2.03
3.30 2.65  3.23
3.26 2.7 b4.06
3.35 2.8 . 3.97
3.21  3.61  2.8%
b6k - h.71  b.84
3.9 2094 . 3.29
1.64 - 1,65 . 1.57
1.2 1,060 1.13
'1.86  3.43  1.81
- 4.09 4,17 . 3.90
3.98 . 3.77 3.80
3.67  3.53 371
2.60 2.16  2.65 .
1.50 2. 30 - 1.84
. 3.53 2.87" 3.00
3.57  3.16 3.4
3.80  4.13  4.13
" 3.05 3.03 3.20
3.6  3.55 ° 2.83
3.50 - 3.39 3.30
J.oo  3.58 4,10
.3.67 k.03 4.20
2.62  2.97 3.17
4,57 4,55 " 4.37
1.93 2.10 1.61
2.67° 2.50  2.81
2.47-  2.73 2.97 .
2.3k 2.3 3.10
'1.59 ° 1.48 1.26.
1,74 1.19
2,62+ 1.65 - 2.13 "
3.95¢  3.94 4.13
L, 55\1 4.48 4.48
2.84  3.26  2.58
4.25 k.00 3.97 -
3.95  3.90 4.23
S 2;78 3.29 3.26
1,79 2.03

2.32

3.75

o L2.31°
¢.35 .-

3.48
2.54
3.86
3.65
3.67

- 2.63

4,81
2.85
1.48
1.04

‘1.38

3.92
3.71
3.88
2.37.
1.28
3.27
3.88

2.86

3.12

3.53
-4.20

3.94
2.86

4,28

.1.80

2.90
2.46
2‘03"}'

1.16'
ZCM )
3.96

b.h1

2,63

4,20

4, 16
2.94
1081
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| v Y l e -
B TYPE OF DECISION GROUP OR INDIVIDUAL MEAN CONTROL
| Column A | " Column B AITA . B. c. MAN.  SASK.
% 17. S o Education Department 1.11 1. 16 1.00 1.04
| Selecting & principal for  School Board . B33 4,61 4.55 k.29
_ a school _  Superintendent's Office . 4.54 4.10 L. 48 4,56
' ] : _School Principal . 1.38 1.32 1.66 1.42
R * Teacher(s) . 1.33 1.81% 1.65 1.20
1“4: g v 18, - ) o ~ Bducation Dgpartnent' ' 1.05 P" °“4€r 1.03 - .1.0_2
", Selecting a teacher to fill School Board 2,33 'AY81 2.2 3.19
Do .o k . a vacancy in a particular Superintendent's Office h.64. 4,13 “4.55 47/60
o T "%rigchool : - ‘School Principal ) ©3.89 4.48 4,26  h.06
5 TR :!‘f.a“ L , : Teacher(s) . ' ‘ 1.2  1.65  1.50 1.14
"‘ . S 19.’& ! Education Dep'a.rtment: 2.21 2,35 1.57  2.19
,-'ir ; R Decid g on p ocedures . School Board 2,63 2.13  2.43 2.12
%L e o igor” pValgating mstruction Superintendent’'s Office ~ 442  4.23  4.35  4.47
‘ J&_‘mg,w, i1 '%ww;gﬁ School Principal - 3.81.  4.06. k.39  3.85
‘ , Teacher(s) ~2.82 _2.58V 3.45 2.67
T20. ' - Education Department = 1.05 1.19  1.06, 1.08
Deciding the allocation " School Board - o r 2,36 2.7 2,30 2.71
o of .duties for. non-teaching Supefint" ndent’s Oﬁ‘ic$ 3.41 - 2.73 3.26 3.04
L : ;starf in a schoolo . ‘School Principal . 4.1 . 3.97  4.48  4.48
' , a ' ‘Peacher(s) . 2.33 2.03' 245 219
L 21 L . Bducation Department 1.24 -1.55 1.26  1.76
Deciding on rules for ‘ School Board o . 2.95 2.62 2.52 . 2.78
student conduct - ‘ Superintendent‘'s Office  -3.17 2,58  3.03  2.88
'~ School Principal © . k65 71 4.8 b.69°
, ' Teacher (s) : - 4,03 3.90° 4,32 3.94
‘ 22, . Education Depafrtment /_1.86 . 2.3 1.41 1.80
- Deciding the procedures - ?School Board 2.46 1484 . 1.86  1.88
for assessing student - «sup;printendent-c Ofnce 3,75 2.77. 3.47 3.75
. " progress in a school ' Sclxﬂol ®rincipal - _ 4,25 ) 4,35 4.57 L4 .42
e L “‘Eﬁ o) po 27 ka1 5,13, 4.0k
23,  Edication Depar, s . T 1,57  2.33  1.23. 1.ho0
: . Deciding the procedures - Sﬂ)pol JBoard - ?." ‘». 2.55 2.97 1.50 ' 2.18
° " for reporting student ’ é ihtﬁdent'e Offigf?. - .,,3 71 .3139 .3.50°  3.50 ‘
_ progress R T ﬂ 00l Principal ‘}x 4 A0, ‘ 23 . 4.53 4.56
, ' ST Tcacher(s) : o ; 3 éaﬂ 3.48 . 3.97 " 4.00
' 2k T zducau&npepaxmmt . Yi& ‘1.48  '1.17  1.35.
Deciding procedures - . s%» Schoo‘l Board: 3.23 ., 3.29 . 3.20  3.48
. ¢, Telating to injured - - * S'uperi.ntendent s Office 3.82 '3.29 3.93  3.17
"%ed students : : School Principal C 4.26 Y 3.8  4.23 k.27
' t’ Teacher(s) § 2,96 2.58  3.00 ." 2.9%
. o :
’ - . "ﬁ .
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i T “TYPE OF DECISION -~~~ =~ GROUP-OR-INDIVIDUAL - - MEAN CONTROL- - - -
! , -Column A - Column B - AITA  B.C. - MAN.  SASK.
. “»'f:." ' 25. Education Department 1.2§ ©1.68.  1.45  1.46
s ¥ Deciding the precise School Board 4,02 3.45 3.50 k.02
- humber of staff required Superintendent's Office B.45  L.48  4.63 . 4.48
, by a particular school ' School Principal 3.3 3.23  3.53 3.31
% ‘ : ‘ Teachér(s) 1.47 1.61  1.72  1.36
i 26. ' _ Education Deparunent 1.43 1.33 1.3% 1.40
P Deciding the timetable School Board 1.49 1.37 1.20 1.40
‘ and lesson schedule Superintendent's Office 2.74 2.06 2,21  2.69
for a school g . School Principal ' 4,96 4,74 4,93 ‘{.83
: Teacher(s) 3.38 3.32 =337 3.37
"‘: 29, _ . Education Department- 1.04 1.16 1.03  .1.10 '
‘Deciding the policy of a School Board 4,00 3.74 h.03 k.23
‘schodi/ for over night Superintendent's Orﬁce 4,05 3.48 3.97 . 3.56
’ Fooo " .. fiels trips - School Principal 3.70: 3.48‘ 3.70 " 3.92
'l Teacher(s) . '2.73 2.68° 2.86- 2.58
" 28. : : Education Department 1.33 1.5  1.30 1.37
Deciding the minimum and School Board S 371 3.6 3.30 3.63 -
. maximum class sizes in Superintendent's Office L. 24 3.58 3.93 4.02
.a particular school School Principal; ! 3,69 3.97 %.00 3.85
4 : ‘ ,i‘ Teacher(s) ‘ ,J) Zaﬁj - 242 “6,.1 33 . 1.92 ‘
. 29, ) e Edncation Department .1.08 1.19  1.00 1.29
. Deciding the nature of - School Board, . '2.28 ° 2.00 2,10  2.4% ¢
con ct batween staff Superintenden‘b's Offit!e 2.86 . ‘2.63" 3.13 . 2.81 -
and parents: School Prificipal 4.67 h.53 . W4.52 - b 48
' Teacher(s) - 3.88 . . 3.87 3.87 3 /bG
30. . Education Department 1.5  1.33 - 1.07  1.17.
Deciding on the use of " School Board s 4.58 . 4.33 4,39 440
: the school building " Superintendent's Office 3.6  2.58 -3.39°  2.62
= - by community groups ~ School Principal . 3.51 . 3.48 3.16 3.75
: ' N Teacher(a) 1.53 1.40  1.45 1.38
31. Education Department 1.19  1.16 1.32 2,06
Deciding whether or not - School Board . 2.86 -2.55 2.42 . 3.88
to _establish a parent Superhj:endent .6, 0ffice . - 2, 83 "2,29  3.03 2.68
- advisory gi‘oqp for a School Pr:mclpal . i }J R 409 4.48 b,29 . 2.92
particulefyschool Teacher (s) ‘ o 2.9t .3az. 2,97 1.82
) 32, - ' _Edugation Department’ © #1.74  1.87 .29  1.36
. | ' Deciding whether or not _School Board ' 3.91 . 3.45 ' 3.50. 3,02
- .to release to the public superintendent'a office. ook 4.16 4,13 L.o6
B details of school test Scheol Principal . o 3.04 . 3,35 3.47 3,77
;  Teacher(s) - . 1.96. 2.09 2.13

. performances

2.43

a
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¥ L Appendix 4.12 . . v
Item Education " "School Superinten- School Teacher(s)
‘# Department -~ Board - ' -. dent'sOffice” - Principal -~ -

1, B . o b>s LN

#.‘ ‘ , 7. . . .- ‘ ‘b>8 b”
50 . b> .a. ' ) v . : a s e | |
6.{a>m,g;db>m,8 [ -  8>a , h
O I ke s

2
-
l“‘“

9. n,lbs,nx‘;_a) 8 , a>m s>b,a;m3 m>’9.d{ s8>b m>b; s8>b
% 104b>s8 » : : . - R o ‘ ) .
! ,E:‘ll._‘b? 8,a,m I . U SR o O
Y2{b>»s,a- | T asbm | o ' : o - .
) f-?‘wxa}m' o S B 8>b ' m>a ' ,
_ U0 , Lt : ’ oo m>s,a
. \.'15.~,‘s>m.b.a . _ass,b | a,8>b - '
164 ‘.“ _ . ‘ : : ) ) '
174 Vo - : C - B " | b>s,a; m>s
184 v | s>b,m,a ~ la,s>d . b>a . - | b>s,a _
194 byapm : . '.'."';' - fm>a,s mb,s. .
20 L Lot b a»v : g>b s B
21fs8>a "m ) ’ o - :
24 b>m. L0 L a>b 'y | s.am>®
_ 23)ib>m,s,2 b)ln s;a s>m : " o S ,3
-2 R s | ma>s o ~ L . aE
254 . - - : : : : B
264 . ). as»bd ’ o
“28. i ce S ' ,
29.| s>m
-'30. aym,s . ! :
~ 3tfe>b,am  _ | s>mb,a ' ‘bm,a,>s  |bma>s .
SR N - a>s o .s>a S -
Appendix 4.12. Substantial Differences in Mean Degree of Control among Provinces
for various Organizational Levels. x>y indicates that the mean degree of control
in Province x is substantially greatéer than that in Province y. . _ T
a=Alberta. b=British Columbia. 'm=Manitoba. s=Saskatchewan. : : - . _
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- ITEMS SHOWING SUBSTANTIAL DIFFERENCES AMONG MEANS OF -
\ - ' <RESPONSES FROM DISTRICTS OF VARYING SIZES
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'1.

17.

zll -

27.

I;gm Education

Department -

.-School
Board -

™

_Appendix 4,21

[}

287

Superinten-

: dent ‘g 0ffice

School

Principal-

* Peacher(s)

2,
3. |
L.
S s
A%
7.

8. e
9.
10. .
11. e>d
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.

18.
19..

3

23. 5
24, vl

25. '
26 L

Appendix 4,21..
from Districts of Various Sizes =
x>y indicates that the’ perceived degree of control is substant:.ally greater in

aye
b>d

dx»d

b>d

a,b>d,e

bre
b>e

c,b,>d

by e

d,b>a

cpd ’

e>»b

a>d,b

c>d

d>b

districts of size x than in thosenof size y. -

a=0-999 students.
_ d=5,000-1%,999 stu;lents N

METUIN

‘B=1,000~2,999-students, -
e 15, 000 or more students.

. e=3,000-4, 999 students.

Items show:.ng substa.ntial differences among the Means of Responses
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ITEMS SHOWING SUBSTANTIAL DIFFERENCES ACCORDING TO THE
TYPE OF EMPLOYMENT OF THE SUPERINTENDENTS
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Item Education
. -~ ., .#  Department

- School
. Board .
)

o

Superinten-
-dent's Office

-7 259

~

b .

e e
—

School

Principal Teacher (s)

N

1. L>pP
2.
3.
4,
5. 1" 'PAL
6. '
7. .
8. ¢y
9. oo x -
10.. ' '
11.
12,
13.
1k,
5.0 | :
16. | . -
17. ‘ |

18.
.19,
2. | B P>L
21. P>L c '
- 22.
23
2, . ' . Y

-

2

28,
.29,
- w.

31.
© 32,

L>P

27.. o S

L>P

L>P

“

N

oo
-l

L>P . . )

k]

e ' -~

P>L . - s

L>P

Appendix 4,22, vIteme show:.ng substannal differenceg according to the type of ‘ L

) : Employment of the Superzntendents

L) P indicates that the perceived degree of control in districts where the -
superintendent is a Local employee is substantially greater than that in dj.stricts B
where the superintendent is a Provincj.al employee.
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nges in Dezrae of COntrol for Dlstrlcts of
rious Sizes.
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~1975-1980
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Appendix 5.21. (continued)
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!Appendix 6.22. Mean degree of Influence from Factors by
[ ]

Employment for Superintendents'v

-

~

\

// . Provincial - Local
Degrée of Degree of
Factor Influence Difference Influence Difference
1. Economic 3:71 - 3.15 -
" Climate 3 0.3 3.72 Q.57
2. Social 3.18 2.64
, Climate 2.88 -0.30 2.94 0'3
3. 'Political 3,47 3.19
Climate 3.35  ~0.12 3.48,  0:29
L, Teacher 2.72 ' ' 2.70' ~ :
Pressure 2.56 -0.16 2.95 . 0.25
5. Board 2.78 ‘ 2.87 '
Policy 2.50 _ -0.28 3.05 0.18
6. Department 3.24 2.99 "
Policy 3.18 @O°06 3.60 - 0.61 ¥
7. Trustee - 2.89 2.84 :
Pressure 2.67 -0.22 3,03 0.19.
8. Professional o 2.89 o 2.96-
Drive 3700 0.11 5 %8 0.12
9. -Administrative 2.61 '2.53
Practice 2.56 0.05 2.62 0.09
10. Accountabilit 3, .26 -
| Y 3.22 0.22 3.45 0.19
11. Personal 2.89 2.46
‘ Philosophy 2.8 0.0 2o o.2§
No. of Respondents 18 1538

- 1st Mean Indicates period 1975-1980
2nd Mean Indicates period 1989-1985 .
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APPENDIX 6.3 e

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES FOR VARIOUS FACTORS
BETWEEN MEANS IN 1975-1980 AND 1980-1985
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SUMS OF THE DEGREES OF CONTROL
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Appendix 7.1 Sums of the -Degrees of Control for each of The

Five Organizational Levels. )
Item 1975 1980 1985
" Finance to schools 12.72 13.51 14.11
Finance ‘in schools 12.34 13.74 14.03
Finance special programs 14.14 14.67 15.27

Additional finance N 13.53 13.76 13.97

Building changes =~ ~15.02 15.43 15.60

School closure 13.50 . 13.78 13.84

§pecial areas "15.91 16.28 16.62

Special_ schools: 14.16 14.77 15.22

Text books 16.02 16.74 17.05 :

Transport 13.30 13.56 13.74 - ’

Ma jor equipment 15.55 16.01 16.36 ‘

Class furniture 14.97 15.40 15.70

School programs 16.68 17.53 17.85

Broad curriculum’ 13.47 14.14 14,49 -

Final marks . 13.70 13.88  14.25

Special education 14.81 15.95 16.51 , N

Selecting principal 12.44  12.82  13.18 |

Selecting teacher 12.13 13.51 13.87 . i

Evaluating instruction 14.75 15.68 16.76 .-

Non-teaching staff 12.81 13.40 13.65 -

Student conduct 15.46 15.91  16.17 pi

Student assessment 15,19 15.93 16.40 -

Student reports 15.31 15.77 16.14 .

Injured students 14,75 15.21 15.39 :

Number of teadhers 14.15 14,62 15.04

Lesson schedul 13.20 13.48 13.70 :

Field trips - 14.71 15.32 15.54 :$

Class sizes : 5 14.18 14.80  _15.29 . ‘ "

Parent contact 14,06 14.68 15.08 :

Community use +13.29 13.75 14.27 B

Parent groups 12.00 12.71 14.19 %

Publicity - 14.25 1%.65  15.08 i
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